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LOUIS MALLET IN THE CROSSHAIRS OF “THE TIMES”:
CRITICISM OF ACTIONS OF THE BRITISH DIPLOMACY
IN CONSTANTINOPLE AT THE BEGINNING OF THE FIRST
WORLD WAR

The article is devoted to the publication of “A Mortifying Disclosure” in
the British newspaper “The Times” on August 24, 1917, with criticism of
British foreign policy towards the Ottoman Empire, in particular the actions of
Louis Mallet, the British ambassador in Constantinople.

The mentioned publication, as well as the discussion caused by it, are little
covered in historiography. Much more information is provided by the primary
sources, represented by the documents of the British National Archives (The
National Archives, TNA), and also by the memoirs of the participants of
researched events.

In the mentioned article, Louis Mallet was criticized for short-sightedness
and excessive credulity. According to the author of the publication, the Turkish
grand vizier deceived the British ambassador, even when the choice of the
Ottoman Empire in favor of entering the war on the side of the Central Powers
became obvious. In turn, the fact that British diplomats failed to find out about
the existence of the German-Turkish treaty became the basis for sharp
criticism of the Foreign Office at all.

In response to this publication, Louis Mallet spoke in defense of his actions
in Constantinople. He was supported by other Foreign Office officials,
including former Foreign Secretary Edward Grey. They argued that the
Foreign Office was fully aware of the pro-German course of the Porte, but
intended to delay the state of war with her as far as possible in order to
prepare for the defense of Egypt, the Suez Canal and India. These cir-
cumstances led to the accommodating position of British diplomacy.
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The characteristics of both Mallet himself and the grand vizier of the
Ottoman Empire, Said Helim, are separately analyzed from the point of view of
historiography and their contemporaries. Also the importance of the defense of
India and Egypt, its importance as a key factor in shaping the course of British
diplomacy was researched. Finally, the work contains the author’s inter-
pretations and evaluations of the analyzed events.

Keywords: Louis Mallet, Great Britain, Ottoman Empire, “The Times”,
press, newspaper, diplomacy, foreign policy.
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AYI MAAAET IM1J TIPUUIAOM “THE TIMES”:
KPUTHUKA A1 BPUTAHCBKOI JUTTAOMATII
Y KOHCTAHTHUHOITIOAI HA TTOHATRY
IMEPLLOI CBITOBOI BIMHHU

Cmamms npucesuena nyoaikayii “A Mortifying Disclosure” y opuman-
cokiti eazemi “The Times” 24 cepnus 1917 p. 3 Kpumuxow Opumancvkoi
308HIWUHBOT noimuxu wooo Ocmancokoi imnepii, 30kpema Oill nocia Benuxoi
bpumanii' y Koncmanmunononi JIyi Mannema.

Osnauena nybnikayis, a makoxc OUCKYCif, GUKIUKAHA Helo, MANo 6u-
ceimneni 8 icmopioepagii. Kyou oOinvw poseopuymy ingopmayito micmumo
Ooicepenvra 6aza, npedcmasiena O0oKymenmamu bpumarncbkoeo HayioHansb-
Hoeo apxigy (The National Archives, TNA) ma memyapamu y4acHuxie nooii.

B osnaueniti cmammi Jlyi Mannema po3xpumukosano 3a HeoanieKko2nso-
Hicmb ma HAOMIpHY 008ipaugicms. 3a closamu asmopa nyoaikayii, mypeys-
KoMy 8I3upy 60a10cs 000ypumu OpUmaHcbkKoeo nocld, HAgimv Koau 6udip
Ocmancwkoi imnepii Ha Kopucms ecmyny y 6ilHy Ha 6oyi [lenmpanvhux
oepoicas cmaeg ouesuonum. Ceocro uepeor, mou Gaxkm, wo OPUMAHCLKUM
ouniomamam He 80AanN0Cs OiZHAMUCA NPO ICHYBAHHA HIMEYbKO-MYPEeYbKO20
002060py, cmas niocmasoro 011 cocmpoi kpumuxu Foreign Olffice 3aeanom.

JIyi Mannem y 8iono6iov Ha yro nyonikayito UCIO8UBCS HA 3AXUCHL C8OIX
oitt y Koncmanmunononi. Bin 6ys niompumanuil iHwumu cniépoOimHuxamu
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308HIUHLONOIMUYHO20 BIOOMCMBA, BKIIIOYHO 3 KOJUWHIM MIHICMPOM 3aKOp-
oonnux cnpaeé Edyapoom ['peem. Bonu cmeepocysanu, wo y Foreign Office
yinkom yceioomnosanu nposimeywvkuii Kypc Ilopmu, oonax manu wHa memi
8i0mMepMIiHy8amu CmaH GiliIHU 3 Hel HACMINbKU O0ANeKO, HACKLIbKU ye MONC-
JUeo, woodu niocomysamucs 0o oboponu €zunmy, Cyeyvkoeo kanany ma Inoii.
L]i o6cmasunu i 3ymounu NOCMynIu8y no3uyio OpUmMaHcoLKoi ouniomamii.

Okpemo npoananizosano xapakmepucmuku 5K camoeo Mannema, mak i
senuxoeco gisupa Ocmancwvkoi imnepii Caioa Xenima 3 noensaody icmopioepaii
ma ixuix cyyacuuxie. Bcmanosneno eaxciugicms npoonremu oboponu Inoii ma
€Ceunmy 3 noensdy OpUmMaHcbKo20 GIUCLKOBO-NONIMUUHO20 KOMAHOYBAHHS HA
nouamxy Ilepwioi c6imoeoi Giunu, il 3HAYEHHS AK KIIOY08020 YUHHUKA Y
Gopmyeanni Kypcy bpumarncwvkoi ouniomamii. Hacamxineywv, y npayi nooano
asmopcwuKi inmepnpemayii i OYiHKU NPOAHANIZ08AHUX NOOIL.

Knrwwuosi cnoea: Jlyi Mannem, Benuxa bpumanis, Ocmancvka imnepis,
“The Times”, npeca, ouniomamis, 308HiUHs NOAIMUKA.

Pro-German position of the Ottoman Empire in August 1914 was “le secret
de Polichinelle” for European diplomacy. However, Foreign Office and its
representatives, in accordance with tradition of maneuvers and “playing until
the end”, tried to maximally postpone the entering of Turkey to whe war de-
jure.

Individual moments of diplomatic struggle of British representatives in
Constantinople became known to the public on 24 August 1917. This day the
British newspaper “The Times” published the article “A Mortifying Disclo-
sure”l, which criticized the actions of British ambassador to the Ottoman
empire Louis Mallet in the first months of the Great War. This short
publication (about one newspaper column), according to the words of French
diplomat Leon Ostrorog, took much attention of public’, but it caused outrage
for both Louis Mallet and other diplomats.

This episode of British foreign policy is poorly discovered in histo-
riography. The only known work on the subject is an article by Joseph Heller
in the “Middle Eastern Studies”, but it also sheds light on the problem slightly’.

Source base of the research covers, actually, materials of newspaper
“The Times” and documents of The National Archives (TNA), which contain
separate citations from mentioned publication and reactions to the article of
Louis Mallet and other diplomats. Memoirs of the United States ambassador
Henry Morghentay* and British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs Edward
Grey® contain useful information about events before the entering of the
Ottoman empire to the war.

The article “A Mortifying Disclosure” begins with a message about
publishing “The White Book” in Greece — a collection of diplomatic



Louis Mallet in the Crosshairs of “The Times” ... 245

documents, related to the outbreak of the world war. At the moment of
publication, “The White Book™ was not translated to English, but separate parts
of French-written text came to Britain. In this text journalists of “The Times”
were interested in details of joining of the Ottoman empire to Central powers’.

According to the author of the article, a few hours before Britain declared
war on Germany, the latter had concluded an alliance with the Ottoman empire.
German kaiser Wilhelm II called Greek ambassador Theotokis on 4 August
1914 and conveyed through him to Constantine I, the King of Greece, news
about German-Turkish agreement, and also hinted, that Romania and Bulgaria
are going to join to Berlin’.

The German-Turkish treaty was really concluded at those days, and the
fact of agreement was kept secret. From the Turkish side only Grand Vizier
Said Helim, Minister of War Enver Pasha and Minister of Interior Affairs
Talaat Pasha knew about it°. The British found out about the existence of the
agreement only the post-factum of entering the Ottoman empire to war, certain
date and other details were not known to them. Actually, the treaty was signed
on 2 August by ambassador Hans von Wangenheim from German side and
Said Helim from Ottoman’.

However, the article “A Mortifying Disclosure” cited the following
Theotokis’ telegram text: the emperor informed him, that “an alliance has been
concluded to-day between Germany and Turkey”'’. The telegram was sent on
4 August, so from Theotokis’ “today” it looked like the treaty was signed on
4th but not 2 August. This date — 4 August — as a date of signing the treaty
was taken by Mallet and the rest of the figures, related to events around the
scandalous publication. “‘The Times’ criticised me [...] that a treaty was
concluded on the 4 August, 1917 [a typo, correct year is 1914. — Author]”, —
Mallet wrote'.

The author of the scandalous articles notes that, apart from Constantine,
Entente’s diplomacy was not involved in the situation. He adds: “Our
ambassador [Louis Mallet. — Author] at Constantinople was himself in
England when the alliance was made, and seems to have returned to
Constantinople with general instructions to work with Turkish ‘Moderates’ [...]
..his messages after his return, so far from correcting, only confirmed the
Foreign Office view”'”. The article states that Mallet tried not to provoke
Turks, and this way he only weakened the resistance of the moderate part of
the Turkish government to pro-German oriented military minister Enver Pasha.
In their turn, after signing the treaty, Vizier and Sultan Mehmed V repeated
promises they gave earlier, about keeping strict neutrality. The article cites the
words of Louis Mallet: he “convinced of the absolute personal sincerity of the
Grand Vizier”". However, it is known that exactly Vizier had signed the secret
German-Turkish treaty. Nevertheless, Mallet, as “The Times” wrote, despite
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some doubts, was sure that the moderate part of the Turkish government was
getting stronger every day. Insidious Vizier only contributed to this point of
view. Shortly, he informed Mallet that he would like to receive all possible
Entente’s assistance'”.

The author of the article summarized that the Turkish government was
stalling for three months and fooled Foreign Office. Turks were openly
preparing for the war, hypocritically assuring diplomats of Entente, including
Mallet, that the Ottoman empire would keep peace. The journalist emphasized:
“With what scorn, with what delighten sense of their own intellectual supe-
riority, they [Turks. — Author] must have seen the guileless simplicity with
which our diplomacy swallowed fictions so unplausible, so flagrantly incom-
patible with manifest facts™"”,

Mallet had sharply reacted to the publication in “The Times”. There is a
document in the materials of TNA, written by Under-Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs Robert Cecil and dated 30 August 1917. Cecil wrote that the
Cabinet had to see a note by Louis Mallet, which is “a powerful defence of the
policy adopted by him”. The text of the note, dated 27 August 1917 was
attached to the document'®.

A course to supporting the moderate part of the Turkish government in
time when a treaty between the Ottoman Empire and Germany existed, was a
solid accusation against Mallet. Mallet opposed that he was not able to give
any estimation of agreement, about which he did not even know. Accordingly,
there could not be any reaction from his side. At the same time, he suggested
that it was a treaty with Enver, and it was not even agreed with Sultan'’.

In the note an accusation of negligence, towards preparation of the
Ottoman empire for the war, were also refuted. Mallet wrote that he, in
contrast, was fully aware of the situation, because “Goeben” and “Breslau”
stood close to his window, and he regularly informed London about Turkish
military preparations. Mallet and Foreign Office knew that the situation was
controlled by Turkish military minister Enver Pasha, so the ambassador, as he
pointed in his note, was following the tactic of avoiding provocations to
postpone the severance with the Ottoman empire as long as possible'®,

Mallet wrote: “But to make out that I misled His Majesty’s Government,
having myself been ‘taken in’ by the Grand Vizier, is a preposterous travesty of
the facts [...] The Turkish situation was by no means so simple as the ‘Times’
would have us suppose””. In August 1914 Mallet was faced with a dilemma:
“...the choice lay between sending a properly equipped expedition to force the
Straits and an endeavour by diplomatic means to postpone the intervention of
Turkey, if possible, indefinitely”*. He did not know if the Government was
discussing forcing the Straits at that moment, but he consulted with the military
attaché and cabelled War Office about this on approximately 1 September. He
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completely realized the risk of conducting such military operation without
sufficient preparation®'.

The British ambassador referred to his conversation with Hebert Kitchener,
British Secretary of State for War, which took place at the time when Mallet in
July—August 1914 visited Britain. He got the impression that even if the
operation of forcing Straits was discussed in military circles, it was rejected.
The diplomat also stated that this rejection might be based not on his reports of
neutrality of the Ottoman empire, but on potential worsening of the situation in
Egypt, Near and Middle East and India®.

Kitchener informed Mallet that if the rupture occurred earlier, while
contingents from India were just crossing the Suez channel and there were not
enough forces in Egypt, it might cause serious troubles on the British-Ottoman
fronts or even a military disaster. So Kitchener, wrote Mallet, was completely
satisfied with the situation™.

Mallet noted that Britain entered the war with Germany almost without its
own army. “Disaster had already happened in Belgium, — wrote Mallet, —
and was that the moment to embark upon hostilities with Turkey considering
the risks we should run in India and Egypt? It seems to be that no one but a
madman could have contemplated war in the Near East at that moment, and the
policy we pursued, which was admitelly the lesser of two evils, was the only
possible one, namely, to make the best of a bad situation and try and prevent
altogether, or at any rate stave off, the inevitable rupture until we were
readier”.

Most of the Ottoman ministers resisted entering the war to the end.
Characteristically, even the well-known attack on Russian ports was organized
unbeknownst to Vizier and sea minister Djemal Pasha. As argument to this,
stated Mallet, indicated his confidential sources. For example, he was informed
about orders for the Turkish army in the Caucasus to attack Russian forces,
which provoked a loud argument in the Government. Further, the orders were
cancelled®.

The British ambassador also recalled telegrams from the Austro-Hungarian
ambassador in Constantinople Johann von Pallavicini to Vienna, which
Russian diplomats managed to get by bribery. According to this information,
Talaat and Halil (the Head of the Chamber of deputies — the lower house in
The General Assembly of the Ottoman empire*®) planned to postpone entry
into war until spring, while Pallavicini was convincing them that the time has
come. The Austro-Hungarian ambassador had made a “stormy scene” with
Talaat and Halil, then went to Enver. Thus, wrote Mallet, Turkish political
leadership was clearly divided®’.

The ambassador noted that “every day that passed the Turkish defences got
stronger, but, on the other hand, every day was a gain to the Entente [...] but
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when it [the rupture. — Author] came we were at any rate able to show to the
Mahommedan world that we had done everything possible to prevent it”".
Position of the Foreign Office forced the Ottoman government to look as an
aggressor, which weighted in favour of the British empire and its Muslim
subjects®’.

An important argument by Mallet in defence of his tactic was the fact that
during saved time he managed to withdraw sixty British merchant vessels from
the Black Sea and Turkish ports. Many British women and children, who lived
in the Ottoman empire followed Mallet’s advice to leave the country. At the
initiative of Mallet, the British council on Bagdad prepared a steamer, so
British subjects were enabled to leave the city. When the Ottoman empire
entered the war, from its territory all the British councils were safely eva-
cuated, only one had been detained for a few days®. Confirmation of this
information is present in memoirs of the United States ambassador in Con-
stantinople, Henry Morgenthau. According to his words, Mallet refused to
leave the Ottoman empire until the last British subject would stay there®'.

Mallet summarized his note with the following: “It was not an heroic or
agreeable policy, and no one can imagine that I enjoyed our daily humiliations
at the hands of the Turks; but there was nothing else to do, and it was not [ —
as the ‘Times’ implies — who by my misrepresentations and imbecile credulity
prevented His Majesty’s Government from applying some infallible remedy”**.

It should be stated that Mallet, in fact, repeated his point of view from
1914. In December he prepared a report about rupture with the Ottoman empire
with description of circumstances at that time. It might be summarized to the
following submissions: the political life of the Ottoman empire was controlled
by Germans; the threat of a conflict with Muslim British subject in India and
Egypt was an important factor; thus limited Mallet’s room for manoeuvre™.

The file TNA FO 800/206 contains an unsigned document (probably a
letter or a telegram); its author supported Mallet’s position. This message is
dated 29 August 1917°*. Most likely, the author was Eric Drummond, Foreign
Office secretary, because the next document in the file is Mallet’s gratitude for
support dated 31 August 1917 exactly to Drummond’s name. Mallet also asked
whether to show this text to credible journalists”. An unknown author
(obviously still Drummond) answered on 1 September 1917 that it is better not
to do this, because no one would read counter-arguments, so things must be left
as they are without causing any unwanted attention’®.

The article in “The Times” was also criticised by the French layer and the
Ottoman Government council (he left the Ottoman empire in 1914) Leon
Ostrorog, who considered unverified sightings in the argumentation. Informing
Greek ambassador about the agreement by Kaiser, wrote Ostrorog, was
considered as a “documentary evidence”, which shows “all the diplomatic
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secrets of the East” and exposes the naivety and hopeless credulity of Allied
diplomacy in Constantinople’”. At the same time, according to his words, this
so-called evidence is just Kaiser’s and his foreign affairs minister’s words to
pro-German diplomat Theotocis. They were nothing but an obvious attempt to
bring Greece to the war by misrepresentation of the facts, what was done many
times by German diplomacy38.

Ostrorog drew attention to the circumstances that were reported to the
Greek ambassador. When Germany’s entry into the war became known in
Constantinople, he wrote, an urgent meeting of the Cabinet was called there.
Enver Pasha declared a resolution about immediate accession to the Central
Powers, but all the ministers opposed. Enver achieved only partial mobilisation
to strengthen the defence™. Most of the Turkish Cabinet, Ostrorog explained,
and also Vizier and Sultan were against war (Vizier and some ministers even
threatened to resign) because the Ottoman empire had already been exhausted
by the Italo-Turkish and Balkan wars*.

This is why Germans had to make an effort to enhance Enver’s position.
They began to misinform their allies in neutral states that Romania was about
to join Berlin and Vienna, that the French front was broken, the French army
was trapped and France was about to be defeated*'. Leon Ostrorog summarized
that on 4 August Germany just provoked Greece to join the Central powers*”.

Mallet’s position was also echoed by the former minister of Great Britain
Edward Grey (in 1917 this position was occupied by Arthur James Balfour).
Furthemore he was consistent with the understanding of his employee’s steps
both in 1914, after diplomatic defeat of Entente in Constantinople, and also in
1917, after published criticism of “The Times”. On 4 December 1914 Grey
sent his gratitude to Mallet and noted that the war was initiated by German and
Turks, and the desire of His Majesty Government was to postpone the rupture
as long as it was possible. The course chosen by Mallet, according to Grey’s
words, was fully consistent with views in London®. On 5 October 1917 Grey
wrote: “Sir Louis Mallet’s defence of his own action and of our diplomacy at
Constantinople in the first weeks of the war is both able and true”**.

The former foreign minister also agreed with the position of Leon
Ostrotog®. However, unlike Ostrorog, who considered that Willhlem II’s
words to Teothocis were just a provocation, Grey showed more foresight and
suggested that the treaty did exist. Grey thought that it was signed by Enver
Pasha with Germany someday in August 1914, despite there were ministers in
Turkish government, who were against the war with Entente*.

Grey substantiated the moderate position of British diplomacy. If London
would like to have a war with the Ottoman empire it would be declared
immediately after transferring “Goeben” and “Breslau” to the Turkish fleet, but
the Admiralty, the War Office and the India Office opposed it. Therefore, the
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aim of the Foreign Office was to do everything possible to avoid immediate
casus belli. British diplomats had to prevent the war, and in case when “Turkey
were already committed hand and heart to Germany” to postpone the beginning
of the war as long as possible. Grey also supported Mallet by taking attention
to the necessity to make obvious to public Ottomane but not British initiative to
begun the war, and to the factor of large number of Muslim in India and
Egypt47.

Grey also wrote about accusing Mallet of shortsightedness, which even-
tually led to war: “We failed to prevent war. Could we have prevented it?
Obviously not, if Turkey was already committed irrevocably to Germany in
1914*®. The only solution Grey saw was to kill Enver Push, but “in my
judgement Enver and his friends belonged to the class of those who
assassinated, whereas the Grand Vizier and his friends belonged to the class of
those who are assassinated”’, that is the moderate part of the Ottoman
government was not able to use such methods. The only thing that could
change the mind of Enver Pasha himself was a large military success of Allies,
but at that moment they were defeated in Mons and Tannenberg and Germans
captured Antwerp. At the same time, “the Miracle of Marna” did not make the
desired impression on Turks>’. Therefore, as Mallet, Grey also supported the
point about the influence of the situation on the front lines as a justification of
the position of British diplomacy.

In general, Grey had appreciated Mallets actions: “Sir Louis Mallet’s part
at Constantinople may [...] fairly be compared to that of a general, who with
inferior forces and guns is ordered to hold a position as long as he can and to
make the best fight he can, even if he knows the position to be untenable.
A general [...] might not necessarily expect to be acclaimed as a victorious
hero, but he would at least expect sympathy, and would surely be justly
surprised and indigent if he were denounced as a fool for having fought at all
[...] He did this under exceptional difficulties and no one could have done it
with more skill and success™".

Thus, Mallet’s position was unanimously supported by the rest of the
diplomats. At the very least, processed sources do not mention anybody who
expressed another point of view.

It is necessary to find out how reasonable were the arguments of the article
of “The Times” and figures that supported Mallet. First I, reference should be
made to characteristics of Louis Mallet in historiography. Marian Kent wrote
that Mallet, unlike his predecessor and acting at the beginning of the war
dragoman Andrew Ryan, tried to find a conciliation with Turks by goodwill™.
David Fromkin noted that Mallet sympathized to Young Turks and his reports
to the Foreign Office were too optimistic>®. These characteristics of Mallet
correspond to assessments in the article of “The Times”.
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Some correction of the moderate image of Mallet was made by analyzing
his telegram to Edward Grey on 6 September 1914. In this message he wrote
that while a single German officer stays in the Ottoman empire, Mallet will
treat the least as a German protectorate54. So, in contrary to his benevolence,
Mallet seemed to be completely categorical about the foreign policy of the
Ottomans.

The answer to the question “Did Said Halim tricked Louis Mallet and the
rest of Entente’s ambassadors”, looks difficult. On the one hand, Vizier had
signed the treaty on 2 August™. On the other hand, it is known that he was
against of buying of “Goeben” and “Breslau” by the Ottoman empire, which
might provoke the war™. Ostrorog’s words above are about Said Halim’s
adherence to neutrality. That was also reflected in Morgenthau’s memoirs,
where he wrote that Vizier was upset because of the attack of Russian ports by
“Goeben” and “Breslau™’.

Detailed characteristics of Said Halim’s views were described by Ahmet
Seyhun in his dissertation. Vizier was sure that safety for the Ottoman empire
was possible only in union with the Great Powers. Said Halim’s plans included
rapprochement with France, but the least was rejected the proposition about
alliance (made by Djemal Pasha in July 1914), so Vizier considered that
Entente itself led the Ottoman empire to German’s hands. Said Halim,
however, at the beginning of the conflict believed that the time had not yet
come for the Ottoman Empire to enter the war, and he really tried to delay the
rupture with Entente as long as possible. He really, as Ostrorog wrote,
threatened to resign’®.

The situation with Said Halim looked paradoxical. He, as a person who
signed the German-Turkish treaty on 2 August 1914, for which three years
later Louis Mallet was criticised, kept same course as Foreign Office and
especially Mallet itself — to avoid declaring war as long as possible. It is also
important to pay attention to Said Halim’s motives. He considered the French
diplomat’s rejection but not the Foreign Office’s actions, as it was written in
1917 in “The Times”, as a justification for joining the Central Powers.

Mallet and Grey, answering on “The Times” charges about too indecisive
and too short-sighted politics, drew attention to problems of India, Egypt,
defense of Suez channel and the factor of British Muslim subjects. Indeed, in
this period both Grey and Kitchener were strict about achieving if not
neutrality of the Ottoman empire then avoiding the conflict with it as long as
possible. Kitchener insisted on postponing the rupture with the Ottoman empire
at least for the moment when colonial troops from India would get to Suez™.

The importance of Muslim factor is also shown by meeting of British
Cabinet of 1-3 September 1914. At the meeting, the First Lord of the
Admiralty Winston Churchill proposed to send a fleet to Dardanelles imme-
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diately (these days a well-known avanture with “Goeben” and “Breslau” was
going). The Cabinet, however, supported Kitchener, who was opposite. For
forcing the Straits, he thought, it was necessary to involve 60 000 troops, but
British soldiers were needed in France, while using Indian troops, according to
war minister’s belief, was dangerous because of a threat of Muslim uprising in
this country®.

Mallet’s statement that the situation in Constantinople was under German
and headed by Enver Pasha Young Turk triumvirate control also matched the
reality®’.

In the end, we consider “The Times” charges as unjust. Even if it is
possible to agree with Mallet’s views’ characteristics as too optimistic, he acted
within the constraints of the situation and got the results that were possible
under then conditions. He bought time for preparing British armies in Egypt
and for evacuation of British subjects from the Ottoman empire.

It is difficult to say what journalists of “The Times” were guided by while
preparing the article: looking for sensation or willingness to rightly denounce
short-sighted, according to their point of view, diplomat. The publication with
criticism of Mallet’s diplomacy also says about the difference of perception
and interpretation of foreign policy by ordinary citizens. It is also clear that the
article accuses Mallet that he did not manage to get the British win in
Constantinople, but does not mention under which circumstances he was
forced to act, and which consequences were possible in case of involving more
radical measures. Unlike it, Mallet’s and his colleagues’ contraargumentation
is based exactly on understanding the situation and its prospects. However,
such details are lost in the press and public perception of events, which is
summarized to black-and-white thinking about events as wins or losses. But
instead, it should be agreed with Mallet, the affairs in Constantinople were
incomparably more difficult than it was seen by journalists.
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