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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the development of British policy towards
the Middle East in the period from the outbreak of Europcan war in 1914
until the signing in 1916 of the Sykes Plcot agrcement among Britain,
France and Russia providing for the post-war partition of Asiatic
Turkez; Discussion among British officiaig and among the Allies about
a rcplécehent for Ottoman sovereignty iﬁ the Middle East begdn even
before Turkey entered the war on the side of the Central Power; in
November 1914. These discussions/intensifiéd once Turkey intervened,
and were then gfeatly_affected by the course of batéles in-Europe and
.in the Middle East itself. The British initiative in drawihg the Arabs
into éiscussions about a territorial settlement introduced an important
new element into Middie Eastern diplomacy, for the chosen repreSentative
of the Arabs, Sharif Husayn of Mecca, and the cou;se of diséussions_w%tﬁ
him becgme a’source of considerable débate in official Briq}éhﬁcircles.
Hence, special attention is paid to the wartime context of the deliber-
ations culﬁinating in the 1916 agreement, and to the effect of Britain's
Arab deallngs on her emerglng new pollcy for the Middle East.

The focus of attention is on official deliberations, fo£w§rtimé
conditions allowca of little public di;cussion 6f Middle Eastern
,“diplomatic questiongr The 1916 agreement has long been a controversial
one ip politica} and historical circles. The overall aim of this study
is to assess the agreement both in light of hisforical opinion and in
light of previous British policy. Much later political controversy
generated by the agreement is more prope?ly the subjeét of post-war

history, - though that controversy is often useful in posing questions

about wartime events.
iv L .
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A new enemy has appeared in Turkey,

but her defection has its consolations.
It is something to be rid of an
"unspeakable' incubus full of promises
of reform never fulfilled, ''sick" but
unrepentant, always turning European
discord to bloody account at the '
expcense of her subject nationalities:
in all respects a fitting partner for
her ally and master.

Punch, November 1914

vii



CHAPTER 1
Int ~oduction: A Controversjial Treaty,

In 1916, in ;hc.midstlof a/wdr in which they faced the Qttomnn
Empire as one of'thoir mutual cnemies; Britain, Fruncé and Ruwsia’ “
'concluded a series of bjlateral agreements, usually collectively
known as the Sykes-Picot agroomenf,l forthc»partitidn of the 6ttoman
“dominions in Asia at the Succcgsful conclusion'of the war. WBefore tﬁe
war, the Asiatic provinces of the Ottoman Empire had been the scene of
intense European rivalry for gconomic and political influence. The
war, diQiding as it did the cbmpetjtors in‘the Middle East2 into two
. hostile camps, destroyed the basis of the pre-war arrangements designed
- ¢
to mqintain a complicated modus vivchijamong the. great powers to pre-

serve Ottoman territorial integrity in Asia. (When, in early November

1914, Turkey irrevocably sided with the Central Powers in their war

against the Allies, the way was opened f?r a Middle Eastern ecxtension
of the conflict. The course of the war égainst Turkey eventually
dcpgrmined thag phe future of the Ottoman Fmpire would be on the Allied
diplomatic agenda. The Sykes-Picot agrecment was then the first Allied
attcempt to chtle among themselves Middl¢ Eastern questions until the
end of the war.

'This sfudy will focu; on British military and diplomatic thinking 7
| about the Middle East }rom the outbreak of the war in August 1914 untii
the conciusion of the Sykes-Picot agreement in late spring 1916. The
6fficia1 fecord of Britain's direction of her war effort has largely

been made available to scholars, and already several studies of aspects

-



)
of British Middle Fastern policy during the war have begn made. Studies
of French and Russian policy have been less numerous. Three studies of

French policy:- ‘Qyide‘Qalanpq3§02thejcbncentrntion on British sources:

Y

that by Albert Pingaid, which?wgs done in the A930's with access to

official French government records; that by Pierre Renouvin of French war

aims, which makes only brief reference to the Middle Fast; and that by -
George Cassar of French involvement in the Dardanclles campaign, which,

.. ~ / ’ ' . .
though it decs not Jiscuss the 1916 agreement, docs reflect on the official

record of*French deliberations durirg the carly course of the war against

N

Turkey. For the Russian perspective C. Jay Smith's account of Tsarist
wartime foreigﬁ policy, now twenty ycars old, rcmains the major study. )
From the British perspective, the éykcs—Picot agrcémcnt takes on
a special interest as the document‘marking ihe énd of an historic British
bolicy and as the subject of great debate and conﬁrbvcrsy for ycars after
s Sigﬁing; Since Palmerston's day, the great concern dominating British.
thinking about the Middle Fast was that a hostilé or potentiafly hostile
power or combination of powerg mighs -ain control of the Midale Eastern‘
approaches to India, astride which stéod the ~hronically weak Otgoman

Empire.4 By 1913, Turkish weakness and maladministration, the decline

v

of the mid-Victorian close rc)atibnship between Britain and Turkey, and

the increase in competition for influence in the Middle East had all

»

seriously complicated the Palmerstonian policy, but Sir Edward Grey,
British foreign secretary, could still affirm unwavering support for

the.basic elements of the old policy, at least as it pertaii..d to .

Asiatic Turkey.. . ‘ :

. | ‘ -
- It is evident that we must get the powers
in agreement about .a scheme of reforms, otherwise

'



Turkey will never be induced to accept it. -

g » A grave question of policy is involved and
‘ ' the only policy to which we can become a party
is one directed to avoid collapse and partition
of Asiatic Turkey. The effect. of the opposite
course on our own Mussulmans in India would be
disastrous to say nothing of the compllcatlons
produced between the powers. :

Grey's reference to partition was no idle remark. Since 1853,
when’Tsay Nicolas T had first proposed i}, the idea of partitioning £he
Ottoman Empire had been the perennial kite flying in the Furopean |
‘poli£ica1 sky. Disracli had once told the Queen that "a policy of
partitionﬂjs very simble‘and does not require muchvgcnius io devise,"

but .Sir Henry Layara: British'ambassador‘to the Porte in 1878, proved

o

to be closer to the mark when he contended that, despite misrule by

’
s

Turkey, '"the real difficulty h@s alwéys been to replace‘her.”6 In
subsequent years, any number of schemes of partition were bruited in

Eﬁ}opean chancellories, but it prgved difficult indeed to conceive of
the practical means of impleménting any of them. Most proposalé made

the straits connecting the Mediterrancan and Black Scas an unfortified

L4

waterway pen to international maritime commerce but not warships, but
v G .,

in the end all:schemes of partition foundered on the hﬁeétion of who
I3 [ ] 4 ~

-

would occupyvConstantinople if not the Tdrks.7' To'ﬁxp1d&;he compli-

. . X
cations of partltlon{peant giving- Turkey a Conxlnued\ghgg ntee of her

,\,,.J

”integrity and independence . Brltaln took the wlew that the collapse

7 o i

of 'Turkey would likely result in an unh%ly scramblé for Middle Eastern

sp01ls.8~tThuS, British policy contlnued to encourage reform in Turkey
: . @

and oppose any Proposals for partition in order to avoid the risk of

Europear conflict, which, it Qa§<feared, ﬁight end in permanent disrup-
/ - .

§ e N
tion ‘of the routes through the Middl¢ East to India; and this policy

&



was maintained despite military opinion that Britain could not defend
Constantinople against a Russian attack, phriicu]urly if it were

supported by France in the Mediterranean. There was then a great deal

for ‘Britain to gain ‘in the Middle East from attac! icnt to the Franco-

, A ’ 9 .
Russian Entente. v . , ,

~

Promoting a scheme of rcforms for'TQrkcy had long been an

inseparable adjunct of the British policy of maintaining ‘the Ottoman

o

Empire, for reform, however difficult it was to bring about’ offered

the posgﬁiiﬂity of continued Turkish sovereignty in the vital crdss—

roads to India. With Britain installed iq Egypt and Aden to protect

.

the Suez Canal and the route through the Red Sea, Ottoman sovercignty

r

from Asia Minor to the Persian Gulf virtually secured the Middle

' ‘Eastern hinge of the British impéTiaLilifeline.lo ‘There was little

place in British thinking for understanding Turkey's frustration at
the increasing Europcan domination of her Asiatic provinces. Herein

lay a basic contradiction in British policy. A strong Turkey required

°

a Iessening of European interference in her affairs, but Britain.was
’ ‘ 2
constrained always to compose Middle Eastern rivalries, which often

-
meant concerting with the other powers to force economic and political
) ' . 11 : :
concessions from Turkey in the name of reform. >

The British policy that sought to maintain the_;tatu§ @ég_in
Asiatic Turkey also proved resistant to Turkish and Arab.overgures for
change in the political balance in the Middle East. ‘In 1913, Grey
abruptiy rebuffed the ovsrture 6f fhe Turkisﬁ ambassa@or,'Tewfik Pasha,
who renewed a proposal first made in 1911 for an\Anglo>Tufkish aefensive

alliance and inclusion of Turkey in the Triple Entente. It was no more

«

A dcceptable to have Turkey upset the balance than;it was to entertain

0.

.



v

A

Europe?ﬁ schemes of pnrtition.12 In éarly 1914: a similar coolness’
was displayed towards the tentative soundings of Abdullaﬁ, the sccond
son of éharif Husayn of Mécca, who énquired of Lord Kitchcner, High
Comhissioner in.Egypt, what the British posifion womrld bé iﬁ the“event

of his father's split with Turkey. Britain rejected the Arab overture

on the same grounds that she opposed other sources of di§ruption of
: 3

- »
.

the #iddle astern status quo. Before 1914, she was simply not cager
to search for-a change in her traditional policy of supporting the

]

"integrity and independence' of gﬁe Ottoman FEmpire in Asia.13

Once Turkey joined the Central Powers, it secmed impossible to

o

maintain the Ottoman Empire any longer. Predictably,..a roplaccment‘

L _
roved difficult to forge during the war. Why and how Rritain opted

for the new policy whose first outline is embodied in the Sykcs—Picot

1

agrcement has been a matter of contention almost from the moment that

agreement was signed. Even before the agrcement bectame publiély known,

debate about the wisdom of its terms raged in British official circles.

The greatest criticisms came from-officials on the spot in the Middle

East, particurarly‘in bbkopotamia,14 and from officials in the Indian

-

government and the India Office.15 When rcvealeh to the world by

the Bolsheviks in November 1917, the agrcement quickly became a prémi-

o

nent example of the secret territorial bartering so despised by critics

of so-called '"old diplomacy." Even so, after the war the Anglo-French
part of the agreement formed the basis, at least in broad outline, of
the .territorial arrangement$ arrived at in the Middle Eagi./

Vs .
KER -
Some of the earliest accounts of the agreemen%rwere given by

(53]

officials wha participated in directing the British war effort. Post-war

criticism of British wartime diplomacy elicited a defence from Viscount



Grey. Tn his memoirs, the former foreign secretary argued that the

secret trcaties must be secen in the light of the major objective of
e . . . 16 -

maintaining Allied solidarity. In a more . colorful way, Winston

Churchill, who had becen Firs't Lord of thc'Admiralty from October
1

1911 to May 1915, characterized the sccret treaties as ”simply;
compulsive gestures of self pre;c?vatién.”17 In the same vein, an
official Foreign Office version of’thc backgroﬁnd of the Sykes-Picot
treaty was provided to, and printed by, Shane Leslié in his biography
of Sir Mark Sykes, the British negotiator whose name, with tbat of

~his French counterpart,‘Frangois Georges-Picot, is associated with

<

the agrcement. In part this version reads:

In every essential part this arrangement was
d war measure forced: upon the Allied powers by
the cxigencies of the Great War.... Allied unity
was at stake. That the Arrangement, in spite of
T " gravé defects, carried the Allies over a difficult
" period cannot be denied.18

i“fn ?ontfast‘to ,gthe line of argu%ent taken by Grey, Churchill
and the officials of the Foreign Officé who supplied Leslie with
_the version he h;h'printed in 1923, several historical accounts of
vthe interactién of wartime military s£ratég§ and diplomacy tend to
view Allied aim;»qs being motivated 5y a deéire to settle fhe outlines
of a new political arrangement'fof the post-war Middle East rather
than as focusing on tixe more limited objective of maintaining
 501idarity.- These acefunts contend tﬂaf Britain, France and Russia
seized.the opportunity af%orded by Turkish inxervention to ensure
their preeminence in the p;st—war Middle East. fn the words of E.M:
Earle; "these inter-allied agrgemenfs for the disposal of Turkey were
instrugtive instances of fhe 'old diplomacy' in co-operation with the

'new imperialism.'" In Earle's view, the prime motive in the Middle

¢



. - Y

-
»

Fastern arrangements was the acquisition of real or de facto soverelgnty

s
nnd‘thj’iiin;wic privileges that went with 1it. Though strategic factors
' d the picture, there was.'greater regard for the location of oil

. A .

cnig}p

‘ficlds, mineral deposits, railways and ports of commercial enterprise.”

Similarly, though he docs not specifically discuss the 1916 agrtements,
W.W.'Gottlieb states that 'as botnvsidcs wcré fighting over Turkey, the
war - whether or not she stood apart - would settle her future."' His
o

study of the cvents of 1914-15 leads him to conclude that '"there would
have been no scnse in a war which, intended for the redistribution of
imperidl bossessions and power, omitted the gféatcst prize of all," that
is, Turkey.20 |

Two other authors take a somewhat similar line to that of Enrle
and Gottlieb. In hi§ study of the Dardanelles campaign,ﬁTrumbull Higgins
asserts that both Kiﬁchener and Churchill were at least initially in
favour of an offensive against Turkey ”foruimperial gains, per se.'" He
also-emphasizes that the British campaign against Turkey was conceivedl
for nnlitical purposes to support Russia and, it devolved, to Provide
her with Constantinople as a prize for maintaining her warheffnrt. |
Moreover, he contends that British leaders could not admnt publicly

to the real motives for the campaign against Turkey, except to speak

vaguely,ofUAllied unity, becanze to do so would have revealed that’

I3

thousands of men were sent to their death for political and expansionist

ends, which would have been an impossible admission either during or

after the war.21 And, suggesting that the whole British nation was
P . .

expansionist-minded, or at least that: so Brltlsh leaders judged it to
1

L4

be, Aaron Klieman contends that, as the war went on, pressure built in

favour of a partitién of Asiatic Turkey '"to justify the many sacrifices



\

~demanded of fho public." e finds ]iffle sympathy for Tu:. :y in British
circles and a fear that Briéain would be left out of the scrﬂmblehfor.
spoils if she did not act. Describing the agreement as "a striking
example of traditional d -omacy _in a Middle Eastern context," he'furthef
argues that it was poorly designed given inter-allied rivalry in the

region, that it was limited in its recognitionof Arab sovereignty and

so vague in its language as to raise a host of territorial and other

o

questions for the future.zaﬁ
Much recent scholarship, ]a}gcly based on the record: of official

| dglibcrations and private correspondence,' regards th> 1916 agreement as

one responding to wartimé éonditiOns and containing in its terms arrange-

ments which, with less need for haste, Britain would have preferred to
avoid. This contentio; is put succinctly by Max Beloff. After arguing
that Britain had to accommodate her allies, he‘states that the secret
treaties, including Sykes-Picot, '"must therefore be interpreted as a -
direct consequence of the first two years of the war father than as
embodying arrangements Britain would have thought ideal.”23 Beloff's

~ vicews are generally supported by Lowe and Dockrill, who'deséribe the
growth of British imperial interest and”comﬁitment in the Middle East as

""one of the accfﬂental by-products of the war," and by Busch, Nevakivi

and Rothwell, who emphasize the haste involved in the drawing up of the

~

~agreement amid the pressures.of fighting a war and play down any notion

of preconceived or even co-ordinated planning of British war aims in the
’ /

Middle East in the early war years.24 .

s

Two other writers assess the agreement in a rather more favourable

light than was customary between the First and Second World Wars, when

8

gonflict§/within the Middle East cast a shadow over Britain's. various

v

v

o



wiartime undertakings there. On the one hand, Elie Kedourie states that
"the Sykes-Picot agreement was the last responsible attempt on the part
of Eurdpe to cope w1th the dlsso]utlon of the Ottoman Fmplre and to

. L - 2
prevent the dissolution {from bringing disaster." > On thc other hand,

Elizabeth Monvoe, after stating that "'the Kaiser forted a huge adjust¥

.

ment in the whole pattern of British thinking about the Middle East,"

goecs on to say that:,

*
In the cvent, still remote, of Turkish collapse,
no one, was sure of Arab capacity for management
and some provision was needed for preserving law
and order in ‘Arab lands. The Sykes-Picot agrece-
ment was not an unnatural one for the purpose;
indeed, for its date, it contained a substantial
puff of the wind of change that was bringing in
the kind of nationalism that the Sharif [Hu%ayn]
hoped to dominate. :

Not all students of thé.Middle East would agree with Monroe he-e

"For instance, Halford L. Hoskin, a longtime observer of Briti h

interests in the Middle East, believes- that Allied wartime arrangements,

especially Sykes-Picot, doomed Arab nationalism to "early disillusionment.”2

- Monroe is also of the opinion that most of the blame for the
trouble the agreement subsequently caused may be attributed to its

vague language. 'In this regard, the large question has élways been

“

'whether, and if so to what dc_ ce, the agreement-and the undertakings to
a

Sharif Husayn conflicted with each other, énd if they did, whether by -/

accident or design. Students of the subject have been.presented with ,/

i/

a challenge by Sir Ronald Wingate, who writes in his biography of his
father, Sir Reginaid Wingate, Governor General of the Sudan while tﬂe
agreement was in the making, that'&u)historiaﬁ can attempt to reconcile
the promises made by McMahon [Kitchener's.successo% in Egypt] to the
Sherif of Mecca with the ar;angements made for the par;ition of the

Turkish empire embodied in the Sykes-Picot agreement.”27 However, it



)

would scem that the whole story is not merely one of irreconcilability

as Kedourie's recent study of the role of the McMahon-Husayn dealings

would suggest. After the war, the facts and circumstances surrounding

the wartime cvents in the Middle East, and the motives behind them, were

misunderstood, misconstrued or cven conveniently forgotten in the political
. : . S 2
wrangling over troublesome contemporary questions. . ‘
*

Perhaps the greatest critic of the agrecement, and therefore

s

deserving of spccial;attention, has becn George Antonius in his book

jhg_ﬁgﬂz{&g&gpigg: As Kedourie has shown, this book caused a great
‘stir when it was first published in 1938. It was widely read in official’

A

circles in Britain, and its arguments convinced many officials

who were then administering British Middle Eastern affai%s.zg Antonius

does not mince words.
3
1

The Sykes-Picot Agreement is a shocking
document. It is not only the product of greed
at its worst, that is to say, greed allied to *
suspicion and so leading to stupidity: it also
stands out as a startling piece of double dealing.

The agreement was stupid because it erected barriers in. the way of Arab
unity and because by its terms the more advanced Arab societies were

—

placed under foreign rule and the less advanced- given a measure of self
f .

government. It was in bad faith because, as Antonius believed, Husayn

»

®

was not informed of the negotiations leading to the agreément and‘was

then kept in the dark about its existence until late November 1917 when

it was revealed to him by the Turks, from whom he had broken in mid—1916.30
These divergent views raisé several questions about the agreement.\‘

Was it merely a hastily constructed expedient to get on with the war, a ‘\

response to the public's need fo see some tangible gain.from the war, or

Athe result of some imperial plan for expansion in the Middle Ea;t? Was

it a flawed document inconsistent with Middle Eastern realities, or, in

i



the circumstances, was it a rcnsqnable basis for a solution to the

pending problem of finding a rcp]ncemcnt for 5 defeated TJurkey when | p
peace arr;ved? ArciEhcre grounds for accusing Britain of having acted

in bad faith? Finally, did,thc war so change British thinking about
»the Middle East as to wash out the mcmory and.cxpericnce of pre-war

policy, gr did that memory and ecxperience play its part in the wartime
-formulations culminating in the Sykes-Picot agrccmeﬁt? |
In trying to answer khesc questions, the focus of attention will

be on the development of British official thinking, because dyring the
deliberations in question there was very ‘Iittle refercnce to outside
sources of pressure and opinion, except insofar as officials pérceived
them. Moreover, because the‘main debate hinges on infcrpretation of fﬂe
relationsnip between the military course of the war and the aims of
diplomucf, spécia1>attention will be paid to strategic conditions and
decisions and their interplay with Aiplomacy.

. Most, accounts of British policy leading to the 1916 agreement
focus on events from january 1915 to.February 1916, between the genesis
of the Dardanelles'camp§ign and the completion of the Anglo-French
negotiations superintended by Sykes and Picgt, but much of Whét occurred
in 1915 and ecarly 1916 had its roots in the reflex actions and tentative
formulations Jf British officiaié from London to Simla during Auguét to
. December 1914.° Those early reactions will therefore §e examined in some
detail, as will evepts,and thinking pre;aratory to negotiations begween
Sykes and Picot, which.themselves will be presehted in as 5uch detail ég
befits an essay of this sort. In particular, sbeéiél attention will be
paid to the deve}opmen? of British relations with the Arabs throuéh
McMahon in Cairo.and to the effect of B£itain's emerging Arab policy on

her relations with France and Russia. The negotiations with Russia in



.

Petrograd in March and April 1916 will:also be examined, for they have

. . S
frequently been trepated  as an unimportant aftermath of the main
\ .
(7 business of Anglo-French talks, probably, onc ?uspects, because the

: . : \ .
collapse of Russia in 1917-18 rendered void the' Russian parts of the

1. \

agrecment. The ovevall aim of this study is to\ﬁssess the agrecment
- )

in the context in .which it was crcated. Though they?arc fascinating,

details of later controversies about the agreement and its role in

the subscquent history of the Middle East belong té another study.



CHAPTER 11

The Collapse of the Doctrine of
Ot toman Territorial Integrity
in Asia, August-December 1914

For the first three months of the war, while the Luropecan

battles absorbed the attention of combattants and non-combattants

alike, Turﬁéy and the Allies cﬁgaged in what might be dcscrigea as the
~”phonéydwar” of the 1914—19}8 conflict. All the Balkan states, QXcept
Serbia and Turkey;dcclarcd thcir‘ﬂcutrality at the outset of hostilities.
But, on 2 Auﬁust 1914, Turkey and Germany signed a secret allTange‘“
obliging'the Turks to enter the war against Russia. Dcspité lhe,keen
desire of Germany for prompt Turkish intervcntion, the Parte hgid back
from écting on the alliance, thpugh the Turkish’army was mobflized.on‘

3-4 August. Until the interventionists in Constantinople could carry

" the government and prepare fhe country for war, the Porte continued to
play a double g;me.1 The seqdé'of Allied suspicion of Tprkey's rea1
ingentiqns sown in the first/fqrtnight ofr the war were nourished by
events;over the next six weeks uﬁtil they érew into a conviction by

eariy October that the Turks wouid eventuallykgntervene'on.the side of

\l‘z’
the Central powers. Even be fore the Turkish shelling of the Russian

o

Black Sea ports on 29-30 October, Britainﬁhad begun to prepare for
‘héséilities.in the Middle East. In those preparations can be found
teAtative formulations thét rapidly took on mo£e substance once Turkey
intervened.

In August and Septemb€r 1914, the critical battles in France and

Belgium-and in East Prussia and Poland featured swift early successes

13
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followed by cqually abrupt reverses. In the west, the rapid German
advance broke down and was turned back at the Marne. In the énst, Fhe
carly Russian advance collapsed €bmple;é1y, and thé Germans began a
successful counterattack. While the military picture was still fluid
and no clear victor in sight, Grey bclieved that Turkey would remain
ncutral, but "if Turkey sided with Germany and Austria and they were .
defeated,"” he declnrcd'on 15 August, "of course we could not answer for
what might be taken from Turkey in Asia Minor.”2 Grey had gogd reason

- for suspecting Turkey might side with the Central Powérs, for few of the

ecarly signs encouraged him to put much faith in Turkish protestations of

neutrality.

On 31 July 1914, much to tie chagrin of the Turkish government,
the British cabinet had approved requisition of two battleships, Sultan
Qimgg_and.gg§hadiye? that had just been completeéd in British shipyards
for the Turkish navy. By contrast, Germany "donated" two ships to the’
Turkish navy. After a daring escape from the British Mediterranean
Squadron,.the German -battle cruiser Goeben and light cruiser Breslau
arrived at the Dardanelles on 10 August, were granted safe paésage and
given asylum at Constantinople. Latef, the German crews in;act and
Admiral Souchon of the German navy in command, the two ships were
unilaterally indbrporated by the furks in the Turkish navy by a bogus
sale.

Despite these evenﬁs, the British Ambassador ﬁt the Portg, Sir
Louis Mallet, still believed that a major political battle was going on (
to determine Turkey's position in thevwar. But he was almost-along in
hoidi g out hope of satisfying‘the Turks, whose greatest-need? %e felt,
was ;a real guarantee against the Russians.”4 In the Foreign Office,

chagrin at the Turks'behaviour predominated from the start. Both Sir



Arthur Nicolson, Permanent Under Secretary, and the ‘Assistant Under
Sccretary, Sir Eyre Crowc,‘disliked a policy which of fered moré than a
simple guarantee of Turkish territorial.integrity as it Stgod. Nicolson
judged that Turkey was looking for a way to extend hér territories, and
therefore he expected such‘a\@uarantee'to be useless. Crowe, reflecting
the feelings of many other British‘officials, thought it ''mcither wise
nor dignified" to outbid the Gcrmaﬁs.s DR N

On the day after the German ships rcached the Dardanelles, Churchill
could sce no recason to. recompense the Turks beyond what they had paid for

the Sultan Osman and Reshédiye, and even then he was in no hurry, for

Turkey's siding with Germany would make payment unneccssary. But he
advised that Britain 'negotiate and tgmporize.”6, Four days later, on

15 August, with Grey’g appfoval and aid, Churchill took negotiations

into his own hands. In a telegram to Enver Pasha, the Turkish War Minister,
he warned that Turkey's siding with Germany could, in view of 'the Allies'
naval superiority, ”briné a blow‘delivgred at the’heqrt” of Turkey.. In

a paragraph inserted after consultation with Grey, Churchill offered
Turkey a guarantee of her territoriai integrity'if she would reaffirm

her pledge of neutrality. On 19 August, Churchill sweetened the offer *
to include compensation.for the requisitionea ships, if Turkey repatriated
Souchon and the German crews. But the Turks woﬁld not retﬁrn the German
crews, aﬁd Britain would not budge from her position that such return was
the first step in any amelioration of A;glo—TUrkish relatiéns.7

\

Enver never responded to Churchill's second cable. On 20 August,

Turkey officially demanded restitution of the Sultan Osman andiRe§HEH§§gj*

a guaantee against_attack from eagh member of the Entente’, immediate

abolition of the capitulations, renunciation of iﬁierference in Turkey's

»

internal affairs, return of Western Thrace éb Turkey (if Bulgaria joined

15
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. ) : ey "
.the Central Powers), and restoration of the Greek Islunds.s Grey refused

to become involved indiscussing such demands .7 Eventually, Britain joined
Fruﬁbe and Russia in offering a guarantce of Turkey's tcrrito;jal c ¢
intcgrity "against any enemy sceking to profit from the war" in cxchange
for fhe ohservance of "strict néutrality” by Turkey. Agrced to in .

principle among thé Allies as carly as 18 August, the guariantee was not

officially tendered at the Porte until the end of the month. 1t also

marked the. end of Allied attempts to trcat with Turkey in any serious
. 4 . .
. . .
way, cxcept for a brief f{lurry of Russian activity after the-Turks
. , )

10 -

bombardcd/fhe Black Sea ports.
The Turks responded on 8 September by unilatera]ly,abolishing .

the capitulations, an action to which even Germény objected. ‘' Faith
. ’ N
that the Turks would respond to negotiations had all but ecvaporated in

London. Churchill concluded that the parties to the political struggle

in” Constantinople .were "only activated by considerations of ﬁorcg and |

k|

fear, and only restrained by their great doubt as to who is going to-

¢

win the war in Eufope.”11 OR 21 September, having concluded that Turkey

u

‘would soon join Germany in open thtilities, Churchill instructed the

r
J

Mediterranean Squadron to sink the Goeben and Breslau, 'no matter what’

‘flag they fly, if they come out of the Dardanelles.\“12 Five days lafer,

¥

after a Turkish warship wds turped back by the British navy at the

Dardaneliles, TurKgy closed the Straits, thereby cutting off the all--
Lweather communiéation route with Russiaﬂ s
As has been seen, both Grey and Churchill believed that Turkey
was awaiting somelsign as to the ultimate victor in Eurobe. Most )
Bfitish'l@adersexpected a short war. Grey has recorded that Ki%chener’s
prediction of a war las'ting three years ''seemed to host of us”unlikély

if not incredible."13 With a short war in view, there were strong



reasons for encouraging Turkish neutrality and altogether avoiding an
» -

exténsion of‘the.conflict. Yet the Germans had stolen ﬁhé intiative,

a fact which cxasperated Churchil®, who felt fesponéib]e for the ‘escape
of'the German ships and itched to sink them. Even the usually rcmncf—
ate Grey frequently made bellicose Statements about the dire conscqucﬁcos

to Turkey if she were to intervene. Precoccupied with the main fight

o

against Germany and Austria, accustomed to Turkey's weakness, and"

convinced of the folly of her acting against the very nations best »

)

situated to strike at her, the Allied governments refused to mount a
diplomatic offensive to wean Turkey from her cvident course of alliance
with Germany. The Allicd-positiongias well summarized by Scrge Sazonov,

the Russian Foreign Minister. He saw no use ih outbidding the Germans.

In the event of a German defeat, thcfe/WQpld be no need to offér Turkey

anything; in the event of Allied defeat, all pledges to Turkey .would bé‘

worthless. 14 2

- ‘it is true that the offer éf territorial integrity waé no induce-
ment to those in Consfahtindple, sd&hAgg‘Enver, who were determined to
‘gamble on the German alliancefls it is aiso.true that the predictions
of a short war- led the Allied é;vernments to take a c;utioﬁs and
uﬁad;enturous line in the hope that a favograble break in the fighting
.would\influeLce the interventionists in Constantinople to reassess
their position. Moredver, pressured by Lord Kitchener to keep the Suei
canal bpéh until Indian troops had passed to Ffance and- concernéd
lest Anglo -Turkish hostilities arouse the :Indian Muslims against Brltaln
Grey had alI® the %ore reason to avoid provoking TurkeyrlngBut perhaps
the greatest bar to a forwaré péiicy in the Near East and the greatest

illustration of the Allies' desire to keep Turkeytout of the,coﬁflict

may-be seen in the conduczfof diplomacy towards-the Balkan states.

s

,
©



- A forceful poti - to »ring Bulgaria, Greece and Rumania into the

war ran into scveral obstacles. A feverish round of negotiations followed

the proposals of 7 August by the Greek Prime Minister, Eleutherios Venizelos,

for mutual cénccssionsﬁmongSerbia; Grqece, Bulgafia and.Rumania to
compose their rivalries and create a Balkan bloc in suppoft.of the Allies.
The plan quickly fell to the grotnd whcn.Serbia refused to cede her
‘territory in Macedonia fo Buléaria, ana when Venizelos himself balked

af Sazonov's insistence thét Grecce return Kayallé, faken in 1913, to

Bulguria.l7 On 18 August, after the Gocben and Breslau incident had

t

" secmed to clinch Turkeyfs position, Venizelos drobpéd his plan, and,
with klng Conﬁtantlne s backing, offered to 301n the A111es Grey
strongly adv1qed the BTltlSh cabinet to dccllne the Greek offer 5ecause~
it risked provoking Tufkish or Bulgarian interventionas cnemies. Wo;st

of all, it risked estranging Sazonov and the Russians, who drcaded a
. > . .

i

“hostile Turco-Bulgarian combination, and who might suspect Anglo-Greek
designs on Constantinoﬁle and the Straits. At a time when Russia's

contribution to the war againstaCermany was vital, Grey wanted no chance

of a breakdown of Allied solidarity. 18

-

~Soon after his second cable to Enver had failed to produce a TCPIY
Churchill swung vociferously behind the promotion of a!Balkan bloc.

But Grey felt that he could do nothing to force a Balkan agreement
i

-

beybﬁﬂ‘what the Balkan states could themselves manage.19 As Asquith,
- [ ‘

the Prime Minister, later® testified, until Turkey intervened it was felt

in London that."if the neutral Balkan staﬁe; remained'sepafate they had

’ ' . 20 .
also better remain neutral." Hence, the Greek offer was in part
) g >
{

déclined thveid prejudicing any future attempts to form a Balkan bloc
if urkey did ‘eventually intervene. So long as Germany enjoyed success

on the battlefield, as shedid in .late August, the best the Allies could

18
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hope for was a ncutral Balkans. After the battle of the Marne, Grey
counted on the indecisiveness of the war and the vagaries of Balkan
politics, in particular the uncertainty of Bu}gar{a's position, to
keep Turkey ncutral forya.while<igyynu After mid-September, cven

Sazonov gave up active effort to bring about a Balkan coalition, and

E .
concentrated his efforts on keeping Rumania from drifting into the

Central Powers' camp.zlA

Grey did not entirely reject stronger measurcs to move Turkey.:
At the end of August, he instructed Mallet to.intimate to the Turks,

as if on .the ambassador's own initiative, that should they join Germany .

Britain would regard herself '"free as régafds Egypt and free to support

_the Arabs against Turkey and another Moslem authority for Arabia and

control of the Hely Places.'"  The ambassador, however, never did

”use these threats.22 It seems hardly likely that the Porte nceded more

expfiéit insfructions.in the consequences of its actions thaﬁ ;he veiled:
threats already}giﬁen. Mallet's fnclinatidh being'”tﬁ‘p?étponé~ho;tilitie§
with [Turke}]-ih the'hope of averting them altogether," hé'ténded,to
témpqrize and pléy for‘ti.me.23 | : ’

Grey's refefence to fﬁe Arabs in his ins%fuétions fo Mallet was
no idle remark. 'Thougﬁ his fifst concern was té avoid any.actidh that
would inflame Indian Muslim opiniqn, hé intended to work towards the
reglization of his t£reatf On lﬁseptembef; in spi;e of the concemn of_
the Viceroy‘of_India, Sir(Charles-Hérdiﬁge, over the effeqp of Britain's'
supporting an Aféb break with thé.fﬁfks; Grey .let Lord Crewe, Secrétary
of State for India, know thét once Tdrkey joinéd Germany he w;s prepared

/

"at once [to] give evVery. support and encouragemerit to the Arabs te possess ‘-

themselves of Arabia and the Holy places;” He left it to Crewe to.make.

contingency plans and supéfvise contact with the Arabs ''from Aden

-
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A ,) 4 'li
s . -~ - . . - .
or elscewhere." Had the India office maintained control of Britain's
|

~Arabian affairs in the coming months, the course of British Middle -
FEastern policy might have taken a decidedly different turn. TInstead,

Kitchener cmerged as the initial agent of British contact with the
> R . .
> Arabs. i
. v *‘
Though he wias deeply preoccupied with military affairs, in
France during September, Kitchener did find time to renew his contact
N L 25 o L
of a, few months before with Abdullah.”™ On 24 Scptember, at the ‘urging

of his former seccret ary, Ronald Storrs, who wa's still in [gypt, he had
. A Yl

a message sent via Cairo to Abdullah asklng what the Sharif's-position
1’:@ .

i'would be in the case, oﬁ Turklgh aggrchIOnagalnst Br1t31n In "a

-
. -

guarded and friendly'" reply, which arrived in Cairo on‘SQ October but

had Iegﬁ Mecca days before Turkish intervention, dull%h noted that

-

while desiring "closer union'' with Britain, his father wanted a‘written

4

promise guaranteeiﬁg him against "foreign .and Ottoman aggression.' The

courier from Mccca also brought a verbal message from the Sharif, who
"had reportedly said: *"Stretch out to us a helping hand and we will never
aid these oppressors." 6 .

\ “

OnJSIVOCtdber, a telegram td Cairo,seeh“ and approved by-Grey
but not the cqpinet, t;aﬁsmitted a second meésage fﬁqﬁ Kitchener
for;ﬁusayh.w It ggve_the‘requested pledge against Brifish internal
intefyent&oﬁ in Arabié; ;%d promised 'every assistance against foreign

wiaggression.ﬁ‘ The message epged with a Teference to thg Caliphate, the

office of the Spirituél head of Islam, then constituted in the person of

) L4
~ . a e

the Turkisﬁ,Sultan.

MR ’ ‘It may be that an Arab of true race will assume S
o "the Caliphate at Mecca and Medina and ‘good may

n " come by the helg of God out of all evil which is

- .- -'now occurring. .

1
—_ . -



In Cairo, Stor . ti1m- ated Kitchener's-message inte. +  ither longer
version that rai ' ¢ o spectre of a general Arab revolt led by Husayn.
Cairo later issued a proclamation "to the natives of Arabia and the Arab

. . . . . >
provinces' elaborating further on Britain's attitude towards an Arab

. . 2
revolt and assumption of the Caliphate. 8

P

- .
Husayn's reply did not arrive in London until 10 Dccember. The

Sharif said that he was as yet in no position to break with the Turks,

2
but would await an opportunity. In contrast -to the British; Husayn was

>

. . 9
cautiously non-tommittal. The matter then rested for several months.
Y ¢ :
Though Grey was prepared to encourage an Arab movement, even to

the extent, of advancing two thousand pounds sterling to one Major ‘'Aziz

'All al-Misri, 1 former Arab officer in the Ottoman army, to sound out *

A=l

Syrian opinion,: the India Office and Indian government were surprised

N

and alarmed to hear of the various initiatives, actual or proposed, in

Arabia.30 They regarded Husayn a5 a minor chieftain who was unlikely !

“«

to rally other Arabs outside the Hijaz. Any talk of é}ﬂnsferring the
Caliphate from the person.of'the Sultan to the negligible Husayn created
—aébple;y %h some oid India hands. Hardinge believed that Cairo's
assurances went ''too far and might prove embarrassing since we are
.taking 'action in Mesopotamia and might hav¢ to do sQ.elsewhere.”Sl Even
stronger in his condemnation of the London—éairo pélicy was A.H. Granty

“India's foreign secretary, who believed a successful Arab revolt would

EY

produce "a Frankenstein Monster'" and "an infinite source of trouble in
3 , o ,

the future."

, What we want [he noted] is not a united Arabia:
’ but a weak and disunited Arabia, split up into
' principalities so far as possible under our . -
' suzerainty - but incapable of co-ordinated action
against us, forming a buffer against ‘the powers
- in the West.32 2



But quite different advice was coming‘from Cairo. Even before
Turkcy entered the war, Storrs and.Captain G.F. Clayton, Sudan agent
in Cairo and director of ;Lc intelligence departmeht; had bce; fostéring
%hc notion that Husﬁyn might serve as the focal point to rally.Ibn Sa'ud
(the Emir of Nejd), the Idrissi of Asir and Tmam Yahia, the two forrcr of
" whom had clashed with Husayn over the Sharif's championship of Otto: an
sovcreignfy in the Arabian peninsula Before the war; Kitchener did not
challenge this saﬁguine view of Arabia affairs preéented from Cairo.
, Gre& was attrgcfed by the idea of an Arab uprising aga{nst t%e Sultan,
put He did néiiclosely supervise the contacts with Huséyn, leaving the
matter of detéils to Kitchencr.33 l' “

As to tﬁe prospect of an Arab Caliphate, Grey was emphatically
against raisiné a '"dangerous question', but he did not press his
objections.34 Befofe Turkey intervened, he haéieven ventﬁred that "it
might not be‘possibde_to leave [the Holy Places]/entirely outside the
sphere of British_action.”35 Whereas opinion in the Foreign Office,
the Inaié Office, and in Simla, thé seat of the Indian gbvernmgnt, saw
the ;stablishment of an Arab Caliphate as"Likély to ignite religious

passions and coméliqgie political issues, if it were not downright
impractical, Kitchener aﬁa his C;iro assoé?ates were beginning to
conceive of gﬁBritish sponsored .Arab Caliphate governing an Araﬁ
confederacy as a potential means of weakening the Turkish pan-Islamic' ,
movement and establishing a potent British client in the Middle East.

In all the discussion of Middle Eastern possibilities, little
attention was paid to the interesfs'of Britain's ally, France.. As
early as mid—bqﬁobef} G.H. Fitzmaurice, who was home on leave from his

post as First Dragoman at the British embassy in Constantinopie and who

reputedly knew more about Turkish affairs than Mallet,36 had §hggested-



\""s., .

promoting an anti-Turkish movement among Syrian Arabs, provided French

. . 37 . . .
objections could be overcome. Kitchener avidly took up the idea of

British action in Syria, and, in a private letter of 11 November 1914,
pressed his views on Grey. In the war lord's view, France's "activity
in Syria would only distract her from her primary concern with North

Africa. and, he added:

I belicve it is more sentiment than anything else

which induces France to keep her influence in

Syria and if we frankly said, we do not want

Syria, they would probably say the same and allow

the formation of an Arab state that would enable 38
the new Khalifate to have a sufficient revenue to exist.

_In fact, action against Turkey in Syria was to become a favorite

stfategiﬂ concept of Kitchener, supported by Lord Fisher, who had

3

returned to the Admiralty in August 1914. Both men coveted

Alexandretta as an entrep3t for another imperial lifeline running down

9 but their collcagues firmly resisted

thé Euphrates to the Persian Gulf',3
plans that encrpachcd on France's historic interests in Syria. Grey
wr&te on Kitchener's letter: ''We cannot act as regards Syria.”do‘ Crewe

- was disturbed by negotiations with the Arabs undertaken bechind France's
back. And Nicolson and Clerk, no doubt mindful of Grey's own pr;—war
pledge of British recognitioﬁ that Syria was a French sphere of‘activity,

. - ' . - 42
expressed their concern over proposals to encourage a Syrian-Arab revolt.

The French themselves were not unaware of the consequences of

. -

Anglo-Arab éffinity. Early in'December, the French Ministex of Foreign
\Affairs, Thé€ophile Delc%ssé,,asked the British ambassador in Paris, Sir
Francis Bertie, whether Britain was doing anythiné to stirup Arab against
Turk. And the French ambassador at Petrograd, Maurice Paléologué, had

reminded the Tsar of France's '"precious heritage of historical memories



a -

d
‘ . . . . 4
and moral and material interests' in Syria.
However, only in Mesopotamia did Britain take any decisive

military action, and then only in an area where her interests hardly

L

clashed With those of her typ major alliesf The‘pqssibility of actioﬁ
against Turkey in‘é%é Persian Gulf had bccn(&n the air since August
when there was a brief discussion of Admiralty proposals for the
preparation of an cxpeditionary‘forCe made up of troops stationed
at Karachi. On 26 September, Sir Edmund Bafrow, Military Secrctary
at the‘India Office, had recommended to Crewe that é fofce be sent
to the Gulf "ostensibly tg protect the oil ins;allation, but in rgality
to notify the Turks that we meant business and to the Arabs that we
meant to supﬁort them.”?4

Though Crewe immediately alerted India as to the political
situation in Turkey, - othing was decided in cabinet until 2 October,
when orders for an expéditionary force were approved.45 0f the factors’
‘entering into the calculationvof the need' for British action in
Mesopotamia, the prime consideration.was undoubtedlya desire to detef
the Sheikdoms of the Gulf from joining in any-Turkish-sponsored Muglim
holy war (Jihad) agéinst‘Britain in Asia. On 9 O;tober;'Crewe wrote
Hardinge that he regarded 'the moral ‘effect on the Arab chiefs as the
primafyfand the protection of"the o0il stores as seéondary” objects  of
the force. Though Churchill's staff strongly recommended protecting
the 0il stores and the pipeline running into Southern Persia, tHe First
Lo;d‘himself was pfepéred to shop elsewhere for 6i1 and deal with Turkey
"at the centre,” a curious stance for the man wﬁo had negd%iezii;gfi_

government's purchase of majority shares in the Anglo-Persian 0il ~N\\\\\

Company whose pipeline his office wished to protect. Most probgbly



he calculated that protecting:the small flow of oil from Peria, nmoudtjng
to about two per cent of United States output, was not a strategic

necessity durjng the war.46

Diverted from troops originally assigned for service in France,
the original‘fo;cé of 5000 men- assembled in India in October was
considered sufficient for the protection of the oillstores kept at
Abadan and, if néccssary, for the captﬁre of Basra. In the event of
war, the force would be controlled by the Indian government, subjeét
to direction 'as te the scope of operations" from the Tndia Office in
London. As a measure of the caution with which the whole enterprise
?egan, thé original landing at Abadan at the head of the Gulf was
changed to Bahrein I'sland, where the force was less likely to excite
the attention of the Turks, when Hardinge suggested that the mere
protection of the pipeline, which India had long feafed 1t would be
asked to defend, was no reason to risk provoking Turkey or commipting
Indian forces. Hardinge appears to have become reconciled to 'the -
venture only because 1t seemed Britain would continue to occupy
Basra afte; the war.47u |

From the outset the expedition also had its political’'side. 1In

early October, Captain W.H.I. Shakespear was sent from England to seek

‘the assistance of Ibn Sa'ﬁd, and later from India Hardinge dispatched

Sir Percy Co*, WHose knowledge of the Gulf was unparalleled, to act as
special political advisor to the force.48 The political intelligence
¢manating from the Gulf in time supplied Hardinge agd the Iﬁdia Office
with ample evidence to contradict the view of Arébiaﬁ affairs coming
from Egypt. Britain's Middle Eastern affairs'were beginning to be .

conducted on.twd-axes, one centreing on Kitchener supported by intell-

i
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igcnce from anro and Khartoum aﬁd the othcr‘focusing on Hérdingc and
“India Office officials écd by intelligence from Mcsbpotamia, with a/
lethargic Grey and hara—prcssed officials at the Fércign Office lcft'
to mediate between the fwo.

On 4-6 November, the Mesopotamian Expeditionary force began

Vo .
operations against Fao at the head of the Gllf. Within two weeks, the

Y

Turks having retrecated, British. troops occupied Basra. .The rapid success
.of British armé, anq the need to consolidate the force's position,
raised the question of further advance, whethér_to Baghdad or some
intermediaté point. Given the 1limited capabilifiqs of the force,
Baghdad was ruled out, buf the advance onnand captu;e of Qurna at the
juncture of the Tigris and the old channel of the Euphratcsvwas completed
on‘8 December in the hope of providing a station for yet further advance
to Amara and thence to Baghdad.49 Grey remarked that much depended on
whefhér, i% taken,>Baghdad codld“be held, which in turn depended on
whether the Turks offered any forceful oppos}tioﬁ. Kitchener placed
great emphasis on the attitude of local Arab tribesmen, and béliéved
that "the problem [of advance] would be greatly facilitated" by their
coopération.so\ It is clear that neither Grey ﬁor Kitchener had reliable
information on which to make decisions. Early success had bred a fatal
optimism, which would contribute to later disasters, for th® Arab
support Kitchener hoped for proved illusory and the Turks did not keep
retreating. | N
The eaéy success of British.arms also raised the ﬁuestion of
future political arrangeménts for Mesopotamia. Having eérlier deprecated

the whole venture, Hardinge now recommended publicly declaring the

annexation of Basra to consolidate Britain's position, safeguard the oil,

26

l?‘,



solve the auestion of the terminus of the Baghdad railway, secure Arab

support, o~ Lle Ma sburce of enormous commercial dcveiopment.” ins
| arguments i I in London by Lord Inchcape, a shipping magnate with
interests i U trade.
In his .~ o Tnchcape . proposals, Crowe argued that if

Turkey were defen

nothin . stop  ssic 1d FrBnce from asking
for anc . 'ng the:r sli.. Hf Ottoman territory.
We nc~d . ~re wre not fear any designs we now

form wron M v famia will give ris€ to Russian
and French ¢ 5 tha woul not be put forward

except for our iove.

For these reasons he favoured Ar“oxation as against a protectorate,
but*agreed with Nicolson that it was premature to declare British
intentions. pBut Grey was against annexqtion-as iikely to upset the
:£ﬁhCh and Russians, and as "contrary to the useful principle of
provisional occupation pending final settlement of the terms of peace.”52

‘Usefu1 though that principle might appear to have. been, Turkish
intervention had pushed the question of the future of.the Ottoman Empire
in Asia one stép beyond‘the threateﬁing gestures made while Turkey wasO
neutral. Even before the eyenté of 29>October to 5 November, British
policy had shifted to a search fof Balkén allies. In reporting the
shift to the King, Asquith had also'reh§gked that in future "Great
Britain must finally abandon the formula éf 'Ottoman integrity’', whether
in Europe or in Asia.”53 The Turco-German combination threatened.British
interests in Egypt, against which Turkish troops were being moved, and
in Mesopotamia, wheré normal British commerce had Eeen interrupted albng
the Shatt-al Arab. The moves to contact Husayn and take action at the

Gulf were then responses to the Turco-German threat in the two areas

where Britain felt free to act without consulting her-allies.



But all was not smooth sailing with the néw policy boiﬁg fo%ged
in the Balkans and the Middle East. The British bid to extract
concessions from the other Balkan states to entice Bulgaria into the war’

v .

and screen Turkey from the Central Powers conflicted with Russiaﬂ‘hesigns.
Early iﬁ October, Russta had iﬁdcpcndentlydrcachod an agreement with
Rumania promising her gains in Rumanidn—speakiﬁé regions of Austria-
Hungary in rcturn for her firm guarantce of céntinued neutrality.s4 For
thé’rfﬁg being, Sazonov was content to securc Rumanian amity and to |
postpone Turkish hostilities as best he could. He thoroughly discounted
the possibility of rallying the Balkan cdﬁﬁf?iggj—gﬁd was eager to push
his vast pla&, unveiled iﬁ September 1914, for the post-war dismember-
ment of the German Bgigh_and the Hapsburg Empire. In that plan, Russia,
F}ance, Ruménia and Italy would all gain terfitory at the cxpense of the

Central I’owers.SS ‘ {

v
-

When war with Turkey was finally an irrevocable fact, much of

the ground was éuf from under Sazonov's pelicy. Still apparently hoping
to avoid conflict witﬁ Turkey even after the shilling of the Black Sea
ports, he tried to negotiate with the Porte for the dismissal of the
German sailq_rs.s6 But the foreign minister cduld not s.and against
opinion‘in his own country. Not all elements in the Russian goverment
sgpéerted his visionary schemes. In September, Sir George Buchanan,
British ambassador to Russia, had reported that, though‘SazonoQ himself
talked only vaguely of the Dardanelles and laid no qlaim to Constantinople,
the Minister of Agriculture, A;V. Krivoshein, looked forward g& a Turkish
_declarétion of warland a final settlement of the question of the Straits.
Buchanan also reported on the growing body of opinion in Petrograd that

only at the expense of Turkey would Russia gain secure, material advantage

1
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from the war.57 Once Turkey commenced hostilities, the forcé of that .
opiniqn was felt. On 2 November, the Tsar issued an Imperial Manifesto
declaring that—~Toxkey's intefvcntion would "'open the way feor Russia to
settle the historic problems on the shores of the Black Sea handed down
to her by her ancestors.”58

Russia registered no official claim with her allies at this time,
the Manifesto being primarily for domestic consumption. TIndeed, Sazonov
attempted to focus the Russian military effort against Turkey on the
Trans caucasian frontier. But Grey wished to avoid military operations
that migﬁt spill over into Persia and risk converting the.bogey of Jihad
into reaiity. He may also have had no desire to see Russia begin a full
scale campaign against Turkey that might weaken her effort against the
Central Powers.sg‘ﬂ1atcver his thinking, he took the initiative by
responding to Russia's traditional desires rcgardiﬁg Constantinople and
the Straits. 1In talks with Grey and then King George V between 9 and 13

November, the Russian ambassador, Count Benckendorff, learned of Britain's

\

objection to a policy which desfroyed Germany as a European power bﬁt her
agreement to Russia's eventual control of Coé%tantinople and the Straits.’
On' 14 November, Grey detailed Britaiﬁ's position in a note to Sazonav.
‘He p%edicted that the recent Turkish hostilities would "render'inevitable
the complete solution of the Turkish problem, including the question of
the Straits and Constantinople, in agreement with Russia.” He also made
it clear that, even if Turkey collapsed, final resolution of Turkish
issues depended Sn the defeat of Germany.60 ‘_ )

By December, Russian armies fighting the Central Powers had been
severely shaken.--They‘held fast in Gaiicia; but could mak further
advance against‘the Austro-Hungarian forces. NIn‘Poland, th ° ns

were putting pressure on seriously overextendéd Russian force: As *he
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year drew to a close, th9 Turks began anxoffchsive in Transcaucasia that
was to bring a Russian call for help to héf allies in early January 1915.
As the tide turned, the force behind SazonoQ's policy cbbed away.
Henceforth, the prob:-m would not be so %Qch‘to counteract Russian plans
to wreck the balance of power in Europe as to kecp the Tsar's armiés‘in
s .the field. Grey had pledged Britain's gbog\fj7th on the question of the
u : Straits. For the time being, the prbspegt‘of’ﬁdssia's doﬁinating
Central Europe was. academic. | | |
’ ) S
What, then, can be said of Gottllcb's suggestlon that the Allies'
ineffectual policy'xiglg:yié_Turkey in 1914 disguised their designs for
imperial expansion in the Middle East é£ the "expense of the Ottoman
‘Empire?‘ On the British side, both Grey ‘and Mallet, the gwo ‘officials
closest to the.préblem, tried to ;void war yith Turkey. Even the most
belligerent‘stapcmqnts of.British officials should not be mistaken for
a desire to draw Turkeyyinto ﬁhe war. Behind all‘suchrstatcments was.
the expectation that Turkey meépt to make war égai&st the Allies. Nor
R
) was Russian and French policy before November—1914 constructed to draw
Turkey-into~the war to provide the spoils. Sazonov was dreaming Eufopean

//’N/—"‘
not Asian dreams, and the French were preoccupied with survival on their

own soil. When Gottlieb femarks that,'whatever Turkey did, the.AIIZes
were still fighting a war for Turkish spéils, he in effect édopts the
attltude taken by Enver and his associates, who presumeably calculated
that Turkey would gain nothing, and could lose much, from malntalnlng her
neutral stance. Turkey did not stand apart. What would have happened
had she remalned neutral is a matter of conJecture

Moreover, the one effective deterrent to active Turkish hostlllty,

-

even in spite of the German alliancq, would seem to have been the formation
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,of 'a Balkan bloc hostile to the Central Powers. Not until October did
the British cabinet'firmly set out to form such a coalition. ' It necver

came about, despite great effort thoughout 1915, and does not, in

<

retrospect, scem to havé ever been a likelihood.

As 1914 came to a cloce, dcta11ed Allied planning of chdnges in

‘

the Mlddle East had apparcntly been postponed until the defeat of the
Austro—Gcrman—Turklsh triplice, and would in that event be a subject of
the terms of peace. Alrcady certain outlines were bcco%ing clear.
Russia would have hef outlet to the Mediterran—an. By her military

action in the Persian Gulf and the Mesopotamia -gion, Britain was

~

staking a claim there,.as yet unspecified. The &-tish intention to
. .

~
sponsor an Arab revolt, if carried through, doomec Jttoman suzerainty
in the Empire's Arab provinces. France would have & part in the

succession. Beyond that everything was hazy. How long it remained

\

hazy would be determined by the events of the new year.

¢

It is, however, clear that the mechanisms for planhing the

British diplomatic and military war effort were far from streamlipéd

. N Lol
in 1914. The cumbersome pre-war cabinet of twenty-one members continued

to direct affairs untii the end of November. The cabinet did not work
to an agenda, had no secretary, and kept no records. So long as pre-wér

arrangements made with France worked themselves out, all went relatively

"smoothly. But the prospect of war in the‘Mi%gle East put strains on the

|

cabinet's ability to formulate new strategic plans 61 So, at the end of
November 1914, Asquith adapted .the pre-war Commlttej of Imperial Defence
to ‘wartime cond1t10ns by setting up the War Councal Though it was to

grow in number, the first War Counc11 which sat on 25 November 1914 had

as members Asquith, Kitchener, Churchill, Grey, David Lloyd George, the

31
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Chancellor of the Exchequer, and Arthut Balfour, a former Conservative

prime minister. 'In addition,’various military advisors sat in on

discussions when neceded. Liecutenant-Colonel Maurice Hankey acted as

!

secretary, as he had to the C.I.D. before fhe war. The War Council did
not meet regularly. to conduct the day to day business of managing

! M \ . - o
government control of the war effort, but was summoned, in Asquith's words,

"when - serious questions involving new departures in policy or joint

. . 62
strategic operations arose.'' .

Early in the war pcrsoﬁalitics counted for much. Asquith ngsented

a curiously detached figure. Prime minister for over six years by August

1914, he had his own '"well established routine of authority," which seemed -

l ) N el
V- M . . - - . ! ‘- M
to consist of never forcing an issue and acting as a cabinet umpire whose

own views, increasingly during the war, were less indépendent than the

sum of those of his colleagues. He disliked the ”unfamiliar'andAQisﬁaStpful

problems'™ of th  «:r and longed for its end.63 He was, as Balfour. described
him, {'an arbitrator, an eminently fairminded judge ... a splendid chairman

' I
of a committee .... But I have rever hecard him originate or suggqst.”6

In contrast, Churshill was positively electric witﬁ'thelexhilaration

?

of making decisions in the tense atmosphqgeiof war. His zest was undeniable,

but Asquith doubted his ability to rise to the top despite his prodigious

energies. Everyoﬁé appeared to approve of his hanrdling of the Admiralty

“in 1914.65 , Once it was'evident that Turkey could not be kept neutral,

»

+ Churchill bpted’for a knockout blow directed at Constantinople. His desire
er a master stroke in'the East, iﬁ‘which he was §upported by Lioxg Qeorgé
and Hankek, would have its moment in the New Year. And, at his urging,
the constitution of a Balkan'bloc became an object of British policy.

Tn 1914, Kitchener overshadowed hij staff, and his leadership had

not yet begun to suffer under clgse examination. In the Middle East, his

¢




influence was used with Sharif Pusayn, dnd, above all, his concerns -
» . .

about a Turkish-sponsored Jihad were taken as theseof amanexperienced

_~" in Indian and Egyptian affairs. The fear that Turkey might cduse Britain
grave trouble in her Muslim possﬁssibns had a critical bearing on decisions

to sponsor an Arab uprising and to secure the Persian Gulf. Both

« »

operations required little material support from the War Office. 1If there

was one thing Kitchener could not or would not dispense, it was troéps.
: - :

-

~Grey's natural cautiousness scems to have deepened during the war.

lle had always dcprecated‘the value of diplomacy unbackeé by force. In

wartgme he-became a firm believgr in the,foJce of battlefiglq'suctess,

which he judged would be critical.to'Allied'diplomatic efforts in the

Balkans and the Middle Eaét.66 Later on, his'growing blindness and

the extra-strain of office in wartime sapped Grey's energies, but in

1914'he-appr6ved of thrée critical aspects of policy related to the
Near East. Though he was in no ﬁu%ry to divide the spoils prematurely,
he did not hesitate to hold out the prgspect of partitién”in Asiatic
Turkey. He put his.weight behind the overture to the Arabs.. Apd{ once

“Turkey “intervened, he strove to rally the Balkah‘States behind the Allied -

©

cause . - Temperamentally disqualifying himsglf from advancing advice on
strategic questions, he none the less promotea a forward policy in the

Near East. That he did so without closely supervising the details also

secms to have been true.
Indeed, it was becoming clear that a few strong personalities in

London céuld not properly gather and evaluate information on which to
. ' ' B

vailing conditions, planning continued to

-

make decisions. Unider the pre

[§

i

resemble a cacophony of apparently uncoordinated voices.. Grey's initiatives

'\' : .o .
-of 'a replacement for the doctrine

merely delayed the detailed formulation

of Ottoman integrity. Britain found herself thrust into the old game of
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wartime improvisation.



CHAPTER ITI

The Idea of Partition Takes
Hold, January-June 1915

In a discussion of Middle Easfern issue;at the first meeting of the
War Council, Churchill '"suggested that the ideal method of defcnding L
Egypt was by anbat}ack on the Gallipo}i Peninsula." He stressed the
difficulties entailed in what would be a large operation, and mooted the
alternative of a feint on Gallipoli and an attack on Haifa or a port on
-the%Syrian coast. ‘Taking Gallipoli would enable Britain'ﬁto dictate terms
at Constantinople.”1 Though at the same méeting Grey deprecated the
chances of obtaining Balkan allies for suéh a venture as Churchill
proposed, the subject of how to deal éffectively with Turkey, first
bruited by Churchill when discu ons took Place between the Admiralty
and the War Office in August'1914,2 wasnow definitely on the agenda of
those on the 'War Council who fancied themselves strategic'plann;rs; The
break provided by Christmas and the norTal lqoking aﬁead to the new year
/occasionea a flurry of'memoranda on wﬁat to do in the Middle East. As
discussions of strategy progressed, it became apparent that reasoning
about Middle Eastern campaigns had a heavy leaven of'political and
diplomatic‘yeasé mixed_in with the pure dough of militafy calculation.
Indeed, it was not long before the whole que;tion of the future of the
Ottoman Empire began to loom over practically ail Middle Eastern
planning.

The two best known éssess%enfs of what to do in the Middle East

were by Lloyd Geeorge, who before the war had taken practically no

interest in military affairs, and by Hankey, who as secretary to .the

35 “\ . '
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C.1.D. had first hand knowledge of strategical planning for ‘ I?mpire.J
Both men essentially echoed Qn argument whose substance can be found in

Churcﬁill's letter to Asquith of 29 December 1914, in which he ask.d the
brovocat;ve question: "Are there not other alternatives than sending our

-~

armies to chew/barbed wire in Flandcrs?”4 Churchill, Hankey and Lloyd
George were all agreed that stalemate in the.West forced consideration
ofvotheg options. Hankéy 553 a strike at Germany through Turkey as the
most cffective mbpns of advancing the Allied cause. Like Churchill,
Lloyd George déspaired of thé'effect on civilian morale of sending  the
"New Armies" of civilian recruits tbvtheir death in France. A victory
somewhere'was esséntial. There was also general agreement that a
successful venture againSt Turkey would promofe a Balkan combination in
favour of he Allies. As Churchill later put it, a Balkan ! _ '"'was
the obvious Supreme object%ye in this part of the world."S

Circumstances then contrived to stampede the War Council to a
decisiogt From Russia, wofd arrived in London early on 2 January 1915
that Grand Duke Nicolas had appealed for a demonstration by 3ritzin
against the Turks to lessen pressure on embattled Russian forces in the
Caucasus.” At a series of War Council meetings beginning on % January,
the issue of éctio ‘n an éastern»pheatre dominated discussions. In
opposition to the growing enthusi;sm for an exten;ion of the fight to
the Middle East, the‘Commander of the British E;pedifionary Force in
France, Field Marshall John French, stood virtually alone. He argued
that Britain had to strike the Germans "with all available strength" in
the west while thé Allies'held numerical superiofity.6 Buf Kitchener
still intended to husband British reSburcesv He did not put great faith

in the 'New Armies" or~the Territorials, and was inclined to mark troops

of either variety for neither France nor the Middle East.7v The question
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facing the War Council was then this: how, without troops and without
weakening defences in the west, to act to bring in tbe Balkan states
and respond to the Grand Duke's plea?

Tﬁe first step in the abproval of the Dardanclles scheme was a
negative, but momentous, one. After heéring his case, the War Council
refused French's request for more troops, “;s the advantages would not
be cbmmcﬁsurate with the heavy losses involved."8 From this point on,
French's relations with the politicians went from bad.to worse. At the
War Council the next day, 8 January, Kitchener ruled out the alternatives
to the Dardanelles in the east. In a stroke Britain might reopen the
Straits and attract Balkan allies to "settle the Near Eastern question."
He spoke of cooperation witﬂ the fleet, meﬁtidned the figure of 150,000
men as a suitablé force for the operation, and .asked for an opinion from
the Admiralty on the possibility-of an attack on Alexaﬁdretta.9

The irresolute drift of the discussien at these first two meetings
in the new year was arrested at a third meéting one 13 January by Churchill's
revelation of an Aamiralty planlo,to reduéé the forts at the Dardanelles
in a series of operations, clear the minefields, and proceed to

‘

Constantinople to sink the Goeben and Breslau. Here was a plan that over- -
came the difficulty of finding troops and apparently had service approval.

Its success promised much. It even had the virtue that, if unsuccessful,

it could be halted without great risk, or at least so it was initially

argued in its favour. That the plan was more in the nature of a general-

ized opinion of a junior officer than a detaﬁled outline for action seems

to have escaped everyone. As the meeting drew to a close, Asquith inter-

vened to sum up the deliberations.ll- Hankey recorded four conclusions.

* Though no final decision had been made, plans for action(égainst Zeebrugge

a



on the Belgian coast were to be carried forwa}d. The Admiralty was
instructh to assess the feasibility.of action in the Adriatic to bring
Italy into the war, and to prepare a naval expedition against the
Gallipoli peninsula "with Constantinopleias its objective." The fourth
“conclusion was ominoqs. If there continued to be a stalcmate in Western
Europe until spring, the War Council would consider deployment of troops

in another theatre. The implication was clear. Though the original plan
¢ ~'. '

¢

called for a purely naval expedition, it is not true, as is often claimed,

that there was no intention to devote troops to the Middle East. Kitchener .

had acknowledged the value of a combined ope}ation, but in January no
troops.were available, at least none the war lord would release. When
troops became availﬁble, and if there was no spring breakthrough the
question would be reopened. 12
J Over the next fortnighf, wh11e the Admlralty proceeded with plans
to bombard the forts guarding the Dardanelles, two other-schemes
continued to receive consideration: an attack Qx Austria from the
Adriafic, assuming Italy to be an ally; and an attack on Austria in
cooperation with Serbia, using Salonica as a base. One important '
defection from the consensus of 13 January occured when the First Sea |
Lord, Admiral Fishér, began to object to Fhe Dardanelles scheme. In his
view, the Navy's main purpose was to engage the enemy fleet in battle.
The Dardanelles operation risked ships w1thout offering any hope of
enticing the enemy fleet into battle. Flsher complained bitterly of
the Army's fallure to provide troops to back up some amphibious venture
‘that might bring out either the German or Turklsh fleet.13

At the War Counc11 meeting on 28 January, Flsher was diverted

from expressing his obJections. During the meeting Kitchener took him

-aside and persuaded him to hold his tongue. Months later, in testimony

38
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be fore the.Dardnnclles Comﬁission, Fisher described himself as from that
point being behind the scheme "whole hog,=£9£y§_pgzggi.”14 In his,
memoirs, Fisher has also complained that Churchill "outargued" him, but

it would secem that a combination of the First lLord's argumentative

powers, pressure from Kitchener, whose power in the War Council remained
supreme, and the firm consensus of ‘the other Council members in favour
of the naval expedition stifled the‘cxuberant but erratic ptugenari;n's
objcctions.15 The Council reconfirmed its approval of the plan.: Desire

for a cheap victory to settle the Balkans carried the day; Even the

pessimistic Gfey now had hopes that a victory would ‘unravel the Balkan

6

tangle.1
Swayed by strong Russian plea§ for éid; the French had also agreed
to support the operation. Britain would command at the Dardanelles and
in Egypt, and Ffahqe in tﬁé Levant. Grey aﬁbrove& of French control on
‘the Syrian coast up to Aleﬁundretta as a wise measure to seal Mediterranean
cooperation. And, in a meeting with Delcassé in London on 9 February, 6rey
acknowledged the French claim, as yet only generally stated, to a predominant
interest in Syria and Alexandretta.17
As January drew to a clpse, the War Council stood solidly behind
the Dardanelles operation. The unsuccessful Turkish attack on the Sﬁez
Canal early in February only served to étrengthen the belief in London
that Turkey was ready. to collapse. But in all the discussionhéf afterna—
tives little consideration was giyen by the cabinet’to the long term
effects of a Turkiéh defeat. Herbert Samuel, President of the Local
Government Board, had recommended annexation of Palestine to the British

Empire. He believed ‘that such a move would provide Britain with an

opportunity to alleviate Turkish misrule and lend support to a great
\

a
‘
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mission to rcstore a homeland to the Jews. Two of his arguments iocused
on Britain's post-war nceds. Public opinion would demand compensation
for the war effort. Samuel saw compensation in Mcsopotamia and Palestine
as more likely td offer the prospect of post-war pcace than acquisition
of Germany's African colonies. And, control of Palestine would provide
v . . . . w18
an admirable strategic frontier for Egypt.

Grey certainly knew that changes were ‘in the offing.. During their

meeting carly in February,;w also‘told Delcassé that though it appeared
wise nbt to discourage a movement to overthrow the Committee of Unioﬁ e
and Progress in Turkey, peace conditions would not be allowed to ”qualify
what [he had] said to [the Russian] Minister of Foreign Affairs about "
Canstantinople‘and the Straits after Turkey attacked Russia in October.”]9
The Dardanelles operation, which was begun on a limited basis with a
bombardment of the ;uter forts on 19 Februafy, un&oubtedly contributed
to the carly recrudescence of the issue of the Straits, which in Novehber
Grey had tried to lay to rest until the end of the war. The failure of
the first naval bombardment convinced Kitchener, against’pis previous
hope but in accordance with his original judgement on 7 January, that
thé afmy would have to‘ﬁelp see the business through.zo Honger, a full
scale operation yith the possibility of Greek aid risked a fift in Anglo-
Rus§ian relations. Sazonov has recorded how "painfully" he regarded the
prospect of an allied assault on Gallipﬁli. He continued to be partic-
ularly touchy about Greece's involvement as likely to lead her to make

c. A | .o ) .
awkward claims in Asia Minor. In addition, Russian military reverses

were unsettling. Late in February, Sazonov moved to formalize the

Western promises received in November by presenting Russian conditions l/,*f

in case Turkey sued for peace.22 “Reports from Buchanan had. already -



indicated that Russia would be secking some further clarification wfth,
regard to Constantinople and the étraits. In the House of Commons, Grey
feitcratcd.Britain's sympathy with Russia's desire for unfettered egress
from the Black Sea.23 The War Council then took the matter ep. Grey
expressed his strong doubts to his colleagues that he could.stall the
Russians. Churchill preferred to kecp the discussion to one of gencral
principlcs, not yet being‘sure wﬂat the wise move wae, while Crcwe
rcmarked that it would be '"quite impossible' 'to settle the ‘question
during the war. Apparently completely uwuware of Russian feelings,
Kitchener suggested giving the Gallipoli peninsula to Greece.24 The
next day Sazonov requested a formal agreement on Russia's claim to
Constantinople, corridors of territory from the Bosphorus to the
Dardanclles on the European and Asiatic shores, and the Turkish islands
in the sea of'Marmora.25 Over tﬂe next two days, 'Buchanan reperted the
firm determination in Petrograd behiﬁd the Foreign Miﬁister's request.
At one stage, Sazonov had even threatened to %esign if some satisfactory
solution were not reached, a ploy which had great effect on Grey, who

. |
considered Sazonov's solidarity with the Alliéssa valuable asset.2

[

On 10 March, the War Council met again to discuss the Russian
request,.this tame with Lord Landsdowne and Boear Law in attendance as
representatives of the opposition parti in Parliament; Grey again made
it clear that Britain coul@ftnot postpone the issue “any longer In the

e dlscu5510n that followed, ‘both Lloyd George and Churchlll stressed the

;_1 <

need to resolve the quest1on to avoid friction among the Allies. Bonar
Law advised making the agreement cond1t1ona1 on Britain and France settling
their claims, to which Grey agreed, addlng that the whole point was to

bring the war to a successful end. As to British requirements, no

< comprehensive discussion took place. Kitchener proposed acquisition of



Alexandretta, but not Palestine, which he claimed "would be ‘of no value
to us whatsoever." He belicved that Alexandretta was vital to Britain
as a na}ufal terminus of any rail line linking the Mediterranean with
the Persian Gulf, and envisioned the British presence there as a
necessary extension of Egyptian defences, if Russia were in Constantinople,
France in Syria, and Italy in Rhodes. Fisher subported Kitchener's views,
mentioning transport of oil from Mesopotamia and Persia. Grey finally
intervened to suggest fogr conditions.to the agreement: that it be kept
secret to avoid alienéting the Balkan countries, that there be freé
passage of the Straits, fhat’Constahtinople be a -free. port, and that
Arabia and the Holy Places remain in Muslim hands.' Asquith advised
Grey to remind the Russians of Britain's great sacrifice in agreceing to
such a change in the status of Constantinople and the Straits.2

As in Britain, so in France did opposition to Russiah designs
cave in. On 11 March, after a sleepless night, Delcassé gave im to the
persuasive logic of Allied unity. Indeed, Sir Francis Bertie, British
ambassador in Paris,'described Delcass€ as ""dazed like a rabbit when
hunted by a weasel," when hexwas.confronted by reports of German offers '

' . b i .
to detach Russia from her allies.zgy‘LiKe Grey, hé would not risk

estranging Russia for the sake of the lesser prospect of Greek aid.
On 12 March, Britain formally agfeed to the proposal, subject

to an Allied victory in the war "and to the desiderata of Great Britain

and France.in the Ottoman Empire and elsewhere being realised." In an

accompanying memorandum, Grey stressed Britain's sacrifice, as Asquith

had suggested. he do, and asked that Russia observe the. other stipulations
he had outlined. to the War Council. Of his own accord, Grey added one
more condition. He asked that as an immediate quid pro qUo_Rugsia agree -

3

to a revision of the Anglq—Ruésian Agreement of 1907 by making the neutral
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sphere in Persia a British sphere.2

 _C1ear1y motivated by a desire to kcen Russia in.the war, the
Constantinople Agrcemcnt also revealed the thrust of Britain's Arab p011cy
to her allies, and her concern to strengthen her position in Pergla The
added nomplication was that now settlement of French claims could hardly
vbe deferred. Almqst immediately the French élaimed ”eria togcthnr with
the Gulf of A{cxandretta and Cilicia up to the Taurus [mountain] rnnge.”30
The French claim for Syria, in which it was apparently the intention to
inélude Palcstine,31 causéd some’ alarm in London. Clerk belicved that
French compensation for the war might besF"be found outside Turkey, and
Nicolson registered his preference for spheres of influence over wholesale.
partition.32 Before\off1c1ally approving the Constantlnople Agreement

[y

the French tried and failed to obtain Russian agreement to their Claimg.

: s .
Buchanan reported ”somewhat hcated” negotiations haq taken place betWéen
Sé;onOV'and Paléologne.33 For his part, Grey Qns unwilling to discuss
Syria and Mesopotamia with the French until the issue of an independent
Muslim state was decided. Moreover, Asquith has recorded that he and

Grey had serious misgivings gbout undertaking a wholesale partition in

" Asiatic Turkey.34 So far, B;itain nad merely sounded out Arab 9pinion

by contacting Husayn. In wanfing first to settle the question.of a
Muslim stafé, Grey undoubtedly képt in mind.Britain'sbspecial relationship
with Muslims»in Indid and Egypt;. In view of his prejudice against British
expan51on in the Middle East and his concern to observe French 1nterests
Grey can hardly be accused of using the Arab issue to. forestall French
claims or win more territory for Britain. The value of the Arabs as a

cushion: against-a radical Middle Eastern settlement is not so easily

dismissed. Spheres of influence worked best with amenable clients. The

>



delicate problem was to satisfy a present ally and not prejudice local
inhabitants ﬁnd potcﬁtial allies or Middle Eastern clients,

At the War Council on 19 March, the day after the launching of
the third gttempt to Breach the Dardanelles, Grey made a stab at
rcaching some sort of a consensus as to Britisﬁ requirements in the
Middle East. He proposed two questions for debate: whether the acquisition
of fresh territory would weaken“or Strcngfhen Britain, and whether she
ought not support a political as well as a religious Muslim entit} in
the Middle Eﬁst. Before Briggin could enter discussions with France -
she had to make up her mind about these questions. His colleagues
offered'little in the way of advice. Crewe registered the strOpé views
of the‘India Office for the annexation of Basra.‘ Churchillmmefely said
that he could not conceive 1eaviﬁg "inefficient and out-of-date" Tufkey
in control in the Middle East. Asquith said that he disliked the
acguisition of new territory as much as fhe foreign secretary, bﬁt he
believed Britain would.be derelié& in her dufy in leaving other nations
" to scrambfe for Turkey. In conclusion the meeting decided that Britainﬁs
-first requirement,-afte; anstantinople had been\;ep{_red, would be the

> 4

establishment of a Muslim political entity in Arabidysthough what else
RV '

'she would require was an open question. ,Until matters.became more ciear,
further discussions of the partition of Turkey were considered premature.
While still withholding official agreement to Russian acquisition
of Constantinople; not given until 10 April, the French kurnéﬂ their
attention to London, where Ambassador Paul Cambon propoged that he and
_ Grey open discussions on an unofficial 1eve1.36' Such discussion does ﬁot

appear to have progressed very far before Grey retired "to_ his country

retreat to rest his eyes at the end of March. Moreover, he was busy during

¢
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, Marcﬂ trying to complete negotiations for the intervention of Italy.
Fi?e months later, he informed Bertie that the subject of British and
French desiderata "remains for discussion, and no discussions have
taken place S;nce Italy entered the war.”37 In those five months, there
was dmple cvidéncé, on the score of ihteréepartmcntal haggling alone, to
Justify the reluctance of.Grey and Asquith to(chn the Middle Eastern
can df worms - and this before ecither the Arab or French negotiations
haa begun- in earnest. :

Not all British officials shared the reticence\of the prime
minister and the .foreign secretary. In March, Samuel, supporged by

Lloyd Geurge, who wished to ‘forestall France permanently in the Middle

East, made a second pitch for British acquisition of Palestine. Grey

squashed the idea. Elscwhere, opinion in the War Office and the Admiralty,

Crewe reported to Hardinge, favoured "a strong position on the flank of

our direct road to the East.“38 Buty reluctant or not, British ministers

- and officials had to face a complete collapse of the pre-war modus vivendi
in the Middle East. Russian control of Constantinople and the Straits
would upset the pre-war balance in the Mediterranean. Worried beforé the

war about its vulnerablity to a Franco-Russian combination in the

Mediterranean, the Admiralty now argued that Britain.and France wouid have
fto act in tandem to balance Russia in the area." But all toq often the
military authorities, of whi;h Kitchener himself was thg oﬁtstanding'
example, tended to expect the French would ultimately be reasonable in
their demands.39 |

On the contrary{ France—evidently regarded the further partition
o% Asiatic Turkey as sgmething othe; than a happy, cooperative Aggldf

French venture. The Gallipoli campaign and the Constantinople Agreement

alerted Britain's closest ally, if not the world, to the fact that the days
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oflthf Ottoman Empire were numbered. It was perhaps a forlorn hope that
the issue could be put off until the end of the war. That was ce..ainly .
Liodeeorge'sview,‘for‘he never tired of expressing his conviction that
diviéion of the spoils during the war Qould reduce friction among the
Allies after thelwar.do E(ph Kitchener had come around to the view that
”paféition will doubtless have to be undertakén,” and, therefore, stepﬁed
up his campaign for British acquisition of Alexandretta.;11

Both\}taly and Greece were also demanding a part in any parﬁitioh.
The secxet agreement of 26 April 1915 which b ughf Italy into‘the Kllieg
camp promised th¢/Italians ”a.just share of the Mcditerranean,regi;n
'adjaceﬁt to'the'province of Adalia" in Anatolia, if there\wefe,fugure
partition of Asiatic Tu;éey;42' Al;o in April, Venizelos offeréd Greek.
assistance at éallipoli in exchange for territoriallconcnnsions to fGreece
in Asia Minor. The bargain Qas judge& a poor one in London, fqr Venizelos'
claim waé large and the Greek inténtion‘apparently to attack Bulgaria;
which would have-ruined a Balkan combination.43

The whole question of an Arab political entity also posed problems,
The Indian government‘continued to éultivatejlbn Sa'ud and to pursué good
relations with'the Amir of Asir and the Amir of Yeﬁen in the southern
Arabian peninsula.44 In spite of his office's.reservations appgg,the
: handling of Arab affairs from Cairo, Sir Frederick Arthur Hiftz;;: éé;rétary
of the Political and Secret Department at the India Office, cohld Sti}i |
envision a "British protectorate over half the Syrian wilderness ;nd fhe
whole of Arabia'", by which he meant ”nothing more than Arabia for the. Arabs
under the aegis of Britain." Finding sucﬁ a comfortablesnotion of‘Aféb
malleability in one so'Pfherwise kﬁowledgeable as Hirtzel only‘lends:Suppbrt

to the suspicion that British officials were frequently woeéfully ignorant of

Middle Eastern politics and geography.45 Essentially, Arabia was at this



time regardgd by mdgp British officials as a vast and virtually cmpty
territory 1inking_Egypt and the Persian Gulf, peopled only by a few
wandering beéouin, whom they frequently did not distinguish frém more
settled Arab socicties. As Barrow put it, ”Mc;opotamia and Egypil with

Palestine as the connecting link between the two, are.British intére§ts,

the rest are not.'" He favour. the rchabilitation of Turkey in Asia

. ' . .0 - . . 46 .-
Minor. Russia could administer in Armenia and France in Lcbanon. - The -

¢

Viceroy still recommended the permanent occupation of the vilayet of
Basra, but regarded the question of Arabia as better left alone to.

settle itself.47 Nicolson regarded partition as ''a most stupendous task"

! .
and a possible source of friction among the powers taking part. He

confcssed himself a partisan of maintainence of Turkey in Asia.48 k

)fficials like Nicolson who had long experience with Turkish affairs

-

found it more difficult to break the pattern of pre-war modes of thinking. )

It had been long accepted that ‘Turkish collapse and partition in Asia

would lead to strife among the European successors to the Ottoman Empire.

o

Turkey's choice to side with Germany in 1914 and tﬂe éonstantinople

Agreement in 1915 were the first twovsteﬁé in{the destruction of“gﬁelQ
psychology behind the maintenance of Ottoman_in%egrity in Asia. In an
effort to determine how much fafther it was wise to go,nthe yery quéstion

'posed;by'Grey at the War Council on 19 March, tke determination of British
49

*

desiderata was sent to committee in April 1915.
: ) [ -,
The committce was directed "to consider the nature of British

desiderata in Turkey in Asia in the event of a succéssful conclusion of
o, . . [ £ . ) .

-

the war'" and pay special interest to departmental memoranda. The chairman,

- after whoh>the report is usually named, was Mauriée ﬁe Bunsen, until 1914

British ambassador in Vienna. Clerk represented %he Foreign Office} T.W.

Holderness (Undersecretary bf State) the India Office, Admiral Sir H.B.

“.A 0 « -
°
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° requirements.

Jackson the Admiralty, Major-General C.E. Callwell and Sir Mark Sykes,

i
~»

who was specially chosen by Kitchener,-the War Office, and Sir H:

L
Llcwellyn Smith the Board of Trade. The ubiquitous Hankey, with two

-

aides, acted as secretary. Sykes quickly became the dominant figure
B .
. L ’ _
on the committee, though the final report shows the hand of a non-
member of the committee, Hirtzel, who presented a long memorandum on
. .50 ‘
bchalf of the India office. . :

The committce's final réport{ltendered on 30 June 1915,:defined

British desiderata in general terms and proposed four possible schemes,

toyimplcmcnt them, though it granteQ'that it was '"'very difficulf to lay.
down how to.shape the opportunity for obtaining them.'" The committee
disapprovéd of any scheme of protectorates as iikely to induée rivalry
aﬁong the powérs and produce the '"clash and confusion” of different-
administrations. In the same way, internationaiization was deemed éa
desperéte remedy' that would "invite disastér.”s1 In its conclusion the

committee favoured zomes of interest over partition, and emphasized the

need to create a stable modus vivendi in “the MidQﬂe East that would
secure British interests while providing "some prospect of a permanent
existence for Turkey in Asia.”52 In all, the committee provided choices

AN

.
rather than answers, :though it did give some definition to British

-

As to Britsh desiderata, any settlement had to secure her "special

and supreme position in the Persian Gulf," safeguard British trade, fulfill

the pledges given to the various Arab chieftains, give a field for
development of the oil, river navigation, irrigation and colonization

potential of Mesopotamia, solve the Armenian problem and guarantee

o

Christian and Muslim rights in the Holy Places of thé. Middle East.
NS
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The first pof the four proposed solutions involved a partition of
Asiatic Turkey that would reduce Turkish sovercignty to an Anatolian
kingdom. The second envisaged zones of political and ‘commercial

interest and limited partition. The third would maintain the Ottoman

. . . .o, . . .
Empire as before the war, with "certain necessary territorial exceptions."

The fourth scheme proposed a decentralization of the Ottoman Empire on the

federal principle.s3

The committce favoured.a scheme of devolution first proposed by
Sykes that would divide the Ottoman Empire into five provinces: Anatolia,
. 9 .
Armenia, Syria, Palestine, and Irak. The Arabian peninsula fequired
special treatment. The committee suggested that the terms of peacg

contain "a measure of devolution which would satisfy the aspirations

of the Arabs and Armenians to have a voice in the administration of

their immediate affairs, and at the same time end the dangers of central- -

ization.’j54 Such a scheme %ould be in consonance with the avowed aims

of the Allies. As for Basra, .Britain wou{? require safeguards for her
interests, subject to the approval of the Indian government. Against the
scheme were thevchances of obtaining Allied agreement and the difficulty
of getting a new system started.

. . / A
The decentralization scheme owed much to the long-standing

~ British encouragement of reform in the Ottomah Empiré. The committee

exhorted the government to seize the oppor?unity tobrélease '"the vampire
hold‘éf the metropolis” {(a phrase very much to Sykes' taste) and give
the provinces field to develop on their own. With Russia in
Constantinople, there would ée an opportunity to set up a new government
in a'new capital. In June 1915, it still seémed possible to administer

a knockout blow to Tufkey. _The decentralization scheme was one possible

blueprint to avoid wholesale partition following Turkish defeat. Finally,

49
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the scheme revealed a certain anti-<French bias. ‘+hough Russia would
annex Constantinople as by the tecent agreement, Greece would pcxhaps

oo
- occupy the Turkish Islands in the Aegean and Smyrna and its environs,
and Britain would annex Basra, France was. shut off from any gains of
territory in the Middle East.

The third scheme, which maintained Turkey as before the war

but subject to the same Russiaﬁ, British and possible Greek annexations
as in the devolution scheme, had ”nothing to rccommetd‘it beyond its
deceptive appearance of simplicity." Russia would dominate a weak Turkey,
and Turkey would become ”a financial vassal of France." The first scheme.
based on outright annexation and the second scheme based on zones of
1ntcrest had similar terrltorlal outlines, but the committee favoured
neither scheme and argued that zones of interest might eventfially become

annexed anyway.SS S0, it was in the plan for partition that the

com&ittee‘made its most probing investigation.

The first problem was to decide the limits of British direct
control in.Mesobotamia. The committee accepted Hirtzel's argument that
Basra was‘untenable without Baghdad andﬂrejected the Viceroy's contention
that a protectorate over Baghdad would be suff1c1ent 26 For three reasons,
the committee settled on a northerly extension of the British zone to the
line of hills north of Mosul. The hills provided a natural line of )
defence, the territory thus annexed contained valuable 0il wells on the
Turco-Persian frontier, and the trade of Basra would decline if Baghdad
were held by another power.‘57

The second problem was to choose a port on the eastern
Mediterranean, a reqﬁirement deemed necessary for the future transfer of

troops-to-British-occupied Mesopotamia. The choice came down to one

of Alexandretta versus Haifa. The committee recommended decisively in b



favour of Haifa, despite Kitchener's objections, which Sykes scems to
have overcome in talks with the war lord.58 Aside from the difficulty
of wresting Alexandretta from the French, control of a slice of
territory between a.Russian sphere in Armenia and a French sphere in
Syria ruined the concept of a French buffer 6f territory bctweén the
Russian and Bfitish zones, a concept, it might be added, Hirtzel
described in withering terms as outdated. The committee concluded
that Britain had a special interest in the territory '"'south of the line(
Haifa—Tadmar—Sinjar—Zakhu;Aﬁadia—Rowandiz," and recommended that Britain
annex the vilayets of Baghdad and Basra, with Haifa to serve as a
British enclave protecting the port and terminus of rail connections
with Mcsopotamia.59 oo

The committee also worked 6n the principle that anf British zone,
whether protectorate or éhnexation,'be virtually self-contained. Mistrust

of French financial interests lead to a recommendation that Brtish trade

’
\

have a clear field in its zone.60 The'self—contained trade zone and the
concept of a buffer were attempts to éope withﬂthe very real possibiiity
that British comﬁitments in the Middle East would get out of hand. Though
the committee preferred to avoid a séramsle for spoilg, it recognized.that
Britain would be bést situated financially, militarily and diplomatically

if properly insulated against foreign encroachment. On -theses grounds.

Sykes argued in favour of partition. In his view, by defining boundaries

"we stand square with our Allies, with instruments we cah adhere to,
‘boundaries Qe can see, and interésts we can respect....”61

Taken as a whole, the report illustrates the dilemma involved in
trying to avoid both partition.and instability ih the Middle East. ‘The

de Bunsen committee had been struck to decide British requirements, to

act, in Sykes' phrase, as "a' first diplomatic clearing." Because Sykes



himself was later to occupy a cchtfal role in the forging of partition,

the committece's work probably had a tangible relationship to the final
settlement among the three Al]ios taking part in the 1916 agreement, but
the government itself never used the report as the basis for further .
discussions of Britain's future policy in the Middle East. The new

policy was being formulated at lower levels. When events soon eroded

the assumption that changes could be postp;ned until 'they could be
deliberated at the end‘of the war, these formulations in the making
perforce had to serve as the basis for British negotiations. The de

Bunsen committee itse;f had not had to take into account either the

effect of the demands of Britaiﬁ's allies, present and pbtential, though
those deﬁands were guessed at, or ¢ effect of continued, even increasc’,
military frustration in the Middle East. While the committee was sitting
over thirty thousand men landed at Gallipoli on ZS‘April. The Turks éid not
collapse, which 1left the Balkan countries unmoved. By the time the
committee tendered its report, victory at. Gallipoli appeared far more
difficult to bring about than it had to the optimists who so heartily
endorsed the campaign in January 1915. At any rate, a cheap victory\yas

<

nowhere in sight. o \
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* CHAPTER 1V

Scarching for an Arab Policy:
the Dealings with Sharif Husayn, .
July-December 1915

On 14 April 1915, Grey instructed Sir Henry McMahon,
Commissioner in LEgypt, to inform the Arabs of the Hijaz through Wingate in
the Sudan that Britain would make it "an cssential condition in any terms
of peace that the Arabian Peninsula\dnd‘its Muslim Holy Places should
remain in the hands of an independent Sovereign Muslim State." McMahon
was instructed to avoid discussion of boundaries and to leave the qdestion
of an Arab Caliphate to Musljms to decide.1 Wingate used Seyid Sir Ali
Morghani, who héd contact wiih Hgsayn, to pass on the message;‘in which
it was stated that Britain would not annex "one foot of land'" in the
Arabian peninsula, or suffer any other power to do 50.2 In a further
effort to spread word of British intentions, an unsigned leaflet was
distributed in the Hijéz, a move which Nicolson curtlyfﬁeécribed as '"'not
a happy production."3 From India, Hardinge objected that the term Arabian

A

peninsula was '"open to serious misinterpretation a;d might be held to our
hands in Oman and even to indicate intention fo withdraw from Aden."4
Objections such as these only grew with time, yet Grey, prodded by .
Kitchener and his various associates in London and Egypt, continued to
favour encouréging Husayn. For the rest of 1915, contacts with the Sharif
and infergst in raising Aréb allies grew in proportion  to British military
failu£e in the Middle East. As the internal debate réVolving around the
stature of Husayn and the value of his support deepened, and as.militar;

efforts at Gallipoli and in Mesopotamia turned sour, Britain had also to

address the pending matter of an Anglo-French settlement of,ciaims. As it
53
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turned out, Britain's stance in dcaling with the Arabs greatly affected
her negotiations with France.

British approaches to the Arabs were very much an attempt to come
to grips with the real or imaginary mysteries»of what Hankey described
as '"Oriental psychology.”5 Some, like lord Curzon, a-former Viceroy,
who disparaged Husayn, rejected any idea of an independent Arab state
in the Middle East.6 Without a clear figufc around whgm Arabs ®@uid rally,
without a capital and. focal poin£ for the new state and without some
agsurance of Turkish defeat, they deemed it better to avoid making
comm_itments.7 Early in 1915 that view predominated in the Foreign Office
as much as among Indian and India Office officials. Nicolson was notably
cool, and Grey himself merely hoped to counteract Ottoman profaganda, stem
the drift of Arabs into the Ottoman army, aﬁd keep contacts open.

The prospect of defeat at Gallipoli began to change the prevailing
coolness towards an Arab movement. Though he did not draw the conclus%on
that the remedy was Britiéh support of the Arabs, Hardinge recognized\f
that a British defeat would cnhance Ottoman prestige, "and Pan-Islamism
would become a ’very .serious danger."8 But that was exactly the conclu-
sion being reached in Cairo and Khartoum. Sympathy—for the Arab and a
desire to latch on to a_counterbalanée to Turkish pan-Islamism led
Wingate to gnvision "a future federation ... under European guidance apd
supervision, linked together by racial and linguistic bonds, owing
spiritual allegiance to a single Arab Primate, and looking to Great
Britain as its patron and protector.”9 The aim, as Clayton later
remarked, was to preserve Arabia as befofe the war; "but minus the Turk.
In this way we shall have an open field to work in.10 ;

All the assiduous encouragement from Cairo and Khartoum finally

moved Husayn. In a letter from Abdullah sent from Mecca on 14 July



1915, the Sharif commniicated the terms under which "the entire Arab
natioa,f for whom.hc presumed to speak, would enter into a defensiveﬁ
‘alliance with Britain. For an independent Arab state, he claimed a vast
territory extending from Pefsia on the east to the ReddSqa on the west
and from the Indiaﬁ Ocean on the south northw;rds td a line rﬁnning |
from Mersina in the west to Amadia on the Persian frontier. 1‘ He askéd
Britain to agree to the proclamation of an Arab CAliphate, and gndertookL
"other things being equal, to‘grant Great Britqin preference in all ¢

" economic enterprises in the Arab countries." ‘

McMahaon propésed a reply which would affirm the "friendly sentiments"
of Lord Kitchener's messagé of November 1914 but which deferred discussion
of boundafies until the end of the war. He also recommended reminding
the Sharif of the many Arabs who were fighting with Turkey against Britain.
In London, the Foreign Office and India Office eonsulted as to the proper -
reply. The India Office regarded the Sharif's demands as totally unaccept-
able as they stood, and probably incompatible with Britain's other under-
takings in the Arab world. Crewe's successaqr at the India Office, Austin
Chamberlain, doubtéd that McMahon's general and unencouraging reply would
bring the Arabs to arms. It might even; he thought, put thém off.14 But

JChamberlain concurred with McMahon's prgposed_reply, only making the
sﬁggestion, whiéh was'téken up by Grey and'transmitteq to Egypt, that the
Sharif send his son Abdullah to Egypt to discuss "a preliminary agree-

ﬁ;nf for securing the iﬁdependence;‘rights and privileées of the

Sheriffate.”15 Grey also reiterated Britain's willingness to see the

investiture of the Musliﬁ Calipﬁaté in an Afab. —

In his first note to Husayn, McMahon did not suggest a meeting

_ with Abdullah, but in other ways faithfully presented the position agreed
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on in London.l'6 As yet, there was no haste to cncourage lusayn to
bclieve an agreement as to boundaries coﬁld be made during the war. The
enticement of an Arab Caliphate and pledges of British good faith did not
move the Sharif, for it was boundaries and mdre solid political guarantees
that he sought. Husayn quickly rcplied,-notiﬁg British "'lukewarmth and
hesitancy,'" but backed down not one square mile in his claim for the Arab
people.17. But Britain did not remain lukewarm, cven disdainful.18 The
recasons for the British change of heart may be traced to events in Europe,
at Gallipoli and in Mesopotamia, and to the timely defection of an Arab
officer in the Turkish army whose per;uasive powers found sympathetic
cars in Cairo.

The last six months of 1915 saw an almost unbroken string of
Allied defeats in the military field. By mid-August, the Russians had
lostholand and three quarters of a million men. Only subsequent German
hesitancy to push on boldly seems to have saved the Russian army.1 In
September; the,Fraﬂég:British attempt to come to Russia's aid by attacking
in Champagne agd Artois failed at the cost of a quarter of a million
troops. In the Middle East, another, this the last, failure toybreach
the Turkish lines at Gallipoli pushed the British government stowards
"evacuation. The attack against Gaba Tepe and Suvlé, 1aunched(on 6‘August,
achieved surprise,.but w;s carried off poorly. At the end of the month,
the Dardanelles Committee, successor to the War Council with the change
of government in May, could only conclude that '"nmo line of future pdlicy
could be framed for the present."20 Though the decision to withdraw from
Gallipoli*was not made until November, 6pinion in the goverﬁment-leaned

that way throughout the autumn, the major obstacle being Kitchener's

e . 21
stubborn opposition to evacuation.
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The prospect of total failure at the Dardanelles had two <

immgdiate effects. It would, as Hankey argued in September, completely
undermine British policy in the Bali<ans.22 In addition, the Central
Powers were gearing to make an attack on the Serbs, who had been much
neglected by the Allies until the clcvcnthdhouf. A Serbian defeat would
be a powerful inducement to Bulgaria to;join the Central Powers. A
supply route from Germany to furkeyAwould be opened, with a consequent

- erosion in thé Al{ies'military position ‘and prestige.

R Grey's reacti? to the worsening Balkan outlook approached
something close to panic. On 23 September, he told the Dardanelles
Committee that if iroops to aid fhe Serbs were delayed, "even for
forty-eight hours, the situation mighf become irreparable." He urged
the quick despatch of a Franco-British force to Salonica, a project
held in abeyance by the offensive in France. He hoped that such action
would prompt Greece and Rumanda to mobilize for the Allies.23 The Austro-
German attack on Serbia, which began bn 6 October, brought in Bulgaria
against the Serbian flank. The Serbian army escaped to Albanié and thence
to Corfu,later to joiﬁ at Salonica the Allied army which had arrived too
late to help and whiéh was not evacuated so as not further to discourage
Rumania and Greece.

The failure at Gallipoli was also felt furtherbeast. British
prestige in\FHé whole area was at a. low ebb. The response of the
government was to consider an attack dn‘Baghdad as a counterstroke to
failure elsewhere. It was "a gamble worth trying."24 Grey predicted
that, without Bagﬁéﬁd, Persia would almost certainly fall into the
German grbit. But, as Churchill made clear to Bal%bur, it was not

necessary to protect Persian oil supplies. No oil was coming from Persia.
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Once again, as in 1914, the reasons for advance ;n Mesopotamia Were
political.25

The discouraging turn of military fortunes coincided with
intelligence from CairQ tﬂat Arabs in the Ot toman army who were members
of the.Syrian—bascd Youhg Arab sccret society, aiA'Ahd (the Covenant),
were prepared to break with the Turks and deal with Britain. Thé bearer
of this astounding intelligenée, one Licutenon, “thammed Sharjf al-Faruqui,
Stressed the need for decisive.action beforc the Arabs accepted a counter-
offer for Arabp autonomy, a story which appears to have no foundation;26
Faruqui spoke at length several times with Clayton in C#iro during the

second week in October. Clayton, and through him McMahon, were Certainly

8greatly ihpressed with Faruqui's revelations. The High Commissioner then

Husayn, with whom Faruqui communicated) of British good faith, Grey was
in an urgént frame of miﬁd as it was. After consulting with Kitchener
and Chamberlain on the night of 20 October, Grey cabléd‘McMahon the
instructions on which the latter based his famous letter to Husayn
outlining boundaries fér the Arab state acceptable to Britain.
The nexf day at the Dardanelles Commﬁttee, Grey argued that the
"critical moment" in the Arab negotiations had az%ivéd. He reported
his telegram to McMahon, and offered the personal opinion that ”thé

offer of Baghdad‘mighk decide' the Arabs.28l He said that Britain had



easy concession of Baghdad was curious for he had, on the advice of

the India Office, advised McMahon that the ""proposed sphere of British
control, namely, Ba;ra Vilayet, will need extension in view of our special
interests in Baghdad province and area actually in our Occupation.' What
construction Grey put on the word "control" is not clear, but it is
evident that, if necessary as a bargainiﬁg point, he was prepared to
include Baghdad and its environs within the boundaries of an Arab‘state,

. and McMahon, who received much criticism for it, so took him to mean.

|

In his iﬁstructions, which were approved by Kitchener, Grey gave

McMahon‘discretion'to proceed without further reference to London.

L
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Drawing on the discussions with Faruqui and interpreting Grey's instructions .

as best he could, McMahon laid out British conditions in his letter of
24 October 1915. He made three modifications of the terms 14id out in

Abdullah's ietter of 14 July. First, with regard to Syria, he stated

that

- : -the Districts of Mersin and Alexandretta, and
portions of Syria lying to the west of the dlStrlCtS
of Damascus, Homs, Hama and Aleppo, cannot be
said to b& purely Arab, and must on that account
be excepted from the, proposed delimitation.

TN

Second,,he made it clear that the delimitation of boundaries must not

conflict with Britain's treaties with other Arab chiefs or with her

3
commltments to her ally, France !

On the score of French interests, Grey had cautioned McMahon to

avoid discussi ~m$st10n of British adv1sors or British guldance

for féér of g j ession that Britain was "not only endeavouring
. RS . ) )
to secure ut to“establish [her] own in Syria at [the]

KA
[

r

expensg To.~, ch’ n Na Clerk saw the problem when examining

“thepos1t10n must be clearly understood from both

* -McMahon's proposals’?

the French and Arab side from the outset, or we shall be heading straight

v
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for serious trouble.'" But he and Nicolson, who pronounced #e whole idea
of an independent Arab state to be a''fantastic dream," did not press .
v
3
3 A

their misgivings in the rush of events.

McMahon seems to have rather more badly-twisted Grey's instructions
with regard to Mesopotamia. He told Husayn that
as regards the two vilayets of Baghdad and Basra,
the Arabs recognise the fact of Great Britain's
established position and interests there all cal}
for the setting up of special measures of adminis-
- trative control to protect those  regions from

foreign agression, to promote the welfare of the
local populations and to safeguard our mutual

. economic interests.34 ) "

The logical conclusion, which Hardinge and Indian Office officials
immediately drew, was that Baghdad, which Grey had been prepared to
sacrifice, and Basra, which he had not, were included within the
boundaries of an independent Arab state. After the war,lthe words
h1thepéssage just quoted, which did not correspond in ;he various
tranélations to and from Arabic, became the source of bitter controygrsy.
If Grey had been imprecise, McMahon‘had‘been more go. What did
the words ”administrétive control" mean, annexation or protéctoratef

Moreover§>Mchhhon seems‘to have been labéuring under a curiéus
notion of the meaning of the WOTd'rindepeﬁdgnce” as used in his letter.
He had assured Husayn . that, subject to thé reservations he made,
"Britain is prepared to recognise and,ugpold the independence of}the
Arabs in all fegions lying within the boundaries proposed by.the Sﬂarif.”ss .
Five months earlier, He defendéd, the use of the word in '-“thé.‘jproclamation
distributed in the Hijaz. He said that he rxegarded the'"ﬁqub‘independent
isovereign state' in a generic [by wﬁich he seems to have mgg;t'merely,

general] sense because the idea of an Arabian unity under one ruler

recognized as supreme by other Arab chiefs is yet inconceivable to the
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Arab mind.”36 In a later letter of 14 December, McMahon assured the

i ¢ -

Sharif of Britain's desire to make a peace 'of which the fiecdom of the

Y .

Arab peoples and liberation from’ German and Turkish domination' was an
essential condition. It was_ in fhé sense -of liberatigﬁ from Turkish
overlor@ship that McMahon interpre;éd Arab '"independence', which was
close to Claytbn:g conception of Aiabi; as before the war but ''minus
the Turks." ‘But why enter into negotiations for the settling of .
béﬁadgries for a state one believed could not exist? McMahon_hhd his
advisqrs it Cairo, particularly, Kedourie hés suggestédf Stdrrs)cseem
to have believed that Husaxn wou}d b% easily duped and so practiced &'
species of studied vagueness the effects of which were anxphihg but
benig@.38 ’ ‘ |

Tnfhis letter of 24 October, McMahon also'mad; it élear thaf
"active measﬁ;és"dby ;he Arabshwould determine ''the permanence and
strength" of the agreement. Pressed by H?rdingé.and the India Office,
Grey then instructed McMahon to make the point that the Arabé)would havé
to fulfill their part of the bargain, which McMahon did in his next

1etter.39 There was little use looking for escape hatches. The damage

was done. Husayn replied that he understood the bargain, and "it removed

that which made [him] umeasy."40 Indeed, it was the British who were \(y

becoming uneasy.. Grey did not get the immediate Arab suppoft he desired,.

“for h}s)whole object had been "not to secure a new sphere of British

anfluence, but to get the Arabs on our side against [the]'Turks."41 By

January 1916, all the Foreigﬁ Secretary could do was moan that "this

Arab business is a regular\quicksand."42

The problems in bringing the Arabs into the fight were compognd_ed

cL . _ &
by the turn of British fortunes in Mesopotamia. After the Turks stopped
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" the whole affair did not matter at all. Ironically. the very vagueness
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the Britis. advance on Baghdad in December, General Townshend's force

i

‘retired to Kut where it held out stubbornly until forced to surrender

on 29 April 1916. In Deccember 1915 and early January l§16, the successful
evacuation at aéllipoli was undertaken. Everywhere in the Middle. East
British iﬁitiatives had been thwarted. If anything, the reverses.proved
that military defe'at would not necessariiy lead to c,;ilianluprisings

among Muslims in the East. Fears of a Jihad appeared to have been-as

exaggerated as was the value of Arab support. Indeed, in fending off

Indian objections to the sacrifice of Basra, Grey remarked to Chamberlain

that "the whole thing was a castle in the air 'which would never materialize.”43

McMahon had himself arguéd in defence of his actions that he had been

asked to proceedlwith haste in a nebulous situation.m. That»hégdtiati h

with Husayn draggéd on inconclusively, that they had no force of law, thﬁ;li

the Arabs were expected to do their part as qui:l pro quo, and that French

P

interests had to be taken into account were little reassurance to the

Viceroy an- the Secretary of State for India. ‘At the very least, it is

&

curious to see the very officials who so soon before had been stressing

the vital importance of the ‘Arabs to the British cause now stating that

«

of McMahon's undertakings to the Sharif actually made it easier to settle

Middle Eastern questions with France.45 It would only be laterrthat

N}

Husayn and his sons would turn that ambiguity to their advantage.

PR



CHAPTER V

Negotiating an Agrecment,
November 1915-April 1916

McMahon's letter to Husayn of 24 October 1915 made it difficult
to delay a settlement in the Middle East with France. Though the French
had not been informed of the details of Britain's dealings with HuséYn,

they had for some months been suspicious of British activities. At the .

end of August 1915, Cambon had\;e sed Britain of stirring anbifFrenen.
agitation in the Egyptian press ejf\;;>thg least, of not preventing i%
by censorship. He reminded the Foreign Off;ee\of\Grey's atcord with

! T
Delcass. in Februany with regard to Syria and Cilieia,'whene, he said,
France possessed "uné zone reservé oil ses interéts ne souffrent pas de
partage.”1 The French elaim for eil of Syria and Ciiicia patently
conflicted with McMahon's assnranees "+ the Sharif about the districts

of Damascus,, Hama, Homs and Aleppo . whlch comprlsed the Syrian hlnterland

and which left France the Syrlan littoral (or roughly the Ottoman v11ayet

“

of Beirut) and C111c1a.
v On 6 November, Grey iﬁgormed McMahon that the French expert Tequested

on 21 October was expected in ‘Londen the next week to discuss the boundaries

of an independent Arab State. ins aim was straightforward: "I propose to

concentrate on gettlng French consent to inclusion of Damascus Hama, Homs
/ e

!

and Aleppo in Arab boundarieg;” To that gnd, he predicted Britain Qould.
have to be prepared to '"sacrifice provision that Arabe are to seek ihe
advice and guidance--of Great Britain only. "3 _McMahon saw no great diffi-
culty, and told Grey that his assurances to the Sharif applled only "to
that part of Arabia where Britain is free to act without reference,tc

<A
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France.”4
On 10 November, Grey told Cambon that'Britagp was willir » include
’ r
R-<ra and Baghdad in the Arab state. He hoped the French would _.ow an

-u 111 large spirit. Cambon reiterated that "France regarded Syria as

».dency " s for Basra and Baghdad, he expected they would come
under Britvis,  1fl. ce whatever the arrangement with the Arabs. The
French ambassad ..ered the opinion'that "there had been far too much

talk in C iro,”5 presumably an mdication that Grey had ;e?krred, at‘least
generaily, to McMahon's approaches to Husayn.

As special Jelegate for the talks khe French chose Frangois Georges-
Picot,.in 1915 first sccretary at the French embassy in London and formerly

“'~ansul-general in Beirut. Since 23 October he had been in Paris prepariné

\

for the negotiations. On the British side, Nicolson presided -at an '

interdepartmental committee on the Arab question, at which it was decided
to @nform Picot that if the Afab§ were not detached from the Turks, which
was Britain's ''sole object,'" trouble would spread from Egypt -~ e Sudan
to all of North Africa.6 \ S

When Picot met the Nicolson committee on 23 November, he opened by
claiming that '"no French government weuld stand for a day which made any
surrender of French claims,"7 no doubt a pointed reference to the power
of the vocal interest groups in France with Syrian financial and cemmercial
connections, and to Freneh associations'with Syrizn "h stians.8 TheiFrench
had no intention of restrlctlng their claims in Syria, which, as Picot
out11ned ity com;rASed the terrltory 1nclud£h within the borders defined
by a” 11ne f:om a pelet where the Taurus mountains approached the sea in

’C111e1a fq110w1ng the Taurus to include Diyarbakir, Mosul and Kirkuk, and

i then to Dayr az- Zawr on the Euphrates, and from there southwards along the

.’ ’ ‘
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desert border to the frontier of Egypt. Grey's ploy of raising the spectre
of North African troubles palled on Picot, but France would agree '"to throw
Mosul into the Arab pool if [Britain] did so in the case of Baghdad.”g
Evidently, France did not especially value the known oilfields around

.
Mosul, and ncither did the British for they were rcady to include the area

in the prospective French zone. ' ,

One other tactic also failed. From Cairo, where he was on the last
leg of his Middle Eastern and Indian junket to explain the de Bun;en'
deliberations, Sykes reporfed that Faruqui‘had indicated Arab willingness
to grant France a monoéoly of concessions, recogﬁition of her educational
establishments and priority as European advisors in Syria? Palestine and
in the southwest as far as Ma'an.lo Picot was unmoved‘b;iihis Arab offer,
as well he might given Faruqui's total lack of authority, and he remained
unrelenting even when Nicolson pointed out that France would obtain a
virt;al protectorate in Syria. At the close of the meeting, Cambon
complained of the poor receptioh'accorded Picot. The French delegate then
retﬁrned to .consult the Quai D'Orsay.11

Grey received news of the deadlock with the weary remark that 'the
Arabs will never be gained by promises without action."l2 Bﬁg the prospect
of further action in the Middle East was remote. By 2 December, General

| ' . i

Townshend and his force had :ctreated from CteSiphon to Kut. At thq ‘War

Y A
: ;-yaﬁ

Committee, on the same the meeting with Picot, it was£9éiggeﬂ to
' ' g B
”»~

evacuate Gallipoli. The General Staff argued that the debate over whether

or not to evacuate boiled down to>"conjecture as to the effect in the East"

D
" " "
and '"'questions of imperial and military sentiment' versus 'solid calculat10n32>‘ %_
of m111tary strategy " The day of military expedltlons hastily got up for- 'A S,

diplomatic purposes was rapidly waning in the Middle East. By the end of
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the year, the new Chief of the General Staff, Si. wil. m Rdbertson, had
exacted a commitment from the qu Committee to ‘recal thc Western Front as
a first priority for British miiitary cfforts.13

There remained the problem of what to do with the French. Clearly
nothing could be done in Arabia until France had been satisfied that her
interests would be protected. In early December, Clerk, who exclaimed
that Picot had been selected '"for his very fanaticism," suggested calling
Sykes into the negotiations, for he underétood and showed sympathy for the
French positibn in Syria. A rcport of the negotiations was sent to Asquith,
wﬁo then invited Sykes to the next meeting of the War Committee.1

Sir Mark Sykes had travelled widely in the Near ‘East while ‘he was

in his twenties,. and had published four books about his travels and

experiences, the last, The Caliph's Last Heritage, in 1915. A Roman

Catholic who had received part of his education among Jesuits in Monaco
and Brussels, Sykes also spoke fluent French. .From 1905 to 1907 he had

. been honorary attaché at the”British embassy in Constantinopleﬁ JIn 1911,
he was rcturned to the House of Commons as Conservative member for Centfal
Hull.15 While in the Commons, he kept a close watch on Turkish affairs,

.

often spéaking at length.on the subject.
| Two confirmed beliefs stand out in those speechés. In Sykes view,
Asiatic Turkey had defensible borders as it stood before the war. He
feared that co11apse of Turkey would result in a European war, for it
was ''impossible tolﬁivide the Ottoman Empire on any sound geographical
basis;”16' He also had great sympathy for the Armenians, Kurds and Arabs
in the Ottoman Empire, but he regarded the lack of progress and the
corruption in the provinces as Béing as endemic as it was in Constantinople.
He laid a large share of the blame at the feet of European financiers .and

& ‘ -
concessionaires, among whom, especially in Syria, the Frensh predominated,



and whose activity,lhe believed, was a th\reat to the Entente.17 Hence,
though sympathetic to French claims, he cn\lorsed the prejudice against French
commerce in the de Bunsen Committece's repoyt. |

Sykes was often given over to lafge enthusiasms, a characteristic
which led to his being the object of suspicion by more sober heads, such
as Hardinge. When, in August 1915, Sykes was given the task of filling
iﬁ Hardinge and Middle Eastern officials on the fruits of the de Buwsen
Committee's fcport, there began a long tour that was to take him to Cairo
and Mesopotamia as well as India before his return. to London at the
beginning of December. Sykes and Hardinge were poles apart in their
viewpoint. Hardinge thought Sykes overimpressed with\Syriaﬁ.Arébs; Sykes
thought Hardinge completely bound by the Indian point of view. 1In
Mesopotamia Sykes also ieft a poor impression. In Cairo, which he visited
at the beginging and the end of his journey, he gained f}rst hand .knowledge
of the dealipgs'with Husayn, and took part in the negotiations with Faruqui,
which led him fo believe the Arabs would aécept‘French adivsors and give
France concessions in Syria.18

Before he began with Picot, Sykes was questionéd at length before
the War Committee. Though.he said that he did not place much faith in
the Arabs as a fighting force, he felt the matter was nevertheless urgent.
When Bonar Law suggested putting the French off until the end of the war,.
Sykes objepted that that was just what the French feared. He recommended
settling with the French, organizing an army ip Egypt, and then coordinating
operations for Arabia. When Asquith offered the opiﬁion‘that a "'political
deal' with France was necesééf?‘ Sykes replied, "Quite so." He argued that
in the future Britain would have to eschew ‘the passive defence of Egypt,

and build up a force there "capable of offensive action." For the. moment,

~
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the large probleq was to overcome Arab prejudice against the French. The
root of the problem, Sykes offered, '"lies in Franco-Levantine finance.”19
The War Committee, not yet convinced by Robertson that Middle Eastern
adventures wer® unwise, concluded that some offensive action from Egyptk
was desirable, but that an understanding with France must come first. In
any cvent, as Crew wrote Bertie, though continued Turkish control of Arabia
vaqways posed the threat of "a rcgular Jihad," im&ediate-offcnsive acfion
was out of the question. Bertie reported that the French regarded aptién
at Salonica and '"the possibility of an expedition somgewhere not defined"

as sufficient to prevent a Turco-German advance on Egypt. He ascribed
‘all the trouble to the fact that Britain had not immediately(;bjected to
the "absurd claims” of'?rance.zo \

There was no use ranting about French claims. Given the task of

making headway, Sykes was asked by Nicolson to meet Picot and "examine

the Qhole quéstion so as to-clear the ground of details" and isolate

"the factors of the general problem." Befére meeting Picot, Sykes then
outlined the problem as he saw it and‘pyoposed a general solution.21 The
main problem was to discover a middle ground and to harmonize the
requirements of!France Britain and the Arabs. To compensate for "the
inconvenience and loss attendant upon the disruption of the Ottoman Emplre "
France needed a guarantee of her position in Syria and assurance of a field
for her economic aspirations in the Middle East. The Arabs required
recognition of thelr nat1onallty, protection from forelgn aggression and

"reestablishment of their position as a contlnulng factor in the world's
progress.'" Great Britain required assurance of her position in the Persian

[ ) :
Gulf, opportunity to develop lower Mesopotamia, a commercial and military

communication between the Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf, guarantees

for her trade and commerce, and a solution to the problem of Jerusalem



satisfactory to Chréstians, Muslims and Jews.

To solve the conflicting territorial claims, especially over the
inland towns of Syria, Sykes proposed creation of a’ confederation of Arab
states in the Arabian peninsula and the hinterland of Syria under the
suzerainty of an Arab chicf but under the protection of Britain and France,
and in wnieh the two European nations would divide the area under Arab
'sovereignty into zones of coimmercial and administratlve interest. On the
Syrian littoralvFrance,.and in Baghdad and Basra Britain, would "be allowed
to establish such direct or indirect administration or control as they |
dosire." The concept of zones of interest, on the one” hand, and zones of
direct control, on the other hand, remained a prominent feature of the
final settlement, and is perhaps the major contribution of Sykes, though
it is clear he was in close contact with Kifchener through Colonel Oswald

h

. . . : .. 2 .. . -
Fitzgerald, a1de~de-camp to the war minister.” In addition, an inter-

national administration would be set up in Palestine after consultation
with France and subsequently with Russia, Italy and representatives of .
Islam. Britain would however occupy the Medlterranean ports of Haifa and

%

Acre, and be allowed to transport water for irrigation putposes to her
sphere from the French sphere, France and Britain would regch an aéreement
as to the connection of Ale andretta with Baghdad by rail.

-Sykes' proposals became the basislof discussion when he met Picot ‘on
' 21 December. After some discussion, in which Sykes wai'persuaded to revise
the details of his proposal with regard to Beirut, Pieet returned to Paris
‘for consultation. 23 A rough outline of agreement had been obtained. Britain
would have direct control:iﬁ Mesopotamia from Baghdad to Basra.- France would

have an area of direct control whose southern limit would be bounded by a

11ne drawn approximately from Tartus to Kilis to Birecik to Cizre (Jezireh.)
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The eastward anaymnihward extent of the French zone would be arranged
with Russia. 'The Arab state would include all the lands south of the
proposed southern limit of the French sphére, but it would be dividéa
into spheres of commercial and administrative interest, the boundaries
of which were reserved for later settlemént, though it was proposed to
pivot on Dayr-az-Zawr. France would nominate the governor and police
the éoast of Beiruf; which would be within the A;ab state. Jerusalem would
form a separate international enclave. The allocation of Mosul and
the disposition of Haifa and Acre were "also rcserved for later settlement.
e

Sykes' proposals\amounted to a strong challenge to the French claim for all
of Syria, including Lebanon and Palestine. He would nof give up the British
claim to Haifa or the plan for internationalization of Jerusalem. The
concept of two types of zones, one featuring annexation and the other
protectorate, was established. 1In éffecf, Sykes and Picot were proposing
é full partiton of Asiatic Turkey outside Asia Minor. British terfitory
in the south buffered the Arabs from the Frénch, as Sykes had suggested
it should do when he abpeared'before the War (io'mmittee.25 The French to
the north acted as a.buffer against Russia, because‘France was later assigned
Mosul and territory around Ruwandizrqn the Persian border.

For his part, Picot obtained agreement froﬁ Paris that Damascus,
Hama, Homs, and Aleppo wculd be within the bqundaries of the Arab state
but in the French sphere of influence. App;rently, the French government
were impressed with arguments that without an agreement to which the Arabs

could become a party, France's position in Syria was jeopardized. Sykes

had told the War Committee that British diplomacy must concentrate on.

‘impressing upon the French that "if matters are allowed to drift they

[the French] will lose their real anchorage in Syria, owing to the
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anticipated massacre of Syrian Christians in the same way.tﬁat Armenians

were massacred.”26 The rccognition by France of the importance of Arab

cooperation was a vital step towards a resolution of the deadlock of a

month before. By 3 January 1916, a draft agreement had been signed by

" Sykes and Picot, thouéh not until 4 February and 8 February respectively

.did the British and Ffench governments formally cndorse the agreement.
Meanwhile, Nicolson had invited departmental comment on the

agreement proposed by Sykes and Picot. In common with spokesmen for the

Director of Imperial Defence and the Admiralty, Brigadier Geéeral G.M.W.

~

Macdonogh of the War Office argued that Britain was "rather in the position
28

of the hunters who divided up the sKin of the bear before they kille’ it."
The D.I.D. questioned whether France really quarrelled with Britain's

position in Egypt, a reason which had been raised for the agreement by

Sykes. Moreover, it doubted that France would split the Entente over a

Middle Eastern issue. And, if the main object was to prevent the Arabs
from joining Turkey, it was not a diplomatic agreement but rather a show

of force which waslnece,ssary.29 As Captain Hall, who drafted the Admiralty

é

appreciation, put :it, the most desirable action was an occupying force
. , . : 30
cutting off the Arabs and screening them from the Turks.

Macdonogh also raised the issue of Britain's long term commitments

in the Middle East.

From a military point of view the principle of
inserting a wedge of French territory between any
British zone ‘and the Russian Caucasus would seem
in every way -desirable, -but I would point out that
the scheme, both of a railway from Haifa to Baghdad
and of occupying the Lower Tigris Valley, involves
very considerable military obligations, which might
present a very different aspect at the end of the
war from which they do now.

It was fine to envision, as Hall did, a band of British territory v#yom

Egypt through Mesopotamia and Southern Persia to Baluchistan and India,"

BRI
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but how far could one stretch the frontier of India? The pretection of
the land and sea routes through the Middle East to India had always been
a vital object of British policy, and the method of obtaining that object
had been to support the Ottoman Empire in Asia. Despite the problems
associated with the old policy, it was, in contrast to the grand schemes
being put forward, a bargain in imperial outlay.
In response to criticisms of the untimeliness of the negotiations,
'Sykes defended an early settlement in order to allay French suspicions of
Britain's motives in her dealings with the Arabs.
until the Arabs know where they stand as regards
the French, they will continue to set us by the ear
whencver they can. This is natural to them and they
endeavour to flatter the English by constantly harping
on their dislike of the French and French methods - *
as a matter of fact I do not believe their dislike of
the French is as great as they pretend even among
Moslems. Once the situation is clear, we can go for-
ward with a refl Arab policy and without fear of getting
into trouble.3 '
~ Hence, while Sykes proceeded with Picot, McMahon carried on his exchange
with Husayn. But the High Commissidner chose-not to be specific on the
<« demands of France, let alone on the nature of British pledges not yet
finalized. Husayn renounced the Arab claim to the vilayets of Mersina
and Adana, but stood firm on the inclusion of the inland towns and Beirut
in the Arab state.32 After McMahon reiterated that French interest came
to play in both Aleppo and Beirut vilayets,33 Husayn made a final, guarded
~ concession. He said that he desired to avoid causing trouble for France
and Britain, but remarked that after the war the Arabs would ask the two
Eurobean nations "for what we now leave to France in Beirut and its

coasts."34 When later, in early March, Nicolson-informed Cambon of Arab

reservations concerning Beirut, the French ambassador dismissed the
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Sharif's statements as being the sort of obligatory bluster to be

- 35 . .. .
expectéd of an Arab. In Nicolson's own opinion, the Sharif's words

i

little disturbed the French, '"who have always maintained that the Syrian

& o ‘
Arabs do not care a snap for the Grand Sherif."36 Bchind the“ready

" conversion of the French to the need for an Arab scttlement was the
realization that the Sharif lacked substance and would find widespread

support difficult to acquire in the Arab world. If anything, some ,

P

British officials tended to qﬁfggcratc the immediate value of Arab allies,
whereas the French tended to uhderestimate the changes being wrought in
the Middle East by the war. Husayn's negligibility before the war need

not necessarily continue after the war. For his part, the Sharif was

content to reserve his claim. The French did not expect him ever to
| Q

make good on his reservations regarding S ria.

) make it a condition of any
R

fulfill their pledge to revolt.

For her part, Briz{ila determ%{%d'

// - \/ N

Middle Eastern settlemgﬁt'that;thejﬁgy
I1f the Sharif did not act, Brifain would feel ffee to recast the

settlement with France. This was m;de clear to Husayn, yet nothing’
happe;ed. By mid—Aﬁril 1916, Grey had completely tired of negotiating.

"We have gone far enough,' he said, ”in.promisés to the Sharif and 'he

has done nothing — we may give him arms and money but no more negotiations
until he has done something.'}37 Having goﬁe as far as he had, wﬁich was

as far as he wasvprepared to go, Grey\could'do little but exfress his
exasperation. The momentum &f the French and aArab negotiatioﬁs virtually
ruled out any sudden changes in direction, as had been illﬁsﬁrated by”an
_e.pisode at the end of 1915.

< In December, the Turkish Minister of Marine, Djemal Pasha, had

s

secretly communicated to the Russians terms by which Turkey might settle
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for peace.;s8 Sazonov believed that any internal disturbances in Turkey
should be encouraged, but the French immediately announced that whatever
happened, they were unwilling to set aside their claim in Syria and ”
Cilicia. Grey merely mentioned Britaiﬁ's position in Basra, which she

had already proclaimed would never fall into Turkish hands, but he also

h;d severe doubts about the poSsibilities of‘success arising from Djemal's
proposals.39 Nicolsoﬁ, wha also had sérious misgivings about Djemal’'s ‘
sudden profosals, pointed out that the minister's scheme for pea?e would
conflict with Britéin‘s Arab'deaiings.40 Though bjemal's scheme came to’
npthing, it appears that Britain no more than France would have‘eﬁtertained

3

peace on the basis of a return 4o the status quo ante bellum.

)
v

Whatevgr the holdup:witﬁ Husayn, Allied diplomacy moved on.. The
oﬁtlinesﬁof the F- J-British agreement having been endoréed in Paris
and Londoh,41 Sykés and Picot travelléd to Petrograd to obtain Russiaﬁ
_ participatioﬁp At first, it appe;red that Sazonov wouid agree to the
Franco;ﬁritish understanding without seeing it.42 But the Russian vicﬁory
in February at Erzerum, British‘concerq that ‘Russi.: be fuily consulted,
and the French desire to settle outstanding issues resulted in the second
joint Sykes—Picot>§enture in diplomacy.

Before Sykes left‘London,vGrey informed him that Britain had nd

'

G

intention of forcing Russia to accedg to French desiderata, and Kitchener
told him to impress upon the Russians that Britain merely desired to
settle contentious issues among thé mgmbers of Entente, and had no Qish
to aggrandize herself. The Foreign Office expectestrouble once Sazonov
discovered the extent of the French claim. ‘The French ¢ 'idently also
éxpected;trouble. Cambon had told Nicolson tt : the F*nnch hoped to

keep the internationalization of Palestine ". “eif s~ =ve so as to

bring it forward as a concession, when discussing other matters with



‘with Sazonov to assure him that Britain had no design for a French buffer,

// : } &

. 44 ) .
Russia." As was cxpected in London, Sazonov reacted unfavourably to

the extent of the French sphere, particularly in the region of Kurdistan

north of Ruwandiz. In defending the eastward extension of the Ffench
zone, Paléologue argued that Britain desired a buffer between her

territory and the Russian, and,.if France were to give up territory on

= 3 »,

"the Persian border, Britain would insist on having it.45 In London,

Grewe sputtered that the French ambassador's outburst was "an intolerable

. ) . . . ’ . . S R
impertinence. I consider the Russians preferable neighbors to the French

anywhere in the East."46 The next day, 11 March, Buchanan and Sykes met

L4

a denial not s?fictly.false but not quite true eithér. Theggonvenience
of a French buffer was.recognized and even encouréggd by 0ld India hands

used to assuming Russia the.enemy in Asia, and was in a sense drawn into '
the Franco-British agreement, probably at the urging of Kitcﬁener;fbug'ié

-~

is clear that Britain expected Russian objections would have to be °

satisfied. As it was, Sykes proposed the compromise which cghposed Russian
and French differences by an exchange of territories, the French relin-
quishing territory around Bitlis and Van fqr territory north of Maras. The

¥

buffer remained.

As to Palestine, Russia was oniy interested ‘1 ‘nternationalization
of the Holy places, while in Awmenia she preferred t  .intain Turkish
o S a7
suzerainty. Russia had no wiSh to annex Armer . As Sykes later

explained, the Russians wanted as few Afﬁéﬁians as possible in Russién
territory. An’Armeﬁian state under French rule would also be ééceptable,
ﬁas'Russians can ééy to Armenians if youtﬁish to be independent migrate |
td Armenian state where thefe is ample room." Sazonov only specified

that Erzerum could not be returned to Turkey. West of that point Russia

75



T 76

v

s regards Palestine, there was sorms worry in London that the

] . \

fiéns would be too soft with the French, but Sazonov's view was that

i 3wa'é£ééﬁt for the Holy Places, the matter was between France and Britain,

AR L : ‘ .
“Them,tan theé midst of the negotiations in Petrograd, Sykes and Picot
Jdeviscd an claborate schcme whereby an Arab chief would rule, a British

and company would be set up and France would be guarantced a liabon

)”1

with the Palestine government‘to protect her religious interests. Grey

replied promptly that Sykes ought not.speak of Palestine in any way

without first making it clear that Britain had,no designs fpr a

yrotectorate there. Sykes' initiative seems to have been TOm tedgb o
I yr promp AP

o

his growing concern to do 5ometh1ng dramatic to swing Zionists ‘to the

s, Allied cause.49 The Sykes Picot scheme for Palestine ncver got off the: - ;
' éround, and, in view of Russian lethargy about the whole 1ssue, Frange~ -

was left to accept the exchange of territories in the Northapropoéed by

N

Sykes. The ploy to.use Palestine.fiopped.

After the Petrograd talhs; resentment lingered on both sides.
’Paiéologue complained of Sykes' profeséing Anglo—Erench solidarity
mhile he drew mapsithat Sazonov then used in negotiation‘ﬁith France.
There 3. eome truth to Paleelogue's suﬁpicion that Britain only half-
heartedly supported France. With regard to Russian elaims-around o r

Bitlis and Van, N1colson remarked that the more territory Ru551a acquired

. ”the”Better it will be and I hope we shall raise no objection." >0

'

Tihe exchange of a series of notes sealed the arrangements arrived

-t

iat in London and Petrograd. France and Ru551a realized a settlement of

the boundaries of their spheres, Britain adding‘her assent later.51

- * Russia recognizec the Anglo French agreement as to the constitution o%

W

\
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the boundaries of an Arab state and the partition of Syria; Cilicia and

Mesopotamia. The extent of Russian annexation was d%fined as "the
. Sy ‘ sy 02
regions of Erzerum, Treibizond, Van and Bitlis." The French sphere of

1ntlucnce was extended south of Maras to 1nc1ude the terrltory boundod

by a line runnlng from'q'Ala Dagh' to ”Kharput >3 All boundaries were

e Suchct to modification by a future delimitation committee. All. three
S AT T e . ’
' govcrnments recolved guarantece of ex1>t1ng commcrc1al religious and

cducatlonal rights and privilege . in the others' spheres, which is to say
, o S

the rights obtaining in Turki§h’territory before the war.

The Franco-British agreement was formalized in an exchange of notes-
between Grey and Cambon on 9 and 16 May 1916'.54 bThe territorial limits

»

o of the respectlve sphercs and areas of direct administration (annexatlon)
oy

EERAN

55 .
were set dut on a map accompanylng the notes. The agreement consisted

of twelve clauses{ The first two c1auses set Qut the boundaries as

. - negotiated by Sykes and Picot. By otheruclauses Brltaln was accorded : Qﬁh
DI e
' Haifa and Acre, for which she agreeant to cede Cyprus w1thout French .

consent. Haifa and Alexandretta would be free ports The future progress

Y
e,
o

of the Baghdad rallway would be regulated by . mutual agreement. Turkish ‘-
customs and tarlffs were to be maintained for twenty five years. EaCh

arty a reed not to ce rights given in the agreement to a third arty,
P Y g g g g p

A

except the Arab state, w1thout the agreement of the -other, and agreed not
. RS

 to acqu1re terrltory 1n the Arabian penlnsula or a naval base on themRed

7.
f '

Sea. Negot1at10ns~w1th the Arabs would continue through Cairo and it

. R

]

was agreed to con51der measures -to control the 1mportat10n of arms into
Arab,reglons. o _ |
2 i | :In a letter to Cambon, Grey stipulated that- British acceptance was
subject to the provision;that ""the cooperation of the Arabs is secured,

g, ‘
and that the Arabs fulfill the conditions and obtain the" towns, of Homs,

g i
. ' .
s . . . . e
2 2 L N -, i 3
3 . o 4 i
g - . 3
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! .
Hama, Damascus and Aleppo. 16 Hence, not only had Husayn to make good the

Arab revolt, éut the Arabs had to Jhlde by the promise to allow French

advisors in hyrla and British advisors in Mesopotamia. France, of course,
} .
agreed to include the four towns and environs in the Arab state. Even
P s '
though the Arabs were not a party to the agreehkent; it was a constant

condition of British acceptance, cven in spite of Husayn's dilatoriness

in intervening against the Turks, that the agrcement with France not

compromise the création of‘an Arab state or confederation of Arab states.
YiThree monﬂhsrafter the agreement was signed, an exchange of notes -

‘clarlfled the . attltude to be taken in the spheres of influence. It was |

agreed to change the words "protect! and '"proteger'" to "uphold" and

"sodtcnir”, because neither Grey nor Cambon wanted there to be any hint of

protectorates§7’Each nation was content with a v1rtua1 e‘égv*ic and advisory
, B ‘ ,

monopoly in its spheregwﬁ 1nf1dEnce within the Arab state. In the

meantlme it was -enough to have settled the broig outlinés of an agreement

>

that promlsed to 1et ail 51des get on with the war, or so it must have

;lseemed in the summer of 1916.

N
\
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herself

CONCLUSTON

Turkey''s entry into the war in 1914 posed serious questions for
British officials in charge of Middle Easternvpolicy. For years the
problem of what would become of Asiatic Turkey in the event of Ottoman

\ ) .
collapse had been kept on ice. Time and again, European rivals for

-influence in the region had applied the cooling powcr of the doctrine

of Ottoman “integrity and independence' to Middle Eastern hot spots.

Turkish intervention constltuted a shortcircuit of old refrigeration

[\~

technlques. For a time, even after Turkish intervention, Grey hoped
) P

he could keep the Middle East cool by postponiﬁgﬁdetailed discussion of
the succession until the successful conclusion of the war, thoagh then
even he expected Turkey to pay for her belligerency. But a series of

British initiatives, which c?mpounded one another when placed in the

context of ,fighting a war with Allies, doomed that comfortable notion.

The longﬂfeared scramble for spoilé led not to, but grew out of, a war.::

Andﬂ however unseemly it was “to be involved, Britain could hardly help

I3
‘

Once ‘the question was opéned,*ékpansionist thinking soon

»

came to thrive in certain imperial outposts. Even those accustomed to

caution and familiar witthritainfs past policy, such as Hardinge, were

lured by reveries of a future British imperiai stronghSidAih the Middle

East. Long: conditigned to regard the region as the crossroads to India,

T

officials all~over the Empire *ﬁﬁt excluding'Lbﬁdon, rose”tofassert-this

or that reputealy v1ta1 Brltlshxlnterest - In the welter of confllctlng

[y

-i;oplnlon and adv1ce, it is natﬁ&;llxﬁﬁifThgult to percelve any consistent.
hEie e m

atys
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line of policy. In fact, by carly 1916 when the Sykes-Picot agrecment

was being fashioned, Britain had no coherent Middle Eastern policy. She

had merely reacted to a series of events. ‘h \ N
The first important reaction was Grey's, when he took the initia-

tive in promising the Straits to Russia in November 1914. Though his’

complete thinking is obscure and opern‘to ¢onjecture, he scems to‘have

intended nothing more thénﬂis obvious, that i, to reassure Russia that

Britain would not stand in the way of Russian acquisition of Constantinople

and'the Straits, pro;ided the war against Germany recached a -uccessful

conclusion. Russia's staying power was in doubt, and her co r atjon in

’

the war deemed vital.

e . ™

S

1)
Thu-ﬂbxt 1n1tiat1ve in the chain of events was also BrltlSh It

was momentous . The political eéffects of the Dardanelles rcampaign, itself

?'
politically motlvated put Br1ta1n dlrectly on the roi d towards partltlon

)\

of Asiatic Turkey. Originally justified because it would help defeat

Germany and save'British”soldiers from having to "chew barbed w1re” in

e

Francé, the proposed operatlon became a reality only when_ further
Jjustified as a2 rescue m1551on of hard -pressed Ru551a and as a masterstroke
in Balkan diplomacy. No ohe listened when Fleld Marshall French objected

that the - -oposed naval operation  goud h??dly relieve Russia, and that it

1
1-,.)>

played > "German game" by dive :;" ﬁwrltlsh forces from the ”dec151ve
épot; -~ :h is Germany helself w1 The dec151on to go ahead with the
Dard: lles operatlon marked the ec11pse 6f the military experts until
Robertson reasserted ‘their p051t10n in late 1915. If British soldiers

were\cheng up by barbed wire in 1914, because of it British generals

were chewed up by the politicians in 1915. Grey was Tight; one could

not make a victory out of political and aiplomatic qalculatioh and .
» ’ 1\ ) “a C : . =~ : ) :\3‘9‘:‘;::
o ;¢; l ' o e
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intrigue.

Oné obvious result of the Dardanelles campaign scems to have
escaped_the.political caléulators who approved it. When, in Md?éh

o

lhkﬂy& before'Britain mqpnted her’ full scale amphibious assault on
Gallipoli, éﬂé gmssianélrequested a more formal agreement than Grey's
-pfomfgé regardingUonstantinople and the Straits, most members of the
War Council objected pqx?he untimeliness of the request. Grey at lcast
sagw the neéd«fo 311;;1§zssian fea;s that 7ritain might be stealing a
march on her allies, which in fact she wds decidédly not doing. The

Russians, no longer so confident that they could pocket Grey's promise,

saw the edge the Dardanelles campaign gave them. Of course, one could

always make a virtue out of the Russian requeét, as Lloyd George did.

Dividing the spoils would avoid post—dar friction. Lloyd George at

least had faith in Britain's power to control events.

It was then _the French turn to' lay a claim, which, given the

W
o S
magnitude

%é%‘the Russian prize;.wdé large. But it was not the size

of the French claim that mattered, as Bertie believed it was. It was
doubly d}fficult to avoid treating a French claim. On the one hand,
Britain had granted the Russian request,vwhich threatened no vital
British interest. On-the Bther, Britain stood preeminent in the Middle

) . S
S ‘
East, and was curren¥ y besieging the\Dardanelles, ,advancing on Baghdad,

and intriguing in Arabia. It is no wonder that Grey and Kitchener kept
sayihg that Britain was not attempting to steal a march on her allies:

It was an awkward position. One could well become a little uneasy at
having to mollify allies whase actions one's own actions had enééuraged,

L)

It is a little too easy to say Britain merely reacted to her Allies'

81
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wishes.

-

The advance in Mesopotamia and the intrigue in Arabia were never
justified, eféept remotely, as blows against the prime foe. Neither
measure threatened cven to defeat Turkey. In both cases, the concergs
motivating British actions were at bottom imperial, whether thcy are seen
as é desire to counferact Turkish pan-Islamism or as a need to assert
British interests in %ﬂe vitalhpersian Gulf @nd approaches to the Suez-
Red Sea route to India. x

Britain's dealings with the Arabs in 1915-1916 have since been
blown out of all proportioﬁ to that attached to them by anyone then, except
perhaps by a few Arabophiles in Cairo. Few British officials at tﬁe time
could foretell any great difficulty would arise even from McMahon's
.maladroit‘and much criticiﬁed exchange with Husayn.’ The ou;cry from
Mesopotamia and India was on account of McMahogLE/app?£ent sacrifice of
British interests, not on accouﬁt of anticfﬁéted trouble fromvthé”Arabs,
though; it is true, expressions to tﬂét effect were not unknown. Hirtzel
and Clerk both feared that Britain might one day;pay deariy for her
courting of HusaYn. For the most paft, British'offi#ials were boggled

“ at the circumstance of Husayn's inact%pnﬁ As late as September 1916,

even after the Sharifan revolt got off the 'ground, Grey maintaingd a
A - ' . !

I

glacial view of Arabian commitments. As he explained it to Sir Ronald

Rodd, British ambassador to Ttaly:

N

The Shereef of Mecca had commﬁnicatgd to the

Egyptian authorities his desire go-méke himself s
independent but had insisted upon knowing whether ‘

we were prepared to recognise anoindependent'Arab e
state. We were, of cdurse, prepared to do that ; O

. if he succeeded in-establishing his independence;:
. % for all we werefyfledged to: was that the Moslem
ERE . ¥ holy places should remain in independent -Moslem
' hands.® = & aow = i

L
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Here Grey seems to be glossing over the fact thaf Kitchener unn the
officials in Cairo had not been backward in forging initiatives with
Husayn. - The notion that it was all "a castle in the air'" seems to have
blinded Grey and many others to the effects of'British encouragement of
Arab independenee, however remote that‘independence was,

At the time the Sykes-Picot agrecncnt was made, the precise
boundaries of the still to be forged Arab state had not been defined,
and Husayn had dropped all his'attempts to prod Britain to a more precise
commitment. Both sides scemed content for the momcnt. In Cairo, Clayton
and the new head of the Aravo Bureau, D.G. Hogarth, wanted to keep the’
Sykes-Picot treaty secret from_Husayn, probably because it had more
precision to it, and even went futher to’suggest that nothing shonld be
done in future to define boundaries of the Arab state, but that was not
London's po'sition.3 The Arabs had merely to do theiripart before there
would be more negotiations. The Sykes-Picot agreement made provigion }A?{“V

for an independent Arab state, whether of a wider sort or just restricted

to the region of the Holy Places.’ Husayn himself seems to have been

content with the assurances he received from McMahon. After all, he had ﬁ
. ! & §
the prospect before him ot "eading an independent Arab state under .the

- aegis of Brirain. But, .. Gr~ «¢:1d Rodd, he had frrst to establish his

inaependenee. ﬁns time went on Husayn even. began te think Britain should

do that for h1m,‘a notion in wh1ch’he was encouraged by Cairo. ’
Britain hardly ecte&prn‘bad faLth;‘ The bargaln was clear enough ° » -

'feven through McMahon's' tortured prose and Husayn S equ1vocat10n And

B

itgié alsg clear thatfthe Sykes—Pfcot*agreement’did~not‘conf1ict with'

Brltaln S assurances “to Husayn Though Husayn d1d not know 1t - the .
oyl
agreement actually reafflrmed the BrltlSh pledgerto h1m The Arablanﬁ?b

SEA : ,
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peninsula was Jeft to the Arabs, among whom Husayn was not the only
prospective hc;d of an Arab state. In their respective spheres of
influence {areas A and B oﬁ the map attached to the agrcement), France
and Britain had agrced to '"uphold' Arab sovereignty if such arose.

In coastal Syria, where direct French administration applied, and in
Basra and Baghdad vilayets, where Britain reserved the right to ﬁake
nspecial.arramgements', the two European nations were unprepared to
gamble away their interests on the basis of no guarantee of future
stability. To be sure, they behaved like imperial powers in an
undeveloped region. The wonder is not that they made the Sykes-Picot
agrepmeﬁt, but rather that they paid such attention to the provision of
soil on which a local political entity could grow. Having got to the

point of providing for the considerable vacuum‘that\would apply once

Turkey was defeated, they hardly ignored realities as they appcared in

M

1916. The trouble was that those realities were undergoing rapid change,

A >

v

not that the agreement was p@rticdlarly ill-conceived.:
(=) . . E

ot
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FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER 1

1The Anglo-French agreement was embodied in an exchaﬂge of notes
of 15 May 1916; the Franco-Russian in an exchange of 26 April 1916; and
the Anglo-Russian in a British note of 23 May 1916, to which Russia
finally acceded officially, with one minor reservation, on 16 September

1916.

y 2The term '"Middle East' is difficult to define. As between the
choices "Near East" and "Middle East', the latter would seem most suitable
to indicate the general area under Ottoman suzerainty in 1914, except
when exactitude is required, in which case "Asiatic Turkey' or the
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the Asiatic provinces of the Ottoman Empire and even.the Caucasus.'" The
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on China.'" He adds that after the war Syria, Lebanon, Palestine,
Transjordan and Iraq became incorporated in the term "Middle East' as
being part of the approach to India. 'Where is the Middle East,'" in
Richard H. Nolte, ed., The Modern Middle East (New York, 1963), p. 18.
Today the general area understood to be encompassed by the term "Middle
East' would seem to include Turkey, Iran, Israel, Egypt and the Arab
states of Asia, and will be so used here. '
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grande guerre, III (Paris, 1938); Pierre Renouvin, '"Les buts de guerre
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4 July 1913, no. 498, reprinted in G.P. Gooch and Harcold Temperley, eds.,
British Documents on the Origins of the War, X, Part I (LondQn#§1938),*
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o .
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7Elie Kedourie, England and the Middle East, 1914-1921 (London,
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8StatemcntsAto this effect are numerous. See, for example, Grey's
reflection in Viscount Grey of Fallodan, Twenty-Five Years, 1892-1916, 1
(London, 1925), p. 249,

9The course of naval opinion may be followed in Arthur J. Marder,
The Anatomy of British Sea Power (New York, 1940), pp. 219-247. See
also L.M. Penson, ""The New Course in British Foreign Policy, 1892-1902,"
I;ansactionsxpf the Royal Historical Society, Series 4, XXV (1943), pp.
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remarks on the Ottoman,''capacity for existing{%ydefinitely in conditions
which would certainly “have produced collapse in Western countries,'" a
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again to the well of reform, only to find its water made bitter drinking.
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word of atrocities in the Ottoman Empire reached the British public.

11Chai'les Webster remarks that '"measures necessary to modernise
Turkey and make her more capable of fulfilling her role as the barrier
against Russia, were bound to undermine the faith that kept her together."
The Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I (New York, 1969), p. 86.
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pp. 901-902, especially the memorandum b4 Sir Louis Mallet, who advised
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28For instance, in his memoirs David Lloyd George has described
the agreement as "a fatuous arrangement from every point of view," a
judgement he was never heard to express at the time the agreement was
in the making, for he rather encouraged a partition and then took no
interest in its course. He scems rather to have taken his view of
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23Pingaud, pp. 227-28; Adolson,'p. 201, says that no papers survive
outlining the actual discussions. between Sykes and Picot in early January.

“ - 3
24Minutes of a meeting betweeﬁ Sir Mark Svkes and M. Picot, 21 "~c 1915,

FO 371/2486/34982.
. *

2SCAB 42/6/10.

261pid.

27Nevakivi-, p- 35. «¢

4

E

2?Macdonogh to Nicolsgn, 6 Jan 1916, FO 371/2767/938.

. N
29Director of Imperial Defence to Nicolson, n.d., ibid,
¥ - | T
30

"Hall tilNicoLson, 2 Jan 1916, ibid.
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31, : o
1Sykcs to FO, 16 Jan 1916, ibid.

-
\ .
: *Nusayn to McMahon, 5 Nov 1915,
33
§ McMahon to Husayn, 14 Dec 1915. ]
Lo |
34 '
Husayn tochMahon, 1 Jan 1915, Cmd. 5957, p. 13.
35.,. . }
Nicolson to Grey, 2 Mar 1916, FO 371/2767/938. '
= Minute to 10 to FO, 28 Feb 1916 and Nicolson to Crewe, 9 Mdr 1915,
ibid.

37Prcsent at the meeting at which the Sykes-Picot draft was
endorsed were Grey, Kitchener, Bonar Law, Crewe, Holderness, Hirtzel,
Nicolson and a representative of thé Admiralty. CAB 37/142/10.

1

38Minutc to McMahon to FO, No. 83,.17 Apr 1916, FO 371/2768/938.

39Nicplson to Grey, 29 Dec 1915, and the memorandum for the cabinet
by Grey of the same date, FO 371/2492/200744.

AN

4OGrey to Buchanan, no. 3123, 29 Dec 1915, ibid.; Smith, Struggle,
pp. 354-58. : ’ ,

. 41Nicolsoﬁ's minutes attached to a list of Djemal's conditions,
29-Dec 1915,- ibid. ' -

' {zBuch@nan to FO, Nos. 237 and 238, 10 and 19 Feb 1916, FO 371/
© 2767/938. Pingaud, p. 229. _ §

i 43"... the Erzerum Victor; may whet the Russian's appetite,' minute
by L. Oliphant to Buchanan to FO, Na 278, ibid.; FO to Buchanan, 23 Feb
1916, ihid.

4%Nicolsoﬁ to Gfe}, 5 Feb 1916, ikig;

4SBUChaﬁan to Grey, No. 345, 10 Mar 1916, ibid.

46£Pg§;; Minute by Crewe. T
- "Buchanan to FO, No. 351, 12 Mar 1916, ibid.

48Note for Clayton from Sykes in FO to McMahon, N. 287, 14 Apr 1916,
FO 371/2768/938. ' .
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498uchannn to FO, 14 Mar 1916, and Grey minute to s.awe; Grey to
Buchanan, 14 Mar 1916, FO 371/2767/938. For Sykes' growing intcrest-in
Zionism, see Elie Kedourie, "Sir Mark Sykes and Palestine,' ch. xv in
Arabic Political Memoirs (london, 1974), pp. 236-243; and Adelson] pp.

206-207. R s

SOMinute to Bﬁchanan, No 471, i Apr 1916, FO 371/2767/938; \.
Pingaud, p. 229 n. 1. - v

“h.s.p.p,

the agreement. : .

pp. 241-249, prints the corrcspondence cmbodying

*’Ibid., p, 247.

53Ibid., p. 242.

"S54 pid., p. 247-50.

55The mép has been reproduced in several books. The reproduction
in Antonius, opposite p. 249, is quite good. See a facsimile of the |
map in Appendix I. .

0% .B.F.P., p. 245. : ‘

>’1bid., pp. 248-49.
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FOOTNOTES FOR CONCLUSION

4
1Quoted in Sir George Arthur, The Life of Lord Kitchener, III
(London, 197" p. 86. : ‘

_2Quotcd in Friedman, pp. 84-85,
3 : .
Kedourie, Labyrinth, pp. 124-126. .

bid., p. 126ff.
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APPENDIX I i

MAP OF THE TERRITORIAL ARRANGEMFNTS
EMBODIED IN THE SYKES-PICOT AGREEMENT -
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