The Armenians in the Ottoman Empire

After the First World War (1918-1923)

DOMI | MINA
NVS TIO
ILLV § MEA

Ari Sekeryan
Hertford College
University of Oxford

A thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in
Oriental Studies

Hilary Term
2018






ABSTRACT

This thesis is a historical study of the Ottoman Armenians in the Ottoman Empire
from 1918-1923. It seeks to delineate how the Ottoman Armenians reorganised their
political position against the massive socio-political crises that led to the collapse of
the Ottoman Empire. The thesis analyses the transformation of the Armenian political
position by examining the Ottoman Turkish and Armenian press. The study contends
that the Ottoman Armenians struggled to reorganise their political and social life after
the First World War and established alliances with the Allied Powers to create an
independent ‘Western Armenia’, which would ultimately unite with the Armenian
state in the Caucasus. The Ottoman Armenians developed a patriotic approach that
sought unification with their compatriots in the Caucasus. However, after the defeat
of the Greek army by the Nationalist troops in Anatolia in 1922, the collective
approach among the Ottoman Armenians changed significantly. After the Nationalist
victory had become inevitable, the Ottoman Armenians sought reconciliation and
peace with the Turks. This reconciliation was only possible through the acceptance of
‘Turkish supremacy’ by the Ottoman Armenians. In other words, the Armenians who
chose to remain within the boundaries of Turkey preferred to pledge loyalty to the
newly established Nationalist government in Ankara. The establishment of the 77irk-
Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti (Turkish Armenian Ascent Association) and the reconciliation
attempts of the Ottoman Armenians with the Muslim Turks is an example of the
transformation of the Armenian collective position among the Ottoman Armenians.
This study employs Armenian and Ottoman Turkish media sources published in
Istanbul and Anatolia during the Armistice years (1918-1923) to track the post-war
interrelationship of Ottoman society in general and the Armenian community in
particular, the social and political reorganisations of the Armenian community and the
transformation of the Armenian political position in the last years of the Ottoman
Empire. By doing so, the thesis challenges both Ottoman/Turkish and Armenian
historiographies, and attempts to bring these two historiographic approaches together

with a new approach to understand this historical period.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This thesis is a historical study of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire from 1918-
1923. 1t seeks to delineate how the Ottoman Armenians' reorganised their political
and social position within the mass socio-political crises that led to the collapse of the
Ottoman Empire. This work is guided by the following research questions: How did
the Armenian community in the Ottoman Empire recover and reorganise after the
genocide suffered through the wartime? How did the political position of the Ottoman
Armenians change during the Armistice years? How was the Ottoman Turkish and
Armenian public opinion influenced by the developments concerning the Ottoman
Armenians?

This thesis analyses the transformation of the Ottoman Armenian political
position and the impacts of social and political developments of the period on the
Ottoman Armenian community by examining primary sources from the Ottoman
Turkish and Armenian press. The study argues that the Ottoman Armenians struggled
to reorganise their political and social life after the wartime catastrophe, choosing to
establish alliances with the Allied Powers to create an independent ‘Western
Armenia’ to ultimately unite with the existing Armenian state in the Caucasus. This
shared vision among the Ottoman Armenians crystallised a new political agenda,

which I call the collective political position of the Ottoman Armenians.

"I classify those Armenians who were the subjects and inhabitants of the Ottoman Empire
during the Armistice years as ‘Ottoman Armenians’, which includes the Armenians in
Istanbul, Central Anatolia, Izmir, the Cilicia (Adana) region, the Black Sea region, and the
Vilayat-1 Sitte (the Six Provinces). It excludes those Armenians in the Caucasus who were
citizens of the Armenian Republic, established in 1918.



During the wartime, through the spring and summer of 1915, in all areas of the
Ottoman state, including cities far from the conflict zones, the Ottoman government
ordered the deportation of the Armenian population to the Syrian desert. Convoys of
civilians—including women, elderly, and children—were marched hundreds of miles
without food, shelter, or proper clothing. The Armenian men were conscripted into
the Ottoman army and were worked to death in the labour battalions. While the
Ottoman government claimed that the Armenians were being deported from the areas
close to the Russian border in order to prevent a possible Russian-Armenian alliance,
Armenians living in the Marmara region and Thrace, over a thousand miles away
from the Russian border, were also deported. For instance, the Armenians of
Tekirdag, a town located in Eastern Thrace, were made to walk more than one
thousand miles until they reached their final destination, the Syrian desert. Thus, the
deportation process soon transformed into a ‘death march’ in which thousands of
innocent Ottoman Armenians perished, killed by bands, infectious diseases, and
exposure to the harsh elements. Most of the properties of the Ottoman Armenians
were confiscated by the state.? Churches, schools, and community buildings were
either destroyed or plundered. The Armenian intellectuals in Istanbul were arrested
and sent to isolated prisons in Central Anatolia, where most of them were killed. In
the end, more than half of the entire Armenian population was annihilated in this

period.? After the Armistice of Mudros was signed in 1918, an atmosphere of

2 Taner Akgam and Umit Kurt, The Spirit of the Laws: The Plunder of Wealth in the
Armenian Genocide, trans. Aram Arkun (New York: Berghahn Books, 2015); Ugur Umit
Ungor and Mehmet Polatel, Confiscation and Destruction: The Young Turk Seizure of
Armenian Property (London: Bloomsbury, 2013).

? The literature on the Armenian genocide has grown significantly over the last two decades.
Below is a selective list of academic works written on the topic. Ronald Grigor Suny, ‘They
Can Live in the Desert but Nowhere Else’: A History of the Armenian Genocide (Princeton
University Press, 2015); Donald Bloxham, The Great Game of Genocide: Imperialism,
Nationalism, and the Destruction of the Ottoman Armenians (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005); Raymond Kevorkian, The Armenian Genocide: A Complete History (1.B.Tauris



insecurity still permeated the Ottoman state, and the Armenian community still reeled
from the collective trauma experienced.

From the beginning of the Armistice years, this atmosphere of insecurity
shaped the political position of the Ottoman Armenians. The policymakers—the
political party leaders, the press, elected members of the Armenian National
Assembly, and prominent opinion leaders—together with the Armenian Patriarchate,
devised a collective political strategy to ensure the survival of their community.
Initially, the Ottoman Armenians developed a nationalist approach that sought
unification with their compatriots in the Caucasus. However, following the defeat of
the Greek army by Nationalist troops in Anatolia in 1922, the collective strategy
among the Ottoman Armenians was revised significantly. Once it was clear that the
Turkish Nationalists would claim victory, the Ottoman Armenians sought
reconciliation and peace with the Turks. This reconciliation was only possible through
the acceptance of Turkish superiority by the Turkish-Armenians—to choose to remain
within the lands of Turkey was to pledge loyalty to the newly established Nationalist
government in Ankara as a means of guaranteeing personal safety. A comprehensive
analysis of the dailies of the period illustrates this evolution of public opinion among
the Ottoman Armenians. This transformation of the political position among the

Ottoman Armenians is at the core of this thesis.

& Co Ltd, 2011); Taner Ak¢cam, From Empire to Republic: Turkish Nationalism and the
Armenian Genocide (London; New York: Zed Books, 2004); Taner Ak¢am, The Young
Turks’ Crime Against Humanity: The Armenian Genocide and Ethnic Cleansing in the
Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2013); Vahakn N. Dadrian, The
History of the Armenian Genocide: Ethnic Conflict From the Balkans to Anatolia to the
Caucasus (Providence, RI: Berghahn Books, 1995); Richard G. Hovannisian, Remembrance
and Denial: The Case of the Armenian Genocide (Detroit: Wayne State University Press,
1998); Richard G. Hovannisian, Looking Backward, Moving Forward: Confronting the
Armenian Genocide (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Publishers, 2003); Fatma Miige
Gogek, Denial of Violence: Ottoman Past, Turkish Present, and Collective Violence against
the Armenians, 1789-2009 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014).



Armenian and Ottoman Turkish media sources published in Istanbul during
the Armistice years (1918-1923) are employed to track the post-war relationship
between Ottoman society in general and the Armenian community in particular, the
social and political reorganisations of the Armenian community, and the gradual
change in political position in the dying years of the Ottoman Empire—a primary
theme in this work. The Armistice of Mudros and the occupation of Ottoman lands by
Allied troops influenced the collective political position of the Ottoman Armenians,
who viewed themselves as crucial to the unification with their compatriots in the
Caucasus. However, after the defeat of the Armenian government in the Caucasus in
1920 and that of the Greek army in Anatolia in 1922, the Armenians who stayed in
their native lands in Istanbul and Anatolia began to identify themselves as loyal
citizens of the newly established Republic of Turkey. The Tiirk-Ermeni Teali
Cemiyeti (Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association)* and the reconciliation attempts of
Ottoman Armenians with the Muslim Turks are examples of the change in political
position among the Ottoman Armenians, which will be examined in depth.

This thesis challenges both Ottoman and Armenian historiography of the
period. In the Ottoman Turkish historiography, the Armistice period has been mostly
ignored, with the emphasis being placed on the War of Independence and the Turkish
National movement in Anatolia, which ultimately resulted in the establishment of the
Republic of Turkey. Turkish historians, in turn, have overlooked the social, political,
and cultural dynamics of the period. In modern Armenian historiography, the vast

majority of academic works have focused on the Armenian genocide of 1915, leaving

* The Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association was established on 24 October 1922, with the
intention of creating new connections between Armenians and Turks. According to the
constitution of the association, the primary aim was to re-establish ‘openness and friendship’
between the Armenians and Turks, and to support the activities of the Ankara government.
The Armenian members of this association were native Istanbul Armenians, and the Turkish
members as well were mostly from Istanbul.



the post-war Ottoman Armenian community insufficiently explored. This thesis also
challenges the fact that in neither the Turkish nor Armenian historiographies has a
comparative historical approach been employed while researching the Ottoman
Armenians. The Turkish historiography has mostly employed Turkish-language
sources, while the Armenian historiography has similarly relied upon Armenian- and
Western-language sources. No academic study to date has analysed the Armistice
period by using both Armenian and Ottoman Turkish media sources. I argue that in
order to understand the period comprehensively, a comparative analysis of Ottoman
Turkish and Ottoman Armenian public opinions of the time is necessary. Put
differently, without analysing the transformation of the Ottoman public discourse
regarding the Ottoman Armenians and focusing merely on the Armenian sources does
not adequately cover the entirety of the topic. Consequently, this thesis seeks to
contribute significantly to both historiographies from which a comparative critical
approach has been mostly absent.

This study explores the thematic and historiographical questions posed by the
Armistice period. As noted, the existing Ottoman Turkish historiography lacks
reflection on the multidimensional nature of this critical period in which an empire
collapsed and a nation state arose. The state-endorsed academic works, particularly
organised by the Turkish Historical Association, generally commence with the
narrative of the landing of Mustafa Kemal in Samsun on 19 May 1919, which later
became accepted as the beginning of the War of Independence. The Armistice period
in Turkish historiography begins with the emergence of the Turkish National

movement in Ankara and ends with the Turkish victory against yedi diivel (the whole



world).> This study will make a contribution towards enhancing a critical approach in
Turkish historiography by highlighting the many factors influencing the period. In
state-sponsored Turkish historiography, the Armenians of the Ottoman Empire are
portrayed as traitors, supporters of the Entente, and therefore deserving of exclusion
from history.

Conversely, Armenian historiography has either focused on the newly
established Republic of Armenia in the Caucasus or studied the Ottoman Armenians
of the Armistice period within the framework of the genocide. Thus, the Armistice
period has been included in the genocide history to show the continuity of the process.
Generally, the works regarding this period gravitate towards covering the court
martials that were established by the new government to punish the perpetrators, as
discussed below. Yet, there is rare mention in the Armenian historiography of the
Turkish intellectuals who openly condemned the Committee of Union and Progress
(hereafter CUP) leaders, calling them ‘traitors of the nation’ because of their crimes
against humanity inflicted upon the Armenian population. Bound by biased Armenian
and Turkish perspectives, the history of the Ottoman Armenians during the Armistice

period requires a critical, objective approach. This thesis challenges both Ottoman

> A literal translation of the phrase yedi diivel means ‘seven continents’. This phrase has been
employed with a patriotic subtext in the official history of modern Turkey while analysing the
Armistice years and the Turkish War of Independence in order to highlight the importance of
the victories of the Turkish National movement against the Allied Powers. See Mahmut
Gologlu, Milli Miicadele Tarihi [The History of National Struggle], 5 vols. (Istanbul: Is
Bankas1 Yayinlari, 2011); Enver Behnan Sapolyo, Kemal Atatiirk ve Milli Miicadele Tarihi
[Mustafa Kemal and the History of the National Struggle] (Istanbul: Rafet Zaimler Yayinevi,
1958); Salahattin Tansel, Atatiirk ve Kurtulus Savagsi [ Ataturk and the War of Independence]
(Ankara: Tiirkiye Vakiflar Bankas1 Yayini, 1965); Serafettin Turan, T#irk Devrim Tarihi:
Ulusal Direnigten Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti 'ne [The History of Turkish Revolution: From
National Struggle to the Republic of Turkey] (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1992); Fahir H.
Armaoglu, 20. Yiizyil Siyasi Tarihi, 1914-1995 [The Political History of the Twentieth
Century (1914-1995)] (Istanbul: Alkim, 1995); Biilent Tandr, Kurtulus (Tiirkiye 1918-1923)
[The Liberation Turkey 1918-1923] (Istanbul: Cumhuriyet Yayinlari, 1997); Salahi Ramadan
Sonyel, Turkish Diplomacy 1918-1923: Mustafa Kemal and the Turkish National Movement
(London: Sage Publications, 1975).



Turkish and Armenian historiographies, and attempts to bridge the gap between the
two approaches to better understand this period.

Before explaining how this thesis will contribute to the body of knowledge
and how it challenges the existing historiographies, the particularities of the Ottoman

Turkish and Armenian historiographies will be scrutinised in the following sections.

1.1. Ottoman/Turkish Historiography®

Current literature in Ottoman/Turkish historiography neglects the Ottoman
Armenians as part of Ottoman history and excludes the Armenians, considering them
as ‘foreigners’. As Mustafa Kemal and the Turkish resistance movement in Anatolia
have always been the primary focus of Turkish historiography, the works written on
this particular period were the history of the Turkish National movement, in which
there was no place for the Armenians.

The academic literature regarding this period in Turkish historiography
consists of two categories: the memoirs of politicians and members of the military
who participated in the War of Independence, as well as secondary works, including
dissertations, academic books, and articles. Especially in the first decades of the
Republic of Turkey— for which researchers have only relatively recently been
granted limited access to archival documents—these memoirs were the main primary

sources for historians writing the history of the Turkish National movement.’

%1 categorise academic works which analyse or put great emphasis on the history of the
Ottoman Empire or emergence of the Turkish National movement, regardless of the
nationality of the authors, within the scope of Ottoman/Turkish historiography.

" Ryan Scott Gingeras, ‘Imperial Killing Fields: Revolution, Ethnicity and Islam in Western
Anatolia, 1913-1938’ (PhD thesis, University of Toronto, 2006), p. 14. This PhD thesis was
later published as a book in 2009; Ryan Scott Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence,
Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire, 1912-1923 (Oxford; New York: Oxford
University Press, 2009).



However, since the 1980s, as the state archives have become more open to the public,
researchers have been given greater access to the archival documents, allowing them
to rewrite the period in a more critical light. Yet, the academic works have remained
focussed on the Nationalist struggle and the history of the War of Independence.
Arguably, those who produced works which were at odds with the traditional Turkish
historiography were excluded from Turkish academia; as a result, Turkish historians
tended to adhere to the accepted narrative and not broach the more sensitive matters,
such as non-Muslim minorities during the period of the Turkish National movement.
I shall argue that Fatma Miige Gogek’s conceptualisation of the history of the
Armenian genocide, while written with the wartime period (1914-1918) in mind, can
also be applied to Ottoman/Turkish historiography regarding the Armistice years
(1918-1923). Gogek argues that there are three distinct narratives in Turkish
historiography: first, the Ottoman Investigative Narrative, which is primarily based on
memoirs; second, the Republican Defensive Narrative, which is based on works
published or funded by the Turkish state; and third, the Post-Nationalist Critical
Narrative, which includes works that are critical of the traditional nationalist
narrative.® Although this framework was suggested for the wartime period and the
Armenian massacres, | argue that it is applicable for the Armistice period as well. For
the first narrative regarding this period, there is a tremendous collection of memoirs

written by Turkish politicians, military personnel, and civilians.” The second

¥ Fatma Miige Gogek, ‘Reconstructing the Turkish Historiography on the Armenian
Massacres and Deaths of 1915°, in Looking Backward, Moving Forward, ed. Richard G.
Hovhanissian (New Jersey: Transaction Publishers, 2003), p. 210.

? Yunus Nadi Abalioglu, Kurtulus Savas: Anilari [Memoirs of the War of Independence]
(Istanbul: Cagdas Yayinlar1, 1978); Halide Edip Adivar, Tiirkiin Atesle Imtiham [Turkish
Ordeal] (Istanbul: Can Yayini, 1962); Samet Agaoglu, Kuvayi Milliye Ruhu [ The Spirit of
Kuva-i Milliye] (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanlig1 Yayinlar1, 1981); Rahmi Apak, Yetmislik Bir
Subayin Hatiralar: [The Memoirs of a Seventy-Year-Old Officer] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Yaynlari, 1988); Celal Bayar, Ben de Yazdim [And So 1 Wrote], vol. 5, 8 vols.
(Istanbul: Sabah Kitaplar1 1997); Ali Fuat Cebesoy, Milli Miicadele Hatiralari [Memoirs of



narrative, the Republican Defensive Narrative, is rich with an enormous body of
literature that has been produced by state-funded bodies.!° The third narrative, the
Post-Nationalist Critical Narrative, has been mostly produced by scholars outside of
Turkey along with a small group of liberal scholars working at private and state

universities in Turkey.!! It is not possible to analyse all of the works with regard to

National Struggle] (Istanbul: Vatan Nesriyati, 1953); Nizamettin Delilbas, Hatiralarim [My
Memoirs] (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yayinlari, 1946); Asim Giindiiz, Hatiralarim [My Memoirs]
(Istanbul: Kervan Yayinlari, 1973); ismet Inénii, Hatiralar [Memoirs] (Istanbul: Bilgi
Yaymevi 1985); Mehmet Arif Bey, Anadolu Inkilabi, Milli Miicadele Amlari 1919-1923 [The
Anatolian Revolution: Memoirs of the National Struggle (1918-1923)] (Istanbul: Arba
Yaynlari, 1987); Riza Nur, Hayat ve Hatiratim [My Life and Memoirs] (Istanbul: Isaret
Yaymlari, 1992); Rauf Orbay, Cehennem Degirmeni-Siyasi Hatiralarim [The Mill of Hell—
My Political Memoirs] (Istanbul: Emre Yayinevi, 1993); Haydar Riistii Oktem, Miitareke ve
Isgal Anilar: [The Memoirs of Armistice and Occupation] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
1991); Mehmet Selahattin, Ittihat ve Terakki 'nin Kurulusu ve Osmanli Devleti nin Yikilist
Halkkinda Bildiklerim [Things That I Know About the Establishment of the Committee of
Union and Progress and the Collapse of the Ottoman Empire] (Istanbul: Inkilab Yayinlari,
1989); Selahaddin Adil, Hayat Miicadeleleri [The Struggle of Life] (Istanbul: Zafer Matbaast,
1982); Cemil Topuzlu, 80 Yillik Hatiralarim [Eighty-Year-Old Memoirs] (Istanbul: Arma
Yaymlari, 1994); Ali Fuat Tiirkgeldi, Goriip Isittiklerim [Things I Have Seen and Heard]
(Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1984); Fahrettin Altay, 10 Yil Savas (1912-1922) ve Sonrast
[Ten Years of War (1912-1922) and Its Aftermath] (Istanbul: Insel Yayinlari, 1970);
Abdiilhalim Akkilig, Askerin Romani: E. Sv. Alb. Abdiilhalim Akkili¢’in Savas ve Baris
Anilart [A Soldier's Novel: E. Sv. Alb. Abdiilhalim Akkili¢'s War and Peace Memories]
(Gemlik: Korfez Ofset Yayinlari, 1994).

10'Sina Aksin, Istanbul Hiikiimetleri ve Milli Miicadele [Istanbul Governments and the
National Struggle] (Istanbul: Is Bankas1 Yayinlari, 2010); Sina Aksin, Turkey from Empire to
Revolutionary Republic: The Emergence of the Turkish Nation from 1789 to the Present
(New York: New York University Press, 2007); Fahir Armaoglu, 20. Yiizyil Siyasi Tarihi,
1914-1995 [The Political History of the Twentieth Century (1914-1995)]; Mahmut Gologlu,
Milli Miicadele Tarihi [The History of National Struggle]; Gotthard Jaeschke, Tiirk Kurtulus
Savasi Kronolojisi [The Chronology of the War of Independence] (Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Yaynlari, 1970); Gotthard Jaeschke, Kurtulus Savas: Ile llgili Ingiliz Belgeleri [British
Documents On the War of Independence | (Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991); Enver Ziya
Karal, Tiirkive Cumhuriyeti Tarihi 1918-1965 [The History of the Republic of Turkey]
(Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1973); Salahi Sonyel, Turkish Diplomacy 1918-1923:
Mustafa Kemal and the Turkish National Movement; Enver Behnan Sapolyo, Kemal Atatiirk
ve Milli Miicadele Tarihi [Mustafa Kemal and the History of the National Struggle];
Salahattin Tansel, Atatiirk ve Kurtulus Savas: [Ataturk and the War of Independence];
Zekeriya Tiirkmen, Miitareke Doneminde Ordunun Durumu ve Yeniden Yapilanmasi 1918-
1920 [The Condition of the Turkish Military During the Armistice and Its Reorganisation
(1918-1920)] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, 2001); Turan, Ttirk Devrim Tarihi:
Ulusal Direnigten Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti 'ne [The History of the Turkish Revolution: From
National Struggle to the Republic of Turkey].

' Erik Jan Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History (London: I. B. Tauris, 2004); Erik Jan
Ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926 (Leiden: Brill, 1984); Erik Jan Ziircher, ‘Young Turk
Memoirs as a Historical Source: Kazim Karabekir’s ‘Istikal Harbimiz’,” Middle Eastern



this period in Ottoman/Turkish historiography, but it is important to touch upon some
prominent works to illustrate the points. The following section will discuss the three
aforementioned narratives that exist in Ottoman/Turkish historiography.

The works belonging to the first narrative, the Ottoman Investigative
Narrative, are the memoirs and autobiographies of members of the Turkish military
and journalists who witnessed the development of the War of Independence and the
establishment of the Ankara government in Anatolia. Naturally, as memoirs and
autobiographies, these include subjectivity. For example, in the memoirs of famed
Turkish author and intellectual Halide Edip, Tiirkiin Atesle Imtihani (The Turkish
Ordeal), those who supported the Turkish National movement in Ankara are
considered ‘true’ citizens, and those who did not are seen as traitors to the nation.!?
Fahrettin Altay, a general who participated in the War of Independence, portrays
Armenians as enemies who at every opportunity rebelled against the state and sought
to attack the Muslim population. For him, Kurds, Arabs, Armenians, and Greeks were
enemies of the Turkish nation during the First World War (hereafter WWI) and
Armistice years.!? Similarly, Kazim Karabekir, a Turkish commander who fought
alongside Mustafa Kemal, claimed in his memoirs that the Armenians and Greeks
were bent on eradicating the Turkish presence in Anatolia and the War of
Independence was a war fought against these two nations.!* According to Abdiilhalim
Akkilic—a colonel who participated in the Nationalist struggle, especially in the

Southern front against the French—their struggle was against the Armenians and

Studies 22 (1986): 562-70; Kate Fleet, Suraiya Faroghi, and Resat Kasaba, The Cambridge
History of Turkey (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006); Hans-Lukas Kieser,
Turkey Beyond Nationalism towards Post-Nationalist Identities (London; New York: 1.B.
Tauris, 2006); Akcam, From Empire to Republic: Turkish Nationalism and the Armenian
Genocide; Eugene Rogan, The Fall of the Ottomans: The Great War in the Middle East,
(New York: 2016).

12 Halide Edip Adivar, Tiirkiin Atesle Imtihan: [The Turkish Ordeal].

3 Altay, 10 yil savas (1912-1922) ve sonrast [Ten Years of War and Its Aftermath].

4 Kazim Karabekir, Istiklal Harbimiz [Our War of Independence] (Merk Yayincilik, 1988).
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Greeks.!® He freely expressed his gratitude to the CUP leaders, ‘who cleaned the
Armenian population from Anatolia’ and thus ‘eased the burden of the independence
struggle’.'® Riza Nur, one of the members of the Turkish delegation at Lausanne,
portrays the Armenians in his memoir as a nation that the Turks were forced to rid
themselves of in order to protect the unity of their fatherland.!”

The second narrative, the Republican Defensive Narrative, includes a wide
range of scholars from different universities, countries, and backgrounds. The purpose
of their inclusion in this thesis is not to discuss narrative discrepancies or subjectivity
but to provide samples for comparison with the other two narratives.

The authoritative work of Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey,
examines the period from a perspective I call the ‘traditional approach’. Throughout
the book, Lewis labels the Armistice period as that of the ‘Kemalist Republic’ and
analyses the political events surrounding the Ankara movement, denouncing the
Ottoman government as a ‘problem’ and praising the victories of Nationalists against
their ‘enemies’. Lewis locates the Turkish National movement at the centre of his

study, highlighting:

Yet it is not in these achievements, great as they were, that the true greatness
of Ataturk lies... It is the supreme merit of Mustafa Kemal that he—the
Ottoman soldier, the victorious hero, was able to see this, and to make the
immense effort of imagination and courage that it required from him.!®

15 Akkilig, Askerin Romani: E. Sv. Alb. Abdiilhalim Akkili¢in Savas ve Baris Anilar: [The
Novel of a Soldier: E. Sv. Alb. Abdiilhalim Akkili¢'s War and Peace Memories].

' Ibid., pp. 219-20. As cited in Gogek, Denial of Violence: Ottoman Past, Turkish Present,
and Collective Violence against the Armenians, 1789-2009, p. 267.

7 Riza Nur, Hayat ve Hatiratim [My Life and Memoirs].

¥ Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey, 2nd ed. (London, New York: Oxford
University Press, 1968), p. 291.
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Although Bernard Lewis makes valuable assessments on the history of
modern Turkey, his appraisal of the Armistice period is limited to the viewpoint of the
state-sanctioned historical narrative, excluding Ottoman loyalists and non-Muslims.

In Reform, Revolution and Republic: The Rise of Modern Turkey, 1808-1975,
Stanford Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw make no reference to Ottoman social life or
public opinion during the Armistice period, but they turn their attention to examining
the nationalist struggle as a subject of political history. The narrative begins with the
establishment of resistance forces and the Greek invasion, then continuing with the
Erzurum and Sivas congresses and activities of the Ankara government.!” The
Ottoman public opinion, which was mostly formed in Istanbul by the Ottoman press,
is not considered. This study is seen as a major pioneering contribution to the history
of modern Turkey, yet it excludes the full dimensions of the Armistice period. As
such, this falls within the scope of the Republican Defensive Narrative.

Salahi Sonyel Ramadan’s Turkish Diplomacy 1918-1923: Mustafa Kemal and
the Turkish National Movement focuses on the diplomatic history of the period.?’ The
work ignores the political activities of the Ottoman government of Istanbul, thus
privileging the Turkish National movement and identifying Ankara at its centre. In
overlooking the other aspects of the period, it represents the traditional approach.

Salahi Sonyel writes:

The Turkish Nationalists succeeded in destroying every vestige of ex-
territorial and supra-national privileges hitherto enjoyed by the foreigners in
Turkey in the form of the Capitulations and secured in all the essentials
complete independence, national sovereignty and territorial integrity as

1 Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, Reform, Revolution, and Republic: The Rise of
Modern Turkey, 1808-1975 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), pp. 340-73.
2 Sonyel, Turkish Diplomacy 1918-1923: Mustafa Kemal and the Turkish National
Movement.
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postulated in the Misak-1 Milli. This magnificent achievement was mainly the

work of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk.?!

In Milli Miicadelenin Sosyal Tarihi (Social History of the National Struggle),
Dogu Ergil takes a slightly different angle but still shares the same traditional
approach in writing the history of the period. Although Ergil analyses the social and
economic life of Ottoman society during the period, the Armenians, Kurds, and
Greeks are labelled as ‘foreigners’ who establish alliances with the Entente to divide
the Muslim/Turkish unity of the Ottoman government.??

In The Armenian Question 1914-1923, Mim Kemal Oke examines the post-
war period and the discussions at the Lausanne Conference regarding the Ottoman
Armenian community. He points out the importance of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent
Association, which was established in 1922 by Armenian and Turkish individuals in
order to promote Turkish-Armenian reconciliation and friendship. Nevertheless, he
categorises the Armenians as either ‘good’ or ‘bad’—those who joined this
association and pledged their allegiance to the Ankara government were the ‘good
Armenians’, and those who supported the Armenian delegation for an independent
Armenia were the ‘bad Armenians’.?®

Having provided examples of the first and second narratives, at this point |
will discuss the third narrative, the Post-Nationalist Critical Narrative, to highlight the
differences.

Erik Jan Ziircher, who studies the Armistice period through a thick lens of
criticism towards the traditional approach, is known for his significant contribution to

modern Turkish historiography, Turkey: A Modern History, in which he attempts to

*! Ibid.

22 Dogu Ergil, Milli Miicadelenin Sosyal Tarihi [Social History of the National Struggle]
(Ankara: Turhan Kitabevi, 1981), pp. 22-42.

2 Mim Kemal Oke, The Armenian Question (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2001),
pp- 208-15.
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analyse the political waves of the Armistice period with a comprehensive inclusion of
all key figures and developments. He clearly demonstrates the connection between the
CUP underground organisations and Kemalist activities, as well as contends that the
Nationalist program was not only aimed at Turkish national sovereignty but at all
Muslim Ottomans.?* Furthermore, his other authoritative work, The Unionist Factor:
The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the Turkish National Movement,
1905-1926, sheds light on the link between the CUP and the Kemalist regime, a
subject which has been neglected by the Republican Defensive Narrative approach.?’
Taner Ak¢am, one of the most prominent Armenian genocide scholars,
approaches the Armistice period from a different point of view than that of traditional

Turkish historiography. He states:

A portrayal of the events of 1918-23 as merely a war for territories and
borders does not fully reflect the history as it was experienced. There is
another dimension which is equally important and which fundamentally

determined the matter of territories and borders. This was the dimension that

today would be termed ‘human rights’.26

More recently, the newer generations of historians have made their own
contributions to the field. Ryan Scott Gingeras’s book, Sorrowful Shores: Violence,
Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire, 1912-1923, provides insights into the
Armistice period, especially in terms of shaping the dominant approach in Turkish
historiography by exploring the opposition movement against the Kemalist forces in
the South Marmara region. Gingeras argues that the War of Independence was not a

product of mass mobilisation of the Anatolian population, delineating that not all

24 Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History, pp. 133-65.
23 ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926.

26 Akgam, From Empire to Republic: Turkish Nationalism and the Armenian Genocide, p.
181.

14



strata of Muslim/Turkish society provided open support to the Ankara government.?’
This fact has been overlooked in the traditional Turkish historiography because the
Turkish National movement has been considered to be the founding body of modern
Turkish society and has been presented as a shared vision that united all Anatolian
Muslims, regardless of their ethnic origin. Gingeras fills a gap in modern Turkish
historiography by examining how Muslim minorities, such as the Albanians and
Caucasians, conducted counter-revolutionary activities against the Nationalist forces.

Ugur Umit Ungor, in his recent book, The Making of Modern Turkey: Nation
and State in Eastern Anatolia (1913-1950), argues that the Young Turk movement
continued until the 1950s and that the Kemalist movement principally was a
continuation of the Young Turk regime. He scrutinises how the Turkish national
formation process excluded first the non-Muslims and then the non-Turkish elements
of Ottoman society. He argues that the nation formation process is one of construction
and destruction, inclusion and exclusion. This policy of exclusion of non-Muslims
and non-Turks—by the Young Turks until the end of WWI and then by the
Nationalists until the 1950s—was implemented in order to create a Turkish nation
state from the ashes of the multi-ethnic Ottoman Empire.?®

This thesis will contribute to the third narrative, the Post-Nationalist Critical
Narrative, and will challenge—through integrating the Armenian sources into the
historiography and by analysing the dissenting Turkish public opinion, which has
been overlooked by the historiography propagating the Republican point of view—the
second narrative, the Republican Defensive Narrative, by contending such a

monolithic approach. The following section will address how this thesis challenges

*7 Gingeras, ‘Imperial Killing Fields: Revolution, Ethnicity and Islam in Western Anatolia,
1913-1938’, p. 10.

2 Ugur Umit Ungor, The Making of Modern Turkey: Nation and State in Eastern Anatolia
(1913-1950) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).
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Armenian historiography, but first it is crucial to provide an overview of the way in

which this subject matter has been dealt with to date in Armenian historiography.

1.2. Armenian Historiography®

For Armenian historiography, the Armistice period has been studied primarily as an
extension of the Armenian genocide, covering the period from 1915 to 1923. Richard
Hovannisian’s four volumes on The Republic of Armenia concentrate on the
establishment of the independent Armenian state in the Caucasus and provide insights
into the political developments among Western Armenians; however, the Armistice
period is not central to the study.?° Vahakn Dadrian’s work, The History of the
Armenian Genocide: Ethnic Conflict From the Balkans to Anatolia to the Caucasus,
examines the Armistice period by concentrating on the establishment of court martials
and the new Ottoman government’s approach to punishment of the CUP leaders for
war crimes.’!

Levon Marashlian’s PhD thesis at the University of California, Los Angeles,
‘The Armenian Question from Sevres to Lausanne Economics and Morality in
American and British Policies 1920-1923", is the first comprehensive study that

focuses solely on the Armistice period. Marashlian examines the American and

91 categorise academic works, which analyse or put great emphasis on the history of the
Ottoman Armenians, as part of Armenian historiography regardless of the nationality of the
authors.

3% Richard G. Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: The First Year, 1918-1919, vol. 1, 4
vols. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971); Richard G. Hovannisian, The Republic
of Armenia: From Versailles to London, 1919-1920, vol. 2, 4 vols. (Berkeley: The University
of California Press, 1982); Richard G. Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: From London
to Sevres: February - August, 1920, vol. 3, 4 vols. (Berkeley: The University of California
Press, 1996); Richard G. Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and
Sickle: Partition and Sovietization, vol. 4, 4 vols. (Berkeley: The University of California
Press, 1996).

3! Dadrian, The History of the Armenian Genocide: Ethnic Conflict from the Balkans to
Anatolia to the Caucasus, 300-347.
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British policies toward the ‘Armenian Question’ in light of the diplomatic
developments of 1920-1923. Marashlian’s work is still the first and only to approach
the period from an economic and political perspective.>?> Herve Georgelin examines a
French-language daily newspaper, La Renaissance, published in Istanbul from 1918
to 1920, demonstrating how the daily reflected the political and social developments;
as such, Georgelin’s approach has similarities with Marashlian.>?

In recent years, the Armistice period has become a primary area of interest for
historians contributing to Armenian historiography. In her 2005 master’s thesis for
Istanbul University, Silvart Malhasyan dissects the undertakings of the association to
re-establish Turkish-Armenian friendship in the post-war period. She sheds light on
the poorly studied topic in the historiography of Turkish Armenians, but it lacks a
critical approach and has been relegated to the margins of traditional Turkish
historiography.** Armaveni Miroglu’s thesis, ‘Uwnwupnih 2wy Zudwjupp (/923-
1939)’ (The Armenian Community of Istanbul [1923-1939]), highlights the
experiences of Armenians who stayed in Istanbul after the founding of the Republic
of Turkey. Based on documents from the Armenian press in Istanbul, the thesis
highlights the assimilation policies of the Turkish state which were applied to the

Armenian community. Miroglu writes:

The new government elaborated and carried out the new ‘policy of
Turkification/assimilation with Turks’ directed to all of the ethnic
communities since the very first years of the Republic’s foundation.

32 Levon Marashlian, ‘The Armenian Question from Sévres to Lausanne: Economics and
Morality in American and British Policies, 1920-1923 (PhD thesis, The University of
California, Los Angeles, 1992).

33 Hervé Georgelin, ‘‘La Renaissance’ and the Aftermath of World War I, in Armenian
Constantinople, ed. Richard G. Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian (Costa Mesa, California:
Mazda Publishers, 2010).

3* Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’ [ Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] (MA
thesis, Istanbul University, 2005).
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This policy was implemented by means of discriminative decisions

carried out against the non-Muslim minorities of the country.®

Lerna Ekmekgioglu’s book, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in
Post-Genocide Turkey, is a pioneering work on the Armistice and Republican periods.
Ekmekgioglu analyses the period of 1918-1935, focusing on the post-war Armenian
community in Istanbul. She regards gender as ‘an analytical tool and a site of
discourse through which the post-genocide Armenian community in
Constantinople/Istanbul perceived and organised itself’.*® Guided by this perspective,
Ekmekgioglu paves a new path for research in Armenian historiography and criticises
the ‘gender-blindness’ so commonly encountered in the field. Furthermore, by using
Armenian-language primary sources, Ekmekg¢ioglu brings a new critical approach to
the Turkish historiography and contributes to the Post-Nationalist Critical Narrative.

Talin Suciyan’s book, The Armenians in Modern Turkey: Post-Genocide
Society, Politics and History, is a product of extensive research on the Armenian press
of the period. Suciyan analyses Armenian dailies, such as Nor Or (The New Day;
published 1945-1946), Nor Lur (The Latest News, published 1945-1949), Marmara
(published 1944-1950), Aysor (Today; published 1947-1948), Tebi Luys (To the Light;
published 1950) and Paros (The Lighthouse; published 1950). Suciyan’s work sheds
light on the state policies of the early Republican period and locates at its core the

concept of ‘post-genocide habitus of denialism’, which stemmed from ‘the state and

** Armaveni Miroglu Armenak, ‘Uwnnwdpnijh Zuy Zudwygipp (1923-1939)° [The Armenian
Community of Istanbul 1923-1939] (PhD thesis, The Institute of History of the National
Academy of Sciences of Republic of Armenia, 2011).

3% Lerna Ekmekgioglu, ‘Improvising Turkishness: Being Armenian in Post-Ottoman Istanbul
(1918-1933)’ (PhD thesis, New York University, 2011), 26. Her PhD thesis was published as
a book in 2016; Lerna Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-
Genocide Turkey (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2016).
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[was] reproduced by the larger layers of the society’.” She argues that both the
Ottoman and Turkish historiographies should be reconsidered and rewritten by taking
into consideration the sources of ‘others’, that is, the sources of neglected groups in
historiography.

Thus far I have provided an overview of the academic works constituting the
Armenian historiography with regard to the Armistice period. As noted, this thesis
will challenge the recent literature in how diverse sources are used in the narrative.
Sources that arise from the Ottoman Turkish press regarding Armenians would
provide different points of view from those included in the Armenian press. The
common characteristic of Armenian historiography in terms of source selection will

be questioned in this thesis.

1.3. Theoretical Approach

This study argues that the Armenian press as an instrument of the public sphere
played a crucial role in the transformation of the political position of the Ottoman
Armenians. In an atmosphere of insecurity, the Ottoman Armenian community shifted
its policy toward rehabilitating the Turkish-Armenian relationship, especially
following the defeats of the Armenian state in the Caucasus and the Greek army in
Anatolia. In the process of re-orienting their political position, the Armenian
newspapers played a vital role as the most influential policy-making vehicles of
society. In order to understand this argument comprehensively, it is essential to

discuss and outline the framework of the theoretical concepts that are used in the

37 Talin Suciyan, ‘Surviving the Ordinary: The Armenians in Turkey, 1930s to 1950’ (PhD
thesis, Ludwig Maximilian University, 2013), p. 229. Her PhD thesis was published as a book
in 2015 Talin Suciyan, The Armenians in Modern Turkey: Post-Genocide Society, Politics
and History (London: 1.B. Tauris, 2015).
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construction of the argument: security dilemma, political position, and public sphere.

1.3.1. Security Dilemma, Political Position, and the Public Sphere

As a study of Ottoman Armenian history during the Armistice years, this thesis seeks
not to put forward a new theoretical approach on social movements or ethnic
conflicts. Rather, it benefits from recent theories to conceptualise this historic period.
In the recent literature on ethnic conflicts, especially ‘ethnic bargaining’, scholars
have argued that minority groups may be radicalised by the signals of behavioural
intent from the host state or from a third state.® Accordingly, if the host state
demonstrates an aggressive approach towards an ethnic minority group, the
radicalisation of that group is more likely. Furthermore, if there is an intervention by a
third state on behalf of the ethnic minority’s rights, the possibility of the radicalisation
of the group increases.*’

Erin K. Jenne, in her authoritative study, utilises the theory of ethnic
bargaining in understanding the reasons behind the minority mobilisation. According
to her, minorities update their beliefs and political positions periodically over time by
signals they receive from host states or lobby actors.* Hungarian minority groups in

Slovakia and Romania, for instance, became more vocal in their demands for rights

3% For the ethnic bargaining method, see Erin K. Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining (New York:
Comnell University Press, 2007), p. 53; Erin K. Jenne, Stephen M. Saideman, and Will Lowe,
‘Separatism as a Bargaining Posture: The Role of Leverage in Minority Radicalization’,
Journal of Peace Research 44, no. 5 (2007); Erin K. Jenne, ‘A Bargaining Theory of
Minority Demands: Explaining the Dog That Did Not Bite in 1990s Yugoslavia’,
International Studies Quarterly 48, no. 4 (2004); Dan Reiter, ‘Exploring the Bargaining
Model of War’, Perspectives on Politics 1, no. 1 (2003): pp. 27-43; Rupen Cetinyan, ‘Ethnic
Bargaining in the Shadow of Third-Party Intervention’, International Organization 56
(Summer: 2002): pp. 645-677.

39 Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 95.

* Ibid, p. 53.

20



when Hungary showed patronage and sent signals of protection in the 1990s.*! In
1992, when the Hungarian government called on Slovakia to agree on the principles
of minority self-government, the Hungarian community in Slovakia became more
vocal. In Romania as well, before the Hungarian government intervened on behalf of
the minority to protect their demands in 1992, Hungarian representatives had pursued
moderate demands. However, after observing the support of the Hungarian state, the
Hungarian community in Romania became more demanding.*? The secessionist
demands of the Hungarian leadership in Romania came to an end after Romania and
Hungary signed a bilateral agreement. Thus, when the ‘external support’ disappeared,
Hungarians in Romania accommodated the host state.** T argue that the collective
behavior of the Armenian community during the Armistice years can be
contextualised by the theory of ethnic bargaining. In the case of Ottoman Armenians,
it is important to note that the Ottoman Armenians were accepted as dhimmis (non-
Muslims) within the Ottoman millet system.** Even though the Ottoman state
provided certain rights for the Ottoman Armenians—such as religious freedom, the
right to have Armenian schools, as well as the right to publish books and newspapers

in Armenian—the Ottoman Armenians still remained a religious minority vis-a-vis

' Ibid., pp. 97-116.

2 Ibid, pp. 121-122.

* Ibid, pp. 123.

* For the analysis of the millet system see Benjamin Braude, ‘Foundational Myths of the
Millet System’, in Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Bernard Lewis, vol. 1
(New York: Holmes and Meier, 1982), pp. 69-88; ilber Ortayli, Ottoman Studies (Istanbul
Bilgi University Press, 2004), pp. 15-22; Kemal Karpat, Studies on Ottoman Social and
Political History (Leiden; Boston; Koln: Brill, 2002), pp. 544-56; ibid., 611-47; Karen
Barkey and George Gavrilis, ‘The Ottoman Millet System: Non-Territorial Autonomy and Its
Contemporary Legacy’, Ethnopolitics 15, no. 1 (January 1, 2016): pp. 24-42; Fikret Adanir,
‘Religious Communities and Ethnic Groups Under Imperial Sway’, in The Historical Practice
of Diversity: Transcultural Interactions from the Early Modern Mediterranean to the
Postcolonial World, ed. D. Hoerder, D. C. Harzig, and A. Shubert (Oxford: Berghahn Books,
2003), pp. 54-86; Kemal Karpat and Yetkin Yildinnm, The Ottoman Mosaic: Exploring
Models for Peace by Re-Exploring the Past (Seattle: Cune Pres, 2010); Roderic H. Davison,
Essays in Ottoman and Turkish History, 1774-1923: The Impact of the West (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1990), pp. 112-33.
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the Muslim majority. However, it is clear that there were third states—the Allied
Powers in this case—who intervened in the conflict on behalf of the Armenians
during the Armistice years, when the Ottoman state enacted its own oppressive
policies. Reactions similar to those of the Ottoman Armenians can be seen in the
studies of other ethnic conflicts in recent decades. For instance, ethnic Hungarians in
the Vojvodina region of Yugoslavia accelerated their demands to unite the region
with Hungary in the 1990s when the Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic increased the
level of aggression toward them; in return, the Hungarian government declared that it
would protect the rights of the Hungarian population in Vojvodina.*> However, in
1999 when the Hungarian government declared its non-interventionist position
regarding the Hungarian minority issue in Yugoslavia, the Hungarians in Vojvodina
refrained from radicalising against the central authority.*® In applying this case to the
Ottoman Armenians, when there was external support by the foreign states, the
secessionist approach among the Ottoman Armenian community was at its highest; on
the other hand, when the external support was cut following the military defeats on
the battleground against the Turkish National movement, members of the Armenian
community changed their political position and acquiesced to the Turkish National
movement, repressive as it was. This change in the political position of the Ottoman
Armenians is in line with the expectations of the ethnic bargaining theory. Ethnic
minority groups pursue separatist, pro-independence strategies when there is a
repression from the state and external support from third party states; yet, when the

external support disappears, in the state of vulnerability, the minority groups

%3 Jenne, ‘A Bargaining Theory of Minority Demands: Explaining the Dog That Did Not Bite
in 1990s Yugoslavia’, pp. 740-41.
* Ibid., p. 743.
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accommodate the majority if there is a policy of oppression. This conceptual
framework of the ethnic bargaining theory is applicable to the Ottoman Armenians.

However, in addition to ethnic bargaining, I would add that the atmosphere of
insecurity played a pivotal role in the alteration of the Armenian political position, as
its rapid transformation can be conceptualised within the framework of security
dilemma. Rogers Brubaker argues that a national minority is not merely based on
ethnic demography. Minorities have a dynamic political position which consists of
various stances that emerge within the group. In the case of Ottoman Armenians
during the Armistice years, I argue that the majority of the community were unified
for common political goals, as will be demonstrated throughout this thesis.*’

Barry Posen describes how the presence of a power vacuum during the collapse
of an imperial power may create fear among the different ethnic groups, especially
those in the minority. In cases of disintegration of the state and lack of security, ethnic
groups might perceive the neighbouring groups as a threat.*® Stephen M. Saidemen
similarly argues that even if it is not a collapsing state, the ethnic groups might suffer
security problems because of the inability of the state to ensure their protection.* If
there is such a security dilemma within the state, the ethnic groups either seek

secession in order to create a new state over which they have complete control, or

47 For Brubaker’s framework, see Rogers Brubaker, ‘National Minorities, Nationalizing
States, and External National Homelands in the New Europe’, Daedalus 124, no. 2 (1995):
pp. 107-32.

*8 Barry R. Posen, ‘The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict’, Survival 35, no. 1 (1993): 27-
47; David Carment, Patrick James, and Zeynep Taydas, ‘The Internationalization of Ethnic
Conlflict: State, Society, and Synthesis’, International Studies Review 11, no. 1 (2009): pp.
63-86; D. A. Lake and D. Rothchild, ‘Containing Fear: The Origins and Management of
Ethnic Conflict’, International Security 21, no. 2 (1996): pp. 43-44.

* Stephen M. Saideman, ‘Is Pandora’s Box Half-Empty or Half-Full?’, in Ethnic Conflict:
Fear, Diffusion, Escalation, ed. D. Rothchild and D. A. Lake (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1998), p. 135. As cited in Yasemin Akbaba, Patrick James, and Zeynep
Taydas, ‘The “Chicken or the Egg”? External Support and Rebellion in Ethnopolitics’, in
Intra-State Conflict, Governments and Security, ed. Stephen M. Saideman and Marie-Jo€lle
Zahar (Routledge, 2008).
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they seek to join a state where their ethnic group is more secure. Furthermore, during
this process, ethnic groups seek outside help to internationalise their situation and
demands.>® Even though there is a burgeoning literature on the conceptualisation of
security dilemma by scholars of political science and sociology, it is clear that each
particular case has its own characteristics.’! What can be drawn from the security
dilemma theory for the case of Ottoman Armenians during the Armistice years is that
there was mutual fear in the Muslim/Turkish and Armenian communities in the
Ottoman Empire, and this mutual fear generated a climate of insecurity, as can be
observed in Malaysia between the Malay and Chinese in the late 1960s and 1970s.%2
One of the basic characteristics of security dilemma is the mutual fear that two ethnic
groups share of one another. To consider the conditions of the Ottoman Armenians
within the framework of security dilemma, it is possible to say that there was a power
vacuum—most notably following the defeat of the Ottoman Empire in WWI against
the Allied Powers—and the state was not in a position to provide security for the
Ottoman Armenians. During the wartime, the CUP government orchestrated the
Armenian deportations, which resulted in the annihilation of the majority of the
Armenian population. The Muslim/Turkish population feared that the Ottoman
Armenians would divide their country by establishing alliances with the Allied
Powers. The Ottoman Armenians, on the other hand, feared that they could be the
subject of Muslim/Turkish aggression, as they had been during the wartime.

Therefore, the remaining Ottoman Armenians could not place faith in the newly

%% Akbaba, James, and Taydas, ‘The “Chicken or the Egg”? External Support and Rebellion in
Ethnopolitics’, pp. 163-64.

>! Following are selections from the literature on the concept of security dilemma: Posen,
‘The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict’; Alan Collins, ‘The Ethnic Security Dilemma:
Evidence from Malaysia’, Contemporary Southeast Asia 20, no. 3 (1998): pp. 261-78;
Shiping Tang, ‘The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict: Toward a Dynamic and
Integrative Theory of Ethnic Conflict’, Review of International Studies 37, no. 2 (2011): pp.
511-36.

32 Collins, ‘The Ethnic Security Dilemma: Evidence from Malaysia’.
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established government to provide security and protection for them in Anatolia. Given
the atmosphere of insecurity, the Ottoman Armenians—validating the Muslim Turks’
fears—entered into alliances with the Allied Powers to establish their own state
during the first four years of the Armistice period (1918-1922). However, following
the defeat of the Greek, French, and Armenian forces against the Nationalist forces in
western, southern, and eastern Anatolia, respectively, the Ottoman Armenians re-
oriented their political position and pursued the path of reconciliation with the
Muslims Turks because there was no room left for them to pursue separatist aims in
the newly established Republic. The security concerns at the time forced the Ottoman
Armenians to declare their loyalty to the Turkish National movement in order to
protect the physical and cultural existence of the community. Thus, I contend that the
Ottoman Armenians changed their political position during the Armistice years to
protect their existence in the atmosphere of insecurity.

Besides the notions of political position, security dilemma, and ethnic
bargaining theory, the theory of the public sphere is useful in conceptualising the
main argument in this thesis—that the Armenian press played a significant role in the
public sphere in the formation of the Armenian political position. In the following
section, I shall give an overview of the concept of the public sphere and explain the
primary sources that I use.

Habermas, in Legitimation Crisis, describes the main structure of a society in
three categories: the political system, the economic system, and the socio-cultural
system, calling them collectively the lifeworld.>* The political system is responsible
for the establishment of social welfare for the lifeworld, as well as for preserving a

healthy financial structure for the economic system. The socio-cultural system

>3 Jiirgen Habermas, Legitimation Crisis (Boston: Beacon Press, 1975), p. 5.
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represents a ‘shared social construct, constituted through communication’.>* Thus, the
lifeworld is responsible for social production, discussion, and the establishment of a
public opinion. Yet, for Habermas, the public sphere has no power—actions can only
be taken within the political system. Therefore, the public sphere is ‘a network of
communicating information and points of view’.>> For Habermas, the public sphere is
a ‘communication structure rooted in the lifeworld through the associational network
of civil society’.>® The public sphere is a common place where people meet and
discuss certain arguments and make collective decisions. Notably, though, Habermas
gives particular regard to journalists and especially to the politicians who he contends
have the power to sway public opinion.>” He imagines the state as an ‘alienated entity
which is not rooted in society, and the public sphere as an independent formation
from the political power of the state’.>®

Habermas highlights the importance of the press in the public sphere as the
‘pre-eminent institution” of the bourgeois public sphere.>® The press is not only a
vehicle for the transformation of information but also a transmitter and amplifier of

public debate. He argues that the press has a significant role in the development of

public debate:

3% Jane Braaten, Habermas’s Critical Theory of Society (Albany, N.Y.: State University of
New York Press, 1991), p. 80.

>* Jiirgen Habermas, Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law
and Democracy (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1996), p. 360.

*® Ibid., p. 359.

>7 Jiirgen Habermas, ‘Political Communication in Media Society: Does Democracy Still
Enjoy an Epistemic Status? The Impact of Normative Theory on Empirical Research’,
Communication Theory, 16 (2006): p. 416.

8 Jiirgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a
Category of Bourgeois Society (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1989), p. 27, as cited in
Cengiz Kirli, ‘The Struggle over Space: Coffeehouses of Ottoman Istanbul, 1780-1845* (PhD
thesis, State University of New York-Binghamton, 2000), p. 14.

% Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category
of Bourgeois Society, p. 181.
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Citizens behave as a public body when they confer in unrestricted fashion...
about matters of general interest. In a large public body, this kind of
communication requires specific norms for transmitting information and
influencing those who receive it. Today, newspapers and magazines, radio and
television are the media of the public sphere.°

The press, as well as the media in general, is central to the public sphere,

offering a basis to organise and develop healthy public debate. Peter Dalhgren

explains:

The public sphere is a concept which in the context of today’s society points
to the issues of how and to what extent the mass media, especially in their
journalistic role, can help citizens learn about the world, debate their responses
to it and reach informed decisions about what courses of action to adopt.®!
The concept of the public sphere discussed by Habermas is a theoretical
framework derived from the dynamics of Western society, covering a period from the
eighteenth century to contemporary times. The main thrust of the argument is that in
the late eighteenth century, the public sphere was composed of an elite of private
citizens. An emerging independent press provided a place for what were formerly
private opinions to become part of public opinion. Nevertheless, this public discourse
was displaced by power politics, and large organisations made deals with each other
and with the state, excluding the public, a process Habermas calls the
‘refeudalisation’ of society.®> However, the framework of the public sphere remains

disputable. Scholars who have done considerable research on the concept of the

public sphere often criticise Habermas’s arguments, and Habermas himself also

50 Meenakshi Gigi Durham and Douglas Kellner, Media and Cultural Studies: Keyworks
(Malden, Mass.: Blackwell Publishers, 2001), p. 103.

o Peter Dahlgren and Colin Sparks, Communication and Citizenship: Journalism and the
Public Sphere in the New Media Age (London; New York: Routledge, 1991), p. 14.

62 Ibid., p. 38.
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accepts this definitional ambiguity.®* Regarding this debate, I am not interested in
engaging in the discussion of the theorisation of public sphere, but I wish to explore
the question of how the concept of the public sphere could be used in analysing the
Ottoman and Armenian press during the Armistice period.

I contend that during the Armistice period dailies were the only vehicles for
Ottoman society to engage in political and social life in order to create a public sphere
in which individuals had the opportunity to voice their opinions. The Armenian
dailies, especially, were much more accessible to the Armenian readers than the
Ottoman Turkish dailies were to the Ottoman Turkish community, given that the
Armenian community experienced higher levels of literacy and education. Many
Armenian readers were also contributors, writing reports and articles, as well as
sometimes serving as correspondents for the Armenian dailies. The Armenian dailies
provided a space for the community to discuss and produce solutions for
contemporary issues. Thus, they were ‘transmitters and amplifiers’ of the period.
Deriving from the concepts of security dilemma, political position, and the public
sphere, I argue that the Armenian newspapers served as one corner of the public
sphere and as agents of formation for political positioning during the Armistice
period. In the absence of democratic participation during this period, the Armenian as
well as the Ottoman Turkish newspapers were the only medium through which civil
society participated in discussion and produced arguments for contemporary political
developments. Journalists and politicians used the newspapers to shape public
opinion. The public was engaged in the discussions in the newspapers, as the press
was the only forum for the Ottoman citizens to follow the developments in politics

and the future of the state.

63 Simon Susen, ‘Critical Notes on Habermas’s Theory of the Public Sphere’, Sociological
Analysis 5 (2011): p. 43.
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1.4. Sources

This thesis employs Armenian and Ottoman Turkish press as primary sources. My
research trips to libraries in Istanbul, Yerevan, and Vienna resulted in a digitised
collection of twenty-five Armenian and Ottoman Turkish dailies. I believe they
provide an invaluable source to analyse the socio-political position of the Armenian
community during the Armistice years. I excluded Ottoman and Armenian archival
documents and sources written in Russian and French for practical reasons of time
constraints and scope. The Ottoman Archives in Istanbul and the Armenian Archives
in Yerevan would have provided official reactions to the political developments
argued in this thesis. However, tracing the change in the Armenian public opinion
within the archival documents is not completely possible. I argue that the Armenian
and Ottoman Turkish press are critical and more reflective sources to map out the
inner dynamics of the Armenian and Turkish communities during the Armistice years.
Even as primary and secondary sources in Russian and French provide valuable

insights into the post-war political developments,5* T exclude them from my narrative

6% For Russian sources regarding this period see especially I1. Makuniuan, Apmauckuii
sonpoc Ha Jlozannckoii kongepenyuu [Armenian Question at the Conference of Lausanne]
(Tudnuc: 3akknura, 1920); A.®. Munnep, bruscnuii Bocmox nocie I Mupogoii BoiiHbL. Cesp
u Jlozanna [Near East After First World War: Sévres and Lausanne] (Mocksa: Beicias
HIKoJIa mapTHiHbIX opranu3atopos npu LIK BKII (6), 1945); A.M. lllamcyTauHOB,
Cogemcko-mypeykas opyscoa 8 200vl 0c60600umenvHou bopvovl Typyuu. 25
Medsicoynapoounwiii konepecc socmorkogedog [Soviet-Turkish Friendship During Turkey’s War
of Independence: 25th International Congress of Orientalists] (Mocksa: BocTounas
muteparypa, 1960); Joxymenmor snewnen nonumuxy CCCP, 1-6 m. [Foreign Affairs
Documents of the SSSR, vols. 1-6] (Mocksa: 1959 - 1962); P. I'. Caaksn, @panko-Typeyxue
Omnowenus M Kunuxusa B 1918—1923 ee. [French-Turkish Relations and Cilicia, 1918-
1923] (EpeBan: HaumonansHast akagemus Hayk Pecniyonuku Apmenun, 1986); JL.M.
Bopo6seBa, «Tparenust apMsaHCKOT0 Hapoja: cTpaHuIbl uctopun», [ ‘The Tragedy of the
Armenian People: Pages from History’| Apmerus: npobremvt He3a8ucumozo pazgumusi.
[Armenia: The Problems of Independent Growth] Pex. E.M.Koxoxkun. (Mocksa: Poccuiickuii
WHCTUTYT CTpaTernueckux uccienosanuii, 1998); Haranbsa AnexcanapoBHa Cokososa.
Honumuueckue u mopeogvie omuowernus meaicdy Cosemckou Poccueti u Typyueti ¢ 1917-
1923 ze. [Political and Economical Relations Between Soviet Russia and Turkey, 1917-1923]
kaHp. nuc. (Bmagumup, 2002); Huna Koncrantunosna Ecasin, bpecmcxuii mup (1918 2.) u
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because they are not directly related to the main argument of the thesis, the

transformation of Armenian political position during the Armistice years.

€20 nocnedcmeusi Osl APMAHCK020 Hapooa & bopvoe 3a Hayuonanvroe eourcmeso [The Treaty
of Brest-Litovsk [1918] and its Consequences on Armenian’s Fight for National Unity] kana.
auc. (Cankr-IlerepOypr: 2004); Mycrada O3tiopk, Cosemcko-mypeyxue OmHouleHus Ha
Kaexaze 6 1918-1923 22. [Soviet-Turkish Relations in the Caucasus, 1918-1923] kaun. quc.
(Cankrt-IlerepOypr: 2010); 'eram Ilerpocsn, Omuowenus Pecnyonuxu Apmenus C Poccueti
(1918 - 1920 22.) [The Relations of the Republic of Armenia With Russia, 1918-1920]
(EpeBan: U3narensctBo EI'Y, 2012).

For French sources, see especially H. Barby, Les Extravagances Bolchéviques et
I’épopée Arménienne (la Debacle Russe) (Paris: Albin Michel, 1918); J. Loris-Melikoff, La
Révolution Russe et les Nouvelles Républiques Transcaucasiennes. Bolchévisme et
Antibolchévisme (Paris: Félix Alcan, 1920); A. Poidebard, ‘Role Militaire des Arméniens sur
le front du Caucase Apres la Defection de I’armée Russe (Décembre 1917-Novembre 1918)’
Revue des Etudes Arméniennes Vol 1. (1920), No: 2.; P. G. La Chesnais, Les Peuples de la
Transcaucasie Pendant la Guerre et Apres la Paix (Paris: Bossard, 1921); Archives
Nationales, Fonds Edouard Brémond (1868-1948), Pierrefitte; Délegation de la République
Armenienne a la Conférence de la Paix: L ’Arménie et la Question Arémienne Avant, Pendant
et Depuis la Guerre (Paris: Turabian, 1922); A. Poidebard, Le Transcaucase et la République
de I’Arménie dans les Textes Diplomatiques du Traité de Brest-Litovsk au Traité de Kars,
1918-1920 (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1924); General G. Korganoff, La Participation des
Armeniens a la Guerre Mondiale sur le Front Caucase, 1914-1918. (Paris: Massis, 1927); S.
Afanasyan, L ’Arménie, [’Azerbaidjan et la Géorgie: de I’Indépendance a [’Instrauration du
Pouvoir Soviétique, 1917-1923. (Paris: Editions I’Harmattan, 198 1); S. Afanasyan, La
Victoire de Sardarabad Arménie (mai 1918). (Paris: L’Harmattan, 1985); Alexander
Khatissian, ‘La République Indépendante d’ Arménie et le Role des Alliés (1918-1920)’,
Temps modernes Vol. 43 (1988) Nos 504-506, pp. 78-89; Alexander Khatissian, Eclosion et
Développement de la République Arménienne (Athens: Editions Arméniennes, 1989); A. Ter
Minassian, La République d’Arménie, 1918-1920 (Brussels: Editions Complexe, 1989). Vahe
Tachjian, Minorités, Etats-nation, Expansionnisme Occidental: la Zone Frontiere Turco-
Syrienne dans I'Entre-deux-Guerres (Paris: EHESS, 2002); Raymond Kévorkian; Lévon
Nordiguian; Vah¢ Tachjian, Les Arméniens, 1917-1939: la Quéte d'un Refuge, (Paris:
Réunion des Musées Nationaux; Beyrouth: Presses de 1'Université Saint-Joseph, 2007).
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1.4.1. The Armenian Press

Name Place of Publication | Year of Publication Political Position
Zhamanag Istanbul 1908- Neutral / nonpartisan
Jagadamard Istanbul 1909-1924 ARF
Neutral / Pro-
Verchin Lur Istanbul 1914-1930
Ramgavar
Giligia Adana 1919-1921 Pro-ARF
1871-1909, 1919-
Arewelean Mamul [zmir Pro-Ramgavar
1922
Tashink [zmir 1909-1919 Pro-Ramgavar
Koyamard [zmir 1920 Pro-ARF
Horizon [zmir 1919-1922 Neutral / Pro-ARF
Piwzantion Istanbul 1896-1918 Neutral
Ramgavar Liberal
Arawod Istanbul 1909-1924
Party
Hay Tzayn Aleppo and Adana 1918-1920 Pro-Ramgavar
Hay Ts‘aw Adana 1919-1921 Pro-Ramgavar
Neutral /
Yerewan Istanbul 1918-1919
Conservative
Zhoghovurt /
Istanbul 1918-1923 Neutral
Zhoghovurti Tsayné
Yergir Istanbul 1919-1922 SDHP

Table 1. The Armenian Press used in this thesis

At the beginning of WWI in 1914, more than thirty Armenian newspapers,

journals, and periodicals were being published in Istanbul. After the declaration of the

participation of the Ottoman Empire in the war, the CUP government embarked upon




a campaign of prohibition against the Armenian press, closing twenty-five
newspapers and journals, leaving only Piwzantion (Byzantium), Zhamanag (The
Times), and Verchin Lur (The Latest News) in business. The reason was simple: these
Armenian newspapers were not affiliated with any political organisations, making
them essentially ‘neutral’ in the eyes of the state.®> Besides newspapers in Istanbul,
more than eighteen Armenian newspapers—from various cities in Anatolia including
Van, Harput, Sivas, Tokat, Erzurum, and Trabzon—were also closed.®® In the war
years, especially from 1915 to the signing of Armistice of Mudros in October 1918,
the Armenian press in the Ottoman Empire was completely silent vis-a-vis the
political developments. With the signing of the Armistice, however, political and
cultural life of the Ottoman Armenians started to re-emerge in Istanbul and Izmir. In
1918, eight journals (some newly established, others previously established papers
resuming operation) were published in Istanbul. In 1919, moreover, more than twenty
literary journals, newspapers, and satirical magazines were published in Istanbul and
Izmir.%” The daily and weekly newspapers published in the Ottoman Empire in
Armenian and Ottoman Turkish between 1918 and 1923 are the main sources of this
study. News items, reports, editorials, and political discussions in the dailies provide
deep insights into the socio-political developments of the period and call for a
comprehensive analysis. This study scrutinises various Armenian and Ottoman
Turkish newspapers that were published by diverse political and cultural institutions.
It is important to give a brief overview of the newspapers that are analysed in this

study.

% U.U. hunwwngwb, Upkydinwhay Uudngl Pp Quundnippul Udwpnhi (1900-
1922) [The Western Armenian Press at the End of Its History] (Epbjuwit: Mwwnunipjut
buuwnhwniwn, 2015), pp. 12-13.

% Ibid., p. 14.
7 Ibid., p. 359.
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Before 1908, the year that Zhamanag was first published, twenty-six
Armenian dailies were published in the Ottoman Empire.®® Zhamanag, which
continues to be published today in Istanbul, was first published in 1908 by
Misak‘ K‘och‘unean.® It was hugely popular among the members of the Armenian
community, with many leading Armenian authors serialising their novels in the
columns of Zhamanag.”® For instance, Hrant Samuel, who for many years worked for

Zhamanag, describes the popularity of the daily as follows:

These novels were received so well that when, once every week, a huge
advertisement occupied the fourth page of Zhamanag, forcing us to skip the
series of that day, readers, especially women, would telephone us to protest
and threaten to boycott. As a result, we agreed to move the series to the third
page whenever the advertisement occupied the full fourth page.”!

The circulation of the daily was the largest among all the Armenian
newspapers. It carried no political affiliation from its founding until the beginning of

WWI. Zhamanag is an eminently important primary source for this thesis because it

68 1t is noteworthy to mention that other papers shared the name ‘Zhamanag’.

1. Zhamanag Hayrenanuer [Patriotic Times], Istanbul, 1863-1868, 8 pages.

2. Zhamanag Vets‘amsia Hantes Kragan, Kidagan, Kegharuesdagan Yew Kaghakagan [The
Times: Bi-annual Journal of Literature, Science, Arts, and Politics], Paris, 1901-1902, 64
pages.

3. Zhamanag Orat‘ert’ [The Times: Daily], Tiflis, 1906-1907, 4 pages.

4. Zhamanag [The Times], Istanbul, 1908- , 4 pages.

5. Zhamanag [The Times), 1927, Detroit, 2 pages.

51 employed the romanization table of the Library of Congress while writing Armenian
names.

" For instance, some of the novels that were published in the Zhamanag daily between 1908
and 1913:

1. ‘Gragin Méchen’ [Through Fire], K‘asim, 1908-1909, no. 1-129.

2. ‘Yeéldézi K aghdnik‘neré’ [The Secrets of Yildiz], Paul De Regla, May 1909 to July 1909,
No. 154-229.

3. ‘Temk* Ch‘unets‘ogh Mart&’ [The Faceless Man], 1909-1910, no. 272-381.

4. ‘Dasnergu Dari Bolsen Turs’ [Twelve Years Outside Istanbul], Yeruant Odean, 1912-
1913, no. 1198-1404.

"I Ekmekgioglu, ‘Improvising Turkishness: Being Armenian in Post-Ottoman Istanbul (1918-
1933)’, p. 19.
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had an uninterrupted print run during the Armistice period and served as a mirror of
the Armenian community during that time.

Jagadamard (The Battle), Ariamard (The Battle of Braveness), and
Artaramard (The Battle of Justice) were subsequent incarnations of Azadamard (The
Battle of Freedom), a newspaper which was first published in 1909 after the
revolution as an organ of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (hereafter ARF).”?
Prominent Armenian intellectuals such as Rupén Zartarean, Hagop Siruni, and
K‘egham Parseghean contributed to Azadamard as editors. The paper changed its
name in 1918 to Artaramard, then Ariamard, and finally to Jagadamard, which it
stayed from late 1918 to early 1924.7 Published without interruption during the
Armistice period, it is a valuable source for this study.

Verchin Lur (The Latest News) was published in Istanbul from 1914 to
1930.7* Owned by Hrach‘eay Der Nersésean, the paper’s editorial board consisted of

Hagop Dér Hagopean, Hovhannes Asbed, Lewon Sat‘€rean, Ardashes K ‘alpak‘jean,

7 Quinkght Lenlywh, Zuyng Nuppkpulimi Uanlngh Lhwlhunnwp Sniguly huy
Lpwgpnipyuilr [The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue] (GphJwit: Ukjpniyut Snt,
1934), p. 57. The Federation of Armenian Revolutionaries was founded in the summer of
1890 in Tiflis. It was renamed a year later as the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF).
The main objective of ARF was the liberation of Ottoman Armenia. Although the party
programme involved socialist rhetoric, the primary concern of the party was nationalism. For
the ARF, socialism was a vehicle to achieve a nationalist goal. The ARF was the major party
among the Ottoman Armenians and was an ally of the CUP until the beginning of WWI. For
the history of the ARF, see Arsen Avagyan and Gaidz F. Minassian, Ermeniler ve Ittihat ve
Terakki: Isbirliginden Catismaya [Armenians and the Union and Progress: From Cooperation
to Confrontation] (Istanbul: Aras Yayincilik, 2005); Razmik Panossian, The Armenians from
Kings and Priests to Merchants and Commissars (London: Hurst & Co., 2006), pp. 205-10;
Louise Nalbandian, The Armenian Revolutionary Movement, the Development of Armenian
Political Parties through the Nineteenth Century (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1963).

3 Zakarya Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals
1794-2000] (Istanbul: Aras Yaycilik, 2014), p. 127.

™ Quinkght Lenlywh, Zuyng Nuppbpulimi Uanlngh Lhwlhunnwp Sniguly huy
Lpwgpnipyuilr [The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 81.
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Vahan Toshigean, and the famous Armenian author Yeruant Odean.”® The daily
officially remained ‘neutral and independent’, with no political affiliation. However,
the arguments supported in the daily’s columns were often in line with Ramgavar
Liberal Party policies.”® Some contributors of the daily such as Hovhannes Asbed and
Ardashes K‘alpak‘jean were previously affiliated with the Ramgavar Liberal Party.”’
Verchin Lur was one of the most popular dailies among the Armenian community in
Istanbul, with a circulation of ten thousand during and after WWI. Therefore, it is an
essential source to analyse the Ottoman Armenian political position during the
Turkish-Armenian War.

Giligia (Cilicia) was first published in Adana in 1919 and continued until
1921, with copies appearing every two to three days.”® Owner G. Dér Ap‘rahamean
assembled an editorial team of Dikran Dzamhur, Minas Veradzin, and Lewon
Mozean, whose editorial views were close to those of the ARF.” Giligia is an
important source for this study, as it reflects the developments in the Adana region
during the Armistice period.

Owned by Hrant Mamurean and edited by Suren Bart‘ewean, Arewelean
Mamul (The Orient Daily) was first published in 1871 in Izmir by Madt&os

Mamurean and later renamed Tashink ‘ (The Pact) in 1909, before ceasing publication

> Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals 1794-2000],
p. 131

" fvwnwnywt, Upkyiinubuy Uwidniylt Pp Nunndnipyurl Uupinhl (1900-1922) [The
Western Armenian Press at the End of Its History], p. 391. The Ramgavar Liberal party was
founded in 1908 by a group of liberals who were formerly attached to the Armenagan party.
The party operated as the Constitutional Democratic Party from 1908 to 1921. It was popular
among the upper class Armenians in Istanbul. In 1921, during the Armistice years, the party
renamed itself as the Ramgavar Liberal Party. The Ramgavar party defended the idea of
liberalism. Although it supported the unity and independence of Armenia, it advocated
achieving this goal through negotiation and dialogue rather than violence.

7 Tbid.

" Lwnywt, Zuyng Muppkpulwl Uwdnigh Lpuluinwp Sniguly huy [pugpnipyah
[The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 99.

" Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals 1794-2000],
p. 155.
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in 1914 as a result of WWIL. In 1919, the pro-Ramgavar Liberal Party newspaper
resumed publication for one year following the war.3® After Tashink ‘ ceased
publication in late 1919, the daily was again resurrected as Arewelean Mamul and
continued to be published as such until 1922.3! It is crucial to analyse this paper, in
both of its forms, as it documents the news and developments regarding Izmir and the
surrounding areas. Additionally, its strong opposition to the ARF provides valuable
insight into the political dynamics of the period within the Armenian community.
Arewelean Mamul-Tashink ‘ criticised the Soviet Armenian government and drew
attention to Bolshevism, portraying it as a danger.®? It is possible to find political
discussions between Arewelean Mamul-Tashink ‘ and Koyamard (The Battle for
Existence), an Izmir-based publication of the ARF.** In addition to Arewelean
Mamul-Tashink*, Horizon (Horizon) was also published in Izmir from 1919 to 1922.34
The daily was owned by Vahan Bardizbanean and Setrag T*okajean, with Suren
Bartevean serving as editor.®® Similar to Arewelean Mamul-Tashink°, the daily
reflected the developments in Izmir and its surrounding areas, including the fraternal
relationship between the Armenian and Greek communities of Izmir. However, while
Horizon claimed to be a neutral publication, it published news quoted from
Jagadamard and the announcements of the ARF in its pages. In the first issue, Suren
Bartevean stated that Horizon was an attempt to fill a gap in the Armenian intellectual

and cultural life following its annihilation during the wartime. In its inaugural issue in

% Ibid., p. 105.

8! Ibid., p. 45.

2 vwnunnywl, Upkyifinuhuy Uwdniyt Pp Qunndnipyul Ugwpinhl (1900-1922) [The
Western Armenian Press at the End of Its History], pp. 471-72.

8 Linlywl, Zayng Muppkpuliul Uanlngp Lhwlhuninwp Snigul huy Lpugpnippub
[The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 106.

% Ibid., p. 101.

% Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals 1794-2000],
p. 157.
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1920, Koyamard explained the meaning of its name—the Ottoman Armenians had
fought a battle for their very existence during WWI, and there would now be a second
battle for existence in the Armistice years.

Piwzantion was published in Istanbul from 1896 to 1918 after obtaining
special permission from Abdulhamid II. Piwzant K‘@ch‘ean, owner of the daily,
pursued a moderate policy during the first years of publication. The daily had no
political affiliation and remained neutral. The opinion editorials published in the daily
regarding the Armenian massacres of 1894-1896, which were optimistic about the
future of the Armenian community in the Ottoman Empire, serve as examples of the
moderate tone the daily sought.® In the one year the daily was published during the
Armistice period, it arguably changed its pro-Ottoman approach; thus, only the year
1918 of the daily will be examined in this thesis.?’

Arawdd (The Morning) was published from 1909 to 1924 in Istanbul as a
mouthpiece of the Ramgavar Liberal Party.®® Owned and directed by Misak‘ Surean,
Arawdd strongly criticised the ARF for its policies during the Turkish-Armenian war
in the Caucasus and its harsh opposition to the Soviet Armenian government.®® The
daily was one of the first Armenian newspapers to declare a pro-Turkish stance during
the Lausanne Conference, believing in the possibility of reconciliation between the

Turks and the Armenians.

8 vwnunnywl, Upkyifinuhay Uwdniyt Pp Qunndnippul Ugwpinhl (1900-1922) [The
Western Armenian Press at the End of Its History], p. 60-61.

87 Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals 1794-2000],
p. 64.

¥ Linlywl, Zayng Muppkpuliul Uanlngp Lhpwlunnwp Snigul huy Lpugpnippub
[The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 57.

% Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals 1794-2000],
p. 100.

37



Hay Tzayn (The Armenian Voice) was founded in Aleppo in 1918 by Setrag
Gebenliean before relocating to Adana.?® It continued to be published through 1920
and reflected the news regarding the Armenian community in Cilicia.”! In the first
issue, the daily declared that its aim was to build a bridge between the local
Armenians and the Turkish and Arab populations, as well as to assist diaspora
Armenians in locating their relatives in the region. Even though the daily claimed to
be neutral, the content remained pro-Ramgavar party. Gebenliean also served as the
editor of another daily during the same period—Hay Ts ‘aw (The Armenian Pain),
which was published in Adana from 1919 to 1921. Hay Ts ‘aw was unique in that it
was the only Turkish-language paper that used Armenian characters in the Armistice
years.”?

Yerewan (Yerevan) was published in Istanbul from 1918 to 1919.”> Owned by
Mgrdich® Gabrash, it initially ran as a weekly before becoming a twice-weekly
publication.”* Even though the daily had no official political affiliation, its editorial
policy carried a strong nationalist bent, voicing support for the establishment of a
‘Miatsyal Hayastan (United Armenia)’ and declaring itself ‘the organ of free
Armenians’.

Nor Gyank ‘ (The New Life) was published in Istanbul from 1918 to the end of

1919 by Yeruant Dér Andtréasean, an intellectual who had been working in Armenian

% Lentywt, Zugng Muppkpulwb Uwdnigh Lpulunnwp Sniguly huy Lpugpnipyah
[The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 100.

! Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals 1794-2000],
p. 149.

%2 Tbid., p. 395.

% Lwnywt, Zugng Muppkpulwl Uwdnih Lpuluinwp Sniguly huy Lpugpnipyah
[The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 90.

% Mildanoglu, Ermenice Siireli Yayinlar, 1794-2000 [The Armenian Periodicals 1794-2000],
p. 152.
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newspapers since 1880.%> He was actively involved in the publications of Masis,
Tsaghik (The Flower), Arevelk (East) and Manzume-i Efkar (The Verse of Ideas)
before WWI. In Nor Gyank‘, he tried to draw public attention to the Armenian
massacres while also criticising the CUP leaders.”®

Zhoghovurt (The People) was published in Istanbul from 1918 to 1919 by
Armenian intellectual Dikran Zawén.’” Born in Sivas in 1874, he studied at
Getronagan Armenian school in Istanbul and upon graduation moved to Europe
during Abdulhamid’s reign. He published the journal Yergri Tsaynée (The Voice of
Country) in Tblisi in 1906 to provide updates on the political developments in the
Ottoman Empire to readers. After 1908, he moved to Istanbul and began contributing
to the Armenian dailies. In 1918, he began to publish Zhoghovurt. The daily
continued publication under the name Zhoghovurti Tsayné (The Voice of People)
until 1923. From 1920 to 1922, the paper was edited by the well-known Armenian
poet Vahan Téekeean.”®

Yergir (The Country) was published by the Social Democrat Hnch‘agean
Party (SDHP) in Istanbul from 1919 to 1922.° Owner O. Jinazean and the editorial
team of Vahan Zeytunean, Hrant Kaligean, and Yetuart Ch‘op‘urean argued that the

only revolutionary political organisation within the Armenian community was

% Ibid., 151; Lkyntywi, Zuyng Muppbpulwh Uwdnigh Lhwlunwn Sniguly huy
Lpwgpnipyu The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 94.

% vwnwnywt, Upkydinubuy Uunlnigli Pp Nunmidnipyul Uupunpl (1900-1922) [The
Western Armenian Press at the End of Its History], p. 360.

T Lwnywt, Zugng Muppkpulwl Uwdnigh Lpuluinwp Sniguly huy [pugpnipyah
[The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 90.

% Ibid., p. 98.

% The Social Democrat Hnch‘agean Party (SDHP) was founded by a group of Armenian
students in 1887 in Geneva. Derived from the romanticism of Russian Narodniks, SDHP
advocated for an immediate revolution and the separation of independent Armenia from the
Ottoman Empire by using a Marxist revolutionary approach. Unlike the ARF and Ramgavar
Liberal Party, the SDHP was reluctant to engage in an alliance with the CUP and defended
the immediate independence of Ottoman Armenia through revolutionary means.
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SDHP.!% Unlike many other Armenian dailies in Istanbul, the editorial policy of the

daily was sympathetic towards Soviet Armenia. Because of this political position, the

daily was strongly criticised by those in ARF circles who did not favour the

Bolsheviks. 0!

1.4.2. The Ottoman Turkish Press

Place of Year of
Name Political Position
Publication Publication
Lleri Istanbul 1919-1924 Pro-Turkish National movement
Vakit Istanbul 1917-1949 Pro-Turkish National movement
Anti-Turkish National movement /
Istanbul Istanbul 1919-1920
Pro-Loyalist
Anti-Turkish National movement /
Alemdar Istanbul 1909-1922
Pro-Loyalist
Istanbul and
Yeni Giin 1918-1924 Pro-Turkish National movement
Ankara
Peyam / Anti-Turkish National movement /
Istanbul 1913-1922

Peyam-1 Sabah

Pro-Loyalist

Table 2. The Ottoman Turkish Press used in the thesis

Ileri (Forward) newspaper was published in Istanbul from 1919 to 1924 by the

brothers Celal Nuri (Ileri) and Suphi Nuri (leri). Strongly critical of the CUP and the

Istanbul government, the paper openly supported the Ankara movement, publishing

01 kntywl, Zuyng Muppkpulwi Uwdngh Lhalumap Sniguly buy [paugpnipyub
[The Periodical Press: A Complete Catalogue], p. 97.
" vwnwwngwt, Upkyuinwhuy Uwidnig b Pp Munndnipyui Udwpupi (1900-1922)
[The Western Armenian Press at the End of Its History], p. 382.
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articles written by Mustafa Kemal as well as announcements from the Ankara
government.'%?

The Vakit (The Times) daily was published by Mehmet Asim (Us) and Ahmet
Emin (Yalman) in Istanbul in 1917. Prominent Turkish authors such as Ziya Gokalp,
Halide Edip, Hiiseyin Cahit Yal¢in, Resat Nuri, and Rusen Esref wrote for the daily,
which openly supported the Ankara government.!'%3

The Istanbul daily was published by Sait Molla in 1919 in Istanbul. Molla was
a member of the Anglophile Society,!* which supported the British mandate over the
Ottoman Empire.'% Istanbul strongly opposed the Turkish National movement and
criticised the CUP’s activities in its columns. The paper ceased publication after the
victories of the Nationalist forces in Anatolia. Prominent poet Ahmet Hagsim was an
intermittent contributor to the daily.!%

Alemdar (The Flag-bearer) daily was published by Refii Cevat in Istanbul
from 1909 to 1922. Refik Halit, a prominent Turkish author, wrote many articles
criticising the Turkish National movement under the pseudonyms ‘Aydede’ and
‘Kirpi’. Muammer Asaf, Mustafa Sabri, Hafiz Ismail, and Dr. Selahattin—all of who
were strong opponents of the CUP and the Turkish National movement—were
contributors to the daily.!°” Alemdar was at the heart of the opposition during the
Armistice period, calling the Nationalist movement ‘brainless bands’ and supporting

the British mandate.

12 Nuri Inugur, Basin ve Yayin Tarihi [History of Press and Publishing] (Istanbul: Caglayan
Kitabevi, 1982), pp. 337-38.

1 Ibid., p. 341.

1% The Anglophile Society was founded in 1919 to promote the relationship between the
British and the Ottomans. During the Armistice years, it supported the British government to
establish the British mandate over the Ottoman Empire.

195 Nuri Inugur, Basin ve Yayin Tarihi [History of Press and Publishing], p. 341.

1% Ibid., p. 342.

"7 Ibid.
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Following the war, the Ottoman newspapers Peyam (The News) and Sabah
(Morning) merged and were re-established as Peyam-1 Sabah in 1920 by owner
Mihran Efendi.!?® Editor in chief and renowned intellectual Ali Kemal strongly
opposed the Turkish National movement, openly characterising the movement as
‘daydreamers’. His anti-Nationalist publications were so intense that he was lynched
by a crowd in Izmit after the Nationalist victory against the Greek forces in 1922.1%
Accordingly, Peyam-1 Sabah is a crucial source to compare with the pro-Nationalist
Turkish daily Vakit during the Turkish-Armenian War.

Yeni Giin (The New Day) was founded by Yunus Nadi in 1918. Soon after, the
newspaper was forced to cease publication by the British forces because of its pro-
Kemalist leanings. Yunus Nadi relocated his operations from Istanbul to Ankara,
where he continued to publish the daily.!!° Yeni Giin openly supported the Ankara
government during the Armistice period and provided crucial information regarding

developments in the Nationalist circles.

1.5. Organisation of the Thesis

This introductory chapter outlines the various perspectives from the Armenian and
Turkish historiographies concerning the period of interest to this thesis, as well as
discussing the key methodological and theoretical approaches of the thesis.

The second chapter presents the aspirations of Ottoman Armenians toward the

establishment of ‘Miatsyal Hayastan’ (‘United Armenia’). The Armistice of Mudros

1% Mihran Nakkashean was an Armenian entrepreneur who was born in Kayseri in 1850. He
received his training in typesetting in Istanbul and worked in several newspapers. In 1882, he
bought the publishing rights of Sabah and became its owner. Mihran Nakkashean left the
country and immigrated to France in 1922 after selling his property, including the newspaper.
1% Nuri Inugur, Basin ve Yayin Tarihi [History of Press and Publishing], p. 344.

10 Ibid., p. 339.
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ended what had been considered by the Ottoman Armenians to be an unending state
of insecurity, finally granting them liberty. They started to campaign and lobby for the
establishment of an Armenian state in the Vilaydt-1 Sitte (Six Provinces; a
geographical term used for the six provinces of the Ottoman Empire populated by
Armenians). These provinces, covering contemporary Eastern Anatolia, were Sivas,
Diyarbekir, Bitlis, Erzurum, Van, and Mamuretiilaziz. It was crucial that the Ottoman
Armenians prove that they constituted a majority of the population in those regions or
that there were enough Armenian survivors to relocate into the region to produce a
majority.

The third chapter analyses the Greek-Armenian friendship that was established
during the first months of the Allied occupation. The Ottoman Armenians formed a
friendship with the Greeks, and the Armenian Patriarchate acted together with the
Ecumenical Patriarchate. The chapter reflects the peculiarities of the Armenian
political position during the first two years of the Armistice period and how
friendships were established between the Armenians and the Great Powers.

The fourth chapter analyses the implications for the Ottoman Armenians of the
emergence of the Turkish National movement. It is significant that before the French
retreat and the defeat of the Armenian government, influenced by the Ottoman
Armenian press, the Ottoman Armenian public considered the Nationalist forces as
‘bands’ who were another incarnation of the CUP. As the Nationalist forces were
conducting an aggressive campaign against the Christians of Anatolia, the Ottoman
Armenians lived in fear of a second genocidal campaign. This chapter deconstructs
the political position of the Ottoman Armenians before the French, Greek, and
Armenian defeats against the Nationalist forces and presents the various dimensions

of ethnic conflict, fear, and insecurity gripping Anatolia.
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The fifth and the sixth chapters elaborate on the sustained support of the
Ottoman Armenians for the establishment of a United Armenia. Firstly, during the
Franco-Turkish war, the Ottoman Armenians served as legions within the French
occupation forces. Nevertheless, when the French government secured its economic
interests from the Nationalist Turks and withdrew from the Cilicia region, the
remaining Armenian population was under threat of massacre and forced to leave for
the deserts of northern Syria. The sixth chapter addresses the ramifications of the
Turkish-Armenian War in the Caucasus and the aid campaign of the Ottoman
Armenians in support of the Armenian government. The political position of the
Ottoman Armenians is highlighted through two case studies in these two chapters: the
French-Armenian friendship and the support of the Ottoman Armenians to the
Armenian State.

The seventh chapter explores the transformation of the Armenian political
position from a pro-Allied position to a pro-Kemalist one. Especially from 1918 to
1922, the Armenian community of the Ottoman Empire supported the Allied Powers
in the hope that an independent Armenian state would be established in the Vilayat-1
Sitte. This expectation was shared by all Armenian political parties and was reflected
as a common goal in the Armenian dailies of all political orientations. Nevertheless,
as the Nationalists accumulated victories on the battlefield, the Armenian community
in Anatolia and particularly in Istanbul began to adapt themselves to the newly
established nationalist rule, under which minorities were not considered to be truly
“Turkish’. This significant turning point in the Armenian public sphere demonstrates
the developing opinions of the Armenian community during the Republican years.
Two crucial developments in the transformation of the Armenian political position are

analysed: first, the establishment of the Turkish-Armenian Assent Association, which
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was organised by a group of Turkish and Armenian intellectuals and businessmen;
and second, the support of the Ottoman Armenians for the National government
during the peace conference in Lausanne. This chapter illustrates how the Ottoman
Armenians came to support the Turkish National movement after realising they were
left with no alternative following the defeat of the Greek and French forces, as well as
the Armenian government in the Caucasus. The role of the Turkish-Armenian Assent
Association in the Turkish-Armenian reconciliation process is examined, arguing that
the Association was a product of the development of pro-Ankara views among the
Armenian community. The Armenians who remained within the borders of the newly
established Turkish Republic accepted the legitimacy of the Ankara government in
order to ensure their continued physical and cultural existence, while those opposing
the Nationalists fled.

The concluding chapter summarises the main points of the study, highlighting
how the Armenian political position was reshaped during the Armistice years, and
underlines the contributions made by this thesis to Ottoman Armenian historiography.

Here it should also be noted that, even as the issue of Armenian orphans and
humanitarian aid during the Armistice years is an important topic, I do not deal with
this issue in my discussions, as it lies outside the realm of the main arguments
presented in this thesis. The topic of Armenian orphans in itself could deservedly

become the subject of another doctoral thesis.

45



CHAPTER 11

THE END OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR: THE ARMENIAN ASPIRATIONS
FOR ‘UNITED ARMENIA’ FROM THE ARMISTICE OF MUDROS TO THE

GREEK OCCUPATION OF IZMIR (OCTOBER 1918- MAY 1919)

2.1. Introduction

This chapter scrutinises the particularities of the period—beginning with the signing
of the Armistice of Mudros in October 1918 and ending with the declaration of the
Turkish Republic in 1923—which serves as a microcosm of the transformation of the
Armenian political position during the Armistice years. Before the Armistice of
Mudros was signed on 30 October 1918, the Armenian press published numerous
articles on the Turkish-Armenian friendship and the loyalty of the Ottoman
Armenians to the Ottoman State, with Armenian individuals expressing their pro-
Ottoman approach in the columns of the dailies. Nevertheless, following the signing
of the Armistice of Mudros, this pro-Ottoman approach of the Ottoman Armenian
community changed drastically. The Ottoman Turkish dailies, which had been
publishing articles highlighting the loyalty of the Armenian community prior to the
Armistice of Mudros, reversed course and claimed the Armenian community was
disloyal to the Ottoman State. As will be illustrated in the following sections of this
chapter, the Ottoman Armenians acknowledged the Armistice of Mudros as an
excellent opportunity to gain ‘liberation’ from the Ottoman yoke. Within a period of
about three months, the pro-Ottoman tone of the Armenian publications transformed

into a propagandist one—fuelled by the Wilson Principles, which declared the right of
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self-determination for the nations—in which all layers of the Armenian community
demanded the establishment of an Armenian State in the eastern provinces. The
Ottoman Armenians who were reluctant to openly support the Allied cause during the
war now raised their voice in favour of the Entente. The establishment of a Romioi-
Armenian friendship further encouraged the political position of the Armenian
community, one that was no longer keen to share the same fate with the Ottoman
Turkish society; therefore, they worked toward the establishment of a friendship with
the Romioi—that is, with the Entente. As such, this chapter attempts to demonstrate a
micro example of the main argument of the thesis, which tries to show the

transformation of the Armenian political position during the Armistice years.

2.2. The Road to the Armistice of Mudros: The Pro-Ottoman Approach of the

Ottoman Armenians

The idea of Ottomanism, which had been swept under the carpet during the Balkan
Wars and WWI, re-emerged particularly in the last months of 1918 when the
approaching ultimate defeat of the Ottoman Empire by the Allied Powers was
certain.!!! Wartime propagation of Turkish nationalism by the Ottoman Turkish press

gave away to a ‘sympathetic Ottomanism’, which aimed to bring the non-Muslim

" The Ottoman Empire entered WWI on the side of Germany, Austria-Hungary, and
Bulgaria—the Central Powers. On the other side, the Allied Powers—consisting of the British
Empire, the Russian Empire, the Kingdom of Italy, and the French Republic—formed the
opposition. The war ended with the absolute defeat of the Central Powers; consequently, each
state belonging to the vanquished alliance was compelled to sign separate treaties with the
Allied Powers. For a selective historiography on the Ottoman participation in WWI, see D. K.
Fieldhouse, War and Partition of Ottoman Empire, 1914-1922 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2008); Michael A. Reynolds, Shattering Empires: The Clash and Collapse of the
Ottoman and Russian Empires, 1908-1918 (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2011); A. L. Macfie, The End of the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923 (London; New York:
Longman, 1998); Rogan, The Fall of the Ottomans: The Great War in the Middle East; David
Fromkin, A4 Peace to End All Peace: Creating the Modern Middle East, 1914-1922 (New
York: H. Holt, 1989).
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communities of the Empire back into the fold, as an effort to restore the government
and preserve its unity.!'? With the impending fall of the government increasingly
clear, Turkish intellectuals were cultivating fears of occupation and the possible
dismemberment of the state because of its non-Muslim populations, particularly the
Armenians and Romioi. Even though the declaration of independence of Balkan
nations after the Balkan War of 1912-1913 stirred reactions among the Muslim
population, the propagation of Turkish nationalism by the Ottoman Turkish press
created a new atmosphere for Ottoman Muslims, and it was used as a tool to shape the

sympathy of the masses from Ottomanism to Turkish nationalism.!'* Ottoman Muslim

12 The term ‘Ottomanism’ developed over the course of the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries in the Ottoman Empire. During the reign of Abdulhamid II, it was used as a
synonym for Islamism, whereas after the Revolution of 1908, it came to be understood as the
equality of all citizens, regardless of ethnicity or religion. In 1918, Ottomanism represented
the ideology of territorial nationalism, which is to say that all the citizens were regarded equal
before the law. The term ‘sympathetic Ottomanism’ is used in this thesis as an ideology in
which Muslim and non-Muslim populations of the Ottoman Empire were regarded as equal
citizens. It should be noted that in certain periods Ottomanism was used as a cover to
assimilate the non-Muslim population, and on some occasions appeared as Islamism and
Turkish nationalism. For discussion of Ottomanism as ideology, see Ohannes Kilicdagi, ‘The
Bourgeois Transformation and Ottomanism Among Anatolian Armenians After the 1908
Revolution” (MA thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2005), pp. 56-67; Bedross Der Matossian,
Shattered Dreams of Revolution From Liberty to Violence in the Late Ottoman Empire
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2014), pp. 49-71; Karpat, Studies on Ottoman Social
and Political History, pp. 27-74; Macfie, The End of the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923, pp.
113-19; Davison, Essays in Ottoman and Turkish History, 1774-1923: The Impact of the
West, pp. 112-38; Suny, ‘They Can Live in the Desert but Nowhere Else’: A History of the
Armenian Genocide (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2015), pp. 149-65.

'3 The Balkan Wars, which took place in 1912 and 1913, resulted in the Ottoman Empire’s
loss of the majority of its European territory. Before the Balkan Wars, the primary policy of
the Ottoman government was Ottomanism, which aimed at uniting the non-Muslim and
Muslim subjects under one umbrella, promoting a common ‘Ottoman’ identity; however, this
policy was drastically reshaped after the loss of Balkan lands changed the demographic map
of the Empire. After the Balkan Wars, the Christian population of the Empire significantly
decreased, and the ruling government pursued a new policy of Turkish Nationalism. For
discussion on the impact of the Balkan Wars on Ottoman policy, see Ozgiir Balkilig and
Deniz Délek, ‘Turkish Nationalism at Its Beginning: Analysis of Tiirk Yurdu, 1913-1918°,
Nationalities Papers 41, no. 2 (n.d.): pp. 316-33; Umit Kurt and Dogan Giirpinar, ‘The
Balkan Wars and the Rise of the Reactionary Modernist Utopia in Young Turk Thought and
the Journal Tiirk Yurdu [Turkish Homeland]’, Nations and Nationalism 21, no. 2 (2015): pp.
348-68; Erol Ulker, ‘Contextualising “Turkification”: Nation-Building in the Late Ottoman
Empire, 1908-18°, Nations and Nationalism 11, no. 4 (2005): pp. 613-36; Ebru Boyar, ‘The
Impact of the Balkan Wars on Ottoman History Writing: Searching for a Soul’, Middle East
Critique 23, no. 2 (2014): pp. 147-56; Mustafa Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War in 1914:
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society was convinced after the Balkan Wars that the nucleus of the Turkish land
must remain intact and that any possible partition of this core would cause the
displacement of Muslims in Asia Minor.!'* This belief is evident in the reflections of
Ottoman Muslims toward the establishment of the Armenian state in the Caucasus.
Although public opinion among Ottoman Turkish society showed concerns that the
Ottoman Armenians would proliferate the idea of unification with the Armenian state
in the Caucasus, it welcomed and recognised the new state simply because it had been
established outside of the borders of the Turkish nucleus.

With this mindset, Turkish intellectuals were concerned about the possible
attitudes of the non-Muslim populations in the case of an Ottoman defeat. When the
German defeats in Europe in the spring of 1918 caught the Ottoman government in
Istanbul off guard, the Ottoman Turkish press started to publish articles directly
addressing the non-Muslim communities, urging them to pledge loyalty to the idea of
Ottomanism. The At (Future) daily, for instance, ran an editorial on the declaration of
the Armenian Republic in the Caucasus, which warned the Ottoman Armenians not to

engage in any further revolutionary activity:

Some of our fellow citizens, who assume themselves as Armenians of
Armenia (Ermeniyye), started to speak of ‘you’ and ‘we’. ... Armenians, who
constitute a minority in almost every part of our state, are Ottomans in the first
place. ... An Armenian should consider Ottomanism superior to his

The Ottoman Empire and First World War (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008);
Ebru Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans: Empire Lost, Relations Altered (London and
New York: Tauris Academic Publishers, 2007).

14 Especially following the devastating defeat the Ottomans received in the Balkan Wars, the
CUP leaders discussed retreating to the ‘Turkish heartland’ of Anatolia. Thus, the term
‘nucleus’ is used to refer to Anatolia. For discussion of the CUP authorities’ decision to
retreat to Anatolia, see Fuat Diindar, Modern Tiirkiye nin Sifresi: Ittihat ve Terakki'nin
Etnisite Miihendisligi (1913-1918) [The Code of Modern Turkey: The Committee of Union
and Progress' Ethnic Engineering] (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2015), pp. 58-62.
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Armenianness. For Armenians, there is life and prosperity in forgetting the

Tashnagts‘ut‘iwn [ARF] past.'!>

If the Ottoman Armenians pledged loyalty to the Ottoman government, they
would be mostly welcomed to continue to live within the borders of the Ottoman
state. Forgetting the ‘Tashnagts‘ut‘iwn past’, a term used for the revolutionary
activities of the Armenian political parties, was the key element for the Armenians to
renew their relationship to the Ottoman government. It is noteworthy that the
Armenian community was viewed as a united entity, ‘all of whose members’ were
perceived to be ‘revolutionaries and possible traitors’. Further elaborating on the
issue, the daily drew the boundaries of being ‘a proper Armenian’. The Armenians
loyal to the Ottoman Empire were seen as equal to Turks, while the Armenians whose
loyalties fell elsewhere, such as ARF revolutionaries, were no friends of the Ottoman
Turks.!'® The daily warned the Ottoman Armenians: ‘If you listen to this wise
counsel, life and happiness will be provided to you. If not, it is up to you. But then
you should consider the roads either to Yerevan or to America through Batum,
Hamburg, Liverpool or Le Havre’.!!”
The majority of Turkish society wholeheartedly believed that the atrocities

committed between the Ottoman Empire and the Armenians during wartime were ‘the

products of foreign interference’. They argued that the newly established Armenian

5 Ati, ‘Bizde Anasir Meselesi’ [Nations Issue Among Us], 25 June 1918, no. 174.
Tashnagts‘ut‘iwn is the name used in Armenian for the ARF. ‘Bazi vatandaglarimiz
kendilerini Ermeniyye Ermenisi zannederek siz ve biz demeye basladilar... Memleketimizde
bila istisna bir hayli yerlerde kiigiik bir ekaliyyet olmak iizere sakin bulunan Ermeniler evvel-
be-evvel Osmanlidir... Ermeni Ermeniliginin fevkinde Osmanliligini bilecektir.
Tagnaksutyun mazisini unutmakta Ermeni i¢in hayat ve felah vardir’.

16 Ati, 25 June 1918, ‘Bizde Anasir Meselesi’ [Nations Issue Among Us]; Verchin Lur,
Oudwtigh Zwytipnit [To Ottoman Armenians] 25 June 1918, no. 1298.

"7 Ati, ‘Bizde Anasir Meselesi’ [Nations Issue Among Us], 25 June 1918; Verchin Lur,
Oudwtigh Zwytpnit [To Ottoman Armenians], 25 June 1918, no. 1298. ‘Eger pek hayr-1
hevahan olan bu vesayami dinlerseniz, sizin i¢in saadet ve hayat mukadderdir.
Dinlemezseniz, bu da irade-i ihtiyarinizdadir. O zaman bilmis olunuz ki Revan’a gitmek i¢in
Batum, Amerika’ya go¢mek i¢in de Hamburg, Liverpool ve Le Havre yollar1 vardir’.
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state would stay a friend of the Ottoman Empire if she were to declare there were no
aspirations to take Ottoman lands in Eastern Anatolia. Vakit reminded Armenians of
the lack of support from the Allied powers in response to their request for military
assistance: ‘What shall we do? Our cannons could not reach Mt. Ararat’.!!® As a
result, the daily advised the Ottoman Armenians to pledge loyalty to the Ottoman
Empire in order to be seen as equal subjects. Vakit welcomed those Armenian dailies
publishing articles in support of the idea of Ottomanism.'"> A few days later, Vakit
elaborated on the fact that no state in the world, including Britain and France,
supported the establishment of a free Armenian state in the Caucasus—except the
Ottoman Empire. The Allied powers showed no sympathy toward the Caucasian
Armenians, and the Germans prioritised the protection of Georgian rights in the
region.'?? In contrast, the Ottoman government welcomed the establishment of the
Armenian state in the Caucasus, immediately recognising its sovereignty.
Furthermore, Vakit proposed that the Ottoman government provide assistance to the
newly established Armenian state, as it in turn would wield influence over the
Armenian diaspora communities. According to the daily, if the Ottoman government
won the sympathy of the Armenian state in the Caucasus, it would be possible to
decrease the anger and enmity of the global Armenian diaspora directed towards it!?!

and even serve a dual purpose—by providing basic assistance to the Armenian state,

the Ottoman government could help establish a stable structure on its Eastern border

"8 Vakit, ‘Ermeni Meselesinin Tasfiye-i Hesab1’ [Winding up of the Armenian Question], 27
June 1918, no. 249.

' Ibid.

120 Richard G. Hovannisian, Armenia: On the Road to Independence 1918 (California:
University of California Press, 1967), p. 183. The German-Georgian agreement was reached
in May 1918 at Poti. Germans were allowed to use the railways and ports of Georgia and even
occupy some of the strategic points. The Georgians aimed at protecting themselves from the
Bolshevik threat and preferred the German influence to Bolsheviks. See David Marshall
Lang, 4 Modern History of Soviet Georgia (London: Grove Press Inc., 1962), pp. 206-8.

12! Vakit, ‘Kafkas Siyasetimiz ve Ermeniler’ [Our Caucasus Policy and the Armenians], 3
September 1918, no. 316.
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and avert the ambitions of the Ottoman Armenians to unite with their compatriots.

Vakit wrote:

There is an Armenian nation that, if its need for independence is not satisfied,
will not stop causing havoc and will not abstain from doing anything. The
main target of this anger will be us... The only way to free the Armenian
nation from such an irresponsible situation is to make them landlords. If they
become landlords, they would stop political riots and engage in trade and
agriculture. In this way, we would get rid of both an insecure structure on our
Eastern border which wants to interrupt at every instance, and those
Armenians who secretly lobby against us in foreign countries and provoke our
own Armenian citizens.!??

Along similar lines, the fkdam (Perseverance) daily beseeched the Ottoman
Armenians to understand that their fate was wed to that of the Ottoman state. It was in
their favour to return to serving as loyal, hardworking subjects of the state; in doing
so, they would again be treated as equal citizens.'?? Turkish intellectual Yunus Nadi
delivered a message to the Ottoman Armenians in Tasvir-i Efkar (Picture of Ideas),

reminding them of the statements of Alexander Khadisean,'?* representative of the

Armenian Republic during the Treaty of Batum negotiations, that the actions carried

122 Ibid. “... Bir Ermeni anasir1 vardir ki, istiklal hususundaki ihtiyaci tatmin edilmedikge
miitemadiyen tahrikatta bulunacak hicbir nevi gayr-i mesul hareketlerden ¢ekinmeyecektir.
Bu tahrikatin baglica hedefi de biz olacagiz. Ermeni anasirimi bdyle gayr-i mesul bir
vaziyetten kurtarmanin yegane caresi kendilerini ev sahibi yapmaktir. Ermeniler ev sahibi
olunca siyasi tahrikat yerine harsi ve iktisadi islerle ugrasmaya baslarlar ve boylece biz simal-
i sarki hududumuz tizerinde daima emniyeti ihlale meyyal gayr-i mesul amelden, ecnebi
memleketlerinde aleyhimize tahrikatta bulunmaktan baska bir sey yapmayan adamlardan ve
tebamiz arasindaki Ermenileri daima ifsada ¢alisacak gizli bir ocaktan kurtulmus oluruz’.

12 Verchin Lur, bqunundp G1 Zwy Btpptpp [ikdam and the Armenian Press] 29 June 1918,
no. 1302.

124 Alexander Khadisean was born in 1876 in Thilisi and received his education in Russia and
Germany, specialising in chemistry. He was a member of the ARF and mayor of Tbilisi from
1909 to 1917. He served as mayor of Gyumri at the beginning of 1918 and was appointed as
foreign minister of the Republic of Armenia in November 1918. He then served as president
of Armenia from April 1919 to May 1920. After the Bolshevik revolution in Armenia, he
moved to Paris, where he died in 1945. See Ununwnht vniquytpyut, ‘vunhuywl,
Ujkpuwnp’, Zuyjulwb Zwupg [‘Alexander Khadisean’, the Armenian Question]
(Gphrwt: Zugjuljwb Zwipughwnwpwith Fuuynp vdpugpniphil, 1996), p. 166.
Yunus Nadi refers to him as Hadisov.
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out by the Ottoman government during the wartime were necessary to ensure the
safety and integrity of the country.'?> According to Nadi, Foreign Minister Khadisean
stated that the Armenians had done everything in their power to weaken the Ottoman
state, reinforcing the idea that the Ottoman actions were justified as self-defence.
Khadisean stated that the Armenians must accept that they had ‘lost the game’.!2
Referring to Khadisean’s words, Nadi urged the Ottoman Armenians not to pursue the
dream of independence but to face the shortcomings of the Armenian political
parties.!?’

Ottoman Turkish public opinion demanded that the Ottoman Armenians
behave as ‘proper Armenians’. They were to be considered as brothers and sisters of
the Turks only if they proved their fealty to the Empire and did not engage in
revolutionary activities. Celal Nuri provides an example of a ‘proper Armenian’ in an
article describing a visit to his old friend Giragos Bey, an 80-year-old Armenian

merchant living in Istanbul. When Celal Nuri asked about the revolutionary and

separatist aims of the Armenians, Giragos Bey reportedly answered:

I am firstly an Ottoman and then an Armenian. There are 200,000 Armenians
in Istanbul. They cannot be separated from the Turk. The fish can’t live out of
the water. Like Catholics and Protestants in Germany, the Ottoman Empire
has the Turk and the Armenian. People [Western Powers] disturbed our
comfort. How good it was in the past.!?8

125 The Treaty of Batum was signed on 4 June 1918 by the Ottoman government and the
governments of Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan. The Armenian government, following the
devastating defeats on the battleground against the Ottoman forces, was left with no choice
but to accept the harsh conditions imposed by the Ottoman government. See Stanford J. Shaw
and Ezel Kural Shaw, Reform, Revolution, and Republic the Rise of Modern Turkey, 1808-
1975 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), pp. 325-26; Reynolds, Shattering
Empires: The Clash and Collapse of the Ottoman and Russian Empires, 1908-1918, pp. 206-
18.

126 Tasvir-i Efkar, ‘Ermeni Meselesi’ [The Armenian Question], 29 June 1918, no. 2500.

"7 Ibid.

'8 Verchin Lur, Zuyng Uwiuht [Regarding Armenians] 5 September 1918, no. 1359. ‘Gu

Luhu Oudwiigh b b1 jiwnng Zwy: Mnjung ke 200.000 Zwyy Yuyy: Uuntp @nipptl skt
Yptwp pwdunthy: Gpk dntyp onipku Ejuk swuyphp: @kpdwthw hywku popnpuljuiip
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In response to the sentiments produced in the Ottoman Turkish dailies, the
Ottoman Armenian community sought to regain the trust of the Ottoman Muslims by
publishing articles and opinions expressing the loyalty of the Ottoman Armenians
toward the state. With the ongoing war and political uncertainty at hand, the
Armenians—those having already survived the massacres—did not want to give
Ottoman Turkish society any reason to arouse hate against them. Verchin Lur
published a lead article written by Avedis Surenean, one of the daily’s editors, in
which the author echoed the sentiments previously expressed in the Ottoman Turkish
press: ‘We enthusiastically shake the brotherly hand that they extend to us... being
the children of the same country, the Turk and the Armenian are forever equal and
together... both would live happy. We greet with gladness this brotherly cordial
expression’. %

Throughout the war, the Ottoman Armenian community suffered as the target
of oppression, anger, and violence. Given that a considerable number of Armenian
intellectuals were either imprisoned or deported, and that the majority of the Ottoman
Armenian population was scattered throughout the Empire, the Armenian community
was extremely decimated. Therefore, the collective Armenian reaction against the
political and social developments was short of being able to articulate the
community’s socio-political position.!*® Even though there was justifiable anger

toward the Ottoman state and Turkish/Muslim society, the Ottoman Armenians

bt Jupnihp ntth whwly w) oudwughniphtup Bnippp G Zwyp niuh:... Uwpnhly dkp
hwughuwnp Ypynytght: Uhgbw) dudwbwlp hy wnky kp’

12 Verchin Lur, @ppuwhwykpu [Turkish Armenians], 26 June 1918, no. 1299. “... bpklg
Utq ninnué tnpuypuljut dknpp Yp ubindtup knwinught... dhkiungu Epyph
q}uLuﬂlhhph tnnn @nipp ni Zu)1] jutkn huwuwn nt vhwuht... bplnipt wy kpowthly
Juuynht: Ukp gudniptwdp Ynnentukup wju tnpuypuljut uhpwihp qqugdui
wnpunujwjnniphriub.’.

130 For a selective list of academic works written on the Armenian genocide, see chapter 1.
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preferred to wait until the end of the war and the occupation of the Ottoman lands by
the Allied powers to reveal their political position. An editorial published in the 6 July
1918 edition of Verchin Lur, for instance, strongly supported the Turkish-Armenian

friendship:

Let’s think for a moment. Who are the closest elements in this country? And is
it even possible to distinguish Turks and Armenians from each other, these
two elements who mostly have the similar appearance, behaviour and
pronunciation... Don’t we find Armenians and Turks most similar to each
other in the plays of Mnagean, Burhaneddin and Benliean, who represent
Turkish social life? Starting with our grandees, we wish to see each Armenian
working for this [Turkish-Armenian brotherhood]. We call upon Armenian
deputies, officials, leading merchants, intellectuals, teachers and editors to put
extremely serious efforts towards the strenghtening of Turkish-Armenian
brotherhood.!!

Not only the Armenians in the capital or in intellectual circles, but also
ordinary Armenians, sent opinion letters to the Armenian dailies to express their
feelings. An Armenian correspondent from Konya sent a letter to the Hayrenik (The

Fatherland) daily to express gratitude to the Ottoman authorities. According to this

correspondent, there were 15,000 Armenians in Konya who were well off:

B! Verchin Lur, @mpp B Zuy Enpuypulgniphit [Turkish Armenian Friendship], 6 July
1918, no. 1307. Born in Istanbul in 1839, [Mardiros] Mnagean helped found the Ottoman
theatre, writing and translating hundreds of theatre plays. [Serope] Benliean was a famous
Armenian theatre player born in Istanbul in 1835. He spent his career travelling the cities of
the Ottoman Empire—from the Greek islands to Edirne, from Cairo to Adana—to bring plays
to the stage. Burhaneddin [Tepsi] was a Turkish theatre player and writer born in 1882 in
Tarsus, Adana. ‘... Nwh Up junphhup: Uju tpypht dkp hpwpnt wdkukt dowm wwwppkpp
npn tip kb BL wpyt Yupbjh’ b own whquid quituquith) hpupudt @mppkph no
Zuytipp npnup pk wpunwpht Eptiinypny pk thuwn nt jugny bt pk juouwljgni pliwadp nu
wpunuuwinipbwdp... ghpup tdwbnng nupptpp: Gppujut putpuyhtt jiwbpp
ubipjujugunn Uthwljtwth, MTmiphwubnwnhth b MEgEwth puntpuju
nbkuwpwbttpnit Uk wy sk np wdkukl wikh hpwpnt down Yp quuikp vhow Gnipph
ni Zuyp:... Yp hwthwphtp np dbkp dbdwdbsubpkt ujubuw) wdkth 2wy withwn wunp
hudwp wohtwwnh: Zuy Eptuthnjuwitbpni, uwomottmwnwpukpni b,
Judwnuwluwbwlwt puuwuljupght Uk wnwetimjupg nhpp qpuiinnubpntd,
Unwinpulubibibpnil, ntunighstibpnit b judpughpltpnit Yns hpubkip wopiwnhy
huhuw poopk Bnipp b Zuy tnpwypulgnipbut wdpww indui:’

55



The Turks over here are extremely hardworking and honourable elements
[members of society]. We consider ourselves extremely happy that in this
Ottoman country we live with people with such attributes. Cursed be those
who discriminate a brother against a brother. Both Hairenik and all Armenian
papers should work towards strengthening these relations. We, Ottoman
Armenians, can find our happiness and peace only under the auspices of the
Ottoman Rule.!*?

2.3. End of the Game: Signing of the Armistice of Mudros

The discussion between Armenian and Turkish intellectuals regarding the loyalty of
the Armenians to the Ottoman Empire continued until October 1918. As demonstrated
in the examples above, the political position of the Ottoman Armenians was pro-
Ottoman during this period. While the discussion continued in the newspapers
published in the capital, in the political field, in practical terms, the Ottoman Empire
was essentially surrounded when Bulgaria signed a separate ceasefire agreement with
the Allied Powers on 29 September 1918.!3 An unexpected offensive was led by
General Franchet d’Esperey on the Southeastern front. Serbian and Greek-English
divisions simultaneously attacked the German-Bulgarian divisions, pressuring them to

retreat. Bulgaria could no longer continue to fight, and General Franchet d’Esperey

B2 Verchin Lur, bqunuid B Zwy @hpphpp [[kdam and the Armenian Press], 29 June 1918,
no. 1302. ‘Znu wmknh @nipptpp thun wouwwnwulp bt yunniwinp wpp dpb G
bupqhupuhu juhuw Epgwthy Yp hwdwphup np Oud. Gpypht Uk wju
junlymphiibikpny] odininiws nwpph Up htn Juwphip: Uiksp wintg npnip
Enpwypp tnpopdkt qunkghte: ©F Zugpkuhp b pk ponp 2wy phppbpp whwnp &
woliwnht Ukp jupupbpniplwtg wdpuyupdwi: Uktup, Oudwgh Zuytpu, dkp
Epowtlniphtit n jpunuinniphtup Yptwip gk 1n Oud. Ywnwjwpniplu
hnJwuhht nuly?’

133 The Armistice of Salonica was signed on 29 September between the Bulgarian government
and the French General d’Esperey, who signed the ceasefire on behalf of the Allied Powers.
The Bulgarian government accepted the complete demobilisation of its army and the
evacuation of occupied Greek and Serbian lands. For the detailed terms of the Armistice, see
Richard C. Hall, ‘Bulgaria in the First World War’, The Historian, no. 73 (2011): pp. 300-

315; ‘Bulgaria Armistice Convention, September 29, 1918°, The American Journal of
International Law 13, no. 4 (1919): pp. 402-4.
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was able to force them to sign an armistice within a few days, without referring to the
Supreme War Council.!** When Talat Pasha, the Grand Vizier, was on a visit to
Berlin in 1918 to find a resolution to the disagreement between Germany and the
Ottoman Empire over the Caucasus, he learned of the heavy German defeats on the
Western front. He conducted negotiations with Austrian authorities in Austria to offer
a joint peace agreement to the Allied Powers.!*> Returning from Germany, Talat
Pasha witnessed the disintegration of the Bulgarian army. The Bulgarian leaders met
him at the train station to inform him of the separate peace agreement they had
requested. When he heard news of the Bulgarian ceasefire, he stopped and stared for a
moment, mumbling a Turkish phrase: ‘Simdi boku yedik’ (‘We are in deep shit”).!3
Indeed, Talat Pasha had reason to be concerned. While the CUP government
had valiantly fought for a German victory, not only had it faced internal resistance
from opposition groups protesting the pro-German policies, but also the Allied
Powers urged the CUP on several issues, including the Armenian genocide, which it
declared a ‘crime against humanity and civilisation’.!*” Bulgaria was the bridge
linking the Ottoman capital to Berlin, which was of utmost importance to the CUP
government, as it was a lynchpin in the transportation scheme of both military and
financial assets from the German capital to Istanbul. On the other hand, Enver Pasha,
with his adventurous, unrealistic strategy, proclaimed that by turning attention to the

Eastern front and launching an attack on the Caspian Sea, Britain would be forced to

134 Fromkin, 4 Peace to End All Peace: Creating the Modern Middle East, 1914-1922, p. 363.
135 Gwynne Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 1: The Turkish Decision for a Separate
Peace, Autumn 1918°, Middle Eastern Studies 8 (1972): p. 149.

136 Ibid., p. 150.

137 Bloxham, The Great Game of Genocide: Imperialism, Nationalism, and the Destruction of
the Ottoman Armenians, p. 137; Richard G. Hovannisian, ‘The Allies and Armenia, 1915-18’,
Journal of Contemporary History 3 (1968): p. 147; Pars Tuglaci, Tarih Boyunca Bati
Ermenileri 1891-1922 (Istanbul: Pars Yayin, 2004), p. 667; Ekmekg¢ioglu, Recovering
Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, p. 5.
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submit to signing an agreement bearing equal terms for both sides.!*® Enver’s push
into the Caucasus required the redeployment of troops from the Palestinian and
Mesopotamian fronts to the region, thus opening the way for a complete British
victory.!? Consequently, the Ottoman Empire was made to sign an armistice
agreement which stipulated harsh terms, including the loss of sovereignty, lands, and
the dissolution of the regime itself.

By August 1918—after the 8 August defeat of the German army on the
‘Schwarze Tag’, which saw the British unleash a crushing tank/armoured attack at
Amiens!*—it was clear that the only salvation for the Ottoman Empire was to ask the
Allied Powers for a peace agreement.!*! However, the position of the Ottoman
Empire was far different from that of the Habsburg Empire and Bulgaria, both of
whom had lost nearly all of their armies; in contrast, the Ottoman Empire still had
active forces on the battlefields of Syria and the Caucasus. Nevertheless, by late
summer of 1918, approximately 500,000 Ottoman soldiers had deserted, many of
whom took to the hills of Anatolia, acting as bandit gangs. Though weakened, the

army still contained approximately 100,000 troops; the Ottoman economy, on the

138 Fromkin, 4 Peace to End All Peace: Creating the Modern Middle East, 1914-1922, p. 367.
%' D. K. Fieldhouse, Western Imperialism in the Middle East 1914-1958 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2008), p. 43. In 1918, Enver Pasha transferred most of the Ottoman forces
to the East in order to drive a campaign against Armenia, Georgia, and Persia. He aimed to
reach Central Asia through the Caspian Sea to win the support of the Turkic population in the
interests of the Ottoman Empire. The troops returning from Galicia and Romania were
directed to the East, and Enver Pasha was able to reorganise them as eight functional combat
divisions. Two and a half divisions were sent directly to the Baku front to form ‘the Caucasus
army of Islam’, and they captured Baku on 15 September 1918. It is noteworthy that during
the war, the CUP’s policy focused on Pan-Turanism; thus, the Arab lands that were still under
the Ottoman Empire at the beginning of the war began to lose their strategic value to the CUP
government. For example, Ziya Gokalp, a prominent intellectual of the CUP, published
articles in March 1918 arguing that independent Arab states would be established. For details,
see Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 1: The Turkish Decision for a Separate Peace,
Autumn 1918°.

140 Gwynne Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 2: A Lost Opportunity: The Armistice
Negotiations of Moudros’, Middle Eastern Studies 8 (1972): p. 314.

141 Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 1: The Turkish Decision for a Separate Peace,
Autumn 1918°, p. 144.
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other hand, was on the brink of collapse.!*? The Ottoman public debt in 1914 was
approximately 171 million Turkish liras, but by 1918 it had increased three-fold. Food
shortages led to famine not only in the provinces but also in Istanbul. In 1918, prices
rose twenty-five-fold, an enormous increase in inflation.!#3

By the spring of 1918, it was clearly evident that there was no longer anything
resembling a united strategy in the CUP cabinet. On the one hand, Enver Pasha and
his allies vowed to continue the fight; on the other hand, Talat Pasha and his circle
were prepared to accept peace terms with the Entente. The Cabinet members were
irritated that Enver Pasha had not informed them in a timely manner regarding the
situation of the German army and his clandestine endeavours in the Caucasus. Cavid

Bey, the minister of finance, wrote in his diary at the beginning of October 1918:

Enver Pasha’s greatest guilt is that he never kept his friends informed of the
situation. If he had said five or six months ago that we were in a difficult
situation, naturally we would have sought an escape. We would have made a
favourable separate peace at that time. But he concealed everything, and he
deluded himself and brought the country to this state.!4*

After the resignation of the CUP government on 8 October 1918, the newly
established government decided to reach an agreement with the British, with
negotiations commencing between the Ottoman and British delegations on the
battleship HMS Agamemnon in Lemnos on 25 October 1918. During the

negotiations, Rauf Bey, a member of the Ottoman delegation, expressed his concerns

regarding Article 1, underlining the importance that Straits were to be occupied only

2 Ibid.; Vedat Eldem, Harp ve Miitareke Yillarinda Osmanli Imparatorlugunun Ekonomisi
[The Economy of the Ottoman Empire During War and Armistice] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Basimevi, 1994), pp. 130-32.

'3 Fieldhouse, Western Imperialism in the Middle East 1914-1958, p. 43; Eldem, Harp ve
Miitareke Yillarinda Osmanli Imparatorlugunun Ekonomisi [The Economy of the Ottoman
Empire During War and Armistice], pp. 143-48.

144 Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 1: The Turkish Decision for a Separate Peace,
Autumn 1918°, p. 148.
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by British and French troops, as the appearance of any Greek warships would cause
great disturbances in Istanbul and Izmir, which had large Romioi communities.!
After prolonged discussions, Rauf Bey accepted the article, provided that Admiral
Calthorpe, head of the British delegation, personally provided a letter of assurance.!'4¢
Rauf Bey also had a suspicion about the seventh clause of the Armistice agreement,'4’
which allowed for the Allied forces to occupy any place within the Empire if any
threat to their security was perceived. At this point, Sadullah Bey, who had returned
from Palestine a few weeks prior, stated that the Ottoman forces had no power to
continue the struggle; in addition, Resad Hikmet Bey, another member of the
Ottoman delegation, noted that ‘Austria and Germany were done’.!** On 30 October
1918, the Armistice of Mudros was signed, and the Ottoman government resigned
itself to conditions so exacting that even the British, who helped draft the terms, did

not see them as just.!#’

145 Article 1 read: ‘Opening of the Dardanelles and Bosphorus and secure access to the Black
Sea. Allied occupation of Dardanelles and Bosphorus forts’. Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of
1918, 1: The Turkish Decision for a Separate Peace, Autumn 1918’; Dyer, ‘The Turkish
Armistice of 1918, 2: A Lost Opportunity: The Armistice Negotiations of Moudros’.
According to the official statistics of the Ottoman Empire, in 1914, the Greek population in
Istanbul was 205,000 out of 560,000 total inhabitants, while in Izmir the Greek population
was 73,000 out of 207,000 total inhabitants. See Kemal Karpat, Ottoman Population, 1830-
1914: Demographic and Social Characteristics (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1995), pp. 170 and 174.

146 Dyer, ‘The Origins of the ‘Nationalist’ Group of Officers in Turkey 1908-18’, p. 333.

147 Article 7 of the Armistice of Mudros is as follows: ‘The Allies to have the right to occupy
any strategic points in the event of a situation arising which threatens the security of the
Allies’. For the developments during the negotiations for ceasefire between the Ottoman and
Allied delegations, see Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 1: The Turkish Decision for a
Separate Peace, Autumn 1918’; Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 2: A Lost
Opportunity: The Armistice Negotiations of Moudros’.

'8 Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918, 2: A Lost Opportunity: The Armistice Negotiations
of Moudros’, p. 335.

14 Indeed, no one in the British Cabinet expected that the Ottoman Empire would demand an
armistice after the Bulgarian collapse. The Ottomans did well in the Caucasus and were still
fighting on the Southern front, and they continued to hold out in Syria, despite being vastly
outnumbered by British. See Fromkin, 4 Peace to End All Peace: Creating the Modern
Middle East, 1914-1922, p. 364.
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Figure 1. The Allies and Armenia (Zhoghovurt, 19 November 1918)

2.4. ‘Christ is Risen’: Reflections after the Signing of the Armistice of Mudros

Following the removal of the CUP government, the tone of the Armenian and
Ottoman Turkish dailies started to change. The Ottoman Armenians regarded the fall
of the government as a bright light appearing at the end of the tunnel, whereas
dissenting opinions started to emerge among the Ottoman Turks, and a wave of strong
criticism of the CUP government began to be voiced. This fact altered the tone of the
dailies: Ottoman Turkish society lost the previously united political position in
support of the CUP, while at the same time, Ottoman Armenian society became more

vocal in demanding their basic democratic rights. They asked that the new cabinet, on
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behalf of the Armenian victims and survivors, return their constitutional rights
immediately.!>°

On the very day of the signing of the Armistice of Mudros, the elation was
evident in the Armenian community. On 1 November 1918, Verchin Lur announced
the Armistice with a heading, ‘The whole capital celebrates and goes into raptures’,
and the lead article, titled ‘Today’s Enthusiasm: The Flags of the Entente Fly
Splendidly’, opened with a passage which reflected the Armenian political

transformation: ‘Lphuwnnu jupku 1 J Uknlyng! (‘Christ is risen from the dead!”). It

is noteworthy here to point out that, as has been discussed above, a few months before
the signing of the Armistice of Mudros, Verchin Lur was calling the Armenian
intellectuals and public to support the Armenian-Turkish friendship and to be loyal
citizens of the Ottoman State.

The flags of Greece, Italy, France, and Britain were flying on the streets of
Pera, with Christians greeting each other: ‘Christ is risen from the dead! Blessed is the
resurrection of Christ!” According to an Armenian correspondent, the streets were full
of people crying with joy. The Armistice of Mudros, perceived as salvation for the
Ottoman Armenians, was likened to the resurrection of Jesus, imbuing it a divine
meaning. The correspondent was worried that this celebration would end like those
before it held after the announcement of the restoration of the Ottoman constitution in

1908:13! “The scene clearly reminded me of the Constitution announcement days ten

150 Verchin Lur, b'us Umqkh Zugkpp Lnp “wh|h&ku [What Do Armenians Want from the
New Cabinet?], 15 October 1918, no. 1393.

5! The Ottoman constitution (Kanun-i Esasi), which was ratified in 1876, was restored
following the Revolution of 1908, also known as the Young Turk Revolution. The Ottoman
Armenians were ardent supporters of the CUP during their fight for the announcement of the
constitution, and following the revolution, many public celebrations were organised by the
Armenians and Turks under the motto ‘/iberté, égalité, fraternité’. However, following the
revolution in 1909, the Armenians of Adana were massacred during the counter-revolutionary
uprising. For the Young Turk Revolution and the political position of the Ottoman Armenians
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years ago, which, sadly, later in faint hands became a dictatorship causing bloodsheds
that this unlucky country suffered for four years’.!>?

The Armistice opened a new stage in the history of Ottoman Armenians. The
publications of the Armenian press reflected a reaction from the Armenian
community which had been suppressed during wartime. This repressed reaction was
indeed a repressed anger toward Muslim/Turkish society and the CUP government in
particular. Nevertheless, as we have seen, almost a month before the war ended, the
Ottoman Armenian dailies published articles promoting the Turkish-Armenian
friendship and the idea of peaceful coexistence in the same country. The pro-Turkish/
pro-Ottoman approach of the Ottoman Armenians drastically changed with the
signing of the Armistice of Mudros because the threat had diminished. We shall see a
second rapid change in the Armenian political position, especially after the victories
of the Turkish National movement, later in the thesis.

Ottoman Turkish intellectuals, as well as Ottoman Turkish public opinion,
were regarded as supporters of the CUP’s crimes. Onnik, an Armenian voluntary
correspondent for the Artaramard daily, highlighted how the Ottoman Turkish press

had played a crucial role during the deportations and encouraged the CUP leaders in

their crimes. He reported that the lead author of Tasvir (Picture), Yunus Nadi, wrote

vis-a-vis these developments, see Matossian, Shattered Dreams of Revolution From Liberty to
Violence in the Late Ottoman Empire; Bedross Der Matossian, ‘From Bloodless Revolution
to Bloody Counterrevolution: The Adana Massacres of 1909°, Genocide Studies and
Prevention 6 (2011): pp. 152-73; Ohannes Kiligdagi, ‘Socio-Political Reflections and
Expectations of the Ottoman Armenians after the 1908 Revolution: Between Hope and
Despair’ (PhD thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2014); Ohannes Kiligdagi, ‘The Bourgeois
Transformation and Ottomanism Among Anatolian Armenians After the 1908 Revolution’;
Ari Sekeryan, ed., 1909 Adana Katliami: U¢ Rapor [1909 Adana Massacre: Three Reports]
(Istanbul: Aras Yayncilik, 2014).

12 Verchin Lur, Ujuopniwt fuwbipuywnniphiiip [Today’s Enthusiasm], 1 November
1918, no. 1407. ‘Skuwmpwtip wpnunkt Yp jhotigutp wuljhg mwup nwuph wnwgniwmu
Uwhdwbunpmpbwi hoswljdwi opkpp np wiw i jhinny wughjup dkephpne dke
pruuy binmphwt hnjuntigut b yuwndwn knut wju ndpwjunn Epjphtt wju snpu
wnwphubpnt vhonghtt wdpnne wptwt Smwwunhpubtpnt ke (nnuynii:’
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many articles during the wartime supporting the CUP’s deportation decision. Giving a
second example, Onnik argued that the lead author of A#i, Celal Nuri, wrote
provocative articles during the wartime, urging the government to take actions against
the Ottoman Armenians. Onnik asked in the conclusion: ‘How can Armenians forget
these words?’13

This repressed anger toward Ottoman Turkish society could be traced in
another editorial published in the Piwzantion daily. According to the article, the call
of the Ottoman Turkish dailies to unite under the idea of Ottomanism was farcical, the

insincerity of which had been proven by the Ottoman wartime actions.

Today the situation is as follows: Armenians, Greeks and all non-Turks
witnessed such horrifying policies against them, that they understood that
there is an element in this country which clearly wants to annihilate them. We
experienced this and extremely bitterly. We do not believe anymore that these
events were the work of one person. A few or thousands, it does not matter for
us. The whole Armenian population in the provinces have been annihilated,
Armenian women and girls have been ravished, almost 3,000 churches and
monasteries have been plundered... Why are they [Turkish dailies] upset
when we write about our condition the way we understand it. Again, we don’t
have the right to open our mouth?!>4

Hrach‘ia, an Armenian correspondent writing for Verchin Lur, described in his

article how the Ottoman Turkish press openly supported the CUP during the wartime

'3 Artaramard, @nipp Unidnijhtt Uhuinp Munwupwbiniphiiip Uk Gnknuht Uty
[The Horrible Responsibility of the Turkish Press in Medz Yeghern], 28 November 1918, no.
1823.

13 Piwzantion, Opmwt Nkwnpp [The Need of the Day], 15 November 1918, no. 7736.
“Ujuop Jugniphibp uw’ k: 2wy, 8njl b wdbl ng-Bnipp nuppbip wjtughuh
quphnipbh punupwlwiniphi Up wkuwb hpkug nld, np hwuygu nk qhpkup
puljuuytu piughtip puby bljpnng wwpp Up Juy wpnwpte wyu Eplpht dkg: @npap
wnbuwip b pwwnn qunt Yepyny: Up dkp wwbep skp dntbp wyt dwuppuduyutpp pk
wju ponpp UEY hnghh qnpé tp: Uy pwth hngh pk Ukl pwuh hwqup hngh, wyy
dhtirtunjut £ dkgh hwdwp: Fun £ np quuwunh pndutiqul] hwyniphiip thdwugu,
puquunikqui ki fhubipt ot wpohljubpp wnkiwbignibgut b donmwinpuytu 3,000
Eytntgh nt yutp Ynnnuyunnikgu... blisnt” Jwyjjuy ht bpp dklp wy Ubp hwulgus
Ytpuwny Yp gpup dtp Jhdwlh ypuy: Unpt ot hpuiinttip snithtip phpubithu

pwtiwnt:’
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and had declared the Armenian population an internal enemy of the nation. According
to him, the Armenians had always shown support for the Allied Powers and
maintained their pro-Allied approaches from the very beginning of the war. He
defended the Armenians’ support for the Entente, for they were ‘defending humanity,
honesty, justice and civilisation’. He concluded: ‘They were fighting against
barbarism, despotism and militarism of which the Armenians were the victims’.!>

L. Papazean, an Armenian from Istanbul’s Kinali Island, urged the Armenian
deputies to take immediate action with the intention of protecting the Ottoman
Armenians’ rights in the first months of the Armistice. First, the innocent Armenian
prisoners should be freed; second, an aid campaign should be conducted for those
Armenian survivors waiting to return to their home villages; third, an organisation
should be formed for Armenian orphans captured by Muslim families; and fourth, the
population statistics of the Ottoman Armenians, both the victims and survivors,
should be collected in order to provide evidence in the future.'*¢

What is important here for our discussion is that the political position of the
Armenians changed from pro-Turkish to pro-Allied in a very short period of time. It is
impressive how the collective Armenian political position changed in the space of
only a few months—before the signing the Armistice of Mudros, the Armenian dailies
urged their readers to collaborate with the Ottoman Muslim community, but now, as
detailed in the above examples, a pro-Entente approach emerged among the
Armenians. The most important factor in this change is the beginning of the Allied
occupation, thus, the emergence of external support for the Ottoman Armenians. As

discussed in the first chapter, according to the ethnic bargaining theory, when there is

155 Verchin Lur, b usnt Zmpusm bgut Zuykpp [Why Were the Armenians Persecuted?], 15
November 1918, no. 1419.
¢ Verchin Lur, Zwy Ubyniutikpnit [To Armenian Deputies], 6 November 1918, no. 1411.
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external support, secessionist ideas within the minority group increase. In the case of
the Ottoman Armenians, the political position of the community rapidly changed from
pro-Ottoman to pro-independence within three months. The secessionist ideas began
to be published in the Armenian dailies because the Ottoman capital was occupied by
the Allied troops and the oppressive regime was no longer in power. Similar to the
cases of Hungarian minorities in Slovakia and Romania in the 1990s, for instance,
when the possibility of external support appeared, the political discourse among the
Armenians began to radicalise.!>” Erin K. Jenne argues that the Hungarian ethnic
groups in Slovakia and Romania became more vocal and radicalised when the
Hungarian government sent signals of protection and support in 1990s.'*® According
to the ethnic bargaining theory, static features such as historical grievances, cultural
differences, and underlying economic disparities cannot explain sudden shifts in the
political position.!*® In the case of the Ottoman Armenians, it is possible to argue that
there were grievances caused by the wartime policy of the CUP government;
however, the sudden shift could be explained by the fact that the Ottoman Empire
surrended, the capital was occupied, and the flags of the Allied States were hung on
the streets of Istanbul. I suggest that the Ottoman Armenians were radicalised and
galvanised following the de facto occupation of lands by the Allied States, which
openly declared their support in favour of the Armenian independence. Ample

evidence will be provided throughout this chapter supporting this argument.

71 use the term ‘radicalisation’ for the process in which the political demands of the

Ottoman Armenians became more vocal. Thus, I use this term for the collective mobilisation

of the community.

izz Erin K. Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining (New York: Cornell University Press, 2007), pp. 97-116.
Ibid, p. 38.
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2.5. The Flight of the CUP Leaders and the Developments Following the Signing

of Armistice of Mudros

Meanwhile, to avoid possible prosecution, the CUP triumvirate—Talat, Enver and
Cemal Pashas—escaped from Istanbul onboard a German submarine on the night of 1
November 1918.16° Although the government authorities were informed by the
intelligence services of the escape in advance, the minister of the interior, Ali Fethi,
himself a CUP member, took no action to prevent their escape.'! The flight of the
CUP leaders incensed the Ottoman Armenians, as it demonstrated that the new
government was nothing but a shadow government. The Zhoghovurt daily published
an editorial laying blame on the Turkish authorities who had turned a blind eye and
allowed the CUP triumvirate to escape. ‘Look, Talat and Enver are fleeing. Why are
they fleeing? Look, the documents related to the Armenian massacres are being taken
away. Why? They all know the reason, but only Fethi Bey does not understand, and
still searches for proof under the sunlight whether it is at midday or not’.!6?

A group within Ottoman Turkish society sought to create distance from the

former CUP government and its ideology.!® Significantly, the Turkish dailies—those

1 Zhamanag, duifusnn Gupwkpp [Escaped Pashas], 4 November 1918, no. 3344;
Verchin Lur, Ztmmuppppuljutt Untipudwutiniphiuubp Gptip Qupwtitpny
Quluntunnhtt Tnipg [Interesting Details on the Escape of Three Pashas], 4 November 1918,
no. 1334; Tuglaci, Tarih Boyunca Bati Ermenileri 1891-1922, p. 722.

161 Ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926, p. 72.

12 Zhoghovurt, bpupnt Ypwy Up Lkinkl Zuyjuut Qupnp B @hpuwithw [They
Blame Each Other for the Armenian Massacres and Germany], 7 November 1918, no.15.

193 The approach of a group of the Ottoman Turkish community to distance themselves from
the CUP is documented in the opinion articles and editorials published in the Ottoman
Turkish dailies. Especially following the first months after the signing of the Armistice of
Mudros, being an Ittihadist (CUP supporter) was equal to being a criminal. Even the CUP
itself changed its name, reincarnating as Teceddiit Firkas: (Renewal Party) following the
signing of the Armistice. For articles critising the CUP, see Alemdar, ‘Bilinmesi Lazim Bir
Hakikat’ [A Truth That Needs to be Known], 10 June 1919; Tiirkce Istanbul, ‘Firariler ve
Akibetleri’ [Deserters and Their Fate], 8 December 1918; Tiirkce Istanbul, ‘Cetenin
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that had lent support to different political parties, such as the Hiirriyet ve Itilaf Firkas
(Freedom and Accord Party) daily—vocally criticised the CUP government’s crimes
in an effort to disassociate themselves from the CUP. Halide Edip, a prominent
Turkish intellectual who supported the Turkish National movement during the
Armistice years, published an article in the Vakit daily regarding the Ottoman
Armenian community. While the article primarily advocated that a joint
commission—consisting of Armenians, Americans, and Turkish officials who
protected the lives of Armenians during the deportation—be established by the newly
established Ottoman government to investigate the Armenian massacres, she also

discussed the wartime crimes of the CUP:

To ingratiate the Turkishness, so to say, we carried out a campaign to
annihilate the Christian population, particularly the Armenians, by medieval
methods. As a responsible nation the whole burden is put on our shoulders
because of the atrocities that went on for years... Now these have been dark
and hopeless days for our nation. And the worst thing that saddens us is that
America and the Britain see us as a state that killed her own innocent
population including their children and oppressed them.. .64

Velid Ebiizziya in Tasvir-i Efkar similarly discussed the responsibility of the

Ottoman Turks for the crimes of the CUP, emphasising that it was a very small group

Marifetleri’ [The Cunningnesses of the Band], 8 September 1919; Tiirkce Istanbul, ‘Ittihatg
Ruhu’ [The Soul of the Unionist], 12 November 1918; Tiirkce Istanbul ‘Ittihat ve Terakki’
[Union and Progess], 13 November 1918; Peyam, ‘Ermeni Kitalinden Kimler Sorumludur?’
[Who Is Responsible for the Armenian Massacres?], 10 September 1919; Peyam, ‘Ittihat ve
Terakki ve Turan Fikri’ [Union and Progress and the Idea of Turan], 15 September 1919.

164 Halide Edip, ‘Wilson’un Sartlar1 Karsisinda’, [Before the Wilson's Terms] Vakit, 22
October 1918, no. 357. Verchin Lur published the Armenian translation of Halide Edip’s
article and thanked her for her support in favour of Armenians. Verchin Lur, lvwijhink Enhy
Zwupd [Ms. Halide Edip] 22 October 1918, no. 1398. *... Tiirk anasirina bir hidmet olsun
diye Hristiyan bilhassa Ermeni unsurunu yine kurun-u vustai bir usul ile tehcir ettik, imhaya
calistik. Senelerce siiren bu usuller ve cinayetler neticesinde yine hakim binaenaleyh mesul
anasir olmak hasebiyle biitiin yiik ve leke milletin masum alnina ¢ékmiis omuzlarina yikildi...
Biz bugiin milli hayatimizin en getin ve kara giinlerinde bulunuyoruz. Ve bizi en ziyade sikan
sey, Amerika ve Ingiltere’ye kars1 memleketinde tebasina zulm etmis ve masum tabasini
cocuklartyla 6ldiirmiis vaziyetinde kalmaktir...’
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of people who bore responsibility, not the entire Ottoman Turkish peoples. While he
acknowledged that the Armenians would understandably want to voice and vent their
pain and suffering, he also insisted that they were not the sole victims, that the
Muslim population had been equally targeted.!s> In an editorial that ran in the Az
daily, Celal Nuri Bey suggested that the Ottoman government should restore the
constitutional rights of the minorities; however, he also made clear that, in his view,
they would not succeed in winning their independence from the Ottoman Empire. He
noted that there were thousands of Armenians and Greeks, in both the capital and the
provinces, but it was impossible that they should accept any other governmental
authority. He highlighted the importance of Ottomanism, stating: ‘ Armenianness,
Greekness and Turkishness are not obstacles for Ottomanness’. 1%

The Minber (The Pulpit) daily, one of whose shareholders was Mustafa
Kemal, pursued the same strategy to distance itself from the CUP government and
promote Turkish-Armenian friendship by stressing ‘the shared history’ between the

two nations.'®” The daily as evidence gave a proverb describing the Armenians as

Christian Turks, stating that the only difference between an Armenian and a Turk was

195 Tasvir-i Efkar, ‘Zalim Kim? Mazlum Kim?’ [Who is Tyrant? Who is Oppressed?], 28
October 1918, no. 2543; Verchin Lur, ﬂpnnhp Gu Mwnwujuwmbwnniibpp Zuyng Hjuntt
Blwé Onpdwtpubtpnii [Who Are Those Responsible for the Disaster That Befell the
Armenians?] 28 October 1918, no. 1403.

166 4ti, ‘Hari¢ Acaba Ne Diyor?” [What Do Foreigners Say?], 15 October 1918, no. 278;
Verchin Lur, @nipphny Uty Zuyjtipt n1 8njubipp [The Armenians and the Greeks in
Turkey], 15 October 1918, no. 1393.

17 Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk), together with Ali Fethi (Okyar), who was the interior minister at
the time the CUP leadership escaped the country, and Dr. Rasim Ferid Bey, started to publish
the Minber daily on 1 November 1918. The daily was published until 22 December 1918 and
tried to create distance from the CUP by criticising its wartime deeds. It is claimed that
Mustafa Kemal also contributed with articles to the daily under the pseudonym Hatib. For
detailed discussion on this topic, see Dilek Cavus, ‘Mustafa Kemal’in Basinla ve Minber
Gazetesiyle Iliskisi’ [Relationship Between Mustafa Kemal, the Press and the Minber Daily]
Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi 29, no. 71 (Ankara: 2008). Fethi Tevetoglu, ‘Atatiirk’le
Okyar’in Cikardiklar1 Gazete: Minber’ [Atatiirk and Okyar's newspaper: Minber] Atatiirk
Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi 13, no. 5 (Ankara: 1988).
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one went to a church and the other one to a mosque. The daily concluded its argument

as follows:

One of the biggest and most unforgivable responsibilities of the previous
government was the actions that they carried out on the Armenian nation. If
annihilating all the Armenians from earth was acceptable, what was the
benefit in this besides the damages? This fault that was done by a clique
disrupted the friendship between the two nations, who have lived together for
centuries, shared the same values and filled each other’s economic, social and
political lives.'®8

Siileyman Radi’s thoughts were similar to those expressed in Minber and the
other Turkish dailies. In his article published in the Yeni Istanbul (New Istanbul)
daily, he maintained the idea that the Ottoman Muslims and Armenians had a long
history of brotherhood and that the actions of the CUP government affected not only

the Armenians but also innocent Muslims. According to him, the CUP government

shed as much blood of the Turks as of the Ottoman Armenians.

No doubt, the noble and innocent hearts of the Turkish people are aching and
groaning with the Armenian calamity... While the Armenians were being
deported and killed on the roads, our grandmothers in Anatolia were grieving.
Because the spirits of Turks and Armenians cannot be irrelevant to each other.
Except for the lovely lands of the Turks, an Armenian cannot live in another
place.!®

'8 Minber, ‘Ermeni Terbiye-i Milliyesi’ [The National Education of Armenians] 9 November
1918, no. 9. ‘Diin terk-1 makam edip giden evliya harbimizin tarihine kars1 en biiylik ve en
affedilmez mesuliyetlerinden biri de Ermeni milletine karsi irtikab ettikleri hatt-1 harekette
tezahiir etmisti. Ermeniligi yeryiiziinden kaldirmak bile kabil olsa idi, acaba bunda
mazarrattan bagka ne menfaat vardi? Birkag kisinin zihniyetinden ¢ikan bu hata, asirlardan
beri ayn1 vatan {istiinde kap1 komsu gecinmis hayat-1 igtimaiyye, siyasiyye, iktisadiyye
velhasil umumiyyede yekdigerini ikmal ve itmam etmis iki anasirin samimiyetlerini
bulandirmaktan bagska bir netice tevelliid edemezdi ve nitekim etmedi’.

19 Yeni Istanbul, ‘Tiirk ve Ermeni Ruhu’ [The Turkish and Armenian Soul], 10 November
1918, no. 7. ‘Siiphesiz pek masum ve necip olan Tiirk milletinin kalbi bu Ermeni fecai
oniinde derin derin sizlamis ve inlemistir... Ermeniler siiriiliir ve 6ldiiriiliirken Anadolu’daki
ihtiyar Islam ninelerimiz matemnak oluyorlardi. Ciinkii bir Tiirk ile bir Ermeni ruhu
yekdigerine bir dakika bile yabanci kalamaz. Bir Ermeni sevimli topraklarindan baska bir
yerde yasayamaz’.
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The opposition against the CUP ideology in the Ottoman Turkish press and
public opinion significantly grew during the first months of 1919. It was a necessity to
identify the guilty party, with the only possible culprit being the CUP. The opposition
movement claimed that, had the CUP not ruled the country, the Ottoman Turks would
have continued to rule the country peacefully, as they had done for more than five
hundred years. According to the Tiirkce Istanbul (Turkish Istanbul) daily, the CUP
was ‘the enemy of the Turkish nation’. The daily noted: ‘Over the past ten years the
CUP drew this miserable country into disasters that were not even imaginable and
they will of course be cursed by the history of mankind’. Tiirkce Istanbul argued that
even if the Russian government had established a cabinet to rule the Ottoman Empire,
they could not have caused such damage as the CUP did for the country.!”® Refi
Cevad of the Alemdar daily asserted that a significant segment of the Turkish
population neither approved nor supported the deeds of the CUP; as evidence, he
stated that there were many Muslim families in Anatolia who refused to appropriate

Armenian properties:

The burglars and bands were all part of the cursed gang’s abettors who
consisted of five to ten hijackers... Today, from the highest point of our daily,
I am calling out to our victim citizens. Mr. Venizelos is not the person who
could claim Greek citizens’ rights. Bogos Nubar is not the person who could
procure the demolished rights of the Armenians. It is the cabinet of Damad
Ferid Pasha, which is the cabinet of the Freedom and Accord party, that will
bring justice.!”!

0 Tiirk¢e Istanbul, ‘Ocagimiza Incir Agaci Diktiler’ [They Ruined Us], 20 December 1918,
no. 42.

' Alemdar, ‘Osmanlilik ve Kabine’ [Ottomanism and the Cabinet] 8 March 1919, no. 78.
‘Orada yakan, yikan, ¢alan, ¢irpan o malum getenin yardaklar1 olan bes on hayduttan ibaret
idi... Bugiin gazetemizin su en yiiksek kiirsiisiinden biitiin magdur vatandaglarima
bagiriyorum. Rumlarin hukukunu arayacak olan Mdsyd Venizelos degildir. Ermenilerin
paymal edilen hukuk-u mesrualarini temin edecek olan Bogos Nubar Pasa degildir. Hiirriyet
ve Itilaf Firkasi’nin mevki-i iktidara getirdigi hiirriyet ve itilaf hiikiimeti olan Damat Ferit
Pasa kabinesidir’.
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Some segments of Turkish society tried to distance themselves from the CUP
and the crimes committed during the wartime. Kaptan Osman, a correspondent for
Tiirkge Istanbul, wrote an open letter to the Ecumenical and Armenian Patriarchates,
stating that the atrocities organised by the CUP against the Christian population
during the wartime were a product of the CUP’s genocidal policy and thus could not
serve as an indictment against all Turks. He concluded: ‘Either we were Turks and
they were not, or they were Turks and we were not... Not on any account were we
involved in those events, moreover we were also the victims of those atrocities and
violence’.!7? Refi Cevad, furthermore, highlighted the importance of being united
under the flag of Ottomanism. According to him, ‘the bands who conducted the
deportations and massacres’ were motivated by a base greed and that many Muslim
families in Anatolia refused to assume ownership of the confiscated properties of the
Armenians.!”3

While one group of intellectuals was trying to reach out to the non-Muslim
population of the Empire, another group, consisting of CUP supporters, was trying to
defend the CUP’s interests. The common strategy of this view could be seen in a
Yenigiin article regarding the characteristics of Turkish rule. The editorial on the first

page read:

If the Turks were so brutal and merciless, there would not have been any non-
Turkish population in this country over the six hundred years of the Turkish
rule. Indeed, the absolute opposite of this had happened. Under almost every
part of the Ottoman State, the non-Turkish populations had the freedom to

'72 Tiirkge Istanbul, ‘Rum Ermeni Patrikleriyle Biitiin Alem-i Insaniyet ve Medeniyete Karst
Acik Mektup’ [An Open Letter to the Armenian and Greek Patriarchs and the Whole
Civilised World], 17 March 1919, no. 157.

'3 Alemdar, ‘Cevahirciyan Efendinin Cevahir Sozleri’ [The Diamond Words of Jevahirjiean
Efendi], 23 March 1919, no. 92.
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establish their own education system, to improve their language and live
according to the principles of their religion.!”

2.6. From Respected Deputy to Traitor: The Case of Artin Boshgezenean Efendi

The case of Artin Boshgezenean serves as a prime example to illustrate and
understand the evolution the Armenian political position during this specific period.!”>
Artin Boshgezenean, an Armenian deputy for Aleppo, declared in the Ottoman
Parliament in Istanbul on 18 November 1918 that the Ottoman Turks were innocent in
the Armenian massacres. According to him, the Armenian massacres were organised
by a group of gangs, and holding the entire Turkish nation accountable for these
reprehensible actions was equally unjust as the atrocities themselves.!’¢ Additionally,
in an interview with the Minber daily on 25 November, Artin Boshgezenean argued

that the Armenians wished to return to the peaceful coexistence of the pre-CUP times:

In my opinion, before anything else, the criminals should be punished.
Secondly, compensation for the aggrieved people should be paid. In this way,
there will remain only those Armenians and Turks who are innocent and then
they will live together fraternally, as they used to do in the past.!”’

174 Yeni Giin, ‘Barbar Tiirkler’ [Barbaric Turks] 18 March 1919, no. 194. “... Zira Tiirkler
iddia edilmek istenildigi kadar vahset ve zulm gostermis olsalar idi alt1 yiiz seneden beri bu
memleket i¢inde Tiirkten gayr ferd ve (?) kalmamasi lazim gelirdi. Halbuki bunun tamamen
z1dd1 vuku buldu. Memalik-i Osmaniyenin hemen her tarafinda ekaliyeti teskil eden gayr-1
Tiirk unsurlar zengin, tedrisat-1 diniye, lisaniye ve harsiye hususunda kamilen serbest
miireffeh bir cemaat teskil eylemislerdir’.

175 Artin Boshgezenean was born in 1861 in Antep. He studied law and became a lawyer. In
1901, he was appointed as a member of the lower court of Cebel-i Bereket. He was elected in
1909 and served as a deputy representing Aleppo in the Ottoman Parliament from 1908 to
1918. During the Armistice years, he contended that the Armenian massacres were the shame
of the CUP but not the Turkish nation. Because of his views, he was accused of being pro-
Turkish by the Armenian press. After his service in the parliament, he returned to Aleppo,
where he died in 1923. For his biography, see Tamar Nalc1 and Emrecan Daglioglu, ‘Farkli
Bir Mebus: Artin Bosgezenyan’, [A Different Deputy: Artin Boshgezenyan] Agos, October 1,
2010.

176 Ayhan Aktar, ‘Debating the Armenian Massacres in the Last Ottoman Parliament,
November-December 1918°, History Workshop Journal, 2007, p. 257.

7 Minber, ‘Artin Efendi Nazarinda Wilson Nazariyat:” [The Wilson Principles According to
Artin Efendi’s Viewpoint], 25 November 1918, no. 24. ‘Bence herseyden evvel miicrimler
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These statements elicited strong reactions among the Armenian community; in
line with the collective change in the Armenian position triggered by the
sociopolitical developments of the time, the repressed anger of the Ottoman
Armenians was now being transformed into support for Armenian independence and
separatism. The Armenians’ reactions to Artin Boshgezenean’s statements were the
harbingers of the independence ideology that the Ottoman Armenians would pursue
from the Armistice of Mudros to as late as the Greek defeat in Anatolia in 1922.

In the very first days following his statement, Artin Boshgezenean was
declared a ‘traitor of the Armenian nation’. The unforgiving tone of the Armenian
dailies toward Artin Boshgezenean was so strong that he was even ‘excommunicated’
by the Armenian community and branded as ‘the brother of Talat and Enver’, as
strong a slur as was fit to print. The Nor Gyank ‘ daily ran an editorial that was a

departure from civility, veering towards threatening:

Shut up Mr. Gezenean! What do you mean and on behalf of whom do you
speak, when you announce to ‘solve our interior problems among ourselves
before going to the peace conference’? We wonder whether being an
Armenian in name gives you the right to speak on behalf of the Armenian
nation and make proposals. Do not you know that the real representatives of
the Armenian nation can no longer stand in the recent Turkish parliament, like
Zohrab!”® and Vartkes!” could not stand here... Yes, they are innocent! What

cezalandirilmali, saniyen, miitezarrirlarin zararlari tazmin edilmeli. Bu suretle geride kalacak
Tiirklerle Ermeniler artik kabahatsizlerden miirekkep olacagindan ondan sonra eskisi gibi
hepsi bir arada kardesce yasayabilirler’.

178 Krikor Zohrab (1861-1915) was an Armenian politician, lawyer, and writer who was one
of the most influential Armenian community leaders of his time. During the Armenian
genocide, he was detained and sent to appear before a court in Diyarbakir. Nevertheless, en
route he was attacked by a Tegkilat-1 Mahsusa band and was brutally murdered. For his
biography, see Murat Koptas, ‘Armenian Political Thinking in the Second Constitutional
Period: The Case of Krikor Zohrab’ (MA thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2005).

17 Vartkes Serengulean was born in 1871 in Erzurum. After attending the Ardznean and
Sanasarean schools in Erzurum, he moved to Istanbul and took part in the organisation of the
occupation of the Ottoman Bank. He continued his political activism in Bulgaria, Tbilisi,
Gyumri, Kars, and Van. He was arrested in 1903 in Van and sentenced to one hundred years
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were they to do when they could not raise at least hundreds of Celal Beys!8?
and Faik Alis'®!' against millions of Nazims!8? and Talats?'%3

imprisonment. After the Revolution in 1908, he moved to Erzurum, where he was elected as a
deputy to the Ottoman parliament. In 1915, during the Armenian genocide, he was killed on
the road together with Krikor Zohrab in the Karakoprii district. See YUnuwnwinhtt
unipuybpyul, ed., “dwupnqtu Ukpkuynyjut’, Zugjuljut Zupg [*Vartkes
Serengulyan’, the Armenian Question] (Gphrw: Zuyjuljwt Zwipwghnwpwih
Qjuwynp vdpugpniphtl, 1996), p. 414.

180 Celal Bey was the governor of Konya for a certain period during the wartime and opposed
the deportation orders of the CUP headquarters. He organised an aid campaign for the
Armenian refugees and secured their lives within the borders of Konya. See Bur¢in Gergek,
‘Akintiya Karsi: Ermeni Soykirnminda Emirlere Kars1 Gelenler, Kurtaranlar, Direnenler’
[Against the Current: Rescuers, Resisters and Those Who Opposed Orders During the
Armenian Genocide] (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2016); Ari Sekeryan, ‘If You Are Sending
Me There to Deport the Armenians, I Can’t Do That!’, Agos, 10 April, 2015,
http://www.agos.com.tr/en/article/11243/if-you-are-sending-me-there-to-deport-the-
armenians-i-cant-do-that.

'8! Faik Ali was the governor of Kiitahya from January 1915 to March 1916. No Armenians
were deported from Kiitahya during Faik Ali Bey’s term as governor. He supported the
opening of a new school for Armenian children to continue their education, and the donations
for the Red Crescent collected by Armenians to win favour among local authorities were
distributed, upon his initiative, to impoverished Armenians. He personally prevented
Armenians who were afraid from converting to Islam, and he provided provisions and shelter
for Armenians from other provinces who sought shelter in Kiitahya. See Burcin Gergek,
‘Akintiya Karsi: Ermeni Soykirnminda Emirlere Kars1 Gelenler, Kurtaranlar, Direnenler’
[Against the Current: Rescuers, Resisters and Those Who Opposed Orders During the
Armenian Genocide] (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2016); Ari Sekeryan, ‘Since I Won’t
Commit These Murders, Please Accept My Resignation!’, Agos, 27 March 2015,
http://www.agos.com.tr/en/article/11046/since-i-wont-commit-these-murders-please-accept-
my-resignation.

'82 Dr. Nazim Bey was born in 1870 in Salonica. He was one of the founders and the
strategists of the CUP. During WWI, he served as a member of the Teskilat-i Mahsusa in
Anatolia and played a key role in the organisation of the Armenian massacres. The Ottoman
Court-Martial of 1919-1920 sentenced him to death for his involvement in the Armenian
massacres. Ungor, The Making of Modern Turkey: Nation and State in Eastern Anatolia,
1913-1950, pp. 45-46. For his biography, see Vahit Ipekgi, ‘Dr. Nazim Bey’in Siyasi Yasam1’
[The Political Life of Dr. Nazim Bey] (Istanbul: Yeditepe University, 2006).

'8 Nor Gyank*, Pug Ludwl Zutyh Bphuthnjuwt Uppht Ukqkukwih [Open Letter to
Deputy For Aleppo Artin Gezenean], 28 November 1918, no. 41; Nalc1 and Daglioglu,
‘Farkli Bir Mebus: Artin Bosgezenyan’. [A Different Deputy: Artin Boshgezenyan].
‘Lnkgtp... P’ts puly Yniqkp ki npn’t Ynnut Yp uoupp, M. Gkqtubwl, pp «Ukp
utppht juunhpubipp dbp dke Jupqunpbip bt wytyku hwynnipbwt dngnyght
kppwtipy §p juynupuptp: Upnkop dhuyl winting hw'y prjuygiinig hwidwp dkq
hpuwtwunt §p fupsktp hwy wqghtt wuntunyp juoukynt kv wnwewnpljubtp
ubipjuyugubint: Fuyg s"ghunkp wpgkop np wyuopniwt Pnipp kpkuthnuwbwluh
dnnnyht Ukp hwy wqghtt £odwphwn tkpluywugnighsp wmywhny skp Yphwp dowy,
hswtu sypgut diwy @nhpuwyt nt dwpnqtup... Fuyg «@nipp dnnnynipnp wudkn
k... jmbigwtp snith:» Ujn hujuuyku jmgup snith, huy pubkp Gpp dhjhntiwinp
Fukwp b Vugqpdubpnt pny sypgu gnuk 100 hwwn ojunzé Shpu MEjkp L Ugh
duyhpubip suh) nt wmuypkguk:
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When Artin Boshgezenean stated in the Ottoman chamber of deputies on 18
December that the Ottoman constitution provided articles of religious freedom more
liberal than those of most European countries, the Armenian community erupted in
protest. The Tashink ‘ daily published a series of responses by N. Nersesean
countering Artin Boshgezenean’s opinion. As evidence, N. Nersesean highlighted the
Islamic rules and regulations within the Ottoman constitution and gave examples of
freedom of religion acts from Western constitutions.!3* Furthermore, N. Nersesean
elaborated how the Turkish public was complicit in allowing the execution of the
CUP’s genocidal designs. According to the daily, ‘one cannot find a tyrant in history
that did not respect his own nation’s emotions and thoughts’. The daily claimed that
‘it was not possible to separate the nation from the government’.!%>

The report of an Armenian voluntary correspondent, Asbed, reiterates the
collective anger of the Ottoman Armenian community but bares significance in the
sense that it was sent from Corlu, a town located in Eastern Thrace. He wrote of the
situation of Armenians in Corlu, where they were deported from during the war
without any proof of acts of sedition. Asbed, as an Armenian born and raised in
Corlu, directed his anger toward the Turkish authorities. He wrote that the whole
world, including the Turkish people, knew what happened to the Armenians, yet the
government made a fool of Armenians by denying the massacres and placing
responsibility on the shoulders of only a few. Asbed’s final sentences reflected the

anger among the native Armenian population:

We ask the Turkish people and its officials, what harm did you receive from
the Armenians in Thrace in general and in Corlu in particular? Can they prove
that there was even one Armenian revolutionary in Corlu?... I wonder if you

'8 Tashink‘, Gutkpk h Upowgtkp [Unforgivable Mistakes], 29 December 1918, no. 1829.
'8 Tashink ‘,Ulbkpth Upawkp [Unforgivable Mistakes), 1 January 1919, no. 1831.
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found any bombs, dynamite or secret written orders in the Armenian houses at
Corlu, which carried the intention that a big Armenian revolutionary army
would sabotage the Turkish battle lines in the Dardanelles... Oh you Turkish
compatriots, today the hand of justice rises from the bloodshed before you.
Give account! We demand that you account for our millions of victims.!86
Another example of the rapid change in the political position of the Armenians
can be seen in the 4 December 1918 edition of the Turkish Soz (The Statement) daily,
which included a piece by an Armenian from Istanbul putting forward that the
Ottoman Armenians did not want independence but only to ‘secure their commercial
and cultural rights and the security of life and properties’.!3” The response came from
the Nor Gyank* daily, attacking the author’s arguments and going so far as to question
whether the statements were in fact made by an Armenian or the editor of Soz
himself. After the signing of the Armistice, those Armenians who lent even the
slightest support to the idea of reconciliation in Turkish-Armenian relations and the
Ottoman land as a common country attracted aggressive reactions from the Armenian
dailies and were labelled ‘traitors’. The conclusion of the Nor Gyank ‘ reaction piece
reflected this verbal outrage: ‘If the writer of this article is an Armenian, then we want
to know his brilliant name so that we could put him among the traitors whose names

have already been written in our ledgers’.!8®

'8 Zhamanag, 2opinih Zwyniphilip [Armenians of Corlu], 30 November 1918, no. 3370.
“Un hupgukup Bnipp dnnnynipnht kL wunp quphsubpnit pk wdpnne Cowdbjhp G
Uwubnpuybu Qoppnih Zuynipbith h iy Jowu nkuwb: Uphw o wwwugnigub] pk
Qopnth Uke Ukl hwwnhy hu1] ]hqunllnluuﬂlulh 11u1p . Upntop Qonnigh Zwykpnt
wnniukh ulul]pmghll hipk p, plpwio p kL oot Up quumb b ud quninih
hpulwiugpk p dknp wugnibgut mywugnigung pk Coidbhh hwy jinuihnjuwut
Uks puialp Swpunwikh dke Yoninn Bnipp pwbwlhtt twhwbeh ghdp Yupknt
Juohunh... [1/11L Enipp huypbkimyhgubp, whw wyjuon wptwh Lmuwnhpubtpny
Ukott wpnupnipbwl dknpp Yplndqh dkp gkd. Zwght, hwoht §p wwhwiekbp Ubp
Uh{hntwiinp qnhbpnit hwdwp:

187 S¢z, ‘Biz ve Ermenilerin Istedikleri’ [We and Armenians’ Desire], 4 December 1918, no.
22.

'8 Nor Gyank‘, @F bt Uniqklip Gnlp [So What Do We Want?], 4 December 1918, no. 47.

‘Puly bpk jonniwubswghpp huy Upt k, whwnh thwithwpkhtp np hp nruwguyswn
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2.7. The Wilson Principles and the Propaganda for Armenian Independence

Woodrow Wilson, the twenty-eighth president of the United States, formulated the
Fourteen Points, a document originally prepared in 1917 and publicly unveiled in a
speech in January 1918 that outlined the peace terms of the United States for the
resolution of WWI. The points were based on the principle of self-determination of
the national minorities who were oppressed by the empires and undemocratic
states.!8? Indeed, the principles put forward by the American president rippled through
the oppressed minority communities around the world, breathing new life into their
struggles for independence, many of which had carried on for decades. The reaction
of the minorities in the political field was so demanding that the president himself was
forced to change his remarks and clarify that he was not giving blanket support to all

fights for independence:

When I gave utterance to those words [that all nations had a right to self-

determination], I said them without a knowledge that nationalities existed,

which are coming to us day after day... You do not know and cannot

appreciate the anxieties that I have experienced as the result of many millions

of people having their hopes raised by what I have said.'*°

For instance, Wilson was aware of neither the large numbers of Germans
living within the borders of Bohemia, a part of then Czechoslovakia, nor the extent of

the Slovak population in Eastern Europe.!®! His idea was based on an Anglo-US

historical framework of nationalism, which considered nations in civic rather than

wintunyp dkpntin Gjukp npytiu qh juptuuwghip winiing dwjwiniung nut) ghupp
ownphl Uk uytt punnugwtiibpnit npnig winiuubpp wpdwbwgqpus Gup dkp
unndwpubpnit ke’

'8 Allen Lynch, ‘Woodrow Wilson and the Principle of ‘National Self-Determination’: A
Reconsideration’, Review of International Studies 28, no. 2 (2002): p. 425.

1% Quoted from ibid., p. 426.

! Ibid.
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ethnic terms, as ‘a community of organisation, of life and of tradition’.!*? His
Fourteen Points played an important role in the post-war settlement and, most
importantly, laid the foundation for a scheme for national minorities to establish their
own state. Furthermore, according to the principles, disputed areas were to be decided
by plebiscite, and those ethnic groups which were too small or too dispersed were
eligible for protection with special minority regimes.'*> However, in practical terms,
the implementation of the principles was not feasible, and Wilson himself
acknowledged that if minorities were provided with cultural rights, it would
ultimately discourage them from separatist ideas.!** Nevertheless, the Wilson
Principles became an important concern for Turks, Greeks, and Armenians at the
beginning of the Armistice period. Articles scrutinising the Wilson principles were
published in the dailies and drew the attention of the public. Initially, the principles
implied the loss of Arab lands for the Ottoman Empire. Because it was not possible to
propagate a Turkish majority in the Arab lands, Turkish public opinion accepted their
loss. Nevertheless, from the beginning, Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace were accepted
as the natural borders of the Turkish people, given the fact the Turks were in the
majority in these regions.'?>

On 6 December 1918, the Wilson Prensipleri Cemiyeti (Society for the Wilson

Principles) was established by Turkish intellectuals.!®® The society announced nine

192 Ibid., p. 435; Anthony Whelan, ‘Wilson Self-Determination and the Versailles Settlement’,
The International and Comparative Law Quaterly 43, no. 1 (1994): p. 100.

19 Whelan, ‘Wilson Self-Determination and the Versailles Settlement’, pp. 100-101.

194 Lerna Ekmekgioglu, ‘Republic of Paradox: The League of Nations Minority Protection
Regime And the New Turkey’s Step-Citizens’, International Journal of Middle East Studies
46 (2014): p. 665.

193 Verchin Lur, Unp @Pripphut Mundwlwub Gt Upjnwphwgpuiljut Skuwlknng [The
New Turkey From Geographical and Historical Perspective], 21 October 1918, no. 1397.

19 Wilson Prensipleri Cemiyeti [The Society for the Wilson Principles] was established by a
group of Turkish intellectuals in Istanbul in December 1918. The Society defended the idea
that since the Turkish population was the majority in Anatolia, it was in accordance with the
Wilson principles that the Turkish nation had the right to complete independence. See
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reforms that required urgent implementation for the sake of the country. These
proposed reforms included democratic rights for the non-Muslim population,
including serving at every level in governmental positions, judicial and electoral
rights, as well as self-governance for the provinces.!*” The political mindset of the
Ottoman Turks focused on the fact that since the Muslim population constituted a
majority throughout the nucleus of the Turkish land, the Wilson Principles could be
the solution they were seeking for both the Allied occupation and the independence
demands of the Armenians and Anatolian Romioi.

In December 1918, the Turkish dailies started to publish propagandist
population statistics regarding the provinces that were subject to separation from the
Ottoman state. For example, Yeni Giin stated that in Adana, which was subject to
French occupation, along with the Turkmen tribes inhabiting the high mountains, as
well as the cities and towns, the majority of the population were of Turkish origin,
were Muslim, and spoke Turkish. Attempting to separate Adana and Igel by whatever
means was akin to ‘separating the most crucial organ from the body of a human
being’.!® Siileyman Nazif’s Hadisat (Incidents) daily similarly published a long
series, scrutinising the Kurdish population in the eastern provinces. According to the

population statistics provided in this article, the Kurdish population in Van and Bitlis

Mehmet Sahingdz and Vahdet Kelesyilmaz, ‘Milli Miicadele Donemi Tiirk Basininda Wilson
Prensipleri’, [The Wilson Principles According to the Turkish Press During the National
Struggle] Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi 35 (1996).

Y7 Verchin Lur, Nihjuptih Uyqpniipitpnt Cuykpniphiiip [The Society for the Wilson
Principles], 6 December 1918, no. 1437.

18 Yeni Giin, ‘Adana Kilikya Tiirktiir Tiirk Kalmalidir’ [Adana (Cilicia) is Turk and Should
Stay Turk], 8 December 1918, no. 90. According to the statistics that Yeni Giin published,
there were 130,000 Turks and 5,000 non-Muslims in Igel, as well as 380,000 Turks and
40,000 Armenians in Adana. It was noted that Adana had a long history of Turkish rule
starting from the Selguk Empire, Ertugrul Gazi, and continuing under the Ottomans.
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was more than 800,000, whereas the Armenian population was less than 170,000.!%°
Ottoman Turkish intellectuals based the argument upon the idea that all Muslim
populations, regardless of their ethnic origin, were considered as Turks. Therefore,
defending the Muslimness of the provinces meant defending the Turkishness of the
state.??? In response to the allegations of the Ottoman Turkish dailies, Hagop Der
Hagopean, in an editorial published in Verchin Lur, argued that the Armenians were
ready to welcome an independent Kurdish state in Eastern Anatolia as neighbours;
however, he questioned the readiness of the Turkish community to see an independent
Kurdish state.?"!

The Tashink* daily also responded to Siileyman Nazif’s allegations, accusing
him of making false claims. An Armenian volunteer correspondent, Zareh, responded
to this claim that because of the Armenian massacres that transpired during the
wartime, the Armenian population in these provinces was no longer the majority.
Nevertheless, Zareh contended that the Armenians were the only nation in the region
who ‘had the talent to govern themselves as well as other ethnic groups’. He put
forward that while the Armenians were a minority in the region, they had proven in

the past they had the necessary capacity to govern themselves.?%?

199 Hadisat, ‘Kiirtler-Ermeniler’ [Kurds and Armenians], 14 December 1918, no. 56; Hadisat,
‘Kiirtler-Ermeniler’ [Kurds and Armenians] 13 December 1918, no. 55; Hadisat, ‘Kiirtler-
Ermeniler’ [Kurds and Armenians] 12 December 1918, no. 54.

290 As Erik Jan Ziircher argues, especially during the first two years of the Armistice (1918-
1920), the rhetoric of Turkish intellectuals was based on Islam rather than Turkish
nationalism. They defended that because the majority of Anatolia was Muslim, it was
therefore naturally an indivisible part of the Turkish state. Erik Jan Ziircher, ‘The Vocabulary
of Muslim Nationalism’, International Journal of the Sociology of Science, 1999, pp. 81-92.
' Verchin Lur, Opniwt Th&wyn [Situation of the Day], 13 December 1918, no. 1447.

92 Tashink, Rutujp @ Npulyp [Quantity or Quality], 14 December 1918, no. 1816.
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Figure 2. The Wilsonian Armenia (Jagadamard, 13 February 1921)

On the Ottoman Muslim/Turkish side, besides the propaganda of the
intellectuals in the newspapers, a CUP-organised structure named Vilayat-i Sarkiye
Miidafa-i Hukuk Cemiyeti (Society for the National Defence of the Rights of the
Eastern Provinces) played a crucial role in publicising the demands of the local
Muslim communities in the eastern provinces. The organisation was significant in
voicing its strong opposition against the idea of an independent Armenia. The society
called a meeting in October 1918 on the matter, agreeing upon certain concerns to
struggle against the Armenian demands.?®* The following decisions were made at the
meeting: First, the Society pledged to protect the rights of Turkish and Kurdish
elements under the auspices of the Ottoman Empire. Second, the members agreed to
publish a collection of evidence regarding the Armenian atrocities in the eastern

provinces to prove that not only Muslims but also the Armenians were responsible for

2% Ariamard, Uptikjbwb Lwhwbqukpp ©pyknt Zudwn [To Save the Eastern
Provinces], 15 December 1918, no. 21.

82



massacres. Third, the group proposed the publication of a French newspaper to spread
word of the atrocities committed upon the Muslim population by the Armenians. The
Society published a Turkish newspaper, Hadisat, to respond to the claims of
Armenians regarding the establishment of an Armenian state in the Six Provinces.
The daily published French translations of some articles. A prominent member of the
Society, ilyas Sami Efendi, deputy of Mus, clarified the group’s goals in an interview.
He said the Armenians never formed a majority anywhere in Eastern Anatolia. While
accepting that during the deportation process ‘bad things’ had happened to the
Armenians, the massacres, he argued, were the scheme of a relatively small group of
officials and had not been perpetrated by the Muslim population at large.
Furthermore, according to him, the Armenians massacred thousands of innocent

Muslims during the Russian invasion, thus necessitating the deportations.?**

2% Verchin Lur, @t buskp Up Puppwnhi... Bnippipp Utyupn B Zwym Uphibith
[What Do They Speak of... The Turks Are Not Responsible for the Armenian Blood], 21
December 1918, no. 1450.
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2.8. Efforts for the Establishment of a ‘United Armenia’

JANSNNENT 1NASNY.N 2an

Figure 3. The map of ‘United Armenia’ (Yerevan, 26 January 1919)

At the same time, the Ottoman Armenian public’s attention was focused on
the developments of the Armenian delegation in Paris. The Paris Peace Conference
opened in January 1919 with the participation of the victorious states to discuss the
peace terms which were to be imposed to the Central Powers.2*> Two Armenian
delegations were assigned to give voice to the Armenian demands: one representing
the Ottoman Armenians and the other representing the Armenian state established in
the Caucasus. But before the opening of the Conference, in December 1918, the
Armenian delegation in Paris announced the establishment of the Cabinet of United
Armenia. United Armenia’s borders were intended to include Cilicia, the Six

Provinces in Eastern Anatolia, and the lands of the Armenian Republic in the

295 Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919: Six Months That Changed the World (New York:
Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2003); Fromkin, 4 Peace to End All Peace: Creating the
Modern Middle East, 1914-1922.

84



Caucasus.?’ Whispers of the establishment of a cabinet for a ‘United Armenia’ were
already making their way through the columns of the Armenian dailies in the Ottoman
capital. According to Ariamard, though it was too early to declare the Cabinet’s
establishment, Bogos Nubar Pasha would serve as president,?’” Kapriel Noradunkean
as foreign minister,?’® Vosgan Mardigean as interior minister,?% and Arshak

Ch‘obanean?!'? as minister of education. It was reported that Yervant Ahaton,?!! Minas

296 Zhoghovurt, Zupuuinwth Uhljuwpunt plwi Znswlynidp [The Declaration of the
Independence of Armenia], 20 December 1918, no. 58

297 Bogos Nubar was born in 1851 in Istanbul. He was the son of Nubar Pasha, who served as
Prime Minister of Egypt. He got his education in engineering from Ecole Centrale des Arts et
Manufactures and worked as the director of administration for the Egyptian railways. He
actively participated in the organisation of the Armenian communities in Cairo and
Alexandrette, where he founded the Armenian General Benevolent Union in 1906. During the
Balkan Wars in 1912-1913, on the order of the Catholicos of the Mother See of Echmiadzin
Kevork V, he lobbied in Europe to gain the support of the European countries for Armenian
autonomy. He was the head of the Armenian Delegation at the Paris Peace Conference with
Avedis Aharonyan in 1919. See “Unipwip, Mnnnu’, Zuyjuljub Zupg Zutpughinwpui
[‘Bogos Nubar’ the Encyclopedia of the Armenian Question] (Eptjwi: Zuyljujut
Zuipughnwpuh Fuwynp vidpugpnipinil, 1996), pp. 379-80.

208 K apriel Noradunkean was born in 1852 in Istanbul. After receiving his education in
political science and law at the Sorbonne in Paris, he became a professor of law at the
Mekteb-i Hukuk-1 Sahane (The Royal Academy of Law) in Istanbul. In 1908, he was
appointed minister of trade, and he later became the minister of foreign affairs, which he
served as during the Balkan Wars in 1912-1913. After WWI, he became an ardent supporter
of the Armenian cause and supported the independence of the Ottoman Armenians. See
“Unpuunniuljjul, Supphby’, Zuyjujut Zupg Zutpughwnwpwf‘Kapriel Noradunyan
[The Encyclopedia of the Armenian Question] (Eptdui: Zuyjuljwt Zwpughnwpwh
Qjawynp vdpugpnipenil, 1996), p. 358.

299 Vosgan Mardigean was born in 1867 in Erzincan. He received his higher education in
Istanbul and served in various governmental positions for many years. He was minister of the
posts and telegraphs service from 1913 to 1914. At the beginning of WWI, he opposed the
entry of the Ottoman Empire into the conflict, and because of his stance, he was forced by the
CUP authorities to resign. He found refuge in Cairo in 1920. See Kevorkian, The Armenian
Genocide: A Complete History, p. 845.

219 Arshak Ch‘obanean was born in Istanbul in 1872. He attended Getronagan, a prestigious
Armenian high school in the city, was interested in literature, poetry, and philosophy. In
1893, he moved to Paris and in 1898 published the Anahid literary journal. During the
wartime, he assiduously worked to mould public opinion on the Armenian massacres,
working closely with Bogos Nubar. See ‘2nujuiyjul, Upowly’, Zuyjulju Zupg
Zwupwghwnwpu [‘Arshak Ch‘obanyan [The Encyclopedia of the Armenian Question]
(GpiJut: Zuyjuljut Zwtpughwnwpuih Fuwynp vdpugpnipeiniy, 1996), p. 374.

21 Yervant Ahaton was the son of Krikor Ahaton, the first Christian minister in the Ottoman
Empire. He received his education in agriculture and engaged in agricultural projects in
Egypt. He was a member of Armenian General Benevolent Union and close friend of Bogos
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Ch‘eraz,?'? and two Armenian members from Caucasian Armenia, Avedis
Aharonean?!® and Samson Harutyunean,?!* would be included in the Cabinet.?!> The
editorial of Ariamard welcomed the rumours of the establishment of a ‘United

Armenia’ with joy:

[The State of] Armenia is henceforth declared. This time, we believe [it]. You,
too, must believe it—the miserable remnants or deportees, with formidable
persistence and brave resolve you had the will to continue to live—to live for
tomorrow, for the free fatherland. Hence, you orphans, the rays of tomorrow;
hence, the exiles; the first pilgrims. And hence, us, the lucky ones who want to
lay the foundations of our Homeland.?!¢

Nubar. See Verchin Lur, Zujjujutt Futhih&p [The Armenian Cabinet], 26 December
1918, no. 1454.

212 Minas Ch‘eraz was born in Istanbul in 1852. He participated in the Congress of Berlin in
1878 as a member of the Armenian delegation. In 1908, following the announcement of the
Constitution, he was elected as the president of the Armenian National Assembly in Istanbul.
During the wartime, he moved to Paris and continued to contribute to the Armenian cause.
See ‘Qkpwq, Uhtww’, Zuyjuljub Zwupg Zwuipughwnwpwi [‘Minas Cheraz’” The
Encyclopedia of the Armenian Question] (GpiJui: Zuyjuljwt Zwipughnwpwih

Q1 juwynp vdpugpnipenil, 1996), pp. 372-73.

213 Avedis Aharonean was born in Surmalu in 1866. He studied history and philosophy at the
University of Lausanne. Following his graduation, he became the director of the Nersisian
School in Thilisi in 1907 but was imprisoned for two years because of his revolutionary
activities. In 1917, he returned to Armenia and played an active role in the establishment of
the Armenian Republic. In 1919, he was head of the Armenian Delegation at the Paris Peace
Conference with Bogos Nubar. See ‘Uhwipnubtwt, Utknpu’, Zuyjuljut Zupg
Zwupwghwnwpu [‘Avedis Aharonyan’ The Encyclopedia of the Armenian Question]
(GphJut: Zuyjuljut Zutpughnwpwith S uwynp vdpugpnipnit, 1996), pp. 26-27.
214 Samson Harutyunean was a lawyer who was born and raised in Tbilisi. He was an active
member of the Armenian community and served as president of the General Benevolent
Union of Caucasus. He was known by the Armenian community as the ‘Zohrab of the
Caucasus’. See Verchin Lur, Zajjuijuis Fwth1hd&p [The Armenian Cabinet], 26 December
1918, no. 1454.

Y Ariamard, Uhughw) Zwjwuinwih twhih&p [The Cabinet of United Armenia], 21
December 1918, no. 27.

1% Ariamard, Zayuuinwtp Guqukine Zwdwp [To Establish Armenia], 22 December 1918,
no. 1843. ‘... Zujwuwnwup hnswlniws E wyjbrw: Yp huwwnwtp wju wbqud: Gu
hwtwwnwgkp nnip wy, pontwn dhwgnppubp jud mupwughptp np tinlniu
jupunbiniplwdp Up b wph judbkgnnniptwdp dp judwuntgup wwnhy, wuyphy
Junniw hwdwp, Uquu Zujpkuhphtt hwdwp:... Uhw nppbp, Junniwt gnjpbpp
whw nmwpwughpubpp-winpuhy ntjpnwinputpp- B whw dkup pwpupnnuinptpu np
ymqkip Ukp Zuypkhphtt hhubpp nuby:’
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Zhoghovurt published the photos of the Cabinet members and welcomed the
establishment of the Cabinet. ‘Do we need to introduce one by one those members
who are well known by our community because of their continuous public service? Is
it necessary to introduce who Bogos Nubar, [ Arshak] Ch‘obanean, [Avedis]
Aharonean and [Kapriel] Noradunkean are?’?!” Verchin Lur indeed deemed it
necessary and chose to publish the biographies of the newly established cabinet of
United Armenia.?!® Yerevan published a map of United Armenia, which was,
according to the daily, accepted in Paris during the peace conference. The daily was
enthralled by the idea of a ‘United Armenia’, a dream that accelerated ‘each
Armenian’s heartbeat, together with admiration and enthusiasm’.2! The publication
of these articles regarding the cabinet of United Armenia demonstrates the political
alteration of the Ottoman Armenians; the Ottoman parliament had lost its legitimacy
in the eyes of the Armenians, and they now preferred to be represented in the

parliament of ‘United Armenia’.

7 Zhoghovurt, Thugkwy B1 Uiljuiju Zwjwuwnwh [United and Independent Armenia], 22
December 1918, no. 60.

8 Verchin Lur, Zaguljut Futhih&p [The Armenian Cabinet], 26 December 1918, no.
1454.

! Yerevan, Uks Uhwghu Zwjwuwnwbp [Great United Armenia], 26 January 1919, no. 5.
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Figure 4. The Cabinet members of ‘United Armenia’ (Zhoghovurt, 22 December
1918)

Besides the editorials and columns of Armenian press, there are ample
reactions of individual Ottoman Armenians toward the establishment of United
Armenia. As the news first broke, an Armenian, Karekin Hosrovean, solicited
contributions from Armenians to erect a statue of Clemenceau, the president of
France, in Paris. Hosrovean stated that it was a great opportunity to show the
sympathy of the Armenians toward the French nation. He concluded, ‘At this critical
moment when the future of Armenia will be discussed at the Paris conference, the

president of the conference will be Clemenceau, which is a very good opportunity for

88



us’.22% Verchin Lur shared this sentiment, urging readers to contribute to the donation
campaign. On that very day, the daily received donations from Armenian individuals:
100 kurus (the smallest denomination of Ottoman currency) from Karekin Hosrovean
and 225 kurus from Nishan Manukean, Taniel Hovhannesean, and Onnik Tavitean.??!

Zhamanag dissected and countered the propagandist publications of the
Ottoman Turkish dailies regarding the Wilson Principles and the Turkishness of the
Anatolian provinces. According to the daily, the activities of the Vilayat-i Sarkiye
Miidafa-i Hukuk Cemiyeti, the telegram from the prominent Muslims of Adana—
which was sent to the Allied Powers, claiming that Muslims constituted the majority
population in the region—plus the publications of the Ottoman Turkish dailies
regarding the population statistics, all served to fan the notion of creating a Turkish
state. It argued that the Ottoman government implemented a policy to convert the
native Christian population to Islam, which mostly succeeded, with the majority of
the converted population being of Armenian origin. Zhamanag argued that Surp
Toros, Akarag, Musheghgay, Apeghanots‘, Vank‘, Abarank‘, and Aragay?*?* were all
villages still bearing Armenian names, and similarly there were Islamised Armenians
who continued to preserve their culture and language, such as the Hemshin

Armenians.??? Zhamanag, from a radical point of view, noted that the Armenian

20 Verchin Lur, Zuy dnnnypyulut Uwubwlgniphth U. dnpd L1 kdwiungh Updwihl
Zwdwip [The Participation of the Armenians for the Statue of George Clemenceau], 25
December 1918, no. 1453.

2! Verchin Lur, Zay dnnnyppuuh Uwubwlgniphih U. dnpd Likdwbungh Upswihi
Zwdwn [The Participation of the Armenians for the Statue of George Clemenceau], 25
December 1918, no. 1453. The average salary of a state official in 1918 was 900 kurus (the
smallest unit of Ottoman currency) per month. See Vedat Eldem, Harp ve Miitareke
Yillarinda Osmanly Imparatorlugunun Ekonomisi [The Economy of the Ottoman Empire
During War and Armistice], p. 55.

222 These were Armenian villages located in the Agn (Egin) region in the Vilayat-1 Sitte.

22 The Hemshin were people of Armenian origin who converted to Islam over the centuries.
The Rize and Artvin regions of today’s Turkey were the historic lands of the Hemshin people.
It is noteworthy that Zhamanag in 1919 acknowledged the Hemshin Armenians as a part of
the Armenian nation. For the history of the Hemshin people and discussion of their identity,
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converts forgot their religion, culture, and language, but this did not compromise their
Armenianness.?**

Verchin Lur published a series to document in detail the Armenian
characteristics of the Six Provinces in order to disprove the Ottoman Turkish press’s
allegations that they should not be considered as part of any Armenian state. In the
first article, which considered Erzurum, the names of the villages were listed one by

one as proof of the Armenianness of the province:

Sarajugh, Giv, Nil, Balakhor, Gam, Varizonts‘, Khozaghpiwr, Chragents®,
Hunud, Hoghig, Garmrag, Gisag... Marik‘, Hazark‘, Komer... T ortan,
T‘awgner, Garni, Dantsi, T‘ughud... Shall we continue? Fill, fill your ears
with these native Armenian names, fill till the core of your ears, and then try
to prove in vain that Erzurum is not Armenian. Changing the name does not
change the spirit, the clay and the rocks.??’

Verchin Lur later focused on Bitlis, Mus, and Diyarbakir provinces.
Acknowledging that the Kurdish population was the majority in these provinces,

Verchin Lur presented a questionable justification that the ‘Kurdish population was

ethnically more Armenian than Turkish in terms of blood and race’.

Approach a Kurdish bey coming from a great clan and ask his race. He will
then answer with a great boast: ‘My ancestors were Armenian but in order not
to lose their freedom they accepted Islam’. And many Kurdish surnames will

see Hovann H. Simonian, ed., The Hemshin: History, Society and Identity in the Highlands of
Northeast Turkey (New York: Routledge, 2007).

24 Zhamanag, Uksudwutmiplwt Munpwiipp [The Illusion of Majority], 3 January
1919, no. 3404.

** Verchin Lur, Smntkpt Ulqud Ukupnyyp Up Swpniguiikt Lwnkptl [Even the Letters
Resuscitate Mesrop From the Rocks], 4 January 1919, no. 1462. ‘Uwpwdhiy, Yhy, Lhy,
Nuunp, Ywd, Ywphqnig, vnqunphip, Qpuijkig, Zniuniuwn, Znnhly, Yupdpul,
Ghuwly... Uwphp, Zmqupp, @nutp... @fnpgut, wiljukp, Yunth, Swudh, @nignin...
Swpnimlybh tp nwljunhb: Ligmgt p, (kgnigk p, (kgnigk p wlwetihny plhl
hwjjuljw wyju wintbubpny wjwbgtniy dhtisk én1ép (Egnigkp nnip wdkupn np
hnnuwunugh wupwy phikp §p oupdtp hwunbknt pk Epqpoudp 2wy sk: Uuniip
thnjubiny hnght sh qinfunthp Yunp sh thnpunihp qupbpp skt thnjunthp:’
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be familiar to you, for instance Mimikan (Mamigonean), Pakran

(Pakradunean) etc. These are the surnames of old Armenian principalities.?

The Ottoman government presented a report to the Allied officials in Istanbul
to be forwarded to the Paris Conference, claiming that the Armenians, assisted by the
Tsarist forces, killed more than one million innocent Muslims before the start of the
Armenian deportations in Eastern Anatolia. The report argued that, in accordance
with the Wilson Principles, it was not appropriate to establish an Armenian state in
Eastern Anatolia, since ‘there were more than five million Muslims and only a few
hundred thousand Armenians in the region’.??’ The Ottoman government proposed
two alternative solutions to the problem: either Ottoman rule would continue in the
eastern provinces, with the assurance that the rights of minorities would be preserved
and upheld, or the borders of the Armenian Republic would be extended to
accommodate the Armenian refugees from the Syrian deserts and the eastern
provinces.??8

This report presented by the Ottoman government in Paris caused an
immediate and intense backlash from the Ottoman Armenian public. The official
documents presented by the government were seen as ‘falsified and a source of
propaganda’. It was argued that the documents of the Ottoman government consisted

of biased, unreliable documents of the CUP members and the Russian military

26 Verchin Lur, Gigkw)p Zwy Ukpyub Zwy [The Past is Armenian, the Present is
Armenian], 8 January 1919, no. 1465. ‘Fuyg downkgkp huipgnigtp wuquu dp dkdwwnnnu
£nipn whh up pk «bbs ghnk buy whnh wunwuuwbt unpnibl wupswipny dp
«bd twpatthpp Zuy G Enus, wmquuniphirutht synpuiigibint hwdwp Pujudniphit
punnitiws ey M dkgh whwp Enikt pwwn Up Lopgbip... Updpquit (Uwdhinubwb),
Pugpuil (Pugpunniitbwt) byt Uwlubniibbpp” hh Zuy
twhiwpupniphibbpne’

22 Vakit, ‘Ermeni Vaka1 Bir Milyon Islam’ [The Armenian Incident and One Million
Muslims], 21 February 1919, no. 489.

28 Zhoghovurti Tsayné, mipp Ywpwywpni phwh Owinigughpp Mununnipbwb
Zudwdnnnyht [The Statement of Turkish Government at the Peace Conference], 4 March
1919, no. 38-118.
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officers, whereas both the French and the British military officers who witnessed the
Armenian genocide wrote memoirs, Ambassador Morgenthau published a book on the
massacres, and the British government’s Blue Book provided documents.??’

It is relevant to our conceptual discussion here that the Armenian dailies —be
they liberal (such as Verchin Lur and Zoghovurt) or nationalist (such as Ariamard)—
reflected the enthusiasm and mobilisation of the Armenian community. These views
and sentiments were expressed not only by Armenian intellectuals, but also by the
common folk, like an Asbed from Corlu, who saw the establishment of an Armenian
state as liberation from the Ottoman yoke. The pro-independence position of the
Armenian community increased significantly when the Allied states signaled their
support. As Erin K. Jenne, Stephen M. Saideman, and Will Lowe argue in their study,
there is a stong possibility that when there is an external support, the radicalisation of
a group is likely to increase.?*? The ethnic bargaining theory comprises two crucial
components: external support and the radicalisation of the group. In the case of
Ottoman Armenians, as evidenced in other case studies, the external support shown
by the Allied states seems to have increased the radicalisation of the Armenian
community. The case of Ottoman Armenians bears similarities with the case of the

Sudeten Germans who were a minority in the Czechoslovak state. In 1918, leaders of

the Sudeten Germans were mobilised towards independence by the signals given by

2% Zhamanag, Zwjkpp BL @nipp Ununnpuljubniphiiip [Armenians and the Turkish
Intelligentia], 4 March 1919, no. 3460. For ambassador Morgenthau’s memoirs and the
British government’s documents, see Morgenthau Henry, Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story
(New York: Doubleday, Page & Co., 1918); Viscount Bryce, Arnold Toynbee and Ara
Sarafian, The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915-16: Documents
Presented to Viscount Grey of Fallodon by Viscount Bryce: Uncensored Edition (Princeton:
Gomidas Institute, 2005) The Blue Book includes accounts from United States missionary
sources and testimonies of German, Danish, Swedish, Greek, and Armenian witnesses
regarding the genocide.

339 Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 53; Jenne, ‘A Bargaining Theory of Minority Demands:
Explaining the Dog That Did Not Bite in 1990s Yugoslavia’; Jenne, Stephen M. Saideman,
and Will Lowe, ‘Separatism as a Bargaining Posture: The Role of Leverage in Minority
Radicalization’.
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Germany and Austria, the supportive states. Prominent leaders of the Sudeten
Germans such as Joseph Seliger and Rudolf Lodgman voiced their demands for
independence in 1918 and 1919. This led to a conflict between the Czech authorities
and Sudeten German leadership.?3! The Sudetens refused to participate in parliament
discussions and did not vote for crucial legislations regarding minorities, economy,
education, and land reform.?*? The Czech authorities accepted Czech and Slovak as
the official languages, and under the new law, all government correspondence and
business transactions were to be conducted in Czech and Slovak. Thus, the Sudeten
Germans were under pressure because of their pro-independence political position.
However, when Germany and Austria renounced their territorial claims on
Czechoslovakia in 1919 after the Paris Peace Conference, the Sudeten Germans were
left with no option but to accept and accommodate the Czechoslovak state.?*? Similar
to the Sudeten Germans, the Ottoman Armenians changed their political position
following the defeat of the Allied Powers by Turkish Nationalists and the signing of

the Lausanne Treaty, which will be discussed in the following chapters.

2.9. Ottoman Armenians’ Aspirations for a ‘United Armenia’

Bogos Nubar, the most influential Armenian political figure of the Armistice period,
in an interview underlined that ‘United Armenia’ would be created with the
unification of the Armenian population in the Caucasus and the Ottoman Armenian
survivors scattered throughout the Ottoman lands and throughout the diaspora. With

the assistance of America, Britain, and/or France, he claimed ‘United Armenia’ would

21 Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 64.
22 Tbid.
233 Tbid.
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establish its governmental bodies and become a healthy state within twenty years.
With the repatriation of the diasporan Ottoman Armenians, he stated that, together
with the two million Caucasian Armenians, ‘United Armenia’ would contain a
population of more than three million Armenians.?**

The backing of the Ottoman Armenian community for Bogos Nubar is an
important step in understanding the dimension of their support for the establishment
of United Armenia. With the high regard he was afforded in Europe, Bogos Nubar
was in the best position to defend the national rights of the Armenians before the
Great Powers. It should be noted that for the Armenian community, supporting Bogos
Nubar meant supporting complete independence from the Ottoman yoke. The
Ottoman Armenians not only expressed their support to Bogos Nubar, but they even
celebrated a day in honour of him—9 January was celebrated as the feast of Bogos
Nubar, to show their gratitude and respect to ‘the leader of the nation seeking the
independence of United Armenia’ and in the eyes of Europe. Armenian intellectuals
commemorated Bogos Nubar’s day by publishing tens of articles in the Nor Gyank
daily. Bishop Mesrop Naroean declared that Bogos Nubar was the ‘Great Armenian’
who devoted himself to the Armenian nation. Vahan Toshikean concluded his article
as follows: ‘It is the feast of the Armenian [George] Washington today. Come, let us
make a toast for him... Come, our Greek brothers, yet another cup with you! It is the
feast of the Armenian Venizelos today!’?*

The increasing support of the Ottoman Armenian community to Bogos Nubar

represents a crucial point for our theoretical framework here. Bogos Nubar was a

34 Zhoghovurti Artsakank’, Unp Zwjuuinut [New Armenia], 19 January 1919, no. 19-78.
25 Nor Gyank*, B4t p Mupy kup Pudwljthu [Come, Let’s Empty Our Glasses], 9 January
1919, no. 83. ‘Zwy Niwohtypplht wotl k wyuop: BYE p, qupwbup pudwlihu...
Bt p, b nmip 8oyt kypuyplibp pudwly Uph wy dkqh htwn: 2wy Ikihgkjouhl moll k

wjuon:’
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highly respected community leader and an activist who devoted himself to the cause
of establishing an Armenian state in the Vilayat-1 Sitte. The increasing support Bogos
Nubar received from the various strata of the Armenian community—including
intellectuals, community leaders, and common folk with no political affiliations—is
indicative of the gradual radicalisation of the political position of the community and
the wider mobilisation around the idea of independence. According to the bargaining
theory, ‘if minority members are reasonably confident of external support, their
leaders will radicalise for concessions despite the majority’s best attempts to appease
them’.23¢ In the case of Ottoman Armenians, it was natural to see that the leadership
was mobilised because they were reasonably confident of external support;

conversely, the Ottoman regime was far from friendly towards the Armenians.
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Figure 5. Bogos Nubar's portrait (Zhoghovurt, 9 January 1919)

3¢ Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 53.
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The Armenian Patriotic Unions, which were organised by ten Armenian
compatriotic associations, provide crucial clues as to how Ottoman Armenians living
in the provinces or as refugees outside of the Ottoman territories perceived the
developments within the Armenian press and political circles regarding the ‘United
Armenia’ project. The meeting of the Armenian Patriotic Unions was held in Istanbul
with the participation of representatives of the ten associations, as well as
representatives of the Ottoman Armenian refugees in the Caucasus, Vahan Papazean,
and Avedis Terzibashean.??” At the end of the meeting, the Patriotic Unions jointly
made an announcement to publicise their demands. First, they demanded
compensation for the loss of the Armenian nation during wartime and the punishment
of the perpetrators.?*® Secondly, they asked for the establishment of a national loan
agreement to aid the return of Armenian refugees to their villages, to build new
houses, and to provide equipment for agricultural activity. Thirdly, they demanded the
demobilisation of the Armenian soldiers who were recruited in the Ottoman military.

The Patriotic Unions declared that they were ready to cooperate to secure

¥7 Jagadamard, Zujpktwyguljut Uhniphibtpn GpEyniwt dnnnyp [The Meeting of
Patriotic Unions Held Yesterday], 25 January 1919, no. 61. Vahan Papazean was born in
Tabriz in 1876 to parents who were originally from Van. He moved to Van in 1903 and
became involved in politics. As a member of the ARF, he was elected to the Ottoman
parliament in 1908. During the deportations, he joined the Armenian self-defence units, and
he later escaped to the Caucasus. He tried to organise the Ottoman Armenian refugee
community in the Caucasus, who numbered more than four hundred thousand. He moved to
Beirut in 1947, where he died in 1973. He was known also by his pseudonym, Goms. See
“Undu (Puthwqyui dwhwb)’, Zujjuljut Zupg Zuupughwnwpw[The Encyclopedia
of the Armenian Question] (Gphyut: Zuyjuljwt Zwipughnwpwih uwydnp
Iudpwigpnipeinil, 1996), 188. Avedis Terzibashean was born in 1873 in Van. He attended the
Armenian Hisusean and Yeramean schools. After the 1908 Revolution, he was elected as
mayor of Van. In 1915, he participated in the self-defense activities of the Van Armenians
against the Ottoman forces. He escaped to the Caucasus following the retreat of the Russian
army. During the Armistice years, he moved to Istanbul. Following the announcement of the
Turkish Republic, he moved to Paris, where he died in 1942. See ‘@tpghpwojutt Ugkwnhu’,
Zuguljut Zupg Zwtpughwnwpui [The Encyclopedia of the Armenian Question]
(GphJut: Zuyjuljut Zwtpughwnwpuih Fuwynp vdpugpnipenil, 1996), p. 139.

¥ Jagadamard, Zwupkuwygujut Uhniphibtpm GpEyniwt dnnnyp [The Meeting of
Patriotic Unions Held Yesterday], 25 January 1919, no. 61.
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international recognition of ‘the Independent and United Armenia’.>*® One of the
Armenian patriotic unions was the Union of Hayk, which was established to defend
the rights of Armenians in the Six Provinces. This coincided with the Vilayat-i
Sarkiye Miidafa-i Hukuk Cemiyeti (Society for the National Defence of the Rights of
the Eastern Provinces), established in Eastern Anatolia to defend the rights of the
Ottoman Muslims based on the Wilson Principles. The Union of Hayk deputies were
elected from Garin (Erzurum), Papert (Bayburt), Erznga (Erzincan), Khnus (Hinis),
Dayk* (contemporary Turkish districts of Artvin, Oltu and Ispir), and Kighé (Kig1).2*°
The denominational differences within the Ottoman Armenian community
began to erode. Surrounded by social, economic and political crisis, the different
groups of the Armenian community came together to organise an aid campaign for the
Armenian refugees and to form a united front in the face of the political crisis.
According to the Yerevan daily from Istanbul, the Armenians should protect their
unity between religious denominations, calling upon the Armenian religious leaders to
act urgently to resolve the disagreements and create harmony within the greater
community: ‘If, God forbid, we fail to unite and to serve our fatherland, why then this
much blood, pain and suffering? Unity! Unity! Unity!...and to the work ahead!?*!
For our analysis, we see the process of ethnic bargaining in progress here. The
establishment of the Union of Hayk is used as a component of mobilisation of the
entire community. The launch of the Union was preceded by the organisation of

donations campaigns for the Armenian state and the publication of articles

9 Tbid.

0 Jagadamard, Puupdp Zuyhh Uhniphil [The Union of Hayk], 19 January 1919, no. 55.
1 Yerevan, @k bus Zhubkpnt dpw) Guqunibym E Zugujub Zwbpuubinnphiip [On
What Grounds the Armenian State Will Be Established?], 26 January 1919, No. 5. ‘... Gpk
Uuwnniws spuk dkup dhwpwtniplul htinnt dbwp b shptwp swnwyty dkp
Zuypkuhphtt hwuyw st wyuswth wphth wyusut quit, wyjuswth twpwugwbp... Ah,
Uhniph'tl, Uhniph ih... ki nkugh gnps:’
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encouraging the community to join the growing movement towards national
liberation. Indeed, these processes led to the gradual political radicalisation of
Ottoman Armenians. This is not unique to the Armenians, but a pattern seen in other
case studies. In Europe, for instance, other minorities had also established such
organisations to mobilise the masses during the 1920s and 1930s. The Association of
the German Racial Groups in Europe, the Warsaw Congress of Poles Living Abroad,
and the pan-Russian Congress in Riga are a few examples of how minorities could be
mobilized against host states.?*> As said earlier, two components are critical to
radicalisation: internal and external leverages.?** In the case of Ottoman Armenians,
the de facto Allied occupation was the external leverage. The fall of the CUP
government and the campaign for the Vilayat-1 Sitte was the internal leverage. The
mobilization and radicalisation of the Ottoman Armenian community became possible
as both the internal and external leverages were available to be exploited. The ethnic
bargaining theory suggests that ‘minority radicalisation is influenced by internal
bargaining leverage in the first place, which is largely a function of group size and
territorial concentration’.>** However, what is remarkable in the case of the Ottoman
Armenians is that the territorial concentration was lost and the population was
dramatically decreased due to the wartime deportations. The Ottoman Armenian
leadership used pre-war population statistics as evidence to demonstrate that the
Armenians were a majority in the Vilayat-1 Sitte, creating an argument for the
relocation of Armenians from Syria to the region.

In response to the collective wish of the Ottoman Armenian community, the

Armenian Catholic, Protestant, and Apostolic Patriarchates issued a joint statement to

2 Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 23.
> Tbid, p. 51.
2 Tbid, p. 56.
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announce that the churches had united to coordinate their relief activities in this
critical period when thousands of Armenians were struggling to survive in the
provinces. There was an urgent need for more than one million liras in order to meet
the basic needs of the refugees. It is significant that the joint statement of the
Armenian religious authorities called upon the masses to aid the Armenian refugees,

who were labelled as ‘the founding bodies of the fatherland’ 2+

The precious fragments of the horrible calamity, the affectionate remnants of
the Armenian nation, who will be the founding columns of our fatherland, are
about to lose the struggle against death... Therefore, action is needed without
delay, to save our dear ones from the claws of death... From ancient times, at
the time of danger, discouragement and pretentiousness have been our
characteristics, from now onward each individual should try to pass his friend
with the joy of winning a competition of a holy duty.?4¢
Zhoghovurti Tsayné organised a donation campaign to raise funds for the
Armenian Republic in the Caucasus to be used to assist the Armenian refugees, with
the secondary aim of establishing fraternity between the two branches of the
Armenian nation. The significance of this donation campaign was explained in the

conclusion of the lead article: ‘This donation campaign clearly proved the political

position of the Ottoman Armenians by supporting their compatriots in the

* Jagadamard, Bpkp Znglinp Mhnkpnit Ungp Zuy Fnnnynipnht [The Call of the
Three Religious Leaders to the Armenian Nation], 13 April 1919, no. 129.

6 Jagadamard, Bpkp Znglinp Mhinkpnih Ungp Zwy Fnnnynipnht [The Statement of the
Three Religious Leaders to the Armenian Nation], 13 April 1919, no. 129. ‘Uuntip whwinp
Entnuht puught ptwfubpp hwyniptw wyny uhpwihp pEynputpp, npnup dkp
hujpkih woiwphhtt hwunwnm phwb uhtibpp whwnh pub, Yopunibm Jpug bu'
Yyulph tr dwhniwt wuypwpp dnbing wwluwihie... Swpdh) wknp k nipbdt
wiyuwwun widhowuku pwpdh) Ynpqblnt hwdwp dbp uhpbjhubpp dwhniwut
Shpwuubkpku: b twjtbug wunh Juuutgh wuwhbpnit dkp glinkghl) ipwtwpwut
Enusd k «njupug wphwbwg bt puowg fnhquipubp» pun wjud pnn hipupwiship np
owtiwy q k] wguh) hp puytipp wiwg tinthpujuit wwpunwlutniphiy dp
Juwnwpbint wquht dpguljgnipbudp:’
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Caucasus’.?*” The Armenian community in Izmir similarly organised a donation
campaign to send aid to the Armenian Republic in the Caucasus. The campaign
created heated debates within the community because the collected amount fell far
short of the initial goal. Around forty thousand Ottoman liras were donated, whereas
the targeted amount was more than two hundred thousand Ottoman liras. The
religious leader of the [zmir Armenian community, Bishop Madt‘eos, was
disappointed with the result of the donation campaign and even resigned, feeling that
he himself had failed. In particular, the upper class of Izmir Armenians was criticised
for being indifferent towards the campaign, donating only a small amount, ranging
from one thousand to two thousand Ottoman liras. Bishop Madt‘eos in a public

speech castigated the Izmir elite:

You are all informed who has donated how much, so I do not feel the
miserable need of mentioning names one by one... May their conscience be
their judge. But if those who donated three thousand, two thousand and one
thousand liras feel comfortable and lull their conscience, I could not lull my
conscience, unfortunately; I feel ashamed before the entire humanity.?*3

Indeed, the prospect of famine was grave in the Republic of Armenia.
According to reports, there were more than five hundred thousand Ottoman Armenian

refugees in the Republic of Armenia, as well as fifty thousand in the North Caucasus,

7 Zhoghovurti Tsayné, dpykup 2wy Uajujumptwt (rwhyhpwibpp [Let’s Save the
Pioneers of Armenian Independence], 12 February 1919, no. 22-101.

¥ Tashink*, Furwnwlui dnnny Nwwndwljub ‘Ghuwn [Provincial Assembly—A Historic
Session], 9 May 1919, no. 1936. ‘Udtupry nknkljugup wuoninwn pk npnup huy tnihb,
htwnbtiwpwp Eu wkwnp skd niukup wunibttp nwnt wpanip hwplht tkpptic
quunthy:... Udkuntt juhndp pnn hp puununpp puy: Buyg bpk wyg 3,000, 2000, 1000
pop wninnubpp Ypgub phwgiby hpkig nddpuwipp b gnh qquy hpkup hpkugdk,
ndpunnupwn bu skd Yptiwp puwgut) hd juhndu b ny pk dhuy hupuhpdku gnh std
wy] wdopwwwpun Yp tjuwnbkd hipghtipu pnunul] dwpgyniptut wneki:’
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living in poverty and danger of famine.?** Even in the capital Yerevan, approximately
one hundred fifty people died each day from hunger and typhus, and in the second
largest city, Gyumri, the rate was one hundred people per day. In total, one thousand
people died each day within the borders of Armenia. Reports stated that there were
not enough doctors, there was a shortage of medicine, and people were reduced to
collecting dead animals in the streets for food. Georgia and Azerbaijan closed their
borders, making it even more challenging to deliver aid. The situation was so serious
that H. Manugean, an Armenian correspondent, wrote in his report that Caucasian
Armenians were waiting and dying before the gate of the cemetery; instead of an
‘Independent and United Armenia’, the Armenians would see ‘an independent and
mass cemetery’.?>? In another report, it was underlined that three thousand people
were dying of hunger and diseases per day in Armenia. Because the government had
no money, the only food that was distributed to the people was free meat, rice, and
water.?>!

While organising donation campaigns in Izmir and Istanbul for the Armenian
refugees, the Ottoman Turkish dailies accused the Armenian political parties and
press of pressuring the Armenians living in Central and Western Anatolia to migrate
to Eastern Anatolia to create an Armenian majority in the region. Alemdar claimed
that the ARF was encouraging Armenian communities in Anatolia to migrate to
Adana and Van to establish an Armenian majority in these regions; however, the local
Armenians were reluctant to migrate to unfamiliar regions, and they were also

concerned by the possibility of paying high taxes to the new Armenian state and the

* Jagadamard, ‘Puljujut Unkwin Up Mhwnh Cpjuy Bpt...” [1t Will Be a Real Disaster
if...], 22 January 1919, no. 57.

2 Jagadamard, *ZnqtJwupph Znunhiutikp’ [Snoring Agony], 18 February 1919, no. 84.

31 Alemdar, ‘Ermenistan’da Kaht u Gala’ [Famine and Poverty in Armenia], 22 March 1919,
no. 91.
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loss of livelihood caused by relocating. According to Alemdar, the reluctance and
hesitation of the Armenian citizens showed that this extreme migration plan was
poorly conceived and would prove to be ineffective.?>? The Turkish dailies asserted
that the local Armenians living in Western Anatolia, particularly in Izmir and
Istanbul, did not welcome this migration propaganda, fearing that they could be
obligated to pay heavy taxes to the new Armenian state as well as lose the welfare
they had under the auspices of the Ottoman Empire. Though not completely refuting
the allegations, Verchin Lur stated that there was at least a measure of support within
the Armenian community to populate the future Armenian state. Verchin Lur

responded to these claims as follows:

We are not surprised with the mentality of the Turkish dailies. There are no
constraints anywhere. At the utmost, there could be encouragement to populate
the future Armenia in advance. And the allegation that Armenians are happy
with this propaganda and they prefer to stay under Turkish rule is at least a
stupidity; as it impossible to imagine an Armenian who is satisfied with the
governance of this country, when even the Turks are not satisfied.?>*

2.10. The Arrival of Patriarch Zaven and the Celebrations of Vartanants¢

The desire of the Ottoman Armenian community for independence metastasised with

a series of events and demonstrations, starting with the return of the Armenian

Patriarch Zaven from exile and the celebrations of Vartanants® Feast, all of which

22 glemdar, ‘Ermeniler Yeniden Hicret mi Ediyor?’ [Armenians Are Being Deported
Again?], 13 February 1919, no. 59.

3 Verchin Lur, Zagkpp Ftwpdbwy Up Swpugpnihl [Armenians Are Being Deported
Anew], 17 February 1919, no. 1498. ‘Utup skup qupuwtiwp Bnipp phpptpnit wju
dnwjunipbwt Jpuy: Ny UEY nbn ppuniphtt suy: Cwn owwn puwowtipniphi Up
Yntuwy puy Junniut Zujuunwip wyjuopnipk okugutiint dwuht: buly pk Zuybp
hulj ndgnh Eu wyn ppopujuink nt Yp twpuptinpkt Enkp mujuith poipp
hohuwtniptwt ) hwighuwn wynphy, wntntwqt wyniynipht £ puth np
wuuphih E Epirwluyty hwy Up np gnh tnws ppyuy wyu bpipht yupsmptukt npdk
@nipplpt huly gnh sk’
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reflect the collective change in the Ottoman Armenians’ sociopolitical position and
how the community transitioned from Ottomanism to Armenian nationalism.?>*
Patriarch Zaven, who was exiled to Baghdad in 1916 by the order of the CUP
government, returned to Istanbul around midnight on 19 February 1919 on the
transport vessel Akasya, and spent the night inside the vessel despite invitations from
the officers of the Patriarchate.?>> He disembarked during the following morning and
was welcomed by a large group of Armenian clergymen, officers, school children,
and businessmen, as well as the officers of the Entente. The group moved from
Karakdy, passing over the Galata bridge, Sirkeci, the Governorship of Istanbul, and
the Bab-1 Ali area, intermittently waving the Armenian flag and shouting slogans.
This demonstration of Istanbul Armenians not only astounded the Muslims but also

the Allied Power officers puzzled by the enthusiasm of the Armenians.?*® Even

2% Vartanants* Feast is commemorated by the Armenian Church each year on the Thursday
preceding Great Lent. It celebrates the resistance of Vartan Mamikonean against the Persian
army at the Battle of Avarayr in 451, which ultimately secured the Armenians’ right to
practice Christianity. Vartanants® Feast both has a religious and a nationalistic character, as
Vartan Mamikonean’s struggle was for protecting both the Christian faith and the Armenian
nation itself.

235 Vakit, ‘Ermeni Patrigi’ [The Armenian Patriarch], 20 February 1919, no. 478; Tuglaci,
Tarih Boyunca Bati Ermenileri 1891-1922, p. 749. Zaven Der Yeghiacan was born in 1868 in
Mosul. After receiving his primary education in Baghdad, he moved to Armash (Akmese,
Izmit). He graduated from the Armash Theological Seminary in 1895 and served as bishop in
Erzurum in 1898 and in Van in 1908. He was the prelate for Diyarbakir from 1910 to 1913. In
1913, he became the Armenian Patriarch of Istanbul. In 1916, the CUP government issued a
regulation ordering the closure of the Armenian Patriarchate in Istanbul and the exile of
Patriarch Zaven to Baghdad. Patriarch Zaven spent the wartime in Baghdad, and after the
signing of the Armistice, he returned to Istanbul in February 1919. He actively worked to
defend the rights of the Armenians before the Allied Powers and lobbied for Armenian
independence; however, following the Nationalists’ victory, he left his position in 1922 and
moved to Bulgaria. He died in Baghdad in 1947. For his biography, see Zaven Der
Yeghiayan, My Patriarchal Memoirs (Barrington, RI: Mayreni Pub., 2002). For the regulation
of the CUP government issued in 1916, see Tanin, ‘Ermeni Patrikhanesi’ [The Armenian
Patriarchate], 11 August 1916, no. 2752; Tanin, ‘Ermeni Patrikhanesi’ [The Armenian
Patriarchate], 15 August 1916, no. 2756; Ali Giiler, ‘Ermenilerle Ilgili 1916 ve 1918
Yillarinda Yapilan Hukuki Diizenlemeler’, Ankara Universitesi Osmanli Tarihi Arastirma ve
Uygulama Merkezi Dergisi 6 (1995): pp. 91-137.

256 Ramazan Erhan Giillii, Ermeni Sorunu ve Istanbul Ermeni Patrikhanesi (1878-1923) [The
Armenian Question and the Armenian Patriarchate of Istanbul] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
2015), p. 502.
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though the staff of the Armenian Patriarchate had informed the Ottoman police

officers of the welcome ceremony, the police administration was concerned with the
complaint petitions received after the event written by Turkish individuals and chose
to initiate legal proceedings against the organisers of this public event, including Dr.

Torkomean?®” and others.?*®

Figure 6. The Arrival of Patriarch Zaven (Verchin Lur, 19 February 1919)

257 Vahram Torkomean was born in Istanbul in 1858, was educated in France, and became a
physician in 1884. After his graduation, he returned to Istanbul and started to become active
in community life. His articles on Armenian medical history were published in the Hantes
Amsoria journal in Vienna. During the Armenian genocide, Vahram Torkomean was arrested
in April 1915 and sent to Cankiri. He was pardoned in May and safely returned to Istanbul.
He continued his active participation in Armenian political and cultural life and served as the
physician of the Patriarch Zaven in Istanbul until 1922. After the victory of the Nationalist
forces, he moved to France, where he died in 1942. See Untthutyut Guntuhly, “dwhpud
Fnpgnubwl’, Yhttuwgpuljub Funwpui [‘Vahram Torkomyan’, Biographical
Dictionary] (Gplwt: Zujuuwnwl, 1973), pp. 371-72.

28 Eski Giin, ‘Patrik Zaven Efendi’nin Muvassalat’ [The Arrival of Patriarch Zaven], 21
February 1919, no. 30; Yeni Giin, ‘Ermeni Patrigine Yapilan Numayisler Hakkinda’ [About
the Demonstrations Made for the Armenian Patriarch], 24 February 1919, no. 172; Zeki
Sarthan, Kurtulug Savast Giinliigii [The Diary of War of Independence] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1995), pp. 136-37; Recep Karacakaya, ‘1919-1922 Arasinda Anadolu’da Tiirk-
Ermeni {liskilerine Genel Bir Bakis’, [An Overview of Turkish-Armenian Relations in
Anatolia Between 1919-1922], KOK Sosyal ve Stratejik Arastirmalar Dergisi 12 (2012): p. 6.
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The Ottoman Armenians’ political views were reflected in the celebrations of
Vartanants® Feast. On 19 February, with the permission of the Allied authorities, the
Armenian community, in honour of Vartanants‘ Feast, was allowed to hang the
Armenian flag in front of the St. Stepannos Armenian Church in Izmir. The Allied
officials urged the Armenians not to hang the Armenian flag outside of Izmir, as it
might elicit an uninvited response from local Turks.?*® Furthermore in Konya,
Vartanants® Feast was celebrated at the American orphanage. Posters of Vartan
Mamikonean, as well as both Armenian and American flags, were hung on the hall.
The Armenian orphans sang patriotic songs, and the former president of the Armenian
school in Kastamonu, Garabet Efendi Ucbeean, and B. Moskofean from Kayseri gave
speeches on the significance of the feast and how it symbolised the goal of Armenian
independence.?%® On 28 February, more than 800 native Armenians from Afyon
gathered at the hall of the Armenian school to celebrate Vartanants® Feast. British
military officers were present at the gathering. A woman representing the Armenian
community gave a speech in English emphasising the meaning of Vartanants®, and B.
Yerezean, a prominent member of the community, urged the crowd to migrate to
‘United Armenia’, to start learning Armenian, and to then speak Armenian in public
places. After singing patriotic songs and selling hundreds of Armenian flags, the
gathering came to an end with the playing of the British national anthem and chants of
‘Long live Armenia, long live Bogos Nubar, long live the British Empire!*2°! It is
remarkable that when the religious leader of the region, Ardavazt Surmeean, visited

Eskisehir to celebrate the Sunday Mass, he preached that the Armenians should

9 Zhamanag, Zwjyujut pnop bquhph Ute [The Armenian Flag in Izmir], 26 February
1919, no. 3455.
260 Zhoghovurti Tsayné, Tupnuttubig Sotip Gnthugh Udkphwb Oppwtinghtt Ut [The
;élartanants‘ Feast at Konya American Orphanage], 10 March 1919, no. 44-124.

Ibid.
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migrate to ‘United Armenia’ when the time arrived. He concluded: ‘if you have a nail
to use, save it for our Fatherland’.>%?

The Armenians in Eskisehir organised an evening party on 22 March 1919 at
the Armenian girls school for the benefit of the Armenian education organisations in
the city. Armenian children, families, and all the prominent members of the
community attended the fete, as well as the British military officers who were visiting
the city at the time. The hall was decorated with posters of Bogos Nubar and the
leaders of the Allied governments, with a large Armenian flag prominently on
display. The Ottoman police forces removed these posters before the start of the
evening, yet the British military officers immediately intervened to hang them again.
Armenian patriotic songs were sung and prayers were offered for the independence of
‘United Armenia’.?%?

It should be noted that this excitement was seen not only in Istanbul and the
provinces of Anatolia, but also within the Armenian diaspora; declarations from the
diasporan communities were sent, reiterating the call to repatriate. It was necessary to
take steps to mobilise the diasporan Armenian communities in order to ease their
repatriation process. The organisation of the diasporan communities was seen as a
harbinger of the new Armenian state. The joint statement of the diasporan
communities concluded that the Armenian state would be established by the
Armenian citizens who would return from all corners of the earth, who represented ‘a

multicolour harmony, a panorama of civilisation’.264

262 Tbid. On 19 February 1920, Zhamanag published photos of Vartan and General Antranik
together with poetry.

83 Jagadamard, Gupdnudp Euljhokhhph Ute [The Movement in Eskisehir], 26 March
1919, no. 113.

294 Jagadamard, Qunnipubkpp Unnom bkl Uquwn Zuypkuhpp [Communities Salute the
Independent Armenia], 4 May 1919, no. 146.
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The National Assembly of the Ottoman Armenians, together with the
Armenian Patriarchate and the Armenian Catholic and Protestant leaders, gathered at
the Armenian National Assembly to discuss the political developments.?®> During the
meeting, the Armenian Catholic and Protestant leaders endorsed the Armenian
Patriarchate, stating that during the war, Armenians from all denominations were
massacred and that it was time to unite the political aspirations of the Ottoman
Armenians under one umbrella. At the end of the meeting, upon a suggestion by
Sarkis Srents‘, an Armenian intellectual, the Ottoman Armenians decided to send a
letter to the Armenian Republic in the Caucasus to offer their ‘sincere gratitude’ to the
government and to thank them for their support for the Ottoman Armenian refugees in
the Caucasus. The meeting also decided to send a similar letter to the President of the
Armenian delegation in Paris, Bogos Nubar, for his ‘assiduous’ work in the
establishment of ‘United Armenia’.26¢

Young Ottoman Armenians were among the supporters of the ‘United
Armenia’ ideal. An Armenian student studying philosophy, Z. Surenean, wrote an

article for the Verchin Lur daily stressing the importance of the repatriation

movement and calling for Armenian communities to return to the eastern provinces:

265 The Armenian National Assembly was formed following the approval of the Nizamname-i
Millet-i Ermeniyan (Armenian National Constitution) by the Sublime Porte in 1863. The
Assembly consisted of twenty ecclesiastical deputies elected by the clergy of Istanbul, forty
provincial deputies elected from the provinces outside Istanbul, and eighty deputies elected
by the various districts of Istanbul. While the Armenian Patriarchate was considered to be the
leader of the Armenian nation, his decisions were to be approved by the Assembly before
taking effect. The elected Patriarchs were also obliged to take an oath that they would uphold
the Constitution and respect the authority of the Assembly. For details on the Constitution,
see Aylin Besiryan, ‘Hopes of Secularization in the Ottoman Empire: The Armenian National
Constitution and the Amenian Newspaper Masis, 1856-1863’ (MA thesis, Bogazici
University, 2007); Vartan Artinian, Osmanii Devleti 'nde Ermeni Anayasasi’min Dogusu
1839-1863, [The Armenian Constitutional System in the Ottoman Empire, 1839-1863: A
Study of Its Historical Development] trans. Ziilal Kili¢ (Istanbul: Aras Yayincilik, 2004).

266 Zhamanag, Uquhwtntu 1 Cinphunnpuljwi Zkpwghpiikp [Ceremony and
Congratulatory Telegrams], 22 March 1919, no. 3476; 2.8. twptwljgniphtl, Uhwugtuw) Gu
Uu Zujwutwi [United and Independent Armenia], (Mnjhu: O. Upgnidwl, 1919), p.
69.
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For the ultimate solution of our case, as I mentioned above, we need to be in
our land as much as possible. This is a necessity that each and every Armenian
can understand instinctively... Today we need to return to our fatherland, to
cling to our land inextricably, to show the civilised world that we are totally
not the same as Jews, whose majority are divided into different parts of the
world and are reluctant to relocate to Palestine, despite the huge efforts of

Jewish nationalists and noble Zionists.?¢’

These are critical indications that the Ottoman Armenians relinquished hope
of being part of the Ottoman state after the signing of the Armistice of Mudros. The
Wilson Principles became a guiding light for the Armenians, knowing that the right of
self-determination would bring the independence of their ‘historic fatherland’. The
policy makers, the Armenian dailies, and the Patriarchate knew that the Armenians
were in the minority in the ‘historic fatherland’, yet they believed that the victimhood
of the Armenian nation for the Allied victory would ultimately bring independence
for them. To achieve this aim, the Ottoman Armenians, citing the Wilson Principles,
strategised that the unification of the Ottoman Armenians with their compatriots in
the Caucasus would make the Armenian populus a majority in the proposed Armenian
state. Therefore, the Republic of Armenia established in the Caucasus was seen as a
nucleus of ‘United Armenia’. Helping the Armenian refugees in the Caucasus meant
investing in the manpower of the United Armenian state, necessitating the donation

campaigns that were organised within the Ottoman Armenian community. The

anniversary of the establishment of the Republic of Armenia was celebrated in the

*7 Verchin Lur, Yugh Zuyuwuwnwb [To Armenia], 16 May 1919, no. 1572. “... Puyg
husyku Jtpp gpligh, Ukp nuuunht nusnudp §p yuwhwiek np upkih tquwshu swid ...
npuup dkp Gpypht dke: Uuhljw Yuphp dpt k qnp wdkl hwy Yphwy phuqnupwp
npupnuby: ... Ujuon Juphp upt k yEnwunuptwy dbkp huypkuh ogwihup, Junshy
wupwdwbopkt dkp hnnbtpnit, gnjg wnw) punupwhppe wohiwphht pk judbiug
ntyu owwn §p mwupptphtip Zptwy dnnnynipnt npnit uvinniwp Ukswdwutiniphiup
nwupunuws kL wpduwnwgus wynip, yhwunh ndjukp bppuw) hwuwnwwnnihy
NMuwntuwnht, hwjunwy Zpkuwy wgquutputpnt B wquht vhotwjwutipnt wutyni
owlipkpniie’
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Armenian dailies?*® such as Jagadamard: ‘It has been a year that the Armenian flag
waved on top of the proud and majestic Mount Ararat. It has been a year that the
small Armenian state is making great efforts to form the nucleus of Great and United
Armenia’ 2

In an interview, Patriarch Zaven gave to the Alemdar daily, speaking about the
repatriation of the Armenian refugees to the new Armenian state and the possible
Kurdish problem in the region, he maintained that in order to restore welfare and
security, the Armenians would not need the backing of the Allied forces, as they had a
regular army consisting of 30,000 soldiers and an additional volunteer corps of 20,000
men. Further, the Patriarch stated that Erzurum would be the capital of the ‘United

Armenian state’, given its central position and the role it had played in Armenian

history as a cultural, religious, and social centre.?’°

2.11. Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated how the collective political position of the Ottoman
Armenian community pivoted from pro-Ottoman to pro-Armenian, pre- and post-
signing of the Armistice of Mudros, respectively. The change in the Ottoman
Armenians’ collective position toward the political developments happened within a

very short period. On the one hand, there are indications of a pro-Ottoman approach

268 2.8. twphulygmphity, Uhwughw 1 Uhjwju Zwjwunwb [United and Independent
Armenia] (Mnjhu: 1919), pp. 104-12.

9 Jagadamard, Zwjuuinwth Zwipuwbinmphiip YUnphq ULS Zujwuwnwih [The
Armenian State as the Nucleus of Great Armenia], 17 May 1919, no. 157. *... Upgku vnwiph
uUpt k np ukg nt Jubid Upwpwwnht ypuy Yp Swswth huyjuljut knwgnjup nt wuph
upl Enp Zujuunwih tinpphly hwipuwbinniphiip gipugni &§hgp Ypik juqtyn
Ynnhqp Uks ni Uhwghw) Zuyuuwnwhi:’

2 glemdar, ‘Ermeni Patriginin Beyan1’ [The Statements of Armenian Patriarch], 12 April
1919, no. 111.
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of the Ottoman Armenians before the Armistice of Mudros, including publications
regarding Turkish-Armenian brotherhood; on the other hand, there is ample evidence
that the political position of the Ottoman Armenians was reshaped after the signing of
the Armistice of Mudros. The Ottoman Armenians started to identify themselves as
part of the ‘United Armenia’ project, organised aid campaigns for their compatriots in
the Caucasus, and displayed the Armenian flag together with the flags and posters of
the Allied Powers.

It is crucial to underscore these indicators which reflect the transformation of
the Armenian political position. Firstly, when rumours of the signing of the Armistice
of Mudros first spread through the community, thousands of Armenians rushed to the
streets and greeted each other, crying, ‘Christ is risen!’. This celebration was the
beginning of a new chapter in the Ottoman Armenians’ history, which would last until
the defeat of the Greek army in Anatolia by the Nationalists in 1922. The publishing
of the population statistics of the Ottoman Armenians in the Armenian dailies can be
considered as a second indicator. The primary aim of publishing the population
statistics was to demonstrate the ‘Armenianness’ of the Vilayat-1 Sitte, which
supposedly evidenced the pro-Armenian approach of the Ottoman Armenian
community. Based on the Wilson Principles, the Ottoman Armenian press propagated
the right to independence of the Ottoman Armenians, arguing that the majority of the
population in the Vilayat-1 Sitte was of Armenian origin. The donation campaigns
organised by the Armenian societies which were established in the various districts of
Istanbul could be seen as a third indicator for the transformation of the Armenian
political position, as they demonstrated the community’s support for the Armenian
Republic, which was seen as the nucleus of the ‘Greater Armenia’. Following the

Armistice of Mudros, the Ottoman Armenians established a friendship with the
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Romioi to pursue independence, with the additional help of the Allied Powers. This
movement can be viewed as in opposition to the Ottoman government, and therefore
the Romioi-Armenian friendship can be seen as a fourth indicator, to be discussed in
the next chapter.

As argued in this chapter, all layers of the Armenian community in the
Ottoman Empire expressed their ardent support for Armenian independence,
regardless of political orientation. The Armenian dailies published hundreds of
articles advocating for the establishment of an independent Armenia in the eastern
provinces. What is crucial for our discussion is that, as argued in this chapter, with the
emergence of external support, the Armenian community was mobilised within a very
short period of time. As discussed in this chapter, the case of Ottoman Armenians is
similar to that of Hungarians in Romania, Moldova, and Yugoslavia in 1990s. Thus,
as argued, the reactions of the Ottoman Armenians vis-a-vis the political
developments can be analysed within the framework of the ethnic bargaining theory.
Furthermore, according to the ethnic bargaining theory, minorities accommodate
repressive governments when there is no external support. The ethnic bargaining
theory highlights two crucial inputs in minority radicalisation: majority repression and
outside support. 2’! Majority repression was started during the war by the CUP
government when it declared that the Armenian population was to be deported,
resulting in genocide. Repression by the majority was to be continued during the
Armistice years by the activities of the Turkish National movement. Outside support,
on the other hand, became apparent after the occupation of the Ottoman lands by the
Allied Powers and the establishment of the Armenian State in the Caucasus. In the

following chapters, I shall further discuss how the Ottoman Armenians were at first

" Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 57.
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radicalised by the ‘outside support’ but later accommodated and accepted the
Kemalist regime after the ultimate victory of Nationalist forces in Anatolia in 1922.

This chapter contributes to the historiography of the period by utilising thus
far unexplored material in Ottoman Turkish and Armenian newspapers of the time,
especially by analysing the position of the Armenian community in the Ottoman
Empire and the existing political atmosphere in the country. Indeed, discussion of the
discourse in the local newspapers on the thinking and realities of the Armenian
community in the Ottoman Empire has been absent in the recent literature on the
history of the Armistice period.

The establishment of the Romioi-Armenian friendship was a milestone in the
evolution of the Armenian political position. Following the Armistice of Mudros, both
the Romioi in Istanbul, Izmir and Trabzon, as well as the Armenians scattered
throughout the Empire, disseminated propaganda based on the Wilson Principles,
which they argued legitimised the Greeks’ demand for an independent state in the
Eastern Black Sea region and the Armenians’ demand for an independent state in the
Vilayat-1 Sitte, despite the fact that they no longer constituted the majority, due to the
wartime massacres and deportations. The foundation of the Romioi-Armenian
friendship underlines the fact that the Ottoman Armenians no longer supported the
idea of Ottomanism but had become ardent supporters of the right to self-
determination. Therefore, a friendship with the Romioi, the majority of whom were
also seeking independence from the Ottoman government in particular regions of
Anatolia, could be understood as one of the vital turning points in the transformation
of the Armenian political position during this period. The following chapter will

scrutinise the Romioi-Armenian friendship, which is an important development in
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understanding the political position of the Ottoman Armenians at the beginning of the

Armistice period.
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CHAPTER III

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ROMIOI-ARMENIAN FRIENDSHIP

3.1. Introduction

The previous chapter has analysed how the political position in the Armenian
community was transformed from a pro-Turkish approach to one of pro-Entente
following the signing of the Armistice of Mudros and the developments regarding the
establishment of ‘United Armenia’. This chapter further explores the pro-Entente
approach of the Armenian community by analysing the establishment of the Romioi-
Armenian friendship association.?”? I call the Greek Orthodox communities of
Western Anatolia, Central Anatolia, the Black Sea, and Istanbul as the greater Romioi
(Rum) community, who were subjects of the Ottoman Empire.

The Ottoman cities were designed to have religiously defined neighbourhoods
to create a coexistence for the communities.?’®> Each mahalle (neighbourhood) was
designed to be populated by a certain religious group, either Muslim, Christian, or
Jewish, with the latter two granted cultural and social autonomy.?’* However, this
coexistence of religious communities in the Empire was significantly changed
following the demands of Christian communities for independence in the Balkan
region throughout the nineteenth century. The Greek independence won in 1821 was

followed by that of the Serbs and Bulgarians in 1878 and in 1908, respectively. The

272 A version of this chapter has been published as Ari Sekeryan, ‘Romioi—Armenian
Friendship in the Ottoman Empire During the Armistice Period (1918-1923)’, British Journal
of Middle Eastern Studies, DOI: 10.1080/13530194.2017.1388766.

2”3 Nicholas Doumanis, Before the Nation: Muslim-Christian Coexistence and Its Destruction
in Late Ottoman Anatolia (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), p. 23.

274 Feroz Ahmad, The Young Turks and the Ottoman Nationalities: Armenians, Greeks,
Albanians, Jews and Arabs, 1909-1918 (Salt Lake City: The University of Utah Press, 2014),
p. 2.
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Sublime Porte embarked upon a campaign of Western-style reforms to end
discrimination against non-Muslims as well as to centralise the imperial
administration.?”®> Ottomanism was introduced as the new imperial citizenship in an
effort to attract non-Muslims to display their fealty to the state.?’® All individuals born
of an Ottoman father were accepted as Ottomans, regardless of ethnic or religious
origin.?’” However, these reforms were unsuccessful in returning to the previous
intercommunal society. Christian communities of the Ottoman Empire began to
pursue secessionist policies to break free from the Ottoman yoke. After achieving
independence in 1829, for the rest of the century, Greek politicians sought to expand
the borders of the state, aiming at liberating the Greek Orthodox populations in
Macedonia, Thrace, and Western Anatolia.?’® The national awakening among the
Ottoman Armenians, however, first emerged only after the founding of the Hunchak
Party in 1887 and that of the ARF in 1890.

Until the second half of the nineteenth century, formal relations between the
Armenian and Romioi communities of the Ottoman Empire were managed by the two
Patriarchates in Istanbul, taking place in an environment in which there was no room
for political affiliations. Indeed, the existence of political institutions within the
Ottoman Empire was not permitted, leaving the Armenian and Romioi clergymen as
the only means for the two communities to express their views to one another. Since
the structural features of the Ottoman millet system provided a degree of ‘elbow
room’ for the religious authorities of the non-Muslim communities, the relationships

were initiated, developed, and dissolved by their decisions. The denominational

25 Doumanis, Before the Nation: Muslim-Christian Coexistence and Its Destruction in Late
Ottoman Anatolia, pp. 25-26.

78 Ibid., p. 26.

27" Ahmad, The Young Turks and the Ottoman Nationalities: Armenians, Greeks, Albanians,
Jews and Arabs, 1909-1918, p. 4.

78 Ibid., p. 3.
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differences and the general political inactivity of the clergymen in producing political
agendas left the two communities in a state of political deadlock. At the civic level,
the Armenian and Romioi communities in the Ottoman Empire—particularly the
upper socio-economic classes of those communities, who tended to reside in cities
such as Istanbul, [zmir, Adana, and Trabzon—were engaged in a rivalry in the fields
of economics and intellectualism.?’” This competition in the ecclesiastical and social
realms was a constant state and in fact played a vital role in the formation of Romioi-
Armenian relations. On the other hand, in terms of culture, the two communities were
closely related. There were Hay-Horoum villages in various parts of Anatolia where
the Romioi spoke Armenian as their mother tongue, and in Izmir, for instance, the
Armenian community was able to speak Greek.?%¢

The relationship between the two communities became complex and interest-
based after the emergence of the political movements within Ottoman society.?8! It
should be noted that prior to the Balkan Wars in 1912, the Anatolian Romioi

community did not involve itself in the political struggle of its compatriots in Greece,

2791, K. Hassiotis, ‘Greek Foreign Policy towards the Armenian Question: A Historical
Survey’, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 36, no. 2 (2012): p. 222; 1. K. Hassiotis,
‘Historical Background to the Greek and Armenian National Movements: An Initial
Comparison’, in To Hellenikon: Studies in Honor of Speros Vryonis, Jr. (Athens: Aristide D.
Caratzas, 1993), pp. 294-95; 1. K. Hassiotis, ‘The Armenian Genocide and the Greeks:
Response and Records (1915-1923)’, in The Armenian Genocide: History, Politics, Ethics,
ed. Richard Hovannisian (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1992), pp. 133-34.

%0 Hervé Georgelin, ‘Perception of the Other’s Fate: What Greek Orthodox Refugees from
the Ottoman Empire Reported about the Destruction of Ottoman Armenians’, Journal of
Genocide Research 10, no. 1 (2008): pp. 62-63.

8! For the emergence of political life in the Ottoman Empire, see Mete Tuncay and Erik Jan
Ziircher, eds., Socialism and Nationalism in the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey
(London: I. B. Tauris, 1994); Tarik Zafer Tunaya, Tiirkiye 'de Siyasal Partiler, [The Political
Parties in Turkey] 3 vols. (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2015); Kemal Karpat, Turkey’s
Politics: The Transition to a Multi-Party System (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1959), pp. 3-31; D. A. Rustow, ‘The Development of Political Parties in Turkey’, in Political
Parties and Political Development, by Joseph La Palombara and Myron Weiner (New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 107-34; Caglar Keyder, State and Class in Turkey: A
Study in Capitalist Development (London: Verso, 1987), pp. 7-70.
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instead remaining loyal to the Ottoman Empire.?%? However, particularly for the
Greek politicians, the Armenians were natural allies in the case of Turkish-Greek
tensions.?8? Especially after the Ottoman-Russian War of 1877-1878, when the
‘Armenian Question’ was publicly raised and the erstwhile milleti-i sadika (loyal
nation) of the Ottoman Empire was no longer accepted as ‘loyal’ to the Porte, the
pragmatic approach of the Greek politicians saw the Armenians as sure partners who
could be brought into the Greek-Turkish conflict as allies.?8* However, the Greek
policy makers betrayed an inconsistency in their approach towards the Armenians.
For instance, in the summer of 1905, when the Greek authorities discovered
ammunition which was being transferred to Anatolia via Piraeus to be supplied to the
ARF, the authorities arrested those accused of transferring the ammunition.?®®> The
Greek authorities declared the Armenian revolutionaries to be as ‘harmful’ as the

Bulgarian komitajis who sought to destabilise the borders in the Near East.?3¢ As

2 Doumanis, Before the Nation: Muslim-Christian Coexistence and Its Destruction in Late
Ottoman Anatolia, pp. 32-33.

2% Hassiotis, ‘Greek Foreign Policy Towards the Armenian Question: A Historical Survey’,
p. 222.

% The Armenian community in the Ottoman Empire was designated as millet-i sadika by the
Ottoman Turks because of the loyalty of the Armenians and their disinterest in the
independence movement of the Balkan nations. Because of this loyalty, especially after Greek
independence, the Armenians were favoured by the Sublime Porte and given the posts
previously held by Greeks. See Elke Hartmann, ‘The “Loyal Nation” and Its Deputies. The
Armenians in the First Ottoman Parliament’, in The First Ottoman Experiment in Democracy,
eds. Christoph Herzog and Malek Sharif, (Wiirzburg: Ergon in Kommission, 2010), pp. 187-
222; Hassiotis, ‘Historical Background to the Greek and Armenian National Movements: An
Initial Comparison’, pp. 297-98.

2% Hassiotis, ‘Greek Foreign Policy Towards the Armenian Question: A Historical Survey’,
p- 223.

28 Hassiotis, ‘The Armenian Genocide and the Greeks: Response and Records (1915-1923),
pp. 132-33. For bandit movements in the Balkans in the Ottoman Empire, see Hasan Unal,
‘Ottoman Policy During the Bulgarian Independence Crisis, 1908-9: Ottoman Empire and
Bulgaria at the Outset of the Young Turk Revolution’, Middle Eastern Studies 34, no. 4
(1998): pp. 135-76; John S. Koliopoulos, Brigands with a Cause: Brigandage and
Irredentism in Modern Greece 1821-1912 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987); Kemal Karpat,
‘The Balkan National States and Nationalism: Image and Reality’, Islamic Studies 36, no. 2/3
(1997): pp. 329-59; M. Hiidai Sentiirk, Osmanili Devleti’'nde Bulgar Meselesi (1850-1875)
[The Bulgarian Problem in the Ottoman Empire (1850-1875)] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
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Ioannis K. Hassiotis argues, this inconsistency can also be seen in the Greek dailies.
On the one hand, Athens-based dailies strongly criticised the establishment of an
Armenian state within the borders of the Ottoman Empire, while on the other hand,
the dailies such as Akropolis, Asty, Estia and Makedonia criticised the Greek
government of indifference towards the Sublime Porte’s aggressive anti-Armenian
policy.?8” Furthermore, the alliance between the CUP and the ARF only increased the
Greek authorities’ suspicions of the Armenians. Thus, the Greeks preferred to keep a
distance with the Armenian political movements.?%3

After the Revolution of 1908, however, Greek policy began to change when
the Ottoman deputies of Romioi origin were elected to the Ottoman parliament and
collaborated with the Armenian deputies to create common policies.?®® In 1912, the
clandestine Romioi Constantinople Organization recommended that the two
communities band together.?’° Nonetheless, no major cooperation existed between the
two communities during the wartime. The Armenian Patriarch Zaven was sent into
exile, and the Armenian intellectuals were mostly deported from Istanbul, with the

majority losing their lives en route. The conservative Ecumenical Patriarch Germanos

V, in his elderly state, chose not to involve himself in such matters.?"!

1992); Paschalis M. Kitromilides, ‘“Imagined Communities” and the Origins of the National
Question in the Balkans’, European History Quarterly 19 (1989): pp. 149-94.

87 Hassiotis, ‘Greek Foreign Policy Towards the Armenian Question: A Historical Survey’,
p- 223.

288 Hassiotis, ‘The Armenian Genocide and the Greeks: Response and Records (1915-1923),
p- 135. For the relationship between the ARF and the CUP, see Kaligian, Armenian
Organization and Ideology under Ottoman Rule: 1908-1914; Suny, ‘They Can Live in the
Desert but Nowhere Else’: A History of the Armenian Genocide, pp. 149-55.

2% For the analysis of the Revolution of 1908 in the Ottoman Empire, see Bedross Der
Matossian, Shattered Dreams of Revolution: From Liberty to Violence in the Late Ottoman
Empire (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2014).

90 Hassiotis, ‘Greek Foreign Policy Towards the Armenian Question: A Historical Survey’,
p- 224. For the history of the Society of Constantinople, see A. Souliotes-Nicolaides,
Organosis Konstantinoupoleos [The Society of Constantinople] (Athens: Dodoni, 1984).

! Hassiotis, ‘Greek Foreign Policy Towards the Armenian Question: A Historical Survey’,
p- 226.
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The Romioi-Armenian friendship which emerged after the signing of the
Armistice of Mudros in October 1918 portrays a unique chapter in the history of the
Romioi-Armenian relations, as during this particular period, the two communities
established strong ties of friendship which united them in opposition to the Ottoman
state. The only period in which the two communities maintained a consistent
friendship was the Armistice years, which has not yet been comprehensively analysed
by historians. This chapter is a novel attempt to explore the extent of the Romioi-
Armenian friendship during the Armistice period by benefiting from an extensive
collection of primary sources such as Armenian and Ottoman Turkish newspapers
which have not been used in the recent historiography on the subject matter. The
Armenian and Ottoman Turkish dailies which were published in Istanbul and Izmir
were methodically examined in depth to trace the intercommunal relations between
the Armenian and Romioi communities.

It should be noted here that the willingness of the Armenian community to
establish a friendship with the Romioi community represents the pro-Allied position
of the community. Therefore, within the framework of our theoretical discussion, |
suggest that the community leadership and the Armenian Patriarchate aimed at
establishing close connections with the Romioi community, as being friends with the
Romioi community and Greece meant friendship with the Allied Powers. This was
seen as a way of establishing connections with the ‘external support’ needed.
Throughout the duration of Armenian-Romioi relations, as demonstrated above, the
Armistice period was the only period of time in which the two communities aimed at
working together on the political field—both had secessionist ambitions and received
support from the same source, the Allied Powers. Indeed, the effort of institutional

Armenian-Romioi friendship through a formal organisation was part of the
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mobilisation process discussed above. It further supports the main argument that in
the presence of an external support, minorities mobilise and radicalise for gaining
independence.

Before moving to the subject matter, I shall provide the framework of the
recent historiography on Romioi-Armenian relations, in particular examining the
Armistice period.

The historiography on the Romioi-Armenian relations during the Armistice
period is not rich. Indeed, no previous academic work has dealt with the topic
directly. The authoritative works of Ioannis K. Hassiostis laid the foundation of the
history of this subject matter. In his article entitled ‘Greek Foreign Policy Towards
the Armenian Question: A Historical Survey’, Hassiostis portrays the Greek approach
towards the Armenian community from the second half of the nineteenth century
through the 1990s. While the Armistice period is not analysed in the article, he
emphasises the importance of the Armistice period in the Romioi-Armenian relations

as follows:

More was now done in the space of three years than had hitherto been
achieved in half a century: official and systematic negotiations were held
between the two sides at the two Patriarchates in Constantinople, Athens,
Tiflis (Thbilisi), Yerevan (the capital of the young Armenian Republic), Paris,
and London; efforts were made to engage in joint military action or at least to
co-ordinate similar efforts in the Pontus in 1916-18, in the Kars region in
1918-19, in Cilicia in 1919, in Nicomedia (izmit) in 1921, and in Smyrna in
1922; a common or co-ordinated relief programme was inaugurated for
orphans and refugees; the Greek and the Armenian press of Constantinople
and the Diaspora worked together...

Another article by loannis K. Hassiotis, ‘The Armenian Genocide and the
Greeks: Response and Records (1915-23)°, examines Romioi-Armenian relations

before 1915 and the subsequent Greek reactions to the Armenian massacres. The
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article provides a survey of the primary Greek sources regarding the Armenian
genocide and utilises reports from the Greek vice-consul sent from Anatolian towns
regarding the deportation conditions of the Armenians.?*?> Similarly, Hervé Georgelin
analyses the Romioi responses to the Armenian genocide in his article entitled
‘Perception of the Other's Fate: What Greek Orthodox Refugees from the Ottoman
Empire Reported about the Destruction of Ottoman Armenians’.?3

The authoritative work of Nicholas Doumanis examines the intercommunal
relations in the Ottoman Empire by comparing the dynamics of the pre-nationalism
period with those of the nationalism period. Doumanis analyses the socio-political life
of the Anatolian Romioi and their reactions vis-a-vis political developments and how
the perception of identity among the Greek Orthodox communities was shaped both
during and after the wartime. Doumanis puts forward that the violence committed
against Christians in Anatolia during WWI promoted the secessionist nationalism

t.2%4 The promotion of secessionist nationalism among

among the Romioi proletaria
the Anatolian Romioi community can be seen in the establishment of the Armenian-
Romioi friendship, which strove for the independence of the two nations.

Feroz Ahmad examines the relations of the Christian and Jewish communities
vis-a-vis the CUP and the Ottoman state.?>> He explores how the non-Muslim
minorities of the Ottoman Empire pursued secessionist political goals during an age

of decolonization. However, his study lacks an adequate analysis of the

intercommunal relations between Armenians, Greeks, and Muslims. Therefore, this

2 Hassiotis, ‘The Armenian Genocide and the Greeks: Response and Records (1915-1923)’.
23 Georgelin, ‘Perception of the Other’s Fate: What Greek Orthodox Refugees from the
Ottoman Empire Reported about the Destruction of Ottoman Armenians’.

2% Doumanis, Before the Nation: Muslim-Christian Coexistence and Its Destruction in Late
Ottoman Anatolia, p. 157.

295 Ahmad, The Young Turks and the Ottoman Nationalities: Armenians, Greeks, Albanians,
Jews and Arabs, 1909-1918.
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chapter, which aims to analyse the relations between Armenians and Romioi during
the Armistice years, contributes to the body of literature.

Besides these works, no other analysis exists to my knowledge in the English-
language historiography of Romioi-Armenian relations during the Armistice years. In
the Armenian language, though, there is a limited amount of academic work
concentrating on this subject matter. H. Avedissian’s articles, ‘Greek Archive
Documents on Greek-Armenian Relations in the Period of the First Republic (1918-
1920)’ and ‘Greek-Armenian Relations in 1919-1920 (Documents and Materials of
Armenian State Archives)’, shed light on the diplomatic relations between the
Armenian government established in the Caucasus and the Greek government.?%
However, both articles focus on the diplomatic relations between the two states and
do not analyse the relations between the Armenian and Greek communities in the
Ottoman Empire during the Armistice years. Turkish historiography, on the other
hand, includes work on the Romioi-Armenian relations, narrowed in scope to the
‘betrayal of the Armenians and the Romioi’ against the Ottoman state during the
Armistice years. According to the prevailing rhetoric of the Turkish historiography,
the Armenians and the Romioi worked against the interests of the Ottomans in
international politics during the Armistice years. Limited to biased approaches, the

academic works published in Turkish fail to analyse the Romioi-Armenian relations

29 7. U. Ugkwinhuyu, 2Znitwlwi Upjuhduhtt @wunwpnpbp Zwp-Zntuub
Zupwpkpnipmitubph Uwuht Unwght Zwipuybnnipjut Spowtnid (1918-
1920p7.)’ [Greek Archival Documents on the Armenian-Greek Relations During the First
Republic Period (1918-1920)], Lpwpkp Zwuwpuljulju Ghuinnipmniuubph, no. 1 (1999):
pp. 22-33; 2. U. Udtunhuyul, ‘Zuy-Znibwlub Zupwpkpnipniuutpp 1919-1920
PJuljwmutbpht Zuyuunuih Minwlwt Uppjuhyubph @wuwnwpnptp)’ [The
Armenian-Greek Relations During the Years 1919-1920 (The Official Documents of the
Armenia State Archives)], Lpwpkp Zwuwpuljuljut @hwnnipjniuutph, no. 2 (2000): pp.
192-210.
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using a systematic methodology with an objective approach.?®” As mentioned above,
Romioi-Armenian relations during the Armistice period have not been
comprehensively analysed by historians. This chapter tries to place the importance of
the Armistice period in the wider context of Romioi-Armenian relations in the

Ottoman Empire.

3.2. The Emergence of the Romioi-Armenian Friendship

The Romioi-Armenian friendship was established in the first days of the Armistice of
Mudros, particularly in cities abroad such as Geneva and Manchester. In Geneva, in
1918, the Ligue des Nationalités Opprimées de Turquie (The Society of Oppressed
Nations of Turkey) was founded with the participation of Armenian, Romioi, Arab,
and Jewish refugees who had fled the Ottoman Empire during wartime.?® The
manifesto of the society stated that its primary aim was to organise conferences,

meetings, and solidarity celebrations, as well as to create networks to lobby the Allied

27 Ali Giiler, ‘Birinci Diinya Savas1 Sonrasinda Rum-Ermeni Isbirligi’, [The Armenian-Greek
Alliance After the First World War| Milli Kiiltiir Dergisi 74 (1990); Ramazan Erhan Giilli,
‘Mondros Miitarekesi’nin Ardindan Ermeni Ve Rum Patrikhanelerinin Isbirligi (30 Ekim
1918- 11 Ekim 1922)’, [The Alliance Between the Armenian and the Romioi Patriarchates
After the Armistice of Mudros] ATAM, no. 75 (November 2009), pp. 575-605; Rahmi Cigek,
“Milli Miicadele’de Ermeni-Rum-Yunan Ittifaki’nin Anadolu Basinindaki Yankilar1’, [The
Reflections of the Alliance Between Armenian Romioi and Greek in the Anatolian Press]
Ankara Universitesi Tiirk Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii Atatiirk Yolu Dergisi 2, no. 6 (1990), pp.
295-306; Hasan Ali Polat, ‘Milli Miicadele Yillarinda Marmara Bolgesinde Faaliyet Gosteren
Rum ve Ermeni Ceteleri’, [The Romioi and Armenian Bands in the Marmara Region During
the National Struggle Period] Selcuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, no. 26
(2011), pp. 263-290.

2% Ali Giiler, ‘Birinci Diinya Savas1 Sonrasinda Rum-Ermeni Isbirligi’, [The Armenian-Greek
Alliance After the First World War] p. 45; Selahattin Salisik, Tarih Boyunca Tiirk-Yunan
[liskileri ve Etiki Eterya [The Turkish-Greek Relations Throughout History and Etniki
Eterya] (Istanbul: Kitapgilik Ticaret Ltd. Sirketi Yayinlari, 1968), p. 182; Salim Gokgen,
“‘Miitareke Dénemi ve Sonrasinda Rum-Ermeni Ittifaki’ [The Armenian-Greek Alliance
During the Armistice Period] (Uluslararas: Tiirk-Ermeni iliskileri ve Biiyiik Giicler
Sempozyumu, Erzurum: Atatiirk Universitesi, 2012), p. 177.
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Powers.?”” In Manchester, in November 1918, the prominent members of the
Armenian, Romioi, and Assyrian communities sent a joint telegram to the Allied
Powers to applaud the Allied victory and demand the independence of the Christian
minorities from the ‘brutal Turks’.3%

Following the de facto occupation of Istanbul by the Allied forces on 12
November 1918, relations between the Armenians and Romioi entered a new period,
being ‘closer’ than ever before.’%! Particularly, the religious authorities of the two
communities looked to foster a friendship between the two Christian nations by
finding common ground in the shared calamities that the two communities suffered
during the wartime. The initial offer was made by the Romioi Metropolitan of
Catalca, Bishop Joachim, who was fluent in Armenian and had close connections with
the local Armenian community. He suggested that the two nations should organise a
friendship club in order to improve relations.’**> Meanwhile, the popular Armenian
newspaper Ariamard claimed that the Romioi-Armenian friendship was established
long before the Ottoman constitution, crediting the efforts of Dikran Yergat*.’** When
Dikran Yergat® migrated to Athens, he defended Greek independence and supported

the local Greek population in their fight against the Ottoman government. As an

Armenian intellectual, Dikran Yergat® gained the support of Greek public opinion and

299 Dimitri Kitsikis, Yunan Propagandas: [The Greek Propaganda] (Istanbul: Kaynak
Kitaplar, 1974), 184.

39 Ibid., p. 185.

30 For analysis of the Allied occupation of Istanbul, see Bilge Criss, Istanbul Under Allied
Occupation, 1918-1923 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 1999).

% Ariamard, *Zay B 8njh Gpuypulgniphiip B Shppwt Gpljup’ [The Armenian-
Greek Friendship and Dikran Yergat‘], 25 December 1918, no. 31.

3% Dikran Yergat* was born in Istanbul in 1870. At the age of 10, he moved to Paris with his
mother. He specialised in French language and literature, and published articles in French
journals regarding Oriental culture, politics, and the Armenian issue. He returned to Istanbul
in 1893 and worked as a French teacher in Armenian schools. He wrote articles for the
Hairenik Armenian daily. In 1895, he moved to Greece and published articles in the Greek
dailies. He died in 1899. See Qunuhl Untthwiyw, ‘Shgput Gplup’, Yhtuwgpuju
Punwpuwi [‘Dikran Yergat® in Bibliographical Dictionary], (Yerevan: Hayasdan, 1973), p.
314.
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the spectrum of political circles, so that when he died, the Greek parliament declared
a state of national mourning in his name.3** Indeed, during the Greco-Turkish war in
1897, the volunteers of the Hnch‘ag party, around six hundred individuals, established
an Armenian division under the command of Nishan Mirakean to assist the Greek
army.3%?

The idea of the establishment of a Romioi-Armenian friendship committee
elicited positive reactions among the Armenian dailies, which asserted that the two
nations were brothers in fate, as they both had survived catastrophes which could
have resulted in complete and total annihilation. Thus, having the shared experience
of enduring through such ordeals, it seemed natural that the Armenians and Romioi
would establish a friendship.>*® According to the articles published in the Armenian
dailies on this topic, it was logical to ally with the Romioi because the ruling power
had targeted these two Christian minority groups throughout the centuries. An
Armenian individual, A.S., wrote: ‘The CUP ideology desired to deal a blow to the
Christian minorities and, in this way, wanted to get rid of the dangerous and
troublesome “germs” of the country. Afterwards it would have been possible for the

CUP to rule the country under their dictatorship and to lead it to paradise’. According

3% Ariamard, *Zay B 8njh Gpuypuygniphiip B Shppwt Bpljup’ [The Armenian-
Greek Friendship and Dikran Yergat‘], 25 December 1918, no. 31.

3% Qlinpq wpnubyub, “Znyt Phwlpsmpm bt Oudwiyjwl Ywjupn pniinid G
®Onppwuhwljutt Untiwp’ [The Greek Population in the Ottoman Empire and the Asia Minor
Catastrophe] (Yerevan: The Armenian Genocide Museum-Institute, 2013), p. 135. For the
history of Greco-Turkish in 1897, see Theodore G. Tatsios, The Megali Idea and the Greek
Turkish War of 1897 (Bradenton: East European Monograph, 1984); G.H. Perris, The Eastern
Crisis of 1897 and British Policy in the Near East (London: Chapman and Hall, 1897); Metin
Hilagii, Tiirk-Yunan Illiskileri Cergevesinde 1897 Osmanli-Yunan Savasi [The Greco-Turkish
War of 1897 Within the Frame of Turkish-Greek Relations] (Kayseri: Erciyes Universitesi,
2001).

3% Verchin Lur, Zay B1 8nji Bypuypuljgmphip [The Armenian-Greek Friendship], 21
December 1918, no: 1450.
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to A.S., the strategy of Greek statesman Eleftherios Venizelos®?” saved the Greek
population from atrocities similar to those experienced by Armenians at the hands of
the CUP, and the Armenians should be ‘grateful to Eleftherios Venizelos’ for his
efforts to advocate on behalf of the Armenians at the Paris Peace Conference.?%
There was a visible increase in sympathy in Armenian public opinion toward the
Romioi community during the first months of the Armistice. The idea of Romioi
independence in Asia Minor was fully supported by the Armenians. The Tashink*
daily elaborated in an editorial: “We do not understand why the Romioi in Asia Minor
are supposed to live under the auspices of a primitive administration, when
yesterday’s slaves in the farthest parts of Africa have started to live in complete
independence’. According to the daily, Izmir had been a Hellenic city from its very
first centuries, and during the Ottoman period it was also labelled as ‘gavur Izmir’,
referencing its Christian tradition. The daily argued that the Romioi in Asia Minor,

particularly Western Anatolia, deserved to be independent.3®

397 Eleftherios Kyriakou Venizelos (1864-1936), a Greek statesman, was the leader of the
Liberal Party. He was elected as prime minister of Greece in 1910 and served until November
1920 when he lost re-election. During his time in office, Greece participated in the Balkan
Wars, doubling its size and population. Because of the pro-Allied policy of Venizelos during
WWI, Greece was awarded Izmir and its surrounding areas by the Allied Powers. Venizelos
returned to politics in 1922 after a two-year break and pursued a policy of peace and stability
by reaching an agreement with the newly established Republic of Turkey.

3% Zhoghovurt, Zuay B 8njl Grpwypulgnipht [The Armenian-Greek Friendship], 30
December 1918, no. 58.

% Tashink, ®npp Uuhny 2k Ehwwbmiphip [The Asia Minor Hellenism], 28 November
1918, no. 1802.
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Figure 7. The Portrait of Venizelos (Koyamard, 15 August 1920)

The strengthening of the Romioi-Armenian friendship was in part based on the
two communities’ shared religion of Christianity. The feasts and church masses were
transformed into a public space for the individuals from the two nations to share
thoughts and to create common policies, with many such events taking place in
Istanbul. On 30 December 1918, for instance, a special ceremony was held in honour
of Armenians and Romiois who lost their lives during the wartime. The liturgy was
led by Father Knel Kalemkarean at the Armenian church in the Pera district, Surb
Yerrortut ‘iwn (Holy Trinity Church), with the participation of the local Armenian

community as well as the Romioi of Pera. It was reported that another liturgy was to
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be held on 12 January 1919, again at Surb Yerrortut‘iwn.?!° On that day, the church
was so full of Armenian and Romioi attendees that they spilled out of the church
courtyard. Father Knel Kalemkarean and the Greek Orthodox Metropolitan Bishop of
Kayseri preached sermons on Romioi-Armenian friendship and the common
sufferings of the two ‘brother nations’ during wartime. Efthymios Kanellopoulos,
representative of the Greek government; Kunduriotis, one of the commanders of the
Greek fleet; a group of Romioi clergymen from the Ecumenical Patriarchate; B.
Tahtajean, representative of the Armenian government; Dr. Antipa, representative of
the Greek Red Cross; members of the Greek press; B. Vutiras, president of the Bank
of Athens; and hundreds of Armenian and Greek businessmen were present at the
liturgy. After the liturgy, a reception was held in the hall of Azkayin Madenataran
(the National Library), which was decorated with the Armenian and Greek flags.
When the prominent guests left the church after the reception, hundreds of Armenians
and Romioi who were waiting in the courtyard shouted slogans for the Romioi-
Armenian friendship.’!! On 5 February 1919, the Armenian community in the
Kadikdy district, together with Father Knel Kalemkarean, organised a religious
ceremony in the Armenian church Sourp T ‘akawor (Holy King) in memory of the
Armenians and Romioi who lost their lives during the war. There were two large
crowns inside the church (one for the Armenians and the other for the Romioi), the
seats were decorated with colourful ribbons consisting of the colours of the Greek and
Armenian flags, and there were posters written in Armenian and Greek. The Greek
Orthodox Metropolitan Bishop of Kadikdy, Ghrizarios, together with a group of

Romioi clergymen attended the gathering and spoke about Romioi-Armenian

319 Jagadamard, Zngkhwighuwn 2wy G 8nju Lwhwnwkpnit Zudwp [Requiem for the
Armenian and Greek Martyrs], 11 January 1919, no. 48.

3 Jagadamard, GpEyniwt Zngkhwiighuwnp Zwy B 8njtn Lwhwwinwliubpnit Zwdwnp
[Yesterday’s Requiem for the Armenian and Greek Martyrs], 13 January 1919, no. 50.
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friendship. After the religious ceremony, the crowd moved to the hall of the Armenian
club, which was located at the rear of the church. The meeting commenced with the

singing of the Armenian patriotic march, Pamp Vorodan (Fudp [lpnunwty), followed

by the national anthems of Greece, Britain, France, and Italy. Besides the local
Armenian and Romioi community of Kadikdy, the Jewish religious leaders together
with Jewish businessmen and Allied military officers were present at this gathering.
The meeting ended with a slogan: ‘Long live the Romioi-Armenian alliance, long live
Bogos Nubar and Venizelos, long live the Entente!’3!? Another ceremony was held in
memory of the Armenian and Romioi lost in battle on the same day at the Greek
Orthodox church in the Besiktas district, with the participation of local Armenian
religious and community leaders.*!* The local Armenian and Greek Orthodox
clergymen of the Makrikdy (Bakirkdy) district gathered for a religious ceremony at
the district’s Armenian church and held a reception afterwards. It is significant that B.
K. Iwtiwjiwean, who was serving as a clergyman in the Izmit region, took the floor
and displayed two photos of the Bible, which he asserted had been used as a floor mat
by the Turks. It was propagated that the Armenian and Romioi should unite against
the Muslims to defend Christianity.’!# In Adana, the Armenian and Romioi
communities held a religious ceremony at the Greek Orthodox church in honour of
the fallen. The Greek Orthodox clergymen preached both in Greek and in Armenian,
and at the end of the ceremony the same slogans were shouted: ‘Long live Bogos

Nubar and Venizelos, long live Armenia, long live the Entente!”*!?

312 Zhamanag, Zwy B ZhEa Uywuquy Yupbwljgmptwh Zhdkpp [The Foundation of the
fll;ture Armenian-Greek Alliance], 6 February 1919, no. 3443.

Ibid.
4 Zhamanag, Zwy B1 8njtt Gnpuypuygniphil [The Armenian-Greek Friendship], 25
February 1919, no. 3454.
Y Zhamanag, zwy B1 8njtt Gnpuypulgniphil [The Armenian-Greek Friendship], 28
February 1919, no. 3457.
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Figure 8. The Portrait of Venizelos (Horizon, 27 December 1919)

While these developments were occurring in the capital of the Ottoman
Empire, on the other side of the Aegean Sea, the Greek parliament was discussing the
importance of the Romioi-Armenian friendship. The Greek deputy and famous lawyer
M. Stamatis brought forward the moral responsibility of the Greek nation toward the
Armenians in the 16 January 1919 parliamentary session. He stated that the
Armenians had struggled for the Allied cause during the war and that they shared the
same fate as the Anatolian Greeks. Therefore, M. Stamatis argued that the Greek
parliament should pass a statement declaring the full support of the Greek government
regarding Armenian independence, which was soon to be discussed at the Paris Peace

Conference. The speaker of the Greek parliament, M. Sofulis, similarly supported the
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proposal of M. Stamatis and claimed that there were strong ties between the two
‘brother nations’, as they had fought for the same ideals throughout their centuries

under Ottoman rule. The following statement was announced by the parliament:

Following the latest national struggle of the Armenian nation for restoration,
with great sympathy, the Greek parliament wishes to see the efforts and
demands of the Armenian nation accomplished and announces that the Greek
government will demand the ultimate recognition of the righteous longings of
the Armenian nation at the peace conference.

After the statement was read, it was noteworthy that regardless of their
political affiliations, the entire parliament gave an extended standing ovation.>!® Both
the ruling political circles and the opposition in the Greek parliament unanimously
reflected the full support of the Greek nation for the Armenian case by highlighting
the fact that ‘both nations had suffered during the war under the suppression of the
common enemy’ 3!

Armenian intellectuals were ardent supporters of the Romioi-Armenian
friendship. Yenovk Armen, in an article in Zhamanag, echoed the notion of
Armenians and Romioi as ‘brother nations’, unfortunately divided by ‘strange
religious fanaticism’. He argued that there was no difference between the two nations,

but only a dichotomy between the churches created by religious authorities, and it was

that which was responsible for this centuries-long coldness in the relationship.

318 Jagadamard, Bpym Lnjp Uqgbkpnt Zudkpwppuniphiip Uptliph fanphppupuihi
Utg [The Harmony of the Two Brother Nations in the Parliament in Athens], 17 January
1919, no. 54. ‘Zky ku junphpyupwip pnphtt hwdwlpniptudp hbnbiws pugnyg huy
gtinht ykpuwhwuwnwwnniptiwt yipghtt opbpnit nkinh niukgusd wqquyhte
wuwypwpubpnil, Yp dunpt JEpptujut juennniptwdp Up wuwlniws nkutk] huy
wqqght gwliptkpt nt wwhwbeubpp b jnju Yp juynk np jupwjwpniphiup
hwownniptwt hwdwdnnnyht dke hp dintwuplutpnit Uhonghtt yuhwbek twbie
Jhpotwlju Swbwsnidp hwy dnnnynipnhtt wppup gubuyniptwig:’

317 Zhamanag, Zwy B1 8yt Bnpuypugni plwh Upinwywynniphiblitp 2Ekh dnnnyhb
Utg [Statements on the Armenian Greek Friendship in the Greek Parliament], 1 May 1919,
no. 3509.

131



According to him, the Armenians would not have encountered ‘annihilation’ during
the wartime had the two nations been united under ‘the flag of Christianity’. He
wrote: ‘The hearts of Armenians and Romioi should keep carrying the deepest
sympathy toward the symbols of the greatest ideal of the two nations, Bogos Nubar
and Venizelos, who lead the destinies of the nations to the horizons of the brightest
future’.>'® Yenovk Armen suggested the establishment of a new daily focusing on the
Romioi-Armenian friendship and relations.?!? In response to his public support for the
Romioi-Armenian friendship, a Greek Orthodox clergyman visited Zhamanag to
discuss these ideas with Yenovk Armen. The archimandrite proposed that a joint
commission of Armenian and Greek Orthodox clergymen and laymen should be
established to improve the friendship and to discuss the religious topics that had
caused separation between the two churches. According to the archimandrite, it was
an ideal moment for the unification of the two churches.?

The development of the Romioi-Armenian friendship can be described under
three aspects. The first was the political aspect, which was primarily between the
Greek government and the Armenian government and delegation of Ottoman
Armenians, led by Bogos Nubar. The second was the religious aspect, which was
between the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Armenian Patriarchate in Istanbul. The
third was the social aspect, which was the connection between Armenian, Greek, and
Romioi public opinion created by Armenian, Greek, and Romioi intellectuals and
dailies, as well as businessmen and ordinary people. In the religious dimension, the

two churches were in close contact at this time. The suggestions made by the Greek

18 Zhamanag, Zwy B1 8njtt Gnpuypulgniphil [The Armenian-Greek Friendship], 18
January 1919, no. 3419.

> Ibid.

320 Zhamanag, Zwy B1 8njtt Bnpuypulgniplwh Tnipep [Regarding Armenian-Greek
Friendship], 30 January 1919, no. 3430.
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archimandrite to Yenovk Armen in their meeting at Zhamanag reflected the desires of
the churches. On 18 January 1919, for instance, the Armenian and Ecumenical
Patriarchates submitted a joint statement to the Paris Peace Conference, including the
demands of the two nations. The statement, which was signed by the Armenian
Patriarch Zaven and the Greek locum-tenens (deputy), Bishop Dorotheos, included
severe criticism of the Ottoman rule under which the Armenian and Greek

communities had lived for centuries:

The approach of the Turkish nation never changed since it arrived in Asia
Minor and Europe. The Turkish administration has used vulgar methods with
a merciless conservatism. No reforms, neither the Tanzimat nor the
Constitution, were sufficient to change this characteristic of the Ottoman
government.... We want Greater Armenia, which has free and total access to
the Black Sea and the Mediterranean. We, Greeks, will be delighted to see the
unification of Cilicia with the six Armenian provinces. We, Armenians, hope
to see the unification of Thrace, Istanbul, Aydin and Bursa provinces, as well
as the Biga and Izmit regions with Greece.*?!
The religious authorities contended that the Turks—and Muslims in general—
‘had acted barbarously against the Christian minorities for centuries’ and it was no
longer possible for the two Christian nations to live under Ottoman rule. It should be
noted that the religious dimension of the Romioi-Armenian friendship was the core of
the relations, in the sense that it created the public space for the social and political
dimensions to flourish. For instance, the Armenian community celebrated the birth of
Jesus Christ on 6 January 1919 at the Saint Stepanos Church in Izmir. The Greek
Orthodox metropolitan Chrysostomos Kalafatis, together with a group of Greek

Orthodox bishops, joined the religious rite, including liturgy, the blessing of holy oil,

and the sprinkling of the Holy Cross with water. This was a historic moment in the

32 Giillii, Ermeni Sorunu ve Istanbul Ermeni Patrikhanesi (1878-1923) [The Armenian
Question and the Armenian Patriarchate of Istanbul (1878-1923)], p. 509.
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sense that a group of Greek Orthodox clergymen were allowed to join the Armenian
liturgy. Even more, the sermon was given by the Greek Orthodox metropolitan.
During his sermon, Chrysostomos Kalafatis highlighted that the Romioi-Armenian
friendship first emerged in the days of the Byzantine Empire, when many Armenians
served for the glory of the Empire. The moment he concluded his sermon by praying
for Woodrow Wilson, Lloyd George, Georges Clemenceau, Eleftherios Venizelos,
and Bogos Nubar, the church was filled with applause and cries of ‘Zito Venizelos!
Zito Bogos Nubar!’32?After the liturgy, when the clergymen moved to the hall, the
Romioi metropolitan blessed the Armenian flag, and the posters of Bogos Nubar and

Eleftherios Venizelos which were hung in the courtyard.

3.3. The Establishment of the Romioi-Armenian Friendship Committee

The initial attempts to establish the Romioi-Armenian Friendship Committee were
made by the Armenian Patriarch Zaven and prominent members of the two
communities.*?* Efthymios Kanellopoulos, the representative of the Greek
government in Istanbul at the time, organised the first initiatives in order to facilitate
the establishment of the Romioi-Armenian friendship, and Armenian and Romioi
intellectuals published articles in the dailies to shape public opinion in line with their
objectives. Ati, an Ottoman Turkish daily, printed that the Romioi metropolitan of

(atalca, Bishop Joachim Efendi, held meetings with prominent members of the

32 Tashink”, Oulintiwt Souip [Christmas], 22 January 1919, no. 1848. ‘Long live Venizelos!
Long live Bogos Nubar!’

38 Giillii, Ermeni Sorunu ve Istanbul Ermeni Patrikhanesi (1878-1923) [The Armenian
Question and the Armenian Patriarchate of Istanbul (1878-1923)], p. 506; Bayar, Ben de
Yazdim [And So I Wrote], p. 21. 6 December 1918 was the date in Sarihan, Kurtulug Savas:
Giinliigii [War of Independence Diary], vol. 1, p. 54; Yusuf Gedikli, Pontus Meselesi [The
Pontus Question] (Istanbul: 1z Yaymcilik, 2008), p. 92; Biilent Atalay, Fener Rum Ortodoks
Patrikhanesi’nin Siyasi Faaliyetleri, 1908-1923 [The Political Activities of the Fener Rum
Orthodox Patriarchate] (Istanbul: TATAYV, 2001), p. 116.
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Armenian community.*?* On 29 January, more than eighty prominent Armenian and
Romioi intellectuals, deputies, lawyers, teachers, and businessmen gathered at the
Elinikos Filologikos Sillogos Konstantinupoleos (the Greek Syllogos) in Pera to
establish the Romioi-Armenian Friendship Committee, as a result of the lobbying
efforts of Torkom Kasarjean and M. Karamanov.>* E. Emmanuelidis, deputy in the
Ottoman parliament; Sdep‘an Karaean, president of the Armenian Bar Association;
and Dr. Vahan Balasanean made speeches on the importance of Romioi-Armenian
cooperation. When Sdep‘an Karaean mentioned that the Armenian and Ecumenical
Patriarchates jointly declared to the Ottoman government that the Armenians and
Romioi would not enlist in the Ottoman army, the crowd in the hall applauded
enthusiastically. Dr. Vahan Balasanean offered the unification of the Armenian and
Greek Red Cross organisations in order to more effectively help refugees and
orphans. Sdep‘an Karaean, Emmanuel Emmanuelidis, Dr. Vahan Balasanean, Dr.
Teberios (Dr. Tuberianu), civil engineer M. Yazijiean, and M. Simirkotis (P.
Simirioti) were elected as committee members, and Stavro Vuitiras (editor of
Neologos) was elected as president.32°

Michael Rodas, a Romioi intellectual who was also the correspondent of
several French and Greek newspapers, travelled to Izmir and paid a visit to the
Tashink‘ daily’s offices. His editorial on the Romioi-Armenian friendship published

in the columns of Tashink * the following day stressed that while the Armenian nation

had suffered during the war, now ‘the time for rebirth’ had come. He assured that

324 4ti, ‘Rumlar ve Ermeniler’ [Greeks and Armenians], 19 December 1918, no. 340.

3% Jagadamard, Zwj 1 8njt Uhniphitip [The Armenian-Greek Association], 30 January
1919, no. 66.

326 Zhamanag, Zwy B1 3njtt Gnpuypulgniphil [The Armenian-Greek Friendship], 30
January 1919, no. 3430.
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regardless of their political affiliation, all the layers of Romioi public opinion desired
to see the complete independence of the Armenian state in Eastern Anatolia.>?’

The Ecumenical Patriarchate intended to prepare a statement to submit to the
Vatican to unite the Greek Orthodox, Armenian, Anglican, Old Catholic, and Roman
Catholic churches under one umbrella. Furthermore, the Patriarchate established a
commission consisting of representatives from different Christian churches to
improve relationships between the Christian communities.>?®

When the Greek government presented its demands at the Paris Peace
Conference three weeks before the Armenian delegation was to make its case,
Eleftherios Venizelos openly insisted upon the establishment of an Armenian state in
Eastern Anatolia, to include the Trabzon region, in which a considerable amount of
Pontus-Greeks resided.*?° The Pontus-Greek community consistently demanded their
complete independence, seeking an area from Sinop to Artvin, including Amasya,
Tokat, and Giimiishane as the southern border. However, the Greek government
expressed concerns about the security of such a Pontus-Greek state, as its distance
from the Greek fatherland compromised its ability to receive military aid in times of
crisis. Nonetheless, Venizelos insisted that the Pontus-Greek community join the
Armenian government under an autonomous structure. Although the committee
representing the Pontus-Greek community did not attempt to negotiate their
independence, they paid visits to Tbilisi and Yerevan to engage in discussions related
to the topic with the Armenian government. After prolonged negotiations, the Pontus-

Greek community agreed to join the Republic of Armenia; however, they stipulated

327 Tashink*, 8njt B1 2wy Pupbkljuudniphit [The Greek and Armenian Friendship], 26
January 1919, no. 1852.

32 Jagadamard, Zwj 1 8njt Uhniphitip [The Armenian-Greek Association], 30 January
1919, no. 66.

¥ Jagadamard, Ukp tunnp Pugupsuljuygbu Guthmuws E [Our Case Has Definitely
Been Won], 10 April 1919, no. 126.
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that the structure of the government be a federation, refusing to join if the Armenian
government maintained a unitary structure.>*° Eleftherios Venizelos, particularly in
his speeches made on 3 and 4 February 1919, expressed his support for the
establishment of ‘United Armenia’ in the eastern provinces.?*! Bogos Nubar, in
parallel to the statements of Venizelos, articulated that the Armenians supported the
annexation of the regions in Western Anatolia to Greece.>*?

At the beginning of February 1919, after delivering his remarks at the Peace
Conference, Eleftherios Venizelos became a hero to the Armenian press, second to
Bogos Nubar. His portrait, together with that of Bogos Nubar, began to be published
in the dailies, and his statements on Armenian independence drew particular attention.
For instance, in Tashink‘, heroic adjectives were placed before his name: ‘... the great
patriot and the vessel of the Hellenic nation who leads the nation to the prosperous
shores through the stormy oceans, the Great Greek Venizelos...’3*3 The daily hoped
that Eleftherios Venizelos would soon achieve his goals regarding Greek ambitions,
so that he could then turn his attention fully to the Armenian cause. Therefore, a
Greek victory in the Peace Conference would mean ‘a victory for the Armenian

nation’.%* A group of Armenian authorities met with the Greek high commissioner of

B Ugknhywt 2. U, “Zug-Zmbwufub Zupupkpnipmiatkpp 1919-1920
PJuluuubpht (Zujwunwih whnwlut wppuhyubph thwunwpnpetp)’ [The
Armenian-Greek Relations During the Years 1919-1920 (The Official Documents of the
Armenia State Archives)], no. 2; Gok¢en, ‘Miitareke Donemi ve Sonrasinda Rum-Ermeni
Ittifakr’, p. 180.

S Jwpnuiyul, Znyt Piwlsnipiniit Oudwiyut Gwjupnipniimid By
®nppwuhwljutt Untiwp [The Greek Population in the Ottoman Empire and the Asia Minor
Catastrophe], p. 138.

332 Giillii, ‘Mondros Miitarekesi’nin Ardindan Ermeni Ve Rum Patrikhanelerinin Isbirligi (30
Ekim 1918- 11 Ekim 1922)’, [The Alliance Between the Armenian and Greek Patriarchates
After the Armistice of Mudros] p. 588. Following these meetings, Arshag Chobanean
published the speeches in a book titled Fraternité Arméno-Greque [The Armenian-Greek
Brotherhood] in Paris. See Kitsikis, Yunan Propagandast, p. 185.

33 Tashink*, Smgwuguh Gudkp Ywwphp [Critical Moments For Us], 11 February
1919.

334 Ibid.
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Izmir, Stergiadis, to express the support of the Armenians towards the Romioi-
Armenian friendship. During the visit, Stergiadis underlined that the Armenians were
seen as brothers within the Romioi community and that he had personally received
orders from Eleftherios Venizelos that the Armenians in Izmir should be treated as
equal citizens.’%

Prominent members of the Athens Armenian community who visited Izmir
informed the Armenian authorities about the developments that were taking place in
Greece regarding the Romioi-Armenian friendship. Kevork Papazean, the Armenian
deputy in the Greek parliament; Harutyun K¢l¢jean; Dikran Ch‘aean, ambassador of
the Armenian Republic in Greece; Kalusd Aslanean, Salonika consul; and Vahan
Bardizbanean, Izmir consul, established a diplomatic network to discuss the
developments taking place in the Greek parliament.>3¢ Statements made in the Greek
parliament in support of the establishment of United Armenia in the eastern provinces
were received positively within the Armenian community in [zmir. In his article

published in Tashink’, T. Boyajiean wrote:

...Yes, today we are convinced that the Romioi-Armenian friendship, the
sacred legacy of our common bloody history, corresponds to the mutual
sympathy in the past between the two nations, is determined to live,
perpetuate, and to become a strong base for the liberty and independence of
the two nations.>*’

3% Zhamanag, Zayy B1 3njt Gypuypuljgmphit [The Armenian-Greek Friendship], 7
February 1919, no. 3438.

3 Udbinhuywt 2. U, 2Zmbwlub Upjuhqujht @wunwpnpbp Zwg-Znuub
Zupuwpkpnipmiuubph Uwuht Unwght Zwupuybnnipiut Spowtnid (1918-
1920p7.)’ [Greek Archival Documents on the Armenian-Greek Relations During the First
Republic Period (1918-1920)], p. 39.

37 Tashink‘, Zwy B1 3nju Pupkjudniphiiip [The Greek-Armenian Friendship], 14
February 1919, no. 1868. ‘Ujn, wjuon dkup hwungniws Eup np 2wy b 8nju
pupkjudniphiup, tnthpulwt dunwigniphit Uip yundwljuwb wphitinn
wigbwh hwdwywwnwupiut tpynt dnnnypnng Ypws thnjpunwpd hwdwlpniptw,
uvwhdwiniws £ wuypkny, mbiknt b Epynt wqqug wmquunnmiptwt, wajwjuniptw
bt jwpwonhuniplwt wunip Ypniwbh puyne:’
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According to Artaki Cebeli, the Armenians were in need of Romioi friendship
because of the geopolitical position of the Armenian government. He highlighted that
the ‘United Armenia’ state, which was to be established in the Vilayat-1 Sitte in
Eastern Anatolia, together with the Armenian government in the Caucasus, would be
surrounded by Muslim populations, such as Turks on the western border, Azerbaijanis
on the eastern border, and Kurds and Arabs on the southern border. Therefore, ‘the
friendship of a Christian nation’, such as the Romioi, was strategically ‘of utmost
importance to the Armenians’.*>3® In an extended piece published in the Arakadz daily,
H. G. Bonjukean expressed his opinions on the Romioi-Armenian friendship. He
argued that the two ‘brother nations’ had struggled together in their fight for survival
against the same enemy during the wartime and they should now ally themselves

against further potential enemies:

The New Greece and the New Armenia will have various ethnic groups inside
and outside of their borders impregnated with hostility. Particularly, we,
Armenians, will be exposed to a great number of Turks, Kurds, Circassians,
Lazs, Tatars and, because of our fault, even Georgians, whose moves we’ll
have to keep under careful superintendence at least for half a century. In order
to struggle, to fight against these [type of people/enemies/nations] as
necessary, it is crucial that Armenia should enjoy a secure shoulder of a
trustworthy ally in Greece, and vice versa.>*°

3 Zhamanag, Zay B 2kt Uyuquy Ywpbwljgm phwh Zhdkpp [The Ground for Future
Armenian-Greek Alliance], 4 February 1919, no. 3435.

39 Arakadz, w1y G1 8nju Pupkjuuniplwt Uwuht [About Greek-Armenian Friendship],
15 March 1919, no. 8. “Lnp 8nittwunwt kL inp Zujwuwnwb hpkug dke B hpkug onipe
whwnh mukbiwb wjjugkn wuppbp’ potwdwlwb nghn ningnpnuws hpkug hwinku:
Uwutuinpuy bu dbkp, hwykpniu, onipgp ywhwnh Junwt poipp, pnipwn, skppkq, jwg,
pwpwn nt Ukp dknptl twbit ypugh, npnug judkniphrubpp e owupdnidubpp ywhwnh
unhwnthlp, wnuntwqt YEu nup, wipnil, jphuwn huljnpmpbwt Up upuplby:
Ujuyhuhtbtpnt gkd, h hwpyht wuypwptng jentkne hwdwp, withpuwdtyn k op
Zujuutnwt Sntiwunwith dkg, bt thnjuwnwpdwpun, Junnwhbjh gustwlygh dp
wuwwhny phiniupp quuk:’
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H. G. Bonjukean suggested that Armenian intellectuals should produce articles
on the Romioi-Armenian friendship in order to shape Armenian public opinion in
favour of the Romioi; as he saw it, if the Armenian public better understood the issue,
it would likely support it, and the unification of the two churches and the cooperation
of the two governments would be brought about more expediently. He concluded his
article by calling on the Armenian intellectuals: ‘Let’s write, talk, and work to build

the Romioi-Armenian friendship on a strong basis’.3*°

3.4. Joint Activities of the Romioi and Armenian Communities in Istanbul

When the Romioi school was re-opened in Kumkapi on 11 February 1919, the local
Armenian and Romioi population organised a celebration, with mutual proclamations
expounding on the Romioi-Armenian friendship. During the festivities, the Armenian
national anthem was sung, and French military officers were present. The walls of the
Romioi school were decorated with the Greek and Armenian flags.>*! Similarly, on 22
February 1919, the Armenians and Romioi organised a gathering at the Beykoz
Armenian School, and speeches were made in favour of the Romioi-Armenian
friendship.3#?

Shortly before, on 8 February 1919, the French General d’Esperey

disembarked on the Karakdy shore, where Armenians and Romioi welcomed his

0 Arakadz, Zuay B 8nju Pupbjuuniplwt Uwuht [About Greek-Armenian Friendship],
22 March 1919, no. 9.

31 Cigek, ‘Milli Miicadele’de Ermeni-Rum-Yunan Ittifaki’nin Anadolu Basmindaki
Yankilar1’, [The Repercussions of the Armenian-Greek Alliance in the Anatolian Press
During the War of Independence] p. 296; Nese Erdol, ‘Mondros’tan Samsun’a Istanbul'un
Ekonomik Sosyal Kiiltiirel Durumu ve Mustafa Kemal Pasa’ [The Economic, Social and
Cultural Situation of Istanbul From the Armistice of Mudros to Samsun and Mustafa Kemal
Pasha] (PhD thesis, Istanbul University, 2003), pp. 104; 121.

32 Giillii, ‘Mondros Miitarekesi’nin Ardindan Ermeni Ve Rum Patrikhanelerinin Isbirligi (30
Ekim 1918- 11 Ekim 1922)’, [The Alliance Between the Armenian and Greek Patriarchates
After the Armistice of Mudros] p. 589.
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arrival with enthusiasm. Especially, the Romioi and Armenian youth were excited to
take part in the celebrations, though the Ottoman government had urged the
Ecumenical Patriarchate to prevent the youth from joining these events.’** The Allied
commission in Istanbul recruited mostly Armenian and Romioi youth into the police
force, and there were reports that these Armenian and Romioi officers mistreated the
local Muslim population, causing unlawful acts and unrest in response.>**

Upon receiving a negative response from President Venizelos to locum-tenens
Dorotheos’ request regarding the political participation (both voting and running for
office) of the Romioi community in elections for the Ottoman parliament, the
Ecumenical Patriarchate announced that the Greek community in the Ottoman Empire
would boycott the elections. Furthermore, the Patriarchate announced that the Romioi
would no longer accept the authority of the Ottoman government and would even go
so far as to cut all official and unofficial relations with the government, demanding
that the Ottoman lands where the Romioi community constituted a majority be
governed by Greece.** In March 1919, before the Greek occupation of Izmir, the
Ecumenical Patriarchate officially announced that the Romioi community had severed
all ties with the Ottoman government and that the Romioi in the Ottoman Empire bore
no civic responsibilities. The Patriarchate declared that the Romioi no longer needed
the privileges, such as passports, which had been granted to them by the Ottoman

government.>*® The Ecumenical Patriarchate urged the community not to use Ottoman

3 Ibid., p. 581.

3% Tsmail Hakki Sunata, Istanbul da Isgal Yillar: [The Occupation Years in Istanbul]
(Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2006), p. 18.

35 Alemdar, ‘Rumlarn iltihak Teminat1’ [The Assurance of Adhesion of Greeks], ‘Alt1 Sual
Miinasebetiyle’ [In Response to Six Questions], 17 March 1919, no. 1296.

346 Polat, ‘Milli Miicadele Yillarinda Marmara Bolgesinde Faaliyet Gosteren Rum ve Ermeni
Ceteleri’, [The Armenian and Greek Bands Active in the Marmara Region During the
National Struggle] p. 266; Atalay, Fener Rum Ortodoks Patrikhanesi’nin Siyasi Faaliyetleri,
1908-1923, [The Political Activities of Fener Rum Orthodox Patriarchate (1908-1923)] pp.
118-22; El¢in Macar, Cumhuriyet Déneminde Istanbul Rum Patrikhanesi [The Greek
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passports, instead issuing its own travel documents for those individuals who wanted
to travel abroad.’*’ The Patriarchate also organised an election within the Romioi
community, and forty deputies were elected as the representatives of the Romioi
community in Istanbul on 7 September 1919.348

On 15 May 1919, the Greek forces landed in [zmir and began their occupation
of Western Anatolia. Upon arrival, they were welcomed by the Armenian community.

It was seen as ‘liberation’ after living under ‘the oppressive regime of the Ottoman

Empire’. Tashink* wrote:

Yesterday, Thursday May 15, six hundred years of history came to an end.
The Turkish tyranny, Turkish despotic rule and its centuries old barbarous and
bilious chains were torn down, smashed, and broken to pieces. The Christian
population of Izmir, Greeks, Armenians and Jews as well, had limitless joy
and happiness. Elderly, women and children rushed to the streets, eyes moist
with tears, each smiling, as if they were thirsty to see Christian forces to be
convinced.?*

The friendship between the two communities resulted in several developments
in the political and social spheres. The Romioi population in Kars, for instance,

formulated volunteer troops in 1920 to participate in the Turkish-Armenian War in

the Caucasus on the side of the Armenian state. The Armenian volunteers fought with

Patriarchate of Istanbul During the Republican Period] (Istanbul: Iletisim Yaynlari, 2012), p.
66.

37 Giillii, Ermeni Sorunu ve Istanbul Ermeni Patrikhanesi (1878-1923), [The Armenian
Question and the Armenian Patriarchate of Istanbul (1878-1923)] p. 512.

38 Atalay, Fener Rum Ortodoks Patrikhanesi nin Siyasi Faaliyetleri, 1908-1923, [The
Political Activities of the Fener Rum Orthodox Patriarchate (1908-1923)] p. 120.

** Tashink, Pquhph Qpuiinidp [The Occupation of Izmir], 16 May 1919, no. 1942. “dkg
hwphip mupniwt yuwwndniphi dp wdthnihnikgut Gpkl, hhuigowpph op Uwjhu
15ht: (Fnipp mhpwwbnniphiup, (Fnipp ppuwlu) hojpwtniphiip, @nipp judnnid nu
wwnbkjujwn, nupuinp onpwikpp thopniigut, nupunubkgul, ghpnigut tnue...
bquhph pphuwnintitwyg, 8njt, 2wy dnnnynipght husyku twbt Zpkhg gnhnitbwlniphiut
nt nipwuniphiil swth nt uwhdwb snukguit: Udkh nhdptp dyunit Eh, wdbkh
wspliptl mwdjugws thi, Yht, Skp nt tinquy thnnng pujws Jupstu Swpwith kh
pphuwninutuy qopptpp wnkutikjnt, hwungnitjnt hwdwp:’
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the Greek army in Western Anatolia during the operations against the Nationalist
forces in 1921-1922. The Armenian and Greek delegations in the Paris Conference

worked jointly to reach their political goals.>>°

3.5. Conclusion

The Romioi-Armenian friendship was strategically vital to Greece’s occupation plans
of Western Anatolia. The opening of an Armenian-Turkish front on the eastern border
would be beneficial to the Greek forces who disembarked upon the Izmir shores.
Furthermore, the Pontus-Greeks, who were a minority and far from the intervention
area of the Greek army, would secure their positions with the help of the Armenian

forces. The reports prepared by the military and intelligence services of the Greek

339 For the formation of the Greek volunteer division, see Ujkwnhujul, ‘Zmbwlub
Unlhyuyhtt Quuuinwpnphp Zuy-Znttuub Zupwpkpnipiniuutph Uwuhtt Unwoht
Zubipuybnniput Sppwtnid (1918-1920 @p.)’. [Greek Archival Documents on the
Armenian-Greek Relations During the First Republic Period (1918-1920)]. For the history of
the Turkish-Armenian War in 1920, see Richard G. Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia:
Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and Sovietization, vol. 4, 4 vols. (Berkeley: The
University of California Press, 1996); Richard Hovannisian, ‘Armenia and the Caucasus in
the Genesis of the Soviet-Turkish Entente’, Int. Journal of Middle East Studies, no. 4 (1973);
0.1, Unuyul, 2wy dnnnynipnh Uquunugpuljut Muypuph NMuwndnipiniihg [The
History of the Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation] (Yerevan: National Academy
of Sciences, 1976); U.lv Yupuwwbtwywt, /920 Pywlwih Zuy-Pnippulul
Nuunkpugup & Unybunwlwl (niuwumwip [The Turkish-Armenian War of 1920 and
Soviet Russia] (Yerevan: Hayasdan, 1965); Qunyut .U, Zuywumnwan Uhowgquyhl
Phyubwghunnyenul B Unybnwlwl Upunwphl Lunupulwinieul
Quumnuypnplpnid 1828-1923 (20: [The Armenian State in the Archival Documents of the
Soviet Foreign Policy and the International Diplomacy During the Years 1828-1923]
(Yerevan: Hayasdan, 1972). For the Armenian volunteers who took part in the Greek-Turkish
War, see dwippuiyui, Znyu ftwljsnipjniit Oudwiyut Ywjupnipniunid GJ
®nppwuhwljutt Untiwnp [The Greek Population in the Ottoman Empire and the Asia Minor
Catastrophe]; @unpg Twpnuiyul, ‘Zwj-Zntbiwfub Zudwgnpsulgnipjut @npdkpp
Zujng Sknuuwwunipjut Smphutpht (1915-1923 [@p.)’, [The Attempts for the
Establishment of Armenian-Greek Alliance During the Genocide Years 1915-1923], 2012,
http://akung.net/am/?p=26511. For the developments in the Paris Peace Conference, see
Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919: Six Months That Changed the World (New Y ork: Random
House Trade Paperbacks, 2003).
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government suggested to Venizelos that the socio-political situation in the Black Sea
region did not favour the establishment of an independent Greek state.*>! In order to
protect the Romioi communities throughout Eastern Anatolia and in the Caucasus
from the attacks of Turks and Kurds, it was necessary to coordinate with the
Armenian government. In the first half of 1919, the Armenian government helped the
Romioi community in Kars and provided ammunition and assistance to organise
volunteer forces.’*? Additionally, although the Greek government was keen to transfer
the Romioi population from Kars to Greece for their own protection, they suggested
that the Armenian government should not relocate the Romioi. The relocation of the
Romioi community from Kars to Greece would have caused a decrease in the total
Christian population in the region relative to the local Turks and Kurds; losing their
population majority could have weakened the political position of the Armenians in
the region.’>? Consequently, the establishment of the Romioi-Armenian friendship
served dual interests for the Greek government,** both saving the Pontus-Greek and
Romioi populations throughout the Caucasus, as well as easing the Greek army’s
campaign in the Western front by opening a new front on the eastern border.

At the same time, the Armenian government in the Caucasus and also the
Ottoman Armenians accepted the Romioi as an important ally in the region, not only

militarily but also from a social and political perspective. Being a strong ally of

31 UJbknhuul, Znmbwulwt Upjuhywht @uunwpnpbp Zwj-Zntbwljub
Zupwpkpnipmiuubph Uwuhtt Unwght Zwbipuybnnipjut Cpowtnid (1918-1920
[@pp.)’, [Greek Archival Documents on the Armenian-Greek Relations During the First
Republic Period (1918-1920)], p. 26.

32 Tbid., p. 28.

% Uknhuyywl, Zug-Znibiuljut Zwpupkpnipgnibiitpp 1919-1920
PJuljwuutbpht(Zuyuunwh Mhnwulwt Uppjuhydutph dwuwnwpnptp)’ [The
Armenian-Greek Relations During the Years 1919-1920 (The Official Documents of the
Armenia State Archives)], no. 1.

3 Udbknhuyul, Znmbwulwt Upjuhywht @uunwpnphp Zwy-Zntbwljub
Zupwpkpnipmiuubph Uwuht Unweht Zwbipuwybnnipjut Cpowtnid (1918-1920
[Bp.)’, [Greek Archival Documents on the Armenian-Greek Relations (1918-1920)], p. 35.
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Greece would mean being an ally of the Entente, which they believed would
ultimately catalyse Armenian independence in Eastern Anatolia. This position of the
Ottoman Armenians bears significance in that the socio-political elites—religious
leaders, politicians, press, and intellectuals—supported the Romioi friendship in order
to ease the way towards independence for ‘United Armenia’. Muslims in general, and
Turks especially, were not seen as friends but competitors, while the Romioi were
seen as ‘Christian brothers’ who ‘had suffered for centuries together with the
Armenians’.

This chapter demonstrates how the Armenian and Romioi communities in the
Ottoman Empire established friendship during the Armistice period and worked
together in the political field to achieve both their shared and respective goals. As
argued above, the Armistice period was the only time that the Armenians and the
Romioi established consistent political and social cooperation against the Ottoman
state. They drafted common political plans and strategies in order to reach their
political aspirations, created friendship organisations in the capital, organised civil
society movements and gatherings, and the Armenian and the Ecumenical
Patriarchates even initiated a discussion to unite the two churches. With these
particular features, the relationship between the Armenian and the Romioi
communities during the Armistice period emerges as a unique chapter in the broader
context of the history of Greek-Armenian relations.

This chapter presented the extent of mobilisation and radicalisation and the
pro-Allied approach of the Armenian community. It further supports the theoretical
framework of the thesis: that is, as a minority group, the Ottoman Armenians
attempted to gain independence by various opportunities available to them, including

the possibility to benefit from external support and developing friendships with pro-

145



Allied communities. The real motivation behind this political goal was the insecurity
and fear that prevailed in the Ottoman Empire starting from the wartime. In fear of
falling victim to a second genocide, the remaining Armenian population in the
Ottoman Empire aimed at establishing their own state while there was moral and
material support from the Allied Powers.

This chapter makes a considerable contribution to the study of Romioi-
Armenian relations during the Armisitice years, as it has not been properly covered in
recent historiographies. It provides the first substantial discussion and analysis of the
subject. The academic literature on the topic is not rich, nor have the Armenian and
Ottoman Turkish newspapers been used by scholars to trace the developments in
Romioi-Armenian friendship. As such, this chapter fills a gap in recent
historiographies and contributes to the body of knowledge on the subject matter.

The following chapter will explore the conditions of the Armenian community
under the administration of the Turkish National movement and will demonstrate the
extent of insecurity in the Anatolian provinces. Furthermore, the chapter will discuss
the perception of the Armenian community vis-a-vis the emergence of the Turkish
National movement and will elaborate the pro-Entente political position of the

Armenian community.
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CHAPTER IV

THE EMERGENCE OF THE TURKISH NATIONAL MOVEMENT IN
ANATOLIA AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR THE OTTOMAN ARMENIANS

(1919-1920)

4.1. Introduction

Following the signing of the Armistice of Mudros and the occupation of certain
regions of Anatolia by the Allied forces, the Turkish armed resistance, which was
primarily established by CUP underground organisations, was launched following
Mustafa Kemal’s landing in the port of Samsun in May 1919.3%5 Mustafa Kemal was
assigned by the Ottoman government in Istanbul as inspector of the Ninth Army to
control the escalating tensions between the communities in the region. When Mustafa
Kemal landed in Samsun on 19 May 1919, the Greeks had already occupied Izmir; the
British had occupied Urfa, Marag, Antep, and Samsun; the French forces had
occupied Adana; and the Italians had occupied Antalya and Konya. 3°¢ The Milli
Miicadele (Turkish National movement) was initiated by Mustafa Kemal in order to
protect the national rights of the Ottoman Turkish society in the aftermath of the
collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the occupation of its lands by Allied troops. The

participation and support of Turkish society for the Turkish National movement was

335 A version of this chapter has been published as Ari Sekeryan. ‘Reactions of the Armenian
Community to the Emergence of the Turkish National Movement (1919-20)’. Journal of the
Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association 4, no. 2 (2017): 381-401.

3¢ See A. L. Macfie, The End of the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923, pp. 310-12; Stanford J.
Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, Reform, Revolution, and Republic: The Rise of Modern Turkey,
1808-1975, p. 342; Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey, 2nd ed., pp. 242-48;
Briton Cooper Busch, Mudros to Lausanne Britain’s Frontier in West Asia, 1918-1923, pp.
168-69; Elaine Diana Smith, Turkey: Origins of the Kemalist Movement and the Government
of the Grand National Assembly (1919-1923) (Washington DC: 1959), pp. 11-15.
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significantly increased by the Greek invasion of Western Anatolia.’>” At the
beginning of 1919, the sociopolitical atmosphere in Anatolia was descending into
chaos. The Allied forces established presence in the Ottoman capital of Istanbul and
several strategically important regions, including western, southern, and southeastern
Anatolia. While the Turkish National movement was winning the support of the
Ottoman Muslim population in interior Anatolia, there were supporters of Sultan
Mehmed VI who openly opposed the movement.

In this period, characterised by a political power vacuum and economic
turmoil in Anatolia,*>® the Armenians, who had been exiled from their native villages
and towns and had lost most of their property and wealth, were attempting to return to
their native lands. This chapter will discuss how the Ottoman Armenians perceived
the emerging Turkish National movement in Anatolia by examining opinion articles,
reports, and letters published in Armenian and Ottoman Turkish dailies. The political
unrest will be scrutinised in detail to reveal as to what extent it was a determinant
factor in the formation of the Armenian community’s perception regarding the
Turkish National movement.

As Turkish National movement emerged in Anatolia, dozens of Armenian
individuals sent letters to the Armenian dailies in Istanbul to draw the public’s
attention to the condition of the Armenians in Anatolia. These personal letters written

by ordinary Armenians and the articles written by Armenian intellectuals are crucial

337While there is extensive literature on the emergence and development of the Turkish
National movement, it is primarily in Turkish; below is a selection of the available literature
on the subject in English. Erik Jan Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History; idem, The Unionist
Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the Turkish National Movement,
1905-1926; Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey; Stanford J. Shaw, From Empire to
Republic: The Turkish War of National Liberation 1918-1923: A Documentary Study, (5
vols.), vol. 3, part 2; Sina Aksin, Turkey from Empire to Revolutionary Republic: The
Emergence of the Turkish Nation from 1789 to the Present; Smith, Turkey.

8] use Anatolia as a geographical name to encompass contemporary Turkey’s Asian side,
including the Aegean, Mediterranean, eastern Anatolia, central Anatolia, Black Sea, and
southeastern Anatolia regions.
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sources in terms of reflecting the inner dynamics of the Armenian community. This
chapter aims to understand the perception of the Ottoman Armenians vis-a-vis the
Turkish National movement. The chapter will neither discuss the emergence of the
Turkish National movement in Anatolia nor analyse the conflict between the
Nationalist forces and the occupying forces, but it will investigate the collective
position of the Ottoman Armenians towards the Turkish National movement. As such,
this study benefits from the Armenian and Ottoman Turkish dailies, which to date

have been minimally used in the existing literature.

4.2. The Formation of the CUP Resistance Militias and the Armenians in

Anatolia

Before the occupation of Izmir and the arrival of Mustafa Kemal in Samsun in May
1919, the CUP underground organisations embarked upon a planned resistance
campaign against the native Christian population of the Anatolian provinces.*>® Those
non-Muslims who were living outside of the Allied occupation zones in an
atmosphere of lawlessness and uncertainty were the primary subjects of the CUP
campaign. Even though the Armenian as well as the Greek population had decreased
substantially because of the wartime massacres and deportations, there were still
communities in southern Marmara, the eastern Black Sea (Pontus), central Anatolia
and the Adana (Cilicia) regions. At the beginning of 1919, there were five thousand
Armenian refugee families in Konya and thousands more in various towns of interior

Anatolia, including Ankara, Kayseri, Malatya, Adapazari, Diizce, Yozgat, Sivas,

3%9 Polat, ‘Milli Miicadele Yillarinda Marmara Bolgesi’nde Faaliyet Gosteren Miifrezeler,
Milis Kuvvetleri ve Ceteler (1918-1922)’, pp. 72-95; Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence,
Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire, 1912-1923, pp. 55-81; Criss, Istanbul under
Allied Occupation, 1918-1923, pp. 98-115.
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Kayseri, Afyon Karahisar, and Bolu, comprising a total Armenian population of one
hundred fifty thousand.>*® The aspect of the CUP’s campaign of oppression against
the non-Muslim populations found a basis among the Muslim population, particularly
with the proliferation of hatred caused by the occupation of Izmir by the Greek
troops.*%! The Armenians of Anatolia who survived the wartime massacres and
deportations and returned to their native villages and towns were again the target of
anger; labelled as the partners of the occupying forces, they were deemed ‘traitors’.3%?
The resistance campaign against the Christian population of Anatolia was
initiated by the CUP headquarters during a meeting held at the villa of Enver Pasha in
Kurugesme in late October 1918, a few weeks before the signing of the Armistice of
Mudros. The Karakol underground organisation was established with the purpose of
organising resistance forces in the interior parts of Anatolia, supplying these forces
with ammunition stockpiled in Istanbul, and easing the transportation of high-ranking

363

military officials to the interior parts of Anatolia.’®> Thanks to its secret road plan,

3% For the population statistics of the Ottoman Armenians before and after WWI, see Karpat,
Ottoman Population, 1830-1914: Demographic and Social Characteristics; Raymond
Kevorkian and Paul Paboudjian, /1915 Oncesinde Osmanli Imparatorlugu nda Ermeniler
(Istanbul: Yaymecilik, 2013); Ari Sekeryan, ‘The Aftermath of the Deportation: The Armenian
Population After the Great War and the Jamanak Daily’ (MA thesis, Bogazi¢i University,
2014).

3%1 Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence, Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire,
1912-1923, p. 71; Erzurum, ‘The Greek Occupation of [zmir and Protest Meetings in Istanbul
(15 May 1919-13 January 1920)’. (MA thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2015).

362 For more information on the treatment of the Ottoman Armenians after WWI and during
the first years of the Turkish Republic, see Ekmek¢ioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of
Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey.

383 Ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926, pp. 86-88. Karakol was established and put under
the command of Kara Vasif and Kara Kemal, who were close allies of Talat Pasha. Karakol
benefited from the underground network which was established by affiliates of the Tegkilat-i
Mahsusa, and it organised militia forces consisting of fifty to two hundred members in cities
and five to ten members in villages. Karakol’s aim was explained in the fourth article of its
declaration as follows: ‘The activities of Karakol inside the country are confined to protect
and, where non-existent, establish national unity and territorial integrity by legitimate means,
behind the scenes. When faced with oppressors of freedom and justice, however, we shall
resort to revolutionary ways. We shall fight and die as free men rather than live as prisoners
in shame’. The transportation of arms and men was conducted through the Menzil Hatti (Line
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Karakol secured the safe passage of captured Ottoman armouries and the transfer of
Turkish intellectuals and high-ranking military officers to inner Anatolia. In addition,
Karakol was able to establish an intelligence network within the Ottoman
government, including an intelligence network within Damat Ferit’s mansion.>®* In
addition to the activities of Karakol, it should be noted that Enver Pasha urged the
Teskilat-1 Mahsusa in 1918 to ready itself for the second phase of the war, which
included a series of preparations, such as creating secret ammunition depots in various
parts of interior Anatolia.’®> Moreover, it was well known that Enver sought to benefit

from the Ottoman army in the Caucasus to defend Anatolia in case of an Allied

of Transport), which was organised by Karakol. The first stop of the line was the Ozbekler
Tekkesi, a dervish lodge in Uskiidar. The line had other stops in Dudullu and Geyve.
Prominent members of the National movement including Ismet Inonii and Fevzi Cakmak
moved to Anatolia via this line. See Criss, Istanbul under Allied Occupation, 1918-1923, pp.
98-113; Hasan Ali Polat, ‘Milli Miicadele Yillarinda Marmara Bolgesinde Faaliyet Gdsteren
Rum ve Ermeni Ceteleri’[The Romioi and Armenian Bands in the Marmara Region During
the National Struggle Period], Selcuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, no. 26
(2011): p. 74; Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence, Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman
Empire, 1912-1923, p. 70; A.A Cruickshank, ‘The Young Turk Challenge in Postwar
Turkey’, Middle East Journal 22, p. 18.

364 Ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926, p. 85. Damat Ferid Pasha was an Ottoman statesman
who held the office of Grand Vizier twice during the Armistice years. The first period was
between 4 March 1919 and 2 October 1919. The second period was between 5 April 1920 and
21 October 1920, during which he approved the signing of the Treaty of Sevres. He was also
one of the founders of the Freedom and Accord Party, which was in opposition to the CUP.
After the victories of the National movement against the Greek forces, Damat Ferit fled to
France and died in Nice in 1923. See Can S. Erdem, ‘Sadrazam Damat Ferit Pasa’ (PhD
thesis, Marmara University, 2002); Ibrahim Alaettin Gdvsa, Tiirk Meshurlar: Ansiklopedisi
(Istanbul: Yedigiin, 1945), pp. 136-37.

393 Polat Safi explains Teskilat-1 Mahsusa in his article as follows: ‘... the Special
Organization (SO, Teskilat-1 Mahsusa) was one of the most important products of this
endeavour. The SO emerged primarily out of the experience of the CUP in the Tripolitanian
and Balkan wars. As an early type of unconventional warfare organization, the SO, which
officially existed from 13 November 1913 to 30 October 1918, had no precedent in Ottoman
history. Its operations included the recruitment, training, and supervision of armed groups
tasked with conducting asymmetric warfare to weaken enemy morale and fighting strength.
The SO also engaged in small-scale intelligence activity aimed both at strengthening
solidarity among Muslims and revealing internal and external threats to Ottoman interests’.
See Polat Safi, ‘History in the Trench: The Ottoman Special Organization—Teskilat-1
Mahsusa Literature’, Middle Eastern Studies 48 (2012): pp. 89-106.
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occupation.®%® On his way back from Germany in October 1918, Talat Pasha urged
Deputy of Edirne Faik Kaltakkiran to establish a local organisation to ‘prove the
Turkishness’ of Edirne and to prevent any occupation.*®’ Yakup Sevki Pasha, the
commander of the ninth army in the Elviye-i Selase (Three Provinces) region,*®® handed
over the administration of the region to the Milli Sura government and armed the
local population rather than evacuating entirely prior to the arrival of the British
forces.>®® Furthermore, the associations for the defence of national rights—which
were established in various provinces of Anatolia including Adana, Izmir, Trabzon,
Edirne, and the eastern provinces—were all organised by the CUP authorities.>’® Even
though the Turkish historiography reflected that the Turkish resistance was started by
Mustafa Kemal with his landing in Samsun, it is clear that the CUP played the pivotal
role in organising the resistance campaign against the Allied Powers and the native
non-Muslims in Anatolia. When Mustafa Kemal arrived in Anatolia in May 1919, as
Ziircher highlighted in his authoritative work, there were already organised local

forces, organisations, ammunition depots, and a well-established underground

3% Ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926, pp. 85-86.

37 Ibid., pp. 86-87.

398 Elviye-i Selase (Three Provinces) was a geographical term used for the area of Kars,
Ardahan, and Batum. This area was left to the Russian Empire during the war in 1877-1878.
During the Turkish-Armenian War in 1920, the Ankara government managed to bring Kars
and Ardahan back under Turkish control; Batum was left to the Bolsheviks.

389 Ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the
Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926, pp. 88-89. Following the signing of the Armistice of
Mudros, the Ottoman government agreed to evacuate the Elviye-yi Selase region. However,
rather than evacuating the region and handing over the guns and ammunition to the British
authorities, the CUP encouraged the establishment of a local government in the region to
protect the rights of the local Muslims. The Milli Sura government (Ceniib-i Garbi Kafkas
Hiikiimet-i Muvakkate-i Milliyesi) was established on 18 January 1919. For detailed
information, see Ahmet Ender Gokdemir, Ceniib-i Garbi Kafkas Hiikiimeti (Ankara: Atatlirk
Aragtirma Merkezi, 1998).

370 Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence, Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire,
1912-1923, pp. 77-80; Ziircher, The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of Union
and Progress in the Turkish National Movement, 1905-1926, pp. 68-105.
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organisation in Istanbul which provided material support for the Turkish National
movement in the interior parts of Anatolia.

The CUP underground organisation, Karakol, was instructed by the CUP
headquarters to establish a paramilitary network in the Southern Marmara region, a
defensive front against the Allied occupants.®’! Loyal officers, former members of
Teskilat-i Mahsusa, former guerrilla leaders, and experienced diplomats such as Fuat
Carim and Sirr1 (Kibrisli), together with the bands of Karakol, established a network
of militias ranging from Adapazari to the borders of Istanbul.>’? It was reported by the
British officers that in the surrounding areas of Izmit there were acts of violence,
which were traced to the CUP, perpetrated by militias towards the Armenians and
Greeks. Indeed, Dr. Fahri Can, one of the organisers of the Karakol bands in the
district, stated in his memoir that Yenibahgeli Siikrii, a former Teskilat-1 Mahsusa spy
and one of the leaders of the Karakol bands, declared that the only target of their
militia activities was the non-Muslim population of the region.>’*> The motivation of
the militia groups was to preclude land reclamation of the Armenians and Greeks by
oppressing the remaining population in the provinces and preventing the return of
those in exile.3” It should be noted that the references and motivations of the Turkish
National movement were not based on ethnicity but rather on religion. As Gingeras
highlighted, at the beginning of the movement, particularly until the Sivas Congress,

where Mustafa Kemal initiated the disbanding of Karakol, the movement benefited

37! Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence, Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire,
1912-1923,p.78.

372 Ibid.

373 Ibid., pp. 79-80.

M Jupnuiyul, Znyt Piwlsnipiniit Oudwiyut Ywjupnipmniimid By
®Onppwuhwljutt Untiwp [The Greek Population of the Ottoman Empire and the Asia Minor
Disaster], p. 109.
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from the unifying power of Islamic rhetoric, reflecting the movement as jihad against
the Allied occupants.’”>

At the same time, the Ottoman government in Istanbul embarked upon a
counter-campaign against the CUP activities. Ahmet Anzavur, an elderly Circassian
lieutenant loyal to the Sultanate, together with the assistance of the Nigehban
Cemiyet-i Askeriyesi (Military Guardian Society),’’¢ raised the resistance flag to stop
the Turkish National movement, which he argued was ‘controlled by the CUP
members who sucked the blood of the innocent nation and made a fortune’.3”” The
native Armenians of the South Marmara region, amid the clashes between the
Loyalists and Nationalists, tried to move to Istanbul or Izmir to save their lives, and

some of them participated in the acts of violence and fought alongside the Loyalist

forces.”8

373 Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence, Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire,
1912-1923, pp. 70-80. For the rhetoric of the Turkish National movement, see Erik Jan
Ziircher, ‘The Vocabulary of Muslim Nationalism’, International Journal of the Sociology of
Science, 1999, pp. 81-92; Ahmet Yildiz, Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyene. Tiirk Ulusal Kimliginin
Etno-Sekiiler Sinirlart (1919-1938) (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2001), pp. 90-95; Gingeras,
Sorrowful Shores: Violence, Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire, 1912-1923, pp.
74-75.

376 The Nigehban Cemiyet-i Askeriyesi (Military Guardian Society or Society of Army
Watchmen) was formed in January 1919 to eliminate the underground activities of the CUP in
the capital, Istanbul, as well as in the provinces. The members of the society were ardent
supporters of the Sultanate and the Ottoman Cabinet against the Turkish National movement.
377 Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores: Violence, Ethnicity, and the End of the Ottoman Empire,
1912-1923,p. 95.

378 Loyalists were those who supported the Ottoman government and fought against the
Turkish National movement. While the Turkish National movement was growing in the
interior of Anatolia, opposition movements within the Ottoman/Muslim community started to
emerge against the Nationalists. On the political ground, the Hiirriyet ve Itilaf Firkas: (The
Liberty and Understanding Party) was the major opponent of the National movement, and it
established close alliances with the Sultanate. Additionally, the Association of the Friends of
England, founded by Sait Molla, owner of the Tiirk¢e Istanbul daily, supported the British
mandate over Anatolia and provided financial assistance to Loyalist paramilitaries. The
Nigehban Cemiyet-i Askeriyesi, which was established by a group of officers who were loyal
to the Sultanate, and the Teali Islam Cemiyeti (Advancement of Islam Society), which was
established by Sheikh-al-islam Mustafa Sabri, are examples of prominent opposition groups
that opposed the Turkish National movement. On the battlefield, the Ottoman government
gathered a new army, the Kuva-y1 Inzibatiye (The Disciplinary Forces), the roughly three
thousand members of which were mostly attached to the Nigehban. Furthermore, a Circassian
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4.3. The Turkish National Movement as a Continuation of the CUP

There is a general consensus in Turkish historiography that the occupation of Izmir
awoke the sleeping giant, which is to say that the Turkish-Muslim majority
discovered that the occupation of certain parts of Anatolia by Allied forces could be
permanent, therefore catalysing the organisation of armed resistance.’”® After the
occupation, it was easier for Mustafa Kemal and his compatriots to attract more
support for their struggle.3® It is the thoughts of the Ottoman Armenians regarding
the Turkish National movement that are absent from the historiography.

It can be argued that the majority of the Armenian public opinion was of the
belief that the fledging Turkish National movement in Anatolia was organised by
CUP headquarters. The editorial published in the Koyamard daily on 2 May 1920 put
forward that the Turkish National movement was benefiting from the intelligence

service established by the CUP. It argued that this intelligence service received

major who served in the Ottoman army during WWI, Ahmet Anzavur, also joined the
Loyalist ranks.

379 After the occupation of Izmir by the Greek forces on 15 May 1919, tens of meetings were
organised by the Ottoman Muslim community in various locations in Anatolia and Thrace.
For example, on 16 May, 19 May, and 28 November 1919, thousands of people gathered in
Bursa, Inegdl, and Balikesir, respectively. Local communities in the Anatolian towns and
cities submitted protest telegrams to Istanbul. See Fahri Yetim, ‘Milli Miicadele Doneminde
Mitingler 1918-1920" (MA thesis, Anadolu University, 1994), pp. 60-75; Alemdar, 24 May
1919, no: 152; Sirin Giineser Erzurum, ‘The Greek Occupation of Izmir and Protest Meetings
in Istanbul (15 May 1919-13 January 1920)’ (MA thesis, Bogazigi University, 2015), pp. 50-
51. In Istanbul, university students organised a gathering of thirty thousand people in Uskiidar
on 20 May. On the following day the university lecturers declared that the occupation of
Izmir by the Greeks was unlawful and they would resist to the end. On 23 May, three hundred
thousand people were gathered at Sultanahmet Square to protest the occupation. See Hasan
Ali Polat, ‘Milli Miicadele Yillarinda Marmara Bolgesi’'nde Faaliyet Gosteren Miifrezeler,
Milis Kuvvetleri ve Ceteler (1918-1922) [Militia Forces, Gangs and Corps Operating in the
Marmara Region During the National Struggle Period (1918-1922)] (MA thesis, Selguk
University, 2008), pp. 22-26; Erzurum, ‘The Greek Occupation of Izmir’, pp. 58-195; Edhem
Eldem, ‘L’Illustration’dan Segmeler: 7 Subat 1920 - Sultanahmet Mitingleri’, Toplumsal
Tarih 212 (2011).

380 After the occupation of Izmir by the Greeks forces, hundreds of telegrams written by the
local Muslim communities were sent from Anatolian towns and cities protesting the
aggressive campaign of the Greek forces. See Erzurum, ‘The Greek Occupation of Izmir’, pp.
49-51.
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intelligence from the Sublime Porte, ministries, opposition party centres, and even the
Allied Powers’ headquarters.’®! Koyamard further asserted that the Turkish National
movement was ‘the movement started by Talat and Enver and run by Mustafa Kemal
and Rauf Bey’.>%? Similarly, historians Enver Behnan Sapolyo and Erik Jan Ziircher
argue that the underground organizations of the CUP were providing intelligence to
the Turkish National movement. Additionally, it has been well established that the
transportation of both ammunition and manpower was managed with the assistance of
these underground organisations.*%?

Another organ of the ARF, Jagadamard, also put forward that the Turkish
National movement was started at the end of WWI by military troops returning from
the Ottoman battlefields to the interior parts of Anatolia and by those ‘CUP criminals’
who ‘committed crimes during the war’.*** Hovhannes Amaduni, an active member of
the ARF in Istanbul and editor of Jagadamard during the Armistice years, underlined
that even though the CUP was no longer in power, it continued to work in the
provinces, together with the help of the local Muslim population, to prevent the return
of the native Armenian population to the Six Provinces. He argued that the Turkish
National movement in Anatolia was ‘nothing but the new cover of the CUP’ and that

the new faces in the movement shared the same ultimate goal with CUP, namely,

¥ Koyamard, Pusytu Guqunikgur Uhyjht [How was the National Movement
Established?], 2 May 1920, no. 13.

%2 Hiiseyin Rauf (Orbay) was an Ottoman naval officer and statesman. He was chief of naval
staff during WWI and he participated in the Ottoman delegation to sign the Armistice of
Mudros. Following the establishment of the Turkish National movement in Ankara, he joined
Mustafa Kemal in his endeavour. He played an active role in the Erzurum and Sivas
Congresses and the War of Independence. For his biography, see Cemal Kutay, Osmanlidan
Cumhuriyete: Yiizyilimizda Bir Insanimiz Hiiseyin Rauf Orbay, [From Empire to Republic:
One of Our People in Our Century Rauf Orbay] 5 vols. (Istanbul: Kazanci Kitap Ticaret,
1992). For his memoirs, see Rauf Orbay, Cehennem Degirmeni-Siyasi Hatiralarim [Hell's
Mill: My Political Memoirs] (Istanbul: Emre Yayinevi, 1993).

3% Enver Behnan Sapolyo, Kuvay: Milliye Tarihi: Gerilla, pp. 197-98.

¥ Jagadamard, Uhy h Cuipdnidp B Untupwdw Ll [The National Movement and
Mustafa Kemal], 23 July 1920, no. 509.
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‘expelling the native Christian population from Anatolia’.’®> Hovhannes Amaduni
further asserted that the secret organisation of the CUP armed local paramilitary
groups to protect the lands and resettled thousands of Muslim refugees from the
Caucasus to engineer the demographic features of the region in favour of the Ottoman
government.*3® The argument by Hovhannes Amaduni that the CUP paramilitary
groups targeted the Christian population is echoed in the work of Ryan Gingeras, who
emphasises that the reports sent after the first clashes in the South Marmara region in
January 1919 detailed how the pro-Nationalist units targeted Armenians and Greeks
returning from exile.*®” An editorial published in Giligia argued that while the
Turkish National movement presented itself as anti-Entente, its primary aim was ‘to
eliminate the native Christian population’, particularly the Armenians. The editorial
concluded, ‘It [the Turkish National movement] is the continuation of the bloody plan
of the CUP’.3%8

What is relevant and important in the context of this chapter is that both
Koyamard and Jagadamard, which were publications of the ARF, and Giligia, whose
politics were close to those of the ARF, agreed on the idea that the Turkish National
movement was the continuation of the CUP. Informed by the publications of
patriotic/nationalist Armenian dailies such as Koyamard, Jagadamard, and Giligia, |
argue that the Turkish National movement was equivalent to the CUP for the
patriotic/nationalist factions of the Armenian community. Significantly, besides the

patriotic/nationalist factions of the Armenian community, the liberal and independent

¥ Jagadamard, Ppphhuinwlut Fukpp Up Cwpniwlniht [CUP Conspiracy
Continues], 18 July 1919, no. 209.

% Ibid.

387 Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores, p. 69.

¥ Giligia, Rblwjuljutibpp B 2phunniibwkpp [Kemalists and Armenians], 15
October 1920, no. 442.
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factions also agreed with this notion. For instance, Hovhannes Asbed,*® a liberal
Armenian intellectual, argued that the Turkish National movement was developed by
a select group of people who were active participants in the CUP’s wartime
operations, including the Armenian massacres and the nationalisation of the economy.
He affirmed that it was not possible for the Armenian population to trust the Turkish
National movement, which had emerged under these circumstances.*°

The analysis of another liberal/independent daily, Zhamanag, further supports
the argumentation that the majority of the Armenian community agreed that the
Turkish National movement was the product of the CUP. An example of the analysis

of Zhamanag illustrates the position of the daily:

The Armenians in the provinces have the right to be afraid, because they know
and see that that organisation [the Turkish National movement] is a name-
change of CUP, which led the annihilation of the Armenian population... The
situation in Anatolia is insecure because CUP’s satellites have taken office.
The new organisation [the Turkish National movement] is covering them.**!
Ardashes Kalpakjiean, a liberal Armenian intellectual contributor to
Zhamanag, stressed that the Turkish National movement had not been born from a
sense of nationalism but rather from ‘the envy, arrogance and unwillingness of a

group of CUP members’ who ‘could not digest the defeats that they faced on the

battlefields’.3%2

3% Hovhannes Asbed, an Armenian intellectual and politician, was born in Istanbul in 1873,
He was one of the members of the editorial board of Verchin Lur during the Armistice years.
In addition to his position at Verchin Lur, he published the Armenian weekly magazine Hay
Midk (The Armenian Mind). He was elected to the Armenian Assembly during the Armistice
years.

3% Verchin Lur, UjdUbwlwt vouptp Uhyih [Actual Words—National Movement], 14
August 1920, no. 1951.

3 Zhamanag, Anmiptwt Mwypwpp [The Struggle of Existence], 22 October 1919, no.
3655.

32 Zhamanag, Uklip Ukp Ppunniipp Uhuyh U mqblip [We Demand Only Our Rights], 16
October 1919, no. 3650.
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It is important here to highlight that the viewpoint of the Armenian
intellectuals regarding the Turkish National movement supports Ziircher’s
conceptualisation, which traces the connection between the CUP and the Turkish
National movement.’** Although members of the Turkish National movement
supposedly pledged that they had no ties with the CUP3*** and Mustafa Kemal
repeatedly expressed that the movement was not related to the CUP, Ziircher reveals
strong evidence that not only the ideology but also the executive team, underground
organizations, policies, and strategies were identical to those of the CUP.3> As
exhibited in this section, the Armenian intellectuals, regardless of their diverse
political affiliations or worldviews—be they patriotic/nationalist or
independent/liberal—agreed that the movement of Mustafa Kemal was ‘the second

phase of the plan of CUP’.

4.4. Insecurity and Instability: The Anatolian Armenians and the Political

Vacuum in Anatolia

The previous section established that the Turkish National movement was perceived
by the Armenian public opinion as the continuation of CUP. However, how was this
conclusion reached? What conditions led the Armenians to believe that the Turkish

National movement was one and the same as the CUP? In this section, documentation

393 Ziircher, The Unionist Factor.

3% During the Sivas Congress, the members took the following pledge: ‘I pledge that I shall
not pursue any personal aim other than the happiness and salvation of the fatherland during
the Congress. I shall not work to restore the CUP and shall not work for any political parties’.
Yerevan, no. 42, 6 Oct. 1919; A. A. Cruickshank, ‘The Young Turk Challenge in Postwar
Turkey’, Middle East Journal 22, no. 1 (1968): p. 18; Ziircher, The Unionist Factor, pp. 68-
69.

395 Ziircher, in his authoritative work, demonstrates the connection between the CUP and the
Turkish National movement. See Ziircher, The Unionist Factor. Sina Aksin, however, argues
that the movement, which was democratic and national, was created by Mustafa Kemal and
his cadre. See Sina Aksin, Istanbul Hiikiimetleri ve Milli Miicadele.
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will be provided to understand the conditions of the Armenian community under the
Nationalist administration in Anatolia and the hardships endured by the Armenian
community in the warzones where the Turkish Nationalists and Greek forces clashed.
In doing so, it will be argued that since the wartime conflict in Anatolia, initiated by
the policies of CUP, continued during the Armistice years under the umbrella of the
Turkish National movement, the Armenian community marked the Turkish National
movement as the descendent of the CUP. Building upon that argument, I contend that
within the broader context of post-war politics in the Ottoman Empire, the Armenian
community shared the same view as the Loyalists, who similarly blamed the Turkish
National movement for perpetuating the CUP’s governance/reign.

As previously noted, the occupation of Izmir by Greek troops escalated
tensions in the interior parts of Anatolia. The hatred among the local Muslim
population towards the Armenians and Greeks significantly increased. Hundreds of
reports sent to the Armenian dailies by local correspondents urged the authorities to
take immediate action to protect the Armenians. For instance, in the very early days
of the Greek occupation of Izmir, in Gilirle (Gemlik), the former Ittihadist kaymakam
Orhan Gazi gathered gendarmes and a group of Albanian paramilitaries and took to
the hills to prepare for the plundering of Armenian and Greek businesses. The
Armenians of Giirle and the surrounding villages were bewildered that they could not
find a government authority whom they could address regarding the threat posed by
these paramilitary groups.**® In Malatya, CUP officials claimed that the Armenian
commander Antranik would occupy the eastern provinces, including Malatya, within
fifteen days, and local Muslims should arm themselves against this threat. The son of

the famous Ittihadist Halim Bey organised a volunteer brigade in the town to defend

3% Jagadamard, Whiptt Uh nit Uwpuwthh Ut [Giirle in Terror], 24 May 1919, no. 163.

160



against the Armenians.**” In Keskin (a Muslim populated town close to Ankara), a
meeting was held in front of the town hall and the kaymakam gave a speech
explaining that ‘the new war against the Christians’ was about to begin. Lieutenant
Kaplan Bey, who returned from the Caucasian battlefield, organised an irregular
brigade in Keskin, which provided its members with monthly salaries and the
necessary weapons and ammunition.>*® It is important to highlight a point for our
discussion here: as in the example of Keskin and Malatya, the propaganda of the
CUP-attached officials was based on creating conspiracies around the non-Muslims in
order to galvanise the Turkish Muslim population. The propaganda and the
underground activities of the CUP resulted in the creation of an insecure environment
for the Armenians in Anatolia.

A report from Balikesir written by an Armenian volunteer correspondent,
entitled ‘They Forcefully Demand Soldiers from Armenians’, provides crucial
insights into the conditions of the Armenians. The headmen of the Armenian and
Greek villages were invited to the police department and forced to sign a document
stating, ‘We will recruit your youth when we need. If you issue fake certificates, at
the first opportunity, we will send you to the court-martial’. According to the report,
the local Armenian population in Balikesir was in complete disarray, as the approach
of the Turkish-Muslim population had pivoted after the occupation of Izmir, with
paramilitary groups beginning to organise in the region. The local Armenian
population had no choice but to sell their properties at twenty percent of their real
values and migrate to Izmir or Istanbul. It is important for our discussion to emphasise

that these reports—be they propaganda, dramatisation, or reality—reflected the

*7 Hay Tsayn, Unqwhnyniphitip Uwjwphn) Ut [Security in Malatya], 12 June 1919, no.
146.

% Jagadamard, Qupnh Uyquntiwhp kuphtth Uty [Massacre Threat in Keskin], 15 June
1919, no. 180.
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sentiments of the local Armenian population; thus, they are crucial for our analysis to
better understand the collective position of the Armenians. The conclusion of the

following report is significant in illustrating the mindset of the community:

The fear within the community is huge. The government authorities, who were
keen on listening to our complaints at the beginning of the Armistice, no
longer want to hear our complaints... This will be yergrort darakrutyun [a
second deportation] for us.?*’

As an Armenian individual expressed in a letter sent from Tokat, even though
the local Armenian community was hopeful about the future at the beginning of the
Armistice period, when the CUP government had fallen, it was understood in the
following months that, while the CUP administration had departed from Istanbul, it

continued to work in the provinces under the name of the ‘National movement’. The

situation in Tokat was explained as follows:

The approach of our neighbours toward us has changed dramatically. Here,
almost each day they organise meetings.... [Censored]. Almost all of the
shops of Armenians stayed closed last Friday. It was a day of horror and fear.
Each day that we pass is a gift... [Censored] I cannot explain with words. Our
life is discouraging here and if we do not receive any help we will be in a
position of total annihilation. They think that ‘Because we died, our enemies
should also be annihilated’. It is better for us to creep, to starve and to do
portage in the streets of Istanbul rather than be killed here.*%°

3 Jagadamard, Zuykpth Pnith Qhtimnp Uniqkli [They Forcefully Demand Soldiers from
Armenians], 20 June 1919, no. 185.

0 Jagadamard, Uh m Uwipuuth Ginnljhny Ute [Horror in Tokat], 30 July 1919, no. 219.
During WWI, censorship of the Ottoman press was directed by the Matbuat Miidiirliigii
(Press Bureau), which was controlled by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. After the signing of
the Armistice of Mudros and the occupation of Istanbul, the Allied authorities organised joint
censorship commissions together with the governmental officials to censor publications. On
10 February 1919, the Sansiir Kararnamesi (Censorship Enactment) was issued. According to
this decree, each issue of a daily required official approval from the censorship commissions
before it went to press. Zhamanag highlighted the meaning of the censorship as an alliance
between the Istanbul and Ankara governments and asked, ‘In a country which is not at war,
what is the meaning of censorship of the mail?’ See Zhamanag, 15 October 1919, no. 3649.
For general information on the censorship during the Armistice years, see Ender Korkmaz,
‘Mondros Miitarekesi Doneminde Sansiir’, Yakin Dénem Tiirkiye Arastirmalar: 19-20 (2011).
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There was strong censorship of the Armenian press, especially for news
related to the Armenian genocide, such as memoirs, reports explaining the wartime
events, and letters which were sent from Anatolian towns and villages. These two
reports sent from Balikesir and Tokat demonstrate an important point for our
discussion. The local Armenians feared that the political turmoil would result in a
‘second deportation’ for them. The conditions of the Armenian community in certain
parts of Anatolia were so miserable that the locals reported their unfortunate situation
to the Armenian dailies. As seen above, an individual from Tokat begged the
authorities in Istanbul for help to relocate to Istanbul from Tokat. Furthermore, the
Armenian dailies claimed that the CUP underground organisations organised an
economic boycott of Armenian businesses, further increasing the level of insecurity
for the Armenians. This economic boycott of Armenian businesses was so successful
that the Armenians could not cover their daily expenses.*’! In Bursa, the boycott
against Armenian shopkeepers left the Armenian community in a desperate situation,
and news regarding the activities of bands such as the gang leader Davut was heard

402

from neighbouring towns.**> The same situation of disorder was described in another

report regarding the Izmit and Adapazari regions, calling the area extending from
Izmit to Geyve ‘a nest of bands’.*%3
It should be stressed here that after the assembly of the Sivas Congress in

September 1919, the local paramilitaries, which previously were organised by the

CUP underground organisations, were transformed into supporters of the Turkish

! Hay Tsayn, Zujuuinwt Uhwwyuwhny [Armenia Insecure], 1 August 1919, no. 188.

2 Jagadamard, Gpihiquih Th&wl Mpniuwgh Uty [Frightening Condition in Bursa], 12
August 1919, no. 230.

3 Jagadamard, Phipwithn) Cpowp [Bithynia Region], 16 August 1919, no. 234.
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404 Circassian and Albanian armed

National movement and served to enact its policies.
groups affiliated with the Nationalists were active in the Adapazar1 and Izmit regions.
According to reports received from Adapazari, the Nationalist forces pressured the
kaymakam to resign from his position and appointed new pro-Nationalist officers.
Similarly, in Kirmast1 and Bandirma, the Nationalist forces occupied the telegram
offices and forced the government officers who were loyal to the Ottoman
government in Istanbul to resign and leave the town. In Konya, the 11th Regiment of
the Ottoman military joined the Nationalist forces and took control of Eregli and
central Konya after convincing the Italian forces that their struggle was a product of
the country’s internal politics.**> After assuming control of the city centre in Konya,
the Nationalist authorities started to recruit Muslim and Christian men in their
military organisations, disregarding the articles of the Armistice of Mudros regarding
the demobilisation of the military.*°® Following the news that the Nationalist
authorities were recruiting Armenian men who were living in their controlled zone to
the military, the Armenian Patriarch Zaven put pen to paper, protesting that the native

Armenian families were not secure under the Nationalist administration.*°” Mustafa

Kemal, in response, published a statement that the Armenian and Turkish-Muslim

404 After the Sivas Congress, Mustafa Kemal and his cadre decided to centralise the armed
resistance. See Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores, pp. 75-77. For the developments in the Sivas
Congress and the efforts of Mustafa Kemal to unite the movement under one umbrella and
organise the paramilitaries under one command, see Fatih Giimiis, ‘Decentralism Versus
Centralism in Ottoman Anatolia, 1919-1922° (MA thesis, Bogazigi University, 2002), pp. 52-
79.

5 Verchin Lur, Uhyhtkpp Bu Zuykpp [Nationalists and Armenians], 4 October 1919, no.
1690.

4% Ibid. According to the fifth and twentieth articles of the Armistice of Mudros, recruiting
men into military organisations was prohibited and the immediate demobilisation of the
Ottoman army was accepted by the Ottoman government. See Gwynne Dyer, ‘The Turkish
Armistice of 1918 2: A Lost Opportunity: The Armistice Negotiations of Moudros’, Middle
Eastern Studies 8, no. 3 (1972): pp. 340-41.

47 Jkdam, * Anadolu’da Gayrmiislime ve Tiirkler’, 22 October 1919, no. 8152; Tasvir-i Efkar,
‘Ermeni Patrigini Bir Tekzip’, 22 October 1919, no. 2878; Vakit, ‘Anadolu’da Asayis
Berkemaldir’, 22 October 1919, no. 708; Alemdar, ‘Anadolu’daki Hristiyanlar’, 22 October
1919.
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communities in Anatolia were living in prosperity.**® What is noteworthy here is that
the contact between the leader of the Turkish National movement and the Armenian
Patriarch regarding the conditions of Armenians in Anatolia led to discussion in the
press. While the pro-Nationalist dailies such as Vakit and Ikdam defended the
assertion that there was no security issue in Anatolia for Armenians, pro-Loyalist
Turkish dailies such as Peyam and Alemdar welcomed the claims of the Patriarch in
earnest. The pro-Loyalist and the Armenian press paid particular attention to the
conditions of Armenians in interior Anatolia.

Indeed, the disorder and insecurity in Anatolian towns grew to critical levels.
Even the authorities of the Turkish National movement did not have complete
authority over the local paramilitaries. The majority of plundering of villages
happened without their permission. For instance, the commander of Nationalist forces
in the Bursa region, Bekir Sami (Giinsav), after receiving news regarding the
plundering of villages in the Canakkale region, asked his colleague in a telegram
whether these burglar militias were under his command or not.**® Képriiliilli Hamdi
Bey, a prominent pro-Nationalist in the South Marmara region, illustrated the
seriousness of the events by reporting that the Nationalist authorities were demanding
high taxes from the villagers, which they refused to pay; additionally, he stated that
they were unsuccessful in controlling the brigades of Cerkes Ethem, which were

causing great economic hardships for the villagers due to their plundering.*!°

98 fkdam, ‘ Anadolu’da Gayrmiislime ve Tiirkler’; Tasvir-i Efkar, ‘Ermeni Patrigini Bir
Tekzip’; Vakit, ‘Anadolu’da Asayis Berkemaldir’; Alemdar, ‘ Anadolu’daki Hristiyanlar’;
Recep Karacakaya, Tiirk Kamuoyu ve Ermeni Meselesi 1908-1923 (Istanbul: Toplumsal
Dontistim Yayinlari, 2005), pp. 356-57.

9 Gingeras, Sorrowful Shores, p. 82.

410 Sedat Cizmeci, ‘Marmara Bolgesi’nde Milli Miicadeleye Kars1 Cikarilan Ayaklanmalar’
(MA thesis, Firat Universitesi, 2010), p. 16.
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4.5. An Example of Insecurity: The South Marmara Region

As it has been put forward in the previous chapters, I argue that the Ottoman
Armenians became pro-independence and pro-Allied following the signing of the
Armistice of Mudros because support of the Allied Powers increased and the
oppressive CUP government was no longer in power. In addition to the notion of
‘external support’, I argued that in an atmospehere of ‘insecurity’, the Ottoman
Armenians feared becoming victims of mass violence for a second time. Thus, the
insecure environment affected the formation of their political position. In this section,
I shall explain the events that happened in the South Marmara region to illustrate the
extent of insecurity that prevailed in the provinces of Anatolia. It was in this
environment that the pro-independence and pro-Allied position of the Armenian
community was shaped.

Insecurity played a vital role in the formation of the Armenian community’s
view of the Turkish National movement. Even though the wartime Armenian
deportations ceased after the signing of the Armistice of Mudros, the armed conflict
in the towns continued, especially following the occupation of the lands by the Allied
forces. Consequently, the Armenians who were able to return from exile to their
native towns and villages found themselves in an insecure habitus where, on the one
hand, the Nationalist paramilitaries were actively working to win the favour of the
local Muslim populations, while on the other hand, the Loyalists and Allied
occupation forces were focused on eliminating the Turkish National movement. The
case of the South Marmara region is an example of the insecure environment which
impacted the perception of the Armenian community regarding the Turkish National

movement.
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When the Nationalist forces entered Adapazari on 23 May 1920, they arrested
the local notables who were pro-Loyalist and forced the Armenian men to enlist in the
military. Those who were too old to serve in the military were forced to pay bribes to
save their lives. Those who had Circassian or Abkhazian acquaintances were spared
after giving relatively small payments, but the Armenians and Greeks were required
to give vastly greater amounts. Shirin Odabashean, who fought against the Nationalist
forces, was hanged together with an Arab alim who supported the fatwa of the caliph
and was thus pro-Loyalist.*!! In Izmit some members of the Armenian community
escaped from Adapazari to the Armas region during the night via mountain paths. On
29 May, one thousand five hundred refugees arrived in Izmit from the surrounding
villages. The local Armenian leadership asked the British representatives in Izmit to
take the necessary measures to ensure the safe passage of these Armenian refugees
from the surrounding areas, which were under the authority of the Nationalist forces.
Nevertheless, the British authorities responded that they could not provide this
assistance, but they did pledge to provide humanitarian aid if the refugees were able
to reach Izmit.*?

According to the official bulletin of the Armenian church in Izmit, on 8 July
1920, village headsmen were summoned to a meeting held by the Nationalist
authorities, in which they stated that the establishment of Turkish-Armenian

friendship was discussed and the Armenians were given assurance that they would be

safe in Geyve. The following week the kaymakam of Geyve, together with Turkish

! Yergir, Uhyih&htitipnt Judndniphitiikpp [Oppression of Nationalists], 13 June 1920, no.
230. According to the fatwa, those who organised the Turkish National movement were
declared as ‘irreligious, poisonous, factious and so-called patriots” who wanted to destroy the
Ottoman Empire. See Jagadamard, 14 April 1920, no. 428; Smith, Turkey, 27; Serife Ozkan,
“Yiizellilikler and Siileyman Sefik Kemali: A Legitimacy and Security Issue’ (MA thesis,
Bogazici University, 2005), pp. 8-9; Polat, ‘Milli Miicadele Yillarinda’, p. 32.

42 Jagadamard, By h&uljh Uty E Mupinhquiljp [What Is the Condition of Bardizak?], 5
June 1920, no. 470.
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notables, went to the train station and ordered some four hundred Armenian and
Greek refugees sheltering there to leave for the village of Esme within two hours. The
Greek population of Ortakdy village, consisting of two thousand members, was
moved to Esme village, and the armed forces, under the order of the commander of
the gendarmes of Geyve, set fire to all properties. Kincilar village, which was
populated by Armenians, and the Greek villages of Saragli, Burhaniye, Sakli, and Kup
shared the same fate.*!® Testimony from a young Armenian man who witnessed the
events in Geyve detailed how on 10 July Ortakdy, Burhaniye, Saragli, and Kup—
villages containing Hay-hourum populations*!*—were plundered. According to him,
the Armenian and Greek refugees, around one hundred fifty families who were
sheltering at the railway station in Geyve, were forced to move to Esme village and
were attacked en route.*!?

An incident in the villages of S616z—there were two villages in fact sharing
the same name, one Armenian and one Turkish—illustrates the complexity of the
conflict. On 28 July, the pro-Nationalist commander Yahya Bey sent a message to the
Armenians of Armenian S616z, asking for weapons, ammunition, and horses. The
Armenian men of Armenian S616z decided to establish a self-defence unit, sent their
wives and children to Gemlik, and responded to the pro-Nationalist commander that

they would not pay any tribute. The spokesperson of the Armenian self-defence unit

answered, ‘We do not have any horses, money or weapons to give you. Come, we

43 Jagadamard, B usujtu Guunwpnigut Uhth Uhwinp Uywunp [How Did the
Terrible Slaughter Take Place in Geyve?], 24 July 1920, no. 510.

14 Hervé Georgelin, ‘Perception of the Other’s Fate: What Greek Orthodox Refugees from
the Ottoman Empire Reported about the Destruction of Ottoman Armenians’, Journal of
Genocide Research, 10(1) (2008), pp. 62—63.

415 Jagadamard, B usujtu Guunwpnigut Uhth Uhwinp Uywunp [How Did the
Terrible Slaughter Take Place in Geyve?]; Yergir, Gtjdtjh Qupnp [The Massacre of Geyve],
24 July 1920, no. 263.
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know how to deal with you’.#!® On 6 August, the Armenian self-defence unit in
Armenian S616z faced the Nationalists on the southeastern edge of the town and
started firing, forcing the Nationalists to withdraw. The following day, seventy-six
Nationalist troops entered Turkish S616z. The Armenians declared to the Turkish
population in the neighbouring village that if they were to accommodate these
Nationalist forces in their village, the Armenians would have no other choice but to
attack them. Following the ultimatum of the S616z Armenians, the Turkish population
in Turkish S616z resisted the Nationalist forces, clearing them from their village. Two
days later, a prominent Nationalist leader in the region, Cemal Bey, together with his
one hundred fifty cavaliers, attacked Turkish S616z in response. Cemal Bey ordered
the artillery to fire on the village, and the Turks in Turkish S616z abandoned their
positions in fright. At that moment, the Armenians in Armenian S616z entered the
village to aid their Turkish neighbours in their fight against the Nationalists. After
hours of clashes, Cemal Bey and his forces withdrew from the village, leaving
twenty-eight mausers and a great amount of ammunition, but it was reported that two
hundred fifty houses in the village, all of them belonging to Turkish families, had
been damaged by the Nationalists.*!” It was stated in another report that when the
Turkish population of Turkish S616z tried to escape, the neighbouring Tutlica village,
which was entirely populated by Turks, did not welcome them and even refused to
provide accommodations in their village.*'® The S6loz Turks, whose village was set
on fire by the Nationalists, asked for aid from the Greek administration in Bursa via
the mediation of the Armenian prelate in Bursa, Sarkis Vartabed. The majority of the

S616z Turks were given accommodation in the houses of Armenians in Armenian

¢ Jagadamard, Utnjkngh Ut [In S516z], 12 August 1920, no. 52.

7 Jagadamard, Utnjkngh Zugbpnit Zkpnuljwt Yhuwnpniphiip [The Heroic Resistance
of S616z], 8 August 1920, no. 523.

8 Jagadamard, Unwuhp Lwljunkl [From a Closer Front], 14 August 1920, no. 528.
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S616z and Gemlik.*!” The Armenians of Arslanbeg, as in S6l6z, defended themselves
against the attacks of Nationalist forces; six Armenians died during the clashes, and
the Nationalist forces withdrew after the intervention of the British cruiser.*?

S616z is a prime example of the conflict that was occurring in the small towns
of the South Marmara region. On one side, there were Armenians and Turks who
were collaborating on self-defence activities in opposition to the Turkish National
movement; on the other side, there were the irregular forces who were siding with the
Nationalists. It is important to note that the Armenians believed that they were in an
insecure environment in Anatolia, and as a result they were often allied with those
Loyalist Turkish Muslim groups which were also in opposition to the Turkish
National movement. These episodes support the argument that the Armenians were
part of the anti-Nationalist camp of the post-war political landscape.

This alliance could be seen in Bardizag (Bahgecik) as well. On 28 August
1920, it was reported that a division consisting of three hundred men, of which
seventy were Nationalists, attacked Bardizag (Bahgecik), but the local Armenians,
together with native Greeks and Turks who organised a self-defence unit consisting of
two hundred fifty men, defended the region and forced the Nationalist forces to fall
back. The clashes that occurred in the surrounding areas of Izmit caused the
Armenian and Greek population to move to the Izmit city centre, where at the
beginning of September there were four thousand Armenian and Greek refugees. The
British authorities transported these refugees to Derince, a town close to Istanbul, and

provided water, food, and shelter.*?!

19 Tbid.

0 Jagadamard, Upupubiythh Yhdwnpniphiiip [The Resistance of Arslanbeg], 1 August
1920, no. 517.

! Jagadamard, Uhyjhwjut Cwpdnidp bPquhph Cpowtthtt Ute [The National Movement
in the Izmit Region], 2 September 1920, no. 543.
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It is noteworthy to provide insight into the extent of the Armenian self-defence
units that were organised during this period in the small towns of the South Marmara
region. As discussed above, the Armenian groups organised armed resistance against
the Nationalist forces on very few occasions. For instance, in S616z, Arslanbeg, and
Bardizag (Bahgecik), the Armenian units succeeding in pushing the Nationalist forces
back. However, these were small-scale local clashes which did not significantly
impact the overall conflict. In addition to S616z and Arslanbeg, self-defence units
were organised by the Armenians, Greeks, and a group of Circassians in the Sari-
Sogan and Ciftlik villages (both located in Adapazar1). Avedis and Stavri were the
leaders of these two paramilitary groups, each consisting of around one hundred
volunteers.*?? It is clear that the Armenians, particularly those living in the warzones
in the South Marmara region, allied with the Greek occupation forces and the
Loyalists in order to save their lives amid the clashes between the Loyalists and
Nationalists, and the war between the Greek and Nationalist forces.

As has been demonstrated in this section, for the Armenian community, the
towns—especially those located in the interior parts of Anatolia—and the conflict
zones between the Nationalists and Greek occupying forces were not secure. In the
eyes of the Armenian community, this insecurity was the intended result of the
objectives of the Turkish National movement, and it played a vital role in the
formation of the Armenians’ perception regarding the movement. The alliance
between the Loyalists and the local Armenians is of particular importance here, as it
supports the main argument that the greater Armenian community was opposed to the

Turkish National movement.

22 Jagadamard, vy B1 8njh Puptwyyuontwimipbwt unidpkpp depujuquniué G
Uwnwthwquph Cnipep [Armenian and Greek Self-Defence Units Are Re-Organised in the
Adapazar1 Region], 5 December 1920, no. 624.
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4.6. Conclusion

The Ottoman Armenians were facing three kinds of insecurity and existential
concerns. First among these was the insecurity which prevailed in the post-genocide
habitus. The Armenians were subject to loss of property, displacement, and
dispossession. Many Armenians who managed to stay alive and returned to their
hometowns found that their properties were already occupied by newcomers;
consequently, many of them became refugees who were living in tents on the streets.
Further concern were the insecurities brought about by the Allied occupation and the
Turkish insurgency. As has been discussed, the occupation of [zmir by the Greek
forces and Istanbul by the Allied Powers increased the anger of the Ottoman Muslims
toward the non-Muslim populations. As a result, the Armenians found themselves in a
situation in which they became targets of this increasing hatred. A third concern were
the insecurities caused by being mired in inter-Turkish conflict, such as the conflict
between the Loyalist and the Turkish National movement. As has been demonstrated
in this chapter, the Armenians of S616z, for instance, were victims of the second and
third types of insecurities, i.e., insecurities brought about by Allied and Greek
occupation, plus insecurities caused by being caught in the conflict zones of Loyalists
and Nationalist.

It was against this background that the Ottoman Armenians aimed at securing
their independence by benefiting from the support of Allied Powers. Thus, insecurity
triggered a change in their political position. Therefore, in addition to the ‘external
power’ component of the ethnic bargaining theory, I argue that ‘insecurity’ also

played a vital role in the formation of the Armenian political position.
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It is clear that the Armenians in the interior parts of Anatolia were not living in
security, given that they were located in the midst of two conflict zones, between the
Loyalist forces and the Nationalists, as well as between the Greeks and Turks. After
returning from exile, even though the Armenians had already lost their property,
wealth, and sources of income, they were additionally required to pay extra taxes to
the Nationalist forces or to fight on their behalf.

In utilising Armenian and Ottoman Turkish dailies, one can see how the
Turkish National movement was perceived as the continuation of the CUP in the eyes
of the Ottoman Armenian community. This research of Armenian dailies with their
different political affiliations provides the evidence that both patriotic/nationalist
factions and liberal/independent factions of the community situated themselves
against the Turkish National movement. By demonstrating how the Armenian dailies
approached the Turkish National movement and conceptualising how the experiences
of the Armenian community in the warzones of Anatolia during 1919-1920 affected
their understanding of the Turkish National movement, I argued that since the
wartime conflict and chaos caused by the CUP continued under the administration of
the Nationalists, the Armenian community considered them the descendants of the
CUP. Moreover, it should be stressed that the main argument regarding the Armenian
community was situated in the broader context of post-war Ottoman politics, siding
with the Loyalists who, like the Armenian community, opposed the Turkish National
movement.

The perception of the Armenian community regarding the Turkish National
movement has been absent in the existing academic literature. The purpose of this
chapter was to deepen an understanding of the Turkish National movement by

examining a non-Muslim community, the Armenians, and to consider implications for
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the members of said community. This chapter has attempted to shed light on the
previously understudied reactions of the Ottoman Armenian community vis-a-vis the
emergence of the Turkish National movement. Neither in Turkish nor in Armenian
historiography have the reactions of the Ottoman Armenian community regarding the
Turkish National movement been analysed comprehensively. As such, this chapter
fills a gap in the recent historiographies and contributes to the body of knowledge on

the subject matter.
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CHAPTER V

THE TURKISH-ARMENIAN WAR IN THE CAUCASUS AND THE

OTTOMAN ARMENIANS

5.1. Introduction

During WWI, the Russian Empire occupied the eastern provinces of the Ottoman
Empire, including Erzurum, Van, Bitlis, Trabzon, and Mus. Thousands of Armenians
volunteered to join the Russian offensive, in the hope that the Russians might leave
these Vilayat-1 Sitte to be established as ‘United Armenia’, as promised by the Allied
Powers. Following the collapse of the Russian Empire and the beginning of civil war
in Russia, Russian forces retreated from Eastern Anatolia in 1918, leaving the
disorganised Armenians vulnerable to Turkish forces. The Armenian political parties
assembled a congress in Tbilisi with two hundred delegates and formed an Armenian
National Council consisting of fifteen members. To fill the power vacuum in the
region, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan formed the Transcaucasian Commissariat,
though they would each soon pursue their respective independence. In 1918, during
the last months of WWI, the Ottoman army launched a campaign to regain the
provinces which had been abandoned by the retreating Russian forces. In order to put
down the Ottoman offensive towards the Armenian nucleus of Yerevan and the holy
city of Echmiadzin, the Armenian National Council declared on 30 May 1918 that it
would protect the right of the Armenian people, thus in essence declaring the

independence of Armenia.*?* Soon after the signing of the Armistice of Mudros on 30

42 Richard Hovannisian, ‘Genocide and Independence 1914-1921°, in The Armenians: Past
and Present in the Making of National Identity, ed. Edmund Herzig and Marina Kurkchiyan
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October 1918, the Ottoman military was to cease its activities on the Eastern
border.*** With the aid of British authorities, the Armenians were able to take back
lands including Kars, Ardahan, and as far as the Sarikamis region.*>> However, in the
beginning of the summer of 1920, after the Turkish National movement organised and
began to mobilise troops on the eastern border under the leadership of Kazim
Karabekir, tensions began to rise. Ultimately, in September 1920, the Nationalist
forces embarked on an offensive towards the tiny Armenian state, thus beginning the
four-month Turkish-Armenian War.

The historiography on the Turkish-Armenian War was written primarily by
Armenian historians who studied in the Soviet period; as such, due to their Soviet
affinity, many were not sufficiently objective towards the subject matter. For instance,

criticism was hardly levelled at the Bolshevik invasion of the Armenian state, which

(Routledge, 2005), pp. 97-104; Panossian, The Armenians from Kings and Priests to
Merchants and Commissars, pp. 243-45; Jeremy Smith, ‘Non-Russians in the Soviet Union
and After’, in The Twentieth Century, vol. 3, The Cambridge History of Russia (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006), p. 496; Biilent Gokay, ‘Turkish Settlement and the
Caucasus, 1918-20°, Middle Eastern Studies 32 (1996): p. 54; Firuz Kazemzadeh, The
Struggle for Transcaucasia, 1917-1921 (New York: Templar Press, 1951), pp. 211-21;
Michael A. Reynolds, ‘Buffers, Not Brethren: Young Turk Military Policy in the First World
War and the Myth of Panturanism’, Past & Present, no. 203 (2009): pp. 166-67; Artin H.
Arslanian and Robert L. Nichols, ‘Nationalism and the Russian Civil War: The Case of
Volunteer Army-Armenian Relations, 1918-20°, Soviet Studies 31, no. 4 (n.d.): p. 564. For a
detailed survey of the road to the independence struggle of the Armenians, see Unuyjul
Owunnip Muybih, Znjunbtdptpp B4 Zwy dnnndpnh Uquuugpuijud Muyypupp
[October and the Liberation Struggle of the Armenian Nation] (Gpkiwt: Gplwth
whunwlwt hwdwjuwpui, 1982); Zupnipniiyut Usnwn Znyubithh, Poippuilui
bluunbpykaghwi Ulmppyndlwu 1918 £: I Paphuwywonywinulwmb Ynhyakpp [The
Turkish Intervention in the Transcaucasus and Self-Defence Fighting], (Gplhwt: @U hpun.,
1984); G. Hovanissian, Armenia: On the Road to Independence 1918.

24 Gwynne Dyer, ‘The Turkish Armistice of 1918 1: The Turkish Decision for a Separate
Peace, Autumn 1918°, Middle Eastern Studies 8 (1972): pp. 143-78; Gwynne Dyer, ‘The
Turkish Armistice of 1918 2: A Lost Opportunity: The Armistice Negotiations of Moudros’,
Middle Eastern Studies 8 (1972): pp. 313-48; Albert Howe Lybyer, ‘Turkey Under the
Armistice’, The Journal of International Relations 12 (1922): pp. 447-73; Erik Jan Ziircher,
“The Ottoman Empire and the Armistice of Moudros’, in A¢ the Eleventh Hour: Reflections,
Hopes and Anxieties at the Closing of the Great War, 1918, ed. Peter H Liddle and Hugh
Cecil (Leo Cooper, 1998), pp. 266-76.

425 Bloxham, The Great Game of Genocide: Imperialism, Nationalism, and the Destruction of
the Ottoman Armenians, pp. 144-46; Gokay, ‘Turkish Settlement and the Caucasus, 1918-20°,
p. 54.
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was portrayed by many Armenian historians as a legitimate act ‘to defeat the
imperialist Armenian government’. Instead, academic works written by the Armenian
historians of the Soviet period focused on criticising the Tashnag government of the
time, which conceded the lands such as Kars, Ardahan, and Oltu to the Turks. The
literature created by Armenian historians of the Soviet period did not explore in depth
the role of Ottoman Armenians in the war. The position of the Ottoman Armenians
regarding the war has barely been discussed by Soviet-period Armenian historians,
with the importance placed on the ‘betrayal of the Tashnags’ and the offensive fuelled
by the Nationalist army’s ‘Turanic ambitions’ to unite Turkic peoples under one
state.*?® Few works have analysed and criticised Bolshevik politics during the
Turkish-Armenian War, which would represent a valuable scholarly contribution that
sheds light on the success of Bolshevik propaganda among the Armenian soldiers and

villagers amid the clashes on the front.*?”

426 A comprehensive body of literature on the Turkish-Armenian War has been produced by
Soviet Armenian historians. See Ltn, Zuj dnnnynipnh Mwwndnipinit [The history of the
Armenian Nation], vol. 7 (Gptywl, 1967); U.S., Ujhjwiywt., Unibnului
Cniumumnwih Hepp Zuy dnpnynipnh Uquunwgpuwl npdnid 1917-1921 (240 [The
Soviet Russia's Role in the Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation 1917-1921]
(Gphirwt: Zuywunul, 1966); Unuywit, Zuy dnnnynipnh Uquuugpujut Muyjpwunph
Nuwwndnipniuhg [The History of the Independence Struggle of the Armenian People]; .U.
Uhpwlnuywt, Zuywumnwbn Uhowgquyhl Yhyjwliiughnnipnul &1 Unybunulub
Upwnuphl Runupwuibintjppul Quuunuenpelpnid 1828-1923 [2:0: [ Armenia
According to the International Diplomacy and Soviet Foreign Policy Documents 1828-1923]
(Gplirwl, 1972); 2.0. UhUniywt, @nipp Uqquyht Anipdniwghuwjh
Qunuthupwpwinipjniup Gr Lunupuljwinipiniup [The Ideology and Politics of the
Turkish National Bourgeoisie] (Gphiwt: Zujuuwnwl, 1986); Gupuw bwnjul, 7920
PJwlmih Zuy-Pnippulul Muwnbpugdn &Y Unybnwlwl (nruwmumnwin [The
Soviet Russia and the Armeno-Turkish War of 1920].

#7 Quipphl Lugbwh, Zwjuwuinwh B 2wy twnp Zwgbieniu Swpupkpmiphtbitpn
Swtlj [Armenia and the Armenian Cause Under the Armenian-Russian Relations], (Gphiw:
Unwtw, 1991); Upwpwwn Zuynpjut, Zaywumwih nphppupuwin & Lungupului
Uniuwlgnipiniliikpp (1918-1920 [F7.) [The Parliament of Armenia and the Political
Parties (1918-1920)], (Gplwt: 287 hpww., 2005); U. dpughwi, Zujuunwbp
Pnpotithitwt Unip&h G @ppuljut Uwh Uhetit [Armenia Between Bolshevik Hammer
and Turkish Anvil], (MEpnip: Zudwqquyhtt Syywpul, 1953).
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I shall discuss the works of Richard Hovanissian and Raymond Kevorkian as
representative examples. The four-volume monumental study of Hovannisian could
be considered the most comprehensive of Armenian historiography on the Turkish-
Armenian War. The objective, methodological approach of the author distinguishes
his work from the previous work of Soviet academicians. Based on extensive archival
research and secondary sources, Hovannisian examines the Turkish-Armenian War
within the broader context of post-war ambitions of the Allied Powers and the
dynamics of Soviet-Turkish relations. However, the position of the Ottoman
Armenians during the Turkish-Armenian War is not extensively included in the work
of Hovannisian. This chapter shall contribute a new perspective and discussion of new
material to the existing literature. Raymond Kevorkian, in his authoritative book,
tackles the Turkish-Armenian War in illustrating the continuity of the Turanic,
nationalistic ambitions between the CUP policymakers and the Turkish National
movement. He argues that the Nationalist forces launched an offensive on the
Armenian state to eliminate ‘the Armenian question’ entirely and to unite with the
Turkic populations in and beyond the Caucasus.*?

Turkish historiography has employed the Turkish-Armenian War in the
Caucasus as an important victory for the Turkish National movement, since it was the
first victory of the Nationalists, and from the Turkish perspective, it eliminated the
Armenian question. Within the Turkish historiography, Mim Kemal Oke and
Kamuran Giiriin have each contributed works which may be considered as the
principle works in the literature on the Turkish-Armenian War. Oke puts forward the

notion that the aim of the Nationalist forces’ campaign was to stop ‘the wide-ranging

428 Raymond Kevorkian, The Armenian Genocide: A Complete History; Richard G.
Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and
Sovietization, vol. 4, 4 vols. (Berkeley: The University of California Press, 1996); Richard
Hovannisian, ‘Armenia and the Caucasus in the Genesis of the Soviet-Turkish Entente’, Int.
Journal of Middle East Studies, no. 4 (1973).
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massacres of the Armenian forces against the innocent Muslims’ and to gain leverage
against the Bolsheviks on the bargaining table.**® According to him, the Armenians
were annihilating the Turkish-Muslim population in the region, and the offensive of
the Nationalist forces was a fair, belated action.*** Oke’s analysis concludes that the
Turkish-Armenian War, resulting in the signing of the Treaty of Gyumri, annulled the
Treaty of Sevres’ harsh conditions for the Turkish nation.

Kamuran Giiriin, similar to Oke, highlights the view that the Armenians were
attacking innocent Muslim villages around the border area and the Nationalist
offensive was inevitable, given the difficult conditions of the Muslims. His narrative
is based on the Turkish military archives and provides a framework of how the
Nationalist military elite approached the Armenian state and what political and
strategic tactics were implemented.**! In addition to these two bedrock pieces, there

are other academic studies, including dissertations written on the subject matter.*?

42 Mim Kemal Oke, Ermeni Sorunu 1914-1923 [The Armenian Question 1914-1923], pp.
168-77. Guenter Lewy also highlights that the Armenians were organising operations against
Muslim villages and attacking innocent Muslims. Guenter Lewy, The Armenian Massacres in
Ottoman Turkey: A Disputed Genocide (University of Utah Press, 2007), pp. 104-6.

0 Oke, Ermeni Sorunu 1914-1923 [The Armenian Question 1914-1923], pp. 168-77.

! Kamuran Giiriin, The Armenian File: The Myth of Innocence Exposed (London: Palgrave
Macmillan, 1986), pp. 253-72.

2 [skender Y1lmaz, Giimrii Antlasmasi [The Gyumri Treaty], (Ankara: Atatiirk Arastirma
Merkezi, 2001); Iskender Yilmaz, ‘Giimrii Antlasmasinin Londra Moskova ve Kars
Konferanslarina Yansimast’, [Reflections of the Gyumri Treaty on the London, Moscow and
Kars Treaties], Atatiirk Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2006; Omer
Selvi, ‘Milli Miicadele Déneminde Tiirk-Ermeni Iliskileri ve Giimrii Antlasmas1’ [Turkish-
Armenian Relations and the Gyumri Treaty During the National Struggle] (Eskisehir:
Eskisehir Osmangazi Universitesi, 2007); Ugur Ugiincii, ‘Istikbal Gazetesine Gére Dogu
Cephesinde Tiirk Ermeni Savast’, [The Turkish-Armenian War According to the Istikbal
Daily], Karadeniz Incelemeleri, no. 16 (2014): pp. 87-114; Bilal N. Simsir, Ermeni Meselesi
1774-2005 [The Armenian Question 1774-2005], (Ankara: Bilgi Yayevi, 2015); Mehmet
Okur, ‘Giimrii, Moskova Ve Kars Antlasmalar1 Cercevesinde Ermeni Sorunu Uzerine Genel
Bir Degerlendirme’, [A General Evaluation on the Armenian Question Within the Framework
of the Giimrii, Moscow and Kars Treaties], Kafkas Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitii
Dergisi 1 (2015): pp. 73-90; Hikmet Oksiiz and Ismail Kése, ‘Bristol Raporlari Isiginda
Tasnak¢1 Ermenilerin Maglubiyeti Eyliil Kasim 1920 ve Giimrii Antlagsmasi 3 Aralik 1920°
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1920], (Gegmisten Giiniimiize Tiirk-Ermeni Iliskileri Uluslararas1 Sempozyumu, Bayburt,
2015).
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5.2. The Ottoman Armenians and the Road to the Turkish-Armenian War in the

Caucasus

There was a common belief among the Ottoman Armenians that if the Vilayat-1 Sitte
were one day to be liberated from the Turkish yoke, the army of the Republic of
Armenia would be the sole liberator. Thus, no other foreign power would assist the
Ottoman Armenians to claim independence in those lands. Supporting the military of
the Armenian Republic meant collaborating in the future annexation of the Vilayat-1
Sitte. From the beginning of 1920, the Ottoman Armenians embarked upon several
fundraising campaigns to channel aid to the Armenian military. During the early days
of 1920, a meeting took place at the Armenian National Assembly in the Galata
neighbourhood of Istanbul to organise an extensive fundraising campaign for the
Armenian military. Thirty-six Armenian associations, together with all Armenian
political parties, elected to establish a central committee for fundraising. Izmir
Armenians, besides fundraising activities, organised a campaign for the donation of
socks for the Armenian military.*** In a single day, the fundraising campaign in Izmir
gathered three thousand Ottoman liras.*** Armenians in Konya—who were mostly
refugees sheltered around the Konya railway station, living in tents—collected seven
hundred socks to send to the Armenian military.*3

The Central Committee for fundraising included Armenian activists Armenag
Horigean, Kalusd Eynatean, Vrtanes Mardigean, and Araksi Varujan. The committee

decided at its first meeting that the collection of clothing for the military would be

3 Jagadamard, Zuy Putiuljhtt Oqiikint Zwdwp [To Help the Armenian Military], 2
January 1920, no. 244.

% Jagadamard, Ukp Mupunpp Zwy Pubiuljht [Our Debt to the Armenian Military], 3
January 1920, no. 245.

3 Jagadamard, Ukp Mupupp Zuyy Putiuahl [Our Debt to the Armenian Military], 7
January 1920, no. 349.
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organised by the Armenian Red Cross and the Women’s League, and the Vartanants
Feast celebrations would be declared the day of the military, on which ceremonies
would be held at schools and donations would be collected. On Christmas day and
subsequently, boxes were placed in the courtyards of churches and an announcement
was made to the wider Armenian community to collect cigarettes and tobacco for the
Armenian military.*3

In Bursa, Armenian students declined their Christmas gifts of simit (bagels),
asking their teachers to instead donate the bagel money to the Armenian military.*’
On Christmas day, around sixty packages of cigarettes, ten packages of tobacco, and
ten thousand liras were delivered to the Kumkap1 Church in Istanbul. In Gedikpasa,
during the two days, around forty packages of cigarettes and three thousand liras were
donated. Similarly, in other districts of Istanbul such as Kadikdy, Yenikapi, and
Ortakdy, donations were made, totalling more than one hundred liras.***Regardless of
political affiliation, the Ottoman Armenians participated in the donation campaigns
‘to fulfil their national duties toward their fatherland’.**°

Throughout the first half of 1920, the fundraising campaigns continued within
the Armenian communities in the Ottoman Empire. In September, before the outbreak

of war between the Nationalists and the Armenian State, the Armenian community in

Istanbul participated in thnjuwnniphtl, a loan campaign for the Armenian

government, with the participation of the various Armenian associations established

throughout Istanbul. The loan campaign was intended to cover the urgent pecuniary

8¢ Jagadamard, Ukp Mwpunpp Zwy Putiuahl [Our Debt to the Armenian Military], 17
January 1920, no. 357.

87 Jagadamard, Ukp Muwpunpp Zwy Putiualhl [Our Debt to the Armenian Military], 22
January 1920, no. 362.

8 Jagadamard, Ukp Mupunpp Zwy Pubiuljht [Our Debt to the Armenian Military], 23
January 1920, no. 361.

9 Jagadamard, NqunhYy Zuywunwblt Uy Qunkpugnigué Gu [Little Armenia Is Also
Recognised], 27 January 1920, no. 364.
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needs of the Armenian military to purchase weapons and ammunition. For this
purpose, Armenians of the Pera district gathered at the Skating Palace*** and held a
fundraising evening for the Armenian state. A prominent member of the Armenian
community in Pera, A. Arsenean, highlighted that participating in the fundraising
event was the duty of each Armenian towards his or her fatherland. Following the
remarks of A. Arsenean, another prominent member, Hovhannes Amaduni, added that
as the Armenian soldiers and volunteers who fought for the independence of the
Armenian state had fulfilled their duties, it was now time for those who had not
fought on the battlefield to pay their own debts. At the end of the night, five thousand
Ottoman liras were collected from the community.**! Even though it was named a
loan campaign, the aim was in truth more focused on fundraising and donations, with
the money lenders knowing that it was highly unlikely that they would be repaid.
During the gathering on Kinali Island, B. Khojasarean argued along similar lines that,
while the Armenians in the Caucasus and Anatolia had fought for the independence of
the Armenian state and paid their ‘blood debts’, the Istanbul Armenians had not
participated in the struggle on the ground. Therefore, he argued that it was time for
the Istanbul Armenians to pay their own ‘blood debts’ by taking part in the loan
campaign. Eleven thousand Ottoman liras were collected on Kinali Ada.**
For Istanbul Armenians, the campaign for the Armenian military was a

historic moment to show their loyalty to their fatherland and nation. Benon

Deyirmenjiean, president of the Armenian community in Kurugesme, argued that

0 The Skating Palace was constructed in 1884 originally as the Hunters Club of
Constantinople. In 1909, the building was used as a circus, and later it was transformed into
an entertainment centre in which there was also a theatre. During the Republic period, it
served as a movie theatre. More recently, it was known as Emek Sinemasi, which has now
been demolished by the municipality for the purpose of building a shopping mall.

! Jagadamard, ®npawnni plwh Pugnidp Mnjuny Ute [Opening of Loan Campaign in
Istanbul], 1 September 1920, no. 542.

2 Ibid.
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even though the Armenians in Istanbul were only ten per cent of the total population,
thirty-five per cent of the economy of the city was in the hands of Armenian
merchants. Therefore, he noted that if the Istanbul Armenians gave just two per cent
of their wealth, more than one million liras would be generated through the loan
campaign.**? During the first gatherings of the loan campaign, forty-six thousand
Ottoman liras were collected in the pooled account.*** This donation campaign had
such importance among the Armenian community that those Armenian businessmen
who were reluctant to participate in the campaign or made very small donations were
targeted for public shaming. Sebuh Sdepanean, for instance, named those wealthy
Armenian men who refused to take part in the loan campaign as ‘enemies of Armenia
and the Armenian nation’. He ended his article with an open threat, that those wealthy
Armenians who refused to give their money should not be surprised to see their
names on a list titled ‘the enemies of Armenia’.**> These examples arguably
demonstrate that the Armenian upper class was forced by the greater Armenian public
opinion to bestow part of its wealth to the Armenian military. When an Armenian
women from Bardizag, Dikranuhi Der Simonean, who worked as maid in Istanbul for
many years, donated her savings of around fifty thousand French francs to the
Armenian government, hoping that this amount would help the construction of an
Armenian orphanage in an Armenian city, the Armenian Patriarch Zaven
acknowledged her donation and hoped that it would become a model for the

Armenian upper class.*4¢

3 Ibid.

44 Ibid.

5 Jagadamard, Zwapuuinwth Fotwdhkpp [The Enemies of Armenia), 29 September
1920, no. 566.

¢ Jagadamard, a1 Uyguaunihh Up 50,000 Spwtip Up ‘Unihpk Zwjuwunwh
Qupwywpnipbwb [An Armenian Maid Donates 50,000 Francs to the Armenian State], 9
October 1920, no. 575. Lerna Ekmek¢ioglu quotes news items from the Hay Gin journal and
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5.3. Beginning of the Nationalist Offensive and the Fall of Kars and Gyumri

Two months before the Turkish offensive, the joint commission composed of all
political parties in Armenia presented a report to the Tashnag government advising
that precautions should be taken in foreign and military policy to prevent the
destruction of the state. Furthermore, it stated that the experience of Minister for the
Military Rupen Minasean showed him to be unfit to hold the position. Under his
administration, thousands were conscripted into the military, raising the total number
of soldiers to fifty-six thousand, two-thirds of which had never experienced combat.
The high-ranking officers as well as the privates were avaricious, and there was scant
discipline to be found within the ranks. Furthermore, General Hovsepean and his units
oppressed disobedient Turkish villages close to the border in the Kars region. These
villagers migrated to the Turkish side and lodged complaints with the Armenian
government.*4

In foreign policy, given that the offensive of the Nationalist forces was
inevitable and the aggressiveness of the Bolshevik and Tatar forces was evident, the
Armenian government sought to secure the support of the Allied Powers in
preparation to defend the borders. Nevertheless, no Allied government expressed any

inclination to back the Armenian government, arguing that a new military campaign

in the Caucasus could create unnecessary financial burdens for them.*3

writes her name as Dikranuhi Der Minassian. However, when I checked Hay Gin’s twenty-
fourth issue for the related news item, I found that her name was Dikranuhi Der Simonyan, as
indicated above. See Ekmek¢ioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-
Genocide Turkey, p. 58.

7 Zhoghovurti Tsayné, Zupuuinwih Ikpohtt Unkwnp [Armenia’s Latest Catastrophe], 26
January 1921, no. 697; Oke, Ermeni Sorunu 1914-1923, pp. 168-77; Lewy, The Armenian
Massacres in Ottoman Turkey: A Disputed Genocide, pp. 104-6.

8 Jagadamard, Zuapuuinuih Thwiqopp Mnjhu Yp Gwntwy Pp Bpjpudubuyy Minnjuinkha
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Domestically, at the beginning of September it was reported that the influence
of Bolshevism was decreasing in the region after the defeat of the Bolshevik army on
the Polish front. Meanwhile, the negotiations between the Armenian government and
the Soviet representative Boris Legran were yielding encouraging results. The year’s
harvest was bountiful, and the country’s economy was improving; thus, there were
fewer beggars on the streets of Yerevan than in Tbilisi. The government was
embarking upon various construction projects, such as railway construction in the
Oltu and Kamarlu regions. In daily life, speaking Russian was prohibited in order to
increase the use of the Armenian language, and streets in Yerevan were renamed after
prominent Armenian historical figures.**

On the Nationalists’ side, in a speech given at the Turkish parliament in
Ankara, Mustafa Kemal reported that the commander of the Eastern army had sent
letters stating that the local Muslim population in Armenia was in danger of massacre
and the Armenians sought to occupy Erzurum at the earliest opportunity.*>° In
response, he gave orders to the Eastern army to prepare for an attack to occupy
Sarikamig, Oltu, and Soganli, which were already Turkish territory according to the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk.*! Although Georgy Chicherin of the People’s Commissariat
for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union assured the Ankara government that the
disagreements regarding the borders between the Turkish and Armenian governments
could be solved with diplomatic negotiations, Mustafa Kemal asserted that they had

rights to the Kars, Oltu, and Ardahan regions, and their occupation was thus

* Jagadamard, Unp Lnmphp Zujwuwnwith [New News from Armenia], 16 September
1920, no. 555.

0 Shaw, From Empire to Republic: The Turkish War of National Liberation 1918-1923: A
Documentary Study, 3, part 2: p. 1488.

! Bloxham, The Great Game of Genocide: Imperialism, Nationalism, and the Destruction of
the Ottoman Armenians, p. 150; Panossian, The Armenians from Kings and Priests to
Merchants and Commissars, p. 245.
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legitimate.*>> When Bekir Sami, the foreign minister of the Ankara government,
protested the military operations against the Turkish-Muslim communities in the Oltu
region by the Armenian forces in June 1920, the Armenian government responded
that the operations were carried out against bands in the regions but had not targeted
Muslims; moreover, the Armenian government handed the administration of
municipalities to local Muslims in the Oltu region.*>3 All else aside, the primary
obstacle of the Nationalist authorities was, as Biilent Gokay highlights in his article,
that the Armenian state prevented it from accessing the much-needed war materials
from Russia.*** In an article which Gokay used as the foundation of his arguments,
Jagadamard postulated that the offensive of the Nationalist forces sought to
accomplish two primary objectives: first, recapturing Kars, Ardahan, and Batum,
which were given to the Turks by the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk; second, establishing a
land connection with Azerbaijan in order to receive military and financial support
from the Bolsheviks.*> In addition to these, as Peyam-1 Sabah presented in an
editorial, the offensive of the Nationalists was a tactical move designed to produce
certain guaranteed victories, pre-emptively guarding against potential internal

opposition, 3

2 Jagadamard, Untupwudw LEdwh &wunp [The Solution of Mustafa Kemal], 2 October
1920, no. 569. In January 1920, it was reported that a Turkish unit consisting of two hundred
and fifty soldiers under the command of Mehmet Bey crossed the border and settled in the
Zankipasar region. See @nhpwipjuit Enhlj Upwntidh, 1920 p. pnipp-huyjului
wuwwnkpuwqup b wkpnipinibikpp [The Turkish-Armenian War of 1920 and the Powers],
(Gplhwt: Nuljut Gplwgh, 1997), pp. 19-20.
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[The Birth and Development of the Republic of Armenia], (NEjpnip: Zudwqquyht
Swupuwl, 1968), p. 256.
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By early September, Kazim Karabekir, Ottoman commander of the Eastern
front, had organised the Turkish volunteer groups beyond the Armenian border, and
offensive measures had been prepared. It was reported by Armenian intelligence that
Turkish aerial reconnaissance had increased along the border area and some Turkish
reconnaissance units were crossing the border, making contact with Armenian
security forces.*>” According to Turkish sources, around eight thousand soldiers were
sent to the front from the Black Sea region, including a thousand each from the cities
of Samsun, Rize, and Trabzon.**

In his letter addressed to Chicherin, Mustafa Kemal reiterated that the Muslim
population living under the Armenian government was in danger of massacre and
feared for their safety; it was therefore necessary for them to occupy strategic points
in the Kars, Ardahan, and Batum regions.*>° Nevertheless, Mustafa Kemal assured
Chicherin that they would accept the diplomatic intervention of the Bolsheviks in
order to solve the border problem with the Armenian state peacefully.*®® During the
Congress of the Peoples of the East, hosted in Baku in September 1920, the Turkish
National government secured guarantee that the Bolsheviks would agree to the

occupation of Kars, Ardahan, and Batum by the Nationalist forces.*! The only point

7 Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and
Sovietization, 4: p. 185.

38 Pakit, Ermenistan’a Taaruz Ne Halde? [What Is the Stage of Offense Towards Armenia?],
15 October 1920, no. 1024.

3 There were thirty Turkish villages in the Zankipasar region, which was only fifteen
kilometres from the capital Yerevan. It was claimed that some Turkish officers were
organising plots in the area and providing intelligence reports to the Nationalist government.
Attacks were launched from these villages against Armenian villages, train stations, and even
Armenian forces. In June, Armenian forces counter-attacked to prevent the loss of Yerevan.
Operations executed by the Armenian forces resulted in violence and disorder in the region.
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of concern for Mustafa Kemal was the uncertainty of Georgian policy in the case of a
war between the Nationalists and the Armenian government. For this mission, the
Turkish committee, headed by Yusuf Kemal (Tengirsenk), paid a discrete visit to
Tbilisi, staying at Hotel D’orient.*? The Turkish delegation held a meeting with
Georgia’s President Noe Zhordania and Minister of Foreign Affairs Evgeni
Gegechkori to make certain the country’s position in the case of war.*®* After two
days, Yusuf Kemal returned to Baku with the assurance that the Georgians would
remain neutral if conflict were to break out and would not enter the war on the
Armenian side.*** At the beginning of September, it was reported by Bekir Sami that
the diplomatic arrangements were made, and the path was cleared for the Turkish
army to begin its offensive.*®> There were four brigades, each consisting of eight
thousand soldiers, as well as Kurdish and Turkish volunteers under the command of
Kazim Karabekir.#6¢

In the middle of September, the Nationalist forces under the command of

Kazim Karabekir initiated an aggressive offensive toward the Oltu front, with the

objective of taking Sarikamis as soon as possible. Meanwhile, the Bolshevik forces

representatives signed an agreement with the Bolsheviks in Moscow. See Luqtwl,
Zujuunuwt G1 Zuy) tunp Zugbitnniu Swpwpkpmiphiitipne Swly, [Armenia and the
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began an offensive from the North-eastern border of Armenia, mainly the Ghazah
region. When the Turkish offensive was launched against Sarikamis, the border
security units withdrew without resistance.*” On 28 September, the Armenian
generals decided to withdraw from Sarikamis, arguing that, given the strength of the
Turkish army, it was not feasible to defend the region with two thousand five hundred
men in Sartkamis and one thousand five hundred men in the Oltu region.**® The
Armenian forces, outnumbered by the Bolsheviks and Nationalists, pulled back from
both fronts. The Central Committee of the Tashnagts‘ut‘iwn in Tbilisi made an
announcement titled ‘Liberty or Death’ and called on all Armenian men who were
capable of fighting to join the military forces.*®® After the victories at the Oltu and
Sarikamig front lines, the Nationalist forces were ordered to halt operations by orders
from Ankara headquarters, as it was an ideal moment to evaluate the international
repercussions of these occupations, particularly in Soviet and British circles.*”
Meanwhile, in Erzurum the Turkish-Muslim community was running out of
patience, tired of both Armenian general Nazarbegyan’s obstinance in his refusal to
surrender as well as the continued demand of Karabekir’s troops for their food and
money. The unrest was such that at its height a group of protestors attempted to attack
Kazim Bey, the deputy governor of Erzurum at that time. The hospitals in Erzurum

were full of wounded soldiers who had fought at the front.*’! In Erzurum, Celalleddin

47 Zhoghovurti Tsayné, b usugtu tunwdwbonktl 2wy Qoppp Lwhwiiskg [How Did the
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8 Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and
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Arif, the second president of the National Assembly, declared that the weaponry and
ammunition of their forces had been sold to Laz and Kurds and that some officials
were involved in corruption.*’? On 28 September, when the Nationalists embarked
upon another offensive, a telegram criticising military officials involved in corruption
was signed by more than fifty individuals and sent to Ankara.*’® Kazim Karabekir in
his telegram stated that the allegations negatively affected the morale of the army.*7*
On the other side of the border, on 26 September 1920, the Central Committee
of the Tashnagts‘ut‘iwn in Tbilisi issued a public statement calling for the Armenian
nation ‘to unite and fight” against the Turkish offensive.*”> Following the statements
of the committee regarding the mobilisation of Armenian volunteers, thousands of
Armenian men enlisted to join the front.*’® It was indicated that more than thirty
thousand Armenian volunteers registered to join the front. The Armenian merchants
and wealthy men of Tbilisi said they would meet the needs of those families whose
men went to the front. However, the Armenian government ultimately recruited only
those who had previous battlefield experience.*’” The first president of the Armenian

Republic, Hovhannes Kacaznuni—whose two sons Ashot and Aram died while

472 Ali Akbulut, ‘Sark Harekat: Oncesi Celaleddin Arif Bey’in Erzurum’a Gelisi ve
Erzurum’da Baz1 Hadiseler’, [The Arrival of Celaleddin Arif Bey to Erzurum Before the
Eastern Campaign and Some Events in Erzurum] Atatiirk Dergisi 1, no. 3 (1989): p. 72;
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serving in the military, the former in 1918 in Karakilise and the latter in 1920 in
Zankipasar—registered as a volunteer.*’® The Armenian government announced the
full mobilisation of the nation, and Armenian men up to the age of 35 were sent to the
front. Even the ministers of the government joined the troops on the fronts. Minister
of Labour Vratsean went to Kars, Minister of Economy Abraham Gyulhandanean
went to Dilijan, Minister of Communications Arshak Camalean and Minister of
Education Kevork Ghazaryan went to Gyumri, and Minister of Interior Affairs Sarkis
Araradean went to the Igdir front.*”®

On 6 October, the Armenians in Tbilisi organised a meeting at the Armenian
Cathedral to protest against the offensive of the Nationalists and Bolsheviks.
Armenian merchants closed their shops, Armenian schools were closed, and
thousands rushed to the streets, crying ‘Long live the Armenian army!’, ‘Damn the
Turkish-Bolshevik reaction!’, and ‘Long live free Armenia!’ At the end of the
meeting, a statement was released which criticised the Entente powers for not
responding to this offensive and the Bolsheviks for cooperating with the Turks, who
were striving for the complete annihilation of the Armenians.**° On that day, Leonid
Stark, the head of the Soviet mission in Tbilisi, made a statement that the Armenians

were collaborating with the imperialists and their interests, thus making this offensive

inevitable.**! This statement provoked the feelings of the crowd, but security forces
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took the necessary steps to prevent any disorder.*®? The tension increased further
between the Armenian government and the Bolsheviks with the annexation of the
Karabakh and Zangezur regions to Azerbaijan and recurrent statements of Bolshevik
officers that the Armenian government was serving ‘imperialist’ ambitions.*?

In Thilisi, the Armenian community organised salvation committees

(Opyniplwt Undhwnk), which were responsible for the mobilisation of volunteers

and fundraising for the Armenian military. Similar to the salvation committees, the
Armenians in Istanbul organised the loan campaign units. While the salvation
committees in Tbilisi had the authority to force Armenian individuals to make a
donation for the military or to attend the army as privates, it was voluntary in Istanbul.
Jagamadard suggested that there should also be salvation committees in Istanbul in
order to accelerate the fundraising and recruiting campaigns. It was argued that it was
time for the Armenian community to spend even their last ‘pennies’ to save the
motherland.*34

The Mother See of Holy Etchmiadzin, the governing body of the Armenian
Apostolic Church, called for a national mobilisation on 6 October 1920.4%% Similarly,
President Ohanjanean appealed to the public to join the front as they did in 1918 in

Sardarabad.*®® The mottos were ‘To Erzurum!’, ‘To the Black Sea!’, and ‘Death or
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final victory!’*¥” Major Sebuh, one of the commanders leading the defence in Kars,
made a statement on 1 October to calling for volunteers to join the front.*3

The Armenian troops were in a position to recapture Sarikamis, but the
commanders ordered the withdrawal of the units. There were rumours among the
soldiers that the commanders were traitors who had taken bribes from the Bolsheviks.
The Ottoman Armenian units on the right flank of the defence line, mainly the
Ardahan front, fought until the end, even while the other units were withdrawing. It
should be stressed that prior to the Turkish Kars offensive, there were two pressing
issues within the ranks of the Armenian military. First, the propagation of Bolshevism
was so intense that low-ranking Armenian Bolshevik privates disobeyed orders and
refused to attack the Nationalist forces, many of whom were their friends. Secondly,
there was a disagreement between the high-ranking military officials and the
Armenian volunteers, particularly those who joined the front from Istanbul and
Cilicia, namely the Ottoman Armenians.*

The Turkish offensive towards Kars started under the command of Kazim
Karabekir on 27 October.**® In Kars, the Turks met with no resistance, with the
Armenian army of twenty-six thousand soldiers withdrawing, of which one thousand
five hundred surrendered. With his unit of five thousand soldiers, Major Sebuh moved

forward on the left flank of the front line to encircle the Nationalists, and at the same
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time Major Hovhannes Marzmanean, with his unit consisting of four thousand
soldiers, moved on the right flank to unite with Sebuh. During the march, resultant of
the effective Bolshevik propaganda, many soldiers refused to fight and deserted;
desolate, Marzmanean committed suicide. Besides the desertion issue of the
Armenian military, the Muslim population in the Akbaba region took up arms against
the Armenians, forcing some units to leave the front to put down the insurgency.**!
As the Muslims were located between the Akbaba and Cildir regions, their resistance
to the Nationalist army cut communication between its front and the rear support.
When Sebuh and his unit were en route to the newly established front after the
collapse of Kars, the Turkish Muslim militias in Akbaba attacked, slowing their

t.4#92 To make matters worse, the commander of Kars, Taniel Beg

arrival to the fron
Perumean had recently broken his leg in a car accident and was forced to give orders
from afar in his hospital room, causing disorder in the ranks.*>* Artillery units in Kars
did not fire upon the Nationalists forces, and no serious clashes took place in the city,
leaving the people of Kars in disbelief when they saw Turkish forces entering their
city.*** More than one hundred prominent officers were held hostage; additionally,
around one hundred thousand sacks of wheat, flour, and rice; sixty thousand sacks of

sugar; and thousands of weapons, bombs, cannons, and cases of ammunition were left

in the hands of the Nationalists.**> The Armenian junior officers and enlisted men
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who were captured were taken to the railway station and transported to labour camps

in Erzurum.*%°

5.4. The Ottoman Armenians During the Clashes

Following the first clashes between the Nationalists and the Armenian military, the
Ottoman Armenians initiated a new donation campaign in the Armenian dailies,
‘Everything for the Front’, which elicited strong support from the Istanbul Armenian
community, both wealthy and poor. For instance, an Armenian porter, Penyamin
Safarean, who was working at the Mahmudiye Han (Mahmudiye Inn) in Istanbul,
donated twenty-five Ottoman liras. He said that since the Armenian government had
not recruited him for the military, he wanted to ‘pay his debt to the fatherland” with
this money.*” Officials of the Armenian government proposed to members of the
donation committees for the Armenian military in Istanbul that these committees unite
as one organisation, the National Defence Association, in the same fashion that
Ankara had organised the Turkish National movement. The National Defence
Association planned to have headquarters in Istanbul and organise every aspect of
moral and material support for the Armenian military, from preparing the lists of
volunteers to organising communications with government officials.**8
Jagadamard openly admitted that the Armenian state was ‘in danger of

complete destruction’ and urged Istanbul Armenians to join the struggle by giving

examples from Poland, where thousands of Polish women were organised under self-

¢ Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and
Sovietization, 4: p. 259; Kazemzadeh, The Struggle for Transcaucasia, 1917-1921, p. 288.

7 Jagadamard, Udtt Pt &wljuinh Zudwp [Everything for the Front], 20 October 1920,
no. 584.

8 Jagadamard, Uqqujhtt Nwpwndwuyniphil [National Defence], 21 October 1920, no.
585.

195



defence units and thousands of Polish men defended their fatherland on the front lines
against Soviet Russia and Soviet Ukraine in 1920.%° Verchin Lur initiated a donation
campaign under the slogan of ‘Each Man for One Daily Wage’, and the first
donations of the campaign were given by the workers of Verchin Lur itself.5%° In Pera,
Kumkapi, and Kadikdy, Armenian teachers and students participated in the campaign.
The Armenian Patriarch Zaven thanked the daily for initiating such campaigns and
personally donated ten Ottoman liras.’°! Armenian orphans, too, joined in the
donation campaigns. For instance, in the Bezazean school in Bakirkdy, the Armenian
orphans asked the director to donate the whole value of one month’s food to the
Armenian military, choosing to eat only dry bread. The director refused on the
grounds that they should eat properly for their health and donated a significant
amount to the military on behalf of the orphans. A few days later, the Armenian
orphans collected the cheese that they were getting for breakfast, and one of the
orphans attempted to sell the cheese in Bakirkdy shops in order to donate the income
to the military. The director donated a second amount to convince the orphans that
they had made an ample donation already.’*? Similarly, the director of the Aramean-

Uncuean school, M. Shamdanjiean, in his letter sent to Verchin Lur stated that all of

¥ Jagadamard, Zuypkhpp Ywnwtiph Utg E [The Fatherland Is Under Danger], 22 October
1920, no. 586.

% Verchin Lur, &uljuinp Mnnupuinklip [Let’s Acierate the Front], 26 October 1920, no.
2012.

" Verchin Lur, Sujuinp Mnnuuinklip [Let’s Acierate the Front], 28 October 1920, no.
2014; Verchin Lur, Sujuunp Mnnujuwnbkup [Let’s Acierate the Front], 29 October 1920,
no. 2015. It should be noted that according to the money exchange table published in Verchin
Lur, one Ottoman lira was equal to 532 kurus. See Verchin Lur, Updtpninptn [Securities],
11 November 1920, no. 2026.

%% Verchin Lur, Ppkg Mutthpp Up Owukt &wljunh Zudwp [They Sell Their Cheese
for the Front], 6 November 1920, no. 2022.
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the students refused to eat fruit and demanded from their families to donate the value
to the Armenian military; some of them even went days without eating anything.>%
Not only in Istanbul, the Ottoman Armenians of the remote parts of Anatolia
were also engaged in the donation campaigns. On 8 November, the Armenians of
Biga, a small town in Canakkale, organised a fundraising campaign for the Armenian
military, collecting five hundred Ottoman liras. The committee highlighted that the
Armenians in Biga were disappointed with the actions of the Armenian government
and felt that they had not sufficiently paid their debts to the fatherland; with the
fundraising they hoped to be able to fulfil their duties. Students in the Armenian
school in Biga collected twelve liras and participated in the fundraising event.>
Students of the Armenian orphan Karageozean school in Istanbul, after hearing the
news that the Armenian army was defeated on the Kars front, refused to eat their daily
food and asked the administrators to donate the food money (around twenty-five liras)
to the Armenian military.>% After the fall of Kars and Gyumri, the Armenian
community in Bursa declared a state of mourning on 14 November; no Armenian in
the city opened his shop on that day, and a religious rite was held in the Armenian
church ‘honouring the Armenian martyrs who fought on the battlefield against the

Nationalist forces’.>%

*% Verchin Lur, Glioph Up Ulwt Minmink Up Oplynihi [Staying Hungry, Depriving Their
Fruit], 5 November 1920, no. 2021.

% Jagadamard, Nhnught G1 &uljunp [The People of Biga and the Front], 13 November
1920, no. 605.

% Jagadamard, Qpynidh Opp Gupultogiwt Nppuiingh Uty [A Day of Deprivation at
the Karageozean Orphanage], 14 November 1920, no. 606.

% Jagadamard, Unigh Opp Mpniuwgh Ute [Mourning Day in Bursa], 20 November 1920,
no. 611.
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Figure 9. ‘Glory to those who fight for the fatherland’ (Verchin Lur, 29 May 1920)

5.5. The Fall of Gyumri and the Sovietisation of the Armenian Republic

After the defeat of the Armenian military in Kars, leaving both soldiers and citizens
alike begging for peace, the Armenian government was advised by authoritative
politicians and military men such as Hovhannes Kacaznuni, Tovmas Nazarbekean
and Ruben Ter-Minasean to sign a ceasefire agreement.”” On 1 November, when the

Armenian parliament convened in Yerevan, the president spoke on behalf of the

397 Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and
Sovietization, 4: p. 263.
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government and declared that, despite the military defeats, they would continue
fighting against the Turks until the last Armenian unit. Regardless of their political
affiliations, members of the parliament applauded this speech for minutes.’ Ignoring
the calls for a ceasefire, the Armenian government made a public announcement,
calling upon the whole nation ‘to fight to the end’.>%

After the fall of Kars, nonetheless, the Nationalist forces marched fifty
kilometres to Gyumri. With their military forces spread thin across much territory, the
Armenian government asked for a ceasefire on 6 November. Starting from 7
November, the ceasefire agreement was put into force, stipulating that the Armenian
government was to pull back their forces to east of the Arpagay River and leave the
administration of the Gyumri region to the Turks, including the Gyumri train
station.>!0 After the signing of the ceasefire agreement, Kazim Karabekir discussed
the agreement conditions with Ankara, and with the support of the Nationalist
administration, he imposed a second agreement on 9 November. This agreement
included rather strict conditions, such as the removal of the Armenian forces from
Gyumri to an area consisting of only Yerevan and the surrounding villages, the free
use of Armenian railways not only in Gyumri but also in Sanahin and the Georgian
border zone, and the transfer of a considerable amount of weapons and ammunition to
the Turkish military. The Armenian government refused these revisions, and the

conflict resumed on 11 November.’!! President Ohanjanean in his statement argued

5% Jagadamard, B usuytu bulju. Wupup [How Did Kars Fall?], 16 November 1920, no.
607.

*% Jagadamard, Zwy Yupw]wpniptwh Unsp 2wy dnnnynipght [The Statement of the
Armenian Government to the Armenian People], 16 November 1920, no. 607.

519 Jagadamard, B usugtu buljur Wupup [How Did Kars Fall?], 16 November 1920, no.
607; Vakit, 12 November 1920, no. 1052; Vakit, ‘Ermenistan’in Miitareke Sartlar1’ [The
Ceasefire Conditions of Armenia], 13 November 1920, no. 1053.

1 Jagadamard, Gapupuinuiwt Mwjdwbitp [Haughty Conditions], 18 November 1920,
no. 609; Vakit, ‘Ermenistan’daki Yeni Harekat-1 Harbiye’ [New Military Operation in
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that the Turks did not mean to establish an agreement between the two sovereign
nations but aimed to destroy the legitimacy of the Armenian state, bringing into
question its independence.>!? The Armenian government rejected the updated terms of
the Nationalists and decided to continue fighting. The government called on the
people anew: ‘To the front, to the ultimate victory and holy self-defence! This is our
motto’ 313

After the occupation of Kars and Gyumri, Kazim Kararbekir issued a circular
to the Armenian community stating that the primary objective of the Nationalists was
to overthrow the Tashnag government to save both nations from ‘the imperialist
Tashnag administration’.>'* In practice, while the local Armenian population in the
regions occupied by the Nationalists was generally spared from Nationalist violence,

there were multiple reports of the Nationalists plundering the food and harvest of the

villagers.’!> Furthermore, in the Yerevan region, with the increasing number of

Armenia], 30 November 1920, no. 1068; Peyam-1 Sabah, ‘Katkasya’da Yine Harp Bagladr’
[War Began in the Caucasus Again], 19 November 1920, no. 11133; Edita Gzoyan, ‘The
Turkish-Armenian War of 1920 and the League of Nations’, Central and Eastern European
Review 5 (2011): p. 10; Shaw, From Empire to Republic: The Turkish War of National
Liberation 1918-1923: A Documentary Study, 3, part 2: pp. 1500-1502; Giiriin, The Armenian
File: The Myth of Innocence Exposed, p. 269; Jagadamard, Untupwudw LEdwh Unnuk
Zujuunnwl wpwewnpniwé topt wuwydwuubkpp [Seven Conditions Proposed by Mustafa
Kemal to the Armenian Government], 23 November 1920, no. 613.

*2 Jagadamard, Gugnmphiiip Zwjwuwinwih Uty [The Situation in Armenia], 30 November
1920, no. 619; Qunyw, Juywumwin & UES Skpnijpiniabbpp 1917-1923 (040,
[Armenia and the Great Powers 1917-1923)] p. 340.

*B Zhoghovurt, Yunwwpuljul Zunnprugpniphil [Government Press Release], 12
November 1920, no. 184; Zhoghovurt, Punupwughutp [Citizens], 3 November 1920, no.
179.

314 Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and
Sovietization, 4. p. 260; Shaw, From Empire to Republic: The Turkish War of National
Liberation 1918-1923: A Documentary Study, 3, part 2: pp. 1497-98.

13 Zhoghovurti Tsayné, Zujjujut Ghjuiniphiip Opyknt Zudwp Zwujwuinwbh
dnnnynipyp Pplkup [To Save the Armenian Independence, First Let’s Protect the
Population of Armenia], 16 December 1920, no. 664; Zhoghovurti Tsayné, Zujuuinuth
Jhdwlyp 4hpohtt Untwnh Lwjuoptwljht [The Situation of Armenia During the Latest
Catastrophe], 28 December 1920, no. 674.
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refugees from the Gyumri area, there was famine and the spread of contagious
diseases.>!®

Though the Armenian government rejected the Nationalists’ terms, the
representative of the Bolsheviks, Boris Legran, paid a visit to Yerevan in order to
come to an agreement with the Armenian government. According to the preliminary
agreement between Legran and the Armenian government made on 21 October, the
Armenian government was ready to allow the Bolshevik forces to pass through the
Armenian border and use the train lines if the Kars, Zangezur, Ghazah, and Lori
regions were left alone. Legran also agreed that the Bolsheviks would give oil and
return the assets of the Armenian Lazarean Institute.’!” The agreement was reached by
Boris Legran and Levon Shant in the fourth week of October.’!® Nevertheless, when
Legran informed Moscow of the terms of the agreement, the Soviet authorities were
hesitant, as they interpreted the agreement to be in favour of the Tashnag government.
Separately, the Tashnag government was forced to yield to the terms of the
Nationalists; refusal to do so would have resulted in a Nationalist march to
Etchmiadzin and Yerevan, and the complete occupation of the Armenian lands.>"”
When Khadissean was discussing peace terms with the Nationalists in

Gyumri, the Bolsheviks made a proposal to the Vratsean government. They offered

the return of Nahcevan, Karabakh, and all other Turkish-occupied areas to the

>1% Zhoghovurti Tsayné, Luadwljikp Unyjuuth [Letters from the Caucasus], 30 December
1920, no. 676.

17 Jagadamard, Ipsht Glugpkpp Zwjwuwnwth Uty [Latest Developments in Armenial,
29 December 1920, no. 644. The Lazarean Institute, established in 1815 in Moscow, was an
Armenian school specialising in Near Eastern and Middle Eastern cultures and languages
including Arabic, Armenian, Persian, Turkish, and Georgian.

18 Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia: Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and
Sovietization, 4: p. 233; Lmqtwl, Zujuunwb G1 Zuy Fwuwnp Zujkiinniu
Swpwpbkpniphiuitpnt Swy, [Armenia and the Armenian Cause Under Armenian-Russian
Relations] pp. 259-61.

Y g pughwil, Zuyuunwtp Pnpokthkwh Unipgh B @ppuljut Uwgh Uhet, p. 133.
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Armenians if they accepted Bolshevik authority. However, Vratsean rejected this
offer, and the Bolsheviks ordered Commander Gasean to march on Yerevan. The
offensive of the Armenian Bolsheviks started from the north-eastern border; soon the
forces occupied the Dilijan region and declared that the Bolsheviks took control of the
country and that the Tashnags were ‘the enemies of the Armenians’. The Moscow
administration assigned an army of ten thousand soldiers to support Gasean.
Discussions were held in the Armenian parliament, and the majority agreed on
making peace accords both with the Soviets, based on the Legran agreements, and
with the Nationalists to put an end to the war.’?’ The agreement was signed on 2
December, the same day Khadissean was signing the agreement with the Nationalists

in Gyumri.>?!

320 akit, ‘Ermenistan’la Sulh’ [Peace With Armenia], 14 December 1920, no. 1082;
Jagadamard, Zwyuunwth Uty Gunwpniws dEpohtt @nthnnniphiuubpnit Udthnth
NMuwwununiphtup [The Complete History of the Recent Developments in Armenia], 14
December 1920, no. 631; Simon Payaslian, ‘United States Policy toward the Armenian
Question and the Armenian Genocide’ (UCLA, 2003), p. 751; Kazemzadeh, The Struggle for
Transcaucasia, 1917-1921, 288-92; Zwlynpywt, Juyuwunwlh vnphpnupuibp Gy
Lunupwlwl Yniuwlgnijpiniibakpp (1918-1920), [The Parliament of Armenia and the
Political Parties (1918-1920)] p. 41; Gokay, ‘Turkish Settlement and the Caucasus, 1918-20’,
p. 68.

321 Bloxham, The Great Game of Genocide: Imperialism, Nationalism, and the Destruction of
the Ottoman Armenians, p. 161; Panossian, The Armenians from Kings and Priests to
Merchants and Commissars, p. 245; Hasan Kayali, ‘The Struggle for Independence’, in
Turkey in the Modern World, ed. Resat Kasaba (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2008), p. 131; Hovannisian, ‘Genocide and Independence 1914-1921°, p. 110; Ekmekgioglu,
‘Improvising Turkishness: Being Armenian in Post-Ottoman Istanbul (1918-1933)’, pp. 61-
62; Kazemzadeh, The Struggle for Transcaucasia, 1917-1921, p. 289; Oke, The Armenian
Question, p. 187; dpughwt, Zujuuwnwup Fnpptithkwt Unip&h G Bppuljut Uwh
Uhgtii, [Armenia Between Bolshevik Hammer and Turkish Anvil] pp. 129-31; Luqkwl,
Zujuunwt G1 Zuyy tunp Zugbitnniu Swpwpkpmiphiitipne Swly, [Armenia and the
Armenian Cause Under Armenian-Russian Relations] pp. 263-64; Qnhpwpjwut, /920 p.
nipp-huyliulul wunkpugup b wnkpnipiniabbpp, [The Turkish-Armenian War of
1920 and the Powers] pp. 42-43; Zhoghovurti Tsayné, [tniuhw, [@nipphw, Zujuunwl
[Russia, Turkey, Armenia], 21 January 1921, no. 693; Vakit, ‘Ermenistan'da ikinci Miitareke’
[The Second Armistice in Armenia], 2 December 1920, no. 1074; Vakit, ‘Ermenistan Sulhu’
[Armenia's Peace], 23 December 1920, no. 1091; Verchin Lur, 23 December 1920, No. 2058;
Zhoghovurti Tsayné, Zuymuwnwuh Gu Uhjjh&hubpnt Uhelit Tupniwé Zwpwnniphwi
Twptiwghph Mwwn&tup [Copy of the Agreement Signed Between Armenia and the
Nationalists], 31 December 1920, no. 677.
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On 6 December, after the Bolsheviks took control of the country, the arrest of
prominent Armenian politicians began.’?? The Tashnag leaders were imprisoned,
particularly those who strongly opposed the Bolsheviks. On 10 January, General Tro
and his officers were exiled to Russia, and seventy prominent officers of the
Armenian military were exiled to Baku. On 24 January, one thousand two hundred
Armenian military officers, including commanders Siligean and Hakhverdean, were
exiled to an unknown place.>** The Armenian Bolsheviks sent hundreds of waggons
of gifts to Lenin to express their gratitude.>?*

As Gokay clearly outlines in his analysis, the occupation of the Armenian state
was based on an agreement between the Bolsheviks and the Nationalist authorities.
Even though the Nationalists had aspirations toward formerly Russian-controlled
Armenian lands, they did not venture east of Kars.*?> On the other hand, the

Bolsheviks, as Payaslian puts clearly, were not willing to discuss the return of

Erzurum, Van, and Mus on behalf of the Armenian nation.>?® Thus, both sides

322 Kazemzadeh, The Struggle for Transcaucasia, 1917-1921, p. 293; Bloxham, The Great
Game of Genocide: Imperialism, Nationalism, and the Destruction of the Ottoman
Armenians, p. 161; Panossian, The Armenians from Kings and Priests to Merchants and
Commissars, p. 246; Gokay, ‘Turkish Settlement and the Caucasus, 1918-20’, p. 68;
Hovannisian, ‘Genocide and Independence 1914-1921°, p. 110; Ekmekgioglu, ‘Improvising
Turkishness: Being Armenian in Post-Ottoman Istanbul (1918-1933)’, p. 62; Oke, The
Armenian Question, p. 191.

52 Jagadamard, B us Yulgh Up Ywnbuy Zujwunwbh Uty [What Is Happening in
Armenia?], 24 December 1920, no. 640; Jagadamard, Guagniphiup Zujwuwnwih Uty
[The Situation in Armenia], 28 December 1920, no. 643; Vakit, ‘Ermenistan’da Bolsevik
Idaresi’ [Bolshevik Administration in Armenia], 29 December 1920, no. 1097; dpughwul,
Zujuwuwnwbp Fnpptithjiwt Unipgh G @ppuljutt Uwjh Uhgtt, [Armenia Between
Bolshevik Hammer and Turkish Anvil] pp. 143-44; Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia:
Between Crescent and Sickle: Partition and Sovietization, 4: p. 404; vmnhubtwl,
Zujuunnwith Zwtipuy bnniplut Owgnidu it Qupqusnidp, [The Birth and
Development of the Republic of Armenia] p. 320.

2 Juwnhubwl, Zujuwunwih Zwbpuybnn phut Owgnidi N1 Qupqusnidp, [The
Birth and Development of the Republic of Armenia] p. 326.

32 Gokay, ‘Turkish Settlement and the Caucasus, 1918-20°, p. 68.

326 Payaslian, ‘United States Policy toward the Armenian Question and the Armenian
Genocide’, p. 752.
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adhered to the previously principles agreed upon before attacking the minute

Armenian state.

5.6. Conclusion

The war between the Nationalist forces and the Armenian government is a critical
vantage from which to analyse the Ottoman Armenians’ collective position vis-d-vis
the related political developments. The Ottoman Armenians sided with the Armenian
Republic and in doing so became ardent supporters of the Armenian military.
Hundreds of Ottoman Armenian volunteers joined the Armenian military to fight on
the front lines against the Nationalists, and those who were not able to join the armed
struggle paid their ‘national debts’ by raising tremendous amounts of money to donate
to the Armenian military. As has been analysed in this chapter, the Armenian press
and all strata of the Armenian public closely followed the developments on the front
lines, which then influenced their actions—for instance, the Armenian orphans in
Istanbul refused to eat their daily meals to save money to send to the Armenian
military, and the Armenian individuals, wealthy or poor, took part in the donation
campaigns. The participation of the Ottoman Armenians in the fundraising campaigns
and as volunteers in the Armenian military demonstrates how the Ottoman
Armenians, who suffered wartime massacres and atrocities, saw salvation in
supporting the fledgling Armenian state established in the Caucasus.

This chapter elaborated the various dimensions of the pro-Armenia position of
the Ottoman Armenians. Having experienced massacre, dispossession, and oppression
during and after the war, the pro-Armenia stance of the Ottoman Armenians was

driven by their quest for liberation, as a means of guaranteeing their collective safety.
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Widespread fund-raising campaigns for the needs of the young Armenian state and
volunteering in the battles on the side of the Republic of Armenia were evidence of
this stance. This position of the Ottoman Armenians seemingly became stronger after
the signing of the Armistice of Mudros and the occupation of part of Ottoman lands
by the Allied forces. Ottoman Armenians put their hope, however misleading, on the
‘external support’ that the Allies promised but never delivered.

This chapter brings a new perspective to the analysis of the reactions of the
Ottoman Armenian community vis-a-vis the Turkish-Armenian War in the Caucasus
in 1920. By doing so, it sheds new light on the reactions of Ottoman Armenian
community during the Armistice years, which have been mostly overlooked by
scholars of Late Ottoman history.

The following chapter will explore the support of the Armenian community
for the French authorities in the occupation of Cilicia. By doing so, the chapter will
further support the main argument of the thesis, being that before 1922, the political
position among the Ottoman Armenians was pro-Entente and pro-Armenian

independence.
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CHAPTER VI

THE FRENCH OCCUPATION AND THE OTTOMAN ARMENIAN

POPULATION OF CILICIA

6.1. Introduction

Cilicia, extending from the Taurus mountains in the west to the Anti-Taurus
mountains and the Amanus in the east, is a coastal region of Anatolia which is divided
into two parts. The western plain, fed by the Seyhan and Ceyhan rivers, is fertile,
while the eastern plain is rocky and mountainous, not suitable for agricultural
activities. In contemporary Turkey, the westernmost part of the Cilicia region is
known as the Cukurova Bélgesi (Cukurova Region). Cilicia has been an important
centre for the Armenian population in Anatolia throughout the centuries. The
Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia (1198-1375) ruled the region for two centuries until it
was defeated by the Mamluks in the fourteenth century. Ottoman rule followed in the
fifteenth century, during which time the Armenian population consistently grew and
came to control the commerce and industry in the region for centuries. Before the
beginning of WWI in 1914, the total population in the region was around 406,000,
including more than 83,000 Armenians.>?” According to secret agreements made
during the war, the Cilicia region was specified under the French zone of influence,
and after the Ottoman defeat and signing of the Armistice of Mudros, the French and

British forces occupied certain cities in the region.

32T Kevorkian, 1915 Oncesinde Osmanli Imparatorlugu 'nda Ermeniler [ Armenians in the
Ottoman Empire Before 1915], p. 271. According to Kemal Karpat the Armenian population
in the Cilicia region before WWI was around 50,000. See Karpat, Ottoman Population, 1830-
1914: Demographic and Social Characteristics, pp. 171-73.
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The French occupation of Cilicia represents a noteworthy episode in the
history of the post-war Ottoman-Armenian community. The aspirations of the Cilician
Armenians, who were mostly deported to Syria during the wartime and who died in
significant numbers en route, were different from that of the Ottoman Armenians of
Istanbul and Izmir, who had not suffered deportations during the war.
Understandably, experiencing death, famine, the terrible conditions of deportation and
the massacres influenced the motivation of the Cilician Armenians who, with the help
of the French authorities, began returning to their native lands during the last months
of 1918 and the beginning of 1919. At the same time, the Cilician Armenians, similar
to the other Armenian communities in the Ottoman Empire, were pro-Entente and
supporters of the establishment of a ‘United Armenia’.

The relationship between France and the Armenians began in 1916 when the
Armenian community, especially in Egypt, decided to support the French and the
British forces in their endeavour to occupy the Arab lands of the Ottoman Empire by
establishing Armenian volunteer units to serve in the Entente’s occupation forces.
Prominent figures in the Armenian political parties in Egypt—Sdep‘an Sabah-
Kiwlean (Hnchak Party), Ardawazt Hanméean (ARF), and Mihran Damadean
(Veragazmyal Hnchak Party)—organised the establishment of the Armenian Legion
in Cyprus in 1916 and called on young Armenian men in the diaspora to join the
units. Young people from the United States and Egypt in particular joined the camps

to receive military training.>?® The nucleus of the Armenian Legion was created by

328 Andrekos Varnava, ‘French and British Post-War Imperial Agendas and Forging an
Armenian Homeland After the Genocide: The Formation of the Légion D’orient in October
1916°, The Historical Journal 57, no. 4 (2014): pp. 1117-22; Quugpnith Zpwtrn, Yhihlhng
Zuyniptwt 4Epghtt Qunpnp [The Latest Migration of Cilician Armenians] (Mbjpnip:
W.2., 1998) p. 98; Gwthni&bwt Uitkwnhu, Juy dnpnynipphl Ubwpiniplbwl Muypupp
Ghiplypny Uke 1919-1921 (242 [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in
Cilicia 1919-1921] (whhpt: Zwy Uqquyht Zhdtwnpwd, 1977), p. 113.
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Armenians of Musa Dagh origin. The French authorities assured them that the Legion
would be the core of the military of the Armenian state which was to be established in
Cilicia.>? Even though Boghos Nubar expressed reluctance regarding the
establishment of the Armenian Legion, the Armenian political parties in Egypt
decided independently to continue registering volunteers.>° When the Armenian
National Union (ANU) of Egypt®*! made a statement to the public, signed by the
Armenian political parties, to encourage volunteers to register, six hundred
Armenians from Musa Dagh, three hundred Armenians from Egypt, and two hundred
fifty Armenian soldiers who were serving in the Ottoman military but had been taken

by the British army as prisoners of war answered the call.>?

32 Varnava, ‘French and British Post-War Imperial Agendas and Forging an Armenian
Homeland After the Genocide: The Formation of the Légion D’orient in October 1916°, pp.
1117-1022; Gwthn&bwt, Juy dnpnynipphl Ubhwjuniplwl Muypupp Ghihhhn Uty
1919-1921 (22, [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921]
p- 104.

P Buhm bwh, Zuy Fngniynipphl Ubhwpmipbwl Muypupp Ghihlpny Uke 1919-
1921 210., [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] pp.
136-37; Varnava, ‘French and British Post-War Imperial Agendas and Forging an Armenian
Homeland After the Genocide: The Formation of the Légion D’orient in October 1916°, pp.
1113-14.

331 The Armenian National Union (ANU) was founded in early 1917 in Egypt to bring
together various Armenian organisations and political parties to produce common strategies
before the political developments. The Cilicia branch of the ANU was established with the
participation of the representatives of the four political parties and three Armenian religious
denominations in Cilicia. The ANU functioned as a central administration of the Armenian
community of Cilicia before the Allied authorities. It had branches in several towns in the
Cilicia regions such as Mersin, Tarsus, Dortyol, Osmaniye, Maras, and Urfa, and it had
subcommittees for property and finance management of the community, as well as the
repatriation of the refugees. See Garabet K. Moumdjian, ‘Cilicia Under French
Administration: Armenian Aspirations, Turkish Resistance, and French Strategems’, in
Armenian Cilicia, ed. Richard Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian (California: Mazda
Publishers, 2008), pp. 477-80; Vahe Tachjian, ‘The Cilician Armenians and French Policy
1919-1921°, in Armenian Cilicia, ed. Richard Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian (California:
Mazda Publishers, 2008), p. 542.

2 buwhm bwh, Zuy Fnpniynipphl Uahwhmipbwl Muypupp Ghihlpny Uke 1919-
1921 210., [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] pp.
148-49.
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Figure 10. The Armenian Legion (Horizon, 19 February 1920)

It is worth highlighting here that most of these Armenian volunteers who were
enrolled in the Legion had lost their families, friends, relatives, and all their
possessions during the wartime massacres, galvanizing their drive for vengeance. In
many cases, the lack of discipline among the Armenian legionnaires eventually

resulted in incidents where the local Muslim communities were affected.’>? This is

>3 @npnuwit T.0, Gy phhuyh Zuykph Uquunwgpulub Cwupdnidbkpp 1919-1920
(27 [Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] (Gptjwt: Gphywuh
Zwdwjuupuith Zpunwpulsnipiniy, 1987), pp. 116-17; Guthnidbwt, ZJuyy
dnnnimpnhl Ghhwluniplwi Muygpupn Ghihhhn Uk 1919-1921 [2:40:, [The
Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] p. 195; Stanford J.
Shaw, ‘The Armenian Legion and Its Destruction of the Armenian Community of Cilicia’, in
The Armenians in the Late Ottoman Period, ed. Tiirkkaya Atadv (Ankara: Turkish Historical
Society, 2001); Zeidner, The Tricolor Over the Taurus : The Franco-Turkish War for Cilicia,
Crucible of the National Liberation Movement, pp. 140-45; Nazar Bagci, ‘An Analysis of
Inter-Communal Conflicts in Cilicia During the Independence War Years 1918-1922 (MA
thesis, Bogazig¢i University, 2013), p. 6. The memoirs and analyses published by the Turkish
researchers claimed that the Armenian Legion acted aggressively towards the Muslim
population. See Cezmi Yurtsever, Ermeni Teror Merkezi Kilikya Kilisesi: Cukurova’da Tiirk
Varliginin Sosyo-Ekonomik Esaslari, Tiirkmen Agiretler, Derebeylik Rejimi, Bunalimlar, 1865
Cukurova Reformu ve Ermeni Terorizminin Diinii, Bugiinii, Yarimi [Armenian Terror Center
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important for our theoretical discussion to understand the motivation of the Ottoman
Armenians in becoming pro-Allied, pro-independence in the first years of the
Armistice period. A considerable number of Armenian volunteers who enrolled in the
Legion had lost their relatives during the genocide and were forced to abandon their
properties. Thus, the insecurity which prevailed from the beginning of the war shaped
their political position. When they saw ‘external support’, in this case, the French
occupation forces, they started to volunteer in the Legion to gain independence in the

region, as promised by the French authorities.

Cilicia Church: Socio-Economic Principles of Turkish Presence in Cukurova, Tiirkmen
Tribes, Derebeylik Regime, Crises, 1865 Cukurova Reform and the Past, Present, and Future
of Armenian Terrorism] (Istanbul: Kisisel Yayinlar, 1983); Kemal Cicek, Milli Miicadelede
Adana ve Havalisi 1918 1922 [Adana and Its Vicinity During the National Struggle] (Ankara:
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1999); Taha Toros, Kurtulus Savast nda Cukurova [Cukurova
During the War of Independence] (Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 2001); Abdulgani Ginici,
1920 Adana Ermeni Mezalimi Hatiralari [Memoirs of the 1920 Armenian Atrocities of
Adana] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2011); Damar Arikoglu, Hatiralarim [My Memoirs]
(Ankara: Tan Gazetesi, 1961).
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Figure 11. Celebration of the French National Day (Verchin Lur, 14 July 1921)

The activities of the Armenian Legion and the military operations of the
French occupation forces are beyond the scope of this study. However, the reactions
of the local Armenian community in the Cilicia region are critical for our discussion
with regards to the collective approach of the Cilician Armenian community towards
socio-political developments at the time. When the Armenian Legion and the French

forces landed in Cilicia in late 1918, the local Armenians poured into the streets to
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celebrate.>3* Thus, from the very beginning of the French occupation, the local
Armenian population demonstrated its rejection of Ottoman authority by supporting
the French administration, which had assured the independence of Cilicia under
Armenian control.

A group of Armenian legionnaires landed in Mersin on 19 November 1918
and occupied Adana, Pozanti, and Tarsus, while another group landed in Iskenderun
on 22 November and occupied Islahiye, Dortyol, Osmaniye, and Bahge.>*> Toros
Lusinean, who served in the Armenian Legion, described the enthusiasm of the local

Armenians when the legionnaires landed in Mersin:

The station was packed with waves of people of different genders and ages. My
pen cannot describe the scene which appeared before our yearnful eyes, nor
could the famous authors manage to do that. Along with endless clappings,
thousands of mouths were shouting together: ‘Long live Armenia, long live the
Armenian soldier, long live the Entente!”3

534 Richard G. Hovannisian, ‘The Postwar Contest for Cilicia and the “Marash Affair’”’, in
Armenian Cilicia, ed. Richard Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian (California: Mazda
Publishers, 2008), p. 500; Yiicel Gugli, Armenians and the Allies in Cilicia, 1914-1923 (Salt
Lake City: University of Utah Press, 2012), p. 121.

3 buhm&bwh, Zuy Fnpniynipphl Uahwhmipbwl Muypupp Ghiplpny Uke 1919-
1921 212., [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] p. 187;
Cemil Senalp, Ulusal Kurtulus Savasinda Fransiz Isgal Bélgelerinde Sivil Isler ve Askeri
Hiikiimet Faaliyetleri [Civil Affairs and Military Government Activities in the French-
Occupied Regions During the National War of Independence] (Istanbul: Harp Akademileri
Komutanlig1 Yayinlari, 2006), p. 155; Giiglli, Armenians and the Allies in Cilicia, 1914-1923,
p- 104; Yusuf Ziya Bildirici, The Massacres of the Armenians Committed in Adana Province
and the French-Armenian Relations (Ankara: Koksav, 1999), p. 125.

P uhm&bwh, Zuy Fngniynipphl Ubhwpmipbwl Muypupp Ghihlpny Uke 1919-
1921 210., [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] p. 188.
“Quyupup 1hpt E dnduwswiw) puqunipbudp dp wdklh ubnk, wdkt hwuwlk: Sphsu
wljwpny k, n1 wbijupng whwnh qqup hupghtpp wdktwdbs gpnnt huly, tupty
thnpdbnt wyt nkuhjpp np wuwpgnibgut Ukp juponwpwnd wsptpnit wnght:
Zwqupuinp phpubibp (hwhwquq «Ukggt Zwuunw, Yhggh™ 2wy ghuninpp,
kggh t Mwptwhgukpp» Yp wnnwjhl wi]bpe winunpnd
dwthwhwpniphiuubpny:’
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Varteres Garougian, an Armenian-American volunteer in the Legion who

landed in Mersin in 1918, encapsulates the emotional experience of many volunteers:

After all that had happened to us during the past several years, we were finally
in our homeland, lined up in the modern custom house. However, our men
were excited, acting like enraged tigers roaring to pounce on any Turks in
sight as if to eat them alive. Our officers were warning us to remain calm, to
avoid bloodshed since the Armistice was now in effect. They reminded us that
the Turkish Government had surrendered unconditionally, that we must wait
for the decisions of the peacemakers. But to whom do you direct these logical
arguments? All of the soldiers had members of their family whom this
Ottoman Government had commanded to be murdered—father, mother,
brother, sister, wife, children, relations, an entire nation. The Armenian
legionnaire’s pent up rage and frustration could no longer be contained.
‘Revenge, Revenge!” was the outcry.>?’

When Colonel Raymond’s unit occupied Adana on 21 December 1918, the
bells of the churches rang continuously and the Armenian shops in the market were
decorated with the Armenian and Allied flags. A torchlight procession was organised
by the Armenian youth during the first night of the occupation.®*® The Armenians of
Urfa, similar to the Armenians of Adana, rushed to the streets to welcome the French
forces, which consisted of four hundred Armenian legionnaires and one hundred fifty
Algerians.>’

Even though the Cilicia region and Syria were given to France under the

Sykes-Picot Agreement, the French government primarily aimed to block the

dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire, fearing that French companies would lose

337 Quoted in Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide

Turkey, p. 178.

38 Cigek, Milli Miicadelede Adana ve Havalisi 1918 1922, [Adana and Its Vicinity During the
National Struggle] p. 60.

3 buhm bwh, Zuy Fnpniynipphl Uahwhmipbul Muypupp Ghihlpny Uke 1919-
1921 210., [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] pp.
478-79.
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their shares in the Ottoman railway.>*® The French government anticipated that it
would face difficulties in collecting its loans from the Ottoman government and that
the administration of the Diiyun-u Umumiye (Ottoman Public Debt Administration),
where the French authorities held prominent positions, would fall under new hands.>*!
At the beginning of the war, French capital investments constituted 60.08% of the
total capital investments within the Ottoman Empire, whereas the German and British
capital investments were 25.42% and 14.46%, respectively.>*> Motivated to protect
French investments, the French authorities were reluctant to raise the number of
Armenian volunteers in the Armenian Legion to ten thousand, as increasing the
number of legionnaires might result in the loss of Cilicia from the remaining Ottoman
territory.>*3 Furthermore, the French agents aggressively collected the weapons of the
Armenians and hindered the development of Armenian self-defence activities; they
were not pro-actively supportive of the Armenian self-defence movement.’** The
editorials of Hay Tsayn highlighted the fact that the French policy regarding the
Ottoman government and the Turkish National movement gave utmost importance to

the unity of the Turkish state to protect its economic interests and relationships. In

recognising Mustafa Kemal’s movement as the most powerful political development

>4 The Sykes-Picot Agreement was a secret agreement made in 1916 between the British
Empire and France to define their spheres of influence and colonial domination in Asia Minor
and Mesopotamia. According to this agreement, the Cilicia region (including Maras, Antep,
and Urfa) was under French authority. See Rogan, The Fall of the Ottomans: The Great War
in the Middle East, pp. 285-87; Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace: Creating the Modern
Middle East, 1914-1922, pp. 285-89.

> Bige Yavuz, Kurtulus Savas: Déneminde Tiirk-Fransiz Iliskileri (Fransiz Arsiv Belgeleri
Ag¢isindan) 1919-1922 [French-Turkish Relations During the War of Independence According
to French Archival Documents] (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1994), p. 31.

2 1bid., 81; Eliot Grinnell Mears, Modern Turkey: A Politico-Economic Interpretation, 1908-
1933 Inclusive, with Selected Chapters by Representative Authorities (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1924), pp. 356-58.

¥ Hay Tsayn, Shttwnunupp G Ubinp Zunwbwljwh Zkntiwbpbpp [The Armistice
and Its Possible Consequences], 4 June 1920, no. 343; Gunhnidtwt, Luy Fnnpnynipnhl
Ubahwpiniplbwl Muypupp Ghphhny Uke 1919-1921 (24:, [The Independence Struggle of
the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] pp. 406-7.

*#1bid., p. 211.
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in Anatolia, the French authorities adapted their policy to find more common ground
with the Turkish National movement.>* Additionally, there was a shared
understanding among the Cilician Armenian community that the primary target of the
Turkish National movement was not the Allied Powers but the Armenians, whom
they viewed as an existential threat in Anatolia.>*¢

In theory, supporting the territorial integrity of the Ottoman state did not
influence the French authorities’ support for returning the Armenian deportees to their
native lands. By supporting deportees in returning home, the French administration
aimed to establish a balance in the region between the Muslim and Christian
populations, thus benefitting from the Armenian population. They believed this would
minimise the burden of the French security forces, who were in conflict with certain
Muslim groups protesting the occupation. The French government spent four million
francs on the construction of camps consisting of small cottages for the Armenian
deportees who were returning to their native lands. Because the majority of the
buildings in Cilicia that had belonged to the Armenians were either destroyed or given
to Muslim refugees who arrived in the region during the wartime, the French
administration had no alternative but to build camps to accommodate the Armenian
deportees. The camp under supervision of High Commissioner Henri Gouraud and
547

French diplomat Francois Georges-Picot housed more than eight thousand people.

The rest of the deportees who arrived in November and December of 1919 were

** Hay Tsayn, Qhttwnunupp G Ubnp Zunwbwlwh Zkntiwbpibpp [Armistice and Its
Possible Consequences], 4 June 1920, no. 343.

6 Giligia, Rblwpujubikpp B Lphunnibwikpp [Nationalists and Armenians], 15
October 1920, no. 442.

7 Mpkdobk., Ghyhlpuw 1919-1920° ik, [Cilicia in 1919-1920] trans. Noju&tkwt Shgpuit
(Mnuwnnt: Mwhwl, 1921), p. 20; Moumdjian, ‘Cilicia Under French Administration:
Armenian Aspirations, Turkish Resistance, and French Strategems’, p. 460.
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accommodated in the barracks.’*® The French administration in Cilicia spent more
than four hundred thousand Ottoman liras following the return of the Armenian
refugees over 1918 and 1919. At the end of 1919, sixty thousand Armenians returned
to the Cilicia region. The total number of Armenians in Cilicia was about one hundred
twenty thousand, including ten thousand Armenian orphans.’*

With the help of French officers, thousands of Armenians were able to find the
necessary means of transportation to return from the Syrian provinces to their native
lands. The Armenian deportees were transferred either by vessels to the Mersin or
Antakya harbours, or by train following the Damascus-Aleppo-Adana route or the
Ras al-Ayn-Aleppo-Adana route. The return of the Armenian deportees was organised
by French officers in collaboration with Armenian relief societies. The French

officers in Aleppo, along with Dr. Louis Rolland*° and Captain Jim Ch‘ankalean®!

¥ buhm bwh, Zuy Fngniynipphl Ubhwhmipbul Muypupp Ghiplpny Uke 1919-
1921 @12, [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] p. 261;
Vahram Shemmassian, ‘The Repatriation of Armenian Refugees from the Arab Middle East,
1918-1920’, in Armenian Cilicia, ed. Richard Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian (California:
Mazda Publishers, 2008), p. 451.

¥ Jagadamard, Ghihjhwt 19194 1920 [Cilicia from 1919 to 1920], 12 August 1921, no.
2653. Vahram Shemmassian notes that in July 1919 there were 74,431 repatriated Armenians
in Cilicia and 72,495 Armenians were waiting in Mesopotamia, Syria, and Lebanon to be
repatriated. See Shemmassian, ‘The Repatriation of Armenian Refugees from the Arab
Middle East, 1918-1920°, p. 440. Garabet Moumdjian, on the other hand, gives the number of
repatriated Armenians from January to June 1919 as somewhere between 106,500 and
109,500. See Moumdjian, ‘Cilicia Under French Administration: Armenian Aspirations,
Turkish Resistance, and French Strategems’, p. 461. According to Vahe Tachjian, by 1920,
around 100,000 Armenians had been repatriated to Cilicia, the Eastern Territories and Asia
Minor. See Vahe Tachjian, ‘The Cilician Armenians and French Policy 1919-1921°, p. 543.
Stanford Shaw claims that 120,000 Armenians were repatriated to Cilicia. See Shaw, ‘The
Armenian Legion and Its Destruction of the Armenian Community of Cilicia’, p. 183.
According to the Norwegian explorer and humanitarian Fridtjof Nansen, 200,000 Armenians
had returned to their native lands. The 1921 annual report of Near East Relief estimates that
around 300,000 Armenians were repatriated to Cilicia by the Allied Powers. See Giicli,
Armenians and the Allies in Cilicia, 1914-1923, p. 103.

>3 Dr (Major) Louis Rolland was a French officer who served in the French occupation forces
as a physician.

>3 Captain Jim (Bedros) Ch*ankalean, who was born in Diyarbakir and immigrated to the US
at a young age, was an Armenian who served in the U.S. Army as an officer. Following his
resignation from the military, he participated in the armed struggle of the Armenians during
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in Adana, worked together to secure train coaches. Dr. Louis Rolland, in particular,
worked assiduously for the return of the deportees, as Dikran Boyajean, who worked

with him, writes in his memoir:

Each time a train arrival was reported by the officials, night or noon, he ran to
the station in order to carry out the evacuation of the train coaches. He pulled
off the babies to lighten the mother’s burden or helped an old Armenian
woman to get out of the coach.>*?

Even as the Ottoman government announced on 18 December 1918 that the
return of the Armenian deportees would be conducted with state funding, it neither
organised the transportation of the deportees nor provided their accommodation, the
latter due to the fact that the majority of properties belonging to the Armenian
deportees had been given to the Muslim refugees who came to the Cilicia region
during wartime.>>

Colonel Edouard Bremond was assigned by the French government as the
governor of Armenia on 25 December 1918, but on 19 January 1919 his title was

changed to that of ‘Chief Administrator of Northern Territories Occupied by the

Entente’ in order to not provoke the ire of local Muslims.*>* On 1 February 1919,

the wartime in Van and the Caucasus. He was a prominent leader of the Armenian
legionnaires who participated in the French campaigns.

2 eapnuywt, Gypbpugh Zugbph Ugqunnugpnulwh SCupdnidbkpp 1919-1920 (040,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] p. 84. ‘Udku wuqud, np
qunpuwluittpny (kgnit onghjunph dp dudwiniip Yp swnigytp, ghotp ph
gtpkl, wuhjw Jujywpwi §p thnipup yqupynidh gnpép nhjudwptnt hwdwp:
Zwduwh hp dbknpny tpkifuw Up hp Unp dknplt wntbiny Jup hotgubp, Jud stpndy
dwdhyh dp Yoqukp, np Jugnuku goipu )k’

>33 For the order of the Ottoman government, see Hikmet Ozdemir et al., Ermeniler: Siirgiin
ve Gog¢ [Armenians: Exile and Migration| (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2010), pp.
118-28; Shemmassian, ‘The Repatriation of Armenian Refugees from the Arab Middle East,
1918-1920’, pp. 425 and 432; Moumdjian, ‘Cilicia Under French Administration: Armenian
Aspirations, Turkish Resistance, and French Strategems’, p. 465.

554 Npkdot, Ghyplhpuw 1919-1920°hl, p. 15; Sam Kaplan, ‘Territorializing Armenians: Geo-
Texts, and Political Imaginaries in French-Occupied Cilicia, 1919-1922°, History and
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Bremond arrived in Adana, and within the very first week of his arrival, in a
conversation with prominent members of the Armenian community, he highlighted
that the Armenian community had suffered during the wartime and that the French
government would lay the foundation for an Armenian state in Cilicia.>>> In February
and March of 1919, the British and French governments agreed on the evacuation of
Cilicia by the British forces and the entrance of French troops into the region. The
first French units, consisting of two African brigades, entered Adana on 9 June 1919
and were joined by two other brigades from the 412% division on 12 July. The British
forces completely evacuated the region by the end of October 1919.5%¢

However, from the beginning of the occupation, the French administration
was besieged with problems with management, communication, and military
discipline. There were only twenty thousand soldiers under French command to
maintain order in the entire Cilicia region at the end of 1919.5%7 Furthermore, the
Nationalist propaganda organised by the agents of Mustafa Kemal was highly
effective in the region, resulting in significant levels of participation from the local
Muslim population in the Nationalist organisations. The difficulties were
compounded by the communication issues faced by the French administration. There

was no line of communication between the French military officers, so the French

Anthropology 15 (2004): p. 412; Giiglli, Armenians and the Allies in Cilicia, 1914-1923, pp.
115-17; Tuglaci, Tarih Boyunca Bati Ermenileri 1891-1922, p. 730.

> @npnuywl, Yypbpugh Zuykph Uquinwgpuiliub Cupdnidikpp 1919-1920 040,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] pp. 96-97. When asked,
Colonel Edouard Bremond revealed France’s primary intention regarding the region: ‘The
government of the Republic seeks neither to conquer Cilicia nor establish a Protectorate there;
it has come there as an educator to bring liberty to everyone, in the most complete equality. It
only pursues moral conquest, which will insure its professed work of instituting a durable
influence for its culture, its commerce and industry...” See Sam Kaplan, ‘Documenting
History, Historicizing Documentation: French Military Officials’ Ethnological Reports on
Cilicia’, Comparative Studies in Society and History 44, no. 2 (2002): p. 351.

>% @npnuywl, Gyplpugh Zuybph Uquinwgpuiliub Cupdnidikpp 1919-1920 040,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] p. 82.

337 Robert F. Zeidner, The Tricolor Over the Taurus 1918-1922 (Ankara: Turkish Historical
Society, 2005), p. 137.
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lieutenants in Hagin and Antep were not able to receive instructions and orders from
the headquarters in Adana.’>® Although the French authorities used reconnaissance
aircraft to establish communication between the central and remote areas of the
region, a one-hour flight would cost ten thousand francs, and sending reports to Beirut
by air would cost sixty thousand francs. With an aircraft unable to fly more than four
hours without refueling and maintenance, communication by aircraft was simply not a
viable option.>>

At the end of 1919, when the Turkish National movement in the region started
to expand rapidly, the representatives of the Armenian community demanded the
French administration arrest the former CUP leaders and the contemporary
Nationalist leaders in the region, along with the complete disarmament of the Turkish
population, as stated in the Armistice of Mudros. Additionally, they asked for the
creation of Armenian volunteer units to defend the Armenian population against the
Nationalist forces.’*® Contrary to the Armistice articles, the Ottoman officers did not
implement the disarmament process of the troops, and the armouries were emptied

into the hands of the local Muslim populations.*®! In Cilicia, for instance, Colonel

Y qpkot, Ghyhlpuw 1919-1920° by, 54; Hovannisian, ‘The Postwar Contest for Cilicia and
the “Marash Affair”’, pp. 500-501.

7. Uwhwljul and U. Unipunjul, trans., Uppw Gwykentth Opwghpp [The Diary of
Abbé Chaperon] (Gpbjwit: Zung Sknuuuwinipjut Fwuqupui, 2002), p. 27;
Hovannisian, ‘The Postwar Contest for Cilicia and the “Marash Affair”’, pp. 500-501.

0 Guhm bwh, Zuy Fnpniynipphl Uahwpmipbwl Muypupp Ghihlpny Uke 1919-
1921 210, [The Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] pp.
340-41.

! Ahmet Cevdet Camurdan, Kurtulus Savasinda Dogu Kilikya Olaylar: [East Cilicia Events
During the War of Independence] (Adana, 1975), p. 345; Abdurrahman Kiitiik, ‘Kurtulusg
Savagi’nda Yukart Cukurova’ [Upper Cukurova During the War of Independence] (Van:
Yiiziincii Y1l Universitesi, 2013), p. 57.
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Edouard Bremond commented that the Turkish community had twenty-five thousand
guns,>%?

As for the Turkish National movement, on 30 October 1919, following the
Sivas Congress, the Representation Committee assigned Major Kemal (Kozanoglu
Dogan Bey) to the commandership of the Cilicia Kuva-yi Milliye forces, Lieutenant
Salim (Yoriik Salim Bey) and Lieutenant Asaf Bey (Kili¢ Ali) to the commandership
of the Marag Kuva-yi Milliye forces, and Lieutenant Ragip (Tekelioglu Sinan Bey) to
the commandership of the Adana Kuva-yi Milliye forces.*®* Kilig¢ Ali, who was active
in Maras and Antep, was instructed by the Ankara government to organise armed
volunteer groups in the region to fight against the French forces. While the arming of
the Maras Muslim population ceased in the autumn of 1919, the Armenian
community continued to take necessary measures for self-defence in case of an
attack.>%4

The Armenian legionnaires had differences of opinion with the French
military officers.’® For instance, some of the Armenian legionnaires argued that the
French policy in Cilicia was pro-Turkish, leading them to refuse to serve French
interests, instead taking to the hills and robbing neighbouring Turkish villages. When
the French brigade surrounded them at the village of Hovud, located on the northern

side of Alexandretta, the French commander demanded their surrender, giving his

2 enpnuywt, Gypbpugh Zugbph Ugqunnugpnulwh Cupdnidbkpp 1919-1920 (040,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] p. 109; Camurdan, Kurtulug
Savasinda Dogu Kilikya Olaylari, [East Cilicia Events During the War of Independence] pp.
345-47; Kiitiik, ‘Kurtulug Savasi’nda Yukar1 Cukurova’, [Upper Cukurova During the War of
Independence] pp. 57-58.

39 Yavuz, Kurtulus Savasi Déneminde Tiirk-Fransiz Iliskileri (Fransiz Arsiv Belgeleri
Acgisindan) 1919-1922, [French-Turkish Relations During the War of Independence
According to French Archival Documents] p. 57.

4 enpnuywt, Gypbpugh Zugbph Ugqunnugpnulwh Cupdnidbkpp 1919-1920 (040,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] pp. 146-47.

> Jagadamard, Ghihhwt 1919Eh 1920 [Cilicia from 1919 to 1920], 13 August 1921, no.
2664.
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word that the legionnaires would be pardoned if they laid down their arms. The
Armenian legionnaires accepted this offer, but—after being forced to dig their own
graves—the French commander had them executed by firing squad.’®

On another occasion, on 16 February 1919, an incident occurred between a
group of Armenian legionnaires and French soldiers of Algerian origin. *” When the
Armenian legionnaires began singing in Armenian in a coffeehouse, the Algerian
soldiers demanded that they instead sing in Arabic. The Armenian legionnaires
continued to sing in Armenian, at which point the soldiers attacked the musicians,
silenced the music, and hid outside of the building. The Armenian legionnaires then
went outside, started firing, and killed two Algerian soldiers. During the gunfire, the
Armenian legionnaires also came under fire from a Muslim’s house. They entered the
property and razed the house to the ground. After this event, the French authorities
demanded that the Armenian legionnaires disarm themselves, but they received a
negative response. The Armenian legionnaires declared that, since Algerian soldiers
were armed, they too would remain armed. Upon hearing this, the French authorities
gave an order to the Algerian soldiers to open fire on the muleteers of the Armenian
legionnaires as they were returning to the barracks from work. Thirteen Armenian
legionnaires were killed, seven were arrested and sentenced to fifteen years in

prison.’¢8
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On 19 February 1919, the War Committee decided to dissolve the Armenian
Legions. The three Legions thereafter were deployed in major towns along the
railway such as Mersin, Tarsus, and Adana; the fourth Legion was sent to Port Said
on 1 March.>®® Despite the French authorities” pledge that the Armenian Legion
would be the core of the Armenian state to be established in Cilicia, this episode
raised suspicion among the Armenian community that the French policies in Cilicia

were in fact pro-Turkish.

6.2. The First Blow: The Retreat from Maras

Following the Sivas Congress and the establishment of Nationalist units in the region,
clashes between the Nationalist and French forces spread to the various districts of
Cilicia. The first incident was the retaking of Marag by Nationalist forces, in which
the French authorities demonstrated how they would abandon the region to the Turks
without resistance.

On 27 December 1919, around one hundred Turkish bands®’® entered Maras
from the Elbistan and Goksun route and, without facing any opposition, occupied the
citadel, took down the French flag, and raised the Turkish flag, together with the

green flag of Islam. Soon after, the bands directed their fire at the Armenian quarter.

Mliskileri ve Biiyiik Giicler Sempozyumu, Atatiirk Universitesi, 2012), p. 643; Shaw, ‘The
Armenian Legion and Its Destruction of the Armenian Community of Cilicia’, pp. 186-87.
39 Cigek, Milli Miicadelede Adana ve Havalisi 1918 1922, [Adana and Its Vicinity During the
National Struggle] p. 75; Zeidner, The Tricolor Over the Taurus 1918-1922, p. 159; Keser,
‘Fransa’nin Ermeni Stratejisi Baglaminda Kibris’ta Ermeni Dogu Lejyonu ve Faaliyetleri’,
[The Activities of the Armenian Legion in Cyprus in the Context of France's Armenian
Strategy] p. 643.

370 T do not use the term ‘bands’ throughout this chapter as a negative term to refer to people
who robbed properties and attacked the innocent population, but I use this term as it appears
in the primary sources of pro-Nationalist literature, in which those who resisted against the
French forces are named ‘ceteler’ (bands).
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The Armenians, who were prepared to defend themselves, closed their shops in the
market and moved to the quarter to wait for the clashes.’”!

In case of clashes between the French and the Nationalists, the pro-Nationalist
Turkish committee in Maras suggested that the Armenian community either remain
neutral or join the Turkish forces against the French. Discussions were held between
the two groups.®’? Initially, the Armenian community in Marag leaned towards staying
neutral, given the fact that the French occupation was temporary and the Armenians
were supposed to live side by side with their Muslim neighbours after the occupation

ended. The ANU of Maras made a public statement in support of this idea:

Let’s confess, it is impossible to forget how much evil Turks did to us, but we,
as true Christians, smart and cautious people, should forgive them and have
only one purpose: slowly, step by step restore our relations with them.
Because whatever happens in the world, we must live together with the Turks
and the Turks must live with us.”

In Maras, besides the self-defence activities of ordinary Armenian individuals,
there were Armenian legionnaires whose existence was considered a disadvantage by
the Nationalist authorities, given the fact that the legionnaires were trained and
experienced in combat. The Nationalist circles pursued a strategy of negative

propaganda against the Armenian legionnaires in Maras, with the goal of persuading

the French to remove the legionnaires from the city. Following the successive

M @npnuywt, Gyplpugh Zuybph Uqunwgpuiliub Cupdnidikpp 1919-1920 640,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] p. 149.
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lobbying of the Nationalist agents, the French authorities decided to send five hundred
Armenian legionnaires to Islahiye on 19 January; two days later on 21 January, when
only fifty Armenian legionnaires remained in the city, the large-scale attack by
Nationalist groups began.>’*

In Maras, under the leadership of former Ottoman army officer Setrag
Khérlakean, together with Sarkis Markarean, Aram Samuelean, and Baghdasar
Otabalean, the Armenians established emplacements in Saint Atsvadzadzin, Holy
Karasun Mangants, Saint Sarkis, the Latin monastery of Santa Terra, Kuyucak,
Sekerdere, Kiimbet, and Beyt Salum for the self-defence of the city, meeting weekly
for strategic updates.’’

With the French forces lacking in numbers and weaponry, the Nationalist
forces attacked the city with both their regular army and various bandit groups. In the
ensuing clashes, the native Armenian population of Maras was targeted by the
Nationalists. It was reported that though the Armenians in Kiimbet and Kurucak
defended themselves against the attacks, the majority of Armenians throughout the
city were unable to do so. One challenge faced by the Armenian self-defence
activities was that the Armenian quarters were disconnected from each other,
separated by Turkish quarters in between. In Maras, the Armenian community was
living in certain parts of the city, such as the German orphanage and a few
surrounding buildings, the Catholic church, the Central school and a few surrounding
buildings, the American establishments, and the German hospital.’’® Soon after the

first attacks, the Armenians decided to gather at central monasteries to continue their

" 1bid., p. 506.
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2005), p. 172.
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armed opposition to the Nationalist forces. Saint Kevork, Saint Sarkis, Saint
Asdvadzazin, Holy Karasun Mangants, the Armenian Catholic Church, and the Latin
monastery of Santa Terra became the self-defence centres. On 24 January, the
Armenian quarters of Maras were attacked. Saint Azdvadadzin Church, where around
two thousand Armenians were sheltered and which was defended by twenty
Armenian legionnaires, was the first location the Armenians evacuated. The
Armenians sheltering here attempted to reach Holy Karasun Mangants Church at
night; however, the Algerian soldiers opened fire on them, killing more than four
hundred.’”” The communication breakdown within the chain of command was so
critical that, even though the French command sent two reconnaissance aircraft to
investigate the situation in Maras, the aircraft returned to Adana without
understanding the events unfolding on the ground.>’® As for the killings committed by
the French soldiers of Algerian origin, it is apparent that this was a rogue act that was
not officially ordered.’” According to eyewitness accounts, the Algerian soldiers shot
the Armenian villagers despite the fact that the villagers were shouting, ‘ Arménien,
Arménien!” as they approached, clearly identifying themselves.>*

After facing the outrageous attacks of the Nationalist forces, the French
soldiers were instructed to abandon the city at midnight without giving notice to the

Armenian community. The French forces claimed that it was not a retreat but a

> Verchin Lur, Quiwnh Qupnp [The Slaughter of a Province], 28 February 1920, no.
1812; Enpnuyw, Ghphhugh Zuylbph Uquunugnulmb Cupdnidbbpp 1919-1920 (240,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] pp. 149-57.
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Cilicia and the :Marash Affair”’, p. 505.
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strategic move organised to ensure a new offensive against the Nationalists. Indeed,
Maras, Antep, and Kilis were located in remote parts of the occupation zone, and,
according to the French authorities, the retreat from these regions was due to a
shortage in food and ammunition, leaving the troops unable to fight. While the
decision to retreat could be considered strategically logical, the lack of notification
from the French forces to the Armenian community drove the miserable Armenian
women, children and elderly, who had no means of protection, into a state of fear.
Prominent Armenian community members appealed to the French commander for
information about the rumours of retreat. The French commander did not respond at
first, but following the second appeal, he assured them that the necessary steps would
be taken to protect the Armenian population.>®! It was reported that the French
soldiers had already begun destroying the heavy weapons which they would not be
able to readily transport.”®? On 10 February, the French forces set the garrison alight
and left the town and its few thousand Armenians behind.’®* Even though the French
soldiers informed the Armenians that if any of them were to follow the French troops,
they would be shot, thousands of Armenians still did so. As the French forces were
preparing to depart from the region, four thousand Armenians who had been sheltered
in the Latin Monastery began to gather nearby. In the end, the French officers allowed
the Armenian deportees—between 3,200 and 3,400 in total—to trail them from a

distance of one kilometre.*®* Thousands of Armenian women, children, and elderly

¥ Giligia, bputuwjut Shininpltpnt Lwhwben [The Retreat of French Soldiers], 27
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who were afraid of the possible massacre that could be committed after the French
evacuation took to the roads behind the French forces, begging them not to leave them
in Maras.’®> Only one thousand five hundred survived, with the rest perishing on the
road.’® Another group of Armenians fleeing from Maras was attacked by bands on
the road to Islahiye.’” In his memoir, Nishan Saatjean, a member of the Armenian
Legion, mentions that during the retreat some Algerian soldiers shot at the Armenian
civilians who were trailing the French forces.>®® The retreat was made during a severe
snowstorm, and hundreds of Armenians who could not find the necessary warm
clothing for the journey succumbed to the elements. Gaspar Menag, a member of the

Armenian Legion, described the retreat scene in his memoir:

Soon after people begin to fall, gradually in larger numbers, and start to be
buried under the snow... Impossible to proceed. A few surviving horses and
mules try to pave the way and a few thousand people follow these animals,
through their footprints... The snow falls cruelly; our fingers start to blacken.
At each step, someone falls into the snow silently and mystically.>%’

dnnmimpnhl Ghhwluniplbwi Muygpupp Ghihhhn Uk 1919-1921 [2:40:, [The
Independence Struggle of the Armenian Nation in Cilicia 1919-1921] p. 536.
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According to reports, two thousand Armenians eventually managed to reach
Islahiye.>”® After the clashes, the Armenian population in Maras decreased from
twenty thousand to eight thousand.>*! A subsequent editorial in Giligia, entitled ‘To

Be or Not to Be, That Is the Question’, declared:

In response to this situation, the Armenian people should prove that it is not
possible to annihilate their centuries-long existence in two seconds.
Armenians should work with all of their means and with their resisting
strength to tell the large and small nations that Armenians, surrounded by a
solid indifference, will fight tooth and nail to protect their existence.>*?
Indeed, Kili¢ Ali and the brigade under his command retreated to the village
of Kerun to wait for reinforcement forces to launch another attack of the city;
unaware of the events unfolding, the Turks were ready to surrender if the French
authorities granted amnesty to all the Muslims who had taken up arms and agreed to
provide food and shelter to all, regardless of ethnicity.’*> However, after learning of

the retreat of the French forces, Kili¢c Ali entered the city and raised the Turkish flag

in the military post. Kadizade Hasan Fehmi and Ziya Efendi, prominent supporters of
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the Turkish National movement in the city, were assigned as the representatives of the
Nationalist administration in Maras.>**

Following the first atrocities in Cilicia after WWI, all the Armenian political
parties and the ANU in Adana organised a joint meeting. Damadean was assigned as
the representative to appeal to the Allied authorities for assistance to protect the local
Armenian population. The governor of Adana, Celal Bey, offered to initiate a new
Turkish-Armenian reconciliation, but it was refused by the Armenian authorities, who
stated that ‘it was not possible to sit down at the table with the Turk’ at the very
moment that ‘thousands of Armenians were killed in Marag’ >%°

The Ottoman Turkish press, particularly the pro-Nationalist outlets, denied the
factuality of reports of the Armenian slaughter. During an interview given to the
Aksam daily, the minister of internal affairs stated that ‘according to the news we
received from the locals, Maras is at peace right now’. Similarly, Yeni Giin wrote
‘The news regarding the slaughter of twenty thousand Armenians in Maras is
unfounded’. K‘erovpé Zhamgoch‘ean, an Armenian individual, criticised the Turkish
dailies in Verchin Lur, stating that there was ‘peace’ in Marag at that time because
‘the Armenian population in the city was annihilated’.>%¢

Following the clashes and atrocities in Maras and the news published in the
European press, the Ottoman dailies were divided into two camps. On the one hand,
dailies such as Alemdar and Peyam-1 Sabah condemned the atrocities inflicted upon
the Armenian population. Alemdar, for instance, argued that ‘not three thousand, but

the bleeding of the nose of even three Armenians would negatively affect the image
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of the Ottoman government’. On the other hand, dailies such as fkdam argued that the
news regarding the atrocities and massacres was the product of propaganda and did
not reflect the truth.>*7 Ali Kemal in Peyam-1 Sabah added that the atrocities of the
Turkish National movement did nothing beneficial for the Ottoman state, but that they
in fact denigrated the government’s image in the eyes of the Western Powers and
enhanced the rationalisation of the Greek occupation.’”®

The events in Maras resulted in the removal of the majority of the Armenian
community and the French forces from the city, and the first victory of the Nationalist
forces in the Cilicia region. The retaking of Maras by the Nationalists increased the
popularity of Mustafa Kemal in the region, which similarly affected the participation
of Turkish men in the struggle. Observing these developments, the Armenian
community realised that they did not indeed hold an indispensable place in the French
realpolitik. Thus, the pragmatic French administration was reluctant to ensnare itself
in the struggle against the locals by continuing to occupy Cilicia and protect the

Armenian civilians.

6.3. The Second Blow: The Abandonment of Hacin

During the first years of the Armistice period, the hills of Ha¢in were swarmed with
armed groups of all ethnic and religious origins, such as Armenian, Kurdish, Cherkes,
and Turkish. Similar to the other armed groups, the Armenian armed groups
participated in robbery, raids, and plunder. For instance, the Armenian armed groups

from Kayseri and Sivas, when patrolling in the hills of Hagin, killed two Kurds and
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the brother of Cherkes Arslan Bey, who was a prominent figure in the region. Aram
Cavus, together with his Vrej (Vengeance) unit, plundered Muslim villages located in
Hagin and the peripheries.*”’

There were no French forces in Hagin when—at the same time the Nationalist
forces surrounded the neighbouring villages of the high altitude region—Colonel
Edouard Bremond denied the aid requests of the Armenians of Hagin, highlighting
that the French soldiers could not be sent to a place which was remote, mountainous,
and far from the military supply network. The Armenians in the town, nonetheless,
decided to oppose the Nationalist forces by their own means and organised a
committee for self-defence.®®® Soon after, the committee established a self-defence
commandership, and Sarkis Jebejiean, an experienced soldier who fought in the
Caucasus under Antranik’s command, was appointed to lead the units. Armenian men
from sixteen to forty-five years old were conscripted, with around six hundred people
constituting four units in total. Military training commenced, and even Armenian
orphans were taught how to use basic guns and to perform ciphered communication
by flags.®®! It was an entire mobilisation campaign within the Armenian community

of Hagin to protect themselves against the attacks of the Nationalist groups.®’?
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On 12 March 1920, Governor of Sis Captain Taillardat contacted Governor of
Hagin Garabed Ch‘alean regarding the population of Hagin, the number of Armenian
children, and the necessary measures to transport the population from Hagin to Sis.
Garabed Ch‘alean responded that, in order to transfer the population to Sis, the armed
Armenian volunteers might be able to protect the road from Hagin to Vahgan, but
protection of the road from Vahgan to Sis would require assistance from the French

603 Governor Taillardat responded that he would not provide even a small unit

forces.
of French soldiers to be dedicated to rescuing the Armenian women, children, and
elderly in Hagin.®®* According to Tachjian, the Hagin siege occurred at a time when
the French authorities were trying to reach an agreement with the Nationalists; thus,
they did not want to anger them by helping the Armenians.®®> Selahattin Sert, a
Turkish researcher, further claimed in his book that the French created a death camp
for the Hagin Armenians by abandoning them while knowing there was no chance for
the population to survive without aid.5%

On 13 March 1920, the Hagin Armenians sent a telegram to the ANU in
Adana, including Mihran Damadean, Archbishop Bedros Sarajean, and the Armenian
dailies published in Adana such as Giligia and Hay Tsayn, announcing that they had

decided not to transfer the elderly, women, and children to Sis without safe passage

and that they would continue to struggle against the Nationalist forces to the end,
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1921] p. 592.

5% Quutigpnitth, YhihYhny Zuyniptwi 9kpehtt Gwnpep, [The Last Migration of Cilician
Armenians] pp. 140-41; Kiitiik, ‘Kurtulus Savasi’nda Yukar1 Cukurova’, [Upper Cukurova
During the War of Liberation] p. 97.

% enpnuywt, Gypbpugh Zugbph Ugqunnugpnulwh Cupdnidbkpp 1919-1920 (040,
[Liberation Movements of the Cilician Armenians 1919-1920] pp. 188-89.

895 Tachjian, La France En Cilicie et En Haute-Mezopotamie: Aux Confins de La Turquie, de
La Syrie et Del I'lraq, 1919-1933, pp. 136-37.

69 Selehattin Sert, Fransizlarin Ermenileri Yok Etme Plan Kilikya 1918-1922: Hagin Oliim
Kampi [The French Plan for the Destruction of the Armenians in Cilicia in 1918-1922: Hagin
Death Camp] (Istanbul: Kum Saati Yayinlari, 2005).

232



requesting additional ammunition and weapons from the Union.%°” Otherwise, the
telegram noted, ‘the blood of Hagin Armenians would be on their [the Armenian
community of Adana] necks’.®®® Upon receiving this telegram from the Hagin
community, the Armenians in Adana organised a public gathering at the church, and
around four hundred Armenian volunteers of Hagin origin registered to fight with the
self-defence units in Hagin.®” When the French authorities were asked for help, they
responded that they could provide 150 bullets and three days of meal for each soldier,
but nothing more to aid Hagin.®'® Even though the French authorities pledged very
little ammunition and assistance, the newly established volunteer unit still continued
to Sis in order to take control of the road towards Hagin. However, the French
authorities, especially Captain Taillardat, did not allow the Armenian volunteer units
to pass from Sis to Hacin in order to help the inhabitants. The four hundred Armenian
volunteers who came from Adana to Sis, with the final destination of Hagin, were
ordered by the French to wait in Sis and were later assigned to help the evacuation of
Sis and the transfer of the Armenian population to Adana.®!! Furthermore, when a
group of Armenians insisted on transferring ammunition to Hagin, the French
authorities granted permission and suggested the group take the Harha-Pazar road,

where Garabed Lach‘inean, together with his eight Armenian men, was subsequently
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attacked by bands.®!? The suggestion of French authorities was met with suspicion by
the Armenian authorities, who believed that they might have informed the Turkish
bands of the Armenian group’s route.’!3 At the beginning of March, after fully
realising that no reinforcements or ammunition would be provided to the Armenian
community in Hagin, the Nationalist forces staged a dramatic attack on the Armenian
villages neighbouring Hagin and captured Vahgan, a junction between Hagin and Sis,
and cut the communication lines both into and out of Hagin.*'* As the events
unfolded, Mihran Damadean sent an official letter to Colonel Edouard Bremond on 5
May 1920 stating that the French authorities, who had refused to send military
assistance, bore total responsibility for the events in Hagin, where the Armenian
community had struggled against the Nationalist forces for months.%!

On 30 April, the Giligia daily advocated in an editorial that the Ottoman
Armenians abandoned the local Armenian population of Hagin by not sending
assistance, leaving them in complete isolation.’'® According to Rup‘en Sahagean, the
Armenian community in Cilicia lost both its faith in the possibility of Cilicia’s
independence—particularly after the Treaty of Sévres, in which the Allied Powers

agreed to return the occupied region to the Ottoman government—as well as the

motivation to continue fighting.%!” Although prominent figures in the Armenian
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community made contact with the French officials in an effort to help the Armenians
in Hagin, their efforts were fruitless. The French authorities, with the same pragmatic
approach adopted from the beginning of their occupation campaign, saw no benefit in
helping Hagin, a distant town of no real importance to them. Giligia reported that the
external world knew nothing of the true conditions inside Hagin and vice versa.!8
Indeed, it was clear that neither the Armenians outside Hagin nor the French military
officers in Adana had reliable information on the conditions in the village. There was
no direct line of communication between Hagin and Adana, so the only method to
gather intelligence from Hagin was surveillance by reconnaissance aircraft.

The Hagin Armenians, realising that no outside assistance would be coming,
organised themselves and stocked food as well as ammunition and weapons for the
defence of the town. On 30 March, a committee for aiding Hacin was organised, and
on 15 April, a tribunal consisting of four Armenian and three Turkish members was
organised.®!” On 17 March, Kozanoglu Dogan sent an offer to the Hagin Armenians.
After reminding them of the Turkish-Armenian brotherhood throughout history, he
requested their disarmament and surrender.?° In spite of this, the fight continued, and
the intensity of the siege of Hacin by the Nationalist forces increased. The self-
defence of Hagin was successful against the Nationalist forces, whose numbers were

far greater than those of the Armenians. The Armenian volunteers on the front line

However, the Cilicia region was designated as within the French zone of influence, and this
decision affected the motivation of the Cilician Armenians in their quest to gain complete
independence in the region. For more information on the Treaty of Sévres, see A. L. Macfie,
The End of the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923, pp. 319-22; Davison, Essays in Ottoman and
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UCLA, 2003), pp. 743-49.
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and the Armenian women and orphans who remained within the town worked
collectively for their self-preservation. The Armenian orphans, who were ten to
twelve years old, ‘did their part’ by carrying the guns and bullets from trench to
trench and organising the ciphered communication between the units.®?! However,
given the lack of food and ammunition, the population was unable to continue
fighting after months of struggle. Until the end, after the combat moved underground
to the tunnels of Hagin, the Armenians in the town fought to the death. The majority
of them lost their lives during the clashes.

On 2 December 1920, it was reported that out of the ten thousand Armenians
who were in Hagin, approximately two hundred survived and managed to arrive in
Adana.®??> Only Aram Cavus and his unit, who were successful in breaking the siege
and escaping to the hills of Ha¢in under heavy gunfire, survived. After the Nationalist
units had captured the town completely, their commanders ordered the soldiers to
burn down the town, destroy every building, and set the tunnels afire as punishment
for the ‘uprising of the Armenians’.®?® The insensibility of the French authorities
toward the cries for help from the Armenian population of Hacin was a second blow
to the French-Armenian relationship, causing a deep and lasting disappointment

within Armenian society.
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6.4. The Third Blow: The Clashes in Antep

From January 1920, the situation in Antep for Armenians began to descend into
chaos. The Armenians were not able to open their shops or go to the market. A chain
of events led the Armenian community to remain in their houses. On 29 February, for
instance, an Armenian disappeared.>* Then on 1 March, an Armenian man and a
woman were killed, while the next day several Islamised Armenians living with
Muslims in the Turkish quarter were attacked by Turks, who accused them of being
Armenian spies.’?> After that, on 6 March, an Armenian man who travelled to the
Turkish quarter to buy flour was killed by Turkish bands.®?® A report published in the

Hay Tsayn daily summarised the state of fear in the Armenian community:

From January 23 till this day, we have been living in the Armenian quarters

with one family on top of another, one house on top of another. We cannot go

out, interact with Turks and do some shopping... The self-defence activities of

the Armenians are inadequate and insignificant. In a word, our situation is

miserable.%?’

The tension between the Armenians and the Turks in the city was thick. The
Armenian community resolved that they would not accept the re-establishment of
Turkish power within the city and would defend themselves against any attack by

Nationalist forces. An Armenian observer, K. Ankut, addressed the Turkish public in

the Verchin Lur daily:
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Be sure that no Armenian wants to live under the Turkish rule, and if one day

a limited Turkish authority is formed by a sling of a chance, Armenians would

be the first to leave those places just to ensure the safety of their lives. We

have perfectly analysed your psychology and we would not be fooled by your
fake and deceitful flattery anymore. Current and future generations will
always live far away from you for at least a century ...%%

The clashes in Antep began with an incident in the city’s market. When a
French soldier, upon being insulted by a group of Turkish youth, killed a Turkish
young man, the Turks started to attack the Armenian shops. On the following day, the
Armenians started to move to the northern part of town where the Armenian quarter
was located. The Turkish authorities made an announcement ensuring the safety of
the Armenians and persuaded them to open their shops in the market. On 30 January,
the Armenians started to reopen their shops. However, on the same day, a French
soldier was killed in the market, and armed Turkish bands attacked the Armenian
shops. Following these events, all Armenian families moved to the northern part of
town, and all of the Muslim families who were living in the Armenian quarter left and
moved to the southern part of the city. With more than five thousand Armenians
gathered at the Surp Azdvadzadzin Armenian Cathedral, the French authorities

suggested that they open their shops and return to normal life. Soon after, though,

shots were heard from the market, whereupon the Armenians who had returned to
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close their shops which had not been properly closed the previous day were attacked
by Turkish bands.®%*

On 1 April, a group of French soldiers left the city for Kilis, leaving only eight
hundred remaining in the city. The Armenian women and children were then sheltered
in the American hospital, believing that the American flag atop the building would
protect them. Nonetheless, the bands also shot at the hospital. Following the first
clashes in the city and the events which transpired in Marag, the Armenians of Antep
established special military, police, and health bodies to organise the self-defence of
the Armenian quarter of the city.®*® An Armenian armed unit consisting of eight
hundred Armenian volunteers was organised.®*! The Armenian craftsmen started to
produce weapons and bullets to build the arsenal, preparing bombs, cartridges, and
even cannons. Armenian women, children, and elderly worked to prepare the
trenches.%? Meanwhile, a population exchange took place at the junction of the
Armenian quarter and the Turkish quarter, where the few Armenian families who
remained in the Turkish quarter passed to the Armenian side and the few Turkish
families who remained in the Armenian quarter passed to the Turkish side.%*3 In April
1920, in an initiative by Mihran Damadean, an attempt was made to draft an
agreement between the Armenians and the Turks. The draft agreement, which

included thirteen articles and which was mostly accepted by the Armenian and
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Turkish authorities, was not implemented because of a mutual lack of confidence and
chronic conflict.5%*

The commander of the French forces in the Middle East, Henri Gouraud,
made a public announcement in May 1920 that a twenty-day ceasefire had been
signed with the Nationalist authorities in order to discuss possible peace terms.®*> He
underscored that France would continue to be the protector of the Christian minorities
in Cilicia, but Armenian public opinion viewed the ceasefire agreement between the
French and the Nationalists with suspicion.®*® An editorial in Hay Tsayn claimed that
even though the agreement had been made, the Nationalist group still conducted
attacks on the surrounding villages of Adana and Cihan and attempted to cut the
Adana-Mersin train line.%*” As part of the Franco-Turkish ceasefire agreement, the
Armenian population in Antep was to lay down their arms and return to business by
re-opening their shops in the market. However, during the four months of warfare in
the city, the Armenian community depleted its coffers supporting the defence
activities, resulting in a severe financial crisis. This was described by the Giligia daily
as a ‘white massacre’, as opposed to a ‘red’ one.®*8 Thirty thousand Ottoman liras
were collected as donations for the relief activities of the Antep Armenians. American

Armenians sent thirty thousand dollars, while two thousand Ottoman liras came from
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various Armenian organisations within the Ottoman state except Antep and Istanbul,
one thousand Ottoman liras came from wealthy Antep Armenians, and another
thousand Ottoman liras from Istanbul Armenians.%°

The Antep Armenians remained neutral when the clashes between the French
and Turkish forces commenced within the city after the ceasefire agreement expired.
On 16 August 1920, the French commandership called upon the Armenians to join the
battle on the French side, but after the ANU in Antep %4° (which consisted of 28
members from all political factions of Armenian society, as well as the business and
intellectual classes) refused, French artillery ‘erroneously’ shot into the Armenian
quarter, and French forces began to attack the Armenian trenches.®*! Following the
instigation by the French forces, the Armenian community relented and agreed to ally
with them, as having one common enemy within the city would be better than two.
The Armenian volunteer units entered the fight and soon managed to occupy the Seyh
mosque and its minarets, from where the Nationalist forces were firing on the
Armenian quarter.®*> The Antep Armenians shared the same motivation as all other
Cilician Armenians who survived the wartime deportations and massacres—
revenge—even naming the cannon that was constructed by Armenian craftsmen
‘Vrej> (Vengeance).®*

The clashes between the Armenians and Turks in Antep would continue for

more than ten months. The Armenian quarter was defended by Armenian volunteers
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until an agreement was made between the French and Ankara governments, which
was signed on 20 October 1921.%* The French government agreed to withdraw from
the Cilicia region, including Nizip. The Ankara government in return guaranteed the
rights of the Christian minorities and permission for the French to operate the railway
line. The French administration agreed to evacuate the whole Cilicia region, including
Adana, Mersin, and Tarsus, by January 1922.°4° The Armenians of Antep wanted to
leave the city but were not allowed to do so. The French authorities authorised only
five thousand families in total to depart. During the clashes, the Armenian community
spent four million francs and everything they had in their pockets. Two hundred forty-
five soldiers died on the French side, only fifty-four of which were of French origin,
the rest being Algerians and Tunisians.%*¢ The ceasefire agreement was accepted by
the Ottoman Turkish press as a victory for the Ankara government. According to the
Vakit daily, with this agreement, the Ankara government proved that it was possible
for them to negotiate a fair agreement with the Western Powers. The daily claimed
that Ankara’s policy was not completely dependent on the Soviets, and the Ankara
government was ready to provide minority rights to Christians, both in Cilicia and in

the Izmir region.%’
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6.5. Asking for the Moon: The Declaration of Independence in Cilicia

In general, the relationship between the French authorities and the Armenian
community in the Cilicia region was not equal. The leadership of the Armenian
community often received orders from the French commanders to organise Armenian
volunteers for the operations of the French forces. For instance, Bremond ordered for
one thousand five hundred Armenian volunteers to escort the French forces that were
deploying to Mersin and to help with the defence of the town of Uregli.®*® Upon
receiving the order from Bremond on 23 July 1920, prominent Armenian community
members took steps to organise these forces, but it was not possible to gather one
thousand five hundred volunteers in a very short period. Moreover, it was challenging
to mobilise the public, as this request was unrelated to the self-defence of the
Armenian quarters or towns; as a result, the French authorities asked the Armenian
volunteers to leave their homes to serve where the French authorities deemed they
were necessary, and a group of Armenian volunteers were gathered and sent to Uregli
to defend the town. However, the Armenian authorities were not able to gather one
thousand five hundred volunteers with two days’ notice for Mersin.®* Consequently,
Armenians in the Cilicia region began to view their independence as vital to breaking
free from the French authorities and allowing them to dedicate their armed forces
entirely to the defence of the Armenian quarters in cities. The approach of the French

government was criticised in the Hay Tsayn daily:
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A nation that already devoted its limited trained forces to ongoing clashes, a
nation whose young generation is deprived of weapons and military training,
and a nation which is now allowed to mobilise its youth by its own will; how
can it prepare more than a thousand men in a couple of days, who are
supposed to be able to collaborate with the trained, well-managed, well-armed
and equipped French soldiers?6°
The Supreme National Council, which was established in Adana at the end of
May, discussed the economic and political dimensions of declaring independence.
After seven months of struggle, the Armenian community believed that an
autonomous Armenian administration should be established in Cilicia.%>! The
Armenian political parties agreed to act in cooperation and put aside their ideological
differences.®>? On 31 July 1920, the Supreme National Council decided to declare
independence. The members agreed to make the official announcement on 4 August.
However, the Ramgavar party opposed this move, arguing that it would not succeed
in the French-occupied zones and could harm French-Armenian relations.®>® The
party argued that the French would react negatively towards the Armenians after this

declaration and that the Armenians in Hagin, who were continuing to fight against the

Nationalists, would suffer greatly after the French withdrew their support. Thus, the
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Ramgavar party suggested that the declaration of independence should be made only
in those regions that had already been evacuated by the French forces.®>*

The chain of events leading to the declaration of independence was initiatied
with an initiative by Minas Veradzin, central committee member of the ARF. On 2
August 1920, he declared the autonomy of the ‘Rupinean Republic’, land under the
French mandate which sat between the Seyhun and Ceyhun rivers.5>> When Mihran
Damadean received the news of Minas Veradzin’s declaration, he protested the
endeavour to the ARF. Yet, in response, ARF headquarters made clear that this was
not their decision.®*¢ This first initiative was not only greeted with suspicion and
embarrassment by the French and Ottoman authorities, but also it was not endorsed
by the prominent members of the Armenian community in Adana. Apparently, this
initiative was not backed by any political parties and attracted no support from the
Armenian community.

However, two days later on 4 August 1920, on the invitation of the ANU in
Adana, the representatives of the Greek, Assyrian, Syrian, and Chaldean communities
together with the representatives of the Armenian Catholic, Protestant, and Apostolic
churches, and the Supreme National Council gathered at a meeting and established the
Inter-Christian Council of Cilicia, which later made the decision to declare the
independence of Cilicia from the oppression of Turkish rule and asked its mandate

under French protection.®®’
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In their declaration of independence, the Christian communities underscored
that even though the Armistice was signed between the Entente and the Ottoman
government, a state of fear and warfare continued in the Cilicia region via armed
bands and the newly emerged National movement. They argued that two hundred
seventy five thousand Christians in the Cilicia region could no longer live under the
Turkish yoke, given the massacres that had happened during the wartime and
Armistice period.5>® The declaration concluded with the signatures of prominent
figures of the Christian communities in the Cilicia region such as Mihran Damadean,
representative of the Delegation of United Armenia; Kevork Aslanean, Armenian
bishop of the Diocese of Apostolic Armenians in Adana; Artin K ek‘ligean,
Armenian Catholic bishop of Adana; Dr. Mnats‘aganean, president of the ANU;
Vahan Zhamgoch‘ean, secretary of the ANU; representatives of the Greek
community; Aristides Simeonoglu, a notable businessman; Barbur Bey, a notable
member of the Arab Orthodox community; Joseph Tiifenkci, Vicar General of the
Chaldeans for Cilicia; and Philippos, Patriarchal Vicar of the Assyrian Catholic
Community of Adana.®>® The declaration ended with: ‘Long live independent Cilicia,

long live protector France!®¢°
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On 5 August, when representatives of the newly established government
occupied the administrative building and removed the Turkish governor from his post,
the French authorities ordered the Armenian staff members to vacate the premises. A
few officers were sent by the order of Bremond to empty the building. Mihran
Damadean resisted the officers, arguing that the members of the government were
elected by the inter-Christian committee and represented the will of more than two
hundred seventy five thousand Christian people. Mihran Damadean, Dr.
Mnats‘aganean, and Vahan Zhamgoch‘ean stayed in the room until the last
moment.**! However, Bremond sent armed officers to the building and removed the
self-declared government members by force.®s? Following this incident, the French
administration ceased all communication with the ANU representatives. When High
Commissioner Henri Gouraud arrived in Adana in September, he ordered the
disarmament of the Armenian militias, deported a group of prominent Armenian
individuals (including Archbishop Mushegh Seropean, who was sentenced to ten
years of forced labour by French court martial), disarmed the volunteers who were

prepared to leave for Hagin, and closed all the Armenian dailies.®®®> Although the

government was Mihran Damadean. Dr. Mnats‘aganean (Tashnag) was elected as the foreign
minister, Dr. Bezirjiean (Ramgavar) as the minister of internal affairs, Vahan Zhamgoch‘ean
(Hnch‘ak) as the minister of war, Antranik Genjean (Hnch‘ak) as the minister of finance,
Garabed Nalbandean (Hnch‘ak) as the minister of development and agriculture, Assyrian
notable Jan as the minister of education, and prominent Greek Nikolaki as the minister of
justice. The communication and construction ministers were appointed from the Turkish and
Arab communities.
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French interests were not directed against the Armenians, protection of the
investments of French capital within the country was of greater concern than the
political interests of the Armenian community.®* Ultimately, the actions of the
French authorities toward the Armenian interests were so harsh that the Armenian
representatives were nicknamed ‘bad shepherds’ by French commander Julien
Dufieux.%%

In his memoirs, Mihran Damadean claimed that they were capable of
organising five thousand Armenian volunteers to occupy the administrative building
by force but chose not to only in order to avoid harming French-Armenian relations
further.®%® According to Damadean, there were two alternative paths for the Armenian
community in Cilicia. The first was to emigrate to Syria, which would mean the
destruction of the Armenian economic and social life that would result from the
abandonment of Armenian shops, investments, and property. Damadean called this
possible emigration another ‘white massacre’. The second alternative for the
Armenian community was to remain in their native lands and to continue to struggle
against the Turks, a will which was demonstrated by the decision to stay in Cilicia
and declare independence.’®” However, the lack of commitment from all the layers of

the community—from the political sphere to the organisation of armed units and the
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political intrigues of the Nationalist authorities, which were effective in deterring the

French—resulted in a futile attempt which lasted only a few days.

6.6. The Final Stage of the French Occupation: The Clashes in Adana

With clashes and incidents taking place in various cities in Cilicia including Maras,
Hagin, Antep, and Sis, tensions between the Muslim and Armenian communities in
Adana were cresting. While the Nationalist units’ attacks on the surrounding villages
of Adana were punishing, the control of the city remained in the hands of the French
military, together with the Armenian volunteer units. After the Nationalists realised
that guerrilla warfare alone would not succeed in breaking the resistance of the French
and Armenian units, talk increased of launching artillery strikes against the city.
When rumours of Nationalist shelling emerged—combined with the declaration by
Nationalists that those Turkish families who remained in Adana would be considered
allies of the French and, thus, enemies of the Turkish nation—in a state of fear,
Turkish families began vacating their properties within the city and moving to the
surrounding Turkish villages. This flight of forty thousand Muslims from Adana
became known as the ‘Kag¢-Kag¢ (Run-Run) incident’. In addition to the above
reasons, Turkish civilians feared a potential massacre at the hands of the extremely
aggressive Armenian volunteer units. With much of the city’s properties now
abandoned, the Armenian refugees who had not been able to find shelter (a significant
number, as there were more than one hundred thousand in Adana) were settled into

the vacated properties.®®3
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While the Turkish population was leaving the city, Nationalist agents began to
incite the Fellah (farmers) population®® against the Armenians in order to foment
more unrest within the city; additionally, the Nationalists hoped to show that the
Armenians created conflicts not only with the Turks but also with other ethnic and
religious communities, further dampening French-Armenian relations. The strategy
bore fruit, as Fellahs began to kidnap Armenian merchants who were travelling in
remote parts of the city.®’ On 10 July, when an Armenian merchant was kidnapped
by Fellahs in the market, the Armenians randomly arrested a few Fellahs to trade for
the return of the abducted Armenian merchant.5”!

The evacuation of the city by Turkish families led to repercussions from the
French authorities, who interpreted this movement as a result of the antagonism and
violence of the Armenian volunteer units. Colonel Edouard Bremond, in turn,
demanded the disarmament of Armenian volunteers.5’? After the majority of the
Turkish population left Adana, the Nationalist forces embarked upon an offensive in
the second half of July.%”3 The clashes continued until an agreement was made

between the French and the Nationalists in October 1921.
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6.7. A Harsh Truth for the Ottoman Armenians in Cilicia: The Franco-Turkish

Agreement and the Evacuation of Cilicia

When the French intentions and interests were finally clearly understood by the
Armenian community following the clashes between the French-Armenian forces and
Nationalists, Armenian intellectuals attempted to persuade the Armenian population
not to leave their lands, whatever the result may be in the political arena. An editorial
in the Hay Tsayn daily urged prominent Armenian figures and wealthy businessmen
to not emigrate abroad from Cilicia but to lead their communities by example,
remaining in their native lands and protecting the ‘Armenianness’ of the region.
According to the daily, those Armenians who left would never return ‘to see Cilicia as
part of the Armenian nation’ and that the only means of keeping this hope alive was
‘to stay in the region and continue struggling against the Turks’.%”* On 28 August
1920, the daily ran Melkon Asadur’s article, entitled ‘I am here, I will stay here’, as
its editorial. In this article, Melkon Asadur highlighted the will of the Cilician
Armenian community to hold fast in its native land, regardless of the agreement the
French authorities had reached with the Nationalists. Asadur concluded, ‘I am now in
my ancestors’ land. From now on, no power can expel me. It is my home, my nest’.5”3
Indeed, ten months after the publication of articles intended to influence
Armenian intellectuals and the Armenian public opinion not to leave Cilicia, the
signing of an agreement between the French and the Nationalists swayed the
Armenian viewpoint regarding emigration. On 20 October 1921, negotiations between

the Nationalist authorities and Henry Franklin-Bouillon, the representative of the
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French government, came to an end, arousing anxiety among the non-Muslim
community of the Cilicia region.®’® The agreement between the French and the
Nationalists was viewed by the Armenians as a betrayal by the French politicians,
who had announced previously that they would pursue the establishment of an
independent Armenian state in the Cilicia region, free from Turkish bondage. Even
though the French authorities provided assurances that specific articles in the
agreement, which had been agreed to by the Nationalists, enshrined the rights of non-
Muslim groups, the Armenian community recognised it as a deception to cover future
atrocities and oppression of non-Muslim communities.®”” According to the Arevelyan
Mamul daily, against the will of two hundred thousand Cilician Armenians, the
French authorities bequeathed the region to the Nationalists, abandoning the
Armenians in a state of uncertainty and insecurity.’8

Henry Franklin-Bouillon informed the local Armenian authorities that the
French administration would cede control of the region to the Nationalists on 21
November and would leave the region by 4 January. He reiterated that there was no
need for the Armenian community to emigrate to another country because the
Nationalists had guaranteed that their rights would be protected. He noted that the
display of the Armenian flag was prohibited in the region, so as to not provoke the
Nationalist authorities.®”® Vahrich Geok‘jean, an Armenian author who was also the

editor of the Antep-published Sharzhoum (Action) journal, wrote the following in
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response to the statements of Henry Franklin-Bouillon regarding the emigration of the
Armenians: ‘But which Armenian would not be afraid of the Turkish terror? Who
does not have reasons to be afraid if he is an Armenian, a non-Kemalist who fought
side by side with the French against Kemalists?* ¢80

Vahrich Geok‘jean argued that the French authorities encouraged the return of
the Turkish population to the Adana region and forcibly displaced the Armenian
refugees who were sheltered in the camps at a time when there was a housing crisis in
the cities of the Cilicia region. Homeless, the Armenian refugees who were forced to
leave the camps were left with no option but to live on the streets. The Armenian
businessmen, who were under strict boycotts by Turkish customers, were not able to
earn an income, and those Armenians who wanted to sell their properties could not
find any buyers because of the abounding propaganda. Those Muslims who wanted to
buy the properties of the Armenians were advised not to do so because they were
informed that ‘they would have those properties free of charge soon’.%8!

The Ankara government had previously assured they would give concessions
and rights to the non-Muslim population.®®? The Ottoman Turkish dailies propagated
that, with the promises of the Ankara government and the friendly approach of the

Turkish officials, the Armenians would decide not to emigrate to Aleppo or other

Syrian cities; however, according to the Armenian dailies, these reports did not reflect

80 grevelyan Mamul, dpulipo-LElwjmuh Zudwdwyimiphit N1 YhihYkghp [Franco-
Nationalist Agreement and the Cilicians], 17 December 1921, no. 2734. “... Puyg n’p Uty
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81 drevelyan Mamul, dpulipo-RElwjujuh Zudwdwyimiphit N1 YhihYkghp [Franco-
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been in place starting as early as 1919. See Shaw, ‘The Armenian Legion and Its Destruction
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the truth.%®3 The editor of Vakit noted that these rights that were assured by the
Ankara government to the Christian populations were included in the Ottoman
government’s constitution; thus, the issue at hand was not one of writing new laws but
of enforcing those that already existed. The daily wrote that if a non-Muslim ‘obeys
the law and has the will of living with Turks in prosperity’, then there was ‘a place for
him’ 684

Commander Muhittin Pasha entered Adana and was welcomed by the
prominent Turkish members of the community on 24 November 1921. More than
sixty thousand Armenians rushed to the port of Mersin, waiting to be transported by
ships to Cyprus, Izmir, or Istanbul.®®®> Reports from Larnaka noted that nine thousand
Armenians had arrived at Larnaka and two thousand more were on their way. The
Catholicos of Cilicia, Sahag Khabaean, sent a telegram to Istanbul on 27 November,
giving notice that he was moving to Aleppo, leaving Adana.%®¢ Non-native Cilician
Armenians who had settled in the region during the French occupation were afraid
that the Turkish owners of their properties would return to Cilicia and reclaim them.
Alarmed, thousands of Armenians left their properties and departed for the port of

Mersin.%®” Even though the Nationalist authorities had announced that the non-

Muslim population’s rights would be strictly protected under the Nationalist
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administration and the Armenians who arrived in Adana from interior parts of
Anatolia would be returned to their native cities such as Sivas, Kayseri, and Harput,
there was panic among the Cilician Armenian community because no promises had
been made to those who chose to remain.®®® While some groups of wealthy
Armenians left their properties and fled from Adana to Izmir, the poor had not the
means to desert their houses.®®® Yet, as far as Armenian public opinion was
concerned, there was only one option for the Armenian community: to leave the
region as soon as possible before the arrival of the Turks.®® An individual who sent
an article to the daily under the pseudonym Pro-French asked the French authorities,
‘If you were going to leave us, why did you bring us here? We will not forget that our
holy cemeteries were trampled on by Mustafa Kemal after your departure’.®®! An
editorial in the Arevelyan Mamul daily entitled ‘France is Selling the Cilician
Armenians to Mustafa Kemal’ conveyed the anger of the Armenian community

toward the French authorities in the strongest of terms:

Long live France! Long live France, who played a flawless Judas role for the
Cilician Armenians. The names of [ Aristide] Briand, lightheaded Franklin-
Bouillon and their friends shall be written in the history with red ink as the
executioners of Armenians. Perhaps they agree with the policy of Talat, Enver
and Nazim and will have the Cilician Armenians massacred as well, so that
the Armenian question becomes clearer and buried for good.**?
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At the end of November 1921, there were around fifty thousand Armenians in
Mersin who were waiting to board ships bound for an unknown destination.%?
Thousands of Armenians who applied for travel documents to emigrate were told they
would have to wait at least ten days to receive their documents. The French
authorities were reluctant to accelerate the process and continued to encourage the
Armenians to stay in their lands and not leave.®®* It was nearly impossible to obtain a
passport without bribing officials in Adana, so those Armenians who could not afford
to do so largely had their applications denied.®®> By 16 January 1922, the French ships
transported the last Armenian group, consisting of fifteen thousand eight hundred
people, to Beirut; for this trip, the passengers were exploited to each pay 8.5 Ottoman
liras per person, which was nearly double the normal cost.®”® Even though most of the
Armenians sought to go to Damascus, the French officials would not organise this
transportation.®®” Reportedly, the Arabic press in Beirut published articles criticising
the arrival of the Armenians in Beirut and expressing the Arabic community’s unease.

The Armenians in Kilis and Antep were allowed to migrate to Aleppo.*® During the
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evacuation of Cilicia, more than fifteen thousand Armenians from Amanos, Ceyhan,
Osmaniye, and Dortyol took shelter in the Iskenderun region, without access to food
and with their accommodation scattered throughout the streets.®® The Kaght ‘aganats *
Arak ‘man Hantsnakhoump (Refugee Transportation Committee) was organised by the
Armenian leadership to not only assist with the transportation of the Armenian
refugees but also to find jobs for them in the new lands to ensure their self-
sustainability.”%

Dikran Kupelean, an Armenian lawyer, highlighted the reasons why the

Armenian community in Cilicia chose to migrate from the region:

Had it not been for the so-called defender France’s ban, the Christian
population of Cilicia would have already won their case... Yes, remaining [in
Cilicia] was an evil, but leaving it was the lesser evil. If we had stayed there,
no matter what, our safety would be temporary and most probably we would
all have lost our lives. But by leaving we stay alive. Even though poor and

miserable, we are still full of hope that one day we will return to our lands.”®!

6.8. Conclusion

The episode of the French occupation of Cilicia represents a crucial point in the
history of the Armistice period for the Ottoman Armenian community. As

demonstrated throughout this chapter, the Armenian community in Cilicia, with the
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support of all of the Armenian political parties and layers of society, backed the
French occupation by providing volunteers for the struggle against the Nationalists.
However, after a short period of occupation, the actions of the French authorities
made it clear that the French administration’s intention was not to occupy the entire
region permanently, but that they hoped to use the occupation as leverage when
negotiating with the Turks.

At the beginning of the occupation, given the insufficient numbers of soldiers
in the French military, the French authorities wisely benefited from the Armenian
legionnaires” manpower.’%2 Whenever an attack was organised by the Nationalist
forces, the French ordered the Armenian legionnaires to the front lines to avoid losing
their own soldiers. This pragmatic approach on the part of the French authorities
changed when the French and Nationalists made first contact in the diplomatic field.
Following the concessions the French representatives received from the Ankara
government—such as securing rights in the railway companies, the guarantee of
payment of debts, and the protection of the economic interests of France—the
approach of the French authorities toward the Armenian legionnaires changed. The
Armenian legionnaires, who had been organised by the French government in an
attempt to make them the core of an Armenian military which would be organised in
the region, were dissolved by the French authorities, with most of the legionnaires
being sent to Port Said. The French forces failed to provide any assistance in either
Maras or Hagin to the local Armenian population. In Maras, while the Armenian
women, children, and elderly attempted to shelter in the monastery where the
Algerian soldiers were keeping guard, the Algerian soldiers opened fire on the

Armenian population. The French forces, a few days later, initiated a midnight

72 Moumdjian, ‘Cilicia Under French Administration: Armenian Aspirations, Turkish
Resistance, and French Strategems’, p. 459.
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evacuation of the city without giving any notice to the Armenians. When the
Armenian women, children, and elderly attempted to follow the French forces, some
soldiers fired upon them and insisted that they could only follow them from a one-
kilometre distance. In Hagin, similarly, the French governor Taillard refused to send
ammunition and reinforcements from Sis to Hagin, arguing that not even one French
soldier would be assigned to help Hagin. Furthermore, the French authorities blocked
the Armenian volunteer unit consisting of four hundred Armenians who were ready
and willing to go to Hagin. On 5 August 1920, when the Armenian delegation,
together with the other Christian minorities of the Cilicia region, announced the
independence of the Christian state of Cilicia, the French authorities stated that they
strongly opposed an independence movement; however, previously, when the French
occupation began in 1919, the French authorities had shown no reluctance in stating
their support for the Armenians’ political aspirations.

The Ottoman Armenians of Cilicia, similar to the other Armenian
communities of the Ottoman Empire, were strongly pro-Entente. The shared
aspiration of the establishment of an Armenian state in Cilicia united all the Armenian
political parties in the region to support the French government in its occupation
endeavour. Furthermore, the great majority of Cilician Armenians were survivors of
the genocide who, with the help of the French authorities, found the means to return
to their native lands. This fact made the Cilician Armenians pro-French, and so they
presumed that their salvation would come in working together with the French.
Nevertheless, as the Arevelyan Mamul daily stated in an editorial on 11 November
1921, the Armenian community in Cilicia acknowledged that the French government

‘flawlessly played the role of Judas’ and ‘betrayed the Armenian nation’.
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This chapter has put forward the idea that the political position of the
Armenian community in Cilicia was pro-Allied; thus, their political position was the
same as that of the Armenian communities in [zmir and Istanbul. In this way, while
this chapter supports the narrative of the Armenian political position outlined in the
previous chapters, it also highlights the beginning of a shift in this position. As argued
above, the Armenians in Cilicia acknowledged that the French authorities betrayed
them and left the region to the Turks. This increasing anger toward the French
government affected the level of support the Armenians demonstrated toward the
Entente, and it inaugurated a change in the Ottoman Armenians’ political position.

The Cilician Armenians who managed to survive the wartime massacres and
return to their native lands saw an opportunity to restore security in their towns. They
believed a semblance of their former lives could be restored through independence,
thus assuming a pro-Allied stance. As scholars of other minorities in such
circumstances suggest, the Ottoman Armenians too were engaged in what is known as
the theory of ethnic bargaining.

The next chapter shall discuss how the pro-Entente approach of the Ottoman
Armenians transformed into a pro-Turkish one following the abandonment of Cilicia

and the victories of the Turkish National movement in Anatolia.
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CHAPTER VII

THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE ARMENIAN POLITICAL POSITION:
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TURKISH-ARMENIAN ASCENT
ASSOCIATION AND THE SUPPORT OF OTTOMAN ARMENIANS FOR

THE NATIONALIST GOVERNMENT (OCTOBER 1922-JULY 1923)

7.1. Introduction

As it has been analysed in chapter two, following the signing of the Armistice of
Mudros, the Ottoman Armenian community supported the Allied Powers and the
Armenian state established in the Caucasus. As news of the signing of the Armistice
of Mudros spread through the capital, Armenians rushed to the streets to celebrate the
surrender of the Ottoman Empire. Christian minorities of the Ottoman Empire greeted
each other in Pera with the phrase, ‘Christ is risen [from the dead]!” to celebrate the
signing of the Armistice.”®® For the Ottoman Armenians, the signing of the Armistice
of Mudros was a sign of salvation after the wartime massacres. Many Armenians
believed that after the sacrifices their nation had made for the Allies, they would be
permitted to establish an independent Armenian state in Anatolia and hold
accountable the Ottoman officials who engineered and orchestrated the Armenian
deportations, which resulted in the annihilation of nearly half of the world’s Armenian
population. To this end, as it has been demonstrated in chapter three, the Ottoman
Armenians established an alliance with the Greeks, who were motivated to establish

Greek rule in Istanbul, Izmir, and western Anatolia, together with an independent

7 Verchin Lur, Ujuopniwt fiwtipuywnniphiiip [Today’s Enthusiasm], 1 November
1918, no. 1407.
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state in the Pontus area. Furthermore, as we have seen in chapter five, the Ottoman
Armenians supported the Armenian state in their fight against the Turkish Nationalists
by sending volunteers to the Caucasus and organising donation campaigns to finance
and provide material aid to the Armenian army. When the French forces occupied the
Cilicia region, as it has been analysed in chapter six, the Ottoman Armenian
refugees—those who had been forcefully deported from their native villages in
various regions of Anatolia and had survived the massacres—were able to return
home. The French occupation received broad support from both Armenians from the
region as well as those from Istanbul and Izmir, as all shared the hope that the French
would allow the establishment of an Armenian state in the Cilicia region. However,
neither the French nor the British supported the Armenians in Cilicia or the Caucasus
in their struggle against the Nationalists. When the Allied Powers were asked to send
military aid to the Armenian government in the Caucasus, they replied that the
Caucasus was located far from the Mediterranean and that it would not be feasible to
organise the transportation of military aid.”°* Furthermore, when the French came to
an agreement with the Ankara government, the Armenians they transported to the
region from northern Syria at the beginning of the occupation were no longer of any
political value to them. Following these developments, the Ottoman Armenians were
left with two choices: they could either leave the country, or stay and change their
political position from pro-Armenian/pro-Entente to pro-Turkish. It was not only the
Armenian state in the Caucasus and the French that lost the war against the
Nationalists, but the Greek army in western Anatolia had also been defeated. The
Greco-Turkish war, beginning in 1919 with the Greek landing in Izmir and

subsequent occupation of cities in western Anatolia, resulted in Turkish victory,

"4 Vakit, ‘Ermeni Meselesinin Tasfiye-i Hesab1’ [Winding up of the Armenian Question], 27
June 1918, no. 249.

262



following the offensive of the Nationalist army in 1922.7% The Greek defeat in
Anatolia by the Nationalist army resulted in another wave of immigration. Many
Armenians in Izmir and western Anatolia left their homes after the Greek defeat, in
fear of retribution at the hands of Turkish Nationalists.”% It is at this juncture that the
Ottoman Armenians who remained in Istanbul and Anatolia formed a new pro-
Turkish political position.

This chapter will detail the transformation of the political position of the
Ottoman Armenians between 1922 and 1923. Given the atmosphere of insecurity, the
Ottoman Armenians were left with no choice but to cultivate friendship with the
Turkish society. In light of ethnic bargaining theory, I argue that the Ottoman
Armenians as a minority group had to accommodate the repressive state since there
was no external support. In 1922, there was no state to speak on behalf of the rights of
the Ottoman Armenians. Many Ottoman Armenians, fearing that they would face
violence, economic boycott, or forced deportation, significantly altered their political
position and openly declared their support for the Turkish National movement by
establishing the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association and publishing articles

promoting a return to friendly Turkish-Armenian relations.

795 For the history of the Greco-Turkish War, see G. F. Abbott, Greece and the Allies, 1914-
1922 (London: Methuen & Co., 1922); Michael Smith, lonian Vision: Greece in Asia Minor,
1919-1922 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1999); Erik Goldstein, ‘Great Britain
and Greater Greece 1917-1920°, The Historical Journal 32, no. 2 (1989): pp. 339-56;
Eleftheria Daleziou, ‘Britain and the Greek-Turkish War and Settlement of 1919-1923: The
Pursuit of Security By “Proxy” in Western Asia Minor’ (PhD thesis, University of Glasgow,
2002).

7% drevelyan Mamul, 'p Mhwup Gpput hbquhph 2wy Qunpuljwibtpp [Where Will the
Armenian Refugees of Izmir Go?] 10 May 1922, no. 2851; Arevelyan Mamul, bquhnph
Lphunnibwibpnit Snyniphiiup Uywhnyd Zhdbpne 9puy Ipkp G Udkh Zwupht Up
dulynih [All Accounts Will Be Closed After You Secure the Existence of Izmir Christians]
16 May 1922; Arawdd, 170000 zngh Ukljuws ki Gptp Uduniwt Ute [170,000 People
Left in Three Months] 27 November 1922, no. 229.
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7.2. The Emergence of a Pro-Turkish Camp Within the Armenian Community

Following the defeat of the Greek army in Anatolia in September 1922, Turkish
public perception dramatically turned against the Armenians and Greeks. To the
Turkish public, the Armenians and Greeks supported the Allied occupation during the
Armistice years by participating in the operations of the Allied forces. Despite the
massacres and atrocities suffered by the Armenian community, after the Greco-
Turkish War, they found themselves in a position where they were expected to forget
the wartime events, find a way of reconciliation with the Turks, and prove their
loyalty to the Turkish fatherland if they wished to continue to live within the borders
of ‘new Turkey’. The view of Turkish intellectuals at the time was that the Armenians
had been loyal subjects of the Ottoman state before WWI, but they were persuaded by
the Allied Powers to pursue an anti-Turkish campaign by conducting both armed and
political struggle against the Turkish nation. The Turkish intellectuals suggested that
the Armenians ‘lost the game’ and that it was time for them to become ‘loyal citizens’

or to leave the country.”"’

To be clear, loyalty to the Turkish nation meant
acknowledging Turkish supremacy, serving the interests of the new Turkish nation by
joining the movement of Mustafa Kemal.

Following the retreat of the French forces in Cilicia and the Greek forces in
Western Anatolia, the Armenians of Cilicia and Western Anatolia left the country
with the French and the Greeks by September 1922. Only the Armenians in Istanbul
and those Armenians who were residing in the central Anatolian towns such as

Kayseri, Sivas, Yozgat and Konya chose to stay. Rather than expect Ottoman Turkish

society to acknowledge the Armenian massacres, the Ottoman Armenians, now most

"7 Jkdam, ‘Tiirkler-Ermeniler’ [Turks and Armenians] 9 May 1921, no. 8676; Alemdar, ‘Tiirk
ve Ermeni Miinasebeti’ [Turkish-Armenian Relations] 24 May 1921, no. 58.
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of whom were centred in Istanbul, preferred to forget—or at least not prioritise
seeking justice for—the massacres that happened during the war, in order to re-
establish Turkish-Armenian relations. In this chapter, we shall see in detail how the
majority of the Armenian community who remained in Istanbul and Anatolia in 1922
adopted this attitude at three different points: first, when the Armenian Patriarch
Zaven left his post; second, with the establishment of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent
Association; and third, in the responses of the Ottoman Armenians to the efforts to
establish an Armenian National Home for the Armenian refugees scattered throughout
Syria, Lebanon, and Anatolia.”%

Following the Greeks’ loss on the battlefield against the Nationalist forces, the
Armenian community was divided. One group—those who once vigorously defended
independence and supported the occupation by Allied forces with the hope of a new
independent Armenian state in Anatolia—became disheartened and mostly fled the
country. Another group of Armenians within the community—those who opined that
supporting the anti-National movement had not brought any good to the Ottoman
Armenians—began to lay the groundwork for Turkish-Armenian reconciliation in
order to continue living within the borders of Turkey. The prominent Armenian
politicians Kapriel Noradunkean and Boghos Nubar, together with the Armenian

Patriarch Zaven, were in the first camp. The members of the Turkish-Armenian

798 The establishment of an Armenian National Home was proposed by the Armenian
delegation during the Lausanne Conference and was supported by the British and Americans
as a plan to gather the Ottoman Armenians in an autonomous land within the borders of
Turkey. Even though the British and Americans were supportive in the initial stages, neither
of them exerted pressure on the Turkish delegation to accept the offer. The Turkish delegation
was opposed to the idea and insisted that the Armenians would have equal rights as citizens of
the country but that the establishment of a national home was not acceptable. See Lerna
Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, pp.
109-17; Marashlian, ‘The Armenian Question from Sévres to Lausanne: Economics and
Morality in American and British Policies, 1920-1923’, pp. 711-62; Esat Uras, The
Armenians in History and the Armenian Question (Ankara: Documentary Publications, 1988),
pp. 13-27; Cafer Ulu, Tiirkive Cumhuriyeti’'nde Ermeniler [ Armenians in the Republic of
Turkey] (Ankara: Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi, 2012), pp. 55-84.
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Ascent Association and the intellectuals who wrote in dailies such as Verchin Lur,
Arawdd, and Zhoghovurti Tsayné belonged to the second camp. On the one hand, the
first camp supported the establishment of an Armenian National Home for the
Ottoman Armenians in order to secure the continued existence of the cultural, social,
and physical life of the community. On the other hand, the second camp, which was
formed by the individuals who supported the establishment of Turkish-Armenian
friendship, contended that there was no good to be found in the Ottoman Armenians
maintaining a pro-Entente position, as allying with them had brought no benefits for
the Armenians. Therefore, they proposed that the Ottoman Armenians should
‘become loyal to the Turkish state as they were throughout history’. This camp
strongly opposed to the establishment of a national home for the Armenians, and they
tried to distance themselves from the first camp by declaring that the first camp did
not represent the Ottoman Armenians and was actually influenced by the ‘Western
intrigues’. These divisions within the Ottoman Armenian community are reflected in
the letters sent to the newspapers by the Armenian religious leaders from central
Anatolia. For instance, the Armenian bishop of Mamuretiilaziz granted an interview
with the Vakit daily, in which he strongly protested the political stance of Patriarch
Zaven. According to the bishop, the Armenians in Anatolia lived in peace and
prosperity under the Nationalist administration and had never established alliances
with the Greeks in the manner the Patriarch had claimed. He highlighted, ‘We, the
Anatolian Armenians, want to let Zaven Efendi know that we found great happiness
under the protection of the Nationalist governance and we are sure that it will last for

good’.”%”

" Vakit, ‘Anadolu Ermenilerinden Zaven Efendi’ye Cevap’ [Answer of Anatolian Armenians
to Zaven Efendi] 1 June 1922, no. 1606. ‘... Biz Zaven Efendiye diyoruz ki Anadolu
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In addition to his statements to the press, the bishop of Mamuretiilaziz
published an article in which he claimed that the Armenian community in the region
lived in prosperity under the Nationalist administration and that the foreign states
should stop intervening in the internal affairs of Turkey. Similarly, prominent
members of the Armenian community in Malatya, such as Bishop Sdepan Azarean,
Hacit Agop Geéoziwbekean, Krikor Matakean, and Sarkis Kurkushean, signed a
declaration which stated that ‘the truehearted and great Turkish nation’ provided
protection for the native Armenians and the reports that the Christians were oppressed
under the Nationalist administration were false.”!°

Importantly, the rhetoric of the political position of the Ottoman Armenians
living in Anatolia and Istanbul overlapped with that of a group of pro-Nationalist
Romioi. Pavlos Karahisarithis—a Greek Orthodox bishop from Akdagmagden,
Yozgat—Ied the pro-Turkish movement among the Romioi community in Anatolia.
Pavlos Karahisarithis, who later took the name Papa Eftim, revealed that the Romioi
community in Anatolia was living on welfare under the administration of Mustafa
Kemal. He claimed that those Greeks who occupied Izmir and western Anatolia were
traitors influenced by the ‘foreign intrigues’. The movement of Papa Eftim resonated
among the Romioi community, with more than seventy other Orthodox clerics
declaring their support for him.”!! During the Greco-Turkish War, he founded the
Turkish Orthodox Church and soon gained considerable support from the Romioi in

Anatolia. For instance, in a telegram written by Papa Atanas on behalf of the Romioi

Ermenileri bugiin en biiylik saadetlerini hiikiimet-i milliyenin agus-u himaye ve sahabetinde
buluyorlar ve ebediyyen bulacaklarina emindirler’.

10 fleri, ‘Anadolu Rum ve Ermeni Cemaatlerinin Protestosu’ [The Protests of Armenian and
Greek Communities of Anatolia] 4 June 1922, no. 1556.

" Alexis Alexandris, The Greek Minority of Istanbul and Greek-Turkish Relations, 1918-
1974 (Athens: Centre for Asia Minor Studies, 1992), p. 151; Foti Benlisoy, ‘Papa Eftim and
the Foundation of the Turkish Orthodox Church’ (MA thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2002), pp.
5-6.
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community in Samsun, it was underlined that they should accept the authority of the
Turkish Orthodox Church but not the Greek Patriarchate in Istanbul. Orthodox
Christians of Magka, Trabzon further wrote in a telegram sent to Yeni Sark (New
East) that there was no Greek nation in Magka, that they were all Turkish Orthodox
who denounced the Greek Patriarchate.”'? Foti Benlisoy argues that the Romioi
communities in Anatolia, scared of forced deportation and conscription, adopted such
tactics in order to survive the political turmoil.”!3 Thus, like the Romioi communities
in Anatolia, the Armenian communities also adopted such tactics out of fear and
anxiety.

In the same interview as quoted above, the Armenian bishop of
Mamuretiilaziz claimed in an interview with Vakit that for more than two years he had
not been in communication with the Armenian Patriarchate and that the Patriarchate
did not have accurate information about the current situation of Armenians in
Anatolia.”'* In a similar manner, the Armenian Catholic bishop of Ankara, Nerses
Baghdikean, said that the Ankara government approached all citizens equally and the
rights of non-Muslims were protected by the government. He affirmed that the
Armenians would not forget ‘the mercy and complaisance’ shown by the Ankara
government towards them.”!>

Berch Kerestejiean, a prominent member of the Armenian community and the
director of the Osmanli Bankasi (Ottoman Bank), sent an opinion letter to the

American-published Morning Post daily, stressing in his arguments that the Armenian

712 Benlisoy, ‘Papa Eftim and the Foundation of the Turkish Orthodox Church’, p. 28.

"3 1bid., p. 29.

"% Vakit, ‘Anadolu Ermenilerinden Zaven Efendi’ye Cevap’ [Response From The Anatolian
Armenians to Zaven Efendi] 1 June 1922, no. 1606.

"> Vakit, ‘Hristiyanlarin Mezalim Istinadlarin1 Reddi’ [The Refusal of Christians Regarding
the Atrocity Allegations] 5 June 1922, no. 1610.
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politicians were influenced by the Western Powers into pursuing ‘wrong politics’.”!6

He underlined:

The Armenians have become the victims of the European diplomacy for the
last forty years. After the Russo-Turkish War, Russians instigated Armenians
against Turks, which brought about a disastrous consequence for them. During
the Great War and its aftermath, the British and American politicians tried
hard to use Armenians as a vehicle in causing troubles to Turks. Dissecting
here how the destitute Armenian nation, who for centuries had managed to get
along with Turks, suffered grand agony and shattered in great numbers
because of some political extremists who had attached needless importance to
political discourses and become tools for politicians, would take extremely
long.”!’

"1 Berch Kerestejiean (Tiirker) was born in 1870 in Istanbul. He first attended Galatasaray
Lycee, a French-language public school and later transferred to Robert College, an American
private school. After graduation, he served for two years at the Ministry of Finance and was
later employed by the Ottoman Bank. He was the co-founder of the Ottoman Red Crescent,
which was established in 1911. During WWI, he became the general manager of the Ottoman
Bank. During the Armistice years, he actively participated in the National movement by
organising aid campaigns through the Ottoman Red Crescent and by providing loans to the
Nationalists through his position at the bank. Following the surname reform, Mustafa Kemal
gave the family name Tiirker (Turk man) for his patriotism and support to the Nationalist
case. For further information on his biography, see Semi Ertan, ‘An Armenian at the Turkish
Parliament in the Early Republican Period: Ber¢ Tiirker-Keresteciyan (1870-1949)” (MA
thesis, Sabanci University, 2005).

"7 As reported in Tkdam, ‘Tiirkler ve Ermeniler’ [Turks and Armenians] 17 December 1922,
no. 9250. ‘Ermeniler son kirk sene zarfinda Avrupa diplomasisinin kurbani olmuslardir. Rus-
Tiirk Harbi’nden sonra Rusya Ermenileri Tiirklerin aleyhine tahrik etmis ve neticesi
Ermeniler i¢in gayet felaketli olmustur. Harb-1 Umumi esnasinda ve badelharb ingiliz ve
Amerika politikacilar1 Ermeniler vasitastyla Tiirklere gaile ¢ikarmak i¢in ellerinden geleni
yapmuglardir. Asirlardan beri Tiirklerle iyi ge¢inmis olan bigare Ermeni milletinin kendi
aralarinda yetisen bir takim avareser miifritlerin siyasi nutuklara fazla ehemmiyet vermeleri
ve politikacilarn ellerinde alet olmalar yiiziinden ne miidhis 1zdirabata dugar oldugunu ve
nasil yar1 yartya kirildigini burada tesrih etmek pek uzun olur’.
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7.3. The Beginning of the Lausanne Conference
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Figure 12. The Participants of the Lausanne Conference (Arawdd, 24 April 1922)

The Lausanne Conference opened in November 1922 with the participation of
British, French, Italian, and Turkish representatives. In what amounted to a blow from
the Entente, Armenian politicians were not invited to participate in the Conference.
Beforehand, the Turkish delegation had protested the attendance of the Armenian
delegation, submitting that if the Armenians were permitted to express their
ambitions, then the Turks would seek the participation of delegations from the
Muslim communities in Bulgaria, Greece, Egypt, Palestine, Syria, Iraq, India,

Tunisia, Libya, Serbia, and Romania. Participation of the Armenian delegation would
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be considered by the Turkish state as interference with its own internal affairs.”'® The
discussions were held under three sub-commissions: territorial and military questions,
financial and economic questions, and the legal status of foreigners in Turkey.

Even though the Armenians were officially denied participation in the
discussions, two Armenian committees were present at Lausanne, one representing
the Armenian government established in the Caucasus and the other representing the
Ottoman Armenians.”'® However, it should be noted here that the members of the
Ottoman Armenian Delegation were those who fled the country following the victory
of the Turkish National movement and the Armenians who stayed in Turkey urged
them not to speak on behalf of the Ottoman Armenians. At Lausanne, the Ottoman
Armenian delegation set out with four primary aims: firstly, to receive the right of
exemption from military service for the Armenians in Turkey; secondly, a general
pardon for Armenians; thirdly, an exchange of populations; and finally, the
establishment of an Armenian National Home.”?® While the Armenian delegations
were not granted permission to attend the discussions, a very brief opportunity was
presented to them to express their requests at a minorities sub-committee meeting,
which lasted for one hour and ten minutes.”?! The Armenian committee, representing
the Ottoman Armenians at Lausanne, proposed the establishment of an Armenian

National Home for the Armenians in an area totalling 17,000 km? in the regions of

"8 Tanin, ‘Ismet Pasa Hazretlerinin Bas Muharririmize Beyanat1’ [Statement of Ismet Pasha
to Our Editor in Chief] 28 December 1922, no. 76; Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Ermeni Heyetinin Istimai
Meselesinde’ [Regarding Hearing the Armenian Delegation] 31 December 1922, no. 3590.
™ Jagadamard, Zwjjuljut 9njq Mwnnthpulniphtbtibpnt @npéniikmphiiip Loquith
Utg [The Activities of the Two Armenian Delegations in Lausanne] 21 December 1922, no.
1251; Uly, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti'nde Ermeniler, [ Armenians in the Republic of Turkey] p. 58.
0 Jagadamard, Zwy Mwuinm hpwlukpnt Mwhwelitpp [Demands of the Armenian
Delegations] 29 December 1922, no. 1258.

2! Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, p.
90. Marashlian, ‘The Armenian Question from Sévres to Lausanne: Economics and Morality
in American and British Policies, 1920-1923", pp. 708-12.
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Dortyol, Payas, and Cebel-i Bereket.”? Initially, the Armenian representatives argued
that the Armenian National Home could be established in two alternative areas which
the Muslim population had deserted during the war: the southern region of Cilicia and
the border between Turkey and Armenia, an area comprised of the cities of Kars,
Ardahan, and Igdir.”>

While the discussion on the establishment of an Armenian National Home
gained interest in Western circles, the Turkish representatives strongly opposed the
idea and registered their diplomatic protest. Riza Nur, one of the representatives of the
Turkish delegation at Lausanne, declared that it was impossible to create ‘an artificial
Armenian state’ within the borders of Turkey, seeing as how the Armenians did not
have a majority in any area of the country. Thus, the discussions revolving around the
National Home were nothing but ‘the intrigues of the Western Powers’.”?* Tt is
noteworthy that following the statements of Riza Nur, the Armenians in Istanbul and
Anatolia also issued statements, which were published in the Turkish and Armenian
press, supporting the position of the Ankara government and refuting the need to
establish a National Home. For instance, in an article published in Verchin Lur,
Piwzant K‘ech‘ean, an Armenian intellectual and the publisher of the Piwzantion
daily in Istanbul for twenty-two years, insisted that the Armenians in Istanbul and
Anatolia had no intention to support the efforts of the Armenian delegation in

Lausanne in establishing an Armenian state, as they were eager to live under the

22 Jagadamard, Zway Munm hpuyniphiittpp Up vnphppuyght [Armenian Delegations
Hold Meetings] 5 January 1923, no. 1264.

2 Tanin, ‘Ermeni Murahhaslarinin Beyanat1’ [The Statements of Armenian Delegates] 31
December 1922, no. 79; Marashlian, ‘The Armenian Question from Sévres to Lausanne:
Economics and Morality in American and British Policies, 1920-1923°, p. 713.

2% Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Ermeni Yurdu Hikayesini Agizlarma Tikt1!” [(He) Put the Armenian
National Home Story Into Their Mouths!] 8 January 1923, no. 3598; Marashlian, ‘The
Armenian Question from Sévres to Lausanne: Economics and Morality in American and
British Policies, 1920-1923", p. 709.
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administration of the Ankara government.””> Similarly, the bishop of Sivas, S.
Ajemean, emphasised that the Armenians in Anatolia rejected the idea of an
Armenian National Home and the time and energy spent trying to create one was ‘the
result of Western intrigues’.’?® In addition to the statements of Armenians in Istanbul
and Anatolia, the Armenians in the Armenian state in the Caucasus argued that theirs
was the only ‘home” for Armenians.”? It is worth mentioning here that the Armenians
in Istanbul and Anatolia published statements against the establishment of the
Armenian Home, particularly in the Turkish dailies, to convince the new Turkish

government of their positive intentions.
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Figure 13. The Armenian Delegation at Lausanne (Arawdd, 18 April 1923)

"5 Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Hala m1 Ermeni Yurdu Hikayesi?’ [Still the Armenian National Home
Story?] 9 January 1923, no. 3599; Aksam, ‘Istanbul Ermenileri Yurt Istemiyorlar’ [Armenians
of Istanbul Do Not Want a Home] 9 January 1923, no. 1544.

26 [kdam, ‘Ermeni Meselesi’ [The Armenian Question] 3 March 1923, no. 9326.

7 Aksam, ‘Hakiki Ermeni Yurdunun Yiikselen Sesleri’ [The Rising Sounds of the Real
Armenian Home] 18 January 1923, no. 1553.
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7.4. The Establishment of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association

While the Ottoman Armenian delegation led by Kapriel Noradunkean worked
towards the establishment of a National Home for the Ottoman Armenians, the
community centred in Istanbul embarked upon a campaign to build friendship
between Turks and Armenians. The Garabetean Society, founded by graduates of the
Garabetean School in 1919 following the Erzurum and Sivas congresses, called a
general meeting on 24 December 1919. The members decided to change the name of
the Society to Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti (Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association),
with the aim of re-establishing friendship between the ‘two brother nations’.’?® As its
first order of business, the Association sent a telegram to the Turkish delegation at
Lausanne, stating that the Ottoman Armenians were eager to find prosperity and the
continued protection of their minority rights under the administration of the Grand
National Assembly of Turkey.”?® Mustafa Kemal, the leader of the Turkish National
movement, upon receiving the news regarding the establishment of the Association,

stated in a telegram:

728 Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’ [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] pp.
14-20; Ulu, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti 'nde Ermeniler, [ Armenians in Republic of Turkey] pp. 82-
83; Ertan, ‘An Armenian at the Turkish Parliament in the Early Republican Period: Berg
Tiirker-Keresteciyan (1870-1949)’, pp. 58-61; Ar, Tiirk-Amerikan Iliskileri Cercevesinde
Ermeni Meselesi (1918-1923), [The Armenian Question Within the Framework of Turkish-
American Relations] pp. 361-62; Mim Kemal Oke, The Armenian Question (Ankara: Tiirk
Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2001), pp. 210-11.

2 Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, p.
110; Ertan, ‘An Armenian at the Turkish Parliament in the Early Republican Period: Berg
Tiirker-Keresteciyan (1870-1949)’, pp. 59-60; Ar, Tiirk-Amerikan Iliskileri Cercevesinde
Ermeni Meselesi (1918-1923), [The Armenian Question Within the Framework of Turkish-
American Relations] pp. 361-62; Oke, The Armenian Question, pp. 210-11. Tevhid-i Efkar,
‘Tiirkiye Ermenilerinin Ismet Pasaya Telgrafi’ [A Telegram of Turkish-Armenians to Ismet
Pasha] 29 December 1922, no. 3588.
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By wishing success and especially addressing those young friends, I suggest to

them to give up investing much hope in the centuries-long ideas of foreign

intervention under the pretext of the Eastern Question, and become sincere,

patriotic citizens of Turkey.”3°

After the establishment of the Association, the Turkish press did not seem to
welcome the efforts of Turkish Armenians in developing friendship between the two
nations. Tevhid-i Efkar titled its editorial ‘They Are Late’, writing, ‘Where were the
minds of Armenians for the last three years? Do they think that we forgot what they

have done?’73! Furthermore, fkdam urged the Armenians in Istanbul and Anatolia to

cut their ties with the Armenians in the diaspora:’*?

While, on the one hand they try to establish a friendship, receiving a letter of
guaranty from Mustafa Kemal Pasha, on the other hand, they create such
controversies. It is a possibility that there is no correlation between the
Armenians in Istanbul, who wish to recreate their former relations, and
Armenians in Europe, working against Turks. However, having two parties,
two venues like this is an evil situation. This would increase nothing but the
suspicion towards the Armenians.”*3

The Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association published a booklet titled
‘Armenians of Turkey’ during the beginning of the Lausanne Conference in order to

show that the Turkish Armenians supported the Ankara government and that their aim

3% Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922]
pp. 41-42. Aksam, ‘Tiirkler ve Ermeniler’ [Turks and Armenians] 1 January 1923, no. 1526.
ITkdam, ‘Tiirklerle Ermeniler’ [Turks and Armenians] 1 January 1923, no. 9235. *...
Muvaffakiyetlerini temenni eyler ve bilhassa hitab ettigim geng¢ arkadagslarin Sark meselesi
nami altinda asirlardan beri vukubulmus olan her nevi miidahalat-1 hariciye fikirlerinden
miicanib samimi Tiirkiye vatanperverleri olmalarini tavsiye ederim efendim’.

3! Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922], p.
62.

32 Ikdam, ‘Ekaliyetler, Ermeniler’ [Minorities, Armenians] 30 December 1922, no. 9263.

33 [kdam, ‘Ermenilere Nasihat’ [Advices to Armenians] 12 January 1923, no. 9676. ‘Halbuki
bir taraftan dostluklara tesebbiis ediyorlar, Mustafa Kemal Paga’dan bir teminatname
aliyorlar, diger taraftan da boyle ihtilaflar tevelliid ediyorlar. Thtimal ki Istanbul’da eski
rabitay1 korumak isteyen Ermeniler ile Avrupa’da tesebbiiste bulunan Ermeniler arasinda
miinasebet yoktur. Ancak boyle iki firka, iki tesebbiis gayet fena bir vaziyettir. Bu hal
Ermeniler hakkinda siipheyi tezyid etmekten bagka bir seye yaramaz’.
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73% However, the reluctance of the

was to promote the Turkish-Armenian relationship.
Turkish press and public opinion to accept the sincerity of the Turkish Armenians

continued.”3?

PONFERZLS ALPLPLSTUS UDNAGLG GPEUONKY PESLDBADLE PORRGLOLLD BLY &
R p—

AnNkNOLLIQ alinanligIfilY, [ThAhEE: lpoe 483 dbpgmpms myn Cmmth bmd]e

Figure 14. Reception of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association (Verchin Lur, 21
July 1923)

3% Lerna Ekmekgioglu, ‘Kalanlar: Savas Sonrasinda ve Tek Parti Doneminde Istanbul Ermeni
Cemaati’, [Remnants: The Armenian Community of Istanbul in the Post-War and One-Party
Period] in 1915: Siyaset, Tehcir, Soykirim, ed. Fikret Adanir and Oktay Ozel (Istanbul: Tarih
Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 2015), p. 556.

33 Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Ermenilerin Vaziyeti’ [The Situation of Armenians] 2 January 1923, no.
3592. “... Istanbul Ermenilerinin biiyiik bir kismi Miitareke esnasinda haysiyet-i milliyemizi
rencide edecek tesebbiisattan geri durmamislardi. Rumlar kadar degilse de onlar da ¢ok seyler
yaptilar. Kiigiik bir kismi da terbiyelerini muhafaza ettiler... Fakat bir Ermeni-Tiirk teali
cemiyeti teskili ve Lozan Konferansi’na bu cemiyet tarafindan bir telgraf kesidesi,
Ermenilerin artik Tiirklerle hakikaten dost geginmege karar verdiklerini isbata kafi midir?
Biitiin Istanbul Ermenileri Tiirklerle iyi ge¢inmek istiyorlar m1?’
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7.5. The Removal of the Patriarch Zaven From His Post

While the Armenian community in Istanbul embarked upon a series of attempts to
rebuild the Turkish-Armenian friendship, the pressure on the Armenian Patriarch
Zaven was greatest in the capital. Notably, the members of the Turkish-Armenian
Ascent Association strongly opposed the political approach of the Patriarch and
demanded his resignation on the grounds that he sided with the Ottoman Armenian
delegation at Lausanne. The members thought that if he continued to serve as
Patriarch, the efforts of the Armenian community in reaching out to the Turkish
society to establish friendly relations would be wasted. They argued that the Patriarch
had been actively involved in politics during the Armistice years, during which time
he acted against the Turkish interests.

When Refet Pasha came to Istanbul in November 1922, Patriarch Zaven paid a
visit to personally welcome him. Nonetheless, it was reported that Refet Pasha
requested the Patriarch’s resignation from Berch Kerestejiean in order to normalise
the Turkish-Armenian relationship.”*¢ Tensions against the Patriarch peaked when on
29 November the Turkish dailies reported that Armenian revolutionaries had arrived
in Istanbul to covertly assassinate Nationalist leaders. Following this news, a group of
Armenians, led by Harutyun Mosdijean, visited the Patriarch and demanded his
resignation.”?” This group wanted Patriarch Zaven to leave his post because his
political activities during the Armistice period had harmed Turkish-Armenian

relations. Yet, Patriarch Zaven responded that he had devoted himself to rebuilding

736 Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.
15. Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, p.
87.

37 Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.
16.
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the Turkish-Armenian friendship and had served the Ankara government loyally.”38

He refused to resign, insisting he would do so only following an official decision from
the Armenian National Assembly. The Armenian National Assembly gathered to
discuss the issue, but with only twenty-eight members present, there was no quorum,
and thus conducting a vote was impossible. However, the majority of those present
supported a call for the Patriarch’s resignation. 73° Patriarch Zaven left Istanbul on 9
December 1922 without having tendered his resignation.’”*® The strongest candidates
for the patriarchal locum tenens position were thought to be Hovhannes Arsharuni, the
previous patriarch; Eskpean, the bishop of Izmit; Karekin Khachadurean, the bishop
of Trabzon; and Gabriel Jevahirjiean, the previous patriarch’s deputy. Surprisingly,
though, Bishop Kevork Arslanean was elected on 20 December as patriarchal locum
tenens. He was aided by members who supported the establishment of friendly

relations with the Turks and the Ankara government.”*!

3% Aksam, ‘Ermeni Patrikhanesinde’ [At the Armenian Patriarchate] 6 December 1922, no.
1510; fkdam, ‘Ermeni Patriginin Istifa Niyeti’ [The Resignation Intent of the Armenian
Patriarch] 7 December 1922, no. 9240.

3% Aksam, ‘Ermeni Patrikhanesinde’ [At the Armenian Patriarchate] 10 December 1922, no.
1514.

"0 gksam, ‘Ermeni Patrigi Zaven de Istanbul’dan Kagt1’ [The Armenian Patriarch Zaven Also
Fled From Istanbul] 13 December 1922, no. 1517; Aksam, ‘Zaven Cekildi’ [Zaven Stood
Back] 11 December 1922, no. 1515; Ikdam, ‘Ermeni Patrigi Zaven Kagt1 Gitti’ [The
Armenian Patriarch Zaven Ran Away] 13 December 1922, no. 9246; Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Patrik
de Kact1!” [The Patriarch Also Fled!] 13 December 1922, no. 3572; 75. Yilda Tiirkiye
Ermenileri (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Ermenileri Cemaati 75.Y1l Tertip Heyeti, 1998), p. 3.

™! Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Zaven Efendi istifa Etti’ [Zaven Efendi Resigned] 11 December 1922, no.
3570; Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.
17; Tuglaci, Tarih Boyunca Bati Ermenileri 1891-1922 [The Western Armenians Throughout
History 1891-1922], p. 856; Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Ermeni Patrikligi: Arslanyan Efendi Patrik
Kaymakami Oldu’ [The Armenian Patriarchate: Arslanyan Efendi Elected as Locum Tenens]
21 December 1922, no. 3580; Jagadamard, 21 December 1922, no. 1251.
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Figure 15. Bishop Kevork Arslanean (Arawdd, 1 January 1923)

7.6. The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association

Following the departure of Patriarch Zaven from Istanbul, the Turkish-Armenian
Ascent Association increased its activities in promoting Turkish-Armenian friendship.
Besides political activities, the Association engaged in numerous charity works, such
as providing scholarships for both Turkish and Armenian high school and university

students, opening a clinic to provide treatment for Turkish and Armenian patients, and
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publishing works detailing the shared history and culture of Turks and Armenians.’*

Furthermore, they offered all levels of Turkish lessons for any Armenian men and
women who were interested.’** The Association even planned to construct an
accommodation centre for university students at Dariilfiinun (later to be renamed
Istanbul University), which was to include conference halls, sport fields, and libraries,
but the project never came to fruition due to lack of funds.”**

At the Association’s inaugural meeting, the members, especially the

Armenians, enthusiastically voiced their genuine sentiments on the beginning of a

new friendship. ’* Berch Kerestejiean, taking the floor in the meeting, said:

God loves the people living in this country so much that he granted this
country to us. Since the constitution of the state, there has been an
indestructible friendship between our ancestors. However, within the last 40
years, European politicians have used Armenians as a tool and sown seeds of
intrigue between these two elements.

He then concluded his words with the following sentence, stuttering and with

tears in his eyes:

Armenians, taking courage from the letter of Commander-in-chief Mustafa
Kemal Pasha, plead to the Grand National Assembly of Turkey to show grace
in taking the Armenians under its protection!’®

2 Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.
42.

3 Ibid., p. 61; Arawdd, Empp Gr Zwy Pupdpugdwut Uhniphtip [Turkish-Armenian
Ascent Association] 11 June 1923, no. 90.

4 [kdam, *Tiirk Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti’ [The Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association] 9
November 1923, no. 9556; Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in
Post-Genocide Turkey, p. 110.

™3 Tanin, ‘Tiirk Ermeni Muhadenet Cemiyeti’ [The Turkish-Armenian Friendship
Association] 10 January 1923, no. 94.

746 Jkdam, ‘Tiirklerle Ermeniler Arasinda Muhadenet Yolunda’ [Between Turks and
Armenians on the Road for Friendship] 15 January 1923, no. 9279. ‘Allah bu memlekette
yasayan halki o kadar sever ki bize burasin1 bahgetti. Ta hiikiimetimizin bidayet-i tesisinden
beri iki anasir ecdad1 arasinda kirilmaz bir samimiyet vardir. Fakat son kirk sene zarfinda
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On 30 March 1923, the Association organised a tea social in honour of the
representatives of the Turkish press and prominent members of the Turkish
community, such as Ziya Bey, mayor of Istanbul; Asim Bey, kaymakam of Pera;
Celal Bey, former governor of Konya; Necmeddin Sadik Bey, director of Aksam;
Ahmed Emin Bey, editor-in-chief of Vatan; Siikrii Bey, director of Terciiman; and
Mehmet Asim (Us), director of Vakit. 77 In addition, many prominent members of the
Armenian community, such as Kevork Arslanean, the patriarchal locum tenens;
Harutyun Mosdijean, president of the Cismani Meclis (Civil Council); Berch
Kerestejiean, director of the Ottoman Bank; Sdepan Gurdikean, scholar of Turkish,
Persian, and Arabic; Sdepan Karaean, professor at Dariilfunun; Kevork Torkomean,
principal and faculty head of the technical school focused on silk production in Bursa;
and Levon Topalean and Simon Kayserlean, businessmen, attended the event. The

event opened with remarks by Berch Kerestejiean:

I am sure that you will all appreciate the endeavours of our Association in
removing the coldness and misunderstandings that occurred lately between the
two brother nations living in Turkey for centuries. Indeed, one of the brothers
took the wrong path and followed political aspirations which had upset the big
brother, the protector, causing great difficulties. Therefore, by understanding
his complete mistake, he now wishes to embrace his big brothers.”*3

Avrupa politikacilar1 Ermenileri kendilerine bir alet ittihaz ettiler ve bu iki unsurun arasina
fesat tohumlari ektiler. Ermeniler, kumandan-1 miifahhim Mustafa Kemal Pasa Hazretleri’nin
iltifatname-i samilerinden de cesaretyab olarak istirham ediyorlar ki, Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet
Meclisi Ermeni cemaatini de taht-1 himayesine alma liitfunu gostersin!’

"7 [kdam, ‘Tiirk Ermeni Cemiyeti’ [The Turkish-Armenian Association] 31 March 1923, no.
9354.

™ Jagadamard, @mippkihwy Pupdpugdut Uhnipbwb @kjuubnubp [The Tea Event
of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association] 31 March 1923, no: 1336. ‘“duwnwh bt pk
wdkupn w) whwnh quwhwwnkp wjt gwupkpp, qnpu Yp putht dkp dhniphiup
thwpwwnbnt hwdwp nuptpk h Jbp Enipphny Uk wwpnn Epynt typuyp wqgbpne
Uhotiv ylpotipu junwy Ejwué phiphdwgniphiut nt gpuinniphiup: Upnupty, Gplny
Enpuyputpku dkyp dting Up upuwy gwdpnt Up dke npnitnd punupwljuiniphuk
wnwpnikgun e hp UGS bnpuypt ot yupwnwwup tbnugubing ks ndntwpmiphiuttph
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For Kerestejiean, the Armenians, being the ‘little brothers’ of the Turks, had
lost their way and had upset their ‘big brother’ and ‘protector’. This framing is
important in understanding the reconciliation approach of the Association. Following

Kerestejiean, Harutyun Mosdijean took the floor and delivered an impromptu speech:

Turks and Armenians were two nations like flesh and nail, but unfortunately
some agonising events created coldness between them. All Armenians wish to
help that coldness evaporate, and we hope that the Turks also wish the same,
because they are our big brothers. However, the efforts of this Association
alone are not enough. The press should also bring its contribution too. Long
live Turkey! Long live the noble Turkish nation! Long live the Fatherland!

Long live the blood-brothers of this fatherland!’#

Mosdijean’s proclamations mark the turning point in the political position of
the Turkish Armenians. Two primary factors were responsible for this collective
change. First, after the disappointments of the Allied Powers during the Turkish-
Armenian War in the Caucasus and the French occupation in Cilicia, the Armenians
living in Istanbul and Anatolia began to think that there was no advantage in taking a
pro-Entente position, but that they would find only pain, economic breakdown, and
political turmoil in which many more Armenians could lose their lives. Therefore, the

sole viable solution appeared to be becoming friends with the Turks and expressing

their loyalty to the Turkish nation. The second reason was economic interest: many

Eupwplnikgu: Uunp hwdwp wh wdpnnonyhtt hwulwyny hp upuwp Yp thwthwph
gpywhiununihy hp Uks tnpnpp htwny’

™ Jagadamard, @mippkihwy Pupdpugdut Uhnipbwb @hjuubnubp [The Tea Event
of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association], 31 March 1923, no. 1336. *... [@nippkpl nu
Zuytipp dhu b tyniigh tdwt Gpynt wqqbp Eh, vwluyt jupg dp guiwh nkwpkp
wntg vhott gpuiniphit wnwy phpht: Fnnp Zwgtpp §p hwthwphtt withtnwgbt)
uyu gpuiniphiup, Yp hntuwp pl @nipplpt wy unyt thwthwpp nitht, npnyhbnte
wuntp Ukp ks npuyputipt Gu: Uhwyt ph dhthwyt wju Uhniplwb gwiptipp
punwlub ski: Twdny wy wkwnp E odwlnulk wyu gnpshi: Ykggt” @nipphw, Yhggk’
@nipp wqiht waqp, Yhggt Zuypkuhpp’, Yhggh t wyu huypkithph hwpuquin
quiuljubpp’
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Armenians living in Istanbul were not deported during the wartime and were able to
keep their businesses open through the Armistice years. Although the Armenian
community in Anatolia suffered during the wartime, most of the Armenians in
Istanbul were less affected. The bulk of Armenian businessmen and intellectuals were
aware of the fact that the Armenian refugees in Greece, Syria, Armenia, and other
countries did not live in prosperity; therefore, they decided in self-interest to not
disturb the peace. These two reasons motivated the remaining Armenian population in
Istanbul to join the activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association, and the
Association quickly swelled to more than three hundred members.”>°

Besides the representatives of the Ankara government, the Turkish-Armenian
Ascent Association also established contacts with Caliph Abdiilmecid in Istanbul. At
a gathering on 18 May 1923 at Tepebas1 Theatre, Caliph Abdiilmecid Efendi assigned
the West and East Orchestrates of the palace to perform at the event alongside the
Association’s band. A play was also performed during the gathering.”>! On 24 July
1923, the president of the Association, Omer Aziz Bey, together with the members of
the committee—Dikran Der Nersesean, Khachig Svajiean, and Mihran Boyajean, the
former governor of Rodosto—visited Caliph Abdiilmecid at Dolmabahge Palace.
Abdiilmecid guaranteed the members of the Association that he would provide
financial support for their activities. After expressing his support, he stated that the

events happening between the two nations were caused by the ‘intrigues of the

% Lerna Ekmekgioglu also highlights that some Armenians lost faith in any European
power’s sincerity in helping them. They tried to distance themselves from diaspora
Armenians and to show themselves as pro-Turkish in order to protect their physical existence.
See Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey,
pp- 91-110.

1 Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.
44,
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Western Powers’ and that the two brother nations would find a way to live in peace
again.”?

The Association elected a new committee at a meeting in July at the Sinema
Palas (Cinema Palace) in Pera. During the meeting, it was stated that the Association
had three hundred forty four members, who each paid monthly membership fees. The
Association was able to collect nine hundred eighteen liras from its members, one
thousand one hundred ninty seven liras from monthly gifts, and three hundred ninty
four liras from other sources. Expenses of the Association included propaganda (three
hundred ninty six liras), payment for pro-Association articles in various newspapers
(sixty nine liras), rent for the central office (seven hundred seventy three liras),
monthly salaries of the staff (five hundred eight seven liras), as well as assorted
expenses related to the opening of new branches.”® Branches of the Association were
opened in various districts of Istanbul, including Yenikapi, Kumkapi, Gedikpasa,

Samatya, and Aksaray.”>* Verchin Lur wrote:

We are sure that the members of this newly established committee, who are all
well-known and capable individuals, shall serve to promote the Turkish-
Armenian relationship and to put an end to some misunderstandings between
the two nations.”

72 Verchin Lur, @mpptihwy Pupdpugdut Uhniphtip Ykhwthwun vuhdwghtt Uown
[The Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association With the Caliphate] 25 July 1923, no. 2859.
73 Verchin Lur, @mpptihwy Pupdpugdut Uhniptwb Chnhwinip dngnyp [The
General Meeting of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association] 7 July 1923, no. 2844.

7% Verchin Lur, @mppkihuy Pupdpugdut Uhmptwh Ghihqupnt Uwutwghinhl
Cunhwtnip dnnnyp [The General Meeting of the Yenikap: Branch of the Turkish-
Armenian Ascent Association] 1 September 1923, no. 2892.

7 Verchin Lur, @mpplihuy Pupdpugdut Uhniptwh Cughwbnip dnnnyp [The
General Meeting of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association] 7 July 1923, no. 2844. ...
Juwnwh Eup np tnppnpp Jupswljut dnnnyp np juquniws k swtop dkntthwu
wudbpk, dkdwyku whwnh vwwnwpk hwjtitenipp jupupbpmptwtg dbpatgdwt t
Jupg Up phiphdwugnipbwtg pupddwi:’
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‘Promoting the Turkish-Armenian relationship’ and ‘putting an end to the
misunderstanding between two nations’ were crucial points for those who supported
the position of the Association. Vahram Burmaean, a teacher deported to the Syrian
desert, survived the massacres and returned to Istanbul in 1922. In his discussion with
the daily, he described the efforts to improve Turkish-Armenian relations as crucial
and applaudable, for these two nations had lived together for centuries under mostly
friendly terms. He suggested that rather than being an association which placed
emphasis on economic relations, the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association should be
a bridge between the two nations, addressing their social and political dimensions. He
also emphasised that he did not approve the activities of Armenians who were
influenced by ‘foreign intrigues, revolutionaries and misunderstandings’.”>°

One of the Association’s significant events was the tea reception for the
Istanbul deputies of the Ankara government, as had previously been offered to

representatives of the Turkish press.”’

The deputies who joined the meeting were
Resid Pasha, Hamdullah Suphi, and Rusen Esref Bey. The entire committees of the

Tiirk Ocaklar: (Turkish Hearths) and the Association were also present.”*® Sdepan

7% Verchin Lur, @mpplihuy Pupdpugdwt Uhniphiip B Znghputiwwh @Lphukpp
[The Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association and Its Pyschological Defectives], 17 July 1923,
no. 2852. ‘... Uy mwnk ny mpunwphtt mqptgniphiuubp, ns jinuthmiphiubp, ny
phiphdwgniphiuubp, ny hwjuswupubp ywhwnh Yptuyghti phu peuby: Zpuoputip whwnh
Juwnwpkhtt wytt wnkt nipphithuwy Fupdpugdwt dhmiphiutbp:... bupo wghnp
hpwpnt donkwy, jhwnny ghpwp pupdpuguky:’

7 Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.
45.

38 Tiirk Ocaklar (Turkish Hearths) was established by a group of Nationalist Turkish
intellectuals who were mostly attached to the CUP in 1912. Following the defeat of the
Ottoman Empire in the Balkan Wars and the rise of Turkish nationalism within the political
agenda of the CUP, the activities of the Tiirk Ocaklar1 gained momentum across the Empire.
Many branches were opened in various cities, and publications such as Halka Dogru, Tiirk
Sozii, Yeni Mecmua, and Biiyiik Mecmua were published by the Tiirk Ocaklari. Turkish
nationalism was propagated in these publications, and the non-Muslim communities were
labelled enemies of the state. For detailed information on the Tiirk Ocaklari, see Ungér, The
Making of Modern Turkey: Nation and State in Eastern Anatolia (1913-1950), pp. 180-217.
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Karaean took the floor during the event and made a speech emphasising the
brotherhood between the two nations. He asserted that the events of the last thirty
years were products of ‘intrigues of the Armenian revolutionaries who represented
only a small portion of the whole nation’. He expressed his gratitude to ‘the victorious
Turkish army’ that liberated the country and requested that the Turkish deputies
distinguish between the activities of the revolutionaries and ‘the good Armenians’.”>
Following the remarks of Sdepan Karaean, Hamdullah Suphi responded in his speech
that Karaean could speak only for himself and not on behalf of the whole Armenian
nation, arguing that the Armenians living abroad were of a different mindset than
those living in Istanbul. However, Hamdullah Suphi argued that Armenians and Turks
had no other chance than reuniting and coexisting, even though the past could not be
forgotten entirely. Along similar lines, Rusen Esref insisted that the Armenians
outside Turkey thought and acted differently from the Turkish Armenians. He stated
that while it was not possible to forget ‘the misdeeds of the Armenians’, the
Association would enhance reconciliation. It is evident in the statements of Rusen
Esref and Hamdullah Suphi that, from the Turkish perspective, the Armenians were
responsible for several ‘fenaliklar’ (disservices) against the Turkish nation, which the
Turks could not easily forgive; therefore, the Armenians should make efforts to ‘win
their hearts’. At this point, it is crucial to emphasise the remarks of Mosdijean Efendi,
who took the floor following the remarks of Rusen Esref. He passionately expounded
how the majority of the Armenians in Istanbul and Anatolia did not participate in ‘the
destructive activities against the Turkish nation’ but in fact shared the same destiny

with their Turkish neighbours:

7% Verchin Lur, @mppkihwy Pupdpugdut Uhnipbwh GpEyh Zunwpn)pp [Yesterday’s
Meeting of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association] 21 July 1923, no. 2856.

286



It is impossible to separate Armenians from Turks. The coldness between us is

a reality, but this shall not stay too long. The Armenians demand nothing but

justice and equality. Sure, some Armenians wish to be independent, but the

voice of the majority want to attach their fortune and misfortune to the fate of
the Turks. Therefore, I kindly ask the dear deputies to spread this idea among
their friends during their meetings.”®®

In his concluding remarks, Spedan Karaean thanked the Turkish deputies for
joining the event and sharing their honest remarks. He stressed that the Turkish
deputies had shown generosity with their statements, which—while not intended to
comfort or persuade the Armenians—were expressed sincerely. Many of the members
in the hall shed tears and cried together: ‘Long live the Turkish nation, long live
Mustafa Kemal Pasha!”7¢!

As it is demonstrated in this section, the community leadership, intellectuals
and the Armenian press were supporting the establishment of the Turkish-Armenian
friendship. It should be noted here that many of them were supporting the Allies
before 1922. For instance, as it has been demonstrated in the previous chapters, the
Armenian dailies such as Verchin Lur and Piwzantion published articles supporting
the Armenian State in the Caucasus and the Allies. Even the Jagadamard daily, an
organ of the ARF, published activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association.

As the theory of ethnic bargaining highlights, when there is no external support,

minorities moderate their demands and accommodate the host state. The Ottoman

7 Verchin Lur, @mppkihuy Pupdpugdut Uhmptwb Gpkyh Zuiwpngpn [Yesterday’s
Meeting of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association] 21 July 1923, no. 2856. ‘... Zwjp
@nippku quunb] wujwphih E: Pput k pk gpuiniphit Up Yuy dketipthu, puyg wmnphlju
Epfup sh Yptwp nbik): Zugbpnt thwthwpp wppupnipbwb b hwmwuwpmptwut
wpdwbwbwk mwppbp put Up sk Thpwndw thwthwpnn Zugkp Yptwt ppjuy, payg
Ukswiwulinpbwl Awjlip pnipp &wljunwgnphb Ygky Yniqk pk hp ndpujuinniphiup
bt ek hp pujuinmphiip: Zknbiwpwn jupgbih Epkuthnjuwbibpk whwnh jugpkh np
uyu Unnpny ningnpniht kL pupkhwght wyju dhupp ubpotsk) dkq s§wtisgnn hpkig
puykpubpnit, tpp wintg dhwhwb:’

' Verchin Lur, @mpplihwy Pupdpugdut Uhniptwh Gpkyh Zuiwpnjpn [Yesterday’s

Meeting of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association] 21 July 1923, no. 2856; Ekmekgioglu,
Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, p. 112.
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Armenians, similarly to the other minority groups in other states, changed their
political position following the disappearance of external support and started to

accommodate the newly established Turkish state.

7.7. The End of the Lausanne Conference

While the Armenian community in Istanbul organised activities to promote Turkish-
Armenian friendship, the discussions at Lausanne between the delegations were
coming to an end. The outcome of the first round of discussions, which took place
from November to January, was fruitless, as the Turkish delegation, under the
leadership of Ismet Pasha, refused to accept the judicial, financial, and economic
terms. Although the Turkish delegation expressed willingness to accept the Straits
Convention, the Maritza River frontier in Thrace, the future negotiation regarding
Mosul, and the clauses regarding minorities, they would not accept the financial and

judicial clauses.”%?

The Lausanne Conference entered a hiatus in January 1923. Even
after the Conference paused in January, the Turkish Armenian community continued
to pledge its loyalty to the Turkish National movement. Bishop Kevork Arslanean met
with Adnan Bey and informed him that ‘the Armenian community wants to live in
Turkey with the Turkish brothers by blocking the influence of the foreign
intrigues’.’%?

When Vatslav Vorovsky, a diplomat from the Soviet delegation, was

assassinated in May 1923 in Lausanne, the Swiss officials warned the Turkish

authorities that, as the head of the delegation, ismet Pasha could also be a target for

72 Suzanne Elizabeth Moranian, ‘The American Missionaries and the Armenian Question’
(The University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1994), pp. 351-52.

783 [kdam, ‘Ermeni Patrik Vekili Yeni Konferansta Hicbir Tesebbiislerinin Olmadigim
Soyliiyor’ [The Patriarchal Locum Tenens Says They Do Not Have Any Initiatives at the
New Conference] 26 April 1923, no. 9379.
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assassination by those wishing to disrupt the peace talks.”6*

The Turkish press
immediately accused the Armenian revolutionaries of plotting assassinations when
rumours of threats against the Turkish delegation spread. The subsequent wave of

anger and loathing from the press is illustrated in the Turkish satirical magazine,

Akbaba (Vulture), which published the following poem:

One eyebrow of Ismet Pasha / Worth one hundred thousand Armenian heads /

You should consider that / All those tears will go to waste / Ismet Pasha is the

moon in the sky / Pull yourself together Baron Hay! / If any of you look at him

disdainfully / My wrath may reserve a share for all of you /. ../ Now I fly
away / By golly, behave well! / Or I would shred your carcases.”

These sentiments published in Akbaba reflected the increasing antipathy and
hatred towards the Armenians within the Turkish public. Nevertheless, the
Conference recommenced in April after three months of uncertainty.”® No
assassination attempts or plots were reported by the officials. The Turkish delegation
managed to convince the Allied Powers to agree to their terms. Regarding minority
rights, the Turkish delegation agreed to guarantee the rights to be educated in their
native language, to practice their religion freely, and to maintain patriarchates,

767 However, the

schools, and charitable organisations for non-Muslim minorities.
request to allow the return of the Armenian refugees to Turkey was not accepted.

Ismet Pasha emphatically stated that the Turkish government was ready to welcome

% Tevhid-i Ekfar, ‘Ermenilerin de Ismet Pasa’ya Bir Suikast Hazirladiklar1 Tahakkuk Etti* [It
Is Proven that the Armenians Prepared an Assassination Plan for Ismet Pasha] 12 May 1923,
no. 3760.

%5 Akbaba, ‘Akbaba’nin Notas1’ [Akbaba’s Note] 17 May 1923, no. 47; Arawdd, 11 June
1923, no. 90. ‘Ismet Pasa’nin kas1, yiiz bin Ermeni basi, sonra sunu bilin ki, para etmez gz
yas1. Ismet Pasa gokte ay, kendine gel baron Hay!, biriniz yan bakarsa, topunuza gikar pay.
Size ihtar ederim, simdi ucar giderim, uslu durun vallahi, lesinizi diderim!’

76 Kaye Suzanne Pasley, ‘The Collapse of British Imperialism in Turkey 1919 to 1923 (PhD
thesis, Missisipi State University, 1998), p. 358.

7 Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, p.
94; Oke, The Armenian Question, pp. 204-5.
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the ‘innocent” Armenians who had not been involved in political activities, but the
Armenians who acted against the Turkish National movement during the war and
Armistice period would not be permitted to return.’®

Indeed, both the Allied Powers and Turkey protected their economic and
territorial self-interests. The Armenian question had produced neither practical nor
economic gains for the Entente. Dismayed with the outcome of the discussion on the
Armenian National Home, Curzon grabbed Ismet Pasha’s hand while the latter was
leaving the meeting hall, asking, ‘My General, do you find this little funeral ceremony
for the Armenian question to be excessive?’’® The British delegation was well
informed by British intelligence regarding the clandestine instructions that the
Turkish delegation was receiving from Ankara.”’® Thus, they were aware of the
position of the Turkish delegation on the issues, including the establishment of an
Armenian National Home. Ultimately, the Turkish delegation’s strategy for the
Armenian topic succeeded, and the word ‘Armenian’ did not appear in the Treaty of
Lausanne. After the Treaty was signed, the delegation of the ‘small ally’ of the
Entente, the Armenians, conveyed its disappointment to the Allied Powers by sending
a protest letter in which they declared the Treaty as fiction.””! Noradunkean

explained:

"% Tanin, ‘Ermenileri Avdeti Meselesi’ [The Issue of Armenian Repatriation] 9 June 1923,
no. 236.

769 Marashlian, ‘The Armenian Question from Sévres to Lausanne: Economics and Morality
in American and British Policies, 1920-1923", p. 742; Sevket Siireyya Aydemir, Tek Adam:
Mustafa Kemal (1922-1938), vol. 3 (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 2010), p. 109.

770 Pasley, ‘The Collapse of British Imperialism in Turkey 1919 to 1923°, p. 359.

"1 Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, p.
97; Ar, Tiirk-Amerikan Iliskileri Cercevesinde Ermeni Meselesi (1918-1923), [The Armenian
Question Within the Framework of Turkish-American Relations] p. 352; Uras, The
Armenians in History and the Armenian Question, pp. 996-97; Uysal, The Displacement:
Turkish-Armenian Relations Since 1915, p. 196.

290



Of course, how could I have known then that from one moment to the next

such political conditions would develop, and would cause the Allied

governments to forget the lavish promises they had made to the Armenian
people during the War.””?

When Ismet Pasha and the delegates who attended the Lausanne Conference
on behalf of the Turkish government returned to Turkey, prominent members of the
Armenian community in Istanbul—including Kevork Arslanean, the patriarchal
locum tenens; Harutyun Mosdijean, president of the Civil Council; Sdepan
Gurdikean; and Dr. Andre Vahram—welcomed the Turkish delegation in Catalca and

congratulated them for their ‘victorious agreement’ in Lausanne.””? In his speech

before Ismet Pasha, Mosdijean underlined:

As stated before on different occasions, the Armenians of Turkey linked their
fate to the fate of the Turks. They do not expect anything from anyone. They
want to stay with the Turks by preserving the centuries old friendship and
advance this precious country by working together with their Turkish
compatriots.

Mosdijean awarded a gold medal to Ismet Pasha for his efforts. Tevhid-i Efkar
noted in an article that during the speech of the Armenian delegation, the Turkish
members in the hall ridiculed and laughed at the presentation of the Armenian
members.’’*

The pro-Turkish approach of the Turkish Armenian community reached its

peak in the early years of the Republic of Turkey. As that period is beyond the scope

772 Marashlian, ‘The Armenian Question from Sévres to Lausanne: Economics and Morality
in American and British Policies, 1920-1923°, p. 754.

"3 Ulu, Tiirkive Cumhuriyeti nde Ermeniler, [ Armenians in the Republic of Turkey] p. 84; 75.
Yilda Tiirkiye Ermenileri, p. 3.

" Tevhid-i Efkar, ‘Murahhaslarimiza Huduttan Istanbul’a Kadar Fevkalade Samimi ve
Coskun Tezahiirat Yapildi’ [Our Delegates Were Welcomed with Enthusiastic
Demonstrations] 11 August 1923, no. 3806. ‘... Baska vesilelerle de arz ve izah edilmis
oldugu iizere Tiirkiye Ermenileri kendi mukadderatlarin1 Tiirk mukadderatina rabt etmislerdir.
Higbir taraftan higbir sey beklemezler. Daima Tiirklerle muhadenet-i kadime dairesinde
yasamak ve Tiirk vatandaglariyla birlikte bu vatan-1 azizin tealisine ¢alismak arzusundadirlar’.
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of this study, I will use a few select examples to illustrate how the collective position
of the Armenians further developed towards this political position. In August 1924,
the Association submitted a petition to Ismet Pasha that the Armenian community
wished to waive its minority rights, designated by the Treaty of Lausanne. The public

announcement of the Association read:

We are proud of living in Turkey and under the glorious flag of the Turkish
Republic. The Turkish Republic will not treat us as foster children, like the
Ottoman government did. Showing exemplary behaviour, it treats us as its
own children. Our government will not allow the foreigners to intervene in our
internal affairs. Turkish Armenians have no complaints about the Turkish
Republic, which treats all its subjects equally. We kindly ask you [foreign
powers] to leave us in peace. Turkish Armenians have no longer need for your
protection and intervention. If you want to serve humanity, we suggest you
serve the refugees you have.”’

Following the declaration of the Republic, in parallel with the political
developments within Turkey, Turkish Armenians also became ardent supporters of
the Turkish National movement.”’® For instance, Arawdd published a portrait of
Mustafa Kemal on its first page, with a caption reading, ‘The respectable president of
the Republic of Turkey: Gazi Mustafa Kemal Pasha, for whom each Armenian has

unalterable respect and on whom an unlimited reliance’.”’”” On 26 December 1924, the

opening ceremony of the Pera branch of the Association started with the ‘March of

> Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.
52. ‘... Biz Tiirkiye’de ve Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin gérkemli bayrag: altinda yasamaktan
gurur duyuyoruz. Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Osmanl idaresi gibi Ermenileri iivey evlat
saymayacaktir. Diinyaya 6mek olacak bir adaletle bize gergek evlatlar1 gibi muamele
etmektedir. Cumhuriyet hiikiimetimiz bundan sonra yabancilarin igiglerimize miidahale
etmesine izin vermeyecektir. Tiirkiye Ermenilerinin, biitiin tebaalarina esit haklar bahseden
Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nden higbir sikayeti yoktur. Bizi rahat birakmanizi rica ediyoruz.
Tiirkiye Ermenilerinin artik sizin korumaniza ve miidahalenize ihtiyac1 yoktur. Eger insanliga
hizmet etmek istiyorsaniz, kendi gogmenlerinize hizmet etmenizi tavsiye ediyoruz’.

7% Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, pp.
106-17.

77 Arawdd, Wugh Untupuwdw LEdw) @uipw [Veteran Mustafa Kemal Pasha] 26 October
1924, no. 166.
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Sakarya’, the lyrics of which praised the victory of the Turkish army against the
Greeks, as well as the leader of the movement, Mustafa Kemal.”’® The growing
support for the pro-Turkish position of the Turkish Armenians could perhaps be best
illustrated by the example of Dr. Yaghubean, who, in an interview with Aksam,

stressed that the Turkish Armenians wanted to be ‘pure Turks’ and to continue living

with Turks fraternally.

Figure 16. The portrait of Mustafa Kemal (4rawdd, 26 October 1924)
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778 Sirvart Malhasyan, ‘Istanbul’da 1922 Yilinda Kurulan Tiirk-Ermeni Teali Cemiyeti ve
Faaliyetleri’, [The Activities of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association: Istanbul, 1922] p.

52.

79 Ibid., p. 58.
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7.8. Conclusion

When we consider the characteristics of the Armenian political position during the
Armistice period, especially before 1922, we see that the Ottoman Armenians were
pro-Allied and pro-Armenian independence. However, as detailed in this chapter, the
Ottoman Armenians began to change their viewpoint towards one of reconciliation
and friendship with the newly formed Turkish government, especially after
experiencing disappointments caused by the Allied Powers in Cilicia and in the
Caucasus, as well as the defeat of the Greek army in Anatolia, which signalled the
Turkish National movement’s complete control of the country. Armenian dailies—
such as Verchin Lur, Zhoghovurti Tsayné, and Arawdd—published articles promoting
the importance of Turkish-Armenian friendship. A new  Armenian
intellectual/bourgeoisie group who believed that the salvation of the Armenians was
closely linked to the fate of Turkey emerged within the community. This school of
thought, together with the help of the Armenian dailies, created a new discourse in the
Ottoman Armenians’ position. The Ottoman Armenians started to identify themselves
as Tiirk Ermenisi (Turkish Armenians). They blamed the Armenian diaspora,
claiming that it ‘worked with the Western Powers’ to ‘harm the Turkish state’. They
created a new rhetoric in which they labelled the Armenians who lived outside of
Turkey as being ‘a vehicle serving the Western intrigues’. It is clear from the sources
employed in this chapter that the Ottoman Armenians pursued a different set of
politics after the defeats of the Greek army and the Armenian state. At this moment,
the Ottoman Armenians changed their political position and agreed to accommodate
the ruling Nationalist government, a strategic move to protect the existence of the

community at a time of political uncertainty and insecurity. The members of the
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Turkish-Armenian Ascent Association and the Armenian Patriarchate referenced ‘the
perceived past friendship’ between Turks and Armenians when approaching Turkish
politicians, intellectuals, and society. Nonetheless, the Turkish authorities demanded
that the Armenian community prove its loyalty toward the Turkish people; otherwise,
as Riza Nur and Ismet Pasha underscored in their statements, there was ‘no room’ for
Armenians in new Republic of Turkey. In turn, the Armenians who remained in
Istanbul embarked upon a vigorous campaign to indeed prove their loyalty to the
Turkish National movement and the principles of the Republic.

This chapter demonstrated how the political positon of the Ottoman
Armenians changed in 1922-1923 when there was no state, thus no ‘external support’
left in the political field to defend the rights of the Ottoman Armenians. The
Armenian state in the Caucasus was defeated and forced to sign agreements with the
Ankara government and the Soviets. The French and the British ended the occupation
and retreated, and the Greek army in Anatolia was defeated by the Nationalist forces.
In such an atmosphere, the Ottoman Armenian community changed its political
position and became pro-Turkish to protect its physical, cultural, and social existence
within the new borders of Turkey. It is important for our discussion that when ‘the
external support’ disappeared, the Ottoman Armenians chose to accommodate the
host state, even though it was oppressive. Thus, the reactions of the Ottoman
Armenians as a minority group is another example of the ethnic bargaining theory
suggested by scholars. Similar reactions can be seen in the example of Hungarians in
Slovakia, Romania, and Vojvodian (Yugoslavia) in the 1990s. During the Meciar
period from 1995-1998, while the Hungarian minority was under pressure from the
government policies, the minority leaders responded by organising protests but still

accommodated the repressive regime without further radicalisation. Hungarians in
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Romania, similarly, sought to establish coalitions with Romanian moderates in 1990
when ultra-nationalist policies were being implemented by the government.”®® In both
cases, the lobbying state for the Hungarian minorities, Hungary, was reluctant to play
a part in the conflicts and showed no signals of support. In the case of Ottoman
Armenians, by 1922 no supporting state remained. There was no ‘external support’;
therefore, the Ottoman Armenians started to pursue a moderate position vis-a-vis the
Turkish state.

There is virtually no discussion in the recent historiography about the pro-
Turkish position of the Armenian community during the last years of the Ottoman
Empire. As such, this chapter makes a new contribution on the subject. Lerna
Ekmekcioglu, in her article entitled ‘Mecbur: Migirdic Agob'un Tiirkiye Ermenileri
Risalesi (1922)’ analyses the establishment of the Turkish-Armenian Ascent
Association and the emergence of a pro-Turkish approach within the Armenian
community.”8! This chapter discussed the extent of the pro-Turkish approach within
the Armenian community by utilising unexplored material from several Armenian

dailies with various political affiliations.

8 Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 121.

"1 Lerna Ekmekgioglu, ‘Mecbur: Migirdi¢ Agob’un Tiirkiye Ermenileri Risalesi
(1922)’, in 1915: Siyaset, Tehcir, Soykirim, ed. Fikret Adanir and Oktay Ozel
(Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaynlari, 2015).
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

At the beginning of the thesis, I contended that this thesis makes two major
contributions to the body of academic literature. First, it challenges the recent
historiography by taking an approach that no other scholarly written work has used to
analyse the Ottoman Armenian community during the Armistice years. Furthermore,
in the recent historiography, none of the academic works has examined the Ottoman
Armenians during the Armistice years by analysing the Ottoman Turkish and
Armenian press together. Second, this thesis contributes to security and minority
claim-making theories by demonstrating how the Ottoman Armenians’ political
position changed during the Armistice years and the reasons behind this change. I
shall highlight first the importance of this thesis in terms of its contribution to the
recent historiography.

When we consider the recent historiography on the late Ottoman Empire in
general, and the Ottoman Armenians in particular, there is a dearth of academic
literature on the Armistice period. While there is extensive literature on the pre-war
and wartime period regarding the Ottoman Armenians, there is no analysis of the
Armenian community in the Ottoman Empire during the Armistice years. Thanks to
the research of scholars in the field, we can trace the historical developments in the
late Ottoman Empire regarding the Armenian community from the reformation period
in the nineteenth century until 1918, the end of WWI. However, the narrative in the
recent historiography ends in 1918. The Armistice years only occupy a few pages in
the recent Armenian or Late Ottoman history books. While I was reading the

secondary sources included in the reading list of the syllabuses for graduate courses,
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some questions came to mind: What was the condition of the Ottoman Armenian
community during the Armistice years? How did the Armenian community reorganise
itself after WWI? What was the socio-political picture of the community? This study
aimed to answer these questions and, in doing so, fills a gap in historiography.

The characteristics of the current historiography and the primary sources of
the thesis have been discussed in the first chapter. As has been demonstrated, the
Ottoman Turkish historiography on the Armistice years focussed mainly on the War
of Independence and the Turkish National movement. No other topic had been
addressed by historians until the works of Erik Jan Ziircher and later Ryan Scott
Gingeras. Ziircher revealed the connection between the Turkish National movement
and the CUP, which was mostly ignored in the official writing of Turkish history.
Gingeras’ book further discovered the unknown characteristics of the Turkish
National movement and the ethnic conflict in Anatolia during the Armistice years.
The Armenian historiography, on the other hand, mostly focussed on the history of
the wartime massacres, with the Armistice years only occupying a few pages in the
books, primarily when the authors touched upon the court-martials opened by the
Ottoman government to try the CUP leaders and members for their participation in the
destruction process of the Ottoman Armenian community. However, no academic
study placed the analysis of the Armenian community during the Armistice years at
the heart of its interest. As such, this research may be considered pioneering.

Another important contribution of the thesis is that it employs an extensive
archive of Ottoman Turkish and Armenian press of the Armistice years, which has not
been comprehensively used by historians while analysing the subject matter. The
second part of the first chapter provided information about the Armenian and

Ottoman Turkish press of the particular period. It should be noted here that there is
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also a gap in the history of Ottoman Turkish and Armenian press. Besides a few
bibliographical works, there is no published scholarly analysis on the Ottoman
Turkish or Armenian press of the Armistice years. In order to understand the period
with a more comprehensive lens, I analysed both Ottoman Turkish and Armenian
dailies, which have thus far been another gap in the current historiography.

In understanding and conceptualising what the Ottoman Armenian community
experienced during the Armistice years, I utilised the theories of security and minority
claim-making. The Ottoman Armenians who survived the wartime massacres and
stayed alive in the Ottoman Empire had existential concerns. The insecure
environment that prevailed from the beginning of the war affected the political
position of Armenians, leading them to establish close ties with other communities,
such as the Romioi or states such as the Allied Powers, to protect their very existence.
The second chapter laid out how following the signing of Armistice of Mudros and
the beginning of the Allied occupation, the Armenian community changed its political
position with the appearance of an ‘external support’. When the Armistice of Mudros
was signed in October 1918, the Armenians in the capital were celebrating the
Armistice, thinking that it signaled the end of their wartime calamity. These
celebrations were followed by a new political reconfiguration within the community.
Perhaps for the first time in the history of Armenian political movement, all the
political parties—be they Tashnag, Hnchak, or Ramgavar—declared their support for
the establishment of ‘United Armenia’. Furthermore, the Armenian Patriarchate also
defended this idea and became actively involved in establishing contacts with the
representatives of the Allied Powers to discuss the establishment of an Armenian state

in the Vilayat-1 Sitte. These are crucial indicators for our conceptual framework, as
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they demonstrate how the Armenian community was mobilised following the
appearance of support from the Allied Powers.

In the third chapter, it was demonstrated that the Armenian community aimed
to establish friendship with the Roimoi community, which also further supports the
main argument of the thesis, being that before 1922 the collective political position of
the Ottoman Armenian community was pro-Entente and pro-Armenian state. As has
been argued in the third chapter, the Armistice period was an exception in the
Armenian-Roimoi and Armenian-Greek relations, in the sense that during this five-
year period, these two communities developed a close, mutually beneficial friendship
to aid each other in achieving their respective political aspirations.

Security concerns played a vital role in the formation of the political position
of the Armenian community. There were three layers of security concerns for the
Armenian community. First was the security concern created in the post-genocide
habitus. Many Armenians lost their families, abandoned their properties during the
wartime, and at the beginning of Armistice years, many of them were fearful of
becoming victims of a second wave of massacres. Second was the security concerns
created by the Allied occupation and the emergence of conflict between the Loyalists
and the National movement. These two security concerns are studied in chapter four,
which discusses the insecure environment that prevailed during the Armistice years.
Additionally, chapter four details how the Turkish National movement asked for the
support of non-Muslim communities in Anatolia and forced them to pay taxes or to
serve in the military. However, those Armenians who wanted to stay on the side of the
Allied Powers were under pressure. The inter-communal conflict in Anatolia, the

clashes between the Loyalist forces and the Nationalists as well as between the Greek
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forces and the Nationalists created an atmosphere of insecurity and an ensuing power
vacuum.

A third security concern was the existential concern of the Ottoman Armenian
community. As discussed in chapters five and six, the Armenian community
supported the Armenian government and the French forces in their fight against the
Turkish National movement in the Caucasus and Cilicia. The motivation behind this
support was to protect the very existence of the community by creating an
autonomous state in Cilicia and the Vilayat-1 Sitte to protect the physical existence of
the remaining Armenian population in Anatolia. These chapters also analysed the
extent of the support of the Ottoman Armenians for the Armenian state in the
Caucasus and the French occupying forces in Cilicia. The Ottoman Armenians,
including both those in Anatolian cities and towns and those in Istanbul, organised
and participated in the donation campaigns which were organised to send material aid
to the Armenian military in the Caucasus. The fifth chapter explored how the
Ottoman Armenians closely followed the clashes between the Turkish Nationalist
forces and the Armenian military in the Caucasus and how the community in Istanbul
demonstrated its support to the Armenian state. The sixth chapter, on the other hand,
explored the ways in which the local Armenian community in the Cilicia region
supported the French forces in their occupation endeavours. These two chapters
further support the main argument, revealing that the political position of the Ottoman
Armenians was pro-Entente before 1922. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated in
these chapters that the Armenian community was mobilised when there was an
external support—in this case, the French occupational forces and the Armenian state

in the Caucasus.
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Yet, how and why, beginning in 1922, did the political position of the
Armenians living in Istanbul and Anatolia change? When there was no ‘external
support’ such as the Allied Powers or the existence of an Armenian state in the
Caucasus, the Ottoman Armenians strategically changed their political position to
protect their physical existence. Thus, security concerns again played a vital role in
the formation of their political choices. The seventh chapter aimed at answering this
question by demonstrating that those Armenians who did not flee the country after the
defeat of Greek and French forces by the Nationalist forces significantly changed
their political position and became pro-Turkish. The establishment of the Turkish-
Armenian Ascent Association and the efforts of prominent Armenians to re-establish
the Turkish-Armenian friendship were the two reflections of this political change.

In understanding the reasons behind this sharp change in the political position
of the Armenian community, I derive my argument from minority claim-making
studies. As has been argued in the recent literature, minority groups tend to seek
separatist ideas when there is an external support. As Erin K. Jenne clearly states, ‘if a
minority believes its leverage against the majority to be sufficiently high (such as
when a powerful external patron sends credible signals of interventionist intent),
minority elites are likely to radicalise against the majority...”’8? When there is no
outside supporter, the minority groups often accommodate the ruling state even if the
state is repressive. From 1918 to 1921, the establishment of a ‘United Armenia’ was
promised to the Armenian community, backed by the Allied Powers. Having lost the
hope of living under the Ottoman authority harmoniously after the genocide
experienced from 1915 to 1918, the Ottoman Armenian community naturally

supported the Allied Powers, with the hope that they would live in peace in their

82 Jenne, Ethnic Bargaining, p. 195.
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native land. However, when the French and Greek forces retreated from Anatolia, no
state was willing to advocate on behalf of the Armenian community. While thousands
of Armenians fled the country with the retreating French forces, a considerable
number of Armenians stayed, in Anatolia and primarily Istanbul. These Armenians
declared their loyalty to the Turkish National movement, thinking that they would live
within the borders of ‘new Turkey’ without getting themselves into ‘trouble’. Lerna
Ekmekg¢ioglu and Talin Suciyan have explored how this remaining Armenian
community in the ‘new Turkey’ continued to live under and face pressure by the state
during the early Republican years.”®?

Even as the primary argument of the thesis is the change in the political
position of the Ottoman Armenian community during the Armistice years, this
research attempted to write the socio-political history of a non-Muslim community in
the final years of the Ottoman Empire. The Armenian press of the period is an
invaluable source to discover the inner dynamics of the community. As can be seen
throughout the thesis, Armenian individuals, intellectuals, and journalists contributed
to the discussion in the dailies. In some cases, an ordinary Armenian individual sent a
report regarding the Armenian community in his/her town. The Ottoman Turkish
dailies closely followed the discussions published in the Armenian dailies, and in
most cases, the Turkish intellectuals engaged with the discussion and often criticised
the Armenian dailies. The analysis of the Ottoman press—including Turkish,
Armenian, Greek, and Arab dailies during the Armistice years—can be considered an
interesting subject matter for scholars to better understand the historic period and the

intercommunal relations during the final years of the Ottoman Empire. This thesis

8 Lerna Ekmekgioglu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-
Genocide Turkey; Talin Suciyan, The Armenians in Modern Turkey: Post-Genocide
Society, Politics and History.
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establishes a new perspective for writing the historiography of the late Ottoman
Empire by bringing the Ottoman press, both in Armenian and in Turkish, into the

discussion.
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