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Britain was among the first nations to recognize the Armenian Genocide. There
was no offical statement; such an openly, articulated recognition, then as now, would
have been un-British, being too declarative and formalized. Britain does not function
by giving formal declarations. But the publication in July 1916 of The Treatment of
Armenians in the Ottoman Empire as a government Blue Book was a gesture as close
as possible to what Britain could offer in the way of saying, "We acknowledge that
the Armenians suffered a comprehensive and systematic campaign of persecution,
displacement and murder in the years 1915 and 1916."

This was of course made possible by the fact that Britain was at war with the
Ittihadist Ottoman Empire. The moment was right for an official exposure of Young
Turk crimes against the Armenians. In the decade before 1914, Russia had joined
Britain and France in the Triple Entente, thereby ending, at a stroke, eighty years of
official British Russophobia and Turcophilism. Official Britain could thereby show
friendship to the Armenians in 1916. But although policy changed, not all individual
attitudes changed with it. Moreover it was always possible that the old Russophobic
policy of the years 1828 to 1907 might recur.

Any careful study of British foreign policy in the 19th century cannot fail to take
into account the wide-ranging pro-Ottoman Turkish attitudes of official Britain. There
was the Duke of Wellington, who as prime minister in 1828 cursed the battle of
Navarino, by which Greece had gainad her freedom; there was the strange manner in
which, in the 1850s, Ottoman Turkey was held by Whiggish, semi-liberal Britain to
be the upholder of freedom against the tyranny of the Tsar - few wars in Britain's
history have been so popular as the Crimean War. In the 1870s there was the crude
devotion to extravagant imperialism, formulated jointly by Queen Victoria and Disraeli,
which nearly brought Britain again into conflict with Russia, and which led directly
to the treaty of Berlin, which was itself a building-block of the Armenian Genocide of
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1915. Throughout this 80-year period the Ottoman Empire was seen as having inter-
ests in common with the British Empire, either as being opposed to revolution, or as
being a counterweight to the expansion of Russia.

None of this can seriously be denied, and to pretend that Britain was in some
mysterious way on the side of peoples such as the Armenians would be to utter sys-
tematic falsehoods. Moreover, it was not only the instinctive reactionaries who were
key figures in this policy: in some ways British liberal figures of the 19th century
travelled with the Ottomans: principally Gladstone, because he confused politics with
religion, and each time he left office, despite his declared concern for Armenians, the
Armenians themselves were in a worse position than when he entered it. Gladstone's
concern for the Armenians belongs to the history of publicity and not to the history of
policy. Curiously, two Tory (or Conservative) figures are among those whom I be-
lieve Armenians, might well recall today with, if not fondness, at least a measure of
respect. One was George Canning, the British prime minister who triumphed in his
sponsorship of the Anglo-French-Russian united squadron which destroyed the Otto-
man fleet at Navarino and secured the freedom of Greece, a beacon of light to other
nations seeking liberation from the Ottoman Empire. The other was Lord Salisbury,
who understood the nature and the horror of the late-Hamidian Ottoman Empire, and
though he did little (being too constrained by the system of alliances then in place),
he was able to downgrade the importance of the Anatolian Ottoman Empire in Britain's
global strategy. Salisbury's weakening of Anglo-Ottoman links made possible the
Triple Entente of 1907.

In Britain, support for Turkey was based on strategic needs, principally of main-
taining opposition to Russia. Other nations too showed significant support for Otto-
man Turkey in the late 19th century: Russia, in the 1890s, in her most reactionary
phase, supported the Ottoman Empire, since Constantinople was as repressive and
opposed to freedom as she was herself. France became intoxicated by her large in-
vestments in the Ottoman tobacco monopoly, the Régie de Tabacs, as well as in the
Ottoman Public Debt, and so refused to accede to the wishes of the other powers in
forcing the sultan out of his palace in 1896. The German Kaiser ignored humanitarian
issues, and fulsomely presented himself in the Ottoman Empire in 1898. One issue
which was entirely missing in all these considerations was the matter of religion. The
notion that Britain or any European nation should have been opposing Ottoman Tur-
key on the grounds of Christian-Muslim antagonism was just not there. When I have
read the accounts of the time, with the exception of those written by some clergymen,
[ have found no record of the religious distinction as being relevant. The importance
of this for us is that Armenians must put away, now and for ever, the idea that religion
was or is a matter for bonding, or favouring, between the nations of Europe and the
Armenian people. It was as irrelevant then as now to politics, and those who believe
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in its relevance in global political considerations are mistaken.

Despite the ending of British traditional pro-Turkishness by the Triple Entente
of 1907, many influential British people held on to old Turcophile ways: the diaries
of Aubrey Herbert, and the novels of John Buchan, demonstrate that fact, as do the
actions of the various British officers of the occupation forces in the Caucasus in
1918 and 1919. Their views should come as no surprise. They were a continuation of
the imperial attitudes which were by then embedded in the national psyche.

Nevertheless in 1916 there were some instinctive and committed Liberals, who
enabled the Armenian Genocide to become in part officially on the record. Princi-
pally we think of Lord Bryce, a capable and committed Liberal, who despite his
imperial outlook never ceased to support the Armenian cause, and of the young scholar
Amold Toynbee. Toynbee, at the time he was editing the material for the Blue Book,
had a cast of mind which was dedicated to the highest standards of impartial, docu-
mented research. His method was empirical; he (the editor) was the servant of the
documents, and all serious political matters were given their full weight. The docu-
ments in that volume are virtually cast-iron in their accuracy and objectivity, and
none of them can be challenged today. When we read the connecting material in the
British Blue Book, written by Toynbee, we note the political clarity with which he
details the shift of politics from the despotism of Abdul Hamid to the brief period of
Liberty and Fraternity under the Ittihadists - brief but nevertheless genuine, and one
for which the Turks should I believe be given credit - and on to the narrowing, brutal-
1zing horizons of the centralized, managed pseudo-democracy of the Ittihadists as
they imposed an ever-tighter despotism - more efficient (because more modern and
technological) than that of the old sultan.

Toynbee knew all this, as well as the horror of what had happened in 1915-16.
But, starting with his book The Western Question and continuing in his book Turkey,
he was observed to change sides, and favour the Turkish version of events. Thereby
he virtually destroyed the possibility of studying Armenia in Britain. Why did he in
this manner ease the Armenian Genocide out of sight, at least as far as Britain was
concerned, especially when the book he edited exposed it so forcefully? Partly, 1
believe, because he himself, Toynbee, grew to perceive himself'to be more important
than his material. He became the controller of the material, not its listening board.
The texts and documents became less important, mere appendages to what he thought
and felt. Although he was seeking to demonstrate a more mature outlook, yet he
actually regressed to a condition akin to that of an impatient and controlling child.
Toynbee abandoned the democratic fallibility of adulthood in favour of infantile om-
nipotence. He became drawn to odd, self-devised half-fantastic historical theories, in
which he himself was an important player. And in the process his language lost the
accuracy and pointedness it had held in 1916, in favour of blurred and grandiose
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indistinctness.
Toynbee made possible the down-grading of awareness of the Armenian Geno-

cide by confusing the terms 'the Ottoman Empire' and 'Turkey'. The former denotes,
by its name alone, a multi-ethnic political entity, requiring, if one is a person of rea-
sonably liberal outlook, some form of decolonization. The latter term, Turkey, im-
plies a near-mono-ethnic decolonized nation state. Toynbee confused the two, as have
many other writers on Turkey (and, curiously, Armenian writers on Armenians t0o),
thereby giving a spurious legitimacy to the non-decolonized Ottoman Empire's con-
trol of its non-Turkish eastern regions, as well as allowing an interested outsider to
think, 'Turkey. For the Turks. Why not?" It is I believe of great importance today that
we always make a historiographical distinction between the Ottoman Empire and the
Republic of Turkey.

Fortunately Toynbee, although important, was only one of many in setting down
the truth about the genocide, although he and the book he edited were of major im-
portance, as were his later views which led to the eclipse of the Armenian Genocide
as an issue. Besides historians and political figures, there were many charity workers
and charity givers, and their work and generosity continued throughout the period of
the armistice and even after the establishment of Soviet Armenia.

Initially in April 1916 a group of British charity workers set out (with the bless-
ing of the British government) for Yerevan, travelling via Stockholm and Moscow.
Of course, today we take for granted the presence of charitable workers in zones of
war or disaster or great human need; but in 1916 such actions were quite new, and
remarkable, if we consider that the war was not going well at that time. The dedicated
work of such people as the Revd. Harold Buxton, and George Hodgkin, and later the
Revd. H. W. Harcourt, as well as Dudley Northcote, should not be forgotten. They
showed a consistency of endeavour and a genuine humility which was perhaps in
contrast to the qualities displayed by historians and politicians. They too left ac-
counts of the traumatized and suffering survivors of the Ittihadist genocide. In their
work with the displaced people they instilled a sense of hope and work, when the
appalling experiences endured by Ottoman Armenians were drawing them only to
apathy and inertia, conditions familiarly observed in survivors from other human
disasters.

Then began the long period of forgetting. Although Noel Buxton was fighting
for some compensation for Armenian survivors of the genocide as late as 1928, in
Britain and in other countries, the Armenian Genocide was largely consigned to
oblivion. People did not wish to remember it, so they excised it from their minds. In
Britain's public life the two elements which led to forgetting, despite the publication
of the Blue Book, were apathy and changed political circumstances. British apathy
came about because people wanted to forget the war and the deaths; and they were
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suffering from what is known today as "compassion fatigue". The political circum-
stances were that, just as the Triple Entente had bewildered the Russophobes in 1907,
so the post-World War I uncertainty, coupled with the rise of Soviet power and the
need of Britain for oil for its fleet, led to a new atmosphere, antipathetic to Arme-
nians.

Could any of this have been otherwise? Could the Armenian Genocide have
stayed in the collective mind of the British public, rather than becoming washed into
oblivion by the renewed need not to upset certain regional powers? Perhaps it could
not; perhaps the odds were stacked against the Armenians. But I believe that the
memory of the fate of the Armenians would have been given a greater chance of
enduring if a volume, or more than one volume, had been issued, comprehensively
detailing the Armenian people's sufferings during 1915 and 1916, using the best
sources, giving lists of the guilty Ittihadist Turks, and doing so to the 1918 armistice
and beyond. Apart from the British Blue Book, (which was incomplete, ending in
early 1916, and hedged round with secrecy reflecting the security situation of the
time), there was no comprehensive documentation of the terrible events of 1915-16.
And without documentation, events quickly slip from the memory of those not per-
sonally involved.

I would add here that we may be seeing this process today, as regards Nagorno
Karabagh. The ethnic cleansing of Getashen and Martunashen in April 1991 is in the
process of being omitted from the official version of the events in Karabagh over the
last seven years, because it lacks comprehensive and accurate documentation. It is in
the process of becoming lost from the collective record of commonly acknowledged
historical fact. Two books recently published in Britain that I heve recently reviewed,
one of which is not partisan against Armenians, do not record the facts about Getashen
and Martunashen, though they amply record of misdeeds allegedly performed by the
Armenians.

Despite the great sacrifices of Armenians in World War II, when the time came
for a British verdict on the possibility of the retrocession of Kars and Ardahan to
Soviet Armenia and Georgia, the British foreign secretary said, in a very uncertain
speech, that there was 'no nationality problem in Armenia.' (By Armenia he meant
Turkish Armenia.) This comment was trenchantly picked up by the great Orientalist,
Professor V. Minorsky, who pointed out that Hitler had said earlier in the war "Who
today remembers the Armenians?' Minorsky sarcastically noted: 'It appears that mas-
sacres give a claim to the heritage of massacred persons.' He further commented we
have now lived to hear a British foreign secretary declare that there was no national-
ity problem in Armenia.

Britain saw no basis for the claims made in 1946; the genocide remained air-
brushed out of history, and the period of official and semi-official forgetting at a high
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level continued. British travellers and historical writers with some access to official
high levels occasionally made reference to Armenians. During the 1950s and 1960s
the Cold War was at its height; Armenia was a forgotten topic, and off limits for
political discussion. But while there was no official line, yet there were British writ-
ers who in a kind of Samizdat manner formulated and reflected views on Armenia at
this time. Three immediately spring to mind: Freya Stark, Rose Macaulay and Patrick
Kinross (Lord Kinross).

Dame Freya Stark was an author traveller and historian. She was apt to regard
herself as a department of the British Foreign Office' and her books have a kind of
orotund, oracular and lapidary style. Her 1966 book Rome on the Euphrates: The
Story of a Frontier is quite a decent account of Rome's eastern frontier from 190 BC
to AD 597. But in its preface she states the following: 'The unavoidable use of names
such as Armenia and Kurdistan - countries now incorporated in Turkey, Iraq or Persia
- has presented some difficulty, and it is well to explain that the references to them
under their independent names are historical, and have no modern implication.'

Dame Freya, like many writers dealing with the Middle East, seems to have
believed that Armenia was succeeded in statehood only by the Ottoman or Turkish
realm. She ignores the fact that an imperial frontier, initially Ottoman-Qajar, latterly
Ottoman-Romanov - ran through the middle of Armenia, and that Eastern Armenia
even in 1966 lived on, as Soviet Armenia. She showed ignorance of Eastern Arme-
nia, and political servility in her view of Western Armenia.

One can hardly fail to detect an echo in her own embarrassment of state sensi-
tivities about the use of the words Armenia and Kurdistan. Dame Freya Stark was
keen not to step outside the strait-jacket of state propaganda, in a manner as fluent as
that of British communists echoing Stalin's decrcees. Dictators and dictatorial re-
gimes are almost always embarrassad by the use of words referring to countries or
regimes they would rather forget, and Freya Stark sought to excuse herself by ex-
pressing a kind of shame at having to use the words Armenia and Kurdistan. We
recall that at this time and later, ancient historians examining the sites of the prov-
inces of Imperial Rome were compelled to use such terms as A Major and A Minor,
in order to avoid using the word 'Armenia’.

Nevertheless, there were British writers who even at the height of the Cold War
were not afraid to use the word Armenia, and were not cowed by state propaganda.
One was the novelist and traveller Rose Macaulay, whose magnificent novel The
Towers of Trebizond is a superb and witty evocation of the contrasts between the past
and the present, and in which the Armenians are present, admittedly on the sidelines,
but powerfully, nevertheless. This novel is admirably historical, and has a rich inner
life. It is also entirely skeptical about state power and state coercion, and very far
from the bland state propaganda often mistaken for history and historical writing;
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therefore, perhaps, the Armenians appear to be accorded a full part.

The other writer who was not intimidated by Cold War prejudices was Patrick
Kinross, Lord Kinross, the biographer of Ataturk. He was unafraid of upsetting the
constituency for which he was to a great extent writing. Kinross's earlier book, Within
the Taurus, contains fine passages on Armenian architecture, and the author treats
with scorn official Turkish views on Armenia. The passages that Kinross writes on
Ani are some of the best written on that magnificent site.

It is in his 1964 biography of Ataturk that Kinross springs a surprise. This is
admittedly not a fully scholarly, footnoted work. But the author met a number of
Mustafa Kemal's acquaintances, and the book holds a special place in the history of
Turkey's sense of national identity in this century. Its publication was a kind of politi-
cal event in its own right, not merely a book-launch. We might imagine that the
author would repeat the Turkish national myth which Freya Stark found fitted so
awkwardly with historical truth. But we would be wrong - and here we come full
circle to the Armenian Genocide, for on page 100 of his book Atatiirk, Kinross notes
the hardship and near starvation that the Ottoman army had endured during the win-
ter of 1916-17, and he ascribes the absence of food at that time in the countryside to
'the ironical reason that the Armenians had been massacred or deported en masse,
leaving the land a virtual desert, without peasants to grow food or artisans to provide
service.' Later, 'whole detachments were found in caves, dead from hunger and cold.'
There is no exploration of the Armenian plight; but neither is there embarrassed cover-
up, or Dame Freya Stark's Stalin-type subservience to an ideological myth.

Most of these viewpoints are present in Britain on the subject of Armenians
today, thirty years later. You will find the 'tankies' - the purveyors of Stalin-type
ideological purity, who prefer to ignore Armenians altogether, and if they have to
make mention of them, they fluently declare that the Armenians were aggressors and
terrorists in 1915. You will find writers who give some assent to Armenian views.
Unfortunately there are no fiction writers with the vision, imagination or insight of
Rose Macaulay. And in the universities in Britain (in contrast to Amsterdam, where
Erik Jan Ziircher is professor), no academic concernad with Turkey is yet ready to
tell even a small part of the truth about Armenia during World War L.
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£LhSULLU BRUSLUUTUTL SEAUUNTUNMIPRLE.
usnenruuEr 1915hy
(Withnthnud)

LrpUENdLr 6. NMLLH

{wqup hGGhwphip wwubytghG hpuwnwpwytyny The Treatment of Armenians in
the Ottoman Empire hunnnpp' UGg hwG tqu wnwghG tpyhpp, np pnmGhigun unnign-
philp dwjlulub SwulhhGgh: Uwlw)G pinymbhy pt Wagihw6 dhwm wy phymGp dwg
dnnnympnGtpnt punpG hhiGuiwl ufuw) §p E: Oy ShwyG ShqpuytihG wyp winp suth
Ujtinupplp Gwhit pppunihn tp, npmil hwdwp hwympbw wwpwnupwlnphiip Show wy
Ulwg n’y pt punupwlwbnptwd funhp’ wy Swlwuuln pwpngsmptiwi:

hisytu UGgihny GnjGuwtu Gwbt tipnuulwl Ywpg dp wy) Gphhpiipm pppunitn
punupwlwimpmlp junwowgun winfg hwijwen punupwlwinphitl: Wagthwb
htintibgui nwqiwghnwlywl hp wwhwlebtpnb, dpwiuwb wlnbuwlwh hp pwhwp-
YmuiGtpm(, $hay FupiwGhw6 hpiGmlhG dipdtg Swpnuuhpwljw mnbwGepp. pooph
Uow wy, uwlw)G, h7w wy whgny dGwghl YpoGwlywa GumunnuiGtpp: Uwljw)6 hwljw-
nuly wlghwhwl pppwitnmptw, np witg dhagh 1919, qubntgui Lopwn Mpwjuh
ta UpGnpn @n)Guhh 6wl wqunwlwGtp, npnip YwpnnugwG phyniGp YulGgGhy hwynt-
phwl t Qwjulywb Lwpghl: 1916h6 ;njuh6 bhun ©n)Guhh fudpugpud The Treatmenty,
nip junwloptl npatip thG {wjwlwb {wpgp, whnp plpwgpl nt §7dwpnwghmpplp:
Uyunthwlntipd dwiwGwyh wlgphG htn Gwhwly dp wpdwlwgpkg @njGwhl, npma
hwiwp hhdw hp widp pw'n witith Yuptinp tp pw6 6dwpunnphtGp hwuntpmG: UGhyw
Ytpwonitp tp YtnpnGwdhq wéGwinpmptiwd dp, bt GnyGhul 2thnpnn dp «OulwGbw
Gwjupniphil» bt «@mpphw» wwpwqbpp: bpwlwnptw bty wju 2thnpp Yp nbubnih
hw) wwndwpwGtipm dow wy: OnyGuhl wlgwt GnyGhuy pwy) §p wewg b hGpghGpG
pGdw)tg nnujwywi b wyy dhny Guywuintg dnnwgnuih <wjhulwi Stnwuuywtn-
pliwG it QwpghG:

Uwiljuw)G ©n)GuhG Shwyp stp np juoubigun {wjwlwG SwubhhGgh GwuhG. YujhG
Gwtn dhpwqquihG pwpbuhpwlwG hwunwnnphGitpG m wintg (tipywjwgmghyGtipp,
wyunthwlintipd” ywpniGwylig dnnugnush gnpopGpwgp, h*G; thnjp np Lnky Mwpupplp
2wpmbwlytig dhitn 1928 Stippplndtipp jhpbiglty Swywlwl Swubhplgp t whlk junw-
pugwd qubwqut fuGnhpltipp: Ulgihn) bte dnnwgnuip pownbigut hpun' hplGuwljut
tpym wunGwnGhipny: L' wigihwghG nqtg dnnGuwy wuwnbpuqlG m winp wphw-
thppGtipp, b wuyw’ jEnywnbpuqitng wighwwi wninbuwlw punwpwljwinpha
tlwn odwlipulytim wénp:

QwjljwlwG StnwuwwniphGp Yuptih tp hinm wuwhb Unnwgnudk pk Shuw)G hpw-
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nwpwymthl jwiuytu thwunwgpnuod, wphunhppl m wphiGnuip gmgwhwGnn, ti dnnn-
Umpnh dp pujpwynuip wwinytipnn gnpotip: Qtinwi wjuwbu vl G: Wydd Gn)G6 L wwpw-
qu( Upgujuh hwidwp wy, np dnnwgnuih GwwnGnitgne Ypuy b Q4w’) nptak gnpd np dwlpw-
WwulioptG b puniGtith ghdtipny GtpuijugGt 1991h UwyphihG glinuihl b wqquihl dwp-
pugnponuip GhnwptGhl G UwpuomGuptGha:

Uydd hwqh pt G pwGh p gnpdtip Snpwgniptiwl wpniwd hwymptiwd, Lw)yului
{wpghG it {wjlwyw Swubhhlgh Gwuhl: Wyu YtpghGatpnil jhywmmlynuip, GnyGhul
hp witGtG ptiptuwyh dtahG ke, Yp Yunnwpnih Shy. dptjw Upwpph, (ng Uwpnihh b
®wpphp LhGpnup (Lnpwun Lhlpnu) Yondt:

bp Rome on the Euphrates: The Story of a Frontier (1966) ghpph( kg, Shy. Upwpp
lyp dnnGuj jhotp pt Lwjwunwi n Lhpuhunwp fughG bpty, Bwjuop pwdinuwd Yp
dGwG Pmpphny, bpwph tt Mwpuywunwh Gheob, v wn wyy s&6 punphp hpwljwinppl
puwit wyuop: bpwlwlmptw §ty wlhyw Yp dnnbw) np wyn Lwjwumwl Yngnuwd hnnw-
dwuh( 8ty dwup Uninwlwl <wjwunw tp hp gnpohG hpunwpuymptwb optipm G:
«Uuhyw gnjg wintwt nghwmphiG dp UptitijiwG <wjwunwlh Gwuhl, b punuwpulwl
wnpyuinniphi6 dp UptuintiwG <wjwunwhy»: Uaghumph jund nghnmphi’ Shyhlp
2w t qgm” pmipu gquint hwdwp UGgihny whwnwlwl punupwlwimptwl plnipw-
qpoudtG: Ul dptjw Upwpph optipmiG Yl Gt hGwgbnGtp, npnlp hptiGg Yuwnw-
pwd whnnuiGhpn GipywyugnuihG wnbG Yp funwwthhl ogunugnpdbit «Qwjwumnwi»
pwnp n qu)G Yp hnjuwGulyti A Major tit A Minor tiqntipny:

Qwpunt GulwGitipm wwn wwntpuqdh w)l optipmG, uwljw)G, Yp qunlnh jupg
Up whqhwgh qpanGtp t YhuywghpGhp, npnlp kG Gpydinhp oguwgnpdtim «Lwjwu-
nw» winwinuip kiptyh OudwGtiwG Gwjupmpbiwd b wjuopnuwl Emipphn) wpbitiliw
hnnuiiwutipmG hwiwp: Uy YtpehGGptG & Jhujwghp bt Gwlwupwphnpnughp (kng Uw-
pnjhG, np The Towers of Trebizond upwGhih hp Ytwny Ym ww) wlmpwGuwih Gplu-
JmphGp hwymG SpuwyhqnGh gt pt wyinip: Ykwp np ghnwlwi gnpd dp sk plwt funpu-
wtu wwndwywa t b wipnngwlwboptl Y wnplsnih huymptwG b wlnp hnn hwjpt-
GhphG hpwimptiw( i hpulwlnpbw:

®wpphp LhGpnul hp Yupghl guwwn SowhytG Yp pwit UwpnihhG, i htinn yp YhGw)
wuwn wwnbpuqihl punupwlwb b hwymwpynwd wankgmphGatpte: Opytu Y-
uwghpp Ltwy Upwphipphl whlw sh uwlwpytp hp fuoupp hwj-pppwwl jupwpt-
pophuGGtpmG YwuhG: UnpntG 1946hG, Within the Taurus funpugpnuud hp gnpdny wihlw
plnwpéwly Yhpwyny fuoutip tp hwyniG dwuhG Gt winp pGoppwGhG, tu upwGshih totip
Gnihptip UGhhG Gt hwjwlwl SwpnwpuytinnptiuG, wy dwlwnln wiqoultip pmpp
wwwolwlwl Yhgnuwdpp hwynptwl hwinty b {wywunwlhl: bp Atatirk qnpohl
Ut9  whyw ng ShwyG Yp fuouh pppwljwil pwbwlh dwhinnuphGGEpmG G wwpuomphil-
GhpmG SwuhG 1916-1917h ddpwl’ wy dwGwiwbn gnjg Ynt wwy pt hiyn™t ullntinkGh
ndmuwpmphtGitpm Swwnbnbigwl oudwltiw pwlwyitpp: Cuwn winp «hwjlpp gwp-
nnuwd thl Yl quignuudwpwp mupugpnuwd, punwghoptl wlwwwwnh Jhpwoting
tiplhpp, wew(g ghupwghGlipnt npnlp hwg wpnwnpth(, te wphtunwnpGtipne npntp
wywhnythG dwnwjymphilp: «[3tnmwquhl] pupw)pipm Gty qulmbgwl wipnng
qopwpwdhGltp npnp dwhwgtp thG wlunuunmptGt»: Wunthwlntipd' £hipnu sh wtintip
wiplipp <wjyulwb Swulhhlgh:
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Ujuop wnlw) kG wju pojnp nbuwltntpp hwymptiwd GwuhG b Lwjuljwi Stnwu-
wwlmptwG, wikhG Yw'y Gwh w)G Yupdhpp pt 1915pa hwytinG thG whwpbyh;Gkpp, pt-
bt uG pwéh dp gponGhip, npnGp Yp Yunnwptl npnp Gty qlwhwwnwGpp hwjljuljwi
whuwltwhl: Fdpwhnwpwp, uwljw)G, Yyp wwyuhG Uwpnihh ta LhGpnup wunwndt
qpon(bip:
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