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THE MAKING OF THE TREATY OF SEVRES OF 10 AUGUST 1920 :
THE STRAITS CLAUSES

. A.L. Macfie

%

When the First. World War finally came to an end, the western Enten-
te Powers had established a position of unparalleled power in the Near and .
Middle East*. They had defeated the Ottomans, and their allies, the Central :
Powers, and they had seen Russia, their traditional opponent in- the area,”
collapse in civil strife and war. In the Armistice of Mudros, they had won
the right to occupy the Straits defences, to sail ships~of-war'into the Mar-
mora and the Black Sea, and to occupy any part of Turkey necessary to
’r_helr security.

The posmon they had won Britain and France, in par’ucular were de-
termined to hold, and, if possible, to extend. On the Straits, they were re-
solved on the imposition of a new régime, one which would prevent a re-
currence of the situation which had arisen during the war, when Turkey’s
closure of the Straits had caused incalculable damage to the interests of the
Entente Powers. As, however, the position on the Straits was inextricably
bound up with that of. the Ottoman Empire in general, they concluded
that they could not impose a.new régime unfil they had worked out
the details of ‘a settlement for the area as a whole. In the meantime,
therefore, they decided to concentrate on securing military control of the .
Straits, In this way they hoped to ensure that they would, in the immediate
future, be able to obtain access to Constantinople and the Black Sea. Control
of Constantinople would, they believed, enable them to control Turkey, while
the appearance of their ships-of-war in the Black Sea would strengthen

— . _ o
1 'This article is based mainly on British Foreign Office, Cabinet Office,

Admiralty and War Office records (cited as F.0., CAB., Adm. and WO) in

the Public Record Office, London, .
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their position among the Balkan states and enable them to influence events
in Southern Russia and the Caucasus. The occupation of the Straits defences
was begun on 6 November 1918. On 20 November 1918 General Wilson,
the British officer in command of the operation was able to report that all
forts and defences on both Straits were in his hands®. During the following
weeks the guns on the Asiatic shore of the Dardarelles were dismantled or
destroyed, allied contingents posted at strategic points on the Turkish rail-
ways in Anatolia and Thrace, and allied troops, under the command of Ge-
neral Franchet d’Espérey, stationed in Constantinople. Steps were also taken
to enforce the articles of the Armistice. The Turks were ordered to demobi-
“lise their armed forces and to despatch all arms and ammunition to the ca-
pital. Finally, in January 1919, the allied High Commissioners were instruc-
ted to assume executive: control of the Constantinople police. ~For this put-
pose the city was divided:into three zones, Pera and Galata falling to the
British, Stambul to the French, and Scutan to the Italians®. :

‘ Wthe these operatlons were in progress, the Alhes began to grve se-
rious consideration to the nature of the settlement they wished to see im-
posed on-Turkey. In the course of the war they had negotiated a number of
secret treaties and agreements, based on the principle of partition. The
Anglo-Russian Agreement of March 1913, the first and most important of
these, which had promised Russia possession of Constantinople and the
Straits, had lapsed either when there ceased to be a central Russian Govern:
ment recognised by the Allies, or when the Bolshevik goveérnment made
peace with Germany. The Treaty-of London, of 26 April 1915, however,
which ‘promised Italy ‘an equitable share in the Mediterranean region ad-
joining the province of Adalia, in the- event of the total or partial partition
of Turkey in Asia’remained operative, as did the Anglo-French Agreement
of May 1916, known as the Sykes-Picot Agreement, which défined the
areas of direct and indirect influence and control that would fall to Britain
and-France in the event of an allied victory. The Agreement of St. Jean de
Maurienne, of 18 August 1917, which assured Italy that the maintenance
of the balance of power in the Mediterranean would receive equitable con-

2 W.0.106/64, Execution of the -Armistice with Turkey, 30 Oct.,-30 Nov.
1918. - ’ ' L - :
'3 W.0.181/85, The -Occupation of Ceonstaritinople, 1918-23, compiled by
Brig. Gen. Sir J.E. Edmonds, Hist. Section, War Cab. Sec., 27 Sept. 1944,
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sideration, should allied agreements concerning the partition of Turkey
in Asia be-modified or changed on the conclusion of peace, remained, on a
technical level, in-operative, as it had been made:subject to the consent of
Russia, and this had not been obtained. Nevertheless Italy continued to in-
sist that it should, -on moral grounds be recognised‘ '

 Attitudes and expectations concernmg the peace settlement in the Mid-
"dle E'Lst had, however, changed radically during the later stages of the
war. As a Fore1gn Office memorandum noted : “The falling out of Russia,
the 1nterventlon of America, and the general development of the interna-
'_tlonal situation have made the prme1ples of nationality and democracy and
the rl_ght ofj_ self-determination, in which these principles are translated into
action, not merely one element among others in the aims of the Allies, but
the essentlal aim and expression of their cause’ ®. In this context the influence
of the Un1ted States and in partlcular that of Woodrow Wilson, the Ame:
rican Pre31dent was of de01swe importance. Wilson was determined fo-
reshape the post war world in the i image of his own ideal, namely, the nght
of all nations to find freedom through self-determination. He refused even
o acknowledge the existence of the secret treaties and agreements, and let
it be known among his allies that he would not accept a settlement based
on them. Faced with the need to bring some degree of order. and government
to large areas of the Middle East, however, he was forced to compromise.
He realised that if independent nation states were to be set up with any
expectation of survival, they would in the carly stages of their existence at
least, need great ‘power tutelage He worked therefore, for the creation of
a League of Natxons which would act as res1duary trustee for the conquered
territories. The League would be given powers to appoint mandatories over
" nations not yet able to sustain complete 1ndependence In this way it would
be possible to employ the resources and experience of the Great Powers in
areas where political order had all but broken down, without the peace
settlement, and the Un1ted States bemg tarnished w1th the brush of impe-
tialism®. i

4 Adm. 116/3240, Memo. respecting the Bettlement of Turkey and the
Arab Peninsula Nov. 1918 A

.5 Ibid, C. : :

6 L. Evans, United Siates Polzcy and the Pm’tztzon of Tﬂrkey, 1914-24
{ Baltimore, 196%), PP- 57 and 92-4.
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These developments were not unwelcome to the British. The secret
treaties were essentially promisory notes issued, as Forbes Adam, a mem-
ber of the Eastern Department at the Foreign Office, put it, ‘to meet the -

“temporary though pressing exigencies of war’. Britain had no wish to see

them redeemed. Prior to the war, she had already established a strong po-
sition in Egypt and the Persian Gulf. During the war she had greatly exten-
ded her power and influence in the Middle East. Her armies had conquered
Syria ‘and Mesopotamia, while her support of the Arab Revolt had enabled
her to establish herself as the principal patron of the Arab National Mo-
vement. In these circumstances, she believed her own position in the Arab -
provinces to be secure, and had no wish to see France or Italy establish. a
foothold there’. The French and the Italians, on the other hand, insisted
that the relevant clauses of the Sykes-Picot Agreement and the Treaty of
London should be applied. They had, as they saw it, fulfﬂled their enga-
gements on the bloodsoaked battlefields of Europe, and expected to be paid
in full. They were aware, however, of the weakness of their position. They
had contributed little or nothlng to the defeat of the Ottoman Empire.
Nevertheless they were determmed to resist British attempts to minimise the
significance of the war-time agreements, and were less than enthusiastic
congerning Wilson’s crusade against imperialism?. . |

Wilson’s idealism contrasted sharply with the empu'lcal approach of
his European allies. He recognised, however, that it was in the interest of
the United States, as a great maritime power, that her ships, both of war
and commerce, should obtain free access to the Black Sea. E.M. House and
R. Lansing, who advised the presidenﬁ, had discussed the question with
British and French officials on a number of occasions during the last year
of the war. They had agreed that the Straits should be 1nternat10nahsed or
placed under a single mandatory power, and that the freedom of the Straits
should be guaranteed. Wilson included a statement to this effect on the list
of peace terms, known as the Fourteen Pomts which he drew up and prebcn-
ted to Congress on 8 January 1918. Point Twelve stated :

The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should be as-
sured a secure sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are
now under Turkish rule should be assurgd an undoubted security

7T Adm. 116/3240 Memo respecting the Settlement of Turkey and the
Atrap Peninsula Nov. 1918, C,
8 F.0. 371/4164, Balfour to Curzon, 12 Feb. 1919.
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of life and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous
development, a.nd the Dardanelles should be permanently opened
as a free passage to the ships and commerce of all nations under
international guaranteese. o

The orlgmal imspiration on this point had come from a group of advisers,
known as the Inquiry, appointed by Wilson to study problems associated
Wlth the peace scttlement. They had- recogmsed the 1ruportauce of the Straits
in-the context of the expansion of the Central Powers along the Berlin -
Baghdad axis. International control of the Straits, they had pointed out,
would in the future close this route to' Germany and her allics. When asked,
during the armistice negotiations with Germany in October 1918, to interpret
Point Twelve from the point of view of an actual settlement, they had sug—
gested that 111 pracnce it would add up to the followmg

It is clear that the Straits and Constantmople, ‘while they may
remain nominally Turkish, should. be under international control.
This control may be collective or may be i.n the hands of one power

as mandatory of the League

Anatolia should ‘be -reserved for the Turks. The coast lands where
Greeks. predommate should be under - specnal mterna,tlonal control,
perhaps with Greece as mandatory

~Armenia should be [gwen] a port on the Medlterranean and a
_protecting power established, France may - claim it, but the Ar—
menians would prefer Great Br1tam

Syria had already been allotted to France by agreement with Great
_Britam . .

. Great Britain i$ clearly the best mandatory for Palestme Mesopo-

- tamia- and Arabia.

A general code of guarantees binding upon all mandetories in Asia
-.Minor should be written into the treaty of peace. ‘

- This ghould contain provisions for minorities and the «open doors.
The trunk railroad lines should be infernationalisedio.

This'memorandum represented a-subtle amalgam of moral fervour, practical
politics and self interest. The Americans, it seemed, were, in fact, prepared
to recognise British and French claims in the Middle East. Italy’s aspn‘attons

9 L. Evans, op. cit.; p- 76.
10 L. Evans, op. cit., p. 76.

Giney-Dogu Avrupa Arastrmalant F. 14
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in Anatolia, however, received no mention. With this analysis in mind
President Wilson prepared to leave for the Peace Conference which was
due to begin in Paris in January 1919.

The British appreciated that Wilson’s proposals as set out in the Four-
teen Pomts, did not, in general confhct with their own aims in_ the Near
and. Mlddle East. As ever, their ultlmate concern. was for the secunty ofj
their empire in Asia. They recogmsed that Russia would not Iong remain
weak and divided. Nor did they underestlmate the danger WhICh wouId arise
from a German revival. In additlon they felt compelled to con51der the pos-
51b111ty of conflict with France and Italy,:each of which hacl extenswe am-
bitions in the eastern Mediterranean. They demded therefore that in pIace
of the unreliable and unw1e1dy bulk of the Ottoman Emplre they would
seck to establish a series of independent nation states. These, it was hoped
would prove to. be both stable and friendly. ‘«Stability»’, the Foreign Office
noted, ‘means the establishment of an effective Government, or Governments,
acceptable to the populations; «friendliness» means -the intention of such
Governments neither to pursue a policy hostile to the British Empire nor to
serve the interests of a third Power pursuing such a policy.”** Similarly, the
nation states set up in southern Russia and the Caucasus following the re-
volution would be supported, -and the Balkan powers encouraged in their
‘unity, independence and strength™2, As far as possible, the claims of France
and Italy, as defined by the Sykes-Picot Agreement and the Agreement of -
St. Jean de Maurienne, would be minimised or cancelled by negotiation®®.
Britain, for her part, would expect to obtain mandates for Mesopotamia and .
Palestine, so that she might dominate the strategic approaches to the Per-
sian Gulf and Egypt. Thus, in general, she would harness the forces of na-
tionalism to the advantage of herself and the disadvantage of the other great
imperial powers. :

In the context of this policy, free passage of the Straits, which alone
would enable her to make her presence felt in the Black Sea, was, for Bri-

11 Adm. 116/3240, Memeo. respecting the Settlement of Turkey ‘and- the
Arab Peninsula, Nov,. 1918, B. .

12 Adm. 116/3239, Pea.ce, Conf South-Eastern Europe and the Balkans
Dec. 1918; F.O. 37174156, Draft reply by Frorbes Adam to a despatch from
Calthorpe, undetad, citca Dec. 1919,

13 F.0. 371/7900, Notes on attitude of H.M.G. and Ailies towards Turkey
since the outbreak of War 1914, compiled by Forbes. Adam, & Oct. 1922,
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tain, essential. In order to secure this, the British concluded that.Turkey,
who had proved herself an unreliable - guardian, must be- replaced. ‘The
problem lay in finding a suitable successor. No easy solution presented itself.
Britain could not, herself, take over: her rivals would not allow it. Nor
would she accept a French or an Italian presence, as the War Office and
Admiralty were ‘agreed that 1t was ‘essential that Constantmople and the
Straits.should be held by a weak naval power’“ ‘Control of the area by a
lesser power, such as Greece, would, as Curzon pointed out, be not ‘an
avoidance but an encouragement of ‘futare trouble™, A minor power would
be subject to the jealousy and animosity of other minor, powers in the area,

and would in time, in all probability; fall under the influence of one or other
of the great powers. Some form of international conirol was, therefore, the
Foreign Office concluded, 1ndlspensable After- due consideratwn they recom-l
mended " ‘

Cur interests require effective international contrél, that is control -
by a single mandatory Power, and the Power-désignated must, of

.course be acceptable to us, We shall be well advised to work for -
the appointment of the United States, -failing which some mixed

International Board of Contrel, on the model of the Danube Com-

mission may become inevitable1s.

Whllst acceptmg the need for mternauonal control, the Adrmralty, however,
were unwilling to support the Forelgn Ofifice proposal that the United States
should take charge. Such a Iesponsﬂ)lhty, they felt, “rhight encourage her
now or at some future time, to increase her fleet and to maintain ships in
the Mediterranean... this might cause us embarrassment, and as it is ge-
nerally agreed that harmonious. ¢o-operation. with America must be the aim
of British policy, the fewer the causes of possible friction the greater will be
the chance of preserving ‘good’ relations””. They recommended rather that
the Straits should be internationalised, ‘with free passige for ships of all
desctiptions, all foi‘ts and other -defences completely destroyed; and a com-

. 14 W.0.'106/64, The Strategic Importance of Constantmople to the British
Empire, a ‘Gen. Staff memo. 22 Dec. 1918.
15 Adm. 116/3239, Peace Conf., Turkey, the Future of Constantmople
Memo by Curzon, dated 2 Jan. 1918 corrected to 2 Jan. 1919, II.
© 18 CAdmi. 116/3240, ‘Memo. respecting the Settlement of Turkey and the
Arab Peninsula, Nov. 1918, C. . .
17 " Adm. 116/3239, Peace Conf., Turkey,- Constantmople and Internatlona-
lisation, memo. by Mallet, 25 Dec. 1918, e : .
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mission similar to the Danube Commission to admlmster the waterways
As the Planning Division pomted out

If all fortlfrcations, commandmg the Dardanelles, Sea-of Marmora,
and Bosphorus, and their approachies are dismantled, and formal
guarantees not to rearm them are obtained (including the prohi-
bition of minefields, torpedo-tubes; and other obstructions), ‘the
prompt use.of a combined naval ‘and military force upon any
infraction of these guarantees would- in all -probability counteract
any a.ttempt to rearm themae, -

The General Staff, for their part, declared that they would support the Ad-'
miralty’s recommendations, prov1ded that the Straits remained untunnelled
and unbridged, and that a Turkey friendly to Britain were created. They
pointed out that the Balkan and Anpatolian peninsulas formed a land bndge
joining Europe and Asia. In Anatolia, the collapse of Ottoman pOWer had
created a vacuum :

. the law of vacuum is inexcrable, and unless the autochthonous
states of Arabia, Armenia and Trans-Caucasia can’ satisfy this va-
“euum, we must:face an inevitable flow of invasion - from XEurope
‘mto ‘Asia Minor, :

What form this invasion W111 take it is early to prophesy, but the
Germanic population of Europe still numbers 80, 000, 000,- French
ambitions have been reawakened, and above all, a powerful and .
ambitious Slavic State in the name of Greater Serbia is being for-
med. Perhaps we have the most to fear’ from the last named-for
it ‘does not seem that Bulgarla. alone w111 be able to stand between
‘this State and Constantinople, and the présent policy of Italy terids

* to alienate Greater Serbia from the Entente. At the same time the
inability of the Entente to give practical help to Russia during the
war and since the revolution may well result in an antl-Entente
orlentatlon to Russian pol1cy in‘the future

’l‘herefore, from the broadest point- of v1ew, the 1mportance of o

Constantinople to an Emp1re such as ourselves, with great interests
in the Hast, is clear, and it is there that any future naval expan-
sion based on a reconstructed Russia must be throttled... In this
connection, it has already been suggested that we should take over

18 W.0. 106/64 The Strategic Importance of Constantinople to the Brltlsh
Empire, A Gen. Staff memo., 22 Dec. 1918. o e

19 Adm. 116/1852, Notes on Matters affectmg Naval Interests connected
with the Peace Conf., Dec. 1918.
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and administer the country. The invitation is under mvest1ga.t10n,

; but ‘should it be politically desu‘able its acceptance wouId be mi~

: lltarlly advantageous; for we should be ‘the surest- gu_ardlans of

our- own interests and a ‘predominant position at Constantinople

. would. place under our control a ready-made Turkish garrison to

. bar the road to the East, This would be an important consideration
-in relation to post-war garrisons overseaszo. | :

These suggestions and recommendations were put to the Eastern Com-
mittee of the War Cabinet in December-1918. It was there agreed that ‘the
naﬁgation of ‘the Straits (including the Dardanelles, the Sea of Marmora,
and the Bosphorus) should in.future be open in both peace and war to the
ships of all nations’. It was not, however, decided under whose protection
the maintenance of this right and the control of. shipping and navigation
would be placed. '

" France’s policy in the Near and Middle East was not dissimilar to that
of Britain. The French, like-the British, wished to see independent nation
states ‘established ‘in the' area. Where Britain wished to ‘obtain exclusive -
control “of Mesopotamla and Palestme France’ wished to establish herself in
* Syria.” Where Britain sought to encourage the independence of the nation
states. as’ a means of protecting her empire in Asia from attack by one or
more of the great powers, France .did so primarily in order to contain Ger-
man power on the continent. British interest centred, therefore, on Egypt,
Arabia and the Persian Gulf, French interest on the Balkans, the Black Sea
and the Mediterranean. This. polarity was clearly iHustrated when, in De-
cember 1918, Clemenceau agreed to surrender Mosul to Britain in exchange
for promises of British support for France in Syria, and in westerh and
central Europe. In order to make known the identity of their aims in the
Ottoman Empire, in November 1918, Britain and France pubhshed a joint
declaration promising the subject peoples of the Empire assistance in the
‘establishment of national governments. and administrations deriving their
authiority from the initiaitive and free choice of the native populations’=.

200 W.0. 108/64, The Strategic Importance of Constantinople to the British
Empire, Gen. Staff memo., 22 Dec. 1918,

21 Adm. 116/3239, Peace Conf., Turkey, Consta.ntmople and Internationa-
lisation, memo. by Mallet, 25 Dec, 1918 ‘

22" Adm. 116/3240 Memo. respectmg the Settlement of Turkey and the
Arab Peninsula, Nov. 1918, A.
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As regerds the Straits, too, France's approach' at this stage at least,
resembled that of Britain. In a study of questions relative to the peace con-
ference, the Etat-Major Général concluded  that they would prefer the
Straits to be placed under the control of an international - in effect, an inter-
allied - commission, which would be made responsible for maintaining li-
berty of passage both in time of peace and in time of war. They recom-'
mended that France should propose the followmg article to the conference

Le détrolt des Dardanelles le Bosphore avec ville de Constantmop—
le, les rives des ces détroits et celles de la Mer du Marmara, aussi
_blen du £4té européan gue ducdté asiatigue sur une profondeur de
ferritoire & déterminer’ ultérieurement ‘seront placés sous la- so-
veraineté internationale dlrect representée par une commnission m—

: terna.tlonale23

The factors that influenced the Etat-Major Général are made "'clea.r
in the following summmary of a part of their original study.

La guerre a montré les immenses dangers d'un pouvior sans cont-
. role a Constantinople. Attribuer ies Détroits & une seule puissance
est un danger & la fois pour la paix et pour la liberté economique.
" Ace dermer point de vue, lé caractére 1nternat1ona1 est plus mar-
quée encore gu’au pomt de vue p011t1que le commerce de I'Europe
' -Occidentale pénétre par les Détroits jusquau nord  de 1'Asie
mineure, jusqu’en Armenie €t en Perse. La Mer Noire n est exclusi-
vement- russe.

A une-question dordre international, il faut une solution de méme

ordre. Un régime de liberté doit remplacer le monopole. C'est dans

ce but gu'a été envisagée dés- 1917 linternationalisation des Détro-
- its, Constantinople restant turque. Mais Constantinople est. inti-
“mement rattachée aux Détroits, et toute separation ne purrait étre
L qu artlflclelle Nous ‘sommes’ arhenés a concevoir un veritablé Etat
* ‘international qui aura la garde des Détrmts et comme une n’ussion
: d’a.rbltrage en Orientes, RN

The strategic ; and commermal interests of Italy in the Near and Mlddle
East were less substantial than those of her allies. Nevertheless she was de-
termined to hold her allies to those clauses of the Treaty of London and the
Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne which promised her a sphere. of direct

23 Archives du Ministére de la Marine, Paris, md 136 2 Etat—Ma.Jor Gé-
néral; Btudes des questions relative ‘a-la Palx Chap, Iv.
24 Ibid.,, summary. o
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and indirect administration and control in south-western Anatolia®, In this
region she hoped to acquire fuel and raw materials for her mdustry, and-an
outlet. for her surplus population. As regards the Straits, it was to her ad-
vaiifage, as to that of her allies, that the Black Sea should be open to ships-
of-war and ships-of-commerce. She too, wished fo eXert influence on the
riverain states, and ensure that trade flowed freely, without undue depen-
dence on one or other of the great powers. She feared, howevér, that Britain
and France would try to prevent her obtaining a share in the control of the
Straits?®. 'She concluded, therefore, that a settiement based on the principle
of 1nternat10nahsat10n would best suit her interests. -

< .- The Allies were agreed, therefore, that the freedom .of the Straits
should be assured. It Was evident, however, that no decision could be
reached on the means by which this might be accomplished, until the more
complex and contentious, question of the future of Constantinople had been
decided. In Britain this issue was discussed at some leng‘th in the period prior
to the Peace Conference. It gave rise to serious differences of opinion, which-
turned  essentially on the question of whether the Turkish Sultan and his
Govemment should be enpelled-from: then' capital. The views of those who
favoured: expulsion, Curzon summarised thus‘_. - o

For nearly five centuries the presence of the ‘Turk in Furope has
. been a source of distraction, mtrlgue and corruption in European
p011t1cs, of oppression, and ‘misrule to the subject nationalities, and
an incentive to undue and overweening ambitions in the-Moslem
world. It has encouraged the Turk to regard himself as a Greal |
* Power, and has enabled him. to impose upon, others-the same:il~
. lusion, it has placed him. in a posmon to play off one Power aga-
h mst a.nother and in then' Jea.lousms and - his own machmatlons-
to find pretexts for his contmued 1mmumty It has been an inex-
‘pugnable ' barrier to ‘the solution of the Balkan problem or the
‘full emancipation of the Balkan peoples. It has been -an equal
_obstacle to the proper or good governmeat of his éwn people, whose
+ resources have been squandered in the polluted coulisses of Constan-.
' tmople, or in the expenditure reguired for the upkeep of mllltary
and naval forces d1sproport1onate to 'the real strength ot require-
ments of the Turkish nation27,

25 PF.0. 371/4164, Balfour to Curzon, 12 Feb. 1919.

26 TR. Albrecht-Carrié, IHaly at the Paris Peace’ C’onference (New York,
1938), -p. -209.

27 Adm. 116/3239 Peace Conf ’I‘urkey, the Future of Constantmople,
Memo. by Curzon, dated 2 Jan. 1918, corrected to 2 Jan. 1919, I. . .
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On the particular issue of the Straits, he noted that the presence of the Sul—
tan-would make effectlve mternatlonal control 1mpossﬂole -

We can easﬂy J.magme the atmosphere in whlch " an’ [Interna-
tional] Commission (of which there could hardly fall in these con-
. ditions, to be a Turkish member) would pursue its work -an-at-
mosphere of incessant conspiracy and cabal. The wily. ’I‘ur_k5.w0u1d
revel in such a situation as afferdmg renewed scope to his heredi-
tary talents; and round the pivot of his own plots would revolve
a whirlwind of international i.ntrlgue in which the representatwes
of all the nations, who still asplred to his inheritance, would eagerly
. But little reflection, indeed, seems to be needed to show that
- the Commission and the Sultan. could hardly be permanent bed-
fellows at Constantmop1e28 :

Curzon recommended, therefore, the. creation of a Straits zone which Would
include Constantinople and be administered by an international commission;
or alternatively, by the United States acting as mandatory. As for the Sul-
tan, he could retire to Bursa or Konya, and there remain the head and focus
of a purely Asiatic Empire. As regards Turkey in Europe, Bulgaria would
receive the territories lying north of the Enos-Midia Line, Greece Eastern
Thrace, Gallipoli, and Rodosto®,

* Those who opposed this view argued that expulsion of the Sultan
would be ‘a grave outrage to Mohammedan sentiment throughout the world
and more particularly in India’®®. E.S. Montagu, Secretary of State for India,
led the opposition. He reminded Curzon of Lloyd George’s wartime. decla-
rations : ‘We are not fighting to deprive Turkey of its Capital’, and ‘Great
Britain did not challenge the maintenance of Turkey, or of the Turks in the
homeland of the Turkish race with. its capital of Constantinople™*. Britain
should not ‘deal ‘this blow to a Muslim Power when we have achieved

victory over it with the assistance of Muslim arms’2, In any case, there was

no satisfactory alternative to the Turks : ‘Lord Curzon has stated so fairly
the arguments for and agamst any solution of thls difficult question that...

28 Ibid., III.

29 Ibid.

30 Ihid., IL

31 Adm. 116/3239, Peace Conf, Turkey, the Future of Constantmople,
“memo. by E.S. Monta.gu 8 .Ian 1919. : ;

32 TIhid.
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we had better leave the Turks there simply because we can find no satis-
factory alternative...® Others went even further. Some suggested that in-
temaﬂonahsatmn itself, was unworkable, some that ‘the disappearance of
the Turk, while removing an admitted ill, will introduce a number of new
and unforeseen complications in its place, that if his claws be clipped, and
all power of offence taken away, he will bécome an innocuous, if not a po-
smve respectable creature; that once his frtendly relations with ourselves
are resumed, he may even prov1de a benevolent buffer between the ambitions
of Europe and our own Eastern possessions’™

In general, in-this debate, the Armed Serwces backcd Montagu. At-
aconferencé of representatives of the departmental missions of the British -
delegation to the Peace Conference, held in London on 30 January 1919,
the Admiralty, strongly supported by the War Office and the Air Ministry, :
proposed:.that - Constantinople. should temain Turkish under international
control: “In particular, a mandate given to the United. States of America by .
the League of Nations would afford opportunity and pretext for basing a
strong American fleet in the Mediterranean - a.danger which, from a strate-
gical'point of view, must at all mosts be avoided’. This proposal the Foreign
Office were aiiwilling to adopt. They wished to see the mandatory principle
of the League of Nations applied to the Straits. If possible, a great power,
such as the United States, should be selected to take charge. No form of in-
ternationalisation could .be effective or permanent if combined with the Te-
tention of Ottoman sovereignty in Europe. In view of the objections of the
Services; however, they agreed not to press for an American mandate, but’
rather to seek : ‘the. constitution of an international. authority charged (a)
with the control-of waterways, and ports, and (b) with powers of administra-
. tion (gdvernment) over an extent of territory on both sides of the Siraits and
of the Marmora, sufficiently large to guarantee the security of these waters,
against external attack’*®. For their part, the Services-agreed that it would
be- preferable -if the-proposed- 1nternat10nal authonty were made mdependent
of any local soverelgnty

_— . o 4

33 Ibid.

24 Adm. 116/3239 Peace Conf,, Turkey, the Future of Constantmople,
Memo. by Curzon, dated 2 Jan. 1918, corrected to 2 Jan. 1919, T

35 Adm. 116/3239, Peace Conf., Turkey, the Future of Constantinople and
the Stra1ts, Recommenda’cmns of a. Conf held on 30 .Tan 1919
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‘The executive authority of the international body controlling the
zone of the Straits might [it was agreed] with advantage be ves-
ted in a High Comnussioner chosen either from among its: mem-
bers for a’ perlod of years, or added by direét nommatlon of the
League: of- Nations: The High Commisgioner would be assisted (a)
by the Internaticdal body, which would include a Turkish represen-
tative, and which would act as his Council in controlling -and su;
T pervxsmg the passage of the Stral’ss and all ports, quays, docks,
‘wharves, buoys and hghts &e., and n const1tutmg and mamtainmg
an adequate area in Constantmople as a free port (b by local
Councils (municipal and other) representatlve of the inhabitants
of the towns -and districts inciuded in the international zone, such
Councils participating in the administration, and thus affording
guarantees for the due maintenance of the civil and rehglous 11ber-
tles and mterests of the Turkish, Greek and” other populatlons3-

These recommendatlons, ‘however, Lloyd George and Balfour 1gn0red
They. remained convinced that an -American mandate would best answer. the
case : this alone would epable Britain and France to secure their interests in
the area without the expense and acrimony which joint control would .en-
tail. In Paris, therefore, they sought to persuade President. Wilson' to. accept
a mandate.. Wilson pointed out: that the American people ‘would probably
not agree. Nevertheless he gave the proposal his support, and assured Lloyd
George and Balfour that he would work for. its acceptance. at home. As a
result, the possibility of an American presence on the Straits.become a staple
part of the peace proposals discussed during the first-six or seven months
of the conference : in January, when the question was, first considered;:in
May, when it was discussed in connection with the Fiume -affair, and in -
June, shortly before President Wilson’s. return to the United States®..

During the Paris Conference, the Supreme Council received numerous
delegations representing the minority peoples of the Ottoman. Empire.. They
refused, however, to receive a delegation representing:the Ottoman- Go-
vernment. Nevertheless, the Porte communicated its views concerning the
peace settlement to the Council in a memorandum dated 12, ‘February 1919.
The Sultan and his advisers were well aware of the determination of the
Allies to secure the freedom of the Straits. In their memorandum, therefore,
they declared that the Straits should be ‘ouvertes en permanence’ to the

37 - Ibid.
38 M. Howard, The Partition of Turkey (New York 1966),
p. 220, H. Nicholson, Peacemaking 1919 (London, 1933), pp. 272- 282
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ships and' commerce-of all nations, ‘sous des garanties internationales’, and
that this freedom should be assured, ‘d’une fagon permanente’, both in time
of peace and-in time of war, ‘tout en adoptant les mésures nécessaires pour
1a défense d_e__]al_capitalej de I'Empire™®. As far -as the peace settlement in ge-
neral was concerned, they requested that the principles of self-detérmination
and natLonal independence set out in President Wilson’s Fourteen Points
should e applied to the Turklsh Nation, as to the-other .communities of the
empire. In order to support their case, they provided statistics proving that
Turks formed. a majority. of the population of each of the provinces which
they clalmed should make up a reconstituted Turkish state*®. The Supreme
Council were not impressed. They had no confidence in-the-good faith of
the Sultan and his government and believed the statistics presented to be
bogus. They ‘continued rather to- discuss the future of Turkey in terms of .
partmon spheres of influence, and national mdepcndence for the subject
peoples. The French continued’ to insist that Sytia and Cilicia® should be.
handed over to them, while the Italians extended their occupation of those -
areas of south-western Anatolia to which they:laid claim under the terms
of the Treaty-of London-and the Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne.
~'The Russian view, too, remained unrepresented at the Peace Conferen-
ce In July 1919, however members of a Russmn political conference held
in Paris in the interests of the administration of Adm;ral Kolchak, presented
a memorandum to the Supreme Council summarising the views of the con-
ference on questions relevant to Russia in the negotiation of a peace set-
tlement with Turkey. In this, the members argued that, in view of the im-
portance of Constantinople and the Straits to Russia, she should .be. given
a-mandate for the area: o ~ :

cles ‘Détroits ont pour Lia Russie une irnportance primordiale au
- point.de vue de la défense du pays. Si Pentrée dans la Mer Noire’
- est libre & -tout moment pour les vaisseauxX ‘de guerre .des Puis-
sances non-riveraines, la Russie est obligée de fortifier ses cotes .
" @une 1 longueur de 2,230 kilomdtres ot d’entretenir une grande flot-
te, en grévant pour cela le peuple russe de lourds impéts. La Rus-
sie qui, tant au point de vue du commerce dque de la longueur des
_cotes, possede une situation ‘prédominarite dans la Mer Noire, &, en
toute justice, 1e droit @utiliser la configuration de cett'é mer pour

39 PF.0. 371/4156, Memo on the Future of Turkey from the Turkish
Governmént to the Peace Conference 12. Feb. 19219.
4¢ - Ihid. :
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assurer la securité de son littoral méridional; sans ,imposex;‘_-de.s
charges excesswes a4 sa populat10n41

-As, however, the members recognised that there was little hkehhood of .the
Supreme Counil grannng Russia -a-mandate, they declared that they would
accept the establishment -of an international commission, -which, while re-
maining provisional, would administer the Straits - until such tim¢ as Russia
herself would be in-a position to take over. The memorandum: made‘ Tittle
impression on the Allics. They were determined to decide the issue of .the
Straits to their own advantage, and had no intention of acting as guardians
of the Russian interest until such time as the Great Bear had recovered her '
heaIth and strength.

The Allics Iaﬂed to draW up a draft treaty of peace in Pans Even' a
rough draft of the treaty drawn up by the British delegation remamed in-
complete, This was, according to Forbes Adam, a member of the Eastem
Department of the British Foreign Office, '

partly owing to the preoccupation of the Conference in concluding
treaties with Germany, Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria, but chiefly
in the hope that President Wilson, on his return from Paris to the
United States in July, might have found it possible to induce Con-
gress to accept ‘some active responsibility in the settlement of "I_‘ur-
key, such, for instance, as a manhdate over the whole of Asiatic
Turkey, which was at one time discussed, or for a restricted area
around the Straits and the Sea of Marmara and including Constan-
tinople4s. ' '

Not until the end of October 1919 did it become clear that the Americans
would not, in fact, accept a mandate, and that the Allies-would have to think
again. By then the situation had changed radically. The Turks, who at the
end of the war had appeared hopelessly beaten, had begun -once again ‘to
take a forceful hand in their own affairs. The cause-of -their revival, the one
event certain to stir them to take up arms again; after more then seven years

41 E.L. Woodw'ard R. Builer and others (eds.), Dowments on | British
Foreign Policy, 1919-89 (London, in progress), fivst series (hermafter cited as
D.B.F.P.}, iv. No. 450,

42 W.0. 106/64, Skeich of a Draft Treaty of Peace between Turkey and
the allied Governments, 10 May 1918

43 F.O. 371/7900, Notes on attitude of HMG a.nd Allies towards Turkey
gince the outbreak of war 1914, compiled by Forbes Adam, 8 Oct. 1922,
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of almost continuous war,- was the landing, on 15 May 1919, of a Greek
expechttonary force at Smyrna.

 The British were, it seems, mainly responsrble for the Supreme Coun-
cil ‘decision_to despatch a Greek army into Anatolia**, Fearful that the Ita-
lians mlght seize Izmir and set up a naval base there, Lloyd George and
Balfour, following:the advice of a conference of the representatives of de-
partmental missions, which had been held on 31 January 1919, decided-
that they would encourage Greek asptratrons in that direction**~. Not that
British ob]ectlons to an Italian presence were merely strategic. A Foreign
Office memorandum, drawn up in November 1918, suggested that the Ita--
“lians would be oppresswe and mcompetent

_The population would probably oppose Italian intervention on the .
" plea of self-determination, and are quite capable of driving them -
" into the sea, or at any rate confining them to a few strategical
'points on the coast. As parties to the Italian claim, we and the
-other Allles would suffer the. greatest morel,damage from such
a situation, and the results of Italian reverses in Tripoli have shown

how da.ngerously the Pan-Islamic movement would be fostered by
a similar reaction against an invader on the part of the Turks in
Anatoliasb. . :

The Greek occupation of Smjima, and the disorders to which it gave
rise; caused an explosion of anger among the Turks. ‘By the end of May,’ a
War Offlce memorandist noted, ‘the country was flooded with accounts of
what had occurred. These accounts, which nafurally were ¢xaggerated, came
as a great shock to the Turks, and ‘had a unifying effect on the various facti-
ons into Whlch the country was at that time split.’**° Out of this new-
found sense of unity, Mistapha Kemal, a ]:ugh ranking Turkish Army Of-
ficer, forged within 2 matter of months a national movement of remarkable
strength and cohesion, able to enforce its authority throughout the greater

4 F.0. 371/4223,'d'e Robeck ‘te Curzon, 12 Nov, 1'919, undated rn'mu'te by
H.C.

44 4 Adm 116/3240, the Confhctmg Clalms of Ttaly and Greece in the Near
East Views of a Conf. held on 31 Jan. 1919, : '
© 44B Ibid., Memo, respeettng’ the Settlement of Turkey and the Arab Pe-
ninsula, Nov. 1818, C.

44CW.0, 32/5733, Hlstory of’ the ‘National M,ovement in Turkey, undated,
circa Nov: 1219, pl..
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part of Anatolia.-and to call in question.the right of the Supreme Council to
act as sole arbiter of Turkey’s fate. . : '

In Britain these events were not entirely unforeseen Ina memorandum
written as early. as July 1917, Ssr Mark Sykes had set out, with remarkable
prescience, the condlttons likely to prevad in the post war world : '

After the crucifixion of the last three years [he wrote] the de-
moeracies of HEurope must for ‘several decades remain pacifisi;, but
.the Turks under the C.U.P. will remain unchanged militarists.
Fighting is the essential of the Turk’s life; the peasantry of Tur-
key are warriors from birth per se and not per accidents as afe the
" peoples of Europe, The C.U.P, knows that once Europe has settled
down to peace no nation will' go to-war. As for the International
Board of Control or Leagu'e of Nations, the C.U.P. knows what
such machinery is worth... they desire to prepare for the day when
they will negotiate with diplomatists whose Governments will not
g0 to war, while they will have behind them the Turkish machine,
which will, by instinct, religion, and tradltlon, a.lways go to war
at the 'call of fanaticism, conquest or revenge...
. The enfeeblement of Bulgaria, the long period of disorder which
must supervene in Russia, the .coming polltlcal crisis in India, and
~Egypt, and the mtellectual hostility of Persia to Great Britain, all
combine to make Turkey’s post-war military position most for-
midabledsd, ' :

Curzon, too, was aware of the realities of tI_ie s;ituation_. In March 1919, he
had warned that hopes of possible resistancewere'begi'nning to revive in the
hearts of the ‘Turks. The Dardanelies forts were held only by weak allied
detachments. The British were evacuatmg Transcaspia The Franco -Greek
expedition to Russia had been followed by an inglorious collapse ‘Egypt was
in a state of ferment, and Britain and France at loggerheads oyer Syria and
Mosul. The Allies should take note that ‘the 0ld Turk, who stlll hopes to
re-establish the former régime, and the Young Turk, who ‘means to cheat
us; if he can, of the spoils of victory, look out from ‘the crumbling watchto-
wers of Stambul*. In April 1919, more than ever concerned at the cdurse
evenfs were taking in Paris, he again took up his pen. :

That the Turks should be deprived of Constantmople [he wrote]
is, in my opinion, 1nev1tab1e and desirable as, the crowning eviden-
ce of their defeat in thé war; and I behe__ve that it will be accepted

44D F.0O. 800/206 Memo, by Sykes, 29 July 1917.. \ :
45 H. Nicholson, Curzon : The Last Phase 1919-25 (London, 1957), p. 79
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with Whatever wrathful reluctance by the Eastern world, But when

it is realised that the fugitives are to be Xicked from pillar to post

] a_nd'._th,at there is to be praectically no Turkish Empire and probably
" no caliphaté ‘at all, T believe that we shall be giving a most dan-
. gerous and most unnecessary stimulus to Moslem passions throug-
hout the. BEastern world and that sullen resentment may easily

\burst into savage frenzy:s. o

Curzon 3 prognosncatlons had little effect. The power of decmwn lay at that
time with Lloyd George and Balfour in Paris, and they used it without undue
consideration.for the opinions of their noble colleague in London.

The Turkish Nationalists made it clear, in proclamations issued at Er—
zerum and Sivas, on.7 August 1919 and 9 September 1919 respectlvely,
that they clalmed complete freedom and independence for those. parts of the
Ottoman Emplre Whlch had remalned unconquered on the conclusion of
the armistice, and in Wthh Ottoman Moslems formed. a majority of the po-
pula’uondT This meant, in effect, that they would not accept the loss of
Constantmople .the Stratts or any part of Anatoha . '

It ‘will be noted ‘{a War Office memorandist commented] that the
1 ounderlying principle of this declaration [the Erzerum proclama-
tion] is the defence of the National rights. As a.result of the
defeat of the Ottornan Army by the British forces the leaders of
- the Movement were prepared to lose Mesopotamia, Arabila Pa-
~ lestine and Syria, but were determined to defend-if necessary by
force - the remainder of Turkey, which represented the home of
‘the race. Two dangers to the integrity of Turkey were mentioned
in the decldration, which were.to ‘be -opposed if necessary by force.
.The first was the division of parts of Anatolia amongst the Greeks
and. Armenians;.the second was the granting of any form of man-
© date, which would result in the Ottoman Empire losing its indepen-
dence to the Powers4s,

As’ far as the Straits were concerned, hiowever, the Nationahsts appreclated
asg the Porte had done, that it mlght be to their advartage to recognise the
special mgmﬁganqe of the sea passage as an international Waterway*. They

46 1Ibid.,, p. 80.

47. W.0. 32/56733, History. of the National Movement in Turkey, unda.ted
circa Nov.: 1919, appendixes A, and D. -

48 Ibid., pp. 2-3.

-49.: _Archives du Ministére de la Marine, Paris, Ca 47, Cdbinet, Conf. de
Lausanne, Corresp., Bulletin d'Information Militaires Neo. 162, Turquie, Etude
faite en 1918 par Ismet Pasha, donnant le point de vue turc sur les Détroits.
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declared, therefore, in article IV of the so-called National Pact, which was
drawn up in December 1919 in order to convey to the Allies ‘the minimum
of sacrifices Whlch can be endured to’ achwve a just and lastmg peace’ ;

The security of the city of Istanbul (which is the seat of the Ka-
lifate of Islam, the capital of the Sultanate, and the headquarters
of the Ottoman Government) #nd likewise the security of the. Sea

’ - of Marmara must be protected from every danger Provided - this
principle is mamtamed whatever decision may be arr1ved at ;|01nt1y
by us and- all other Governments concerned, regarding the opening
of the Bosphorus to the commerce and traffic of the world, shall
be wvalidso,

In the early stages of the rebellion, the British were not sure how far
they should take the claims of the Nationalists seriously. Admiral de Robeck,
British High Commissioner in Constantinople, believed the Turks meant
what they said : “They want Turkey for the Turks’, he wrote on 10 October
1919. “They want not foreign interference or foreign protection. They want
to fight Europe, and above all, England, with the weapons of pan-Islamism
and pan-Turanianism. They aspire to sign, not the:death warrant of ‘the
Empire, but a lease of new life’”. A War Office memorandist, on the other
hand, was more sceptical : o

Christian and Moslem alike have the same interests. to represent
the case as not politics but war. The Greeks desire to push the
Entente into a fresh war with Turkey, in order that the fate of
their hereditary enemjr may be settled for ever. The more fanati-
cal Moslems are anxious that theé movement of -Mustapha Kernal
-shall be considered the mobilisation of an army. Both sides there-

. fore speak freely of battles, armies, the execution of opponents and
the fall of towns; although no one had been killed and few even
arrestedsz, ;-

Mustapha Kemal’s ‘real’ programme, he suggested was ‘to avoid any. im-
mediate clash with the Allies, and reserve to his party such powers of com-
promise, as would put him in the position of being at once the saviour of
his country, and able to come to a settlement with the Entente.’ :

50 E.D. Smith, Purkey : Origins of the Kemalist’ Movement and thé Go-
vernment of the Grand National Assembly (Washmgton, 1959), Appendlx B..

51 D.B.F.P, iv, No. 543.

52 W.0. 32/5733, History of the National Movemeut in Turkey, undated
circa Nov. 1919, p. 4.

"853 Ihid,; p.. 3.
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. That-the National Movement posed a significant challenge to. the autho-
rity . of the Allies, however, the British did .not doubt. When, therefore, in
QOctober 1919, it became clear that the United States would almost certainly
not accept a mandate for Constantinople and the Straits, they returned to the
task of negotiating a peace settlement with Turkey with an added sense ‘of
urgency, -~ . : ' :

In Brltam the effectwe Wlthdrawal of the Umted States from the peace
conference coincided with the appointment of Curzon as. Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs and the ending of the system of duel control which had
prevailed -during Balfour’s absence in Paris.: Curzon, more -than any allied
statesman, perhaps, was aware of the critical state of affairs in Turkey. He
set to work, therefore; with great urgehcy. On 12 November.1919, he agreed
with Pichon, French Foreign Minister, that, in view of the effective withdras
wal of the United States, Britain and:France, the.only powers. whose in-
terests had to be ‘seriously considered and. reconciled’™, should enter .into
confidential discussions in order .to "arrive at an understanding -before -the
Peace Conference again considered the Turkish guestion. Once Britain and -
France had reached an understanditig a conference should be called. Many
questions, Curzon pointed out, remained to be decided :

. the future.of Turkey-in-Europe and the setting up of some form
of administration or control in Constantinople, whether or not the
Sultan was left in’ Stambul; - the question whether Greece was or

“was not to be allowed to rémain in Smyrna,; the question whether
Italy was to have any foothold in Asia Minor: or not; the question -
whether a mandate was:to be given to .any Power or Powers, eit-
“ her :for the .whole of.the Turkish Empire or for any portion of
it; the. degree of sovereignty, if any, to be:left to the Turk; the
.:question whether, if no. mandate were: given_or. accepted, some
form- of international supervision would or would not, be required;
the supervision of the Caucasus; the restltutlon of Armema, and
the future of Kurdlstan : :

The matter must be dealt Wlth qu1ckly otherwme 1t was concelvable that
‘the ‘defeated Turk... would declare war upon the Allies, and dare them to
enforce their terms... the ignominious result might be that the weakest and
most abject of our foes Would end by ach1ev1ng the greatest triumph’®®.

-

54 F.0, 371/4239 Curzon s record of a conversatlon with Plchon 12 ‘Nov.
1619, .o : . - .

55 Ibid.

56 Ibid.
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On reconsidering the question of a Turkish peace settlement, Curzon
concluded that, as the United States could no longer bé expected to accept
a mandate for the Straits, he would have to seek the creation of an inter-
national - in effect, an interallied - authority -to administer the waterway;
and that if internationalisation were to be made effective, the Sultan would

~have to be expelled. Curzon’ colleagues ‘generally accepted the need for”
internationalisation. On the question of expulsion, however, they remained
divided. It was on this issue, therefore that debate; during the following
months, turned. :

The arguments put forward tended to repeat those presented on earlier
occasions when the question had been discussed. Recent developments .in
Asia - in particular the rise of the Turkish National Movement and the
growing influence and effectiveness of Bolshevik and Pan-Islamic propagan-
da and. subversion - served merely to strengthen the convictions of both those
who supported and those who opposed what Andrew Ryan, a political agent
in Constantinople, called ‘the bag and baggage alternative’>. Curzon was
impressed by the growing power of the Turkish Nationalists in Anatolia.
In a memorandum dated 4 January 1920, he pointed out:

- if we have to face, as I think we probably shall, a new form of
Turkish nationalism, whether it be founded on religion or on race,
or whether it he Pan-Islamic, or Pan-Turanian, will it be a more
or less formidable factor if its rallying point and inspiration is
the Sultan at Constantinople rather than.-a Sultan at Brusa? Wil
not the retention of the old capital give a prestige and an impetus
to the movement which will add immensely to its potentiality for
harm? A Nationalist Party in Anatolia under Mustapha Kemal

" may be a hard nut to crack. But a Nationalist Party with its
. Sovereign at Constantinople, even if his forts and warships have
disappeared, will he a mueh more. anxious problemss.

Were the Sultan to remain in his capital, the Turks would be ideally placed L

to ‘set the Powers by the ears, to embroil Governments and nations, and to
inoculate the West with the worst vices of Eastern intrigue™. Moreover,

57 .0, 800/240, Ryan to Forbes Adam, 26 Nov. 1919; F.O. 371/4161 Na-
t1ona1 Movement, report on the possible relations between Nationalist leaders
and agents of the Soviet Government; W.O. 33/969 Causes of the QOutbreak
in Mesomotamia, appendixes 1 and 2.

58 F.0. 371/4239, The Future of Constantinople, Memo, by Curzon, 4 Jan.
1920.

59 Ibid.
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Germany or Russia might ‘get hold -of the Sultan’, as Germany had done
during the war*®. Ryan, and his colleague Forbes Adam, supported Curzon:
they emphasised the dangers to Britain inherent in the forces of pan-Islamism
and’ pan-Turanism, forces, accordmg to Forbes Adam, dependent on the
mamtenance of the prestige of Turkey, a thing, itself, dependent on the
retention of the Sultan-Caliph at Constantinople®. . .

In reply to these arguments, Montagu pointedlout that expulsion would
prove ‘a grave danger to the peace of the East' : it would deeply offend the
Moslem communities of the British Empire; it would stimulate the Turkish
Nationalist Movement, and lead to the creation of a Turkey irredenta; and
it would encourage the Turks to join the ‘forces of disorder in the world™*".
Far from securing Turkey against German or Rugsian penetration, it would
make this more likely, as the Turks would be even further removed- from:
the influence of the Allies. As for pan-Islamism and pan-Turanism, they
would almost certamly prove a greater danger to the Alhes 1f the Turks were
expelled than if they stayed®.

Curzon‘r_ecognised that the expulsion of the Sultan would be unpopular
' with the Moslem communities of the British- Empire. Nevertheless, he
thought the consequences forécast by Montagu exaggerated. The Indian
Moslems, he pointed out in his memorandum of 4 January 1920, had hardly
reacted on previous occasions when Ottoman possession of Conjtantinople
had been threatened. If, on this occasion, there were a disturbance, it would
probably be little more than ‘an artifical and an ephemeral explosidn’ As
_for the alleged unanimity of Indian opinion, it was ‘a factitious unanimity;
the result of a prolongéd and desperate agitation’. Even if Britain declared
that she would leave the Sultan-Caliph in his capital, this would not bring
her any added prestige in the Moslem world, rather it Would call in quest:on
the ‘ability of the Allies to control events.

I assert unequlvoca.lly that if the Turk, whom the Aliies have as.
I have pointed out, three times declared their intention ‘to expel
from Europe as the price of defeat is -nevertheless left in posses-
gion of his Huropean capital, it will be regardéd throughout ‘the

60 Ibid.

61 TF.0. 800/240, Ryan to Forbes Adam, 26 Nov., 1919: F.0. 371/4239,
Memo. or Constantinople and the Straits by Forbes Adam, 10 Jan. 1920

61A Ibid.,, The Turkish Peace, memo. by Montagu, 18 December. 1919.

62 Ibid,
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Eastern world. as convincing proof not that the Allies would not,
but that they could not, evict him ... Constantinople is the symbol
to the East not of spiritual predommance but of political power,
and the mea.sure of Mr. Montagu's anxiety to keep the Turk there,
in order to placate thé Moslem World, is the measure of the impor-
‘tance which its possession carries throughout the East... The lon-
ger view demands.that we should .not sacrifice the opportunity
presented to us by the defeat of an enemy whose entrance into the
war prolldnged it for at least two years and cost us millions of
tregsure and tens of thousands of lives, to settle once and for all
a ‘questipn:which‘ more than any single cause has corrupied the
_ political life of Europe for nearly 500 yearsss.

" It is evident that Curzon was unwilling to heed the views expressed by
Montagu. In view of the weight of opinion opposed to his policy, however,
and the fact that the Prime Minister remained undecided, he was forced to
considér alternative solutions. One such put forward was that which becaine
known as the ‘Vatican Proposal’. ‘This was that the Allies should agree ‘to
give the Sultan-Caliph a kind of large Vatican in Constantinople, but to
keep the Turkish State in Anatolia otherwise separate with a town in Asia
Minor. as capital for adm1mstrat1ve purposes™. Venizelos had been among
the first to suggest. an arrangement along these lines In a conversation with
Curzon, recorded in October 1919, he had declared that he strongly favoured
the expulsmn of the Sultan from his capital, but conceded that there was
no reason why he should not ‘retain his palaces and buildings, and even
reside from time to time in Cqﬁstantinople, if- he c.ai‘g__d to do so’®. Cu-rzon
was not avérse to -accepting -such a compromise solation. Montagu, too,
found some virtue-in it he saw that, if his case for. the retention of the Sul-
tan were rejected, a settlement along these lines would prove more accep-
table. to. the Moslems of the Emp1re than one based on expulsion. When
the sub]ect came up for discussion in Cabmet therefore, it was agreed that

in the event of the Turk being expelled from Constantinople, the Sultan -

Caliph would be allowed to keep ‘a residence at Roum’.

The meeting ‘of British and French Prime Ministers and their Foreign
Ministers, which Curzon and Pichon had arranged in November, opened in
London on 11 December 1919. It at once became clear that the settlement

63 Ibid, The Future of Constantinople, memo, by Curzen, 4 Jan. 1920
64 F.0. 800/240, Ryan tc Forbes Adam,. 26  Nov. 1919,
65 F.Q. 371/4156, Curzon to Granville, 21 October 1919.
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envisaged by Clemenceau and Berthelot, who had replaced Pichon as Fo-
reign  Minister, differed substantially from that favoured by Curzon and
Lloyd George. In his opening statement, Clemenceau made it clear that he
would prefer to see the Sultan remain in Constantinople, where he could
be the more easily directed: in Anatolia, he would escape control, and the
agents of various countries would then ‘persist in the pursuit of old quar-
rels, renewing old traditions, and making trouble between the two nations
[Bntam and France] contrary to the tendenmes of the Governments them—
selves™®® _

In fact, in France as in_Bfitain, opinion was divided on the question
of expulsion. As we have seen, the Etat-Major Général had advised that the
presence of the Sultan in Constantinople would endanger ailied control of
the Straits’”. Nevertheless, Clemenceau and Berthelot had decided on balan-
ce that they would prefer the Sultan to remain. They feared that expulsion
would cause trouble for France in Algeria, Morocco and Syria; that Britain,
aided and abetted by the United States, Greece, and other powers, would )
achieve a dominant position on any High Commission appointed to adminis- -
ter the Straits zone; and that, in-the long rum, -expulsion would merely fa-
cilitate the conquest of the area by another power. As for the Turks, they
would remain disgruntled and rebellious in Anatolia, having, as an infiuen-
tial French newspaper put it, ‘littie to hope for from the West, and little to
fears .

Lloyd George and Curzon had no intention of giving way to the French.
They set out, thercfore, to. persuade Clemenceau and Berthelot that they
were mistaken. Complete control of the Straits, Lloyd George pointed out,
could not be assured if the Sultan remained in Constantinople: ‘Constan-
tinople was situated at the gates of the Bosphorus. There were perhaps some
500,000 Turks in Constantinople. If they were left in_control there, they
would close the Bosphorus, even though the Dardanelles were open™®. Nor
was the .question merely strategic. Without the taxes raised by the city and:

66 CAB. 29/81, LC.P, 1, 2. ;

67 Archives du Mmlstere de la Marine, Paris, B¢ 136. 2, Etat-Major Gé-
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port of Constantinople, the Straits zone could not be made financially self-
supporting. The Allies would then have to bear the whole expense ol gar-
risoning the zone. In any case, if the Sultan remained, Britain and France
would have to control him. That would mean condominium. He did not
think- they wanted that. Curzon, for his part, stressed the danger of pan-
Islamism, which would resct on the French ‘in Tunis, Tnpoh and Algena
no less than on the British in Egypt and India’®®

In the course of the discussions, both Lloyd George and Curzon men-
tioned the “Vatican Proposal’. The Sultan might have Yildis Kiosk, as a re-
sidence, and as a religious centre of Islam, and be allowed to have a small
Turkish guard, just as the Pope had his guard in the Vatican. This proposal
Clemenceau rejected out of hand. He was opposed to the creation of a new
Pope in the East : ‘it was quite bad enough to have one Pope in the West.™

-On the question of expulsion, however, Clemencean proved moré fle-
xible. The refusal of the United States Congress to ratify the German Peace
Treaty had struck a damaging blow to the security of France in Europe. In
these circumstances, he felt he must maintain good relations with the British.
‘He assured them, therefore, that he wished to arrive at ‘some satisfactory ar-
rangement’ and suggested that the conference should appoint representatives,
who would ‘meet and compare the two systems that have been proposed...
and work them out in full detail and submit them in writing’, so that he and -
Lloyd George could decide between them™. Later, it would seem, he went
even further. For when, shortly thereafter, Rerthelot communicated a draft -
settlement, Lloyd George-and Curzon were delighted to note that one pa-
ragraph declared

La, liberté des Détroits ne sera garan‘ue efficacement que par.la
neutrahsatmn des rivages des Dardanelles et du Bosphore. On est
ainsi amené 4 constituer autour de Constantinople un pet1t Etat
neutralisé sous la garantie des grandes Puissances, en attenda.nt la -
" Société des Nations; le territoire de cet Etat se composera du Bas-

sin de la Mer de Marmara et des Peninsule [s] du Dardanelles et
de la Troaderz. '
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The scheme drawn up by Berthelot proved acceptable to Curzon in
almost every respect. It was designed to give Britain and France a position
of complete control on the Straits Commission. Lesser states, such as Italy;
Greece, and Rumania, might be represented, but power would remain in the
hands of ‘les deux pays qui possédent en Turquie des intéréts et une influ-
ence propondérante’™. When on 22 December 1919, therefore, Curzon and
Berthelot met to discuss the matter further, no sericus difference arose bet-
ween them. They agreed that, in addition to Britain, France and Italy, the
United States and a reconstituted Russia might also be represented on the
Commission, as might Greece, Turkey and Bulgaria (if and when she becamie
a member of the League of Nations). They also agreed on the method of
appointing the Chairman of the Commission. This they designed in such a
way that for the first six years, at least, ‘Great Britain and France would
really decide the elections’™. The land frontiers of the new state would be :
in Europe, the Enos-Midia line; in Asia, on the Bosphorus the Shile-Guebize
line, and on the Dardanelles a line running from Tenedos to a point ap--
proximately twenty five kilometres east of the end of the Dardanelles on the
Sea of Marmora. The coast line of the Sea of Marmora, between Guebize
and the eastern end of the frontier of the Dardanelles zone, would remain
under Turkish control, but demilitarised?.

Curzon’s success in teaching agreement with Berthelot did not lead
Montagu to abandon his opposition. On the contrary he redoubled his ef-
forts. On 1 January 1920, he circulated a memorandum, calling in gutestion
Curzon’s whole conduct of the negotiations. Curzon had, he declared, igno- )
red a Cabinet decision that alternative schemes should be prepared, played
into the hands of the French, who intended ‘to cause trouble in the- British
. Empire’, and ignored the opinion of those parts of the Empire* whose man-
power and resources were mainly responsible for the defeat of Turkey, and
whose external and internal security depended upon the solution’?.

On 5 January 1920, in order that the question might be once more
discussed before the Cabinet met finally to decide the issue the following
day, Lloyd George and Curzon convened a special conference of ministers
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and heads of départments. At this meeting Montagu repeated the charges
he ‘had made in his memorandum of 1 January 1920. Curzon, he declared,
had ignored all -alternative schemes; including that which he, himself, had
suggested, whereby “the Sultan would be left in Constantinople, the admi-
nistration of Turkey in.Eutope. being taken over by an international com-
mission.. It. was particularly important that the: Cabmet should reahse the
consequences. of expulsion : ‘ :
... Secret information had been received to the effect that, from
* the moment this {realy 'was signed, we should have for the first

- time a moverhent, comparable to the Sinn Fein Movement, breaking
out in India, in favour of complete' separation from Englandis.

The stlgma of a harsh settlement Would 1nev1tably fall on Britain, a con-
sequence which the French would be qu1ck to exploit. Already they Were
saying it was_up to them to protect the interests of the Mohammedans. ‘We
should tell the Turks that we intend to keep them in order but we also if-
tended to help them If. we raze every fort along the Straits, limit the Tur-
kish Army, control Constantmople with the Sultan there under our eye, set
up an International Commission, and an Intemanonal Pohce Force, the
Turk must be helpless?’™

In the face of this onslaught, Curzon remained steadfast. It was not
his fault- no alternative proposals-had been drawn up : Berthelot had simply
surrendered to the British view. He did not intend to place the Turks in
manacles; on the contrary he wished to'see a substantial Turkish state es-
tablished in Anatolia, stretching as: far -as the frontiers of an Armeman state
in: the east .and Cilicia’ in the south. SRR '

" In raspect of the mllltary arguments . the Military prbblem' migh‘t
‘be reduced in proportion; but it would not be solved by leaving the

* . Turk in’ Constantinople. The’ problem was Mustapha Kemal, ‘who
- was a Nationalist, and snapped his finger at the .Sultan. Was .that

menace made greater or less by leaving the Turk in Constantinople? -~ =

This’ was a disputable point. If he were left there, the whole Mos-
lem werld would say that he had triumphed after alim. . --
In the end, however, Curzon was defeated. When, the following day,
the Cabinet met to discuss the issue, which was described as being one of

77 CAR. 23/20, Cab., meeting, 6 Jan. 1920, appeadix I.
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‘oreat urgency’ and.‘extraordinary difficulty’, they decided that, though there

was much to be said in favour of expulsion, yet the Sultan should be al-
lowed to remain in his capital. The Straits zone should be garrisoned by an
internationai force, of which the British Empire would. contribute a part*.

In reaching this decision, the Cabinet were clearly influenced by Mon-
tagu’s predictions that’ w1de-spread subversion and rebellion would follow
expulsion. Numerous mtelhgence reports’ had been received, suggesting that
Bolshevik, Natlonahst and Pan-Islamic forces were attempting to coordi-
nate’ their. activities and launch.a combined. attack on Britain and France in
Asia. In these circumstances, Montagu’s report of-secret information regar-
ding the. possibility of ‘a movement, comparable to the Sinn Fein Movement,
breaking out.in India’, made a great impression.

- A report on the strategic position on the Straits, presentad by the Chief
of the Imperial General Staff and the First Sea Lord, also played an im-
portant part in convincing a ma]onty of the Cabmet that they should vote .
against expulsion. In their note, the Naval and General Staff had advised : '

JIf... the Sultan and the Turkish.Glovernmént were. removed into
'_Asia, -Minor the whole military position would be altered to our
_disadvantage, for in peace we should lose both knowledge of his
plans and power to check his preparations and the powerful deter-
rent from evil doing of our having the Sultan and the whole of his
" Government under our guns would have disappeared: If, therefore,
the Sultan and his Government are removed from Constantinople
‘a-much larger garrison would be required, ‘and a4 more elaborate
system of defence, especially on the Asia Minor side, where a ve-’
- ritable frontier, with all its’ disadvantages &and bickerings and
‘constant aggravation would have to be set wup¥i. -

- Fear that, 'followihg expulsioh' France would- exploit Britain’s discom-
fiture, proved a “third, ‘and perhaps. dec131ve factor m‘splnng the Cabinet
decision. Before concluding thelr busmess the ministers instructed Lloyd
George to inform. the French that the publication in France of numerous
premature announcements and articles, laying the responsibility for expul-
sion at Britain’s door, had carried great weight with the Cabinet in deter-
mining them' not to.proeeed?, |
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-81  Ibid., appendix IILL.
¢ 82 Ibid., Conclugions.”



234 A, L. MACFIE

- Curzon was deeply shocked by the Cabinet’s decision. Not only had
they repudiated his policy, they had, he felt, rejected his unparalleled know-
ledge and experience, Short of resignation, however, there was little he
could do; but protest. The following day, therefore; he wrote :

I ask to place on record my earnest and emphatic dissent from the
decision arrived at by the majority of the Cabinet yesterday - in
opposition to the advice of the Prime Minister and two successive
. Foreign ' Secretaries - to retain the Turk in Constantinople, I be-
lieve this to be a short-sighted and, in the long run, a most unfor-
tunate decision. . :

In order to avoid trouble in India - largely manufactured and in
any case e¢phemeral, - and to render our task in Hgypt less dif-
ficult - its difficulty being in reality almost entirely independent
of what we may do or not do at Constantinople, - we are losing an
opportunity for which Hurope has waited nearly five centuries,
and which may not recur. The idea of a respectable and docile
Turkish Government at Constantinople preserved from its heredi-
tary vices by a military cordon of the Powers. - including, be it
‘remembered, a permanent British garrison of 10,000 to 15,000
men~ is in my judgement a chimera. Nor will it be found that the
decision, if carried into effect in Paris, will either solve the Tur-
kish problem or calm the Eastern world.

The Turk at Conmstantinople must have very different measure
meted out to him from the Turk in Konia. He will retain a sove-
reignty which will have to be a mere simulacrum, and those who
have saved him will, unless I am mistaken, presentiy discover, that
his rescue has neither satisfied him nor pacified Islam. But, heyond
all I regret that the main object for which the war in the East was
‘fought and the sacrifice of Gallipoli endured - natnely the liberation
of Burope from the Ottoman Turk - has after an almost incredibie
expenditure of life and treasure been thrown away in the very
hour when it has been obtained, and that we shall have left to our
descendants - who knows after how much further sacrlflce and’
suffering - a task from which we have flinched.

I may add that the refusal of the Cabinet to endorse the scheme
prepazed by M. Berthelot and myself was resolved on without any
consideration by them of what the rival scheme will be, i.e. a Tur-
kish State still centred at Constantinople but under international
supervision. When produced it may cause some surprisess.

83 F.0. 371/4239, The Peace with Turkey, memo. by Curzen, 7 Jan. 1920.
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The production of a rival scheme was, in fact, put in hand by Lloyd
George, immediately - following the Cabinet meeting. Montagy was given
the task of drafting it. The scheme he produced clearly reflected his desire
to placate Turkey and the Moslem world. Turkey’s frontier in Europe, he
suggested, should be either ‘the pre-war frontier from ‘Aya Stefano to the
left bank of the Maritsa opposite Hadi keui, thence: the left bank of the Ma-
ritsa to Enos, to include Adrianople’, or ‘an approximately direct line bet-
ween Enos and Midia™*. The Straits, and the inter-allied force securing
them, should be placed in the hands of an international commission, which
would also control Turkey's finances®.

All this was too much for Curzon. When the scheme was considered

" in Cabinet he at once launched a biistering attack on it. Lloyd George, there-
fore, asked him, in turn, to draw up a counter-draft which, while leaving.

the Turks in possession of their capital, would yet avoid the disastrous con- -

sequences he had suggested would result from the realisation of Montagu’s

proposals. This Curzon did. Turkey’s frontier in Europe, he suggested,
should be the Chatalja lines. The remainder of Turkey in Europe should go
to Greece. As for the question of control, two separate commissions should
be set up, each with its own responsibility. Membership of the Straits Com-
mission might take the form he and Berthelot had suggested at the Confe-
refice of 22-23 December 1919. Alternatively, it might be confined to the
representatives of France, Britain and Ttaly®.

In proposing the Chatalja lines, Curzon was prompted by the fact that
Berthelot had, himself, included this proposal in an alternative draft, which

- he had communicated to London following the Conference of 22-23 Decem-

ber 1919%. He was also prompted by Venizelos who, in a memorandum
dated 12 January 1920, reminded him that if the Allies were to ‘entrust to
Greece the military guardianship of the Gallipoli Peninsula, it would be pos-
sible to utilize the Anglo-Franco-Italian Military force to which is entrusted
the - protection of Constantinople and the Straits, for the more effectual
protection of the Eastern Coast of the Dardanelles and of both coasts of the
Bosphorus’®
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- When the Cabinet. discussed Curzon’s counter draft, they decided, ac-
cording.'to Forbes Adam, ‘under the influence of the usual forces’, that the
proposed: controls over Turkey were too severe® Curzon was, therefore,
obliged to accept a number of minor amendments 1o his counter draft, de-
signed to placate Moslem opinion®®. This he did with il grace. He. remained
convinced that, as he had suggested in an introduction to the original coun-
ter draft; Turkish possession of: Constantinople would render. ‘illusory and
unworkable in practice the major part of the safeguards proposed for-the
straits...,> and that neither his féllow countrymen nor his allies would main-
tain and provision a force sufficient to secure the. Straits zone®.

' On 12 February 1920, the Allies met in cqnference-in' London to draft
a treaty of peace with Turkey. The understanding which Curzon and Berthe-
lot had reached, in December 1919 - January. 1920, enabled them to make
rapld progress. _They quickly agreed that the Sultan should be a110wed to
remain in his capital. This decision they took virtually without discussion.
Millerand, who, in January 1920, had succeeded Cemenceau as President of
the Council, merely pointed out, in terms almost identical with those used
by Montagu, that ‘France had very great Mahometan interests, and that she
was bound to consider these when addressing herself to the problem of
Constantinople™?. Nitti, the- recently elected Prime M1mster of Italy, not
fully aware perhaps of what had passed between, the British and the French
in, December 1919, some-what half—heartedly put forward the ‘Vatican
Proposal’, addmg, however, that he, himself, was opposed to it. Lloyd Ge-
orge, for his part, was content to express his apprehensmns as to the wisdom
of the course which... commended itself to them™:. Curzon did not even
bother to speak

Having taken this dems;on the - alhes turned then‘ attention to other
questions concerned with the peace treaty, and in particular, to that of se-
curing allied control: of the. Straits. .On -this guestion, too, -they qu1ck1y‘
reached agreement: a demilitarised Straits zone should be created, secured
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by an inter-allied force and administered by an international commission®:.
In Europe, the frontier dividing Greece and Turkey should be the.Chatalja
line, though the Enos-Midia line might be considered should the Allies de-
cide to compensate Turkey for the loss of Smyrna®?.  The frontier of the
Straits zone should stretch, in Burope, from Karachali to Kara Burunh; in
Asia from Kenier to a point approximate to Singirli by way of ‘Marias Gul
and Isnik®®, Wlthm the Straits zone, all fortifications, Works and roads’ and
railways suitable for the transportation of mobile artlllery should be destro-
yed, and their reconstruction forbldden. Not less than three battalions of
infantry, two batteries of artillery and ‘an indefinite number of technical
~tfoops ‘should be stationed in the zone to ensure that no action detrimental .
to the Allies should accur®.” Article 1 of the draft artlcles dealmg w1th the
administration of the Straits' should read” '

The navigation of the Straits, including the Dardanelles, the Sea -
" of Marmora and the Bosphorus shall in future be open both im
peace and war (except as promded below) t6" the Ships of the Al-
iied and Associated Powers, of all States members of the League
of Nations, and of States non-members .of ‘the League of Nations
on an application being made to the Council of the League of Na-
tions and approved by .them, provided that such States accept the
provisions of the present: scheme. These waters shall not be subject
to blockade, .nor shall any right of war be exercised nor any act
of hostility be committed within.them, unless. in pursuance of a
decision of the Council of the League of Nationsss.

Turkey should delegate to a Commission of the Straits control of all waters
betiween the Mediterranean mouth ‘of the Dardanelles and the” Black Sea
* mouth, and the wdters within three miles of each of these mouths. The com-
mission should be composed. of representatives appomted respectively by the
United States (if and when she was willing to partlclpate), Britain, France,
Italy, Rusma (if and when she became a member of the League of Natlons),
Greece, Rumania and Bulgaria. The great powers should have two votes
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each, the minor powers one®. The Commission should have its own flag,
budget and orgamsatlonm” :

Wh1le the Allies contmued their dehberatnons cvents in Turkey did not
stand still, During the first week in February 1920 Turk1sh Nationalist and
irregular forces attacked the French garrison at Marash and drove it from
the town. Accordmg to the Armenian Patriarch at Constantmople between
15,000 and 20,000 Armenians were then massacred*®!. Though the War Oi-
fice had learnt something of these events from ‘a confused French report’“’2
received 11-12 February 1920, and from the reports of their own agents
received durmg the following fortnight!**, Curzon did not become aware of
their full import until 27 February 1920. He at-guce informed Lloyd George,
and they agreed that the Supreme Council should conslder the matter the
following day2¢t.

After discussing the’ question at length, the Supreme Council decided
that action should be taken both in C1hc1a and Constantmople In Cilicia,
France should make herself responsﬂale for the restoration of order. In
Constantinople, the Allies should take .-

;. some drastic.aneasure.., this might assume the form. of occupying
the War Office or some important _GOVernment-building, and of
Securing . the persons of the Grand Vizier and the Minister of Wéu",
“or. of such.Ministers. as are primarily responsible, and placing them
in confinement, either on land or in an Allied man-of-war, pending
a further investigation of the matteros,

The étllied High Commissioners. should‘ be asked to consult-and advise what
steps, in.this or in any other sense, they might. recommend.

This request de Robeck received on 29 February 1920. He at once
arranged to consult W1th_the French and Italian High Commlssmners._At
the same time he agreed with the French High Commissioner that no recom-
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mendation should be made until the Council had considered the contents of
a telegram he had despatched that morning. In this he had pointed out that
the means required to impose the peace settlement would depend on the
terms proposed. If these were severe, the Allies would only be able to im-
pose them by force; if lenient, they might attempt to form a bloc of mode-
rate elements round the Sultan, whom they mlght support against the
extremists. Cn :

I feel most strongly that course to be followed by Allies should not
depend for its direction or jurisdiction on what has happened in
Cilicia... what we have to adjust our action to is the wider issue
raised by Nationalists to resist drastic peace, and apparent inten-
tion of Peace Conference to impose onem"

The Supreme Council appreciated de Robeck’s point. When, therefore,
on 5 March 1920, they next considered the question, they decided that, as
the settlement they proposed was severe, they would go ahead and authorise
the occupation of Constantinople. The Turkish Government should be in-
formed that the occupation would continue until the terms of peace had
been accepted and executed, and that, if any further outrages occured, the
peace terms would be rendered even more severe*®”. This decision, the Coun-
cil, on 10 March 1920, confirmed®®. On 16 March 1920, the op‘ération was
accomplished. The Ministries of War and Marine, the Posts, Telegraphs and
Telephones and other Government buildings were seized. In one case only
was resistance offered; in the fight which ensued, one British and five Tur--
kish soldiers were killed®®.

‘The principal features of the proposed peace scttlement - the cession
of Thrace up to the Chatalja lines to Greece, complete international control.
of the Straits, the presence of an infernational for¢e in that zone, close finan-
cial supervision of the Turkish Government, the cession of Smyrna to Greece
subject only to Turkish suzerainty, the creation of an independent Armenia
and the probable creation of an independent Kurdistan - the Supreme Coun-
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cil communicated-to the High' Commissioners on 6 March- 192071, The se-
verity of the proposed settlement shocked the Commissioners. On 10 March
1920, therefore, they despatched a jolnt telegram to -the Supreme Counc1l

adv1s1ng them of the consequences they beheved WouId follow

‘

Fifst, a refu‘sal by Turkey to sign the tredty or to. ratify'it’if it is
signed or to execute it if it is ratified. Second, the abdicatién or
deposition of the Sultan, the accesion of a new Sultan, and the
creation of a new Government in Asia,. the flight of Parliament to
. Anatolia, the. msmg of the whole of the Turkish .elements and
w;despre‘ad massacre of Christians in Asia: Minor and Thrace. As
~ scon-as the stipulations of the treaty become known there is a dan-
ger that these consequences, and in particulaf the massacres, will
at once ensue. Third, attempts in Europe which may be continued
indefinitely to secure any -action aga.mst the Greeks, between the
"Buigarians and the Turks. Fourth, the possibility of combmed ag-
tion in the future in “Asia ‘between the Bolsheviks, the Arabs and
the Turksiil, C R : :

The High Com_missioners' clearly hoped that the dire comnsequences they
predicted ‘would -persuade the Supremié Council to redraft the térms of the
peace treaty. The Supreme Council, however, refused to alter course. Lloyd
George and Curzon, in particular, were determined to-see -the draft ‘treaty.
implemented. To ‘this end the: Suprenie :Council instructed the Versailles
Commission:of Mlhtary and Naval Experts to ad¥ise on the mlhtary measu-
res which-would be required to execute the treaty“z -

The Allies completed the draft treaty at San Remo 18 26 Aprll 1920
They dealt, in particular, with the Armenjan and Kurdish question, and the
flnanclal clauses. As far as the Straits were concerned little of any conse-
quence was decided : a proposal that ‘the frontier of Turkey in Europe should
be aitered was considered and rejected; and a number of articles deallng
with the admlmstratmn of the Stra1ts modified or deleted“‘ :

The question of Turkey’s frontier in Burope was raised, in a rather
circuitous fashion, by Nitti. Using his authority as President of the Council,

110 CAB. 29/83, I. C.P, 66, appendix 1.
111 Ibid, T4, appendix III.

"1112. D.B.F\P., vii, No..T4. & -
113 CAR. 29/86, I. C.P,, 101, 102, 103
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he ‘instructed Foch’s Commission of Military and Naval ‘Experts to report
on the military consequénces which would follow from the extension of
Greek sovereignty 1o the Gallipoli Peninsula and the shores of the Sea of
Marmora. The Commission advised ‘that the extension of Greek sovereignty
would make allied controf of the Straits zone -difficult. Using this report as
a pretext, Nitti proposed that the Supreme. Cdu_ncil-should reconsider the:
question™**, I ' ) ' 7 o
Nitti’s proposal reflected the discontent the Italians felt with the pro-
posed settlement. They objected to the présence of the Greeks on the Straits
and in Asia Minor. They looked on Greece not ds an ally, but as a com-
petitor in the eastern “Mediterranean: “If Greece owned the Gallipoli Pe-
ninsula’, Nitti-informed his allied co]leagues he 'could ‘not’ regard the
freedom of the Straits as assured’?s. : e '

Lloyd George and Curzon rejected Nitti’s proposal They beheved that
a divided sovereignty on the Stralts far from. threatening, would actuaHy
promote allied control. In any case, as Lloyd George pointed. out, m111tary
_control of the area a851gned to Greece. would remain in alhed hands; civil
administration alone would be Greek'®..

As regards the administration of the Straits, the Allies agreed that,-in
order: that-the principle of complete freedom should -be sustained, artzcle 1
of the draft artlcles should be amended to read ‘

The navigation of the Straits, including the Dardanelles; the Sea
oft Marmora, and the Bosphorus, -shall in future be open, both in
peace and war, to every vessel of commerce or of war and to
military and commercial aircraft without distinction of flag. These
waters shall not be subject to.blockade nor shall any right of war
- be exercised or any act of hostility be commitfed within_them, un-
less in pursuance of -a decision of the Counml of the League of Na-
tions17,

114 Ibid, 101, 5.

115 TIbid,

116 Ibid., T

117 Ibid., 102, appendix 1; Adm. 116/2034, Adm to Brltlsh Na.val Delga-
tion, 12 April 1920.
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They- also agreed:that article 8 should be amended in order that, in the event
of liberty of passage being interfered with, the High Commission should in-
form, not as previously proposed, the commander of the allied forces, but
the allied ambassadors, who, would then concert with the allied commanders
such measures. as might be deemed necessalry118

Of 20 Apnl 1920 the ‘Supreme Council cons1dered the execution of
the peace treaty. They decided that, as the Versailles Comimission of Military
and Naval Experts, whose report they had before them, had advised that
twenty seven divisions would be required to execute the treaty in full, and
as nineteen only were available, they would seek what Curzon referred to
as the ‘progressive realisation of the treaty, so far as our forces permit it’'*,
As for the areas which might, in the first instance, be left out of account,
the Council adopted a suggestion, put forward by Venizelos, that’ these
might include the Armenian provinces. As for the disarmament of Turkey,
this might be left to ‘whatever Turkish government might be 4t Constanti-
nople when the treaty came to be sigied..’ Should the Turks in Anatolia
resist, the Allies should ocupy strategic “points and deprive Turkey of her
sources of ‘revenue. In this way, her ‘arteries would be cut and she would

-be compelled to give in"?°. The Allies were, however, unwilling to abandon

the Armenians completely. They decided, therefore, to make one more effort
to persuade. the United . States to ‘come forward and assist’, either by -ac- =
cepting a mandate for an Armenian state, or by sending military and finan-
cial aid to its people. As Lloyd George pointed out, the approach offered
an additional advantage : if President Wilson rejected an invitation, he would
no longer be “able to lecture the “Alies on their- handhng of. the Turklsh
quesuon121

On this ba51s the Alhes agreed to present the terms:of peace to the

Turks in Paris on 11 May 1920. The remainder of the conference was gi-

ven over to completing ‘the final draft of the peace ‘treaty and the tripartite
agreement which was to accompany it.

During the later stages of the Conference of London and the Conferen-
ce of San Remo the position of the Allies in Turkey continued to deteriorate.

118 Ibid,,

118 CAB. 29/86, L CP 99, 1.
© 120 TIbid,

121 1Ibid.
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On 2 April 1920, the Turkish Government resigned rather. than issue a
declaration condemning the National Movement in terms-acceptable to the
allied High Commissioners'*. Its successor, formed by Damad Ferid Pasha,
was. constructed ‘entirely on non-party lines’;, made up of ‘unknown men’,
its authority dependent, to a large extent, on the support of the occupying
powers'#?, Towards the end of April the Nationalists defeated the forces of
Ahmet Anzavour, a Circassian bandit, - whom the Sultan had appointed
governor of Balikesir. As a result, Nationalist troops were able-to-eccupy
areas. bordering -the Sea of. Marmora, and to threaten the-Allies in their
control of both the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles'**. In Anatolia, Mustapha
Kemal continued to pub]lsh his defiance of the Allies: ‘La nat1on ottomane
tout en gardant son sang—froxd ‘et moderatlon est resolue 4" défendre ces
droits sacrés et p1u51eurs fois seculanres comme €tat libre et mdependant 1z
Meanwhile, ' from C111c1a came Tumours’ “of the - 1mpend1ng WIthdl'aWal
of French forces from the area, while the Itahans, for their part Wwere repor-
ted to be currymg favour with the Turklsh Nationalists, supplymg them with

arms and equ:pment and encouragmg them m thieir opposition ‘o the '
Greeks'2®, Fmally, on 29 Apnl 1920, came neWs from Washmgton ‘that
‘ Congress had voiced strong dlsapproval of the “allied proposal that the- Uni-
ted States should accept a mandate - for Armenla American part1c1pat1on
was, therefore, Sir A. Geddes, Brmsh Ambassador at Washmgton reported
‘hlghly 1mpro‘bab1e’“5“

.. The posmon of the Alhes was, however far from hopeiess As Lloyd
George reminded his coliegues, they -controlled Constantmople, the Straits,
Smyrna and parts of Cﬂu:la“' In Thrace a Nationalist rebellion, headed by
Jaffar Tayar, had recently collapsed**®. In-Smyrna a powerful and well or-
ganised Greek army was ready.to strike at the Nationalists, _should the
Supreme Council authorise it 10 do so. ‘If France and Italy were reluctant
to commit themselves Venizelos had told P, Kerr, Lloyd Georges ‘Private
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Secretary, in March 1920, ‘Greece was willing to undertake the task with
the cooperation of the British troops now in Constantinople.’**® France and
Italy had, indeed, grown ‘reluctant’. They could not, however, afford to pur-
sue an independent policy, and were compelied to respect Britain’s determi-
nation to resist the Nationalists and to impose a harsh peace on the Turks.
Neither-wished at that stage, to jeopardise the whole structure of the peace
conference and risk destroying the alliance. Lloyd George and Curzon wers,
therefore, aware that, despite the disturbing indications of Italian and French
disloyalty, their allies were unlikely to renege on their commitment to the
principle of a jointly negotiated settlement.

The settlement envisaged in the draft treaty was essentially that which
the Allies had agreed in the secret treatics drawn up in the course of the
war, Britain was. to obtain Mesopotamia and Palestine, France Syria and
Cilicia, and Italy south-western Anatolia. In one respect, however, .the
settlement differed. Control of Constantinople and the Straits, the greatest
prize of the war in the area, had fallen not to Russia but to the western En-
tente Powers. The defeat of Russia, however, which had made these powers -
strong on the Straits, had created a power vacuum in Anatolia. This vacuum
they were, themselves, unable or unwilling to fill. They had, therefore, at-
tempted to draw in the United States. Though at first the Americans had
shown interest, in the end they had retired. As a result, the Turks had been
left free and unhindered to reestablish their power, and had become, of all
the defeated peoples ,the only one capable of challenging the Supreme Coun-
cil. At Sam Remo, the Allies continued to hope that, in the wake of a peace
settlement, the Nationalist Movement would lose its momentum. If, however,
it continued to grow, it was evident that they would soon be called on to
decide how far they would go in defending their hard won pomtlon both
on the Stra1ts and in the Near and Middle East as a whole.

129 Ibid., No. 18.



