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Preface
v

The study in this booklet originally appeared as the leading article in the

April, 1948 issue of the American Historical Review. It is here reprinted
through the courtesy of the author and publishers. Dr. Davison is Professor
of History in George Washington University.

His study was started before the beginning of the second World War in

a seminar, in one of our leading universities, investigating the causes leading
to the first World War. One of the circumstances which was regarded to have

contributed, directly or indirectly, to that war, was the Armenian situation in

Turkey between the years 1912 and 1914, particularly with reference to the
interests of outside powers in that situation.

Dr. Davison's study is limited to the social, political and psychological
developments in Europe as they related to the Armenian situation in Turkey
in these years. He does not touch on the strictly Turkish or Armenian factors
in that situation.

From reading this pamphlet one would be led to believe that the Euro-

pean powers were responsible for the Armenian tragedy of 1915-1920. 'That

impression should be qualified by the limitations which Dr. Davison set to his

study. No matter how responsible the European powers may havebeen to what

happened to the Armenians in Turkey in the first World War, the major re-

sponsibility rests on Turkey, the initiator and the executor of the Armenian
massacres. A bibliography of English works on that phase of the subject would
fill many pages. We should like to refer the reader to the following few books
as a complement to Professor Davison's thesis:

Blanche Eby, Af the Mercy of Turkish Brigands, New Carlisle, Ohio,
1922. 285 p.; Germany. Turkey and Armenia, a selection of documentary
evidence relating to the Armenian atrocities from German and other sources,

London, 1917. 128 p.; Henty Morgenthau, Ambassador Morgenthan's Story,
Garden City, New York, 1926. 407 p.; Naim Bey, The Memoirs of Naim

Bey, Turkish official documents relating to the deportations and. massacres of

Armenians, compiled by Aram Andonian, with an introduction by Viscount

Gladstone, London, 1920, 83 p.; A. J. Toynbee, The Treatment of Armenians

in the Ottoman Empire 1915-1916, documents presented to Viscount Grey of

Fallodon, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, by Viscount Bryce, with a

preface by Viscount Bryce, London, 1916, 684 p.
There is still a need for a study of the social, political and psychological

factors underlying the Turkish atrocities, from the standpoint of Turkish»

Armenian relations. 'The references here cited constitute only some of the raw

materials out of which such a study will have to be made. We hope this book»

let will be instrumental in leading someone, experienced in historical research

and familiar with the subject, to undertake that study.
Armenians are grateful to Dr. Davison for the valuable service he has

rendered in unravelling two important years in their historyof the past few

decades.

Charles A. Vertanes

Director

INCIL OF AMERICA
October 8, 1948

ARMENIAN NATIONAL COUNC





(Reprinted from Tire Hisromicat. Review, Vol. LII, No. 3, April. 1948)

The Armenian Crisis, 1912-1914

Roveric H. Davison

THE eastern or "Armenian" provinces of Turkey, since 1945 again the

object of Russian claims, havelong been one of the sensitive spots occupying
the attention of European statesmen. In the two years before Sarajevo the

question of the future of this region took on the proportions of a diplomatic
crisis. When the question arose in serious form at the end of 1912, the

Turks had just lost almost all their European territories in disastrous defeat

at the hands of the Balkan states. Statesmen and journalists began to wonder

whether Asiatic Turkey would hold together, As early as December of 1912

rumorsof the partition of Asiatic Turkey became frequent.* Such a partition
threatened complications even more serious for the relationships of the

powers than the settlement of the Balkan confusion." Spheres of strategic,

economic, and cultural interests were all involved, as well as questions of

prestige and a possible test of strength,a year before it actually came, between

the Triple Alliance and Triple Entente. What brought the crisis to the

fore was a new edition of the old Armenian question, last a concern of the

powers in 1897-the question of the governmentof the Armenian provinces

by the Turks, of necessary reforms, and of possible autonomy or separation.
Both the question of reforms and the crisis threatening partition in these

years have been forgotten, although at that time the European chancelleries

took the whole affair very seriously. This forgetfulness is easily explained.
The crisis over Armenia was sandwiched in between the more dramatic

events of the Tripolitan and Balkan wars on the one hand, and the World

War on the other. For a time the dispute over Liman von Sanders over-

shadowed it. Those who are interested especially in Armenian affairs have

concentrated on the supervening massacres and deportations of 1915. Be-

cause of its importance then, and its significance now, the 1912-1914 crisis

is worth reconstructing.
An edict of reforms for the Armenian vilayets (provinces) had been

* Die Grosse Polisik der Europlischen Kabinette, 1871-1914, XXXIV, Pt. 1, no. ra7o-and
note (hereinafter cited as Grow Polink); Auguste Gauvain, L'Burope an jour le jour (Paris,

IV, a47,
2 Grome Polink, XXXIV, Pr. 1, no. 12388.
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wrung from Sultan Abdul Hamid II in 1895 by European pressure." On

paper, the scheme promised to be reasonably effective, but, like many Otto-

man reforms, it remained only paper. Russia, engaged in holding down her

own Armenians in Transcaucasia, did not press the issue; France, Germany,
and Austria, for various reasons, did not want to. risk the partition of

Turkey; and the attention of the powers was soon distracted by the Cretan

problem. Abdul Hamid sent out an inspector general for reforms, who did

nothing." The lot of the Armenians did not improve. The recent massacres

were the one topic of conversation among them; and the Armenian Revolu-

tionary Federation continued its activities, although in a more subdued

manner."

Wild rejoicing among Armenians, and great hopes for the future, arose

with the Young Turk revolution of 1908. Armenians co-operated with the

Turkish Committee of Union and Progress (CUP). A few steps were, in

fact, made toward realizing the Armenian hopes. Their newspapers and

schools could speak more freely. Less brutality accompanied tax collection.

A gendarmerie reorganized by the French General Baumann and other

Europeans in 1909 operated from its Trebizond headquarters to increase

public order and safety in eastern Anatolia, In 1912 the Porte started to

make effective a new vilayet law providing for greater provincial self-govern-
ment." But these embryonic measures of improvement from 1908 to 1912 were

far outweighed by old and new grievances. When measured against the

hopes of 1908, furthermore, the situation seemed to the Armenians as black

as ever.

Armenian disillusionment sprang from the massacres of 1909, the so-called

"Cilician vespers" in Lesser Armenia for which the Young Turks must bear

a goodly share of the responsibility." More lasting troubles came with Kurd

depredations in Greater Armenia. The chief source of conflict between

Kurds and Armenians was the land problem. Wandering Kurds, or muhe-

firs, had seized the lands of many Armenians who had been massacred, or

had fed, in 1895. When some of the refugees returned after 1908, the Kurds

would not restore the lands; indeed, the government was powerless to pre-

*For the 1895-97 diplomacy and background of the Armenian question see William L.

Langer, The Diplomacy of Imperialism (New York, 1935), 1, chaps. v, vi, x; for a convenient

summary and collection of reform documents since 1878 see Marcel Léart, La question arménienne

a la lumitre des documents (Paris, 1913).
4 Sir Telford Wnuh Turkey Yesterday, Todey, and Tomorrow (London, 1930), p. 51.
® Frédéric Macler, Autour de PArmménie (Paris, 1917); pp. 149-57.
® Noel and Harold Buxton, Travel and in Armenia (New York, 1914), pp. 108-10;

Léon Lamouche, "La réorganisation de 1a gendarmerie ottomane," Questions diplomatiquer et

"Jami", XXXL (Apr. 16, 1911), 470-82; Asie francaise, XI (1912), 199-200, 346-47.
" André Mandelstam, Le sort de Fempire ortoman (Paris, 1917), pp. 203-206.
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vent further seizures of Armenian property. From 1909 on there was what

the French viceconsul in Van described as real war between the two

peoples.
Advantage rested with the Kurds, however, for two reasons. The first was

that they were armed, whereas most Armenians were not. When the Turkish

government tried to disarm all troublemakers in Armenia, they were suc-

cessful only among the sedentary population, which was largely Armenian;

wandering Kurds were still armed. The second reason was that subordinate

Turkish officials tended to favor their fellow Moslems against the Christian

Armenians. The gendarmerie was handicapped since all Greater Armenia

contained not a mile of railroad before 1914, and because whatroads existed

were poor. In 1911-1912 the situation became worse as troops were taken

from eastern Anatolia to Tripoli and the Balkans, The Armenian divisions

were called to the Balkan front in 1912, and the Armenian peasantry was

thus left without military protection. The Young Turks, furthermore, soon

turned from equality and Ottomanization to Turkification, stifling previous
Armenian hopes. This policy extended even to limiting the privileges of the

Armenian Patriarch Arsharouni, installed at Constantinople in 1912." In

short, the constitutional regime had done little for the Armenians.

Under these conditions, Armenian voices began to make themselves

heard. There was no unanimity, however, among them. Many, haunted by
fears of massacre and loss of land, seem to have favored Russian protection
but at the same time to have feared a possible Russian annexation as being

only a change of masters." The peasant mass was not very vocal. Higher
classes of Ottoman Armenians wished rather for a regenerated and orderly

Turkey and thought that autonomy would be possible only within Turkey
and not under Russian domination. By the end of 1911, through their patri-
arch and delegations of the assembly of the semiautonomous Gregorian
millet, ot "nation," these Armenians were appealing to the grand vizier for

protection against Kurds and for a land settlement. New depredations in the

fall of 1912 led to new protests. The Ottoman council of ministers was

genuinely concerned, made promises, appointed commissions, and laid plans

* Michel Pavlovitch, "La lune
%,

les arméniens," Reewe politique internationale, 1 (May,

1010).
Mandelstam, p. Zarzecki, "La question kurdo-arménienne," Revue de

338 (hor. 15, 1910); $687cise tram XI (September, 1912), 391, notes a typical

*Buxton and Buxton, p. 28; New Ean, V (July 11, 1913), 280; Max Schlagentweit,
Vdcbwqf und Verkehrsprojekte in Vorderasien (Berlin, 1906), pp. 32-34; American Board

Missions, Report for 19t0 (Boston, 1911), p. 119; Echor d'Oriem, XV (No-
m5: 19132), ses: um pp. 157-68.

Pavlovitch, in Rev. pol. internat. 1, 476.



4 Roderic H. Davison

for redemption payments to dispossessed Armenians, but results were neg-

ligible. Beset with wars and diplomatic problems and not wishing to antago-

nize the Kurds, the Porte was in an extremely difficult position.""
Armenian political societies, constituted outside the official millet, also

became more vocal. Because they were organized, these societies had more

influence than their mere membership warranted. Aimed at improving the

lot of Armenians in both Russia and Turkey, and ultimately at liberating
the Turkish Armenians, the societies had since their origin at the end of the

nineteenth century collected members of all hues-socialists, anarchists, and

freethinkers, among others. Their ramifications extended to America, France,

Switzerland, and Austria, Of the four principal groups, the Verakazmial

and the Ramkavar were the more moderate and the least influential. The

Hintchak and the Dashnakzouthiun were socialist and revolutionary, though
their programs were subject to change. It is difficult to estimate the hold of

these societies on the mass of Armenians, thoughit is certain thatthey had

many enemies as well as friends; it is difficult also to distinguish the opinions
of their members in Turkey from those of memberselsewhere. But the posi-
tion of the Dashnakzouthiun, otherwise called the Armenian Revolutionary
Federation, is fairly clear. It was easily the leading society by this time,

claiming for itself in 1907 a membership of 165,000.'*
'The Dashnaks had co-operated with the Young Turks in the 1908 revolu-

tion and continued to work with them until 1913. They were socialist and

revolutionary and had stores of arms, but they restricted their actions for the

most part to a cultural and legal plane after the revolution. Their program

was essentially one of reform within the Ottoman Empire. They did not

believe that Russian occupation of Armenia would bring them more free-

dom, though it would bring more order. Varandian, writing as a member

of the Dashnakzouthiun, asked reforms and autonomy for Turkish Armenia,

saying thata complete separation of Armenia from Turkey was ethnographi-
cally and geographically impossible. By the beginning of 1913, however, rela-

tions between the Dashnaks and the Committee of Union and Progress,

representing the Young Turk group now in power, were becoming strained.

On February 1, 1913, all the Dashnak members of the CUP's committee on

national defense stayed away from a vital session."" Dashnak members also

33 A. Viallate et M. Caudel, Le nie politique dans les dene mondes (Paris, 1908 a),L arm

Mezhdunarodnye Otmotheniia ¥ Epokbu Imperializma [International Relations in the Period

of Imperialism}, ad series Ill, Pt. 2 (Moscow, 1940), nos. 648, 715 and n. 2, 819.
22 Pédration Arménienne Révolutionnaire, Rapport préventé au Bureau Socialiste Inter-

nationale (Statigart, 1907), pp. 22-23.
3# Near East, IV (eb. 7, 1913), 379.



The Armenian Crisis, 1912-1914 5

approached foreign powers. A Russian Dashnak, Dr. Zavriey, called on the

Russian ambassador in Constantinople to complain about the treatment of

his fellows in Turkey, ana to ask advice. The ambassador reports that he

cautioned him against revolutionary activities that might provoke the Turks.

Armenians, he said, must be victimsin the eyes of Europe." On the whole,
the Dashnakzouthiun seems not yet to have favored separatism or Russian

occupation, but to have pursued a policy of waiting and pressure for reforms

and autonomy. Its representatives co-operated with conservative Armenians

in the millet assembly of November, 1912. It constituted,however, a potential
threat to the Porte, and it could present the Armenian case abroad as well as

within the Ottoman Empire."*
Public opinion the world over was soon made conscious of the Armenian

problem, When the Balkan wars broke out, Armenians saw both an example
of a fight for freedom and an opportunity for action. Their agitation in-

creased. The magazine Pro Armenia reappeared in Paris. Armenians resident

in Japan and Burma sent appeals to the Hague Court. Armenia, printed
in the United States, carried articles directed at awakening world opinion
for reform. The Armenian colony in Paris petitioned the president of France

for a solution to their problems in Turkey. The British embassy in Constan-

24 Mandelstam, Le sort, p. 209; Russia, Ministerstvo Incstrannykh Del, Sbornik Diplo-
maticheskikh Dokumentor: Reformy v Armenii, 26 Noiabria 1912 goda-t0 Meis 1914 gode
[Collection of Diplomatic Documents: Reforms in Armenia, Nov. 26, 1912-May 10, 1914)
(Petrograd, 1915), no. 7. This is the offcial Russian Orange Book on the Armenian criss, here-

inafter cited as Orange Book. A popular condensed edition also exists, Budushchee Untroistvo
Armenii [Future Organization of Armenia) (Petrograd, 1915). These are the only Russian

collections covering the Armenian question of 1912-14. Thus far the great collections now

being published leave a gap here. The second series of MezAdunarodnye so far

goes only to October 17, 1912, and the third series begins with January 2/14, 1914. The

apcan be filled to some extent from the collections publ Adamov, Marchand, Sicbert, and

Stieve, which will be cited below, but much is still missing. The Orange Book was edited to suit
Russia's wartime politics in 1915, as is evident from the omissions and alterations of its no. 148
(Jan. 27/Reb. 9, 1914) as compared with the full text in MezAdunarodnye Ormosheniia, ad series,
I (Moscow, 1931), no. 210 (German translation in Die Internationalen Beziehungen imZeitalter
des Imperialismus, 1st series, 1 [Berlin, 1931), mo. 210; hereinafter cited as Internationalen

Besichungen). The Orange Book must be used with caution.
* The foregoing two paragraphs are based on the following: Charles Vellay, "La question

arménienne," Reeue de Paris, MML (June 1, 1913), 664; Armenia, VI (July, 1913), 368; Near

East, V (July 11, 1913); 280; x-pml S. Papazian, Patriotism Perverted (Boston, 1934); pp. 9-37;

Pavlovitch, in Ree. 1, 479; Herbert A. Gibbon, The Blackest Page of Modern

History (Hew York! 19-5) p.71;Fédération Arménienne Révolutionnaire, Rapport, passim;
Frédéric Macler, "Les arméniens en Turquic," Reene du Monde Mussdman, XXIV (September,
1913), 168-69; Federal Writers' Project of WPA of Massachusetts, The Armenians in Maa-

ehusetts (Boston, 1937); pp. 46-52; M. Vartan Malcom, The Armenians in America, (Boston,
1919), pp. 118-24; Leon Z. Surmelian,IAk You, Ladies and Gentlemen (New York, 1945),
pp. 53-65; René Pinon, Le rapport seere du Dr. Johannes Lepsius .. . sur les massacres

(Paris, 1918), pp. 190-200; Orange Book, no. 11. Much of this literature is controversial. For

later Turkish 'charges of Armenian revolutionary activity up to 1914, and documentary support,

part of it certainly trae, sees Aspirations et agissements des comités arméniens (Constantinople,
1917), Dp. 7-118; Ler turer et les revendications arméniennes (Paris, 1919), pp. 17-18, 25-29;
aho Metimed Le Turguis, Paffemagne, st (Furl: s954}; $D..99-05.
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tinople was approached by Armenians who asked for the execution of the

guarantees of reform in the Treaty of Berlin.®*

Thus the ground was prepared for the resurgenceof the Armenian ques-

tion in diplomatic circles. But it remained for Russian action to force an

early consideration of the question by the powers, who, occupied with the

Balkan imbroglio, did not want to be bothered with Armenia at the mo-

ment."The Russian action, however, forced them to pay attention to it.

It was curious that Russia, for whom in 1895 the question:of Armenian re-

forms had been distasteful, should now be the protagonist of such reform.

Mandelstam, the first dragoman of the Russian embassy. in Constantinople,
later explained this change of heart on purely humanitarian grounds:
Russia wanted to help the Armenians to secure liberty and safety in Turkey."
The real Russian motives are more obscure, and there-was apparently a con-

flict on policy within Russia itself. The immediate object of the tsarist govern-

ment seems to have been simply the establishment of Russian: control. over

reform administration in Turkish Armenia, perhaps separated from Turkey
as an autonomous province. Military occupation was contemplated if reform

efforts should fail."" Reasons both of internal and external policy supported
such an aim.

The internal reasons were connected «with: the attitude of the Russian

government toward its own Armenian minority in. Transcaucasia, Until

1905 Russian policy had been one of ruthless repression, which reached its

heightin that year with a government-provoked Armeno-Tartar war, and the

confiscation of all Armenian ecclesiastical property. This resulted only in in-

creased revolutionary activity. by: the; Armenians against the government.

After 1905 a new governor of the Caucasus, Vorontzov-Dashkov, inaugurated
a conciliatory policy which gave results-and put an end to the Armenian

separatist drive. Peace, order, and justice were given the Armenians, as well

as some nationalist rights, although at the same time Vorontzov made efforts

to colonize Russians in Transcaucasia, The Armenians were still, however,

a thorn in the Russian side, The Armenian deputies in the Duma lined up

with the left-wing parties, the Dashnaks with the revolutionaries, and the

Hintchak with the Social Democrats. The Dashnaks gaveparticular trouble,

3tMikad Varandian, L'drménie et te question arménienne (Laval, 1917), P. 76; Mortem

World, TV (January, 1914), 85; Vellay, in Ree. de Paris, T, 671; British Documents on the

Originz of the War, X, Pt. 1, no. 567, enclosure (hereinafter cited. as British Documents).
27 thid., no. 475.

fall

18 Andié Manddlstam, Dar Problem im Lichte des Volker» und Menschenrechts

(Bertin, 1931), pp. 109-13. ' $ a ]

** Documents diplomatiques francais, 3d series, VIL, no. 144 (hereinafter cited as Documents

diplomatiquer); Mandelstam, Le sort, p. 207; Orange Book, no. 1.
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and as late as 1912 there was a spectacular trial of five hundred of the most

important Armenians, of Dashnak sympathies, for high treason; the trial

served in the end only to make the government look foolish, as all but fifty
were acquitted.

Since the Armenian political societies, as well as Armenian sympathies,
extended across the Russo-Turkish border, a method of conciliating the

Armenians in Russia was to help their brothers in Turkey. This the tsarist

government promised to do. The matter became more pressing when the

Balkan wars broke out. The Russian government now feared that its own.

Armenians mightbe inspired to rise, help their brethren in Turkey, and try

to form a nation; or else that the Armenians in Turkey, secing the Turkish

weakness and the Balkan example, would revolt and the conflagration would

spread across the Russian border, and also to the Armenians in the Russian:

sphere in northern Persia. Armenian demands in Turkey were championed

by the Armenians in Russia and in the Duma by the Armenian deputy

Papadjanov. 'The Russian government made renewed promises to its own

Armeniansthat it would help those in Turkey. Many Russian Armenians

demanded annexation of Turkish Armenia to Russia. Sazonov was emphatic
that this was not possible but promised to see to reform within Turkey."

Considerations of foreign policy added to the Russian desire to pose the

Armenian question once again. In 1905 Russia had been turned back in the

Far East and since then had been concentrating her efforts in the Near East.

She had successfully won a sphere in Persia but had been unsuccessful in at-

tempts to open the Straits and had not gained from the Balkan wars, A

question of prestige was involved, in a sense: Russia needed a foreign success

to appease public opinion after her many failures."But an active policy with

regard to Armenia would have further practical value. This was true espe-

cially because of the strategic position of Turkish Armenia, The mineral and

agricultural resources of that section were attractive," but the strategical

implications far overshadowed the economic. A Russian control over Turkish

#®For a tirade against Russian policy before 1905 see E. Aknouni, Ler plaies du Concure

(Geneva, 1905); also Varandian, pp. 65 f. For Vorontzov's policy see Maxime Kovaleiky, "La

Russic et les arméniens," Res. pol. internat, 1 (April, 1914); 348-52; B. A. Boran, Armenia,
Mezhdunarodnaia Diplomatiia i SSSR (Moscow, 1928-29), 1, 337-44; Buxton and Buxton, pp.

22-24, 52-68, Also Oto Hoctzsch, Russland (Berlin, 1913), pp. 493-95; Serge Sazonov, Fate/ul
Years (New York, 1928), pp. 138 A; Internationalen Beciehtngen, ast series 1, no. 210; Pavlo-

vitch, in Rev. pol. internat. 1, 465; Ivan Loris Melikoy, La révolution russe et les nouvelles

républiques transcancarienner (Paris, 1920), pp. 84-86; British Documents, X, Pr. 1, nos, 492,

493, 404; Documents diplomatiquer, 3d series, VI, no. 619; Friedrich Stieve, ed., Der diplo-
matitche Schriftwechiel Iswolshis (Berlin, 1924), Ill, 165-66; Orange Book, no. 2; René Pinon,
La suppression des arméniens (Paris, 1916), p. 7.

21 Grose Politik, XXXIV, Pr. 1, no. 12734.
## William Eleroy Curtis, Around the Black Sea (New York, 1911), pp. 66-69.
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Armenia would safeguard the Persian sphere of influence and the Russian

Transcaucasus, and would provide a basis for future expansion either South

or West. In 1912-1913 the control of Armenia would be particularly useful

in settling a Turco-Persian boundary dispute, in which Russian interests were

involved. Until 1911, when Turkey became involved in the Tripolitan war,

Turkish forces had been encroaching on Russia's Persian sphere near Lake

Ourmiah, pushing north to Diliman, Khoi, and Makou.® Although since

19rt the Turks had not advanced, Russia still felt the threat.

In all these considerations of strategy, Erzerum was the key point. This

city, populated largely by Armenians and situated in the center of the most

pronouncedly Armenian region, dominated all the roads from Russia into

Turkey: the roads to Diarbekir and Harput and the Euphrates Valley, to

Bitlis and the Tigris Valley, to Trebizond and Sivas, to Ankara and Con-

stantinople, and to Alexandretta. The campaign of 1877 had shown its im-

portance to Russia."*

When Russia was occupied in the Far East, and then with her own revolu-

tion of 1905, she depended on her treaty of 1900 with Turkey to keep other

powers out of Armenia. Under this agreement no railroad concessions could

be given in Turkish regions adjacent to Russia without Russian consent."

By 1912 Russia had regained some of her strength, while Turkey was weaken-

ing. Still, Russian policy in 1912-1914 was not one of immediate annexation

of Armenia, nor of a drive through Armenia to Alexandretta or the Straits.

Military occupation of Armenia was to be considered only if Russian reform

plans failed. Russia was not yet prepared for military action against Turkey,
for her own Caucasus railroads were incomplete, and she could not operate

effectively within Turkey. Sazonov reported to the tsar toward the end of

the crisis that territorial annexation at the moment would do Russia no good.
Vorontzov-Dashkov added thatit might only increase Russia's troubles by

increasing her Armenian minority. Ultimate annexation was probably con-

39 Ariedrangaise, XIL (May, 1913), 178-75. This controversy was setied only in November,

1913, by a demmission. Mandelstam, Le sore, p. 71; C. H. D. Ryder, "The Demarcation of the

Turco-Persian indary in 1913-14," Journal of the Royal Gwmphmll Society, LXVL (July-
Dank“ 1925), aa7-42.

On Armenia as a strategic problem see Schlagentweit, p. 36; E. von Hoffmeister, Durch

Mntrl (Leipzig, tort), p. 119; Paul Robrbach, Die rusitche Welimacht in Mittel: und

Westarien (Leipzig, 1904), Pp. 154-75; Max Friedrichsen, Die Grenamurken des Europdischen
Russlands (Hamburg, 1915), pp. 145 th Pavlovitch, in Rev. pol. internat., 1, 464, 478; K. T.

Kairallah "La question armménienne," Questions diplomatiqner er coloniales, XXXV (Jan.
&rous), 68-71; M.

Phillips
Price, "The Problem of Asiatic Turkey," Contemporary Review, CV

(February, 1914), 218; E. J. Dillon, "Russia's Solution of the Armenian Problem," ibid., CV

1914), 126-28."cbn Rll (August; 1912), 347: René Marchand, ad, tn Nove noir (Paris; 19992),
1, 361-75.
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templated, and was certainly in the minds of many Russians." The Novoye
Vremya, opposing German penetration in Anatolia, spoke openly of "our

South . . . our natural frontier, the historical conclusion of our centuries-old

struggle with Turkey."*"
Immediate Russian policy was rather to insure a sphere of influence in

Armenia in case the Ottoman Empire should fall apart, and to keep Germany
out of this sphere. The Berlin-to-Bagdad railway zone was still nebulous,
but German activity among Cilician Armenians was great, and was in-

creasing to the North in Van and Bitlis. Russia wanted to forestall Germany
in gaining favor among Armenians."* Russian policy appeared annexationist

to many outside observers because of her unofficial or semiofficial agitation
among Turkish Armenians. Wangenheim, German ambassador to the Porte,
was convinced that Russia was trying to stir up Kurds and Armenians to

provoke a clash leading to military intervention." Undoubtedly Russian

agitators, some consular officials among them, gave money,arms, and advice

to Kurds and Armenians. Some of the agitation may be explained by the

fact that many of the individual Armenian revolutionaries in Turkey had

come from Russian Transcaucasia, Sazonov, though opposed to expansion,

probably countenanced "incidents" as a means of pushing through a Russian-

controlled reform scheme in Turkey."
Moved by these considerations of foreign and domestic policy, Sazonov

was ready to sponsor the Armenian cause. He did this, in the first instance,

through the Catholicos George V, head of the Gregorian Church, of which

most Armenians were members, The seat of the Catholicos was at Etchmiad-

zin, at the foot of Mt. Ararat, in Russia; this geographical fact made Rus-

sian control of his actions easy. But since 1905 the Gregorians had adopted

loyalism toward Russia, and George V was an ardent exponent of the new

**
Orange Book, no. 1; Marchand, foe. ct.; A. Gervais, "La renaissance de POrient," Nouvelle

Revue, 2d series, X (Nov. 1, 1913), 12=13; Grosse Politik, XXXIV, Pt. 1, no. 12734, and XXXVIII,
no. 15284; Viallate et Caudel, VI, 392, 404. Bortian, 1, 277=78, writes as if immediate annexa«

.tion were the Russian aim. This is exapgerated. Felix Valyi, Politcal and Spirimal Revolutions

in Islam (London, 1925), misconstrues Orange Book no. 1 to say Giers hoped for Russian mili«

ary occupation shortly.
27 Trans. in Literary Digest, XLT (Aug. 16, 1913), 240.
#8 Alexandre Iswolsky, Au service de is Russie (Paris, 1937), 1. 41. The American Congrega«

tonal Board Report for 1913 states, p. 69, that German missionary activity had increased in

Adana, Marash, Harput, Urfa, and Van. For Wangenheim's definition of the German sphere,
see Groie Politik, XXXVIII, no, 15313, wherein Diarbekir and Van are included. See also Harry
N. Howard, The Partition of Turkey (Norman, Okla., 1931), passim.

** Grose Politik, XXXVIII, no. 15287.
39 Walter Guinness, "Impressions of Armenia and Kurdistan," National Review, LXI (Janu-

ary.1914),
§o0; Paviovitch, in. Rev. pol internat.I, 477; Valyi. pp. 198-201; Zartecki in Rev.

de Pari, XX1, 89x; Grosse Poliik, XXXIV, Pt. 1, no. 12731; Mandelstam, Armenische Problem,

ppc argon.
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spirit." There was thus no difficulty in Russo-Armenian co-operation on this

basis. George V appealed formally to the tsarist government to aid his Turk

ish brethren. He also appointed a delegation headed by Boghos Nubar Pasha,
son of the Armeno-Egyptian statesman, to present the Armenian case to

Europe in such a way as to prepare opinion for reform under Russia's aegis.
'This move was approved by the government, as was the program of the dele-

gation, which demanded what amounted to an autonomous Armenia, under

a European commissioner appointed by the Porte, and in which Christians

and Moslems should share equally all military and administrative offices, as

well as enjoying protection of their own languages and cultures. This was not

mere subservience to Russia by the Catholicos and Nubar, They seem to

have felt that in Russia lay the chief Armenian hope, and Nubar kept in

touch with Iswolsky while making his representations in the Western capitals.
Nubar was explicit in saying that the Armenians desired neither separation
from Turkey nor Russian occupation, merely reforms. All through the year

1913, Nubar was occupied in Europe with this work.""

Sazonov also broached the problem in two other ways. Apparently on

the initiative of Giers, his ambassador in Constantinople, he warned the

Turks in carly December, 1912, of the danger of the Armenian situation,
and hinted at intervention."" Sazonov also sounded out the French and Eng-
lish cabinets as to the possibility of making effective such reforms as were

contemplated in article 61 of the Treaty of Berlin. He did not want to ap-

proach all the powers "because there would be disagreements, since the Balkan

crisis still existed"; obviously, the Triple Alliance would seek to check Rus-

sian initiative." But by January 2, 1913, Wangenheim knew of the Russian

démarches." The Armenian question was thus raised before all Europe.
In both England and France opinion was that consideration of the

Armenian question should be postponed until the Balkans were peaceful.
'This was perhaps the reception Sazonov wished; he might then impose upon

the Porte a purely Russian reform scheme, or he might even send a few

Russian troops into Armenia on pretext of keeping order there. But France

*" Etienne Taris. "L'état actuel des problémes etbnographiques du Caucase," Asie franpuise,
XII (October, 1912), 427-32

52 Orange Book, nos. 12, 14; Mandelstam, Le sort, p. 211; Pavlovitch, in Rev. pol, internat.,

1, 472; Echor d'Oniem, XVI (March, 1913), 174; Borian, 1, 281; program printed in Buxton

and Buxton, pp. 270-71; Marchand, I1, 47; Grosse Polit, XXXVIII, no. 15286. See Nubar's

notes, reprinted in Macler, de PArménie, pp. 287-99; also in Ludovic de Contenson,
Les réformes en Turquie d'Auie (Paris, 1913), pp. 112-19.

55 Grosse Politik, XXXVIIL, no. 15282 n.; Orange Book, nos, 1, 2, 3. Giers was worried lest

Russia lose the initiative in this question through Armenian appeals to all the powers,
#4 Orange Book, no. 5; Mandelstam, Le sort, pp. 208-209.
48 Grosse Poliik, XXXVIII, no. 15282.
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added that she could countenance no unilateral action by Russia which might

precipitate the partition of Anatolia." Not only would German opposition
be aroused by such a Russian move but French financial and railway in-

terests in Turkey, which were dependent on the integrity of the country,

'would be jeopardized." Sir EdwardGrey did not, at this point, seem to fear

any untoward Russian action.""

The German reaction to the news of Russia's démarches was almost ex-

plosive. Zimmerman, in the foreign office, at once announced that German

interests demanded thatshe be consulted on the matter."" The Bagdad rail-

way zone, extending across the Anatolian peninsula, was the object of his con-

cern; it represented a heavy investment and contained many Armenians

within its borders.® From January of 1913 onward the German diplomats,
and particularly Wangenheim at Constantinople, expressed fear of a Russian

partition of Anatolia, He described the Russian policy as one of deliberate

provocation of incidents to provide an excuse for intervention and annexation.

At times his reports grew almost fantastic, saying at one moment that the

Russians were arming the Kurds to attack the Armenians and at the next

that the Russians were causing Kurds and Armenians to ally in revolt. He

suspected also, and the kaiser and a good part of public opinion supported
him, that the Triple Entente had arranged to partition Asiatic Turkey. The

1907 treaty between Russia and England made Germans doubt that England
would oppose Russia in Armenia, although by the Cyprus treaty of 1878
she was committed to do so. "The Russian bear wants Armenian honey,"
said the Deutsch-Asiatische Gesellschaft. The situation is "not at all rosy,"

reported Wangenheim. Grey continually assured Germany that no partition
was contemplated, and that no agreement existed among the Triple Entente

powers, but German fears continued. There was, in fact, no such agree-

ment. These fears were in part well founded, however, with regard to the

Russian designs.®
** British Documents, X, Pt. 1, no. 475. Here itis stated that Sazonov spoke of the Armenian

question as premature at this time. There can be no doubt that Sazonov meant to raise the ques=

tion but was trying to reserve for Russia initiative and freedom of action. See also Marchand,

I 13.
## Por these interests, see Howard, pp. 48-50; for an expression by these interests, Contenson,

"La question arménienne en Turquie d'Asie," Asie francaise, XIII (January, 1913), $-16. France

was negotisting for the rights to a railroad network in. Armenia:: Schulthess, Europlizcher
Gerchichtshalender, Neue Folge, LIV (Munich, 1915); 633.

3# British Documents, X, Pu. 1, no. 476.
Grozie Politik, XXXVIIL, no. 15283.

# Howard, pp. 48-50; Edward M. Earle, Turkey, the Great Powers, and the Bagdad Rail-

way (New York, 1923), pp. 1-142. See also Hugo Grothe, Die Ariatiche Tairkei und die

Deutschen Interesten (Halle, 1913), treating the Armenian problem as central.
+ On the German fears of Russian and Triple Entente action see Grane Politik, XXXVI

nos, 15382, 15284, 15385, 15288, 15294, 15308; Kolnirche Zeitung, Mar. 16, 1913, quoted in
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In a saner vein, Wangenheim outlined the proper action for Germany.
He realized that the Armenian complaints were just, and advocated German

co-operation with Turkey to make reform effective. In this way Russian in-

terference would be avoided, for which the Turks would be grateful to

Germany; in addition, the Armenians would see Germany as their friend.

If necessary, Germany must act in concert with all the powers to achieve

reform and prevent the partition of Turkey. The main object of Germany
must be to prevent partition, for the Bagdad railway sphere was too large
and nebulous as yet to fall to her completely. Germany must, nevertheless,
insure herself against all contingencies. Therefore in a sphere four hundred

kilometres wide, reaching from the Eskishehir-Adalia line to the Persian

frontier, and including Van, Aleppo, and Alexandretta, Germany should

put forth every effort to increase her influence by means of more consulates,
German experts and merchants, and missions and schools. Such a sphere
would, Wangenheim acknowledged, clash with France in Aleppo and

Russia in Van, but he maintained it nevertheless. And with his conclusions

Jagow, the foreign secretary, agreed. "To go away empty-handed," said

the latter, "would be a second Morocco for us."" The warship Goeber was

stationed off Mersina in early May, to prevent Armenian incidents."

German opinion found staunch support in Italy and Austria. The Aus-

trian military attaché in London suspected partition by the Triple Entente.

Berchtold declared that neither Austria nor Italy would allow the Triple
Entente to handle the reform question alone. Some in Austria suspected a

Russian thrust toward Alexandretta.* Meanwhile, German protests against
Russian action aroused in England the suspicion that Germany wanted to

partition Anatolia.®® Russian journalists now accused Germany of wanting
to appropriate Anatolia entire, as compensation for having let Austria take

Bosnia and Italy take Tripoli. The Russian ambassadors in Constantinople

Asie frangeire, IlL (March, 1913); 135; Ernst Jickh, "Vorderasien nach dem Balkankrieg,®
Ariatiches Jahrbuch, 1913, pp. 13-24. Dr. Jickb thinks that Russia, thwarted by Britain in a

drive to the Persian Gulf, is now trying to drive through the Bagdad railway sphere to Alex»

andretta, Also British Documents, TX, Pu. 2, nos. 542, 546, 555, 561, 1018, 1036, and X, Pr. 1,
no. 4761 Br. von Sichert, ed., Graf BenckendorfIs diplomatischer Schrifuechset (Bertin, 1928),
11, nos. $37, 840. Also Adolf Grabowsky, "Dic armenische Frage," Zeitechrift fir Polink, VIL

(1914), 699-715.
. #

42 Grosse Politik, XXXVIII, nos. 15287, 15299, 15312; 15317. According to Pomiaakowski,
the Austrian milizary attaché in Constantinople, Wangenbeim at first wanted a reorganization of

Turkey by the Triple Alliance, Franz Conrad von Hotzendorf, Aus meiner Dienitzeit (Vienna,
1922), 111, 40.*"

aC Grone Politik, XXXVIII, no. 15302.
+ Conrad von Hotzendorf, IMI, 64; Gro Politik, XXXIV, Pt. 1, no. 12730;

leutnant Otto von Gerstner, "Das klein-asiatische Problem," Osterreichitche Rundschan, XXXIV

(Mar, 1s, 1913), 409-15.
** British Documents, X, Pt. 1, nos. 477,478.
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and Berlin reported new German activity among Armenians, in opposition
to Russia."" By the end of April, 1913, suspicion was intense on all sides.

The Turks had, meanwhile, not been inactive. As soon as the initial

Russian moves were known, the Turks started on the elaboration of reform

plans to forestall intervention. One such was drawn up in December, 1912,

for the vilayets of Van, Bitlis, Harput, and Diarbekir.®" On January 10 Mah-

mud Shevket became grand vizier in a coup led by Enver, and strengthened
Turkish resistance to interference, while lending a sympathetic ear to the

German representations. This ministry presented in March a new reform of

all vilayet administration, granting a considerable degree of decentralization."

Wangenheim wanted to support Turkey in carrying out this project."" It was,

he observed, the most that the Turkish government could do with safety
at the time. This was probably true, for the defeat in the Balkans had served

only to increase Turkish nationalism and the Turks' pride in their Anatolian

homeland and to breed further enmity against Christians. The CUP govern-
ment was sincere in wishing reforms and order but opportunist in, its

methods and not too friendly to the Armenians, despite their valiant service

as soldiers in the Balkans.

In April the Turks, apparently with no German prompting, hit upon a

clever tactical movein a request for English officials to help carry out their

new reforms in the Armenian vilayets. These experts would control the

gendarmerie, the system of justice, agriculture and forests, public works,
and the interior department work, Soon Mahmud Shevket added a request
for more English officials for the South and West of Anatolia, The Turks

explained this move to Wangenheim as an effort to convince England of

the Turk sincerity and effciency in reform, to show England that Turkey
would not fall apart, and so to win English consent to Turkish ownership
of the Aegean islands; otherwise, the Turks believed, Britain would give
Greece the islands for fear that some great power might take them away

from a decaying Turkey." There was doubtless some truth in this explana-
tion, especially as regards Southwest Anatolia, But the whole offer was aimed

at keeping Russia and England at odds on the Armenian question."" English
officers in Armenia would be a guarantee not only of good administration

+# Literary Digest, XLVI (Mar. 15, 1913), 464, quoting the Novoye Vrempa; Orange Book,

iifa ite sor, 5, sre: Orange Souk, nos: 4, 4, $. and shoes,

“mek no. 15; Mandelstam, Le sort, pp. 51, a11.

Grosse Politik, XXXVIII, no. 15295.
"mi Documents, X, Pr. 1, nos. 479, 487; Grote Politik, XXXVII, nos. 15303, 15305.

series,5% Ovterreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik, VI. mo. 7417; Documents diplomatiques, 30
VIL, no. 3.
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but against Russian encroachment. The Turkish demand was based on the

Cyprus treaty of 1878, directed against Russia.

Wangenheim was delighted with this plan, and Jagow agreed to it also.

'The Germans approved partly because Shevket's plan gave Germany con-

trol of the reorganization of the Turkish army and of the educational sys-

tem, and partly because they hoped to drive England and Russia farther

apart. But they also saw visions of Anglo-German co-operation to protect

Turkey, like another Egypt, and to prevent partition." On Wangenheim's
representations to Shevket that the British officers in Southwest Anatolia

might infringe on the Bagdad railway sphere, the Turkish minister changed
the locations for a few but stuck to his offer. Jagow wanted Wangenheim
to insist that only German officers be near that sphere, but the ambassador

replied that if the Turks were forced to abandon the Cyprus treaty as a basis

for requesting foreign aid, Russia would have cause for asking that she too:

be represented by officials." A few French experts were contemplated for

finance reform. Russia was excluded entirely. For a momentthere dawned

the possibility of Anglo-German co-operation to put Asiatic Turkey on its

feet and guarantee its integrity.
The British viewed the proposal with favor but at once wanted to inform

Russia, for fear of awakening Russian suspicion if English officers should

appear without explanation on the Russian frontier. Russia was so informed,
and at the same time Grey promised the Turks that some officials would be

sent, although not all that had been requested."* At once the Russian protest

came, and in strong language. It boiled down to this: that Russia could not

play second fiddle in the question of Armenian reform because of her para-

mount interest in the region next to her frontier, and because the promises
made to her own Armenians demanded that Russia herself takethe lead in

Armenian reform."* Sazonov was also under pressure from his military men,

who did not want foreign military experts on their frontier and who hated

above all the Anglo-Indian officers who would doubtless be appointed."
In the face of this firm stand, England was not prepared to risk the loss of

Russian friendship. Arguments on the part of England and France that if

82 Grouse Politik, XXXVIII, nos. 15301, 15311, 15312, 15439, wherein the kaiser notes

marginally about English and German aid to Turkey: "No gol Either orl" Also Jickh, in

Jalrb., 1913, pp. 19-20; Brifith Documents, X, Pr. 1, no. 533.
## Grosse Politik, XXXVIIL, nos. 15303-15311.
#4 British Documents, X, P1. 1, nos. 479-83, 485, 480, 491, 502.
88 Thid., mos. 484, 486, 492-494; Documents diplomatiqnes, 3d series, V1, nos. 568, 581,

619;Stieve, T, 165-07.
British Documents, X, Pt. 1, nos. 494, 541; Documents diplomatiques, 3d series, Vl, no.

581, lndVll no. 293.
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the Turks met refusal in England they would turn to Germany had no

effect on Sazonov; he considered that Russian threats at the Porte would be

sufficient to prevent such a move and said he would use force if necessary.""

Slowly Grey backed down, and in July, 1913, agreed to postpone sending any

officers until a conference of the powers should have considered the question
of reform."

The month of June, 1913, was spent in preparations for the proposed
conference. Sazonov wanted to revive the 1895 Triplice and to allow the

Triple Alliance no initiative concerning Armenia."" But neither France nor

England wanted to make this a test cast of the strength of the two combina-

tions." Effective reform, they saw, could come only from a united front.

Grey was obdurate on this point and insisted that, in return: for his con-

cession on the question of officers, all six powers should take part." Germany
still hoped for Anglo-German co-operation butiwas worried by English
complaisance toward Russia."" Ample justification for the German: worry

was the English deference to Russia on two more points: the Triple Entente

should talk over reform plans before all:six powers met; and the conference

of ambassadors should meet not in London but in Constantinople, where

the pressure of the Armenians and Russians would be greatest."

Upon hearing on June 4 that Lichnowsky, the German ambassador in

London, proposed to bring the Armenian question before the London Con-

ference, then sitting on Balkanaffairs, Grey hurried the Russians into sending
out the call for a conference at Constantinople.®* Thus Grey was able to give
Russia credit for the initiative in the reform movement, but at the same

time he made certain that henceforth all six powers would be included in

discussions. From this time on Grey was a self-constituted mediator between

the Russian and Turkish-German viewpoints, seeking to preserve Turkey
and keep the friendship of both sides.

The Germans and their allies accepted the Russian invitation on con-

dition that Turkish sovereignty and territorial integrity be upheld and that

a Turk take part in the discussion. At once Sazonov objected, successfully,
#! Thid., V1, mos. 599, 618, 619; British Documents, X, Pr. 1, nos. 492, 493.
## Ibid., no, 544; Hansard's Parliomentary Debates, 5th series, 11V, 1458-59, 2170, and

LV, 855-56, 1676. It is significant that the Orange Book does not take 'up the Anglo-Russian

dispute over the British officers.
®# British Documents, X, Pr. 1, nos. 486, 488; Orange Book, nos, 23, 31.

iplomatiquer, 3d series, V1, no. 618.
61 Ibid., no. 641; British Documents, X, Pt. 1, now, 494-96.

. no. 499; Grow Politik, no. 15314; Documents diplomatigues, 3d series,

"1M VII, no. 55; Stieve, III, 172; British Documents, X, Pt, 1, nos. «z, 498.
64 Documents diplomatiqner, 34 series, VIL, nos. 32, 45; British Documents, X, Pt. 1, no.
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that the Armenians would have no confidence in the reform if a Turk

participated, and that the proceedings would be dragged out without end.

It was obvious that Russian diplomacy was fighting every inch of the way

to have a free hand in Armenia. Nor would Sazonov allow the discussion

of a Turkish scheme. Grey and Pichon were becoming more annoyed at

the Russian demands on their friendship, which would bring German and

Turkish enmity and jeopardize the success of railroad negotiations then

being conducted with Djavid Bey. The French had growing interests in

an Armenian network and encountered Russian opposition on that score

also. Sazonov also rejected the French proposal of a high commissioner

ad hoe to keep Armenia quiet while discussions were taking place. A British

proposal to lend the Turks six temporary gendarmerie officers met the same

fate. The entente préalable between the French, English, and Russian ambas

sadors did not in the end carry much weight, for Pichon and Grey insisted

that the plan to be discussed be presented as Russia's only, not as a con-

certed proposal by the Triple Entente.®*

André Mandelstam, dragoman of the Russian embassy in Constantinople,
was the author of this plan. It provided in essence for the creation of one

province out of the six Armenian under a governor general to be

approved by the powers, and a mixed advisory council of Europeans, Turks,
and Armenians." Wangenheim at once characterized the scheme as a viola-

tion of Turkish sovereignty and the signal for the partition of Anatolia."

To him, such an autonomous province next to the frontier of Russia was

tantamount to Russian annexation. The Russians actually intended neither

annexation nor partition, although some elements within Russia desired

this. Admittedly, the Mandelstam scheme tended to create Armenian

autonomy." But the German ambassador in St. Petersburg saw correctly
that Russia had too many internal troubles to expand territorially, and that

this was not Sazonov's policy." And Giers pointed out that Russia was in no

way prepared for the partition of Turkey; Armenian reform at most was

the preparation of a Russian sphere in anticipation of such an eventuality."

Jagow and Grey both came to recognize the sincerity of Sazonov's protesta-

** Documents diplomatiques, 3d series, VIL, nos. 86, 105, 119, 120, x21, 131, 140, 171, 186,

191, aaa, 227; Groe Poliik, XXXVIII, nos as317, 15331, ass35, 15338ise, issa

British Documents, X, Pr. 1, nos. 505-12, 516, 518-20, 528, 530, 531, 536; Stieve, 1, pp. 175,

180-81, 184; Mandelstam, Le sort, pp. 216-17; Marchand, II, 114-15; Orange Book, nos. 35,

v 38, 40, . 49, 51.*" 26 Mandaicom, Lesort. pp. 218-24; Orange Book, no. 5o annex.

*T Grosse Poliik, XXXVIll, nos. 15337, 15347.
8* Asie francaise, XIML (June, 1913), 251; Pokrowski, Internationalen Besichungen, ist

series. 1, no. 210.

** Grosse Polink, XXXVIlL, nos. 15339, 15378..-1Stieve, Ill, nos. 929, 951.
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tions that he contemplated no territorial expansion, but they insisted also that

the Mandelstam plan led inevitably to it."" Sazonov countered with the as-

sertion that if the Mandelstam plan were not adopted, the Armenians would

revolt, Russian military intervention would be forced, and partition would

then ensue."

Here was the fundamental quarrel: Russia asserted that, without her

plan, partition would result; Germany asserted thatpartition would result

directly from the plan itself."" England, supported to some extentby France,

agreed with Germany that the Mandelstam plan looked too much like the

beginning of partition to be allowed; the cure was worse than the disease.

England feared particularly the bad effects on her Indian Moslems of the

partition of Moslem Turkey."* Pallavicini, the Austrian ambassador, who,
as dean of the diplomatic corps in Constantinople, was to preside over the

conference, at first would not even consider the plan. This was natural,
inasmuch as Austria was not ready for a partition of Anatolia and had only
the vaguest of claims near Adalia. Wangenheim, fearing that a rejection of

the Russian plan without any consideration would cause an Armenian up-

rising, finally changed Pallavicini's mind sufficiently so that the conference

could be held."

This was the situation in the first week of July, 1913, before the con-

ference. At this point the Turks, as might have been expected from their

own practice, but perhaps also on German initiative, issued a new reform

scheme of their own, providing for European officials but differing radically
from the Mandelstam plan in that all control was to be in the-hands of the

Porte. Armenia was, in addition, split into two inspectorates." Germany
and England, although recognizing the need for some degree of European

supervision if any reforms were to be effectively carried out, wanted to

make this plan the basis of discussion in order to take control of the pro-

ceedings away from Russia."" This they were unable to do.

Under these conditions the conference of ambassadors met in the Austrian

summer embassy at Yenikoy on the Bosporus, A deadlock was expected,
and a deadlock ensued."" Russia, fairly well supported by France, and

T4 Grosse Politik, XXXVIlL, no. 15359; British Documents, X, Pr, 1, nos. 546, 554.
12 Grosse Politik, XXXVIIL, no. 15349.

1" Orange Book, nos. 57, 58.
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partially supported by England, advanced her plan as the only way to

prevent an Armenian rising and subsequent intervention and partition. The

Triple Alliance, pleading the Turk case as well as its own, stood united

against it."" Germany was the more determined to oppose it because the

plan contemplated the inclusion of part of what Wangenheim regarded as

the Bagdad railway sphere. Thus it was that Germany bore the onus of

stopping the Russian plan, and in effect pulled the English chestnuts out

of the fire." Had the Mandelstam plan been forced on the Porte and had it

brought the partition which was feared, English problems in the Mediter-

ranean region would have been complicated, and English prestige among

the Indian Moslems would have suffered.

The YenikGy conference had failed to provide any solution to the

Armenian question. Toward the end of July, when the futile sessions were

just over, a new scare was thrown into diplomatic circles. Russian troops

were reported concentrating on the Turkish border, near Mount Ararat."

It appeared that Russia, worsted in the Adrianople question, was on the

verge of occupying a few cities in Armenia as a means of forcing the Turks ®

to give up the disputed stronghold. The German ambassador in St. Peters-

burg suspected such a move, and Said Halim, the grand vizier, remarked to

Pallavicini that this would not force the Turks out of Adrianople."" Had

the Russian occupation occurred, the Armenian question would have been

settled, and partition of Turkey would presumably have resulted. French

remonstrances, which were immediate and strong, served. to thwart the

move; the French had at no time wanted to partition Anatolia, and were

now in the process of concluding with the Bagdad railway interests an agree-

ment which would have come to nothingif the Russian army had marched."

'The extreme tension was soon over, butthe powers were now spurred on

to settle the Armenian problem."
Further incentive to find a speedy solution was furnished the powers by
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the-growing Armenian unrest, which increased particularly after it became

known that England would send no officers, and that the conference of

ambassadors had reached no agreement. Conditions were as bad as ever.

The Kurds were evidently preparing a rising and receiving some encourage-

ment from unofficial Russian agents provocateurs." Armenians were mur-

dered near Bitlis at the rate of twenty-seven a month. "Depression amgng

the Armenians is great," wrote a missionary on the spot. "All who are able

are trying to get away. Fifty are on the point of leaving Bitlis. Those left

behind are being driven to desperation; they incline either to appeal to the

Russian consul for protection or flee to the mountains.""" Although still

divided in counsel, more and more Armenians tended to look to Russia as

the only protector, if also a despotic one."" Their disgust with the concert of

powers was evident. "Lots of words make no pilaf," they complained. The

editor of the Armenian paper Avedaper wrote: "We have been deceived quite

long enough. The Times, the Temps, the Novoye Vremya, and the Berliner

Tageblatt have nothing new to say, more especially as our wound is not of

those that are healed of ink." He told his people that Russia might extend

her Persian sphere into Turkish Armenia." The Turks poured oil on the

flames when the Tasvir i Eviar, official CUP organ, chose this momentto

label as a traitor the Armenian who was urging reform in the Western

capitals, Boghos Nubar.!*

Although a failure, the conference had at least clarified the situation.

Out of it, as well as out of the Armenian unrest, came desires for com-

promise. The British had early said the obvious, which needed saying: that

the Russian plan was of no use because it led only to disagreement, that

any effective action had to be united, and any effective reform had to be

accepted voluntarily by the Porte. The French, at the end of the conference,

sought a basis to conciliate the Turk and Russian plans."" The Italians, starting

the purpose of getting to the Straits after the Balkan League collapsed, whereas actually it was

tained six months before the Balkan League broke up. Pourtalés (Grow Politik, XXXVIIL, no.

15339) saw that the ultimate objective of the Straits could not be gained for some years, Baron

M. de Taube, La politique russe d'urunt-querre (Paris, 1928), pp. 305-307, shows that the
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*® Guinness, in Naf? Rev., LXI, 789-801; Buxton and Buxton, pp. 32-51; Smatsrat yon

Hahn, "Das sterbende Armenien," Auen, XIL (August, 1913), 186; Near East, V (May 16,
1913), 31.

**
Missionary Herald, CIX (August, 1913), 345.
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** Diana Apcar, "Russian Occupation of Armenia," Armenia, VI (August, 1913), 8-9.
** Quoted in Literary Digest, XLVI (July 5, 1913), 10.
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no. 515.
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to delimit a sphere in Adalia and to negotiate a railway concession with

Turkey, wanted peace and quiet."" The Austrians were even less prepared
for an explosion or partition of Turkey."

The chief antagonists, finally, were of a similar mind. Sazonov, con-

vinced that the Russian plan could be imposed neither by Russia nor by the

Triple Entente, was irritated but realistic. "Why this name of Triple Entente

if six powers have to agree?" he expostulated and approached Berlin with

suggestions for a new agreement."" If he could not get the autonomous Ar-

menia that Russian foreign policy would have liked, it was still important to

appease the Russian Armenians with reforms and to stop the danger of a

revolt in Turkey, The Germans astutely reasoned that to join with Russia

was to prevent any individual Russian action. This policy would tone down

the Russian plan and restore Germany's prestige among the Armenians. If

Russia would not compromise at all, Germany could back the Porte's plan
of reform, and Russia would haveto join in the moveif she were to gain

any credit among her own Armenians."

There is no need to follow in detail the negotiations which occupied
the autumn of 1913." Gies and Wangenheim were given, in effect, a

mandate by the six governments to come to an agreement which mightbe

acceptable to the Porte. Neither ambassador conceded more than a bare

minimum at each step, and neither attributed to the other any motives but

those of basest self-interest. The conversations were aided by more amicable

relations between the foreign offices at Berlin and St. Petersburg. For a time

the French were worried that this apparently friendly co-operation meant a

weakening of the Franco-Russian alliance, and Bompard was set to in-

quiring in Constantinople as to what was really going on."" There was,

in reality, no ground for the French suspicions. In the middle of September,
Giers and Wangenheim produced a plan which accepted the Turkish pro-

posal of two inspectorates for Armenia, the inspectors to be recommended

by the powers and to have rather extensive control over administration.""

#1 British Documents, X, Pu. 1, nos. 152, 157; Arie frangaire, XI (August, 1913), 357-58.
#2 Grosse Polink, XXXVI, no. 15376.
#3 Ibid., no. 15373; Documents diplomatiques, 30 series, VIII, no. 99; Orange Book, no. 59.
# Growe Polink, XXXVIIL, nos. 15361, m., 15369, 15375; British Documents, X, Pr. 1,

no. 567. Boghos Nubar declares that he personally persuaded the Wilhelmatrasse to co-operate

further in the reform question: Boghos Nubar, Note sm /o question arménienne (Paris, mimeo=

graphed 1916), pp. 8-10.
p

# The negotiations may be followed in Grose Politik, XXXVIII, nos. 15369-15400; British

Documents, X, P1. i, nos. 568-72; Marchand, 11, 362; Documents diplomatiquer, 3d series, VIII,
nos. 135, 171, 296; Orange Book, nos, 62, 65, 65-69, 73-79.

a

** Documents diplomatiques, 30 series, VII, nos. 176, 179; Groste Politik, XXXVIII, nos.

L , 15305.
RH TRdhos. 15386-15392; Documents diplomatiquer, 30 series, Vill, nor. 191; 208, 240;

Le sori, pp. 234-36; Orange Book, no. 78.
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This plan was approved by the other powers, and the two ambassadors set

out to talk the Porte into acceptance. Here they suffered a setback.

The Turks naturally wanted to institute their own reform plan and had

been going through all manner of contortions to avoid foreign control. In

July they had approached Sweden and Belgium forofficers, but these nations

circumspectly submitted the proposals to the approval of some of the great

powers, and Giers and Wangenheim objected."" In the fall of 1913 several

factors combined to stiffen the resistance of the Turkish government, now

really a dictatorship of Enver, Talaat, and Djemal: they saw the failure of

the powers to agree, they were encouraged by their triumph in retaining

Adrianople, and they were assured by French financiers that Russia would

never use force in Armenia."

Said Halim appeared at first to be agreeable to the new scheme, but he

deferred to the CUP, which made plain its opposition. "They want to make

little Lebanons everywhere," complained Said." Reform and order were

desired by the-CUP, and the Sabah and IXdam prodded the government

to action, butforeign control the Turks would not have.""* They reverted in

October to the old measure of asking for British officials, and in particular
for Sir Robert Crawford, whose work in reorganizing the customs house

had been excellent. The British government naturally snuffed out these

Turkish hopes." Another logical move was made in the direction of direct

Turk-Armenian conciliation. This effort was difficult at best because of the

divisions among the Armenians and was rendered nugatory by the inability
of. either side to make any real concessions; the Turks were proud and

nationalist, the Armenians too suspicious to trust to mere bilateral agree-

ments." In the end the Turks were unable to solve their problem for them-

selves but succeeded in thwarting the Giers-Wangenheim plan, which could

not be forced on the Porte because the powers were split on so many issues,

particularly on the question of the Aegean islands.""*

Negotiations continued on a new line which the Turks themselves, play-
"* Grosse Politik, XXXVII, no. 15356; Aussenpolitik, VII, no. 8185; British Documents,

X, Pt, 1, nos, 564-66,
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~vember, 1913), 485; Literary Digest, XLVIL (July 26 and Aug. 16, 1913), 123, 240; Brith

Documents, X, Pt. 1, nos. 581, 586 n.

“th nos, s69-79; Djemal, p. 272.
298 Grosse Polink, XXXVIIL, mo. 15381; British Documents, X, Pr, 1, nos. 567, 586;

Documents diplomatiques, 38 series, Vil, no. 124; Macler, Autour de FArmnie, pp. 30641,
Diemal,

mats.
Near East, VI (Jan. 2, 1914), 283; Arien, XIll (November, 1913), 43; Avie

francaise, XII (November, mu) 461-65.
204 British Documents, X, Pr. 1, no. 586 n.
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ing for time, suggested-the creation of counselors, to be attached to in-

spectors in Armenia and to be named by the powers, Some progress was

made in this direction by the beginning of December, 1913, and Wangenheim
and Giers wereslightly more hopeful." Djemal, however, voiced absolute

opposition to any foreign control, although he would welcome foreign ex-

perts under Turk direction."" The Turks seem to have feared at this point
that Russia and Germany might be planning a partition of Anatolia.'"

In the midst of this slow process of bargaining, the Liman von Sanders

affair burst on the diplomatic world, threatening to bring the corollary of a

forceful solution to the Armenian problem. Sazonov contemplated the oc-

cupation of Bayazid and Erzerum as a means of forcing Turkey to give up

this appointment which, in Russian eyes, meant German control of the

Straits.""" It is questionable whether Sazonov would actually have done this.

Giers advised only concentrating troops on the Caucasus frontier, and inform-

ing the Armenians thatthis was not to be regarded as support of Armenian

revolt.""" Both before and after the crucial last two weeks of 1913, Sazonov

showed clearly that Russia was not prepared for military or naval action,

and that her communications in the Caucasus were not sufficient to allow

of any mobility." German and French evidence supports this point."* And

Sazonov later declared that he would not have carried out the threat, because

it would have meant European war."" The episode served, nevertheless, to

dim for a moment the chances of a peaceful solution to the Armenian ques-

tion. Its end result, however, aided such a solution. It -was apparent that

Germany had made no great concession on the Liman appointment, and so

to keep their advantage the Germans strongly counselled Said Halim to give
in to Russia on several points in the Armenian affair.""
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On Christmas day it appeared to Wangenheim that the Armenian matter

was settled. Said Halim had agreed to ask the powers to recommend inspec-
tors. The kaiser sentcongratulations to his ambassador, and Sazonov asked

Iswolski to let Boghos Nubar know of the happy outcome. A formula was

agreed upon which saved the Turk prestige, and gave the powers some

influence over the administration of reforms." Then came another halt,
all the more exasperating because a solution was so near.

The cause of the new trouble is hard to determine. The Turks and the

Germans claimed that Sazonov suddenly demanded concessions on. some

fresh points: parity of Moslems andChristians in the Armenian assemblies

and military. service for Armenians in their own vilayets were the chief of

these."" He had, in fact, suddenly become more demanding."" It is probable
that Sazonov was seeking revenge for the Liman appointment, and for the

rise of the militarist Germanophil, Enver, to be minister of war. The

Turkish Armenians seem also to have pressed Sazonov for greater ad-

vantages." The Turks, for their part, wanted to squeeze the last piastre out

of the year-long bargaining."* The Russian consul at Erzerum raised the

ery of imminent massacre. This report the French and British consuls de-

clared exaggerated, and the German consul said that nothing but a pistol
match by a sport club was going on.""*

These conditions offer at least a partial explanation of Sazonov's sudden

obduracy. In view of his attitude hitherto, it is improbable that he should

have wanted to perform such a quick volte-face as to jeopardize the results of

months of negotiation; chauvinist and Armenophil elements beyond his

control must bear a part of the blame. In his memoirs Sazonov states that he

regarded the details as of no significance compared to European control of

Armenian reform, but now he was arguing over details, not over the con-

trol." Gulkevitch, the Russian chargé d'affaires in Constantinople who

completed the negotiations after Giers left, urged Sazonov to close the

deal."" The other powers also pressed him to let some of the minor points

go."" France had up to this point refused a loan to Turkey, in order to
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exert pressure for the acceptance of the Russian demands. Now it appeared
that a loan might come from the United States through Morgenthau and

Chester, thereby destroying the pressure and the French deal at the same

time.""* These considerations led Sazonov to yield, after he had won a few

more concessions in the haggling with Turkey which, in the best oriental

fashion, was drawn out until the first week in February.'** On February 8,

1914, Russia and Turkey signed an accord on Armenian reform which

stipulated that the powers should recommend verbally to the Porte two

inspectors general, who should have a rather extensive control."" "The act

of February 8 marks, without any doubt," wrote Gulkevitch, "the dawn

of a new and happier era in the history of the Armenian people!"""*
Not all factions accepted the agreement in good grace. The reality of

foreign intervention rankled in the Young Turk breast." Many Armenians

regarded the plan as too weak to offer a real guarantee of reform, pointing
out that the inspectors general, although European, were Turkish appoint-
ces." Nor did unrest in Armenia subside because of the conclusion of the

agreement.'" 'The diplomatic crisis was, however, over, Two months of

negotiation were required to find inspectors who should be agreeable to the

Turks, the Armenians, and the six powers. Russia, aided by France, was able

to control to some extent the choice of these officials, When the Dutch East

Indies administrator, Westenenk, and the Norwegian major, Hoff, were

finally chosen, Iswolski was able to write that "they understand the necessity
of supporting Russia."""" But from these negotiations no new crisis resulted.

Various interpretations were placed on the accord of February 8. Germans

saw in it a victory over Russia."" To the Russian mind it meant a victory over

Turkey and Germany-the agreement was a bilateral Russo-Turk affair, and

Germany had, said the Russians, lost caste in the eyes of both Turks and

Armenians by sabotaging the Mandelstam plan in an effort to gain Turk
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gratitude and then by urging weak reforms on the Porte to win Armenian

thanks."" The French view was the sanest: Turkey and the Triple Alliance

had obliged Russia to accept some fundamentals of the Turkish plan, but

from Russia had come the initiative and motive power that had made possible
any action at all.""

In point of fact, there were no losers. Turkey had a reform plan with a

minimum of foreign control which might be expected to keep the Armenians

quiet for a time, and she was saved from immediate partition. The Armenians

had gained something which promised to be morethan mere paper. Russia

had not gained all the control over Armenia which she regarded as her

right and necessity, but she gained some, and gained also some reforms

with which to appease her own Armenians and minimize the danger of a

revolt in Turkey; she had succeeded, moreover, in thwarting a purely

Anglo-German reform of Anatolia, with Anglo-Indian officers in control of

Armenia. Germany had not won all the influence in Anatolia which she

wanted, but had averted whatshe regarded as a threat to the Bagdad railway
sphere. France, England, Austria, and Italy had also gained by avoiding an

explosion or partition of the Ottoman Empire.

This, in reality, was the chief benefit to all the powers. None wanted

partition at that moment, and none wanted war at that moment over the

Armenian question. Pallavicini, dean of the ambassadors in Constantinople,

spoke for all as well as for Austria when he said that the time for partition
was not yet ripe and that a period of consolidation of interests in Turkey was

in everyone's interest.""* The various foreign offices echoed this opinion

frequently. Both Giers and Wangenheim, however, were convinced that the

nation represented by the other wanted to control Turkey and appropriate

large parts of Anatolia; each was certain, too, that it was his duty to exclude

the other entirely from Anatolia, Their attitudes were at times almost

fanatic.'* But each, in fighting the other, helped to preventthe partition for

which no one was ready and for which everyone was preparing feverishly

against the time when it should be inevitable. Hence they clashed violently
over the Armenian question. The threatened partition did not occur over

this issue simply because no one wanted to take the final step.
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