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The Allied Opponent: France Versus Greece
in Asia Minor

VICTORIA SOLOMONIDIS

DURING THE COURSE OF THE GREAT WAR France proved to be the
strongest exponent of Greek participation in the Entente. Political ex-
pediency of the day dictated the unconditional backing of Venizelos
and his liberal party to the extent of creating a national schism and
an undeclared civil war in Greece. With the creation of the Venizelist
provisional government in Thessaloniki, the French legitimized the
presence of their military forces on the Macedonian front and par-
ticipated in the Allied breakthrough which resulted in the capitulation
of Bulgaria and Austria — Hungary in September 1918, With the pro-
mise of assistance in the vindication of Greek claims in Asia Minor at
the forthcoming Peace Conference, French President Clemenceau con-
vinced Venizelos to contribute Greek forces for the ill-fated Ukraine
expedition of December 1918, resulting not only in the compromise of
Greek interests but, what was more, in the uprooting of the long-
established Greek communities of the Black Sea.

Despite French promises to assist with the realization of the Megali
Idea once the Great War was at an end, French opposition to nearly
all the Greek claims from the time of September 1922, seemed only
second to that of the Turkish nationalists. Although France — together
with Italy, the U. S. and Great Britain — had formally requested Greece
to land troops at Smyrna to reestablish law and order, a consistently
unfriendly policy was implemented not only by the Quai d’ Orsay but
also by the press, the military and the financiers. The pressure exercis-
f‘vd by the latter in conjuction with the unfavorable military situation
1 Turkey after the conclusion of the Mudros Armistice, seemed to con-
Stitute the dominant factors in determining the policy of the successive
'Iench governments with regard to Greece’s presence in Asia Minor.
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Indicatively, the French envoy to Constantinople in October 1919
G. Cruppi, reported that French interests required that France shoulg
come to an agreement with the Turkish nationalists as soon as possi.
ble. Within two months, the French High Commissioner in Syria
Georges Picot was already negotiating with Mustafa Kemal with regard
to the French evacuation of Cilicia in return for economic concessions,
The divergence of attitudes and policies adopted by the Allieg
became apparent in Turkey soon after the arrival of the three Allied
High Commissioners in Constantinople in November 1918, when they
made clear to all concerned that their mission simply entailed the obser-
vation of the implementation of the armistice terms. However, as the
Turks started to rearm themselves, it soon became evident that even
this task would prove difficult to attain under the prevailing cir
cumstances. The lack of unity among the High Commissioners dictated
their alleged ‘‘non interference in internal Turkish affairs’® which, in
the past, had been a traditional area of western European intervention,
As each of them strove to pursue strictly the interests of his country
alone, old diplomatic methods that had failed in the past were followed
and strong efforts were made to secure Turkish favors through under-
mining and antagonising each other. None of this was lost in Turkish
quarters and the mutual mistrust cultivated among the Allies was
fomented to the Porte’s advantage. After the short interval of the Great
War, the Anglo-French rivalry which historians trace back to the six-
teenth century seemed to be revived with Greece as its first victim.!
Before the official launching of the nationalist movement, it was well-

known among the Allied circles in the Ottoman capital that the nationalist

point of concentration was Panderma. Despite the proximity of this city
to Constantinople, the possibility of sending forces to intimidate the rebels
was not even considered either by the High Commissioners or by the
Commander in Chief of the Allied forces in Asia Minor, Admiral Cal-
thorpe.? Despite the latter’s admittance of the intractability of the situa-
tion mainly because of Italian assistance to Turkey, he did not seem pre-
pared to take any measures to remedy the Greek predicament.’

IFor sources used in the introductory paragraphs, of this article, V. Solomonidis, ““Special
Report: Greece in Asia Minor 1919-1922: A Bibliography,” Modern Greek Society: A Social
Science Newsletter vol. 11, 1 (December 1983). On the subject of Anglo-French antagonisti
in the Near East, see A. Toynbee, The Western Question in Greece and Turkey (London,

1922), p. 44. H. Cumming, Franco-British Rivarly in the Post-War Near East (Oxford, 1938).

Also, C. Andrew, and A. S. Kanya-Forstner A.S. France-Overseas (London, 1981).

2Ministry of Foreign Affairs Archive, Athens [MOFA] File Entypa, 1919-1920 [Printed

Material 1919-1920] telegram number [tel. no.] 5590/22.6.19, Repoulis to Venizelos.

*MOFA Entypa . . . tel. no. 1024/55/23.6.19, Greek High Commissioner at Constat:
tinople Kanellopoulos to MOFA, reporting his meeting with Admiral Calthorpe.
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The allied stance was rightfully interpreted in Constantinople as a
weakness with the result that the Turks were emboidened in the
organisation of the nationalist movement. However much prompted
by the Greek landing at Smyrna in May 1919, this movement was spon-
sored and fostered at its initial stages by the Italian High Commissioner
in Constantinople, who, on the eve of the Greek landing in Smyrna
in May 1919, assured his government that it would be easy to organize
nationalist armed resistance against the Greeks in the interior of
Anatolia.* Indeed, Count Sforza seems to have become the confidant
of the Turkish nationalists from the outset. The Italian High Commis-
sioner extended special protection to Mustafa Kemal and there is con-
siderable evidence to show that he not only knew of his plan to start
an insurgent movement in Anatolia but actually encouraged him, pro-
mising Italian sympathy and support.® ’

The resistance met by the Greek troops during their advance in May-
June 1919, showed clearly that Turkey would not accept Greek occupa-
tion pa.ssi'vely. _As the military situation grew worse, the Greek High
Commissioner in Constantinople was instructed to request the media-
tion of the Allied Commander in Chief in Constantinople so that
n.]easu.res wguld be taken by the Ottoman authorities to restrain na-
tionalist resistance. This, though, was impossible as, in Calthorpe’s
words, most members of the Turkish government viewed the nationalist
movement favorably.$

At the same time, the Porte was trying to present the resistance
movement as a spotaneous reaction of the Turkish population against
the Greek occupation, despite strong evidence suggesting that the
nucle-ae of the resistance movement were outside the Greek zone of oc-
c.upatlon, mainly in Panderma and Denizli, and that arms and ammuni-
tion were c'listributed to the Turkish population from the Ottoman state
f:lepots while a substantial number of civil servants actively participated
in the organisation of resistance bands under the leadership of the Vali
of_ B‘rusa.T There was little doubt that Turkey was in breach of the ar-
n}lstlce terms but, Calthorpe added, it would be very difficult to exer-
c1sre any pressure on the Porte because of lack of consent among the
High Commissioners® As the situation deteriorated, the Commander

; e;_l‘gg’lsltglt;fl fgrigyasﬁ)iik; Ptxgcl}ivef R(]))n;;: [ASMAE] Turchia, Pacco 1646,/7746 (1919)
' Yo, . e ta]lﬂl’l e tl . )
*Count Sforza ation &t the Parks Reage Conference [DPCI].

» Les Batisseurs de I Europe Moderne (Pari
A ! : ; s, 1931), p. 347
A. A. Pallis, Greece’s Anatolian Venture and After (London, 19)371; p. f§4and 8o
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in Chief of the Allied forces was again requested to mediate with the
Porte because Athens was convinced that excuses furnished by the
Turkish government regarding its inability to suppress the nationalist
movement were mainly instigated by ‘‘the well known foreign propagan-
da,” aiming at the Greek evacuation of Manissa, Kassaba and Aidin
which “‘it was obvious that the Italians wanted to occupy.’”’

The image of Allied impotence was completed by the unnecessarily
protracted armistice period with the result that the Turks soon forgot
their defeat in the War and were encouraged to believe that they would
go unpunished.'’ The only points over which the Allied High Commis-
sioners seemed to agree were that the partition of the Ottoman Empire
should be avoided and that the terms of the treaty under negotiation
should not be harsh on Turkey.!! Two years later, Toynbee com-
mented that . . . the armistice line traced in the summer of 1919 is
chiefly interesting for the light it throws on the Supreme Council’s
muddle-headedness. Were the Greek allies and the Turks recalcitrant

defeated enemies or were they both naughty boys? The Supreme Council

could never make up their minds. Logically either they themselves had
done wrong in sending Greeks to Smyrna or else the nationalists de-
served no mercy. They would not admit the former alternative but had
not the nerve to act ruthlessly up to the latter.”"

The consequences of this discord were not only apparent on the
military front. The overall administrative task of the High Commis-
sion in Smyrna was impeded by the never-ending complaints of the local
Allied representatives who insisted in the careful observation of the
system of capitulations by the Greek authorities.”* The Greek High

Commissioner in Smyrna A. Stergiadis was convinced that this stance

9venizelos Archive, Benaki Museum, Athens [AV] File 21 tel. no. 1735/4410/2.7.19,

Kanellopoulos to Venizelos.

100 OFA File A/S, 6 1919 tel. no. 5119/27.8.19, Kanellopoulos to MOFA. MOFA File
A/VIIL, 1919 Fallixal *Evépyelar Katd THS ‘EiAnvikic Katoxfs [French Activities
Against the Greek Occupation] tel. no. 4672/1928/22.9.19 and 4780/ 1959/25.9.19, General
Nider to Greek High Commisioner in Smyrna A. Stergiadis. !

1MOFA File A/5/VI, 1919 tel. no. 7128/1.9.19, Kanellopoulos to MOFA and AV
File 26, tel. no. 173/2689/ 10.3.20, the Allied High Commisioners to the Supreme Coun-
cil of the Paris Peace Conference.

12Toynbc:e, neotepy (HETTIOVT, D. 232.

BA\OFA Gounaris Archive [GA], ‘Aytiypapa, KaTnyopiol svavtiov tic ‘EAARVIKIE.
Katoxfic Zuopvig KAT., [Copies, Criticisms and Complaints against the Greek Occupa

tion of Smyrna] tel. no. 825/ 16.7.20. Stergiadis to Venizelos. On the system of capitula:
tions see Ch. Issawi, The Economic History of Turkey, 1800-1914 (Chicago, 1980). B
Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey (Oxford, 1961). D. Blaisdell, European Financil
Control in the Ottoman Empire (New York, 1929). M. S. Anderson, The Eastern Qués

tion, (London, 1966), p. xvii. !
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aimed at re.ducing the authority of the Greek High Commissi
in the end, its substitution by a provisional interallied admi IISSIOH_andl;
Although such a plan would have been rather impractical tor‘nStrlauon.
issues such as that of press censorship were directly affi lltnp ement,
disputes among the Allies and their representatives. By Novec eg by the
the slltuatlon ’had become so grave that \/‘@nizelos'prote ) t:im er 1919,
President 'Clel-nenceau and announced that a Greek bozz t? French
would b.e 1n‘st1tuted so that if interallied censorship cho T to censors
the publication of Philhellenic articles, the Greek censo se to prohibit
in turn to. prohibit anti-Greek ones.”” However the fuI‘decould be able
Plel_ns I?acmg the Greek presence in Smyrna could not ];16 anllen;al pro-
institution of Greek bodies to counteract the activities of thsc-) ved by the
counterparts. eir interallied
Meanwhile, the intensive economi iviti i s
B e e et s e ool
intended to support the large scale business ventures uncieWere Sy
tion. The way these activities were conducted reflected tlI; Cons]ljc.ie‘ra-
of each allied country to predominate through fightin e ambition
with the aim to isolate its allies.” Although the Clasi a ?e‘_:ret war
B the Alhe.s was no secret to the Greek government ci)ts m(t)EI?E}S
fﬁ;seglugrll:;if ,td ISIOt S?en? t.o be fully appreciated. It is c,haralc):tersilstis
that’the led reo tergladls in quember 1919, Venizelos commented
B i estion stemsggc??l%ﬁ lgieiizrdmg the final settlement of the Smyr-
1no f:r%nn.ection with Greece’s argnrljﬁzril::;tsirf i(s)iralxg]f/l[lj?lgnfve Ewhichhal
integri: ;I:)lf(t)}izagif attached by the French to the preservation of the
I capital oman Empire was not difficult to interpret, if the
e~ \Sas b(;;ll\;es:ted in A51a'Min0_r and other territories under
a capital of 3473,545,ooi:}11£1r;:[1]11;,d 'hl;?i)way installations only represented
B e
zz’logot%;(f;irg’h Caﬁltal invested in the Ottoman Ban’k al;lountzzntcs
cerns. ,French iiﬁOtt cr 44,227,500 francs were invested in mining con-
o R’e§ ment also represented one third of the tobacco
Y, the Régie des Tabacs, to a sum of 13,330,000 bringing the
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total of French capital invested in Turkey to some 590,102,300 francs,
1 engaged in other enterprises

This amount did not include the capita
such as the administration of the lighthouses and the Societé General

d’ Enterprises, nor the funds invested in other concerns operating within
the Empire such as the Credit Lyonnais, the Bank of Athens, the Bank
of Salonica, the Smyrna Water Company and the Smyrna Train Com-
pany. The list of French business concerns in Turkey was quite long
and included Orient Carpets, Constantinople Tramways Company,
Beyrout Water Company, Scutari Gaz Company, Constantinople Gaz
etc. According to Greek estimates, together with the 2 billion francs’
French participation to the Ottoman debt, the grand total of French
capital engaged or invested in the Ottoman Empire came to approx-
imately 3 billion francs.”® At the same time, Ottoman debt bond-
holders in France held sixty per cent of the bonds compared to a mere
eleven per cent in the hands of British owners, and constituted a
vociferous and powerful lobby, s0 much so that the French govemn-
ment would agree to nothing that might displease them."”
Early in the course of the Greek occupation, the strong anti-Greek
feelings prevailing in the French High Commission at Constantinople
were reported by the French journalist M. Paillares who, during his
visit to the Ottoman capital, noted that the High Commissioner and
his staff were actually working against Greece with regard to Smyma
and Thrace. They seemed to be of significant assistance to the pro-
Turkish propaganda conducted by the French and Levantine financi&'
circles both in Paris and Constantinople with the aim of preserving and
safeguarding their highly important interests.? These reports were
confirmed by information received at the Greek High Commission in
September 1919 through intelligence channels, suggesting that French
circles in Turkey were seeking to come to an understanding with the
nationalists. French and nationalist goals coincided to a large exte

18 A v File 21 tel. no. 1831/4559/10.7.19, Kanellopoulos to Politis. On the subject f

French financial and economic interests in the Ottoman Empire, see J. Thobie, In
et imperialisme francais dans I’ empire Ottoman, 1859-1914 (Paris, 1977). Also D. Blai
European Financial Control in the Ottoman Empire (New York, 1929). N. Sousa,
Capitulatory Regime of Turkey, its History. Origin and Nature (Baltimore, 193
19Eor a detailed discussion of the history of the Ottoman debt, D. C. Blaisdell, Eur0
pean Financial Control in the Ottoman Empire. New York, 1929. ‘
200OFA File A/5/V1, 1919 tel. no. 3276/26.8.19, Military Intelligence Bureau in Cot
stantinople to Ministry of Defence. Paillares summarized the implications of Allied disce
with the following words: “‘And voices whispered to him [Kemal] in the shadows: do
surrender your arms, don’t be discouraged whatever may come, whatever thundery
you can hear from the west. You have in the enemy camp accomplices who will o)
hard to ensure your glory and your triumph.”” M. Paillares, Le Kemalisme devanid

allies, p. 149.
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as both parties wanted to pre, i i
resllllt, considered the immé)di;tzr‘;i;?lfai?;;gg?o‘f Tu_rkey oy ey
B o op priority ® sia Minor by Greece
It seems that it did not take lo i i i
soon it was not only the semi—31%"12?;Ctlz"lgfcthngfgzmandlr}g becal_ise
s'ought to placa’@ the Turks and created problems for thm‘élt o
tion. A substantlal-number of employees attached to mae' 1Fl?‘ek i oo,
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occupation.” The situation was made worse by the st s of ook
the .lzreth repres§ntatives of the Constantinople Hi ha?jce Of'miDSt (‘)f
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resi? the orders of the Greek autl?:rriztligeesd"*“to Pl mentialiog S 1
n view of the strong evidence in the h.
. ; . ands of the Greeks r i
e f;\l/?ilﬁil;;; (c:lool})leratlonl, an official complaint was Iaunc;gte?ir(j:;:ﬁ
. who ha.d in the meantime succeeded Cléme
. pecific incidents that took pl endhie.
1919 and February 1920 was listed i e N
tation of war material to be used , mfﬂnly e dltoribe RO
President “‘expressed his surprise’’ i%atl;lns't tl-'le e L IXED
the relevant orders immediately.* It: g v e
. seems, however, that these

21
_ MOFA File A/5/
_ VI, 1919, tel

. - L , tel. no. 7128/1.9.19, Kanellopoulos t
o Hre rchives, Athens [GAK], Smyrna High Commissi - MOF'A.

?‘3-'6 SI,-IC .Fr_llo. 1658/20.8.19, Smyrna Military Comm ri;IIEISSIOH Vi el

I ’ : an i
& R Manissal s 11.14, doc. no. _100/7.11.19, Smyrna High . F“"S_t {’Umy -
: G..AK. i o oo 100 igh Commission Represen-
5 crot, La France en Syrie et en Cilicie, p. 192

. GAKSHC File 3
, N
Romanos 1o e ote 430/4.2.20, Romanos to Millerand and tel. na. 174bis/5.2.20,




82 Victoria Solomonidis

orders, if they were ever issued, did not have any effect and were
disregarded by the French representatives in Asia Minor because reports
continued to provide evidence that not only unprecedented leniency wag
shown towards the nationalists but also that a number of French railway
employees were engaged in espionage against the Greek army.?® Thig
should not have come as a surprise to the Greek government who hagd
been informed by Venizelos that “the attitude developed by the French
government becomes more disquieting daily because the French Presi-
dent is under the influence of the French financial circles, whose pro-
vinced him that the momentum achieved

paganda activities soon con
by the nationalist movement necessitated the reconsideration of the

peace terms so far decided upon.”? In fact, long before the signature
of the peace treaty, President Millerand had spelled out to Venizelos
that his country was not willing to go to war with Turkey in order to

impose and that Greece would have to do it on her own if she insisted

on such “‘harsh terms.”’ In his eagerness to enlist if not French support

at least French neutrality, Venizelos replied that it had never crossed
his mind to request French assistance as Greece was capable not only
to implement her vindications in Asia Minor but also to play a major

role in the enforcement of the treaty in Turkey as a whole.?

In the meantime, M. Kemal had arrived in Ankara in December |

1919 and, by January 1920, the nationalist movement had intensified

and full mobilisation was ordered.” The Greek authorities believed

that the Porte was acting in full cooperation with Kemal and provided

him with naterial and personnel. On its side, the Turkish government

denied that it had any connection with the nationalist movement but;
at the same time, it chose to appoint and insisted on the posting of ‘
a new Vali for Smyrna well known for his involvement with the:
nationalists.®
In August 1920, the Treaty of Sévres was signed by the Turks of
Constantinople but disowned by the Turks of Ankara. The Allies had
concluded peace with the Turks of Constantinople and let Venizelos
and Greece deal with Ankara. Article Thirty Six of the Treaty of Sévres
|

265 AK SHC File 37, doc. no. 616/27.5.20, Smyrna Police Prefecture to High Com:
mission and doc. n.n./25.5.20, Military Intelligence Bureau to High Commission.

YMOFA File N/6 tel. no. 11686/26.3.20, Venizelos to MOFA.

ZBMOFA GA Copies. . . tel. o 11433/25.2.20, Venizelos to MOFA.

BMOFA File A/5/VI, 1920, tel. no. 5795/19.12.19, Katehakis to Ministry of Defence

tel. no. 1160/27.1.20, Stergiadis to MOFA.. On the formation and develpoment of the Turki!

national movement, see i.a. D. Kushner, The Rise of T urkish Nationalism, 1876-1908 (Lo

don, 1977). Adkisson, Great Britain and the Kemalist Movement for Turkish Independent

(Michigan, 1958). S. Mardin, The Genesis of Young Ottoman Thought (Princeton,
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stipulated that in case Turkey refused to comply with its terms, G
fould be”al_lov\.fe.d to occupy Constantinople. Howevermf},l P
Turlfiey, signified for the allies the state of Constanti , 1 Y te'rm
had mgnefl th;:l Treaty and had not put up resistance inop e.wh‘lch
plementation.” On the other hand, it was the Turk ? gainst its im-
ple vs:ho had sided with the Germans in the War arzds‘:ho(;lonlftantmo-
of Sévres set out to punish as enemies of the Entente. Th tfe Treaty
cm%ld argue t_hat there could be no legitimate objectiém tere ore, one
Af]hes prom(.)tmg relations with the nationalist camp, whi hﬂ_One of the
aimed at doing away with Constantinople and the Sl’lltatllc élm 5 e
seemed.to be no side of the argument to be won b G Sarlgp e
Venizelos’ certginty that Greece alone would be aﬁle trsecef_
Treaty on'Turkey did not seem to be shared in French quar enforce Fhe
ly after his lp§s of the elections in November 1920 % ters, especial-
1920, ?he .Br_ltlsh.Ambassador at Paris informed Lo-ndél li De?emper
of 1Ehe1r difficulties in Syria and Cilicia, the French go n that, in view
entirely .opposed to the ratification of the Treaty o fgS:EI nment were
advocating an agreement with the Nationalists on theV rl:‘::S et
r;st'oratlodn of the vilayet of Smyrna to Turkish sovereig,'mt);a §iST(;f the
Eu?i;l:f;e Lg};dlgregch held secret talks with the nationalist deleg;liic:g
- nF onference f’f February-March 1921 and the Italians
o prc;vid :d ;anco-Turlk-lsh armistice was concluded on 10 March
. concessioor tl}l:e military evacuation of Cilicia in return for
e diated by the Anli‘ hough the ‘fruits of these talks were later
B e allic nkara Grrfmd Najtlonal Assembly, the fact remain-
o }EOrtfmt Allied unity had become a farce.® Indeed
helped bring to Ill'S ;mllrlle to the Greek throne a few months earlier had
British policic 1g t_t e dn.rergence existing between the French and
The return SOF SIEECI?:HY Wlth'regard to the Near and Middle East.™
B e ferendum g gnstantme to Greece as a result of the Decemb.er
B~ h, serve ?‘S a pretext and not a motive for the official
rench policy. “‘France would not have reverted to the Lloyd
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George policy to which she had been committed by Clémenceau even
if Constantine and all his supporters had been turned out and Venizelog
set up again. . . The change of the government in Greece was a welcome
screen for the somewhat risqué metamorphosis in which French policy
was already engaged. . . The French had been looking out for g
grievance against Greece and they had found it.””3 Clearly, France
could not be expected to work for the success of the Greek venture in
Asia Minor both because she had not originated the idea and because
the whole plan was originally conceived so as to saddle Greece with
the military effort and to limit the Allies’ liabilities to naval and
diplomatic contributions. Therefore, when nationalist forces started at-
tacking French positions in Cilicia, it became imperative for France
to escape from her unwanted military burden in Asia Minor.*
In the early summer of 1921, Curzon’s attempts at mediation bet. '
ween Turks and Greeks were largely backed by a temporary restora-
tion of harmony in Anglo-French relations. However, by the beginn.
ing of autumn, Henri Franklin Bouillon, the French emissary to Ankara,
had concluded an agreement with the nationalists, supposedly only with
regard to matters pertaining to the evacuation of Cilicia, the exchange
of prisoners and the protection of minorities in the area. In reality,
through this agreement not only did the Grand National Assembly
declare its willingness to grand concessions to the French for the iron,
chrome and silver mines in the Harchite Valley but also announced its
readiness to consider with ¢tthe utmost good will”” any other requests
for concessions for mines, railways ports or rivers which might be put
before them by French groups.”’ Indeed, this was in complete accor-
dance with French intentions for which the British had been forwarned
in June 1921: ““Mr. Briand told me [Curzon] that with regard to financg,
in which French interests were paramount, he would be willing to seek
a method of securing essential control that would not offend nationalist
susceptibilities.”*
The Franklin Bouillon agreement was another blow in the face of
Anglo-French relations. The British were infuriated not only becaust

Bbid., p. 89.

*Ibid., p- 87.

The Agreement concluded between Henri Franklin Bouillon and Ankara on 20 October
1921, was later published by the British as a while paper in CmD 1556/1921, Turkey 10,
2 Tt is also published in Frangoulis, La Grece, 2, pp. 294-7 and in DBFP, 17. No. 5%
with the comments of the Foreign Office as to ‘‘what must be totally rejected and what cal
be brought into harmony with any ultimate Allied and Turkish agreement or treaty.”

3Bporeign Office Archives, Public Record Office, London [FD] E 11096/ 143/44
7.10.21. Memorandum by Curzon. C

|

France versus Greece in Asia Minor 85

the Frenc_h' had recognised indirectly the Ankara National A b
as the (?fflcml Turkish government and had prejudiced a conunoifilnli 1()1’
pOliC}" in the Near East, but mainly because the agreement was in t : 1
conflict with the Tripartite Agreement of August 1920 which had bOta
signed b? the Allies alongside the Treaty of Sévres in order to d f .
mine thf?lr respective financial interests in the Near East. British o ;31"
were qul(‘:k to_criticize the Franco-Kemalist agreement c;n a num(li.alrc ei‘
points.. I‘:“ll'St, it was pointed out, the agreement was tantamount ter }(:
recognition of the Grand National Assembly as the legitimate T Okt' l?
govler‘nment. Al‘so, this separate action encouraged Ankara and w: i
judlClal to me@1qtion while, at the same time, it made it impossi‘t)igepfr o
France to participate in energetic measures against the nationalist 0;
the need .arose. In Curzon’s words, the agreement was also crit's's 1d
for creat.mg “‘the suspicion that one of our Allies had taken indlc126
dent actior{ or sought to secure special advantages behind the ;ze:(l-
— and, as’ ’13‘; would appear in some cases, to the distinct detrimentc i
of ot.h'er_s. However, as the French maintained that their evacu t'_
of Cilicia was a necessity to which alliances had to be sacrificeda 1t‘1)1n
only resource left open to Curzon was to protest and an acrimo i .
correspondence followed that dragged on well into 1922 with 1;110115
concrete results.” American Ambassador Morgenthau Iate?‘u g
mer}teq on the agreement: *‘[it was] dictated by the greed of the F Com};
caplt.ahsts_sc_:eking concessions from the Turks for railways and oo
mercial privileges. . . In exchange, the French shamefully disertediin?_
su.p.port of the Qreeks, whom in 1919 they had invited to take ov t?llr
military occupation of Asia Minor. Not only they withdrew mor Tr :
port and transferred friendship to Turkey but they abandonne(:{li giil;;

quantities of French ammunition in Asia Minor practically making a

gre::g to ;{1}: ”gurks wi];h which to destroy their former Allies, the
. .. The division between the Allies was th i ,
us m
gave great encouragement to the Turks.”’* ade cvident and
T ., . . . :

. F?:sceﬁlg:cgigi,oBrtltlih corlralplamts did not even succeed in reversing
: n to leave behind in Cilicia milit i i
cient for two divisions for th i i b et ST 1o

e nationalists to help th
& ( : p themselves, and, to
meﬁ:ftkc:)el?lgests for 1ntervelnt10n, Curzon replied that the British govern-
not intervene in ‘“‘the alleged’’ handing over of war material

39F
9 ’ , . N 3.11.21, Curzon to Lord Hardings in Paris. Also see DBFP, 1 3

“DBF -
g MP, 17. See mainly nos. 402, 445, 468, 470-1, 484, 490, 502.
.= Morgenthau I was Sent to Athens. New York, 1929, pp. 30-3
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in Cilicia to the Nationalists.*” What was more, British GHQ in Con.
stantinople had long since informed London of a leakage from arm
stores under Erench control to the nationalists with whom, the same
source indicated, the French were negotiating the direct supply of am-
munition.”® In the meantime, Lloyd George had made clear in the
House of Commons that Britain would be ‘‘absolutely neutral’’ in the
conflict between Greece and Turkey and that it was necessary to leave
those two powers ‘‘to fight it out.”* This policy of neutrality mainy
stemmed from the belief that it would probably be impossible for Bri.
tain alone to help Greece defeat the nationalists and hold Smyrna “iy
the face of a benevolent French attitude towards the Kemalists, quite
apart from the outweighing disadvantages of risking a split in the

Entente.’’®

“It may I think be taken as axiomatic,”” Curzon wrote, “‘that the
Kemalists will never make a peace with Greece on less favourable terms
that these, unless the Allies are prepared to unite in support for Greece
and in hostility to Turkey (by which I mean the formal supply of arms

and financial assistance to Greece and the blockade of the Mediterra-
nean and Black Sea Kemalist ports at the least.) But it seems equally
axiomatic that France, with King Constantine on the throne, anxious.
to recuperate herself economically in Turkey and probably committing
herself to some support of Turkish aspirations in her negotiations in
Angora, will not agree to support Greece.”’* True enough, a little
after the conclusion of the Franklin Bouillon agreement, a rumour per
sisted that the Quai d’ Orsay were advising Angora not to agree to any
suggestions of negotiation until Greece found herself in greater dﬁ‘
ficulties. The French seemed to have made clear to the Nationalists that
at that stage no Greek request for Allied mediation would be grant;
and seemed to go out of their way to convince Ankara to avoid seeks
ing mediation herself as the weariness of the Greek army would finally |
compel Greece to accept terms far more favourable to Turkey than it
would accept at this juncture.” And the Times commented:

The policy of backing the protagonists in the present Eastern
as if they were race horses, isa policy of which each of the Enteni¢

“DBFP, 17, no. 388.

430 E 11096/143/44, 7.10.21, Memorandum by Curzon.

#gee Parliamentary Question, 15.8.21in 146 H.C.. Deb. 5 5., co
Deb. 5 s., cols. 1233-6.

$SEo E 11096/143/44, 7.10.21, Memorandum by Curzon.
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powers in turn has been guij
is ever to be restored ingtl}lllitsli’e?;itr?’l‘l‘st e abandoned if peace
The Franklin Bouillon agre
gvacuation ?‘f Cilicia. Ironica.lgly, ?}ifg;ovcvlzsm?u?;ln f;)sltllz\dm?d bI‘Y roeneh
stated that “‘France respecting the majority right, had dm'thls s
owq accord tq return Cilicia to Turkish rule and roms P er
justice to all inhabitants.””* According t pm'mlseq e o and
125,000 Armenians and 28,000 Greeksg . 'G'reek' Inte.l%lgence, oo the
French pccupa}tiop, only 35,000 Armeni;relsslilllﬁaliz (;lllda o
to emmigrate in view of the French evacuation Hozv g
not only allowed them to leave for Syria where t.he reft? ors e French
tant to go because. they feared that the French would sogees o e
there as we{l. Their fear for the fate awaiting them sh OII(; Py fl‘O_m
u.nder.TlIl\fIklsh trlule was justified by the extermination(:)lllc 2; I-(lJeO{)eram
:}uci?l; ;I;iona;?s’]“ };el_:{[-'?l(ljljng and elsewhere during the course of’the Fr?rlilcil
e : i story of what the Christian population suff
oy Wes;) bte CZ L:vnhc}ral\:fal of the French troops was never ingl::d
s€ of the suppression of news s
: : paper re A
Z;;;n:ffh??gi?t;dgms' French attempt to play off the pAcI)';tlse i -~
: ilicia was of a piece with the Briti man.
slnpS that sent the Greeks to Smyrna.® R et
oon, France openly assumed the-sponsorshi
_ _ p of the i i
zlg):tal};re:rg:loﬂ; :lttltude that while the Greeks were expléi?ecc)ln?c?iats,
- IimepWith st,h t.he Tgrks should be free to reject them with m:_
e is pohc.y, the French peace proposals submitted
e bei\;vlere‘ ‘con51dered unacceptable by the British on ac
o g 1 a s,t,atement of extreme Turkish claims boss
e ep ored. the French support for the Turks i el
s for Greek evacuation of A i ilure of Pa el
B s natolia and the failure of Paris to
o i proposals as to the steps to be taken to force th
L agreement, the British government was not pr i
$ breaking up the Entente, despite clear indicatilt)ar‘:;3 Et{:leac:

ere ready
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French policy in the East was not so much pro-Turkish as anti.
British. Therefore, the vicious circle was perpetuated and whil
Stergiadis urged the powers to inform Greece what was wanted of her,
the French did all they could to prevent any Greek loan being floateq '
in London as they ‘‘evidently intended to bring about a military defeat {
of the Greek army.””” How determined they were to bring about this -
defeat became quite clear by May 1922, when Curzon requested fuil_?
information regarding French and Italian traffic in Turkish war material i
under Allied control. The Army Council reply stated that they ‘‘had
no difficulty in obtaining absolutely clear and unimpeachable evidence
as against the French.”” However, because the greater proportion of
the evidence was derived ‘‘from a very secret source,”” it should not
¢“under any circumstances be communicated to a foreign government” |
and the view prevailed that in the circumstances no representations could
be made to the French.* 4
Despite the unimpeachable evidence, it seems there was very litt

the British were prepared to do except for voicing their protests. A lit-
tle before the Greek debacle in September 1922, Curzon wrote to Paris,
«Since the admitted supply of uniforms and rifles to the Turkish gen-
darmerie in Cilicia, . . . there is abundant proof from sources which
can not be divulged that the French authorities at Constantinople have
been facilitating, if not actually transacting the leakage to the Kemalisty
of munitions from the Turkish stores under their guard.””” By no
the British were worried unless these arms and ammunition were us
for a possible eventual attack on British troops in Irag.”® A lit
earlier, British sources in Asia Minor had informed TLondon that a part
of Italians returning from Ankara where they had been deliveri
aeroplanes, announced that Kemal was preparing an offens
«somewhere on the Eski front” and thought it had a good chance
success. The Italians further stated that the French were pouring war
material up to the Kemalists through the port of Mersin and that they

9RO E 1248/5/44, 2.2.22, Curzon to Hardinge (Paris).

S5ee DBEP, XVIL 005, 539, 553 and 721 in which the British representative at A%
expressed the fear lest the French were seeking pretext for trouble, possibly in the hop
of embroiling Britain with the Greeks.

%6gee DBFP, 17, no. 684, p. 883, n.1.

S'RO E8153/76/44, 29.8.22, Curzon to Hardinge (Paris).

8[1id. Future events were to justify British fears: D. Walder, The Chanak Affair Lot
don, 1969), During this incident not only were the British forces left by the Fren
deal as best they could with the nationalist troops threatening Constantinople,
the case of hostilities, they were sure to be fired at by french arms and ammunits
unherited by the nationalists as a result of the Franklin Bouillon agreement.
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had seen many French officers serving i ; :

this stage, the Fpreign Office did not elvrﬁl llzutr?:hr;a;lr(:::;:st a;my.sg At
were sure to reiterate that it was private firms who su lias dt ;13 French
Typically, Curzqn minuted: “How then can we PfOtesIE ‘17)16;1 the arms.
helc? that the action at Paris which authorised private ‘ EiVe always
pelligerents was — in the interests of the Greeks to h lsupp y to both
designed — a deplorable error.”® elp whom it was

In the event, the unfortunate victi . .

tian minorities of Asia Minor, vilr;:?;feoiﬁ];;: }I‘;‘:él ?;tWErte the'Chris-
but l}ad ended by _abandoning to their fate. It seems thOFFtO liberate
thfi f:lI'St ot.' the Alhes to do so since Georges Picot, Fre ah rance was
o 1 Sypa, started negotiating with Kemal -:as ea;}; asHIf)gellf Ol:n-
1?19 “;ltAh tlll:e view tO_ Cvacuatlng (;ilicia in return for economic ¢ o ei
sions.” As rench High Commissioner to Athens during the f onces
tional Schism years M. Jonnart admitted for the 1915-19{17&;&1 net
policy in Greece, “I1 y a 14 une page peu glorieuse pour la F one
2 'ferme bien vite.”* As it happened, this policy of leni o, o
assistance tovyards the nationalists did not prove profitabl elfnency and
The French sixty per cent of the Ottoman debt together :ritgftlgral?ce.
2011; per cent of the forfeign capital invested in private enter ries ﬁfj[y
urkey were soon curtailed substantially and so did the activities of

the French educational instituti
: stitutions for whi
place in the new Turkish state.® wich THste JERIE it i

*DBFP, 17, no. 738, 21.8.22.
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