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PREFACE

This thesis should be regarded as a sequel to Colin L. 
s valuable work The Embassy of sir yilliam white at 

Congtantinopl e, 1866-1891. Although there were highly im- 
portant developments in British official thinking on the 
defence of the straits between white*s death in December 
1391 and Salisbury>s electoral defeat in the following 
summer, little of Moment was actually happening in Hear 
Eastern polities. It is therefore possible, without sacri­ 
fice of continuity, to leave a certain chronological gap in 
the narrative of events* The reason for so doing lies part­ 
ly in the fact that the new ambassador who arrived in Turkey 
in the winter of 1892 was to be significant only for his de~ 
fioienoies and his failures* Thus, whereas Dr. saith could 
take as his hero a great diplomatic figure on the Bosphorusf 
the student of the British role in the Hear East during the 
years after 1891 must perforce select as his central char*, 
aeter the man who guided British foreign policy as a whole 
from the capital of the Empire. It has accordingly seemed 
best to carry on the story in detail only from the advent 
of the Liberal administration in August 1892, when the Earl 
of Rosebery was persuaded to accept that authority which he 
was destined to wieldf first as Foreign secretary and then 
as Prime Minister, through a period of uncertainty, of danger 
and of changing circumstances in international affairs*

Unfortunately for the researcher, access to Rosebery»e 
private papers is not permitted by the present sari. Un­ 
published documentary material is, nevertheless! plentiful*
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Apart altogether froa the official British and Auatro- 

Hungarian archives, there are useful oolleetions of priTate 

papers in the public Record Office, the foreign office 

Library, the British guseua and elsewhere, singling out one 

among many who have in some way facilitated the quest for 

evidence, I wish to acknowledge a particular debt of grati­ 

tude to the present sari spencer for his kindness in turning 

me loose in the muniment room at Althorp, and for the friend­ 

ly Interest which he took in the progress of ay explorations*

to ay supervisor, Mr. A.J, P. lay lor of Magdalen College, 

I owe thanks for his willingness to put up with untidy 

drafts, for his numerous encouraging word a, and above all 

for his sound criticism and advice*
In conclusion I should like to place on record ay ap­ 

preciation for the generous financial assistance accorded 

ae under their scholarship programme by the Imperial Oil 

Company Ltd* of Toronto, Canada. The support of the Company, 

supplemented by a favourable rate of exchange, has enabled 

ae to devote myself to research and writing without any of 

the worries attendant on shortage of funds*

K« H« W* H*
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INTRODUCTION

The central objective of Great Britain's traditional 
policy in the Hear East can be simply stated: it was, in 
modern parlance, the  containment 1 of Russia, and particular­ 
ly the frustration of Russian designs on Constantinople and 
the Straits. In August 1892, when tha Liberal Party returned 
to power with the Earl of Kosebery at the Foreign Office, 
this tradition had still not been overtly abandoned, but its 
foundations had been undermined by the conviction of the 
Admiralty and the War Office, expressed some months before, 
that the protection of the Straits was no longer physically 
feasible* Great Britain, the Service Departments now believed, 
lacked the military and naval capability of resisting, 
without undue danger to herself, the type of attack which 
the Russians were most likely to launch*

A strategic planner at 3t« Petersburg, with a glance at 
his maps, could see three possible routes to the Ottoman 
capital* One lay through the Balkans; a second through Asia 
Minor. 2 Neither of these was inviting* To use the Balkan 
route entailed the necessity of maintaining communications 
through a hostile Houraania, 3 and of subduing nationalist 
Bulgaria as well as Turkey* While the Russians were thus

1 Below, pp*!6-l8, 158-161*
2 On the vulnerability of Constantinople from the Asiatic 
side, see D.G* Hogarth, The Nearer 2aat. pp* 212-213.

For evidence of Roumania f s attitude, see Paget to Rosabery, 
No. 168 Confidential, 18 Sept. 1892. F,0. 7Aj.86t Monoon to 
Bosebery, No. 17 Secret, 24 Jan* 1894, F.O. 78/45§2.



engaged 9 they would be running & risk of Austrian and German 
intervention under strategic conditions thoroughly advan­ 
tageous to the Central Powers* Attack through Aaia Minor was 
safer, since it would afford both a less direct provocation 
e>nd a less tempting opportunity to the Austrianst but this 
course too implied a campaign over long distances 9 and a 
major commitment of forces* In the 'ninetias, a major commit­ 
ment of her armies in the Hear East was precisely what Russia 
wished to avoid* To write with unqualified confidence about 
•Russian intentions 1 would admittedly be misleading, for 
Russian governing circles were not united in disciplined pro­ 
motion of clearly defined purposes* Different ministers, of­ 
ficials and ambassadors had different ideas, and as the Tsar 
normally failed to impose a coherent pattern of policy, his 
subordinates sometimes attempted independently to put their 
personal schemes into execution* With the benefit of hind­ 
sight, however, we can detect readily enough the tendency 
which was dominant at St* Petersburg during this period* In 
the same month in which Hosebery became Queen Victoria's 
Foreign Secretary, Count Sergei Witte was appointed Alexander 
Hi's Minister of Finance*2 Wltte, whose exceptional ability 
and energy enabled him to overshadow all rivals, represented 
a rising school eager for expansion in a part of the world 
remote by many miles from Constantinople• •* Russia's aim in 
the Near Eastern region was by now strictly limited, and indeed,

1 Q*N. Curson, Russia in Central Asia in 1889 • pp. 315-317; 
Sir J.T. Pratt,~Var and Politics in China, p*" 951 Viscount 
Grey, Twenty-Five Tears, 1* 107*"

A» Yarmolinsky, The Memoirs of Count Witte1 p. 36•

D.J. Dallin, The Rise of Russia in Asia* pp. 34-351 B*H*
Sumner, Teardom and Imperialism in the ' rar East and Middle East* 1830-1914, PP. 0-9, 15 ————————————————~~



In a sanae, defensives it was not to conquer Bulgaria or 
Asia Minor f but to oontrol the Straits, so aa to safeguard 
her Black Sea coasts from the perils of bombardment and in­ 
vasion in the event of an Angle—Russian war* When such a 
war came, if it did, it was expected to arise from a Far 
Eastern issue* It was on the Far East that Witte's ambitions 
were centred; with the approval of most sections of Russian 
opinion, the covetous gase of the Tsarist government waa 
fastened from the early 'nineties not on the Ottoman Empire,

2but on the Empire of China* To achieve mastery of the 
Bosphorus and Dardanelles had become, therefore, a merely 
subordinate goal, intended to secure the flank and rear of 
the main advance* Being subordinate, it was not worth an 
effort so great as to deplete Russian military and financial 
resources} an impregnable flank would be worse than uaaleas, 
if the cost of obtaining it were to cripple the country in the 
pursuit of her primary objective*

That objective was one which imposed important financial 
obligations on the Russian government* To establish herself 
as the dominant Power in China against the will of Great 
Britain, Russia had to free herself from dependence on the 
sea as her chief means of communication with Chinese terri­ 
tory* The earliest proposal for a railway from European 
Russia into Eastern Asia had originated with Count Nicholas 
Muraviev-Amurski, the celebrated pioneer of Russia's Far 
Eastern imperialism;^ and by 1866, six years after Muraviev's

1 A.J.P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe. 1848- 1918, p. 347. —————— ————

2 Dallin, loc* cit*j Sumner, pp* 8-9, 15-16f P. Renouvin, La .Question d'ExtreTae-OriQnt, pp* 112-133*
^ F.H, Skrine, The Expansion of Russia. p. 314* On Muraviev, see M. Mitohell, The Maritime"!iistory of Russia, pp. 165-171.



retirement from his Siberian governorship, his dream had :> 
been transformed into a definite plan and submitted to the 
Tsar*1 With the departure of Muraviev from the scene of his 
triumphs, however, St. Petersburg had begun to neglect the 
Far Bast« and this phase was destined to continue for a 
quarter of a century.2 It was not until the mid-•eighties 
that the project of a trans-Siberian railway was seriously 
considered? but then the consideration did not fail to bear 
fruit* The commencement of construction in 1891 marked the 
effective inauguration of Russia's second drive into the 
lands of the Pacific^ -. a drive which was to preoccupy her 
for over a decade v until it was brought to a halt by Japan* 
The trans-Siberian line not being expected to make a profit v
no private capital was available to finance itf of necessity,

4 it was a government enterprise* Embarked on such a momentous
undertaking - a giant stride on the road to Peking - Russia 
had the best of reasons to remain quiet elsewhere, and to 
refrain from squander-ing men and money on the killing of 
Bulgarians or Turks* If the Straits were to be seized at all, 
it would have to be done with a minor investment: not in a 
great and exhausting campaign, but through the swift victory 
of a small force* In economy of force lay the attractiveness 
of the third possible method of oapturing Constantinople - 
that of assault from the sea* The detailed prospects for an 
operation of this kind will be examined later, in another

1 Skrine, loo* cit.
2 Renouvin, p* 1321 A* Kalozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policy.1881-1904* pp. 14-15, 18-19. ————————————"———""*•

^ Ibid., pp* 38-40; G.F* Hudson. The Far East in World 
Politics, pp*71-75I Dallin, p*34~""""

4 Ibid., pp* 34-35.



context.1 For the present, it will suffice to remark that a 
coup de main through sea-borne invasion would have required 
the commitment of comparatively few troops, and that it held 
out the promise of a quiok decision, entailing the total 
paralysis of Turkey's war-making power. Such, at leaat, was 
the appreciation accepted at the War Office in London, and 
the Tsar's military and naval leaders evidently leaned far 
enough towards the same view to feel themselves seriously 
tempted. Several years before 1892, preparations had be^un 
to be made in the Russian Black Sea ports, and they were being 
continued on an ominous scale in the early 'ninetie3.3

To historians, alert to the first indications of the 
trend that ended in the Bus so-Japanese War, the Far Eastern 
orientation of Russian thinking during this period has been 
more conspicuous than it was to contemporaries.'* Xt is true 
that as early as 1889 the Russians 1 growing interest in 
eastern Siberia had been the subject of comment by Sir Robert 
Morier, Oreat Britain's ambassador at St. Petersburg. But 
Morier was more clear-sighted than most. Late in 1893 the 
German ambassador at Constantinople voioed the opinion that 
St. Petersburg was chiefly desirous of having *another go at 
the Turks'! and his Austro-Hungarian colleague, who disagreed 
with this assertion, did so on the ground that the ambitions

1 Below, pp.130-160.

* A.J. Harder, British Haval Policy. 1880-1903. pp. 157-160| 
below,

3 Below, pp. 151-154, 163 t 167-168.

* Rose L. Greaves, Persia and the Defence of India . 1884- 18921 PP. 192-193. ————————————————————— ————

* C.L. Smith. The Embassy of Sir William White at Constantin-* ople, 1886-1891. p. 140. ——— ———————————————



of the fsarist government were primarily directed against the 
Central Powers and Bulgaria. 1 fhe Austrian foreign minister, 
assessing the situation more shrewdly than his representative 
<m the Boaphorus, realized that Russia did not want a European 
war, and oertainly not a war to crush the Bulgarians. This 
did not mean, however, that he considered the main sphere of 
her activity to have been transferred from the Near East to 
the Par East: the shift which he had discerned was one froa 
Bulgaria to the Straits* Russia's entire attention, he be­ 
lieved, was now being devoted to obtaining command of the 
Bosphorus and Dardanelles!^ and the motive whioh he suspect­ 
ed for this endeavour was not the protection of her Black Sea 
coasts, but the ' establishment of her influence, backed by 
all the force of the Empire, in the Eastern waters of the 
Mediterranean 1 .

Official opinion in London was similarly misled. It waa 
the thought of an immediate Russian menace in the Mediter­ 
ranean, not of long-term Russian designs in Eastern Asia, 
which troubled Lord Roeebery in 1893 * 5 British military 
Intelligence was only beginning to become conscious of the 
possibility that St. Petersburg had aggressive intentions in

Sir A. Nloolson (charge* d'affaires at Constantinople) to 
F.H. Vllliers (Private Secretary to the Barl of Rosebery), 
Private f 7 Dec. 1893, Villiers Papers*
9 Paget to Roaebery, No* 12 Confidential, 20 Jan.. P.O.
7/1197$ Ho. 102 Confidential, 7 June 1893, F.O. 7/1198$ Honaon
to Kimberley, No. 127 Confidential, 8 May 1894, F.O. 7/1214.

Paget to Kosebery, No. 2 Confidential, 3 Jan. 1893, F.O. 
78/4592 (copy in F.O. 7/1197).

* Monson to Rosebery, No. 17 Secret, 24 Jan. 1894. F.O. 
78/4592; Kdlnoky to Deym, No. 1 Secret, 25 Jan. 1894, W.S.A.. 
P. A. viiiA74.

* J.A. Spender, The Life of the Right Hon. Sir Henry Campbell**



the Pacific area* In November 1892 a memorandum drafted in 
the Intelligence Division of the War Office had maintained 
that the aspirations of Russia's Army chiefs - there was no 
allusion to those of civilian statesmen — lay towards the 
West* A strengthening of the Russian forces at Vladivostok 
was explained away as a purely defensive measure f undertaken 
in part to ensure that eo remote a fortress t which could not 
be readily succoured after the outbreak of war, would have a 
garrison adequate for its security in all eventualities, and 
in part to balance & major concentration of Imperial Chinese 
troops in Manchuria.1 This judgment was somewhat modified 
early in • 935 a further memorandum* drawn up by the same 
officer f placed a greater stress than its predecessor on 
Russia's reinforcement of her Far Eastern outpost, and sug­ 
gested both offensive and defensive interpretations as equally 
tenable* The main emphasis, however, continued to be on the 
military arrangements in the Tsar's European territories*^ 

In short, whereas the prevailing school of thought at 
St* Petersburg tended more and more to look upon the Straits 
question in a Far Eastern context, London and Vienna still 
looked upon it in the context of Europe, the Mediterranean 
and (in the case of the British) the Middle Bast* To the 
Austrians, Russian control of the Straits meant two things* 
The first was Russian hegemony in the eastern Balkans: there

Bannenaant 0.C• 3 *• i* 140—141; Rosebery to Campbell-Bannerman, 
Confidential, 1 Sept.; Private, 12 Sept. 1893, Add. MS, 41226.

Secret Memorandum by Captain Crrierson, dated 8 Nov* 1892 
(printed on 9 November) 9 F«0* 65/1456.
9 Confidential Memorandum by Captain Orieraon,'Twenty Years 
of Russian Army Reform and the Present Distribution of the 
Russian Land forces 1 , dated January 1893 (received by the 
Foreign Office from the War Office on 10 Apr* 1893), F.O, 
65/1456*



could be no certainty that the diversion of St. Petersburg^ 
attention from thie region was more than temporary, and the , 
Ballplats was fearful lest the Bulgarians, once Russia was 
mistress of Constantinople, would seek safety within the .• 
sphere of her influence* Indeed, the Austrian foreign minister 
believed that the Sofia governmant, with the Straits question 
settled in Russia's favour, would be virtually at the meroy 
of the fsar, so that the exclusion of Russian influence from 
its affairs would be hardly conceivable*1 Squally disquieting 
was the second probable consequence of a success by St. 
Petersburg on the Straits issue* Command of the Bosphorus and 
Dardanelles would make it readily practicable for Russia to 
bring her whole naval strength, including her substantial 
Black Sea fleet, to bear in the Mediterranean* Confronted with 
the impressive power of a Pranoo-Rusalan naval combination, 
seriously challenging British supremacy in Mediterranean 
waters, weak and vulnerable Italy might well decide that she 
could best protect her interests by defecting from the Triple 
Alliance, and attaching herself to the rising fortunes of the 
Dual Entente. Even with the Straits still closed to Russia's 
warships, Vienna became more than a little worried in late 
1893, after the establishment of a Russian Mediterranean

9squadron, lest an Italian volte-face might be in the offing* 
In view of the implications of such a development for the 
security of Austria's southern frontier, the concern at the 
Ballplatz was understandable* Germany, as we shall see, waa 
disinclined to take an active part in a Balkan quarrel$ and 
Great Britain, if she had not Intervened to save the Strait*

1 Paget to Rosebery, No. 2 Confidential, 3 Jan. 1893, F.0« 
78/4592 (copy in P.O. 7/1197)$ Deym to Kalnoky, No. 7A-B 
Secret, 7 Feb. 1894, W.S.A. f P.A. viii/174.

2 KalnoKy to Deym, No* 2 Strictly Confidential, 7 Dec.; 
Strictly Confidential, 20 Deo. 1893, W.S.A., P.A. viii/174.



themselves, her primary interest in the Near Bast, would 
certainly not do so in order to uphold the Austrian position 
on the European approaches to the Straits, thus isolated, 
with Russian influence becoming paramount in Bulgaria and a 
hostile Italy in the rear f the Danubian Monarchy could have 
no alternative but to accept a settlement in South-Eastern 
Europe on terms favourable to its traditional Slav rival. 

To Austria's friend Great Britain, Russian command of 
the Straits implied several disadvantages of no small gravity, 
though not the one whioh St. Petersburg had in mind. Whether 
the Tsar'a government succeeded or failed in gaining control 
of the entrance to the Black Sea, the British were not now 
planning to retaliate against Russian aggression elsewhere by 
embarking on a Black Sea campaign. In the first place, such 
retaliation exceeded their capabilities; the same considera­ 
tions whioh ruled out a British defence of Constantinople 
rendered the iden of offensive action beyond the Bosphorus 
quite absurd.2 Secondly, even if action in the Euxine had 
been feasible, it would probably have been regarded in London 
as too ineffective a means of injuring theenemy. The most 
important Russian coastal points had been so strongly forti­ 
fied and garrisoned that they could not be besieged with much 
hope of victory! Sebastopol in particular was alleged by one 
Austrian observer to have acquired immunity even from naval 
bombardment .3 in the mid-'eighties, years before it became 
evident that ftreat Britain could not fight at or beyond Con­ 
stantinople, the War Office had cherished the notion of Blaok

1 Cf. below, pp, 207-210, 227-237, 266-268.
o

For these considerations, sec below, pp. 16-18, 158-160.

* Anonymous, Antagonismus der 'Englisphen und Russiaohen 
Interessan in AsienV pp. 135-13pV " "
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Sea operations, but in 1885 General Sir Frederick Roberts 
was already their outspoken opponent. As Corsnander-in-Chief 
la India through the latter half of the deoade, Roberts 
insisted that to fight in the ?,uxine or Asia Minor, at the .1, 
cost of standing on the defensive in Central Asia, would be 
a disastrous blunder. It was from India, he maintained, not 
from Turkey, that G-reat Britain would }iave her best chance of 
striking back at Rnasia decisively. With thin doctrine Salis­ 
bury expressed full a^rasment.2 Thus even before the Service 
Departments proclaimed the impossibility of defending the 
Bosphorua, let alone of operating offensively in the Black 
Sea theatre, the project of an attack on Russia in that 
region had been rejected in the highest quarters.

In tho early 'nineties, accordingly, <lrent Britain's 
concern for the Strn.its Tras, like Russia's, essentially a 
defensive one. Primarily the British feared the direct threat 
posed by Russian control of the waterway to their interests 
in the Mediterranean.^ The Admiralty, It is true, held the 
view throughout this period that the opening of the Straits 
to Russian warships, oven with a military occupation on shore, 
would not represent an addition to Russia's offensive power. * 
In a narrow physical sense, this conclusion was sound enought 
the Black Sea fleet, unsupported by land, could probably have

^ S. Gwynn and Gertrude 18. Tucfcwell, The Life of the Rt. Hon. 
Sir Charles W» Dilke, Bart.. ii«P«, ii. 156* """

2 D. James, Lord Roberta, T>. 204; cf. G.P. ix, No. 2127 
(Marackall to Katzieiat, 11 liov. 1892).

•* Greaves, p. 2l8»

* Ximberley to Spenoer, 11 May 1894 (encloses summary of Memor­ 
andum by Sir T. Sanderaon (Permanent Under-Secretary at the 
Foreign Office) on Naval and Military Policy in the Mediter­ 
ranean)! Spenoer to Kimberley, 12 May 1894* Spencer Papers*
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passed down the Bosphorus to Constantinople without suffering 
any significant damage from the inadequate defences, 1 and 
onoe in a position to threaten the capital with its guns, it 
could quickly have compelled the Sultan to open the Dardan­ 
elles. The naval advantage to be derived by Busaia from a 
prior opening of the Straits was therefore small* The diplo­ 
matic advantage, however, was greats if the question of free 
passage were once settled, whether by peaceful means or by 
localized armed action, then in a future Anglo-Russian con­ 
flict the Black Sea warships could rush through the waterway 
Into the Mediterranean without violating a European treaty or 
introducing a new factor into the Near Bastern situation, and 
so with less risk of provoking a Continental crisis* The 
eventuality of the Tsa^s fleet sallying forth to co-operate 
with the French Mediterranean fleet was thought to hold a 
genuine danger for the British Empire t the spectre of the 
combined Franco-Russian forces achieving naval predominance 
in the Mediterranean, and indeed of Great Britain's total ex­ 
pulsion from that sea, haunted Whitehall and Westminster .^ 
Nor was the outlook encouraging if the two fleets refrained 
from effecting a junction. In order to deal with the French 
alone, the British would have to concentrate all available 
vessels, at least during the initial stages of hostilities, 
in the Western Mediterranean basing and while this concen­ 
tration was maintained, the Russians would be aupreme in the

1 Below, p. 156.

2 Marder, pp. 182, 184; Deym to Kilnoky, No* 363, 29 Nov* 
1893, W*S«A* t P*A» viii/114? Hansard^ Parliamentary De bates • 
4th eer*, xix* 1864-1667, 1879* Wr an 'attack on the peaainlats, 
cee Haroourt to Spencer, 9 Dec* 1893, Spencer Papers.

Spenoer to Seymour (Commandor-in-Chief in the Mediterranean), 
14 Nov* 18931 1 May 1894, Spencer Papers.
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waters of the Bast* Until a sufficient number of ships could 
be spared to blockade the exit from the Dardanelles 9 the 
Suez route to India would be exposed to the action of Russian 
force3 emerging at will from that fortified strait*

The dangerous results of Russian control of the Dardan­ 
elles and Bosphorus were unlikely to be confined, moreover 9 
either to the naval situation or to times of war* As Vienna 
was uneasy about the eifeots to which such control would lead 
on the European aide of tha waterway, so London had to bear 
in mind the repercussions to be expected on the Asiatic aide, 
in the direction of the Persian Gulf and the Afghan and In* 
dian borders* and Indeed in India itself* The protection of 
Constantinople being a tradition of her policy, the fall of 
th» city might seem a sign of lireat Britain's weakness, with 
the result that her prestige would be shaken throughout the 
Orient* Since it was on prestige that she depended in part 
for the security of her Indian hegemony, the prospect was 
not one to be lightly faeed*^ The consequences on India*s 
flank, in Persia, might likewise be unfortunate* The Persians 
were already badly frightened by the strength of their northern 
neighbour,-3 and it appeared by no means improbable that a 
triumph by Russia at the Straits, emphasising British impo­ 
tence as well as Russian power and aggressive inclinations, 
would render the Shah and his subjects completely subservient 
to St. Petersburg* In the Ottoman dominions a sharp rise in 
Russian influence was still more to be anticipated* 'If the

1 A.T. Mahan, The Pro.b.lom of Asia and Its Effect upon Inter­ 
national Policies, pp* 117-113; of* J* Popowski, England and 
tho Triple Alliance,! P« 16? Harder, pp. 224-225*

2 Sreaves, pp. 217-218; Popowski, pp* 16-17*

O.H* Curflon, Percia and the Persian wuestion* ii* 603»



Straita fell to Russia,' warned the British military attache 
at Constantinople in I893 f Whatever Turkey f s future her pol­ 
icy henceforward would be dependent on Russia, as would that 
of all Weotern Aaia (Persia, Mesopotamia, etc.) commercially 
as well aa strategically; and while Russia gained this, the 
occupation of Egypt would only benefit England so Ion*? as 
ahe retained, or when aha regained, naval preponderance. f ^ 

To forecast the probable method of Russia's attack on 
the Straita, the British did not need to grasp the Far Eastern 
preoccupation of Russian statesmen, or even to realise that 
their prljnary ambition lay elsewhere than in attaining the 
status of a Mediterranean Power. If the Russians resorted 
to force at all, it appeared almost certain in any case that 
they would adopt the moot economical means of seizin.;? their 
Hear Eastern objective* The preparations in the Black Sea 
ports, and the unusual strength and special training of the 
divisions stationed there, confirmed this viewi^ in May 1889 
Biamarck was already convinced that Russia's next attempt on 
the Ottoman capital would take the form of a sea-borne ex­ 
pedition* 3 There was, of course, an alternative, which the 
Austrian foreign minister in particular came to think more 
likely than a coup de main - namely, that when St. Petersburg 
did decide in favour of an initiative in the Straits questionf

^ Colonel H. Chermoide (military attache* at Constantinople) 
to General E.i'. Chapman (Director of Military Intelligence ), 
Personal and Confidential. 24 Sept. 1893 (enclosed in 
Chapman to Sir P. Currie (Permanent Under-Secretary at the 
Foreign Office), Secret, 29 Sept. 1893, F-0. 78/4502).

2 Warder, pp. 152, 156-157? of. Confidential Memoranda com­ 
municated by Count Ilatzfeldt (German Ambassador in London), 
dated 29 Aug. 1893 (with minute by Rosebery) , P.O. 64/1308.

253
T. Palameaghi-Crispi, The Meaoira of francesco Crisri. iii«



• 1 
its move would be diplomatic rathar than military* But, in
either event 9 the threat foreseen was one posed directly to 
the Strait s , not one arising on the Balkan or Asiatic ap~ 
proaones. In the 9 seventies and 'eighties, the great problem 
confronting the diplomacy of Russia's opponents in the i«ear 
East had been that of erecting barriers not against a blow 
across the Black Sea, but against an advance around it, 
through Bulgaria or Asia Minor * By the 'nineties, the main 
problem having changed, the Foreign Offioe in London was 
paying rather less attention to the security of the f lanUs . 
When the question of railway concessions in Asia Minor became 
prominent in late 1692 , Rosebery, unlike his predecessor on 
a similar ocoasion, ignored political and strategic consider­ 
ations in order to give protection to the interests of Brit­ 
ish investors! and he abandoned this policy only after it had 
led to an exceedingly unpleasant diplomatic incident with 
Germany*^ As for Bulgaria, the new foreign Secretary still 
believed in 1693 that there was real danger of a Russian 
attaokf 3 but there was little that he could do to avert it 
beyond admonishing Sofia to avoid provocative conduct, which 
he feared might irritate the 'Jsar into accepting the advice 
of those who advocated war, 4 xt cannot be said that Bulgaria 
played more than a peripheral role in British Near Eastern 
policy during the Liberal administrations*

Memorandum by Kalnoliy on a conversation betwosn Xalnolqr and 
Monson, Strictly Confidential, dated 13 Jan. 1894, W.S.A., 
P. A. vlii/174.

2 Chapter III.

Rosebery to Quean Victoria, 16 June 1893 (printed in G.'S, 
Buokla, Tha Iig.ttara of Quean Victoria. 3rd sar., ii. 260-261)

Ibid.! Chapter IX.



The foregoing is not intended to imply that problems re­ 
lating to the flanks oan or will be ignored in the present 
study. An account of British diplomacy in the Near East from 
1892 to 1895 would be neither complete nor adequate without 
some description of the efforts made to prevent the Bulgar­ 
ian question from becoming acute, and of the policy which 
Rosebary pursued in Asiatic Turkey with regard to railways 
and Armenian persecutions* Notwithstanding the Foreign 
Secretary's initial conduct in the matter, railways were 
still closely connected, though less than before in a strat­ 
egic sons 3, with the problem of protecting Constantinople!^ 
and for other reasons as well the story of the Anatolian 
railway controversy of 1892-' 93 is one of outstanding interest . 
Not only did tho cligputa and ita outcome influence the develop­ 
ment of the famous Baghdad Railway project, and therewith the 
future of Turkey, but they also Inflicted appreciable damage 
on the spirit of Anglo-Gerraan relations, prejudiced for a 
time Qreat Britain's pooltion in Sgypt, and may have contri­ 
buted indirectly to an impairment of British relations with 
the Ottoman Empire.2 For many weeks the activity of the 
British embassy on the Bosphorus was primarily devoted to 
the railway issue. ̂ Yet it is certainly true that apart from 
the question or railways and of oppression in Armenia, cul­ 
minating in the outbreak of massacres in 1894, the concern 
shown by the Foreign Office for Hear Kastarn affairs was 
chiefly concentrated on the Stmits th^msslvws, and en the

1 Chapman to Jhernuside, Private, 14 Feb. l893 f W.C. lv>6/16| 
below, pp. 71-74 f 111-115*

2 Below, pp. 30-31, 85, 109-111, 123.

Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 14 Jan.f Private, 27 Feb. 
1893, /illiera ?ap*rsf below, pp. 85-86, 94, 101-102, 117-121.
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difficulties of their defence*
In the Judgment of the Admiralty in 1892, Great Britain 

was not strong enough at sea to defend Constantinople and 
the Straits against the Russians 'without endangering her 
general naval position* • Aa long as France possessed a power­ 
ful undefeated fleet in the Mediterranean, astride the com­ 
munications of any British squadron operating in the vicinity 
of the Ottoman capital, the hazards of intervention could be 
made tolerable only by an assurance of French neutrality or 
of Turkish co-operation* The latter, it was thought, would 
permit action in the East with such a small force that a 
French attack could b» risked.1 Without a reliable guaranty 
of Turkey* a assistance, however - or at least of her benevol­ 
ent neutrality - the Admiralty insisted that the communica­ 
tions of the British squadron through the Dardanelles would 
have to be protected by the presence of a British land force 
on the shores of the strait.2 The War Office calculated that 
for this purpose no fewer than 10,000 men would be needed 
initially, and that the advance body would have to be prompt­ 
ly reinforced* Apart altogether from the unacceptable perils 
of moving troops through the Mediterranean in the face of the 
French naval menace, it was believed that adequate reinforce­ 
ments could not be made available in time under Oreat Britain's 
existing military arrangements* 3 Since the latter could

* Secret Joint Report by the Directors of Militiry and Waval 
Intelligence, dated 18 Mar*? Admiralty to War Office, Secret, 
20 May 1892 {re vised version) , printed copies in F.O. 78/4434.

2 Admiralty minute, dated 25 Jan. 1892 (with War Office to 
Admiralty, 2 Jan. 1892, Adm. 1/7135)*

Secret Joint Report by the Directors of Military and Naval 
Intelligence, dated 18 tfar. 1892, printed copy in F,0. 78/4434; 
of. CiDtain 3. Eardley-Wilmot , R.N*, The Next Naval War, pp.
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presumably have bean altered, Turkish friend Una a 3 cannot 
be said on this ground alone to have been indispensable, but 
lack of it was certainly inconvenient* On another ground it 
was more than inconvenient: to occupy the shores of the Dar­ 
danelles before the British squadron passed would entail de­ 
laying the naval intervention! and the Admiralty considered 
It essential to success that the intervening warships should 
be able to act rapidly on the 'first intimation 1 of Russian , 
aggression. Yet, If the warships attempted to pass while 
the Dardanelles were still in Ottoman hands, it would mean
risking the fire of the Turkish batteries, the power of which

2 was held in awe by the Meditteranean Commands r-in-Chief • To
force the strait by naval means was expected to require such 
a large commitment of ships that French intervention in the 
rear might well be disastrous*

At first sight 9 the Turkish aspect of this problem makes 
no senses that a country, threatened by its age-old enemy, 
should have been suapeoted of intending to turn its guns 
against its would-be protectors, is superficially fantastic* 
In truth, however, Anglo-Turkish relations were so bad, Otto­ 
man distrust of Great Britain so profound, and Britieb influence

14-13* On the danger of moving troops by eea before destruc­ 
tion of the French fleat, of* also 3* wilkinson, The Command 
of the 3ea, pp* 33-34*

1 Admiralty to War Of^ioe, Secret. 30 Jan* 1892, Xdm. 1/7135 I 
Admiralty minute, dated 25 Jan* 1892 (with War Office to 
Admiralty, 2 Jan* 1892, Adm. 1/7135).
o

'Report on the Defences of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles 1 
(with supplementary paper), by Vice-Admiral Sir 0* Tryon, 
Confidential, dated 27 June, 1892 (received by the Foreign 
Office from the Admiralty on 22 July 1892), F.O* 78/4435*

Admiralty to War Of fioe, Secret, 20 tfay 1892 (revised ver­ 
sion), printed copy in P*0. 78/4434*



at Constantinople so feeble 9 that it was by no means absurd 
for London to fear a rejection by Turkey of British aid f 
and her quiet acceptance of a Bussian protectorate* The 
notorious timidity of the Ottoman ruler increased the dangers 
on learning of an enemy armada near his capital, he might be 
expected to think first and last of his personal safety, 
which he could secure most reliably by playing the game of 
the aggreesor* There was no way of prognosticating with cer­ 
tainty, but a genuine risk apparently existed that a British 
attempt to enter the Straits would ba opposed by the supposed­ 
ly formidable Dardanelles batteries.

With respect to the problem of enforcing French neutral­ 
ity in an Anglo-Russian clash, Rosebery proposed a solution 
to the Central Powers in 1894 - thought && we shall discover, 
it was a solution dependent on the illusory hope of German 
co-operation*2 As for the problem of obtaining Ottoman neu­ 
trality or collaboration, the Foreign Secretary found no 
solution at all beyond trying to impress the Turks with an 
augmentation of the British fleet, and appointing, in Decem­ 
ber 1893, a new ambassador who enjoyed his special confidence* 
The ambassador's task* that of restoring British influence on 
the Bosphorus, was one which urgently demanded attention, but 
in which no narked success was conceivable* The reasons for 
this situation, being fundamental to an understanding of 
British diplomacy in the Near East, mm?t be explored at some 
length*

General Sir J* Lintorn Sinmons to Salisbury, 25 Sept.? 
Salisbury to 3imnons, Confidential, 30 Sept. 1891, P.O. 358/6 
(Simmons Papers)| Greuves, pp* 216-217*

2 Chapter VII.

* Deyn to Kalnoky, Wo* 38D Confidential, 22 Dec* 1893, W.S*A., 
P.A. viiiAl4* See Appendix*



II

THE BRITISH POSITION ON THE BOSPHOHUS

Towards the close of the nineteenth century, the term
•Anglo-Turkish relations 1 meant, in reality, the relations 
betwean Great Britain and the Ottoman Sultan* The rule of 
Abdul Hamid II had developed into an extreme form of personal 
absolutism, both military and oi/il power being concentrated 
in his hands to a degree unprecedented in the history of the 
Empire. 1 Ministers, usually suspected by their master of die-

n
loyal intentions, could not safely evade his will or take 
an unauthorised initiative, for Imperial spies were alert and 
ubiquitous.3 Thus inhibited from independent action, the 
Porte degenerated into a mere instrument of the sovereign* 
The final phase of its decline took place in the early •nine­ 
ties J whereas Kiamil Pasha, who was Grand ViBier through most 
of Salisbury^ Foreign Secretaryship from 1886 to 1892, had 
possessed a mind of his ovn and even exercised a little in­ 
fluence at the Palace, 4 his successor - Djevad Pasha - was a

1 G.L. Lewis, Turkey, p.37j Sir E. Pear^ 'A Description of 
the Turkish Government*, in L. Villari, The Balkan Question. 
pp* 16-17•

2 E. de Laveleye, The Balkan Peninsula, p. 316; Sir E. Pears, 
Life of Abdul Hamid. p. 4*

•* Nioolson (First Secretary of the Constantinople embassy) to 
Villiers, Private, 12 Feb.? Private, 8 May 1893, Villiers 
Papers? G* Young, Constantinople, pp. 218-219? A.D. Alderson, 
The Structure of the Ottoman Dynasty, p. 70.

• C.L. Smith. The Embassy of Sir William White at Constantin­ 
ople. 1386-1891. p.
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oipher who became a puppet of Abdul Hamid. Accordingly, dur­ 
ing the Liberal administrations of 1892-'95, the domination 
of Ottoman policy by the Sultan was appreciably more complete 
than in previous years. The First Secretary of the British 
embassy at Constantinople* Sir Arthur Nioolson, wrote in 
1893* 'What means the Porte nowadays? We have almost dropped 
the adjective "Sublime" * . • Q?he point of interest is what 
Yildiss is meditating* 12 Tho moat trivial matters* the 
Secretary reported, had to be 'submitted to the Imperial 
consideration 1 .3 in so centralized a system, decisions might 
go unnadei but such decisions as were made, were made at the 
Palace•

This situation was a misfortune for Great Britain's influ­ 
ence on the Bosphorua* while Kiamil, unfavourably disposed 
towards France and Russia, had been friendly towards the Brit­ 
ish, the attitude of the Sultan, and therefore of DJevad, waa 
markedly different* As more than one diplomat had learned to 
his cost, from the beginning of the reign, Abdul Hamid 'dis­ 
liked British ambassadors'«4 He had no enthusiasm for British 
statesmen either, and William Bwart Gladstone was the special 
object of his detestation and distrust* In part, this can be 
attributed to the fact that the Liberal leader had long dis­ 
played a profound distasti for Ottoman autocracy, and had 
championed the cause of Turkey's Christian populations* But

1 Currie to Kimberley, Ho. 145 Confidential, 3 Apr* 1894, F.O. 
78/4540| Sir* A.H* Hardin&o, A Diplomatist in the East, pp. 
12-13| Sir V* Corbett, ReminTsoenoes, Autobiographical and 
Diplomatio, pp. 169-171•

2 Hicolson to Villiera. Private. 29 Jan. 1893, Villiers Paperaf 
of* Cambon to Develle, 27 May 1893 (printed in P. Cambonf 
Oorrespondanoe* 1870-192.41 i« 359-361).

Nioolson to Villier8 f Private, 25 Nov. 1893, Villiers Papers. 

Smith, p. 1.
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in August 1892, on the formation of his fourth ministry , 
what was remembered against him with the greatest uneasiness 
was his role in the theft of Egypt, and it was the fancied 
prospect of Egypt's formal and definitive detachment from the 
Turkish Empire, through the agency of a Oladstonian plot, 
which constituted for the moment the Sultan's chief preoccu-
i

pat ion. In his anxiety, Abdul Hamid turned for support to 
the French ambassador, Paul Cambon, begging him to defer an 
intended absence from his post 'pour dejouer les intrigues 
anglaises' .3- Such was the nadir to which Anglo-furkish rela- 
tions had sunkt Great Britain, the ally of old, the traditional 
defender of Ottoman integrity against Russian encroachment, 
was looked upon at the Palace not as a friend, but as a de­ 
signing and unscrupulous foe.2

The accession to office of the Liberal cabinet had not 
altered the Sultan's attitude towards Great Britain in any 
fundamental sense: although the personal record of the incom­ 
ing Prime Minister plainly aggravated his suspicions, those 
suspicions had been aoute enough before* Tneir strength nay 
be judged from the measures which the Padishah had taken to 
protect his capital from the British Mediterranean fleet • 
For years, while the approach to Constantinople through the 
Bosphorus was left virtually undefended against a Russian 
naval incursion from the Black Sea, the Turks had been dis­ 
playing an unwonted 'activity and continuity of purpose' in

« ls"& ser.f Xt Wo. 6 (Cambon to Ribot, 25 Aug. 1892). 
For additional evidence of the Sultan's concern regarding 
Gladstone's intentions in Egypt, see Ford to Hosebery, No. 
286, 12 Sept. 1892, P.O. 73/4416.

2 Of. Nioolson to Villiers, Private and Confidential, 19 Jan. 
1893, Villiers Papers; Confidential Memorandum by Nicolson, 
dated 19 Jan. 1393 (enclosed in Ford to Rosebery, No. 25 Con­ 
fidential, 20 Jan. 1893, P.O. 78/4477) I G.P* viii, No. 1829.
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the construction of fortifications on the Dardanelles.1 This 
eloquent fact te3tifies t more convincingly than mere words 
about ' English intrigues 1 , to the intense and consistent ' 
Anglophobia of Abdul Hamid*

The factors responsible for the Sultan's anti-British 
sentiments are not difficult to identify t though to asaoss 
their relative significance is leas simple. The most promin­ 
ent among then, in the conscious minds of Abdul Ranald and 
his entourage, appears to have been the British presence in 
Egyptj^ yet tho true importance of the Egyptian question can 
easily be exaggerated. V/hile the suggestion has been oiade 
that the friendship of Grcttt Britain and the Ottoman Empire 
was abruptly 'snapped' by the events of 1S82,3 tho opposite 
is the case. In reality, serioua friction had arisen between 
them by the end of Sir Henry Elliot's embassy in 1877, and 
their relations had grown progressively worse thereafter* 
Doubtless the occupation of Egypt did increase the Sultan's

e
existing aversion for tho British, and he is said to have 
once given an assurance that a satisfactory settlement of the 
Egyptian problem would throw him into the ariaa of England 
'with all the military resources at hia command'.** But prom-

Cherjiside (military attache* at Constantinople) to Ford, 
Confidential, 30 Mar* 1392 (enclosed in Foreign Office to 
Admiralty, Confidential, 23 Apr. 1892, Adm. 1/7166).

2 Nicolson to Villiers, Private, 14 Jan.; Private, 29 Jan.f 
Private, 11 Mar. 1893, Yilliera Papers.

^ H. Nioolaon. Sir Arthur Hicolsom First Ix>rd Carnook. p. 87.

* Smith, pp. 1-2.

* Cf. Alma Wittlin, Abdul Hamid s The Shadow of Sod, p. 153.

° Memorandum by Sir A. Sandison (Chief Dragoman of the Con­ 
stantinople embassy), dated 1 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in Ford to 
Hosebery, No. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. l893t F.O. 78/4478.
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isea from Abdul Hamid meant little* and Colonel Chermside 9 
the able military attache at Constantinople, was almost 
certainly justified in hia belief that Egypt made lesa 
difference to the situation than it seemed to do on the 
surface* Writing in 16*9 3f Chermslde commented*

I am quite of opinion that, were England to evacuate
Sgypfc 9 -&0 effect on the Sultan* 3 policy would be vary 
ephemeral* ^eforo the British occupation of E^ypt the 
Sultan's aotion waa little, if at all, more Anglophile 
In reality* Cyprus wao constantly spouon of - Inland's 
support of the Armenians, and so on - and this would 
recur.1

A similar view waa expressed by Sir Arthur Nicolson* 'If we 
left Egypt tomorrow, 9 the Secretary remarked, *X doubt if we 
should permanently improve our position at the Palace*' There 
might, he thought, be a 'passing gush of gratitude', but soon 
•our motives would be attributed either to weakness, or per­ 
haps more probably to some deep-laid covert scheme*.2

There is, indeed, reason to believe that Abdul Hamid, 
with part of his mind at least, did not genuinely desire a 
British withdrawal from Egypt* It is true that he dreaded 
the eventuality of an Egyptian declaration of independence 
from Turkey, and that this was what he suspected Gladstone of 
intending to arrange*3 But, although Paul Cambon endeavoured 
to persuade him that a continued occupation would lead inevit­ 
ably to Egypt's separation from the Empire, the Sultan remain­ 
ed apparently unconvinced* Nor was his attitude illogicali

Memorandum by Chermside, dated 6 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in 
Pord to Rosebary, Ho. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, F.O. 78/4478).

2 Nioolaon to Yilliera, Private, 14 Jan. 1893* Villiers Papers,

P •!)•?••. 1st ser. f x, No* 6| of* No* 60 (Cambon to Ribot, 
1 Dec. 1392)*

4 Ibid., No. 14 (Cambon to Ribot. 1 Sept. 1392)j No. 176 
(Cambon to Develle, 25 Fab* 1893)*



he had grounds for thinking that he would enjoy greater sa- 
ourity for hia rights, both in Egypt and elsewhere, if the 
British stayed than if they went. Appreciating that the 
surest safeguard of his own independence lay in the differ­ 
ences and mutual jealousies of the European Powers, Abdul 
Hamid set much store by the polioy of playing off those Powers 
against one another - a polioy of which he considered him­ 
self, not without justification, to be a skilful and cunning 
practitioner.3- Among hia worst nightmares, therefore, was 
that of an Anglo-French rapprochement. followed by co-operation 
between London and Paris in imposing their common will at 
Constantinople. 2 To this dangerous development the mainten­ 
ance of Great Britain's Egyptian occupation was by far the 
most important obstacle. Moreover, the presence of British 
troops freed the Sultan from any possible necessity of send­ 
ing Ottoman forces to kgypt - a major consideration in his 
judgment, for he thought that there would be a greater live­ 
lihood of aaoeaaion by an ambitious military leader than by 
a Khedive who had to do the bidding of Lord Uromar. *Que 
deviendral-je enfin', he once asked Cambon in the heat of 
argument, 'si je suis oblige' d'envoyer une arme'e en Egypt*, 
et si le ge'ne'ral qui la commandera a 1'idee do se proclamer 
independant?' - and he added that, as against such a risk, 
he preferred the status quo.3 with these calculations in hia 
nind, reinforcing his innate irresolution and hia distrust of 
Prance - which differed only in degree from his distrust of

^ Sir £. Pears, Forty Years in Constantinople, P» 145f H.w. 
Seton-Watson, The Hiaie, of Nationality in the 3altoing a 
pp. 125-126| Lord ^veraley and Sir Y. Ohirol, The Turkish Empire• p. 317. """""" "*

2 P*fl*-JV • lot ser., x, No. 176? of. No. 14. 

Ibid., No. 60> of. No. 176.



Great Britain - Abdul Hamlet wag unwilling to co-operate 
with Paris in putting serious pressure on the British to 
evacuate* Indeed , aa tte French found to their chagrin 
(though not to their surprise) when the Egyptian question 
oame to the fore for a time in January 189 3 f he hesitated 
even to protest against an increase in the British garrison* 

Ono must take care f however, not to deduce too much from 
this Imperial restraint* Notwithstanding its advantages and 
the Sultan 1 a reluctance to relinquish them, the British occu­ 
pation of Ottoman territory remained a rankling grievance - 
an 'open wound 1 in Anglo-Turkish rolutiona*3 "?<> say that the 
resentment at the Palace was due to a feeling of wounded 
amour propge would be true in part t but an over-simplifica­ 
tion, for there was more involved than the understandable 
hurt pride of a ruler at foreign encroachment on his domains* 
The Sultan was not merely a temporal sovereign* but claimed 
a religious position aa well - that of Caliph, or successor 
to the Prophet* Though of debataole validity, the claim was 
widely accepted in the Islamic world f and Egypt 9 aa a British 
official at Constantinople pointed out, was regarded by 
Moslems in general t and by Abdul Hamid himself f as the 'un- 
alienable appanage* of the Caliphate, 'chiefly owing to its

MemorauuUia by Chernaide, datod May 1393 (enclosed in Ford 
to Eosebery, No. 223 Confidential, 29 May 1893, P.O. 73/4479) I 
Carabon to Develle, 27 May 1893 (printed in Cumbon, loc. oit.),

D*D»y*t 1st aer*, x. No* 139 (Cambon to Develle, 26 Jan. 
No. 176? S.P. vili, No. 1822 (Radolin to Caprivi, ———29 Jan. 1893).

* Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 14 Jan. 1893, Yilliers ?apers|
of, Joan Haslip, The 3ultan« p. 207 1 W. Yale, ^he Near r.aot.p. 113- ————————— '

* For a criticism of the sultan's claim to be Caliph, aee
Sir W. Muirg The Caliphate? Its Rise, Decline and Fall, p*596*



26

proximity to the Holy Pisces of Meooa and Medina 1 •*• Especial­ 
ly sinoe the Galiph was supposed to be the protector of 
Islam and its Holy Places against the unbeliever t a Sultan 
who encouraged his subjects to take the Caliphate seriously 
could not fail to experience embarrassment and humiliation 
as a result of the supremacy at Cairo of a Christian Power* 
Unlike hi G ancestors, and unfortunately for the British, Ab- 
dul Hazaid insisted that his spiritual office should be taken 
very seriously indeed*2 To some extent 9 no doubt* he adopted 
this attitude for reasons of s01f-esteemt but he saw in addi­ 
tion practical advantages to be gained. Weakened by the 
mutual distrust and hostility of its many different Moslem 
people s t the Ottoman Empire had need of some potent unifying 
myth oapable of submerging racial antagonisms , and of drawing 
together all Moslem elements in a common loyalty to the auto* 
orat at Yildis. It was largely in order to meet that need 
that Abdul Hamid stressed his exalted status as head of all 
the faithful; ̂  and in truth it seems certain that hit* preten­ 
sions to the Caliphate were effective in appreciably enhanc­ 
ing his authority over Turkey's Moslem inhabitants* Nor waa 
this domestic advantage the only one that carried weight with 
the Turkish ruler. Beyond the bounds of the Empire other

1 Memorandum by Sandison, dated 1 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in Ford 
to Bosebery, No* 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893» F.O* 78/4478)*
2 Sir W.M* Ramsay, § The Intermixture of Races in Asia Minor 1 9

of the British Aoademv:t vii, 47-48*

Ibid.j Sir B. Bullard, The Middle Bast: A Politioal and 
goonomio Survey , pp» 11-12. On the ̂ reat divernlty of mutual 
ly unfriendly Moslem races even in Asia Minor alone, soe also 
Sir -V.'f. raraany, Igpre33ion.n of Turkey, during Twelve Ye/irs* 
Wanderings t pp* 94-1Z3*

* •Report on the Turkish Army 1 , by Colonel Chermaide t dated 
July 1891, F.O. 195/1759*
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prospects beckoned. Among educated adherents of Islam, 
bitterness was growing at the political weakness of their 
faith, and at the extension of European control over lands 
once ruled by Moslem dynasties* In consequence , many thinkers 
were influenced by a desire for unity not merely among the * 
various Ottoman peoples, but among believers throughout the 
world - a unity whiohf it was hoped, would pave the way for a 
political renaissance. For such a Pan-Islamic movement, there 
could be but one focal point of shared allegiances the Caliph- 
Sultan, who combined in his person religious pre-eminence and 
sovereignty over the most powerful Moslem State. 1 At the 
least, the rise of Pan-Islam contained a promise of some 
strengthening of the Sultan^ position in relation to all 
governments that held sway over Moslem populations, as the 
British did in India; and Abdul Hamld, who sent agents far 
and wide - not without a good deal of temporary success^ - to 
disseminate the ideal, evidently had much confidence in its 
value to himself .3 Dreaming as he did, he was especially 
disturbed and irritated by anything which threatened to im­ 
pair the lustre of his spiritual leadership. Hence the in­ 
tensity of his vexation over Egypt: his inability to resist the 
infidel in so important a territory, he felt, gravely compromis­ 
ed his dignity in the eyes of his co-re Unionist a everywhere. *

Lewis, p. 3S; sir T.W. Arnold, The Call phat e • pp . 173-177f 
Sir T.W. Arnold, The Islamic Faith. pp« 3o~40t H.A.R. Gibb, 
Modern Trends in Islam, pp. 111-112} H.A.R. Gibb, Mohammedan- 
i'srnt An Historical Survey, pp. 175-176.

2 H.AtR. Olbb, Whither Islam?, p. 43.

A. Vambery, The Story of My Struggles, ii. 368-3691 T.L. 
Jarman, Turkey t PP« 45-46 •

••morandum by Sand i a on, dated 1 War. 1893 (enclosed in Ford 
to Rosebery, No. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, F.O. 78/4478); Niool- 
oon to Villien, Private, 29 Jan. 1893, Villlers Papers.
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In the light of these considerations, it ia not surpris­ 
ing to find the Sultan, in September 1892, raising the ques­ 
tion of the British occupation with the Austrian ambassador, 
dwelling on the •difficulties which it entailed upon him as 
Caliph', and asking unsuccessfully that Austria use her good 
offices to arrange Anglo-Turkish negotiations for a with­ 
drawal*^ What Abdul Hamid's true intentions were at this time 
is, of course, obscure. Possibly, in his mood of the moment, 
he genuinely wanted the occupation brought to an end, regard­ 
less of the risks involved. Wore probably, he hoped to satis­ 
fy Moslem opinion by negotiating some formula through which 
he could retain the advantages of the British presence while 
eliminating the element of humiliation. If he could be given 
such a •golden bridge' for the salvage of his pride and re­ 
ligious prestige, predicted an observer at the British em­ 
bassy half a year later, he would be 'far from viewing with 
displeasure' the indefinite maintenance of the existing 
Egyptian regime*

How the bridge was to be constructed, what the formula 
was to be, was a problem that lacked any obviously acceptable 
solution. A few months after the approach to Austria, the 
Ottoman representative at Cairo seems to have been thinking 
in terms of a joint oooupation by Turkey and Great Britain; ^ 
but Abdul Hamid himself may well have had no olear conception 
of what he wanted even at the instant of his speaking. Hie

1 Paget to Eosebery, No. 173 Confidential, 29 Sept. 1892, 
P*0* 7/1186. .

Memorandum by Sandison, dated 1 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in Ford 
to Boeebery, No. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. l893 f P.O. 78/4478).

3 Cromer to Kosebery, Tel. No. 64 Confidential, 6 Peb. 1893, 
P*0. 78/4517B.
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nature was not such that he oould weigh and balance oalmly 
the oonflioting oonsiderations operative in his mind, or 
formulate a coherent, consistent policy to reconcile them.1 
Aa a result, he had got the Egyptian question into so hope­ 
less a 'tangle in his brain 1 that, in the opinion of Sir
Arthur Nioolson, he would 'never be able to unravel the *

2 skein 1 • Yet for all his muddled tortuouaneag, for all his
mixed views on the advantages and disadvantages of the British 
presence, Abdul Haraid waa sure of his own sentiments in one 
respect. No prestige-saving formula had in faot been negotiat­ 
ed; his vanity waa pricked and his dignity prejudiced | and 
accordingly, whatever practical profit he might derive from 
the occupation, he bore a grudge against the occupying State. 
Unwilling to embark on major action - an appeal to the Powers, 
for example - he vented his spite in petty gestures, partioular- 
ly in the bestowal of high honours and decorations on the most 
prominent Anglophobe journalists of Egypt's native press. ̂ 

Such was the atmosphere of Anglo-Turkish relations re­ 
garding "Egypt during the early months of the Crladatone admin­ 
istration, and in January 1893 the situation deteriorated 
still more. At the outset of his Foreign Secretaryship, Rose­ 
bery had shown a natural desire to avoid any incidents which 
might further irritate the Sultan with respect to Egyptian 
affairs. 4 Events in January, however, rendered an irritating

1 c** D«P«?«t la* ser. f x, No. 176.

2 Nloolson to Villitrs, Private, 29 Jan. 1893, Villiers 
Papers; H. Nioolaon, p. 88.

Croner to Rosebery, No. 195, 16 Nov., P.O. 78/4453? Ford to 
Rosebery, No. 341 Confidential, 10 Nov. 1892, F.O. 78/4417.

* Rosebery to flardinge, Tel. No. 55, 23 Aug., F.O. 78/4454; 
Hard ing e to Rosebery. Tel. No. 146, 23 Aug. 1892 (with minute 
by Rosebery), F.O. 78/4455.
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policy inevitable* The Khedive Tewfik, an obedient servant 
of the British authorities, had died not many months before 
the change of government in London, and had been succeeded 
by his young son Abbas Hllmi. The latter, Lord Cromer aoon 
discovered, was resentful of British advice and eager to as­ 
sert his independence*1 The return of the Liberals to office 
made matters worse! exaggerating the influence of the 'Little 
Englanders' in the cabinet as opposed to that of Rosebery and 
the Liberal Imperialists 9 the new Khedive felt encouraged to
express yet more openly his dissatisfaction with nis British

2 guardians* Then, in January, as a result of the controversy
which had just broken out over railway concessions in Anatol­ 
ia, Germany suddenly withdraw her diplomatic support from 
(»reat Britain's Egyptian position* In this - or oo the Brit­ 
ish suspected - Abbas saw his chance:3 he attempted to deter­ 
mine the composition of his ministry without reference to 
Cromer 1 3 wishes* The effort led to an outburst of religious 
and nationalist fervour, which he assiduously promoted* Ex­ 
tremist Moslem newspapers adopted what Cromer characterized 
as a 'very violent and mischievous 1 tone, anti-Christian 
sentiment ran high, and a threat arose of mob demonstrations* 4 
The Sultan, delighted to find the British in difficulties, 
privately congratulated the Khedive on his conduct.5 He failed
1 '
x C. de Freycinet, La Question d'Egypte* p* 379? T. Little,
Egypt, p* 102| S*W* Poison ^ewmant ^reat Britain in Egypt*
p, 154| 31r A* Colvin, The Making of Modern Egypt* pp* 247-249*

2 a. Young, Egypt, pp* 170-172,

* L* Rasohdau, Unter Bismarck und Caprivltgrlnnerungen einea 
deutachen Diplomaten aus den Jahran I3a>~ia34 a p* 297*"

* Marquees of Zetland, Lord Cromer, pp. 197-201,

* Cromer to Rosebery, Tel* No* 29, 18 Jan* I893 f F,0. 78/4517B,



*
to foroaee the sequel to the agitation: on the 24th Great 
Britain announced to the Porte and the Powers that she had 
decided to increase her garrison. London maintained that » 
this move implied no change in policy, that the provisional 
nature of the occupation was not affectedi 3* but for Abdul •*•• 
Hamid it was nevertheless a grievous blow* Previously, Brit* 
ish foroes in 3gypt had been undergoing a gradual reduction, 
and the Sultan had exploited the fact in order to cultivate
the illusion among hla followers that he was making progressff
towards securing the complete withdrawal of the unbeliovor. 
Now his pretence had beenaspoaad. The Porto might take the 
matter calmly, as indeed it didf^ the sovereign himself could 
not. While he was reluctant, for the reasons already indicat­ 
ed, to lodge a foraal protest, there is no doubt but that he 
was extremely angry• * Some weeks later, moreover, his indig­ 
nation waa reinforced by a published despatch from Rosebery 
to Cromer, which was interpreted at the Palace to mean that 
the British were not prepared even to negotiate with Turkey 
on the withdrawal issue.^ All in all, it was an unauspioious 
beginning to a year that was to see grave anxiety in London 
regarding Russia's designs on the Straits*

D.P.F.t 1st ser., x, Ho. 128| No. 1321 Rosebery to Ford, 
Tel* No. 13, 23 Jan. 1893, F.O. 195/1778.

2 Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 29 Jan. 1893, Villiers 
Paperai Ford to Kosebary, No. 35 Confidential, 30 Jan. 1893, 
F.O. 78/4477.

* Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No. 15, 25 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4486.

* Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No. 16 Secret, 26 Jan. 1893, F.O. 
78/4486f Earl of Cromar, Abbaa II, p.31»

5 Ford to Rosebery, Mo. 123 Secret, 7 Apr. 1893, F.O. 78/4478. 
For the relevant paragraph of the despatch, see S.H, Jeyea, 
The Snrl of Roaebery, p. 144«



We have noticed that Ottoman dislike and distrust of 
Great Britain predated the Egyptian occupation, and the 
factors responsible for these feelings in earlier times still 
retained their vitality in the 'nineties. One of them is re­ 
vealed in Colonel Chermslde's reference to Cyprus: Beacons- 
field's acquisition of that island in 1878 had unquestionably 
contributed to the suspicion in which the British were held 
at Constant inople,1 and although by 1892-' 93 the grievance 
had been long: in the background 9 overshadowed by that of 
Egypt, it had not yet been either forgotten or forgiven. 2

Related to Cyprus, through the terms of the Cyprus Con­ 
vention! was a more potent cause of friction - Great Brit­ 
ain's endeavours to protect the Sultan's Christian subjects 
in Asia Kinor. From the late 'seventies onward s , British 
ambassadors had deepened Abdul Hamid's distrust of themselves 
and their country by the solicitude which they had displayed 
for Armenians. It is true that after Sir William White was 
promoted to the Constantinople embassy in 1886, expostula­ 
tions on this issue were reduced to a minimum! he knew that 
they would neither be supported by the representatives of 
other Powers nor produce any worth-while effect on the admin* 
ietration of the Asiatic provinces, and that in fact their 
only consequence would be a further impairment of British in­ 
fluence at the Palace* But since Turkish brutality was some­ 
times too egregious to be ignored, and a degree of satisfao—

1 A.D. Elliot, The Life of George Joachim Gosohen, . irst Vis­ 
count Goaehen. lB31~l9O7t !• zzll J.T. Snotwell and F»
Turkey at the Strait a, ?• 70 f G. Gaulis f La Ruine d'un Empire. 
p. 100 I G. Roy. Abdul Hamid: Le Sultan Rouge t P. 145.
*\
Memorandum by Chermslde, dated 6 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in Ford 

to Rosebery, No. 78 Seorot, 7 Mar. 1893, F.O. 78/4478)i Chermr 
side to Chapman, Personal and Confidential, 24 Sopt. 1893 
(enclosed in Chapman to Currle, Secret, 29 Sept. 1893, F.0« 
78/4502 ) .



tion had to bo offered to the Liberal Opposition at West­ 
minster and to other sympathizers with tha 'rmenian cause, 
even White found It necessary to remonstrate with the Ottoman 
authorities now and then. Such aotivityf limited as it was, 
cannot have failed to keep alive unpleasant memories of the 
past, to the detriment of Great Britain's political position.

The preference nhown by White for making as few repre­ 
sentations as possible about Armenians coincided fully with 
the wishes of Lord Salisbury. Shortly after his arrival in 
Constantinople at the end of February 1892 , Sir Francis Clare 
Ford - White's newly appointed successor - received a despatch 
from the Foreign Secretary In which he was instructed to main­ 
tain the attitude of the preceding yearst to continue to ab­ 
stain from advocacy of the general reform which had been en­ 
visaged in the Treaty of Berlin, and to continue confining 
the action of the embassy to particularly conspicuous in­ 
stances of 'mls^overnment and outrage*• The one qualification 
to these restrictions was a request that he urge upon the 
Grand Vissier the great Importance of redressing legitimate 
Christian grievances; and this Salisbury rendered virtually 
meaningless by indicating that it should be acted on only when 
there appeared to be a 'prospect of an advantageous result '• 
To the extent that the despatch had any positive aspect at 
all, it was Intended more for eventual public consumption in

o
Great Britain than for the benefit of tha Armenians*

Ford evidently did approximately what was expected of himi 
hs went through the necessary motions, drawing the attention 
of the Porte to specific oases of injustice, speaking in

1 Smith, pp. 105-107.

2 Salisbury to Ford, No. 67, 17 Mar. 1892, F.O. 78/4411. A 
minute by Salisbury with the draft despatch proves that 'Blue 
Bock 9 considerations were uppermost in his mind*
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favour of the selection of fair~mindecl functionaries for 
regions where Christ lans were numerous , and formally report­ 
ing hio proceedings, for the sake of the record, to the For­ 
eign Office. In view of the weaknee-s of the new ambassador's
personality and his distaste for conflict - of which ciora

o anon* - it seenc safe to as mime that he did no more than the -
minimuiu that duty detianded. There is thus no reason to sup­ 
pose that Anglo-Turkish relations regarding Armenia were 
under greater strain in the ouniaer of 1892 , during the dying 
months of the second Salisbury administration, than they had i 
been in the latter days of White. The existence of the 
Armenian question remained a disadvantage for the British, »•• 
but Salisbury's policy of cautious restraint was still workable, 
and the problem was not acute*

Whatever annoyance the Sultan did feel at the token sup­ 
port of the Conservatives for his Christian subjects, was 
supplemented by uneasiness when Gladstone returned to power 
in August. If tbe first fear which occurred to Abdul Hamid 
after the change of" ministry wac that he might be confronted 
with a freah humiliation on the Rile, the second waa that 
Parliament might now make it necessary for the Foreign Office 
to take a more serious interest in the issue of Armenian re­ 
form. ̂  Such anxiety was probably aggravated by the fact that 
one of the members of the new cabinet was James BrycG, not 
only an outspoken champion of the Armenians * but actually the

1 Ford to Rosebery, 5o. 270, 25 Aug.; No. 275, 28 Au<?. 1892, 
F.O. 78/4415; No. 330, 19 Oct. 1892, P.O. 76/4416. Cf. Y. 
Berard f La Politiaue du Sultan, p. 147 •
2 Below, pp. 61-69 • *

D«D •**•• 1st 8er. f x, Ho. 25 (Bourgnrel (charge d f affaires 
at Constantinople) to Eibot, 26 Sept. 1892).

* H.A.L. Fisher, James Bryoa, i. 182-1'H; ii. 207-208, 293.
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founder and president of the Anglo-Armenian Association, 
whioh waa suspected at Conatantinople of being a revolution­ 
ary body*! In order to forestall possible danger, the Otto- 
nan ruler deoided on a characteristic ruaei in an interview 
with Ford, he referred spontaneously to the problem of re­ 
forms in his Asiatic territories, gave assurances that the 
matter was under aotive consideration, and promised that in 
the following spring he would send a special commission to 
the provinces concerned* This group was to be empowered to 
investigate the state of affairs, and to report on all oases 
of maladministration with a view to the implementing of reme­ 
dies.^ The commission did not, of course, materialize, but 
Ford imagined at the time that the promise was sincere, and 
Abdul Hamid was warmly congratulated by the British govern­ 
ment on his supposed resolve .^ Whether Kosebery, like Ford, 
waa genuinely taken in by the deception is unclear} but in 
any case the satisfaction with whioh the Foreign Secretary 
greeted the Sultan's pledge was unfeigned, for the mere fact 
that the pledge had been given provided him, for the time be­ 
ing, with a degree of security against parliamentary pres­ 
sures* Despite the ineffectiveness of his predecessor's 
Methods, Rosebery had no desire to be pushed into undertaking 
anything more drastics when Armenian e'migre'a appealed to him 
in behalf of their countrymen, they were politely rebuffed 
with the argument that the course already being pursued waa 
more likely to have beneficial results than any practicable

Anonymous, The Caae for the Armenians (issued by the Anglo- 
Ariaenian Association;, pp. 5§ ilt 33-34.

2 Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No. 107 t 12 Nov. 1892, F.O* 195/1753.

Ibid. | Rosebery to Ford, Tel. No. 71, 16 Nov. 1892, F.O. 
78/4418.
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alternative.1 Under its new Liberal chief as under Salisbury, 
the Foreign Offioe intended that restraint and oaution should 
be the keynotes of tfreat Britain's approach to the Armenian 
question; and by cultivating however disingenuously, the 
hope of voluntary Investigation and reform, the Sultan had 
made a significant contribution towards maintaining the 
feasibility of that stand*

It was one of the many misfortunes of the Liberal mini­ 
stry that during the winter of l892-»93, just after Anglo- 
Turkish friction had been intensified by Egyptian develop­ 
ments, the comparatively unprovocative Sailsbury-Rosebery 
policy on Armenia began to break down. Although Armenian 
persecutions did not attain the proportions of a major inter­ 
national scandal until the massacres of 1894, events were al­ 
ready occurring, in the first few months of the preceding 
year, which no British government could watch in silence, or 
meet with acre formal gestures*

As early as 1878, chagrined at the inadequate provisions 
made in the Treaty of Berlin for enforcing reforms, some Ar­ 
menian leaders had concluded that no substantial advancement 
of their cause would be possible without insurrection against 
the Sultan's rule.^ As a consequence of this conviction, 
there had grown up a number of revolutionary committees with 
headquarters at such places as Athena, London and Marseilles, 
but associated with agitators inside Turkey. The oomrJLtteee 
had no illusions that an unaided rebellion could achieve its 
objoot directly; their hopo was rather that in seeking to 
suppress or forentall rebellion the Turks would have recourse

1 Foreign Offioe to M. Toheraz, 27 Oct., P.O. 78/4435! Rose- 
bery to Ford f No. 217, Confidential, 24 Oct. 1892, F,0. 195/1744.
2 A*0. Sarkissian, History of the Armenian Question to 1885. p. 85* ———————————— ——————————
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to barbarities so extreme as to bring about foreign interven-
T

ticn*"1" The chances of intervention must certainly have been 
magnified in Armenian eyes by Gladstone's return to offioe 
in 1892 f and in addition the Armenian population was being 
rendered more receptive by this time to seditious propaganda* 
Up to about 1890 conditions for Christians in the Asiatio 
provinces 9 though very far from satisfactory, appear on the 
whole to have bean reasonably tolerable; but with the begin­ 
ning of the new deoade, perhaps as a response to the premoni­ 
tory symptoms of an Armenian revolutionary outbreak whioh 
were already in evidence t there commenced a phase of growing 
oppression and attempts at 'Turkification 1 «^ The upshot was 
that in early 1393 agitation reached a higher level than 
ever - a level sufficiently threatening to invite drastic 
Turkish reprisals •? That the Sultan saw in the revolutionary 
activity a pretext for cruelty is by no means impossible 9 but 
that he was motivated primarily by genuine fright seems the 
most convincing explanation of his conduct* Obsessed as he

Sir B. Paara, Turcoy and ltd Paople. p. 277| ^ev« E.M*
" i ?.n 'A t 

* Europe e t 1 'Empire Ot t oma
2

Bliss, Turkey ^nfl te Arzneni ?.n A t TOO 1 1 i a s , p* 336| R« Pinonf L * Euroe e t 1 'Empire Ot t omaji , pp • 43-44 •
The Euroe ̂n oers an J. the JR\r East, 1^75^

" t Con­1906« p. 154J VJ* ilont 'Tho Condition of Armenia 
temporary Review, Ixviii. 159 9 164.

^ B1133, pp. 336-337? A.O. Wratislaw, A Consul In tha 
pp. 62-S4*

* Tyler, loo. oit«t M. Choublior, La Qua st ion d» Orient depuis 
le Traite" de Berlin* PP. 400-401,

' Blisn, p. 337; A.J. To.vnbee, The Treatment of Armenians in 
the Ottoman Empire, ?• 624« "" " " "

Of. J.A.P.. Marriott, The Eastern Oueation, p. 397; W.3, 
Davis, A Short Hiatory of the Near figst, D, 357.



waa with fears for hie authority and his life, Abdul Hamii 
oould be easily alarmed by the faintest shadow of a plot.2- 
It appears that for some years the Armenians 1 intrigues and 
conspiracies had been preying on his mind, and that he was 
worried, with the Greek and Bulgarian precedents in his mem­ 
ory, lest the disaffection might lead to a further dismember­ 
ment of his Empire.^ Given the Sultan'3 character, therefore, 
It is not in the least surprising that when he found himself 
confronted with reports of overt Armenian sedition, he react­ 
ed with the indiscriminate severity of an insecure and terri­ 
fied man. By the spring of 1893 Armenians had been arrested 
by hundreds, among them two professors of the American college 
at Mar so van*

Though initially only out of deference to public opinion, 
Rosebery felt obliged to intervene with energy in behalf of 
the imprisoned Christians. Instructing Ford to use strong 
language at the Porte, he added that if the Turks remained 
obdurate, Great Britain would have to •institute an enquiry 1 . 
The British embassy accordingly proposed to the Sultan's 
foreign minister that Investigations should be carried out in 
the troubled areas by the Turkish— speaking Colonel Cherzaride.* 
At this prospect Abdul Hamid was perturbed, not only because 
of the likelihood of embarrassing revelations, but also be­ 
cause the appearance on the scene of a British officer was

* Lewis, p. 37l G. Dorys, The Private Life of the Suit in. 
PP« 74-751 Colonel Laiaouohe f HJg'Foire de la ^urquie, p. 312.

2 Vambeiry, ii. 367-360.

Koaobery to Ford, Tel. No. 32, 21 VAT. 1893, F.O. 195/1778. 
For Rosebery 'a private opinions on the Armenian question in 
thio period, set- below, pp. 324-326.

* Ford to Foeebery, No. 105 Confidential, 26 Mar. 1893, F.O. 
78/4478 .



sure to givo much encouragersent to the Armenian movement. In 
early April, to avert these dangers, he granted an extensive 
amnesty. Plans for the immediate dispatch of the oolonel 
were thereupon dropped, 1 and a fortnight later, many of the
prisoners having been released, Nioolson was able to write

2 that the situation seemed 'quiet for the moment '. It was
not to be quiet for long: a substantial number of Armenians, 
including the two professors Thoumaian and Xayaian, were 
still held in custody, and the Turks proved determined to 
deal with them harshly.

From March, when the arrest of Thoumaian first attracted 
attention, until June, when he and his colleague were tried 
at Angora, Hosebery took no special steps in the case beyond 
mentioning it to the Ottoman ambassador. The latter maintain­ 
ed that Thoumaian was reputed to be a conspirator as well aa 
a professor, and that he had been one of the principal 
authors of the revolutionary propaganda. These assertions 
the Foreign Secretary was not initially inclined to dispute: 
he himself suspected that both the accused might well be 
guilty.* On learning of the manner of their trial, however, 
and of the sentences of death which the Turkish tribunal im­ 
posed, he adopted a very different attitude • The prosecution 
had brought forward no evidanca of tho slightest weight; wit-

1 Ford to Rosobery, Ho. 126, 7 Apr.; Ho. 133 Confidential, 
10 Apr.l893 t F.O. 78/4478.

2 Nioolson to Villiars, Private, 24 Apr. 1393, Villiora 
Papera.

3 Rooebery to Ford, No. 92A, 12 Apr., P.O. 195/1773; No. 109, 
26 Apr, 1393f *•<>. 73/4476.

* Ford to Rosebery. No. 151 Confidential, 21 Apr. 1893 (with 
ainute by Rooebery), P.O. 78/4479| Dr. G.F. Horriok to Rose­ 
bery, 10 ?tey 1893 (with minute by Kosebery), F.O. 78/4501.
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neoseo for the defendants had not been heard; and in fnct, •i
in the words of a British Vice-Conmil who had been present 
at tho proceedings, the convictions had been a ' cut-and—drie d 
affair 1 from the start. Inforned of ouch a mockery of 
justice | no Foreign Secretary could have remained inactive 
even had he wished; and Koaebery, as we nhall find, now saw 
a reason of diplomatic expediency for acting with vigour. 2 
There ensued an intervention which was successful both in its 
humanitarian and in its immediate diplomatic purposes, but 
which brought Anglo-Ottoman relations on the Armenian question 
to what waa undoubtedly their most embittered state since the 
isnoiainioun end of Sir Edward Thornton'o embassy nearly seven 
years before*

Since Ford was now absent from his post on leave, the 
task of saving the condemned professors foil to the lot of 
Hicolapn, as charge d'affaires* Confident that the capital 
sentences would not be carried out, but fearing leot they be 
commuted to exile in some such uninviting territory as the 
Yemen, * the latter pressed at the Porte for a free -nardon. 
The Grand ViRier temporised, insisting that if a miscarriage 
of justice had indeed t^iken place, the Cour de Cassation 
could be relied upon to rectify it. flicoleon responded with 
an intimation that Groat Britain no longer had much faith in 
the impartiality of the Ottoman Judiciary? whereupon the

7. Newton (Vice-Consul at Angora) to ffieolson, Private, 
20 June 1893 (oopy enclosed in JUoolnon to Rosabery, No . 281. 
25 June 1893, P.O. 78/4480).

2 Bolow, pp. 44-45, 43-49.

For the events leading to the rocall of Thoroton in 1886 f 
see Smith, pp. 44-46.

* Nicolson to Rosebery, Tel. Ho. 94, 16 June, F.O, 78/4436; 
No. 270, 18 June 1893, F.Q. 78/4480.



Grand Vissier retorted contemptuously that the British cabinet 
was allowing itaelf to be influenced by 'a few missionaries 
and agitators'. Leaving the Porte after what he described, 
perhaps euphemistically, as a f 3omowhat warm discussion 1 , the 
charge* d * affaires waa for the first time somewhat pessimistic 
ao to his chances of securing the pardon.

At thia point the Khedive of Egypt oame unwittingly to 
the rescue. Abbas was about to pay a visit to his suzerain, 
the Sultan, and was to travel to Constantinople on board an 
Imperial yacht. Apprehensive regarding the effect which might 
ba produced on his subjects by any reminder of Great Britain's 
dominant position at Cairo, ^ Abdul Haraid was anxious that th« 
occasion ahould be a strictly Ottoman one. His foreign min­ 
ister had therefore been beoeechliv; Nioolson to promise that 
the yaoht would not be accompanied by a British naval escort ••* 
The Sultan1 a frantic eagerness to have hia way in thia matter 
gave Roaebery and the charge d'affaires their opportunityi 
by temporarily vdthholding* the desired assurance, and hinting 
at a connection between the question of the eaoort and that 
of the professors^ they wera abla to put enough pressure on 
the Palace to carry tha day.* Tfarly in July, by an act of 
clemency made conditional upon their departure from the

1 Nioolson to Hoaabary, No. 290, 30 June; No. 294 Confiden­ tial, 30 June 1893, P.O. 76/4430. For evidence of Kiooluon 1 * earlier confidence, see Hioolson to Villiers, Personal, 19 Jun* 1893, Villiers Papers .

2 NloolBon to noaebery, Ho. 299, 2 July l893 f /.O. 78/4430.

Nicoloon to roaobery, Ho. 283, ^6 Jun*, >.C. 78/4480| Tel. No. 100, 26 Junef Tel. Ho. 104, 23 June I393 f F.O. 73/4436.
* Nicolaon to Roaebery, No. 293 Confidential, 30 June? No, 
299, 2 Julys Ho. 300, 2 July, ?.0. 78/4480 | Tel. No. 106 f 
1 July 1893. I-'.O. 70/4486; Kosebery to Nioolson, Tel. No. 57 f 30 June 1893, F.O. 73/4485. Ci'. J.^/.i.. lot aer., x, No. 283.



Ottoman dominions 9 both Thoumaian and Kayaian were pardoned 
and released.1

Nioolson was now free to turn his attention from the 
pause oe'lebre to the fate of other Armenians convicted by 
the Angora tribunal* At once he proceeded to do so, making 
repeated representations •privately and unofficially 1 with 
the object of securing a mitigation of the more serious 
sentences.^ His efforts* in which he persevered throughout 
the summer, met with only limited successs although by the 
end of the month further death sentences had been commuted, 
and terms of imprisonment reduced v some of the penalties were 
still •exceptionally severe 1 .3 In August Nioolson's task 
became yet more difficult, for Thoumaian and Kayaian, once 
safely beyond the Sultan's reach, had unwisely indulged in 
public criticism of the Turkish government - behaviour which 
provoked much irritation at Porte and Palace, and made them 
lees inclined than ever to listen to British requests for 
leniency towards the professors' countrymen*

Through all this period of humanitarian endeavour, the 
British received no important support from the foreign em* 
baasies on the Bosphorus. By contrast with the situation in 
the following year, there was a notable lack of international 
collaboration: whereas the Armenian problem in 1894-'95 must 
be examined within the context of relations among the Great 
Powers, the events of 1893 are significant only for the re-

1 Nioolson to Rosebery, No, 307, 5 July, F.O. 78/4480$ Rose- 
bery to Nioolson, No. 173A, 5 July 1893, F.O. 195/1779. Cf . 
D.D«F«, 1st ser., x, Nos. 284 and 285.

2 Nioolaon to Rosebery, No. 317, 11 July 1893, F.O. 78/4481,

3 Nioolson to Fosebery, No. 359, 31 July 1893, F.O, 78/4481.

* Nioolson to Roaebery, No. 41^ f 28 Aug. I893 t F.O. 73/4482,
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lationa between Great Britain (and indirectly her rivala) on 
the one hand, and the Sultan on the other. Nicolson had real­ 
ized at the very beginning that to intervene in the interests 
of justice for the Armenians would be to act in isolation. 
Writing in late March, he had observed of the German ambassa­ 
dor* 'Radolin is a little vexed at the Armenia question crop­ 
ping up, as he has a little fear we may ask him to join in 
representations or something. 1 It was a question, the British 
diplomat added, 'at which all the ambassadors tuck up their 
skirts and fly from faio], except perhaps the Russian. 1 **- 
Subsequently Radolin did betray some concern for the fate of 
the two professors, and for a moment in mid-June Hioolson

2 hoped to be able to concert action with the German embassy.
But the German*a sympathy evidently turned out to be largely 
platonlo: though he appears to have offered the Turks some 
&ood advice,^ nothing more was heard of his pos sible particip­ 
ation in joint action. When it came to incurring the odium 
of threats and pressure, Great Britain was left to undertake 
the whole responsibility - to suffer alone the political 
losses of the Sultan's aggravated enmity* 4

If the foregoing statement is not to be misleading, how­ 
ever, a qualification ia necessary. The Armenian controversy 
was not in the short run an undiluted disaster for the Brit­ 
ish position at Constantinople. Just before the troubles be­ 
gan in March to attract serious attention at the Foreign Office,

Nicolson to Villiers, Private, 27 Mar. 1893, Villiera Papers.

2 Nioolson to Rosebery, Tel. No. 94, 16 June 1893, F.O. 
78/4486.

D.D.F., 1st ser., x, No. 275 (Cambon to Develle, 29 June 
1893).

4 H. Kioolson, pp. 99-100.
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Colonel Chermside had put forward the view, which was shared 
by Hicolson, that since the Sultan's anti-British sentiments 
were deep-seated and 'instinctive 1 , they were more likely to 
be controlled by fear of fcreat Britain's indifference or 
hostility than by demonstrations of her friendliness*1 To 
have accepted and applied consistently in practice one plaus­ 
ible deduction from this argument would have been hazardous 
in the extremes ia the spring of 1893, for reasons unconnect­ 
ed with Armenian affairs, Franco-Bus3ian prestige on the 
Bosphurus was gaining a temporary ascendancy over that of 
Germany,2 and in these circumstances Abdul Hamid might well 
have responded to any settled British policy of intimidation 
by seeking safety in more intimate relations with Paris and 
St« Petersburg* Yet the reactions of the Ottoman ruler to 
British firmness in the Thoumaian-Kayaian case indicated that 
Chermside's conclusion contained a significant element of 
truth* Whereas the feeble, futile nagging to which the Turks 
were accustomed had aroused ill-feeling without inspiring re- 
Bpeot, the more determined intervention of 1893 reminded Ab­ 
dul Hamid in a forceful way that Great Britain was still a 
factor with which, on occasion, he would have seriously to 
reckon. The French ambassador noted the influence which 'les 
precedes de la diplomatic anglaise * . . ont eue sur 1' esprit 
timore du Sultan'*^ It was precisely such an effect which 
Rosebery had intended to produce by protecting so vigorously

Memorandum by Chermaide, dated 6 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in Ford to Rosebery, No. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, F.O. 78/4478); cf. Hicolson to Villiers, Private, 12 Feb.; Private, 11 Mar.; Private and Personal, 25 Nov. 1893, Villiers Papers*
2 Below, pp* 124-129.

3 D.P.P., 1st ser., x, No. 289 (Cambon to Develle, 11 July 
1893).
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the unfortunate professors* Although his action in March had 
been determined primarily by public opinion* 1 since he had 
at that time no particularly urgent reason for wishing to 
frighten the Sultan, the Foreign Secretary confided in July 
to the German ambassador at London that he had been following 
up the Armenian question for the purpose of demonstrating to 
Abdul Hamid the unpleasantness to which an anti-British pol­ 
icy could lead*2 His motive for so doing related to Egypt, 
and it was doubtless in part as a consequence of his success 
in so doing that the Sultan now decided to conceal his bitter­ 
ness at the Egyptian situation* When the Khedive arrived at 
the Turkish capital early in July* afire with Anglophobe ar­ 
dour, Abdul Hamid damped his enthusiasm with unexpected ad­ 
monitions to show * patience and goodwill 9 towards the occupy­ 
ing Power » Juat at the period when the improved position of 
France at the Palaoe might have resulted in fresh difficulties 
for the British on the Nile, a strengthened regard for Brit~ 
ish diplomatic energy helped hold Ottoman policy in check*

In June and July* before London knew of the Sultan's cool­ 
ness towards the Khedive, there appeared to be some degree of 
risk that such difficulties might arise - that Turkey, aa a 
result of French persuasion, might reopen the Egyptian ques­ 
tion by proposing a conference of the Powers.* A few months 
earlier Posebery had been toying with the idea of referring

. 2181 (Hatzfeldt to Capri vi, 29 Mar. 1893). 

2 G*P* viil, No* 1841 (Hatsfeldt to Caprivi, 13 July 1893).

Nioolson to Rosebery, No. 351 Confidential, 28 July 1893, 
?*0. 78/4481; of. Earl of Cromer, Abbas II. p. 46* For the 
various othsr factors tending to restrain the Sultan, see 
above, pp* 23-25*

* W.L* Langer, The Franco-Russian Alliance, 1890-1894. pp* 
317-318 .
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the question to the Powers himself. The costreporousness of 
Abbas Hilmif culminating in the crisis of January, had made
it seem evident that the era of co-operation between the

o 
British and Khedivial authorities at Cairo was at an end,
and Croxaar had concluded that the maintenance of the Egyptian 
status quo wao therefore impossible. Great Britain, he argued f 
would have either to evacuate or to assert herself more 
strongly and consolidate her hold on the country. He natur­ 
ally preferred consolidation! and in this view he was support­ 
ed by the Foreign Secretary.- Hence the latter*s plan for a 
conference! France t he calculated, could thereby be isolated, 
for the Triple Alliance would support Great Britain while 
Russia;* would remain relatively indifferent. Although the 
Russian ambassador at Constantinople was co-operating with 
Cambon on Egyptian affairs, Rosebery believed - correctly - 
that he was doin# so on his own initiative, without instru- 
tiona from 3t» Petersburg.* The Germans, however, wore fully 
aware of the advantages which they derived from Great Brit­ 
ain's need of their backing in Egypt ,* and oould not reason­ 
ably be expected to look with favour on a strengthening of 
the British position which would make London more independent.

1 G.P. viii. Ho. 1823 (Hatzfeldt to the German Foreign Office. 
3(T7an. 1893).

J. Marlowe, Anglo-Egyptian Relations. 1800-193.3. p. 165«

Cromer to Milner, 22 Jan.! 28 June 1893 (printed in J.E« 
Wrench, Alfred Lord Milner. 1834-1925 t p. 143)*

* Wydenbruok (Austro-Kun^arian charge7 d f affaires at London) 
to Kalnoky, Tel. No. 8, 8 Feb. 1893 f W.S.A., P. A. viil/114. 
For the evidence that Rosebery was ri^ht, see D.D.F., 1st 
ser., x, No. 176 (Cambon to Develle, 25 Feb.

G«P« viii. No. 1733 (Memorandum by Raschdau of the German 
Foreign Offioo, dated 20 July 1892).
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They immediately voiced opposition to the Foreign Secretary's 
idea f on the grounds (in which they may well have sincerely 
believed) that an international discussion would give France 
and Russia the habit of acting in concert on Eastern issues, 
where divergant interests had hitherto kept them apart, and 
that it would drive Abdul Ilamid into the embrace of the two 
governments advocating evacuation. Faced with the disapprov­ 
al of the Wilhelmstrasae, Kosebery soon put aside the thought 
of reference to the Powers, and opted instead for an attempt 
to settle the problem directly with the Sultan.1

The ensuing bilateral negotiations achieved nothing. 
Rosebery'a terms explicitly contemplated the formal accept­ 
ance by Abdul Hamid of an indefinite British occupation. The 
most that the Foreign Secretary was prepared to concede, as 
a means of saving the Sultan's face, was a provision whereby 
the parties? to -foe projected agreement would consider holding
discussions on withdrawal after a specified period, perhaps

2 five years, had elapsed. This formula, virtually meaningless,
proved altogether insufficient to satisfy the Turks, who left 
the British offer unanswered through the entire spring of 
1893.3 There seems little likelihood that Hoaebery ever had 
much hope of his proposal bearing fruit, and in mid-June, 
with public opinion becoming increasingly anti-Turkish be­ 
cause of the Armenian injustices, he finally intimated to the 
Ottoman ambassador that he had no longer any desire to pursue 
the matter further.4 Turkish counter-proposals were neverthe-

1 Ibid.. No. 1824 (Marsohall to Hatzfeldt, 31 Jan.)f No. 1825, 
No. 1828 (Hatzfeldt to the German Foreign Office, 1 and 4 
Feb.)| No. 1832 (Hatzfeldt to Caprivi, 5 Apr. 1893).

2 Ibid., »o. 1832. 3 Langer, p. 318.

4 0»TV viii, No. 1836 (Hatzfeldt to Capri vi, 15 June 1893).
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leas submitted early In tho next month, but being consider­ 
ed at the Foreign Office to be absurd ( 'une convention dori~* 
soire f )t they were given a reception far from pleasing to 
their authors. In June, and still more in July - the 
Sultan*a advice to the Khedive had not yet been reported - 
Anglo-Ottoman relations on Egypt appeared to be onoe again 
severely strained. 1

Especially in view of the rise in French influence at 
the Palaco, the possibility that Abdul Hamid might now try 
to embarrass Great Britain by inciting Abbas to ma&e more
trouble, or by appealing to the Powers, could not be lightly 

dismissed. It was at this time, in the latter part of June, 
that Rosebery devoted himself so whole-heartedly to succour­ 
ing the condemned professors. In July, after the pardons had 
been obtained, but before the effect of the intervention on 
the Sultan had become clear, the apparent dangers of the 
situation were aggravated by growing evidence of a Russian

owillingness to co-operate with Franco in the Mediterranean. 
Under the new oiroumntn.noas an international debate on the 
Egyptian issue was plainly something to be avoided, as it 
night precipitate war between Great Britain and a Ruaso— 
French coalition. The Wilhelmstrasse was alert to the in­ 
creased risk of complications, and its ambassador at Con-

1 Ibid., Ilo. 1839, No. 1842 (Hatzfeldt to the German For­ 
eign Office, 13 July; 15 July 1893)I Rosebery to Nicolson, 
No. 180 Confidential, 14 July 1893, P.O. 97/6011 of. G.E. 
Buckle. The Letters of Quean Victoria, 3rd sar., ii. 2Si- 
262, 276-277.For the substance of the Ottoman proposals, 
eee G. p « viii, No. 1838 (Radolin to the German Jbreign Of- 
ficeTTT July 1893).

2 Howard (charge' d'affaires at St. Petersburg) to Rosebery, 
No. 180, 5 July 1893, P.O. 65/1447J Rosebery to Howard, Tel. 
No. 85 f 12 July I893 f F.O, 65/1448| below, pp. 169-170,
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etentinople was instructed on 21 July to warn the Sultan .; 
against taking action. But since the weakened state of Ger­ 
many's prestige on the Bosphorus inevitably raised some doubt 
regarding the effectiveness of her representations, the For­ 
eign Office had a compelling reason not to rely too much 
upon expectations of aid from Berlin, but instead to adopt 
a strong policy of its own. By the 19th at latest, Rosebery 
had decided that the time had come for the lion to make a yet 
more conspicuous display of its teeth. Hitherto, despite his 
conscious use of the Armenian issue to imprest* the Palace 
with the consequences of British displeasure, the Foreign 
Secretary had stopped short of exploiting the question to 
the full. Row, presumably with Chermside'o advice still in 
mind, he threw oautionwomentarily to the winds, and set out 
to threaten the Turks with the bogy of a British-inspired 
Armenian revolt. Whan the Ottoman ambassador gave him an 
opening on the 19th by asking for assurances that Great 
Britain would not encourage Armenian plotters, Rosebery 
replied that 'as yet* she had not done so; then, after point­ 
ing out that if London had encouraged it, 'the present move­ 
ment would have been of a very different character ... a 
serious revolution' instead of a mere conspiracy, he refused 
to promise that he would continue witholding encouragement in 
future. What he did, he announced, would depend on the

2 •general relations' of Great Britain and Turkey.
For the time being, Roaebery was plainly thinking of the 

Armenians as an asset - as a sword to be kept suspended over 
the Sultan's head, to terrify him into suppressing his Anglo-

1 G.P. viii, No. 1843 (Marschall to Radolin, 21 July 1893).

2 Rosebery to Nicolson, No. 185B Very Confidential, 19 July 
1893, F.O. 78/4476.
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phobe prejudices* But this phase was short-lived. Within a 
few days the Foreign Office learned that representations made 
by the German embassy at Constantinople on the 22nd had been 
favourably received, and that the Turks had disclaimed any 
immediate intention of causing difficulties for the British 
over Egypt.1 This news was followed at the end of the month 
by belated tidings of the Khedive's disappointment at the 
hands of Abdul Hamid*2 The danger which had occasioned his 
Eiinatory pooture having vanished at least temporarily, Rose- 
bery soon loat interest in keeping the Armenian issue alive• 
In the second week of August he referred to it as a 'burden*, 
and simultaneously he made clear his opinion that Sraat Britain 
had now done quite enough in the Armenians' behalf*

By autumn the Armenian question no longer possessed the 
obvious urgency of spring and sunnier, and British policy had 
ceased to be effective except as an irritant to the Turks* 
In the circumstances , the latter development was unavoidable. 
It was not within Eosebory's power to try and reduce Abdul 
Haiaid's distruut of Great Britain by abandoning the Christian 
minority altogether, for such an experiment would have been 
intolerable both to the Prime Minister and to the British 
public* Nor could the .Foreign Secretary have afforded, even 
had hd wished, to naka a major effort for a general ameliora­ 
tion of the Christians' lot. At a time .vhen Anglo-Turkish 
tension was unusually acute for some other reason, as it was 
because of Egypt in June and July, vigorous support of Armen-

1 <*•?•. viii, No. 1844 (Marsohall to HatKfeldt, 23 July 1893)| 
Ho7TS45 (Hatefeldt to Caprivi, 24 July 1393) •

2 Nicolson to Rosebery, No, 351 Confidential, 28 July 1893, 
F.O* 78/4481.

Rosebery to Gladstone, 10 Aug. 1893, Add, MS. 44290*



iana and the threat of encouraging them to rebel might seem 
useful short-term expedients to deter a timorous Sultan from 
mischief* But it was impossible to ignore the fact that if 
continued over a long period - as would have been necessary 
in a campaign for broad reform - such severe pressure was 
likely to prove a boomerang* Nioolson, despite his conviction 
that a chilly attitude towards the Sultan was preferable to 
a conciliatory one, was warning by the end of July that mat­ 
ters could be carried too far: 'The worm may turn 1 , he wrote, 
and he expressed a hope that the 'Armenia agitation* in Great 
Britain would subside*1 Within the bounds of feasibility and 
prudence, there appeared no alternative to the middle way 
adopted by Salisbury and White in the later 'eighties! that 
of making oocasional unofficial representations without
pressing very hard for results. It was to this course that

2 the British embassy drifted back*
With the return to normality, what endured in the mind of 

Abdul Hamid was not the respect for Great Britain's energy 
which had been evident in the summer, but rather the bitter 
resentment which he had felt from the spring onwards at the 
British response to his conduct. Rosebery's diplomatic inter­ 
ference was not his sole grievance? he was but little less 
incensed at the voicing of pro-Armenian views by leading edi­ 
tors and public figures, including Gladstone .3 By December of

1 Nicolson to Villiers, Private, 31 July 1893, Villiers Papers.

2 Ford to Rosebery, No. 476, 12 Oct.; No. 482, 13 Oct. 1893; 
P.O. 78/4433.

G »p * viii, No. 1836 (Hatzfeldt to Capri vi, 15 June 1893); 
Vivian to Rosebery, No. 146 Confidential, 11 May 1893, P.O. 
45/698? Nicolson to Rosebery, No. 428, 6 Sept. 1893, P.O. 
78/4432? Currie to Rosebery, No. 107 Confidential, 7 Mar. 
1894, P.O. 78/4540. .



1893 British influence in Turkey was at a much lower o'ob than
a couple of years be fore f and while the Armenian question 
had probably contributed less to thla decline than Iiad the 
injury inflicted by Egyptian events on the dignity of the 
Caliphate t it had been of sufficient importance for the Grand 
Visier to list it f in March 1894, among the factors in Anglo- 
Turkish relations which caused particular concern to the 
Ottoman authorities* 4"

Apart from the Egyptian and Armenian issues, Abdul Hamid 
distrusted Great Britain for a more fundamental reason * for 
her liberal and constitutional traditions* 'Besides believ­ 
ing in despotic government *, observed Colonel Chermside 9 the 
Sultan had the 'old, narrow, mediaeval ideas of kingcraft, 
statecraft, and the measure of knowledge and liberty fitting 
for subjects'. With a 'hatred of all that is liberal and a 
morbid fear of democratic institutions, of public discussion 
and opinion 1 , he was suspicious of 'England's policy as re­ 
gards himself and his throne*. 3 The difficulty was not mere­ 
ly that Great Britain adhered to a dome a tic political system 
which the Ottoman ruler found deeply distasteful, but that 
she reminded him of the fact by applying her liberal tenets 
in ways which offended or alarmed him* The condemnation of 
his Armenian repression by British newspapers was the most

* KaTnoky to Deyia, No. 3 Strictly Confidential, 7 Dec.; Deym 
to Xalnolsy, ffo* 3oAHS Secret, 22 Dec. 1893, W.S.A., P.A. viil/ 
174.
o

Currie to Rosebery, No. 107 Confidential. 7 f'ar.; Currie to
Kimberley, Ho* 139 Confidential, 28 Mar* 1894, F.O, 78/4540*

Memorandum by Chenaside, datod 6 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in 
Pord to Rosebery, No. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, P.O. 78/4478); 
Chernuiide to Chapman, Personal and Confidential, 24 Sept., 
1893 (enclosed in Chapman to Currie, Secret, 29 Sept. 1893, 
F.O. 78/4502); of. Vambery, ii. 357.
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oonspiououa and perhaps the most damaging aspect of this 
problem, but it did not stand alone* For example , when an 
Imperial secretary complained in 1892 of abusive anti-Turkish 

articles appearing in a paper in Egypt, the British reply 
took the form of an uncompromising declaration on the freedom 
of the preos^ - an admirable rejoinder* but not one calculat­ 
ed to enhance tho affection in which Great Britain was held 
at the Palace . More sarious was the unpleasantness occasioned 
when journalists* attacks were aimed at the Sultan in person* 
Just after the formation of the Liberal ministry, extreme an­ 
noyance arose at Constantinople over the publication in London 
of a newspaper called La Turquio Libre. Its very name was 
anathema, tha language it usad about Abdul Hamid was apparent­ 
ly rather vehement, and the Turkish ambassador received 
indignant orders to request its suppression on grounds of 
scurrility* Hosabery seems at first to have been conciliatory, 
offering to give the matter his attentioni but if he hoped 
that the Sultan's wrath would soon subside , he was to be 
sharply disillusioned. The ambassador renewed his represent­ 
ations almost Immediately, and nearly seven weeks later, 
hounded by 'further pressing despatches' from his government, 
he raised the issue yet again. At last Rosebery flatly re­ 
buffed him, by means of an unequivocal statement that no steps 
to ban the Journal could be taken***

To the Sultan, such an Incident as that of La Turqule 
Libre was not a trivial one. From the earliest Y9*.rs of his 
reign he had baan quick to resent, and slew to forget, the

1 Ford to fiosebery. No* 341 Confidential, 10 Nov. 1892, P.O. 
78/4417.

2 Roeebery to Ford, No. 185, 31 Aus.f No. 187 Secret, 2 Sept.! 
No. 215A, 19 Oct. 1892, F.O* 195/1744.



criticisms in whloh the foreign - especially the British - 
press was wont to indulge |^ and doubtless La Turquie Libre 
was in his mind even more objectionable than ordinary fault- 
finding f since it was devoted specifically to propaganda 
against his autocratic regime. Moreover, as ir Great Brit­ 
ain's toleration of the paper were not bad enough, ho teamed 
that copies of it were evading the rigours of his censorship
and finding their way into the Empire through the Britishf~) 
post office at Constantinople.*" Prom these circumstances, a
man of Abdul Hamid's distrustful nature was certain to draw 
the most sinister conclusions , and there can be no question 
but that the 'Free Turkey' affair confirmed and reinforced his 
suspicions of London's policy towards 'himself and his throne 1 . 
The suspicions were, of course 9 totally unfounded; neither 
Gladstone and Rosebery 9 nor other British statesmen of their 
century, tooJc the slightest interest in exporting to Turtoy 
the principles of constitutionalism and parliamentary rule 
which the Sultan dreaded* What mattered, however, was what 
the Padishah imagined. The sole compensation which the Brit­ 
ish derived from Abdul Hamid's terror of liberal ideas was 
that France too suffered grievously from the stigma attached 
to democracy and freedom.

(Alwyn Parltar), 'The Bagdad Railway Negotiations', Quarterly 
Review, ocxxviii. 493) H.S. de 31owit» , My Memoirs, pT 271.

2 Ford to Roaebery, Ho. 283 Confidontial, 11 Sept. 1892, P.O. 
193/1747.

* H. Tonparley, 'British Policy towards Parliamentary Rule 
and Constitutionalism in Turkey, 1830-1914', Ccunbridfie 
Historical Journal » IV. ii (1933), pp. 185, l!Jl; E.Kedourie, 

and the Kiddle Saat t p. 26.

4 Onmbon to Devollo, 27 Xay 1893 (printed in ?. Canibon, 
Correjpondance. 1870-1924, i. 359-361).
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In addition to Great Britain's occupation of Egypt, her 
intercession for Armenians, and her refusal to suppress 
critical comment in the press, other powerful faotors were 
at work to weaken British influence* Two were historical - 
the successful support which Gladstone, early in his second 
administration, had given to Greece in a frontier dispute 
with Turkey, 1 and, more important, the failure of the British 
to participate in the Busao-Turkish war in the 'seventies* 
Ottoman officials still liked to complain that they had been 
led to hope for assistance which had never materialised, and 
the Sultan himself insisted that 'England left me in the 
lurch'* The appearance of British warships in the Sea of Mar­ 
mora was ascribed strictly to a selfish concern on the part 
of London for its own interests, rather than to friendship 
for the Turks} and since the Treaty of Berlin was not oonsld~ 
ered at Constantinople to have been a major improvement on 
that of San Stefano, no recollection of Great Britain's 
diplomatic intervention could offset the bitter memory of her 
military neutrality. 2 There resulted not merely a dislike of 
Great Britain, but scepticism regarding the value of an align­ 
ment with her* The latter feeling was aggravated by the nature 
of British national armament* The Turks feared the British 
fleet in a taotioal sense - their fortification of the Dardan­ 
elles is proof of that - but they had little appreciation of 
the broader strategic significance of sea power. 'It is a 
curious fact 1 , remarked Colonel Chermside, 'that notwith-

R.W. Seton-Watson, Disraeli a fllfidfltgma and th« Kaaterp QU««-
tion. p* 549; G» Lenoaowski, Tat Middle Eaat in World Affairs. JJi»" '731 R.B* Mowat, The Life oT"i»ora raunoero?o» pfl, ——
2 Memoranda by A.Blook, dated 23 Feb. 1893, and H, Marinitsch, 
undated (enclosed in Ford to Roeebery, No* 78 Secret, 7 Mar* 
1893, F*0* 78/4478)1 Vambery, li. 356, 366| of. Canon M. Mao- 
Coll, 'Russia and England 1 , Contemporary Review. Ixvii* 12.



standing Turkey's past history and the geographical conditions of 
her possessions, the bulk even of the most educated Turks, 
and probably the Sultan himself, are very ignorant of the 
relative value of naval supremacy. 1 Preferring to judge 
power by the counting of bayonets, they could see little 
security to be gained from a policy of leaning on Great Brit­ 
ain. In consequence, their emotional antipathy towards her 
was left unbalanced by any sufficiently weighty calculations 
of self-interest, and was given a much freer rein than would 
have been the case had the London government controlled a 
standing army of Continental proportions.^

For all the reasons mentioned, the cold and auspicious 
attitude of Abdul Homid towards London appeared, in most Otto­ 
man eyes, to be justified by both past experience and exist­ 
ing facts? and the support therefore given to the Sultan's 
Anglophobe outlook br his officials and his favourites was 
itself an important factor in the situation. There was no 
question of the ruler having to impose his will on a reluc­ 
tant following | on the contrary, those around him encouraged 
him in his views. In this there was no doubt an element of 
sycophancy, but that is by no means the whole explanation. 
The alliance of the mid-century was not merely dead but large­ 
ly forgotten, ̂  and hatred of Great Britain was rampant in the

Memorandum by Chermside, dated 6 Mar. 1893 (enclosed in 
Pord to Rosebery, Ho. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, F.O. 78/4478).
o

It is noteworthy in this connection that the relative in­
fluence at Const ntinople of Germany and the Franco-Russian 
combination depended in a major degree on the Turkish ap­ 
praisal of their respective armed strengths on land. See 
Nloolaon to Villiers, Private, 5 June 1893, Villiers Papers.

fcmorandun by Sir A. Sandison, dated 16 Jan. 1893 (enclosed 
in Ford to Rosebery, No. 15,16 Jan. 1893, P.O. 78/4477).



Turkish official class* ,
The Sultan is strongly anti-British [wrote Nioolson] and 
Z am not surprised* Here is a suspicious , timorous man, 
surrounded by people * * * who lose no opportunity of 
instilling into his mind absolute misrepresentations of 
our aims and policy* • • Practically we are isolated 
from the Palace.1

There was still, admittedly* an *English party* , which adher­ 
ed to older ideas of an Anglo-Turkish community of interests; 
but too obvious an association with this body of opinion was 
imprudent for the ambitious* 2 Although the group had a sym­ 
pathizer in Rustem Pasha, the Sultan's ambassador in London, ̂  
most of its members were demoralised and silent, without hope 
of exerting effective influence, and shaken even in their own 
convictions by the British presence in Egypt and Cyprus. 
Moreover f apart from everything else, the intellectual climate 
was unfavourable to the growth, or even the survival, of a 
pro-British school of thought* Whatever might be the British 
policy towards their country, whatever might be their assess­ 
ment of British power, Ottoman officials were predisposed, by 
the cultural tendencies prevailing among them, to advocate an 
Anglophobe course* French, rather than English, was the for­ 
eign language whioh they were aooustomed to read and speak. 5

1 Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 12 Feb. 1893, Villiers Papers.
2 D.(J. Hogarth, A Wandering Scholar in the Levant, p. 48.

p •?*.?•? 1st ser., x, No. 142 (Montebello to Develle, 27 Jan.)| 
No* 15^ (Develle to Caiabon, 31 Jan. 1893); E.P. viii, No. 1829 
(Hatzfeldt to Caprivi, 5 Feb. 1893).

Memoranda by Cfearmside, dated 6 Mar. 1893, and A. Block, 
dated 23 Feb. 1693 (enclosed in Ford to Hosebery, No. 78 
Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, F.O. 78/4478).

^ L. Ostrorog, The Turkish Problem, pp. 50-57! H. Kohn, West­ 
ern Civilization in the Near East, p. 197*
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f So far as any foreign press exercises influence 1 in Turkey, 
commented one of the British ambassador '3 staff, 'it is the 
French press which prevails in the appreciation of current 
events.* 1 This was damaging enough to Great Britain, in view 
of the virulent hostility of French journalists to most 
things English.2 But the trouble went deeper than the read* 
ing of the wrong newspapers. It was summed up in one of 
Rioolson's letters i

We should not forget that now we have to deal with very 
different Turks from the Turks of Lord Stratford de Hed- 
cliffe for instance. The men we deal with and who are 
now the instruments of the Sultan are not the old Turks, 
but are the products of a vitiated French education 
overlying the old stock. Young Turkey may have sharper 
wits and more extended knowledge than their forefathers, 
but they approach vory closely . . . to the corrupt, 
wily lievantine, with a good dose of fanaticism and arro­ 
gance underneath, and a crazo for money-making and 
speculation. The old Turk understood us, and you had a 
man to tackle. The present men's training and habits of 
thought are largely influenced by French ideas, not of 
the highest order, and widely opposite to anything 
Anglo-Saxon. What I mean to point out is that with the 
old ruling classes we oould get into touch and sympathy, 
and exercise some influence over them. To the t)reaent 
entourage of the Sultan, England and English modes of 
thought . . . are ant i pa the tie. 3
In a way which Hioolaon omitted to mention, the eclipse 

of the 'English party' was in part directly attributable to

1 Memorandum by A. Block, dated 23 Feb. 1893 (enclosed in 
Pord to Hosebery, No* 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, P.O. 78/4478).

2 Dufferin to Rosebery, No. 450 Confidential, 3 Nov. 1893, 
P.O. 27/3121 (printed in Gooon and Temperley, 3ritioh Docu­ 
ments on the Origins of the Wart 1898-191^. ii. ZB5-ZBBJf 
E.^. Carroil. Frenon Public Opinion and Foreign Affairs. 1670-1914. p. ——————

Hioolson to Villiers, Private, 27 Peb. 1893, Yilliers 
Papers • The passage is quoted, with a few minor inaccuracies, 
in R. Nioolson, p. 90.
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the 'craze for money-making* to which he alluded* Ottoman 
officials acted In opposition to British interests not from 
inclination alone, but often from motives of pecuniary gain* 
Next to absolutism, corruption was the most conspicuous char­ 
acteristic of Turkish government, and the power of an embassy 
depended, in a significant degree, on its ability to offer 
bribes to those members of the Imperial entourage who were 
currently most In favour* In this respect, in competition 
with Continental Powers, Great Britain was at a grave dis­ 
advantage t her Secret Service funds, strictly limited by a 
watchful House of Commons, were not commensurate with the re­ 
quirements of an effective Eastern diplomacy,1 While enough 
money was available to operate a reasonably adequate system 
of espionage inside the Ottoman administration, 2 the British 
had of necessity to abstain from bribery on a large scale, 
and their abstention prejudiced both their political position 
and their economic opportunities.

In the light of such an array of unfavourable circum­ 
stances - from the friction over Egypt and Armenia to the 
corruptibility and cultural orientation of Ottoman official­ 
dom - there could be no realistic hope of restoring the voice 
of Great Britain to its former supremacy at Porte and Palace*

1 Salisbury to Queen Victoria, 29 Aug. 1886 (printed in 0*E, 
Buckle, The Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd ser*, i* 193-194)f
Lady &• Cecil* The Life of jobertr Marquis of Salisbury* iv*2*
2 Below, pp* 66-67*

On the advantages which other Powers secured by bribery, 
see the Memorandum by A* Block, dated 23 Feb. 1893 (enclosed 
in Ford to Rosebery, No. 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, F.O. 
78/4478)* In 1887 the British ambassador (then Sir William 
White) had expressed the view that the practice of using 
•baksheesh 9 was an 'almost insurmountable 9 obstacle to full 
support by the embassy of British business enterprise in 
Turkey* See Smith, p. 113.
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In the early 'nineties, indeed, a further decline in Britain 
influence was probably inevitable, not only because of the 
fresh bitterness injected into the Egyptian and Armenian 
questions in 1#93, but because the fall of the relatively 
pro-British Kiamil Pasha two years previously had removed the 
last domestic oheok on the Sultan's Anglophobe policy. It 
was clear in '93 that no chance existed of securing a depend­ 
able guarantee of Turkish military co-operation against a 
coup de main on the Straits, and that there was no prospect 
of the Sultan's attention being diverted from the fortifica­ 
tion of the Dardanelles against the British to the strengthen­ 
ing of the Boaphorus defences against Russia*2 The most that 
any British representative at Constantinople could sensibly 
aspire to accomplish was to salvage something from the wreck­ 
ages to keep the weakening of his country's position to a 
minimum^ and to see that Franco-Russian influence was held as 
much as possible within safe limits. The difficulties being 
what they were, even so restricted a task was one which de­ 
manded diplomatic talent of an uncommon calibre* In this re­ 
spect, too t Great Britain was unfortunate in 1892-'93* Sir 
William White - the illustrious 'Bosphorus Bull 1 - has been 
called the best representative that any British government 
had in Turkey after the days of Lord Stratford de Redoliffe;^ 
but White had died in December 1691 9 within four months after 
Kiamil's dismissal* When the Liberal administration came into

1 Above, pp. 19-20.

2 Minute by Currie, dated 22 Nov. 1893; Minute by Rosebery t 
dated 26 Nov. 1893 (both with Foreign Office to Admiralty. 
Secret, 6 Dec. 1893, F*0. 78/4592)*

^ H.3. Edwards, The Career and Correspondence of Sir William 
White pp. 264-2651 S» Youngt Diplomacy Old and ?<ew« p* TTI
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office in the following summer, it inherited from its prede­ 
cessor an ambassador of a very different type.

Sir Clare Ford had been one of Lord Salisbury's mistakes. 
As a man, he was in many ways to be admired: not only did he ' 
possess culture and artistic taste 9 but these qualities were 
supplemented by an attractive peroonaiity, charming, amiable, 
and kind.1 Even as a diplomatist he was not without certain 
merita* Granville, considering him for the Constantinople 
embassy in 1884, observed that he had been 'extraordinarily 
successful' in getting questions settled. 2 At the embassy in 
Madrid c from which post he was promoted to that on the Golden 
Horn, he had preauma fcly been competent enough. But Spain was 
a land he knew and loved, 3 and he had been troubled there by 
few major political problems, with which he possessed neither 
the ability nor the inclination to deal.4 when plucked from 
this congenial backwater after eight contented years, and 
plunged into the complexities and intrigues of the Near East, 
he soon found himself hopelessly out of his element. He was 
altogether ignorant of his new environment, 5 and the very 
kindness and amiability whioh made him so likeable as an in­ 
dividual proved to be a handicap in his contacts with the

Hicolaon to Villiera, Personal, 19 June} Private and Person­ 
al, 7 Dec. 1893, Villiers Papers? Joan Haslip, The Sultan. 
p*213} Anonymous, •Our DiplomatistsS Temple Bar, ixxxiv. 196.

2 Granville to Gladstone, 15 Aug. 1884 (printed in Lord E. 
Pitfcniaurice, The Life of Granyiile George Leveson Gower. 
Second Earl Granville• ii. 365IV

^ Dictionary of National Biography (Supplement), xxii. 649. 

* g * p * viii, Ho. 1767 (Bnlow to Caprivi, 20 June 1894).

^ Sir V. Corbett, Reminiscences. Autobiographical and Diplom­ 
atic, P« 144} Lord Hardinge of Fenshurstt Old Diplomacy. 
4TT49.
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Turks* His objective should have been to make himself re- < 
spected, as White had been; 1 and his method should have been 
to maintain a consistent attitude of flrriness - normally 
friendly firmness, but firmness nevertheless* Ford, however, 
felt uncomfortable when he tried to be firm, and only spor­ 
adically did he muster the will power to make the necessary , 
effort* As he once sadly confessed to Hlcolson, he was 'not
a fighting man 1 ; the approach he preferred was that of f softo 
sawder 1 . It was this policy which he carried out from the
beginning of hia mission* At his first meeting with the Grand 
Vizier and the foreign minister, he is said to have scored a
•great hit 1 by keeping them entertained with stories, which 
he told with fgreat bonhomie 1 .3 ?he «hit f , if anyt was entire­ 
ly superficial, and of no practical value* Ford's chatty in­ 
formality was indeed lean likely to win him genuine popular­ 
ity than to arouse a concealed contempt* His method was funda­ 
mentally wrongs 'It is no use at all', wrote Nicolson in the 
following year, 'smiling and smirking with the Sultan and the

Aothers. They only laugh in their sleeves * * *' Nicolaon had 
baen in the East before, and had an appreciation of the local 
psychology* He wished that ?ord had 'a little more tanue* :

The Ambassador is a vary big personage her3, and the 
Oriental is impressed with a little dignity; Jovial 
familiarity rather puazlea him, and involves the danger 
of one never being taken au sdrieux . * * Much depends 
on the personality of the Chief, and the Turk watches a 
man's character and bearing very carofully. After the

1 Corbett, loo* cit*
«

2 Nicolaon to Vllliera, Private, 23 July; Private and Por3onal f 
7 Aug«j Privatw, 9 Hov* 1893, Viliiera Papers*

^ Sir T* Waugh, Turkeys Yesterday. Today and Tomorrow, p. 32.

* Hioolson to Villlors, Private and Personal, 14 Aug. 1893, 
Villiors Papers*
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Sturm und Drang period of poor old White, sailing in a ieaaure boat is perhaps a welcome relief to the Turks; 
but it would be well that they should understand that 
we should not overlook everything for the sake of baing 
friendly and amiable.1
Deapite the experience and superior knowledge of hia 

subordinate, Ford remained true to hia own natures as long aa 
he was in personal charge at Constantinople, hia embassy gave 
the Palaoe an impression of feebleness which was probably 
more accentuated than offaet by hia rare spasms of evaneacent 
vigour. Of these the sioat noteworthy was his attempt f at the 
beginning of 1893, to protect Britiah railway investmenta in 
Turkey. Railwaya f of course, were largely an economic quea- 
tion, and for many years economic questions had been Ford'a 
special interest*^ in general it ia fair to say that the am­ 
bassador (unlike Nioolaon when charge' d'affaires) refrained 
from aaaerting himself in a sufficiently determined way for 
the Sultan to be convinced of the disadvantages of flouting 
Britiah wishes.*

It was serioua enough for Great Britain that her repre-
•vntatlve acquired neither influence nor the respect from 
which influence might have grown, but the full extent of 
Ford*a failure at Constantinople can be understood only in 
th« light of the fact that he fell himself under the influ­ 
ence of the Turks* Both the foreign minister and the Grand 
Vizier, Nioolson remarked, knew perfectly how to 'amuse and

1 Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 14 Jan. 1893, Villiers Papers.

2 Nioolaon to Villiers, Private, 14 Jan.} T>rivats, 12 Feb. 
1893, Villiera Paperai Chapter III.

^ Dictionary of National Biography* loo. qit.

* Corbett, pp. 144-1451 Nicolaon to Villiera, Private and 
Personal, 7 Dec. 1893, Villiera Papers*



trifle with him'; and thai; waa not the worst. Among the iaoat 
dangerous wai knag sea for a diplomatist on the Boaphorus was 
to be trusting, and Ford was trusting to the point of gulli­ 
bility* Confident that everyone he mat w:i3 'u3 clear and 
pellucid as aprinj water 1 , he tended to accept Imperial pro- 
feaaiona at face value :^ we have already noticed the ease 
with which tha ;>ultan decel/ad him in November of 1892 f by
promising to establish an investigating commission on admin-o 
istrative abuses in Armenia. In the end Abdul Hamid succeed­
ed in reducing Ford to the condition of a captivated admirer* 
The ambassador, charming himself , waa equally auaoaptible to 
the charm of others? and the Sultan, as skilful a oh;-ir-iour as 
ever breathed,^ iiade of him an easy prey* A steady stream of 
oajolories ani 'aweet neaaages 1 flowed from the Palaoe to the 
ambassadorial residence, with the rasult that in November 
1893, juat af-ser Pord had learned of his impending transfer 
to Rome, fllcolson found that hla chief waa 'quite bewitched* • 
He had said, the oeoratary reported, that hia single deep re­ 
gret at leaving Conatantinople waa the 'thought of being 
separated from hia Padishah' i^

Pord 'a appointment to Rome waa the result of what Roae- 
bery had heard regarding tha ambassador's unauitability for 
hia Eastern po^t. Almost as soon as he assumed offioa in Au&-

1 Nioolson to Villiars, Privata, 12 ?eb*| Private, 11 Mar.; 
Personal, 19 June 1393, Villiers Papers.
o

Above, p. 35.

Sir T.Chirol, Pifty Years in a Changing yorld. p. 134; 
Count C* ^ijatovioht The -Te m oi^s of a 3alkan Diplomat J3t* pp. 
83-841 Mrs. MAT ;<uailer, Letters from . Qonat-mtinople. DT>. 191- 
193.

4 Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 9 Nov. 1893; of. Hioolaon to 
Viliiers, Personal, 19 Jun« 1393, /illiera Papers.
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ust 1892, the Foreign Secretary appears to have become aware 
that the situation at the Constantinople embassy was not en­ 
tirely satisfactory* Ford had been there only since the early 
spring, but in September Rosebery was already discussing with 
the Queen the possibility of replacing him*1 For the time 
being, however, no change was made: Bosebery contented him­ 
self with ensuring that ford's manner of conducting affairs 
would be watched from within the embassy and secretly report­ 
ed to the Foreign Office* It was to spy on his chief, as well 
as to carry out the ordinary duties of a secretary of embassy, 
that Hicolson was sent to Constantinople at the end of the 
year«2 Of his unfavourable discoveries about the ambassador 
the latter's inadequacy in dealing with the ±urks was only 
the most disquieting* Another difficulty was that presented 
by the mistress whom Ford had brought with him to his new 
post* An official who served under him briefly in 1392 after­ 
wards maintained that his attachment had adversely affected 
his prestige, particularly with the Turkst3 but on arriving 
at Constantinople in January 1893, Nioolson came quickly to 
the conclusion that this was not the case to any serious ex­ 
tent* The real disadvantage of the ambassador's 'petite.; 
faibleeae* t he believed, was that the lady occupied too much 
of her lover'a time.^ With Ford 'absorbed in the fair on* 1 , 
it was not solely the quest for influence which had been ne­ 
glected - for this, as we have seen, there were more funda-

Extraot from Quean Victoria's Journal, dated 11 Sept* 1892 
(printed in Buckle, 3rd ser., ii* 157)*

2 H. Nicolson, P* 81*

* Lord Hardinge of Penshurat, p* 49t

4 Nicolson to Villiera, Private, 14 Jan.j Private, 29 Jan. 
I893 f Villiera Papers.



mentn.1 reasons of temperanent - but the internal supervision 
of the embassy as wall* 'Affairs hiA g^t dreadfully slaok 1 : 
by March Hicolson felt able to say that he had aceonmllshad 
something towards restoring efficiency, but he described 
himself as having been 'appalled at the chaos 1 which had 
previously prevailed•

Ford's unfltness for his position was revealed also in 
the matter of the embassy's intelligence service* It was ad­ 
mittedly not his fault (as Nicolaon was careful to point out) 
that the 'very good system 1 of earlier days had disappeared; 
this misfortune had been the work of White, whose lon^ excel­ 
lence and intimate knowledge of the Near East had given him 
access to so many strictly personal sources of information 
that he had considered an organization to be superfluous*2 
After White's death the embassy suffered for his short-sighted 
policyt without an adequate network of a^ent*, there could be 
no certainty of receiving early warning aa to intrigues dir­ 
ected agninst British interests, nor was it possible to keep 
as close a watch as was desirable on political trends at the 
Palace* In the spring of 1892, therefore, one of Ford's first 
tasks should have been to see that a start was made on reator- 
ing the intelligence system to its former effectiveness* In 
fact, however, he did little or nothing In that direction, 
permitting himself to bo ruled by conscientious scruples re­ 
garding bribery* Although he had been in the Turkish capital 
for more than ten months before the arrival of Nicolson, *<>he 
latter found intelligence arrangements 'practically non­ 
existent'* But at the same time as he recorded this finding,

Hicolson to Villiers, Private and Personal, 8 Mar. 1893, 
Villiers Papers.

2 Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 29 Jan. 1893, Vllllera Papers.
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the new First Secretary was able to report that the obstacle 
of his chief's conscience had been finally overcome f and that 
shortly the British network would be •satisfactorily laid 
out 1 * The rapidity with which progress was mde, now that 
the green light had been given* emphasises the unwisdom of 
Ford's original hesitation* To engage in espionage for Great 
Britain was not the safest of occupations: if an informant 
were to betray hiinsolf, his fate f Nloolson suspected, would 
be a trip to the Yemen or a 'header* into the Bosphorus* But 
in Turkey virtually anything could be obtained for a price, 
and by early March a properly organized intelligence system 
was once again in being* Indeed, the British had succeeded 
in recruiting as their chief agent none other than the son 
of Artin Pasha, the Ottoman under-eeoretary of state for for­ 
eign affairs - 'a slight veil', wrote Nicolson gleefully, 'to 
having Artin himself , as I imagine he pockets the stipend' . 2

For all Ford's failings as a diplomatist in the East, 
Nicolson could not help feeling personally fond of him, and 
frequently tempered criticism of his weaknesses with refer­ 
ences to his more admirable qualities. By August 189 3, how­ 
ever, the secretary - then charge* d'affaires - had oome to 
the definite conclusion that a stronger aaoassador should be 
found for Turkey. The suggestion was easier to wake than to 
carry out; as Salisbury had once complained, it wris 'almost 
impossible* to remove an unsatiafactory ambassador during his 
torci unleso he had coiumitted a specific error or misdeed 
which could be publicly Droved, or unless he could be

1 Ibid.

2 Nioolaon to Villiero, Private and Personal, 8 Mar.f Private, 
10 Apr.? Private, 8 May 1893, Villiera Papers.

H. Nicolson, p. 81.



ed to a better post* It was a transfer, not a forced re­ 
tirement, which Nicolson had in mind for Ford 5 there were 
other places, he thought, where his chief would serve well 
enough*2 But for the moment no suitable vacancy was at hand, 
and the Foreign Office took no action: returning from his 
long leave. Ford resumed his duties at Constantinople in 
early October,3 fhen, on the 2l3fc, sudden tragedy brought a 
solution to the problem* The unexpected death of Lord Vivian, 
the ambassador to Italy, opened up a quieter post in a 
friendlier capital, where Ford's culture and sociability 
would be genuine assets* Rosebery was unwilling to replace 
Vivian with 'indecent haste', but within five days at most 
his mind was made up that 'Ford should go to Rome's

Sir A. Hloolson has made and would continue to make an 
excellent ohargd d'affaires at Constantinople* As to 
the permanent arrangement for Constantinople I would 
say nothing at present. Of one thing only am I absol­ 
utely clear - that Ford, good and amiable as he is, 
should go elsewhere* He * * * would do very well at 
Home • ̂

Apart from the pain of parting from his Padishah, Ford was 
delighted at receiving the Italian appointment. On 6 December 
he had his farewell audience with Abdul Hamid, and the conduct 
of British diplomacy on the Bosphorus passed once again, on a 
temporary basis, into the capable hands of Nioolson*5

1 Salisbury to Queen Victoria, 29 Aug, 1886 (printed in 
Buckle, 3rd ser., i. 194; Cecil, iv. 3)*

2 Hioolaon to Villiers, Private and Personal, 7 Aug. 1893, 
Villiers Papers.

Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 12 Oct. 1893, Villiero Papers

Rosebery to Gladstone. Secret. 26 Oct. 1893, Add, MS. 44220. also Gladstone to Rosebery, 28 Oct. 1893, Add. MS. 44549.

Nioolaon to Villiers, Private, 9 Nov.j Private and Personal, 
25 Nov.| Private, 7 Dec* I893 f Villiers Papers*
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Sinoe the British ambassador in 1892- f 93 had not even 
been a vigorous and determined f let alone a successful, con­ 
tender* the serious competition for influence in Turkey had 
been left in those years to Germany* France and Russia - the 
tlw latter Powers being* in broad terms, on the same side of 
the diplomatic fence, though their interests wera by no means 
identical and their oo-operation by no means consistent*^ 
Among these rivals, prior to the spring of 1893, it was Ger­ 
many that enjoyed the most advantageous position! and her 
strength was felt to the full in a prolonged and bitter con­ 
flict between the French and German embassies during the 
first winter of the British Liberal administration* At stake 
was the control of new railway construction in Asiatic Turkey, 
and with it the assumed political advantages of economic 
penetration* Paul Cambon saw the issue clearly: while he 
still paid some attention to making life difficult for the 
British, particularly with reference to Egypt, 2 he knew that 
in the general question of influence, Germany was the antagon­ 
ist that mattered* 'II s'agit de savoir 1 , he wrote in 
February, in one of the later phases of the railway contro­ 
versy, 'si les Allemands saront seuls maitres lei.'**

W*L«Langer, The }• ranoo-Rusaian Alliance • 1390-189 4 . pp» 
270-274? D*D*F*» 1st ser*, x, No* 145 (Herbette to Develle. 
28 Jan. 1893 )| No* 176 (Cambon to Develle, 25 Feb. I893)i 
No, 179 (Develle to Cambon, 8 Mar* 1893)* 
f\

•0n Diplomats' (H* Cambon), Paul Cambons Ambassadeur de 
France, p» 132 J H* Nioolaon, p* 91? j*D *]•'*, 1st ser*, x. No* 
110 ( Cambon to Develle, 18 Jan* l8937T"flo7 133 (Cambon to 
Drtrelle, 25 Jan. 1893) »

Cambon to d'Bstournelles, 27 Feb. 1893 (printed in ?. Cambon 
Correspondanoe* 1670-1924, i, 357-358), For Cambon's assess­ 
ment or the extent of Great Britain's participation in the 
controversy, see D.D.F*, let ser., x, No. 175 (Cambon to De­ 
velle, 25 Feb. 1893).
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From precedents established in the later •eighties, it 
might have been expected that the sympathies of the British 
embassy in such a Franco-German clash would have lain decid­ 
edly on the aide of the Germans.1* In this oase f however, Sir 
Clare Ford acted for some time along what amounted to parallel 
lines with the French* Great Britain*a role in the dispute is 
deserving of examination in some detail, for not only did it 
lead to a dramatic incident between London and Berlin which 
has been generally misunderstood by historians, but it signi­ 
fied in addition a change on Hosebery's part - albeit an 
abortive one - in the policy which had been pursued in Asia 
Minor under the administration of Lord Salisbury*

1 G* Gaulis, La Ruine d'un Empire, p* 114? K, Helfferioh, 
Die Deutsche Turkenpolitik, pp* 10-11; C*A* Schaefer, Die
Entwioklunq der Bagdadbahnoolitik* p» 37*
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GREAT BRITAIN AND ASIA MINOR t 
THE DIPLOMACY OF ECONOMIC PENETRATION

When Lord Rosebery want to the Foreign Office in 1892 , 
the policy of Great Britain in Asia Minor had been for sev­ 
eral years to encourage the building there of a network of 
railways• The objective v in part, was to bring about an ex­ 
pansion of trade t but it was also hoped to advance another 
oauae equally dependent on adequate communications: the 
political and military reorganization of the country as a 
bulwark against Russia* In this Asiatic sector, the threat 
apparently posed by Russia was two-pronged - one prong point­ 
ing southwards at the Persian Gulf, in which St. Petersburg 
had begun by 1887 to show symptoms of increased interest,1 
and the other westwards at the Straits. During the later 
•eighties, both in London and at the British embassy in Con­ 
stantinople, these dangers were viewed with considerable die- 
quiet, and it was largely in response to them that British
diplomacy on the Bosphorus commenced to become deeply involv-

2 ed in railway questions and controversies.
Although the ambassador, Sir William White, did not fully 

share the enthusiasm for Turkish railways that animated many 
of his contemporaries, he expressed the conviction in 1887 
that their construction •throughout Asiatic Turkey 1 would be 
advantageous to Great Britain. It would be 'desirable', he 
added, for new lines to be in the hands of British entrepren-

1 Sir A*T« Wilson, The Persian Gulf, p. 258.
2 C.L. Smith. The Embassy of Sir William White at Constantin­ 
ople, 1886-1891, PP» 104-105, IQB-llg, 125-133.
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eurs, rather than under the control of French or Franco- 
Russian competitors. With the second point there could be 
little disagreement? but that new lines even under the own­ 
ership of her own capitalists would be to Great Britain's 
national benefit was, at any rate in a strategic sense, a 
more debatable proposition. On this issue the War Office 
vacillated, torn between the hope of increasing Turkey's 
ability to resist a Russian attack, and the fear that rail­ 
ways would simplify the logistical problems of an invading 
force and facilitate its advance. White himself recognized 
some justification for the War Office doubts, but in the 
spring of 1383 the military experts finally handed down a 
verdict in favour of his previous advice.2 Once firmly made, 
their decision endured t under Gladstone's ministry in the 
'nineties, Intelligence continued to believe that completion 
of a unified rail system in Asia Minor would represent for
Great Britain a significant strategic (as well as commercial) 
gain. 3

For Great Britain acting alone, however, any scheme for 
constructing a network of railways in Turkey was plainly im­ 
practicable. The Sultan euspeoted that if the British were to 
build new lines or extend existing ones, it would be with the 
ulterior purpose of transforming his Asiatic provinces into

1 Memorandum by Sir W. White, dated 25 July I887i 'Remarks 
applying to different British schemes for the construction 
of Turkish Railways in Asia', F.O. 73/3999 (r>rinted in Smith, 
Appendix IV, pp. 164-167) I of. (Alwyn Parker), 'The Bagdad 
Railway Negotiation* 1 , Quarterly Review, ooxxviii. 498.

2 Smith, pp. 116-118.

Memorandum by captain Fairholme, dated 16 Feb. 1894 (en­ 
closed in Chapman (Director of Military Intelligence) to 
Sanderaon (Permanent Under—Secretary at the Foreign Office), 
Private, 19 Feb. 1894, F.O. 78/4560.
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occupied territorieo on the Egyptian model. There was, in 
consequence, little likelihood of his according the necessary 
concessions to companies that were purely or predominantly 
British* Nor, indeed, was there much chance that such com­ 
panies would be able* to carry out major schemes even if Imper­ 
ial objections were overcome* Notwithstanding the immense 
financial resources of the City, adequate capital for an ext­ 
ensive railway system in Turkey was not obtainable in Great 
Britain* The excitement felt in some quarters - notably by 
Joseph Chamberlain - about the untouched 'mine of wealth 1 in 
Asia Minor, 2 had not penetrated the walls of the leading 
financial houses of London* Possessing more favourable opport­ 
unities for investment elsewhere, and doubtless recalling the 
Turkish bankruptcy of the 'seventies, the latter preferred to 
steer clear of entanglements in a region as corruptly and in­ 
efficiently administered as the Ottoman Empire.

A solution to these difficulties appeared to have pre­ 
sented Itself when British and German financiers at Constant­ 
inople came to an agreement, in the late summer of 1833, for 
equal partnership in an important Anatolian concession* Dot 
merely were the demands on British capital thereby reduced, 
but the obstacle of Abdul Hamid's suspicions was surmounted* 
Until the Turkish government had irrevocably committed itself, 
the scheme was ostensibly to remain altogether German; and

Nicolaon to Villiers, Private and Confidential, 19 Jan. 
Ifi93t Villiers Papers; of. H. Holbora, Deutsohland und die Turkei, 1873-1690, p* 84. ————————————"""
o
Notes by Chamberlain on an interview with Abdul Hamid, 

5 Nov. 1886 (excerpt printed in J«L* CJarvln, The Life of 
Joseph Chamberlain, ii« 449-450). '————

^ E.L. Woodward, Great Britain and the German Navy* p. 143. 

4 Smith, p. 127.
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aa far as he trusted anyone, the 3ultan trusted Germans, be­ 
lieving them to have no political designs on his territory. 
Tnere was, moreover, a third advantage in prospect: the 
existence of a German economic stake in Asiatic Turkey would 
be as valuable from the British standpoint as the railways
themselves, for it might be expected to Increase the interest

2 of the Berlin government in opposing Russian encroachment,
and to serve as a deterrent - a f scarecrow* - to the poten­ 
tial invader* Accordingly, White looked upon the partnership 
plan with a benevolent eye* In financial circles in London, 
however, it was regarded with reserve, and, in the upshot, 
the full capital for the British share in the concession was 
not forthcoming. By 1890, the Anatolian Railway Company had 
fallen entirely into the more aggressive hands of Alfred 
Kaulla and the Deutsche Bank.

At the tine, this failure of her finance was far from ap­ 
pearing to threaten Great Britain's interests in a political 
or strategic sense* Even if her own capitalists did not 
participate, it seemed to her reassuring that a major railway 
into the interior of Asia Minor should at last be under con­ 
struction, and that Germans should now be playing a prominent 
rble on the Asiatic approaches to the Straits* It was Kusalan 
aggression, and French and Russian influence in the Ottoman 
Empire, that the British feared; and especially since their 
own influence was so weak, they naturally welcomed the 
counterpoise to their antagonists provided by the strengthened

1 Holborn, p* 85; Ford to Rosebery, Ho. 387 Confidential, 
26 Dec. l892, F.O. 78/4417*

2 Smith, pp. 129, 133; of* G.W.F* Hallgartenf Imperialismus vor 1914• i. 235* ———————

Smith, pp. 129-131, 1331 of. Woodward, pp. 143-144.
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position of a friendly Germany.
It was not until the late autumn of 1832 that the ques­ 

tion of railways in Aniatic Turkey again cane to the fore aa 
an issue of international importance. Ihen, howevar, it did 
oo with ci vengeance, and from Hoveiaber of that year to the 
following spring, despite the brief recrudescence of the 
Egyptian controversy in January, acute rivalry for railway 
concessions constituted the chief problem confronting Europ­ 
ean diplomacy at Constantinople. In 1889 the Germans had ob­ 
tained the transfer to their control of an existing British 
line between Haidar ?asha and Ismidt, 2 and the Anatolian 
concession which they had already secured authorized an addi­ 
tional three hundred miles of construction from I amid t to 
Angora* The Angora extension made rapid progress, and the 
groundwork for the scramble of 1892-' 93 was laid by a propos­ 
al from Abiul Hamid for a further prolongation of the line 
in the direction of Baghdad. After investigating the tech­ 
nical difficulties, whioh were great, and the prospects for 
a profit, whioh were small, the German financiers demurred; 
but the Wilhelinstrasse was warned by its Constantinople em­ 
bassy that failure to comply with the Sultan's request might 
cause a revulsion at the Palace against Germany's interests 
and influence in general.* Froni this dilemma, by May of 1892,

V. Berard, Le Sultan. 1' Islam et lea Puissance a, pp. 208, 
210; Gr.E, Kirk* A Short History of the rfidai.e "Baat t p. 92.
9 Sir !?• Pears, 'The 3agdad Railway', Cont3mporary Review*
xoiv. 572*

?•?• Moon, Imperialism and World Politics, p. 241| E» 
Lindow, Freiherr Ttoraohall yon Bieberstein^als Botgchaftor
in Konst^lnopsl* 1897-1912• p. 41.

K. Helfferich, Gaorg yon Slsmena: Bin Lebenabild aua 
Deutschlands grosser zeit, Hi. 61.



the Kaulla group had found a moans of escape. Their pMfoa- 
als f as submitted to the foreign ministry in Berlin* called 
for a liiidte<l extension towards Baghdad of about "our hun­ 
dred kilometres, from Angora to Caesarea, coupled with the 
building of c* branoh line from Sukishehr, a point on the 
Ismldt-Angora railway v southwards via Afloun-Xarahisjsar to 
Konia. Even whan these plans were first put forward, however, 
the German finc\noier3 expressed doubt that they oould carry 
out both sections of the project without aoiae form of finan­ 
cial support from their government, ?md whatever genuine 
intention they may initially have had of constructing the 
Caesarea extension within the imminent future appears to have 
quickly evaporated. 2 With reference to C^esarea and Baghdad, 
the Germans' objective from the ooaaaenceaent of the scramble 
in November was no more than to exclude competitors, on what 
Sir Clare Ford described as the 'dog-in-the-manger principle 1 *
The only line in which ICaulla had an immediate posit lye inter-

4 eat was the Bskishehr-Konia branoh. Not merely was this
railway expected to be relatively easy and inexpensive to 
build, but since Konia lay in the heart of an important agri­ 
cultural region, it held out the promise of bringing profit­ 
able now traffic to the Haidar Pasha-Ismidt-Angora trunk.

1 Ibid., ill. 61-62.
A

P. Imbert, 'Le Chemin de Fer de Bagdad 1 , Revue dea Deux 
Mo.nde_a, 5th Period, xxxviii. 659. "

Ford to Roaebery, No. 386 Confidential, 26 Dec. 1892, F.O. 
78/4417*

* D.P.F.g let ser», x, Ho. 67 (Carabon to Ribot, 15 Dec* 1392).
^ »Note in Explanation of the Conflicting Claims at Con­ 
stantinople for a Concession to build a Hallway Line to 
Konia', by Sir E. Vincent (of the Imperial Ottoman Bank), 
dated 30 Dec. 1892, F.O. 78/4435.
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At first si^ht, it would seem that the building of a 
Konia railway alone ought not to have extricated the German 
concessionaires from their embarrassments, since it failed 
to meet the original request from the Palace for an extension 
of the Anatolian line beyond Angora* Abdul Hamid, was, how- 
evert willing to aooept the substitute* There were excellent 
reasons for him to do so* Even if the Sultan had been thor­ 
oughly sincere in his professed desire for a Baghdad railway. 
the construction of a line to Konia would almost certainly 
have appeared in his eyes to be an advantageous sememe* Al­ 
though in l892-»93 the Konia project was planned by the Ger­
mans as a mere branch, it was in f-iOt the first step on a

2 possible alternative route to Baghdad* Indeed, it was the
first step on the route which was afterwards adopted.-* Wuat 
is of particular significance in the present context is that 
the Ottoman government had been aware of the potentialities 
of a Konia line long before the Kaulla syndicate sou^nt the 
right to begin building in that direction* As early as 1880 , 
the Turkish ministry of public works had examined the rela­ 
tive merits of railways to Baghdad via Eskishehr and Angora 
on the one hand, and Eskishehr. Konia and Aleppo on the 
otheri and the report prepared by the ministry had strongly 
recommended that the second project should be preferred to 
the first* ̂ Furthermore * because of its anxiety on military

1 J*3* Wolf, The Diplomatic History of the Bagdad Railroad. 
p* 16*

»
2 S* Sohneider, Die Peutache Bagdadbahn* p* 23; H*J. Whighamf 
The Persian Problem, P« Z 39* ""

'A. Brisse, 'Les inte'rats de I'Allemagne dano 1'Enpire otto- 
raan 1 , Revue de Seographie, 1. 310 (mapjf *'olf, p, 17.

Unsigned JSemort.ndua:, entitled 'Kaulla Conoeasion 1 , from th« 
Intelligence Division of the War Office, dated 17 Jan. 1393



grounds that any railways in Turkish territory should be 
kept far distant from the Russian border, St. Petersburg 
nad extracted assurances from Abdul Hamid in 1890 that there 
would oe no extension eastwards from Angora, along the nor­ 
thern route into Mesopotamia. The Bussiana would have been 
nappiest if there had been no railways at all in Turkey? they 
were oy no means desirous of seeing the •Sick Man 9 restored 
even partially to health and vigour. ̂ But a southern route, 
such as that through Konia, was at least tolerable to them* 
It is scarcely probable that Abdul Hamid was prepared to 
break his word and defy his neighbour on this matters a ruler 
who feared to offend the Tsar by strengtnening the defences 
of his own capital was unlikely to countenance the building 
of strategic railways on the approaches to the Transoauoasian 
frontier. In these circumstances the puzzle is not that the 
Sultan consented to the suostitution of a Konia line for the
extension beyond Angora, but rather that he himself did not•»
propose u*he Konia scheme in the first instance .^

The explanation apparently lies in Abdul Hamid 1 a well- 
known cunning. He felt little or no real interest in the 
choice of route for its own sake, for the reaaon that he felt 
little or no real interest in the idea of a Baghdad railway. 
The belief held by many of his contemporaries, and afterwards

(with Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No. 8, 17 Jan. I893 f P.O. 78/4486).

1 A. Cheradame , The Baghdad Railway f p. 5»
? R. von Kiihlmannt Erinnerungen» p. 364| Wolf, p.

In H. Pels, Europe 8 The World * a Banker • 1870-1914 • p. 344, 
the iwpreasion ia #iveh that the Sultan did propose the Konia 
scheme, and that it was with reference to Konia that the 
Germans* allowed hesitation on technical and financial grounds. 
This is altogether wrong? Feis has confused the Konia project 
with the proposed extension from Angora.
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widely aooepted by historians* that the Sultan was genuinely 
enthusastlo about railways as a means of promoting the eco­ 
nomic and political rejuvenation of his Empire, was never 
shared oy Sir William White and has been shown to be probably 
unrounded,^ What had motivated the Ottoman despot in bestow­ 
ing the Anatolian concession on the Kaulla group in 1888 was 
not an appreciation of the advantages of Improved communica­ 
tions! significantly, the concession was granted only after 
the Germans had offered a substantial loan to the Turkish ex- 
ohequar, and even this inducement seems to have been effective
o nly because Turkey was confronted with an unusually seriouso 
shortage of funds* The initiative wnicn the Sultan later
took in approaching the Germane with his request for an ex­ 
tension beyond Angora did not necessarily imply any change 
whatever in hio attitude towards railway projects* There is 
but one interpretation of his action which is convincing in 
the light of all the facto: that by putting pressure on 
Kaulla to undertake the difficult and costly Angora-Baghdad 
eoneme, he hoped to oauee the German syndicate to bring for­ 
ward counter-proposals, for his agreement to which he could 
exaot a price in the form of a further loan*

Matters developed substantially in accordance with the 
Sultan's plan* After the Germans, fearful of the consequences 
of disappointing Abdul Hamid altogether, had decided on the 
Konia alternative, they encouraged him to accept the new 
eoheme by offering to arrange a loan conditional on the grant­ 
ing of the concession* The Sultan was onco more in need of 
ready c&sh, and had been negotiating for a large sum with the

1 Smith, pp. 110-111, 115-116*

2 Ibid., pp* 116, 125, 128; Ulwyn Parksr), "The Bagdad Rail­ 
way negotiations', Quarterly Review, ooxxviii. 493-4941 cf. 
?eis, p. 319*



Imperial Ottoman Bans. The terms demanded by the Bank had 
not been looked upon favourably at the Palace, and when the 
languishing negotiations finally collapsed, in November 1892 t 
the (Jenaans seiaed their opportunity. Their financial pro­ 
posals, by making the award of the Konia concession an immin­ 
ent probability, inaugurated the acute phase of railway

2 rivalry among the Powers in the early 'nineties.
The projected German branch line posed a major threat to 

both French and British railway interests. A predominantly 
French group of entrepreneurs, headed by a Belgian named 
Sagelmacicera, had plans for a Konia railway of tneir own, to 
be constructed from Panderma on the Sea of Marmora and con­ 
nected, through an arrangement to be examined later, with the 
Mediterranean coast at Smyrna." ?he ?renoh embassy supported 
this scheme, and, prior to Kaulla*s intervention, Cambon had 
high hopes of its acceptance by the Turks. The German appli­ 
cation altered the prospects completely! the French and 
German projects could not co-exist, not only because the com­ 
petition of two Konia lines would have ruined both, but be- 
oause their planned routes actually coincided for a distance 
of more than 250 kilometres. Accordingly, after tne foraal 
submission of the German terms on 4 Ueoemoer, Cambon embarked 
on a determined efTort to frustrate Raulla's designs - an 
effort in which he was assisted, at his own request, by re­ 
peated representations from the French foreign minister to 
the Ottoman ambassador in ^aris« Through December and early

1 Ford to Rosebary, No. 334 Confidential, 5 Nov.! No. 345 
Confidential, 14 Hov. 1892, F.O. 78/4417.

2 Ford to Hosebery, No. 3?5 Confidential, 7 Nov.; No. 344 Con­ 
fidential, 14 Nov.; No. 345 Confidential, 14 Hov. 1892, F.O. 
73/4417.

Helfferich, iii. 635 below, p. 32.



January, the Quai d'orsay and its Constantinople embassy 
left no diplomatic stone unturned to destroy the Kaulla pro­ 
gramme and rescue the Nagelmaokers syndicate.

The British stake in the Konia controversy consisted of 
Investments in the 3myrna-Aidin and Smyrna-Gas saba railway 
companies* The original concession for the line from Smyrna
to Aidin had been granted in 1856 , and the company had after-

p wards been permitted an extension to Mneir, farther Inland.
Although it had secured no authority to do so f its ultimate 
ambition was to continue building in the same direction, 
until the railway reached Konia.-* It was obvious, therefore, 
that the success of Kaulla 1 $ scheme would gravely impair the 
Aidin company's future chances of prosperity. Up to this 
point the problem was simple enough, but the whole situation 
was complicated by the existence of the Smyrna-Caasaba com­ 
pany and by a combination into which it had recently entered. 
The Smyrna-Caosaba concession had been accorded to an ita^liah 
group in i863» and an extension had been granted nine years 
later* As with Aidin, the ultimate intention of the Caasaba 
company was to extend to Konia.4 Sinoo the directors of both 
lines had their eye on exploiting tha same area, there waa 
naturally intense rivalry between the two. Whereas tne vrtrioua

1 D«D>F. t 1st ser., x f No. 67 (Caabon to Ribot, 13 Dec. 1392 )j 
RoTTTTCambon to Ribot, 21 Dec. 1392); No. 74 (Caiabon to 
Bibot. 28 Deo. 1892); No. 76 (Ribot to Combon, 29 Deo. 1892) | 
Bo. 79 (Bibot to Oainixm, 4 Jan* 1393)*
f%

W. von Preaael, .uea Ohemina ds Fer en Turquie d*Aaie» p. 53.

'Note in Explanation of the Conflicting Claims at Constant­ 
inople for a Concession to build a Hailway Line to Konin 1 . 
by Sir T:« Vincont (of the Imperial Ottoman Bank), dated 30 
Deo. 1892, F.O. 76/4435.

* Ibid.; aee alao W. von Pr«8aei f p.
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German groups interested in Turkish railways had joined 
forces, agreeing upon collective proposals which then receiv­ 
ed full support from the German embassy, 1 British railway 
enterprise in the Smyrna hinterland had suffered grievously 
from an orgy of reciprocal throat-slitting* Whenever repre­ 
sentatives of either the Aidin or the Cassaba company pre­ 
sented an application to the Ottoman government 9 their 
countrymen of the competing line endeavoured to discredit and 
defeat it*2 By the end of 1892, this struggle between the 
Smyrna railways for the traffic of Konia hai passed into a 
new phase* While the Aidin company still remained both inde­ 
pendent and exclusively British, Smyrna-Gassaba had formed an 
alliance with the French-dominated Nagelmaokers group, 3 the 
plan being that Cassaba 9 s existing line from Smyrna into the 
Interior should be linked with Na&elmackers 1 proposed line

4from Panderma to Konia* This scheme would in effect have 
created, though under Trench auspices, the Smyrna-Konia rail­ 
way which both British companies had long envisaged* British 
and French economic Interests had now become tangled up to­ 
gether, a circumstance which proved dangerous for the rela­ 
tions between Great Britain and Germany*

Although Bosebery did not realise it at the time, it was 
as a result of Kaulla f s threat to the Casoab-x-Nagelmackers

(Alwyn Parkar), 'The Bagdad Railway Negotiations 1 , Quarterly 
Review, ocxxviii. 494-4955 see also Anonymous, 'German Methods 
In Turkey 1 , ibid., ocxxviii* 298-299*

2 Ford to Rosebery, No* 336 Confidential, 26 Dec* 1892 (with 
enclosed Memorandum), F.O* 78/4417.

3 Ibid. *

* 'Note in Explanation of the Conflicting Claims at Constant­ 
inople for a Concession to build a Ruilway Line to Konia 1 , 
by Sir £• Vincent, dated 30 Dec. 1892, F.O* 78/4435*
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coalition that the Foreign Offioe was first led to commit 
itself to its ill-fated intervention in the railway scramble. 
With regard to the railways the Imperial Ottoman Bank and its 
President 9 Sir Edgar Vincent, played an independent role, 
representing no interests but their own* At one time they 
had offered to throw their whole weight behind Kaulla, in ex­ 
change for a share in the profits from the Eskishehr-Konia 
concession.1 This suggestion coming to nought y they had 
allied themselves with Nagelmaokers and the French* 2 In Decem­ 
ber 1892 their goal was to enlist support from every possible 
quarter to protect Cassaba-Nagelmackers from the Germans. On 
the 23rd, therefore, Vincent addressed to Rosebery an urgent 
appeal for diplomatic action to defend 'English interests 1 
against the Kaulla menace* Carefully omitting to mention 
Cassaba'a French affiliations, he asserted that the Smyrna- 
Aldin and Smyraa-Cassaba lines were both 'owned almost ex­ 
clusively In England 9 - true, though misleading - and that 
they would suffer 'by an amount which I estimate at a «inlmin 
of two millions Sterling 1 if the German concession to Konia 
were granted.3 - •-- -*—

In 1888, when Kaulla had been seeking his first con­ 
cession in Asia Minor, White had abstained, with Salisbury's 
approval, from giving assistance to a British group in con­ 
flict with the German syndicate* Everything had then been 
oubordinated to the supreme objectives of getting a railway

Memorandum by Nioolson, Private and Confidential, dated 
19 Jan. 1893 (onolosed in Ford to Rosebery, No. 25 Confiden­ 
tial, 20 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4477).

2 Helfferich, iii. 63.

* Vincent to Rosebery, 23 Dec. 1892, F.O. 78/4435.

4 Smith, pp. 128-129.
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system constructed, and of erecting a Teutonic barrier - in 
the form of financial interests which Berlin would find it 
difficult to abandon - against a Russian advance on the 
Straits from the Asiatic side.1 At the end of 1892, however , 
Military Intelligence had evidence that St. Petersburg was 
reducing its forces in Transcaucasia, and that there was no 
threat of a major Russian offensive in Asia Minor.2 Not shar­ 
ing hia predecessor 1 9 sense of impending danger in that dir­ 
ection, Hosebery felt free to give priority to other worries? 
he knew that he could not ignore the fate of £2,000,000 of 
British capital without inviting criticism both in the press 
and in Parliament ••* The board of the Smyrna-Cassaba company 
Included several members of both Houses, 4 and the President

cof the Aidin company sat in the Commons.-' As yet, moreover, 
the Foreign Secretary was unaware of the two factors which 
might have held him back from heeding Vincent's pleat the 
commitments of Cassaba to the French, and the deep interest 
taken by the German government, indeed by the Kaiser person­ 
ally, in the success of the Kaulla project .6 The upshot was 
that the deoialon as to intervention was at once prompt and 
affirmative. Rosebery reversed the attitude of Salieburyi In-

1 W.M. Ramsay, The Revolution in Constantinople and Turkey • pp. 142, 304; above, p. 74.
2 Captain driarson to the Director of Military Intelligence, Secret, 8 Nov. 1892 (printed on 9 Nov. 1892), F.O. 65/1456.
P.P. xiv (2), No. 3972 (Hatzfeldt to the German Foreign Office, 14 Jan. 1893); Wolf, p. 16.

* P«D«F*t 1st ser., x, No. 67 (Cambon to Ribot, 15 Dec* 1892), 
' Right Hon. David Plunket, M.P. for Dublin University.
^ Rosebery to Malet, Secret, 11 Jan., P.O. 343/3 (Malet 
Papers); No. 17A Secret, 12 Jan. 1893, F.O. 64A292,
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stead of trying to pave the way for a new growth of German 
investment in Ottozaan Asia, he made the protection of British 
investment his primary object. On Christmas Pay he instructed 
Sir Clare Ford by telegraph to 'try and delay any railway 
concession to Kaulla 1 until further notice | and on the 29th 
he aent a despatch to Constantinople in which he ordered a 
policy of 'opposition* as well as of 'delay 1 * 'Bo what is in 
your power 1 , he told the ambassador, 'to prevent the con­ 
cession being granted, as being prejudicial to British inter-

2•sts. 1 Since he was later to assure Berlin that nothing more
than delay had been intended, Rosebery's use of the word
•prevent 1 is worthy of particular emphasis*

Before Christmas, acting on his own initiative and with­ 
out informing London, Ford had already sought to impress upon 
both Porte and Palace the disadvantages which British rail­ 
ways would face if the Kaulla programme were implemented »^ on 
receiving his first instructions, those of 25 December, he 
carried them out with what appears to have been unaccustomed 
energy,* and on 5 January he communicated to the Porte the 
sense of Rosobery'a subsequent despatch. 5 This move became 
known almost at once to Prince Hadolin, the German ambassadors 
later on the same day he telegraphed to the Wilhelmatrasse 
that the British embassy was opposing 'Konzessionserteilung

1 Roaebery to Ford, Tel, Ho. 79, 25 Dec. 1892, P.O. 78/4418.

2 Roaebery to Ford, No. 271, 29 Dec. 1892, F.O. 78/4411; Tel* 
WO. 1, 4 Jan. I893 t F.O. 78/4485.

* Ford to Roaebery, Tel. No. 116, 26 Dec. 1892, F.O. 78/4419.

* Ford to Bosobery, Tel. Ho. 117, 28 Dec. 1892, F.O. 195/1753? 
Q»P» xiv (2). No. 3964 (Radolin to ths German Foreign Office, 
79"Tec. 1892).

5 Ford to Roaebery, Tel. No. 1, 5 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4486.
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an Kaulla « • • ait der Begrundung, dass englische Intereasen« " i
geachadigt wurdan • • . |J>

Events now moved with rapidity and drama • On the after­ 
noon of 6 January tie German foreign minister , Marachall, 
made a atatement on the railway issue to Sir Edward Malet, 
Great Britain's ambassador in Berlin* Speaking 'very earnest­ 
ly'* he announced that if the fact was as reported by Radolin, 
he must regard it as an 'inimical act towards Germany 1 , which 
would 'render impossible the continuance of the cordial co­ 
operation which had been of so much benefit to both countries 
and to Europe in general 1 * The next morning the British were 
given a demonstration of Marachall *s meaning* Only a few daya 
before, Anglo-German co-operation with respect to Egyptian 
affairs had been continuing on a warm and friendly basis* ̂ 
Now* early on 7 January, the German Consul-General in Cairo 
called on Lord Cromer end told him that in view of G-reat Brit­ 
ain's attitude in Asia Minor, there would be no further Ger- 
xaan Backing for her wishes in Egypt. Germany was threatening 
the complete abandonment of the Egyptian policy which ahe had 
hitherto followed , and which had long been one of the moat 
important pillars of Great Britain's international position*

That this sudden outburst was the result of a desire on

1 <**-?•- xlv ( 2 )t N0t 3965 (Marochall to HatEfeldt, 6 Jan. 
1893, quoting Radolin to Marschall, 5 Jan* 1893)*

2 Malet to Roaabery, Tel. No* 1 Confidential, 6 Jan* 1893, 
P*0. 64/1296| of. G*P. xiv (2) f Ro* 3966 (Mar ac hall to HatB- 
feldt, 7 Jan. 18937T~

G.P* viiif No* 1814 (Marachall to Hatzfeldt f 26 Dec. 1892) | 
No* 1815 (flatefaldt to Caprivi, 28 Dec* 1892) f Roaebery to 
Mal«t, Ho. 310, 28 Dec. 1892, F*0. 64/1272.

* Cromer to Roaebery, Tel* No* 12 Confidential, 7 Jan. 1893f 
P.O. 78/4517B.
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the part of the Berlin government to protect llaulla's Konia 
project against British obstruction and of a decision to do 
BO by exerting the strongest diplomatic pressure on London 
to cease interfering f would appear on the surface to be self- 
evident. That the outburst related to Konia is, indeed, the 
generally accepted interpretation, 1 but the evidence of the 
Foreign Office archives reveals that there is no truth in it* 
In his pronouncement to Malet on 6 January, Marschall said 
nothing whatever about the Konia controversy; and a day or 
two later, when the matter was raised on British initiative » 
he avoided a discussion by professing to be unaware of any 
German designs in that direction.^ Instead of Konia, the 
ground of complaint which he cited agr.inat Great Britain on 
the 6th had to do with an alleged opposition by the British 
embassy to the concession which Kaulla was still seeking, but 
not intending to use within the roreseeablo future, for the 
line first proposed by Abdul liamid - the extension from An­ 
gora to Baghdad.3

Before we plunge into the dark tangle of German miscon­ 
ceptions on the subject, the attitude actually adopted by the 
British towards the Angora-Baghdad project must be briefly 
explained. When Rosabery had ordered on 25 December that an 
•ffort should be made to 'delay any railway concession 1 to 
the Kaulla group* he had plainly overlooked the fact that

W.L. Langer, The Franco-Russian Alliance • 1890-1894• pp. 
291-2931 Et Sohutte, Freiherr Marschall yon Bieberate'inj Big 
Beitrag BUT CharakterisiQrung seiner Politik, p« 41t Wolf. 
pp» 16-171 Helf^erichf ill. 66.

2 Malet to Rosebery, No. 11 Confidential, 12 Jan. 1893, 7.0. 
64/1293.

Malet to Rosabery, Tel. No. 1 Confidential, 6 Jan., F.O. 
64/1296| No* 8 Confidential, 7 Jan. I893 t F.O. 64/1293.
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fculla was applying for the extension from Angora as well 
as for the Eskishehr-Konia branch. The instructions to Ford > 
were a direct response to Vincent's appeal in behalf of the 
Smyrna lines, and that appeal had afforded the Foreign Secre­ 
tary no motive for obstructing the Germans on any point other 
than Konia. A prolongation of the Angora railway towards 
Baghdadf it was obvious, could not affect the Aidin or Caa- • 
eaba companies in the slightest degree* Ford, realizing this, 
had interpreted Rosebery's telegram of the 25th as obliging 
him to intervene only against the Konia portion of the Kaulla 
programmed That the ambassador was correct in taking this 
view is clear from subsequent communications which he receiv­ 
ed from the *or0ign Office. 2

Ford's personal opinion on Angora-Baghdad was in harmony 
with his interpretation of his instructions. A Baghdad con­ 
cession had been sought for some time by a group of English 
investors, represented in Turkey by a Mr. Staniforth; and in 
early 1892, just after Sir Clare's arrival at Constantinople, 
Staniforth had been in touch with the British embassy* The 
advioe then given by the new ambassador had been that the 
British applicants should attempt to come to terms with their 
German rivals* Doing aa suggested, Staniforth negotiated at 
Berlin with Georg von 3lemons of the Deutsche Bank, and soon 
obtained what he thought to be an assurance that the partici­ 
pation of his associates in the German Baghdad scheme would 
be willingly accepted.3 Siemens* Supposed promise, if it had

1 q*P* xiv (2) f No. 3964; Ford to hosebery, No* 25 Confiden- 
tlaTT"20 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4477.

2 Roaebery to Ford, Ho. 271, 29 Dec* 1892, F.O. 195/1744; 
Tel. No. 4, 9 Jan. 1893, F.O. 195/1778.

' Ford to fiosebery, ffo. 25 Confidential, 20 Jan. 1893, F.O. 
78/4477.
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boon implemented, might have seriously prejudiced the German 
position In the railway scrambles in the sumoer of 1892 it 
was precisely in a possible combination of the ICaulla ijroup 
with Stanlforth'a that the aetute Cuabon saw his best chance 
of discrediting German proposals in the eyai of the Anglo- 
phobe Sultan.1 The Germane in Constantinople doubtless ap­ 
preciated this danger in a way that those in Berlin did not, 
and understood that it would bo folly to risk the Suitan1 a 
displeasure for the sike of British co-operation in a projaot 
that waa not in any event to be undertaken for years to coae* 
thus, when Staniforth returned triumphant from Germany to the 
Ottoman capital, it waa only to have his illusions shattered 
by the tliscovory that Kaulla himself would have nothing to do 
with him* 2 White's old policy of Anglo-German partnership, 
which Ford had triad by hie advice to resurrect, had now, for 
the second tine, fallen to the ground; and ?orvl was confront­ 
ed with the choice which h$ had hoped to make unn^eessary, 
between embarking on a futile atruggle with the Serbian em­ 
bassy, and quietly acquiescing in complete German control of 
the Baghdad concession- He chose the latter oouroe, apparent­ 
ly giving the Staniforth group oomo token semblance of sup­ 
port^ but exerting no eerious pressure at the Porte in its 
behalf•* Indeed, if it had not been for the complication pre­ 
sented by the Konia branch, he would have been prepared to 
eide actively with the Germans* tfe have noticed that he con-

1 D>P*y«« 1st »er., x, No* 4 (Canbon to Ribot, 25 Aug, 1892),

* Ford to Roeebery, No. 25 Confidential, 20 Jan. l893 f ?»0. 
78/4477.

* *iv t 2 )t No. 3963 (Radolln to Caprivi, 23 Bee. 1892).

Ford to Rosebery, No. 25 Confidential, 20 Jan. I393 t F.O. 
70/4477.
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*idered Kaulla to bo proceeding on the 'dog-in-the-manger 1 
principle with reference to Baghdads the inability of the 
German applicants to make prompt use of a Baghdad concession 
was well Jmown to him*2 But the ambassador thought it prefer­ 
able that the line into Mesopotamia should be promised to 
Kaulla and left unbuilt for some time, than that it should 
remain the centre of a continuing contention - in which he 
may have feared that the French, who had Baghdad aspirations 
of their own, 3 might eventually prevail* In January 1893 he 
expressed the view that had the Kaulla scheme been 'confined 
to the Baghdad trunk line, the British embassy here could not 
have acted otherwise than by seconding the German embassy in 
the matter**4

What, then, led Marschall to make his allegation that the 
action of the British embassy was directed against the Angora- 
Baghdad project? The explanation lies in the wording of Kaao- 
lin's telegram of 5 January* Already, in late December, the 
German diplomat had telegraphed that Ford was trying to delay 
the Konia concession pending the arrival of further instruc­ 
tions from London.5 At this Marschall had Dot protested 9 nor 
evon made a friendly approach to the Foreign Office with a 
view to ensuring that the instructions*, when sent, would be

Above, p. 76*

2 Ford to Roaebery, No* 386 Confidential, 26 Dec* 1892, F*0* 
78/4417*

* 'Un Diplomats 1 (H* Cambon) f Paul Camfron i Acibaaaadeur de France* p* 137* " """""

* Ford to Eoaebery, No* 25 Confidential, 20 Jan* I893 f F*0, 
78/4477*

* G»P» xiv (2). No* 3964 (Radolin to the German Foreign Of- 
fioeT 29 Dec. 1892)*
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a* favourable as possible to Orerman interests* Now, on 5 
January, when Radolin reported Ford 'a additional action on 
the issue 9 there was a significant difference in his languages 
he omitted on this occasion all reference to the Koala con­ 
cession, and alluded instead to British objections to the

p Kaulla concession - 'Konzessionserteilung an JCaulla 1 . Ford's
intervention having in fact been confined , as we have seen, 
to the Konia half of Kaulla 1 a application, this phraseology 
was gravely misleading* Why the German ambassador used it ia 
by no means clears conceivably it was a case of sheer care­ 
lessness, though Malet may well have been right in speculat­ 
ing afterwards that the Turks, hoping to sow dissension be­ 
tween the British and German embassies, hod deliberately pro­ 
moted a mlsunderstanding*3 jn any event, whatever the reason 
for Radolin' s language, it evidently created the impression 
In Mar so hall' s mind that Great Britain was attempting to ob­ 
struct not merely the branch project, but also the plan for 
eventual extension of the trunk line beyond Angora «- in other 
words, that the British were seeking to frustrate the whole 
conception of a German railway to Baghdad*

In this context the news that Ford had made use of the 
words 'prejudicial to British interests' assumed an Importance 
much greater than would otherwise have been the case* Whereas 
In the Smyrna hinterland there were established, recognisable 
British economic interests at strike, the same was not true of 
the territory beyond Angora. Here there were no existing 
British railways: the ntiniforth application was an applica­ 
tion arid nothing more, and even in the absence of conflicting

1 Rosebery to Malet, Secret, 11 Jan. 1893, F.O, 343/3.

(2), Ho. 39651 above, pp, 85-86. 

Malet to Kosabery, Private, 14 Jan. l893 t F.O. 343/13.
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German claims , Marschall knew that it would have no real 
chance of being accepted. It wa-3 natural for the foreign 
sinister to conclude, therefore* that the interests which 
the British considered to be menaced were not economic but 
political | and from the text of the Radolin telegram it ap­ 
peared also that Ford 'a objections had been put forward in a

2 political form - 'nasiens seiner Ragierung'. In speaking to
Kalet, luarachall repeatedly stressed , with much indignation, 
this supposed political character of the British intervention.

The distinction between economic and political repre­ 
sentations by an embassy is fundamental to an understanding 
of the Anglo-German incident. In the conversation with Malet 
on 6 January, the German foreign minister explicitly recog­ 
nised that it was customary and legitimate for the Constant­ 
inople embassies to give diplomatic backing to the schemes 
of their respective nationals, and he made it clear that hia 
protest was not against British competition with Germany on 
an economic plane .* What he was unwilling to tolerate, how­ 
ever, was an intervention that went beyond the usual advocacy 
of one's own projects, and which apparently threw the preo- 
tige of Great Britain into the scales against German enter­ 
prise as such - against the very idea of German penetration 
of Asiatic Turkey* It was in those terms that France had been 
opposing Kaullat not, in the words of the French foreign min-

1 Ualet to liosabery, i!o. 0 Confidential, 7 Jan., P.O. 64/1293; 
of. Ronebery to Malet, No. 10, 10 Jr.n, 1893, F.O. 64/1292.

2 G.P. xiv (2), No. 3965.

Malet to Bosebery, Tel. No. 1 Confidential, 6 Jan., F.O. 
64A2968 Private, 14 Jan. 18':) 3 f 1.0. 343/13.

* Q»P» xiv (2), No. 3966 (Marschall to Hatzfeldt, 7 Jan. 1893) \ 
Malet to Rosebery, Tel. No. 1 Confidential, 6 Jan. 1893, F.O. 
64/1296.
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later i Mans 1'intdrdt de telle ou tQlle soci£t£, isais dans 
un int^re^t politique' •*• From the Qua! d^rsay Berlin expect- 
ed nothing better; France was a known and aoooptad antagon­ 
ist, whereas the British had hitherto been favourable to 
German aspirations in Asia Minor , and had been profiting 
from Germany's support of their Egyptian supremacy* Under­ 
standably, Mar so hall looked upon Ford* a reportedly hostile 
attitude at Constantinople with deep resQnt&ent, as evidence 
of a treaoheroua contempt for the principle of reciprocity*2 
It seemed to him that the Liberal government 9 unlike Salis­ 
bury *a t was regarding Germany as an opponent, not as a friend, 
in the Sast - that Bosabery had made up his mind to reaiat, 
aa injurious to Great Britain's political position, the ex­ 
pansion of German influence towards Baghdad and the Persian 
Gulf* Seen in this light, Mar a c hall's denunciation of Ford's 
conduct as a 'felndaeliger Akt' f destructive of the basio 
assumptions of Anglo-German co— operation* 3 becomes readily 
comprehensible* Germany decided upon a reversal of her Egypt­ 
ian policy not as a means of blackmail on an economic issue - 
aa Sir Edward Grey, Rosabery's Parliamentary Undor-3ecr9tary f 
was afterwards to imply in his memoirs* - but rather as a 
riposte to what appeared a far-reaching political challenge 
on the part of the British*

This misreading of Hosebery*s attitude was supplemented 
by a aeoond and related grievance* In his instructions to the

1 D»P*P*t 1st aer., x, No* 79 (Ribot to C'.mbon, 4 Jan* 1893) •

2 Of. Roaebery to Malet, Secret, 11 Jan* 1893, F*0. 343/3. 

a *p * xiv ( 2 )» No * *966 (Marschall to Uatsfeldt, 7 Jan. 1893).

Viaoount Grey of Fallodon, Twenty-Five Years, i. 9-11; of* 
L« Hagey. I* Question du Chemin de -Per de Bagdad, pp, 17-18 f 
20.
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German Conaul-Ganeral at Cairo on 6 January, Marsohall as­ 
sorted not simply that the British eabasay at Constantinople 
was being 'offensively hostile' in the railway quaation, but 
that it was promoting Ifeonoh Sosigau to tho datriiaont of 
Grermany. 3" Despite the fact that ti?.era load been no collusion 
with Canbon, 2 Ford had given the wilhelxastrasso a modicum of 
Justification for such a suspicion- A3 tne Gaaaaba-Kagel- 
maokers combination and the exclusively British Aidin company, 
notwithstanding their rivalry, had a ma;Jor common interest 
in opposing the Seriaan extension to Konia, it was of course 
inevitable that in protecting the latter groun against Kaulla, 
Ford should also give aid and comfort to its predominantly 
French competitor. The truth was, moreover, that the ambassa­ 
dor did not so much as make an attempt to confine his assist­ 
ance to the Aldin line. Unlike Bosabsry, he was fully cog­ 
nizant of Cassaba*3 French orientation, and he knew that 
Aldin had by far the greater claim on his sympathy. Yet ha 
was unwilling to abandon Cassaba altogether, for it still in­ 
volved a significant amount of British capital. Throughout 
the entire first half of the railway controversy, until near­ 
ly the middle of January, he allowed it to retain some place, 
albeit a subordinate one, in his rapresantations to the Porte. 4

1 <*•?• viii, Mo. 1816 (Marsohall to Hatzfaldt, 7 Jan. 1893, 
puotln-j Ifarsohall to Loyden, 6 Jan. 1393)5 cf. Grower to Rose- 
bery, Tel. No* 12 Confidential, 7 Jan., F.O. 78/4517B; Bose- 
bery fco xord, Tel. No. 3, 8 Jan. 1893, F.O. 73/44o5«

^ Hicolson to Villiers, Private, 29 Jan. 1893, Villiers Papers.

^ Ford to roscber-y, ^o. 3B6 Co:ofll3ntia! f 26 Deo. 183? (not 
received at the Foreign Office until 7 January), F.O. 78/4417*

4 ford to Hoacbery, T(?l. Wo. 115, 26 Deo. 1^2, r.C. 78/4419; 
Ford 1 a Pro-Memoria to the Grand Vizier, dated 14 Jan.! Memor­ 
andum by Sir A. Sandison, dated 16 Jan. 1893 (enclosed in 
Ford to Rosebery, Wo. 15, 16 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4477)1 see
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By the 6th, this consequence of a coincidental and limited 
concurrence of French and British interests had been magni­ 
fied at Berlin into the adoption by Great Britain of a new 
general policy - a policy favouring French over German enter­ 
prise *in all railway schemes in Asia Minor 1 .^

From Marsohall's standpoint, Great Britain* a volte-face 
in the Bast seemed clearly to necessitate not only protest 
but prompt retaliation* It has been said, with reference to 
the foreign minister's later activities as ambassador at Con­ 
stantinople, that he treated the Baghdad railway as his 
•Lieblingskind'f 2 and even as early as 1393 his mind may well 
have been moving in that direction* What was probably decis­ 
ive in determining German reaction, however, was the enthusi­ 
asm of the Kaiser himself for the project. The visit of Wil- 
helm XI to Constantinople in 1839 had both symbolized and 
strengthened his interest in Turkey, and he had subsequently 
played a part in some aspects of the railway negotiations* 3 
Therefore, if the pressure put on the Ottoman authorities to 
reject the German programme were to prove effective, Mar- 
sohall had reason to fear that Wilhelm would interpret the 
defeat as a personal affront* 4 Indeed, whether the pressure 
was effective or not, it was predictable that his attitude

also 0* Waterfield (Chairman of the Smyrna-Oasoaba Company) 
to Rosebery, 11 Jan*| 8 Mart 1893, F.O. 78/4500.

ft •? •- vlii, No. 1816* The translation quoted is that of 
E.T.S. Dugdale, German Diplomatic Documents, 1871-1914* ii. 
180.

R. von Kuhlmann, Erinnerungen* p* 364*

Ford to Roeebery, No. 13 Confidential, 11 Jan. I893 f F.O. 
78/4477.

* M.W. Tyler, The European Powers and the Near East. 1875- 
1908. pp. 179-150} G.P* xiv U). No* 3965*



towards it would be one of intense vexation. Under these 
circumstance a 9 the foreign minister doubtless realized that 
to show any hesitation or weakness in meeting the British 
challenge would be to risk incurring the Kaiser's dissatis­ 
faction* Prince Bismarck had already been accusing the

2government of excessive complaisance towards Great Britain, 
and especially since the minister had his eye on succeeding 
Caprivi as Chancellor, he may well have concluded that it 
would be prudent, when informing the Kaiser of what had hap­ 
pened, to accompany his tidings with proof of his firmness 
and energy in defending the German position*

This hypothesis provides a rational explanation for a 
fact otherwise puzzlingi that Marsohall acted on 6 January 
with such sudden violence, without waiting to verify what he 
had heard from Constantinople* Hosebery observed later that 
the proper procedure would have been for the German minister 
to ask Malet for the truth about Great Britain's policy, and 
then await a reply from London before taking further steps** 
But Marsohall had no time to spare* If he were to obtain the 
desired evidence of firmness before facing the Kaiser, haste 
was imperatives although Wilhelm was absent on a shooting ex­ 
pedition when the Radolin telegram arrived, the minister 
knew that he was about to return, and that he would have to 
be told of the situation not later than the forenoon of the

1 Marschall implied as much to Malet in the conversation on 
6 Januarys Malet to Rosebory, Private, 14 Jan* 1893, F»0*
34 3 A3.
2 Malet to Rosebery, Private, 7 Jan. 1893, P.O. 343A3*

^ Prince von Bulow, Memoira, iv. 649*

* Rosebery to Malet, No. 17A Secret, 12 Jan. 1893, P.O. 
64/1292•
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7th* When Marsohall spoke to the British ambassador on the 
6th f he was working against a deadline less than twenty-four 
hours away* Thus the sole chance of averting an Incident lay 
in categorical - and immediate - assurances by Malet as to 
the limited purpose of Ford's proceedings* The chance was 
lost) although Malet was aware that Ford had not been in­ 
active in the railway question, he was uninformed regarding 
the details of the controversy, and as a consequence ho al­
together failed to appreciate the relatively narrow scope of

2 British Involvement* Confronted with the charge that Great
Britain had been opposing Germany with respect to the Angora- 
Baghdad project, he hazarded a doubt that the intervention 
had really borne the 'political form ascribed to it 1 , but 
otherwise made no attempt to dispute the accuracy of Mar- 
0ohall 9 s allegation* Instead, seeking to justify what Ford 
had supposedly done, he maintained!

The question of the construction of a railway from An­ 
gora to Baghdad was a very serious one for il.M. Govern­ 
ment, as it brought Into play the whole question of our 
communication with India, which was a vital one for us* 
He r Mar sc hall] must not be surprised if we attached the 
most serious importance to it* 7/ithout knowing what had 
happened at Constantinople, I could well understand that 
it might have been naceasary to take some step * . * to 
prevent a concession bein^ given without obtaining . 
guarantees which would safeguard our interests • » *^
la the light of what has already been recounted, it is

1 Malet to Eosebery, Private, 14 Jan* 1893, F.O. 343/13*

2 Malet to Eosebery, Ho* 8 Confidential, 7 Jan* 1893, F*0* 
64/1293 • It was not until three days after the Marsohall- 
Valet conversation that Kosebery sent his ambassador copies 
of all the relevant correspondence: Hosabery to Malet, No* 8 
Confidential, 9 Jan. 1893 (with enclosures), F*0. 244/501.

Malet to Eosebery, No* 8 Confidential, 7 Jan* 189 3 t F.O* 
64/1293.
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evident that a more unfortunate rejoinder was scarcely con­ 
ceivable • The ambassador's language seemed to mean, at the 
very least, that one of Great Britain's leading diplomatists 
discerned a potential threat to her Imperial security in the 
extension of the German railway into Mesopotamia. True, it 
did not necessarily follow that this anxiety was shared by 
Roaebery, nor that his policy was governed by it| neverthe­ 
less, whatever Malet might say about the f form f of the Brit­ 
ish representations at Constantinople, his remarks can only 
have lent increased credibility to the view suggested by the 
Radolin telegram, that their substance and purpose were 
political* Thinking the facts to be as the telegram had im­ 
plied, and being well acquainted with the Kaiser's tempera­ 
ment, Marschall could now see only one sure way of impressing 
his master favourably on the following morning - and that was 
to do something dramatic without much delay. A few hours 
later, the German Consul-General called on Cromer.

After learning of the events at Berlin and Cairo, Hose­ 
bery acted quickly to restore harmonious Anglo-German rela­ 
tions. Great Britain, it was truthfully explained to the tfil- 
helmstrasse, had no inclination whatever to interfere with 
the Baghdad scheme, and nothing could be further from her 
wishes than to oppose the influence of Germany in the Ottoman 
Empire. With reference to the Konia concession, it was stated 
with less truth that London had sought no more than to bring 
about a postponement, in order that the interests of British 
investors might be 'considered'. Having thus redefined his

Rosebery suspected, without any evidence, that Marsohall 
acted on 6 January under orders from Wilhelm lit Rosebery to 
Malet, Secret. 11 Jan.! Private, 18 Jan.! Private, 1 Feb. 
1893, P.O. 343/3« This theory fits the circumstances much 
leas aatiafaotorily than the explanation suggested here. Cf. 
Malet to Roaebery, Private, 14 Jan. 1893, F*0. 343/13.
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stand, the Foreign Secretary appended a proposal for the 
establishment of direct contact on the railway issue between 
the British and German embassies at Constantinople •

This communication, in both its parts, evoked a favour­ 
able response at Berlin* Marsohall readily agreed to the 
suggested consultations between Radolin and Ford; moreover, 
despite his pretended ignorance of Kaulla's plans regarding 
Konia, he instantly accepted Rosebery 1 s assurances, profess­ 
ing himself 'greatly gratified 1 at the light which they had 
thrown on the situation.^ Already the relations of the two 
Powers appeared to be returning to an even keel, and while 
the first ambassadorial meeting on the question, which took 
place on the 10th, failed to achieve any progress towards a 
reconciliation of the economic interests involved, it did 
contribute much to clearing the air of lingering suspicions* 3 
After the discussion, far from having found Ford's attitude 
politically anti-German, Eadolin was inclined to the opinion 
that his colleague was objecting to the Konia concession 
against his own convictions, and only because of the pressure

Rosebery to Malet, Tel, No« 1 Confidential, 7 Jan* 1893, 
F.O. 64/1296| of. G.P. xiv (2), No. 3969. Ford and Radolin, 
though they saw each other frequently, had not hitherto dis­ 
cussed the railway controversy: Ford to Rosebery, Tel. Ho. 2, 
9 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4486.
2 Malet to Rosebery, No. 11 Confidential. 12 Jan., F,0. 
64/1293? Thornton vat the Berlin embassy) to Rosebery, un­ 
numbered telegram, 9 Jan. 1893, F.O. 64/1296.

As late as 9 January Radolin apparently believed a baseless 
allegation of Abdul Hamid's to the effect that his British 
colleague was trying to intimidate the Ottoman government 
with implied threats of a naval demonstration at Smyrna: G.P. 
xiv (2), No. 3970. One historian, accepting Radolin 1 s state­ 
ment at face value, records this absurdity as a fact: Wolf 
p. 16, Actually, if anyone hinted at a naval demonstration, 
it was not Ford but probably Sir Edgar Vincent. See Rosebery
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exerted by British capitalists •*• This, too, was an error, 
but a fortunate one in tha circumstances* With Marsohall, by 
the 13th at tha latest, fully reassured that the point at issue 
was indeed the branch lino to Konia, not the Angora-Baghdad 
trunk, •* and with the Garmn representative on the spot now 
attaching the blame for Ford's interference to an entirely 
noa-politioal factor, it ia not surprising to find that the 
friendly spirit in vrhich the ambassadors explored their dif­ 
ferences at Constantinople was matched by a further improve­ 
ment in the atmosphere at the Wilhelmstrasse. Malet, who had 
had to leave Berlin on the 7th to attend a royal wedding at 
Sigmarin^en, returned to discover on the 13th that f in his 
general tone 1 Marsohall had • completely receded* from his 
earlier anger .^ The announcement to Cromer of six days be­ 
fore, made on Marsohall' s orders, had expressed Germany's 
wish to withhold her previously promised consent to an in­ 
crease in the Egyptian army, and the wish had not been car­ 
ried out only because oonsont happened already to have been

ccommunicated in a binding form.' Now, howover, the foreign 
sinister told Kalet that the German Consul-General at Cairo

to Malet, Private, 1 Feb. 1333. F.O. 343/3$ Ford to Rosebery, 
Ho* 25 Confidential, 20 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4477.

*" P.P. xiv (2), No. 3971 (Radolin to the German Foreign Of- 
fioeTT.1 Jan. 1893)*

* Ford to Roaebery, No. 386 Confidential, 26 Deo.| No. 387 
Confidential, 26 Dec. 1892. F.O. 78/44171 No. 23 Confiden­ 
tial, 20 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4477.

Walet to Rosebery, No. 15 Confidential, 14 Jan. 1893, F.O. 
64A293*

4 Ibid.

* Cromer to Roeebery, Tel. No. 12 Confidential, 7 Jan. 1893, 
F.O. 78/4517B; G.P. viii, No. 1816.
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had been sent no instructions to do anything juora than 'speak 
to Lord Cromar 1 about the railway dispute. The supposed 
British policy which had provoked it having turned out to be 
unreal, Marschall was eager, even at the cost of sacrificing 
veracity, to resove as ciuch of the sting as he could from hia 
Egyptian retaliation.

Despite this encouraging sicra, however, the optimism 
which Kosebery had felt as early as the llth, when he observ­ 
ed that the Kcxulla incident was •apparently settled*, 2 did 
not withstand tho teet of events. Behind the British proposal 
for negotiations between the ambassadors there had lain the 
hope that a compromise night be arranged in the form of a 
junction between the Eskichehr-Konia and Smyraa~Aidin rail- 
ways. 3 While discussion on this possibility continued, Sir 
Clare Ford considered it necessary to guard against the 
danger of a fc.it accompli* Although his German colleague 
seemed genuinely willing to agree to a junction, Ford feared 
that if the Konia concession were once settled in favour of 
the Kaulla syndicate - and the conditions for a loan thereby 
met - tho Turks would resist an extension of the British 
line with such determination that not even joint action by 
the British and German embassies would suffice to secure it. 
•It seems to me . * • ', he remarked, 'that any concession 
that we care to obtain must be obtained before Mr. Kaulla's

1 Malet to Rosebory, No. 15 Confidential. 14 Jan., F,0t 
64/1293$ Tel. No. 4, 14 Jan. 1893, F.O. 64/1296.

2 Rosebery to Cromer, Tel. Ho. 10, 11 Jan. 1893, F.O* 
70/4517A.

^ Minute by Sir T.H. Sanderson (Assistant Under-Secretary at 
the Foreign Office), dated 7 Jan. 1893 (with Ford to Rosabery, 
No. 386 Confidential, 26 Dec. 1892. F.O. 78/4417); of. Rose- 
bery to Ford, Tel. No. 4, 9 Jan. 1893i F.O. 195/1778.
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scheme is actually sanctioned. 1 Accordingly, after being in­ 
formed that the Ottoman government had definitely decided to 
grant Kaulla his concessions, but intended to give no immed­ 
iate study to proposals for prolonging the Aidin railway, 
the ambassador made new representations at the Porte to the 
effect that British and German railway interests should be 
dealt with 'at one and the same time'* In doing this, on 14 
January, he again mentioned not only the Aidin company, but 
also the British financial stake in the Cassaba company.^ 3y 
the 16th suspicions of Anglo-French collusion had been reviv­ 
ed in full force on the German side, and the Wilhelmstrasse 
indignantly notified its London embassy that Ford was repay­ 
ing Germany's previous support of Great Britain vis-a-vis 
France by assisting the French Nagelmackers group against 
Kaulla, in exchange for help being given to British enter-

A
prise by Paul Cambon. On the ne; 
in this sense to Lord Rosebery.5

A
prise by Paul Cambon* On the next day the embassy complained

1 Ford to Rosebsry, Tel. Ho. 5, 13 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4456.

2 Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No. 3, 11 Jan., F.O. 78/4486; No. 15, 
16 Jan. 1893, F.O* 78/4477.

•* Ford 1 s Pro-Memoria to the Grand Vizier, dated 14 Jan. 1893 
(copy enclosed in Ford to Rosobery, No. 15, 16 Jan. 1893, 
F.O. 78/4477). In H* Nicolson, Sir Arthur Hicol son; First 
Lord Carnook, pp. 94-95, evidence is cited which would appear 
to Indicate that Ford had lost interest in the rsilways, and 
made these representations only under pressure from Sir 
Arthur Nicolaon, who had arrived at Constantinople as First 
Secretary on 10 January. This seems unlikely* on the 14th, by 
his own admission, Nicolson had not yet mastered the railway 
question, but he wrote that the ambassador waa 'pushing it 
vigorously'. Nicolson to Villiers, Private, 14 Jan. 1893, 
Villiers Papers.

4 q *p * xiv (2)t No ' 397 3 (Marschall to Hatzfeldt, 16 Jan. 1893).

5 Ibid., No. 3974 (Hatefeldt to the German Foreign Office, 17
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Apart from a denial of the accusation* the response of • 
the Foreign Secretary was to execute a further retreat from 
his previous policy - a retreat which has been interpreted 
in the past as one forced upon him by Great Britain's depend­ 
ence on aerman backing in Egyptian issues.1 This view is not 
lacking in plausibility. Bosebery could not hope to allay 
Mar a c nail 'a suspicions on a second occasion as readily as he 
had on the firsts indeed , as long as Ford went on working so 
assiduously for British railway interests to the embarrass­ 
ment of their German rivals* and especially as long as he 
displayed any solicitude whatever for the Oassaba company - 
of whose French affiliations Rosebery had by now become 
aware2 - it must have seemed probable at the Foreign Office 
that German distrust of British policy would endure. How the 
German Consul-General, though 'personally very friendly 1 to 
Cromer, had not yet received instructions to resume his 
customary pro-British attitude 1 3 and while the restoration 
of the status quo ante at Cairo had been apparently a mere 
matter of time after Marsohall ' s acceptance of Rooebery's 
explanations! the renewed suspicion at Berlin threatened, if 
not promptly dispelled, to postpone it indefinitely. In view 
Of (treat Britain's unsatisfactory relations with both Paris 
and St. Petersburg, the prospect was not one to be faced 
with equanimity. German oo-o perdition, as Cromer had long

Jan. 1893)? Rosobery to Malet, No» 23 Secrot, 17 Jan. 1893, 
P.O. 244/501.

1 W.L. Lancer, The Frpjaop-Rujaian Allianoe, 1830-1894. p. 294| 
Grey Of Fallodon, i. 1Q-11| Rajey, loo.oit.

2 P.ojebery to Ford, Tel. Ho. 4, 9 Jan. 1893, F.O. 195/1778.

Cromer to Roaebory. Tol. No. 16. 12 Jan. 1833, P.O. 
78/451731 G.P. xiv (2), No. 3974 (Hatsfeldt to the German 
Foreign OfTT3e% 17 Jan. 1893).
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maintained, was of the highest value to the British position 
on the Nile. 'Berlin, and not Cairo, is the real centre of 
gravity of Egyptian affairs 1 - so the pro— conaul had told 
Kosebery in 1886, remarking that he looked upon the friend­ 
ship of Bismarck as the *key to the whole situation* ** The 
passage of nearly seven years had not freed him from his 
need for German support; on the contrary, just at the moment 
when the railway complications first arose, he was particu­ 
larly anxious to secure it in the Caisse de la Dette on a 
number of questions 'of considerable financial importance' .2 
Therefore, at the very outset of the incident, he had urged 
strongly upon the foreign Secretary the desirability of re­ 
establishing a 'good understanding' between London and 
Berlin* 'If the Germans and ourselves get on badly here,' he 
reminded his chief, 'the only people who will profit will be 
the French and Russians*' By the 17th this warning had ac­ 
quired new weight, for the political crisis created in Egypt

Aby Abbas Hilmi, the young Khedive, was becoming acute* The 
longer British Isolation continued, the more the Khedive 
would be strengthened in his resolve to win independence 
from Cromer's control. Moreover, since the French embassy at 
Constantinople oould be counted upon to try and persuade Ab-

Sir 3* Baring (Crooor) to Rosabory, 9 Fob. 1C86 (printed 
in Uarqueas of Zetland, Lord Croiner, p* 120; of* p« 265)*
2 Cromor to * oaebory, Tel* No* 13 Confidential, 7 Jan. 1893, 
FtO. 78/4517B*

Croiner to Roaobery, Tel. NO* 12 Confidential, 7 Jan* ; of. 
Tel* No. 13 Confidential. 7 Jan* 1893, P.O. 78/45173. Cf. 
also G,P* xiv (2), No. 3$67 (Loydan to the German Foreign Of 
fice, "TTTan*) I No* 3968 (Leyden to Caprivi, 8 Jan. 1833) •

* Croner to Roaebery, Tal. No. 20, 16 Jan. 1893, F«0. 
76/45173. Sea also above, p. 30.
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dul Hamid to encourage Aboae f the aid of Prince Badolin in 
counteracting Caiabon's influence with the Sultan was much to 
be desired. In these circumstances* Hosebery had no prudent 
course open to him out to make whatever concessions were 
necessary in Asia Minor to reassure Germany of hia banevol~

2ent acquiescence in her penetration of that region? and it 
must have been evident that if his concessions were to be 
•ff active, they would have to entail the imposition of narrow 
limits on the uritioh ambassador's future role in the Konia 
scramble .

All this is true, and when Rosebery carried out his re­ 
treat, on the 17th, he must indeed have felt himself to be 
acting under severe pressure. But it is also true that days 
before the Berlin government had communicated its fresh com­ 
plaint 9 and for reasons quite unconnected with German sue- 
oeptibilitiea, thinking at the Foreign Office had already 
begun to move in the direction of more restricted participa­ 
tion in the Konia dispute* On the 12th it had been learned 
that the Cassaba company was contemplating an arrangement 
with Kaullaf 3 and shortly afterwards Sir Thomas S ndersonf 
the Assistant Under- Secretary, had pointed out that if it 
achieved its objective of a junction with the German Konia 
line at Afioun-KarahiBsar, the Smyrna-Aidln line could profit 
little from obtaining a similar junction at Tohai - the loca­ 
tion proposed by ?ord. 'The two lines would apparently run

ser., x t No* 110 (Crmbon to JDevelle, 18 
1B9JJ! No» 113 (Cambon to Develle, 19 Jan. 1893) •

o Of* I*anger f loo. oit.

0« Waterfield (Chairman of the Smyrna-Cassaba Company) to 
Linter, 11 Jr,n. 1893 (received at the Foreign Office on the 
12th) t FtO. 78/4500$ of. Ford to Rosabery, Tel. No. 5 f 13 
Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4486*
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almost parallel 1 , lie observed, 'at a distance of forty ailes 
from one another* Aind would aturva ono aether. 1 In other 
words, continued diplomatic assistance to J.-issabu'a British 
investors would oo tuntuoouat not only to support of wiiat 
waa primarily a French interest, but also to an indirect 
attack on the more important investment in the entirely Brit­ 
ish Aidia enterprise .2 Obviously, ther^fora, it was ou bal** 
fence to &rsat Britain's advantage that i'ord should do notuing 
further for Cassaba; and even with reference to 3rayrna~Ai<iin 
itseli'f Sanderson doubted that the ambassador should 'keep on 
hammer ing* • ̂  He oonaidered that there was nothing in Sir 
Clare's renewed representations which could give Germany 
'reasonable ground of offence', tut noting that the company 
had neither solicited the Foreign Office for aid, nor 
troubled to keep Ford fully informed as to it a wishes, he 
questioned whether the case really called for the 'expendi­ 
ture of auch energy aa see ma to be necessary to ensure a 
favourable result 1 .^

Since there is no proof that the Foreign Seorotary agreed 
with Sanderaon's advioe, the evidence is not conclusive; but 
it is sufficient to throw serious doubt on what may be called

Uinuto by Sender :ion (v/Ith Ford to F.osobory, Tal* No* 5 t 
13 -Tan. 1893, ?*0. 78/4486).
o
The total capital of the Casoaba coapany wao approximately

£1,500,000, whereas that of the Aiiin o oniony raia about 
£3f600»000: 'Note in Explanation of the Conflicting Claiiaa 
at Constantinople for a Concession to build a Railway Line 
to Konia', by Sir 2* Vinoont, dated 30 Dec* 1892, F.O. 
78/4435-

Minute by Sander 3 on (v/ith Pord to Hosebery, Tol. No. 4 t 
13 Jan* I893t F*0t 78/4486).

^ Minuto by Sinderaon (with Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No. 5 f 
13 Jan. 1893, F.O. 78/4486).
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the 'capitulation* theory of Hosabary's concessions to the 
Germans* That the revival of suspicion at Berlin did no more 
than, at most, to precipitate chingss of policy already con­ 
templated for othar reasons is an equally tanable hypothesis, 
The two changes which Sanderson had recommended, at least by 
implication, on their own merits - a circumscription of 
Ford •a activity with reference to 3myrna-Aidi;a, and the com­ 
plete abandonment of Cassaba - were precisely the points 
which constituted the supposed British surrendar of 17 Janu­ 
ary*1 The Cassaba company Kosabery had regarded as being of 
but secondary importance since the time whan he had first 
learned of its antan&lemsnt with the French? 2 and as for 
Aidin, while he instructad Ford not to press ita claims 'too 
strongly 1 , he still intended to achieve the purpose for which 
he had originally intervened - protection for himself against 
any charge of indlfforance to British financial interests. 
The Constantinople embassy was to remain active, albeit 
cautiously so, in behalf of the Aidin group, seeking some 
* aatisf action d * amour proffre * sufficient to pacify the in­
vestors f to soaia extent* ani to splice the guns of potential 
critics." Rosebery's sacrifices on the 17th, it would appear f 
amounted to something rather less than the unqualified de­
cision to giv* way which is recorded in the memoirs of hia

4. Parliamentary Under-Secretory.

1 Cf.P. xiv (2), No. 3974; Kosebery to Ford, Tel. No. 3, 18 
JanTT893, F.O. 78/4485.

2 Rooebery to Ford. Tel. No* 4, 9 Jan.! Tel. No. 7, 17 Jan. 
1893, F.O* 195/1778.

a»p, xiv (2), No. 39741 Eosebery to Ford, Tel. Ho. 7, 17 
Jan7T893, F.O. 195/1778.

* Orey of Fallodon, i* 10-11*
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In thti event, Ford waa unable to secure even the token 
•uooess for which his ohief was hoping* 3y the 16th, before 
the British retreated, the French ambassador had already 
conceded victory in the Xonia scramble to Kaulla and Hadolin, 
and was turning his attention to a quo at for compensation 
elsewhere* 3y the 18th Cambon'j judgment had baaa confirmed, 
and Ford found himself confronted with a settlement of the 
controversy in which nothing whatever was awarded ^o the 
Aidln company. 2 Although Hadolin assured the British embassy 
that he had obtained Kaulla f s consent to a junction batween 
the Konia and Aldin linea, and that he was 'pressing and 
would continue to press' for the aoquiescanca of the Turks, 
neither German advocacy nor Ford 1 3 own expressions of hope 
that Aidin would be 'fairly treated* proved effective in ex­
tracting permission from the Sultan for an extension of the

4. British railway. Sir Clare's glooay pre-liotion, that British
proposals would make no headway once llaulla's were approved, 
was fully borne out by the ambassador's aub3equ<3nt experience*

Meanwhile, in the last two weeks of -January, relations 
between Great Brit iln and Saraany returned at least super* 
fioially to normal, and the Carman oo-oparatlon with the Brit­ 
ish at Cairo and Constantinople - so much mora important in

<!)•£•• Is* *•*•§ x, No. 101 (Oambon to Develle, 16 Jan. 
| :"of • 'Un Diplotnate 1 (H. Cambon), Paul Cojabon; Aiabaaoa«-
d.3 .rranqjt pp. 137-133. "" " ""

2 Ford to Rosabery, Tel. No. 11, 19 Jan., F.O. 78/4486| 
ISO. 26 Oonfideaiial, 20 Jan. 1393, i".0. 73/4477.

Memorandum by Nlcolson, Private and Confidant ial, dated 19 
Jan. 13'33 (unclosed in Ford to Rosobary, Ho. 25 CouTiuential, 
20 Jnn. 1893, ?.0. 78/4477)1 of. TUcolson to mitcim, 
Private and Confidential, 19 Jan. 1893, Villiars Papers.

4 Ford to Rosabery, No. 50, 13 Feb. 1893, F.O. 78/4477.



109

Roaebery's eyea than the fate of 5ayrna~Aidin - was resumed. 
After the decision of the London cabin3t on the 23ri to in- 
orease the garrison in Egypt » Eadolin played a conspicuous 
part at the Palace in nullifying Cambon'a aadeavoura to 
bring about an Ottoman protest to the Powers j 2 and at the 
end of the month the German Conaul-aansral called again on* > 
Lord Cromer t with a message more welcome than that of the 7th? 
that the railway incident might be considered •closed 1 . 3 
Closed it was, but its consequences, and those of the so ram­ 
ble whioh had occasioned it f were only beginning to make 
their appearance.

Perhaps the moat clearly discernible result of the inci­ 
dent lias in its dastoging effect on the atmospiiara of Anglo- 
German intercourse. Driving home not merely tha waakneee of 
the British position in Egypt, but also the apparsat Inolin- 
ation of Creriaany to exploit it v?ith <£rataitoua crudity and 
ruthlessnesat the affair left behind at the Foreign Office 
w!iat 3ir Edward Crrey was to remember mora taan thirty years 
af tar-wards as a 'sanaa of discomfort and a bad taste'* The 
archives afford no ground for disputing Grey's opinion that 
the world policy of Great Britain waa uainflueaced jy what 
had happened in any 'conscious 1 way; 4 yet the iapreadion pro-

1 <*•?•• viii, No. 1830 (Hatafeldt to Capri Yi f 8 Fob. 1893).

2 Ford to Hoaabary, Tel. No. 19 Secret; , 23 Jan.. F.O. 78/4486; 
Nioolson to Villi^rs,. °rivnte, 1? ?*+>. 1893, miiftrn Papers. 
Vf * **••*• viiif No. 1026 (Marsohall to Badolin, 31 Jan«)| No. 
l831"TSSp3ohiUl to lU-Jolia, 3 fao. 1-333). FOP Ccuibon'j aotiv^- 
ities f sea P.D.P • t 1st aor* f .t f 5o. 13? (Oainbon to Dovelle, 
25 Jan.); No. 1J9 (Cambon to Devella, 26 Jan. 1893).

3 Croa^r to Roaebery, Tol. ffo. 31 f 30 Jan. 1893, 
78/4517B.

^ teey of Fallodonf i. 11.



110
* . - ^ • fc * - •*.-*.;;•••-«;• : :• 

/ . -. i- '" ,---•.-'_

duoed, especially on Rosebery personally, seems to have baea 
very deep. The sentiments of the Foreign Secretary can be 
conveyed most vividly in his own words. A few days after 
the first German oomnaanication at Cairo f he poured forth his 
wrath in a private letter to the ambassador in Berlin:

I confess I am profoundly disgusted by this German out­ 
burst ... -j!he Oenoan ^oroi^n lamster informs our Aa- 
basnador thni; w? have dealt a bio?/, a^arently of a 
treacherous kind, and destroyed the good understanding 
between Hi^iund. and c-erzaany. At the sune time we ra­ 
ce ivo from TJ^y^t the intolXi^oneo that CJornany io en­ 
deavouring to revoke her consent to the International 
agre.'*iadZLt - all this without a word o* warning, and 
without aaklnr: a word of e;^planr,tio:i, booaune forsooth 
we have conapired with France against Gernany at Con- 
atautinopld* oun*Iy w^ ir^y wall ajk ouik0elves want is 
tho 'cordiality 1 of -in undor.it and in,; th.-vt io oaiTied on 
in auch a fashion? I agree that thia transaction has 
dealt a blow to our good undersi;anding 9 but not in the 
way 3rvron von TJaraehall intended it.l

The anger x^hich the Foreign Secretary thus expressed at 
Vfcrsohall'a behaviour was doubtless intensified on the 17th 
by the ftenaana* roitorr.tO'l allegation of /.n^lo-Frenoh col- 
luoion f and by tho fact that the modifications then made in 
British railway policy were carried out in the presence of, 
if not because of 9 an apparent dan^or of further reprisals 
from Berlin. It aeams reasonable to asnum-j, moreover, that 
Itoaobary ' 3 aw^renoas of being dependent on the Triple Alli­ 
ance, ̂ and his consequent sense of helplessness in the face 
Of the danger | rendered hie irjier rcsontnont all the more 
keon» 3e tliat as it niay, he did not soon forget, nor did he 
forgive, the rough and tactless nanner in which his supposed

1 Rooebory to Hnlot, Secret, 11 Jan*, F.O. 343/3! of* No. 1?A 
Secret, 12 Jan. 1893, F.O. 64/1292.

2 See G.P« viii, No. 1823 (Hatzfeldt to the German Foreign 
Jan. 1893) •
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friends had treated him* Months later , in conversation with 
the German ambassador, he was atill reproachful*3*

However great the loss of popularity whioh the Sermons 
suffered at London, the aftermath of the Kaulla incident did 
not fail to bring them some tangible advantages* Notwith­ 
standing the probable lack of causal connection between the 
complaints from Berlin and the British concessions of 17 
January, subsequent British policy in Asia Minor was plainly 
influenced by a reluctance to risk any recurrence of German 
displeasure.2 Whereas he had previously been unaware of the 
official interest taken by the Kaiser and the Wilhelmstrasse 
in the promotion of Turkish railway projects, Rosebery had 
now been made acutely conscious of Germany's touchiness on 
that category of issues* His fear of arousing parliamentary 
and editorial criticism acorns henceforth to have been out­ 
weighed, or at least balanced, by the new fear of offending 
Great Britain* s necessary supporter in Egypt* An additional 
reason for treating German interests with deference was the 
advice of the Intelligence Division of the War Office, whioh 
the Foreign Secretary consulted shortly after his action on 
the 17th* 3 The Director of Military Intelligence, General 
B*P* Chapman, explained his attitude a few weeks later to 
the military attache' at Constantinople s

question of railway concessions interests me greatly, 
but I feel that it is somewhat boyond our province to

1 Villiers to Malet, Private, 7 June 1893 (bound by error 
with the correspondence of January 1893). F*0* 343/3! of* 
P.P. vlii. No* 2017 (Hatsfeldt to Capri vi, 2 June 1893).
2 Rosebery to Pord, Tel. No. 21, 9 Fob*! Tel. No* 27, 22 Peb* 
1893, P*0* 78/44851 of* Nicolaon to Villiera, Private, 12 
Peb. | Private, 16 Feb. l893 f Villiers Papers.

^ Rosebery to Pord, Tel* No* 15 Secret, 25 Jan* 1893, P*0* 
195A778.
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express an opinion on matters whioh have the close 
attention of the Ambassador* My own view is that if 
we wiah to make our influence at the Porte of real use 
to the country f we must work in harmony , and in close 
alliancet with Germany. I think the Emperor is so bent 
upon thwarting Russia at Constantinople that he will 
willingly approve of a joint policy y and I think he 
will also go with us in Persia to keep Russia from the 
Persian Gulf* If we have Germany with us in both these 
ideas, we shall win.^

Despite his diffidence about meddling in a diplomatic ques­ 
tion, Chapman was naturally ready enough to give counsel 
when it was sought, and he replied to Rosebery f s inquiry by 
urging strongly that Great Britain should act in 'complete 
accord 1 with Germany regarding railway schemes in Asiatic 
Turkey* This recommendation the Foreign Secretary communi­ 
cated to Sir Clare Ford with the evident intention that it 
should be followed*2 Between them, Intelligence and the 
incident deflected British diplomacy on the Bosphorus away 
from Rosebery's initial concern for British enterprise , and 
turned it inetead towards acceptance, and indeed grudging 
supporti of Germany's virtual monopolizing of the railway 
development of Asia Minor* In ao doing , in ao facilitating 
the expansion of German economic interests in the Sultan's 
Asiatic provinces, they brought British action once again 
into harmony with Sir William White's concept of a Teutonic 
bulwark against Russia on the Eastern approaches to the 
Straits*3

1 Chapman to Chermside, Private, 14 Peb* 1893, W.O. 106/16. 
Of* also Chapman to Lieutenant-General Brnokenbury, Private 
and Confidential. 15 June 1893* W*0* 106/16.

2 Roaobery to Ford, Tel* No* 15 Secret, 25 Jan* 1893, F,0. 
195/1778.

See above, pp* 74. 83-84; Smith, pp. 129, 133, 142-143.
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Although White's policy had been resurrected in effect* 
however, this result had come about only as an incidental 
and apparently unintended by-product of a course adopted on 
other grounds. With the decline in the threat of overland 
attack through Asia Minor, the idea which White and many 
others had held in the 'eighties, that a vast investment in 
the interior of that region would make a government such as 
Germany'a more likely to cry 'A bas lea armeai* to an ag- 
greaser, 3- had ceased to have any detectable influence on 
Btitish official thinking* It had been at least plausible 
to argue that solicitude for investments might lead Germany 
to bring pressure to bear on Russia if great Russian armies 
were waging a protracted campaign through Anatolia y but it 
would have been quite unconvincing to maintain that the same 
consideration would cause Berlin to act against the accom­ 
plished fact of a coup de main undertaken, as St. Petersburg 
would doubtless announce, merely to open the Straits. In the 
outcome of the railway rivalries among British, French and 
Germans, Sir Arthur Nicolaon saw no political significance 
whatevert he believed that it did not matter *two straws 1 
who built the lines, 'as I hope our commerce will chiefly 
profit by tham 1 . At Constantinople, in the heat of a scram­ 
ble, this view was, as Nioolaon admitted, a horesy,^ but it

1 Ibid, f pp* 110, 129 f 131-132, 133, 142-143? cf. also above, 
PP. 74, 83-84*

2 ffioolson to Villiers, Private. 12 Feb. 1893, Villiera 
Papers. In H. Nioolnon, pp. 94-95, Sir Arthur is portrayed 
as being much disturbed, on both political and commercial 
wounds, at the prospect of Great Britain's being excluded 
from participation in Asia Minor railway construction. Sir 
Arthur's biographer has erred: in reality it was not Riool- 
eon but Sir Clare Ford who was worried about this eventual- 
itys Ford to Kosebery, No. 386 Confidential, 26 Deo. Io92, 
F.O. 78/4417*
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was a heresy endorsed by Colonel Chernside and subsequently 
by the Intelligence Division. Such an attitude implied as 
much lack of interest in promoting a German financial in­ 
volvement in Asiatic Turkey as in the fate of British rail­ 
way enterprise, the exclusion of which from the Sultan's 
provinces was dismissed by Intelligence &a being of only 
'minor 1 importance.1 Nor did the Foreign Office, even after 
abandoning its opposition to the Konia project, feel any 
greater enthusiasm than the military for German railways as 
such. From the political standpoint it was Judged to be a 
'matter of indifference whether the lines are English or 
German 1 •** while 44i» German capital was thought to be political­ 
ly as good as British, there was not the slightest suggest­ 
ion that it might in any way or degree be preferable.3

British policy was determined, then, by factors quits 
unrelated to the possible advantages of giving Berlin a 
larger stake in the security of Asia Minor* That a railway 
network in Ottoman Asia should be completed by somebody 
still seemed desirable for the sake of Turkey's own economy 
and administration as well as of British trade, and also be­ 
cause such a network might conceivably make feasible a de­ 
fence of Asia Minor after Russian seizure of the Bosphorus.^

Memorandum by Captain Fairholme, dated 16 Feb. 1894 (en­ 
closed in Chapman to Sanderson (Permanent Under-Secretary at 
the Foreign Office), Private, 19 Feb. 1894, F.O. 78/4560.

2 Minute by E. Barrington, dated 31 Mar. 1894 (with Plunket 
(President of the Aidin company) to Kimberley, 29 Mar. 1894, 
F.O. 78/4560).

* Ibid.| Eosebery to Malet, Ho. 70 Confidential, 1 Mar. 1893, 
P.O. 64/1292.

-Memorandum by Captain Fairholme, dated 16 Feb. 1894 (en­ 
closed in Chapman to Sanderoon, Private, 19 Feb. 1894. F.O. 
78/4560. '
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Of those who wished to build railways, it was the Germans 
who had the most extensive and practicable programme of con­ 
struction, backed up with the wherewithal to make at leaat 
some immediate progress* Moreover* as the Germans were so 
intensely interested in railways, British support of their 
schemes was a not unpromising method of imparting new 
strength to Anglo-Germaa diplomatic friendship at Constant­ 
inople* This was the consideration which chiefly governed 
the advioe of General Chapman* Judging from the fact that 
his support of the Germans was minimal and accorded with a 
bad grace,1 the foreign Secretary himself was influenced 
less by such hopes of advancing a friendship than by fear 
Of a further German outburst*

Of these motives* the consequence was that British 
entrepreneurs^, in so far as their Interest a clashed in any 
way with those of the Kaulla syndicate , now found themselves 
cold-shouldered by their own government, 2 while the latter 
assisted to some extent their German rivals* In March 1893 
the Smyrna-Aidin company remedied the omission cited by 
Sanderaon as a justification for withholding full diplomatic 
backing, and formally applied to the Foreign Office for aid. 
What the Aidin directors insisted on asking of the Turks, 
however, was the lon^-disouaaed extension to Tohai, and it 
was by now apparent that to this scheme the German finan­ 
ciers ware unalterably opposed, on the ground that it would

* Rosebery to Malet, No. 70 Confidential, 1 Mar* I093 f P*0. 
64/1292*
p The attitude adopted towards British capitalists was 
described by a Foreign Office official in 1894 as having been 
rather •aloof 1 i Minute by E* Barrington, dated 31 Mar* 1894 
(with Plunket to Kimberley, 29 Mar* 1894, P.O. 78/4560).
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tap their line too close to Konia. Kaulla would accept 
nothing more advantageous to the British than an extension 
to meet the Konia railway farther north, at Afloun-Karahis- 
aar - a proposal on the basis of which Smyrna-Aidin refused 
even to negotiate.1 The upshot was that Fosebery declined to 
authorize support of the British company in the absence of 
willingness on its part to come to an understanding with the 
Grerxaan group; 2 and while he relented somewhat during the sum­ 
mer, it was only to the extent of approving very cautious re­ 
presentations by Nicolson, then charge d'affaires, in which 
an extension of the A id in line was urged on the Turks in 
general terms, with no reference to any particular terminus* 
With that vague advocacy - of which tho circumspect Nioolaon 
waa careful to inform the German embassy* - the company 
which had been the object of such marked solicitude little 
more than six months earlier had now to be content* It was 
not until the sparing of 1894 that the Aidin directors found 
a sympathetic hearing for their pleas, and began receiving 
a subatantlal amount of fruitless assistance in their quest 
for the Tohai concession**

1 Ford to Posebery, Tel. No* 52, 21 Mar. 1893, P*0. 78/4486* 
Plunket to Rosebery, 16 Mar. 1893, F*0* 78/4500.

2 Foreign Office to Plunket, 5 June 1893, P.O. 78/4501*

* Nioolson to Rosebory, Ho. 327. 13 July 1893, P.O. 78/448l| 
Rosebery to Bicolson, No. 193, 28 July 1893, P.O. 78/4476.

* Nioolson to Rosebery, No. 327, 13 July 1893, P.O* 78/4481*

* Foreign Office to Plunket, 4 Apr., P.O. 78/4560; 14 Oct. 
1894, F.O. 78/4562; Kiiaberley to Currio, No. 104. 4 Apr,, 
P.O. 78/4537; No. 320, 23 Oct. 1894. F.O. 78/4538; No. 75 
Confidential, 21 Peb. 1895, P.O. 78/4605; Currie to Kimber- 
ley, No. 171, 17 Apr., P.O. 78/4540; No. 506, 3 Nov. l894f 
P.O. 78/4543; Currie to 3arrington, Private, 3 Oct. I894 t
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The new British attitude of subservience to German 
railway interests was similarly exemplified by the response 
to a fresh appeal from the Staniforth group* Stuniforth had 
come forward at the beginning of 1893 with a revised version 
of his long-standing scheme for a line to Baghdad: having 
originally suggested a route obviously incompatible with 
Kaulla's concession - from a port on the Black Sea to Angora, 
and thence into Mesopotamia - he now hoped to reach Baghdad 
toy building from Alexandretta via Aleppo and Biredjik. In 
early February , on Ford's requesting instruct ions , Roaebery 
authorized a measure of support for Stanlforth's application 
to the Turks, but only on the understanding that the pro­ 
posal did not 'involve any conflict with Germany 1 * Up to a 
point this condition was fulfilled: Paul Cambon was seeking 
hi a compensation for Germany's Konia victory in the acquisi­ 
tion of a concession in Syria , providing for a line from 
Damascus to the Euphrates which, like Staniforth's, would 
pass through Aleppo and Biredjikj^ and Irince Radolin was 
glad enough to make difficulties for his French colleague by 
supporting the Alexandra tta-Biredjik portion of the British 
scheme against hiia.5 But in consequence of their own Meso*

F.O. 78/4543! Private, 19 Feb. 1895, F.O. 78/4647*

xiv (2), No* 3963 (Radolin to Caprlvi, 23 Dec. 1892).

Ford to Rosebery, No. 31 Confidential, 28 Jan. 1893, F*0. 
78/4477$ Tel. No. 28, 8 Feb. 1893, F.O. 78/4486.

* Rosebery to Ford, Tel. No. 21, 9 Feb. 1893, F.O. 78/4485.

* D.D.F.* 1st ser., x, No. 114 (Cambon to Develle, 19 Jan. 
1893); No. 171 (Cambon to Develle, 21 Feb. 1893); Ford to 
Rosobery, Tel. No* 9, 18 Jan* 1393, F.O. 78/4486,

' Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No. 26 Secret, 6 Feb. 1893, F.O* 
78/4486*
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potamian ambitions, the Gemoans were unwilling to endorse 
Staniforth f s application in its entirety* This created a 
somewhat delicate situation* Hicolson, who was fully in 
accord with the policy of restraint now being followed by 
the Foreign Secretary, suspected that Ford was disregarding 
Eoaebery's proviso and pressing for Ottoman acquiescence in 
British construction 'right on to Baghdad 1 * Alarmed , he 
privately warned the Foreign Office on 12 February that f we 
shall run across the German path again if we don't take oare 1 * 
'£ don't think any actual harm has as yet been done, 1 he 
added, 'and I intend to do my utnoot to prevent any further 
action* v ^ Ford, apparently, soon showed greater prudence, 
for a few days later Nioolson's uneaoiness had evaporated *2 
In this case, too, memories of the unpleasantness at Berlin 
and Cairo demonstrated the effectiveness of their influence 
on British railway diplomacy*

That influence waa not merely a negative factor, holding 
the British back: its positive aspect was shown later in the 
some month, when a further obstacle arose to the execution 
of the Kaulla programme* Under the terms of the concession 
just awarded, the Ottoman authorities had guaranteed to the 
German syndicate a specified income por kilometre for both 
the ingora-Caesarea and Eakishehr-Konia lines | and it had 
been stipulated that the Turkish revenues assigned to meet­ 
ing this obligation should be administered by the Counoil of 
the Public Debt* Now the British representative on the Coun­ 
oil was Vinoont Caillard, an ally of oir I2d^ar Vincent's 
Ottoman Bank* In the proposed rdle of the Counoil Caillard

1 Nioolson to Villierat Private, 12 Feb* 1893 f Yilliera 
Paperst

2 Nioolaon to Villiers, Private, 16 Feb. 1893 f Villiera 
Papers*
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thought he detected a heaven-sent opportunity of obstruct­ 
ing Kaulla 1 * plans, or at any rate of extracting some quid 
pro quo for the Bank as a condition of hie co-operation.1 
Aooordingly t he raised the cry that the kilometrio guaran­ 
tees which the Sultan had promised were such as would be 
disastrous to the financial position of the Ottoman govern­ 
ment t2 With little waste of time, the Wilhelnstrasae coo- 
plained of this development to the foreign Office.3 The com­ 
plaint was not Justified! Caillard was a nominee of the 
British Council of Foreign Bondholders, not of the Grown, 
and Whitehall had neither control over* nor responsibility 
forf his policies.^ If the Foreign Secretary were to inter­ 
vene in the matter, therefore, it would not be a case of en­ 
forcing neutrality on an over-eealous governmental agent, 
but rather one of participating in the dispute on the German 
side* Rosebery still smarted from the blows struck by Berlin 
in January, and despite the advice of Intelligence he was 
loath to go far along the path towards an actively pro-German 
stand* As he himself afterwards intimated to the German am­ 
bassador, he considered it an 'unusual 1 proceeding for the

1 Kicolaon to Villiers, Private, 12 Feb.| Private, 27 Feb. 
1893, Villiers Papers*
o Memorandum by Colonel Chermaide, entitled 'Current Rail­ 
way Concession Questions 1 (enclosed in Ford to F.osebery, 
No. 60, 24 Feb. l893 t F.O. 78/4477)| •Memorandum on the 
Recently Granted Railway Coneesoions in Aaia Minor 1 , by V. 
Caillard (enclosed in Ford to Roaebory, No, 65, 27 Feb. 1893, 
F.O. 78/4477).

* Rosebery to Malet, No* 64 Confidential. 22 Feb. 1893, F.O. 
64/1292| Rosebery to Ford, Tel. No. 27, 22 Feb. I893 t F.O. 
78/4485*

* Ford to Rosebery, Tel. Ho* 43 Secret, 9 Mar. 1893 (with 
minutes), F.O. 78/4486*
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Berlin government, 'having obtained advantages to the ex- 
elusion of all British interests 1 , to expect assistance from 
Great Britain in facilitating their enjoyment of those ad­ 
vantage a. ̂  The Germans* however, were plainly annoyed, and 
the Foreign Secretary, not being prepared to risk renewed 
friction, instructed oir Clare Ford without delay to do what 
he ' properly 1 could to modify Caillard's attitude*2 Ford, it 
appears, conscientiously complied* Unwilling to give Kaulla 
more aid than he thought necessary for safety, Rose aery de­ 
clined to entertain a subsequent suggestion from Berlin that 
h* put pressure on Caillard through the Council of Foreign 
Bondholders in London; but even the Germans admitted that 
the British did everything that could be done at Constantin­ 
ople.^ Within three weeks, though not before Prince Radolin 
had had recourse to the most violent threats against the 
Council of the Public Debt - brandishing 'his hammer of 
Thor 1 , in Hioolson's phrase, 'and threatening to smash the 
Public Debt to atoms '^ *• the Kaulla syndicate got its way. 5 
With the help of the British embassy, Kaulla 's sedulous 
•nemy of two months earlier, the last barrier to complete 
German success in the railway scramble had been triumphant­ 
ly surmounted - and this without the slightest compensation

1 Rosebery to Malet, No* 70 Confidential, 1 Mar* 1893, F*0« 
6 4/1292 *

2 Bosebery to For.1, Tel. No. 27, 22 Feb. 1893, P.O. 78/4485.

Rosebery to Halet, No. 70 Confidential, 1 Mar* 1893, P.O. 
64/1292.

* Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 11 Bar. 1893, Villiers 
Papers*

5 Ford to Rosebery, Tel. No, 46, 10 Mar*» Tsl«Ho* 48, 14 
Har. 1893, F.O. 78/4486.
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to British economic interests.
The Kaulla programme being as extenaive aa it waa f the 

success thua consuzuzoated represented a victory for Germany 
Of decisive proportions. The French were almost altogether 
excluded from Asia Minor. The Hagolaaekers group did aecure 
a concession tor extension of the Oassaba line to Afioun- 
Karahissar,1 but this gain, jeopardised in 1393~ I 94 by dis­ 
agreements between Nagelmackera and the wassaba directors, 2 
was finally nullified by the action of the Germans in pre­ 
venting a junction between the French railway and tLeir own. 
The Caaaaba and Konia lines remained narrowly separated 
from each other at Af ioun-Karahiaaar until the French com­ 
pany was obliged to accept terms which, while not depriving 
it of its nominal identity, gave German financiers effective 
control •-> It was southwards that France found her opportun­ 
ities: from the moment in January 1893 when her position in 
the Aaia Minor scramble became clearly hopeless, she had 
begun concentrating her attention on Syria^ - an outcome in 
which Hadolin was qmtok to discern a portent of territorial 
acquisitions to come.-* As for the British, they were left

1 fl*k.i'.. lat aer., x, No. 114; Ho. 171.

2 Nicolson to Roaebery, Ho. 327, 13 «Tuly 1093, F.O. 78/4481? 
Roaobory to Currie. Tel* No. 9 Confidential, 15 Feb. 1894, 
F.O. 78/45451 Currie to Hoaobery, Vel. Ho. 18 Con?identialf 
20 Feb* I894t F»0. 78/4546.

Sir V* Chirol, The Middle Fg 9 tern Question, or Some 
Politioal ProblemaTof i.ndian , DofenAe, PP» '

f Un Diplomat e f (H. Cvmbon), Paul Cambont Ambaasadeur 
France . pp. 137-138; of. pp. 126-127; se^ also Ford to Hose- 
bery, 'Tel. No. 12, 24 Jan. 1893, F.O. 73/4486; above, p. 117.

* Ford to Roaobary, Tol. Ho. 26 Saorot, 6 Fob. 1833, F.O. 
78/4486. At London, however, the Intelligence Divioion aaw
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with Smyraa-Aidin. Notwithstanding the Gterman encroachment 
on ita hinterland, this company was said in 1894 to be
•fairly confident 1 of holding ita own with regard to traf­ 
fic • But it was now out off from the deep interior: without 
a junction with the German system - and as to the chances 
of such a Junction being permitted the Constantinople em­ 
bassy was pessimistic even after ita eventual resumption of 
diploiaatio support* ~ the British railway could have no 
strategic, and only limited commercial, importance .3 By 
contrast, with their existing line to Angora and their con­ 
cessions beyond, and with the line to Konia (completed in 
1696), the Kaulla syndicate not merely commanded the inter­ 
ior of Asia Minor, but thereby controlled key seotions of 
the possible routes from the Boaphorus to Baghdad* The award 
of the Angora concession in lt>88 had represented the first 
major step in Asia towards the opening of a Berlin—Baghdad 
railway. 4 The concessions of 1893, and that for the Konia

•no sufficient reason' to oppose the French concession in 
Byriai Rosebery to ?ord, Tel* No* 15 Secret, 25 Jan* 1693, 
I'.O. 195/1773.

^ Confidential Memorandum by A* Block, dated 21 Feb. 1694 
(enclosed in Currio to Eoeeberyt "°» 35 t 24 Feb. 1834, F.O. 
78/4539).

2 Currie to Plunket, Private and Confidential, 2 Oct. 1894 
(copy enclosed in Currie to Br.irrin£ton, "rivate, 3 Oct. 1894» 
F.O. 78/4543).

^ Of* Smith, p. 1121 n.L. Iloakiiis, 3ritioh Toutoa to. India. 
p. 449.

• Turkey'3 railways on the European side of the Straits, 
between Constantinople and the Austro-Huagarian frontier, 
wero already controlled by the Deutsche Banl: iind its allies 
at the time of the Konia oontroveray: E..X. Earle, Turliey, the 
Greut Powers* and the Bag&ad Railway, p. 33.
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project in particular, represented the second raajor stops 
by 1914 f whereas the Haidar Pasha-Angora line had atiil not 
been extended beyond the latter terminus, the Konia branch 
had be cone a part of the great unfinished trunic into Meso­ 
potamia*^

The foundations had been laid for Genaany's future 
penetration in the East* The Foreign Office, as we have 
seen* resented what had happened, and /ord'a successor at 
Constantinople made a nabit of telling Radolin, in tones of 
no little bitterness, that Great Britain could 'never for­ 
give 9 the Germans for navlag shoved her out of the field of 
Turkish railway construction*^ Resentment, however, was not 
accompanied by feart in the early *nineties British fears 
were still of I ussia and of the fall of the Straits to the 
Tsar*

1 Fol3 t dap facing p* 348; of. Wolf, p. 17.

* S._T>» ix, Ho. 2189 (Radolin to Hohenloha, 5 Dec. 1394); 
Z*TTir ̂ ujdala, ^araun Si^loaatie Sj-juaant.j. 1871-1314. ii. 
223.



ME STRAITS:
AT CGH3TAHTINOPLS

Ctermny had won her victory in the Konia scramble with­ 
out much time to apara: in the spring of 1693 her influence 
at Constantinople appreciably declined, while that of France 
and Russia correspondingly increased. In late Kay Lord Hose- 
be ry heard that Franco-Russian •intrigues* against Golt» 
Pasha, head of tho German military mission in Turkey* had 
recently beoome so successful aa to randar his position 'im­ 
possible 1 , and that the Kaiser was therefore contemplating
the recall both of (ioltz and of the other German officers•\
attached to the Ottoman forces* In the event, the recall did 
not take place, but (Jolts* a difficulties were significant as 
a symptom of changing conditions* At the beginning of June, 
on returning to the Turkish capital aftor a sojourn in Berlin, 
Kaulla was surprised at the •Yeratinmung* towards Ganaany 
which he encountered at the Palace f^ and almost simultaneous­ 
ly, acting in defiance of Kadolin's advice, the Sultan issued 
an I.rad4 conferring the Syrian concession ( Damascus-Blred^ik) 
on French interests supported by C<unbon» 'I am afraj£* t 
wrote Nicolson, 'the Palace is drifting for the time on a

1 Eooabory to Ford, 1'el. Ho. 49 Secret, 24 May 1893. P.O. 
78/4485? Charymrja (Director of Military Intelligence) to 
Currie (Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office), 
Private, 24 ^ay 1893, P.O. 7S/45C>1,
2 Kioolflon to Villiers, Private, 5 June 1893, Villiers Papers.

Ibid* I D. •.!?_•£*_, 1st sor*, x, No. 252 (Cimbon to Develle, 31 Kay " ———
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Franco-Russian current* 1 ^- fh& Russians promptly took advan­ 
tage of this altered orientation of the Padishah 1 o policy to 
renew a diplomatic campaign for concessions regarding use of 
the Straits - concessions to which Greut Britain offered firm 
opposition*

Before we examine the details of Russia 1 a proposals and 
of the British resistance to thorn, oome attention must be 
paid to the reauons for the strengthened position now enjoyed 
by the Franco—Russian combination* During the latter half of 
1692 and the early months of '93, Abdul Ilamid's attitude had 
been anything but friendly towards 3t» Petersburg, in partic­ 
ular, appreciating the value of a wall-disposed buffer state 
on his European frontier, the Sultan hud displayed oar keel 
sympathy for the anti-Eussian r^gine of 7rince Ferdinand and 
Stanbouloff in Bulgaria* Stamooulofi' himsolf , though obtain­ 
ing no tangible favours ,^ was received with cordiality at 
the Palace $ 3 laor cover, when a Bulgarian industrial and agri­ 
cultural exhibition was opened at Phileppopolis just artor- 
wards, in late August of '92, tha Sultan aont a special ro- . 
pressntative to the ceremony - a gesture which, like the 
reception of the Premier, occasioned much gratification at 
Sofia* ̂ Further Imperial courtesies wore boot owed upon the

1 Nioolaoa to Villiera, Private, 5 June 1893, Villlers 
Papers •
n

lat Ber», x t So* 5 (Caiabon to Ribot, 25 Aug. 1892).

Pord to Salisbury, No. 259 Confidential, 18 AU£. 1892, 
F.O. 73/4415} «-• Iio\7thor to Salisbury, No* 118, 14 
1392, F.O. 73/4444.

4 Lowthar to Hosab^ry, Ho* 125, 25 Au^.i !!o. 13J Co 
tial, 1 Out. 1892, r*0. 73/4U4; lord to Hoaabery, Ho. 328 
Cou/identi^l, 23 Oct. 1292 (enolooaa partial text of a 
speech delivered by Prince Ferdinand on 27 October), F.O. 
78/4416.
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vassal Principality during the ensuing wintor,1 and they 
were accompanied by a moro practical axpresaion of AMul 
Hamid'a goodwills in an at-uowp-c GO persuade the Bulgarian 
Exarch at Constantinople to UBQ his influence -*ith the Bul­ 
garian clergy against StambouloiT 9 the Aius^ian eiaoassy was 
thwartod, aftor an initial suocasa, by tha intervention of 
the Palace.2 Paradoxically f it was this Turkish promotion of 
warm relations with a Russophobe Sofia which appears to have 
been responsible in part for the subsequent improvement in 
Eueaia's position on the ^osphoi-us. A pro-J3ui£arian policy 
inevitably entailed ^ivia^ offenoe to Si» Petersburg, and 
notwithstanding the prudent pr^oaationa ta^en oy the Jultan 
to minimize provocation*-^ tha Tsar retaliated oy adopting an 
oatantatiou3ly wold demeanour towards the ottoman government* 
In the midst of a flurry of rumours about Kuooian naval and 
military preparations, Abdul Haraid fell prey to a mood of 
nervous despondency , and reacted sharply against the course 
which had brought him into danger* Abandoning his cultivation 
of StosRbouloff 'a friendship he lot out to conciliate Alex­ 
ander III .4 The Tur&iah ambassador at the T.iir*3 capital waa 
inotructod in Mny 1893 to sound th»i Husnians regnriinrr their

iford to Kcsabery, ^o. 62, 26 Feb., P.O. 73/4477; Ho. 76, 
6 ?fer. f F,0. 7V4478j ITicol^on to Vllliera, I^lvnte, 27 Mar. 
1893, niliero Papers.
o
Derln^ to Fosabery, No. 4, 11 Jan. 5 Ho. 13 » 4 Fob.; No. 37, 

13 Mar. 1893, F.O. 78/4506* p»J).y+, lot 8or. t x, No. 174 
(Cauboa to Dev01ie, 24 i'eb.

Morier to Roscbery, No. 238, 5 Oct., P.O. 65 A 421; Lowther 
to Rceebory, No. 145, 10 Oct. 5 No. 147, 12 Oct., I-'.O. 
78/4444; ?ortl to Ros^bery, Ho. 328 Confidential, 29 Oct. 
1892, F.O. 78/4416.

4 Nicolaon to Villlera, Privatu, 5 June 1893, 
Papers.
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intentions in the Bulgarian question, so that Constantinople 
might 'shape its policy in conformity with the common inter­ 
ests of Turkey and Russia 1 ; and while this move was elabor­ 
ately camouflaged, for British and Austrian benefit, as an 
Independent action of the Porte, there was little doubt at 
the British embassy that Abdul Hamid himself had been im­ 
plicated.1 Soon the Sultan was behaving openly in a manner 
offensive to Sofia, but well calculated to appease St. Peters-o
burg* Not only were Turco-Bulgarian relations an indirect 
cause of the new 'current* which Nicolaon now detected at the 
Palace, but the deterioration of those relations through de­ 
liberate Ottoman discourtesy constituted a conspicuous warn­ 
ing to Russia*a opponents of the strength which the current 
had attained*

By themselves, however, the Tsar's annoyance at Turkish 
friendliness to Sofia, and the Sultan's consequent fright, do 
not provide the full explanation for the change which had 
taken place by June in the relative influence of the Contin­ 
ental Powers at Constantinople* Crermany was not losing ground 
merely because Russia (and with her France) was gaining! on 
the contrary, it seams probable that the French and Russians 
were able to make the gains they did only because Germany's 
position was being weakened at this time by events in the 
German Empire itself, over which Paris and St. Petersburg had 
no control* The Germans were not genuinely popular in Turkeys 
their influence had been derived primarily from the prestige 
of their arms, and from the Sultan's belief that the Kaiser 
was a fellow autocrat, whose personal friendship was equival-

1 Secret Memorandum by Nioolson, dated 12 May 1893, Nioolson
Papers•
P Bering to Rosebery, No* 70 Confidential, 6 June, P*0* 
78/4507? Tel* No. 19, 6 June 1893, P.O. 78/4508.
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eat to a guarantee of steadfast support from the government 
at Berlin.1 In the spring and early summer of 1893, both 
these bases of Germany's otrength wore undermined by a con­ 
troversy in the Keiohstag and the country over proposed in­ 
creases in the military establishment* One Army Bill was de­ 
feated in committee in mid-March, and a compromise Bill which 
was then substituted, providing for a somewhat smaller aug­ 
mentation of forces, was rejected by the Heichstag as a whole 
on 6 May* A dissolution and election made possible a narrow 
victory for the proposal in July, 2 but the damage at Con­ 
stantinople had already been done* ?he public outcry against 
a measure endorsed by the Kaiser,^ and the refusal of the 
Reichstag obediently to adopt it, made Abdul Hamid realize, 
apparently for the first time, that Germany, too, was a con­ 
stitutional State, and that the authority of Wilhelm II was 
not absolute* Moreover, the arguments used by the Chancellor 
in advocating passage of the Bill Inspired doubt in the 
Sultan's mind as to the reality of German military predomin­ 
ance on the Continent, of which he had hitherto been confident* 
•He has seen Caprivi openly confirm in Parliament 1 , wrote 
Nioolson, 'what the enemies of the Triple Alliance have been 
insisting on continually at the Palace here, that France is 
stronger in a military sense than Germany, and that France and

1 Hicolson to Villiera f Private, 5 June 1893, Villiers Papers; 
Memorandum by A* Block, dated 23 Feb* 1893 (enclosed in Ford 
to Roeebery, Ho* 78 Secret, 7 Mar. 1893, F*0* 78/4478)*
2 J.A. Hiohols, Germany after Bismarck. 1890-1894* pp* 251- 
257| R* Theis, Pie wehrpoiitifc ges peutaohen Reiohes unter 
Reiohskaneler Graf Capri vi und frurat '.nonenione * P. 34.

On the extent of the initial public opposition to Caprivi 1 a 
military proposals, see A* Rosinski, Furat Bismaroka Kampf 
ice/ten den C*raf en Capri vi* p. 30,
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Russia combined are a usatch for the other group. f Certain 
no longer either of the ability of the Kaiaer to control 
German policy in Turkey's interest, or of the effectiveness 
of German protection in the face of the Franco-Russian co­ 
alition, Abdul Hamid felt himself much more exposed than 
would otherwise have been the case to the displeasure of 
the Tsar on the Bulgarian issue*

Bulgaria, however9 was no longer one of the burning 
Issues in European politics, and it was not there that 
Nioolson apprehended the main consequences of Ottoman ap­ 
peasement* As the First Secretary reported privately to the 
Foreign Office, the real danger was at the Straitss

the Austrian ambassador has learnt from several well- 
informed sources that the Sultan • • • is meditating 
whether it would not be the wiser policy to come to 
terms with Russia, whom he fears the most and from whom 
he thinks he could obtain the surest guarantees* This 
idea • * • would no doubt be countenanced by the Fronch. 
It is quite possible that the sultan will take no real­ 
ly serious plunge - indeed his want of decision may be 
considered a permanent factor in any problem - but while 
in this mood he may give away some substantial favours; 
and the question of the passage of the straits by muni­ 
tions of war is again being mooted by the Russians* 2
As early as June 1892, a year before Nioolson penned 

this warning, Sir Clare Ford had heard that there existed a 
danger of Turkey's making concessions to Russia with regard 
to the transport through the Straits of war materials* 3 in a 
new Russo-Turkish commercial treaty then being drawn up, the

1 Nioolson to Vllliers, Private, 5 June 1893, Villiers Papers; 
cf* T *J. Sontag, Germany and England, Background of Conflict » 1848-1894. p. 278. ————————————

2 Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 5 June, Villiers Papers; of. 
Ford to Hosebery, No. 237 Secret, 5 June 1893, F.O* 78/4592.

* Ford to Salisbury, No. 194 Confidential, 12 June 1892, F.O. 
78/4414.
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draft of Article XVII, whioh it was rumoured that the Turks 
might accept 9 had been so phrased as to embody the sub­ 
stance of Russia's desires*

Since the Straits were Ottoman territorial waters, 
Turks y exercised sovereignty over them, and was entitled, 
subject to the terms of whatever treaties she herself might 
sign, to impose what restrictions she wished :>n cargo pass­ 
ing through them*1 In a Circular issued to the Powers on 17 
April 1868, the Ottoman government had laid down a require­ 
ment that it be given notice of the intended transit of 
merchantmen ' charge's d'airaes ou de munitions de guerre de- 
stints a des gouvernements Strangers', and that permission 
for the passage be obtained in each case* The Powers, with 
one exception, had agreed to these provisions* The excep­ 
tion, of course, was Russia, which invoked a commercial 
convention concluded in 1862 as a ground for declining to 
recognize Turkey's right to be informed of, or to impose 
any conditions on, the transit of vessels with military ca-

o
teriala* In the early 'nineties the Turks were in practice 
admitting the Russian contention, but since the commercial 
agreement in question had long since lost its validity, 3 
Russia's position was enviable neither in law nor in logic* 
Against the countries whioh had accepted the Circular the

Sir J* Headlam-Morley, 3tudiea in Diplomatic History, p. 212.
o
Ford to Rosebery, Ho* 324 Confidential, 21 Oct. 1892 (en­ 

closes copy of the Turkish Circular); No. 353, 18 Nov. 1892 
(encloses oopy of the Russian reply to the Porte, dated 24 
Apr. 1888), F.O. 78/4473.

^ 'Memorandum respecting Affairs of South-Eastern Europe, 
August 1892 to October I893 f f by F. Bertie, Confidential, 
dated 15 Oct. 1893 (copy enclosed in Rosebery to Monson, No. 
150 Confidential, 5 Dec. 1893, F.O* 120/701).
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Turks continued to enforce their right f and they still con­ 
sidered themselves entitled to enforce it against Russia 
whenever they should deem that policy expedient.

In these circumstances St. Petersburg showed itself 
desirous of negotiating an aocord which would provide the 
existing Russian claim to free passage of munitions with an 
unchallengeable legal basis* Under the treaty of 1862 the 
Porte, while retaining authority to prohibit the importa­ 
tion of arms, munitions and gunpowder into the Ottoman do­ 
minions , had renounced the power to include in such a pro­ 
hibition •les canons et munitions de guerre que le Gouverne- 
ment Imperial de Russie pourrait se trouver dans le cas de
faire passer en transit par lea Dardanelles et le Bosphere,o 
pour les ports de Russia*• It was this clause which was
read by the Russians to mean that once already the Tsar had 
gained for war materials an unrestricted freedom of transit. 
At the British embassy such an interpretation was conceded 
to be 'possible*, but quite apart from the fact that the 
treaty was no longer in force, doubt was expressed that the 
terms of 1862 could be f strained 1 so far as to preclude the 
Porte from exercising the degree of 'surveillance 1 demanded 
in the Circular.3 Privately, it appears, the same doubt waa 
felt at St. Petersburg: in 1892 the .Russians were seeking 
n>t merely to revive the clause ratified by Turkey thirty 
years before, but to revive it in an amended form. Formally

1 Ford to Salisbury. No* 194 Confidential, 12 June 1892, 
F.O. 78/44145 Howard (charge d 1 affaires at St. Petersburg) 
to Roeebery, No. 237 Secret, 25 Sept. 1893, F.O. 78/4592.
2 Rusao-Turkish Commercial Treaty of 3 February 1862, Arti­ 
cle XIV (printed in G. Uoradounghiant Reoueil d'Actes Inter- 
nationally de 1*Empire Ottoman, iii. 176). ""*

3 Ford to Rosebery, No. 353, 18 Nov. 1892, F.O. 78/4473.
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reaffirming the ban which the Sultan had laid upon the con­ 
veyance through Ottoman territory of anas and explosives, 
the draft Article XVII specified as exceptions *les armes, 
munitions et fouraitures de guerre de touts espece cue le 
Gouvernement russe se reserve oonme par le passe le droit 
de faire transporter librenent par les Detroits • • • sur 
dee bailments raarohando nationaux ou Strangers a destina­ 
tion des ports rusaes** The British erabaasy regarded the 
use of the word 'libronent 1 as a *distinct and important 
Innovation* • Further dangerous innovations were detected 
in a paragraph of the name Article exempting from the ^urk- 
ish prohibition on munitions •batlments de commerce russes 
89 rendant d'un port appartenant k 1* Empire de Russie a un 
autre port du mome Kmpire par les Detroita • • • dont le 
passage en transit sans arrest leur reste touJours libre 
quela que soient les maroh&ndiaes et les passagers a bordS 
The two expressions occasioning particular concern to Ford 
and hla advisers were f sans arr«£t f and 'pasoagero*. In the 
absence of any precise definition, the latter word could 
apparently be interpreted to include soldiers. As for *sans 
arret 1 , the British perceived that its insertion, like that 
Of •librement 1 , was intended to destroy Turkey's claimed 
right to exercise surveillance over Russian traffic in the 
Straits* If a Kussian ship entering the waterway without 
permission were to be stopped, Ford reasoned, the new lan­ 
guage could be Invoked as proof that the Ottoman action was 
unjustified, and that the vessel could not lawfully be pre­ 
vented from proceeding whether permission had been granted 
or not* Moreover, this would be true even if the vessel in

1 Ford to Salisbury, No* 194 Confidential, 12 June 1892, 
F.O* 78/4414*
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question were carrying 'passagers* as well as munitions* 
The sole limitation on Russia's freedom in either case waa 
that contained in the final section of the draft Article f 
whieh stipulated that the Ottoman authorities be informed 
in advance of projected voyages; and since even this pro­ 
viso 9 which differed significantly from the Circular in 
omitting any reference to permission, had been added only 
at Turkish instigation, there could be no certainty that 
the Huasian delegates would ultimately consent to sign it.

In the early suiraer of 1892, in brief, British diplomacy 
at Constantinople was confronted with an attempt on the part 
of St. Petersburg, not without some apparent pronpeot of 
success, to secure an absolutely unconditional right of free 
passage through the Straita for merchant chips carrying 
troops, arms and military supplies from one Russian port to 
another* Whereas the British maintained that the treaty of 
1862 had been intended to allow transport only of munitions 
inward-bound to the Black Sea, the arrangement now proposed 
would plainly eliminate all doubt that movement waa permiss­ 
ible in the opposite direction as wall - from Odessa, for 
example, to Vladivostok. 2 On learning of the situation. Ford 
immediately voiced unofficial objections at the Porte to the 
draft Article in its existing form. With the assistance of 
the Secretary-General of the Ottoman Department of Foreign 
Affairs, who was particularly disturbed by the implications 
of the word •passagers 1 , the ambassador extracted an ad­ 
mission from the Turkish foreign minister that Russia's pro-

1 Ibid.; Ford to Kosebery, No. 324 Confidential, 21 Oct. 
1892, F.O. 78/4473.

2 Ibid.; Ford to Salisbury, No. 194 Confidential, 12 June 
1892, F.O. 78/4414.
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poaals, If accepted, would be prejudicial to the claims of 
the 3ultan. A similar admission was elicited, with rather 
greater ease, from the Grand Visier. From both ministers 
assurances ware forthcoming that the Ottoman ^overnment had 
not ^iven its approval to the suggested concessions, and 
the Grand Vizier insisted to Ford that the Porte was deter­ 
mined to stand firm against Russian pressure. This was all 
very woll, but the British embassy thought it unsafe to let 
the matter rest. True, Ford predicted that his representa­ 
tions, supported ao they were by his German and Austrian 
colleagues, would produce a beneficial effect on Turkish 
thinking, 2 and a report which reached the embassy shortly 
afterwards, at the end of June, seemed to Justify the fore­ 
cast* Even then, howaver, tha ambassador was not entirely 
confident of having averted the danger. Neophyte though he 
was in Eastern diplomacy, he had bean sufficiently educated 
by this time to realize that opinions professed by the Porte 
meant lit via whan opposed by ?iU3jian influence at the Palace. 
He therefore decided that as a supplement to the unofficial 
action already taken, it would be desirable that Turkish 
resistance be 'fortified 1 through a more formal expression 
of views from the interested Powers 1 . 3

In London, meanwhile. Lord Salisbury too had come to 
the conclusion that something more should be dona. In 1891, 
on Turkey's arriving at an agreement with St. Petersburg 
respecting the terms under which the Kussian 'Volunteer 
Fleet 1 could pass the f3traits,4 the i3ritiah government had

1 Ibid. 2 Ibid.

Ford to Saliabury, No. 214 Confidential, 30 June 1892, 
P.O. 78/4473.

* H.S. Edwards, The Career and Correspondence of Sir William
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proclaimed the principle that privileges in the waterway 
which were accorded to any one Power were ipso facto accord­ 
ed to all* To this formula Salisbury now had recourse once 
againi he instructed Fora, on 30 June, to repeat it to the 
Porte* Evidently the Foreign Secretary had not paid close 
attention to the wording of the controversial draft* If 
Russia had gained the right, as was supposed, to send her 
merchantmen freely through the Straits f d'un port apparten- 
ant a I 1 Empire de Hussie a un autre port du mecie Empire 1 , 
it would have been meaningless for the British merely to 
claim the same ri/'ht, for they had no ports in the Black Sea* 
Fortunately Ford, or one of his subordinates, appreciated 
this point in time, and the ambassador requested authoriza­ 
tion from Salisbury to add that concessions granted to 
Russia would be enjoyed equally by Britiah ships 'whatever 
their provenance or destination 1 • The Foreign Secretary con— 
ourred, and it was in this form that the British position 
was eventually communicated to Turkey in the latter part of 
July* Ford 1 s suggestion for further action by the whole 
group of 'interested Powers* was not followed up, but his 
message to the Porte amounted to a threat that Great Britain 
at least would respond to Ottoman acceptance of the draft 
Article by rescinding the recognition which she had formerly 
given to the Circular of 1888.^

White* PP- 251-252; G. Young, Corps de Droit Ottoman, ill* 
bO-61; of. C* Phillipson and N* Buxton, The Questfon of the 
Bosphorus and Dardanelles* p. 171.

1 C*L. Smith. The Embassy of Sir William White at Constantin­ 
ople* I886~l691t PP* 136t 146*

2 Ford to Salisbury, Tel. Ho* 87 Confidential, 21 July, F*0. 
78/4419; Ho. 241, 26 July (encloses text of message to Porte) | 
Salisbury to Ford, Tel* No. 48, 22 July 1892, F.O. 78/4473.
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For the remainder of the summer the Ruaso-Turkish nego­ 
tiations dragged on inconclusively, without causing the 
British any more anxiety*1 Before the Liberals assumed 
power in August, the issue had sunk completely into the 
background of Foreign Office problems - so completely, in­ 
deed, that the permanent officials did not remember, or did 
not consider it necessary, even to Inform their new chief 
of what had been happening* Rosebary remained in ignorance 
that the question existed until he heard of it from the
Austrian ambassador at the beginning of November, by which

2 time the Russians had returned vigorously to the offensive*
Russia's resumption of pressure on Turkey in the autumn 

of 1892 can be attributed to the same cause which presumably 
was responsible for the complacency among Rosebery f s advis­ 
ers* The Russophobe phase through which the policy of the 
Sultan wao then passing found expression not only in closer 
relations with Bulgaria, but also in a firmer stand on the 
use of the Straits* In August, in accordance with St. 
Petersburg*s interpretation of the legal position, a Danish 
steamer carrying arms and ammunition for the Russian govern­ 
ment attempted to pass up the waterway without requesting 
permission* The Turks now upheld the stipulations of their 
Circular in no uncertain termst the offending vessel was 
brought under fire from one of the Dardanelles forts, and 
was detained by the Ottoman military authorities*3 ?wo other

1 Ford to Rosebery, No. 324 Confid ential, 21 Oct. 1892 (re­ 
ceived at the Foreign Office on 2 November), F.O. 78/4473.

2 Ibid.| Paget to Hosebery, No. 200 Confidential, 31 Oct. 
1892 (with minute by Rosebery), F*0. 78/4473; Rosebery to 
Barrington (charge7 d'affaires at Vienna), No. 119 Confiden­ 
tial. 2 Nov. 1892, F*0. 7/1183.

Russell (Vioe-Consul at the Dardanelles) to Ford, No. 21,
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Danish ships with similar cargoes later passed unmolested, 
but in early September Russia was given reason to believe 
that the incident had been more than a mere Isolated oase 
of looal initiative, and indeed that it foreshadowed the 
adoption at Constantinople of a strongly anti-Russian pos­ 
ture with regard to the transport through the Straits of 
military supplies* Acting on direot instructions from Abdul 
Hamid, who suspected that the Tiussians might be plotting to 
arm the Armenians 9 the Porte reiterated the requirements 
laid down in the Giroular9 and demanded of St. Petersburg 
that special permission be sought in future for each ship** 
ment of war material* It added» moreover* that in the event 
of such permission being granted, the vessel in question 
would be escorted by a Turkish ship a* long as it remained 
within territorial limits*^

The Sultan's sudden self-assertiveness did not lead in 
the event to a general enforcement of his claims, but at the 
time the blunt 9 insistent tone of the Turkish communication 
made it appear probable that even on a de facto basis the 
Palace would no longer be willing to acquiesce in what 
Russia considered to be the exercise of her rights. In this- 
situation St. Petersburg evidently concluded that it was 
now more important than ever to obtain acceptance of the 
words 'libreraent* and 'sans arrdt 1 * and also that the sole 
Ghanae of doing so lay in browbeating Constantinople into 
compliance* Abdul Hamld'a reception of Stambouloff gave the

21 Au#. 1392 (copy enclosed in Pord to Eoaeberyg 5o» 265 t 
24 Aus. 1892, F*0. 78/4473).

This information was ooranunicfited to the Foreign Office 
on 12 Soptomber by the German embassy in London: Tiosebery 
to Trench (charge d'affaires at Berlin), No* 204 Secret t 
12 Sept. 1892 f F.O. 78/4473.
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Russians an additional motive for being disagreeable* and 
by the third week of October thay had not merely remi&ed 
In earnest the Straits negotiations, but had adopted a more 
unfriendly and intransigent attitude than had been usual in 
previous discussion of the issue,

It was on 2 November that Rosebery received from Count 
Deym, the Austrian ambassador in London, his first news of 
Bussla's attempts to amend the Straits clauses. 2 At this 
period Alexander III personally was by no means as greatly 
Irritated over the Bulgarian question as he was to become 
within the next few months, and the good relations between 
Constantinople and Sofia - which, as we have seen, were not 
reflected until the winter in practical Turkish support of 
Stambouloff 4 - were not yet arousing his anger to the same 
degree as was afterwards to be the case* To the harsh tone 
Of Russian delegates Abdul Hamid naturally attached leas 
weight than he was to attach in the spring to the manifest 
wrath of the Tear himself. Moreover, the struggle over the 
Army Bill being still in the future, the Sultan's faith in 
German military strength was as yet unshaken* Thus there 
seemed no imminent likelihood of a Turkish surrender* The 
Porte, Deym assured the Foreign Secretary, was 'extremely 
alive to the danger' of the proposed concessions^ On the

1 Ford to Rosebery. No. 324 Confidential, 21 Oct. 1892 (ra- 
oeivid at the Poraign Office on 2 November), F.Q. 78/4473*

2 Paget to nosobery, No. 200 Confidential, 31 Oct. 1892 
(with minute by Rossbery), F.O. 78/4473); Rosebery to Bar- 

fl>* 119 Confidential, 2 Nov. 1892 f F.O. 7/1183.

3 See below, pp. 211-213, 21$. 4 Above, pp. 125-126.

* Rosabery to flarrington, No. 119 Confidential, 2 Nov. 1892, 
1*0. 7/1183.
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other hand, Vienna did not fail to recognize that in the 
faoe of Russian importunity, Ottoman resolution might 
eventually f alter f and Count K41noky9 Austria* a foreign 
miniate r t suggested that any symptoms of a yielding dis­ 
position among the Turks should be countered with a further 
repetition of the familiar formula - that rights granted to 
one Power would automatically be grantel to all* Roaebery 
saw no merit in Ka'lnoky's plans on Seym's outlining to him 
the terms of the draft Article, he had grasped at once the 
point initially overlooked by Salisbury, that for a country 
without Black Sea ports the privileges sought by Russia 
would be useless,* More practicable than the Austrian so ha me 
waa an idea put forward by Ford: that Great Britain might 
make explicit the threat already implied by her communica­ 
tion in July, and announce that if the draft were approved 
by the Port a t British vessels would no longer be bound by 
the Circular of 1888 • Like Kalnoicy's, however, this sug­ 
gestion was intended by its author to be held in reserve, 
and implemented only if the Turks were giving way.2 Since 
neither Ford nor the Auatrians saw any immediate risk, Rose- 
bery decided to content himself for the time being with a 
policy of watchful waiting* He instructed his representative 
on the Bosphorus meraly to fcsep an observant eye on the 
progress of the negotiations, and to maintain contact on 
the subject with the German and Austro-Uun^arian embassies 
at Constantinople .3

1 Ibid* f Pa,^et to Rosebery, Ho. 200 Confidential, 31 Oct. 
1892 (*ith minute by Rosebery), F.O. 78/4473*

2 Ford to Rosebery, No. 324 Confidential, 21 Oct. 1892, F.O. 
78/4473*

Rosebery to Ford, No. 230 Confidential, 8 Nov. 1892, F.O. 
195/1744.
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As it turned out, the negotiations made no progress at 
all during tha next several months: appp.reatly 'indiag the 
opposition of Porte and Palace insurmountable , the Riissians 
allowed the issue to sink back into a dorstant state. In 
early 1893 it was Bulgaria, not the Bosphorus and Dardan­ 
elles, whioh occupied the foreground as a source of Russo- 
Turkish frlation. What diplomatic activity there was on the 
Straits Question was confined to the side of Russia's antag­ 
onists among the ^owsrs. At the beginning of December 1892, 
the Italian foreign minister 'spontaneously 1 promised to 
instruct his ambassador in Turkey, the thoroughly pro-British 
Count Collobiano,^ to join in watching Russia's efforts, and 
if necessary to 'act in concert with His German, Austrian, 
and especially with his British, colleagues'."' With this de­ 
velopment the coalition of embassies against Russia attained 
its highest possible numerical strength* Despite unanimous 
recognition of » need for alertiieua, however, it had as yet 
no plan of operations, no agreed set of measures to encour­ 
age the Turks in their resistance, or if occasion demanded 
to da^er them from making concessions*

A move to remedy the deficiency was soon undertaken by 
Austria-Hungary. Having come to agree with Roeebery that 
reiteration of Salisbury's formula would provide no answer 
to the present problem, KaUnoky had hit upon an alternative 
oourie of action. Prod the outset it had boon the Austrian

* ?ord to Rosebery, No. 32 Confidential, 30 Jan. 1893, P.O. 
78/4592.

2 See Ford to Kosebery, Ho. 293, 20 Sept. 1392., P.O. 78/4416.

* Vivian to Rosebery, No. 253 Confidential. 2 Dec. 1892, y.o. 
45/684! Tel. No. 69 Confidential, 2 Dec. 1892, F.Q. 78/4473.
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Tiew that the question of free passage for war materials 
could not properly be settled by Turkey and fussia alone, 
with other government a entitled to intervene only by exer­ 
cising influence on the Turks. In Vienna the problem was 
held to be one affecting the interests of the Powers in 
general.1 Kalnoky'a new proposal was derived from that 
principles the Porte 3hould ba told, he believer!, that 'in 
the event of ita being contemplated to grant to Russia any 
privileges or concessions goin£ beyond thoae already aocord­ 
ed, they should bo made known to the other Powers, who 
should bo con9ulted thereupon'. Towards the turn of the year 
the Austriana informed Turkey of what they hud in mind. 
Since a formal request froa other interested governments to 
be consulted would obviously have placed the Ottoman author- 
it ion in a stronger position to withstand Eussian pressure t 
the reaction of the Grand Vizier was favourable. Thus en­ 
couraged, Kdlnoky submitted his idea to the British on 2 
January 1893.2

After receipt of the Austrian suggestion, the view first 
taken at the Foreign Office was that it would be preferable 
to do something more drastic - not merely to express the 
opinion that the Porte 'should 1 consult the Powers before 
making conceasions, but to insist that it 'srust' consult 
them, and to support the demand with a thrent to reconsider 
•present engagements with regard to the Straits'. Rosebery 
decided that Ford should be instructed to discuss the matter 
with hie Austrian colleague f Baron Calico, and 'andeavour to

1 Pord to Salisbury, No. 214 Confidential, 30 June 1892, 
f.O. 78/4473.

2 Poget to nosabery, No. 2 Confidential, 3 Jan. l893 t F.0» 
78/4592 (copy in P.O. 7/1197).
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ascertain if other Powers would join in aiiailar language f * 
Sven when these orlera were f onmilated , however, they held 
no promise of leading to a useful result, and the Foreign 
Secretary wisely discarded them before they were sent. If 
joint representations were to be effective, the participa­ 
tion of Geramny was all but indispensable.2 But the Wilhelm- 
straase had just nade its charge that Great Britain was at­ 
tacking German railway interest a in Asia Minor, and on that 
ground it had already withdrawn all backing from British 
policy in Egypt .3 Until th© railway controversy had been 
settled to the satisfaction of Berlin, it was evident that 
to seek German aid on any Eastern problen would be to court 
a rude rebuff* On reflection, Kosebery concluded that the 
best plan would be to put forward no suggestions for the 
moment, but simply to 'roiaind 1 Ford of his existing in- 
atruotiona and ask him to submit a report with respect to 
his action upon them** In complying vith his chief's re­
quest, tho anbasaador stated that there had been no recent

5exchanges between the Kusaian and Ottoman negotiators* The
Foreign Secretary, presumably reassurad, appears to have

to Rosebery, No* 2 Confidential, 3 Jan. 1893 (with 
minutest including two by Eosebery), F.O, 78/4592. •?

2 Of. below, p* 236*

Above, i>p« 36, 93* Facet's despatch (cited in Note 1 above) 
in which Kalnofcy's proposal waa set forth, was received at 
the Foreign Office on 7 January, the day of the German action 
at Cairo.

* Paget to Ros3bery, No. 2 Confidential, 3 Jan. 1893 (with 
minutes by Kosebery); Rosebery to Ford, No. 6 Confidential, 
12 Jan. 1893, F.O* 78/459**

5 Ford to Roaebery, No. 32 Confidential, 30 Jan. I893 f P.O. 
78/4592.
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paid no further attention to the question as long as this 
poriod of inactivity lasted* *?he consequence was that when 
the t.uaaiana renewed their pressure in the more favourable 
circumstances of the late spring, Graat Britain had still 
not enlisted the co-operation of the triple Alliance in any 
definite schamo for counter-measure3*

Even after learning of Russia's fresh efforts, the Brit- 
iah refrained from making good their omiaaicn* Despite hia 
allusion to a 'Franco-Russian current 1 at YilciiE, and to the 
possibility of Abdul Haraid's giving away some 'substantial 
favours', Sir Arthur Nicolson - now about to become charge* 
d'affaires - thought it probable that he would be able to 
avert Turkish concessions by himself , through nothing more 
than a display of his own alertness* If the Sultan were 
•really up to some trickery' , Nicol-aon reasoned, he would 
become alarmed and 'creep back under his shell* as soon as 
it was brought home to hln that the British embassy was 
awake*1 With this method of handling the situation Hoaabery 
seems to have been favourably impressed, for his instructions 
to the oharga' d'affaires wore aijsply that tha latter should 
be vigilant.2 There matters rested for much of the summer 
of 1893, Hicolson continuing to bo sanguine*

Meanwhile the Austrian ambassador was becoming increas­ 
ingly uneasy. Hitherto, whatever the Turks might think of 
the small importance of sea power when weighed against pre­ 
dominance on land, thay had at least believed that in her 
chosen element - particularly in the Mediterranean - 3i»eat

1 lUooluon to Villiers, Private f 5 June 1893, Villiera 
Papers* w ,
M

Rosobory to Hicolaon, No» 143 Secret, 20 June 1893, F«0* 
78/4592.
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Britain was supreme. As the summer progressed 9 however9 
events conspired to undermine this conviction. Calice found 
that the accidental loss of the battleship Victoria, and 
the criticisms being levelled by British publicists at the 
alleged weakness of the Navy, were both making a deep im­ 
pression on the Ottoman authorities* St. Petersburg was on 
the point of establishing a Mediterranean squadron, and it 
began to be suspected at Constantinople that the addition 
of Russia's warships to those of France might appreciably 
alter the local balance of maritime strength. The Austrian 
did his beat, in conversation with Turkish officials, to 
belittle the significance of the Russian decision - but not, 
he feared, wi,th much success. On 12 August he warned Nlool- 
•on that the Rua so-French sympathies at the Palace might be 
further aggravated by the apparent change in the naval pos- 
tion.1 -4 M& -

The British diplomat's immediate reaction to Austrian 
anxieties was conditioned by his enduring faith in the ir­ 
resolution of Abdul Hamid. The restraint which the latter 
had shown in his advice to the Khedive in July had indicated 
afresh that this faith was well-founded, and that so long as 
Oreat Britain treated Turkey with firmness- as she had just 
done in the case of the Armenian professors - the Palace 
would hesitate to embark on any major new departure Inimical

2to British inters a tr. Therefore, while he did not dismiss 
Calioe's forebodings as altogether groundless, Nioolson felt 
confident that if they come true in any degree, what would 
happen would amount merely to another of the familiar 9 taote-

1 Nioolson to Rosebery, No. 390 Confidential, 13 Aug. 1893 f 
F.O. 78/4482.
2 See above, pp. 44-45•
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ings and veerings' of Imperial policy - not to the adoption 
of a 'determined course' favourable to Russia* Yet as 
August drew on the charge* d'affaires commenced to qualify 
his optimism* Although he still expected no sweeping re­ 
vision of the sigssag diplomacy so far pursued 9 he started 
thinking that to prevent the Sultan's temporary pro-Eussian 
tendencies from finding expression in some limited con­ 
cessions might now prove a more difficult task than he had 
anticipated in June* The Russians were pressing with greater 
energy than ever for the free passage of war materials: 
their embassy 9 Nioolson informed the Foreign Office, was 
clearly desirous of hastening a final decision on the dis­ 
puted Article* By the last days of the month he was 'not
without apprehension 1 lest the Turks mi#ht be ready to ao-

2 oept St* Petersburg's terms*
The disquiet of the trusted and unexoitable Nioolson im­ 

pelled Roeebery to go for the first time beyond exhortations 
to vigilance t and to authorize a more minatory declaration 
on the transit issue than he seems hitherto even to have 
contemplated* Instead of confining himself to threatening 
repudiation of the Circular of 1686 and 'present engagements 
with regard to the Straits'* the Foreign Secretary ordered 
the British embassy to tell the Porte that if it were to 
comply with Russia's wishes* the result would be to 're-open 
the Eastern Question, and thus compel Her Majesty's Govern­ 
ment to review their position in regard to the Ottoman Em­ 
pire '• Ho hint was given of what the outcome of such a review

1 Nioolson to Kosebery, Mo* 390 Confidential, 13 Aug. 1893, 
F.O. 78/4462.

* Nioolaon to Rosebery. Tel* No. 168, 19 Aug.? No. 414 Con­ 
fidential, 29 AUJ> 1893, F.O. 78/4592.
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might bei the Sultan - cowardly, imaginative and prone to 
nightmares - was to be left to speculate uneaoily on the 
nature of Great Britain* e secret intentions*

The fact that the British took the issue of free transit 
for military commodities 00 seriously requires a word of ex­ 
planation* The stand which London adopted had nothing to do 
with a desire to hinder in any way the strengthening of 
Russia's position in the Far East. In that context not even 
the free passage of soldiers - and in 1893 the controversy 
was apparently restricted to materials^ - would have been 
important* Since the beginning of 1369 Russia had in practice 
been sending troops through the Dardanelles on frequent oc­ 
casions, from the Black Sea ports to her Pacific provinces, 
and this continued to be done throughout the period of the 
Gladstone and Rosebery administrations* Whether or not the 
passage was formally free could make no difference to the 
Far Eastern balance of power: what was significant was that 
the Russian forces reached their destination* While Rosebery 
objected to the Turks* giving up their right of control over 
military traffic of any kind, he did not demand that in 
normal circumstances permission for use of the Straits should 
ever actually be withheld* In 1893 the Turks were again 
maintaining their claims in the Straits only 'academically 1 ,

Ibid* (with minute by Rosebery)? Rosebery to Nioolson, 
No. 258 Confidential, 30 Sept. 1893, F.O. 78/4592.

2 Nioolson to Villlera, Private, 5 June, Villiers Papers? 
Ford to Eosabery, Wo. 237 Secret, 5 June 1893, F.O. 78/4592.
Admiralty Memorandum by L.A. Beaumont, dated 1 May 1895, 

Spencer Papers (envelope marked 'Mediterranean Stations 
Strategy, eto. f )«

Howard (charge* d'affaires at St. Petersburg) to Rosebery, 
No. 237 Secret, 25 Sept. 1893, F.O. 78/4592.
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and against this policy the British made no protest* In 
the event of an Anglo—Russian war* it is true, the Foreign 
Seo retary might well have asked Abdul Hamid to impose an 
effective ban on the movement of enemy men and arms through 
his waters| but so long as Great Britain had command of the 
Mediterranean, such a ban oould not be really necessary, or 
indeed of much value* If, on the other hand, Great Britain 
were to lose command of the Mediterranean* there could be no 
hope whatever that Turkey would brave the displeasure of tha 
Tsar at London's behest* Thus the Sultan's renunciation of 
his claims - the renunciation which Rosebery was so anxious 
to avert - would in itself have entailed no direot threat to 
British interests. These would have been prejudiced only in 
so far as Ottoman security was undermined, the Turks made to 
feel more exposed to Bussian pressure, and the opening of the 
Straits to Russian warships made more probable*

It was precisely such a danger which the Foreign Office 
feared might arise from the proposed concessions* Should 
Russian merchantmen, whatever the Turks' suspicions in any 
particular case, be entitled to pass down the Borphorus with 
arms 'librement' and 'sans arrest' - that is, without risk of 
being stopped for inspection - then there could be no way of 
ensuring that Kussla was not sending an assault force into 
the Straits in addition to munitions* Amongst the most im­ 
portant of Turkey's 'internal concerns 1 , wrote one of Fose- 
bery's subordinates, was 'that necessary provision for her 
own safety against surprise or treachery which would be 
Jeopardised by the abandonment of all right of oontrol over 
ships navigating her waters'*1 The official did not discuss

TBemorandum respecting Affairs of South-Eastern Europe, 
August 1892 to Ootober 1893', by t. Bertie, Confidential, 
dated 15 Oct. 1893 (oopy enclosed in Rosebery to ?v?onsonf
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possibilities in detail, but perhaps it was thought that if 
disguised troop transports could be brought unchallenged into 
the Sea of Marmora, the Russians might attack the Dardanelles 
forts from the rear in co-ordination with a seizure of the 
Bosphorus defences by troops landed on the Black Sea coast* 
The fact that an increased Turkish sense of vulnerability 
would strengthen Russia's Influence was no doubt borne in 
mind*

The degree to which British efforts were effective in 
influencing Turkey against concessions is by no means clear* 
Rosebery'a menacing communication was delivered to the Porte 
by Sir Clare Ford after the latter'a return to Constantin­ 
ople in October9V and by mid-November the anxiety at the 
Foreign Office had given place to confidence that Turkey 
would not yield*2 Yet the truth is that some time before the 
communication was made the Hussian diplomatic offensive had 
already become bogged down? and the prevalence of cholera at 
the Ottoman capital had probably contributed more to this 
development than had the opposition of Calloe and Nioolson* 
The epidemic eliminated all likelihood that Russia's con­ 
tinuing pressure for an early decision would prove success­ 
ful, for Abdul Hamid soon became so abjectly terrified at 
the thought of contracting the disease that he was in no 
mental condition to decide anything* Even before the middle 
of September papers awaiting the Sultan's action were report­ 
ed to be 'accumulating by the hundreds', and for weeks there­ 
after the ruler remained 'quite absorbed with microbes and

No. 150 Confidential, 5 Dec. 1893* F.O. 120/701).

1 ?ord to Rosebery, No, 487 Confidential, 25 Oct. 1893, P.O. 
78/4592.

2 Deym to Kalnoky, Ho. 35A-E Confifential, 15 Nov. I893 f 
W.S.A., P.A. viii/114.
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bacilli'• The upshot was that with respect to relations 
between Turkey and the Powers, politics at Constantinople 
lay in the doldrums through most of the autumn• Although 
noteworthy events were transpiring elsewhere, on the Bos- 
phorus such calm prevailed that on one occasion the Austrian 
ambassador, usually content with tha 'ssiallest crumbs 1 , con­ 
fessed to Nicolson that he was 'nonplussed as to how to fill 
up his bag'*2 True, into the midst of this tranquillity 
there fell the pebble of an alleged proposal from St. Peters­ 
burg for a aeoret Russo-Turkish entente - to be cemented, so 
the atory ran, by a gift from the Tsar of five million 
roubles. Prom the outset, however, the report that suoh a 
proposal had been put forward was looked upon with scepti­ 
cism both at the British embassy and at the Foreign Office 
in London; 3 and the scepticism turned out to be fully Justi­ 
fied. Hot only was the story discovered to be unveriftable, 
but investigation by the British and Austrians indicated 
that it was a hoax wilfully perpetrated by the Ottoman of­ 
ficial from whom Nioolson had heard it. To no appreciable
extent did it disturb the 'singularly qulat' political atmo-

5sphere at the Sultan's capital.'

Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 13 Sept.? Private, 12 Oot.t 
Private, 9 Nov.f Private, 25 Nov. l893 f Villiers Papers.

2 Nicolson to Villiers, Private, 12 Oct. 1893, Villiers Papers.

^ Hicolson to Rosebery, Tel. No. 185 Very Secret, 26 Sept. 
(with minutes by Currie and Rosebery), P.O. 78/4486? Ho. 458 
Secret, 27 Sept. 1893, 2.0. 78/4482.

* Ford to Rosebery, No. 513 Secret and Confidential, 9 Nov. 
1893 (encloses Secret and Confidential Memorandum by A. Block, 
dated 7 Nov. 1893), F.O. 78/4483.

* Nioolson to Villiers, Private, 12 Oct.| Private, 9 Nov. 
1893, Villiers Papers.



THE STRAITS* 
A BOLT FROM THE BLUB?

In England, meanwhile, Lord Kosebery had been worrying 
about the possibility of almost immediate war* The privi­ 
leges which Russia was trying to obtain through the peace­ 
ful exercise of influence were paltry indeed in comparison 
with what she oould hope to win by arms* In the background, 
for several years, had hovered the threat of a Russian coup 
de main against the Bosphorus, and in 1893, as summer drew 
towards its close, the danger seemed both real and imminent*

Since, in the event, a coup de main never materialised, 
there exists a temptation, not always overcome, to dismiss 
the British fear of it as unjustified, and to assume that 
the prospect of such an attack was little more than an il­ 
lusion conjured up by the over-active imaginations of soars- 
mongers*1 That alarm was sometimes excessive must be admit­ 
ted; but, on the other hand, it must be stressed that the 
anxieties of military Intelligence, and of Lord Hosebery, 
were far from being based on mere mirage* In 1883 Tsar Alex­ 
ander III had made it known within the Russian government 
that he wished preparations to be undertaken for a new at­ 
tempt on Constantinople!

A mon avis The had written], nous devons avoir un seul 
et unique butt o'est I 1 occupation de Constantinople, pour 
nous dtabllr, une fois pour toutes, dans les Detroit 3 et 
savoir qu'ils seront toujours entre noa mains* Cela, 
o'est dans les interests de la Rusole et oela doit £tre

1 Of* J*A* Spender, Fifty Years of Europe. PP* 138-1391 C*L. 
Smith, The Embassy pfSlr William White at Constantinople* 
1886-1831, pp* 145-14T*
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notra but? tout la reste qui ae passe Sana la pe'ninsule 
balkanique eat pour nous ̂ aacondalre. . • En ce nui con- 
cerne ape'oialesient les Detroits t le moment n'est cer- 
tainezaant pas encore venu, mala 11 noua faut e^tre prits 
et preparer toua les moyens • * *1

At this time Far Eastern expansion had yet to become the 
dominant theme of Russian policy, and Alexander was still ap­ 
parently thinking in terms of an effort to reach the Straits 
by land* *C'e8t n'est qua pour oette questions he continued, 
•que je consentiral a zaener une guerre sur la pe'ninaule 
balkanique*' 2 But it was not long before the idea of a coup 
de main from the sea began to replace that of a Balkan cam­ 
paign i aa early as 1886 the first rehearsal for such an am­ 
phibious assault was carried out by the Russians on the coast 
Of the Crimea.^ jn 1893 the evidence at Rosebery's disposal* 
albeit in large part circumstantial, constituted not only 
conclusive proof that it was a sea-borne attack which St. 
Petersburg was contemplating, but also strong grounds for be­ 
lieving that the enterprise would be successful*

The essential facts had been ascertained by the British 
military and naval authorities before the oladstone ministry 
came into office* In the late •eighties, Intelligence knew, a 
Russian plan of operations for a coup de main on Constantin­ 
ople had been secretly purchased by the Turkish military at­ 
tache" at St» Petersburg; and apparent preparations for putting

1 Alexander III to General Obroutchew, 24/12 Sept. 1885 
(translated from the Russian of the Krasnyi Arkhiv, xlvi. ISO- 
181, by A*H* Mandelstam, and printed in A.H. Mandelstam, •La 
Politique Rugoe d^Acoes a la i.tecliterrane'e au XXe Siecle*, Re~ 
oueil de Cours, xlvil* (1934 f I) f Aoaddmie de Droit Inter­ 
national, p« 6&Q)*

2 Ibid*
^ 'Report on a possible "COUP feJ^l1*" *y Huaaia against Con­ 
stantinople 1 * sent by the War Office to the Admiralty on 2 
Jan* 1892 t Adm. 1/7135.
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0ome such plan into execution had made considerable progress 
by 1891. The army divisions stationed at certain Black Sea 
ports t it was observed v were maintained at an establishment 
of more than 10,800 non-commissioned officers and men, where­ 
as the establishment of other divisions in the sane part of 
the oountry was leaa than 7*500» These high effectives at 
such places as Odessa and Sebastopol were equalled only by 
those of units on the German and Austrian frontiers* where 
unusual strength could be readily explained by defensive re­ 
quirements* Ho defensive Interpretation appeared to be ten­ 
able in the case of the forces on the Black Sea* for they 
could not anticipate an immediate attack en the outbreak of 
war, and their reserves* unlike those of the frontier garri­ 
sons* were close at hand. It followed* in the view of Intelli­ 
gence i that the high effectives must be intended 'to enable 
the90 divisions to be embarked for a rapid offensive blow as 
quickly as possible 1 f^ and this conclusion was supported by 
what London had learned of the training to which the troops 
In question were being subjected, Por several years they had
been given regular practice in embarkation* disembarkation

2 and the handling of 'opecial boats'; moreover* in the summer
of 1891* the British Consul at Sebastopol had notioed that 
the men of both artillery and infantry wore receiving 'a good 
deal of rowing drill 1 *'' The organization of joint naval and 
Military operations* wrote the military attache' at Constantin­ 
ople* had been 'studied* rehearsed and perfected* by the

Extract from Intelligence Division Memorandum* Secret, dated 
23 Oot. 1891, F.O. 78/4592, 
o
ibid.t "Extract from Secret ^emorandum by Colonel Chermsiie* 

dated 18 Nov. 1891, F.O. 78/4592.

Supplementary Intelligence Division Memorandum* Secret* 
dated 28 Oct. 1891* F.O. 78/4592.
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Russian forces*1 Hor wme that all: while troops were being 
trained, the necessary transport for the expedition was being 
made ready* 3y 1891 twelve of the largest ships belonging to 
the Fuasian Steam Navigation Company had been fitted with 
special equipment for the carrying of troop-boats - a measure 
which was judged in London to be 'evidently not defensive 1 . 2 

If the belief that the Russians were preparing a coup de 
main was well-founded, and thia can scarcely be disputed f 
the further belief at the War Office that such an assault 
would probably succeed was based on a similar array of facts 
which, on the surface at least, seemed almost equally con­ 
vincing.^ The garrison of Constantinople included no more 
than about 14,000 infantry, 2,600 cavalry, and artillery of 
which only eight batteries could be turned out horse i. There 
could be no doubt but that a substantial portion of these 
forces would be retained by the Sultan as a personal guard, ̂  
and in any event their quality was questionable - in part 
because Abdul Hamid habitually sent his ablest young officers 
to remote outposts of the Empire, where he hoped that they

c
would find it difficult to plot against him. The Intelligence

Extract from Secret ffemorandum by Colonel Chermaide, dated 
18 Hov. 1891, P.O. 78/4592.
2 •Report on a possible "coup de main" by Russia against Con­ 
stantinople', sent by the War Office to the Admiralty on 2 
«Tan. 1892, Adm. 1/7135.

Of • Extract from Secret Memorandum by the Adjutant -Gene ralf 
dated 10 Dec. 1891 t F.O. 78/4592.

* 'Re-oort on a possible *coup de main* by Russia against Con­ 
stantinople * f sent by the war Office to the Admiralty on 2 
Jan. 1892, Adm. 1/7135.

" Selna Ekrem, Turkey Old and New, p. 38 1 'An Eastern 
Resident', 'Sultan Abd-ul-IJattla'/ Contemporary Review. Ixvil* 
46t
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Division was showing no unreasonable pessimism, therefore, 
when it calculated that slightly more than 20,000 Russian 
troops, with about 2,200 horses, would suffice for the 
initial phase of an invasion* Sea transport for such numbers 
would present no problem* the twelve vessels specially 
•quipped would supply by themselves the greater part of the 
needed tonnage, and the Husolan Steam Navigation Company 
also controlled dozens of smaller steamers, all of which 
could be requisitioned ^y the government*

To make the outlook still brighter for the Russians, 
there was no prospect that their expeditionary force would 
encounter any effective Turkish resistance in transit* For 
several years Hussia had been energetically constructing a 
Black Sea fleet, 2 and by the early 'nineties she had attained 
a position of unquestioned supremacy in those waters* Indeed , 
she was virtually unopposed, for apart from a number of tor­ 
pedo boats a Turkish fleet oould hardly be said to exist. On 
Abdul Kami a * s accession it had been the Ottoman Empire which 
commanded the Black Sea, and at that time tha Turks could 
make a plausible claim to being the third strongest naval 
Power in the world* The new Sultan, however, distrusted the 
navy for the part which it had played in the deposition of 
Abdul Acix in 1876, and he set out to render it incapable of 
posing a similar threat to himself* Hot only did he forbid 
practice cruise a, condemning tho warships to an existence of 
permanent inactivity in the Golden Horn, but he dispensed 
with the services of the two hundred British engineers and

4MflMflMHMMMMMMMMMMMMMiMVNHriiBflhHBMBMflBMMMMHBViAM'MMIHMMMMMHMBBVi^B'^B*|MM^M^BNBH^

'Report on a poasiblo "coup de main" by Russia against Con­ 
stantinople 1 , sent by the War brfioe to the Admiralty on 2 
Jan. 1832, Adm. 1/7135.
3 Secret Memorandum on tha Increase of the Russian Black Sea 
Ploet, by Cuptuin Grioroon, dated 28 Sept. 1893, F*0. 78/4592 j 
Sir G* Sydenhan Clarke, Russia* a Sea-Power, pp. 112-113.
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workraen who had Mtiierto been employed in tha Otto- 
nan navp.l araenal. The result of this calculated na^lect was 
that tho ships* and particularly their boilers, deteriorated 
rapidly. 1 Assisted by tho failure of leading '^urks to unaar- 
etand the value of maritime predominance, 2 Abciul iiamid had 
succeeded by the end of the 'eighties in transforming his 
battle fleet into an impotent farce* 3 jior were any effective 
etepa being taken in the early • nineties to restore the situ­ 
ations in fact, of the money whioh the Ottoman authorities 
did set aside during that period for the use of the navy* a 
large proportion was reportedly diverted into the private 
pocket of the minister of marine. 4 Thus the only danger whioh 
the transports of a Russian expeditionary force needed to 
fear was that of attack by torpedo boats as they approached 
the Turkish coast* and in the opinion of British naval In­ 
telligence (expressed in March 189* ) the Russians 1 escorting 
warships would prove ample to war a off this threat without
*erious difficulty. 5

The condition of the defences on the approaches to Con* 
stantinople was no leas discouraging than that of the ottoman 
navy* The principal Turkish batteries on the Boaphorua were

* Siimons to Salisbury, Private, 17 Sept. I891 f F.O. 350/6 
(SiMinona Papers); Sir E. Pears, Life of Abdul Hcuaidt pp. 185- 
18 6 | Sir E. Pears, Forty Years in Constantinople, pp» 170-171

2 Above f pp. 55-56.

* £• Youn^r, Constantinople , p. 215f A.J. Marder, British 
Naval Policy. Idao-abH^rl). 153; 'An Eastern Resident' , loc.

4 Currie to Kimberley, No. 161 Confidential, 11 Apr. 1894, 
y.O. 78/4540.

* Extract from 3eoret Joint 3 oport by the Directors of Mili­ 
tary and Naval Intalligenoe, dated 18 Mar. 1892 f P.O. 78/4592.
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completely open to the rear, and overlooked by high land 
within easy rifle ran^e, so that they would have bean certain 
to fall quickly under an infantry assault. Even without an 
assault* indeed, the Russians could have used rifle fire from 
the heights behind to prevent the Turks from working their 
guns* Taus an expeditionary force landed in two detachments, 
on each side of the northern entrance to the strait, would 
h*ve experienced little difficulty in opening an absolutely 
safe route to the capital for the Russian Black Sea fleet. In 
addition, if the Russians were prepared to accept any risk to 
their ships at all, they had at their disposal an alternative 
course of action - that of naval measures against Constantinople 
before the landing of troops* Apart altogether from their 
vulnerability on the landward side, the Bosphorus batteries 
were so inadequate that warships coming from the north, in 
view of the favourable current, would probably have been able 
to run past them with little or no loss.1 It was not without 
reason that the Belgian expert Brialmont, on examining the 
Straits fortifications in the autumn of 1392, pronounoed those 
on the Bosphorus 'so little serious as to leave it practically 
undefended 12 - a verdict with which qualified German officers 
fully concurred.3

•Report on the Defences of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles 1 
(with aupDlomentary paper), by Vice-Admiral sir D. Tryon, 
Confidential, dated 27 June 1892 (received by the Foreign 
Office from khe Admiralty on 22 July), F.O. 73/4433} oimmona 
to Salisbury*. Private, 17 Sept. 1391, F.O. 358/6; cf.- P. 
Rohrbach, Die Ba^dad_bahnt p* 7.

2 Chermside to Ford, No* 26 Confidential, 12 Nov. 1892, F.O. 
195/1759 (CODV enclosed in Ford to Rogebary, Ho* 352* 16 Nov* 
1892, ?.0. 7^/4417)1 of. Chermside to Ford, 26 Dot* 1592 
(oopy enclosed in Ford to Rosebery 9 No* 326 Vary Confidential, 
26 Oot* 1392, ?.0. 73/4416.

Trench (charge d•affaires at Berlin) to Rosabery, No. 222
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Over and above the ad vantage a which would aoorue to 
the Russian oauae in any event from the weakness of the do- 
fenders' fleet and fortifications, a roroa bent on a seizure 
of Constantinople was expected at the War Office to achieve 
a high degree of surprise* The necessary shipping, it waa 
estimated la 1691, could be assembled in the Black Sea porta 
within two days, and it waa assumed that within seven days 
from the issuing of orders the expedition would be ready to 
begin it a thirty-six hour voyage to the invasion beaches near 
the itoaphorus. These figures, moreover, were stated to have 
been computed with a view to arriving at the •maximum time 
for preparation which Russia's enemies would have', and it 
waa oonaidered to be readily conceivable that a coup de main 
might oome 'like a bolt from the blue' • Hot only would tne 
high effectives of the units at Sevastopol and Odessa render 
it needless to call up reserves, but under pretext of manoeuv­ 
res it would be poaaible for the expeditionary force aotually 
to board its transports without giving an unmistakable alarm* 
On previous occasions, the Intelligence Division recalled, 
the Ruasiana had been able to embark troops for exercises 
without causing the Turkish military authorities to move a 
man, or even to proclaim a state of increased alert.

The Director of Naval Intelligence was more inolined than 
his Army colleagues to aee obataoles to the anticipated at­ 
tack, and while he was convinced that a surprise blow at Con- 
atantinople was being contemplated by the Tsar's commanders, 
he balieved that as yet - in January 1892 - Russian

Confidential, 14 Oct. 1892, P.O. 64/1275.

Extract from Intelligence Division Memorandum, Secret, 
dated 23 Oot. 1891* F.O. 78/4592? 'Report on a possible "ooup 
de main" by Russia against Constantinople f f aont by tho War 
Office to tne Admiralty on 2 Jan. 1892, Adm. 1/7135; of. 
Rohrbaohf loo.oit.
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tiona were far from adequate.1 This relatively cheerful view, 
however, appears not to have been very deeply held, for two 
months later Naval Intelligence concurred with its military 
counterpart in a joint report of the utmost pessimism* The 
conclusions therein stated were substantially identical with 
those accepted earlier at the War Off ice i that a coup de>
main waa likely to be attempted y and that it was almost~~ ••'••" 1 r 2
certain to succeed* True, in the course of exchanges with
the War Office before the report was drawn up* the Admiralty 
had maintained in principle that Oreat Britain could thwart 
the Russian plan by naval intervention, and this claim was 
reiterated in the new document* But from the beginning the 
Admiralty's contention had beon rendered nugatory for all 
practical purposes by the provisos with which it wae quali­ 
fied* The war, it wae stipulated, would have to be against 
Russia alone; Ottoman co-operation or benevolent neutrality 
would have to be assured | and the Mediterranean fleet would 
have to be warned in sufficient time for ships to reach the 
enemy's intended points of disembarkation before his troopa 
were ashore. Of these conditions , not one could be guaran­ 
teed* In September 1891, admittedly, Salisbury had been quite 
hopeful that his 'watchmen 1 would be able to give 'fairly 
early notice of any important movement' from the Black Sea 
ports j ^ but subsequently the fear had bean expressed at the

Minute by the Director of Haval Intelligence, dated p Jan* 
1892 (with War Office to Admiralty, 2 Jan* 1892, Ada. 1/7135).

2 Marder, p. 159*

Minute by the Director of Naval Intelligence, dated 5 Jan. 
1892 (with War Office to Admiralty, 2 Jan. 1692); Admiralty 
Minute, dated 25 Jan, 1892} Admiralty to War Office, Secret, 
30 Jan. 1392, Adm. 1/7135.

* Salisbury to Simiaons, Confidential, 30 Sept. 1891, P.O. 358/6*
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far Office that the Kuasian authorities, through their con­ 
trol of telegraphic communications, would be able to prevent 
any warning from being transmitted.1 As for the attitude of 
the Sultan, his willingness to allow British vessels to pass 
up the Dardanelles was in doubt even before the aggravation 
of Anglo-Turkish friction during l892-«93«2 The unfriendli­ 
ness of the government in Paris added a final flood of gloom 
to a dismal prospect* Even if France did not declare war, 
there would be a danger that she might; and so long as that 
danger was present, the Directors of Naval and Military In­ 
telligence agreed, the mere existence of her powerful war­ 
ships at Toulon would immobilize the British for an action 
beyond the Straits* To commit the necessary vessels in the 
East, at the f extreme end of a line of somewhat precarious 
communications 1 , would be to give the French at least a 
temporary naval preponderance in the Western Mediterranean, 
and perhaps to expose Great Britain to a 'grave menace* in 
the Atlantic and the Channel* The Intelligence Directors saw 
no reason to believe that any 'permissible* reinforcement of 
the Mediterranean fleet from existing resources would 'mater­ 
ially alter the situation* • Unless London was acting in con­ 
cert with the Quai d'Orsay, they asserted, 'the road to Con­ 
stantinople, for a British force bent on a belligerent oper­ 
ation, lies aorosB the ruins of the French fleet' .3 Nor did

'Report on a possible "COUP de ^ain" by Rusaia 
Constantinople', sent by the *ar o^/ice to the Admiralty 
on 2 Jan. 1892, Adm. 1/7135.

2 Sintaona to Salisbury, 25 3ept.| Salisbury to 3imiaons, Con­ 
fidential, 30 Sapt. 1391, P.O. 358/6; of. Harder, pp. 154- 
156* On the increase of friction, see Chapter II*

Seorat Joint Report by the Directors of Military and Naval 
Intelligence, dated 13 Mar. 1392 (quoted in Marder, pp. 159-
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their report suggest that to fight a successful preliminary 
engagement against the Franch would solve the problem, for 
such was not thought to be the case. While the British were 
fully occupied in reducing the Toulon fleet to ' ruins S 
probably in Western Mediterranean waters y the Russians would 
be marching into the Ottoman capital - with the result, 
Military Intelligence anticipated, that whatever Turkish re­ 
sistance there might have been would collapse completely. 
Russia would then, in all probability, follow up her victory 
by seizing the defences of the Dardanelles; and once she had 
garrisoned these positions, it was fearad in London that 'no 
combination 9 of British sea and land forces would suffice to 
oust her .I

In short, through their study in l891-'92 of the naval 
and military aspects of the Straits Question, the War Office 
and Admiralty experts had dojaoliahed the basic assumptions of 
their country's traditional Near Eastern policy - provided, 
of course, that their reasoning was sound. Salisbury saw the 
situation clearly. If the opinion of the Intelligence Direct­ 
ors held good, he wrote in June 1692, 'the protection of Con­ 
stantinople from Kuasian conquest irnist cease to be regarded 
as a great aim of British policy, for we cannot defend it, 
and our policy is a policy of false pretences 1 . But the Con­ 
servative Foreign Secretary, sceptical of tha caucheaara of 
professional officers, was less than fully convinced by the 
Intelligence analysis , and he called for further examination

160)| of. Chapman (Director of military Intelligence) to 
Uoberta (Conniand«r-in-Chief in India), Private and Con­ 
fidential, 19 Oct. 1692, W.O. 106 16,

* Intelligence Division Memorandum, dated 22 Oct. 1891 
(quoted in Mard«r t p. 15#)f of. Simaons to Salisbury, 25 
Sept. 1691, P.O. 358/6«
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of the problem.1 The Admiralty, which had initially endorsed 
the Intelligence Directors* conclusions without qualifica­ 
tion, now conceded that if Turkey were an ally, so that the 
British force needed at the Straits would be small, the risk 
of French intervention could be accepted.^ Since, however. 
Turkey was not an ally, nor likely to become one, the argu­ 
ments of Intelligence retained tneir validity. When the 
danger of a coup de main again attracted anxious attention 
in 1893, tho Foreign Office seerss to have been dependent, 
for an authoritative assessment of British capabilities, on 
the utterly pessimistic Joint report of the preceding year.

There were two occasions in the early 'nineties when 
uneasiness became acute in influential quarters lest the 
Russians might unleash their expected attack on Constantin­ 
ople within the inmediate future. The year 1893 saw the 
second of those occasions; the first had been in 1691. Be­ 
tween the Straits scare of *yi ana that of two years later, 
however, a marked difference is visible. The former had been 
by origin a scare oi soldiera, Austrian as well as British, 
abetted by the European press. Salisbury had eventually be­ 
come convinced that the danger was real: in October he warned 
Lord Lansdowne, the Viceroy in India, that the evidence 
pointed to an 'early effort on the par-!; of Russia to nake her-

1 Minute by Salisbury, dated 4 June 1392 (quoted in Vemorindua 
by F. Bertio, dated 19 Oct. 1893, F«0. 78/4592).

2 AteJ.rr.lty to War Office, Secret, 20 May 1892 (with a re­ 
vision of the original version), printed copy in P.O. 78/4434*

* Memorandum by F. Bertie, dated 19 Oct. 1893, P.O. 78/4592.

* Extract from Secret Memorandum by Captain Callwell, dated 
12 Oct. 1891; Colonel Dawson to the Director of Military In­ 
telligence, Secret, 30 Jan. 13 CJ2, K.O. 73/4592; Smith, p. 147.
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•elf mistress of the Straits 1 - an ei fort which he thought 
would probably be accompanied by a diversionary expedition 
against the Indian frontier.*- But this warning represented a 
victory for the alarmists which had not been easily won: only 
a few weeks previously the Foreign Secretary had been arguing 
strongly against the view that the Tsar would riak talcing 
action. Citing the fact that if the British fleet were to 
pas3 the Dardanelles and break through into the Black Sea, 
the invading Russian troopa would be cut off both from rein­ 
forcement and from retreat, Salisbury had imagined himself in 
the Russians 1 shoea: •Unless we are ab e to be first at the 
Dardanelles (which will be hardly posoible), or are able to 
make the Turks keep the English out - which depends on the 
Sultan's temper, on the fidelity of the Dardanelles commander, 
on the skill and courage of the English Admiral - unless in 
one of those two ways we can cork up the Dardanelles! our ex­ 
peditionary force on the Bosphorua will be prisoners of war* 1 
Thinking that unpredictable as Abdul Hamid's conduct was 9 the 
chances of British ships being able to pass were sufficiently 
great to give the Russians pause, the Foreign Secretary had 
reasoned that at least as long as Bulgaria remained unfriendly 
towards St. Petersburg! a coup de main on the Ottoman capital 
was unlikely to be attempted*

Whereas the scare of 1891, originating with the military, 
had made progress at the Foreign Office only against consider­ 
able resistance, that of 1893 was one which the Foreign Office 
appears to have been responsible in a very large degree for

1 Rose L. Oreavest Persia and the Defence of India* 1884-1892 • 
pp. 192-193 (quotes Salisbury to Lansdowne, Private, 21 Oct. 
1891, Salisbury Papers)*

2 Salisbury to Simmone, 21 Sept.! Confidential, 30 Sept* 1891, 
F,0. 358/6.



fomenting* Saliabury's Liberal successor, instead of oppos­ 
ing the alarmist attitude, played the role of its leading 
exponent.1 In part the contrast can doubtless be attributed 
to personal qualities5 Koaebery, unlike Salisbury, was a man 
of nervous and excitable temperament, inclined to dwell upon 
risks rather than to minimise them, and matters had not been 
improved by the insomnia to which he had fallen prey after 
the death of his wife in 1890.2 But it would be both super­ 
ficial and unfair to the Foreign Secretary to ascribe his 
anxiety primarily to a flaw in character* In the late summer 
Of 1893 there were better reasons than ever in the past for 
believing that the threat of a coup de main should be taken 
seriously. The simplest of these reasons was the fact that 
Russia had had time to remedy the deficiencies in her mili­ 
tary and naval arrangements* Preparations for the coup it­ 
self, not clearly adequate before, were now held without qual­ 
ification to have reached the necessary level,3 and prepara­ 
tions for dealing with the possible consequences of a coup had 
likewise made conspicuous progress*

One basis for previous British hopes had been the presum­ 
ed fear of the Russians that seizure of Constantinople would

Rosebery to Campbell-Bannerman, 26 Aug*| Confidential, 1 
Sept*$ Private, 12 Sept* 1893, Add. MS. 41226| Rosebery to 
Spenoer, Secret, 30 July; Campbell-Bannerman to Spenoer, Con­ 
fidential, 17 Aug*f Private, 5 Sept. 1893, Spenoer Papers? 
Chapman to Sir R* Buller (Adjutant-General), Confidential, 
5 Aug. 1893, W,0* 106A6.

2 A* Ponsonby, Henry Ponsonby* His Life from His Letters, 
P* 262| J*A* Hammerton* Lpra Roseaery, imperialist, pp. 116- 
117f J. Buohan, Lord Rosebery. 1347-1930* P. S*
_ t \

* •Memorandum respecting Affairs of South-Eastern Europe, 
August 1892 to October 1893't by F* Bertie, Confidential, 
dated 15 Oct. 1893 (oopy enclosed in Roaebery to Monson, 
130 Confidential, 5 Dec* 1893, P.O. 120/70}).
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lead to complications with the Central Powers.1 In I893 f tow- 
ever , St. Petersburg seemed to be in a much stronger position 
than in f 91 to restrain Vienna and Berlin from intervention! 
and if need be to fight them successfully. In the earlier 
year, both the Austrian Chief of Staff and the head of Aus­ 
trian Intelligence had regarded *93 as the period when the 
waging of an offensive war by Russia against the Austro~ 
Oerraan group might cease to be militarily 'impossible 1 * 2 Ae 
1892 ended, the evidence at the disposal of British Intelli­ 
gence officers tended to confirm the prediction of their 
colleagues on the Danube* The Director of Military Intell- 
gence (General Chapman) t while he did not expect that war 
would break out, calculated that in the course of the coming 
year Russia would 'probably attain the measure of efficiency 
which may be taken as her extreme limit 1 . Though admitting 
that there had been delays in the delivery of new-model 
rifles f Intelligence Division memoranda painted a disquieting 
picture of what that 'measure of efficiency' might be, and 
•tressed as well the massive augmentation of forces which the 
Russians had been carrying out on their Western frontiers. 
The reinforoement of garrisons in Western Russia had already 
been noticeable in the 'eighties,* but was now proceeding on 
a more alarming scale. 'This year', commented one British ex-

^ Of • Colonel Chermside to the Director of Military Intellig­ 
ence 9 21 May 1893 (extract enclosed in Director of Military 
Intelligence to Foreign Office, 6 June 1893, F.O. 65/1456.

^ Extract from Secret Memorandum by Captain Callwell, dated 
12 Oct. 1891, P.O. 78/4592.

Chapman to Roberts, Private and Confidential, 19 Oct. 1892, 
W.O. 106/16.

M. Moukhtar Pacha, I»a Turquie* I'Allema&ne et 1' Europe, 
p. 68.
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pert on 8 November, f and especially the period of it since 
the close of the manoeuvres in September, has been marked by 
the largest move westwards of Russian troops within my recol- 
leotion 9 * Adding that the movements had affected nearly a 
quarter of Russia's infantry and artillery f he continuedi

The above movements mark, I might almost say, the final 
stage of Russia's preparation for war as far as the con­ 
centration and distribution of the army in place is con- 
oerned. The frontier districts are now packed as full of 
troops as they can hold, the troops in the interior dis­ 
tricts have been pushed westwards as far as possible, and 
have been distributed on a carefully thought out plan a- 
long the main railway lines leading westwards * * * A 
more comprehensive and carefully-arranged plan has never 
been known, and never has a plan been more systematically 
and logically carried out to its fullest extent than that 
of the redistribution and reorganization of the Russian 

- Army, which is at the moment receiving its finishing 
touches

Two months later, in January 1893, the same officer laid
•tresa once again on the unusual scale of the westward move­ 
ments in the year just terminated, and explained with im­ 
pressive statistics the magnitude of Russia's concentrations 
on the Sermon and Austro-Hungarian borders* In view of the 
extent to which her programme of preparations against the 
Central Powers had now been implemented, it went without say­ 
ing that Russia might be expected to behave with an enhanced
•elf -confidence on the international stage, and that there 
would be an increased likelihood of her adopting a forward 
policy in the Near East* The Teutonic deterrent could no 
longer be counted upon to deter*

1 Captain Grierson to the Director of Military Intelligence, 
Secret, 8 Nov. 1892, F*0. 65/1456*

• Memorandum by Captain Griorson, 'Twenty Years of Hussian 
Army Reform and the Present Distribution of the Russian Land 
Forces', dated January 1893 (received at the Foreign Office 
on 10 Apr. 1893), F.O. 65/1456*
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In addition to the military developments in the Tsar 'a 
Western territories, a possibly significant change had taken 
place during 1892 in the distribution of Russian forces in 
the Caucasus. From that region aa a whole troopa had been 
withdrawn* as part of the plan for concentration against Aus­ 
tria and Germany, with the result that the Caucasus garrisons 
were noW scarcely more than equal in numbers to the forces 
which Abdul Hamid could put into the field in the samo theatre. 
Clearly, therefore, there was no question of the Russians' 
undertaking any major offensive operations against the Otto—
•an provinces in Asia*1 On the other hand, at the cost of 
completely denuding the Caucasian frontier with Persia, St. 
Petersburg had achieved a substantial net increase in the 
strength immediately available for local action on the Turk- 
iah border.2 Such a transfer of troops from positions faoing 
Persia to others faoing Turkey was obviously consistent with 
the pattern to bo expected if Russia was getting ready to 
make war on the Sultan* 'I think we have to keep a sharp look 
out,* warned General Chapman in this connection, 'and to watch 
her very closely.'3

It was not on land alone that the Russians had made im­ 
portant improvements in their preparedness since 1891* Salis­ 
bury's argument against the likelihood of a coup de main. 
based on the possibility that a British squadron might succeed 
in cutting Russian communications in the Black Sea, had not

* Captain Grierson to the Director of Military Intelligence, 
Secret, 8 Nov. 1892 f P.O. 65A456.

Chapman to Sir T. Sanderson (Assistant Under-Seoretary at 
the Foreign Office), Private, 31 Dec. 1892 (encloses Intelli­ 
gence Division Memorandum on Russian troop movement^, dated 
31 Dec. 1892), P.O. 65A*31.

Chapman to Chermside, 2 Jan* 1893, W.O. 106/16*
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been fatally undermined by the subsequent joint report of 
the Intelligence Directors; for British experto to decide 
that the perils of intervention would be excessive was an 
altogether different natter from St* Petersburg f s knowing 
that they had so decided. Yet before the summer of 1893 the 
argument had lost a good deal of its weight* It had done so 
la part because the Tsar had better grounds than formerly 
for expecting connivance from Abdul Hamid, The decline of 
British influence during the embassy of Sir Clare Ford, the 
further deterioration In Anglo-Turkish relations which had 
recently taken place over Egypt and Armenia v the 'Franco- 
Russian current 1 which beoane apparent at the Palace in the 
course of the spring - all these factors were bound to raise 
Russia's hopes* Such hopes, however, resting on nothing more 
solid or stable than the mood of the Sultan, could not offer 
St. Petersburg a satisfactory basis for a decision to attack* 
What was more significant was the fact that the Russians had 
by now provided themselves with weapons by means of which 
they oould try and •cork up 1 the entrance to the Black Sea, 
and thus protect the supplies and reinforcements of their 
expeditionary armyf even If the Sultan were to refrain from 
taking active measures against the British fleet* Late in 
1892 Rosebery had heard -a* newsi that through the Strait* 
to Sebastopol there had steamed two ostensible merchantmen 
under the Swedish commercial flag, ships which were In real­ 
ity fast nine-layers newly constructed at Soteborg for the 
Russian government* Pord supposed that they were both intend­ 
ed for use at the Bosphorust 1 at Berlin, on the other hand, 
the Kaiser predicted that while one dealt with the Bosphorus,

1 ford to Roaebery, lfo« 335 Confidential, 23 Nov. 1892 (en- 
oloaes copy of a Memorandum confidentially communicated by 
the Austrian ambassador at Constantinople), P.O. 78/4417*
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the other would be dispatched to Gallipoll to block the Dar­ 
danelles.^ In either car»e f provided that the Russians had 
any confidence in their effectiveness, they would weaken 
the objection which Salisbury had seen to an attempt on Con- 
irtantinoplt.

Notwithstanding his knowledge of Russia 1 a strengthened 
po»itionf in relation both to Great Britain at the Straits 
and to the Central Powers on land, Roaebery remained rela­ 
tively calm through the spring of 1893. He was worried about 
French incursions into Siam, and wrote of the possibility 
that Russia might at aome time attack Bulgaria*2 But ho was 
not yet warning the Service Departments of a probable immin­ 
ent crisis either in those rogiona or at the Straits* Ner­ 
vous by temperament the Foreign Secretary was, but he did 
not make the mistake of which Intelligence officers were 
sometimes guilty - that of reading into military and naval 
preparations a settled Intention to wage aggressive war* 3 
An effort to acquire a oai>abllity, he realized, did not in 
itself imply a decision to use that capability; and from 
what he knew of the character of the Tsar, he had reason to 
hope that when matters came to the ultimate choice between 
war and peace, Alexander III mi&ht throw his personal au­ 
thority into the scales to restrain the restless militarists 
around him .4 Nevertheless, at a time when a capability of

* Malet to Rosebery, Private and Secret. 17 Dec., P.O. 343/12 j 
Rosebery to Malet, Private, 21 Dec. 1892, F.O. 343/3*

2 Below, pp. 215-216.

Cf • Secret Memorandum on the Increase of the Russian Black 
Sea Fleet, by Captain Grierson, dated 26 Sept. 1893, F.O. 
78/4592 .

* Cheraside to the Director of Military Intelligence, 21 Way
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attacking Constantinople ma thought on the beat available 
evidence to be in Russia's possession, it was inevitable 
that P.osobery should see danger in any indication that St. 
Petersburg had obtained a stronger motive than previously 
to act - especially if such an indication were accompanied 
by the sudden appearance of diplomatic circumstances 
peculiarly favourable to a oouo de main* Thia combination 
of inviting circumstance a and apparently increased motive 
aroae in mid-summer t and it was only then that the Foreign 
Secretary became an alarmist*

As early as February 1893 rumours had been published in 
the Paris press that Buasia was intending to send warships 
on a visit to a French port* In July Hosabery received con­ 
firmation of the story from more reliable sources, along with 
the additional news that the port in question was Toulon, and 
that the Russian squadron, consisting of 'five vessels of war 
Of a high class', would be stationed in the mediterranean 
for at least a year.^ At Constantinople Sir Arthur Nioolaon 
was told by the German ambassador that the Russian Mediter­ 
ranean force was in fact being planned as a 'permanent 1 in­ 
stitution. Particularly in the latter case, it was possible 
that 3t» Petersburg's decision had an extremely serious mean­ 
ing for the Near Eastern situation* Admittedly, as far as

1693 (extract enclosed in Director of Military Intelligence 
tc Foreign Office, 6 June 1393, P.O. 65/1456); cf. Anony­ 
mous, Lord Roaebery's Speeches • 1874-1896 • pp. 25 3-255 •

1 Dufforin to Rosebery, Ho. 70, 4 Fob. 1893, F.O. 27/3118.

2 Rosebery to Howard (ohargf d'affaires at St. Petersburg), 
Tel. No. 85, 12 JUlyf Howard to Rosabery, Tal. No. 82 Seoret f 
15 July; Tel. No. 83, 18 July 1893, P.O. 65/1448.

Nioolaon to Roaebary, No. 341 Secret (with postscript), 20
July 1893* T.O. 78/4481 ? of. Sir H. Drummond Wolff , Rambling 
Recollections, ii. 402, ———— =**
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British intervention against a ooup de main was concerned y 
the presence of Russian ships in the Mediterranean ooulti 
sake no difference* it meant merely that in the event of war, 
the British fleet in that theatre would have to reckon with 
a somewhat larger French fleet - and we have noticed that 
the French fleet based on Toulon was already large enough, in 
the considered judgment of the Admiralty, to render the risks 
of intervention at the Straits unacceptable unless Turkey

2collaborated. In another sense, however, the establishment 
of a Russian Mediterranean squadron did make a difference of 
major importance* It afforded evidence that the Tsar's gov­ 
ernment was now actively aspiring to become a naval Power in 
the waters lying (as a Russian would see them) beyond Con­ 
stantinople, On the far side of the Dardanelles. If such an 
aspiration - of which there had been no material token in 
1891 * were to be realised to the full, Russia would plainly 
hare to secure free passage through the Ottoman waterway for 
her Black Sea fleet | and while an armed attack on the 
Straits was not the only procedure which she could adopt to 
that end, it certainly represented the simplest and most 
expeditious method of achieving her goal*

So much for the Russians 1 strengthened motive. Opportun­ 
ity depended greatly on the attitude of France, for despite 
mine-layers and improved chances of co-operation from the 
Sultan, it was only if Kussia were assured of French support 
that she could be entirely confident of immunity from British 
counter-action* In 1890, as a means of deterring a ooup de

Wydenbruok (Austre-Hungarian charge* d'affaires at London) 
to &tlnoky, No. 31E Confidential, 4 Oct. 1893 (quotes a com­ 
ment by Sir Philip Currie, Permanent Under—Secretary at the 
Foreign Office), W.3*AM P*A.

2 Above, pp* 16-18, 153-161*
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main. London had decided to keep part of the Mediterranean 
fleet within easy striking distance of the Dardanelles} and 
although this Levant Squadron had been reduced to a mere in- 
etrument of bluff, at least in the Admiralty* a view, through 
the report of the Intelligence .Directors in 1892 f its con­ 
tinued presence near the Straits was a factor which Russian 
planners were still unli&ely to ignore*1 If France would 
agree to act or to threaten action, however, Russia could 
count without undue optimism upon the British having to con* 
oentrate their warships against the Toulon fleet in the westt 
the Levant Squadron would be withdrawn, and the Russian ex­ 
peditionary foroe to the Bosphorus would be safe froa inter* 
fere nee.2 Obviously the danger of a coup de gain varied in 
direct relationship with the warmth of the friendship between 
3t» Petersburg and Paris* It was no coincidence that the 
Straits scare of 1691 had followed the demonstrations of 
Franco-Russian amity in the summer of that year - notably the 
French naval visit to Cronstadt. In 1892 there had been no 
similar event, and rumours of a formal alliance between 
France and Russia, which circulated in the autumn, had been 
completely discounted at the British embassy on the Seine. * 
For the moment, accordingly, there had been few worries about 
the Strait a. Now, in 1893, came tidings of the impending 
assignation at Touloni merely as a symbol of closer Russo-

1 Harder, pp. 154, 159-160, 223-224.
A

Of • Spencer to Saymour ( Commander-in-Chief in the Mediter­ 
ranean), 14 Nov. l£93 f Spenoer Papers.

On Franoo-Hugsian relations in 1891, see E. Flourens, 
Alexandre III: 3a Yla« 3on Qeuvr* a po. 330-3431 K. Toutain, 
Alexandre III et la Rdpublique frranoaiae. pp« 385-386 .

* Dufferin to Rosebery, Ho. 256, 17 Sept., P.O. 27/30791 No. 
336, 14 Nov. I892 t P.O. 27/3080*
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French contacts, it wan natural, perhaps inevitable, that it 
should resurrect the anxieties of two years before. Yet how­ 
ever cordial might be the atmosphere prevailing between the 
Republic and the Tsar, Great Britain normally had grounds 
for aheerfulness in the fact that their Mediterranean inter­ 
ests were not truly identical* Would France make up her mind 
to risk or accept war in order to render an attack on the 
Straits less dangerous for her partner? Before the summer of 
1893 it did not seem very probable,* and the British were 
able to found hopes of saving Constantinople on the assumption 
that Paris was unlikely to give the Fueaians a prior pledge 
Of armed assistance against a British intervention* If Russia 
once summoned up the courage to strike her blow at the Ottoman 
capital, Great Britain would not dispatch ships to oppose it - 
lest the French seise the opportunity of intervening against 
a weakened British fleet; but on the other hand, as long as 
she had no assurance of French willingness to stand by her, 
it might well be that Russia would not dare to strike - lest 
the British government brave all perils and order the Levant 
Squadron to the Black Sea* Such was the logic of the British 
bluff in the Baa tarn Mediterranean* It was a bluff that af­ 
forded a significant degree of protection against a coup de 
main, except in two hypothetical circumstancesi that of 
France throwing herself fully into Fussia's embrace with re* 
spect to Near Eastern policy, and that of France and Great 
Britain becoming embroiled in a conflict over aoae othar issue 

Before the end of July Hosebery was confronted with a

* In 1892 the British Coamander-in-Chief in the Mediterranean 
had even gone so far us to hope that before many years had 
pa&aed France might Adopt an anti-Kua?ian policy on the 
Struita Question! Supplementary Paper by Sir G. Tryon with 
his 'Report on the Defences of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles 1 ! 
Confidential, dated 27 June 1892 f F*0. 78/4435•



173

possibility of the first contingency, and with what appeared 
to be something worse than a possibility of the second* The 
fact that the French were to receive their Russian guests at 
a Mediterranean port was ominous; whereas Cronstadt had been 
nothing beyond a symbol of amity, the 1-rench and K us si an 
fleets having no conceivable basis of common aotion in the 
Baltic, the coming Toulon visit could be interpreted as a 
symbol of intended naval and diplomatic collaboration in the

**

Mediterranean area.x If Paris and St. Petersburg were ready 
to co-operate closely, on terms extending to Russian support 
for France regarding 2gypt and French support for Russia at 
the Straits - the obvious bargain^ - then manifestly the 
threat to Constantinople and the Dardanelles would be much 
more grave than in 1691* What contributed most to making the 
situation seem explosive, however, was a quarrel arising in a 
region far removed from the Near Bast* In the last days of 
July the Siamese question flared into crisis* France and 
Great Britain approached the brink of hostilities* The immed­ 
iate prospect of war quickly passed, but the Foreign Secre­ 
tary feared a recurrence s 'The serpent is scotched, 1 he re­ 
marked, 'but not killed* We shall have more trouble there yet, 
but not till after the French eleotions* 1 ^ The elections were

* A. £.?. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848- 
1918, p. 344 J cf. '^*L* Laa&ert The Diplomacy of Imperialism, 
1893-1902 , i. 46 f Wolff, ii. 401-402 •
P Sir J* Headlam-Morley, Studies in Diplomatic Hiatory^ pp,
219-220.

Deym to Kdlnoky, Tel* Ho. 29 Confidential, 31 July 1893. 
W*3*A*, P. A. viii/114; Accounts and .gapers, Siam Ho. 1 (1893), 
oix [C-7231], 798j Treaty Series no. 1C lW93) f cix [C-7232J, 
102 •
^ Kosebery to Gladstone, 10 Aug. 1893, Add. MS. 44290; of* 
Q*p* viii, No* 17C2 (Murschall to Hatzf^ldt, 24 Oct. 1803).
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aoheduled to be held In the latter part of August f* Roaebery 
was still thinking in terms of a fairly imminent danger* For 
Russia, it appeared, opportunity might be about to coincide 
with motivei if she was going to take advantage of her previ­ 
ous preparations in order to make a new bid for those ancient 
objectives, the mastery of Constantinople and the freedom of 
the Straits, she would have to deoide soon to take all neoes- 
sary last-minute measures and to get poised for swift action. 

Almost from the morrow of the Slam crisis evidence began 
accumulating that the decision had been taken* During that 
tense period of late July, although Roaebory was already 
gravely disturbed about the Mediterranean situation,^ General 
Chat>man had made out a case for a relatively calm view. "Phe 
assembly of a Russian squadron in the Mediterranean', he ad­ 
mitted to Roaebery 1 3 private secretary on the 29th, *is & 
very serious matter 1 1 and he advised both the strengthening 
of the Mediterranean fleet and the reinforcement of the garri­ 
son in Malta* 3ut he did not abandon the opinion which he had 
expressed in the preceding autumn, that war in 1893 was un­ 
likely* * There are no movements of Russian troops in the 3*B* 
of Europe,' he pointed out, 'and I do not think we need have 
any cause for uneasiness if the proper steps are taken in 
time* 9 ^ In early August the grounds for such confidence began 
to be undermined* By the 4th Golta Paaha, the German Sub- 
Chief of the Ottoman General Staff, was anxious about rumours

1 Annual Register for 1893, p. 328*
o
Rosebery to Spencer, Secret, 29 July! Secret, 30 July I393 f 

Spencer Papers*

^ Chajwuan to Villierc (Private Secretary to the Earl of Koso- 
bery), Private. 29 July 1893, W.O. 106/16. For Chapman's 
opinion in 1392, see Chapman to Foberta, Private and Confid­ 
ential, 19 Oct* 1892, V7.C. 106A6.
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of accelerated work In the Russian Black Sea arsenals. At 
the Foreign Office the reports were not taicen lightly. On the 
5th Chapman felt it necessary to alert the Adjutant-deneralt

The 7*0* hare information that makes them think It 
possible tiiat the Eu^aiaa -Jlack 3«*a i'laot mu& uttezapt 
to pass the Dardanelles, and Join the ^cmadron that is 
to come from America [that is, the Squadron that was 
to viait Toulon]* In thia event, if iTanco and Russia 
chose to declare war, our fleet, being inferior in ^ 
force, must for a time retire from the Mediterranean*

Before long the Foreign Offloe information was being oonfirm~ 
edt through the next few weeks, up to the middle of September, 
the War Office received a number of reports which wore de­ 
scribed as being 'clearly 9 indicative of •general and ever- 
increasing naval and military activity in Southern Rusaia 1 *^ 
If the Anglo-French dispute in Southeast Asia were to be re­ 
vived in an acute form, or if Prance attacked on another pre­ 
text, the Tsar 9 s commanders were apparently resolved to be in 
a position to pounce without delay* 'The present disposition 
and ethics of the Prench', Eosobery had remarked in late July,
*make anything possible. 1 '* Russia had two possible courses of 
action at the Straits - one was to seise them and hold them 
for future use, whether offensive or defensive} the other waa 
to order her fleet into the Mediterranean and challenge the 
British forthwith* If France, though perhaps supporting the 
Russians by threats, praferred to avoid war, the former pro—

1 Itioolaon to Rosebery, Tel* No. 158, 4 Aug., P.O. 78/4486| 
No* 373 Confidential, 4 Aug. 1893, F.O. 78/4461.

2 Chapman to Buller, Confidential, 5 Aug. 1893, W.O* 106A6*

* War Office to Foreign Office, 15 Sept. 1893, F«0« 78/4502f 
of* Kenoranda ooiauiunloatod by the Geman ambassador in Lon-lon, 
dated 29 Aug. 1S93 (v/ith minute by Eocobery), F*0* 64/1308.

* Rosebery to Spenoer, Secret, 29 July 1893, Spencer Papera*
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eedure was probable. On the other hand, if the French were 
eager for a trial by battle t Russia night be expected to con** 
tribute to the common effort by sending her Black Sea fleet 
immediately beyond the Straits. Since the latter was what 
Bosebery was anticipating,^ he had to reokon with the obvious 
danger that, when war broke out t the Toulon fleet might a team
eastwards to Join forces with the Russians after they had

2 emerged from the Dardanelles* 'We are approaching a grave
juncture in Mediterranean affairs, ' the Foreign Secretary 
wrote in late August* 'Before November 1 the situation may be 
more than serious. '3

Hosebery had a clear idea of what ought to be done to 
meet the seeming emergency* His first object was of course 
to deter the French and Russians from commencing hostilities) 
his second was to ensure that if war came, the Service Depart­ 
ments would know their own minds and be able to conduct the 
campaign from it a initial stages without any potentially 
disastrous muddle. With the latter purpose in view he insist­ 
ently urged his colleagues at the Admiralty and War Office - 
Lord Spencer and Henry Campbell-Eannerman respectively - to 
have war plans drawn up for the eventuality of a conflict with 
a Franco-Russian coalition.^ With a view to the provision of 
deterrent 3 f he had recourse to the scarecrow of an Anglo- 
Itnlian naval alliance, and to proposals for the sanding of

Campbell-Bannerman to Spenoer, Confidential, 17 Aug. 1693 9 
Spenuer
2 Marder, pp. 219, 225? sea alno pp. 182 f 184.

* Rosobery to Campbell-Banneraftn, 26 Aug. 1893, Add. MS. 41226.

^ Cnapbell-B^nnarman to Spencer, Private, 5 Sept.; 20 Sept. 
1893, Spenoer Papers; Spencer to Campbell-Bannerman, 17 Sept. 
1893, Add. MS. 41223$ ttosabery to Cruapbull-Bannennan, Con­ 
fidential, 1 Sept, 1693, Aud. MS. 41226.
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military and naval reinforcements to the Mediterranean the­ 
atre* 3uoh reinforcements were intended also to be a genuine 
preparation for a struggle , but tneir primary ^function was 
conceived to be one of impressing would-be aggreaaora with 
Britlah resources and determination*1

With reference both to war plans and to additional forces 
for the Mediterranean, Rosebery's desires were frustrated by 
apathy and optimism in the Service Departments* At the War 
Office Oeneral Chapman, without giving way to panic f showed 
himself fully awake to usly possibilities, but Campbell- 
Bannerroan was profoundly sceptical of the supposed Ruaaian 
menace*^ Aa for the Adjutant-General, he was Sir Redvers 
Duller, afterwards to win fame of a sort in South Africa? 
Buller occupied hiraselt* during the scare by shooting grouse. ̂
•Your councillors 1 v Rosebery conplained to Campbell-Bunnerraan 
in September, "care raora, I think f for grouse than the Bzo- 
pire* 1 ^ At the Admiralty similar complacency reigned: it was 
not until aid— oopt ember, weeics after the Foreign Secretary 
had be&un to sound the alarmt that Spencer enquired of his 
subordinates whether any plan? whatever for the case of a 
Rusao-Prenoh coalition were in existence. He then discovered 
that they were, but would • probably need reviaion'.^ in Hovera-

* Cairpbell-a^nnerman to Spouoer, Confidential, 17 Aug. 1893, 
Spencer Papers*
p Ibid,; Chapman to Bullcr, Confidential, 5 Au/?»» Chapman to 
miiers, Private and Confidential, 12 Aug. 1893, W.O. 106A6.

Campbell-Bannerroan to Sponcer, Confidential, 17 Au^, 
Spencer Papers*

Rocebory to Camoboll-B^anersian, Private, 12 Sept* 1893, Add*

Sptncer to Canpbell-Sarmorflian, 17 3api. 1393, Add. X3, 4-1228 •
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ber the First Lord had a clear conception of the main naval 
movements whloh would have to be carried out on the imminence 
of hostilities! the Levant Squadron to meet the rest of the 
Mediterranean fleet at Malta, the combined Mediterranean 
forces to effect a function with the Channel Squadron at 
{Jibralter*2- On many point s , however, there were at ill no firm 
decisions, 2 for although it had been agreed in August that 
there should be a study, by the Joint Qoraalttoe on Naval and 
Military Preparations, of the steps to be taken when war 
seemed near, actual consideration of the problems involved 
had proceeded at a leisurely pace .3

The outcome of the Foreign Secretary's efforts with re- 
speot to Mediterranean reinforcements was yet more unsatis­ 
factory * For his suggestion at the end of July that the gar­ 
rison of Malta be increased, General Chapman had a plausible 
ease* Though reports of activity in Russian arsenals had not 
yet been received, and Chapman's tone was less excited than 
Rosebery's, the combination of Anglo— French tension with 
heightened Russian interest in the Mediterranean caused the 
General to recognise a 'possibility* that the Toulon fleat 
might be augmented by battleships froa the Black Sea. Should 
the British be thereby compelled to withdraw their squadrons

Spencer to Seymour, 14 Nov» l893 f Spencer Papers*
2 See the Secret Notes of a meeting held at the Foreign Office 
on 27 April 1894, attended by the Permanent Undor-Seoretary 
of the Foreign Office and the Directors of Military and Maval 
Intelligence (enclosed in Chapman to Simmons, Secret, 13 luar* 
1896, P.O. 353/6).

Campbell-Banaermnn to Spencer, Confidential, 17 Aug*| 20 
Sept* 1393* openoer Papers, H.&. Vetch to Sir A* Halliburton, 
undated (enclosed in Halliburton to Chapman, 18 Sapt* 189 3)^ 
copy in w.o. 106/16.
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temporarily from Mediterranean waters f Malta would be isolated 
in the midst of an enemy lake. It was largely with this
danger in mind that Chapman, with the approval of the Admir-

^ alty and of Rosebery, pressed his recommendation* On 12
August t however, the General had to report to the Foreign 
Office that the plan for a strengthened garrison, along with 
ft proposal to give Malta a reserve of supplies adequate for 
four months, had been vetoed by Campbell-Bannerraan. At first 
the Secretary for War Justified his stand by stating that he 
was 'unaware of any ground for these alarms 1 *^ But a few days 
later he received a • serious communication 1 from Hosebery, 
and, though still sceptical, he fell back upon the argument 
that since the object was to set up a deterrent to Franco- 
Russian adventures, it could be better accomplished by 'adding 
a few ships to the Mediterranean Squadron than by putting a 
few men in Malta 1 .3 This point was well taicens FlosQbery hia- 
•elf t while he wished to see Malta reinforced as a precaution, 
realized that primarily the problem was naval. 4- Chapman and 
the Director of Naval Intelligence, Admiral Bridge, were in 
agreement by 29 July on the need for an augmentation of the 
Mediterranean fleet, " and on the same day the Foreign Secre­ 
tary started fervently beseeching Spencer to tnke action* *I 
would rather you weakened your Pacific and Channel Squadrons',

Chapman to Tosebery, Private, 1 Aug.? Chapman to Buller, 
Secret, 2 Aug.? Confidential, 5 Aug. 1893, W.G. 106/16.

2 Chapman to Villiers, Private and Confidential, 12 Aug. 1893, 
f.O. 106/16.

Campbell-Bannerman to Spencer, Confidential, 17 Aug. 1893, 
Spencer Papers*

Rosebery to Campbell-Bannerman, 26 Aug. 189 3 § Add. MS* 
41226.

5 Chapman to Villiere, Private, 29 July 1893 f W.O. 106/16.

J
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he wrote, 'than failed to add strength in the B'aditerranean.* 1 
fhe First Lord, however, did not take the alleged danger 
seriously enough to divert ships from other stations at short
notice* By 1 August he had agreed to the dispatch of three

2 more cruisers, but, since these were to be newly commissioned
vessels, a difficulty soon presented it self . The Saval Defence 
Act of 1889, though laying down a programme of warship con- 
atruotion, had omitted any adequate provision for the recruit­ 
ment and training of personnel* 3 The Admiralty now found that 
while it had the cruisers for the Mediterranean, it could not 
sufficiently man them - particularly with respect to officers 
and engine-room complements - without having recourse to 
mobilisation. 4 The reinforcement of the Mediterranean station 
was accordingly postponed until the beginning of 1894.5 Once 
again, as in the matter of war plans, Rosebery's wishes were 
only partially and belatedly fulfilled*
«*« With the Admiralty unwilling to weaken other squadrons , 
and unable otherwise to provide the resources for a timely 
display of British strength in the threatened area, the For­ 
eign Secretary found himself dependent for his Immediate de­ 
terrent on the maintenance of obviously cordial relation*

Hosebery to Spencer, 3eoret, 29 July; cf • Secret, 30 July? 
Secret , 17 Oct. 1893, Spencer Papers.

2 Chapman to Roaebery, Private, 1 Aug. 1893, W.O. 106A6.

Lord C. Beresford, The Memoirs of Admiral Lord Charles 
eresford, ii. 397l of. ii.

* Spencer to Seymour, 9 Nov.j Spencer to Harcourt (Chancellor 
of the Exchequer), 10 Dec. 1893, Spencer Papers! cf. Commander 
C.N. Robinson, R.U., The British Fleet, p. 4441 H. Williams, 
H.K., The Staaia iiavy Q-f Upland: 7aWt Present and future, pp. 208-2 ITT ——————

' Spencer to Seymour, 14 Nov. 1893, Spencer Papers.
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with Italy. The developments of July had already convinced 
him that aoae public hint of a possible An;?lo-It;;lian naval 
combination would be desirable. In the* early days of the 
month, before hearing of the planned Toulon meeting or facing 
the 3iam crisis f Hosebery had been unonthuaiastlo about an 
Italian request for a British naval visit i on the 9th he 
ordered the request to be forwarded to the Adralralty 'without 
any recommendation 1 **• Nevertheless, apparently as a simple 
gesture of oourtesy t the naval authorities had decided by the 
17th to comply with Italy's desire «2 fhe Admiral in conmand 
promptly objected, alleging cholera at Naples and pointing to 
the difficulty of avoiding festivities, which he felt to be 
inappropriate so soon after the tragic loss through collision 
of the battleship Victor leu These arguments sufficed for the 
Admiral'3 superiors in London* the visit was forthwith aban­ 
doned, the Foreign Office being informed but not consulted, 3 
On 28 July Rosebery Intervened through hi a ^ermanant Under­ 
secretary to obtain a reversal of the new dacision f * and two 
days later he wrote personally to Spencer i

You are quite rl/»ht in thinking that I have nuite 
changed my mind as to the Italian visit* Circumstances 
have ^retvcly changed for the worue, and the same reasons 
which' make rae hov>e that you can strengthen the Mediter-

Edward «s (charge* d'affaires at Rome) to Hosebery, Tel* No* 
54 f 9 July (with minute by Rosebery), F.O. 45/701? Foreign 
Office to Admiralty, Confidential, 10 July 1893, F.O. 45/712,

2 Admiralty to Foreign Office, Confidential, 17 July. P.O. 
45/712; Hosebery to Edwordes, Tel. No. 27 f 20 July I893 t i-«0« 
170/474.

Admiralty to Foreign Office, Confidential, 26 July 1393, 
P.O. 45/712.

* Ibid, (with minutes by Roaobory and Sir P. Currie)? Currie 
to Speaoer, 23 July I893 f Spencer Papers.
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make me wish for this visit. I an by no 
means at ease in my mind.1

During August, accordingly, arrangement a for the visit went 
forward »2

Taranto - found to be free of cholera - was to be tha 
British 'counterblast* to the threat of Franco-Russian naval 
co-operation seemingly implied by Toulon. 3 it was almost aa 
muoh a bluff aa the continued presence of the Levant Squadron 
near the Dardanelles, for London had no confidence in the 
combat effectiveness of the Italian fleat.^ As a deterrent, 
however, auoh a reminder of the possibility of an Anglo- 
Italian alliance was not altogether unpromising. Italy's sea 
power was an uncertain quantity rather than an obvious null- 
ityt if the British could not count upon its aid being useful, 
neither could the French and Russians count upon its opposi­ 
tion being negligible. While a visit to an Italian port was 
by no means a satisfactory substitute for a prompt and sub­ 
stantial augmentation of Great Britain's own Mediterranean 
forces, it did at least hold out to Eosebery some prospect of 
a reduction in the level of danger.

In the event, the alarm at the Foreign Office about the 
immediate future had greatly diminished by the time when the 
Taranto visit took place. In July it had beanlslieved that 
Toulon was aoheduled for August; 5 at the end of Am^ust no

1 Eosebery to Spencer, Secret, 30 July 1893, 3pencer Papers,

2 Admiralty to Foreign Office, 21 Aug., F.O. 45/71*; Hosebery
to Edwardes, Tol. No. 29, 22 Aug. I893f F.O. 45/701.

Spencer to Seymour t Confidential, 12 Oct. 1893| Spencer 
Papers .

* Harder, pp. 172-173; Taylor, p. 344.

5 Howard to Itoaebery, Tel. Ho. 83 f IS July I893 t F.O. 65/1448.
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date had apparently been set, and aeon it waa learned that 
the nesting had bean postponed until October.1 At Rosubery'a 
insistence, Taranto was planned by the Admiralty to follow

2rather than precede its Frrinoo-Eusftian counterpart. Maan- 
whiloj, in the final week or ten days of September, the scare 
fiealed out. Through the first half of the month the Foreign 
Secretary had continued to cry 'Wolfl* -\t the Service Depart­ 
mental on the 3rd, for instance, he had advised his aubor<Una- 
ateo to send all reports of Russian activity immediately to 
the Admiralty and War Office, 'as I wish both of floes in- 
pressed with the menacing oharttetor of the situation 1 .3 By 
the 13th the Secretary for War must have been waury of being 
nagged} he humoured Hosebery with a formal notification that 
•Mr. Canpbell-Bannenaan ia fully aware of the serious char­ 
acter of the situation in South-East Europe '.4 His trua opin­ 
ion he revealod to Spencer some days later: with reference 
to discussion of war plans, he observed that f no one, except 
our young friend at the ".0., thinks the matter urgent or de­ 
manding precipitation 1 .5 Though perhaps not to be taken quite 
literally, the remark se«n3 to convey a substantially accurate

Howard to Rosabery, Ho. 225 Confidant i^l, 31 Aug., F.O. 
65A447J Tel. No. 99, 1 Sept.! Tel. No. 100, 7 Sept. 1893, 
F.O. 65/1448.
Q Memorandum by Sir ?. Currio, dated 6 Oct. (with minutes 
by Rosobery); Curria to Sir A. Hoskins, 6 Oot.f Admiralty 
to Foreign Office, Confidential, 11 Oct. 1893, F.O. 45/712*

Memoranda communicated by the German ambassador in London, 
dat*d 29 Au*. 1893 (with minute by Rosebery, dated 3 Sept.), 
F.O. 64/1308; Foreign Office to Admiralty, Secret. 5 Sept.; 
Foreign Office to War Office, Secret, 5 3o?t. 1893, F.O. 
65/1456.

4 War Office to Foreign Office, 15 Sept. 1393, F«0« 65/1456. 
' Campbell-Bannerrnan to Spencer, 20 Sept. 189 3 t Spencer Papers.
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impra33ion of the stats of feelir^ in the Service Departments? 
and at this noraent the divergence in view between the two De­ 
partments and the Foreign Secretary was being considerably 
narrowed. After receiving Campbell-3iinaerman*3 assurance of 
the 15th, v?hioh was ass welcome aa it wi\s disi^jenuous, Roaa- 
bsry had at once turned hia attention to frightening hia col­ 
leagues in geneml: a * selection of the papers pointing to 
war*, he thought, should be circulated to the cabinet.*- 3ig- 
nifionntly, howeveri he allowed the proposed package of 
alarmist propaganda to be prepared ia so unhurried a fashion 
that it w.ua not made available to the other ministers until 
23 October, five weoka aftor the idea had first com^endad It- 
oelf to him.2 It is evident that in the latter part of Septem­ 
ber Koaebery lost muuh of his former san^e of urgancy. The 
diminution of anxiety at tho Foreign Office m^a inleod so 
marked during thia period that both the Austrian charge* d'af­ 
faires and the Italian oabaagador observed it with a good deal 
of interest, and .^uensed that tho explanation might lie in 
the arrival of aomd aeorat promiaa from 3t. ?eteraburg.^

To attorapt to identify any ^in^le decisive reason for the 
change in Roaabary 1 ^ thinking would probably be a raiatake. It 
is likely that there were at least three contributory factors. 
In the first placa, ths Foreign Of'ice as well as the Admir­ 
alty had knowledge of a reasafcring technical pointl that al­ 
though there waa no month of the year in which weather con­ 
ditions were BO consistently bad aa to rule out an amphibious 
operation against the Sosphorun altogether, it was in July,

1 War Oi*fiot to Foreign Office, 15 Sept. 1393 (with minutes 
by Sosobery), P.O. 65/1456.

2 Ibid, (with minute by P. Bertie, dated 23 Oot. 1893).

* Wydonbruck to Kalnofcy, No. 31B Confidential, 4 Oot. 1893, 
W.S.A., P.A. viii/lU.



August and 'much* of September that the Russian commanders 
oould count with greatest confidence on protracted periods 
of calm.1 By late September, therefore, the season of the 
most acute danger - the season during which an attack oould 
have been launched with the smallest risk of dalays in dis­ 
embarkation - was drawing to its close* In the second t)lace t 
there was growing reason to believe that Russia's decision 
to send her warships to Toulon had no warlike implications. 
A new interpretation of Prussian motives was bein# given ered- 
enoe by the middle of the month both in financial and to some 
extent in diplomatic circles in Paria. The Tsar's government, 
it was reported, was seeking conversion of an earlier six Tier 
oent French loan into a loan at four oer cent; and the forth­ 
coming Toulon visit, instead of annearins clearly as a token 
of intended naval collaboration, was now thought to be not 
unconnected with a Russian desire to facilitate this innocu­ 
ous transaction.^ As September drew on, the impression that 
Russia*s intentions were peaceful was greatly strengthened 
by the personal attitude of Alexander III. During discussion 
Of plans for the visit the Tsar made it plain to the French 
that he did not winh the occasion to ho uned for ^revocations 
against rival lowers. ?o this stipulation ths Franoh agraod f 3 
and before the month anded it was publicly known that as a 
result of Alexander's insistence tha fastivitiaa at Voulon 
were to be prevented from assuaing the character of a threat-

* Supplementary Paper by Sir 0. Tryon with hie 'Keport on 
the Defences of the Doaphorus and Dardanelles 1 , Confidential, 
dated 27 June 1U92 (received by the roreign Office froza the 
Admiralty on 22 July 1892), F.O. 78/4435.

2 Dufferin to Fosebery, No. 399, 15 Sopt. 1893, F.O. 27/3121. 

J. Ifonsen, L'AinbaaaadQ a Paria du Baron de Mohrenheim, 1884*
1898. p. 16Qt of* J» Hanaen, L' Alliance Franco-Fuaao, p. 111.
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ening demonstration*"1* Thirdly, to make the outlook brighter 
at111f the Siamese question was failing to fulfil Rosebary's 
pessimistic expectations• True, it was a volcano that was 
long to continue smouldering! in July 18951 on returning to 
power after the Liberals' fall, Salisbury was authoritatively 
informed that 3iam remained even then the 'most dangerous and 
active' of Great Britain's disputes with France** The contro­ 
versy was not to be finally settled until 1896•3 In mid- 
September of 'S3, however, there seamed no imminent prospect 
of another eruption comparable to that of the summer, and th« 
British ambassador in Paris went so far as to state, albeit
with qualifications, that he saw a 'fair' chance of reaching

4 a satisfactory adjustment*
Despite the rapturous reception which the French accorded 

their guest,^ the scare was not revived when the I ucmian 
visit took place* The evidence flowing into the iforelsn Office 
indicated that 3t. Petersburg was responding to French en­ 
thusiasm with a certain coolness and indifference,^ attitudes 
which did not suggest any inclination on Russia's part to 
undertake a Near Eastern adventure dependent on support from

* Vivian to Rosebery, Ho. 248, 26 Sept.i Ho. 254 Confidential, 
27 Sept. 1893, ^.0. 45/699.

2 Dufferin to 3-llsbury, Vrivats, 9 July 1895, Bound Volume 
No. 114i Salisbury Papers.

' R.C.K. Ensor, England. 1870-1914, p. 213.

* Dufferin to Hosebery, No. 397. 14 Sept. 1893, F.O.M6/3359.

^ See Sir A. Lyall, The Life of the aiarquis of DuTferin and 
Avat ii. 270.

6 Dufferin to I osebery, no. 431, 19 Oct., F.O. 27/3121; Howard 
to Eosebery, No. 263, 26 Oct.; No. 272 Secret, 9 Nov. 1893,

JSSi«Maltt t0 Ro88ber^, No. 285 Secret f 27 Nov.
F.O.



Paris. By the last day of Octobar» furthermore - about the 
time by which Rosebary had feared in August that the situa­ 
tion might be f more than serious* - an action of the Russian 
naval authorities had administered the coup de gra'oe to all 
immediate worry. Most of the vessels of the Black Sea fleet, 
it was learned , had been laid up for the winter, and the Ad­ 
miralty and Foreign Office accordingly agreed that tele- 
graphic reports from the British Consul at Odessa, hitherto 
eent at weekly intervals, could be discontinued until the

So collapsed the Rear Eastern and Mediterranean 'crisis' 
of 189 3 • Anxiety for the less imminent future remained i in 
late November the deplorable condition of the Boephorus da- 
fence a, and the Sultan's persistent refusal to heed British 
advice that they be improved, still evoked gloomy comment 
from both Roaebery and his Permanent Under—Secretary*2 Ehe 
former, indeed * while no longer thinking in terms of war 
within a few weeks, was still in a gloomy frarae of mind 
about the International scene in general* French opinion at 
this period was in a conspicuously anti-British mood. ̂  On 13 
November, in a conversation with the Austrian ambassador 
(Count Dayn), Hoasbcry roco^nizsd that St« Petersburg had 
been anxious to avoid provocations during the Toulon visit, 
that the Prenah government had likewise shown much restraint, 
and that the festivities had not fundamentally changed the

1 Foreign Office to Admiralty, 31 Oct.f Admiralty to Foreign 
Office, Confidential, 4 Nov. 1893, P.O. 65/1456.

2 Minute by Currie, dated 22 Nov. 1893; Minute by Roaebery, 
dated 26 Nov. 1893 (both with i'oraign Office to Admirulty, 
Secret, 6 Dec. 1693, P.O. 78/4592).

Sir H. Uurabold, Final neco.llac-lio.na of a Diplomatist , pp. 234-235. ——————
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European political situation* He expressed sonic uneasiness* 
however, leat the presence of Russian warships in the Medi­ 
terranean might encourage France to experiment with more 
adventurous policies, and in particular to make new trouble 
for the British authorities in Egypt .^ Later in the month, 
having received a warning from Berlin that the Tsar's Medi­ 
terranean squadron waa to go to Alexandretta,2 Rosebery in­ 
formed Deym of hia belief that Russia intended to establish 
a naval station at that Turiciah port. 3 Moreover, although 
this thought was one which he did not confide to his inter­ 
locutor, the Foreign Secretary foresaw that in the face of 
such fronoh and lussian designs, Oreat Britain might find 
herself isolated* The Triple Alliance, he waa beginning to 
fear, was possibly in danger of disintegration* 4 The reasons 
for his fear will emerge later t 5 to note the fact of ifcr 
existence will suffice for the present* It was no douot with 
his mind on the apparent instability of the Alliance - as 
well as on the problems which he chose to mention, such as 
Alexandretta - that Uosebery spoke to Deym of the troubled 
aspect of international affairs, and of the diequiet with 
which he looked forward to future developments.

1 Dcyza to K^luo^, No* 35A-E Confidential, 15 Ncv, 1893 f 
W.S.A*, P. A* viil/114*
2 Malet to Roaebery, Tel. No, 20 Secret, 27 Nov.. F.C*
64A296; Ho. 285 Secret, 27 !Tov. 1893, ?.0. 64/1295.

Deym to Ksllnoky, No. 36C Confidential, 29 Kov, I893 f 
W.3.A., ?.A. viii/114*

* Rocebery to i'alot, rrivnte, 6 Deo. 1893? Private, 3 Jan. 
1894, r.O*. 343/3*

5 Bolow, pp* 227-240.

6 Deym to F&lnoky, Ho. 36C Confidential, 29 Nov. 1693,



169

In early December matters became worse. A military 
(though not a naval) convention was about to be concluded 
between the French and Russian governments. This fact remain­ 
ed unpublished, but was reflected in a conspicuous change in 
the political atmosphere. The British charge* d'affaires at 
St. Petersburg reported that Busaian official circles, aban­ 
doning 'as if by magic 1 their cool indifference, had sudden- 
ly begun displaying extra vagant enthusiasm for the 'entente 
cordiale ' with Prance. 1 At the very taouiant when r he friondly 
Continental coalition was in disarray, Great Britain's ad­ 
versaries wera drawing closer together.

In these eircunstances it was natural that Ro«ebery'a 
interest in the preparedross of British armn should remain
intense. In December he was a^^in urgin.

2to reinforce the garrison of ??alta. He also did what he 
could to inatill some life and energy into the Joint naval 
and military Committee - a body which he had just dubbed 
the 'committee which never meets'. He had, he wrote to the 
Secretary for War, a 'pretty clear idea 1 of what it ou^ht 
to bet instead of being a group concerned exclusively with 
taohnic-U. noints. na the existing conception of its taskJte. » *"-* *

dictated, it should be 'nonov.-hat enlarged 1 in scope and 
should include a Foroi&'n Office representative. Having ob­ 
tained Campbell-Bannerman's consent to auch an appointment, 
Rosebery ar^ed that the Foreign Office member should be
t.r..A. v S> .A. viiiAl4.

1 Howard to Sosebery, ' No. 287 3acret f 7 Dec. 1893, P.O. 
65/1447.

2 Rosebery to Canpbell-Bannerman, 13 Dec. 1893, Add. MS. 41226.
* Hinuto bv Roflobery, datad 1 Dec. 1893 (with Foreign Office to Admiralty, Secret, 6 Dec. 1893, P.O. 78/4592).
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invited to all meetings; when the agenda coasigtod entire­ 
ly of technical aaatter^ ha might withdraw, but whatever 
the agenda ha should havo the right to ask questions and 
attggest aubjectp for discussion* 'In a word, 1 the Foreign 
Secretary concluded, *X should wish the F.O* to be In touch 
with the Committee • Indeed experience cf the paot ?.nd appre­ 
hension of the future make sae regard this as imperative. '*•

One ^problem which Koaobery thought might bo referred tc 
the Connittee was that of the defonco of Constantinople. 2 It 
is not clear that anything was dona: if the views recorded 
by the Intelligence Directors in 1892 were now re-oxaained, 
they were certainly not reviaod, for in the spring of 15-J4 
it -was at ill believed &t the Admiralty that to act near the 
Ottoman capital the British fleet would raqulro an assur­ 
ance of French neutrality and e, land force of 10 » 000 aon to 
proteot its comcmnications through the Dardanellen»3 in the 
light of ISritinh and Turkish capabilities f the opinion 
which Roaebery's Parmi/jient Under-oeoretury had expressed in 
llovarabor *93t that 'vfhen the WPJT breaks out Rusaia \vill be 
in poeooaoicn of the Boanhorua'f^ »eeraed to regain as sound 
as ever. 3y April '94t however, Rosabery hinself (now Fri*ie 
Minister) was sounding a now note. Mo 215 not dispute the

Roacbery to C^mpbell-3annermant 19 Dec.? 20 Dec* I833t 
Add, MS. 41226*

2 Minute by £ooobdry 9 datad 1 Dso. 1S>3 (with Fcroign Office 
to Admiralty f Secret, 6 Dec. 18 rJ3 f 1^*0. 73/4592).

Kinberley to Sp«noor f 11 May 1894 (encloses suascnry of 
Kcmorr-,n^uia by '3ir T. S^ndernon on Mavnl and Military Policy 
in the mediterranean) f Spenoar to iriiaberley, 12 >!ay 1894 1 
Spencer Papers.

4 Kinuto bv C'.irrle, dated 22 Nov. 1893 (with Foreign Office 
to Admiralty, 3acrat t 6 L*c. 1833, P.O. 73/4592).
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feasibility of a ooup de aain ~ <iuite the contrary - but 
he had come to the conclusion that the danger of one being 
attempted was past for something more than the moment.1

Some basis for auch optimism had been known to the For­ 
eign Office as early as the end of the previous year. Al­ 
though the stores and equipment necessary for a sudden blow 
were thought to be still in readiness, the British military 
attache* at St* Petersburg, in the course of travels in the 
Black Sea region, had discovered grounds for suspecting an 
appreciable reduction in the unusual divisional strengths 
which had formerly occasioned concern* The establishments 
for 1894, he considered, had 'not been fixed with a view to 
early aotion against Turkey f * But the evidence for this

2 opinion was less than conclusive, and Hosebery does not
appear to have been deeply impressed* Subsequently he again 
betrayed eome nervousness as to Russian intentions, 3 and in 
April the reasons he cited for confidence were in no way 
related to the reported change in Russia's military arrange­ 
ments* One of his reasons was the belief which the Austrian 
foreign minister had voiced in January, that any initiative 
by St* Petersburg on the straits Question would be diplo­ 
mat iojt rather than warlike •* Sinoe he regarded Count K^Lnoky 
as the 'statesman best qualified to judge ', the Prime Mln-

Rosobery to Spencer, Secret, 22 Apr* 1394, Spencer Papers*
9 Major Waters to Howard, No* 36 Confidential, 13 Boo* (copy 
enclosed in Howard to Kosebery, No, 102, 21 Dec. 1893 (re­ 
ceived at the Foreign Office on 25 Dec. 1893), F.O. 65/1447).
Deym to Kalnolcy, Tel. Wo* 9 Confidential, 14 *eb* l894f 

W.S.A., P. A. viii/174*

For Kfi&noky's observations, see Monson to Rosebery, Tel* 
Ho* 4 Most Confidential, 17 Jan*| No* 17 Secret, 24 Jan* 
1894, F.O* 78/4592*



192

later passed on his prediction to Spencer as a source of 
good oheer, adding that it was a view confirmed by the ohar- 
aoter of the Tsar.1 Having onoe given way to extreme alarm 
and seen hlsibars left un Justified by event s , Hosabery was 
evidently more inclined than before to agree with those ~ 
euoh as his military attache* on the Bosphorus - who had al­ 
ways attached the greatest weight to Alexander 111*8 personal 
preference for peace*2
••" The most important reasons for the new optimism, however , 
were three developments more recent than the remarks of Kal- 
noky* In the first place, it seemed that the tempting oppor­ 
tunity which had presented itself to Russia in 1893 had 
substantially evaporated* In March, after continuing through 
moat of the winter to be extremely cordial, Franco-Russian 
relations had deteriorated* At the British embassy in St* 
Petersburg this faot was attributed primarily to a desire on 
lussia's part for a deoade of peaoe in which to develop the 
country internally , and to a realisation that to preserve 
peaoe it was necessary to restrain the French* A deolsion of 
the French themselves , the embassy reported, might also have 
played a parti without consulting Russia or even warning her 
in advance, the Paris government had raised the tariff on 
importations of grain * a move which had made the Tsarist 
authorities •excessively angry 1 *3 Alluding to the latter 
cause of dissension, Bosebery told Spencer in April that the

Rosebery to Spenoer, Seoret, 22 Apr* 1894, Spencer Papers.
*

See Colonel Chermside to the Director of Military Intellig­ 
ence, 21 May 1393 (extract enclosed in Director of Military 
Intelligence to Foreign Office, 6 June 1893, F.O. 65/1456).

Howard to Kiinberley, No. 73 Most Confidential, 29 Kor. 
1894, F.O. 65/1472*
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Franco-Russian friendship, 'always essentially evanescent 1 , 
had suffered 'serious if not mortal blows 1 and was 'partly 
ea the decline'* Secondly, a further ground for anticipating 
ao 'rush oa Constantinople' was seen by the Prime Minister 
ia the new spencer Programme of naval expansion* He expect­ 
ed that in conjunction with the existence of the Levant * 
Squadron, the Programme would produce a salutary effect on 
Russian thinking* The ships to be constructed would of 
course not b« ready for a considerable time, but the mere 
adoption of the measure, Rosebery reasoned, demonstrated the 
'temper of the nation'} wanting peace, Russia refrained from 
seizing Constantinople because of her fear of subsequent war 
with oae or more of the Great Powers, and the naval aug­ 
mentation would keep that fear alive by showing that Great 
Britain was in no mood to stand idly aside if her Mediter­ 
ranean interests were endangered*1 Finally - though he re­ 
frained from mentioning thic point to the first Lord - Rose­ 
bery believed that like the Programme, his own replacement 
of Gladstone ia the Premiership, early ia March, was aa 
event which would help to deter Russia from risking a forward 
policy. 2

; It is clear that by the spring of 1894 Rosebery had com­ 
pletely reversed his alarmist attitude of the preceding year* 
So strong indeed had his faith in Russian oautioa now become 
that during the very months of July and August when a COUP 
de main was most probable, he permitted the Levant Squadron 
to be withdrawn temporarily for manoeuvres in the west. 
Though it was conditional on the movement being carried out

Boaebery to Spencer, Secret, 22 Apr* 1894, Spencer Papers*

2 Deym to feCLnoky, ft>* 11A-C Secret, 10 Mar* 1894, W.S.A., 
P.A* viiiA74.
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•quietly 1 , this authorization to the Commander*in*-Chief in 
the Mediterranean! issued at the end of April 9 was sympto­ 
matic of the faot that in 1694 Rosebery was no more uneasy 
about the Straits, perhaps even less so, than Salisbury had 
been when arguing against the scaremongers in 1891*^

Of the factors contributing to the apparently increased 
eeourity of the Ottoman capital and waterway, the British 
Liberal administration could claim credit for only two* with 
respeot to the relations between France and Russia 9 there 
had been little that Rosebery could do, short of making un­ 
acceptable sacrifices, to promote the deterioration which 
he found so reassuring* On but one question, that of a coal­ 
ing station for the Russian Mediterranean squadron, did he 
contemplate a yielding attitude as a means of forestalling 
a strengthening of FussoHFrench ties* From the time when 
8t§ Petersburg was reported, in July 1893, to be on the 
point of establishing suoh a squadron, rumours had circulat­ 
ed, often with the flimsiest of evidence to support them, 
that a station for its use might be acquired from Greece or 
Turkey*2 We have noticed that Hosebery gave orelenoe to a 
German warning that the place chosen might be the Turkish 
port of Alexandretta. He took the position that Greece could 
not grant the tfsar a station without violating the •inter­ 
national engagements on which her national existence is

Rosebery to Spenoer, Secret, 22 Apr*| Spenoer to Kinberley, 
Seoret, 17 Apr.f Spenoer to Seymour, 1 May 1994, Spencer 
Paper3| Admiralty to Foreign Office, Immediate and Con­ 
fidential, 25 Apr.| Foreign Office to Admiralty, Immediate 
and Confidential, 27 Apr* 1894, F.O. 78/4560.

2 Nioolson to Rosebery, Tel* Ho* 135 Seoret, 20 July 1893, 
F.O* 78/4486| Tel* No* 5 t 15 Jan*| Tel* Ho* 6, 16 Jan. 1894, 
F.O, 78/4546? Elliot to Rosebery, No, 143, 30 Aug* 1893, 
F.O, 32/648.
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founded 1 - an allusion to the Anglo—Franco-Russian Protocol 
ef 1830 and the Treaty of London of 1832.1 In the case of 
the Ottoman Empire, however, he recalled no treaty on which 
a British protest could plausibly be based, and finally he 
made up hie mind that even apart from this legal difficulty, 
inflexible opposition to Russia's desire for an Eastern 
coaling depot would be unwise. It would lead the Russians, 
he observed at the end of January 1394, to turn for facili­ 
ties to France, and would thereby foster the maritime co-

o
operation of the two Powers*

In adopting this view Hosebery did not encounter resist­ 
ance from the Admiralty* British naval experts were deter­ 
mined only that St* Petersburg should be prevented from get­ 
ting Lemnos, near the entrance to the Dardanelles* Their 
reason was in part that they had covetous eyes on that is­ 
land themselves* That Cyprus was of no value as a base had 
been understood by a low G-enerala and Admirals when it waa 
first occupied,^ and its uaslessmess was now fully recognis­ 
ed by naval opinion. Lemnos, it appears, had been given some

1 Bosebery to Egerton, Ho. 2, 9 Jan* 1894, F.O. 32/6591 
Minutes,including one by 3- ndaraon and one by Hosebery, in­ 
tended to be bound with Egorton to Kosebery, No* 194, 2 Dec*; 
bound by error with Egerton to Kosebery, No* 174, 17 Oct. 
1893, F.O. 32/649.
9
Deym to Kalnoky, Tel. No. 4, 31 Jan* 1894, W.S.A., P.A. 

viiiA74. There had already been rumours that France had 
agreed to give the Tsar a station: Wolff to 1 osebery, Ho* 247
•oat Secret and Confidential, 18 Sept. 1893, *.0* 72/1927.
\* D.E* Lee, Great Britain and the Cyprus Convention Policy 
Pf 1878. pp. 119-12

* l.J. Harder, BritishJfoval Policy, 1880-1905* p. 224| Sum­ 
mary of Memorandum by Sanderson on Naval and Military Policy 
in the Mediterranean (enclosed in Kinberley to Spencer, 11 
May 1894) ? Snenoer to Kiniberley, 12 May 1894, Spencer Papers.
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consideration as a possible alternative to Cyprus in 1878, ̂ 
and in l893-'94, convinced that the location was hi^ily ad­ 
vantageous, Admiralty officials would have liked to see 
rectified the blunder which Disraeli had committed in fall-

o
ing to acquire it* Especially since the Levant Squadron was 
to be withdrawn westwards in a crisis, however, Spencer per- 
oeived no sufficient Justification for advocating action, 
which he feared would have undesirable diplomatic raper- 
ousaions.3 The Admiralty accordingly confined itself to the 
negative course of opposing Ruaaian designs on the island - 
designs regarding which the Constantinople embassy had been 
instructed in November '93 to be 'vigilant 1 .* In February
•94 the Director of Naval Intelligence commented that he be­ 
lieved it to be quite appreciated at the Foreign Office that 
to keep the Russians out of Leonos was more important than 
to deny them a station elsewhere in Eastern waters.*

In the event 3t. Petersburg seems to have received no 
Offer of a station anywhere, and Fosebery's decision not to 
raise comprehensive objections, as it did not affect the out­ 
come, is interesting rather than momentous* The Liberal policy

H« Temper ley, 'Disraeli and Cyprus f t English Historical 
Review, xlvi. 276-277.
2 Summary of Memorandum by 3 nderson on Naval and Military 
Policy in the Mediterranean (enclosed in Kimberley to Spencer, 
11 May 1894)? Spencer to Kimberley, 12 May 1894, Spencer 
Papers f Harder, loc. oit*

3 Ibid.

* Rosebery to Ford. Tel. No, 90 Private and Secret, 20 Nov. 
1893, P.O. 195/1780.

5 Foreign Office to Admiralty, Confidential, 14 Feb. 1894 
(with minute by Admiral Bridge, dated 19 Feb. 1894), Adm. 
1/7168*
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which did have crucial importance waa that of an expanded 
Navy ~ chiefly because major increasea in the fleet wore 
likely in themselves to prove a deterrent to Russia , but 
also because it waa the acceptance of such increases by the 
cabinet that precipitated the retirement of Gladstone* 3e~. 
tween thamf the planned naval augmentation and the change 
of Prime Miniatera represented Great Britain's whole con­ 
tribution to the improvement in the Bear Eaatarn aituation 
aa Eoaebery aaw it.

The Navy Scare of I893f and the public and parliamentary 
olamour for naval increases which preceded announcement of 
the Spencer Programme, were phenomena closely connected with 
Hear Baatern politics* Beoauae the Sultan waa an Anglophobe 
and British influence on the Bosphorua was weak, the Straita 
had been left vulnerable to Huasia; and it waa in no email 
degree because the Straita were vulnerable to Russia that 
British supremacy in the Mediterranean waa thought to be in 
jeopardy. Admittedly a number of other factora ployed a sig­ 
nificant part in arousing anxiety, and in making new ship­ 
building seem necessary. The accidental sinking of the Vic­ 
toria had not enhanced confidence in British naval archi­ 
tecture*^ There waa the obvious long-term danger of being 
overtaken numerioallyi on 1 January 1894, it was reported. 
France and Ruasia would have under construction twenty-three 
vessels with an aggregate tonnage of 210, 300 y whereas Great 
Britain would have under construction only four totalling 
56,000 tons*3 Moreover, since rapid advances were being made

* S. Low and L.C. Sanders, The History of Sn#land during the Reign of Victoria, 1837-1901, p> 4Z4»
2 H.W. Wilaon, Ironolada in Action, ii. 207* 
Spectator, Ixxi* 853 (16 Dec. 1893).
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in the science of warship design, there was a risk that if 
the British rested content with what they had, command of 
the sea might pass within a few years to an enemy perhapa 
numerically inferior, but more powerfully armed find armour­ 
ed*1 Some observers want so far as to argue that if hostili~ 
tieo broke out even in existing circumstances, the British 
fleet might be expelled from the Mediterranean by the French 
unsupported by Russia.2 Plausibility was lent to this thesis 
by the fact that France possessed impressive flotillas of 
torpedo— boats, * which were alleged to be possibly capable of 
cancelling out the British superiority in battleships** The 
Admiralty was confident, however, that the combined Mediter­ 
ranean and Channel fleets would be strong enough to face the 
Toulon fleet, ̂  and the more level-headed critics of the 
government were not prepared to contest the official view* 
•If war were declared tomorrow,' Joseph Chamberlain told the 
House of Commons in December, 'the Britioh Navy in the Medi­ 
terranean would have to cut and run - if it could run* 1 ** But 
Chamberlain, fierce opponent of Gladstone though he was, 
explained that he was speaking only of the eventuality of a 
hostile coalitions 'I did not say that we should have to out

1 R.C*K. Ensor, England . 1870-1914* pp. 287-289.
A

§Ptotator« Ixxi. 865 (16 Dec* 1893) I of. Hare o art to Spencer, 
9 Dec* 1393, Spencer Papers*

Seymour to spencer, 16 Nov. 1893, Spencer Papers* 

4 Spectator , Ixxi. 652 (11 Rov. 1893).

" Harder, p. 219| Elisabeth Monroe, the Mediterranean 
Politics, p. 5.

Hansard's Parliamentary Debates, 4th ser., xix. 1865; cf. 
eois* 1864,
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and run frtna Prance alone. 1 The Russian Mediterranean
2squadron had turned out to be a for from formidable force;

What disturbed the Liberal Unioniot leader was clearly the 
Black Sea fleet, the virtually undefended Ottoman capital, 
and the thought of Abdul Hamid writing orders at Rusoian dic­ 
tation to the commander at the Dardanelles* In being influ­ 
enced by suoh fears, Chamberlain was by no moans exceptional.

Especially since partisan as well as patriotic motives 
wwe involved, it was inevitable that the campaign for naval 
expansion should be characterized, in press as in Parliament, 
by extravagant exaggerations of British wealcness and Franco - 
Russian might. To such aisstatements the reactions of dif­ 
ferent members of the cabinet were sharply divergent. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir William LLarcourt, was high­ 
ly indigantt he accused the Admiralty of ' studiously * with­ 
holding the 'true facts', and of thus allowing the public 
to be 'deliberately deceived' •* Spencer's f^elinss were 
mixed* He admitted that many falsehoods were being circulat­ 
ed, and he was resentful at the qua st ion of the fleet being 
exploited for party purposes. On the other hand, realizing 
that in some respects the Navy suffered from genuine de­ 
ficiencies, he considered it good that the public should be 
impressed with the need for 'continued efforts' to maintain 
British maritime predominance.* Unlike Karoo art, Spencer had

1 Ibid., col. 1879.

2 Vivian to Rosebery, Ho. 254 Confidential, 27 Sept. 1893, 
P.O. 45/693 J Harder, p. 182.

3 Ibid., pp. 182-184.

Hareonrt to Spenoer, 9 Deo.j Secret, 12 Dec. 1893, Spencer 
Papers*

Spenoer to Seymour, 9 Nov.j Spenoer to Karoo urt, 10 Deo.
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to f*oe the Admirals •» who, incidentally, rocoivad 
aoiae private onconrasaiaant from the Intelligence Di'«rinion 
of the War Office. In thcs suncnor, just aftar ths ba^inning 
of the Straits soars, General Chapman had written to his 
naval opposite number:

I oannot halp thin^in^; that we have now an opportunity 
of urging the necessity of an increase to the strength 
of the Navy and tha Army* Jo you not t hi nit that you 
might ask for a number of nhipa oq.ua! to the number of 
Russian ships at present looked up in the Black 3ea?i

It may safely be assumed that the Admirals required no 
prompting* Late in September the Commander-in-Chief in the 
Mediterranean advised the First Lord to 'build and keep our 
fleet superior both in numbers and quality to France and 
Russia combined - I mean really superior 9 and that it should 
not be open to argument as to whether we are superior or 
not 1 . 2 Spenoer himself believed it could be proved beyond 
doubt that Great Britain was 'all powerful at the present 
moment 9 in battleships I yet he was reluotant to see such 
proof given to Parliament* His reason he explained to Har- 
oourt in December* Like the Mediterranean Commander-in-Chief § 
he was much disquieted by the British inferiority to France 
in torpedo-craft** This weakness was not being stresoed in 
the naval campaign, he told the Chancellor, because those

189 3 t Spenoer Papers*

1 Chapman to Admiral Bridge, Private, 3 Aug. 1893, W.O. 106/16.
A

Seymour to Spenoer, Confidential, 27 Sept* 1893, 3penoer 
Papers*
Spenoer to Ilaroourt, 10 J)oc* 1893, Spencer Papers; of. H.Or,

Hutohinson, Private Diarie a of the Rt* Hon. Sir Algernon
West* 0>C,B«* P. 227* "

Ibid*, -o* 221 5 Saymour to Spencer, 16 Nov*| Spenoer to Har- 
oourt, 10~D*o* 1893, Spencer Papers*
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promoting the agitation in the country waro supporters of 
the Tories, and the lack of torpado-boats was the fault not 
of the liberal ministry 'out o* Salisbury's, He feared, 
nevertheless, that if British strength in capital ships 
were shown conclusively to be overwhelming, eristics of the 
government would be driven to shift their raain attack to the 
torpedo-boat quaation. The deficiency in this sphere being 
all too raal, ha waa anxioun that the attention of other 
Powers should not be drawn to itj and ha added that the prob­ 
lem of personnel waa al.**o 'not altogether a matter of boast­ 
ing* - a fact which had been brought hona to him by his in­ 
ability to man the additional cruisers for the .Mediterranean* 

Thus did 3pencer justify hi3 oilence about the 'trued'
facts 1 » a silence which miat certainly have played a sig­ 
nificant part in facilitating the growth of the panio, ani 
therefore in strengthening the hand of the Admirals. The 
latter, although their initial demands wore not mat in full, 
were in essentials triumphant. Kvon liar court waa prepared at 
an early stage of discussion to permit the building of 
vessels to deal with enemy torpedo-boats, 2 and the new Pro­ 
gramme naturally included provision for obtaining adequate 
trained manpower.3 Above all, the British line-of-battle 
fleet began to undergo that expansion which was to give the 
country confidence in its security in the days of Fashoda 
and the Boer War* In 169$ there were launched five great 
battleships, patterned on the Magnificent of 1894* Kajestio, 
Hannibal and Jupiter, Prince George and Victorious - followed

1 Ibidt 2 Hutchinson, p* 227*
^ Lord C. Boresford, The Memoirs of Admiral Lord Charles Bereaford« ii* 388* """"" - -" ' - •

Enaor, p. 289*
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in 1696 by Caesar. Illuatrioua and Mars.1 During the naval 
agitation Russia had four completed battleships in the Blaok 
Sea, with one more (launched in 1&92) in the process of be­ 
ing armed, and a sixth under construction.* This force, once 
the new British ships were ready, would hold no terrors for 
Whitehall.

The victory belonged to Eosebery as well as to publicists 
and Admirals. In the autumn of 189 3 t although he considered 
that the Initiative in the cabinet had to be left to the 
First Lord, the Foreign Secretary repeatedly emphasized in 
private the necessity of action, and promised his colleague 
support.*' Advocacy of naval Increases was the moat important 
aspect of his passion for preparedness. The exaggerations of 
campaigners he recognized for what they were, but he frankly 
told the Austrian ambassador that far from deploring them, 
he welcomed the raising of an alarm and the pressure being 
brought to bear on the government for immediate measures .4 
In the controversies of the early winter with Gladstone and 
Uaroourt, he proved a more ardent champion of the 'Spencer 
Programme' than Spencer himself. At one point Gladstone'* 
won Herbert approached Lewis Harcourt with news that the 
Prime Minister was moving rapidly towards the Admiralty* a 
position, and that some * practically immaterial concession 1

Sir W.L. Clowes, The Royal Navy, vii. 33*
p Secret Memorandum on the Increase of the Ruoaian Blaok
Sea Flaet, by Captain Grierson, dated 28 Sept. 1393, F.O. 
78/4592.

Rooebery to Queen Victoria, 16 Nov. 1893 (printed in Gr.E. 
Bucrkle f The Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd ser., ii. 321; 
Marquoss of Grewe. Lozvl noaebery, ii. 436-437) .

* Doym to Kalnoky, No. 37A-I Secret, 13 Dec. 1893, W.S.A.* 
P. A. viii/174.
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would suffice to avert his resignation.1 Notwithstanding 
the fact that he had already whittled down the Admirals* 
proposals bv a full £1,000,000 on the estimates for 1394~*95 
alone t Spenoer was quite willing to contemplate further re­ 
ductions - perhaps of up to 1200,000 - in order to find an 
accommodation tolerable to his chief •* Rosebery would have 
none of it* True, although he expressed regret that Glad­ 
stone had not retired years before, 3 the Foreign Secretary 
did not want him to go on the issue of the Navy.* Except for 
one brief period of despair, however, he clung to the belief 
that the Prime Minister was bluffing and would eventually 
surrender. He therefore felt safe in urging Spenoer to stand 
by his existing figures with absolute and adamant firmnessu*

The basis of compromise suggested by the Prime Minister's 
son remained obscure i 'I cannot for the life of me 1 , wrote 
John Morley, 'make out - in figures - what the drift of 
H.0* 9 a message to Loulou was. 1 No accommodation was reached, 
but f as a means of saving the Liberal party from disruption, 
Gladstone explained his resignation on the not unconvincing 
grounds of failing eyesight and hearing. ? The way was clear­ 
ed for the measure which would immediately, by indicating 
the ' temper of the nation 1 , reduce the apparent threat

Koaebery to Spencer, Secret, 15 Jan. 1894, Spenoer Papers.

2 Lewis Karcourt to Sir A. West, Confidential, 17 Jan. 1894 
(printed in Hutchinaon, p. 246; of. also p. 232).

3 Hutchinson, p. 227. * Ibid., p. 237.

* Ibid,, pp. 235, 237 f 241 t 246; Hosebery to Spencer, Secret, 
15 Jan. 1894, Spenoer Papers.

Morley to Spencer, Secret, 19 Jan. I894 t Spencer Papers. 
7 Viaoount Morley, Recollections • ii« 7»
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the Straits, and which would in the long run place at the 
disposal of the Foreign Office a deterrent at once inde­ 
pendent and convincing* while the Spencer battleships were 
being built 9 London would have to be cautious, try to reduce 
tension with Paris and 3t* Petersburg, and run as little 
risk as possible of war* But the lesson of the summer of 
1893 had been taken to heart* the absurd situation in which 
the British Empire could find itself forced to raly on such 
a hollow bluff as the Taranto visit was on its way to being 
put right*

In the thinking of the Foreign Secretary, however, 
adoption of the Spencer Programme was not only a method of 
deterring France and Russia, and of making it feasible for 
Great Britain, even if isolated, to uphold effectively her 
imperial position* The Programme was also considered to be a 
method of keeping the danger of isolation to a minimum* As 
ship-building was intended to impress the Russians and the 
French with the perils involved in threatening British inter­ 
ests, so it was intended to impress friendly Powers with the 
usefulness of British support* The circumstances which gave 
the latter function high importance in Rosebery's mind will 
be examined in some detail in the pages that follow*



TX

ROSEBBRY AND THE TRIPLE ALLIAHCB, 1893

Although In the spring of 1893 Rosebary saw as yet no 
major threat of imminent war, his thoughts seem already to 
have bean turning towards the desirability of taking pre­ 
cautions against another danger - the danger that Austria- 
Hungary might lose faith in the effective support of a 
0ladaton!an England, and, fearing Russia, seek a rapproche­ 
ment with the Tsar on terms prejudicial to British interests 
in the Hear East* The Foreign Secretary had no strong evi­ 
dence that such a development mi^ht be near at hand, but, as 
a result of circumstances which had recently arisen, the 
risk was one which he was not prepared to ignore.

During the autumn of 1892 Aehrenthal, the First Secretary
i i .

of the Austrian embassy at 3t* Petersburg, had earnestly ad- 
vooated the establishment of an Austro-Russian understanding, 
even at the cost of significant concessions in the Bulgarian 
question. 3o long as Vienna avoided a provocative course in 
Bulgaria, he argued, Russia would refrain from action on her 
Western frontiers* Instead of basing her policy on the as­ 
sumption of a Rusnian menace, therefore, Austria should seek 
to prevent consolidation of the Franco-Russian entente, and 
to revive, on the basis of a common stand against socialism 
and republicanism, the tripartite coalition of Vienna, St* 
Petersburg and Berlin* Count wolicenstein, Francis Joseph's 
ambassador to the Fussian Court, held similar opinions, and

* W*L* Lancer, The Franco-Russian Alliance. 1890-1894• pp. 
276-277.
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it appears that K&lnoky himself hearkened with some show of 
sympathy to the case presented to him.1
••*•• In Kalnoky's eyes, however, rapprochement with St. Peters­ 
burg was a possibility to be kept in reserve rather than a 
programme to be promptly and actively implemented. He pre­ 
ferred , so long as it was practicable, to maintain the align­ 
ment of Austria, Italy and Great Britain which had been forg­ 
ed in 1867* The grounds for the preference were compelling. 
True* the foreign minister realized that the Russians intend­ 
ed no war on the Bulgarian issue 9 and he even saw a 'remote 1 
chance that Austria could negotiate an entente with the Tsar 
on terms entailing the latter f s renunciation of aggression 
in the Balkana as a whole* But of this, he felt certain, 
there was 'very little likelihood'! while Russia would not
fight over Bulgaria, her attitude regarding the Bosphorus

2 and Dardanelles appeared to him to be a 'different matter 1 .
That she planned to acquire a secure freedom of passage 
through the Ottoman waterway, for warships as well as for 
munitions « Kalnoky was convinced; and he was equally oon- 
vinoedthat the fulfilment of that ambition had become the 
central objective of Russian external policy.^ Reasoning from 
these premises * the Austrian minister cannot have failed to 
conclude that as a condition of an Aust re-Russian understand­ 
ing, the -overnnient at St. Petersburg would probably insist 
on Austria f s acceptance of a proposal for the opening of the

1 Ibid., p. 211.

2 Facet to Roeebery, Uo. 12 Confidential, 20 Jan. 1893* F.0» 
7/1197.

to Hosebory, Ho. 2 Confidential, 3 Jan. 1893, P.O. 
78/4592 (copy in P.O. 7/3.197) ; of. ''emorandum by Kalnoky on 
a conversation between Xalnoky and Monson. Strictly Confiden­ 
tial, dated 18 Jan. 1894, W.S.A., P. A. viii/174.
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Straits*
Free passage through the Straits for the Russian fleet 

would lead inevitably 9 Kainoicy knew, to Russian supremacy 
on shore* He did not anticipate that the Tsar would use bis 
rights of transit in order to threaten Constantinople with 
bombardment or occupation; he did not believe that such 
threats would be necessary* The s»re proximity of Russia* a 
battleships, steaming to and fro unchallenged in front of 
the Turkish o apical, would be quite enough. Russia would be 
mistress of the oity as of the Straits* in faot if not in 
formf and a 'prodigious stride* would have been taken to­ 
wards the 'extinction of the present Ottoman position*. 
With the consequent enhancement of Russian power and pres­ 
tige, Bulgaria and Roumania would experience a sense of 
growing insecurity, and would probably hasten to make their 
peaoe with St. Petersburg. In Kdlnoky'a judgment, therefore,
a suooesa by Russia on the issue of free paesage would be•> 
decisive for the Hear Eastern question*" For the Ballplats
to purchase an Auatro-Hussian entente would not simply in­ 
volve, as Aehrenthal argued, an exchange of limited con­ 
cessions, and satisfaction of the Tsar's amour propre in 
Bulgaria. 3 It would involve as well a major Austrian sac ̂ i- 
fioe leading to Russian domination of the eastern Balkana,

1 Monson to Rosebery, No. 17 Secret, 24 ijan. 1894, F.O. 
78/4592 f Memoran'iuia by KsClnoky on a conversation between 
K&lnoky and ulonaon, Strictly Confidential, dated 18 Jan. 
1894, ff.o.A., P. A. viii/174*

2 Ibid. | Ksdnoky to Doym, No. 1 Sacret, 25 Jan. 1894, W.S.A., 
P. A. vili/174? of. Pagot to Rcsabery, Ho. 2 Confidential,
3 Jan. 1893, F.O* 78/4592 Uo?y in F.O. 7/1197) I G.P. ix, 
Me* 2129 (Prince 'toinrioh VII Rauaa (Oarman ambassador in 

to Capri vi f 6 Jan. 1893)*

For Aehrenthal 9 s view, see L anger, loc. cit*
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and thus to a Bismarekian partition of the Balkans between 
St* Petersburg and Vienna*
t»»*The idea of such an arrangement was one for which Kalnoky 
had not the slightest enthusiasm.1 As a pis aller, admitted­ 
ly, he did not rule it out* A Balkan settlement on the basis 
of partition would at least bring with it the advantages of 
peaoe and safety* Aa long as they desired the maintenance of 
the Dual Monarchy as a Great Power, the Germans would have 
to support it against any treacherous attempt by Russia to 
encroach on an agreed sphere of Austrian influence commanding 
the approaches to the Austrian frontier* Secure in the toear 
East, but unable to make furfcher advances there without fac­ 
ing the cortainty of united resistance , the Russians might 
be expected to devote their expansionist energies to rivalry 
with the British in Central Asia or China - regions reassur­ 
ingly remote from any point where Austrian interests could 
be jeopardized* Thus, as an alternative to an isolated stand 
against Russia on the Strr.it3 Question, a policy of acquiesc­ 
ing in free passage and thereby in a Balkan partition was by 
no means intolerable* In the last resort, apparently, Kalnoky 
would have boon prepared to adopt such a course**^ What he 
naturally profsrrsd, howov^r, was not merely safety but 
•uprcmacy - a continuation of the supremacy which Vienna had 
enjoyed in the Balkans since the fall of Bismarck in 1890, 
The strength of Austria'3 diplomatic position had arisen in 
part f vom her confidence in Great Britain's willingness to

1 L* Albertini, The Origins of the War of 1914 • i. 79*

2 Ka'lnoky to Derm, No* 1 Secret, 25 Jan«| Deyrn to Ka'lnoky, 
No. 7A-E Secret, 7 ?eb* 1894, w.s.n., *.A* viii/174. (A 
translation of tha latter document is printed in H, Temper- 
ley and Lillian M* Ponson, Foundations of British Foreign 
Policy, 1792-1902 • PP» 480-~4oT3"———————
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co-operate effectively, and in part from Wilhelm II's un­ 
qualified assurances of Gerraan military assistance in the 
event of Austrian mobilization on a Balkan issue.1 Not until 
these foundations of his existing policy had bean destroyed 
would KaClnoky be likely to abandon opposition to Russian 
designs on the Straits.

In 1892 and early 1893* neither the German nor the Brit­ 
ish props had as yet collapsed. It was only in September '93 
that the Gerxaan Kaiser finally withdrew his promises of 
military backing in South-Eastern Europe, and informed-foe 
Austrians that he would not fight for Constantinople.*" In 
the previous autumn ha had still been 'roioijot- entire approv­ 
al of Austrian policy in the East, and the British ambassa­ 
dor at Vienna had received the impression that K^lnoky fait 
no uneasiness whatever regarding the stability of Wilhelm's 
views on foreign affairs. As for Great Britain, her atti­ 
tude had already been rendered uncertain during July 1892 by 
the victory of Gladstone, who looked upon the Triple Alli­ 
ance as a 'complication 1 from which London ought to stand 
'absolutQly aloof f .4 Ths new Prime Minister's distaste for 
the Kabebnrg Monarchy, and for Continental entanglements in

1 A.J.P. Taylor, The Habsbura J onarchy. 1609-1918. p. 166;
•ee also W.L. Langer« European Alliance a and .Alignmenta » 
1871-1890. pp. 496, 499; M»>. Hornik. Baron HolstelnTTttidies 
In Germcin Diplomacy« p. 13. """ "

2 S* p » *Xf No. 2138 (Eulenburg to Caprivi, 20 Dec. 1893, with 
a minute by Kaiser Wilhelm); A.J.V. Taylor, The 3trug^le for 
B»atery in Europe. 1848-1918, p, 349*

3 Paget to Rosobery, No» 184 Very Confidential, 14 Oct. 1892 f
*.0. 7/1186*
Gladstone to Labouchere, 11 July 1891 (printed in A.L* 

Thorold, The Life of Kenry Labouohere, p. 372).
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general, was aa notorious as it was profound* 3- On the other 
hand, the opinions of the Foreign Secretary were enoouragingi 
at the vary outset Rosebery stressed his determination to 
maintain continuity with the course followed by his prede- 
oessor*2 It was plainly too early for the Austrian government 
to deypair altogether of British support* Thus Krflnoky saw 
no immediate need to revise fundamentally the policy to 
whioh he was accustomed. He did decide, however, to keep tht 
escape-hatch of A.ustro-Kus3ir,n rappro cheiae nt as free of ob­ 
structions as possible, by cultivating warmer relations with 
St« Petersburg. 3 This endeavour seemed all the more expedient 
because of an internal consideration - the growing political 
importance of the Youn£ Czech movement in Bohemia. Along with 
other non-Polish Slav elements in the Kmpira, the Young 
Czechs were advocating reconciliation and even alliance with 
the neighbouring Slav Great Power.* By displaying a friendly 
disposition towards the Tsar, ICalnoky could not only protect 
his line of diplomatic retreat, but in addition throw an

e
inexpensive sop to domestic sentiments of Slav solidarity.

1 A.J.P. Taylor, The Habsburg Monarchy. 1809-1918, loc. citt 
O.J. hale, Publicity and l^iplonacy. 1690-1914. P. 93-
$ G>P. viii. No. 1736 (Hatsfeldt to the German Foreign Office, 
20 Aug. 1892)| Viscount Grey of Pallodon, Twenty-Five Years. 
i. 4.

W.L. Langar, The fr^.nco-Rugsi^n Alliance, 1890-1894. p. 277«

* Milbnnke (Consul-Gsnoral at Budapest) to Paget, No» 13, 
25 Mar. 1893, P.O. 7/1203f Paget to Rosebery, No. 110 Strict­ 
ly Confidential, 24 June 1893, P.O. 7/1198; A.J. ^ay, The 
flabsbur;? Monarchy. 1867-1914. pp. 197-200, 225, 329. OnTEhe , 
riee of the Young Caeche, see also H.tf. Seton-Watson, A Hist­ 
ory of tlie Czechs -i.n> olov\\3 a s±<» 220, 232.

' Cf. D.D.F., 1st ser., x, No. 39 (Deorais to Ribot, 3 Nov. 1892 ) . ————
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Accordingly, in a epeaoh delivered in October 1892, he 
adopted with reference to Russia an unwontedly cordial tone f 
and spoke of the •excellent 1 relations prevailing with the 
Russian Court1 - a pronouncement which was successful in

pevoking a moat favourable reaction at 3t* Petersburg* For 
some time the improvement in the Huaao-Auetrian atmosphere 
continued* Comment published by leading newspapers in the 
Russian capital became reasonably friendly towards Vienna, 
and included open expression of a wish that the two Courts 
might draw closer together*

Of these developments Bosebery appears tc have been con­ 
tent to remain a passive spectator* What Great Britain had 
cause to fear was not an Austro-Ruasian flirtation, but 
rather tension that might end in the Austrians* becoming suf­ 
ficiently frightened to pay the Russian prioe for a durable 
entente* While the relations between Vienna and St. Peters­ 
burg were amicable 9 in the autumn and part of the winter of 
1892- l 93 f the British Foreign Secretary made no move* It was 
only after relations deteriorated, as they had done by the 
apring, that he judged the situation to require action*

The new Austro-Russian friction of 1393 arose from events 
la Bulgaria* the policy of the Principality during the winter 
wae even more offensive to the Tsar than was usually the 
case** According to some reports in diplomatic quarters Aus­ 
tria had used her influence without avail in the cause of

Xbid* 9 Ho* 26 (Montmarin (French charge* d'affaires at 
Tienna) to Ribot, 7 Oot* 1892)*

2 Morler to Roaebery, No* 236, 5 Oct. 1892, F.O. 63/1421*

* Morler to Kosebery, No* 286, 21 Hov* 1892, F.O. 65/1421*
A* ?or deaoriutions of the policy pursued by the Bulgari
regime in 1892-•93, seo below, pp* 213, 365-366.
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restraint* but more reliable accounts indicated otherwise. 
Although Kalnolqr disapproved of the Bulgarians 1 conduct, he 
was reluctant to expose himself to the charge of interfer­ 
ence in what were technically their internal affairs, and 
therefore did little or nothing to deflect them from their 
course.2 The failure of the Ballplatz to intervene vigorous­ 
ly at Sofia created fertile soil in which Russian suspicions 
could flourish. In March, apparently convinced of the exist­ 
ence of Austrian •intrigues* in the Principality,^ Alexander 
XXI permitted the Russian press to open a violent campaign 
against Vienna* Hia irritation was increased when Francis 
Joseph, early in April, received in private audience the 
Bulgarian Premier Stambouloff •* As an evident result of the 
Tsar's belief that Vienna was responsible for Bulgaria's 
proceedings, the Grand Duke Vladimir, who had made known his 
intention of returning home from Italy via the Austrian capi­ 
tal, was sent peremptory instructions to change his route .5 

The Austro-Russian misunderstanding over Bulgaria was

Vivian to Hosebery, Ho. 274 Confidential (with postscript), 
20 Dec* 1892, F.O. 45/664! of. D.P.F.. 1st ser., x, No. 65 
(Deer&is to Blbot, 12, 13 and 14 Dee. 1892).
9 Ibid.f Rosebery to Barrington (charge d'affaires at Vienna), 
NO. 135 Confidential. 12 Dec.. P.O. 7/11831 Barrington to 
Rosebery, Ho* 218, 13 Dec. 1892, F.O. 7/1186.

D.D.F.. 1st ser., x, No. 185 ( Decrais to Develle, 16 Mar. 
1893) I of. Malet to Rosebery, Ho* 125 Very Confidential, 27 
May 1693, F.O. 64/1294.

Paget to Rosebery, No* 67 Confidential, 25 Apr. 1893, £.0. 
7Al97| Pie Belgisohen Dokumente zur Vorgeschiohte des Welt- 
teriegest i. 37fr-379 ( Despatch from korchgrave, Belgian a&n- 
Idter in Vienna, dated 12 June 1893) f Longer, p. 230.

5 Malet to Rosebery, Ho. 125 Very Confidential, 27 May 1893, 
F.O. 64/1294.



i i 213I ,-y

not in itself of great importance* Krflnoky was not alarmed | 
an optimist by nature,1 he did not take Russia's hostility 
to Bulgarian policy very seriously* In the early spring the 
Austrians prudently set out to dissuade Sofia from baiting 
the tsar further | Francis Joseph used the reception of Stam- 
bouloff as an occasion for giving advice along these lines, 
and Kalnoky spoke to the visitor in a similar sense* The 
foreign minister had already made it clear to the Russians, 
however, that he remained unwilling to interfere in any way 
with the two •internal 1 matters that chiefly annoyed Alex­ 
ander t an amendment to the Bulgarian Constitution abolishing 
a requirement that all children of the Prince be raised in 
the Orthodox faith, and an impending marriage between Prince 
Ferdinand and a Roman Catholic princess whioh the amendment 
had been designed to facilitate* With the marriage of the 
Prinoe arranged, Stambouloff had no compelling motive to 
take additional steps provocative to the Russian ruler| and 
so long as he did not do ao, Kalnoky was confident that St* 
Petersburg would express Indignation only in words*3 The 
Austrian minister was in fact becoming increasingly sure 
that the Tsar and his cabinet wished to preserve peaceful 
relations with Vienna - a certainty which ha had not felt in

Monson to Bosebery, No* 158 Confidential, 16 Sept. 1893, 
f*0* 7/1198*

2 Paget to Hosebery, No* 59 Confidential, 11 Apr.f No* 61 
Confidential. 12 Apr. I893 f F*0. 7A197? of. G.P* ix f Ho* 
2133 (Prinoe Heinrioh VII Reuss to Caprivi, l5Apr. 1893).

Paget to Rosebery, No* 42, 11 Mar.? No* 43, 14 Mar. 1393, 
F*0* 7/11971 D*D»y*. 1st ser*, x, No* 190 (Deorais to De- 
velle, 21 Mar* 1993)* For the text of the relevant provision 
of the original Constitution, see C.B* Black, The Estnbliah- 
nent of Constitutional government in Bulgaria, p.
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1890 or 1891» This change of opinion may have been due In 
part to the fact that Austrian Military Intelligence had 
by now grown more sceptical than its British counterpart 
regarding the true offensive power of the Tsar's army. During 
1892- '93 about a dozen Austrian staff officers of Slav ex­ 
traction had been at work as spies in Southern and South- 
Western Russia v and they had brought back uniformly encour­ 
aging reports! that the Russian forces In those regions 
were suffering seriously from defective training* poor dis­ 
cipline and a 'bad spirit', socialist and nihilist doctrines 
having become widely disseminated among the troops*2 If the 
reports were accurate 9 and if Russia's generals realized 
her weakness, St. Petersburg would obviously be likely to 
refrain from warlike adventures* Whether for this reason or 
for others f Kalnoky was moving towards the view - if Indeed he 
had not already adopted it fully - that any Russian Initia­ 
tive even at the Straits would be diplomatic rather than 
military* ̂  jn Vienna such faith in a Russian preference 
for peace seems to have been strongly held, for the evi­ 
dence is conclusive that the scare which arose at the Brit­ 
ish Foreign Office in the summer of 1893 was not accompanied 
by any similar alarm at the Ballplata.

1 Paget to Rosebery, No* 100, 4 June; Ho. 101, 6 June; Ho* 
102 Confidential, 7 June 1893, F.O. 7/1198*
*>
Chermside to the Director of Military Intelligence, 21 

May 1893 (extract enclosed in Director of Military Intelli­ 
gence to Foreign Office, 6 June 1893, F.O* 65/1456)*

Monson to Rosebery, Ho. 17 Secret, 24 Jan. 1894, F.O* 
78/4592 *

* Monson to Hosebery, Ho. 245 Most Confidential, 13 Dec. 
1893, F*0* 7/11991 o£. Monson to Rosebery, Ho* 158 Con­ 
fidential, 16 Sept. 1893, F.O. 7/1198.
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In early 189 3 t howaver, it ntill appeared natural at 
London to assume that a certain nervousness existed among 
Austrian officials aa a result of the large Russian troop 
concentrations in the West. The impression that such ner­ 
vousness was present cannot have been weakened by the con­ 
spicuous eagerness of Francis Joseph, after his recaption 
of Stambouloff 9 to make amends through courteous gestures 
for the offence which he had given to the Tsar.2 To Hose- 
bery the idea that friction over Bulgaria might transform 
Austrian uneasiness into alarm was by no means incredible , 
for he himself saw in the Principality a centre of consider­ 
able danger. The preparations made by Russia for a coup de 
main on Constantinople could also be used for another pur­ 
poses in March Stambouloff had alluded to the possibility 
of a Russian landing on the Bulgarian coast, and had asked 
unsuccessfully for a British promise of armed support in 
that eventuality* 3 After the announcement of plans for a 
Russian Mediterranean squadron, Rosabery's attention was to 
be rivet ted on the Straits, but at least as late as June he 
suspected that if the Russians struck a blow at anyone , it 
might well be against Stambouloff and Prince Ferdinand. It 
was with reference to the risk of an attack on Bulgaria 
that the Foreign Secretary wrote to the Queen on the 16th t

Memorandum by Captain (Jrieraon, 'Twenty Years of Russian 
Army Reform and the Present Distribution of the Russian Land 
Forces', dated January 1893 (received at the foreign Office 
on 10 Apr. 1893) f F.O. 65A456. 
o
D.D.F.. 1st ser., x, No. 218 (Deorais to Develle, 25 Apr. 

109JJ? Paget to Rosebery, No» 67 Confidential, 25 Apr. 1393, 
F.O. 7/1197.

Bering to Rosabery, No. 50 Confidential, 27 Kar« 1893, 
F.O, 78/4506! Rosebery to Bering, No. 21, 6 Apr. 1893, F.O. 
78/4505.
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,< No one oan tell how long the Emperor 1 3 pacific temper­ 
ament can reaist tha foroes that impel him to war. It 
may be tomorrow, it may be today, it may be not at all 
that war may come. With most Fusaian Bmperors it would 
have been yesterday at latest. But it may come at any 
moment! when it does coxae it will light a European

r conflagration, Involving possibly Great Britain.1
Although Kalnoky had in the past made no secret of his 

conviction that Russia would not fight over Bulgaria, 2 Rose­ 
bery knew that in April, in trying to restrain Stambouloff 
from provocations, the Austrian statesman had adopted a 
tone suggestive of some disquiet as to the chances of a 
violent reaction froa the Taar.3 This tone might of course 
be explicable in terms of diplomatic tactics; yet, since 
Kalnoky had shown no interest in restraining the Bulgarians 
a few montha before, there was ground for a suspicion that 
ha might now be becoming genuinely anxious. How strongly 
such a suspicion was felt by Rosebery is unclear; what aeons 
evident, however, is that by mid-May British diplomacy had 
among its objectives the strengthening of Austria's confi­ 
dence in her own security. Notwithstanding his sense of a 
possible danger in Bulgaria, the Foreign Secretary assured 
an official of the Austrian embassy in London that the sole 
oloud on the International horizon was the problem of French 
activities in Siam - that everywhere else the outlook was 
satisfactorily peaceful. More important, an attempt was

Rosebery to Queen Victoria, 16 June 1893 (printed in 0.1?. 
Buckle, The Letters of Queen Victoria* 3rd aer., ii» 260-261}*

Paget to Rosebery, Ho* 2 Confidential, 3 Jan., P.O. 78/4592; 
Ho. 12 Confidential, 20 Jan. l893 f F.O. 7/1197-

* Paget to Rosebery, Ho* 59 Confidential, 11 Apr. 1893, F.O. 
7/1197.

* Deya to KeClnoky, Ho. 17 f 17 May I893 f W.S.A., P. A. viii/114.
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made to raise Austrian hopes of support from Great Britain* 
and perhaps also to warn Russia* On 13 May, taking advant­ 
age of a farewell speeoh to members of the British colony 
in Vienna, the retiring ambassador - Sir A. Paget - spoke 
of the existence of a 'natural alliance 1 between the Brit­ 
ish Empire and the Danubian Monarchy* There was no ques­ 
tion, ha said f on which their views or interests were 
divergent* The two were united in love of peace and in 
readiness to contribute towards its maintenance; they both 
desired the continuance of the European status quo - 
•especially in the Sast, where they wish for the freedom 
of the Balkan States from foreign interference* and the 
national and peaceful development c£ these States *•

Kaanoky would have liked to turn British talk about a 
'natural alliance 1 into a discussion of clearly defined 
commitment a, but he played his cards badly* As the future 
was to prove, his one chance of obtaining a commitment from 
Eosebery was to show fright and appear to be contemplating 
an arrangement with Russia* This he did not do in 1393s 
instead he revealed both to the foreign affairs committees
of the Austrian and Hungarian Delegations, and in private

2 to Pagetf his belief in Russia's pacific intentions* To
the German government v now engaged in an alarmist campaign 
for passage of its Army Bill, Ka'lnoley's unconcealed optim­ 
ism was an embarrassment and a source of irritation. To

1 Paget to Rosebery, No* 8l f 13 May I893 f F.O, 7Al97| of* 
~)*D*F«* 1st ser.. x, No* 239 (Marohand (French charge7 d'af- 
'aires at Vienna) to Develle, 15 May 1893).

Paget to Rosebery, No* 100. 4 June; No* 101, 6 Junaj No. 
102 Confidential, 7 June 1893, F.O. 7/1198.

D.P.F.t 1st ser*, x, No. 261 (Deorais to Develle, 10 June
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Roaebery, by contrast, it was thoroughly welcome.1 Although 
he was leas optimistic himself, the fact that the Ballplats 
thought as it did meant that he was unlikely to have to 
face any eurioua pressure fron that quarter for a concrete 
promise of assistance in war* Almost cortainly the Foreign 
Secretary had never planned to go beyond generalities, and 
now he had a reduced incentive to do ao» He confined him- 
self to assuring the Austrian ambassador in London, Count 
Deyia, that lie agreed with everything Paget had said, that 
British and Austrian interests in the B-ilkans were consider­ 
ed to be identical by Liberals as well as by Conservatives, 
that Gladstone was not interfering to any important degree 
with the conduct of foreign policy, and finally that his, 
Rosebery's, line of policy was fully accepted by the cab­ 
inet.2 In these statements lay most of the positive aspects 
of the Anglo-Austrian conversations of June 1893, the re- 
Biainder of which consisted largely of Rosebary's saying 'No 1 
to Austrian requests for precision.

Deym 1 a efforts to obtain a definition of the 'natural 
alliance* fell into two distinct parts* Paget had spokon of 
the Balkan States, but the Austrian**, recognizing the super­ 
ficial unpleasantness over Bulgaria for what it was, under­ 
stood that the threat to the independence of the Balkan 
peoples was only an indirect one - arising from Russian tter 
designs on the Boaphorua and Dardanelles* Deym therefore be­ 
gan by pointing out that if London and Vienna had identical

1 Deym to Kdtlnoky, Tel. Ho. 21, 7 June 1893, V/.3.A., P.A. 
riii/114.

Deym to Ka*lnoky, Secret, 14 June 1893 (translation printed 
as Document 186 in 1U Temporley and Lillian M* Penson, 
foundations of 3ritJ3h Foreign Policy, 1792-1902. pp. 473- 
474;.
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Interests, Sreat Britain must share Austria's interest in 
tha protection of Constantinople from the Tsar. Ho posed 
a point-blank question: if tha Russians made a bid for 
control of the Ottoman capital f would ths British intervene 
to frustrate their attack? Rosabery declined to undertake 
the desired obligation. Apart altogether from the diffi­ 
culty of honouring such a pledge in the existing state of 
British naval powar, he had to take into account the atti­ 
tude of his colleagues. There could be no hope that a Lib­ 
eral cabinet would consent to deviate from the traditional 
principle to which even Salisbury had adhered, that a Brit­ 
ish government should not commit itself to war before the 
casus belli had arisen* Thus Hosebary could have givon the 
Austriana satisfaction only in the form of a secret per­ 
sonal promise mde behind the backs of his fellow ministers. 
This course entailed a grave risk: if some leakage of in­ 
formation, some indiscretion at Vienna or perhaps Berlin, 
brought the natter to his colleagues 1 laiowledge, he would 
have no option but to resign in disgrace. He could do no 
more with safety than express an opinion regarding the 
probable reaction of the British public tc a Russian move 
against the Strait si

There is no doubt TDeym quoted Rosebery as saying! 
that the first news of a Russian attack on Constantin­ 
ople would raise a general ory of war in England, and 
that if the same mood prevailed in England as is 
prevalent now, the ory of war would be ao loud that 
the voice of those who are against any intervention in 
Continental policy and are in favour of peace a. tout 
prig would be drowned and overwhelmed.

•But, as I aaid, 1 the Foreign Secretary concluded, f l could 
not undertake an obligation of immediate action on the part 
of England. 12

1 Ibid* 2 Ibid.



Thus did Eosobery attempt to create the impression 
that action other than 'immediate 1 , ordered after public 
opinion had had opportunity to iaa*e itself felt, would be 
go probable as to be virtually certain* Even with the 
french menace left out of consideration, the impression 
was one quite divorced from naval reality as far as defence 
of Constantinople was concerned. At the Admiralty it was 
thought fundamental to such an enterprise that the inter­ 
vening squadron should reach the Black 3ea in time to pre­ 
vent the euemy from disembarking* After Russian troops 
were ashore, the situation could admittedly still be re­ 
trieved if British vessels were able to cut their lines of 
supply and reinforcement from the Black Sea port35*- but a 
delay while public opinion was bringing its pressure to 
bear, a delay sufficiently long to permit a hostile expedi­ 
tionary force to land, would also be long enough for the 
fast Bussian minelayers of which Hosebery had heard ^ to 
close the passage through the Bosphorus* In this case, al­ 
though the British might declare war and fight Kusaia else­ 
where, they could do nothing to protect the Ottoman capital* 

Instead of raising this argument, the Austrians allowed 
themselves to be fobbed off with the Foreign Secretary*8 
prediction of intervention by popular demand* Being inclin­ 
ed to the belief that Russia wanted peace - that the ques­ 
tion of an attempted coup da main* and therefore of immedi-

Minute by the Director of Naval Intelligence, dated 5 Jan* 
1892 (with War Office to Admiralty, 2 Jan* 1892); cf. Admir­ 
alty to War Office, Secret, 30 Jan* 1892, Adm. 1/7135; see 
also above, p. 158.

2 Cf. Salisbury to Simmono, 21 Sept*f Confidential, 30 Sept. 
1891, F.O. 358/6.

Above, pp. 167-168t
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ate action* was likely to prove academic - Kdlnoky had a 
good ground for willingness to content himself with a guar­ 
antee of British co-operation on the diplomatic plane. Thus 
the second phase of Deym's oamaaign for an agreed definition 
of the 'natural alliance* consisted of an effort to revive 
the understanding on common interests and objectives which 
had been secretly concluded between Salisbury and the Aus­ 
trian and Italian governments in December 1887^ This idea, 
too, Rosebery declined to entertain - even when Deym pro­ 
posed, as a substitute for another formal exchange of notes, 
a mere discussion of the various clauses of the tripartite 
agreement with a view to determining the extent to which

r~*

the Foreign Secretary accepted them.* Here the naval factor 
was less important? it was almost solely the isolationism 
of the cabinet which stood in the way of a favourable reply 
to the Austrian request* Liberal policy , as described by 
Sir William Haroourt in 1891, was based not only on the 
refusal of military or naval commitments but also on 'ab­ 
solute disengagement from continental combinations of every 
kind 9 , and on a desire to maintain the 'right of England to 
act as her Interests demanded when the occasion arose, un­ 
fettered by any alliances or understandings of any description9* 
Aa an Opposition the Liberals had given Salisbury what 
Harcourt called 9 toleration and support 1 in foreign affairs, 
but they Had done so under the impression th^it hia attitude,

For the terms of the agreement, see A.F. Pribram, The 
Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary, i* 124-133*

Deym to K*ilnoky, Secret, 28 June 1893 (translation print­ 
ed as Document 18? in Temperley and Penson, pp. 475-477)•

* Earoourt to Gladstone. 11 July 1891 (printed in A.G. 
Oardiner, Life of Sir William Haroourt. ii* 127-128).
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although obviously benevolent towards the Triple Alliance, 
was one of 'neutrality*.1 In the election of I892 f despite 
the questions which Labouchere had raised from time to tiiae 
in the House of Commons about rumours of an Anglo-Italian 
accord ,2 Gladstone as well as Rosebery explicitly excluded 
Salisbury's conduct of foreign relations from the sphere of 
party controversy. 3 The Liberals came to power publicly 
pledged to continue the policy of their predecessors - but 
only, of course, as far as that policy was publicly known. * 
Rumour had not been enough to destroy the myth of Salisbury's 
'isolation 1 ,* and it was because of the survival of this 
myth that he had been able to pursue his actual course 
relatively undisturbed by the Gladstoniane. If Rosebery 
had attempted in 1893 to resurrect the agreement of December 
1887, the argument of continuity would have carried no weight 
with most of his colleagues*

On some matters, by the summer of 189 3 , Rosebery had 
proved able to overcome the influence of the Prime Minister 
and of other opponents in the cabinet, and follow the poli­ 
cies preferred by himself. That he should have succeeded In 
so doing is not 9urr>rislnft. Gladstone was deeply preoccupied 
with Irish Home Rule, and headed a ministry resting pre-

1 Ibid*
2 Hansard * g "Parliamentary Pgbate 9 1 3rd ser., cocxxii. 152-153,
377 1 557-55SJ oocxxxvlli. 850-0*51; coolili. 1464-1466.

P. Knaplund, Gladstone's Foreign Policy, pp. 253-254. 

Anonymous, The Foreign Polioy of Lord Ko sober/ , p. 74

5 Of. Oardiner, 11. 127.

6 (KW.E. Russell, William Kwart Gladstone, p. 261; B.B. 
MoCallum, 'From 1852-1095' t ia E. lialevy," A History
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carioualy on a mea^ro parliuiaoiitury majority of which the 
Irish were a vital component, In view of Kosebery'a stature 
arid the waataesu of the Liberal hold on office, Gladstone 
could not lightly have allowed folia to resign* In persuad­ 
ing hiia to accept the seals of the Foreign Office in the 
first place the Prime Minister had experienced great diffi­ 
culties.2 Rosebery was not in good health, and felt what 
seems to have been a sincere reluctance to undertake the 
burdens of official responsibility. 3 His entry into the 
government having been a, eoneeaaion to pleading friends 
rather than the fulfilment af avowed acioition, he was in an 
unusually strong position to threaten resignation convinc­ 
ingly* He could be ret&iued, it appeared, only by being 
pampered* To avoid losing him, to avoid prejudicing the 
Irish programme, Gladstone had to put up with much that he 
did not liiie: 'hia total and &ro£d misconception of the 
relative positions of the two offices we respectively held, 
and • * * hia really outrageous assumption of power apart 
from both the Firat Minister and from the Cabinet*.4 xn the

tht English People in the Nineteenth Century, iv* 476; F*
GoaaeiB* The ^anaaesaent orBri';i>3h Porei^n Policy before the
Firat World War, p*

P* Magnua, Gladstone, p* 4Q3«
A

Gladstone to Ponaonby, 13 Aus* 1892 (printed in P. Gue- 
dalla, T he Que en and Sir * Glad at one , ii. 437) I Gladstone to 
Era. Gladstone, Secret, 15 Au^. 1^32 (printed in A*T* 
Baeaett, Gladstone to Kia Wife, p. 256); sir U. ?etrie f 
The Powara'Behind the Prime ^niatera, p. 46*

^ Epsebery to Spanoer, Confidential, 3 Aug. 1892, Spenoer 
Papsrai A* Ponaonby, Henry Ponaonby: Hia Life from Hia Let­ 
ters* p* 262j Jane ?• Stoddart* The Sari of Roaebery* K*(/«, 
?TTl4.

Magnus, loo* oit.j of* Goasaa, p* 131*
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controversy of 16*92 over the future of Uganda, Eosebery was 
successful in averting the abandonment advocated by Glad­ 
stone, Harcourt and the 'Little Englanders* , i In the oase 
of Egypt he is said to have made continuance of the British 
occupation an explicit condition of his joining the minis­ 
try,** and in the crisis of January Ib93 he was able to ob­ 
tain cabinet sanction for the increase in the garrison de­ 
spite initially violent resistance from the Gladstonian 
group* The Prime Minister himself told Harcourt on this 
occasion that he might as well be asked to 'put a torch to 
Westminster Abbey 1 as to authorize the dispatch of addition­ 
al troops f 3 but it was realized that Rosebery's resignation 
oa such an issue would wrecic the government and the Home 
Rule cause - so, in the end, Gladstone capitulated*^ While 
he seems to have had somewhat less freedom in the handling 
of the Egyptian question than in most Foreign Office mat- 
tera,^ the Foreign Secretary got substantially his own way 
on the lower Nile as well as in Uganda • **

Roaebery'a victories en the problems of Uranda and 
, however, did not by any means imply that his strength

Gardiner, il. IS8-198f 312; J. Kenwick, The Life and ff 
of Lord Roaebery, p. 89.
o

E.T. Raymond, The Man of Promise t Lord Rosebery* p. 121.

H.O. Hutohinson, Private Diaries, of the Ht. Kon. Sir Al­ 
gernon ' ''

4 Ibid., pp. 124, 126-127.

* For evidence of cabinet supervision regarding Egypt, see 
Cabinet '."invite by Sladatono, dated 7 Nov. 1892, Add. MS. 
44648 1 Sladatone to Ilarcourt, 5 Feb.; Haroourt to Gladstone, 
Confidential, 5 Feb. 1893, Add. MS. 44203.

See also below, pp. 374-375.
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in the cabinet was sufficient for him to impose hia will 
regarding a projected diplomatic arrangement with a Contin­ 
ental Power* Resignation on Egypt would have destroyed the 
government 9 but resignation over the rejection of a formal 
entente with Austria would have had little chance of pro­ 
ducing the same result* Whereas a very large segment of 
public and parliamentary opinion was certain to rally to 
the side of one who championed the cause of Ore at Brlt-iin's 
oceanic and imperial might, particularly when the route to 
India was at stake, few people were likely to display en­ 
thusiasm for restricting British freedom of action by com­ 
mitments - even of a purely diplomatic nature - to a Euro­ 
pean military monarchy* In a contest between Gladstone and 
Kosebery on the latter issue, the Prime Minister would have • 
held the winning hand - the ability to appeal to tradition, 
to pride in the splendour of isolated greatness* Understand­ 
ing the limitations of his power, the Foreign Secretary 
never wavered from the view that despite the independence 
which Gladstone allowed him in the day-to-day conduct of 
affairs, his position was not so strong that he could afford 
to confront the cabinet with a demand for an Anglo-Austrian 
or . An^lo-Italian agreement. There is no evidence that he 
deliberately belittled his own authority in order to have a 
pretext for being non-committal; on the contrary, even when 
ho did decide in 1894 to /rive Vienna more da finite assurances, 
he remained aa firm as ever in asserting the undeslrability

o
of bringing the mattor before his colleagues* He realized *

Ternperley and Penson, loo* oit.; Deym to Kalnoky, Secret, 
29 Dec. 1893, W.3.A., P.A. viii/174; cf. w.L* Laager, The 
Diplomacy of Impericoliaia, 1890-1902, i. 46. —— '

2 Teaparley and Penson, p. 433$ Deym to KalnoJcy f Tei* No* 5 fc 
Secret, 31 Jan* 1894, **3.A. F.A.viii/174*
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that in seeking to make hia recognition or common An^lo- 
Austrian interests more meaningful by alluding to the 'com­ 
plete agreement 1 of the cabinet with his general policy, 1 
he had been painting a misleading picture* Justifying to 
Deym hie refusal to revive the accord of 1887f he found it 
necessary to admit the truth - that the cabinet was by no 
means united in its outlook on external problems* Hie 
ability to preserve the substance of an alignment with the 
triple Alliance depended, he hinted v on his doing nothing 
which could bring latent dissensions into the open* V/hile 
an identity of interests between Greet Britain and Austria 
existed in actual fact, and was not, he maintained, serious­ 
ly disputed by anybody, an attempt to define this * natural 
alliance' in a cabinet discussion might lead to the 'record­ 
ing of a divergence in vlew'*^

Ae in the matter of a commitment to armed intervention 
at Constantinople, therefore, Kosebery knew that he could 

comply with Austria's wishes regarding the agreement of 1887 

only by personal action without his colleagues' consent or 
knowledge* There was no more reason for him to take the risk 

of exposure and enforced resignation^ in the latter case 
than in the former* The advantage of the agreement to Salis­ 

bury had lain largely in the fact that it gave him security 

from the danger that the Austrions migKt be Intimidated 
^n<fco rarj>pr ooherme nt with Russia, leaving Groat Britain iso­ 

lated .4 in tha nood prevailing at Vienna in tho oumuiOr of 
1393, that ovontuality fae remote* Rosebery confined himsalf

Toaperley and Penson, p* 474*

2 Ibid** p. 476. * See ibid., pp. 476-477*

* C*L* Smith, The Embassy of £ir William White at Constantin­ 
ople, 1886-1891, p. 100.



to repeating an assurance previously given to Italy f that 
he was as much interested as hio predecessor in the preser­ 
vation of the a.tatue. Qtp in the Mediterranean* Of the notes 
exchanged in Ib07, he said, he had 'never taken co&missance ' « 
though he was aware of their existence* As a question might 
be asked in Parliament « he wishea to remain in a position 
to deny offioially that he had any knowledge of them .I

Confronted with Rosebery'a firm refusal to discuss the 
terms of the Mediterranean agreement, Count Deym wisely re­ 
frained from pressing further the Austrian request* The 
Foreign Secretary had argued that the basis of Anglo- 
Austrian relations had to be not formal accords but re­ 
ciprocal trust* After expressing understanding of hie inter­ 
locutor's difficulties. Deym duly assured him of Kalnoky's

o
continuing conridence* Discussions bet ween Rosebery and 
the ambassador do not regain importance to the present 
narrative until the late autumn, by which time the situa­ 
tion was markedly different from that of the early sunmor.

It was in the autumnf after the fceraan prot) of their 
Balkan policy collapsed, that the Austriana first became 
genuinely alarmed* Grermany had promised Vienna her backing 
against Russia at a time when ureat Britain too seemed to 
be intimately and rallably aligned with the Banubian Mon­ 
archy* After the defeat of Salisbury in 1892 f some concern 
had Immediately arisen at the '..'ilhelmatr^sne last (Jroit

Temperley and Penaon, pp* 475-477 • Ii' it is asauned that
Gladstone wtis telling the truth in a conversation which he 
had at Hawarden with the branch ambassador in December 1892 t 
Rooobery had already denied to the Prime Minister that any 
written agreement existed betwoen Great Britain and Italy: 
D*D.r.« 1st aer., x f No* 64 (Waddington to Ribot, 9 Dec. 
1832 J .

2 Temperley and Penaon, p. 477*
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Britain under GHadat one's leadership would be disinclined 
to act with vigour on the International stage. Although no 
abrupt change in British policy was anticipated, and it was 
realised that from the standpoint of continuity Eosebsry 
wae the best of possible Liberal Foreign Secretaries,^ 
Berlin was uncomfortably conscious not only of the Gladaton- 
ians 1 hopes for improved relations with France , but also of 
the belief sometimes expressed in Liberal circles that 
London might avoid trouble on the approaches to India by 
leaving to the Central Powers the task of containing Russia 
in the Near East*^ As a counterpoise to such tendencies , 
Rosebery's presence in the cabinet was valuedf* but, within 
a year of his taking office, hie prestige was gravely im­ 
paired in German eyes by hie handling of the Slam crisis. 4 
Berlin did not Judge hie Siamese policy fairly* The vital 
British need was that a buffer state should be kept in be­ 
ing between British and French possessions in Southeast 
Asia, and to thia the Foreign Secretary secured French 
agreement in principle on 31 July 1893-^ A few days later 
Lord Randolph Chorohill observed to Prince Biaiaarok at 
Kiealngen that Kosebery had learned to 'ask for no more

3»P« viii, 2Io. 1733 ( ̂ emoraa-ium by Raachdau of the German 
Foreign Office, dated 20 July 1392); No. 1732 (HaUfeldt to 
the German foreign Off loo, 19 July 1832).

2 Ibid., No. 1733.

Cf. ibid., No. 1816 (Hatzfeldt to the German Foreign Of­ 
fice , 14 Jan, 1693).

E.M. Carroll, Gerriany and the C-re^.t Powers, 1866-1914:
A Study in Public Opinion anJ ore:n Pooy, pp.
Count J- Andrassy. SismaroKt Andr&ssv and Their Successors.
P. 215.

Aocounte and Papers » Siam No. 1 (1893) t oix fC-7231], 798.



229

than he req aired 9 out to insist on getting wlvit ha
ed y and to treat with neglect wnat was not esaential*. 3l3*»
marc**. praising Koatbary highly t concurred **ith this judgment,

the men now in power in Germany ware less perspicacious* 
The unspectacular course of compromise - of delimiting a 
neutral aone through 'mutual sacrifices and concessions 1 *" - 
waa in their view a policy of foebleneaa and timidity f and 
their opinion of tut practical value of Great Britain' a 
friendship f affected already by the return of Gladstone, 
waa lowered still further. 3 tfosobery, it was concluded, 
lacked the will or the ability to overcome the Gladstoniana 1 
diafcaate for an energetic conduct of foreign affairs .4 This 
irnpreaaion waa not lessened by his unwillingness to place 
oo-operation with Austria on a clearly defined basla, nor 
by the failure to uphold with spirit the British diplomatic 
position on the Bosphorus. In the Near Sast as in Siam 
London* a policy appeared to be flabby , and the suspicion 
gained ground that jritish thinking waa moving in the 
direction of supine acquiescence in a Russian conquest 
of Constantinople* ̂ To all this, moreover, was added grow­ 
ing uneasiness about the possible inadequacy of the British

1 W.s. Churchill, Lord Randolph Churchill, ii. 478.
2 Agg.ount a and Pager o , Treaty Series Ho. 18 (1893) » clx.
->Z32j t 102*

Carrollt loc. oifc*; Andrdaay, loo. cit*j L* Albert ini f 
The Origins of the frar of 1914 t i. 73.

G.P* viii, Ro. 1762 (j*arsohall to Hatzfeldt, 24 Oct. 1893) | 
, No. 1761 (HatBftldt to Caprivi f 27 Sept. 1893)*

5 gtP. ix, No. 2135 (Maraohall to Hatr-ftldt. 6 Nov. 1893); 
5oTTT36 (MarBchall to Hatzfeldt, 28 Nov. 1893)? No. 2137 
(Hat^felit to Capri vi f 6 Dec. 1893).
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fleet.1
The lesa support Ctorsiana expected from Great Britain, 

the siore important did it becorae for them to reduce the 
risfc of a clash with Russia* Nor could they ignore the in­ 
creasing warmth of the relations between Russia and Prance. 
Whereas France held against then the durable grievance of 
Alaaoe—Lorraine, it was more than posaible that through 
friendliness they mi^ht succeed in inducing Russia to draw 
back from the alignment with Pario which was potentially so 
dangerous to German security* Constantinople was not dir­ 
ectly relevant to any vital Creraan interest? except perhaps 1 
as the price for a reliable British commitment to Auatria t 
an anti-Russian policy on the Bos-ohorus had no advantages 
sufficient to compensate Berlin for the burden of Russian 
enmity* The Kaiser's abandonment of his post-Bismarcklan 
course 9 Implied by his warning to Kalnoky that he would not 
face war over the fate of the Ottoman C?'pital t was an en­ 
tirely logical step in the circumstance* of the autumn of 
1893» If Russia took possession of the Bosphorus, Wilhelm 
advised his ally f Vienna should be content with ooapensa-

/ -

tion at Salonika*^
Not long after this pronouncement, the German ambassador 

in Turkey be«ran openly avowing an unwlllin^nase to oo—oper­ 
ate with MJ Austrian collaarue. la 1895 » v/hen Prince Rado- 
lin was transferred from ConatanUnople to r5t* Feter^burg, 
the British aribaaondor remarked that from the tiue of Rado-

G^P. ix. No. ii!38 (Sulenburg to Caprivip 20 Dec.l893 f with 
a mlnuta by Kaiser Wilhelm)•
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lin'a appointment to his Turkish post in 1892 f the G-eriaan 
embassy had stopped working in the same intinate collabora­ 
tion as before with the British, Austrians and Italians. It 
had devoted its attention almost exclusively to promoting 
the commercial interests of {reman nationals, detaching it­ 
self more and more fron all concern Tor political questions, 
with the result that the Triple Alliance had ceased to exist 
»as an active force in Eastern politics *••*• This statement 
of the case contains mich truth, but in its failure to bring 
out the significance of the events of 1693 it is over­ 
simplified and misleading. The railway incident at the be­ 
ginning of the year afforded proof of an intense Grenaan 
interest in economic rivalry, and Rndolin's misunderatanding 
of Ford*a proceedings would not have been possible had the 
two ambassadors enjoyed the close relations which had pre­ 
vailed between their predecessors, Rfdowitz and white. Yet, 
although the Germans were plainly ready to believe the worat 
of the British on very flimsy evidence, there wa^; still no 
clearly perceptible trend towards an abandonment on their 
part of the Anglo-Austrian cause on the Uosphorus. Radolin 
recognized without demur, for example, the importance of 
th* controversy over free pa^sa^e of the Straits for Rusaian 
war materials,^ and in February, the Xaulla uproar at an
•ad, Sir Arthur Hicolson was abla to vrcite of the British, 
Austrian, Italian and fte-man ambassadors as constituting a
• happy forally '.^

• Currio to Kirabcrley, No. 207 Confidential, 2 Apr. 1895, 
P.O. 78/4610,

2 Ford to Rosebery, JRo« 32 Confidential, 30 Jan. 1893, i.e. 
78/4392.

Nioolsonto Villiers, Private, 12 Feb* 1893, Villiers 
Papers*

tiL
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It was not on Hadolin's appointment , but in the summer 
and autumn of 1893, that the decisive change occurred which 
destroyed the Triple Alliance at Constantinople. By Itoven- 
toer the 'happy family* was a memory* Radolin was now argu­ 
ing that there was 'scarcely a point in Europe 1 where it 
was less necessary for the Alliance to stand united, and 
that in many instances the Eastern interests of its members 
were actually divergent. The Austrian ambassador Baron 
Calio*t by persistently haranguing his German colleague in 
an opposite sense, succeeded only in annoying him* Calice, 
as Hicolson observed, had 'daily, for many years, burnt 
oandles before the altar* of the Braibund, and the new situ­ 
ation caused him deep distress and discomfiture. Despairing­ 
ly he laaented that he was being left *alone in the breach* 
to defend the 'Interests of Central Europe'. 
•••• Kdlnoky's thinking, too, was now influenced by a sense 
Of isolation and danger. Not Only had he lost tha support 
Of (Jermany on the Bosphorua, but he had oome to share (Jerman 
ausplcions that Great Britain might well remain inactive in 
the fao* of a Russian initiative in that quarter* Although 
he did not think that such an initiative was to be expected 
immediately, he warned the British ambassador at Vienna that 
there woul# be 'not more than enough* time for Great Britain 
to raafco 'all neoosaary preparation'* The ambassador wns much 
impressed by tho change la 7&Lnoty'st tone ainco the summer* 
Op to tho tino of the Toulon visit , he reported, the Austrian 
minister had expressed confidence that there was nothing in 
European politics to inapira grave apprehension ao to thu

1 Nicolson to YilUerg, Private, 25 Nov. 1893, Villierg 
Papers; cf* Monson to Eosebery, Ho» 245 Most Confidential, 
13 Hdo* I893 f F.O. 7/U99*

2 <*•?•» ix, No. 2136| No. 2141*
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future* Now, however, the Austrian's mind seemed to be 
full of the Russian menaoe at Constantinople. Part of 
the explanation lay in the welcome which the Russians had 
received in France* Whereas Koaebery, having had his scare 
beforehand, looked on the Toulon festivities as an anti­ 
climax that signified no fundamental darkening of the inter­ 
national outlook, the hitherto optimistic Kalnoky believed 
that because of them Russia would be able to count in 
future with much greater certainty on French assistance 
in any enterprise which she might care to undertake. 2 
— German indifference, apparent British infirmity of pur­ 
pose, an enhanced probability of a forward policy on the 
part of Russia - such were the elements of the Near Eastern 
situation as Kalnoky had to face it* In addition he was 
looking uneasily over his shoulder at Italy, for the risk 
of an Italian defection to the Franco-Russian group seemed 
to be Increasing* If Rome were to Jettison its policy of 
Italo-Frenoh rivalry in Africa, its obvious alternative 
course would be one of irredentism, implying hostility to 
the Habsburg Monarchy •* Whatever the Italians did, it would 
remain foolhardy for Austria to try and oppose Russian de­ 
signs on the Straits by herself $ but if she were being

1 Honson to Rosebery, No* 245 Most Confidential, 13 Deo*f 
Wo. 255 Host Confidential, 19 Dec* 1893, F.O. 7A199.

2 Monaon to Rosebery, No, 190 Confidential, 1 Nov. 189 3 f 
F*0. 7/11991 Rosebery to Moason, No. 141 Confidential, 
13 Hov. 1893, P.O. 7/1196*

K&Lnoky to Beym, Ho* 2 Strictly Confidential, 7 Dec* 1893, 
W.S.A., P.A. viiiA74.

* Xalet to Rosebery, No* 306 Confidential, 20 Dec* 1893, 
F.O. 64/1295. C*. Baron von Mitis, The Life of the Crown 
Prince Rudolph of Habsburg, pp. 125-12 6\
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threatened with a stab in the back, her position in negoti­ 
ations for a Balkan partition - a partition which free 
passage for Russian warships would render inevitable - 
would plainly be prejudiced•

•If our group oannot be reconstructed in such a way that 
we stand close together with England and Italy,' wrote KsCl- 
noky to the gloomy Calioe, 'and can safely count on Ger­ 
many's support 9 then I also share tha view that we shall not 
be able to make a stand against the Rusao-Freach combination 
in Constantinople* 11 It required no unusual diplomatio 
acumen to see that the key to such a reconstruction had to 
be sought in London* The problem of keeping the Italians in 
the Triple Alliance was essentially one of securing a Brit­ 
ish commitment to their cause* Especially if the British 
stood aloof f Germany could not be expected to stake her 
national destiny in a great European war for the sake of 
Italy's African aspirations! 2 and in any case it was only 
the British fleet, not the German army, which could protect 
the Italian coasts* As for the question of regaining Ger­ 
many's aid in the Near East, the prospect of unequivocal 
and energetio British support for Italy in the Mediterran­ 
ean, and for Italy and Austria at Constantinople, would 
give Vienna a potent argument with which to persuade the 
Germans to resume their backing of Austrian policy* At the 
worst, even if Berlin still held back, an association with 
(treat Britain and Italy alone would be less intolerable 
than the total isolation now threatening* In December, ac­ 
cordingly, the Austrians opened at the British capital a

1 Kalnoky to Calioe, 15 Dec* 1893 (quoted in M*P. Hornik, 
'The Anglo-Belgian Agreement of 12 May 1894', English 
Historical Review, Ivii. 239)*

2 Andraaay, pp. 198-199*



235

campaign with a dual purposes to obtain firm assurances for 
their Italian ally, 1 and to draw the Liberal ministry into 
a vigorous effort f through collaboration with the Triple 
Alliance, to restore Great Britain's vanished influence on 
the Bo aphonia and frustrate Franco-Russian ambitions* Ka*l~ 
noky explained to Deyzai

loh kenne die engljschen Verhaltnisae »u genau UK den 
engliaohan Staatsmannern einen Vorwurf daraus maohen 
BU wollen, dass sie aieh auaser Stands arid art en, un- 
sere Jahrelan^en Bemuhun^en den russisohen von Frank* 
reioh unterstutssten Intrigen im europaisohen Orient 
bei Zeiten^eine kraftlge druppe entgagen»uatellen, sine 
siohore Stutze zu biotanf so dass heute . • • die Posi­ 
tion in Const ant inopel eine sehr bedrohte geworden 1st 
und der nooh untor Sir w» White sehr bedeutende eng- 
lische Kinfluss heute kaum mehr sjkhlt* Aber ioh kann 
nioht umhin auoh ciainaraeits die uberzeusung auasu- 
spreohenf dass fur England der psycholo^isoheH foment 
gekonmen lst f|i nicht nur ao^ne Marine zu verstarkenv 
sondern sioh uberhaupt daruber klar zu warden, ob es 
seine traditionelle politische Maohtstellung behaupten 
will Oder ob es sich damit abfinden kannf sich aus dea 
Mittelmeer • • • verdrangen zu lasaan* ?f • Da es un- 
denkbar ist f dass man sioh in England fur letzteres 
entsoheiden konnte, so wird das britiaohe Cabinet sioh 
daruber klar werden mU3sen v da a 3 es gleiohzeitlg mjt 
der Starkung seiner maritimen Maoht auoh an die Stark*- 
ung seiner politisohen Position wird gehen muaaan.2
Rosebery readily admitted to Deyza the great deteriora­ 

tion in the British position in the Hear East sinoe the days 
of White 9 ^ but he failed to draw the oonoluaion for which 
Kdlnoky had hoped - that the Foreign Off ioe should at last

1 Kalnoky to Deym» Ho* 2 Strictly Confidential. 7 Deo. 189 3 I 
Deym to Kalnoky, No. 37A-1 Secret t 13 Deo, 1893, W.S.A., P. A. 
viii/174.

2 Kalnofcy to Deym, Ho» 3 Strictly Confidential, 7 Deo» 1893, 
W.S.A., P,A. viiiA74.

Deym to Kdilnoky, Ho» 38A-E Secret, 22 Deo* 1893, W.S.A., 
P. A. viiiA74»
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abandon its free hand* In one sense, indeed, there was less 
reason than there had been in June for him to risk the dis­ 
pleasure of his colleague9 by committing himself to diplo­ 
matic solidarity at Constantinople* Germany's announcement 
ef her withdrawal from the Eastern political scene had made 
it more urgent for Austria to obtain a guarantee of British 
support f ^ but at the same time it had reduced the advantage 
which Kosabery could expect to derive from pledging that 
support* Neither the Austrians nor the Italians carried any 
important weight in Turkey? except as a means of fore­ 
stalling an Austro-Russian rapprochement * an arrangement 
with Vienna and Rome that did not include Berlin had little 
tc commend it* Rumours were beginning to circulate widely 
that an Austro-Ruasian rapprochement. on the basis of a 
Balkan partition* might in fact be in the offing* and the 
British ambassador in Vienna warned that the possibility of 
a reversal of Austria's foreign policy ought not to be ig­ 
nored* But, while remarking that there were 9 personages in 
a high position in this Empire to whom a good understanding 
with Russia would be infinitely more agreeable than the 
present arrangements with Germany 1 , the ambassador added 
that as Kalnoky was not one of them, he would probably be 
led to contemplate such a change in course only by 'over­ 
whelming* anxiety*-* Deym was not using the threat of an 
Austrian volte-face in his conversations with Rosebery in 
London, and the Foreign Secretary did not regard the situa-

1 Monson to Rosebery. No* 267 Secret and Confidential, 29 
Dec* I893t F*0* 7A199.

* Nioolsoa to Villiers, Private, 25 Nov* 1893* Villiers Papers*

^ Monson to Rosobery, No* 267 Secret and Confidential, 29 
Dto. 1893t *•<>• 7A199*
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tion as one sufficiently dangerous to demand the drastic 
cure of British commitment to Vienna in any form.

That Berlin could be brought back into the Hear Eastern 
fold f unless Great Britain undertook obligations extending 
to warlike aotiont Rosebery did not believe* The Foreign 
Secretary's attitude towards Germany at this period was an 
amalgam of irritation and deep distrust* In the summer f 
citing their behaviour in the railway controversy 9 he had

2reproached the Germans for 'lack of friendliness 9 $ and the 
durable bad impression which the Kaulla Incident had pro­ 
duced was not counteracted by German conduct in the autumn* 
Notwithstanding his own belief in the necessity of more 
warships 9 Eosebery did not appreciate lengthy lectures from 
Berlin about the supposedly hopeless impotence of the exist­ 
ing British Mediterranean squadrons , the • sorry figure 1 
which Great Britain might therefore out in a naval war, and 
the absence of any excuse for a British government which 
placed national honour in jeopardy* 3 'The German Government 
is evidently uncomfortable, • wrote the Foreign Secretary to 
Sir Edward Malet, 'and one of their methods of easing their 
discomfort is to complain of our fleet and our government 
and everything about us* 1 * More important than Rosebery *s

1 Rosebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan* 1894, F*0. 343/3*

2 Villiers to Malet, Private, 7 June 1893 (bound by error 
with the correspondence of January 1893), F*0. 343/31 of. 
P.P. viii, No* 2017 (Hatzfeldt to Caprivi, 2 June 1893)*

Gosaelin (charge' d'affaires at Berlin) to Rosabery, 
No« 261 Confidential, 4 Nov. 1893 (encloses Memorandum by 
Colonel Swaine, military attache at Berlin, dated 4 Rov* 
1893) I of. Malet to Rosebery, No* 285 Secret, 27 Nov* 1893, 
F.O. 64/12951 Private, 2 Dec* 1893, F*0» 343/13*

* Rosebery to Malet, Private, 6 Dec. 1893, F.O* 343/3.
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irritation, however, was hia recognition of the reasons 
for Germany 'a discomfort - her 'distrust 1 of Italy and her 
suspicions even of Austria* At any moment, he feared, Ber­ 
lin might begin seeking 'fresh entreVa > » 3>

Malet tried to calm his chief, arguing that there would 
be no 'politique d'aveature' on Germany's part as long as 
Capri vi remained Chancellor, and that even if the Germans 
desired a change, as they did not, there was no other polit­ 
ical combination open to them 'at present 1 than the Triple 
Alliance*2 Yet Rosebery did not altogether cease to be un­ 
easy about German policy. The European scene appeared to 
be in a state of flux, a state in which familiar friendships 
might collapse at any instant, familiar antagonisms be sub­ 
merged, and familiar arrangements superseded* Even Gladstone, 
not predisposed to emphasize foreign dangers, was giving way 
to wild imaginings i France and Germany, he suggested, might 
sink their differences over Alsace-Lorraine and combine in 
an assault on Belgium and the Netherlands* There is no 
evidence that Kosebery shared this particular apprehension* 
but he knew that the future usefulness and cohesivenaas of 
the Triple Alliance had become subjects of doubt and debate 
in Continental capitals, 5 and the mutual suspicions with 
which the coalition was afflicted seemed to him the 'worst

1 Ibid.

2 Malet to Rosebery, Private, 9 Dec* 1893, F.O. 343/13* 

Hoaebery to Malft, Private, 3 Jan* 1894, F.O. 343/3*

H.G.Hutohinson, Private Diarieo of the Rt* lion* Sir Al­ 
gernon West* G.C.3.. p« zzx* *

Wolff to Rosebery, Ho* 311A Secret and Confidential, 17
Nov* 1893. F.O. 73A927I cf . Monson to Rosebery, No. 267
Secret and Confidential, 29 Dec. 1893, F.O. 7/1199.
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of signs 1 .1
Writing to Walet about the f somewhat parlous condition 1 

of the Dreibund. the Foreign Secretary mentioned two theor­ 
etically possible remedies] outright British adhesion to
the Alliance 9 or alternatively a secret treaty between Great

2 Britain and Italy.*" Germany as much as Austria would have
welcomed British assurances to the Italians^ - not only be­ 
cause the loyalty of Home to its present allies could there­ 
by be rendered certain, but because London, having assumed 
the Italian burden and become Involved by it in intensified 
friction with France , might then be expected to draw closer 
to Berlin.* Not sharing the traditional prejudice of his 
party against commitments^ Rosebery put forward no personal 
objection in principle either to an agreement with Italy or 
to membership in a new quadruple coalition, but inevitably 
he had to rule both of them out as being beyond 'the range 
ef practical politics for a British Minister at this time'." 
His colleagues would not approve a binding pledge of any 
sort, and it was only a binding pledge from (Ireat Britain 
that could oonvinoe the Germans that it would be worth their 
while to stand by their friends in regions so remote from 
immediate German interests as the Near Bast and the Mediter­ 
ranean* Without giving some commitment to warlike action,

1 Bosebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan. 1894, P.O. 343/3.

2 Ibid.

* Ssogye'ny to Ktdnoky, Tel* Ho* 94 Confidential, 16 Deo. 
I893 f W.3.A., P*A. viii/174*

"H ™

Aadrassy, pp. 198-200. 

Of. Lord Newton, Lord Lansdowne. p. 227* 

6 Rosebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan. 1894, P.O. 343/3.
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Rosebery did not see what he could do to restore stability 
to the Breibundi 3- and as long aa the Breibund remained in 
its existing diaarrayf the idea of a personal commitment to

vsi'th.
diplomatic co-operation 4a Austria on the Bosphorus had t 
aa has been shown f no advantage oommensurate with the risk 
of diffioulties in the cabinet* His policy at Constantin­ 
ople* the Foreign Secretary informed Malet, was to 'act 
cordially 1 with the Austrians - 'but there t too, though 
our interests are cleart our hands must be freet we must 
co-operate t but not be handcuffed to anyone.' 2

Within that limitation, Eosabery did the best he could 
to give the Austrians confidence not only in Oreat Britain's 
willingness to support their Hear Eastern diplomacy, but 
also in the ability of the British embassy to make its sup­ 
port effective* He did not admit to Deyxu that the weakening 
of the British position at Constantinople since White's 
death had been due to any deep-seated causes: instead he 
attributed it largely to the egregious Sir Clare Pord^ - 
whose defects of temperament, in conjunction with the dis­ 
traction of amorous peccadilloes, had certainly not been 
without their importance• Ford's transfer to Rome had al­ 
ready been decided upon in October,5 and Rosebary made it 
clear to the Austrians that he was determined not to have 
another like him in Turkey, but to send out a man who would 
be 'equal to his duty 1 . 6 The depth of the Foreign Secretary's

1 Ibid. 2 Ibid.

3 Deym to Kfdnoky, No. 33A-£ Secret, 22 Dec. 1893, W.3.A., 
P.A. viii/174.

* Above, pp. 60-67* 5 Above, p. 68.

Deym to Kalnoky, Secret, 13 Deo.j No. 38A-E Secret, 22 Dec. 
1893 t W.S.A., P.A. viiiA74.
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determination may be judged from the selection which he 
made* For a time the Austrian embassy in London was expect­ 
ing the appointment of Sir Henry Drucoaond Wolff , who had 
negotiated the famous though futile Egyptian Convention of 
1887;^ but ! osebery had a more spectacular choice in mind. 
He hesitated in making it final , for he was extremely loath 
to lose the services in London of a valued and experienced 
expert. ̂ Ultimately f however, he took the plunge, and made 
known the appointment to Constantinople of Sir Philip Currie, 
the Permanent Under-Seoretary of the Foreign Office*

The selection of Currie f reported Sir Arthur Hicolaon, 
was •very well received 1 at the Ottoman capital; and Hicol- 
son himself , considering that Currie possessed in full 
measure the energy, firmness and dignity which Ford had 
lacked, hailed it with delight* 4 The Austrians too were 
highly pleased* they had been very conscious of Ford's de- 
fioiencieo,^ and Kdliioicy, like Nioolson, attached much impor­ 
tance to having a strong and forceful personality as the 
representative of Great Britain on the Bosphorus. Deym in-

1 Deym to Kalnoky, No. 35A-E Confidential, 15 Nov. 1893, 
W.S.A., P.A. viii/114.

2 Deym to Kfi&noky, No. 3dA-E Secret, 22 Dec. I893 f W.S.A., 
P.A. viii/174! No. 38D Confidantial, 22 Dec. 1893, W,S,A. f 
P.A. viii/114.

Deya to Kalnoky, Tel. No. 39, 20 Dec. 1893, W,S.A. f P.A. 
viii/114.

* Nioolson to Yilliern, Private , 1 Jan.; Privat e and Per­ 
sonal, 12 Feb. | Private and Personal, 26 Fob. 1894, Villiers 
Papers .

5 &•?• ix. No. 2141 (Prince Hainrioh VII Eeuss to Caprivi, 
22"TJeo. 1893).

6 K4lnoky to Deym, No. 3 Strictly Confidential, 7 Dec. 1893,
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formed his chief that Sir Philip was a man of parts and of 
vigour, who could be relied upon whenever occasion arose 
to act with all necessary resolution. He was a product, the 
Count went on to point out t of the 'school of Lord Beacons- 
field * t had been appointed Permanent Onder-Secretary by Lord 
Salisbury, and was a convinced adherent of Salisbury's pol­ 
icy* With this appraisal Ka^lnolcy agreed. 2 Without doing 
anything to which his most suspicious colleague could take 
exception, Rosebery had thus given the Austrians a new 
ground for strong hopes that at least so far as diplomatic 
action was concerned, Orervt Britain's traditional stand on 
the Near Eastern Question would be firmly maintained. It 
oeemed th?*.t Baron Calico, after his months of lonoliness f 
was at last to have an able and determined comrade*

Currie's appointment was, howevor, to prove insufficient 
to satisfy the Austriana ovon in the Near East, and oovious- 
ly it oould not give thorn any sanso of security regarding 
the future policy of Italy. A dau^or of an Italian volte- 
face under pressure from Prance had had to be faced after 
the Liberal victory of the preceding year, which had caused 
disquiet at Rome lest London might cease trying to uphold 
the atatuo quo in the Mediterranean region. In August 1392 
the Italian foreign minister had bluntly warned the British 
ambassador that if the French, encouraged by the political 
change at Westminster, embarked on a more forward policy in 
Horth Africa, and if the British disinterested themselves in

W.S.A» f P.A* viii/174* of. S»P» ix f No. 2141*

1 Dcym to Ka^lnoky, No. 38D Confidential, 22 Dec. 1893, W.S.A., 
P.A. viii/114.

G.P. ix, No* 2146 (Prince von Ratibor (German charge' d'af*» 
f&IreS" at Vienna) to Caprivi f 13 Feb. 1894).
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the matter, the result might be the adoption by Italy of a 
new course* Gladstone saw no 'immediate oauae for unoasi-

about Mediterranean affairs: thou&h suspecting that 
the Italians might be under the impression that Salisbury 
had promised them material assistance, he assumed that the 
previous administration had 'entered into no covenant f , and 
believed that in seeking assurances of support from the 
Liberal ministry the Quirinal was displaying 'not a little 
brass* . g But Hoaebery, unlike ths Prina Minister, was aa^er 
to allay Italy's anxieties. In September he took tho initi­ 
ative in discussing with the Geraana the subject of Anglo- 
Italian relations. It would be unsafe, he pointed out, for 
him to give Home any assurance in v^ritin^, lest an Italian 
indiscretion reveal it to his colleagues.^ The German am­ 
bassador, Oount Hatzjfeldt, replied that Italy was not in 
faot asking for a written communication, and he suggested 
as alternatives cither an oral statement to tho Italian am­ 
bassador, Count Toraielli, or the transmission of Rosebery's 
views to Rome by way of Berlin. Opting for the latter pro­ 
cedure, the Foreign Secretary agreed for the sake of pre­ 
cision to formulate his attitude in a memorandum A'hich, how­ 
ever, was to be treated by the Germans as orally delivered.

The assurance which Kosebery gave in this technically 
oral foni was explicitly stated not to be an attempt to oo«-

1 Vivian to Salisbury, Ho, 172 Confidential, 15 Aug, 1832 
(initialled by Rosebery on 24 August), P.O. 45/683.

Gladstone to Rosebery, 26 Aug.; 30 Aug.! 11 Sept. 1892, 
Add. M3* 44549*

Q»P« viii, No. 1737 (Hatzfeldt to the German Foreign Of- 
fioeT~6 Sept.) I No. 1739 (Hatzfeldt to Capri vl, 7 Sept. 1892)

4 Ibidtt No. 1737.
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•it the British cabinet. It was rather the expression of a
•personal 1 opinion that in the eveat of a *groundless 1 
French attack on Italy, Great Britain would be led by her 
Interests and sympathies to intervene.1 Hatzfeldt argued 
for the exclusion of the qualification 'groundless 1 , and 
Carrie« as Permanent Under-Seoretary, supported him: they
•aw danger that it would arouse suspicions at Rome, especi­ 
ally since the Italians, if they were indeed attacked , could 
not afford to wait for naval assistance while the British 
debated the 'groundlessness' or otherwise of the French 
action. Rosaoery, however, was adamant for retention of the 
word, doubtless in part because he did not want to encourage 
Italy to be provocative towards France, but largely because 
he feared that his statement might not remain a secret. It 
was obviously with the risk of exposure in z&ind that he in­ 
sisted to Currie that the phraseology used should respect 
the British popular preference for peace.

In the event, the Italians accepted Rosebary's declara­ 
tion without making any allusion to the qualification! -> and 
agreed philosophically with Germany's advice that nothing 
more definite should be sought for the present* The Germans
had realised that the Foreign Secretary's worry about diffi-

5 oulties with his colleagues was well-founded*' Italy had a

1 Ibid., No. 1740 (Hatafeldt to Caprivi, 11 Sept. 1892, with 
enclosure)*

2 Ibid., No. 1738 (Hatzfeldt to Caprivi, 7 Sept. 1892, with 
postscript); No* 1740.

Ibid*, No. 1741 (Solma-Sonnenwalde to the German Foreign 
Office. 14 Sept. 1892)i No. 1742 (Solms-Sonnenwalde to 
Caprivi, 26 Sept. 1892).

4 Ibid. 5 Ibid., No. 1739? No. 1740.
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stronger attraction for Liberal sentiment than did Austria, 
but this advantage was balanced by the Francophile tenden­ 
cies in the Liberal party, and by the fact that Italy waa 
compromised through her membership in the Triple Alliance, 
which Gladstone considered a major error in Italian policy.1 
In dealing with Home as well as with Vienna, Kosebery had 
to tread gingerly in order to remain secure? and it was not 
to Germany's interest that he should be pushed or cajoled 
into adopting a course which might precipitate his resigna­ 
tion* ¥he Germans hoped, however -and Currie did what he 
could to foster the hope - that he might eventually come to 
eooupy within the cabinet a position of sufficient strength 
for him safely to give Italy more complete satisfaction.2 
mmmw Here matters rested for some time. The Italians were 
still somewhat uneasy, suspecting that the French might be 
intending to convert Biserta, on the North African oo?st, 
into a fortified naval station, and also giving credence 
to rumours of French incursions into Tripoli. But neither 
ef these problems was serious* Although the Italian govern­ 
ment insisted, despite the contrary Judgment of British ex­ 
perts, that a fortified French base at Bizerta would ag­ 
gravate the threat to Italy's seaboard, it was conceded at 
Rome that so far as could be discovered, no construction of 
fortifications was actually in progress.4 As for Tripoli,

* P. Knaplund, Gladstone's Foreign Policy. p. 253*

* Q.P. viii, Ho. 1740; Bo. 1742.

3 Rosobery to Vivian, No. 156, 26 Oct. 1892, F.O. 45/681.

4 Vivian to Bosebery, Tel. No. 70, 2 Dec. 1892, F.O. 45/685, 
For the differing British and Italian views regarding 3i- 
ssrta, see Vivian to Roaebery, Ho. 237 Very Confidential, 
10 Hov. 1892, P.O. 45/664.
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all that the Qulrinal asked of the British was the co-opera­ 
tion of Sir Clare Ford in persuading the Turks to dispatch 
a few more troops,1

In 1893 the risk of Italy's changing sides became more 
grave, and began to attract more attention in diplomatic 
circles. In the spring the German foreign minister , con­ 
versing with the Italian foreign minister Brin, found the 
latter in what appeared a deeply anxious frame of mind re­ 
garding the prospects of British aid in a crisis. 2 There 
was now circulating a report 9 the origin of which was at­ 
tributed to Prince Bismarck, that even in the latter days 
of Salisbury's administration the Italians had taken steps 
to protect themselves by means of an understanding with 
Russia on Near Eastern affairs. 3 Hosebery t evidently dis­ 
turbed, reacted to the rumour by taking up a markedly 
friendlier attitude towards Count Tornielll, for whom he 
had in earlier months shown dislike* With Tornielli person­ 
ally the foreign Secretary achieved a considerable auooess. 
At the time of the change of government in London the am­ 
bassador had thought Great Britain to be so frightened of 
French strength as to be entirely unreliable, and he later

1 Roaebery to Vivian, Ho. 156, 26 Oct. 1392, P.O. 45/681,
2 Trench (charge* d'affaires at Berlin) to Rosebery, No. 104 
Confidential t 6 May 1393, P.O. 64/1294.

G *p * viii, Ho. 1745 (Hatssfeldt to Caprivi, 26 May 1893)? 
N07T748 (Marsohall to Hatsfeldt, 3 Juno 1693); Sdwardes 
(ehnrgrf d'affaires at Rome) to Rosobery, Ho. 206 Very Con­ 
fidential, 17 Aug. 1893, P.O. 45/699.

4 a *p « rlii t llo » 17*5 * No » 1748 1 8ee also No « 1737 »

Ibid., So« 1735 (Solms-nonnenwalde to Caprivi, 18 Aug» 
1892)*
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•told Hatefeldt that he had considered Salisbury's utter­ 
ances tc be usually dishonest and evasive, aimed only at 
avoiding compliance with Italy 1 s desires* Rosebery, on the 
other hand, was said by Tornielli in May 1893 to be thor­ 
oughly trustworthy - a statesman of sincerity, determination 
and clarity of mind*1

But success with lornielli did not necessarily mean 
success with Italy* At Vienna, whereas K^lnoky was unper­ 
turbed during the summer by Bosebery's refusal to take cog- 
nieance of the notes exchanged in 1687, the Italian ambassa-

2dor expressed a pessimistic view of the matter* At the end 
ef July the Hamburger Haohriohten published an article, be­ 
lieved to have been either written or inspired by Bismarck, 
in which the allegation was repeated that the Italians, as 
a result of the small trust whioh they reposed in Great 
Britain, had already concluded a secret convention with St* 
Petersburg* ̂ some oolour waa given to this assertion by 
the fact that according to a report received in June from 
the British Agent in Bulgaria, recent events at Sofia had 
indicated that Italy 1 3 attitude towards the Principality was 
perceptibly cooler now than it had been in the 'eighties. 
for a time in the late summer there seems to have been a de­ 
gree of concern at the British exnbaasy in Rome lest the

1 Ibid., Ho. 1745.
A

Ibid,, No, 1758 (Prince Heinrich VII Reuss to Caurivi, 
18 Aug. 1893).

Malet to Losabery, No. 167, 1 Aug. 1893 (encloses trans­ 
lation of an article in the Hamburger Nachrjohten of 29 July), 
P.O. 64/1294 j of» Sdwardes to RoaeDery, No, 206 Very Con­ 
fidential, 17 Aug. I893t F.O. 45/699*

* Dering to Roseberyt No. 69 Confidential, 2 June l893 f F.O. 
78/4507.
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statement in the newspaper artiole might be true. When the 
ambassador, i,ord Vivian, raised the queetion with Brln, the 
latter responded with a denial couched in the most categor­ 
ical and vehement terms, and he succeeded in convincing 
Vivian of hie varaoity. Yet even the temporary exiatauca 
of such a suspicion, and the press allegation itself, were 
significant symptoms of the uncertainties of the Italian 
situation.

Uncertainty was soon to increase* In August and Septem­ 
ber the approach of the "'ouion visit was a source of mis­ 
givings at tae Qulrlnal, where it was feared that faith in 
Russian support would produce an intoxicating effect on the 
French.2 In late September Italian anxiety on thia score 
was oonsideraoly diminished by the Tsar's insistence on the 
avoidance of a provocative political demonstration;- but 
some weeks after the Toulon festivities, on visiting Monaa 
for conversations with 3rin and King Umberto, Kilnoky gain­ 
ed the impression that a sense of isolation in the face of 
a Frunoo—Kusaian coalition nad become an important factor 
In Italian thinking.4 The Austrian minister*s deoision to 
go to Uonza had arisen in the first place from alarm felt 
at Vienna about the exceptionally severe tension prevailing 
between Paris and Home in the autumn of 1893, and about the 
campaign bein^ wa^ed by French financiers against Italian

1 Vivian to Rooebery, Ho* 227 Confidential, 13 Sapt. 1393, 
P.O. 45/699.

2 Vivian to Roaabery, No. 226 Confidential, 13 Sept. 1893, 
F.O. 45/699.

3 Vivian to Rosebery, Ho. 248 f 26 Sept.? No. 254 Confidential, 
27 Sept, I893t ?•<>• 45/6991 see also above, pp. 185-136.

* JO&noky to Derm, No. 2 Strictly Confidential, 7 Dec. 1893, 
1.3.A., P.A. viii/174.
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securities and credit - which were already in a Dangerous­ 
ly weak position** threatened as she was by financial dif­ 
ficulties i Italy could yet have no hope, so long as the 
French menace endured, of being able to escape i'rom the 
heavy burden of her existing expenditure on armaments. In 
consequence there wcs agitation in the Italian presto against 
further participation in the Triple Alliance.^ The policy 
of rivalry with France was proving too hazardous and too 
expensive» a reaction, it seemed, night set in against it, 
and the Italians inight throw themselves in despair into the 
ariao of their hitherto hated adversary* The collapse of the 
aoandal-torn Giolitti administration in late November added 
still another element of instability to the diplomatic 
scene. Austro-Italian relations had benefited during 1893 
from the peruonal friendships axaong Count Kigra, the Italian 
ambassador in Vienna, Baron Bruok, the Austrian ambassador 
in Rome, and aignor Brin himself. 4 Brin'e retirement from 
office waa to KeClnoky a natter of regret.^

Such were the circumstances in which Kalnoky instructed 
Deym to draw Rosebery'a attention to the necessity of bol­ 
stering Italian self-confidence. The Austrian minister be­ 
lieved that the King of Italy would remain loyal to the

Honson to Rosebery, Tel. No. 13 Secret, 12 Nov. 1893, 
P.O. 7/1200.

2 Vivian to Rosebery, Ho. 276, 13 Oct* I393t f.O, 45/700.

^ W.L. Lancer, The Franco-Busaia.n All.ianc.e, 1890-1694, p. 367.

Edwardes (charge' d'affaires at Rome) to Rosobery, No. 313 
Confidential, 6 Dec. 1893, P.O. 45/700.

•* K&noky to Daym, no. 2 Strictly Confidential, 7 Dec. 1893, 
W.S.A., P.A. viii/174.
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Triple Alliance, but he considered Umberto to b© weak and 
indecisive, and felt no faith in the effectiveness of royal 
influenco* He believed that if the Austrian rear were to be 
kept secure, and if the British naval deterrent in the Medi­ 
terranean wera not to have its credibility diminished by a 
defection of the Italian fleet to tiie Dual Entente , then 
the Foraign Office sight well have to act with vigour to 
dispel Italy's deopondency. The arguments with which he 
supplied MB ambassador in London naturally stressed the 
naval factor*1

When Deyu raised the question on 13 December, Rosobery 
unheaitatingly recognized the identity of British and Italian 
interests in the Mediterranean, the advantages of retaining 
Italy's support at sea, and the fact that Great Britain could 
not be indifferent to a veering of Italian policy from its 
established courue. That the Quirinal might possibly be se­ 
duced by French 'intrigues 1 , and that it was important to 
disabuse Italian statesmen of any idea that they were stand­ 
ing alone against a superior foe, the Foreign Secretary also 
admitted* VI th respect to the means of reassuring Italy, 
however, he initially spoke as though he saw no need for any 
action beyond a decision to expand the British fleet* The 
knowledge that ouch a decision had been taken, he reasoned, 
would in itself cause the Italian sense of being exposed to 
give way to a feeling of greater safety, and he confidential­ 
ly informed Deym - somewhat prematurely - that the oabinet

on the point of approving a very considerable naval

to DoyiE* No. 2 Strictly Confidential, 7 Dec* 1893, 
W*S.A. f P*A* viii/174| see also a*P* ix. Ho. 2138 (Eulenburg 
to Capri vi, 20 Pec. 1^93) •

2 Dejro to fcilnoky, Ho. 37A-I Secret, 13 Dec* 1893, W.3.A.,
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This assurance regarding the fleet did not appear to 
Deym to alter the situation* From the state of public opin- 
ion, and from leas definite language used by Hoaebery in 
November, the ambassador had already derived the impression 
that naval increases were probable* That they would produce 
a desirable effect on Italian minds he was prepared to con­ 
cede, but he reminded the Foreign Secretary that although 
the French might be restrained from aggression, Italy would 
•till be in doubt aa to the action of the augmented fleet in 
ease of war* He addedi *• . * daas, wenn auoh die en^lisohen 
Vernaltni3se den Abaohluas eines Bundnisses nioht zuliessen, 
bei der Stellung die Lord Boaebery im Cabinet einnehme und 
bei dem Anaehen, welches er bei beiden Parteien dea Landea

Mgenieaae, er es wohl ait Beruhl&un^ auf aioh nehmen konne, 
fur bestlmmte Falle Zuaioherungen »u ertheilen 1 *

At this Boaebery firmly demurred, for the usual reason 
that cabinet approval was unobtainable* A secret personal 
promise to Italy would, he knew, be even more risky than one 
to Austria* The Italian government had just given a rather 
embarrassing demonstration of ita carelessness with secret 
informations the intended appointment of Sir Clare Ford to 
the Borne embaasy had been revealed to the Italian preaa be-

P«A, viii/174* It was not until 14 December, the day follow* 
ing the conversation between Hoaebery and Deym, that Lord 
3penoer first raised in the cabinet the question of naval 
increases: see Gladstone to J* Morley, 14 Dec* 1893, Add. MS* 
44549*

1 Deym to Kolnoky, No* 36B, 29 Nov.; No* 360 Confidential, 
29 Nov* 18931 No. 373, 13 Dec. 1893, W.S.A., P.A. viii/114,

2 Deya to Kolnoky, No* 374-1 Secret, 13 Dec* 1893, W.S*A*, 
P*A* viii/174.

3 Ibid*
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fore being formally approved by the Queen.1 The incident 
was not an isolated onet when he told Viotorla of what had 
happened, Hosebery mentioned having frequently pointed out 
to the Italians that the •constant* leakage from their for­ 
eign ministry tended to 'prevent all confidential communi- 
oation 1 . 2 In the Interview of 13 December, he left Deym con­ 
vinced that while he might well speak some comforting words 
to Count Tornielli, he would not deviate from the principle 
of *no obligations 1 * ̂

Kalnoky was far from satisfied* To him it seemed that 
since Italy had already received assurances in general terms 
of British sympathy and probable aid in the event of French 
aggression, and was nevertheless not enjoying ease of mind, 
the mere repetition of such 'ganz allgemeine Zusicherungen 1 
would be of little avail* That Rosebery was determined to 
resist France by arms if need be, the Austrian minister did 
not doubt | but he considered that this determination had 
small relevance to the diplomatic circumstances. The French, 
in Kalaoky's view, contemplated no attacks their plan was 
not to fight Italy but to make her ever more conscious of 
weakness and isolation, and finally to persuade her that 
alignment with Prance would be more in her interests than 
maintenance of her existing dependence on an unreliable Eng­ 
land* The task of persuasion would be facilitated, Ka'lnoky 
feared, by offers of financial assistance and of commercial

1 Deym to Kalnoky, No. 35A-E Confidential, 15 Nov* I893 f 
W.S.A., P.A* viii/114.
2 Rosebery to Queen Victoria, 14 Hov. 1893 (printed in G.E* 
Buckle, The Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd ser., ii* 319- 320)* —— —— ——— —————————

Dsym to Kalnoky, Ho* 37A-I Secret, 13 Dec* 1893, W*3*A*, 
P*A. viiiA74.
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and territorial bribes* Believing in this interpretation of 
French policyf the Austrian was unimpressed by an argument 
?ut forward by Kosebery «- that if Franco-Italian hostilities 
broke out, and if he (Rosebery) had then to confess to his 
colleagues that he was committed to the Italian cause. his 
ability to influence the cabinet in favour of intervention 
would be destroyed* Kalnoky expected that the occasion for 
British armed intervention would never arise: the commit­ 
ments which ho envisaged were to be not a prelude to battle* 
but simply a diplomatic counter-measure against the effects 
of French psychological warfare* Count Deym was instructed 
to continue his efforts at London*

The ambassador took a more realistic view than his chief 
of what could be accomplished. In his opinion - which was
*hared by Count Hatsfeldt - Hosebery already understood that 
the danger of a Franco—Italian rapprochement was genuine 9 
and was sincere in citing the attitude of his colleagues as 
the decisive objection to the Austrian plan for forestalling 
it.2 Unless the danger appeared at some time to grow more 
imminent than the Foreign Secretary now thought it to be, 
Deym was afraid that the objection could not be overcome* 
Without the authority of the cabinet f he reported, or at 
least of the Prime Minister, Hosebery would not give binding 
assurances? and if he laid a proposal for suoh assurances 
before his fellow ministers t he would have to back up his 
advocacy with a threat of resignation* This the ambassador 
was confident that he would do if he were sure that an Anglo-

* Deym to K&Lnoky, Wo* 37A-I Secret t 13 Deo.i Kf&noicy to 
Deym. Strictly Confidential, 20 Dec* 1893, W*S*A., P.A*
viii/174.

* Deym to Ka*lnoky f Ho. 39A-C, 27 Deo*| Ho. 39B Confidential, 
27 Dec. I893f W.S.A., P.A. viii/174*
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Italian pact waa indispensable - but not otherwise* To 
make natters worse f Deym felt no certainty that the Foreign 
Secretary 1 8 position in the cabinet had become, or would 
ever become, strong enough for him to carry his point*

It waa therefore in a pessimistio mood that the Austrian 
diplomat reopened tho conversations at the 1'orelgn Offioe 
towards the end of December« At cnce his fears seemed con-* 
firmed• Though admitting again that an Italc-French arrange­ 
ment was by no means impossible, Roseaery argued strongly 
against its probability* As long as Great Britain displayed 
sympathy for her, he maintained, Italy was unlikely to be 
entioed into alignment with the French unless the latter 
were to accord substantial concessions* Protectionists be­ 
ing dominant in the French Chamber, he thought it question­ 
able that any important concession could be offered in the 
commercial sphere f and he voioed doubt that a settlement of 
territorial issues in the Mediterranean region would be 
permitted by French chauvinists except on terms which could 
have no attraction for the Italians* Moreover, professing 
ao little contempt for French statesmen, he questioned 
whether they were sufficiently competent in diplomacy to 
make the most of the opportunity presented by Italy's diffi­ 
culties* In brief, the Foreign Secretary still spoke as 
though he saw no need to do anything more than show friend­ 
ship for Italy and expand the British navy*2

Inwardly, it appears, Hosebery was less complacent than 
he allowed Deym to believes early in January, accepting the

1 Deym to JCalnoky, No* 39A-C, 27 Dec. 1893, W.S.A*, P.A. 
viiiA74*

2 Deym to Kalnoky f Secret, 29 Dec* 1893, W,S*A*, P*A* 
viiiA74l fr*P». viii, No, 1763 (HatBfeldt to the German For­ 
eign OffioeT?9 Dec. 1893).
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risk of an indiscretion at Rome, he gave the Italian am­ 
bassador to understand that he was prepared to 'take over 
the arrangements made by Lord Salisbury' 1 - the step which 
he had refused, in December as in June, to contemplate in 
the case of Austria. He added that GreEt Britain could not
*regard with indifference 9 the defeat of Italy by France.2 
Even now he did not give assurance a of automatic armed 
action in defined eventualities, but the Auatrians content­ 
ed themselves with what they had achieved* In this policy 
they were encouraged by advice from the Wilhelmatrasse, 
which held that in view of the attitude of the Liberal cab­ 
inet, it oould not be hoped that Eoaebery would proffer firm 
pledges of material intervention*3 Moreover, although Fran- 
eesoo Criapi's accession to the Italian Premiership a few 
weeks previously had not beon welcomed at Berlin, the Ger­ 
man foreign minister let the Austriana know that he was more 
sanguine than &£lnoky regarding the chances of Italy's re­ 
maining loyal to her friends in spite of British reserve. 
Baron Maroohall agreed with Eosebery in thinking French 
politicians too short-sighted and maladroit to take best ad­ 
vantage of their opportunity, and he contended as well that 
the opportunity was not in fact a very good one* In Italian 
official circles, he said, there had recently been a growth 
Of confidence that even in the absence of coramitments, 
public opinion would compel any British government to come

* W.L. Langer, The Franco-Russian Alliance. 1890-1694* p. 371. 

2 Ibid.

' SBogye'ny to JC^lnoky, No. 2A-G Strictlv Confidential, 6 Jan.f 
Ho. 2B Strictly Confidential, 6 Jan. 1894, W.3.A., P.A. 
viii/174.

* Islet to Ronebery, Private, 9 Dec. 1893. ?.0. 343/13.
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to Italy's aid in an emergency.
Believing neither in the necessity of definite British 

promises nor in the possibility of obtaining then* the 
Germane were interested primarily in seeing Great Britain 
strengthen her fleet - in particular with respect to per­
sonnel f a problem whioh Chancellor Capri vi oonsidered with

2 some reason to be more urgent than that of new construction.
To Eosebery also naval augmentation seemed 'our only sure 
policy 1 .-* All his main objectives he sought to attain either 
exclusively or largely ay that means. To restrain France and 
Russia 9 to make it safer for Ore at Britain to exist in iso­ 
lation, and at the same time f by reassuring Italy and Aus­ 
tria f to make isolation less likely - for each of these pur­ 
poses adoption of a naval programme appeared vital. Upon 
auoh a programme depended even the value whioh the lonely 
Austrlana might be expected to attach to Sir Philip Currie*s 
oo-operation at Constantinople. Whatever his talents, an 
ambassador could accomplish little or nothing if the Sultan 
and hi 3 entourage become completely contemptuous of British 
power, now the Turks, by December 1893, were known to have 
ooncluded that the British Mediterranean fleet was hopeless­ 
ly inferior to the forces whioh Prance and Russia together

A xo£'ce.<^£could bring against it. As we have already aotoa, Baron

1 Szogydny to &&noky, Ho. 2A-G Strictly Confidential, 6 Jan. 
1894, W.S.A., P.A. viii/174.

2 SBflgyrfny to Kalnoky, No. 57A-G Strictly Confidential, 23 
Dec. 1893? No. 2B Strictly Confidential. 6 Jan. 1894, W.S.A., 
P.A. viii/174. Of. Spencer to Seymour, 9 Nov.f Spencer to 
Haroourt, 10 Dec. 1893, Spencer P apera.

Rooebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan. 1894, P.O. 343/3.

* Kieolson to Villiero, Private, 7 Beo. 1893, Villiers 
Papers*
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Calice had been worried as early as the summer lest the ap­ 
parent weakening of the Britlah position at sea might lead 
to a further rise in ?ranoo-Rusaian influence on the Boa- 
phorusf^ and In December Sir Arthur Rlcolson - no alarmist - 
was willing to admit that the naval situation might indeed 
cause the Ottoman authorities to treat the Britiah embassy
•cavalierly*. Nicolson confidently predicted, howovar, that 
the Turks' attitude would 'veer round again* if the Medi­ 
terranean fleet were reinforced.2

With respect to its effectiveness both as a deterrent 
to the Dual Entente, and as a substitute for commitments - 
as a method, that la, of increasing Austrian and Italian 
faith in British support without the uae of binding assur­ 
ances - Rosobery's policy of navul expansion was jeopardized 
from its inception by the conduct of the Prime Minister and 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer. The Foreign Secretary seems 
to have felt no doubt that victory for tha advocates of an 
enlarged Navy was ultimately certain?^ but olnce a new pro­ 
gramme would take years to complete, and no immediate gains 
in physical power would result, he knew that its value for 
the present would lie chiefly in its psychological liapaot «* 
in the impression which it would convey that Great Britain 
was determined to remain a first-class Power, playing a 
prominent part in all intornational disputes affecting her 
intercata. To obtain the maximum paychologioal advantage,

Above, p. 144*

2 Hioolson to Vllliers, Private, 7 Dec. I893 f Villiera 
Papers•

* Deym to &£Lnoky, Ho* 360 Confidential, 29 Nov. 1893. 
W.3.A., P.A • viii/114> Ho. 37A-I Secret, 13 Dec. 1893, 
W.S.A.. P.A. viii/174r Booebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan* 
1894, *.0. 343/3*
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the government would have not merely to adopt a major pro­ 
gramme , but to do so quickly and with on appearance of unity 
and decision. 'As the effect of this immediate expenditure 
is even more moral than physical, 1 wrote Rosebery to Glad- 
atone, *I lay the greatest stress on an early intimation • • 
If we are to spend the money let us get our money 1 3 worth} 
and half the worth will lie In the promptitude of the an­ 
nouncement that we are ready to spend it. 1 ^ To such advice 
neither Gladstone ncr Harcourt was prepared to listen*

In early December, urged on by Chamberlain and Ualfour, 
Lord George Hamilton gave notice of a notion in the House of 
Commons calling upon the ^overanent to make known its inten­
tions regarding the fleet before the Christmas receso, in

2 order that action might be talcon at once* To the intense
disappointment of the Queen, a staunch ally of the Admirals, 
the cabinet accepted the view of Harcourt and the Prime 
Kinister that the motion should be treated as one of no 
confidence* 4 Though besought by Rosebery on the eve of the 
debate to let it be clear that the fleet would in fact be 
increased ,5 Gladstone couched his reply to Hamilton in terms

* Rosebery to Gladstone, Confidential, 18 Dec* 1893, Add* 
US* 44290.
O Lord G* Hamilton* Parliamentary Reminiscences and Reflec­ 
tions, ii, 219, 223l*TSnaard < 3 Parliamentary Debates* 4th 
eer*, xix* 1170*

Quean Victoria to Gladstone, 7 Dec* 1893 (printed in 
Buckle, 3rd eer., ii* 328) f Sir H* Ponoonby to Gladstone, 
17 Dec. 1893 (printed in Buckle, 3rd eer., ii. 332).

* Harcourt to Gladstone, Private, 12 Dec* 1893, Add* MS* 
44203| H.G* Hutohinson, Private Diaries of the Rt« hon.3ir 
Algernon West, G»C»a«t p* ZZ7« " """"""

9 Koaebery to Gladstone, Confidential, 18 Dec* 1893, Add* MS, 
44290 •



which afforded no confort to the champions of naval aug- 
mentation. 1 The Foreign Secretary was deeply disxoayed, be­ 
lieving that at a time when Europe was in a 'parlous state 1 , 
an opportunity of making a valuable contribution to peace 
had been thrown away»2 On the following day, 20 Decembar, he 
commented to Gpenoer:

What I deplore is that at the moment when a clear and decisive note should have been sounded in Europe f which could have anticipated many evils and guaranteed peace f we had something, admirable perhapa from the point of view of House of Commons tactics, but ambigu­ ous, obscure and therefore disastrous*
You do not seem to take in that what was wanted quite as much as^fnaval strength was the moral 

effect of a timely if general declaration.
The peace of Europe is less secure today than it was yesterday* 3

Gladstone had created for the Foreign Secretary an em­ 
barrassing diplomatic problem. If promises of naval expan­ 
sion were atill to carry weight at Vienna, Rosebery had 
plainly to convince the Austriana that the Prime Minister 
did not speak with the true voice of the cabinet. According­ 
ly, also on the 20th, he gave Count Deym to understand that 
the response to Hamilton* a motion was attributable solely 
to the personal •pedantry 1 of a stubborn old man* fclad- 
atone's attitude was deplorable, he said, but it did not 
mean that nothing would be done to strengthen the float. 
Deym does not appear to have arf^ied the point? privately, 
howovar, ha now felt some disquiet about the prospects for

1 Hansard's Parliamentary Debates, 4th »er., xix. 1789-1804*
2 Rosebery to Spencer, Secret, 20 Dec*, Spencer Papers) Bose-• bery to Gladotone f Confidential, 28 Dec. 1893» Add. MS. 44290
Rosebery to Spencer, Secret, 20 Dec. 1893 (a letter apoar- 

tntly written subsequently to that cited in Note 2 above), 
Spencer Papers.
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an adequate increase in the nav;l eatiuates. ?liere could be 
no doubt, he warned XjJlnolcy, that Bosebery had suffered a 
defeat in the oaM.net on the naval question.1

The Austrian ambassador wan being excessively pessi­ 
mistic, for on the subatunce of the issue, as distinct froa . 
the matter of dealing with the Opposition motion, Gladstone 
wna already nearly isolated. On 14 Deconber 3pono@r had 
disolcnod to the cabinet tlie views prevailing at the Admir­ 
alty, and tho reception given his statement had indicated 
that most of the ministers wero willing to acquiesce in an 
important addition to the naval budget. John Morley had been 
abaent; only the Prirae Minister and Karoourt had protested, 
the former at least in the lano^uage of threatened resigna­ 
tion* Gladstone ' a initial objections were baaed on financial 
considerations,* and until the end of the first week of 
January dlsouasiona dragged on regarding a possible compro­ 
mise on ariounta.3 ?hen the nituation oluuiged: rofualnij to 
argue further about figures, the Briroe Minister prepared an 
hour-Ion^ oration to the cabinet streaming what he conceived 
to bo the evil international implications of nuvul expan­ 
sion.* If 30sia plan for the evacuation of Egypt had been 
agreed upon, he informed Rosebery privately, 'iny oenae of 
the enormous mischief of the pending proposfil • • • would 
have been partially, perhaps sensibly abated, though I cannot

1 Deym to £a*lnoley f Private and Confidsntial, 23 Doc* I893 f 
f.S.A.t P.A. viii/174.
2 Gladstone to Morlejr, 14 Dec* 1693t Add. Mi* 44549.
^ Morley to Spencer, Secret, 4 Jan«| Secret, 6 Jan* 1394, 
•ytnoer Papera•
Morley to Spencer, Secret, 9 Jan* I894 f Spencer Papers| 

Hotes by Gladstone, dated 9 Jan* 1894, Add. MS* 4464&»
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say essentially altered* « Aa matters stood, he maintained 
to his colleagues on 9 January that adoption of the naval 
programme would aggravate tension with France and Hussia, 
oauae an aooeleration of French and Russian construction, 
and force Great Britain to draw closer to the Triple Alli­ 
ance. Continental Jealousy of Great Britain would, he fear­ 
ed, be intensified , and might even lead to the formation of 
a ' defensive league* against her* But what moved the Prime 
Minister 'far above all' was the conviction that naval in­
creases would constitute a * stimulus and provocation to the

2 accursed militarism**
With Gladstone's plea Harcourt associated himself, not 

merely disputing the necessity of the new proposals but de­ 
nouncing as * foolish* even the Naval Defence Act of Ibd9* 
Unlike Bosabery, the Chancellor had no tendency to torture 
himself with thoughts of posoibly impending crises* 'My dear 
Winston** he remarked to a certain young cavalry offioer in 
1395, 'the experiences of a long life have convinced me that 
nothing ever happens* ** Moreover, he was at one with Glad­ 
stone in taking treaties seriously, and in doubting that 
Russia would dare to break the 'ban of Europe* by sending 
her Black Sea fleet into Mediterranean waters •** Out of touoh 
with diplomatic realities, he believed - or at any rate pro-

Gladotone to Eosebery, 11 Jan* 1894, Add* SIS. 44549* 

2 Notes by Gladstone, dated 9 Jan* 1894, Add* MS* 44648*

Cabinet minute by Gladstone, dated 9 Jan* 1894, Add* MS 
44648*

* W.3* Churchill, The World Orisia. i* 25-26.

" Hanaard/o Parliamentary Defra.te.a« 4th 3er., xix* 1880; 
Gladstone to Spencer, 2 Jan* 1894, Add, MS. 44549; otf. A.J. 
Harder, British Naval Policy * 1880-1905* p. 182*
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feaeed to believe - in the ludicrously naive notion that a 
Russian plunge through the Straits would automatically bring 
the Triple Alliance into the war*1 For all this, however, 
Harecurt' s position in the naval controversy differed from 
Gladstone 1 s, in that the Chancellor was not resolved to 
carry his opposition to the Admiralty beyond sharp words. 
In correspondence with Spencer he employed tactics of bluff 
and bluster! as late as 19 January he insisted that the 
'fixed point 1 in his eyea was the avoidance of estimates 
which would require the imposition of additional taxation*
*I at least am not prepared', he warned, 'to be the instru­ 
ment of such a demand*' 2 Yet early in the month, before 
Gladstone's speech to the cabinet, he had been urging the 
Prime Minister in private to accept the naval programme* 
Soenoer, he argued, was committed irrevocably to the Board 
of Admiralty; both would resign if thwarted, and to replace 
the Board and the First Lord would be impossible* The 
'fixed point 1 was defended with violent phrases but without 
determinations the Spencer Programme did entail higher taxes, 
and it was Haroourt who imposed them** 

: Gladstone had thus no steadfast supporters, and his 
arguments of 9 January did not win him converts* Naval aug­ 
mentation was the one kind of vigorous action relevant to 
foreign affairs which was likely to find favour with a Lib-

Harcourt to Spencer. 20 Nov* 1893 (printed in A*G* Gardin- 
er, The Life of 3ir Williaa Haroourt* U* 247-243)*
2 Harcourt to Spencer, Secret, 12 Dec* 1893; 19 Jan. I894 f 
Spencer Papers•

* Gardiner, ii. 253.

* Ibid*, pp* 251-252, 281-301, 629-631; Karoourt to Spencer, 
26 *eb* 1394, tfpenoer Papers,



263

eral cabinet* In attempting to exploit isolationist and 
anti-militarist sentiment against the Admiralty 9 the Prime 
Minister overlooked or ignored the faot that the absolute 
supremacy of the fleet was aa vital to the maintenance of 
isolationist and anti-militarist principles as it was to the 
proseoution of an imperialist policy. Ripen, for instance , 
Opposed his leader precisely on the ground that a big Navy 
made it safe to possess only a small military establishment* 
In these circumstances all that Gladstone could accomplish 
was to delay what he could not prevent - and this he made up 
his mind to do* At the cabinet meeting on 9 January Roseberyt 
with backing from Asquith* asked for an immediate decision, 
but to no avail #^ The Prime Minister withdraw shortly after­ 
wards to Biarrltes he avoided having another meeting before 
his departure t lest a decision be forced upon him, and he 
refused to delegate the power of convening the cabinet in 
hie absence* There still seemed some chance that he might 
reconsider his stand t it was just before the middle of the 
month that Herbert Gladstone made his mysterious statement 
to Lewis Haroourt.4 Not until early March did the aged 
statesman submit his resignation to the Queen*

Koaebery's hopes of deriving psychological advantages 
from prompt and decisive action therefore came to nought* 
It may be doubted whether the impression which such action 
mi$ht have produced would have sufficed in any event to 
satisfy Viennaf but the delays and publicly known^ disunity 
of the Liberal ministry on the naval issue certainly cannot

Ripon to 3ir A. West, Confidonti?.l f 26 Jan. 1894 (printed 
in Hutchinoon, pp. 256-260).

2 Hutchinson, pp. 236-237* * Ibld. f p. 238.

4 Above f pp. 202-203. * Hutohinson. p. 248.
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have leadened Austria,'a fears that Great Britain, if con­ 
fronted with an Eastern crisis, would hesitate y waver and 
perhaps ultimately do nothing* Presumably with the rising 
Franco—Russian influence on the Bosphorus in mind. Kalnoky 
thought that St. Petersburg would most probably precipitate 
the crisis by making the Sultan propose international 
discussion and settlement of the question of free passage 
through the Straits for warships* As an alternative* he be­ 
lieved, Kusaia might proceed by means of direct communica­ 
tion to the Powers* Gerxmny being aloof, Italy certainly 
weak and possibly disloyal, and Austria not strong enough 
to resist such moves by herself, everything depended in 
Kalnoity's eyes on the willingness of London to play a more 
energetio part in Eastern affairs* If the British aligned 
themselves firmly with Austria, the crisis might well be 
averted, or Russia made to retreat without bloodshed* I he 
Russian goal, Kalnoky felt sure*, was to obtain free passage 
without war* which would so exhaust the Tsarist Empire as 
to preclude it from exploiting the opportunities opened up 
by naval acoeas to the Meditexmnean*^

Count Deym'a efforts at persuasion in December had 
fallen short of their objective* At about the turn of the 
year Count Hatzfeldt also had attempted to convince the for­ 
eign Office of the need for a stronger policy* Although the 
ambassador imagined that he had done some good,-5 he appears 
from British sources to have succeeded only in aggravating

1 Wonnon to Boeebery, No* 17 Secret, 24 Jan* 1894, 1*0* 
78/4592.

2 Ibid*
* q.p« ix t ffo. 2143 (Hatzfelflt to Kolatein (a private lettor), 
30"TTec. 1893)-
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Rosebery*s suspicions of Germany* Knowing that Sir Philip 
Currie - who was still in London - was not without influence 
with the Foreign Secretary, Hatzfeldt approached the newly- 
appointed ambassador rather than Bosebery personally* He 
explained his doin# so by saying that Roaeaei'y was * boutonnijf/ 
with him, and then proceeded - in the words of the Foreign 
Secretary to Sir Edward ISalet - *to pour forth the disinter- 
ested fears of the Triple Alliance for ua and not for them­ 
selves '• Hosebery considered this behaviour to be 'sinister 
and inexplicable 9 *2 Hatefeldt continued on his blundering 
way in early January, having long interviews with Currie - 
who was apparently somewhat embarrassed by what was going 
on - and sending a subordinate to see the Foreign Secretary* 
The latter, who suspected Kaiser Wllhelm of beinft at the 
bottom of the affair, concluded that in view of the •Hatz­ 
feldt mystery 9 . It would be necessary to transact diplomatic 
business at Berlin instead of in London*3 Matters seem to 
have been put ri&ht in the course of the month, though not 
before Malet reminded Marachall that he, the minister, would 
not like a British ambassador to avoid contact with him in 
favour of conversing with Baron Holstein*^

Mere persuasion and general appeals to British interests 
had produced no sxiffioiently satisfactory results* But the 
Austrian foralsn minister wars resolved to obtain security 
through British support, and he had another card to play.

* Ibid., Ho. 2142 (Hatzfeldt to CaDrivi, 30 Dec* 1893). 

2 Rosebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan* 1394, F.0» 343/3* 

Rcs^bery to ^alet, Secret, 16 Jan. 1894, F*0. 343/3*

Walqt to Tloaebery, Private and Secret, 20 Jan* 1894, P.O. 
343/13.
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BOSEBEBY AHD THE TRIPLE ALLIANCE, Id94
•• t

Count Kednoky made the first move of his new campaign in 
a conversation with Sir Edmund Manson, the British ambassa­ 
dor at Vienna, on 17 January 1894* Launching into a long 
exposition of Austria 'a views on the Near Eastern question, 
the foreign minister argued that Huasia could now count upon 
support from Paris in any matter affecting the Maditerran- 
ean, and that she was unlikely to be so foolijh as to delay 
action until Fronoh enthusiasm for the Russian connection 
had abated* On this ground he predicted that within the 
•near 1 though not the 'immediate 1 future 3t* Petersburg 
would try to bring about, by diplomatic means, a settlement 
of the Strait a issue* In such an eventuality, he intimated, 
the policy of both Italy and Austria would be determined by 
that of Ore at Britain, and he made it clear that he was much
desirous of being enlightened as soon as possible regarding

2 British intentions*
When Deyrn saw Hoaebery once again on 31 January, there­ 

fore, the Foroi/^n Secretary was prepared for further Austrian 
advocacy of precise assurances with respect to the attitude 
of the British government in a future Straits orisie. He was

Monson to Rosobery, Tel» Ho* 4 Moat Confidential, 17 Jan*i 
BoBobcry to Monoon, l*el* Ho* 4 Secret, 19 Jan*| Moncon to 
Eosobery, Tel* No. 6 Secret, 19 Jan*? No* 17 Secret, 24 Jan. 
1894 (received at the Foreign Office on 29 January), F*C* 
78/4592*

x --turn by TCctnolcy on r* aonver?ation between 
Xalnoky and Monson, Strict?.* Confidential, dated 18 Jc.n. 1894, 
W.S.A., P*A* viii/174.
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also prepared to give a reply, in the form of a reasaertion 
in general terms of his adhei'ence to the traditional Brit­ 
ish position*1 What Kalnoky had not made explicit to Monsonf 
however, was that generalities, which had sufficed in June, 
would now be regarded by Austria as altogether Inadequate • / 
For the purpose of detarmining its own future course, the 
Ballplatz had nade up its mind to find out, with the least 
delay, whether or not Great Britain could be relied upon 
'under all circumstances' to uphold 'her Interests and her 
prestige 1 In the Mediterranean against a Franco-Russian

2challenge* Deya warned Rosabery that if Austria were un­ 
able to count with certainty on British aid, the government 
at Vienna would ft* compelled, in order to avoid the risk 
of a single-handed encounter with ' ussia, to abandon the 
Straits to tha ?sar. Later in the conversation the ambassa­ 
dor spelled out the implications of such a atop, explaining 
that Austria oould reconcile herself, albeit with reluctance, 
to the riao of Russian influence in the eastern Balkans, 
and would limit nor activities to the task of excluding her 
rival from the territories adjacent *o the Austrian border 
and stretching to the Aegean. Beyra indicated, that is, that 
Kdtlnoky would accept a BiDiaarckian partition of the Balkan 
peninsula - a<* Willialia II had advised - with Salonika as 
compensation for Russian supremacy at Constantinople . 3

1 Deyn to KaOnoHy, No. 7A-S Secret, 7 Feb. 1894 (printed in 
translation in H* Tennerley and Lillian M. Penson, Founda- 
tlona of British Foreign Voliuy. 1792-3.902» pp. 480-457).

to Deyia, Ho. 1 Secret, 25 Jan. 1894, 7*3.A., P.A.

Te^aperley and Pennon, loc. cit.? for the OorT?,n vinr, see 
abore, p. 230*
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What mattered to Rosebery, however, was leas the fate 
of the peninsula for its own aaice than the problem of the 
Ottoman waterway* It was evident to Deym that the Foreign 
Secretary was deeply impressed by the suggestion of a con­ 
templated change in Austria* s Straits policy* The ambassa­ 
dor had indeed stated his warning so strongly that for a 
moment Kosebery exaggerated its scopet the Austrlans were 
threatening that in the absence of a firm British commit­ 
ment they would acquiesce in any Russian initiative for 
free passage 9 but what the Foreign Secretary apparently be­ 
lieved them to be threatening was that they would approach 
St. Petersburg themselves with the offer of on agreement 
giving Russia a free hand in the 3 trait a Question* Deym de-o teotad and dispelled this misapprehension almost at onea,
but the fact that it arose affords evidence of Kosebery'e 
readiness to view the Austrian demarche in the gravest 
possible light* In his alarm he decided to go as far as was 
praotloable towards meeting K&noky'a requirement a. Accept­ 
ing the rl&k of exposure from which he had held back before, 
he gave a conditional promise, without his colleagues* know­ 
ledge* of British resistance to Russia at the Boaphonia*3 

A promise given without the authorisation of the cab­ 
inet was not, of course, as much as Kellnoky desired, and 
Deym pressed with embarrassing insistence for the submission 
ef the question to the other ministers* On this point, how­ 
ever, the Foreign Secretary inade no concession* Deym*s ex­ 
pression of doubt that Austrian policy could be based on a 
mere personal assurance, which the cabinet might not honour

Temperlay and Penaon, loo* oit*

2 Deym to Kalnoky, Secret (unnumbered), 7 Feb* 1394, W.S.A., 
P*A* viii/174.

Temperley and Penaon, loo. oit.
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in an emergencyf evoked the rejoinder that it was Rosebery 
who directed foreign policy, and that he was confident of 
being supported by public opinion* For his colleagues to 
disouss the matter, the British statesman argued, would 
not be in Austria's own interests: whereas now Vienna had 
a ooamitment from the responsible minister* a debate in the 
oabinet would lead inevitably to his having to communicate 
the formal refusal of the British government to engage it­ 
self for the future• Once the danger became imminent, he 
told Deym, the oabinet would be 'unanlme k maintenir le 
prestige de 1'Angleterre 1 *^

Zn making this last remark, Rosabery was being either 
exceedingly optimistic or less than honest: only about three 
weeks previously, apropos of the naval controversy, the 
Ohanoellor of the Exchequer had announeed in a oabinet meet­ 
ing that he could think of nothing which could 'induce hia

o
as a Minister to enter into a war for any purpose whatever 1 • 
The Foreign Secretary's assertion was so categorical, how* 
everv that Deym reported it to Vienna without any evident 
scepticism, and went on to attaoh oonsiderable importance 
to the personal assurance a whioh he had received* The am­ 
bassador was. indeed, reasonably well pleased with what he 
had accomplished* His pressure for a oabinet decision had 
been a conscientious performance of duty! he had never 
entertained high hopes of its proving effective. What he had 
thought to be worth attempting was to prevail upon Rosebery 
to clarify his ideas in hia own mind, and to declare his 
stand - and in these respects the Austrian demarche had been

1 Ibid*

2 Oabinet Minute by Gladstone, dated 9 Jan* 1894, Add* MS, 
44648.
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successful. At least as long as Rosebery remained in charge 
of British policy, Deym informed Kalnoky, Austria would 
know how far she could rely on London* •This confidential 
discussion9 1 the ambassador added, 'would always offer a 
starting-point from which to come to an agreement on a con­ 
crete question.' 1 * -- -™ •-•" ••—* -

To the promise elicited by Deym Hosebery had attached 
a major qualification* While stating that he was resolved 
to uphold the etatua QUO at the Straits 9 and that he would 
not shrink froa the prospect of involving Great Britain in 
a war with Russia, the Foreign Secretary confessed that it 
would be impossible for the British fleet to defend Constan­ 
tinople against a Franco-Russian combination, or even for 
it to run the risk of being exposed to a French attack in 
its rear* •Dans oe oas, 1 Deym quoted hia as saying, 'il
nous faudrait 1'assistance de la triple alliance pour teniro
la France en rfoheo* 1 Roaebery failed to give an explicit 
definition of what he meant by the term •assistance of the 
Triple Alliance 1 , but he oade his words clear indirectly by 
specifying what he did not intend to convey* The Austrian 
fleet was designed exclusively for coastal defence, and he 
intimated that he considered it irrelevant to the present 
problem* As for the Italian fleet, the uncertainty regard­ 
ing its fighting qualities led him to dismiss its aid as 
insufficient*^ These two fleets representing the sea power 
of the Triple Alliance in the Mediterranean, the Foreign 
Secretary was in effect ruling out naval action as the means

Temperley and Penaon, loo* oit*

2 Ibid*| Deym to Kalnoky, Tel* Ho, 5 Secret, 31 Jan. 1894, 
W*S.A* f P.A. viii/174*

Ibid*| Temperley and Penoon, loc. oit*
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whereby France was to be held in check. What he was imply­ 
ing f it followed 9 was that the French should be restrained 
by a threat of attack on land? and the only member of the 
Alliance capable of making such a threat was Germany. The 
essence of Kosebery's propoaal t therefore f was that as a 
condition of hia personal commitment to Austria to defend 
the Straits against Buasia 9 the Germans would agree to 
browbeat into neutrality Russia's only potential aupporter 
among the Great Powers - thus giving the British fleet a 
free hand to act in the East with a secure line of communi­ 
cations through the Western Mediterranean basin*

Such was the substance of the conversation of 31 Janu­ 
ary 1894* The conclusion seems all but inescapable that 
Roaebery'a decision to offer a precise assurance was made 
only in the course of the discussion, when it became appar­ 
ent that the danger of a change in Austria's Rear Eastern 
policy could not be eliminated in any other way* Obviously, 
Deym observed to Kalnoky, the Foreign Secretary had not at 
first intended to make as definite a statement aa he ulti­ 
mately dldt not until he 'perceived that hia asseverations 
in quite general terme of adherence to the English policy
did not aatiafy met di& &• take another tone' and make hia 
conditional promise* The judgment of the Austrian ambassa­ 
dor is confirmed by the evidence of a curious incident in­ 
volving Sir Philip Currie* Deym heard from Roaebery on 1 
February that Currie was 'genau informirt 1 as to the pro- 
poeal which the Foreign Secretary had just put forward.2 If 
this had been the oaoe, it would be possible to argue with

1 Ibid.

* Deym to Kdlnoky, Tel. No. 6 Confidential, 1 Feb. 1894, 
W.3.A., P. A. viii/174*
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some plausibility that before he knew of the severity of 
the pressure to whioh the Auatriana ware about to subject 
him, Rosebery had perhaps already been planning to give 
them a promise as a means of purchasing a German commitment 
to neutralize France* The truth about Currie 9 s information 
waa, however, different* At Constantinople somewhat over 
two weeks later, Baron Calioe spoke to his new British 
colleague about the exact meaning of the words Assistance 
of the Triple Alliance 1 * 'Befragt, wie er diesa verstehe, 1 
Calioe reported, v sagte er, er meine dass die Flotten ftsterreioh- 
Un&arns und Italiens in einem solchen Falle England Hulfe 
leisten sollten** Whereas Rosabery had expressed, in 
effect, a desire for Germany to threaten France with in­ 
vasion, Currie was under the impression that his chief 
w&s willing to rely on the very factor - the naval resources 
of Austria and Italy - whioh he had explicitly rejected as 
inadequate in the oonversation with Deym. This impression 
waa clearly based on a mere guess* A few days after giving 
Calioe his interpretation of Roaebery'a suggestion, Currie 
asked tha Austrian - too late - not to communicate 
hie remarks to Vienna* They represented, he explained, 
a strictly personal view not plainly Justified by the 
language of the Foreign Secretary.2
M>, It is scarcely credible that if Hosebery had revealed 
to him orally a plan to enlist the aid of the •Triple Alli­ 
ance', a man of Currie*s experience would have neglected to 
ascertain whether the reference was to the Austrian and

1 Oalioe to Kalnoky, Private, 19 Feb. 1894, W.S.A., P.A. 
viii/1741 of. Kalnoky to Deym, Secret, 21 Feb. 1894, W.S.A., 
P.A. viiiA74«

2 Calioe to Kalnoky, Tel. No. 14, 24 Feb. 1894, W.S.A., P.A* 
viii/174.
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Italian fleets or to the German army. If, on the other hand, 
one postulates that Carrie was informed by a hasty private 
letter or telegram in whioh the term f Triple Alliance 1 was 
used without elaboration, then the misunderstanding becomes 
readily comprehensible* How the new ambassador had left 
London for the Boaphorua on the morning of 31 January, Just 
before the Rosebery-Deym meeting.1 Since Rosebary trusted 
Ourrie and was fully prepared to take him into his confi-

2dence regarding the deep secret of the British commitment, 
it seems probable that had he intended before seeing D«ym 
to present the Austrian diplomat with a definite proposal, 
the Foreign Secretary would have made the scheme known to 
his ambassador - in all likelihood by word of mouth - prior 
to the latter's departure* In this case Currie would have 
had an opportunity of eliciting the details in face-to-faoe 
discussion* The fact that he did not elicit them, but was 
apparently notified by letter or telegram only after set­ 
ting out for Turkey, suggests a strong probability that 
Deym was correct in believing Eosebery's decision to have 
been taken after the conversation began, in response to the 
unexpected degree of Austrian pressure* If this logio holds 
good, the assertion of the Foreign Secretary on 1 February 
that Currie was 'genau informirt* need not be considered 
mendacious! it was merely inaccurate* Having taken his - 
plunge and made his offer on the preceding day, Rosebery 
had doubtless dispatched the news to the ambassador at oncei 
but he had failed to do so with sufficient precision*

1 Deym to Ka*lnoky, Tel. No* 5 Secret, 31 Jan. 1894, W.3*A. 
P*A* viii/174.

2 Deym to Kainoky, Tel* No* 6 Confidential, 1 Feb. 1394, 
I*S*A. f P.A. riii/174.
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What the Foreign Secretary had done was not to carry 
out a long-oontemplated initiative, but to fall back on a 
desperate expedient to meet Austrian importunity. In the 
absence of Austrian insistence, two considerations would 
almost certainly have restrained him from undertaking any 
binding obligation to defend Constantinople* firstly, even 
if the French allowed themselves to be cowed by German 
threats into a proolanation of neutrality, British inter­ 
vention in the vicinity of the Turkish capital was likely 
to remain a hazardous enterprise* The problem of the 
Sultan's Anglophobia was unsolved} British communications 
through the Mediterranean might be rendered secure by Rose— 
bery's scheme, but those through the Dardanelles - which 
the intervening squadron would have to pass in the first 
plaoe under the menace if not the fire of Ottoman guns - 
would continue to be as vulnerable as had been feared in 
the past. It would be unfair to suggest that the foreign 
Secretary regarded action in defiance of Abdul Harold as ink- 
possible, and that he made his promise to Austria with dis­ 
honest intent* Military experts whose views were known to 
the Foreign Office tended to belittle the probable effec­ 
tiveness of the Dardanelles defences, notwithstanding the 
energy and money which had been expended on strengthening 
them, the military attache' at Constantinople had expressed 
the conviction, in the autumn of 1392, that the batteries 
were not sufficiently powerful to prevent the passage of a 
squadron of modern warships*1 A similar verdict was reached 
in the same year by the Belgian specialist Brialmont, who 
went so far as to argue that the defences could be 'destroy-

* Chermside to Ford, 26 Oot* 1892 (copy enclosed in Ford 
to Rosebery, No* 326 Very Confidential, 26 Oot. 1892, *.0, 
78/4416).
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ed from a distance by the vessels of a modern squadron 
without much damage to the latter 1 . 1 Thus Rosebery had some 
grounds for hope that the Mediterranean fleet would be able 
to honour the pledge which he had given. Had Brialmont's 
conclusion been one endorsed by qualified observers in gen­ 
eral* the Foreign Secretary might perhaps have been tempted 
to offer spontaneously a commitment at the Straits aa the 
British price for a guarantee of German support. Haval 
opinion, however - and it was the navy that would have had 
to run the gauntlet - took the Sultan's guns* and fortifica­ 
tions more seriously* In 1390 it had been predicted that an 
attempt to force the Dardanelles might well end in a 'disas­ 
ter '.2 'Immensely strong* and 'formidable 1 were the terms 
applied to the defences in 1392 by the Command er-in-Chief 
of the Mediterranean fleet, Vice-Admiral Sir 3* Tryon. The 
Turkish guns were so placed, Tryon maintained, that they 
could not be silenced by fire from ships* In other words, 
even if a British squadron rushed past them without crip­ 
pling loyses and reached the Sea of Marmora, the batteries 
would remain more or less intact in its rear.4 The answer 
was of course a land force to seise and occupy the Turkish

1 Cherraaide to Ford, No. 26 Confidential, 12 Nov* 1892 (copy 
enclosed in tford to Rosebery, Ho. 352, 16 Nov. 1892 , F.O. 
78/4417).

2 A*J. Harder, British Naval Policy. 1880-1905* pp* 155-156.

'Report on the Defences of the Dosphorus and Dardanelles', 
by Vice-Admiral Sir G. Tryon, Confidential, dated 27 June 
1892 (received by the Foreign Office from the Admiralty on 
22 July 1832), F.O* 73/4435*

Of. Seymour to Currie, Private, 21 June; Private, 29 June 
1895 (enclosed respectively in Currie to Salisbury, Private, 
30 June; Private, 4 July 1895, Bound Volume No. 135, Salis­ 
bury Papers).
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positions, at lataab shortly lifter the pasaa-ja of the Brit­ 
ish vessels. 3ut, despite the raference made to thiu naad 
by the Directors of Naval and Military Intelligence in 
1392, no arrungeiagnta for rapid provision of the neoeaaary 
man had been ordered by the War Office. The omission was 
understandable! in the light of the Intelligence Directors 1 
warning that in a crisis troops could not be aoved through 
Mediterranean waters without an assurance of French neutral­ 
ity*2 The Secretary for War was never Informed that a plan 
to obtain French neutrality existed; 30, evan in the winter 
of 1894 f he had no incentive to act. When the question of 
forcing tha .Dardanelles waa raised in the following year 
in connection with the Armenian problem, Tryon'a successor - 
though he believed that Ills shipa co-old perform the faat 
with 'more or less daa/age 1 - had still to urge somewhat 
plaintively that a land force be found to protect hia com­ 
munications^

In the available professional opinions t there f ore 9 
Bosebery had grounds for nothing more than hope - certainly 
none for confidence - tliat a promise to defend Constantinople 
could be fulfilled* The cabinet t if it listened to the 
pessimistic advice of the naval experts, aiijht well refuse 
to send a squadron into the Straits at all; moreover, if 
tent, the squadron mi^ht suffer such damage in transit that 
it would be unfit to face the Russian fleet in the Black Sea*

*" Harder, p. 159 1 of. above, pp. 16, 190. 
o
Harder 9 loo* eit.

* Seymour to Currie, Private, 21 Junef Private, 29 June 
1895 (enclosed respectively in Currie to Salisbury, Private, 
30 June | Private, 4 July 1695 f Bound Volume Ho* 135 • Salis­ 
bury Papers)*
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A firm pledge of British intervention waa something which 
a Foreign Secretary was unlikely to give in these circum­ 
stances unless the alternative appeared Intolerable - un­ 
less 9 for instance t there seemed to be an inescapable choice 
between a British commitment and an Austro-Ruaslan entente*

The second factor tending to hold Rosebery back was 
one to which allusion has previously been made - the danger 
that a commitment might come to the knowledge of the cab­ 
inet* The depth of the Foreign Secretary's uneasiness aoout 
this possibility is evident from the veritable obsession 
with secrecy which afflicted him from the moment of his 
making his proposal to Deym. 'C'est qu'il y va de ma tete 1 , 
he remarked to the ambassador , *ai on apprenait ioi que Je 
vous ai donne* oes assurances •* His precautions, particular* 
ly a request that Kalnoky maintain 'reserve* in conversa­ 
tion with Sir Edmund Monson, exceeded what Deym considered 
to be either necessary or desirable* 4^ Mcnson was informed 
by the Austrians that they were pressing Germany to assume, 
in co-operation with her allies and with Great Britain, a
•ore active diplomatic r6le in Hear En at am affairs, and to 
bring her policy regarding the Straits into harmony with 
that of Vienna* 3 There is no indication, however, that he
•ver learned of his chief's promise to fight Russia if 
German support against Prance were forthcoming in a crisis*

Temper ley and Penson, p* 485 •

Deym to KiClnoky, Confidential ( unnumbered), 7 Feb*| Tel. 
No* 6 Confidantial, 1 Feb. 1894, W.S.A., ?.A. viii/174.

Monson to Rosebery, No* 37 Very Confidential, 20 Feb.? 
Ho* 59 Secret. 12 tfar.f Monson to Kimberley, No. 71 Secret, 
22 tfar.f Flo* 81 Sacrat, 31 tfar. 1894, F*0. 7/1213; Monson 
to Kimberley, Tel. No. 21 Secret, 30 Mar.; Tel* No* 25 
Secret, 14 Apr* 1894, *.0. 7/1216.
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Sir Edward Malet at Berlin, to whom Rosebery had sometimes 
in the paat confided private reflections, 1 was also kept in 
the dark* Only through accident - the casual remark of an 
incautious official at the Wilhelmstrasae - did he discover 
that discussions had taken place between Deym and the For­ 
eign Secretary. Wondering what was in the wind, the ambassad­ 
or sought enlightenment from his Austrian colleague Seog- 
y«fay - to little avail, for the latter gave away nothing 
more than that there had been some confidential talks on 
the general political situation*^ In mid-March, in the midst 
Of conversations which might have led to a virtual Anglo- 
Auatro-Oerman alliance, inalet was able to write in all sin­ 
cerity that there was 'very little going on in European 
politics*.*

One problem relevant to secrecy, but of wider signifi­ 
cance, was that of Italy* Here Bosebery and the Austrian* 
were in entire agreementi the Italians, both believed, 
should not be admitted to their friends' confidence prior 
to successful completion of the negotiations with Germany 
on the British proposal. Through most of Salisbury's second 
administration Italy had formed the chief diplomatic link 
between Crreat Britain and the Triple Alliance* In contacts 
with London it had been Pome which played the leading part, 
whereas Austria's task had been primarily to act as the

1 Boaobery to iMalet, Private, 6 Dec. lS93l Private* 3 Jan. 
1894, P.O. 343/3.

* Seogyrfny to Kalnoiar, Tel. Ho. 29, 5 Bar. 1894, W.3.A., 
P.A. viii/174.

3 Kalet to Kimberley, Private, 17 Mar. 1894, P.O. 343/13.

* Eklnoky to Deym, 3ecret, 6 Mar. 1894> Deym to Kalnokyf 
Not 11A-C Secret, 10 Mar. 1894, W.S.A., P.A. viii/174.
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voice of the Mediterranean entente at Berlin* During the 
period of the Liberal ministries the position was no longer 
quite the same* True, the common interest shared by British 
and Italians la limiting the growth of French power in 
North Africa and the Mediterranean still remained a vital 
bond attaching London to the Orel bund* In January 1895 f 
using language similar to that of Salisbury a few years 
earlier , Rosebery wrote of the link which Italy thus provid­ 
ed between the Aust re-German group and Ore at Britain as the 
'central keystone' of the international situation* 6" Were 
the Quirinal to defect to France, it was obvious, Austria 
would be given a strong shove towards Russia: the British 
Bight be left friendless. Tet the Italians now performed 
their function of connecting agent in a less active sense 
than had formerly been the case* Rone did not serve in Bose- 
bery's time as a telephone exchange between the Ballplate 
and the Wilhelmstrasse on the one hand and the Foreign Of­ 
fice on the other* In the discussions at London relating to 
Mediterranean problems in 169 3- '94, it was the Auatrians - 
whose diplomatic activity at the British capital had previ­ 
ously been alight^ - who took the leading r6le. This doubt­ 
less suited Rosebery wellt possible Italian indiscretions 
held greater danger for the Liberal Foreign Secretary than 
they had for his predecessor* With respect to the Straits, 
moreover, British and Austrlans continued to recognize a 
clear common interest in opposing free passage* Since free-

Tamperlay and Penson, p* 471*

* Roaebary to Malet, Secret, 6 Jan* I895 f P*0* 343/3* FOP 
Salisbury's view, see Temperley and Fenson, p* 470*

Or* Salisbury to Malet t Private, 16 Aug* 1892, F.O* 343/3. 

4 G.P. viii, »o. 1747 (Hatzfeldt to Capri vi f 31 May 1893)*
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dom of passage would have facilitated Russian naval support 
of France t Italy might have been expected to agree complete­ 
ly with the Anglo-Austrian attitude? but in fact Italian 
policy seemed in the winter of 1894 to be veering towards 
an altogether different course*

On Crisp! 'a accession to the Italian Premiership in 
December 1893 » Signer Brin had been succeeded aa foreign 
minister by Baron Blanc t a former ambassador at Constant­ 
inople. The latter soon began behaving in a somewhat dis­ 
quieting fashion* Though he professed to the British that 
he would stand loyally by London and Vienna in resisting 
any Russian attack on the autonomy of Bulgaria, he aroused 
considerable irritation at Sofia by displaying towards the 
Principality a coolness still more ostentatious than that 
of Brin. Blanc'8 motive was to avoid offending Russia? and 
while Italian rudeness towards the Bulgarians was not im­ 
portant in itself « it was inevitably suggestive of a desire 
to draw closer to St. Petersburg. 4" Simultaneously with this 
change in Italy's Balkan diplomacy, Blanc set about preach­ 
ing heretical views regarding the Straits* He supplied the 
British embassy at Borne with memoranda arguing the case for 
a reversal of the traditional policy of the Mediterranean 
entente. 3 'The interest of all nations demands 1 , the for­ 
eign minister believed, 'that the Straits Treaties should 
be abrogated, and that the highway from the Mediterranean

1 Ford to Roaabary, Ho. 34 Confidential, 5 Feb. l894f P.O. 
45/716| of. Bering to Rosabery, Tel. No. 3 Very Confidential, 
20 Jan. 1894, F.O. 78/4570? No. 8 Very Confidential, 1 Feb.? 
No. 11 Confidential, 1 Feb. 1894, P.O. 78/4568.

2 Of. above, pp. 247-248.

Pord to Rosebery, No. 27, 31 Jan. 1894 (encloses two 
memoranda received from Baron Blanc), P.O. 78/4592.
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to the Blaolc Sea should be made free to the navies of the 
world. 11 J&llnoky aadly observed that the impressions which 
he had gained at Monza were being confirmed 9 but derived 
some comfort from the fact that Blano 1 3 stand did not ap­ 
pear to be endorsed by Crispi.^ From the Anglo-Austrian 
standpoint , the advice of the foreign minister was arrant 
nonsense* In law the Straits might be opened to the war­ 
ships of Great Britain as well as of Russia - a change 
which* if the British could take advantage of it, would 
deprive Russia of her unchallenged supremacy in the Euxine* 
But in practice 9 with the French fleet undefeated in the 
Mediterranean! the Russians alone would be in a position to
•end large naval force a back and forth through the waterway* 
A decisive increase in Russian influence at Constantinople 
would probably prove as ifis a parable from an opening of the 
Straits to all uaviea as from their opening to the Tsar's 
vessels exclusively* Not surprisingly, Blano accomplished 
nothing with his memoranda axoept to inspire Kosebery and 
Kalnoiqr with suspicion of hi a intentions* Hosebary 9 de­ 
scribing the attitude of the Italian minister as •strange 1 
and ' incomprehensible f f cited it to Deym in early March as 
a reason for gratification at the latter f s assurance that 
Austria had given Rome no information about the policy to 
be expected from Great Britain in a Straits crisis*

Even apart from Roaebery's dread of an indiscretion,

1 iCalnolcy to Dcym, Secret, 21 Tab* 1394, W.S.A*, P.A« 
viii/174.

2 Krflnoky to Deym, No. 3 Secret, 19 Feb* 1894 (with post-
•oript)| Seoret, 21 Feb. 1894, W.S.A., ?.A. viii/174.

Deym to Kalnoky, No* 11A-C Secret, 10 Mar* 1894, W«3*A., 
P. A* viii/174.
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Blanc's dislike of the existing rule of the Straits afford­ 
ed the British and Austrians sufficient cause to exclude 
him from negotiations directed towards the maintenance of 
that rule* In view of Italy's weakness exclusion was a 
course that could be adopted without qualms* Rosebary did

-i .
not merely regard Italian naval assistance as inadequate to 
restrain France; he waa also opposed to the participation 
of the Italian fleet in the actual defence of Constantinople 
against Russia* If the French were kept neutral by G-errsany, 
Great 3ritainf he told Deyat on 26 February, would act alone 
in the Eaat*^ This position the Foreign Secretary justified 
in part by arguing that the difficulties from which Italy 
already suffered - he mentioned in particular her financial 
troubles - were such as to preclude her from taking part in 
a war without incurring various harm* He intimated in addi­ 
tion that he preferred the prospect of an Anglo-Russian 
duel to that of the European holocaust which Italian (or 
Austrian) intervention might precipitate* The preference 
was one which Deym, reasoning that general hostilities would 
prejudice British commerce 9 considered to be sincerely heldj2 
yet it io scarcely likely that Rosebery'a eagerness to forego 
Italian aid was not closely related to the warnings which 
British experts had been voicing for sone time regarding the 
untrustwor thine as of the Italian navy* In 1892 one officer 
had commented that if he had a 'heavy job' on hand in the 
Mediterranean, 'I would rather, eiren if I had a very infer­ 
ior force of my own, attempt it without than with Italian

1 Deyra to Kalnoky, Tel. No, 14 3eoret f 26 Feb* 1894, W.S.A., 
P.A* viiiA74«

Devra to K<4lnofcy, 5o* 9 Saoret, 27 Feb. 1394, W.3.A*, P*A. 
viii/174.
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help*'*

It was not only on the sea that Italy's wealoiesc was 
conspicuous* To the Germans, the British fenew, the Italian 
army seemed as worthless as London euspectecl the Italian 
fleet of being* A letter froa an officer of British Mili­ 
tary Intelligence at Berlin, an extract from which was 
sent to the Foreign Office at the end of January 1894, sum- 
carieed the opinion of German observers:

If the Frtmch stood on the defensive, a very small 
force, comparatively speaking, would suffice to hold 
the Italians in check Tor a long times and the (Jerman 
esticiate of this force, supposing no French landing 
elsewhere to be undertaken, and the Italians to be 
takiiug the offensive, is t*o Regex*ve Army Corps - ao 
that nothing r?ould be withdrawn fron the field army 
opposing the Germans* The Germans don't think much 
either of the Italians' fighting power, and believe 
French reserve troops to be equal in value to Italians 
of the active army. The mobilization also would be 
slow and this would &ive the French ample time to pull 
their reserve trocpc together. 2

Inevitably, therefore, alcost the full burden of neutraliz­ 
ing France would fall directly on Germany; active Italian 
co-operation would be merely incidental* An an independent 
factor in any context Italy carried negligible weight! a 
few nontho previously her ore Jit hod been rescued only by 
a timely loan from a syndicate of German bankers. ̂ Plagued 
by domestic disunity as well as by other problems, an 
Italian government had, it appeared, to be a satellite of

A.J.P, Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in ..Sura^e. 1843- 
191S • p. 344; A.J* harder. BrfSIaia ^aval Polioyt 1S30-13Q5* 
?TT72.

Snolosure in Director of Military Intelligence to Foreign 
Office, 29 J-n. l£94 t F»0» 27/3193.

?ivian to Roaebery, No* 276, 13 Oot. I393 f F,0. 45/700*
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there waa thus no necessity for I\ome to be con- 
milted a3 an equal partner. It waa important that the Ital­ 
ians should not change sides and attach themselves to the 
Franco-Russian group, but of that there could be no danger 
if British , Germans and Austriana came to a firm agreement. 
Such a ooalition would be 30 powerful that any Italian min­ 
ister - even the wayward, perplexing Blanc - would be 
obliged to support it* Once matters were arranged among 
London, Berlin and Vienna, ramarkad ?r£Lnoicy, 'so ^rird es 
nioht aohwar sein, mit dem in aeiaem Werthe sinkanden Itul~ 
ien^ ins Koine zu kommen*' 2

On first receiving the British proposal on 31 January, 
Kalnoky did not immsiiately rafor it to Berlin: since Hoae- 
bery had indicated the need for German backinc: only by im­ 
plication, and had asked for the strictest aecrecy without 
specifying any exception, the Austrian foreign minister 
hesitated to take the initiative in informing the Wllhelm- 
8trasge«3 it was left to Hoaebery himaalf, in mid-Peoruary, 
to repeat the substance of the offer to Count Hatfsfeldt** 
As the Foreign Secretary believed that the task of opening 
negotiations with Germany belonged properly to the latter .'A

e
formal ally Austria ,' he did little more in his conversation

Of« *•£• Stillman, France 300 Cria^it p» 206.

K^lnoky to Deym, Secret, 6 Mar. 1894, W.3.A., P*A* viii/174.

toflnolcy to De.rm, No* 1 3ocret, 19 Feb. 1894, W.S.A», ?.A. 
Tiii/174.

G.P» ix. No. 2147 (Hatzfalit to the German Foreign Office, 
14"7Jb. 1894); Deym to Krfluoky, Tel. IJo. 10 3*oret, 17 
1894, ff.S.A., ?.A. viii/174.

5 Deym to Xalnoky, Private, 27 J7ab» 1394, W*3.A«, P,A. 
rlii/174.
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with the German ambassador than state his position. Now, 
for a moment, the way seemed clear for Austrian action, but 
almost immediately the situation was confused by Carrie's 
misinterpretation of his chief's policy. Although K^lnolcy 
had begun by construing the British offer in the sense which 
Rosabery had intended, as a proposal for (reman pressure on 
France, Currie's words to Calioe made the Austrian minister 
wonder whether he, K^ilnoky, might not have been guilty of a 
fundamental misunderstanding* The idea of Austro-Italian 
naval support of Great Britain, as an alternative to German 
support on land, was one which he regarded without enthusiasm* 
If Bosebery really believed in it, he remarked drily to Deym, 
then the British statesman should inform himself about the 
Austrian fleet £ It was not long, however, before Hosebery 
clarified his stand ,3 and at the end of the month Szogye'ny 
told the German Chancellor that he wished to have a full 
discussion with him on important news from Vienna relating 
to the questions of the Mediterranean and Near East*

The circumstances in which the Austrian initiative at 
Berlin was undertaken ware not propitious* Since 1891 Germany 
and Russia had been engaged in commercial feuding, which had 
developed in 1893 into full-scale tariff warfare.* But German

1 S*P« ix. So. 2147*

2 Kalnoky to Deym, Secret, 21 Feb. 1894, W.S.A*, P. A. viiiA74<

Deym to JCfCLnofcy, Telt No. 14 Secrat, 26 Feb*| Ho* 9 Secret, 
27 Feb. 1894. W*S.A, f P*A. viii/174.

* Sr^gy^ny to Ifcflnolcy, Tel. No* 24 Confidential, 28 Feb. I894 f 
W.S*A., ?*A. viil/174*
" W* Lots, Die Handelapolitik des Dautsohen Reiches unter
Graf Gaorivi and Furst aohenlohe r Io90-1900 (Schriften des
Tereins fur soelalpolitlK, vol. xoii), pp* lJ-o-119.
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industrialists were eager to export their products to 
Russia's millions, and the agrarian interests threatened 
by Russian competition were de alining in political influ­ 
ence*1 The trond of doxaeatio politics was thus in harmony 
with auch diplomatic considerations ass apparent British un­ 
reliability and the need to weaken the bonds attaching St» 
Petersburg to Paris* Just after Austria's approach to .Ber­ 
lin for co-operation in the Straits Question, a new Russo- 
Geraan commercial treaty was approved by the reiohstog.^

though he had hopes of eventual success, ̂  did not
belittle tha sat back inflicted by this rapprochement on his 
efforts to draw Gennany into the Anglo-Austrian camp on the 
Bospnorus* Chancellor C^privi, he thought, waa personally 
disposed to accept Austrian advice, but he knew that Gapri- 
vi's position wao so insecure as to be altogether dependent 
on the favour of Kaiser tfilheln. The Austrian minister was 
somewhat depressed by the reflection that in view of his 
1 enthusiastic 1 temperament, the Kaiaer was likely to Jump 
from the fact of the commercial sottlament to the conclusion 
that his relations with Russia were now established on a 
permanently satisfactory basis.5 in Kz&noicy'a opinion, any 
German attempt to woo the ?sar'a government away from the 
French alliance waa foredoomed to failures Russia, ue reason­ 
ed, would not renounce her designs on the Straits and the

1 Taylor, p. 349* 2 Ibid.

lonson to Kimborley, Tel. Ho. 23 Secret, 14 Apr. 1394, 
?.0. 7/1216*

* I/onaon to ICimbarlay, No* 82 Sacrot, 31 Mar. 1894 f F.O* 
7A213.

lonson to Kimbarloy, Ho. 81 3aoret, 31 Har. 1834, ?.0.
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Levant , and without the connivance of France she dould not 
expeot to make progress in those directions. This argument 
Kalnoky judged it essential to impress on Wilhelm, whose 
language at a meeting with Francis Joseph in the early 
spring oonfirmed Austrian fears regarding the effect of the 
commercial accord*

Meanwhile t a few days after Saogylny told Capri vi of 
his deaira for discussions on the Near Bast, Gladstone had 
at last resigned* The Chancellor , who had heard from Hatz- 
feldt what Rosebery and the Austrians were intending, had 
asked Szogyefay in their first conversation for a postpone­ 
ment of discussion in detail - giving as his ground pre- 
oooupation with his duties in theMeiohstag* 2 How he found 
a further reason for delay in the desirability of awaiting 
clarification of the ministerial situation in Great Britain* 
Thus it was while the reception of his proposal at Berlin 
remained uncertain that Rosebery was elevated to the Premier­ 
ship, the Earl of Kimberley - hitherto Secret ry for India - 
replacing him at the Foreign Office* Within a matter of 
weeks a divergence of view became visible between the new 
Prime Minister and his Foreign Secretary*

That Rosebery intended the Foreign Secretary to be a mere 
echo of his master's voice is obvious i* to the Queen he 
Justified the appointment largely on the ground that Kim-

1 Monson to Kimberley, Ho* 91 Secret, 6 Apr* 1894, F.O* 
7/1213.
* SBOgyeny to Kodnoky, Tel. Ho. 24 Confidential, 28 Feb. 1894, 
f.S.A., P*A. viii/174.

S»dgye'ny to Kalnoky, Tel. Ho* 27 Secret, 4 Mar. 1894, 
W*S.A. f P.A. viii/174.

Of* ?• Gosses, The Management of British Foreign Policyit w< —— --—
before the First world war, p. xji*
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berlty spoke French.1 Count Deym was invited to disousa
polioy with the Prime Minister personally as often as he

2 wished* Not only did hosebery plan to retain effective
authority, but he apparently thought that he would have no 
difficulty in so doing* He believed - if his assurances to 
Deym on this point were given honestly - that he had in Kim­ 
berley a man who fully agreed with his own attitude on ex­ 
ternal affairs.3 Such was not altogether the case. In the 
naval controversy the Secretary for India had certainly been 
a determined supporter of the Rosebery school against Glad­ 
stone $ he had written to Spencer, just after Gladstone's 
appeal to the cabinet on 9 January, urging the First Lord to
*tand firm with regard to amounts, and promising to resign 
with him if need arose. On the use to which British war­ 
ships should be put, however, Kimberley and Rosebery were 
leaa thoroughly in harmony* In 1892 it had already been evi­ 
dent to Hatzfeldt that the two men differed considerably in 
outlook, Kimberley being less favourable than Rosebery to

5the foreign polioy of Salisbury. In the same year Kimberley 
himself hinted to the Russian ambassador that his views on 
the Straits Question were by no means rigid i

Tout change en oe monde [he had observed], en politique

* A.JtP. Taylort 'Prelude to Fashodai The Question of the 
Upper Nile, 189 4-5 *§ English Historical Review, Ixv. 60n.

* Deym to Kalnofcy, No. 11A-C Secret, 10 Mar. 1894f W.S.A., 
P.A. viiiA74.

Ibid. | Deym to KetLnolqr, Tel. No* 19, 6 Mar, 1894, W.S,A., 
P.A. viii/174.
Kimberley to Spencer, Secret, 10 Jan. 1894, Spencer Papers.

' G«P. viii, Wo. 1732 (Hatssfeldt to the German Foreign Of- 
July 1892).
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oomma an autre chose. On rattaohait aouvent las affaires 
de 1'Asie oentrale & oelles de Constantinople. Mais qui 
aait? I>e Jour ou surgiraient da graves questions sur la 
Bosphore, peut-eHre s'apercevra-t-'On que le terrain eat 

^•^ change*, quo oa qui a'tait un axioma autrefols ne 1'est 
plus an oa moment, at que oa qui passait pour une raenaoa 
Jadis n'eat pas un danger aujourd»hui.

In tha o our a a of the aame conversation Kimberley described 
himself aa a oonvinoed partiaan of friendly relations with 
Ruasia 9 and remarked that an Anglo-Buaalan conflict would ba 
a ruin/oua calamity.

Hot long before Salisbury's fall in 1892 9 the view had 
been expressed in tha Foreign Office that if the Straits y 
and tha influence which could be exercised in the Levant by 
tha possessor of Constantinople, ware to pass to Russia9 tha 
threat to tha Sues route would become ao grave that Great 
Britain would have no interests in the Mediterranean left to 
defend. 2 Kimberley, apparently, was sceptical of such ideas, 
and unconcerned about tha prospect sometimaa apprehended of 
dangaroua psychological repercussions in India* In 1894 hia 
thoughts were probably still sinilar to those which he had 
voiced to Baron da Staal. Although he began in March by 
associating himself with the declaration made to the Aus- 
trlana by hia predecessor9 a declaration of which he had 
juat been informed 9 ^ tha new Foreign Secretary waa soon to 
ahow himself much leas willing than Rosebery to be committed 
to tha maintenance by arms of the Near 7astern status quo.

taal« 1884-1900t ii. 136-188 I3taol to Chiohkine, undated
A. Meyendorff, Corraapondanoa Biplomatiqua du Baron da 

gtaal. I884~1900t ii. Io6~mo I3taal t< 
put probably written in October 1892).

Rose L. Greaves, Persia and the Defence of India, 1884* 
1892. p. 218.

Deym to Kalnofcy, Tel. No. 22 Secret, 14 Mar. 1894, W.3.A., 
P.A. viii/174.



290

In April the British - or more precisely Rosebsry and 
Kirabarley, for the oabinet as a whole remained in ignorance 
of what was being done - had still received no reply from 
Germany. In oonversatlon with Deym the Prime Minister was 
beginning to display some impatience, but Kimberley'a re­ 
action to the delay was one of evident sympathy with the re­ 
luctance of the Germans to tie their hands* Whereas Hosebery 
had stressed his unqualified confidence in the support of 
public opinion in a crisis, his successor at the Foreign 
Office intimated to Deym that he thought it not unreasonable 
for Berlin to hesitate about giving the requested assurance, 
there being no certainty that the obligation on the British 
side, binding only on individual ministers personally, would 
be honoured by the nation* He had no doubt, Kimberley said, 
that the great majority of the people of Great Britain would 
recognize a vital interest in maintaining supromaoy in the 
Mediterranean, but he added that the Russians might act at 
a time when circumstances would render impracticable a Brit­ 
ish intervention against then over the issue of the Straits* 
The specific circumstance to which he alluded was that of 
prior British involvement in war with France, but this possi­ 
bility was cited only ae one example of what might happen to 
nake the commitment of ministers ineffective* Rosebery had 
already made it clear that his engagement was conditional on 
French neutrality;3 so the risk of an Anglo-French conflict 
Cannot have been the true motive behind the suggestion which

1 Deym to Kdlnoky. No, 17A-B secret, 20 Apr.f of. No. 16 
Secret, 14 Apr. 1894, w.s.A., P.A. viiiA74«

2 Deym to fc&noky, Ho* 17A-E Secret, 20 Apr* 1894, W.S.A., 
P.A. viiiA74.

3 Deyaito Ka'lnofcy, No* 9 Secret, 27 Feb. 1394, W.S.A*, ?*A* 
Ylii/174f Temperley and Penaon, pp. 482, 487«
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Kimberley now put forward, that London and Berlin each con­ 
cede the other a broad escape-clause. What he had in mind 
was that the promises of both might be limited by a proviso 
that fulfilment would be obligatory only when 'circum­ 
stances* permitted*^ in the absence of any precise defini­ 
tion of the circumstances which would constitute a valid 
excuse for each party, this arrangement would have meant 
that nobody was really ooarmitted to anything - the result 
at whioh Kimberley was presumably aiming* Hot wanting to 
become irrevocably entangled himself, he was willing to give 
up the hope of a firm pledge from the Germans* Were he in 
Caprivi's position, he told Deym, he would respond to Rose- 
bery's offer with a recognition that all the Triple Alliance 
Powers had "more or leas 9 the same interests at the Straits 
ate Great Britain, and he would say that Germany would be 
ready, in co-operation with her partners, to restrain France 
from intervening in an Anglo-Russian duel - if the conditions 
Of the moment allowed* The foreign Secretary admitted that 
an agreement with such reservations on both sides would per­ 
haps not provide a very solid basis for future policy, but 
he argued that it would at least establish that Great Brit­ 
ain and the members of the Triple Alliance had essentially
identical views and interests in regard to the Straits

2 problem* With this he was prepared to be content*
Kimberley*s suggestion, being made without authority 

from Rosebery, was not a formal amendment to the original 
British offer, but rather a hint whioh the Foreign Secretary 
probably hoped would be used by the Central Powers as the

1 Deym to Kalnofcy, Ho* 17A-E Secret, 20 Apr. 1894, W.S.A*, 
P.A. viiiA74.

2 Ibid*
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basis for a counter-proposal of their own to Downing Street. 
Count Deym, describing the divergence which he had detected 
between Foreign Secretary and Prime Minister, observed that 
the latter wished 'beatira&te Zusicherungen zu erhalten, 
wenngleioh ar nur peraonliche Verpfliohtungen einaugehen 
bereit sioh sei&t, wahrend Lord Kiinberley beinalie zu wunschen 
•oheint, dass die von der Triple-Alliance seitens Lord Hose- 
berys verlangte Zuaioherung nioht ohne Vorbehalt erteilt 
werde, urn auch ihm die Ifloglichkeit zu geben, die einzugehend- 
en Verpflichtungen mogliohst zu varklausulieren' *•*• The dif­ 
ference in the attitudes of the two British statesmen seemed 
all the greater because Eosebery too had just thrown out an 
apparent hint, leading Deym to believe that in his eagerness 
to obtain a definite German commitment he might possibly be 
prepared to pay a higher price than that represented by the 
promise to defend Constantinople* On Deym's mentioning to 
him Germany's fear of doing anything which might give offence 
at St* Petersburg, and thus aggravate the risk of I:usso- 
German hostilities, the Prime Minister had replied that an 
understanding in advance regarding particular eventualities
was precisely what would afford the Germans their best seour-

2 ity against a Russian onslaught on their frontier* If this
remark made any sense at all, Deym reasoned, it must mean 
that Rosebery wao thinking in terms of a British promise to 
fight art only if Russia attacked the Straits, but also if 
Gez'&any's alignment with an anti-Russian bloo caused Russia, 
with French support, to declare war on Berlin* The ambassador 
considered that the formal adhesion of Great Britain to the

1 Ibid.

8 Deym to Kalnoky, No. 16 Secret, 14 April 1894, W.S.A., P.A* 
viii/174.
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Triple Alliance was out of the question: as in the case of 
the Straits the assurance would be personal , and therefore 
open to the objection that public opinion might prevent its 
being implemented. But if a German engagement respecting 
the Straits were made conditional merely on such a supple­ 
mentary personal pledge, not entailing a treaty or even an 
exchange of notes, then Deym suspected that Eossbery might 
prove not unfavourably disposed towards the bargain*-*-

Such was the secrecy with which Hosebery surrounded 
these conversations that the British archives contain no 
record of them, and Deyia's impression can be neither refuted 
nor confirmed by means of the evidence available* It can be 
•aid, however, that in the idea of a possible readiness on 
the Prime Minister's part to contemplate paying a higher 
price, there is nothing which aeenia inherently incredible* 
To keep Austria on an ant 1-Russian course on the Bosphorus, 
to avert a movement towards reconstitution on the Dreikaieer- 
bundt were objectives worth in Hosebery*s eyes a substantial 
degree of risk; and whatever doubts there might be about the 
attitude of public opinion, it is not certain that he would 
have beon deterred by them* Believing as he did that the 
Tranco-Russian friendship had recently suffered 'serious if 
not mortal blows',2 he might conceivably have given Germany 
a commitment regarding a two-front war in the belief that 
the value of his worda would never be put to a practical 
test. Beyond speculation one cannot got in the event the 
Germans made no offer conditional on an enlargement of Rose-

1 Ibid.t Deya to Krflnolqr. Secret, 20 Apr. 1894, W.S.A., P.A. 
viii/174.

Rosebery to Spencer, Secret, 22 Apr. 1894, Spencer Papers \ 
see also above, pp. 192-193.
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bery'a personal obligations, and the Prime Minister did not 
himself take a new initiative.

From the beginning of the Austro-German discussions in 
early March, Berlin was unsympathetic towards the British 
proposal for neutralization of Prance*1 Rosebery had stated 
unequivocally that he was determined to maintain the status 
quo at the Straits, and that if necessary he would appeal 
to arms — provided that the French were prevented from

2 intervening• To tho Germans this commitment did not seam
definite enough* Count Hat^feldt, at the end of February, 
had not only drawn attention to the question of the value 
to b« attached to a peraonal oral pronouncement, but had 
warned that by offering to fight alone a&ainst the Russians, 
the British were keeping in their own hands the choice of 
the moment for action, and indeed the decision as to whether 
they should act at all in any particular case* They would 
not be bound to make the Strait m issue a caaus belli in 
precisely defined eventualities, whereas Germny would be 
bound to protect Great Britain's rear whenever London chose 
to invoke the agreement. ̂ Marschall and Caprivi considered 
this objection aound, and raised other arguments as well. 
They saw that once the power of decision had passed to the 
British, Germany could find herself compelled, without be­ 
ing further consulted, to bring pressure to bear on France - 
a duty which she could perform only by showing herself ready 
to mobilise* That mich treasure would succeed in its object

* G.P. ix, Ho, 2151 (Memorandum by Caprivi, dated 8 Mar.
1894;; No. 2152 (further Memorandum by Capri vi, also dated
8 Mar* 1894).
o
Above, p.270*

3 G.P« ix, Ho. 2150 (Hatzfeldt to Caprivi, 28 Feb. 1894)*
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of enforcing neutrality was thought In Berlin to be highly 
doubtful ••*• Less than a year earlier a British observer had
recorded the view that Prance as a military Power had o 'never been so strong, nor t one may add t so confidant 1 *
During the summer of 1893 this French self -confidence had 
begun to occasion visible apprehension in Gerasan official 
circles* The same uneasiness apparently persisted in 1834, 
for there was no disposition on the Germans* part to assume 
that France would quail before the threat of invasion. Ca­ 
pri vi thought it possible, in fact, that pressure from Berlin 
might precipitate a French intervention in the Anglo-Russian 
conflict. To make good her threats to Paris and promises 
to London, Germany would then have to attack France* The 
filhelmstraaaa did not know whether any engagements exist­ 
ed between Franca and Russia, but it was supposed that if 
they did, they would provide at the very least for Joint 
measures in the event of aggresrion against either of the 
contracting parties* Fosebery'o scheme would thus require 
Germany, at the word of counsand from Greet Britain, to risk 
the dreaded war on two fronts. 5 The German Empire would have 
to stake on the outcome its existence as a Power, throwing 
into the gamble its last z&ark and last man, while the Brit­ 
ish - wrote Capri vi - would place in Jeopardy 'only one or

1 Ibid., No. 2152.

Confidential Memorandum, dated 19 May 1893, enclosed in 
Director of Military Intelligence to Foreign Offioe, 19 May 
1893, F.Ot 27/3149t

Malet to Roaebery, Private, 29 July 1893, F*0. 343/13. 

4 0*P* ix, Ho. 2152.

Ibid., No. 2133 (Marsohall to Hatzfeldt, 28 Mar. 1894 f 
closed Memorandum by Caprivl, dated 28 Bar. 1894)*
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two dosen warships 1 .
There was sons doubt at Berlin, moreover, that Great 

Britain would prove a loyal eosiradu-in-ar&a even in a naval 
sense* A suspicion which Marschall had expressed in th« 
previous autumn* that London wanted not allies but 'light­ 
ning conductors 1 , still exercised a strong influence on 
German thinking* Germany was being offered no guarantee, 
the foreign minister observed to Katafeldt, that when she 
had involved herself in a two-front war, the British would 
not immediately come to an independent understanding with 
Russia, leaving the Triple Alliance to face without support 
the struggle on which it had embarked aa a result of British 
policy .3 Capri vi too feared that London night conclude a 
separate peace* If the British desired German assistance , 
he commented, they should decide on firm commitment to the 
Triple Alliance Powers, and enter into reciprocal obliga­ 
tions oxt ending beyond the life of the government of the day. 

Some of Gerraany's reasons for rejecting thu British pro­ 
posal would have remained valid even had Roaebery been in a 
position to transform the Triple into a formal Quadruple 
Alliance* Admittedly, whereas Bismarck had predicted in the 
•eighties that Russian acquisition of Constantinople would 
weaken the Tsar's Empire and increase German security, 5 Ca- 
privi was willing to concede that Berlin did have an interest

1 Ibid., No. 2152.

2 ft*p « viii. No, 1762 (Marsohall to HatRfeldt, 24 Oct. 1893).

3 G«P« ix, No. 2153 (Marschall to Hatzfeldt, 28 Mar. 1894).

4 Ibid., Ho. 2152.

Malat to Rosebery, Private, 20 Jan., P.O. 343A3; of. Walet 
to Boocbtry, No. 8 Confidential, 10 Jan. 1894, F*0. 64/1325*
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in preventing Foiasie, from gaining possession of the ?urkisii 
capital. He belie Vrju t n«verthelena f that the strengthening 
of Euaaia which would raault froE her control of the 3os- 
phorus, and from the riae of her influence in the Balkan 
States, would not becone significant for Germany for a con­ 
siderable period of tine* The Straits Question did not seem 
of sufficient iamadiate importance to Justify provoking a 
two-front conflict in which victory would be uncertain* 
The Chancellor realised, it is clear, that victory could 
not be ensured by British co-operation, however loyal and 
whole-he arted. The Director of Military Intelligence in 
London had remarlced in 1892 that f nome months* would elnpse 
before Great Britain could render herself capable of taking 
part in any Continental war.2 Capri vi had no conforting 
illusions on this aoore: he calculated that in case of 
hostilities the British could ouster at the outset scarcely 
enough men to defend India and Egypt, and that even their 
navy, because of the deficiencies with respect to personnel, 
could not quickly be reotorod to unchallengeable supremacy. 
Furthermore, apart from the military risks of a clash with 
France and Russia, the Chancellor foare-! that the German 
public - raraerabering 3i anorak* a famous allusion to the 
•bonea of a Pomeranian nruslcetear 1 - would not readily sup­ 
port a war arising from a Near Eastern quarrel •*

Though quite unprepared to accept Rosebery f 3 proposal, 
Capri vi was also unwilling to discourage Austria zaora than 
was unavoidable, leot 3ho be driven in despair into the araia

Chapman to Roberts (Command a r-in-Chief in India), Private 
and Confidential, 19 Oct« 1392, W.O. 106/16.

Q,?, ix, No. 2152. 4 Ibid.
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of the Russians* He was convinced that it was necessary to 
keep Austria a Great Power* and to Keep her allied to Ger­ 
many* As a means to these ends he wanted to see the British 
pursue a strong Eastern policy which would be reassuring to 
Vienna*1 The objective of iiatzfeldt's curious proceedings 
la December and January^ was still - though it was not to 
be for ouch longer - among the goals of German diplomacy* 
Row Caprivi knew that refusal of the requested German com­ 
mitment against Trance would prejudice the progress of the 
conversations in which the Austrians were seeking greater 
British support*3 He did not dare* however* to give Hose* 
bery a statement so framed as to counteract the unfavour­ 
able impression which the refusal was certain to create in 
Downing Street* If any language were used indicative of 
German opposition to Russia's designs on the Straits* the 
Chancellor suspected that the British might sow discord be­ 
tween Berlin and St. Petersburg by divulging the contents 
of the declaration to the latter* This* he realized, would 
nullify Germany's efforts - efforts which he hoped might be 
crowned with success before the year was out - to draw the 
Russians away from France .4 AS a solution to the dilemma he 
suggested that Rosebery had best be left without any defin­ 
ite answer to his proposal at all* and that X&lnoky should 
reply instead with words friendly* inoffensive but promising 
nothing*
1 2* Ibid* See above* pp* 264~265•

JL*Z* **t ^° 0 2*53 (Memorandum by C^privi* dated 28 Mar* 
185TJ7
* Ibid** No* 2195 (Memorandum by Caprivi* dated 23 Apr* 1894)* 

5 Ibid*; of* Bo* 2153.
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While unwilling to give Great Britain any reason to hope 
tor their aid, the Germans encouraged Austria by letting it 
appear that they were not after all disinterest ing them­ 
selves entirely In the Straits and Mediterranean* In early 
May the Austrian ambassador Szogydny felt able to report 
that as a result of KfiQ.no icy* a representations the Berlin 
government seamed to have moved appreciably closer to the 
viewpoint of the Ballplatz, in the sense that now 9 eine 
gewlaae aolidaritat der Interessen Beutachlands und Oster- 
reioh-Ungarna in dieser Frage, sowie die Notwendigkeit, die- 
eelben eventuell gemeinsam zu verteidigen, hier nicht mehr 
abgeleugnet warden* • tfrom London too the spring brought 
encouragement for Austria, in the form of the Spenoer Pro­ 
gramme* K^lnoky woula have liked the British to make a clear 
•tatement regarding naval increases in the early winter! 2 
but better late than never* He related the Programme to the 
question of the manner in which ttreat Britain might be ex­ 
pect ad to meet Russian pretensions, and was gratified both 
by the substance of British plans and by the tone in which 
Spenoer explained them to the House of Lords on 7 May*-* It 
la not improbable that in pressing the British for commit­ 
ment a the Austrian minister had somewhat exaggerated his 
own anxieties, and even to London he had never pretended 
that the Fuasian menace was an ' immediate' one* With the 
moderately &ood tidings from Great Britain and Germany, the

to Kalnoky, No* 20 Secret, 5 May 1894, W.S.A* 
P*A* viii/174.

Monaon to Koaebery, No* 271 Secret and Confidential, 29 
Dec* 1893, 1*0. 7/1199.

Monaon to Kimberley, No, 71 Secret, 22 Mar* t ?*0. 7A213» 
•o* 125, 6 Jfcay 1894, F*0* 7A214* Per Spencer's speech, see 
Hansard* a Parliamentary Debates, 4th ser*, xxiv. 434-444*
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optimism which he had habitually displayed before the Toulon 
Yisit began to reassert itself. The decline of the >ranco- 
ftusBlan friendship doubtless contributed to this develop* 
mtnt* Austria, having no points of direct friction with the 
Trench, seemed to K^lnoky the Power best qualified to assume 
the task of keeping them out of a dangerous tSte-a-tdte 
with St. Petersburg; and the task was one which the minister 
was eager to attempt.1 While explicitly rejecting the idea 
that Russia could be enticed away from France, he evidently 
thought it possible that something useful might be accom­ 
plished at the Qua! d'uraay. With respect to Italy he con­ 
tinued to be apprehensive, though apparently less now of a 
diplomatic volte«-faoe than of an internal collapses he con­ 
fessed himself 'shocked 9 at news that the disintegration of 
the Kingdom was being openly discussed as a possibility in 
political circles at Rome.^ As far as the Hear East was 
concerned, however, he looked forward to a quiet summer. ̂  
In the atmosphere of general detente which prevailed on the 
Continent in the spring and summer of 1894, a coup d
in Serbia and the fall of the anti-Kussian Premier of Bul­ 
garia created scarcely a ripple on the surface of European 
diplomacy."*

Yet all was not happy in the diplomatic world. Germany

J.kmaon to Kimberley, Ho. 80 Confidential, 31 Mar., P.O. 
7A213; No. 173, 28 June 1894, F.O. 7/1214.

MonaOn to Kinbsrley, No* 160 Very Confidential, 15 June 
1894f F.O. 7/1214.

Monflon to Kimborley, No. 176 Confidential, 29 June 1894, 
7A214.

* Ibid.; Ooooelin (charge' d •affaires at Berlin) to Kimberley, 
No. 94, 25 May 3.894, F.O. 64/1325? Kalet to Kimberley, 
Private, 2 June 189*, F.O. 343/13.
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embarked in the late spring on proceedings which aroused 
anger and resentment in London and irritation in Vienna. 
In Egypt the German Consul-General, Baron hey king, outraged 
hie Austrian colleague by taking up a position opposed to 
that of Lord Qromerj and although Grosser believed that the 
German was a blunderer who had not been instructed to be 
as unfriendly as he was, but merely to apply strictly the 
principle 'do ut des', H@yking f s attitude was seen at the 
Foreign Office as part of a pattern* It was rumoured 9 
Kimberley warned Malet, that Berlin was attempting to make 
•mischief* in Morocco, where the British and French govern- 
ments were agreed on a policy of acting in concert to up­
hold the status quo* Above all* Germany supported French————— —
opposition to the Anglo-Belgian Congo Agreement of 12 May* 
the British might have chosen - as the Germans would have 
liked - to try and purchase a cessation of diplomatic 
hostilities by concessions overseas (for example on the 
issue of Samoa) ,3 or even by committing themselves to stand 
by Austria in the Near East without requiring a commitment 
from Berlin in return*^ But the second course would have 
been totally unrealistic in a naval sense, and in any event 
the Prime Minister was in no mood to bargain* He was infur—

Crocier to Kimberley, Private, 28 May 1694 (extract enclos­ 
ed in Kimberley to Malet, Private, 13 June 1894, F*0. 343/3) •

2 Kimberley to Malet, Private, 13 June 1894, P.O. 343/3? of, 
alao W.L. danger. The Diplomacy of iKpe^iallsn, 189<V1?0?, 
i* 134-141.

p.p. yiii, Ko. 2039 (S&tcfoiat to Cr-privi, 1 .Tune 1894),

Of. A.J.P. faylor, ghe Struggle for Mastery in %urope f 
1840-1018, pp* 349-351$ A.J,?« Taylor, 'Prelucie to I-e 
TEe tjueoticn of the ttpper Nile, l894-5 f » English Historical 
Review* Ixv* 62.
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iated by what he considered to be the Germans 1 arrogance: 
their tone, he complained, was one which they might more 
properly have used in addressing Monaco*1 Believing that 
Berlin would not be prepared to see him withdraw the limit­ 
ed British encouragement already given to members of the 
Triple Alliance, Rosebery resolved in his wrath to call the 
bully 1 e bluff* He summoned the ambassador of guiltless Aus­ 
tria, and announced - the date was 13 June - that if Ger­ 
many did not mend her ways, he would be obliged to retract 
his assurance to Vienna regarding maintenance of the status 
OJOQ at Constantinople* Presumably because armed action to 
implement the assurance had been made conditional on fterman 
•up port against Prance, no promise of which had been forth­ 
coming, the Prime Minister soon decided that hie Near East­ 
ern threat by itself would not carry enough weight* On the 
following day he informed Deym that British assurances to 
Italy would be repudiated as well.-* It was intended, of 
course, that this language should 'ricochet through Vienna* 
to the wilhelmstrasse**

There ensued a comedy of undignified reversals. Rose- 
bery, it would appear, had acted in a passing tantrum* 
then he gave the matter calmer thought, he probably aban­ 
doned almost at once whatever genuine idea he may have had

Roeebcry to Queer. Victoria, 14 June 1694 (printed in G.E. 
Buckle, The Let tar 3 of Que^n Victoria, 3rd sar., ii. 404- 
405f Marcmess of Crewe, l*ord fcoaebery, ii* 446-449)*

H. Temperley and Lillian M, Penaon, Foundations of Brit­ 
ish Foreign Policy. 1792-1902, pp. 491-492 j M*P. Hornik, 
1 The } n^lo-Bel^i ?,n A#reecie nlfof 12 May 1894 ', English 
Hiatorical Review, Ivii* 239*

Ibid.; Ternperloy and Penson, loc* cit. 

Bucfcle f loc. cit* | Crewe, loc* cit*
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of putting his threats into execution, and began wondering 
what he would do if Germany held har ground. On 16 June he 
withdrew his conmuni cat ions of the 13th and 14th: on re­ 
consideration* he told Deym, he had cone to the conclusion 
that Geraany's tone had not been offensive after all, and 
that a bit of territory in Africa was not sufficiently im­ 
portant to juotify a revolution in British foreign policy. 1 
Meanwhile, however, Ks&noky had taken fright. Respite the 
fact that the British fleet oould not fight in the East 
without German backing, Rosebery's declared determination 
to maintain the status QUO in the Straits Question held out 
hope that British diplomatic action on the Bosphorua would 
be consistently vigorous. The Austrian minister set a good 
deal of store by the co-operation which Baron Calice had 
been receiving from Sir Philip Currie, 4- and he did not in­ 
tend, if he oould help it, to see the Anglo-Austrian align­ 
ment in Tvirkey destroyed by the crude bludgeoning of an 
inept Berlin.-* On 15 June he notified Gernany of Kosabery's 
blunt words, and advocated settlement of the dispute *^ By 
the 17th the Germane had decided to beat a retreat: their 
face was a^ved by a oubsenuent concession from London, but 
the French had to contiwie their eventually successful cam­ 
paign against the Congo Agreement without the Gerrnan aid

Tenperley and Panson, pp. 490-491; Hornik, loc. cit. 

2 Monson to Kimberley, no. 82 Secret, 31 Mar. I8y4, *'.0.

For the Austrian view of German diplomatic method a, see 
tfonaon to Kimborley, Ho. 171 Vary Confidential, 23 June; 
Ho* 181 G'^crat, 12 July 1894, P.O. 7/1214.

G»P« viii, No. 2034 (Eulenburg to the Geriaan Iroreigm 
OfTTccT, 15 June 1894).
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which they had been led to expect*
These events affected not only the relations between 

Germany and Great Britain, but Anglo-Austrian and Auatro- 
German relations as well* An African colonial squabble 
inevitably seemed petty in Austrian eyes, and Rosebery's 
willingness to threaten abandonment of his Hear Eastern 
policy over such an issue inspired a degree of doubt in 
Ka'lnoky's mind with respect to the sincerity of British 
assurances to Vienna*2 Count Deym reported that his con­ 
fidence in the Prime Minister was shaken, 'not only regard­ 
ing the security of his promises, but also respecting his 
eminence as a statasmn 1 *^ The Austrians were perhaps even 
more dissatisfied with Germany's behaviour* Calioe felt 
repelled by the 'roughness and egotism 1 of German diplomacy, 
and Ka'lnoJcy held an equally unfavourable view* The sphere 
Of Anglo-German intercourse was not the only china-shop in 
which the Kaiser and his government were crashing destruc­ 
tively about* For some months the Ballplatz had been ex­ 
tremely anxious that everything possible should be done to 
keep to a minimum the danger that Spain might join with 
France in a combination prejudicial to Great Britain's 
position in the Mediterranean* The disagreeable tone which 
Germany had adopted in recent dealings with Spain did not 
seam well calculated to maice such a development less likely*

1 A.J.P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848- 
1218, pp. 3^1-35-^, 351n.

2 q,P« ix, Ho. 2159 (Sulenburg to tne German Foreign Office, 
16~June 1894)*

* Quoted in Hornik, p. 241•

* Monson to Kimberley, No. 171 Very Confidential, 28 Junef 
No. 181 Secret, 12 July 1894, F.O. 7/1214*
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fo a spectator in Austria f German policy appeared to make 
no sense: there was no visibly co-ordinated whole directed 
towards rational objectives, but rather a series of what 
Sir Edmund Monson described as diplomatic 'freaks 1 . 1

Yet for all this iCalnoky did not revert 9 in assessment 
of the general situation, to his outspoken uneasiness of 
late 1893 and early '94. The international atmosphere in 
South-Eastern Europe remained calm: during the late summer 
the Austrian minister was able to aboent himself frequent­ 
ly from Vienna.2 Under existing c ire urns tineas, he was con­ 
vinced, Russia would opt for a continued quiet life* 
Certain troop movements occurring in that country he judged 
to be in no way menacing! they related, he said, merely to 
details of military arrangements* The sole ground for 
anxiety which he admitted was the precarious health of the 
pacific Tsar, Alexander III;-* and in October, when it was 
evident that Alexander was dying, feflnoky told Monson that 
the gathering dangers affected Great Britain 'almost ex- 
olusively' - a olear hint that he did not think the Hear 
Bast to be the most probable centre of any approaching
•torm.4 in November Count Deym informed Kimberley that he
•aw no particular reason to expect Hussla to raise the 
question of free passage of the Straits within the near 
future* The ambassador advocated the maintenance of cordial 
relations between Great Britain and the Triple Alliance

1 Ibid.

2 Monson to Kimberley, No* 196, 23 Aug. 1894, F.O. 7/1214.

Monaon to Kimberley, N0 * 201 Confidential, 7 Sept. 1894, 
F.O. 7/1214.

Monson to JCimberley, Ho. 245 Confidential, 19 Oct. 1894, 
F.O. 7/1215.
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Powers, but he no longer pointed to perils rendering de­ 
sirable a more closoly-lcnit anti-Russian coalition.1 The 
Straits scare at Vienna, like the earlier one at London, 
had fiasled out. This faot - already sufficiently apparent 
in the summer - made it possible for Rosebery, without 
running any real risk of driving Austria to desperation, to 
pursue a new policy of rapprochement with St. Petersburg. 

The British effort of 1894 to improve relations with 
Russia appears to have been begun at the beginning of the 
summer - during the period when Germany was not only main­ 
taining an eloquent silence at London regarding Hosebery 9 s 
Hear Eastern proposal, but was commencing into the bargain 
to be actively unpleasant* On 6 June the Prime Minister 
suggested to Baron de Staal that a conference of the Powers 
be convened for the purpose of securing a general reduction 
in armaments* There was one person, he wrote, who was pre­ 
eminently fitted, by his *high pure character and his 
single-minded desire for peace*, to summon such a congress: 
that person being the Tsar, who was 'above the ouspioion 
of an interested motive 1 * His power, the 'splendour of his 
position* and his f spirit of conciliation 1 , Hosebery went 
on, would attract Powers which would not care to be repre­ 
sented at a disarmament conference elsewhere than at St. 
Petersburg*^ It is probable that the British statesman's 
true purpose in this communication was less to pave the 
way for reducing arms than to ingratiate himself with a 
flattered Alexander. When making his suggestion Hosebery

1 Kimberley to Monson, No. 147 Secret, 21 Nov. 1894, F.O. 
7/1212.
^ Rosobery to Baron de Staal, 6 June 1894 (copy enclosed 
in Kimberley to Laaoelles, No. 208 Moat Confidential, 4 
Aug. 1894, F.O. 65/1471).
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expressed a belief that the time was opportune, and that 
the representatives of the Powers, onoe assembled, would 
not separate without soae practical result.1 In July, how­ 
ever, when the Taar replied by combining praiae for the 
Prime Minister's intentions with an intimation that the 
moment was not in fact a propitious one, Roaebery reversed 
himself and instantly agreed. ̂ Having done what he could 
to make a good impression on Alexander, he did not wish to 
spoil the effect through argument. %^t* * -

f he policy of Anglo-Bussian rapprochement enjoyed in 
1894 and early 1895 a certain superficiaX success* The 
growth of better relations was facilitated by the fact that 
in the summer and autumn of '94 the attitudes of London and 
St» Petersburg were in harmony regarding the 3 ino- Japanese 
War, ̂  then came the death of Alexander III at the beginning 
of November, and with it a further opportunity of cultivat­ 
ing Russian friendship. The Prince of Wales spent some 
weeks in Russia displaying his sympathy for the Imperial 
family in their bereavement, and in general making good use 
of his skill in personal contact.* The new Tsar Nicholas II 
was promptly honoured by being appointed Colonel-in-chief 
of the Scots areys.5 Meanwhile more substantial content was

2 Memorandum by Rosebery on conversation with the Russian
Ambassador, dated 27 July 1394 (enclosed in Kimberley to Las- 
oelles, No. 208 Most Confidential, 4 Aug. 1894, ?.0. 65/1471).

Langer, i. 173-1751 SSonson to Kisiberley, No. 201 Confiden­ 
tial, 7 Sept. 1894, P.O. 7/1214*

* Sir S. Lee, King Edward VII* A Biography, i. 689-692 j
A.O. Gardiner. The Life of Sir William Harcourt, ii. 325-326.

* B.F. Benson, The Kaiser and English Relations, p. 117.
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being given to the rapprochement through progress in nego­ 
tiations relating to Central Asia.1 A dispute over the 
Pamirs had been dragging on for years, with varying pros- 
peots of settlement.2 By November 1894, the British having 
made by far the greatest concessions, London and St. 
Petersburg were at last in essential accord.^ An agreement 
on spheres of influence in the region of the Pamirs was 
formally concluded on 11 March 1895.*

the rapprochement with Rusoia was accompanied by a 
movement towards friendlier relations with France, and by 
the autumn of 1894 Anglo-French co-operation in Morocco had 
grown sufficiently conspicuous to occasion a good deal of 
annoyance at Rome.^ But negotiations for a broader under­ 
standing came to grief on the fatal rook of Egypt. This 
outcome can scarcely have been a surprise to Boaebery, who
had seen in the threat of an arrangement with Paris a means

7of bringing pressure to bear on Germany. The attempted en-

1 Iiascelles to Kimborley, No, 231, 23 Oct. 1894, F.O. 
181/717 (1).

Rosebery to Howard (charge' d'affaires at St. Petersburg), 
No. 219 Confidential, 25 July I893 f F.O. 181/716 (3)I Rose­ 
bery to Morier, Private, 12 Sept. 1893, Morier Papers; G.E. 
Buckle, The Letters of Queen Victoria. 3rd ser., ii. 334.

Langer, i* 145•

* Accounts and Papers, Treaty Saries No. 8 (1895), aix 
fC-7643J t 159-loZ? A. Krausse, Russia in Aaia, 1558-1899. 
pp. 373-374.

5 A.J.P. Taylor, 'British Policy in Morocco, 1886-1902', 
Baalish Historical Roview. Ixvi. 361-362; of. Langer, i. 145

^ A.J.P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe. 1843- 
1918. p. 353.

7 Q.P. viil, No. 2054.
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tente with St. Petersburg was a project at once more prac­ 
ticable - or so it appeared - and more rich in potential 
advantages* Originally the main motives behind it were 
probably the same aa those which were responsible for 
friendliness towards the French - a desire to remind Ger­ 
many that Great Britain could turn if necessary to other 
combinations than the Triple Alliance, coupled no doubt 
with a hope of reducing tensions at least until the Spencer 
Programme had been carried out* By the beginning of 1895 § 
however, a new use for an Anglo-Eussian understanding was 
apparently becoming possible. Whereat* an ^nglo-French ar­ 
rangement could easily lead to Great Britain's being drawn 
Intc new friction with Berlin, it now seemed that an en­ 
tente between London and st« Petersburg might be brought 
about with Germany's blessing, as part of a grand design 
for the isolation of France*

In the autumn of 1894 Anglo-German relations remained 
in a deplorable condition* Despite the end of the clash 
over the Congo Agreement, a tendency on the Germans 1 part 
to be disagreeable towards Great Britain was still much in 
evidence. Count Hatzfeldt told Kixnbarley in November that 
Berlin would not • permit' Great Britain to annex the Portu~ 
guese Colonies, and the Foreign Secretary had to give his 
interlocutor a polite reminder that since the British fleet 
would have little difficulty In sinking the Kaiser's, such 
a word as 'permit 1 was inappropriate* In the German press 
there was waged a vigorous anti-British campaign, which

o
Eosebery believed to be sanctioned by the government* The 
Prime l/linistor also suspected - and thia was later oonf irm-

1 Kimberley to Malet, Private, 5 Dec. 1894, P.O. 343/3.

2 Rosebery to Malet, Secret, 31 Oct. 1894, F.O. 343/3.
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ed by the German ambassador In Vienna - that •Berlin or he 
who guides Berlin 1 was being actuated by hostility to the
domestic Liberalism of the British administration.1 Sir

2 Edward Malet shared this view, but was conscious as well
of an evil influence exercised by his personal b^te noire « 
Dr« Kayser, the chief of the German Colonial Department. 3 
In conversation with Hatzfeldt Rosa be ry made no secret of 
his profound dissatisfaction not only with Germany's attitude 
towards London, but also with her policy towards Spaint 
Greece v Italy and Austria* He warned that the unpleasant 
tone adopted by Berlin on financial and commercial issues 
could drive Madrid and Athens into the Russo-Prench camp, 
and he complained In addition that the Triple Alliance 
was being weakened by the declining intimacy of Germany's 
relations with her partners •*

Although British Irritation and disillusionment with 
Germany were obvious, Karschall did not believe that a 
real Anglo-Russian understanding was likely to prove a 
feasible project. He suspected that the prospect of such 
an entente was perhaps only a bogy invented by Hosebery to 
frighten Berlin. 5 Hatzfeldt's opinion was different. Where-

1 Ibid. | Rosebery to Malet, Secret, 6 Jan. 1895, F.O. 343/3! 
Monson to Ximberley, No. 332 Seorat and Most Confidential, 
27 Dec. 1394, F.O. 7/1215.
o
Rosebery to Malet, Secret, 6 Jan. 1395 (with minute by 

Malet), F.O. 343/3.

* Malet to Klmberley, No* 13 Secret, 16 Jan. 1895 » P.O. 
64/1350| of. ?*alet to Salisbury, Private, 6 July 1895 • 
Bound Volume No. 120, Salisbury Papers.

g *p * **• Ho » 2161 (Hatsfeldt to Hohenlohe, 11 Nov. 1894).

5 Ibid., No. 2162 (Marsohall to Hatsfaldt, 16 Nov. 1894) I 
of. Langer, 1. 146.

A**.»
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as he considered an Anglo-French settlement to be all but 
impossible, the ambassador reasoned that with the problem 
of the Pamirs apparently close to solution, there was 
little standing in the way of a general An&lo-Kussian 
accord except the question of free passage through the 
Straits* He Judged it by no means inconceivable that Great 
Britain would concede free passage on condition that the 
Russians promised not to support Prance in any enterprise 
directed against British interests in the Mediterranean* 

That Rosebery was contemplating actual steps to put 
into effect so fundamental a change cf policy is highly 
unlikely; but it is likely enough that during this period - 
Hatzfeld wrote in early November - the Prime Minister was 
becoming gradually more flexible in his thinking* By the 
turn of the year, at any rate, the idea of opening the 
Straits was one which he did not altogether exclude from 
his thoughts on the future*
**** Even during the summer, indeed - in the initial phase 
of his movement towards Russia - Roaebery had already al­ 
lowed Count Deym to know that he had the possibility of 
some sort of concessions on the Straits Question in mind* 
At that time, however, he had made it clear that he regard­ 
ed the notion with disfavour* He intended, he said, to have 
a study undertaken of the extent to which Russian demands, 
if put forward, could safely be met, and of the guarantees 
which would have to be required; but he voiced extreme 
doubt that any guarantees could be found which would permit 
significant concessions to be made without prejudice to 
the interests of the British Smpire*^ When he spoke thus,

1 Ibid., No* 2161.

* Deym to Ka*lnoky, No, 25B Secret, 12 July 1894, W.S.A., 
P.A* viii/174.
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in July 9 Deyra had Just informed aim at long laat regarding 
the outcome of the Austro-Gerraan discussions on his Hear 
Eastern proposal. The Prime Minister expressed himself as 
being satisfied with the result achieved. That he should 
have done so is not surprising) he had, after all, present­ 
ed his proposal under pressure from an anxious Austria v and 
Austria now seemed calm. If she wa3 content with the modi* 
cum of reassurance obtained at Berlin, Rosebery had no 
active to try and revive her uneasiness* Instead he stress­ 
ed the encouraging aspects of Caprivi*3 attitude. While 
declining to enter into obligations, the Chancellor had 
intimated that Germany believed in the upholding of treat­ 
ies 9 and that she recognized the impropriety of changes 
being made in treaty arrangements without the consent of 
signatory Powers,2 In this language , Kosebery said, he saw 
reason for hope that if St« Petersburg sought to bring 
about a Russo-German understanding in favour of free pass­ 
age » Berlin would reject the overture. He predicted also 
that if the Triple Alliance supported Sreat Britain diplo­ 
matically against a peaceful Russian initiative, Russia 
would probably not resort to arms to impose her will. 
Though reiterating that Great Britain could not single- 
handedly risk war over the Straits with Russia and France 
together* the Prime Minister left Deyia in no doubt that 
notwithstanding the German refusal of commitment a , British

1 Q *p * **» Wo * 216° (Hatafeldt to Caprivi, 13 July 1894); 
Deym to Ka*lnoky, Tel, No, 47 Secret, 9 July; No, 25B Secret, 
12 July 1894, W.3,A., P.A, vlii/174.

* Ibid,| G,P« ix, No, 2157 ( Memorandum by Caprivi, dated 
10 June 18^41 Memorandum by Saogyeny (Anlage II) given to 
Harschall on 10 June 1394); No* 2160,



policy remained opposed to Buasian designs on the waterway* 
There ia no evidence that these reraarks of Rosebery's 

were insincere i but they were uttered in July, and between 
July and the beginning of winter the international situa­ 
tion developed in auch a way as to make a general settle­ 
ment with Russia more desirable from the British stand­ 
point than before* It was not only that German unpleasant­ 
ness towards London had continued* We have noticed Rose- 
be ry 1 a charge, made in early November , that the Triple 
Alliance was being undermined by Germany's lessened intim­ 
acy with Vienna and Home* Information reaching the Foreign 
Offioe a few weeks later suggested that the coalition waa 
touching new heights of disarray* Italy, knowing that she 
needed the friendship of both Germany and Great Britain, 2 
waa Inevitably chagrined by the estrangement which the 
Germans were promoting between themselves and the British. 
The Quirinal suspected, moreover, that German agents in 
many places were working against Italian interests* 4 The 
iuatrlana were outspokenly annoyed at nearly everything 
Berlin did: they complained of 'thorough confusion 1 at the 
Wilhelmstrasse, and condemned more than ever their ally's 
erratic, impulsive diplomacy* 5 The fall of Caprivi from the

1 Ibid* | Deym to Kalnolqr, Tel. Ho. 47 Secret, 9 July; No* 
25B Secret, 12 July 1894, W.3.A., P.A. viii/174.

2 Q*P* viii, Ho* 1765 (^ulow to the German Foreign Offioe, 
17 June 1894) I No* 1767 (Bulow to Caprivi, 20 June 1394).
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Malet to Kiinberley, Ho, 253 Confidential, 1 Dec.; Ho. 263 
Confidential, 14 Dec. 1894, F.O. 64/1326.

* Monaon to Kimberley, Ho. 327 Secret, 14 Dec. 1894, F.O. 
7A215.

^ Monaon to Kimberley, No. 304 Most Confidential, 28 Nov.|
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Chancellorship at the end of October had not helped mat­ 
ters* In this relic of the 'neue Kurs* Vienna had seen a 
sympathiser i ̂  Kdilnoky was much distressed at his dismissal* 
Germany had drawn still farther back from the policy of 
her post-Biaiaarckian experiment*

In these circumstances it would have been understand­ 
able if London had despaired of the Triple Alliance alto­ 
gether* The French ambassador at Berlin began speaking air­ 
ily to Marschall about the prospect of a new triple combin­ 
ation - perhaps stronger than the old - embracing France, 
Russia and Great Britain*3 Yet in truth nothing was more 
remote from Roaebery's intentions than to out his wire to 
the capitals of the Dreibund and proceed to ereot a rival 
bloo.4 What he wished to do was to make Germany behave in 
a more tolerable fashion towards her would-be friends* to 
preserve the Triple Alliance and if possible to supplement 
it - not to throw the weight of Great Britain into the

c
aoales against it.-' As a supplement, an entente between

No* 310 Moat Confidential, 5 Dec. 1894, F.O. 7/1215? Tel. 
No* 68 Most Confidential, 4 Deo* 1894, F*0* 7/1216.

1 Konson to JClmberley, No* 82 Secret, 31 Mar* 1894, F.O, 
7A213.
2 Monaon to Kimberley, No* 263 Host Confidential, 2 Nov. 
1894, F.O* 7A215.

* Malet to Kimborley, No. 253 Confidential, 1 Dec* 1894, 
F.O. 64/1326.

* Above, p. 279$ of. Kimberley to Lascellea, No. 333 Con­ 
fidential, 10 Dec. 1894, F.O. 65/1471.

5 Ibid.| Rosebery to Malet, Secret, 6 Jan. 1895, F.O. 343/3$ 
of. Malet to Kisiberley t/No. 253 Confidential, 1 Dec. 1894, 
F.O. 64/1326$ Deym to Kalnoky, Strictly Confidential, 15 
Nov. 1894, w.3*A. t P.A. viii/174*
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London and St. Petersburg was an attractive posaibility, 
for it could be in the interests of Germany and Italy as 
well as of the British themselves* Both at Berlin and at 
Bone there were those in high places who appreciated this 
fact* The Italian government welcomed the Angles-Russian 
rapproohement t and urged that its practical application 
should not be confined to Eastern and Central Asia* Among 
Germans there were sharply differing vle*vs* Harschall, as 
we have observed, did not take the rapproohement very 
seriously: to Malet he politely expressed his approval of 
this 'further guarantee of European peace', but except by 
emphasizing tuat Germany had no objections, he did little 
either to encourage or to discourage the British in their 
policy. 2 Count Hatefeldt did have objections: he warned 
Kimberley against closer relations with St. Petersburg on 
the ground that they might lead to a Russian demand for 
free passage of the Straits* Following the familiar line 
of a year earlier, the ambassador pointed to the dangers 
that would threaten the British naval position in the Modi* 
terranean if the Black Sea fleet effected a junction with 
the French, and he went on to advocate tighter bonds link* 
ing London to the Triple Alliance. Different arguments 
were heard, however, by the British embassy at Berlin* Mar- 
schall told Malet explioitly that he did not expect improv­ 
ed Anglo-Euoaian relations to have the effect of causing

Pord to Kimberley, Tel. Ho* 74 Confidential, 10 Dec. 1894, 
P.O. 45/719; see also below, p. 340*

2 Malet to Kimberley, No. 236 Confidential, 8 Dec. 1894, 
F.O. 64/1326.

Kimberley to Gosselin (charge* d f affaires at Berlin), No. 
316 Secret, 19 Nov. 1894, P.O. 64/1324.
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Russia to raise the Straits Question, the Kaiser and Baron 
Holstein, far from agreeing with Hatzfeldt, both let it be 
known that they were entirely in favour of a general Anglo- 
Russian understanding and would willingly see it extended , 
on certain conditions, to include an agreement for the

2opening of the Straits to all Powers* At London, mean­ 
while t Hatzfeldt and Deym had received denials that either 
a general political understanding or an agreement on the 
Straits was intended by the British government •"* Thus a 
rather odd state of affairs had arisen: having begun a 
polioy apparently largely as a riposte to Germany the 
British found themselves being encouraged from Berlin to 
carry their policy further than they themselves were pre­ 
pared to admit having contemplated*

The attitude of Wilhelm and Holstein requires little 
explanation* To avoid the risk of war on two fronts, it was 
necessary to separate Russia and France* But as long as 
British and Russians remained rivals , with London obstruct­ 
ing everywhere the realisation of Russian aspirations, St. 
Petersburg would continue to have a strong motive to cling 
to the possessor of the mighty fleet at Toulon* If London 
could be persuaded to pay the price necessary to make 
Russia lose interest in her ally, then Germany and Italy as 
well as Sreat Britain would enjoy security from being at-

1 Malet to Kimberley, No, 256 Confidential, 8 Dec. I894 t 
F.O. 64/1126.
o
Confidential Memorandum by Colonel Swaine (military at­ 

tache* at Berlin), dated 15 Nov. 1894 (enclosed in ftosselin 
to Kimberley, No. 229 Secret, 16 Nov. 1894, F.O. 78/4592); 
Malet to Hosebery, Private, 22 Dec* 1894, F*0. 343/13*

Q,P« ix. Ho. 2163 (Hatzfeldt to Ilohenlohe. 22 Nov. 1894) I 
NoTTT64 (Hatzfeldt to Hohenlohe, 22 Nov. 1894).
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tacked by a coalition.
The Kaiser outlined his position to Colonel Swaine, the 

British military attach^ at Berlin, on 15 November. He saw 
no reasont he said, for Great Britain and Eussia not to 
settle on a firm basis their respective spheres of interest 
in Asia. If the Russians were granted fres passage of the 
Straits f he went on, they would probably renounce all 
dreams of acquiring Constantinople .*• In 1892 and 1893 
Wilhelm had warned the British of Russian designs on the 
Ottoman capital, 2 but now he argued that since Russia could 
have seised the city if she had wished at any time in the 
past five or six years, her failure to act indicated that 
she did not oovet it any longer* As for the Austrian con­ 
tention that free passage would cause the Balkan States to 
fall under Russian influence f the German ruler rejected it 
as altogether unconvincing. He sounded but one note of 
cautions that if the British did decide to raise the 
Straits Question, they should not take their initiative 
without first talking the matter over with Austria and 
Italy. * Don't spring it upon us as you did the Congo Treaty. 
In the first place you will make us very angry, and in the 
•econd, frightened out of her wits, you will drive Italy 
into the arms of France*'3

Confidential Memorandum by Colonel Swalne, dated 15 Nov. 
1894 (enclosed in Oosselln to Klmberley, No* 229 Secret, 
16 Nov. 1894, F.O. 78/4592).
»
Malet to Roeebery, Private and Secret, 17 Dec. 1892, F.O. 

343/l2| Malet to Rosebery, Ho. 285 Secret, 27 Nov. 1893, 
F.O. 64A295.

^ Confidential Memorandum by Colonal Swaine, dated 15 Nov. 
1894 (enclosed in Gosselln to Kimberley, No, 229 Secret, 
16 Nov. 1894, F.O. 78/4592).
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In December Baron Holstein spoke at some length to 
Malet regarding the diplomatic system whioh could be cre­ 
ated if the Anglo-Russian rapprochement were extended to 
include a Hear Eastern settlement, with the Powers of the 
Triple Alliance 'contributing their share'* Great Britain, 
Holstein argued, should be careful to keep Italy with her 
in all natters affecting the Mediterranean, but he sug­ 
gested that if it was brought about by agreement among 
London, Rome and St. Petersburg, the opening of the Straits 
might not be dangerous to any vital British interestt An 
understanding based on reciprocal advantages seemed to him 
'not beyond imagination 1 f whereas if a Russian proposal on 
the Straits met resistance from London and Rome, he feared 
that St. Petersburg might come to an arrangement with 
France which would Jeopardize the British naval position* 
What Holatein envisaged was the continued existence of the 
Triple Alliance, ensured by British support of Italy, and 
the association of the Alliance, through the Italians as 
common factor, with a new triple entente of Sreat Britain, 
Italy and Russia* In this way the peace of Europe was to be 
rendered secure) there would be a 'union of all the Powers 
with tbe exception of France - in fact the isolation of France 
in great questions whioh may ooae forward'*1

By this discourae on diplomatic grand strategy Malet 
was not impressed ~ a 'far-viewing survey', he called it, 
'I will not use the words far-seeing'* He suspected Hol­ 
stein of being primarily desirous of persuading London to
do more to maintain Italy's confidence that Great Britain

p would defend her against a French attack* On reading the

1 Malet to Rosebery, Private, 22 Dec* 1894, F*0. 343/13.

2 Ibid.
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ambassador 1 8 eritioisra, however, Bosabery retorted that to 
him Holstein's remarks seemed 'sensible enough 1 * Unfortun­ 
ately he did not set forth his reactions to them in any 
detail i 3* yet since the GeiTaan official had been speaking 
of what would have amounted to a revolution in British 
Eastern policy, even so vague an expression of general ap­ 
proval from the Prime Minister, ooupled with his failure 
to qualify that approval with any reservations concerning 
the Straits, seems a highly noteworthy fact. If it had not 
been so somewhat earlier, Rosebery's mind wao now open: he 
was prepared to listen with some sympathy to suggestions 
for radical innovation* The Armenian Queation, an we shall 
shortly oeo, had reached by this time a critical state: 2" w * "

apart altogether fron difficulties occasioned by the con­ 
dition of the Triple Alliance, a decision to protect Gon- 
atantinople in a diplomatic orlois, and thus champion the 
independent rule of the Sultan, wan now less likely than 
before to be adequately supported by British public opin­ 
ion* That Abdul Hamid was the ' wrong horse 1 was already 
becoming conspicuously apparent* Rosebery had once admitted 
to Deyza that if free passage of the Straits were conceded, 
Constantinople would in effect be handed over to Russia. 
He may not have altered his view, but he may have been be­ 
ginning to reconcile himself to acceptance of the conse-

1 Roaebery to Malet, Secret, 6 Jan* 1895, P.O. 343/3*

2 Below, pp* 330-349.

Of* Lillian M* Penson, * The Hew Course in British Foreign 
Policy, 1892-1902 •, Transa 
Society, 4th ser., xxv. 13

* * , 
Policy, 1892-1902 •, Transactions of the Royal Historical4. "" " "•-—

* H* Temperley and Lillian M. Pennon, Foundations of Brit­ 
ish Foreign Policy* 1792-1902, p. 481.
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quence foreseen*
In the event, Great Britain's declared policy remained 

unchanged. Holateln had been speaking personally, and ha 
was not the responsible minister; the Kaiser, as the Brit­ 
ish wsll knew, often spoke without weighing his words. 
Yet, despite Hatzfeldt'a language, London had been given 
some reasonable ground for believing that 3-ermany might 
have lost interest in obtaining firmer British commitment 
to Austria, and that she might actually prefer to see Great 
Britain peacefully accord the Tsar satisfaction in the 
Near East* It could be aesumed, in addition, that Baron 
Blano would probably be receptive to a revival of the idea
whloh he himself had been advocating during the previous

2 winter. The one certain source of diplomatic opposition
to a reversal of the British stand lay on the Danube. Ger­ 
mans and Italians would both benefit from the isolation of 
France; ao would Groat Britain* W^aa Haeebery referred to 
the connection between London and the Triple Alliance being 
•through Italy 1 , the foe of France, and made it clear (to 
Malat) that he wished to preserve this f central keystone 1 
of the international situation, he was implying that he 
saw in France a continuing adversary. Rivalry with the 
French was far more a fixed point in his thinking than 
rivalry with Russia.* Austria, by contrast, desired the iso-

1 A.G. Gardiner, The Life of Sir William Uaroourte ii. 325 
(quotes Kimberley to Haroourt, 21 rtov. 15^4). "

2 Above, pp. 280-281*

Roaebery to Malet, Secret, 6 Jan. 1895, F.O. 343/3? above, 
p. 279*

Of. M.P. Hornik, Per Kampf der Grossmachte urn den Ober- 
lauf das Nil, p. llTI """"
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lation of 3t. Petersburg rather than of Paris* hence K&l- 
noky'a attempt to improve relations with the Cuai d f Oraay. 
la the lete autumn liosebery's public enthusiasm for the 
Anglo-Rusoian rap:roc heme nt had given rise to presr? rumours 
of an impending revision of British Eastern policy. ?he 
reports produced a considerable impression at the Ball- 
platz, and Monson was struck by Austrian 'sensitiveness' 
on the subject. He assured I^lnolsy that the blame rested 
on irresponsible Journalists, and expresse,! confidence that 
London would not negotiate with Russia about the Straits

2without the 'concurrence' of the Austrian Emperor. Con­ 
currence was not to be expecteft; but to proceed without it 
would mean that inevitable controversy at home would be 
accompanied by anguished remonstrances fron Vienna. Rose- 
bery let matters drift: within a few month* his government 
had fallen, and even befora that ovont the Anglo-Russian 
rapproohemant was fading away. 3

While the rajp.rochesiant lasted, however, it was of 
eome use in one aspect of Near Baatc>rn affairs. The British, 
we shall find, aid not adopt the idea of Anglo-Russian co­ 
operation in the Armenian Question as a means of imparting 
new meaning and substance to the incipient friendship of 
the two Powers. Instead they set out to exploit their im­ 
proved relations with St. Petersburg in the interests of 
the Armenians* The diplomacy of the Armenian problem is 
sufficiently a story in itself to merit separate treatment.

1 Above, p. 300.

Monson to Kimberley, Ho* 303 Moat Confidential, 28 Nov. 
1894, P.O. 7A215*

Below, pp. 391-393•
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GREAT BEITAIH ACT) THE ARHEfflAHS, I894~ f 95

Les deux ciueations ararfnienne et bulgare s'^clairent 
et s*expliquent 1'une par 1'autrej en re*alit& elles ne 
sont qu'une forme difftfrente de la question d 'Orient j 
en d'autres tames, la question d f Orient s'est ddplace'e 
d*Burope en A ale et, de mm» QUO 1'An^leterre a invent^ 
la Bulgaria pour farmer aux Huaaes 1'aooes de la Me^di- 
terraaea par Constantinople, elle est tontlo main/tenant 
d f inyenter I'Armrfnie t>our fermar aux Russee 1'aooes de 
la Jftddltarrane'e par Alexandrette et de Constantinople 
par 1'Aaia Mineiire»

• - Paul Cambon, April 18931

At the foreign Offioe in London, Cambon 'a description of 
Britain's Armenian policy would have occasioned smiles 

of astonished amusement* We have seen that Russia's military 
dispositions were not such as to suggest any intention on 
her part of reaching the Straits through Asia Minor, and 
that Lord Koaebery, though alarmed for a time by the thought 
of a sea-borne ooup de main« displayed no symptoms of dis­ 
quiet concerning the security of the Asiatic approaches* 
Moreover* even if the Foreign Secretary had sensed a need 
for a barrier against Russian aggression in that quarter, 
his method would probably have been to emulate the example 
of Sir William Whites he would have extended his whole­ 
hearted sympathy, instead of mere acquiescence and reluctant, 
gru$£ing, minimal support, to Germany's eoonomio aspirations 
in Turkey* Most certainly he would not have chosen to foster 
the development of Armenian nationalism*

* *D»F», 1st eer*, x» Ho* 209 (Cambon to Develle, 18 Apr.

Above, pp» 14,



It ia true, of course, that in Bulgaria, under the 
nationalist leadership of StambouloxT, Great Britain had 
found an invaluable prop for her policy of obstructing a 
Euasian advance towarda Constantinople through the B*lkana* 
Aa White had realised, however, there was no valid analogy 
between tne vulgarian and Armenian situations: since they 
were deficient in numoers, and their nationalism was lacking 
in vitality and atardiness, the Armenians were inoapole of

n

fulfilling in Asia the function or anti-Russian buffer which 
Bulgaria fulfilled in Europe* curing the Liberal ministries 
of the 'nineties, the late ambassador's estimate of Armenian 
potentialities was still accepted both at the Constantinople 
embassy^ and in Whitehall* As a race, commented the Intelli­ 
gence Division of the War Office in 1693, the Armenians were 
wanting in 'some of the important qualities' necessary for 
aelf-government• it waa admitted that they were Intelligent 
and enterprising, and that under a more just and efficient 
central administration they could make a major contribution 
to Turkey'3 progress. But for the r&le of separate i>tate or 
autonomous Province they were held to be 'quite unfitted'• 
In their lack of a spirit of cohesion, their lack of aalf-

A« Cahaet, La ^ueation d.'Orient dang I'!li3toire Conteapor- 
aine, 1821-1985., p* 465; C.L. Smith, The Embassy of sir 
William White at Constantinople* 1686-1S91. pp. 105. 108i 
•Odysaeus't Turkey in feurope, p* 43^•

In 1694 the ambassador at Constantinople forwarded to the 
Foreign Office a Memorandum by an unofficial observer whom 
he apparently deemed well-qualified, in which it was main­ 
tained that 'sensible 1 Armenians did not even aspire to * 
'separate national existence under an Armenian head 1 ! Currie 
to Kinbarley, No. 147, 3 Apr. (encloses anonymous Memorandum), 
F,0. 78/4540. A few days previously, the ambassador had en- 
doraed the view that the Armenian movement in Turkey waglnot 
indigenous but organized by Kuaoian Armenians: Currie to 
Kinberley, No* 131 Confidential, 28 Mar. 1894, F*0. 78/4340.
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respect and of respect for each other, their lack of char­ 
acter f of courage and of soldierly virtues in general - evi­ 
denced by the 'excessive meekness 1 with which they submitted 
to Kurdiah raids - Intelligence eaw Orood grounds for believ­ 
ing that an effort to create an independent Armenia would 
prove a fiasco* Far from forming a bulwark against Russian 
invasionf such a State was expected to afford a tempting 
target for attack to all the warlike and predatory peoples 
surrounding it.

Lord Kosebsry himself not merely had no interest in the 
ideal of Armenian autonomy* but displayed scant enthusiasm 
even for the cause of reform within the existing Ottoman ad­ 
ministration. Doubtless his reserve was due in some degree 
to the knowledge that in the absence of armed coercion an 
attempt at securing worth-while reforms could not possibly 
succeed: there was, indeed, every reason to anticipate that 
it would result only in a further exacerbation of Anglo- 
Turkish relations, and its inevitable failure in a further

p 
diminution of British prestige in the Sast. Judging from
the Foreign Secretary's private comments on the question, 
however, he did not greatly regret his inability to act 
effectively, and would probably have shown but little less 
aloofness if an opportunity for fruitful intervention had 
been at hand* The truth is that Rosebery did not much care 
what happened to the Armenians, 30 lon# as he oould avoid 
being politically embarrassed by the protests of their Brit­ 
ish sympathisers. In March 1S93» having instructed Sir Clare

* Confidential Military Report on Bastarn Turk^y-in-Asia (com­ 
piled for the Intelligence Division of tha War Office), dated 
1893 (Vol. I, p. 8| of. p. 140), w.O. 33/54? of. H.A.L. 
Fiahor, Jamas Bryoe, i. 185•

2 Of. Ourrie to Kimberley, No. 541, 26 Nov. 1894, F.O. 
78/4544.
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Ford to take action in behalf of Armenians unjustly arrested, 
he confided to the German ambassador in London that he had 
done ao for the purpose of protecting himself against public 
opinion* It was 'curious'* he added , that the British Radical 
Left, champions of a disastrous isolationism with respect to 
the great issues of European politics , were nevertheless 
'always trying to meddle in the affairs of foreign countries 
which did not matter to England in the least '*

In upholding the principle that humanitarian altruism 
could not be made the basis of British foreign policy* Bose~ 
bery was unshakably consistent* In July 1893, writing of 
French proceedings in Slam, he observed that Great Britain 
could not afford to be the 'Knight Errant of the World, 
careering about to redress grievances and help the weak 1 - 
not even if the French were to f out the throats of half Slam 
in cold blood 9 * But 9 whereas he was sincerely and deeply 
indignant at the conduct of Franca towards the Siamese - 
conduct which IB denounced as 'base 1 , * cruel ', 'treacherous 1 
and 'cynically vile 9 ^ - he felt no similar sense of moral 
outrage, at any rate prior to the massacres of 1894, regard­ 
ing the behaviour of Turks towards the Armenians* He did not 
subscribe to the popular stereotype of Armenians as a group 
of persecuted, martyred innocents* His willingness, in the 
early stages of the Thoumalan-Kayaian case, to believe that 
the two professors might wall be guilty as charged, was 
symptomatic; at least some of the Chriatiuna, he suspected,

See above, p* 36*

2 S.?. ix, No. ?I81 (FatKfeldt to Capri vi, 29 Mar* 1893). The 
translation quoted is that of K*T*S* Dugdale, Gernan Diplo­ 
matic Soouraont3« 1871-1914, ii.

Rosebery to Queen Victoria, 26 July 1893 (printed in the 
Karquaea of Ore we, Loru Rosebery* ii*



326

were getting precisely what they deserved* In August of 93 f 
after he had succeeded In appeasing public opinion by obtain­ 
ing the mrofessors 1 release , and had exhausted the immediate 
usefulness of the Armenian question as a means of deterring 
the Sultan from mischief on the Nile, 1 the Foreign Secretary 
reverted to the flippant scepticism about Christian suffer­ 
ings which had characterised his private reaction to the 
first pleae for intervention** "The present Armenian conten­ 
tions he remarked, •appears to me to be two-fold* An Armen­ 
ian* like the King, can do no wrong! it must therefore always 
be unjust to punish an Armenian* Based on these principles 
our Eastern policy should be simple and congenial.'*^ To Glad­ 
stone he suggested that Armenian criminals ought not to be 
protected 'by a halo of hereditary holiness 1 , and maintained 
that the Liberal administration had now done as much as could 
be expected for 'thin astute If pious race'.*

During the last few months of 1893 and in early 1894 t the 
Sultan's **.ngry recollection of British hostility towards hie 
Armenian repression played a part of appreciable importance 
In weakening still further Great Britain's influence on the

r*
Bosphoruo.-* For the time being, however t little was happening 
to intensify his resentment to any serious degree. In October

1 See abo*e, pp* 39-50.
2 For examples of Koaebery's scepticism and flippancy in the
spring aee Dr* G*F* Herrick to Hosebery c 1 May; 10 May 1893 
(both with minutes by Rosebary), F.O. 78/4501.

Minute by Losebary, 'Armenians in Turkey 1 , dated 2 Aug. 
1893, v.O. 78/4501.

* Rosebery to Gladstone, 10 Au(r*f 16 Aug. 1893, Add. MS. 44290; 
0ee also Olad stone to Kosebery, 12 Aug. 1893, Add. M3. 44549.

* Currie to Rosebery, No* 107 Confidential, 7 Mar. 1894, 
J.O. 78/4540? see above, pp. 50-52.
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Sir Clare Jrord once again performed the ritual of advocating 
better treatment for the Armenian population and the ap­ 
pointment of honest, more liberal-minded officials. At 
London* in the following April, Kimberley tried to impress 
upon the Ottoman ambassador that looal authorities should be 
restrained from embarking on oppressive measures against 
Christians* and that proceedings against alleged plotters 
should be conducted with fairness* But this activity was an 
irritation to the Turks rather than a major provocation* The 
new Foreign Secretary was careful to say that he fully ac­ 
quitted the 1 orte of any intention of persecuting the Armen­ 
ians, and he professed entire acceptance of Ottoman assur­ 
ances that Abdul Hamid wished no injustice to be inflicted on 
his Christian subjects*^ Moreover, the pro-Armenian agitation 
in Great Britain had largely subsided by the end of 1893, and 
the Turks gave the Foreign Office credit for bringing about 
this change*3 On D^iance it seems correct to state that the 
winter and spring of lti93-'94 constituted a period of relaxa­ 
tion of Anglo-Turkish tension on the Armenian question - a 
hiatus between the troublesome incidents of the preceding

1 j?ord to Boseb^ry, Nu. 476, 12 Oot.j Ho* 432, 13 Oct. 1893§ 
P.O. 78/4483* The ^urlcish ambassador in Barlin, on orders 
from Abdul Hamid, informed the niihelmstrasse tmt Ford wa0 
advocating Armenian autonomy: 3 .P. ix, Ho. 2182 ($t*morandua 
by Marsohall. dated 3 Oct. lS9TTF~af. R.3. Mowat, Tha Conoarfe 
of Europe• p« 132. Doubtles -j the Turks hoped that thic exag^ 
garat.ion would make CJermany more willin*^ to do as Abdul Hamid 
was asking, and use her influence to restrain Great Britain 
from further interference in Armenian affairs. The Germans 
declined, however, to ^ive London any official advice: j»P. 
ix, NO. 21H3 (Marsohall to Hatzfeldt, 10 Oct. 1893)* ———

2 Kimbarley to Currie, No. 103/, 4 Apr.; Ho. 130, 13 Apr* 
1994, P.O. 73/4537*

^ Kosebery to Nloolson (charge7 d'affaires at Constantinople). 
Ho. 8A, 10 Jan. 1894, P.O. 78/4537t
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year and the tragic catastrophe of the coming auturm.
This period did, however, bring evidence of a development 

which was to have important consequences for the future of 
the Armenian problem* The Russian ambassador was now begin­ 
ning to take a keener interest than heretofore in the situa­ 
tion* Both at the Porte and at the Palaoe it was believed 
that Nolidow'a object was to increase Russian influence in 
Asia Minor by putting himself In a position to claim responsi­ 
bility for any improvement in the Armenians 1 lot, and his 
advioe that the Sultan should adopt a conciliatory attitude 
towards the minority met with an unfavourable reception from 
the Ottoman authorities*1 Shortly afterwards, in mid-June f 
the Turks found some plausible grounds for their suspicions 
in a decision by St* Petersburg to send famine relief to Ar­ 
menians at Erzeroum, and in reports that a number of Russian 
Armenians with Bussian Army training were about to leave

o
Batoum for Turkish territory «*" From these items of intelli­ 
gence it was certainly possible to argue that the government 
of the Tsar might be seeking simultaneously to gain Armenian 
gratitude and confidence, and to infiltrate the Armenian com­ 
munities with its military agents. If Russia had in mind an 
advance on the Straits through Asia ?4nor, or on the Persian 
Gulf, such measures obviously held out a prospect of consider­ 
able advantages! they would enable her to arrange at will 
disorders sufficiently widespread to afford a pretext for in­ 
vasion by Russian forces, ostensibly coming to the rescue of 
persecuted Christians, and they would ensure that during tht 
advance the attacking commander could count on the #ood wiH

1 Currle to Kiiaberley, No. 263 Confidential. 29 May, P.O. 
78/4541? Tel. No. 70 Confidor.tial, 3 June 1894, F.O. 78/4546.

Memorandum by A. Block, dated 19 June 1894 (enclosed in 
Currie to Kimberley, No. 300 f 19 June 1894, P.O. 78/4541).
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of the Armenians on his lines of communication*
That ideas of this sort were prominent in the thinking 

of some of the Tsar's officials and officers is more than 
likely, and that they formed one of the motives for Heli- 
dow's increased attention to the Armenian Question la not 
improbable* Yet a more compelling motive lay elsewhere. In 
advocating concessions to the Christian population the am­ 
bassador was acting less with a view to the eventual creation 
of disturbances than with a view to forestalling any imminent 
crisis* Having given priority to her aspirations in Eastern 
Asia, Russia had no immediate intention of waging war in 
Asiatic Turkey. Accordingly, she had no cause to desire an 
early outbreak of Armenian rebellion* Far from seeking to use 
Armenian revolutionary nationalism as an instrument of ag­ 
gressive designs, St* Petersburg hoped to weaken the movement, 
at least for the moment, by reducing the great weight of the 
grievances which nourished it* One reason for this policy was 
the fact that many of the Armenian revolutionaries wore in­ 
fluenced by nihilism - a doctrine for which Alexander III, 
whose father had been the victim of a nihilist plot, felt an 
understandably intense dislike*^ A more important reason was 
the fact that Russia feared any rnajor success by Armenian 
nationalists aa a danger to her military and political pos­ 
ition in the TransCaucasian region* It was evident that if 
Ottoman Armenians were to achieve independence or autonomy, 
their example might well attract and embolden their discon­ 
tented kinsfolk under the rule of the Tsar*^ Furthermore, even

1 Currie to Hosebery, No* 83, 14 Feb. 1894, P.O. 78/4539| 
J.A.R. Marriott, The Eastern Question, p. 398*
A

Monson to Kimberley, No, 314 f 8 Dec*, P*0* 7/12151 Klnber- 
ley to Lascelles, Ho. 344, 12 Dec* 1894, P.O. 65/1471! J. 
Bryoe, Trnnaouuoasia and Ararat, p* 432> Fisher, loo. oit.
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if disaffection among her own Armenians remained within 
tolerable limits, Russia could not be expected to welcome 
the birth of an Armenian •Bulgaria 1 astride the route of 
possible future offensives in the direction of the Persian 
Gulf, the Mediterranean or the Straits. The vitality of Ar­ 
menian nationalism appears to have been over—estimated in 
fct» Petersburg f and (aa beoaa© clear in 1895) the 'i'sariat 
government waa firmly resolved thr/fc Great Britain should not 
be allowed to exploit that vitality for the purpose of erect- 
lag yet another buffer between Euasians and Turks. ^ cince 
Armenian agitation, followed by retaliatory cruelties on the 
part of Abdul Hamld, would inevitably give the British an 
opportunity of pressing for the establishment of an autono­ 
mous State, Russia must have preferred that so long as a 
pretext for the invasion of Turkey was not wanted, the situa­ 
tion in the Armenian provinces should be kept as tranquil aa 
was feasible. It waa almost certainly with such a preference 
in mind that the xiussians zaade their attempt, in the spring 
of 1394, to brin<£ about a modicum or improvement in the ad­ 
ministration of Turkey-in-Asia*

Whereas St. Petersburg apparently planned to hold Armen­ 
ian nationalism in check by persuading Abdul Hamid to accord 
limited concessions* the Turks had a less subtle scheme: that 
of massacring the Armenians. In the late aumiaer and autumn of 
1894 the srt^.te of affnira in Asiatic Turkey deteriorated 
dramatically. Thara aeenw to be no doubt that the killing of

1 o.P. Gooch, History of Modern ruro--o. 137S-1319, p.236; 
E.H. fhruaton. I^arl of Roseberyg Sta'toaman and: _'C->portOTaa_n t 
p. 197; Anonymouat i'.he. 'lo.roixA >_oli'o'y of Lori Kp8eoery» p» 59.

2 Agogutota and Paptrs., Turkey No, 1 (1395) , Part I fw oix 
[C-7&94J, 255-3^51 "c« i'roiaorr von d«r Ooltz t DenKwurdij*' 
keiten, p. 1571 E. Driault, La ..Qutstion d'Orient t pp. 354-355.
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Christians was organised, and that it was carried out with 
the sympathy and sanction of the authorities at Constantin­ 
ople.*^ At the beginning or September it was learned that 
Abdul Hamid had responded to reports of a Christian rising 
by dispatching Kurdish irregular cavalry to the Vilayet of 
Bitils, and ths British esibasoy had to intervene with strong 
but fruitless advice that only 'regular and disciplined 1 
troops ehould be stationed In the Armenian territories. In 
early October the embassy heard that even Ottoman regulars 
wore participating in atrocities against Armenian villages 
in the Bitlis region. * fha Turks denied the allegation, but 
on receiving a proposal that a British Vice-Consul should 
visit the disturbed dlatriotu, they placed such obstacles in
hia way that the idea of an investigation on the spot had to«5 
be abandoned for the time being. Deopite Turkish obstruction,
however, sufficient information had been obtained by the 
middle of th0 month to satisfy Sir Philip Gurrie that a large 
number of the inhabitants in the Bitlis Vilayet had been mur­ 
dered, that many others had fled, and that in consequence 
the province was 'almost entirely depopulated'."

Of • A.ii. /dandttlstau, i)aa armenijch -•.-robxeai iia iiioiito dea 
Volker- und frToYia/shenre^TnTs, pp. li,

Of. fl. and H* Button, Travel and Politics in Armenia, pr>. 
4^-43*

Currie to Kimberley, No, 405, 4 r^ept. (encloses copy of 
Currie to tne Orand Vizier, Private, 2 Sept.), P.O. 73/4542| 
No. 450, 3 Oct. 1334, I<.0. 73/4543.

* Currie to niaberley, Tel. No. 166, 4 Oot. 1894, P.O. 73/4546.

5 Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. 167, 5 Oot.? Tel. Ho. 153, 9 
Oct., ?.0. 73/4546? Kinb^rley to Currie, Tel. Ko. 80, 3 Oct.; 
Tel. do* 81, 12 Oct.. 1634, F.O. 78/4545.

6 Currie to Kinberley, Ho. 476, 15 Oct. 1894, P.O. 78/4543.
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Through Gotob i*, in it» dealings with the British enbasay 
about Armenia, the ^orte confined itself to the tactics of 
deception and del;j,y.^ Then, in November, it took the Initia­ 
tive in precipitating what turned out to bs a signif ioant 
incident. Abdul Haniid was passing through another of those 
phases in whioh aia obsession with imagined British plots 
became unusually conspicuous: he had recently shown strong
suspicion, for example # that London mi#ht be conspiring with

pthe Italians to deprive hia of Tripoli. On 8 November h8 had 
hia government lodgct a coaplaint with Carrie to the effect 
that a 3ritiah Vice-Consul n?.tiaed Hallward had been inciting 
Armenians feo revolt. At first the ambaesador reacted with 
vigours he proposed to dispatch Colonel Chertaside to the in- 
terior to investigate Hallward 's Drooeedinga , and wh^n tha 
Turka sought to avoid this undasired result by maint<&lnizi^ 
that their accusation was 'unofficial 1 , ha categorically re­ 
fused to accept their contention. So grave a charge against 
a British consular offloar, he said f could not be treated on 
an 'unofficial* basis, and on this point he declines all

It was in connection with the Hallward case that the di­ 
va rg ant attitudes of ^iaiberley and £urrie on the Armenian 
Question first boeaiaa -^orcaptibls. Currio had bsan asnt to

1 Currie to Kimberley, fal. «o. 168 f 9 Oct., F.O. 73/4546|
So. 485 f 20 Ccfc* 1894, *'.C. 7S/4543. On the general uaturt 
of Turkish diplom^.tlc mothods f of. J. l^avrogordato, England 
In the BaHcanst p. 7*

Xifcborley to CurrJe, Ho. 311^ f 10 Oct-, F.O, 73/4538; 
Curria to Kinibcrley, ?.?!. !Io. 17?-, IS Cot. (vrith ndnute by

Tel, No. 179, 19 Oct. 1894, P.O. 78/4546.

Curria to ITiirbgrloy, Tel. No. 189, 9 Nov., ?.0. 76/4546? 
Ho. 518, 15 Nov. 1694 (encloses copy of a 'Notion 1 from th« 
Porte), F.O. 78/4544.
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Constantinople to enhance British prestige and influence on 
the Bosphorua, not to wrangle with the Turks in the inter­ 
ests of Christian minorities* His original task seems still
to have been uppermost in his mind, and he displayed no

i enthusiasm for the Armenian oause* The threat to send the
military attache' to the interior had a strictly limited 
purposes to compel the Porte to withdraw its allegation 
against Eallward* Once this objective had been accomplished, 
the ambassador Intended to oanoel the mission and allow the 
situation to revert to what it had been before*2 By contrast, 
both Kimberley and his Permanent Under-Secret ary, Sir Thomas 
Sanderson, looked upon the Ballward Incident as a heaven­ 
sent pretext for Insisting on a journey by the attache' which 
would take him through the disturbed districts* They believ­ 
ed that the British embassy should refuse to accept with­ 
drawal of the charge without investigation* and should press 
its proposal for the sending of Chermside* Whereas Currie 
wished to treat the Turks an gently as was practicable, the 
Foreign Office was prepared to be disagreeable* It was not 
that Kimberley was unaware of the political damage which 
Great Britain would suffer by offending the Sultan yet again 
over the Armenian issue; he was in fact fully conscious of 
that consideration. ̂ At least as late as September he had 
been willing, albeit with reluctance, to abide by the same

1 A. a* frardiner, Life of Sir William Haroourt* ii. 327-328.

2 Currie to Kimberley, Tel* Ho. I89 t 9 Nov.; Tel. No. 190, 
9 Hov. 1894, F.O. 78/4546.

Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. I89 t 9 Nov. (with minute by 
Sanderson), P.O. 78/4546; Kimberley to Currie, Tel* No* 38, 
10 Nov. | Tel. No. 89, 10 Nov. 1894, F.O. 7 J>/4545.

* Kimberley to Bryoe, Private, 13 June 1894, Bryce Papers.
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order of priorities that guided the ambassador* and to sub­ 
ordinate humanitarian impulses to the winning of Ottoman 
goodwill* 'One cannot help feeling disgust at the brutality 
of these Turks, 1 he wrote, 'and their barbarities make it 
unpleasant to be obliged as a matter of policy to cultivate 
friendship with them - but after all our Afghan ally is even 
worse*'1 By November, however, the Foreign Secretary was 
moving away from the emphasis on cultivating friendship, and 
was making up his mind to adopt a firmer stand In behalf of 
the Armenians* Farther removed from the pressures of publio 
opinion, with which Klmberley's own inclinations were in 
harmony, Currle still clung to a policy of conciliation 
whloh was gradually becoming for his chief as impossible as 
it was distasteful*

For the moment Currle had his way* The Sultan withdrew 
the allegation against the Vice-Consul, and informed the 
British embassy that he was opposed to Chermside'a projected 
mission on the ground that it would embolden the Armenians 
to further aots of rebellion* A Turkish commission, he added, 
would be dispatched to find out what had really been taking 
place* This body was to be composed of trustworthy men, the 
inquiry would be impartial, and the guilty would be punished* 
Curried argued strongly that he should be permitted to accept 
Abdul Hamid's promises and stop Chermside'a departure* 2 Kirn- 
berley knew that account a of the massacres had reached the 
Anglo-Armenian Association in London, and he expected a great 
outcry in the press> yet f hesitating to overrule a respected

1 Currle to Kimberley, No* 400. 2 Sept. 1894 (with minute by 
Kimberley, dated 11 Sept. 1894), F*0. 78/4542.

2 Currie to Kimbarley, Tel. Ho* 194, 16 Nov., P.O. 78/4546j 
Memorandum by A* Block, dated 17 Nov. 1894 (enclosed in 
Currie to Kimberley, No. 524, 17 Nov. 1894, F.O. 78/4544).
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nan on the spot, he unenthusiastically acquiesced in the 
ambassador 1 9 proposal*

It was not long before the full magnitude of Currie's 
blunder became apparent* The ambassador had been trickedi 
the success enjoyed by Abdul Hamid in 1892 with Sir Clare 
Ford,2 an adversary scaroely worthy of the Imperial talents, 
had been repeated, In a much more critical situation, with 
the erstwhile Permanent Under-Secretary of the Foreign Office* 
Under pressure from the British to appoint the commission 
and send it to the troubled areas without delay,^ the Sultan 
did aot promptly} but when the establishment of the Investi­ 
gating body was announced in the Constantinople press on 23 
November, its terms of reference were found to provide for 
an inquiry into the 'criminal conduct of Armenian brigands 1 * 
Simultaneously, moreover, decrees were published conferring 
decorations on two officials implicated in the massacres, 
and another official who had protested against the slaughter

A
was removed froa his post* Obviously Abdul Hamid had no 
intention whatever of honouring his pledges of impartiality* 
Kimberley was extremely indignant, and judged the announce­ 
ment regarding terms of reference to be of so 'grave 1 a char** 
actor as to require the 'immediate and serious consideration

1 Kimberley to Currie, Tel. Ho* 93, 16 Nov., P*0. 78/4545} 
Currie to Kimberley, No. 542, 26 Nov. 1894 (with minutes by 
E* Barrington. Sanderson and Kimberley), P.O. 76/4544*
2 See above, pp* 35, 64.

' Kimberley to Currie, Tel. Ho. 94, 19 Hov.} Tel. Ho. 95, 
22 Nov., P.O. 78/4545} Memorandum by A* Block, dated 19 Nov. 
1894 (enclosed in Currie to Kimborley, No. 530, 21 Nov. 1894, 
P.O. 78/4544).

4 Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. 200, 23 Nov. 1894, P.O. 
78/4546.
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of Her Majesty's Government 1 * Currie, however, refused 
even now to recognize that the Ottoman ruler was guilty of 
bad faith, and he was most unwilling to contemplate further 
action by the embassy. The phraseology used by the Turka, 
he insisted y was intended merely as a shield for the dignity 
of the Caliphs 'It does not really Impose on anyone, and al­ 
though the aggressors will be publicly whitewashed they will 
privately be held responsible for their acts. 1 There would 
be a risk of raising f serious complications', the ambassador 
went on, if he were to depart from the attitude of 'friendly 
advice* which he had hitherto maintained* The wisest course, 
in his view, was to follow for the present a policy of 
'entire reserve 1 .*

In the light of Abdul Hamid's evident preference for 
decorating the cruel and penalizing the humane, Currte's 
professed expectation that the persecutors would be punished 
in private had no convincing logic to support it* The pre­ 
diction was in any event irrelevant to the problem confront­ 
ing Kimberleyi for British opinion to be satisfied, Justice 
would have to be not only done but done with public knowledge* 
The Foreign Secretary firmly rejected hiu representative's 
plea for inaction, and revived the idea of sending Colonel 
Chermside on a special mission to the scene of the reported 
massacres. As a means of enforcing Turkish agreement to this 
plan, he contemplated invoking the Article of the Treaty of 
Berlin which bound the Porte to protect the Armenians, and 
which provided in addition that the application of measures

1 Kimberley to Currie, Tel* Ho* 99, 23 Nov. 1894, P.O. 
76/4545.

2 Currie to Kimberley, Tel* No. 201, 24 Nov*, P.O. 78/4546| 
of. also Currie to Kimberley, No. 541, 26 Rov, 1894, P*0. 
78/4544.
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of protection and reform be superintended by the Powers*
Regarding the wisdom of Kimberley's suggestion Currie 

had grave doubts* The Turks, he was convinced, would resist 
an investigation by the military attache* so strenuously as 
to render it •practically impossible 1 * The ambassador ex­ 
pressed his belief that if Great Britain wished to intervene 
seriously in the Armenian question, she oould indeed do so 
with hopes of success only be invoking the Treatyt but if 
action under the Treaty were to be made effective, he point­ 
ed out, the co-operation of other signatories would be 
necessary. Even if all of them consented to play their part, 
an adequate reform of the administration of Asia Minor would 
be exceedingly difficult to secures the Sultan, Currie fear­ 
ed, would yield only after the employment of force* In faot, 
moreover, there seemed no chance whatever that support from 
all signatories would be forthcoming* Russia, in the ambassa­ 
dor f s judgment, would be not unlikely to respond favourably 
to a British initiative, and France might well follow sultf 
but Germany he was sure would refuse, and the participation 
of Austria and Italy would probably be no more than 'half­ 
hearted 9 * Currie therefore saw a major danger that all hopes 
of success would prove illusory, and he was much disturbed 
by the thought that if Great Britain took the lead in an 
attempt at reform which ended in fiasco, her prestige in the 
Bast would suffer a grievous blow.2

At this point in time, about 26 and 21 November, the 
difference in outlook between the Foreign Secretary and his

1 Kimberley to Currie, Tel. No. 99A Confidential, 24 Nov. 
1894, P.O. 78/4545* For the text of the relevant Article of 
the Treaty (Article LXI). see Sir E. Hertalet, The Map of 
Europe by Treaty, iv. 2796.

2 Currie to Kimberley, No. 541, 26 Nov. 1894, P.O. 78/4544.
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representative on the 3osphorus was at its most pronounced* 
Kirnberley was far from content with Currie's performance: 
on the 27th he minuted that he could not understand why the 
ambassador had considered the Sultan 9 a promises of an in­ 
quiry to be satisfactory* Currie, on the other hand, was 
obviously uneasy about the strong attitude of his chief* As 
he was later to confess to Salisbury, he had been hoping 
against hope that if he oould atay on good terms with Abdul 
Hamid, the latter might eventually be perauaded to treat
British advice with respect. The efforts which he had made

2along these lines over the past ten months were now threat­ 
ened with ruin by the pressure from home for vigour, and 
more disquieting still was the suspicion - not, as it proved* 
an unfounded one - that the embassy might be compelled to 
embark on the wild folly of trying to reform Turkey without 
possessing the physical means to back up its demands*^ Cur­ 
rie did what he oould to reduce the risks by urging the 
Turks, in friendly tones, to fulfil speedily the Imperial 
pledge of impartial investigation. Under both Rosebery and 
Kimberley the Foreign Office had refrained as a matter of 
policy from publishing consular reports on the condition of 
the Armenian population in Ottoman Asia; publication, it had 
been decided, would not only prejudice what remained of the 
British political position at Constantinople* but would so 
exasperate Abdul Hamid as to render the lot of his Christian

1 Currie to Kimberley, No. 524, 17 Nov. 1894 (with minute by 
Kimberley, dated 27 Bov, 1894), P.O. 78/4544.

^ Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document Ho. 1), 
Bound Volume No, 135, Salisbury Papers.

3 See below, pp. 360, 378-381.

* Currie to Kimberley, Ho. 541, 26 Nov. 1894, P.O. 78/4544.
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subjects worse than before, Currie was now able, therefore, 
to use the possibility of publication as a lever, and he 
alluded as well to the danger of foreign intervention* 2 All 
this was to no avails by the 27th the commission was on its 
way to the scene of the massacres, and the Porte gave assur­ 
ances that the inquiry would be Impartial, but Currie learn­ 
ed that Abdul Hamld continued to take the view expressed In 
the official announcement - that the investigators should 
ooncern themselves with criminality and brigandage on the 
part of the Armenians. In this situation the ambassador 
realized that additional action could not be avoided, but he 
was determined to keep it within the narrowest limits accept­ 
able to London, A new scheme had just occurred to him: as a
*milder' procedure than an appeal to the Treaty of Berlin, 
ha proposed that Great Britain, France and Russia - the 
Powers with Consuls at Erzeroum - might jointly call upon 
Turkey to give the Consuls facilities to 'communicate 1 with 
the Ottoman commission, and to report the progress of its 
work to their government3,4

For the Consuls merely to 'communicate' with the com­ 
mission would not, Kiinberley believed, be adequate;5 yat in 
this suggestion from Currie lies the origin of the modus

1 Kimberley to Bryoe, Private, 13 June; Bryce to Klmberley, 
Private, 14 June 1894, Bryoe Papers,

2 Currie to Klmberley, No, 541, 26 Nov. 1894, F.O. 78/4544,

* Currie to Kimberley, Tel, No, 204, 27 Nov. 1894, F.O. 
78/4546.

* Currie to Kimberley, Tel, No, 205, 27 Nov, 1894, F.O. 
78/4546.

* Kimberley to Currie, Tel. No, 102 Confidential, 28 Nov.? 
Tel, No. 115 t 6 Dec. 1894, F.O. 78/4545.
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operand! by which the British, in uneasy collaboration 
with France and Russia, sought through the winter of 1894-
•95 to discharge their obligations to the hapless Armenian 
minority* the impression has sometimes been convoyed by 
historians that the decision to turn to ?rance and Russia 
arose from a desire to wean the tsar away from the French 
alliance, or at least to consolidate the budding rapproche­
ment with 3t* Petersburg and demonstrate its existence to*— "— j
the world. * The evidence indicates, however, that no deep 
diplomatic motive was responsible for what was done* It it 
of course inconceivable that the possibility of a broader 
political potential in collaboration on Armenia did not pre­ 
sent itself at an early stage to official minds in London* 
On 10 December, indeed, British attention was drawn to this 
idea by the Italians, who expressed pleasure at the recent 
symptoms of an Anglo-Russian understanding and suggested 
that it might be extended, as a consequence of the Armenian 
Question, to the affairs of Asia Minor. Currle, moreover, 
may not have been altogether oblivious to that prospective 
opportunity when he first put forward his plan* The distrust 
and disunity afflicting the Triple Alliance were more 
conspicuous at Constantinople than at most other places in 
Europe,* and the ambassador was deeply impressed by them* In

1 Of. A*J. Marder, British Naval Policy. 1880-1903 » pp. 228- 
229*

Cf* A*J*P* Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 
18 48 -19 18 t P» 354.

Ford to Klmberley, Tel. No. 74 Confidential, 10 Eec. 1894, 
?*0. 45/719*

Nioolaon to Villiers, Private, 25 Nov. 1893, Villiers 
Papersi Currie to Kimberley, Ho. 207 Confidential, 2 Apr. 
1895, F*0. 78/4610.
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June he was to inform Salisbury that he thought Germany's 
friendship to be of smaller value than in the past, and 
added: •! have a hankering for Huaaia myself , if public 
opinion in England would allow you to deal^th her» f ^

Yet for all this it is wrong to suspect that either 
Currie or the Foreign Office eagerly seized upon the Armen­ 
ian tragedy as a means of giving a 'hankering* practical ; 
form* Currie was plainly reluctant to act at all; whatever 
advantages he saw - if any - in an Anglo-Franc o-Kuasian 
association n eerie d to offer no more than a modicum of com­ 
pensation for the looses which he anticipated in the field

V

of relations with Turkey. The Foreign Office wanted action 
for reasons of sincere humanitarian! am and popular emotion; 2 
it was necessary* Kimberley knew, to be able to assure the 
British public that a genuinely impartial investigation 
would bo carried out f but he displayed no Tirm ro solve to 
achieve hio end through the particular expedient of co­ 
operation with the Dual Alliance. If he could have obtained 
a guarantee of impartial inquiry by throwing the burden 
upon the shoulders of a distant and disinterested Power, he 
would apparently have done so - and done so with relief.

The idea of Action by the United 3t tea of America was 
fir at put forward at the end of November, when Abdul Hamid 
asked that President Cleveland authorize an American Consul 
to accompany the Ottoman comniisr.ion.- Had the British been

1 Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document No. 1), 
Bound Volume No» 135 f Salisbury Papers*

2 Cf. Jfimberley to Currie, Tel. No. 125, 10 Dec. 1894, P.O. 
73/4545.

relatin to the Foreign Relations of the United
States. 1^34 loited hereafter as Foreign elations}, p. 719 
(Terrell, ifnited States Minister at Constantinople, to
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desirous of exploiting the Armenian problem in the pursuit 
of more intimate Anglo-Russian contacts, they would praauia- 
ably have shown no snthusiasm whatever for auoh an alterna­ 
tive to the tripartite coalition just proposed by Currie. 
Their actual attitude ia therefore highly significant* Pro- 
Tided that the official selected was a man commanding gen­ 
eral confidence, and that he would be fry a to report inde­ 
pendently on any points of disagreement with the Turkish 
eomsilsaion^ra, Kiaberley was prepared to we looms the new 
arrangement* Hot meraly did he accept it as affording a 
•security for impartiality', but ha decided to commend it 
to the Americans as a method of preventing 'serious diplo­ 
matic complications'* Carrie's response was equally favour­ 
able* He had made hi 3 suggestion for collaboration with 
France and Russia on 27 November, but, although he had been 
Ordered on the following day to approach Neildow and Cambon,
the temporary absence of both the lattor from thjlr posts

o
had occasional delay* tfow, on 1 December, Xlmbsrlay inform­
ed the ambassador that if a suitable American delegate left 
at once to join the consist) ion, the 2ritlah government, 
while reserving liberty of action for the future, 'might 
suspend any furthor isazaediate steps* of its own* 3 it is ob- , 
trious that Currie was delighted s ha described the American 
Minister's intended choice of personnel ag 'excellent 1 , and

Greshain, 30 Nov. 1894)*

1 Kimberley to Goschen, Tel. No, 132 f 2 Bee. 1894, F.O* 
5/2235*

Kimberley to Currie, Tel* No. 102 Confidential, 23 
F.O* 78/4545* Currie to Kimberley, Tt*l* No. 206, 29 Hov. 
1894 (with minute by Kimberley), F.O. 78/4546.

Jdmberley to Currie, Tel. No. 106, 1 Deo.| Tel. No. 109, 
3 Dec* 1894, F.O. 78/4545.
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leapt at the chance given hin to treat as suopended the in­ 
structions to communicate with his Franch and F.ussian col­ 
leagues.^ •. ~. :,:.-•:•

On 2 December the British rspresentative on the rotomao
was ordered to urge the United States authorities to complyo 
promptly with the Sultan 1 a request. Already, however,
President Cleveland had made up his mind not to do so.^ A 
recent telegram from the Legation at Constantinople had 
stated that published accounts of Turkish atrocities were 
exaggerated,* and moreover, as the Secretary of State ex­ 
plained to the British, it had not been realized that Ameri­ 
can interference would be greeted with satisfaction in London. 
Now thet a refusal had been formally handed to the Ottoman 
government, Cleveland was unlikely, the Secretary intimated, 
to change his stnnd.5 it was only in the li^ht of this in­ 
telligence that Xinbarley once as?,in instructed Sir Philip 
Currie, on 4 December, to aake contact with the ambassadors 
of Russia end France.** ;<L „

Currie to Kimberlay, Tel. No. 208, 2 Deo. 1894, F.O. 
78/45461 of. aardiner, ii. 3<!8.
o

Kimberley to Grosohen, Tel. No. 132, 2 Doc. 1894, F.O.
5/2235.

3 Foreign Relations, loo. olt. (Oreaham to Terrell, 2 Deo. 
1894). '

L.J. Gordon, American delations with Turkey. 1830-1930.
P« 24; Foreign lelatione, pp. T1S-T19 jTerrell to Greahaa.
28 Nov. 1994T.

' Crosohen to Kimberley, Tel. No. 136 (Paraphrase), 3 Dec. 
1894, F.O. 5/2235.

6 Kimberley to Currie, Tel. No, 111, 4 Dec. 1894, F.O. 
78/4545? of. Currie to Kimberley, No. 575, 13 Dec. 1894 
(summarizes recent events in the Armenian question), F.O.
78/4544.
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Meanwhile information on the true scale of the massa­ 
cres, with which the United States Minister was provided 
by Currie, had been telegraphed to Washington.1 Aware for 
the first time both of the seriousness of the situation and 
of British views, the President reversed himself and agreed 
to the dispatch of a Consul.^ This volte-face led to no 
results by now, as a substitute for American participation, 
the Sultan had invited the nomination to the commission of 
a British consular officer* 3 Kimberley was willing to ac­ 
quiesce, on condition that the Consul should have the right 
to examine witnesses as well as to submit an independent 
report* The French and Russians, it was hoped, would have 
their Consuls at Erzeroum accompany the commission in a 
similar rdle*^ The Foreign Secretary would still have been 
glad, however, to share the task of supervision with both 
the United States^ and the European Powers in general* Be­ 
cause of the pressure of time and for reasons of conveni­ 
ence it appeared best that the Powers with consular repre­ 
sentation at Erzeroum should assume immediate responsibil­ 
ity, but all the great Continental capitals were notified 
that in the process of obtaining authoritative information

* roraign Relations* p. 719 (Terrell to Greshaa, 2 Dec* 1894)*

2 Currie to Kimberley, Tel* Ho. 223, 6 Dec*, F.O. 78/4546? 
Goschen to Kimberley, Tel. Ho. 137, 5 Dec. 1894, F.O. 5/2235? 
Foreirm Relations, PP« 719-720 (Oresham to Terrell, 5 Dec.

Currio to Kimberley, Tal. No* 222, 6 Dec., F.O. 78/4546? 
Kimberley to Currie, No. 388A, 6 Dec. 1894, F.O. 78/4538.

* Kiubarley to Currie, Tel. Ko.115, 6 Dec* 1894, F.O. 
78/4545.

* Ibid., of* Currie to Kimberley, No. 575, 13 Dec. 1894, F.O. 
73/4544.
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Great Britain would welcome the co-operation of as oany of 
them aa possible. ̂-

There seems no reason to question the sincerity of this 
invitation* though admittedly it waa predictable that Brit­ 
ish intentions regarding countries other than France and • 
Russia would be put to the teat in only one case. The Aua~ 
trians were sympathetic but inactive * Kalnofcy concurred in. 
principle with iCimberley^ opinion that as many Great 
Powers as possible should co-operate on the Armenian pro­ 
blem* but he pointed out that Vienna had no Consuls in the 
af footed regions*^ The Germans y besought by the Sultan to 
promise benevolence towards him in the event of a British 
call for joint measures , firmly refused to give such a com­ 
mitment in existing circumstances; instead they advised him 
to reform his administration* appoint reliable governors 
«nd punish the guilty of all races with impartial severity. 
But Prince Badolin was sceptical that atrocities had taken 
place on the soale widely alleged *^ and Uerman newspapers 
did not echo the intense indication of the press in Great 
Britain .5 Except for some support of a more interested 
ally - Italy - Berlin therefore confined itself to advice*

1 Klmberley to Dufferin, Tel. No. 37* 6 Dec* 1894, P.O. 
27/3175* Identical telegrams were sent to Iflonson at Vienna; 
Malet at Berlin; Ford at Lome; Lasoelles at 3t •Petersburg.

* Ifonson to Klmberlsy, Tel. Ho. 70, 7 Dec., F.O. 7/1216; 
No. 314, 8 Dec. 1894* F.O. 7/1215.

g«P. ix. No. 2187 (Kadolin to the German Foreign Office, 
3(TTTo"v. 1894); No. 2188 (llohenlohe to Radolin, 1 Deo. 1894); 
No. 2189 (Radolin to Hohenlohe, 5 Dec. 1894)*

* Currie to Kiiuberley* No. 548 Confidential* 28 Nov. 1894* 
P.O. 78/4544*

J. Lapeius, Armenia and Europe . p. If of. pp. xiii-xiv.
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and to expressing approval of the arrangements being made 
bv others for international supervision of the Ottoman in­ 
quiry »^

The Italians* by contrast , adopted a forward policy* 
their ambassador at Constantinople suggested to Currie that 
Italy's Consul at Trebissond, who had jurisdiction at Erase- 
roum also, should join in accompanying the Turkish com­
missioners. To this oroposal Currie had no objection, but

2 he urged delay in the submission of any demand to the Turks*
Since France and Russia had not yet replied to the British 
request that they take part, nothing had yet been definite­ 
ly settled with the Porte; and until Turkey was finally and 
irrevocably committed to permitting at least the tripartite 
supervision of the investigation, neither Currie nor Kim- 
berley wanted to take the risk of complicating the situa­ 
tion* The Ottoman authorities might be alarmed, it was 
feared, by the interference of yet another foreign govern­ 
ment^ Accepting British advice, the Italians held their 
hand;* but once the French, Russians and Turks were offici­ 
ally in agreement on conaular action in the inquiry, as 
they were by 14 December ,5 London let it be known that the

1 Malet to Kiiuberley, Tal. No. 46, 3 Dec., *.0. 64/1327? 
!?0. 272 Confidential, 22 Dec. 1894, F.O. 64/1326? Currie to 
Kimberloy, No. 548 Confidential, 23 Nov. 1894, F.O. 78/4544.

2 Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. 230 f 8 Dec. 1594, F.O. 
78/4546.

Klmberley to For3, Tel. No. 85, 9 Dec., F.O. 45/719; Cur­ 
to Kiniberley, Tel. No. 234, 10 Hoc. 1894, F.O. 78/4546.

* Ford to Jdmberley, Tel. No. 74 Confidential, 10 Dec.; 
Kimberlay to Ford, Tel* No. 86, 10 I>eo. 1894, F.O. 45/719.

* Currie to PTiraberley, Tol. No. 240, 13 D eo.; Tel. No. 241, 
14 Deo. 1334, F.O. 78/4546.
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presence of an Italian representative with the commission 
would be regarded favourably. The Russians took a differ­ 
ent view. They professed to believe that Italian partici­ 
pation would impart in some fashion a •political 1 character 
to the proceedings, and that it might lead to a Christian 
rising.^ What they probably meant was that Italy might be 
expeoted to stand loyally by Great Britain, even if the f , 
latter were to pursue a more strongly pro-Armenian policy 
than St. Petersburg, conscious of the agitation in Russian 
Armenia, * would be prepared to endorse. At all events, 
Nelidow offered determined opposition to the idea of Ital­ 
ian action* Ourrie was not deterred, however, from giving 
the Italian ambassador vigorous support• * Assistance was 
likewise forthcoming from the German embassy, but the 
French associated themselves fully with Russian objections*^ 
Between them Nelidow and Camoon proved more than a match 
for their adversaries! acting under franco-Russian influ­ 
ence, the Turks flatly rejected Italy's request.^

It was in this way, through a minor British diplomatic

1 £imb*rley to Currie, Tel. Ho. 133 t 14 Dec., 1.0. 76/4545; 
Kiraberlay to Walet, No. 338, 14 Dec. 1894, P.O. 64/1324.

2 Currie to Kimberley, Tel. Ho. 247, 16 Deo.; Tal. tfo. 265 
Confidential, 26 Dec* 1894, P.O. 78/4546.

3 Monson to Kiraberley, no. 314, 8 Dec., F.O. 7/1215; Kim­ 
berley to Lascelles, No. 344, 12 Dec. 1894, P.O. 65/1471.

* Currie to Kimberley, Tel* No. 247, 16 Dec.f Tel. Ko. 265 
Confidential, 26 Dec* 1894, F.O. 78/4546.

•* Ibid.; D.D.F., 1st ser,, xi, Ho. 322 (Cambon to Hanotaux, 
26 Dec. lF!JT7T"

6 Currie to Kimberley, Tel. Ho. 267 Confidential, 29 fee. 
1894, F.O. 78/4546; G*r« ix, Ro. 2199 (Marschall to 3ulow f 
30 Dec. 1894).
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defeat f that the tripartite nature of the Armenian coali­ 
tion was preserved* The Americans too were excluded: Abdul 
Hamid declined to countenance the participation of tht 
United States in addition to that of Great Britain* 1 Thus 
the inquiry of the Ottoman commission was supervised by 
British, Eussian and jftrench representatives alone - though 
not by the Consuls at Erzeroum in parson. Apparently owing
to the decrepitude of the Russian Consul, St. Petersburg

2 insisted that mere delegates be sent? and Kimberley, while
he would have preferred to adhere to the earlier plan, hoped 
that the alternative arrangement would work well enough. 3 

The policy of the Foreign Secretary in late December 
was simply to await the outcome of the investigation. The 
Armenians 1 most devoted sympathizer in the cabinet was 
James Bryce, the President of the doard of Trade, and he 
appears to have exerted some pressure for immediate further 
measures. This advocacy Kimberley resisted. 3?he Russians, 
he warned Bryce to remember, were f not by any means hot in 
this business 1 . J As for the French, their embassy at Con­ 
stantinople had shown no great interest in the Armenian 
question for its own saxe, and Kimberley considered them
*M«h«V»«MUM^'^MBHMM«W<*W»4»4>a»MMIVIW*«MMMdM^'*«MMVfl»«MM«MMMM»'WMM»»««MlNM«

1 Currie to Ximbarley, Tel* IIo. 233, 12 Dec. 1894, ?.0. 
78/4546.

2 Currie to Xirnbarley, Tel. No. 242 Confidential, 14 Bee. 
1894, P.O. 78/4546; cf. Sir R. Grr^res, gtorm Centres of the 
Uen.r Kast - Parnonal Memories t 1879-192^, p.

Xinberley to Bryce, Private, 15 Dec. 1394, Bryce Papers.

4 Kimberley to Bryoe, Private, 25 Dec* 1894, Bryce Papers.

5 Ibid.

6 Currie to Klmberley, Tel. No. 215, 5 Dec. 1894, F.O. 
78/4546*
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to be intervening in it now as the Russians 1 'humble satel­ 
lites 1 . 1 France baing primarily desirous of staying in step 
with her ally, it waa clear that for Great Britain to try 
and go farther or faster than St. Petersburg was ready to 
go would nean isolation - or a t$te-a~t&te with Italy, 
which would amount to the same thing. In Ximberley's judg­ 
ment isolation would render the British embassy impotent: ., 
he argued, indeed, that if Currie made any proposal or de­ 
mand which Russia and France refused to support, the Sultan 
would be less intimated than encouraged* Moreover, in 
insisting on sufficient guarantees of fairness, the foreign 
Secretary had not been acting on the assumption that the 
results of an impartial inquiry would redound as much to 
the discredit of the Turkish authorities as the Armenians 
pretended. He was less than fully convinced of the complete 
accuracy of the horrible allegations which he had heard, 
and maintained that without additional evidence it was im-

2possible to treat thorn as proved, 'Probably', ho minuted 
early in February, 'the lying on both 3ides is about 
equal. '3 Such cautious scepticism about Armenian veracity 
had been influencing his thinking for some time.

Nevertheless, the idea of passively awaiting the out­ 
come of the inquiry was short-lived. The work of the Turkish 
commission was destined to drag on through the entire winter 
and spring Of 1395, being formally terminated only on 21

1 Kimberley to Bryoe, Private, 25 Dec. 1894, Bryce Papers; 
of. Klabarlay to Gladstone, 27 i-Iar. 1893, AdJ. M3. 44229.
9 Kimberley to Bryoe, Private, 25 Dec. 1894, Bryoe Papers; 
of. Kiraberley to vJladotoao, Fri/ata, 30 Deo. 1394, Adi.KS. 
44229*

Currie to ICiinberloy, No. 84 Confidential, 31 Jan. 1395 
(with minuta by Kimberley, dated 8 Feb. 1895), ?.o. 78/460?.
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July.1 At an early stage it became apoarent that the re­ 
sults were unlikely to be satisfactory. Delving into their 
formidable armoury of wiles, the commissioners and other 
Ottoman officials brought forth every conceivable device

2of delay, concealment and obfuscation. In this recnect 
matters were improving somewhat by ?Jay, as a consequence 
of efforts by the ambassadors of the three Powers at Con­ 
stantinople, ̂ but meanwhile oppression of the Armenians, 
in rural districts especially, had been not merely continu­ 
ing but increasing. * Inevitably, the government in London 
was subjected to pressure from public opinion for more ex­ 
tensive and more effective intervention. The British 
people, Currie informed the Sultan in *March, felt that they 
oould no longer 'share responsibility 1 for the state of af­ 
fairs in the Armenian provinces, and the cabinet would ac­ 
cordingly be obliged to demand the introduction of reforms.

As early as January Currie had reported that although 
he had not discussed the question of reforms with Combo n 
and Nelidow, he had reason to believe, from what the two 
ambassadors had told his Austrian colleague, that Russo- 
Prcnoh acquiescence could be obtained for certain limited

For ddtuila of the ^roceediiagu, sea Acco unt a v*ad Papora , 
Turkey No. 1 (I895) t Part II, cix rc-7B34-lJ, 4b3-tfZ3.

Graves, pp. 145-146; of • Lascelies to Kiiiberley, Ho. 59, 
13 tt<i.r. 1895 1 7.0. 65/1490; Currie to Kimberley, No. 249, 
20 Apr. 1895, P.O. 78/4511.

Graves, p. 148.

Kimberlay to Currie t Tel. No. 28, 18 Mar. f P.O. 78/4626;
. 1835, P.O. 78/4610;Curria to Kiaiberloy, !«u. 232, 17 Apr

of* II. ivii&test The Third Salisbury Adminiatration, 1895-
1900. p. 27*
5 Currio to Kiiaborley, No. 189, 27 Slor. 1895, P.O. 73/4609.
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proposals. This expectation proved justified, and on 17 
April a ocmena of reforms was approved by the French, Brit­ 
ish and Russian embassies.2 It included provisions calling 
for an amnesty for imny prisoners, the re-hearing of sorae 
trials, speedier trials in future, improvements in the 
•ystem of tax collection, admission of Christiana to the 
Judiciary and gendarmerie in numbers pro7>ortionai to the 
Christian population in each locality, and the appointment 
of a special oomni salon to «ee that no Ottoman subject was 
held in custody without a proper warrant of arrest. Moslem 
governors or 'Vails* in the Armenian provinces were hence­ 
forth to have Christian vice-governors • With full author­ 
ity over the Valis there was to bo a High Commissioner, 
who would receive petitions fron the inhabitants and super­ 
intend implementation of the reforms. If Moslem, this of­ 
ficial also was to be assisted by a Christian. In addition 
a permanent Commission of Control, composed or three Mos­ 
lems and three Christians, was to ait at Constantinople, 
and be associated with the High Conciioaioner in the task 
of supervision* ->

During discussion of these proposals among the three 
embassies, the view tuKen by the British had been that the 
nomination of Vr.lic and of members of the C omul a si on of 
Control should be subject to the consent of the > 3owera. 
Relidow and Cambon had maintained, however, that it would 
be iirno a.iible to induce the Sultan to accept such an ar-

1 Currie to Xiaberloy, Ho. 43, 19 Jan. 1395, P.O. 76/4607.

2 Currie to Kiraberley, No. i>43, 13 Apr. 1895 (encloses 
Memorandum and Project of ^aforms for the Armenian Prov­ 
inces), y.O. 73/4610.

Ibid. | Annual R^ffi&tar Tor Iti35, ?• 205*
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rangeaent without resort to measures which St. Petersburg 
and Paris would be unwilling to employ.1 Thus the draft 
scheme to which Currie agreed on 17 April contained no 
clause permitting a European veto on Abdul Hamid's selec­ 
tion of personnel, in the case of Valis, all that was to 
be required was that the Turics should taaep the Powers in­ 
formed of intended appointments, so that a protest could 
be lodged against any unsuitable choice. In the case of 
the Comission of Control, the only proposed right of for­ 
eign interference lay in a privilege to be enjoyed by the 
embassies of communicating directly with the Gonzmiasion in 
order to make representations. Currie reported that this
provision, if 'skilfully worked », might be enough to give *> 
the Ottoman body • something of an international character 1 •

Though Currie was prepared to be content with these 
safeguards, such as they werc f his government was not 
satisfied. Bryce had warned the Foreign Office in February 
that for the nomination of a Valif to be subject to inter­ 
national approval was in hi« Judgment an indispensable con­ 
dition of finy adequate reform. J While he was still as con­ 
scious aa ever of the necessity of retaining Russian sup­ 
port i^ Kimberley realized, on reading the draft of 17 April, 
that its failure to provide for the veto Bryce advocated 
would invite strong criticism from the Armenians' sym nathis?-

1 Currie to Kimberley, Ho. 245, 1C Apr. 1G95, P.O. 78/4610.

2 Ibid.; Currie to Kimberley» l?o. 243, 18 Apr, 1895 (en- 
olosaa V;eino rand urn and Project of Eaferma for the Armenian 
Provinces) f *.0. 78/4610,

3 Minute by Bryce, dated 5 Feb. 1895, F.O. 78/4647.

* Kimberley to Gladstone, 27 Mar,; Private, 20 A?r, f Add. MS. 
442291 .Kimberloy bo Bryce, Private, 29 May 1395, Bryce Papers,
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•rs in general. Reminding Currie of this fact, the Foreign 
Secretary urged that the omission be rectified, and that 
not only the choice of Valis but that of the Hi^h Com­ 
missioner as well be made subject to the assent of the 
Powers. 1 Currie found, however, that so far as Valis were 
concerned, his Russian and French colleagues ware adamant 
in their opposition to Klabsrley's wishes* Lobanow, the 
Tsar's foreign minister, had bean making no secret of his 
doubts that major reforms were practicable, and he believ­ 
ed that in endorsing a scheme as extensive a« that adopted 
on the 17th, Kelidow had already gone too far. Neverthe­ 
less f whan the British cabinet examined the scheme at the 
beginning of May, it concurred with Bryce's opinion that a 
veto on V%lia should be demanded, and Currie was according­ 
ly instructed on the 3rd to try once again to secure Russo~ 
Pranch acquiescence. Once a&ain he wae rebuffed,-* but 
shortly afterwards the draft was amended to provide for 
approval of the Powers in the case of the appointment of 
the High ComiuisGioner.6 On 11 May the rsvised program© was

1 Kisiberley to Carrie, Tel. No. 36A, 28 Apr. 1895, F.O.

2 Currio to Kiruberley, Tol. Ko. 156A, 29 Apr. 1655, 1.0. 
76/4628.

Lascdllea to Kimberley, Ko. 59, 13 Ear.f No. 81, 28 M&r.f 
No. 90, 10 Apr. 1895, F.O. 65/1490.

* Currie to Kimborley, Tel. No* 156A, 29 Apr. 1895, F.O. 
78/4C28; Li^calles to Kiraberley, T;O. 124 Confidential, 8 
Mr.y 1895, F.O. 65/U91.

' Kisiberley to Currie, Tel. No. 3& t 3 I^ay, P.O. 7S/4025; 
Currie bo Kimberley, Tel. Ko. 164, 3 I«&y 1395, F.O. 78/4628.

Amended draft of lojioranduia and Project of Roforms for 
tho Armenian Provinces} Currie to Sandorson, Private Tele-
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subdtted by the embassies to the Imperial Palace.
Through the rest of the month the Sultan and his nin- 

iaters temporised; 2 then, in the first week of June, Abdul 
Hamid summoned up enough courage to reject much of the 
three-Power scheme altogether. He dared to take this step 
perhaps only because of the growing divergence between 
British and Kussian attitudes which manifested itself in 
the latter part of May** Agitation among Armenians in 
Russia was reaching a new peak: it was reported that zaany 
of them were in contact with Armenian revolutionary com­ 
mittees abroad, that arms were being purchased, and that 
efforts were to be made from Russian territory to organize 
a general insurrection of the Armenian population in the 
neighbouring Ottoman provinces. Apparently fearing lest 
the flood-gates of Armenian nationalism might be opened by 
too much evidence of solicitude on the part of the Powers, 
and that Kussia. aa well as ^urkey would suffer, the gov­ 
ernment at St. Petersburg became more cautious and un— 
enthusiastic than ever in it a support of reform. 6

gram, 9 May 1895 (both with Currie to Kimberley, No. 243, 
18 Apr. 1895 f F.O, 78/4610).

1 Currie to Kimberley, Ho. 306, 11 Iflay 1895, F.O. 73/4612.

2 Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. 194 Confidential, 28 May 
1895, F.O. 78/4628.

* Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. 220, 3 June 1895, F.O. 78/4628.

* Cf. Oosselin (oharg^ d'affaires at Berlin) to Kimberley, 
No, 136 Confidential, 8 June 1895, F.O. 64/1350,

* Lasoelles to Kimberley, No. 132 Confidential, 22 May; 
No. 136 Confidential, 24 May? No. 147 Confidential, 5 June 
1895, F.O. 65/14911 Tel. No. 58, 22 May 1895, F.O. 65/1494.

6 Kimberley to Bryoe, Private, 29 May 1895, Bryot Papers*
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Meanwhile public feeling in Great Britain was becoming 
•teadily Btronger, and Abdul Hamid's unsatisfactory reply 
at the beginning of June necessitated that some study be 
given to possible meana by which compliance with the am­ 
bassadorial demands could be enforced. On the 5th Colonel 
Chermslde completed a memorandum in which the difficulties 
of acting effectively were clearly set forth*

In case of hostilities between Turkey and England the
aeisure of the Gallipoli I^niuaula by a joint Naval 
and Military ExpelItlan is the moat decisive operation 
which England could undertake - but for this a'very 
considerable Military force is a aiua qua, nog. All 
naval operations without military support must be of 
very limited scope, and some such purely naval opera­ 
tions, as for instance in the Ked Sea, might be a long 
tlrn© in producing an appreciable or decilitre effect.

If a British attack on Turkey were to be made without sub­ 
stantial land forces, Chermside calculated that the fnaxl- 
mnia result with the minimum exercise of pother* could be 
obtained by combining a blockade in the Red Sen and the 
cutting of the Sultan's sea routes to Arabia with a policy 
of encouraging the Arabs to rise against Imperial rule. On 
the other hand, if a mere naval demonstration or local 
action rather than war was intended, he argued that the 
most suitable place would be the island of Mitylene. Mityl- 
ene wao attractive, he pointed out, in that it had good 
harbours and was lightly defended* He did recognize a risk, 
however, that other Powers might suspect London of ulterior 
dealgns* Crete he judged to be less open to that objection, 
but Crete had a large garrison, and a fleet without a land

2force could do nothing convincing there•

1 Kimberley to Currie, Tel. No. 52, 27 Way 1895, F.O. 78/4626.

Stemorandum by Chermside, dated 5 June (enclosed in Currie 
to Kimberley, No. 368 Secret, 6 June 1895, F.O. 78/4613>
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Whatever naval or military steps were adopted , it was 
evident that they would have to be taken without foreign 
assistance. The Russians had already warned London in May 
that under no circumstances would they associate themselves 
with 'measures of constraint 1 . 1 This was not interpreted 
by the British to mean, however, that the Tsar would inter­ 
vene in defence of Turkey if London chose to act independ­ 
ently* Lobanow made it plain that St. Petersburg would not 
tolerate the or eat ion on the Russian frontier of a new 
•Bulgaria 9 9 in the form of a territory in which Armenians

2would enjoy exceptional privileges; but if the British 
proclaimed that their purposes were strictly limited to 
securing acceptance of the three-Power programme, Russia 
seemed unlikely to react violently a&nlnst the threat or 
indeed the use of force* At the Admiralty* Spencer was 
confident that she would acquiesce in a British seizure of 
any point except perhaps Constantinople itself* On 9 June 
he alerted the Commander-in-Chief of the Mediterranean 
fleets 'I fully expect that you may be ordered to Mitylene 
cr even the Dardanelles this weak. 1 * Unless he changed his

1 Kimbarley to Laaoellea, No* 169*. 30 May. ?*0. 65/1489; 
Kinberley to Currie, Tel. No. 58, 31 ?-fay 1895, F.O. 78/4626.

2 Lasoelles to Kimberley, Ho* 142 Confidential, 4 June 
1895, P.O. 65/1491; Tel. Ho. 61, 4 June; Tel. No. 62, 13 
June 1895, F.O* 65/1494.

Currie to Kiiaberley, Tel. No. 255 Confidential, 18 June 
1895, F*0* 78/4628; Memorandum by A. Blook, dated 19 June 
(enclosed in Currie to Kimberley, No. 391 Confidential, 
19 Jun.e 1895, P.O* 78/4613); of. Currie to Salisbury, 
Private, 27 June 1895 (Document No* 6), Bound Volume No. 
135, Salisbury

4 A*J. Warder, British Naval Policy* 1880-1905* p. 230 
(quotes openoer to Seymour, g June Io95, Spencer Papers)*
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views between now and the end of the month, Currie was 
somewhat more cautious, writing to Salisbury on the 27th f 
the ambassador predicted that Russia would not make diffi­ 
culties, but he qualified his forecast with two conditions: 
not only would the limited objective of British operations 
have to be 'perfectly clear 1 , but to help make it clear 
action at the Dardanelles would have to be avoided. ̂

In the event there was no action anywhere* More than a 
year later John Morley told Sir Charles Dilke that Kimber- 
ley had advocated the forcing of the Dardanelles, but that 
the proposal had been successfully opposed by Sir William 
Harccurt.^ If the Foreign Secretary did put forward such 
an idea, it appears probable that he thought of it as a 
possibility to be held in reserve, rather than as a plan 
to be immediately carried out* It was never discussed in 
more than hypothetical terms; or if it was, the fact was 
kept secret even from Sir Thomas Sanderson, Currie' a suc­ 
cessor as Permanent Under-Secret ary of the Foreign Office. 
In July Sanderson minuted for Salisbury's benefit that the 
Liberal government had not given 'practical consideration' 
to any naval or military measures *^ On the very day of the 
Liberals 1 defeat in the House of Commons - 21 June - the 
Commander-in-Chlef in the Mediterranean commented that 
from what he heard, the cabinet seemed not to have made up

Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
No. 6), Bouad Volume Ho. 135, Salisbury Papers.
2 S. Grwynn and Oertrudo M. Tuckwell, The Life of the ! t. 
Hon. Sir Charles W. Dilke, Bart.. !•!•?., li« 43ln* of. also 
^exder. loc. oit.; W.li. Langer t The Diplomaoy of Imperial­ 
ism, 1890-1902, i. 196.

Minute by Sanderson, dated 15 July 1895 (with Currie to 
Kimberley, No. 368 Secret, 6 June I895 f *«0. 78/4613).
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its adnd what to do should Turkey prove obdurate.^ Currie 
informed Salisbury that 'as far as I understood their in­ 
tentions* the previous administration had bean f prepared 
to make a naval demonstration and to take further action 
if necessary 1 » But this assertion represented merely a 
reasonable deductions the ambassador had received no

2authoritative statement of policy from London.
Continuing Liberal indecision during June can no doubt 

be attributed at least in part to the diplomatic tactics 
of Abdul Hamid. As early as 2b May, before the Turkish re­ 
jection of essential points in the three-Power programme, 
the Mediterranean Commander-in-Chief had been instructed 
to proceed with his squadron from Alexandria to Beirut, as 
a means of Intimidating the Suitan.3 The warships reached 
Beirut almost simultaneously with the Turkish reply to the 
ambassadors,4 and before long Abdul Hamid apparently de­ 
cided that it might be unsafe to adhere too rigidly to the 
position he had adopted. On 8 June the Ottoman ambassador 
in London explained to Kimberley that since the answer 
given by his government had been drawn up *in great haste 1 , 
it should not be regarded as *final and complete'. The 
whole matter t he added, was still under consideration at 
the Palace.5 In view of this indication that Turkey mi^ht

Seymour to Currie, Private, 21 Juno 1095 (enclosed in 
Currie to Salisbury? Private, 30 June 1895, Bound Volume 
No. 135? Salisbury Papers).

2 Currie to Salisbury, Privato, 27 June 1895 (Document 
Ho* 6), Bound Volume No. 135? Salisbury Papers*

3 Warder, p. 229.

* Kimberley to Currie, Tel. No. 62, 4 June 1895, F.O. 78/4626,

5 Kimberley to Currie, No. 228, 8 June 1895? P.O. 78/4606.
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change her stand, the cabinet had some justification for 
its postponement cf a decision on strong measures. Instead 
of bein& sent to the Dardanelles or Mitylene as Spencer 
anticipated on the 9th, the squadron at Beirut was ordered 
on the llth simply to cruise along the coasts of Syria and 
Asia Minor, making a call at Aloxandretta.1 The latter 
point. In view of the powerful forces which Turkey could 
easily concentrate in the vicinity, had been described in 
Chermside's memorandum as unsuitable for a naval demon-

2•tration 'formally notified ae suoh*; but both Cherinside 
and Currie had Judged an informal visit to be desirable. 3

On 17 June the Porte communicated a new reply to the 
reform proposals. Currie thought it very ambiguous, but 
observed that if it were 'favourably construed " f it seemed 
to mean that the reforms were •accepted in principle 1 . 
The embassies found it impossible, however, to extract 
from the Turks an intelligible explanation of what their

5 answer simplified.' London now suggested that ITelidow,
Oambon and Currie be instructed to denand a precise reply 
within forty-eight hours, in order that their governments 
might be enabled to • decide what course they shall pursue*.

1 Warder, p. 230,

Memorandum by Chermside, dated 5 June (anolosed in Currie 
to Xiiaberley, No. 366 Seoroi, 6 June 1895, P.O. 78/4613) •

Ibid. | Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. 228 Secret, 5 June 
1895, P.O. 78/4628.

* Currie to Kimberley, Tel. No. 251, 17 Junef Tel. No. 253 
Confidential, 17 June 1895, F.O. 78/4628.

Currie to Klmbarley, Tel. No. 255 Confidential, 18 June 1895, 
r.O. 73/4628.

Kimberley to Dufferin, Tel. No. 82, 19 June 1895, P.O.
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Busaia refused to co-operate,1 and on the 23rd Gurrie 
warned the Foreign Office that unless Abdul Hainid was sub­ 
jected to greater pressure than St. Petersburg was willing 
to take part in exerting, all hope of anything more than 
noiainal Turkish concessions would havo to be abandoned. 

Currie f s attitude was at this time quite different 
from what it had been a few months earlier. Originally he 
had wished to be pleasant towards the Ottoman tyrant, 
trouble him as little as possible about Armenians, and 
thus endeavour to cultivate his friendship. Prom the out* 
eat it had been the opinion of the ambassador that Abdul 
Hamid would not grant reforms in response to words alone, 
and we have noticed his fear that an attempt at obtaining 
reforms which was not carried through to success would be

A
ruinous to British prestige. At first, then, he preferred 
inaction; but once he was committed to particular proposals, 
the same reasoning which had held him back before began to 
impel him forward, and to make him an advocate of firmness 
and vigour* Helidow and Gambon were committed too, and were 
eager to avert an humiliation; but Nelidow was restrained»5 
by Lobanow. In any case, since it was the British who had

27/3223* An identical telegram waa sent to 3t. Patorsburg.

1 Lascelleo to Kiinberley, Tel. No. 64. 21 June, F.O* 65/14941 
Kimberlsy to Lasoellea, No. 215A, 22 June 1335, F.O. 65/1489.

2 Currie to ICimberley, 7*1* No. 260, 23 Juno 1895, *.0. 
70/4628.

Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
Ho. 6), Bound Volume No. 135, Salisbury Papers.

4 Above, p. 337* *

* Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 Juna 1895 (Document 
No. 6), Bound Volume No* I35 f Salisbory Papers*
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taken the lead, it waa they who were In danger of suffer­ 
ing the worst political losses through failure. Unless the 
Turks oould be made to aecapt the reform scheme, Currie 
expected that the fruits of hia efforts to restore British 
influence on the Bosphorus would be aveept away, and that 
hia country and he himself would be the laushing-atock: of 
the Near Bast. On 27 June he lamented to Salisburyi

Since the late Govt. were driven into the violent line 
they have t^ken about Armenia, I have been forced, 
notwithstanding all ny reluctance, into r. position of 
hostility towards the Sultan. I can only hope now that 
tlid reforraa will be pushed through* Otherwise our in­ 
fluence, which hao stood well lately, will sink to the 
Fordian level**
Whan Currie telegraphed hia warning of the 23rd on the 

need for stronger pressure, the Liberal ministry was on 
the point of leaving office. Kimberley replied, perhaps 
with a sigh of relief, that further decisions would have 
to oorae from his successor.2 The problems thus bequeathed 
to Salisbury constituted a burdensome and unwelcome aspect 
of his inheritance from the Rosebery administration.^ To 
the general nature of that inheritance wo shall shortly 
have to turn our attention; but first we must briefly ac­ 
quaint ourselves with the outlines of Rosebery 's policy in 
one other specific question - that of Bulgaria. The British- 
led foreign interference in the Armenian Question, we shall 
find, had not been without repercussions in the affairs of 
the Balkan Peninsula*

Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 Jun» 1695 (Document 
No. 1), Bound Volume ?Jo. 135, Salisbury Papers.

2 Kimberley to Currie, Tel. No. 91» 24 June I895 f F.O. 
78/4626.

3 S*e below, pp. 370-381*
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THE iTUROPEAN APPROACHES i 
GREAT BRITAIN AND BUIXJARIA, 1692- •' 95

Rosebery's policy with regard to Bulgaria in the 'nine­ 
ties consisted of attempts to maintain intact what h© recog­ 
nised as two great obstacles to a Russian adventure on the 
Balkan flank of the Straits* One of those obstacles, as we 
have already seenf waa Bulgaria herself, governed with a 
firm hand by the Russophobe Staiabouloff • After the Eastern 
Roumelian revolution of 1885, the Foreign Office in London 
had coxae to realize that Bulgarian nationalism, in earlier 
days a disruptive force within the Ottoman Empire, was now 
the moat promising instrument available for preventing future 
incursions by the Tsar's armies irto European Turkey. Accord­ 
ingly, reversing the stand of 1878, the British Conservative
government had thrown its support (albeit with reservations)

2to the Bulgarian nationalist movement. Rosebery, as Foreign
Seoretary in the short-lived Liberal xaiuistry of 1886, had 
proved to be in essential agreement with this altered 
approach. Whichever party held power at Westminster, Great 
Britain saw in the vigour and independence of the Bulgarian 
Principality a valuable protection for Turkey and her 
strategic waterway*

In order that the new bulwark against Russia mifrht be as

Above, pp. 322-32 3*Above, pp. 32^-3^3*
9 C*L. Smith, "he Embassy of Sir William 7«hite at. Conatantin--
ople, l8Qj>*"^9^.t PP* ^Q*"^9, 10^5;^.A.it •Marriott, Modern " 
KnA^and. 1^^^!'943§ P« 91. """ "
3 Q..4 4.U r>-n. \f. L*> ~Smith, pp. 37, 42.
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secure as possible, London naturally hoped not only for 
political stability at Sofia, but for the growth of close 
and harmonious relations betr/een the Principality and its 
suzerain, the Ottoman Sultan. In that he was a strong 
leader, and an exponent both of nationalist resistance to

2Kussia and of alignment with Abdul Haiaid, Stambouloff was 
an ideal Bulgarian statesman from the standpoint of Brit­ 
ish interests. By the time when Kosebery left the Foreign 
Office for the Premiership in 1894, however, the position 
of this Balkan 'Bismarck' was being fatally undermined by 
the attitude of Prince Ferdinand, and bv the clandestine 
alliance into which the latter had entered with hio min­ 
ister's avowed opponents. •* In Tlay Stombouloff fell from 
power, and a period opened in which Russophile elements, 
encouraged by sympathy within the government itself , gain­ 
ed significantly in boldness and in influence* During the 
suminer the Dritish Agent at <>ofia f a diplomat named Bering, 
saw a danger that the new trand in Bulgarian politics
might Itad to tha 'boginnir^ of the end 1 of the Principal-

5 ity as an 'autonomous and free-acting' entity. Sir Arthur
Nioolson, after succeeding Bering at the Agency in late

C. Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism. 1879- 
1686, p. 233$ cf . Harriott, loc. cit.
2 W. Wilier, The Ottoman Kapire and Its Suooesoors. p. 449 I
W.S. Murray, The ^agiflg of fee ^Ikan^Statea, p. 174; Ford 
to Eooobery, No. 196, It ifay 1893, F.O. 78/4479.

Dorinr^ to Kiinberley, No. 41 Very Confidential, 12 
1894, P'.O. 76/4563; A.H» Boaman, 3t-\inbuloff , pp. 182-189*

* Dorin^ to Kimberley, No. 35 Very Confidential, 12 Julyf 
NO. 86, 17 July 1894, F.O. 78/4569.

to Kim.borlsy, No. 91 Very Confidential, 9 Aug. 
1894, P.O. 78/4569.
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Septerabar, soon began arming for a calmer viaw: he main­ 
tained that although the Ru3oophile parties ware indeed 
in control, their sympathies Tor the Tsarist Smpire, being 
largely 'platonic and a aattar of sentiment ', wore unlike­ 
ly to have any practical effect on policy.1 Kicolson'3

2confidence, shared by Stuxbouloff , had a good deal to
confirm it* The government appeared determined that if the 
Busso-Bulgarian estrangement wero to be endo.1, this should 
be done without the sacrifice of a single iota of the 
Principality* a Independence * But, whereas there was 
little evident prospect in the late autumn and winter of 
a precipitate movement towards reconciliation with St. 
Petersburg, another threat to the Balkan statua quo was 
arising from an agitation which the Bulgarian authorities 
permitted against Turkish laiarule in Macedonia.'5 Under 
Stambouloff « the semi-official newspaper Svoboda had more 
than once advocated military alliance between Sofia and 
the Sultan* 3y the simmer of 1695 Bulgaria had drifted so 
far from suuh ideaa that the possibility of war between 
the Principality and its suzerain could no lou&er b« ruled

1 Nioolson to Ximberley, RD. 134, 28 Oct. !8 fH, P.O. 78/4569.

2 Nioolson to Kisiberlajr, Ho. 135, 1 Nov. 1834, P.O. 78/4569.
•»• i» •» immm m if • wv «. i w^ f <t <• ̂ . f

3 Hicolson to Klaborley, !lo. 139, 5 Nov. 1394, r.O. 78/45695 
Anonyiaous, ifcil^t -,r ien iyrtc h de.n 3 1 ur ?* e 5 1 ambiilof f s , PI>. 51-52*

4 Nicolaon to Kimberley, No, 146, 20 Nov.; No. 151, 29 Nov. 
1894, P.O. 78A563; "o. 15, ^3 Juu. 1095, F.O. 73/4661,

5 liioolaon to Kimberiey, No. 153, 4 Dec. 1894, F.O. 78/4569; 
No. 12, 19 Jan.; No. 14, 2? Jan.; ito. 41, 25 H^ar.; No. 66, 
26 Way 1895, P.O. 73/46G1. ,^ .1 .^ -., . r ^

6 Ford to Rosebary, No. 196, 17 May 1893, F.O. 78/4479; 
Dtring to Kimberiey, No. 55, 11 Way 1894, P.O. 78/4568.
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out.
It must not be supposed that the policies of Stamboul- 

off himself had been Invariably approved at London. If one 
barrier to a Russian advance through the Balkans was the 
vitality of Bulgarian nationalism, a second such barrier, 
in Kosebery's estimation, lay in tue pacific disposition 
of Alexander III. The British statesman reasoned that the 
more Bulgaria annoyed the Tsar, the stronger would #row 
the position of those at the Russian Court who were trying

2to overcome their master's diotaste for military adventure. 
Stambouloff was apparently indifferent to this consldara- 
tion: he seemed at times to delight in giving provocative 
demonstrations of hisRusaophobla. In the summer and autumn 
of 1692, for example, h* had the Svoboda publish documents 
of uncertain authenticity which purportsd to be proof of 
sinister Russian designs on the Principality. When St. 
Petersburg denied the allegations, insisting that the evi­ 
dence wus composed entirely of forgeries, the avobuda re­ 
torted that the Tsar's government was guilty of an 'unqual­ 
ified and official lie 1 * In December a plan was revealed 
to amend the Bulgarian Constitution, so as to remove a 
olause requiring th&t childron 01' the Iriucfe be raised in

1 Nicolson to Salisbury, Tel. No. 17 f 29 June, P.O. 78/46641 
*o. 86, 30 June 1895, F.O. 78/4662.

Rosebery to Queen Victoria, 16 June 1893 (printed in G.tf. 
Buokle t The Letters of Queen Victoria. 3rd ser., ii. 260-261) .

Lowther to Salisbury, No. 121 Confidential, 16 Aug. 1892; 
Lowther to Rosebery, No. 131 Confidential, 12 Sept. 1P>92, 
F.O. 78/4444.

Lowther to Rosebery, No. 126 Confidential, 6 Sept. 1892 
(encloses a translation of an article published in the 
3voboda of the same date), F.O. 78/4444*
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the Orthodox religion* That Busaia would regard such an 
amendment as objectionable was obvious, and Stambouloff 
did nothing to reduce her inevitable irritation by allow­ 
ing the Srob.oda to announce at this moment the isnai nance 
of additional 'disclosures', allegedly proving that the 
religious restriction imposed on the Prince's family had 
been by origin part of a Kusaian sememe for Bulgaria's 
absorption. 'The publication of the Russian papers simul­ 
taneously with the change of the Constitution* , commented 
Rosebery, 'hardly strikes one as a conciliatory measure*' 2 
The British did what they could by means of advice to per­ 
suade the Bulgarian Premier to abandon the proposed amend­ 
ment , but in this they were unsuccessful*^ It was now that 
the Russians made their at tempt f already mentioned in an­ 
other context t to enlist the aid of the Bulgarian Exaroh 
against Stambouloff 's plans • Finding thamislvsa thwarted 
by Abdul Hamid,* they confined themselves thereafter to 
verbal indignation*^ nothing happened to justify the fears 
which Rosebery had expressed to Sofia of 'serious conse­ 
quences' ;6 yat the Foreign Secretary continued to be an

Iiowther to Roaabery, No* 170 Very Confidential, 8 Dec* 
1892, P.O. 78/4444*

2 Lowther to Fosebery, No. 172, 8 Dec. 1892 (with minute 
by Rosebery), F*0, 70/4444.

Rosebery to Lowther, Tel* No. 20 Secrat, 6 Leo.; Tel* 
No. 21 Secret, 12 Dec. 1892, P.O. 78/4445? Lowther to Rose­ 
bery, ISO. 177 Very Confidential, 11 Dec* 1692, S.O. 73/4444.

* Above, p* 126*

* Morier to Rosebery, Ho* 80, 6 Mar* 1893, P.O. 65/1446.

* Rosebery to Lowther, Tel. No. 20 Secrot, 6 Dec. 1832, P.O. 
78/4445? Morier to Rosebery, No* 85, 16 Mar, 1893, P.O* 
65/1446.
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advocate of extreme caution. It was his settled opinion 
that while the Bulgarians should firmly maintain their in­ 
dependence from Russia, they should respect the suscepti­ 
bilities of the Tsar to the full extant compatible #ith 
national freMom.2

In some respects Stambouloff f s methods in dealing with 
Turkey were also considered by the British to be Hazardous. 
Desiring good relations with the Sultan, the Bulgarian 
Premier was much displeased at the unfriendly attitude 
which Abdul Hamid adopted towards the Principality in the 
late spring of 1893* Displeasure became anger in the 
winter of 189 3- '94, whan Turkey made known her intention 
tc enforce regulations which would bring about the closing 
of Bulgarian schools in Macedonia.* The British sought to 
smooth matters overs the ejnbasay at Constantinople tried 
to restrain the Turks f ^ while the British and Austrian 
Agencies at Sofia pursued a common policy of impressing 
upon Stambouloff the danger a of a quarrel with the suzerain 
Power." But the Premier knew his own mind too well to be

Buckle, loo. oit.; Rosebery to Dering, No. 36, 7 June; 
No* 37 Secret, 14 June 1893, F.O. 78/4505.

2 Ibid.; Lowther to Rosebery, No. 174, 9 Dec. 1892 (with 
minute by Rosebery), P.O. 78/4444.

For the origin of Abdul Hamid *s new policy, see above, 
pp. 126-127. For Stambouloff »s reactions, see Ford to Roae- 
bery, No. 251 Confidential, 11 June 1893, F.O. 78/4480.

Nicolson (ohnrgey d'affaires at Const ̂ ntinople) to Rose­ 
bery, Ho. 595, 20 Dec. 1833, F.O. 78/4484.

* Nicolson to Hosebary, flo. 30, 16 Jan. 1394, P.O. 78/4539; 
Rosebery to Dering, Ho. 8 f 15 *eb. 1894, F.O* 78/4567.

6 Dering to Kosebery, Ho. 15 t 10 Feb.; Ho. 27, 9 Mar. l894 t 
F.O. 78/4568.
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greatly influenced by admonitions. He responded to Turkish 
proceedings by encouraging an agitation in Bulgaria on the 
Macedonian Question* British uneasiness again proved ex­ 
cessive, for thla c-japaign did not lead to tension like 
that of the following year* Having helped to create popular 
excitement f apparently as a means of convincing the Sultan 
that he had best make concessions* Stambouloff had further 
agitation banned as soon as Abdul Itamid showed himself in­ 
clined to give groun .d .3. j^g promises elicited from the 
Ottoman ruler were such as to occasion much rejoicing in 
the Principality, 2 and they were warmly welcomed by 3ir 
Philip Currie as a contribution to Improved Tur co-Bulgarian 
relations* When Turkey procrastinated in carrying out her 
pledges, the British embassy readily acceded to a Bulgarian 
request for intervention at the Porte • 3

ifter this restoration of a friendly atmosphere, the
Svoboda promptly revived the project of military alliance~ — — - ,
with the Sultan* The government which now replaced Stam- 
bouloff 's rejected the idea of alliance as provocative to 
Bus si?* , but professed a desire th~t the Principality and 
its suzerain should remain on the best of terms. 5 During

1 Bering to Klinberley, Eo» 39, 30 Mar. 1894 (encloses Wrat- 
islaw (Vice-Conaul at Philippopolis) to Dering, 25 Mar* 
1894), *%0. 7B/4566.

2 Currie to Kimberley, No. 186, 24 Apr., P.O. 78/4540$ 
Ho. 198 f 1 May 1894, P.C. 78/4541.

Currie to Kimberley, No. 215, 9 May 1894, P.O. 78/4541. 

4 Bering to Kimberley, No. 55, 11 May 1,894, P.O. 78/4368.

* Dering to Kimberley, No. 82, 6 July 1894 (encloses a 
summary of an article published on 4 July by the Svoooduo 
Sloyo, the organ of the naw government), F.O. 78/4569.
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most of the remainder of 1894 Turoo-Bulgarian relations 
did appear to be cordial. It was only at the beginning 
of winter that they commenced their slide towards crisis* 
On 2 December, at a well-attended public aeotis^ held in 
Sofia by the Macedonian Society, the grievances of the Bul­ 
garian inhabitants of Macedonia were aired and Ottoman mal­ 
administration denounced. Turkey made angry protests against 
the conduct of the Bulgarian authorities in permitting the 
meeting to take place: the Armenians were already causing 
trouble enough, remarked the Or-ind Vizier, and for the 
Sofia government to allow demonstrations about l*!acedonia 
at such a tima was unfriendly beha/iour.~ The government 
disclaimed responsibility f 3 but Tacelonian organisations 
in the Principality wera not prevented from continuing 
their activities* Within a few months, moreover, it became 
known to Loulon that their propaganda had been sxt^aded 
beyond Bulgaria into Macedonia itaelf •

In the late winter of 1895, both the British and the 
Austrians gave Bulgaria advice calculated to discourage 
her from tolerating inoitaaent of the Macedonian poioulation 
from her territory*^ The Bulgarian regime sesms to have

1 lUool.ion to Kijibarley, Ho. 131, 25 Oct.? No. 132 Con­ 
fidential, 26 Oct. I894 f P.O. 73/4569? Currie to Kimberley, 
No, 502 Confidential, 1 flov, 1894, F.O. 78/4343.

2 Nioolaon to Kimborley, No. 153, 4 Dao. f ?.0. 78/43^9? 
Currie to Kimberley, No» 574, 12 Dec. 1894, P.O. 78/4544.

Ibid.T Currie to Kimberley, Ho. 578 Confidential, 16 Dec. 
1894, P.O. 73/4544.

4 Currie to Kimberley, Tal. :io. 86, 15 Mar. 1395, P.O. 
78/4628.

5 Monson to Kimberley, No. 69, 2 Mar. 1895, F.O. 7/1225; Kiia 
btrley to Nioolson, Tel. No. 7, 16 War. 1895, P.O. 78/4664.
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lacked the necessary resolution, however, to take adequate 
measures of repression in good time* Stambouloff had been 
able to stop the earlier agitation without difficulty, but 
that of 1695 was far more formidable. The eclipse of the 
great believer in hostility towards Russia and close rela­ 
tions with Turkey had raised the hopes of enthusiasts for 
the Macedonian cause»^ and the interest taken by some 
Powers in the welfare of Armenians had not failed to pro­ 
duce an impression* If persecuted Armenians could command 
the solicitude of a foreign people and government 9 then 
why not persecuted Macedonians?^ The Bulgarian Agent at 
Constantinople was reported to be among the champions of 
the view that it would be wise policy to stir up commotion 
in Macedonia: the disturbances f he allegedly calculated, 
would no doubt be put down by the Turks with a cruelty 
comparable to that practised in Armenia, with the result 
that British public opinion would be roused in this case 
also to indignation and sympathy.3 sir Arthur Nicolaon did 
not suspect the Bulgarian ministry of such designs , but he 
criticised it to Klmberley for the 'hesitating and vacillat« 
ing 1 manner in which it had acted throughout, and as a con­ 
sequence of which the movement had been enabled to grow to 
a dangerous level**

In Hay and June the British continued their efforts to

C. Anastasoff , The Tragic Peninsula> A History of the
Macedonian Movement for Independence aince loTo, p. 63*

2 Currie to Kicberley, No. 578 Confidential, 16 Dec. 1894, 
P.O. 78/4544} cf« N. Buxton, Europe and the Turka, p. 36*

Lascelles to Ximberley, No. 112 Confidential, 23 Apr. 
1895, P.O. 65/1490.

* Nioolson to Kimberley, No, 66, 26 May 1895, F.O. 78/4661.
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restrain Sofia from any aotion f even diplomatic advocacy 
of reforms, which mi^ht tend to snke the M^cadoni^n Ques­ 
tion more acute.1 The Bulgarian authorities had let mat­ 
ters drift so long, however, that it mi^ht now have been
almost impossible for them to bring th-3 agitation under

2 control; and tlisy chose not to aiake an attempt* In ;!aoe-
donia fighting was apparently breaking out in some locali­ 
ties between Ottoman soldiery and insurgent bands* 3 xt the 
time when Salisbury replaced Kosebery in Downing Street, 
the Sofia government was beginning to tulce what Nicolson 
Judged to be 'efficacious 1 steps on the border, but it was 
plainly beyond Bulgaria's power to seal the frontier alto­ 
gether against the passage of partisans wishing to assist 
a Macedonian rising. Frontier incidents had already oc­ 
curred, and the Turkish commandant at Adrianople reportedly 
had orders that in the event of further clashes he was to 
'act at once'* Sofia requested explanations, and informed 
the Porte of its intention to rainforoe tha Bulgarian 
troops in Eastern Rouraelia*^ The Bulgarian foreign minister 
expressed to Hicolson a suspicion that the Turks might pro- 
voice a fresh incident and proceed to invade the Principality.

1 Nioolson to Kimberley, lei. No* 11, 24 May; Kimberley to 
Nicolson, TCJ!. No. 9, 24 tfay 1895 f *'*0* 75/4564; Salisbury 
to Currie, No* 257, 29 June 1895, F.O* 78/4606.

2 Nicolson to Salisbury, Tel* Ho* 16, 29 June, F.O. 78/4664; 
Ko. 86, 30 June 1895, F.O. 78/4662.

3 Qosselin (charge' d'affaires at Eorlin) to Zimberlay, 
Ho* 157, 28 June 1895, ?.0. 64/1350.

4 Nioolson to Salisbury, Tel* No. 16, 29 June, F.O. 78/4664! 
of* Monson to Kiiabarley, No. 206, 23 June 1095, F.O. 7/1227*

5 Nioolson to Salisbury, Tel. No, 17, 29 June, F*0, 78/4664; 
No* 86, 30 June 1895, F.O. 78/4662,
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Though saying that it was not contemplated f at 
ha spoke In terras of possible mobilisation - a move which 
Hioolson strongly urged should be avoided , on the ground 
that it would have the appearance of a hostile demonstra­ 
tion and might lead to 'vary serious consequences', While 
the Agent did not balieve that w~r agiinst Turkey was de­ 
sired in official circles f he had the impression that few 
Bulgarians appreciated the gravity of the risks which such 
an adventure would entail* A decision to fight the Jaltan, 
he predicted, would be highly popular in the country.

British efforts to maintain Turco-Bulgarian friendship 
had proved una vailing f but Russia was not interested ia 
exploiting tha situation: iur eyes wera fixed aore firmly 
than aver on the Far Bast ,2 The Macedonian agitation re­ 
sulted neither in war nor in large-scale revolts at the 
beginning of July Sir Philip Carrie already realized that 
the revolutionary organizations based on Bulgaria were 
flniin? insuf ficiant active support among the people they 
aspired to liberate f 3 and in the event they were so de-

»M

moralised by their failure that they abstained from further 
icajor endeavours until after the tarn of the csntury.* Thus 
the at^te of affairs which Salisbury ficei in the Balkan* 
oa returning to office was not one which presented him with 
more than a passing problem. The Near Eastern status quo 
appeared unstable and liicsly to be short -live d f bat for 
this instability there were causes more deen -seated than 
the ephemeral excitement over the Macedonian issue*

1 Ibid, 2 Below t pru 391-392,

Currie to Salisbury, Private, 1 July 1805, Bound Volume 
Ho, 135, Salisbury Tapers,

Anastasoff V loo, oit,



SALISBURY'S INHERITAHCIS IN 1895
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In July 1892, when the seoond Salisbury administration 
was defeated at the polls, the atmosphere of European poli­ 
tics had been one of calm and placidity. The Straits scare 
of the previous year, a product of Russian preparations 
and Franco-Russian friendship, had faded away, and since 
no further demonstration similar to that at Cronstadt was 
in prospect for the moment, a revival of unusual anxiety 
within the immediate future was unlikely. The entente be­ 
tween Paris and St. Petersburg - an agreement which includ­ 
ed no precise, practical arrangements for specific cases2 - 
had not yet grown into alliance, nor did it appear to have 
done so* 3 Great Britain did not seem to be threatened, as 
she did a year later, with the imminent united action of a 
hostile coalition. In the absence of any emergency demand­ 
ing outstanding experience and diplomatic talent, Salisbury 
did not look upon his own departure from the Foreign Office 
as a calamity, or even as a serious blow to national inter­ 
ests. Just before the change of government he wrote private­ 
ly to the ambassador in Berlin:

I think there is good hope that the main linea of our 
policy will not be departed from. What I am afraid of 
is a too hurried rapprochement with France - involving 
the abandonment or the Triple Alliance by Italy - a

* Malet to Salisbury, Private, 10 July 1892, F.O. 343/12. 

2 Of. C. de Preyoinet, Souvonira, 1873-1893. pp. 487-488.

Dufferin to Rosebery, No. 256, 17 Sept., F.O. 27/3079| 
Ho. 336, 14 Nov. 1892, F.O. 27/3080.
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reconstruction of the Drei kaiser bund and Russia on the 
Boaphorus. I think that the past will be sufficient to 
warn us against this risk.l
Salisbury's optimism had proved to be justified. The 

prerequisite of a major rap pro o heme nt with France was the 
conclusion of some Egyptian settlement satisfying to French 
amour propre. In September 1891 John Morley had spoken in 
public against the British occupation of "gypt, and shortly 
afterwards Gladstone himself had used language which seemed 
to contain a hint of an intention to withdraw. Under Con­ 
servative counter-attack f however, both Gladstone and Morley 
had retreated precipitately*^ In his private views the Lib­ 
eral leader remained favourable to early evacuation* he be­ 
lieved that Great Britain • ought to quit Egypt after having 
fulfilled the work for which we wont there 1 - and in 1896 
he wrote that this time had arrived 'some years ago 1 . Yet 
as Prime Minister he had set his heart in 1892- '93 on doing 
what he could regarding the question not of Egypt but of 
Ireland. In the interests of Home Rule he could not risk 
the disintegration of the government on the Egyptian issue. 
On the Nile, therefore, Rosebery occupied an almost impreg­ 
nable position in relation to the 'Little Englandera 1 ; and 
there was no likelihood of his deciding voluntarily to make 
significant concessions to Prance. In addition to being an 
imperialist, the new Foreign Secretary - unlike Salisbury* -

1 Salisbury to Malet, Private, 16 Aug. 1892, P.O. 343/3«

C.L. Smith. The Em^yQ s*r William White at Constantin­ 
ople. 1886-1691, PP.

Gladstone to Moustafa Kamel, 14 Jan. 1896 (quoted in T. 
Rothstein, Egypt's Ruin, p» 338).

* Smith, pp. 152-153? Lady G. Cecil, The Life of Robert.
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was a man who neither liked nor admired the French.1 He had 
no enthusiasm for the idea of a Franco-British reconcilia­ 
tions even in 1904, when one was brought about on terms 
which oonfirmed Great Britain's Igyptian hegemony, Rosebery 
was among the few who were critical*2 Gladstone gloomily 
accepted the polioy which he oould not frustrate without 
losing his difficult but important colleague* In a conver­ 
sation with the French ambassador early in 1393, Just after 
the reinforcement of the British garrison, the Prime Minister 
first mentioned Egypt and then passed on to other subjects
•avac une certaine tristesse 9 comma si lea affaires d'Bgypte 
n*4taient pas de son domains, et qu'il ne fut pas a me'me de 
leur dormer la solution qu'il de* strait'• A few months later 
he made a statement to the House of Commons reaffirming the 
provisional character of the occupation, but leaving the 
date of eventual withdrawal as indefinite as ever* 4

France and Great Britain thus remained divided by the 
Egyptian problem, and in 1893 Si am afforded a less long- 
lived but temporarily more dangerous cause of quarrel* There 
was not only no 'too hurried rapprochement * I there was no 
rap prop hement at all until 1394* Even then Rosebery did not 
cease to be conscious of the desirability of keeping Italy

Biarauie of Salisbury, ii* 32-37•

1 Above, pp. 175, 254, 325; A*J.P. Taylor, The Struggle for 
Mastery in Europe. 1843-1918. p. 342*

2 (KM. Trevelyan, Prey of Fallodon. pp. 83-84, 123*

^ D»P«y«t I"9* ••*•§ *t No » 153 (Waddin&ton to Develle, 31 
Jan* Itfyj).

* Statement by the Prime Minister in the House of Commons, 
1 May 1893, Konaard's Parliamentary Debates. 4th ser., xi* 
1650-1656.
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in the Triple Alliance, 1 and although his new friendliness 
towards Prance offended and distressed the Italians, it was 
not carried far enough to drive them to utter despair* Its 
significance in their eyes was somewhat reduced, moreover, 
by the fact that the Rosebery administration never appeared 
likely to set a record for longevity. 3 When London flirted 
disconcertingly with the Quai d'Orsay, statesmen at Rome, 
recalling with nostalgia the Mediterranean Agreaments of 
1887, oould find oomfort in the thought that before long the 
Liberals might be replaced by another Salisbury ministry.* 

Roaebery's assurances to Rome in 1892 and thereafter,^ 
supplemented in 1894-*95 by Italian expectations of warmer 
sympathy from the Conservatives, held to a minimum the risk 
that Italy mitfht abandon her existing alignment. By so do­ 
ing, they protected Austria's rear against the threat of 
irredentism, and helped reduce the danger that Vienna might 
feel compelled to seek security within a restored Dreikaiser- 
bund. The danger was reduced in other ways as well. The con­ 
tinued presence of the Levant Squadron within easy reach of 
the Straits, the appointment of Sir Philip Currie to the Con­ 
stantinople embassy, and above all Rosebery's personal state-

1 Malat to Fosebery, Private, 22 Dec. 1894, P.O. 343A3$ 
Rosebery to ?£alet, Secret, 6 Jan. 1895, P.O. 343/3.

2 £•£• viii. No. 1770 (Bulow to iiohenloho, 25 Nov. 1894)I 
NoTT77l (Bulow to Hohenlohe, 30 Nov. 1894).

Ibid., No. 1766 (Bulow to the German Foreign Office, 18 
ne); S«p « **§ No « 219* (Marschall to Bulow, 19 Dec. 1894); 

of. Staal to Giers, 7 Mar. 1894 (printed in A. Meyandorff, 
Qorrespondanoe Diplomatique du Baron de Staal• ii. 238-239).

t No. 2195 (B&low to Hohenlohe, 21 Dec. 1894); of. 
, No. 1773 (BUlow to iiohenlohe, 21 June 1395).

5 Above, pp. 242-256.
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to Deym followed by announcement of the Spencer Pro­ 
gramme - all these provided the Austrians with evidence of 

Britain's interest in the Near East and of her will
to oppose Russian expansion in that region. In conjunction 
with hopes that Germany might eventually be enticed back 
into the fold ,2 the British attitude reassured the Ballplatz 
in some degree during its period of anxiety in the early 
months of 1894; and soon disquiet about Russian intentions 
subsided* ̂ ^s Salisbury had anticipated in 1892, an Austro- 
Russo-Geriaan accord, on a basis including 'Russia on the 
Bosphorus't was safely averted.

Yet the situation which Salisbury inherited in June 1895 
was markedly different from that which ho had left behind 
him on losing office less than three years earlier. Bulgaria, 
which in the days of Stambouloff had been on the whole a 
factor contributing to peace and security in South-Eastern 
Europe, had been transformed into a point of instability 
and danger* Because the weak government which had succeeded 
Stambouloff *s had allowed the Macedonian agitation to get 
out of control, the Principality seemed for the moment a 
menace to its suzerain and to the status quo** Moreover, 
even if the Tur co-Bulgarian estrangement led to no clash of 
arms, there could be no certainty that the existing balance 
of power in the Balkans would not be altered by an eventual 
triumph of Russian influence at Sofia. Par more critical, 
however, was the outlook in Asia Minor* The problems of eco­ 
nomic penetration were for the time being in the background i

1 Chapters n and VII* 2 Above, pp. 286, 299.

Above, pp. 299-300, 305-306. Above, 364-365* 369-372. 

5 Cf . flioolson to Kimberley, No. 43 f 3 Apr. 1895, P.O. 73/4661.
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all railway questions of any immediate importance had been 
settled in the great scramble of 1892- f 9 3* 1 In 1895 the 
Germans were still at work on their line to Konia, 2 and 
there was no prospect that their dream of a Baghdad Railway 
would give rise to further diplomatic complications within 
tht near future. When Rosebery's ministry fell, the German 
embassy on the Bosphorus was playing a scarcely more active 
part in economic matters than it was in politics.^ British 
diplomacy in the Hear East was not now being deflected into 
unfortunate courses by the pleae of financiers, as it had 
been thirty months beforet instead it had fallen prey to 
the pressure exerted by a more numerous and more powerful 
group, the humanitarians. The moat conspicuous of Salis­ 
bury's Hear Eastern difficulties in June 1895 arose from 
the fact that the Liberal administration, in dealing with 
the Armenian Question, had travelled too far along the path 
of humanitarian!am without having any clear and practicable 
plans for surmounting the obstacles which lay ahead.

It will be remembered that Sir Philip Currie, once com­ 
mitted to the three-Power scheme of reforms, had become de­ 
termined that everything possible should be done to secure 
its acceptance by the Turks** Salisbury, too, realized that 
the Liberals had tied his hands: 'pledged as we are*, he 
admitted to the ambassador, the programme would have to be 
pushed through 'in some form or other'. He expected, how­ 
ever, that there would be much delay before any success was 
achieved, and expressed doubt whether the ' compromise which

1 See Chapter III. 2 Above, p. 122.

^ Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
Ho. l) t Bound Volume No. 135 t Salisbury Papers.

* Above, pp. 360-361.
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will ultimately be arrived at' would have much practical 
value. Currie did not want a compromise* he wished to in­ 
sist on the essentials of the proposal already put forward . 
The incoming Prime Minister understood the reasons for such 
an attitude v but did not see how so intransigent a stand 
could be effectively supported! '

It is indelicate to say anything disparaging of one's 
predecessors, but my impression is that they have 
forced you into a very awkward corner* Without using; 
force to deprive the Sultan of his independent sover­ 
eignty* you are imposing on him terras which no inde­ 
pendent sovereign would accept. Force is an excuse to 
men who have to yield* • * If concessions can be ex­ 
tracted by force t well and good; the Moslem submits 
religiously to the decree of Fate* But if he has 
yielded without force, it is a matter of deep discon­ 
tent among his subjects. It is to be feared that the 
Sultan will Insist on force; and how are we to apply 
it in the absence of the co-operation of our allies? 3
A commitment to a programme , without the means with 

which to implement the programme - such was the Liberal 
legacy in the Armenian Question. The Commands r-ln-Chief in 
the Mediterranean pointed out that while the Dardanelles could 
be forced if damage to the fleet was accepted, it would 
•hardly do 1 for warships to enter the Sea of Marmora leav­ 
ing the Dardanelles forts undestroyed behind them - and 
to destroy the forts, he argued, would require a land force* 
He expected that London would decide on action at some other

^ Salisbury to Currie, Private Telegram, 1 July 1895 » Bound 
Volume No* 138, Salisbury Papers.

2 Currie to Salisbury, Private, 1 July 1895; Private Tele­ 
gram, 1 July 1895 t Bound Volume No* 135 f Salisbury Papers.

Salisbury to Currie, Private, 1 July 1895 1 Bound Volume 
No. 138, Salisbury tapers* Cf* Currie to Salisbury, Private, 
27 June 1895 (Document No. 6), Bound Volume No* 135, Salis­ 
bury Paper o*
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place, 1 but Salisbury did not believe that anything useful 
oould be accomplished anywhere by ships attempting to act 
without troops .2 Currie, at the time of the change of gov­ 
ernment f thought it conceivable that an alternative to any 
type of force might be found in the convening of a confer­ 
ence of the Powers; but he admitted a difficulty - that in 
view of the Macedonian problem and the general condition 
of the Sultan's Empire, the deliberations of a conference 
could probably not be restricted to the affairs of Armenia. 
Though for a reason which Currie did not mention, concern 
about the scope of the suggested meeting constituted in 
Salisbury's eyes a decisive objection to its being held. 
Since nothing had come of the overtures made to Turkey by 
Rosebery in 1893 ,* Oreat Britain still lacked oolid le^al 
basis for her occupation of Egypt. The new Prime Minister 
accordingly warned Currie that whatever he - the ambassador— 
did about Armenia, he should not assent to a conference, as 
France would certainly take advantage of the occasion to

c
raise the Egyptian issue* Both a conference and the use of 
force beins ruled out, no policy was possible but that of

Seymour ( Commander-in-Chief of the Mediterranean Fleet) 
to Currie, Private, 21 Junej Private, 29 June 1895 (enclosed 
respectively in Currie to Salisbury, Private, 30 June; 
Private, 4 July 1895 f Bound Volume No. 135, Salisbury Papers).

^ Salisbury to Currie, Private Telegram, 5 Aug. 1895, Bound 
Volume, Ho. 138, Salisbury Papers .

Curria to Salisbury, Private, 27 Jane 1895 
Wo. 6), Bound Voliuna !fo.!35, Salisbury Papers.

* Bee above, pp« 47-4-8.

* Salisbury to Currie, Private Telegram, 5 Aug. 1895 * Bound 
Volume No. 138, Salisbury Papers.
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continuing co-operation with Franc© and Rusnia, and cf abid­ 
ing by the 'many limiting conditions 1 attached to their sup­ 
port*1 In those circumstances there could be no hope that 
the reforms to which Rosebery and Kimberlay had committed 
the country would be carried through • The situation that 
confronted Salisbury in June 1895 was one in which British 
influence on the Sosphorus, which Currie believed he had 
done something towards restoring, 2 was doomed to inevitable 
extinction* By no means which he dared employ could the in­ 
coming Prime Minister enforce compliance with the Liberals' 
demand3 t nor could he repudiate those demands without 
arousing a storm of public protest* Yet if they were maintain* 
ed in principle without compliance being enforced, Great 
Britain would appear to Abdul Hamid and his entourage to be 
a Power as toothleaa as her hostility wao inveterate*

In the summer of 1895» however, the prospect of a total 
collapse of British influence at Constantinople was far less 
disturbing to a statesman at London than it would have been 
during Salisbury^ second administration, in the days of Sir 
William White. When White and Ford had served in Turkey, and 
when Currie had been sent there, the underlying assumption 
of British policy had been that Ottoman integrity and inde­ 
pendence should be protected as a means of containing Russia. 
Thus the proper task of a. British ambassador, working as 
much as possible in collaboration with the representatives 
of the Triple Alliance, had been to resist the growth of 
Franco-Russian influence, and to thwart Franco-Russian de-

1 Salisbury to Canon MaoColl, 1 Aug. 1895 (printed in G.w.s. 
Russell, Malcolm MaoColl i Memoirs and Correspondence, p, 145)

2 Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
No. 1), Bound Volume No. 135, Salisbury Papers.
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signs* But British public opinion, oince the outbreak of 
the Armenian aaasacras, had become more profoundly impress­ 
ed than before with tha iniquities of Abdul Haiaid's inde­ 
pendent rule* Although Armenian© were not always guiltless 
of plots and pro vocations i the tendency of the British press 
was to condemn the Turks and their government without using 
careful qualifying phraaes, and sympathy for the old policy 
of upholding the Sultan's rights had been undermined. 2 Ilor 
should Salisbury's deepening conviction that Turkey was the 
'wrong horse* be regarded merely as a product or reflection 
of popular sentlniont* His conviction arose not only from the 
knowledge that Abdul Hamid and his minlona were brutal and 
were hated in Great Britain, but aloo from evidence that the 
Hamldian regime was no longer viable. The venality, intrigue 
and pervasive espionage which characterised the Imperial 
despotism had been bad enough in 1892-' 93| 3 and by June 1895 
the state of Turkey's political health appeared to be 
desperate* Currie, though he had been on the Boophorua less 
than a year and a half, observed that there had been 'decid­ 
ed progress on the downward track' since his arrival. A 
feeling was increasingly apparent among educated Turks that 
the autocrat's spying and oppression, which rendered miser­ 
able the lives of Moslems as well as of Christians, were 
reaching an intolerable level, and that the country was be-

S. Whitman, Turkish Memories • pp* 10-14; W,L* Langer, The 
Diplomacy of Imperialism, 1590-1902, i. 322, 324-325* ——
o

Of. Lillian &* Panson, 'The Now Course in British Foreign
Policy, 1892-1902', Transactions of the Royal Historical 
Society t 4th ser., xxv* 134 •

Nicolson to Villiern, Private, 12 Feb*| Private, 24 Apr.f 
Privnte, 8 May 1893, Villiere Papers! Calioe to K*(lnoky, 
Ho. 52C Secret, 20 Nov. 1893, W.3.A., P. A. viii/174.



333

ing led to disaster. Just at the time of the Liberals 1 
fall, moreovert a report was being prepared at the Constant­ 
inople embassy which indicated the likelihood or an imminent 
financial collapse in the Ottoman Empire. Unless reforms 
were to be introduced on a sweeping scale, it was argued* 
there could be no hope for the bultan's continued solvency:

I have pointed out [wrote one of wurrie's subordinates] 
the possibility of averting a crush, but I cannot antici­ 
pate that the Turkish Government will recognize in time 
the extreme gravity of the situation, or frankly accept 
such serious ruid ro/Uc-il neusures as handing ovur oae- 
half of ita revenues to the independent control of a 
foreign administration* tailing however prompt recogni­ 
tion of the danger, arid frnnk acceptance of radical 
rGform, I do not think that the financial crisis can 
possibly be delayed over two years, and I should expect 
the crash to con© at on earlier date.2
To try and contain Kussia through maintenance of Turkey's 

Independence and integrity sooned to bo becoming a policy aa 
politicpJLly futile as it was morally repugnant* The status 
gup in the Near Bast was showing distinct signs of being 
about to fall to pieces from internal decay, without Russia's 
having to overthrow it. Even apart froa this consideration, 
t*10 s tat us QUO no longer offered such graat advantages, from 
the standpoint of British interests, as it had earlier in 
the decade* It will be rec-illad that because of the inade­ 
quacy of the defences of Constantinople, the Russian Black

Carrie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June (Document No. 1); 
Private, 21 June 1695 (Document Ho* 2: encloses Whittall 
(President of the British Chamber of Commerce at Constantin- 
oplo) to Carrie, 27 Juno), Bound Yclunie TJo. 135 > Salisbury 
Papers•
o 'Notes on the Financial Position, Turkey, June 1895 f , by 
Bt ijfc»w, Confidential, dated 26 June 1895 (enclosed in Currie 
to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1395 (Document No. 4), Bound 
Volume No. 135* Salisbury Papers).
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Sea fleet was in a position, should it be ordered to attack 
the British, to reach the Mediterranean with only minor 
risk of damage at the hands of the Turks; and tnat there­ 
fore , in the view of the British Admiralty, not even a 
military occupation of the Straits fortifications by hussia 
could substantially increase her offensive capability.^ As 
far as the balance of naval power in the Mediterranean was 
oonoerned 9 the value of the existing state of affairs in 
the Straits Question had lain largely in the fact that the 
Russians could not use the waterway unless they violated an 
international agreement 9 introduced a new element into the 
Near Eastern political situation, and so risked war with
Austria and her Triple Alliance partners as well as witho 
Oreat Britain* Thus disunity in the Triple Alliance, and
estrangement between Berlin and London, did not merely make 
it more difficult for ttreat Britain to oppose any attempt 
by St. Petersburg to gain a formal right of free passage* 
They also made it safer for the Tsar to send his fleet 
through the waterway without possessing such a formal right, 
and in this way rendered maintenance of the legal status 
guo in the Straits issue less useful to the British* The 
very factors which made it harder for Great Britain to up­ 
hold the established rule of the Straits also made it less 
important for her to do ao*

At the tine of the Liberals* departure from office in 
1895, the Triple Alliance - in disarray since 1893 - seemed 
to have tottered closer than ever to total useleaane^a* 
Italy was generally considered in the diplomatic world to 
be altogether untrustworthy: the ageing Crispi was apparent­ 
ly leaving a free hand to Baron Blanc in most questions of

i 2Above, pp. 10-11. Above, p* 11*
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foreign policy t^ and although Blano's unorthodox attitude 
regarding the Straits had ceased to be rank heresy in Rose- 
bery*s eyes by the end of 1894, 2 both London and Vienna 
continued to find the Italian minister baffling and somewhat 
disturbing. Rosebery complained of the 'usual mystery 1 which 
characterized his statements, ̂ and Kimberley shared the 
opinion of Ka*lnoky that his conduct was f eccentric f ** Writ­ 
ing to Salisbury in June, Ourrie commented that Blanc had 
almost put Italy 'out of the pale of respectable European 
society '•-* By then Austria too had a foreign minister who 
failed to command confidence* Jta'lnoky, lon^ one of the most 
familiar figures on the international scene, had resigned 
his post in May as a consequence of the Hungarian civil 
marriage controversy** - supplemented, or so Sir Edmund 
Itonson suspected, by German machinations at the Austrian 
Court .^ Whatever the truth with respect to the German rdle, 
Kaiser Wilhela's ambassador at Vienna certainly made no

Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
* 1), Bound Volume Ho* 135 f Salisbury F

2 See above, pp. 280-281, 311, 318-320*

Pord to Kirfberley, Ho. 244 Confidential, 23 Nov. 1894 
(with minutes by Kimberley and Rosebery) , P.O. 45/718.

4 Monaon to Kiuibarley, No* 83 Most Confidential, 5 ^ar. 1895 
(with ninuteo by Sandarson and Kimberley ) f P.O. 7/1225.

^ Curria to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
Ho. 1), Bounrt VolU32 Ho. 135i Salisbury Pap

A.J. May, Yhe Hapsburg Monarchy . 1867-1914. pp. 343-346;
Sir II. Rumbold. tfie Auo-cri^u Court in the Nineteenth Century. 
p. 337.

7 Montfon to Kimberley, No. 178 Most Confidential, 31 May 1395, 
F.O. 7/1226? Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Docu­ 
ment No. 1), Bound Volume No. 135, Salisbury Papers.
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secret of his pleasure at Kalnoky's eclipse* He was less 
pleased, however, when Francis Joseph found a replacement 
for his fallen minister in the person of a Pole, Count v*olu- 
ohowaki. The latter soon made an unfavouraole impression 
on all the foreign representatives in the Austrian capital, 
iiobody, reported Monson at the end of June, was able to 
prevail upon him to discuss politics. He displayed an extra­ 
ordinary talent for maintaining a flow of chatter about 
trivialities while avoiding subjects of importance, and the 
Italian ambassador voiced doubt that it would ever be easy

o
to induce him to treat serious matters seriously**- Just as 
it waa difficult lor other government3 to have faith in the 
good aen«e and straightforwardness of Italy as personified 
by the enigmatical Blano, so it was hard for them to feel 
fiure that Austrian policy would be guided with wisdom and 
ability by the loquaciously evasive ttoluchowski.

The Auatriana, for their part, did not have a great deal 
more confidence in Germany's policy than in Italy's, Caprivi 
was no longer Chancellor, and the appointment of uohenlohe 
aa his successor, In the autumn of 1694, had been greeted 
at the Ballplatz with a conspicuous laok of enthusiasm. In 
the months that followed Austria remained thoroughly dis­ 
satisfied with her ally - repeatedly she complained of con­ 
fusion and muddle at the Wilhelmstrasse, and of the absence 
(re«*altin# from Maraohall'a neglect) of a sufficiently

1 Monoou to Kimberley, No. 173 Most Confidential, 31 May 
1895, F.O. 7A226.

2 tfonoon to Kit/barley, No. 210 Most Confidential, 28 June 
1895, F.O. 7/1227.

Monson to Kiiibsrley, Tel. No. 59 Confidential, 31 Oct. 
1894, F.O. 7/1216J No. 263 Most Confidential, 2 Nov. 1894, 
F.O. 7/1215.
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*

•authoritative control 1 over ita actions by any 'responsible 
official 1 ,3- It was German proceedings more than anything 
else which reduced the Triple Alliance to the battsrod con­ 
dition in which it found itaalf in the summer of 1895 * Oer- 
oany being by far its strongest member, the combination 
could mean little unless homo and Vienna had some reason to 
believe in the value and steadfastness of German friendship; 
but the diplomacy of Borlin not only neglected Austrian and 
Italian interest a, but was being conducted in an uncertain, 
erratic fashion characteristic of the personality behind it* 
When Salisbury had loat power in 1892, the Draibund had 
atlll been a significant force even on the Boaphorua. with 
respect to Wear Eastern affairs it had virtually perished

o
at Germany's hands in 1893;" and by June 1895 Ourrie could 
write without exaggeration that not merely had the coalition 
long been non-existent at Constantinople, out that in the 
world at large it had now been • pretty well killed 1 by the
•vagaries' of the Kaiser. ̂

So much for the internal troubles of the Triple Alliance * 
Anglo-German relations on Salisbury's return to oft'ioe wore 
not for the moment acutely strained, and there seemed even 
to be grounds for hope that they might improve. In their 
first letters to their incoming chief, both Ourrie and Sir 
Edward Malet emphasised the distrust and dislike which the 
Kaiser and his government nart folt for the Liberal adminis-

1 Monson to Kiiaberley, Ho. 76 Moat Confidential, 4 -far. 1895,
•.0. 7/1225; of. lei* Ua* 68 L'.ost Coafiionfcial, 4 Sac*. 1394, 
.F.O. 7/1216.

2 Above, pp. 227-234.

Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
Wo. 1), Bound Volume No. 135, Salisbury Papers.
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tration. Wilhelm, remarked Currie, appeared to have 'hated 
Roaebory as bitterly as 3ianarcli hated Gladstone 1 , and the 
aabaaaador predicted that he would try and roa&e frionda 
with tho nev/ ministry*-*- Malet, too, was convinced that 
nothing in Anglo-German relations had bean fundamentally
changed sitioe 1892: colonial iasueo, he observed, continued

2 f aa of yore 1 to prevent f perfQct f cordiality. These coia-
ments wero superficial, failing to reveal the drift of Ger­ 
many towards a heightened interest in the world overseas, 
and thua towards hostility to Great Britain* The Kruger 
Telegraia was not to be sent until several months latar, but 
already south Africa was a source of friction. By the be­ 
ginning of BeoQjaber 1<394 ths anti-Britiah campaign waged 
throughout the autumn by the German press had been tapering 
off t 3 and for a time, under Austrian and Italian pressure, 
Berlin adopted a more good-humoured and conciliatory tone** 
By the latter part of January, however, Kimberley was writ­ 
ing:

I hope we *aay look for better things now, but we hear 
of Gormn coquetting with the Transvaal, which does not 
quite accord with the desire for cordial relations, . , 
The Germans, if they are aincere in their profesaiona 
of friendship, ahould abatain from intriguea with the 
Boers. 5

1 Ibid.

2 Walet to 3 lis«bury, Private, 6 July 1895, Bound Volume 
No« 120, Saliabury Papers*

iiialeJ; to ^limu^rley, No* ^53 Oon/idontial, 1 Dec* 1394, 
P.O. 64/1326.

* Malet to Kimberley, No* 263 Confidential, 14 Dec.; No. 
267, 15 Deo. 1394, r.O. 64/1326,

5 Kimberley to Malet, Private, 23 Jan. 1895, F.O. 343/3*
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Subsequently Kinberlay learned definitely that the Germans 
had indeed been 'coquetting' with the Boera, and he warned 
Berlin off in terraa which amounted to a threat of war. 
When Salisbury regained power, Malot - tho observer in the 
beat position to make oound predictions - failed altogether 
to realise how f iraly rooted v?ac the weed of An&lo— German 
estrcvngeuent; yot even he foresaw further difficulties, 
especially in view of renewed activity on the part of tlie 
chief of the Gernon Colonial Department* 'During the winter 1 , 
he told the Prime Minintar, 'Dr. Kayser was fortunately ill 
to d oath* s door. He has unluckily now recovered and has 
begun to rear his venomous little serpent head again,and 
will assuredly sooner or Ir/ter give us trouble. '^

An^lo-Crcriuan relations at the end of the Liberal inter­ 
lude were basically less satisfactory than they had been in 
1892. Deupite his belief that Berlin would try and rootore 
the wire to London to its previous condition, Currie had 
become 30 deeply disillusioned with Geraany and the quality 
of her statecraft thiit he advised Salisbury to turn towards 
Russia* 3 This, however 9 was nore easily proposed than done* 
TLa Straits, it is trua, ware net now an issue on which 
British and Kusuian int erects were in essential disharmony. 
The &u^\s6btion put forward by the Kaiser and Holstein in 
late I894 f that an agreement between London and St. Peters-

* Kalot to J3uliobury f Private f 6 July 1895, Bound Volume 
Uo. 120, Salisbury Papers? of. Lillian M. Penson, 'The New 
Courua in British foreign Policy, 183^-1902 ', Tranaactiona
o/ UiO uoyul UiJuuricul Jociui;y. 4th stfA*., x^v. 12 w.

? l-lolet to Salisbury, Private f 6 July 1895 , Bound Volume 
Bo. 120, S'iliebury Papers*

Curi-io to Salisbury, Private, 27 Juna 1395 (Document 
Ro. 1), Jound Volume AA*O. 135 f Salisbury Papers*
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burg might be founded on the principle of free passage for 
all Powers, would certainly not have proved feasible f as 
it rested on a mistaken assumption regarding Russian aspir­ 
ations* The Tsar and his miniatars would no doubt have been 
glad to win free passage for their own vessels, but it can­ 
not be supposed that they coveted the privilege sufficient­ 
ly to be prepared to share it with other mnritime nations. 
In the prosecution of her Par Eastern imperialism, Ruaaia's 
needs ware less for a route to the Pacific through an open­
ed Ottoman waterway - which she already used in practice

2 even for the transport of troops - than for a sense of se­
curity against British operations in the Black Sea. Since 
Whitehall knew, however, that such operations were out of 
the question, and alao that Ku33la*s control of Constantin­ 
ople and the Straits would not significantly improve her 
offensive position, 3 concessions capable of meeting Russian 
requirements could have been made by the British without 
the sacrifice of any vital national advantage* The damage 
which abandonment of the Turkish capital might possibly in- 
fliot on British prestige in Persia and India had of course

1 Above, pp. 316-320.
2 Admiralty Memorandum by L.A. Beaumont, dated 1 P/!ay 1895,
Spenoer Pa oar 3 (envelope marked 'Mediterranean Stations 
Strategy, eta. 1 )*

The conclusion that Russia's military occupation of the 
Straits would not increase her offensive power had been re 
corded by the Permanent Under-Secretary of the Foreign Of­ 
fice aftor consultation with Genoral Chapman, the Director 
of Military Intelligence, as well as with the Director of 
Naval Intelligence, Admiral Bridge* Summary of Memorandum 
by Sir T. Sanaerson (Permanent Under-Seoretary of the For­ 
eign Office) on Naval and Military Policy in the Mediter­ 
ranean (enclosed in Kimberley to Spenoer, 11 May 1894, 
Spenoer Papers).
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to be borne in mind,* but if the abandonment were to be 
part of a friendly arrangement including a reasonable quid 
pro quo from St. Petersburg, it could not readily be con­ 
strued anywhere as a British confession of impotence. Thus 
in 1895 the main obstacles to an Anglo-Russian entente did 
not lie in the facts of the Near Eastern situation. They 
lay rather in unjustified Russian suspicions of British 
policy f and in friction arising from events in the Par 
Bast - now more than ever the focal point of ! ussian ambi-

2tions and attention.
By the time of the change of government at London, the 

period in which the atmosphere had been most favourable for 
Anglo-Russian negotiations was already past. If the British 
ambassador at St» Petersburg and Consul at Moscow were not 
both in error, the general Russian attitude towards Great 
Britain in the latter months of 1894, especially after the 
visit of the Prince of Wales, was markedly warm and friend­ 
ly. 3 The relations of the two countries remained cordial 
in the winter of 1895t^ but by the spring the picture was 
different. Giers, Russia's foreign minister since the

See above, p. 12.
o
Confidential Memorandum by Colonel Swaine (military at­ 

tache* at Berlin), dated 30 Jan. (enclosed in Malet to Kim- 
berley, No. 30 Secret, 2 Feb. 1895, F.O. 64/1350) j Monson 
to Klraberley, No. 119 Most Confidential, 18 Apr. 1895, F.O. 
7/1226; C.A. 3us8 t The Far East. pp» 103-104; F.H.Michael 
and O.E. Taylor, The Far East Tn the Modern World, p. 320.

^ Laeoelles to Kiinberley, No. 275 Confidential, 29 Nov.; 
Ho. 279 f 5 Dec.; No. 291 f 17 Dec. 1894 (enoloseo a despatch 
from the British Conaul at Tdoscow), F.O. 65/1473.

* Lasoelles to Kimberley, No. 10 f 14 Jan.; No. 45 Confiden­ 
tial, 26 Feb. 1895, P.O. 65/1490.
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•eighties, had died la January, and In March the Tsar filled 
the vacant post by appointing Lobanow, whose suspicions of 
British intentions (particularly with respect to the Armen­ 
ian Question) were far more profound. Far Eastern develop­ 
ments made matters worse* When Japan imposed her terras on 
China f Great Britain's refusal to participate in the Franco-
•» -

$usso~German intervention a-gainst the victor destroyed the 
goodwill which she had gained in Russia - goodwill which 
had probably never gone very deep* By May the Russian press 
was unanimously denouncing London for friendliness towards 
Tokyo t and in the Bummer the ambassador at St. Petersburg 
had to tell Salisbury!

Things here are not in as satisfactory a state as might 
be wished* The excellent impression which was created 
here by the sympathy expressed in England on the death 
of Alexander III, and which was increased on the visit 
of the Prince and Princess of Wales , has worn off f and 
our refusal to join with the three Powers in putting 
pressure on Japan has made us unpopular*3

Meanwhile the Siamese problem f which Rosebery had never 
succeeded in settling definitively* was again causing a
disquieting degree of friction between Oroit Britain and

4, France * ,
What had happened between Salisbury's resignation in 

1892 and his return to Downing Street in 1895 may thus be

1 Langer, i. 197*

Kimberley to Lascalles, Tel. No. 72, 4 &ay 1895 f F.O* 
65/1493*

^ Lascelles to S lisbury, Private, 3 July 1895, Bound Volume 
No. 129 f Salisbury Papers.

* Dufferin to Salisbury, Private, 9 July 1895, Bound Volume 
No* 114| Currle to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Docu­ 
ment No* 1), Sound Volume Ho. 135 f Salisbury Papers*
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summarised as follows. Rosebery had avoided one major pit­ 
fall! that of forcing Austria, through British aloofness, 
into a reconstructed Dreikaiserbund . But since a secret 
treaty with Italy and full adhesion to the Triple Alliance 
were, as he recognised, equally beyond the •range of 
practical politics for a British Minister at this time 1 , 
he had been unable to adopt either of the policies in which 
he saw theoretical remedies for the disarray of the Austro- 
Italo-German coalition. First on the Bosphorus and then at 
all other points as well, the Dreibund lost its vitality 
and strength. As if it were not bad enough that Berlin with­ 
held support from Rome and Vienna, the Grerraans proceeded to 
allow their growing Interest in affairs overseas to lead 
them into quarrels with London. Rosebery turned to a policy 
of rapprochome nt with France and especially with Russia, 
and developed a new flexibility in his thinking on the 
problem of the Straits. Even in the case of Russia, however, 
his experiment was not carried through to any lasting suc- 
oesst by the time when the Liberal government fell, Anglo- 
French and Anglo—Russian relations had reverted to their 
normal unsatisfactory condition. Rosebery had failed, in 
short, either to arrest the decline of the Triple Alliance 
or to find a friend elsewhere. When Salisbury resumed con­ 
trol of the Foreign Office, the British position - toler­ 
ably good in 1892 - was distinctly weak and uncomfortable.2 
•You have not come back an hour too soon. • .', wrote Currie 
from Constantinople. 'The transformation that has been tak-

1 Rosebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan. 1894, F.O. 343/31 
above, pp. 239-240.

2 A.J. Harder, British Nav-\l Policy. 1880-1905. pp. 230-231.
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ln& place in European politics calls for the hand of a 
master* 1 ^

It would be wrong, nevertheless, to assume that Salis­ 
bury inherited nothing but troublas from the Liberal admin­ 
istrations* As far as diplomacy was concerned, the Liberals* 
record was one of failure piled upon failure. They had not 
solved the problems confronting them in the Near East - the 
protection of Constantinople in 1892-' 94* the enforcement 
of Armenian reforms in 1895* While unable to keep the 
friendlier of the two Continental groups vigorously alive, 
or to avoid repeated clashes with Berlin, they had not pre­ 
vented the Franco-Russian entente from becoming an alliance . 
Yet it was the very perils arising from diplomatic failure 
that induced the Liberals to take a decision which, in the 
long run, compensated the country for the misfortunes of 
their brief period in power* The fact that Constantinople 
was vulnerable to Russia, and that Franco-Russian relations 
wera apparently so close as to rander a Junction of the 
Black Sea and Toulon fleets politically possible, con­ 
tributed greatly to the scare of 1893 that resulted in the 
Sponcor Programme2 - the Liberals 1 most important act rele­ 
vant to foreign affairs* Observing the 'somewhat parlous 
condition 1 of the Dreibund as well as signs of impending 
co-operation between Paris and St* Petersburg, Rosebery saw 
a need not only for preparedness in itself, but also for 
convincing European nations, friendly and unfriendly alike, 
that Great Britain was determined to uphold her interests 
and prestige* It was with these objectives in mind that he

* Currie to Salisbury, Private, 27 June 1895 (Document 
No. l) f Bound Volume No. 135, Salisbury Papers.

2 Above, pp. 197-199.
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fought for the navn.1 expansion which he knew to be his
•only sure policy 1 . 1 In June 1895 the British naval position

2reaained precarious, for the new warships were not complet­ 
ed; but construction had already made considerable progress** 
The fi^uits of the victory which Rosebery and the Admirals 
had won over Gladstone were to be enjoyed by Salisbury. To 
that victory, and to the unchallenged maritime supremacy 
which grew from it, the Conservative Prime Minister owed 
the success of his own external policy in the later * nine­ 
ties.

1 Rosebery to Malet, Private, 3 Jan. 1894, F.O. 343/3; 
above, pp. 202-204, 256-263.

Marder, loc. oit. 

' Sir W.L. Clowes, The Hoyal Navy, vii, 33.
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A Critical Comment on T.B. Miller, 'The Egyptian 
Question and British Foreign Policy. 1892-1894', 
in the Journal of Modern History, xxxil (No. 1) , 
March 1960.

Miller suggests that in 1893 Rosebery 'evidently1 
hoped to obtain Turkish co-operation against Rusoia at the 
Straits by coming to an agreement with Abdul Hamid regard­ 
ing Egypt A The reader will recall that had it been possible 
for Great Britain to count on Turkish assistance t the Admir­ 
alty would have been prepared to risk naval intervention
against a coup de main on Constantinople without insisting

? on a guarantee of French neutrality. Miller's contention
nevertheless seems a curious one ff and the documents which 
he cites contain no convincing evidence to support it*

In September l893t when the danger of active Franco- 
Russian collaboration on Mediterranean issues appeared con­ 
siderable » the Foreign Secretary did make Turkey another 
Egyptian offer rather similar to the one which Abdul Hamid 
had left so long unanswered in the spring* -* While the 
Suit-in was to sanction a continued British occupation, 
London was in return to express willingness to discuss, 
after perhaps five years, the timing and conditions of a 
withdrawal. With respect to the terms which they mi&ht 
propose when the discussion took place, Rosebery obviously 
intended that the British should retain an entirely free

1 Journal of Modern History, xxxii. 9*

^ Above, p* 16* See above, pp. 47-48,
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hand} nor were they to be actually committed even to 
participate In such a discussion at any particular tlme^ 
for the period of five yearn, though it was to be mentioned 
la the agreement, was not to bo binding. The advantage of 
the suggested convention to the Sultan, as the Foreign 
Secretary pointed out to the Ottoman ambassador, would lie 
in the fact that his authority in B^ypt would be more fully 
reco^nltfed, and that Great Britain would have ;lven further 
proof of her readiness to withdraw when it was 'practicable* 
for her to do so*^ In other words, Abdul Hamid was to be 
granted a face-saving formula - and such a formula he may 
well have desired more than evacuation itself.^

There la no reason to suppose, however, that the For­ 
eign Secretary was so naive as to expect an Egyptian settle­ 
ment to rasult in the adoption by Turkey of a pro-British 
policy* Sir Arthur Nioolson, whose abilities Kosebery held 
In high regard, had already warned the Foreign Office that 
the end of the Egyptian difficulty would probably not bring 
any lasting improvement of Anglo-Ottoman relations* Colonel 
Cherisside, the experienced military attache' at Constantin­ 
ople, had made a similar forecast.* To the present writer 
it seems unlikely that Rosebery ignored or discounted this 
advice. It is true that in conversation with the Turkish

Rosebery to Nioolson (charge* d f affaireg at Constantinople), 
Ho. 243 Very Confidential, 13 Sept.; No* 247 Secret, 15 
Sept* 1893, F*0. 97/601*

2 Above, pp. 23-29.

* Eosebery to Gladstone, Secret, 26 Oct. 1893» -\dd, MS* 
44290; cf. flicolsoa to Yilliers, Private, 23 July 1893, 
Tilliers Papers.

* Above, p.



ambassador he advocated espaedy conclusion of an Egyptian 
accord partly on Hie grounds that it would 'anticipate 
the possible course of events" to which the Franco-Russian 
•demonstrations in the Mediterranean 1 might lead. But to 
interpret these words as an allusion to the desirability 
of Anglo-Turkish co-operation in a battle at the Strait a 
would appear to be aomewhat far-fetched* What Rosebery 
hoped to gain was almost certainly not the sincere and re- 
liable friendship of Abdul Hamid, but merely what he said 
he hoped to gain - the Sultan's sanction for the British 
occupation, a sanction which would place the existing state 
of affairs on what the Foreign Secretary called a f legal 
and authoritative footing 1 . 2 The British plan, that is, was 
to deprive Paris and St. Petersburg of a legal basis for 
challenging Great Britain's position on the lower Hila, and 
to prevent them from enlisting Ottoman support for any 
diplomatic initiative which they mi#ht be contemplating on 
the Egyptian issue*

At the very outset, no doubt recalling his experience 
of a few months earlier, Rosabery roacle his new offer con­ 
ditional on an immediate reply from the Sultan* When none 
was forthcoming, he allowed the proposal to lapse with 
little apparent regret* 3 The incident was one of far less 
importance than Pillar imagines*

to Nieolaon, ifo* 247 oeoret, 15 Sept* 1393, **0. 
97/601*

* Rosebery to Nioolson, No* 243 Very Confidential, 13 Sept* 
1893, >'-0* 97/601.

^ Rosebery to Nioolaon, No. 247 Secret, 15 Sept.; No. 247A, 
20 Sept. ; Wo. 247B, 21 Sept. 1893| Rosabery to Ford, No, 266 
Confidential, 13 Oot. 1893, P.O. 97/601.
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ABSTRACT

By August 1892, when Gladstone's fourth administration 

took office with the Earl of Rosebery as foreign secretary, 

the foundations of Great Britain's traditional Hear Eastern
%

policy had been undermined by the conviction of the Admir­ 

alty and War Office, expressed some months before, that the 

defence of Constantinople against Russian attack was no 

longer physically feasible. Whitehall had convincing evi­ 

dence that the Tsar's commanders were making preparations 

for the dispatch of a sea-borne expeditionary force to seize 

the Bosphorus and the Turkish capital by coup de main. It 

was believed that without exposing the 'general naval posi­ 

tion 1 of the country to unacceptable peril, the British 

fleet could not intervene to frustrate such a blow unless 

French neutrality were assured or Turkey were an ally* 

Should the latter condition be fulfilled, the Admiralty cal­ 

culated, the squadron required at the straits would be so 

small that the risk of French action elsewhere would not be 

intolerable. Thus the state of Anglo-Ottoman relations was 

fundamental to the problem confronting London.

In the early 'nineties Anglo-Ottoman relations were so 

unsatisfactory that there seemed to be a genuine danger of



Turkey 1 a opting in a crisis for submission to Russia, and 

turning the guns of her Dardanelles forts against her would- 

be rescuers. With the dismissal in 1891 of Kiamil Pasha, a 

relatively independent and pro-British Grand Vizier, sultan 

Abdul Hamid II had rendered more complete than ever His !
.-.-•••., -i . .-••... - 

.*•• .' .,. ., . -.•«. • ' .

personal control of ottoman policy* For Great Britain Abdul 

Hamid felt both hatred and deep distrust* In arousing these 

sentiments and keeping them alive, many factors had played 

their part - among them the attitude of the Imperial entour­ 

age (which the British embassy, unlike its rivals, was un­ 

able to bribe), British loyalty to the ideals of liberal 

constitutionalism (which prevented the London government 

from banning publications critical of the Hamidian despotism), 

and also bitter memories of the British failure to go to war
;••>*,,• fS.'B?!..V -

with Russia during the Russo-Turkish conflict of the * seventies. 

As for the rSle of the British occupation of Egypt, it can 

easily be exaggerated: prior to 1882 the sultan's Anglophobe 

tendencies had already been pronounced, and in 1893 it was 

expected at the British embassy that an end of the occupation 

would bring no lasting diminution of his hostility towards 

his country*s former ally. Yet the Egyptian grievance un­ 

questionably rankled in Abdul Hamid*s mind. Although there is 

reason to think that he may not have sincerely desired a Brit­ 

ish withdrawal, he yearned at the very least for some formula



to safeguard his prestige as Caliph, which he knew to be 

menaced by the supremacy on the Nile of a Christian state. 

No such formula haying been negotiated, he bore a grudge 

against Great Britain for the humiliation which was being 

inflicted upon him; and in January 1893» when a political 

crisis at Cairo led to reinforcement of the British garrison, 

his humiliation and his resentment were both increased.

The same year saw a serious aggravation of Anglo-Turkish 

friction arising from unjust treatment of Armenians. For a 

time in the summer, with a view to restraining Turkey from 

adopting a more actively anti-British policy dn Egypt, Rose- 

bery successfully exploited the Armenian issue in order to 

remind the sultan that Great Britain had it in her power to 

cause him much trouble. On balance, nevertheless, the exist- 

exce of the Armenian problem was a liability to the British, 

and contributed appreciably to the further decline of their 

influence on the Bosphorus during 1893. Their position was 

also weakened by the personal inadequacy of their ambassador, 

Sir Francis Clare ford. Thus the real counterpoise to Great 

Britain's Franco-Russian antagonists was not her own embassy 

but that of Germany. Up to the spring of '93 the Germans held 

a considerable advantage over Russians and French, and their 

strength was made evident in a bitter struggle for control of 

railway concessions in Asia Minor - a struggle which formed



the chief problem facing diplomats at Constantinople during 
the Liberals' first winter in office.

In the late 'eighties, as a means of rendering a Russian 
advance on the Straits through Asia Minor too dangerous 

diplomatically, Salisbury's ambassador six* William white had 

favoured the growth of German investment in that region even 

when the interests of British financiers were prejudiced 

thereby, in 1892-'93 f however, the threat of attack through 

Asia Minor seemed past, and Rosebery set out to protect Brit* 

ion railway enterprise against a German syndicate desirous of 

constructing a line to Konia. The British embassy in Turkey 

now found Itself acting along parallel lines with the French. 
Wrongly suspecting Anglo-prench collusion, and believing 

mistakenly that London was trying to prevent the extension of 

German railways and German influence towards Baghdad, Berlin 

abruptly withdrew all support from Great Britain in the 

Egyptian question. Though some of the changes which Rosebery 

subsequently made in his railway policy were not dictated by 

German pressure alone, it was primarily the fear of offending 

once again his necessary friend in Egypt that led the Foreign 

Secretary to display henceforth a marked deference for Ger­ 

many* s wishes on railway matters. With British assistance, 

reluctantly accorded, the Germans proceeded to win a virtual­ 

ly complete victory in the scramble for concessions. They had



taken a major stride along the road to Baghdad, at the cost 

of creating durable resentment at the British Foreign Office.

The French, defeated in Asia Minor, began concentrating 

their attention on Syria, where in the spring of 1893 they 

were able to obtain an important railway concession in spite 

of German opposition* Germany's prestige at Constantinople 

had by now declined, and Abdul Hamid was drifting on what 

the First secretary of the British embassy called a 'Franco- 

Russian current*, gt. Petersburg availed itself of this 

opportunity to renew a diplomatic campaign, which had failed 

in 1892, for a special privilege of free passage to be en­ 

joyed in the straits by vessels carrying war materials for 

the Russian government. As before, however, Russian efforts 

came to nothing* The resistance offered by the British 

probably had less to do with the outcome than did an outbreak 

of cholera at the Turkish capital* Before mid-September the
• «r<ufc.-tit*i.

Sultan had become so thoroughly frightened by the epidemic 

that he was mentally in no condition to decide anything, and 

in consequence, as far as relations between Turkey and the 

powers were concerned, the political atmosphere on the Bos- 

phorus remained quiet through the autumn.

Rosebery, meanwhile, had been worrying about the possi­ 

bility of imminent war. In July it had become known that 

Russia was about to establish a naval squadron in the Medi-



terranean - a decision which appeared to imply that she was 

actively aspiring to become a factor in those waters, and 

therefore that she had a strengthened motive for trying to 

obtain free passage of the straits not merely for war mater-
• •-•,- •' ' ' .'-.''. * •' '• ' "

ials but for her Black sea fleet as well* Anglo-French ten* 

si on and improving relations between gt. Petersburg and Paris 

seemed to afford a tempting diplomatic opportunity for a coup 

de main, followed perhaps by a junction of ?ranch and Russian 

naval forces* fearing that by 1 Morember the situation in the 

Mediterranean might be *more than serious*, Rosebery urged 

the service Departments to plan with haste for the eventual­ 

ity of war against a Franco-Russian coalition. At the same 
time he advocated, as means of deterring the two powers from 
risking hostilities, a reinforcement of the British Mediter­ 

ranean fleet and a rlsit by British warships to Italian ports. 
Because of the inadequacy of available naval resources, 
particularly with respect to personnel, the Admiralty did not 

immediately act upon the former proposal. Rosebery was thus 

dependent for his deterrent on Italy, whose navy was known to 

be unreliable. For a combination of reasons, however, the 

scare ended in September, and was not revived by the raptur­ 

ous welcome accorded a Russian squadron at Toulon in October. 

Anxiety for the future remained, and in late 1693 and early 

1894 Rosebery ardently championed a policy of augmenting Brit-



ish maritime strength. Adoption of such a policy was also 
the object of a major agitation in the country and in parlia­ 

ment - aii agitation which arose in part from knowledge that 
the straits were vulnerable to Russia, and that her Black 
Sea fleet could break through into the Mediterranean with 
little difficulty whenever it wished.

The 'gpencer programme 1 which resulted, designed to 
eliminate the weaknesses made evident during the crisis of 
the summer, provided for the training of sufficient personnel 
as well as for the construction of more warships. Rosebery 
believed that by indicating to the Russians the * temper* of 
the British nation, the programme would tend to restrain 
them from challenging British interests by an attack on Con­ 
stantinople., Gladstone, moreover, had resigned rather than 
approve the increased naval expenditure, and Rosebory expect­ 
ed that his own elevation to the premiership would further 
impress St. Petersburg with the danger of a strong British 
reaction to a Russian Near Eastern initiative. Also taking 
into consideration a decline of the Franco-Russian friendship 
during March, the new prime Minister had concluded by April 
1894 that a coup de main on the Ottoman capital was no longer 

probable.
Rosebery saw in naval augmentation not only a means of 

deterring foes, but also a way to reassure friends. Among
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his diplomatic problems was that of ensuring that Austria- 

Hungary would not lost faith in the practical value of Brit­ 

ish sympathy, and turn in despair to a policy of rapproche^ 

ment with Russia in Hear Eastern affairs. In the spring of 

1893, when the Tsar was blaming Vienna for what he regarded 

as proTocative conduct on the part of Bulgaria, the British 

ambassador in Austria had stated publicly that there existed 

a *natural alliance 1 between Great Britain and the Danubian 

Monarchy, and that the ideas which they held in common in­ 

cluded the independence of the Balkan states* Although he 

realised that Russia contemplated no direct attack on Bul­ 

garian autonomy, the Austrian foreign minister - Count K&- 

noky - was convinced that she was intensely interested in 

gaining free passage of the straits* and that as a consequence 

of her so doing the peoples of the Eastern Balkane would soon 

fall under Russian influence. Holding such views, Kalnoky 

would naturally hare been glad to see British talk of a 

«natural alliance* translated into a more concrete and bind­ 

ing accord* Sven in regard to the straits* however, he was 

not at this time alarmed; it is noteworthy that the scare 

which arose at London in the late summer had no counterpart 

at the Ballplatx. Thus Rosebery, who knew that his colleagues 

in the cabinet would object to any commitment, was able to 

fob the Austrians off with statements which in no way re-



strieted British liberty of action. It was only in the late 

autumn that the problem of allaying Austrian anxiety became 

serious. Germany had by then abandoned the Austrian cause 

in the Wear East, there seemed to be some danger that Italy
"•'.'''• ' • -' •* '•*•-, k ...-...-

night detach herself from the Triple Alliance, and to make 

matters worse the Toulon festivities had led Kalnoky to fear 

that Russia, confident of french backing, might adopt a for­ 

ward policy in the straits Question. The Austrian minister 

therefore felt in need of more reliable British support on 

the Bo sp ho rue, and he also advocated British promises to 

Italy as a means of preventing her from defecting to the 

franco-Russian camp. Hosebery gave the Italians a modicum of 

reassurance, and raised Austria's hopes of British diplomatic 

vigour in the Hear Bast by appointing sir philip currie, the 

permanent Under-secretary of the foreign Office, to the Con­ 

stantinople embassy. Unless Germany could be persuaded to 

stand behind it, however, a formally defined Anglo-Austrian 

entente had no prospective advantages commensurate with the 

difficulties to be expected in the liberal cabinet. The for­ 

eign secretary thought that Great Britain might be able to 

purchase German support for Vienna, Rome and London in East­ 

ern and Mediterranean affairs by Joining the preibund or by 

signing a secret alliance with Italy. Ruling out such steps 

as being beyond the * range of practical politics for a Brit-



10

ish Minister at this time*, he had perforce to pin his main 

hopes of reassuring Austria and Italy on the creation of a 

general impression that Great Britain was determined to up­ 

hold her world position* With this consideration in mind he 

urged that the decision in favour of naval expansion should 

be taken by the cabinet as soon as possible - but Gladstone 

succeeded in causing delay*

in January 1894 the Austrians showed themselves more
- , ^..r^>«;V f" ..

alarmed than ever, and to keep them on a firmly anti-Russian 

course Rosebery felt it necessary to yield in some degree to 

their importunity* Acting behind the backs of his colleagues, 

he gave Vienna a personal assurance that he was resolved to 

resist a Russian initiative in the straits Question even at 

the cost of war* The promise was conditional, however, on 

the willingness of Germany to browbeat Trance into neutrality, 

and this commitment Berlin refused* Yet within a few months 

Austrian fears were evaporating, with the result that during 

the summer and autumn, when Germany was making herself un­ 

pleasant on colonial issues, Rosebery was able to pursue a 

policy of improving Anglo-Russian (as well as Anglo-french) 

relations without running any significant risk of driving 

Vienna to desperation* in late 1894 and early '95 the attempt 

at an Anglo-Russian rapprochement enjoyed a certain super­ 

ficial success. It was, moreover, encouraged by the German
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Kaiser, by Baron Hoi stein and by Italy. Like the Kaiser, 

Hoi stein suggested a general Russo-British settlement on a 

basis including the opening of the Straits to all powers* 

The resulting entente with gt. Petersburg was to be a tri-
* '- ( t •' ' ', 5 . • ' ' , ^ t '",•'*

partite one, including Italy, so that it would be linked 

with the Triple Alliance; and its purpose was to be the iso­ 

lation of France. Hosebery thought Hoi stein's ideas on diplo­ 

matic grand strategy to be 'sensible enough', but he did not 

take the plunge of raising the straits Question. By the 

spring of 1695, shortly before the Liberals' fall, the Anglo- 

Russian rapprochement was fading away*

Meanwhile, late in 1894» massacres had been reported in 

Armenia* Great Britain would willingly have seen the burden 

of supervising an impartial investigation thrown upon the 

shoulders of the United states, but in the end she assumed 

it herself in co-operation with France and Russia* By the 

time when the Liberals left office, London had become com­ 

mitted to a scheme of reforms which Paris and gt. Petersburg 

also supported nominally, but which they were not prepared 

to enforce by all necessary means. Being desirous of 

strengthening his influence at the Imperial palace, sir 

Philip Currie had always faToured the mildest possible policy 

towards the sultan on the Armenian issue; but, once Great 

Britain was irrevocably pledged to a reform pro£rantme, he
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realized that failure to secure its acceptance by the Turks 

would mean the final collapse of British prestige on the 

Bosphorus. when he returned to power, Salisbury could see 

no practicable way of obtaining compliance with the Liberals* 

demands, or of averting the consequence which Currie feared. 

The complete eclipse of British influence in Turkey, however, 

could not now be a disaster. For more than one reason it 

seemed to have become politically pointless for London to
• * f • i, r . .

continue efforts to maintain Ottoman integrity and independ­ 

ence as a barrier to Russian ambitions. The Near Eastern 

status quo appeared likely to be short-lived, and the British 

stake in it was no longer a substantial one.

Apart altogether from the Armenian problem, Salisbury's 

inheritance in 1693 was far from being a happy one. Well- 

intentioned British advice had not sufficed to prevent grow­ 

ing Turco-Bulgarian tension over Macedonia, and the outlook 

for Balkan stability was uncertain. Except in a formal sense 

the Triple Alliance seemed almost dead, destroyed by Germany* 

erratic diplomacy and her neglect of Austrian and Italian 

interests* There had been sharp clashes, moreover, between 

Berlin and London; yet Rosebery had not found a friend in 

either Paris or St. Petersburg. The one great compensatory 

boon which he bequeathed to his successor was the good start 

already made on the expansion of the fleet.


