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Annotasiya: Maqola qudratli yevropa davlatlarining E'ron xukumatidan temir 

yo‘llar qurish uchun daromad konsessiyalarini olish uchun kurashiga bag‘ishlangan. 

Bir nechta variantlar taklif qilingan, britaniyalik va rus, xar birini orqasida 

xukmronlik qiluvchi jamiyat qatlamlari va'killari, kotta magnatlar, moliya uylari va 

banklar va'killari turishgan edi. Ularning manfaatlarini yetkazib beruvchilar xamisha 

diplomatik muassasalar bo‘lishgan. Bu “kotta o‘yinning” faqatkina bir tomoni edi va 

unga bora bora eski o‘yinchilardan tashqari yangilari xam qushilardi – Germaniya 

imperiyasi va AQSh. Xar bir qatnashchi E'ronni qaram qilish bo‘yicha o‘zining 

rejasiga rioya qilgan. Ushbu maqolada O‘rta Sharqning mustamlakalari uchun 

geoiqtisodiy va geosiyosiy qurashning barcha murakkab jihatlari ko‘rib chiqilgan.  

Kalit so‘zlar: temir yo‘l konsessiyalari, E'ron, rus-ingliz kurashi, transe'ron 

temir yo‘li, diplomatik kurash, memorandum. 

Аннотация: Статья посвящена борьбе крупных европейских государств 

по получению у персидского правительства доходных концессий на 

строительство железных дорог. Предлагалось несколько вариантов, британский 

и русский, за каждым из которых стояли влиятельные круги истеблишмента, 

крупные магнаты и представители финансовых домов и банков. Проводниками 

их интересов всегда выступали дипломатические ведомства. Это была одна из 

сторон «большой игры» в которую постепенно кроме старых игроков 

включались и новые – Германская империя и США. Каждый из участников 

придерживался своего плана по закабалению Персии. В данной статье 

рассматриваются все перипетии данного геоэкономического и 

геополитического соперничества за колонии на Среднем Востоке. 

Ключевые слова: железнодорожные концессии, Персия, англо-русское 

соперничество, трансперсидская железная дорога, дипломатическая борьба, 

меморандум. 

Abstract: The article is devoted to the struggle of large European states to 

obtain profitable concessions for the construction of railways from the Persian 

government. Several options were proposed, British and Russian, each of which was 

supported by influential circles of the establishment, large tycoons and 

representatives of financial houses and banks. The diplomatic departments have 

always been the conductors of their interests. This was one of the sides of the "big 

game" in which, in addition to the old players, new ones were gradually included - 

the German Empire and the United States. Each of the participants adhered to their 

own plan to enslave Persia. This article examines all the vicissitudes of this geo 

economic and geopolitical rivalry for colonies in the Middle East. 
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Introduction. The 19th and early 20th centuries are a period of acute 

economic and political struggle of large European states for the spheres of influence 

and the application of their capital. To satisfy the growing appetites of business 

circles and tycoons, the diplomacy of Great Britain and Russia in the Middle East 

used its levers - obtaining concessions and monopolies, issuing loans at high interest 

rates, building telegraph lines and railways. If in the middle of the XIX century. the 

stake was placed on bank loans, then at the end of the century Great Britain, Russia 

and Germany began to fight for the construction of railways in Persia. 

2. Review of literature. The conflict of interests of large European states in the 

Middle East, in general, and in Persia, in particular, has attracted the attention of 

historians and researchers on international relations for a long time. However, in a 

number of monographs and scientific works, various rather pretentious railway 

projects are covered in a rather one-sided, subjective way. Therefore, the main 

emphasis on this article is placed on a large layer of precisely archival materials 

obtained from the Archive of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Empire, the Russian 

State Military Historical Archive and the National Archive of the Republic of 

Uzbekistan. 

3. Research methodology. As the main methodological approaches for writing 

the article, methods of historical accuracy were used with respect to the submitted 

diplomatic documents, and the method of a civilizational approach was also used, in 

which all objective and subjective factors were taken into account in the study of the 

main events that took place in the Middle East at the end of the 19th century and at 

the beginning of the twentieth century in Persia. 

4. Research results. The most acute issue in the European rivalry in Persia was 

the railroad issue, which became increasingly important in relations between England 

and Russia in connection with the end in 1910 of the ban on the construction of 

railways in Persia, as well as in connection with the successful construction of the 

Baghdad railway by Germany. The UK used the exclusion period for serious 

exploration in southern Iran in terms of road construction opportunities. British 

specialists investigated in detail the paths from Bandar Abbas to Kerman, from 

Bushir through Shiraz to Isfahan, from Chahbar through Bam and Bampus to Kerman 

and from Nushka - Melik - Siyah - Kuh both to Meshed and to Yezd [1]. 

The issue of railway construction in Persia has become more active in Russian 

society. For Russia, it was of great importance, for the possibilities of Russian trade 

and its future position in the northern part of the country depended on the nature of 

his decision. The Russian government had the following tasks: firstly, to neutralize 

the adverse consequences for Russia of the construction of railways, if they fall into 

the wrong hands, and, secondly, to use railway construction to raise the assets of the 

Accounting and Loan Bank of Persia. 

Two almost similar projects were presented to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs: 

N.A. Notovich, who proposed three directions of railways in Persia: a) Astara - 

Tabriz via Ardebel; b) Anzali - Rasht - Tehran; c) Askhabad - Meshed and the 
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Russian envoy to Tehran Garvig, in addition to the first two directions mentioned, 

additionally proposed the Julfa - Tabriz line [1]. 

At the same time, the Russian government is probing the soil through its 

representatives in London and Tehran to clarify the position of the British 

government on the problem of railway construction in Persia. In June 1908, the 

British government turned to the Russian government with a proposal to start 

discussing the issue of joint construction of railways in this Middle Eastern country, 

nominating the Julfa-Mohammer line as the line they were designing [1]. 

To discuss the British proposals and work out the principled position of Russia, 

on the initiative of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, a special meeting was convened at 

the Ministry of Finance on July 2 and an interdepartmental Special meeting on July 

11, 1908 [1]. 

On the agenda of the Special Meeting two fundamental questions were raised 

that required immediate consideration: 1) whether it is generally desirable and 

profitable for Russia to build railroad construction in Persia; 2) can Russia and to 

what extent take part in this issue. 

Kokovtsev, who opened the debate, said that so far all Russian concessions in 

Persia, realized with the funds of the treasury, turned out to be unprofitable and 

unprofitable in financial terms, and warned that the state treasury could not finance 

the construction of railways in Persia, and rely on private Russian capital especially 

has to. [1] 

Deputy Foreign Minister Charykov, who then spoke, expressed his benevolent 

attitude towards the British project, motivating his position by the fact that after the 

expiry of the forbidden period, the construction of railways in Persia is inevitable and 

it is in Russia's interests to take part in it in order to direct the railways in the right 

direction and neutralize their harmful influence. As for financing the construction, 

according to Charykov, with the existing Anglo-Russian agreement, England can 

provide the necessary funds, since the creation of a counterweight to the Baghdad 

railway is an extremely important political issue for her. [1] 

Only the Minister of Finance remained an absolute skeptic, analyzing this 

project mainly from a financial point of view. [one] 

At the end of the debate, the meeting unanimously adopted the following 

decision on the proposal of Kokovtsev: 

“1) the proposal of the London Cabinet to build a Julf-Mohammer line with us 

is in principle acceptable, provided that Tehran is included in this line. 

2) Neither the Russian government nor Russian capital will participate in the 

construction, but we will accommodate the British proposal if the financial side is 

settled with the help of England. 

3) It is necessary to negotiate for oneself the possibility of establishing such 

tariffs for the carriage of goods along the said railway line, which would ensure the 

preservation of our present trade position within the limits of the sphere recognized 

by us by the agreement in England in 1907. 

4) We must be guaranteed the right to build roads in northern Persia in those 

directions and in the sequence that would be most consistent with Russian interests 

[1].  



                 ELECTRONIC JOURNAL OF ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF MODERN SCIENCE, EDUCATION AND TRAINING.  DECEMBER, 2021-12/1.  ISSN 2181-9750 

                                       ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF HISTORY, PHILOSOPHY AND SOCIOLOGY                             68 

                                                      http://khorezmscience.uz  

The decisions of the Special Meeting formed the basis of a memorandum, 

which was transferred to the British government on August 2 (15), 1908. 

In September 1908, adviser to the Russian embassy in London R.A. Poklevsky-

Kozell, at the direction of Charykov, met with British Foreign Minister E. Gray and 

his deputy C. Hardwig, during which he drew the attention of both to the importance 

of an early agreement between the Russian and British governments on the railway 

question. Both representatives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs agreed with this, but 

did not reassure Poklevsky-Kozell with an early resolution of the issue. [4] 

The Foreign Office representative presented a memorandum to the Russian 

government on December 9, 1908, [1] in which it was reported that the Russian 

government probably did not understand the true nature of the British proposals, 

which meant not the railway construction in Persia itself, but only advance by joint 

efforts clarification of concessions that could be used by other states to the detriment 

of Russia and Great Britain. As for the construction of roads itself, in the opinion of 

the British government, it will hardly be possible to start this in the near future, since 

in the current situation, railway projects are not able to attract British capital. Further, 

the British government did not consider it possible, under such circumstances, to 

condition the arrangement of a large foreign loan to Persia by the provision of 

railway concessions. 

At the same time, the British government, in contrast to the lines in northern 

Persia desirable for Russia, put forward, in addition to the Julfa-Mohammer section, 

projects of possible British lines in the southern part of the country: Bandar Abbas-

Kerman and Bandar Abbas-Shiraz-Ahvaz and the optional right to build a port in 

Khor-Musa. Regarding the lines outlined by the Russian government in northern 

Persia, then, without protesting against the routes to Tabriz and Tehran, Great Britain 

expressed the hope that Russia would not insist on continuing the rail route to 

Mashhad, which could lead to complications in Afghanistan. [1] 

Thus, in exchange for Russian concessions on Tabriz and Tehran in the sphere 

of Russian influence, England wanted to get concessions for 3 lines in the neutral 

zone, that is, in the southwestern part of Persia. Concluding the memorandum, the 

British government again turned to the secret prohibitive agreements between Russia 

and England and believed that “these agreements could serve as the basis for new 

negotiations with the Persian government” [1], in other words, England proposed a 

continuation of the prohibitive railway policy in Persia. 

The British proposal to start negotiations on the construction of roads in Persia 

was, obviously, a trial balloon, with the help of which she hoped only to find out the 

position of Russia on the railway issue and her future plans. British projects, which 

mainly extended to the neutral zone, were intended to strengthen the position of 

British capital in the southwestern part of this eastern state, to create the basis for the 

inclusion in the future of this area in the sphere of influence of Great Britain. 

Around the projects for the construction of railways in Persia, a struggle broke 

out mainly between two main groups of Russian industrial capital: supporters of 

building roads only in the northern part of the country, reflecting the interests of the 

cotton, sugar and other light industries, and apologists of the trans persia railroad (the 

interests of the metallurgical industry and production of railway materials). The first 
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group in this struggle relied on the real figures of the growing Russian-Persian trade 

turnover, on the strategic interests of the military department, on the legal 

opportunities created by the Anglo-Russian agreement, and finally on the fact of the 

existence of the Julfa-Tabriz highway, which at any moment could be covered with 

railroad rails. ... The second group put forward counter-arguments: it motivated its 

position by the need to create a counterweight to the Baghdad railway, which 

threatened to deprive Russia of the benefits of European transit and its monopoly 

position in northern Persia. 

For Russian influence and trade in Persia, it was not so much the Baghdad road 

itself that was dangerous, but the branch planned by Germany to Khanekin with its 

further continuation to Tehran, which would ensure the unhindered penetration of 

German goods into the North Iranian markets. Since it was impossible to hinder the 

construction of this line in the future, the Russian government, in order to neutralize 

its harmful influence, sought to take the construction of the Khanekin-Tehran branch 

into its own hands. The threat to Russian interests in northern Persia increased when, 

in 1910, the prospect of being drawn into the Baghdad railway enterprise along with 

French and British capital arose. 

At the beginning of 1909, St. Petersburg received a memorandum from the 

British Embassy, in which it was reported that the director of the German Bank A. 

Gwinner notified the British financiers of his consent to establish British control in 

the Baghdad-Persian Gulf section and to build it by the British themselves from 

British materials. ... At the same time, it was assumed that all enterprises of other 

nationalities participating in the construction of this site would take a role subordinate 

to England. [9] 

Negotiations between the financial groups of England and Germany continued 

until the end of 1909. And, although at the beginning of 1910 they stopped because 

both sides did not reach an agreement on the financial side of the issue, fears arose in 

St. Petersburg about a possible separate solution of the issue with Germany. 

The Russian Foreign Ministry came up with an idea to oppose the trans persia 

railway to the Baghdad railway. A.P. Izvolsky and S.D. Sazonov, who replaced him 

at the post of Minister of Foreign Affairs, considered the transpersian road as a 

necessary competitor to the Baghdad highway. Sazonov believed that "the Anglo-

Russian agreement will not bring the full value that it is capable of until the adoption 

of the project of the trans persia railway is completed, which would reduce the 

Baghdad line to a position completely unknown." 

British Foreign Minister E. Gray was inclined to express sympathy for the 

project, since he was sure that Russia would never be able to find capital for the 

implementation of this ambitious project, but under the pressure of strong objections 

from the Indian department he was forced to ask Izvolsky not to insist too much on 

the adoption by the British government solutions. [15] 

In such a situation, the Russian government needed to work out Russia's 

position in the Russian-German negotiations on the Baghdad road and politics in 

Persia, resumed after a three-year hiatus in 1910, in order to best protect its many 

interests in this country. [10,13] 
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This issue became the subject of discussion at a special meeting on Persian 

affairs on October 15 (28), 1910. [7] There were two items on the agenda: 1) the 

issue of railways in Iran (Persia) in connection with the construction of the Baghdad 

railway and -German relations on the basis of Persian affairs; 2) the question of the 

general direction of Russian policy in Iran (Persia). 

At the suggestion of P.A. Stolypin, Minister of Foreign Affairs A.P. Izvolsky 

was instructed, during negotiations with German representatives, to insist on Russia's 

pre-emptive right to acquire when it desires it. Railway concessions in northern 

Persia: if the German side insists, declare that Russia undertakes to build the Tehran-

Khanekin line at the end of the Anzali-Tehran route and subject to Persian 

government guarantees. [7] 

In the fall of 1910, a group of Russian entrepreneurs consisting of N.A. 

Khomyakov (chairman), N.A. Zvegintsev, V.I.Timuryazov The preamble of the 

"Notes" emphasized the national and world significance of the projected path, it was 

noted that the result of the implementation of the project would be the strengthening 

of the position of the Russian Empire in Persia, both politically and strategically. 

Recognizing the existence of mistrust and prejudice among a certain part of English 

society towards Russian policy in Central Asia, the authors of the Note believed, 

however, that “the construction of the Baghdad railway by the hands of the Germans 

significantly reduced the psychological difficulties on the way of the idea of 

connecting the Russian railway network with the Indian ". [2] To eliminate this 

mistrust, it was intended to give the road a private character. The direction of the 

transpersian highway, the most acceptable for both states - Russia and Great Britain, 

according to the authors of the "Note", is Baku - Tehran - Kerman - Nushki, then to 

the connection with Indian railways. 

Two other directions leading to the sea were also considered possible - to 

Chahbar and to Bandar Abbas. [2] Financing and construction along the entire line 

was supposed to be jointly (Anglo-Russian) with the involvement of a third element - 

French capital, useful both for balance and from the financial and technical side. The 

initiators of the project allowed the Persians themselves to participate in the 

construction in connection with their debts to Russia and England. [2] 

In conclusion, the authors of the Memorandum, pointing out the inevitability of 

railway construction in Persia in the near future and the threat to the position of 

Russia in the northern part of the country in connection with the approaching 

completion of the Baghdad railway, considered it necessary to accelerate the 

implementation of this project, because it is “the only powerful weapon in fight for 

our trade interests. ”[2] 

In November - December 1910, the "Note" was considered by the interested 

ministries (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Finance and the Military) and then was 

presented for discussion at two meetings of the Council of Ministers on December 16 

(29) 1910 and January 13 (26) 1911 by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and The 

Ministry of Finance represented by Sazonov and Kokovtsev, noting in their speeches 

the exceptional importance of the transpersian road for the Russian Empire in 

economic terms, expressed, however, doubts about the financial viability of this 

enterprise. [1] 



                 ELECTRONIC JOURNAL OF ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF MODERN SCIENCE, EDUCATION AND TRAINING.  DECEMBER, 2021-12/1.  ISSN 2181-9750 

                                       ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF HISTORY, PHILOSOPHY AND SOCIOLOGY                             71 

                                                      http://khorezmscience.uz  

As a result, the Council of Ministers of Russia adopted the following 

resolution: “With sympathy for the main idea of the project on the construction of a 

railway track from Western Europe to India through Russia and Persia and without 

encountering obstacles to the formation of a society for preparatory work on this 

issue ... The Council of Ministers considers it necessary, however, to indicate that the 

implementation of the aforementioned project should not entail any damage to the 

Russian state treasury and should be consistent with the economic interests of Russia. 

”[1] 

In the beginning of November 1910, I.A. Zvegintsev went to London on a 

private trip to probe the soil. [14] In the middle of the month he was received by the 

British Foreign Secretary E. Gray in the presence of his assistant A. Nicholson. [1] 

Having considered the issue of the transpersian road from three sides, political, 

strategic and financial, the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs expressed his 

personal opinion about the desirability of its construction from a political point of 

view. As for the strategic side of the issue, E. Gray said that for its solution the draft 

was submitted for discussion to the State Defense Commission. At the end of the 

conversation, the head of the Foreign Office invited Zvegintsev to discuss the 

financial side of the issue with the director of the Bank of England F.H. Jackson. [1] 

As a result, the Council of Ministers of Russia adopted the following 

resolution: “With sympathy for the main idea of the project on the construction of a 

railway track from Western Europe to India through Russia and Persia and without 

encountering obstacles to the formation of a society for preparatory work on this 

issue ... The Council of Ministers considers it necessary, however, to indicate that the 

implementation of the aforementioned project should not entail any damage to the 

Russian state treasury and should be consistent with the economic interests of 

Russia.”[1] 

Conclusion. Study conclusions and recommendations. Summing up, it can be 

noted that in the diplomatic struggle for the construction of the transpersian railway 

according to the project proposed by the Russian Empire, Russia found itself on the 

police of the losing player, despite the involvement of large financial forces as "heavy 

artillery". However, the British side was not able to fully feel like a winner. A new 

player entered the arena, stronger and eager to get profitable concessions and 

monopolies - the German Empire. Germany got the opportunity to build the Baghdad 

railway, which was the impetus for a new round of Anglo-Russian rivalry for Persia. 
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