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Preface

The literature on what Armenians call the first genocide of the ttatlen
cenury and what most Turks reféo as an instance of intercamnal warfare and
a wartime relocation is voluminous. Yet despite the great outpouring of writing, an
acrimonious debate over what actually happened almost one hundred years ago
continues unabatedThe highly charged historical dispute burdens relations
between Tukey and Armenia and increases tensions in a volatile region. It also
crops up periodically in other parts of the world when members of the Armenian
diaspora push for recognition of the menian genocide by their respective
parliaments and the Turkish government threatens retaliation.

The key issue in this quarrel, it should be stressed at the outset, is not the
extent of Armenian suffering, but rather the question of specific intent:iighat
whether the Young Turk regime during the First World War intentionally
organized the massacres that took place. Both sides agree that large numbers of
Christians perished and that the degtion of the Armenian community was
accompanied by many exses. Several hundred thousand men, women, and
children were forced from their homes with hardly any notice; and during a
harrowing trek over mountains and through deserts uncounted multitudes died of
stavation and disease or were murdered. To the victinmakes no diffemce
whether they met their death as the result of a carefully planned scheme of
annihilation, as the consequence of a panicky reaction to a misjudged threat, or for
any other reason. It does make a difference for the accuracy ofidtioeidal
record, not to mention the future of Turkisihmenian relations.

The situation today is highly polarized and is characterized by two distinct
and rigidly adhered to historiographies. The Armenian version maintains that the
Armenians were the inment victims of an unprmked act of genocide by the
Ottoman government. Large numbers of Western scholars have embraced this
position. The Turkish version, put forth by the Turkish government and a few
historians, argues that the mass deportation ofAttneenians was a necessary
response to a fullcale Armenian rebellion, carried out with the support of Russia
and Britain, andthat the large number of deatthe "socalled masacresd
occurred as a result of famine and disease or as a consegfi@ncl war within
a global war. Both sides make their case bypifiying a complex historical reality
and by ignoring crucial evidence that would yield a more nuanced picture.
Professional historians in both camps copy uncritically from previous works when
a reinvestigaon of the sources is called for. Both parties use hémnded tactics
to advance their cause and silence a full delwditéhe issues. The Turkish
government has applied diplomatic pressure and threats; the Armenians have
accused all thoseho do not call the massacres a case of genocide of seeking to
appease the Turkish government. In 1994 the-kWedwn Middle East scholar
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Bernard Lewis was taken to court in France and charged by the plaintiff with
causing "grievous prejudice to truthfulemory" because he denied the accusation
of genocide.

This book subjects the rich historical evidence available to the test of
consistency and (as much as the state of knowledge allows) attempts to sort out the
validity of the rival arguments. Unlike most those who have written on the
subject of the Armenian massacres and who are partisans of one side or the other, |
have no special ax to grind. My purpose is not to put forth yet anothesidea:
account of the deportations and méskngs; still lessam | in a position to
propose a conclusive resolution of the controversies that have raged for so long.
Important Turkish documents have disappeared, so that even a person who knows
Turkish and can read it in its old script most likely would not be ableriie a
definitive history of these occurrences. My aim has been to deal with this emotion
laden subject without political precoeptions and to carry out a critical analysis of
the two historiographies. Time and again, it will be seen, authors on ideth s
have engaged in highly questionable tactics of persuasion that include willful
mistrangations, citing important documents out of context, or simply ignoring the
historical setting altogether. After this uninviting task of "ciegrout the stables"

(the results of which probably will please neither side), | attempt a historical
reconstruction of the events in quesBioto show what can be known as
established fact, what must be considered unknown as of today, and what will
probably have to remain un&wable. My hope is that such an undertaking will
clarify and advance our understanding of these fateful occurrences and perhaps
also help build bridges between the two rival camps.

The Turkish government has issued collections of pertinentnaerts in
translation, but the material from Western sources outweighs the available Turkish
records (translated and untranslated), if not in quantity then in importance. The
reports of American, Geram, andAustrian consular officials who were on the spot
in Anatoia and Mespotamia have been preserved, and many of them have written
menirs that draw on their personal observations. American, German, and Swiss
missionaries who witnessed the tragic events have written detailed accounts. We
have a large memoir litet@re composed by Armenian survivors and their
descendants. Also of interest are the publishedlletions by members of the
large German military mission who held important positions of command in the
Turkish army. The availability of these highly infoative sources in Western
languages means that even scholars like me who do not read Turkish can do
meaningful work on this subject. Indeed, a requirement that only persons fluent in
the Turkish language be considered competent to write on this topic would
disqualify most Armenians, who also do not know Turkish.

| had the opportunity to immerse myself in the rich holdings of the archive
of the German Foreign Ministry in Berlin, the Public Record Office in London, and
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the National Archives in Washington. Adf these sources yielded some findings
that | believe are new. More importantly, many of the documents cited by Turkish
and Armenian authors and their respective supporters, when looked at in their ori
ginal version and proper context, yielded a pictuiterosharply at variance with

the conclusions drawn from them by the contendingggi@nists. Both Turkish and
Armenian authors, it turns out, have used these materials in a highly selective
manner, quoting only those points that fitted into their schefnm@erpretation and
ignoring what Max Weber called "inconvenient facts." Both the Turkish and the
Armenian sides, in the words of the Turkish historian Selim Deringil, "have plun
dered history"; and, as if the reality of what happened was not terriblglenthey
have produced horror stories favorable to their respective positions.

While working on this book, | sometimes had the feeling that | was a
detective working on an unsolved crime. Clues to the petpetraf gruesome
massacres lay hidden in dyold books and journals. | experienced the surprise
and amazement of finding still another foote that did not substantiate what the
author in question claimed for it. It was fascinating to find corroboration for
hunches in unexpected places, whichdeé& possible to firm up conclusions. 1
hope that my readers too, while following the unfolding argument of this work,
will share some of the satisfaction | experienced in finally coming up with an
interpretation of these calamitous events that is supgdy the preponderance of
the evidence and is plausible. I may not have solywd crime in all of its
complicated aspects, but | hope to have thrown some significant new light on it.

In the interest of a treatment in depth, | have limited the scopésoéttidy
to the events of 19156, which by all accounts took the greatest toll of lives and
lie at the core of the controversy between Turks and Armenians. | make only brief
references to the fighting between Turks &wubksian Armenian units in 19418
ard to what Armenian historians call the "Kemalist aggression against Armenia" in
the wake of the Treaty of Sevres of August 10, 1920. These topics rais¢antpor
but different questions that deserve treatment in their own right. | also quite
intentionally have not discussed each and every allegation, nho matter hew far
fetched, made by Turkish and Armenian authors in their-&agding war of
words. To do so would have required a tome of many hundreds of pages.
Moreover, it would have resulted in a work gdssip rather than history that no
serious person would have been interested in and willing to read.

Finally, | have endeavored to avoid becoming entangled inlgmrab of
definition and nomenclature. For example, the question of what constitutes
genocidewhether according to the Genocide Convention approved by the General
Assembly of the United Nations on Dedeen 9, 1948, or in terms of other rival
definitionsis often far from simple; and the attempt to decide whether the
Armenian massacres in Ottoma&arkey fit all, some, or none of these definitions
strikes me as of limited utility. | have therefore concentrated on what appears to me
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to be the far more important task of clarifying what happened, how it happened,
and why it happened. The issue of tipprapriate label to be attached to these
occurrences is relevant for the ongoing polemics between Turks and Armenians. It
is of secondary importance at best for historical inquiry, because the use of legal
nomenclature does not add any material facts itaporfor the history of these
events.

As those familiar with the field of Middle Eastern studies know, English
transliterations of Turkish and Armenian words havedpoed great variations in
the spelling of places and personal names. As much as pdskile resorted to
the most common styles; | have not changed the spelling in quotations, though |
have omitted most disitical marks. The difference between the Ottoman or Julian
calendar and the European or Gregorian calendar (twelve days in theemihete
century and thirteen days in the twentieth century) presented another problem. In
most cases | have used ttlates given in the sources wéd The few instances
where the interpretation of an event depends®iprecise date have been noted in
thetext.

| would like to express my thanks to the archivists and lianarhere and
abroad, who have aided me in my research, as well as to those who have translated
some important Turkish materials for me. | also acknowledge with gratitude a
grant from theGerman Academic Exchange Service (DAAD). As it is customary
to note, none of these institutions and individuals are responsible for the opinions
and conclgions reached in this work, which remain my personal responsibility.

Part |
THE HISTORICAL SETTIN G
Chapter |
Armenians in the Ottoman Empire during the Nineteenth Century

Armenian history reaches back more than two thousand years. In AD 301
the Armenians were the first people to adopt Christianity as theaiaffeligion;
the Holy Apostolic an@rthodox Church of Armenia (also known as the Gregorian
Church) has played an important role in the survival of a people who for much of
their history have lived under the rule of foreigners. The last independent
Armenian state, the Kingdom of Cilicia,llfén 1375, and by the early part of the
sixteenth century most Armenians had come under the control of the Ottoman
Empire. Under thenillet system instituted by Sultan Mohammed 1l (145l) the
Armenians enjoyed religious, cultural, and social autonompeirT ready
acceptance of subservient political status under Ottoman rule lasted well into the
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nineteenth century and earned the Armenians the title "the loyal community."

Over time large numbers of Armenians settled in Constantinople and in
other towns, whre they prospered as merchants, bankersaagj and interpreters
for the government. The majority, however, tioned to live as peasants in the
empire's eastern provincgsilayets), known as Great Armenia, as well as in
several western districts amethe Mediterranean called Cilicia or Little Armenia.
We have no accate statistics for the population of the Ottoman Empire during
this period, but there is general agreement that by the latter part of the nineteenth
century the Armenians constitutednginority even in the six provinces usually
referred to as the heartland of Armenia (Erzurum, Bitlis, Van, Harput, Diarbekir,
and Sivas). Emigration and conversions in the wake of massacres, the redrawing of
boundaries, and an influx of Muslifsxpelled o fleeing from the Balkans and the
Caucasus (espilly Laz and Circassians) had helped decrease the number of
Armenians in their historic home. Their minority status fatally undermined their
claim for an independent or at least autonomous Armenia witleirempireaims
that had begun to gather support as a result of the influx of new liberal ideas from
the West and the increased burdens weighing upon the Christian peasants of
Anatolia.

Until the beginning of the nineteenth century Armenians had notredffe
from any systematic oppression. They were seadask citzens who had to pay
special taxes and wear a distinctive hat, they were not allowed to bear or possess
arms, their testimony was often rejected in the courts, and they were barred from
the highest administrative or military posts. The tergevur or kafir (meaning
unbeliever or infilel) used for Christians had definite pejorative overtones and
summed up the Muslim outlodkStill, as Ronald Suny has noted, despite all
discriminations and abusg for several centuries the Armenians had derived
considerable benefit from the limited autonomy made possible bymiliet
system. "The church remained at the head of the nation; Armenians with
commercial and industrial skills were able to climb to Wieey pinnacle of the
Ottoman economic order; and a variety of eational, charitable, and social
institutions were permitted to flourish." Living in relative peace with their Muslim
neighbors, the Armenians had enjoyed a time of "benign symbfosis."

In the eastern provinces the Armenians lived on a mountainous plateau that
they shared with Kurdish tribes. During the second half of the nineteenth century
relations with the Kurdish population detedted. Large numbers of Armenian
peasants existed in anki of feudal servitude under the rule of Kurdish chieftains.
The settled Armenians provided winter quarters to the nomadic Kurds and paid
them part of their crop in return for protection. As long as the Ottoman state was
strong and prosperous this arrangatworked reasonably well. When the empire
began to crumble and its government became increasingly corrupt, however, the
situation of the Armenian peasants becamécditd they could not afford to pay
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ever more oppressive taxes to the Ottoman tax ¢ofie@as well as tribute to their
Kurdish overlords. When they reneged on their payments to the Kurds, thé tribes
never very benevolefitengaged in savage attacks upon the largely ddéssse
Armenian villagers that led to deaths, the abduction of girlsvesrden, and the
seizure of cattle. Ottoman officials, notoriously venal, were unwilling or unable to
provide redress. The reforms introduced in 1839 and 1856 under Sultan Abdul
Mejid 1, which sought to estéibh elements of the rule of law and religioitselty

and are known in Turkish history as the Tanzimat, did little to change the dismal
situation of the common people and of the Armenian minority. fpeidod of
twenty years before T870 Armenian patriarchs, as heads of the Armenian
community, submittedo the Ottoman government more than 500 memoranda in
which they detailed the extortions, fdste conversions, robberies, and abductions
common in the provinces.

The constitution of 1876 proclaimed the equal treatment of all nationalities,
but Sultan Adul Hamid Il suspended it in 1878 and began a period of autocratic
rule that was to last thirty years. The situation of the Armenians soon went from
bad to worse, accelemat) the growth of Armenian national consciousness and the
spread of revolutionaryjdeas. Armenian nationalistic feelings had begun in the
diaspora and in the larger towns, from which they gradually permeated the eastern
provinces. Protestant missionaries and their schools played an important role in this
process of radicalization. Bothe goverment and the Armenian church tried to
discourage the influx of these foreigners and their Western ideas, but the number of
missionaries, most of them American and German, kept growing. By T895,
accordng to one count, there were 176 Americarssionaries, assisted by 878
native assistants, at work in Anatolia. They had established 125 churches with
12,787 members and 423 schools with 20,496 studeBten though the
missionaries denied that they instilled Armenian nationalistic, let alone
revolutionary, sentiments, the Ottoman goveent saw it differently. As Charles
Eliot, a welkinformed British diplanat with extensive experience in Turkey, put it:

The good position of the Armenians in Turkey had largely depended on the
fact that they werdéhoroughly Oriental and devoid of that tincture of European
culture common among Greeks and Slavs. But now this character was being
destroyed: European education and European beeks being introduced among
themThe Turks thought that thereas clearly a intention to brealup what
remained of the Ottomannipire and found an Armenian kingdd®nward,
Christian soldiers, marching as to war," in English is a harmless hymn, suggestive
of nothing worse than a mildly ritualistic procession; but | confess thea
same words literally rendered into Turkish do sound like an appeal to
Christians to rise up against their Mohammedan masters, and | cannot
be surprised that the Ottoman authorities found the hymn seditious and
forbade it to be suny.
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The reports ent home by the missionaries made the outside world aware of the
unhappy life of their downtrodden felle@hristians in Anatolia. The missionaries
were hardly impartial observers, but timustices and indignities suffered by the
Christian population werimdeed qite real. The Ottoman authorities, for their part,

as Suny has written, "interpreted any manifestation of cultural revival or resistance,
however individual or local, as an act of national rebellion....Turkish officials and
intellectuals began tok upon Armenians as unruly, subversive, alien elements
who consorted with foreign power$The Ottoman government began to protest
the growing European interest in the fate of the Armenians, regarding it as
interference in Ottoman affairs. They sudpég not without justification, that the
European powers were using the Armenian problem as a convenient pretext for
further weakening of the Ottoman Empire. It was felt that Russia, in particular,
which had seized some of the Armenian lands followingRtweseTurkish war of
T82829, was encouraging the Armenian atjita in order to annex the remaining
Armenian provinces in eastern Anatolia.

Matters came to a head in the wake of the Bulgarian revolt against Ottoman
rule in 1876. Reports reaching the Wabbut the ferocious manner in which the
rebellion had been suppressed helped solidify the image of the "terrible Turk."
Russian public opinion clamored for help to the Southern Slavs, and in April T877
Russia declared war upon key. The commander of ¢hRussian army invading
eastern Anatolia was a Russian Armenian, Mikayel Ebteikov (his original
name was Melikian). The Russian troops included many Russian Armenians;
Armenians from Ottoman Anatolia were said to have acted as guides. The spread
of pro-Russian sentiments among the Armenians oftdli|g who hoped that
Russia would liberate them from the Turkish yoke, was well known. All this
alarmed the Ottoman government and raised doubts about the reliability of the
Armenians. The transition fromH#& most loyamillet" to a people suspected to be
in league with foreign enemies was complete. Consequently, when the Russian
troops withdrew, Kurds and Circassians pillaged Armenian villages in the border
region, and thousands of Armenians took refugeéhi Russian Caucasus. The
massacres of 18936 arc unintelligible without taking note of this decisive change
in the TurkeArmenian relationship.

After some initial setbacks, the war of 1878 ended with a copiete
victory for Russia. In January 1878 Rian troops approached Constantinople; on
the Caucasian front they took Erzurum. At the urging of the Armenian patriarch,
the Treaty of San Stefano, signelMarch 2, 1878, included a provision aimed at
protecting the Armenians. According to article 1®e tSublime Porte (the
Ottomangovernment) agreed "to carry out, without further delay, the aatilits
and reforms demanded by local requirements in the provinces inhabited by the
Armenians, and to guarantee their security against the Kurds and Cined5sia
Russian troops were to remain in the Armenian provinces until satisfactory reforms
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had been implemented.

The harsh provisions of the Treaty of San Stefano stripped the Ottoman
state of substantial territories in the Balkans and yieldedsiRube Amenian
districts of Ardahan, Kars, and Bayazid as well as the important Black Sea port or
Batum. These gains aroused the fears of the British that Turkey would become a
client state of Russia, thus upsetting the balance of power in the eastern
Mediterranea.? Hence Russia, under pressure from the European powers, had to
agree to the Treaty of Berlin several months later (July 13, 1878), which greatly
reduced Russian gains. The creation of a Bulgarian vassal staensebt to
Russia was shelved; the Arnian district of Bayazid was returned to Turkey and
Batum converted into a free port; the ipdadence of Serbia, Montenegro, and
Rumania was reaffirmed; and BosniaT lerzegovina was to be occupied and
administered by Austrigdlungary. The new treaty alsequired Russia to withdraw
its troops from Ottoman territory and placed the responsibility for enforcing the
Armenian reform provisions of the Treaty of San Stefano (article 61 of the new
treaty) upon the entire Concert of Europe. As George Douglas Cdnipoké of
Argyll, a former cabinet minister, later observed correctly: "What was everybody's
business was nobody's business."? In the separate Cyprus Convention of June 4,
1878, which allowed Britain to occupy the island of Cyprus, the Porte made an
addifonal promise to introduce reforms into Armenia; but all these commitments
remained mere words.

The overall result was to increase antagonism between Turks and
Armenians. The agreements raised the expectations of the Armenians, while they
provided no effetive security for them. The sultan was angry over the continuing
interference of the European powers inKay's internal affairs. He became more
fearful of the Armenians, whose lands constituted a crucial segment of the reduced
empire, and hence was marelined to use violence. The Armenians had become
pawns in the European struggle for power and dominance.

The contribution of the Treaty of Berlin and the Cyprus Cotigarnto the
Armenian tragedy was noted by Lord James Bryce, a great friend of the
Armenians. Writing in 1896, after a wave of Armenian massacres, he remarked:

If there had been no Treaty of Berlin and no Arglokish Convention, the
Armenians would doubtless have continued to be oppressed, as they had been
oppressed for centuries. But yheould have been spared the storm of fire, famine,
and slaughter which descended upon them in 1895.... Before the Treaty of Berlin
the Sultan had no special enmity to the Armenians, nor had the Armenian nation
any political aspirations. It was the stiptitens then made for their protection that
first marked them out for suspicion and hatred, and that first roused in them hope
of deliverance whose expression increased the hatred of their rulers. The Anglo
Turkish Convention taught them to look to Englandd Engand's interference
embittered the Turk¥.
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The European powers did nothing to enforce the treaty provisions designed
to help the Armenians. Having an uneasy conscience, they repeatedly remonstrated
with the sultan. Yet these remonstrations onkgher irritated Abdul | lam id and
stiffened his back. He would rather die, he told the German ambassador in
November 1894, than yield to unjust pressure and grant the Armenians political
autonomy*!

In 1891, fearful of Russia's continuing interest in dastern Anelian
region and of Armenian revolutionaries on both sides of thesiRudorder, the
sultan decreed the formation of Kurdish volunteer cavalry units. Modeled after the
Russian Cossacks, the Hamidiye regnts, named after the sultan, were t
strengthen the defense of the border provinces. They also had the purpose of
bringing the Kurds under some control and using the Hamidiye as a counterweight
to the Turkish notables of the towns, who often challenged the sultan®é Byit.

1895 the Hamiye consisted of fiftyseven regiments and prfily close to fifty
thousand men.B Their marauding also affected the settled Muslims, but the
Armenian peasants were the hardest hit. For them the new Kurdish armed bands
meant more depredations and furtheéllaging of their villages. The fox, it
appeared, had been put in charge of the henhouse. During the disturbances of
189496 the Hamidiye participated in punitive expeditions against the Armenian
population.

Archbishop Mugrdich Khrimian, who had been oriehe spokesen of the
Armenians at the Congress of Berlin in 1878, preachednaosein the Armenian
cathedral of Constantinople upon his return. He had gone to Berlin with a petition
for reforms, a piece of paper, he told the large crowd, while ther atimall
nation® Bulgarians, Serbians, and Montenegdirns|ad come with iron spoons.
When the Europeapowers placed on the tabic of the conference a "Dish of
Liberty," the others were able to scoop into the delicious dish and take out a
portion for themseles. The Armenians, however, had in their hands only the
fragile paper on which their petition was written. Hence when their turn came to
dip into the dish of liberty, their paper spoon crumbled, and they were left without
any share of the meal. Archbishiprim-ian's famous sermon was a not so subtle
appeal for the use of arfs "iron spoons.* During the following decades a
growing number of Armenians were to act upon this call for armed struggle.

Chapter 2
The Armenian Revolutionary Movement
Disappoined by the failure of the European powers to enforce the pro

tective provisions of the Treaty of Berlin and encouraged by theesses of other
oppressed nationalities in the Ottoman Empire, @apg the Greeks and
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Bulgarians, young Armenian intellectis began to organize for armed struggle.
The revolutionary movement began in the European diaspora and spread from
there into Anatolia. Another important base was the Russian Caucasus, where the
large Armenian population embraced the idea of nationaldilsm with growing
fervor. The poet KamaKatiba called upon the Turkish Armenians across the
border to defend themselves and not to rely upon Europe, which was too far, or
upon God, who was too high.

During the early 1880s several secret societiesngprap in easrn
Anatolia. Its leaders exploited the abuses of Abdul Hamid'sceaito regime and
insisted that the national aspirations of the Armenian people could not be realized
without the use of force. A group called the Defenders of the Fatbevias
arrested in the city of Erzurum in 1883, and forty of its members were condemned
to prison terms of five to fifteen years. At the same time, another secret
organization, the Patriotic Society, operated in Van. After its detection by the
goverment, this group changed its political aims and became a moddratal
organization that took the name Armenakan (after the newesparmenia
published in Marseilles). This party existed well into the twentieth century, but its
influence remained limited.

In 1887 a group of Armenian students in Geneva, Switzerland,organized
the Hunchakian Revolutionary Party (after the joumahchak, meaning
"Bell"). The Hunchaks, as they became known, vere influenced by Russian Marxist
revolutionary thought. The imnd&ate objective was the resurrection of historic
Armenia, which was to elude the Armenians in Turkey, Russnd Persia; the
ultimate goal wasa socialist government. Armenian independence was to be
achievedby oral and written propaganda as well as by #mmed struggle of
guerrilla fighters. Showing the impact of the Russian Narodnaya Volya
revolutionaries, committed to direct action, the llunchaks embraced political terror
as a means of eliminating opponents, spies, and iefa:mrticle 6 of the pragm
of the Hunchak party stated: "The time for the general revolution [in Armenia} will
be when a foreign power attacks Turkey externally. The party shall revolt
internally." 3 In due time this program of course became known to the Turkish
goverment, andduring World War | the Young Turks used the clause to justify
the deportation of the Armenians.

In June 1890 Russian Armenian students convened a meeting in Tiflis, in
the Russian Caucasus, to discuss the unification of all réweduy forces in a new
organization. After long and stormy sessions a new party was founded that took the
name Armenian Revolutionary Federation (Dashnaktsuthiun, meaning
"Federation,"” or Dashnaks for short). The Hunchaks at first joined but soon
withdrew and contined their sparate existence. In T896 the Hunchak party
divided into two hostile factions, and this split reduced its effectiveness. The main
revolutionary player in the Armenian community became the Dagtparty.
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The platform of the Dashnaks was adopted at thesit ieneral convention,
held in Tiflis in 1892. The central plank read: "It is the aim of the Armenian
Revolutionary Federation to bring about by rdibal the political and economic
emancipation of Turkish Armenia." The majority of the delegates welialists,
but many of them felt that the inclusion of the demand for socialism would harm
the national cause. Socialism, writes Anaide Ter Minassian, "was to remain as it
were the bad conscience of the Dashnak pArfhe platform spoke of a pofau
democatic government to be elected in free elections, freedom of speech and
assembly, distribution of land to those who were landless, compulsory education,
and other social reforms. In order to achieve these aims "by means of the
revolution," revolutionary hads were "to arm the people," wage "an incessant
fight against the [Turkish} Garnment,” and "wreck and loot government
institutions.” They were "to use the weapon of the terror on corrupt government
officers, spies, trédrs, grafters, and all sorts oppressors™

On the whole, then, as Louise Nalbandian has noted, "there was no radical
difference between the Dashnakogramof 1892 and the aims and activities of the
Hunchaks.® Both organizations were committed to armed struggle to achieve their
goals and accepted the use of teffice. recourse to assassinations). To be sure, the
Hunchaks explicitly demanded an independent Armenia, while the Dashnaks
embraced the valuer notion of a "free Armenia." In the eyes of the Ottoman gov
ernment this was na very important distinction, however, and both ideas were
considered anathema. Even when the Fourth GeneraleGtion of the Dashnaks
held in 1907 revised the party's platform and adopted the goal of Armenian
autonomy within a federative system, the gmah attitude in the countdy
including that of many Young Turks, before and after their assumption of power in
1908 remained one of sharp distrust. The demand for an autonomous Armenia
was seen as simply the opening wedge for complete separation andakepbof
the empire.

Operating from bases in the Russian Caucasus and Persia amg tak
advantage of eastern Anatolia's mountainous terrain, Armenian guerrilla bands
attacked Turkish army units, gendarmerie posts, and Kurdish villages involved in
brigandge. There were charges of masss of Muslim villagers. British consuls
regularly mention the killing of Turkish officials. In late November 1892 an
Armenian villager tried to assassinate thali (governor) of Van. Upon
interrogation, the Brish viceconsul reported, the villager stated that his brother
and several others, including the village priest, had led him to believe that "the
Armenian national cause would thereby be advanted."

The recruitment of fighters from among the Armenian peasantrynefs
easy, and the revolutionaries therefore carried out an active campaign of
propaganda against what they considered the slavishalitgrof the Armenian
masses. They stressed the valor and heroism of the men kndedagsesa word
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derived from the pabic, meaning dedicated patriots prepared to lay down their
lives for the cause. The exploits of the guerrillas against superior Ottoman forces
assumed legndary proportions, and this hero worship continues to the present day.
For example, in a book righ illustrated with pictures of ferociodsoking
fighters, proudly displaying their weapons, an American author describes his
compatriots in Ottoman Turkey in language that redelend of Robin Hood.
Armenian guerrilla companies, he writegamed thehillside and the plains
defending the hargressed peasts, redressing wrongs, executing revolutionary
justice and inflicting punishment on the tormentors of their people.... It might
truthfully be said that the Fedayee was the finest and noblest oreztithe
Armen'®" "™olution. Dedicated to the cause of his people, fearless in battle,
chivalrous toward women, generous to his foes and yet terrible in his vengeance,
the Armenian Fedayee renounced the comforts and pleasures of life, gave up his
family and loved ones, endured the privation and suffering of a wanderer's life, and
became a living Madagh {sacrificial offering} for the liberation of his pe8ple.

In contrast, the picture of the Turk painted in Armenian reti@hary
propaganda was one of ettdepravity and fiendish cruelty. Hundreds of books,
pamphlets, and articles, making the most of Turkish oppression, were disseminated
in Europe (especially in Etand) and in the United States. At least some of these
reports, as Nabandian has pointenut, exaggerated Turkish atrocities.9 No doubt,
the British diplomat Eliot noted, "Turkish prisons present most of the horrors
which can be caused by brutality and neglect.... No doubt, too, such rough
punishments as the bastinado are freely employed.'méety of the "hellish" and
"unutterable" forms of torture of which the Turks were freely accused were
"largely the invention of morbid and somewhat prurient brains. Medical testimony
makes it certain that no human being could survive the tortures which som
Armenians are said to have suffered without dyitig."

Despite great efforts to build up mass support, the Armeniatutevtaries
often enjoyed no more than a modicum of sympathy among the largely apolitical
peasants and the more prosperous urban Biams, who were fearful of losing
their privileged position. There is general agreement, writes Vahakn N. Dadrian,
that "the revolutionaes were not only opposed by the bulk of the Armenian
population and of its ecclesiastical leadership, but in factpcised a very small
segnent of that population."" Hence they were often driven to resort to terror
against their own people. British consular reports mentiorraéattempts to
assassinate Armenian patriarchs and many instances of Armenians kifigitLifer
to contribute to the costs of the réwtionary struggle or accused of being traitors
or spies. A report from Marsovan, dated May 27, 1893, noted that the "terrorism
they {the revolutionaries] exercised over their more tranquil compatriots was
increasing, and some murders which had recently occurred of supposed informers
or lukewarm supporters had deepened the fears of thegi#ac@ The son of a
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leading member of the Armenakan party describes in a memoir how "the Dashnak
Central Committee in ¥n resorted to the use of terrorists to my father away*®

Dashnak literature contained long lists of persons liquidated by execution.
"Early issues of the DashnaRroshag[Standard]," writes &historian of the
Dashnaks, "frequently carry notices obsle against whom the death penalty has
been served or about those who had met the peralfthis way of enforcing
revolutionary justice was congtked fully justified, for, as another more recent
defender of this practice put it, "The revolutionary ay@mwas the Archangel
Gabriel whom to oppose was unthinkable. He was sinless and impeccable, the
executor of the will on high. He was invisible and invulnerable. His hands were
always clean." After all, he added, the revolutionary terror affected onlgée'tho
baneful elements which jeopardized the safety of the people and the progress of the
emancipatory cause™

Well-informed observers on the scene were convinced that despite
increased revolutionary activity and frequently voiced bombastic threats the
Ottoman regime was in no danger. The number of Armeniaitamis was small,
and they were fighting among each other. The great majority of the Armenians,
wrote the American missionary Edwin M. Bliss, strongly opposed any seditious
activity, and the idea of general uprising was considered madness. Yet ill feeling
between Christians and Muslims, he noted, was on the increase: "and there were
not a few cases during 1893 and in the early part of 1894, when Turkish officials
had all they could do to restrain thHwostile manifestations of the Mes
communities.* The authorities in Constantinople, fed alarmist reports from
provincial officials, became edgy. The sultan, in patéicuvas said to be in a state
of increasing paranoia and panic. Interiprg@tanyminor raid or skirmish as a full
scale rebellion, he ordered severe measures of repression that drew widespread
condemnation in Europe. In the summer of 1892 the new Liberal government in
Endand, headed by William Gladstone, sent sharp notes of ptoteést Porte that
further inflamed the situation. In the eyes of many patridticks the Armenians
were, nhow more than ever, disloyal subjects in league with the European powers
that sought to dismantle the Ottoman Empire.

In their attempts to suppressetirevolutionary agitation the Ottman
authorities in the eastern provinces made little effort to diffeate between the
guilty and the innocent. Following the appsace of revolutionary placards in
Marsovan in January 1893, the police arrested sgeen hundred Armenians. In
other towns, too, largscale arrests and imprisonments on the most frivolous
charges were common. The British ambassador reported to London on March 28,
1894: "The inability of the officials to distinguish between harmlesgismt and
active sedition; their system of making indiscriminate arrests ihdpe of finding
somewhafsic} that will justify the arrest; the resort not infrequently to torture in
order to obtain testimony; the use made by unprincipled officials ofirgxis
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excitement in order to ruin personal enemies or to extort money by means of
baseless charges... threaten to make rebels more quickly than the police can catch
them.™” The Armenians, noted another British diplomat, "would be a perfectly
cortented, hedworking, and profitable part of the subjects of the Sultan, provided
that they were protected against the Kurds; given a fair share in the administration
of those districts where they form a large gwdion of the inhabitants; and, what
would follow asa natural congpience, treated, civilly and personally, on an equal
footing with their Mahommedan neighbour§."

In the summer of T894 the rugged Armenian villagers of Sassun, under the
prodding of Armenian revolutionaries, refused to pay the custorméoyte to
Kurdish chiefs. Unable to subdue their former underlings, the Kurds appealed for
help to the Ottoman government, which sent regular army units. After prolonged
and sharp fighting and having been promised amnesty if they laid down their arms,
the Armenians surrendered. Yet large numbers of villagers, without distinction of
age or sex, were massacred. Christian missionaries and European consuls voiced
their revulsion, and the sultan was forced to agree to a commission of inquiry with
British, Frent, and Russian participation as well as to a number of reform
measure$’

The Turks insisted that Armenian armed bands had provoked the affair, had
committed atrocities against the inhabitants of Muslinag#s in their way, and
thus had forced the govenent to send in troops to establish ord&ome authors
have argued that this and other demts were part of a strategy on the part of
Armenian revolutionaries, especially the Hunchaks, to provoke the Turks to
commit excesses that would draw the mtiten of the Christian world and bring
about Eurpean intervention. Perhaps the best known spokesman for what has
become known as the "provocation thesis" is the historian William L. Langer. The
revolutionaries, he contends, organized incidents to "bmibgut inhuman
reprisals, and to provoke the intervention of the @« Yet the Europeans never
followed through long enough to achieve lasting reforms. The net result was that
"thousands of innocent Armé&ns lost their lives, and there was no reahdaibe
shown.?*

More recently Justin McCarthy and Carolyn McCarthy have put forth the
same argument:

Only the intent to spark massacre in retaliation can explain the seeming
madness of Armenian attacks on members of Kurdish tribes. Such attacks were a
constant feature of smadicale rebel actions. Individual members of powerful
Kurdish tribes were assassinated, undoubtedly in expectation of reprisals that
would touch the heart of Europe. For exde) the 1894 troubles in Sassun were
preceded by Armeniaattacks on the Bekhran and Zadian tribes, which resulted in
armed battles between the Armenian revolutionaries and Kurdish tribésmen.

Most supporters of the Armenian cause have rejected the ptmrotizesis.
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According to Richard Hovannisian, "those shave made it have failed to provide
proof.” 3 Suny has argued that Langer and "those who have followed him
seriously distort the aims and motives of the revolutionaries." The provocation
thesis, he suggests, "is based on a misreading of the sourdesegam for the
causes of the Armenian resistance, and inadequate consideration of the reasons for
the Turkish perceptions of the Armenian thrédtlh the eyes of Robert Melson,

the provocation thesis "neglects the independent predispositions towadceio

the perceptions, and the actions of the perpetrators.” It fails "to inquire into the
intentions of the sultan, his view of the Armenians, or the context of Armenian
Ottoman relations which might have egeagated the Armenian threds"In a
foreword to a book by Melson on the Armenian genocide, Leo Kuper maintains
that the provocation tilsé&s makes the Armenians "the agents of their own
destruction, [and] offers a parallel to the Nazi ideology of Jews engaged in
international conspiracy against thiird Reich.%°

These reactions, | believe, are needlessly defensive. To take note of the
tactical designs of the Armenian revolutionaries does not mean to ignore or excuse
the malevolent intentions and deeds of the Turkish authorities. Given the weakness
of the Armenian side, the need for great power intervention (especially on the part
of Britain and Rusia) was always an essential part of Armenian thinking. The
provocdive intentions of at leastomeof the Armenian revolutionaries to bring
bout such a intervention are well documented and are mentioned by many
contemporary observers of the events in question. For example, an eloquent
defender of the revolution” explained to Cyrus Hamlin, the founder of Robert
College in Constantinople, how Hunchak bsmauld use European sympathy for
Armenian suffering to bring abotvropean intervention. They would "watch their
opportunity to kill Turks and Kurds, set fire to their villages, and then make their
escapénto the mountains. The enraged Moslems will thiee, and fall upon the
defenceless Armenians and slaughter them with such barbarity that Russia will
enter in the name of humanity and Christian civilization and take possession."
When the horrified missionary denounced this scheme as immoral, he giddttol
appears so to you, no doubt; but we Armenians have determined to be free. Europe
listened to the Bulg&n horrors and made Bulgaria free. She will listen to our cry
when it goes up in shrieks and blood of millions of women and children.... We are
desperate. We shall do #"The program of the Hunchaks, Louise Nalbandian
notes, required that the people were to be "incited against their enemies and were
to 'profit' from the retaliatory actions of these same enerfies."

In a message sent on May 98B, to ambassador Clare Ford, Bhitconsul
Robert W. Graves in Erzurum reported on the intetiogaof an Armenian
prisoner that he was allowed to attend. The-defflared revolutionary, "showing
the boldest front possible,” told his questionerst tha was a socialist by
conviction and was prepared to use any means to attain his ends. "He was paid for
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this work by funds from abroad, and the attention of the movement was, he
declared, to cause such disturbances in the country as should attraictrattetite
oppressed condition of his felleeountrymen and compel the infiemence of
foreign powers.?

In his memoirs published in 1933 Graves elaborated upon the intentions of
the revolutionaries:

They counted upon the proneness to panic of ther§utad the stupity,
misplaced zeal or deliberate malevolence of the local authorities to order and carry
out unnecessarily punitive measures, which would degea into massacre as
soon as the fanaticism and blelodt of the ignoant Turk and Kurd ppulations
had been sufficiently aroused. Then would come the moment for an appeal to the
signatory Powers of the Treaty of Berlin to intervene and impose upon the Sultan
such adminigative reforms as would make life at least endurable for his Armenian
subjects. They were quite cynical when remonstrated with on theedidss of
deliberately provoking the massacre of their unfortunate fetlowntrymen, with
all its attendant horrors, without any assurance that the lot of the survivors would
be any hapg@r, saying calmly that the sacrifice was a necessary one and the
victims would be "Martyrs to the National Caus®."

Other contemporaries report similar statements; it is clear thatithes of
the revolutionists did not just consist of sdHfense, asmost preArmenian
authors are prone to argue. The American author George Hepworth, a highly
regarded observer and friend of the Armenians, noted that "the revolutionists are
doing what they can to make fresh outrages possible. That is their avowed purpose
They reason that if they can induce the Turks to kill more of the Armenians,
themselves excepted, Europe will be forced to intervén&He veteran British
correspondent Edwin Pears noted that Russia had turned against the Armenian
revolutionists in theCaucasus, fearful that they would seed in undermining the
tsar's autocratic rule, and that under these circumstances an Armenian revolt
against the Ottomans had no chance of success. "Some of the extremists declared
that while they recognised that ldrads of innocent persons suffered from each of
these attempts, they could provoke a big massacre which wadolglib foreign
intervention.®™® More recently the British writer Christopher Walker has
acknowledged that such a plan "was endorsed by sortie sévoldionaries" but
goes on to argue that this "was not the cold, viciousutation that it has some
times been represented to be.... In reality, the extreme measures to which they
sought to provoke the Porte were only a speegedrersion of whatwas
happening all the time to Armenians. There was little to choose between a
thousand dying in a week and a thousand dying in a y&ar."

To prevent misunderstandings it is well to state again that the existence of
plans on the part of at least some Aniag revolutiomries to provoke massacres
neither excuses the actions of the Turks who acted upon these provocations with
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vicious attacks upon innocent people nor amounts to blaming the victim. Given the
avowed aims of all of the revolutionists to achievé&free Armenia," a harsh and
hodile reaction on the part of the Ottoman authorities would undaljpthave

been forthcoming even in the absence of the provocative acts. Whether the number
of victims would have been as high as it turned out to behaile to remain a
matter of speculation. That the attacks greatly increased tension between Muslims
and Christians is a matter of record. The observation of Consul Graves in Erzurum,
made about two years before the horrible massacres ofd@dbirned outo be

sadly prophetic. A "spirit of hostility and race hatred," he noted on JA®'3 > h a's
been aroused among the hitherto friendly Turkish gtpa which may some day,

if further provoked, find vent in reprisals and atrociti#sUnfortunately, thais

exactly what happened.

Chapter 3

The Massacres 0189496

By 1894 tensions between Armenians and Turks in eastern Anatolia had
reached a dangerous point. Armenian revolutionaries were active in all of the
provinces, while Turkish authorities werespliaying increased severity. There
were mass arrests and new reports of the use tof¢oin the prisons. The Kurds
felt encouraged in their new role as the irregular soldiers of the sultan; former
consul Graves called them "licensed oppressors of @teistian neighbors in the
Eastern promces.” Events in the district of Sassun in thiéayet of Bitlis, men
tioned briefly in the previous chapter, set off a round of massacres all over
Anatolia that were to echo around the world.

CARNAGE IN THE WAKE OF AN ATTEMPTED REFORM

The report of the Turkish commission of inquiry set up after the bloodshed
in the summer of 1894 the Talori region of the district of Sassun blamed the
entire episode on Armenian provocation. Hunchak organizers were said to have
incited an uprising on the part of the villagers that required the dispatch of regular
troops. Heavy fighting lasted over twerityee days before the disturbance was
put down. Muslim villages were said to have been burned by the Armenian ban
dits, and th& inhabitants slaughtered. No more than 265 Armenians had been
killed.? European consuls, however, denied that there had been an uprising. The
villagers had refused to pay double taxation and had taken up arms to defend
themselves against attacking Kurdaurkish troops and Hamidiye regiments had
massacred those who had surrendered and many others, including women and
children. The total number of Armenian dead was reported to have reached several
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thouwsand® Missionary accounts speak of women being "@ethto death and
describe atrocities such as Armenian villagers being burnt alive in their houses and
"children {being} placed in a row, one behind another, and a bullet fired down the
line, apparently to see how many could dispatchedwith onebullet. Infantsand
smallchildrenwerepiled oneon the otherandtheir headsstruckoff."*

After considerablalelay,in July 1895the threeEuropeardelegatestached
to the Turkish commissdn of inquiry issuedtheir own report, in which they
complainedaboutthe difficulties put in their way by Ottomanauthoritieswhen
they hadtried to interview Armeniansuvivors. The delegatesoncededhatthere
had beenisolatedactsof brigandageby an Armenianbandand resistanceo the
troops,but they deniedthe chargeof an openrevolt. The threedelegatedailed to
agreeon the numberof Armenianskilled (their viewsrangedfrom nine hundredto
four thousand),but they were unanimousin reporting widespreadmassacres®
More recentlyDadrianhasacknowledgd that "the Hunchakists..exacerbatedhe
situationby their interventionin the conflict whentwo of their leaders,through
agitation, tried to organize an armed insurrection.” But this agitation, by all
accountshadonly limited successnd certainly doesnot justify the massacresf
villagersthatappearo havetakenplace.®

The eventsof Sassunas one writer putsit, "openedthe floodgatesto a
torrent of Turcophobiain Europe and the United States.” Just as after the
Bulgarianatrocitiesof 1876,therewasanoutcryof protest,andthe pressof Britain
and America demandedaction. The ambasadorsof Britain, France,and Russia
now beganto pressurethe sultan to acceptpolitical reformsfor the six eastern
provincesof Anatolia. According to the plan, there was to be an amnestyfor
Armenianpolitical prisonerspnethird of all administratorsvereto be Armenians,
the gendarmerievas to be mixed, and the Kurdish Hamidiye regimentswere to
operateonly in conjunctionwith regulararmy units. The appointmenbf governors
wasto be subjectto confirmationby the Europeanpowers,a control commission
wasto be establishedanda high commissionemwasto implementthe plan. Many
of the Armeniansaswell asBritain had hopedfor more far-reachingreforms,but
Russiawas adamantly opposedto any schemethat might eventually lead to
Armgnianindependencer to the useof military pressurdo gainacceptancef the
plan:

Sensinghelack of unanimityon the partof the Europeansthe sutanraised
objectionsto many of the reform provisions.Diplomatic exchanges continuedall
through the summer of 1895 while tensionsbeween Christiansand Muslims
increasedsteadily. The Armenian rewolurionaneswere reportedto threatenan
insurrection;Muslim conservativesrganizedo preventthe implementatiorof the
reforms, which they regardedas anotherexampleof Europeanimperialism that
would eventualy lead to Armenian independenceand the destructionof the
OttomanEmpire. One group of Muslims in Bitlis, the British consulin Erzurum
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reportedon July To, had vowed "to shedblood in casethe Sultan acceptsthe
schemeof reforms." The Turkish ambassadoto Great Britain told the foreign
secretaryon Augustn that "knowledgeof the encouragemergivenin Englandto
the Armenianstakenin comectionwith the outragescommittedby them, might
excitethe Mussulmanpopulationto actsof retaliation,which would leadto a very
seriousstateof affairs."

On September30, 1895, the Hunchaks organized a demonstrtion in
Constantinoplehatwasto supportthereformproposalof the Europeampowers.A
petition was to be presentedo the grandvizier, but many of the approximately
four thousanddemonstratorsvere armedwith pistolsandknives. Severalhundred
yardsfrom the govermrmentoffices police andtroopsblockedthe processionshots
were fired, andin the resulting skirmish sixty Armeniansand fifteen gendarmes
werekilled and manymorewounded.An outbreakof mob actionall over the city
ensuedjn which Armenianswere hunteddown and hurdredsbrutally killed. It is
not clear who fired the first shots, but Eurgpean diplomats believed that the
authoritieshad a handin the violent repressiorthat followed the demonstation.
The Germanambassadoreportedto his governmenion October4 that the police
had equippedthe mob with thick cudgels®® Sometwo thousandArmenianstook
refugein variouschurcheof the city. Whentheywereeventuallyallowedto leave,
more than ten percentwere found to have arms?* Both sides, it appearshad
preparedor aviolent collision.

A few dayslater an attemptin Trebizond(today'sTrabzon)on the life of
Bahri Pasha,a former governorof Van, led to anotherround of killings. The
attackersapparentlywere membersof a revolutionarycommittee;and the attack,
comingin the wake of the eventsin ConstantinopleJed to furious retaliation.On
October8 large numbersof rowdiesattackedthe housesand shopsof Armenians;
police and soldiers participatedin the looting and killing. The work of butchery
went on for five hours; estimatesof the numberof killed in Trebizondand the
nearby villages were as high as eleven hundred:? Turkish officials told the
American George Hepworth that "the Armenianshad brought the calamity on
themselvediy their ambition for autonomy";but while Hepworth acknowledged
that that therehad been"greatprovocatiofi he alsonotedthe "inexpresslycruel”
modeof retaliationof the Turksthatpunishedtheinnocentaswell asthe guilty.

With renewedpressuregrom the Europearambassadorginderwhoseeyes
thekillings in Constantinopldadtakenplace,the sultanOctoberl7 finally agreed
to issuea decreethat embodiedmost of the reform proposals? He refusedto
releasethe actual text, however, arguing that publication would inflame his
Muslim subjects.The effect was an explosionof violence all acrossAnatolia.
Rumorshad it that the sultan had agreedto Armenian autonomy,and Muslim
corservative elements retaliated by organizing widespread massacres."The
provocationf the revolutionarieqreal or imagined) paledbesidethe reprisalsof
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TurksandKurds," writesonestudenif the subject:®

Oneof the first of manysuchoutburstsof large-scalekillings took placein
Bitlis, a strongholdof Muslim fanaticism.On Friday, October25, while Muslims
were attendingservicesin the mosque,a shotwas fired. Assumingthat it came
from an Armenian,Muslims, many of themarmed,pouredout of the mosqueand
attackedeveryArmenianin sight. Accordingto informationobtainedoby the British
vice-consulin Mush, betweenfive hundredand eight hundred Armenianswere
killed that day andtheir shopspillaged. "The Kurds," he reportedon October29,
“are profiting by the situationandcommitoutragesn everydirection.’® Armenian
villageswere being attackedand their menmurdered.The authoriteswereunable
or unwilling to control the mobs.A similar reportwasreceivedfrom Van, where
the Kurdshadpillagedvillagesandkilled the men?’

Erzurumexplodedon October30. Tensionhad beenbuilding up steadily
during the month of Septemberwith Armenian revolutioraries becomingmore
active and Muslims accusingthe Armeniansof wantingto createan independent
state.Maraudirg bandsof Kurds and Lax were attackingArmenianvillages."The
feeling of enmity betweenthe Turk andthe Armenianhad beenfermentingfor a
long while," wrote Hepworth,"and it only neededa properoccasionto give itself
vent. "® That occasionwas the news that the sultan had agreedto farreaching
reforms. According to Consul Graves,the massacreapparently3 beencarefully
planned, "for before it beganhundredsof Turkish women flocked into town
carrying sacksin which to removethe loot the Armenianquarter.The killing of
Armenianmenin the streetg startedby a bugle-call and endedfour or five hours
later with another the plunderingof Armenianshopsand houseswas carriedout
systematicallythe lives of womenandchildrenbeingspared.*® Foreign observers
notedthat soldiershad actively participatedn the looting andkilling. The number
of Armenianskilled was said to have beenseveralhundred,all of them men?°
Similar massacresook placein other Anatolian towns and villages. In eachof
theseincidents,notesa balancedscholar,"the local governmentsteppedasideand
let them run their courseuntil they could safely step back in and restrainthe
Mudims. No attemptswere madeto introducetroopsinto the area,which could
havegarrisonedhe citiesandsuppressethe Kurds, until the winter, whenmostof
theactivity hadsubsidecanyway.

In two instancesArmenian revolutionariesdecidedto strike first. In the
mountaintown of Zeitun, locatedabout170 miles north of Aleppo andinhabited
by strongwilled Armenianswith a long history of militancy, Hunchakorganizers
hadpassedhe word thatthe British and Frenchfleetswould cometo the aid of an
uprising. In late Octoberthe Zeitunis overwhelmedthe local garrisonand for
severalweekssuaessfullydefendedheir strongholdagainsta large Turkish force
that soon arrived on the sceneand laid siegeto the town. The rebellion finally
endedwith an amnesty,arrangedwith the help of Europeanconsuls® In Van, a
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centerof Armeniannationalistfeeling,revolutiorariesbarricadedhemselvedn the
Armenianquarter.Here,too, a siegewasresolvedthroughthe mediationof foreign
consuls®

During the winter of 189596 Armenian widows and orphanswho had
survived the wave of killing sufferedfrom want of food and shelter,and large
numbersdied of cold, hunger,and exposure Meanwhile, the British ambassador
reportedon Decemberl9, "accountsfrom the Asiatic provincesshow that rhe
ravagef the Kurds remainuncheckedThe perpetrator®f the massacresemain
unpunished,while innocent Armenians are committed to prison on frivolous
charges® With the reform proposalseffectively stalled, the leadershipof the
Dashnaksdecidedupon a dramaticact that would bring the Armenian problem
backon the Europearagendaln the early afternoonof August26, 1896,a group
of revolutionariesarmedwith firearmsanddynamite,seizedthe Imperial Ottoman
Bankin Constantinoplendthreatenedo blow up the bankif their demanddor the
introductionof reformsin Armeniawere not granted.The demandsncludedthe
appointmentbf a Europearhigh commissionerffor the Armenianprovincesand a
gereral amnestyfor Armeniansconvictedon political chargesBombswere also
thrownin severalbtherpartsof the city.”®

It appearghat both the Turkish police and the Armeniancormity knew of
the audaciousplan beforeit took place.Many well-to-,” Armenianfamilies hadleft
the city on the morning of the attack. The authoritiesmay havethoughtthat the
seizureof the bankwould discreditthe bombthrowersin the eyesof Europeand
thatthey could Ich the Armeniansa lessonby organizinga brutal retaliation. At x
o'clock the sameevening,bandsof Muslims, chiefly lower-classKurds and Laz
armedwith iron barsandwoodenclubs,appearedn the streetsandbeganto kill all
the Armeniansthey could find. It wasclearto observersn the scenethatthis was
not a spontaneouseacton o, the part of the Turkish populationbut a carefully
preparedmob. "It is fairly certain," concludesLanger,"that the governmenthad
learnedof therevolutionariesplanssomedaysbeforetheywereputinto execdion,
and that these Turkish bandshad been organizedand armed. The clubs were
mostly of one designand the menwho wieldedthemwererarely residentsof the
neighborhoodn which they operated * Few soldiersparticipatedin the orgy of
killing, but neitherdid theytry to stopit. The mob wasin control of the city until
the eveningof the next day. It is estimatedthat five thousandto six thousand
Armenianslost their lives, most of them poor porters. Again, as in the earlier
massacrefn Anatolia, very few womenor children were killedd anotherindica
tion thatthis wasnot a blind outburstof popularfury but a plannedmassacrevith
carefullychoservictims 2’

If the revolutionaries had hoped finally to bring about a decisive
interventionof the Europeanpowers,they were againdisappointed Throughthe
mediationof the first dragoman(interpreter)of the Russianembassythe survivors
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of theattackon the OttomanBankwereableto obtainnothingmorethana promise
of safepassagéo France,and by midnight of August26 they had quietly left the
bank. The Europeandiplomats submitted notes of protest;the Europeanpress
publishedlurid accountsof the killings, illustratedwith gruesomepictures;andin
the capitalsof the continenttherewere numerousmeetngs demandinghelp for the
persecutedChristiansbut that was all. Once againthe Armenianrevolutionaries
had brought about nothing tit more suffering for their unfortunateand innocent
compatriots.

On October | the sultan appointeda commissionof inquiry into the
disturbancesin Constantinople,which included three Europeanofficers. The
Prussiangeneral KamphovenerPasharesignedten days later becausehe was
unwilling to participate in an inquiry, which, he believed, was designedto
whitewashthe police 2 Meanwhilethe newsfrom Constantinoplesentnewtremors
through the provinces. Consul Gravesin Erzurum describedthe atmosphereof
panicthatensued:

At Erzerum the events of Constantinoplehad a disastrouseffect, the
surviving Armeniansbeingmoreterrified thanever,while Moslemfanaticismwas
stirred to its depthsby exaggeratedaccountsof Armenian seditiousactivity, to
which colour wasgiven by the foolish and criminal attempton the OttomanBank.
Incendary placardsappearean the walls, calling for vengeancen the enemieof
the religion andthe state,and a further migration of Armeniansfrom the frontier
districts into Russianterritory took place, while the work of our relief agents
becamemoreandmoredifficult anddangeroug®

The eventsof 1895 96 took a heavytoll in humanlives. Estimatesof
Armenian deathsrange betwea twenty thousand(a figure given by a Turkish
diplomatandhistorianin 1985)andthreehundredthousandthe numberof victims
claimed by two membersof the Armenian Academyof Sciencesin Erevanin
1965). * Figuresproducedcloserto the time of the eventsin questionreveala
somewhasmallerdisparity. The Ottomansgavethe figure of 13,4323 Hepworth
speaksof fifty thousan dead.*> On Decemberl1, 1895,the Germanambassador
reportedan estimateof sixty thousando eighty thousandkilled. ** In the absence
of reliableinquiriesthereis of courseno possibilty of reconciling theseconflicting
figures; as Jeremy Salt puts it, "the sensible reader may well arrive at the
conclusionthat more Armeniansdied than the Ottomanswere preparedto admit
but fewer than Armenian propagandistswould like the world to believe.®*
Whateverfigure is acceptedtherecanbe little doubtthatthe eventsof 1895 96
createdmiseryon a vastscale.Thousans of housesandshopswereplunderedand
destroyedmany Armenianswere forced to convertor madeto flee for their life,
andin the aftermathof the massacrebungeranddiseaseaddedto the humantoll.
Thelossof life, oneshouldadd,would havebeenevenhigherif (asseveralsources
indicate)manyArmenianshadnot beenprotectedby their Muslim neighbors35
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WHO WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE M ASSACRES?

Given the similarity with which the disturbanceplayedthemselvesut in
the variouslocationsit is temptingto considerthe killings the resultof a centrally
plannedplot, the personakesponsibilityof the sultan.The massacresyotedEliot,
"were executedwith military precion. Eachlastedonly a short time, generally
twenty-four or fortyeight hoursand often beganand endedwith the soundof the
trumpet. The authoritiesdid not interfere,andin somecasesncouragedhe mob
The victims were only GregorianArmenians;other Christians,and even Catholic
Armenians,remainingas a rule untouched."36The American missionaryBliss
reportedthat specialcarewastakeneverywhereto avoid injury to the subjectsof
foreign nationsandto kill menonly.®>” Small wonder,therefore thatthe European
press everywhereplaced the blame for the massacreson Abdul Hamid, an
autocraticruler known for giving minute attentionto the internal affairs of his
empire. Prime Minister Gladstonecalled him the "Grand Assassin"and "the
unspeakabldurk."*® The "Red Sultan," wrote ambassadoHenry Morgenthauin
1918, had wantedto get rid of the Armeniansand had to desistfrom complete
annihilationonly becausef the protestsof England,France andRussia>* A more
recentauthorspeakf "a consciousplot to wipe out a raceof people...andthatis
whatleadsusto labelit asgenocide.* Dadrianrefersto a "continuumof a gene
cidal policy” that links the actionsof Abdul Hamid andthoseof the Young Turks
in 1915 Still anotherwriter calls the massacre&a dressrehearsafor the ‘final
solution'of 1915."

And yet the evidencefor the personalresponsibility of Abdul Hamid is
weak, and the accountsof observerson the scenemake other explanationsamore
plausible. Eliot did not think that "orders were issued for a deliberate and
organizedslaughterof Armenians."He believedthat the sultan, misled by local
officials, genuinely feared an uprisng by the Armenian revolutionariesand
thereforecommandedseveremeasures''Probably the ordersissuedto the local
Ottoman authorities warned them to be on guard against any revolutionary
movemenbf the Armenians,and,shouldtherebe anyreasono apprehenane,to
take the offensive without deay."** The Turks, accordingto Hepworth, really
feared an insurrection. Unreasonableas this fear may have been, they "really
thoughtthatthe whole countrywasinfestedwith rebelsthatunlessthe mostheroic
measureswere taken, the government"ould be overthrown." In many cases,
Hepworthrelates]ocal officials inventedrevolutionaryplots. Told by the sultanto
put these down with verity, they organized massacresreported these as the
successfubppressiorof arebellion,andcollectedtheir medals*

The Germanambassadateportedto Berlin on October26, 1895,thathe not
think that the central governmenthad orderedthe recentoutrages.lt was more
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likely, hebelieved thatprovincialauthoritieswereresponsibldor thekillings. The
sultan,he addedon Novemberl13, had given ordersto crushthe Armenianrebels,
and that had unleashedthe bloody revengeagainstthe hated Armenians®® The
crucial role played by local officials is demonstratedy the instanceswhere no
massacresook placedueto the interventionof suchofficials. The acting British
consulin Angora noted on October 26, 1895: "The Vali [governor] has made
strenuousand hitherto successfukfforts to preventdisturbance®f any kind." On
November24, 1895, British consulHenry D. Barrhamin Aleppo praisedLt. Gen.
EdhemPashathe local commanderwho, despitehigh tensionandsmallincidents,
hadbeenableto preventa riot.*® Similar interventionsoccurredin otherplaces.

Many contemporarieswho witnessedthe massacresalso stressedthe
responsibilityof the Armenian revolutionaries,whoseinflammaory propaganda
had createdan atmosphereof fear, and the empty promisesof supportby the
Europeamowersthathadhelpedbring aboutthe violent reactionof the Turks. The
pamphletsof the revolutionaries,notedthe Americanjournalist SidneyWhitman,
hadcalledfor anuprisingto throw off the Turkishyoke. The Turks hadtakenthese
threatsseriously,andthis hadled to the horrorsand"the suffeiing of the innocent
for the guilty."*’ The revolutionaries)ed by men safely ensconcedn the capitals
of Europe,hadissuedirresponsiblethreatsof violence,wrote the British official
Ardern Hulme-Beaman.They had pursued"their infamousand futile programme
of attemptingto force the hand of Europe by outrageson innocent people,
Christianslike themselves.The responsibilityfor the ruthlessmassacretherdore
"rests divided betweenthe cowardly Committeesabroadand the braggartand
ineffectual interventionof Europe.*® England,in paticular, arguedHepworth,
hadpromisedprotectionfor the persecutechristians,'but her protectionis a sham
andashame Shecantalk eloquentlyabout oppressionandshecanplay the simple
andeasygameof bluff; but whendeedsareto be donesheretiresfrom the field."*°
Europearninterventionwas constantenoughto producefury amang the Turks but
was neverforceful and effective enoughto provide mearingful protectionfor the
Armenianswho relied uponthe promisesof assistance.

Whoeverthe instigatorsof the massacresvere, where did they find the
hatchetmen to do the actualkilling? At a time when the OttomanEmpire was
losing choice provincesin Europe, Asia, and Africa, the idea of granting the
Armeniansequal political rights drew widespreadopposition. Muslims felt that
their supremacywas at stake and that the Amenians,aided by the Europeans,
would gain the upper hand unless forcdully suppressedand taught a lesson.
Muslim refugeesfrom the i|-ans spreadhorror stories of how their homesand
propertieshadbeen takenfrom themby the Christiansandhow Muslims hadbeen
butchered. After the RusseTurkish war of 187778 more than a half illion
Bulgarian Muslims alone had becomepermanentrefugeesin Anatolia and were
known for their stronganti-Christianhatred.Somef theserefugeesare known to
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havebeenheavily implicatedin the masacreof their neighbors."The greatmass
have joined heart and soul in nurder, pillage and outrage," wrote Bliss. "This
motive has undoubedly beenmixed. Political fear, religious fanaticism,lust for
booty, haveall enteredn varyingproportionsin differentplaces.®

There was also much envy of the relative prosperityof the hardvorking
Armenians.A largepart of the generaldislike of the Armenians,notedHepworth,
probably originated "in their remarkableaptitude and their exceptionaltalent."
Eventhougha largemajority of the Armenianpopulationekedout a difficult living
as downtroddenpeagntsin the countryside,many Armeniansin the towns were
doctors, pharmacistspr successfutraders."The Turk had not the ability to com
pete with him, and was a constantloser, much to his disappointmentand
indignation." The feeling of enmity had beengrowing steadilyand only neededa
properoccasionto explodein violence®* The resultwas an orgy of violencethat
shockedhe civilized world.

Chapter 4
The Young Turks Take Power

After the massacresf 189596 Abdul Hamid'srule lastedanothertwelve
years. Until the Young Turks' successfulseizureof power in 1908, Armenian
revolutionariekeptup their attacksandevencamecloseto assassinatinthe hated
autocrat.Theyalsotried againto achievethe interventionof the Europearpowers.
None of this broughtthe Armenianscloserto their goal of liberationfrom Turkish
rule. Indeed, there are indicationsthat theseactivities stiffened the back of the
Turksandeventuallyled to a newrupturebetweenArmeniansand Turks with even
moredisastrousonsequencethanduringthereignof Abdul Hamid.

ARMENIAN GUERRILLA WARFARE

In late July of 1897,0neyearaftertheill -fatedraid uponthe OttomanBank
in Constantinoplea force of 250 Dashnakdeft their baseon the Persianborder
andattackedthe encampmentf the Mazrik Kurdishtribe in the plain of Khanasor
nearthe city of Van. The attackis saidto havebeena revengefor the tribe having
wiped out an Armenian village! Benefiting from the elementof surprise,the
Armeniansscoreda major victory describedoy Armenianwritersin variousways:
"a major part of the tribe waskilled," "part of the menfolk were massacreaut-
right,” or "the entiretribe wasannihilated.? Accordingto Langer,the Armenians
"killed or barbarouslymutilated men, womenand children."* The Khanasorraid
was widely reported by the Europeanpress,but its major effect was on the
Armenians.They experiencedh senseof encouragemengnd hopegrew that they
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would ableto attaintheir political freedomby themselvesatherthanhavingto rely
onimpotentEuropearpromises’

ClashesbetweenArmenianrevolutionariesand Turks and Kurds continued
in variouspartsof eastermAnatolia. A survivorrecallsthathundredof youngmen
broughtin armsand ammunitionfrom Persiaand Rissiao be sold to Armenian
peasantsand city folks alike® Innumeréle epic encountersensued,writes a
historian of the Dashnaks:"It was an era of both glory and of heroic self
sacrifice.®

Twenty yearsafter the first bloody fighting in the regionof Sassuna new
battle broke out therein the spring of 1904. The Dashnakshad'beerdistributing
weaponsand organizingfighting units for someime- accordingto a chroniclerof
the struggle,this was done"with a view'to a generaluprisingin the future.” Led
by someof their bestknown commanderssuchasAndranik (Ozanian)and Murad
of Sebadia, the Armeniansmanagedto fight off an attackingforce of fifteen
thousandTurkish troops for three weeks but finally had to withdraw into the
mountains.Several attemptsby Armenian fighters in the Russian Caucasugo
provide relief failed when they were interceptedand killed by Russianborder
troops.During the summerof 1905, accordng to two Englishmissionariessome
three hundred Dashnakfighters conductedguerrilla operationson a fairly large
scaIeSin the district of Mush andto the westof Lake Van that costfive thousand
lives.

The larger purposeof theseand similar engagementfought by Armenian
revolutionariesduring theseyearswas not alwaysclear. SomeArmenianwriters,
admirersof the Dashnaksspeakof "immortals” who fought "the Armenianbattle
of liberation.® They descibe legendry heroeslarger than life who managedto
survive againstheavy odds, sometimesthroughall kinds of miraculousescapes.
The revolutionares are referredto as avengerswho do not hesitateto risk their
own lives or to kill those regardedas oppressorsOne such fedayee,Kevork
Chavoushjs called "the man with the daggerwho was alwaysreadyto punish
thosewho molestedthe defenselespeople."After the defeatof the rebellion of
Sassunin 1904 four of his men went after a patticularly cruel Kurdish chief,
"raided the Agha'smansion dispatchecahe whole family of four,” andgot away:°
Another author calls such acts "terroristic retaliation" carried out as "self-
defense ! Thearmingof the populationis sometimesiescribedaspreparatiorfor
an uprigng; at othertimesit is called self-defenseagainstmaraudingKurds and
other aggressors.During the period in question the propagandaof the
revolutionariesaccentedthe goal of national liberation, to be arhieved through
armed struggle, while information meantfor foreign consumptionstressedthe
defensiveaims of the violence.lIt is temptS to concludethat the obfuscationwas
deliberate, and the Turkish lonties facing the attacks of the Armenian
revolutionarieamay be forgivenif they were not alwaysableto determineexactly
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whattheyweredealingwith.

Whateverambiguitymay havebeenattachedo thefighting in Anatolia,the
attemptof the Dashnakgo assassinatéhe sultanwas a manifestly offensive act.
On Friday, July 21, 1905, as Abdul Hamid was saying his prayersin a
Constantinoplemosque, the revolutionariesmanagedto plant dynamitein his
carriage.Only the fact that the sultan had delayedhis departurefrom the mosque
by a few minutessavedhis life. The carriageexplodedbefore he had reachedit,
killing twenty-six membersof his retinue and wounding fifty -eight*? Had the
assassiation succeededthe repercussiongor the Armeniansmight have been
anotherlargescalemassacre.

AN UNEASY ALLIANCE

Thefirst congresof the Ottomanoppositionconvenedn Parisin Felruary
1902.Amongthe chief playerswerethe Ottomanliberals,the Committeeof Union
and Progress(CUP) or Ittihad ve Terakki, known as the Young Turks, and an
Armeniandelegationin which the Dashnaksplayedan importantrole. All agreed
thatthe presentsultanhadto be replacedput the CUP was split over the issuesof
Armenian autonomyand foreign intervention. The largestfaction, led by Prince
Mehmed Sabaheddinwaswilling to grantthe nationalminorities of the empirea
great measureof autonomyand to acceptthe help of the Europeanpowersin
implementing the necessaryreforms. A group around Ahmed Riza, however,
denouncedsuchinterventionas an act of imperialismand opposedany form of
regional selfrule. The final pronouncementof the congressdemandedthe
reestablishmenof the constitution that had beensuspendedn 1878 and called
upon the Eurgpean powers to carry out the treaty obligations that they had
assumed.This pleasedthe Armenians,who had insisted upon the "immediate
executionof article 61 of thetreatyof Berlin" andotherreform provisions.But the
resolutionalsodeepenetherift betweerthetwo CUP factions™

During the following yearsthe nationalistwing of the CUP with its antk
imperialist agendagrew in influence, and tensionincreasedbetweenthe Young
Turks and the Armenians.After the victory over Abdul Hamid in 1908, however,
the old disagreements/ererelegatedo the backgroundIn the face of reportsthat
Englandand Russiaplannedto partition Turkey, a group of officersin Macedonia
joinedthe CUP. Othergarrisondollowed suit, andthe Young Turkstook powerin
a bloodlesscoup. On July 24, 1908, Abdul Hamid was forced to restorethe
constitutionthat he had suspendedn 1878, and Turks and Armenianstogether
celebratedhe principlesof liberty andequaity thatthey hadachievedn their joint
struggle. There were scenesn public reconciliation; Young Turk leaderssuchas
MehmedTalaat, Ismail Enver,and Ahmed Djemal visited churchesand prayers
were said lor the future of the new order of national harmony. The Dashnaks
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announcedhat while they would maintain their revolutionaryorganiation they
wouI(Labandonthe armedstruggleand would operatein the openas a political
body.

The new friendly relationsbetweenthe Dashnaksand the CUP survived
evena new massacref Armeniansin Adanaand other partsof Cilicia that took
placein the wake of a conservativecountercougn April 1909. For sometime, it
appearsthe leaderof the Armeniancommunity of Adana, ArchbishopMusheg,
had urged his peopleto acquire arms, had voiced chauvinistic ideas, and had
engagedin what was perceivedas contemptuoushehavio toward the Muslims.
The Armeniansof Cilicia, Pearswastold by severalobserverson the scene,'had
assertedheir liberty andequalitywith Moslemsin termswhich wereunnecessarily
offensive"*® Muslim religious figures, in turn, had come out againstthe newly
proclaimedidea of equalityfor all religions and had incited the mobsagainstthe
Armenians.The first wave of massarestook placeon April 14, afew hoursafter
the reactionarygroup had taken powerin ConstantinopleTroopssentto restore
order participatedin the plundering and killing. After Europeanwarships had
enteredhe port of Mersinaandon the daythe Young Turks retook Constantinople
a secondwave of massacrefollowed. Altogetherthe violent explosionresultedin
anestimatedieathtoll of closeto twentythousandmostof themArmenians:

Some Armenian writers have blamedthe massacre®n agentssentfrom
Constantinopleby Abdul Hamid and the rebelling reactionaries’ Others have
accusedthe Young Turks® Adana, writes Dadrian, "servedas a test casefrom
which the party was able to profit by improving its organizationalnetwork and
putting that network into operationduring the subsequenfrmeniangenocide.*®
Thereis little evidenceto supportany of theseinterpretationsandthe true causes
of the disturbancesnay neverbe known. The masscreswere limited to Ciiicia,
which would tend to suggestthat local factors loomed large. A well-informed
contemporaryBritish author,H. CharlesWoods,stressedhe "smoulderingembers
of Mohanmedanjealousy againstthe Armenians of this district," who, largely
untouchedby the massacresf the 1890s,had increasedboth in humbersandin
wealth. The eventsof 1909, he writes, "were probablyremotelycausedoy the talk
of equalitywhich rousedthe Moslemsto a stateof fury, by the extremeoratorsof
both religions, by the somewhatfoolish actionsof a very small sedion of the
Armeniancommunity,and by the feebleness&nd negligenceof the governmental
officials in thelocalitiesin which massacreactuallyoccurred."”20 Anotherforeign
observemnthe sceneattributesmostof thekillings in thevillagesaroundAdanato
Kurds, who resentedherole of the Armeniansasmoneylenderandusurers™

The CUP, reinstalledin power,movedquickly to repair the damage.Money
was appropriatedor the relief of the victims; on May 1 the chamberof deputies
voted almost unanimouslyto set up a courtmartial to try those guilty of the
masacres.Eventually fifty Turks were condemnedto death for murder and
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incitementto riot; twenty of thesewere actually executed the first time that
Muslims had beenhangedfor murdering Christians.Five Armenianswere also
amongthoseconrdemnedto death.At leastthreeof themwere probablyinnocent.
ThehotheadedirchbishopMushegescaped?

After the defeatof thereactionarycountercoip, Abdul Hamid, suspecteaf
complicity in the plot, was forcedto abdicatein favor of his brother,Mohammed
V. The Armeniansnow becamethe mostardentdefendersof the new regime. At
their fifth congresgheldin thefall of 1909)the Dashnaksaffirmed their policy of
cooperation with the Young Turks, and they decided to discontinue their
undergroundactivities?3 Still, the collectionof armscontinued pstensiblyfor self-
defenseThe ox hasits horns,the cat hasits claws,andthe dog hashis fangs,the
veteranguerrillaleaderMurad is supposedo havetold a group of villagersin the
Sivasarea."Can it be that you do not have as much understandingabout your
needsastheyhave?®*

Some contemporaryauthorshave blamedthe Dashnaksfor inadequately
preparingthe Armenianpopulationfor the treacheryof the CUP andthe disastrous
eventsof 1915% During the years prior to World War | the Young Turks
supposedlygave ampleindication of their increasinglychauvinisticoutlook, and
their embraceof panTurkish ideasshouldhavewarnedthe Armenianminority of
the dargersthatlay ahead Otherwriters havepointedout that "the leadersor the
CUP werenotideologuesut menof action. Theywereideologk

,1 odedic andtheir commondenominatomwasa sharedsetof attitudesrather
than a common ideological programme.® As their liberal strategiesfailed to
preventthe continuing decline of the empire, Suny bserves"the Young Turk
leaders gradually shifted away from their original Ottomanist views of a
multinational empire basedon guarateesof civil and minority rights to a more
Turkish nationalistideology that emphasizedhe dominantrole of Turks."®? Still,
Suny adds, the leadershipof the CUP never agreedon a clear ideological
orientation, and their political thinking representedan uneasymixture of Otto-
manism and Panlslamism. The notion of Turanism® the idealization of the
imaginary homelandof all Turks in central Asia and potertially an expansionist
ideologyd was espousedy the sociologistand prominenteducatorZiya G° k a | p
but he and his followers constituteda fringe movementin Young Turk politics.
Moreover,evenfor G° k allirgnismneverrepresente@ programof action. Still
lessdid it envisionthe genocideof the Armenianminoiity, ashasbeenchargedoy
somewriters?®

More seriousin their eventualimpacton Turkish-Armenianreldions than
ideological developmentswithin the CUP was the seriesof devastatingforeign
policy defeatsexperiencedy the Ottomangovernmentduring the years190813.
Thesedefeats,t mustbe remenbered,cameon top of a steadyloss of Ottoman
territory ever since the failed siege of Viennain 1683. From this point on the
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OttomanEmpire enteredits period of decline,losing partsof Persiain 1736, the
Crimeain 1784,Greecein 1832,andEgyptin 1840.In the early twertieth century
the dissolutionof the empire gatheredmomentum.On October5, 1908, Bulgaria
declaredits independenceand within hours Austri:sHungary announcedthe
annexatiorof Bosria-HerzegovinaAt the sametime, Greekleaderson theisland
of Crete proclaimedtheir merger with Greece.On September29, 1911, Italy
invaded the Ottoman province of Tripoli (today'sLibya). The Balkan wars of
191213 addedto thesesetbacksAfter the Ottomangovernmenthad beenforced
to sign the Treaty of Buchareston August 10, 1913, the empire iad lost 32.7
percentof its territory and 20 percentof its population.Putdifferently, by 1913the
Ottomanshad forfeited 83 percentof their Europearterritories.Not surprisingly,
all this had a profoundly demoalizing effect on the Young Turk leadershipand
increasednationalissentiments. They developeda siege mentality and strong
resenment of the Christian statesthat had brought about these humiliating
defeats”

TensionbetweenTurks and Armeniansincreasedespeciallyin the wake of
the Balkanwars. Turkish Armenianswere saidto haveservedioyally in the ranks
of the Ottomanmilitary, but the Turkish govermmentdid not fail to takenoteof the
fact that one of the mostfamousArmeniancommandersAndranik, had relocated
to Bulgaria, where he organizeda group of volunteersto fight alongsidethe
BulgariansagainstTurkey. The Armeniansof the Caucasuslso agitatedfor Rus
sian intervention againstthe Ottomans? Still more baneful was the influx of
almost half a million Muslim refugeeswho had beenforced to flee from their
homesin the lost Europeanprovincesof the empire. Once again, as after the
exodus following the RussiarTurkish war of 1877 78, there were tales of
massacresnany of the refugeeshad died during their flight. The survivorswere
filled with hatredfor all Christians,whomtheyblamedfor their misfortune®

During the parliamentaryelectionof 1912 the Dashnaksand the CUP still
agreedon a commonplatform, but by early 1913relationshad becomestrained®
In the easternprovinces of Anatolia Kurdish depredationswere on the rise.
Formallythe Dashnakswverestill committed to a programof reformandautonomy
within the empire,but increasinglymany Armenianstendedto look to Russiaas
their only effective protector’> A Hunchakcongresseldin ConstanzgRumania)
in Septembef913decidedto movefrom legalto illegal activity, which includeda
plot to assassinat@alaat,the ministerof the interior. In Jaruary 1913he hadbeen
one of a group of nationalisticCUP leaderswho had overthrownthe cabinetand
effectively enthronedthemselvesas dictators. The attemptto assassinatdalaat
was not carried out>* but it reflectedthe new more radical mood amongmany
Armenianrevdutionaries.MeanwhileDashnakeadersthe headsof the Armenian
church,and Armeniansn the diasporaseekingto take advantagef the militarily
defeatedTurkey, renewedtheir efforts to bring abouta solution of the "Armenian
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question'throughtheinterventionof the Europeanpowers.For the CUP leadership
this appealfor outsidehelpwasproof of the unpatrioticand provocativeattitudeof

the Armenians."Nowhere in the world," Talaatis supposedto have told the

Armenian patriarch,ArchbishopMikayel Zaven,sometwo yearslater, "can you

find a people which seeksthe intervention of foreignersin the affairs or

governmenby runningfrom onecapitalto another."*®

THE ARMENIAN REFORM AGREEMENT OF 1914

Af dthatanuprisingby the Turkish Armeniansin easternAnatolia might
spreadto their own territory, the Russiangook theleadin promight afar-reaching
program of reform. "Transcaucasia,with its varied and notoverpeaceful
population,”"Russiarforeign ministerSergeSazonowecalledin his memoirs,"was
dangerougyroundfor any kind cdisturbance and the local administrationfeared
nothing more thanto seethe Turkish borderprovincesbecomethe theatrefor an
armedrebellion.”® The Russiarproposalwasdraftedby Andre N. Mandebktamthe
first dragomanof the Russianembassyand a noted internaional lawyer. It
includedthe appointmenbf an OttomanChristianor Europeargovernorfor a new
single Armenianprovincethatwasto be establishedn the six easterrvilayets;the
creationof anadministrativecouncil,a provincialassemblyandgendarmeriainits
composedof both Muslims and Christians; the dissolution of the Kurdish |
lamidiye regiments;andthe institution of similar reformsin otherprovincesinhab
ited by Armenians,especiallyCilicia. In accordancewith the provisionsof the
Treatyof Berlin, the six Europearpowerswereto guarante¢he implementatiorof
all clauseof theagreement’

During the summerof 1913 the ambassador®f Russia Great Britain,
France Germany AustriazHungary,andltaly in Constantinopleanda commission
appointedby themdeliberatedaboutthe Russianplan. The Ottomangovernment,
excludedfrom thesenegotations and seriously concernedabout the loss of the
easternprovinces,soughtto preventthe adoptionof the Europeaninitiative by
proposingits own reform for the entire empire, but this mareuver failed *® The
Russiandraft wassupportedoy Franceand Englandbut wasopposedy Gemany
and AustriaHungary,which soughtto curry favor with Turkey and enlargetheir
influencein the NearEast.

While thesenegotiationsdraggedon, the situationin eastermatoliabecame
steadily worse. Rumors spread that the proposed eforms would curtail the
movementof the nomadicKurdish tribesand that the Muslim Kurds would fall
underthe control of a Chrigian state”® "The Ambassadorsf the GreatPowers,"
Sazonowwrites, eceiveddaily reportsfrom their Consulson the spot, informing
them the ceaelessoppressionand violence of Turks and Kurds.”® Finally
A mp r o agresneentwas worked out that involved several Condons to the



39

Turkish point of view championedoy Germany.The asternvilayets were to be
groupedinto two provinces, each under a Europeaninspector. There was no
mentionof the words"Armenia" or "Armenians,"and the programof reform did
not include Armenian populationsliving outside the two inspectoratesas in
Cilicia. The Europeanpowers,acting throughtheir ambassadorsyere given the
right to supervisehe executionof thereforms, but the obligationto guaranteeheir
successvaseliminated.On February8, 1914, Russia(on behalfof the Europeans)
andTurkeysignedtherevisedaccord?*

The Russiancharged'affairesin ConstantinopleM. Goulkevichhailedthe
reform:; "The Armeniansmust now feel that the first stephasbeentakentowards
releasingthem from the Turkish yoke."? Richard Hovannisiannotes that the
reformdid not fulfill all Armenianexpectationdut addsthat"it did representhe
most viable reform proposedsince the internationalizationof the Armenian
Questionin 1878."* Many Armeniansat the time, however,took a more cautious
view. The Genevaorganof the Dashnaksvarnedthat "before placingour trustin
diplomatic reforms, the Nation must subjectitself to basic renovations;it must
extirpatethe curseof cowardly passivenesst mustbe inspiredby the healthyand
redeemingrinciple of self-assistancdt mustarmandbe prepared!**

The skeptical attitude toward the reform agreementexpressedby the
Dashnaksin Genevaturned out to be the more realistic view. The Ottoman
governmenthad signed the accord under duress,threatenedby Russianarmed
intervention,but it had no intention of implemening it. Not until April did the
sultan approvethe choice of the two inspectors,the Dutch civil servantL. C.
Westenenlkand the Norwegian officer Hoff, who arrivedin Constantinoplea few
weekslaterto receivetheir instructions.Thereweremoredelaysasthe partieshag
gled over the authority of the inspectorsBy the early summerof 1914 Hoff had
actuallyreachedvan and Westenenkvasaboutto leavefor Erzurum,but on June
28 the assassinatiorof the Austrian Archduke Francis Ferdinandat Sarajevo
providedthe sparkthat setoff World War I. On July 29 Germanydeclaredwar on
Russia,andon August8 Turkey orderedgeneralmobilization. Soonthereafterthe
two inspedors were dismissed.In December1914, after Turkey had enteredthe
war onthe sideof Germanythereformagreemenwasannulled®

And thereis moreto be said.Not only wasthe Armenianreform of 1914
neverimplementedput thereis reasornto think thatit contributedto the disastrous
eventsof 1915.Like the autocratAbdul Hamid earlier,the Young Turk leadership
also deeply resentedthe interventon of the Europeanpowerson behalf of the
Armenians.The Russiarrole, in particular,createdstrongfears.Therights granted
the Armeniansin the abortedreformagreementwrites FerozAhmad,"seemedike
a preludeto a Russianprotectorateover easternAnatolia, with eventualArmenian
independence!® HencewhenmanyArmeniansmanifestecbpen sympathyin 1915
for the Russianinvaders of the easternprovincesthe Young Turks became
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convincedthat only a radical measurg ch as the wholesaledisplacemenbf the

Armenian population would provide a permanentsolution to the recurring

treasonousonductof the Armenian minority. The Armenianshad regardedthe

reform agreenentasa kind of down-paymenton the eventualcompleteliberation

from Turkish rule. They did not realizethat the Turks would do anything in their

power,no matterhow ruthlessjn orderto preventthelossof whattheyregardeds

the heartlandof Turkish Anatolia. The strongdesireto be free from the shackles
imposedby the Armenianreformagreemeninay havebeenoneof thereasonghat

led the Young Turksto signthe secretmilitary alliancewith Germanyon August2,

19144,7and eventuallyto enterthe war on the side of Germanyseveralmonths
later.

Part Il

TWO RIVAL HISTORIOGRAPHIES
Chapter 5

The Armenian Case(l): Genocidal Plans

To this day, the prevailingview of the Armeniansis thatthe depotation of
hundredsof thousandsf their compatriotsin 1915 representeda stateorganized
plan of annihilation. The Ottomangoverment, dominated by the Committeeof
Union andProgresgCUP), it is argued,usedthe coverof war in orderto fulfill its
long-term ideological goals."The methodadoptedto transforma plural Ottoman
sockety into a homogeneoud urkish society," writes Richard Hovannisian,"was
genocide."More thanhalf of the Armenianpopulationperished;'and the restwere
forcibly driven from their ancestrahomeland.* Most defenderf the Armenian
positionalsoadhereto the view that plansfor the exterminationof the Armenian
nationhadbeenworked out well beforethe outbreakof war in 1914 andthushelp
to prove the elementof premeditation.By the time of the Saloniki congressin
November1910, Dadrian has maintained,the central objective of the CUP had
become'the forcible homogenizingof Turkey.” Finally, authorsinvoke the large
number of Armenian death® genocidal corsequences as proof that the
massacreshat took place must have beenpart of an overall plan to destroythe
Armenianpeople®

Turkésh Natéonal s m, Turanésm,

As notedin the lastchapter someelementof the CUP leadershiphadbeen
concernedrom an early date aboutthe spirit of nationalismgrowing amongthe
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nonMuslim minorities of the empire and gradually had come to embracea

chauvinisticideologythat stressedhe dominantrole of the Turksd their language,
culture, and religion. However, there is only hearsayevidencethat this shift

includedplansfor theforcible eliminationof the Armenians.

On August 6, 1910, severalweeks before the opening of the Salorika
congress;Talaatis supposedo havedelivereda secretspeechat a CUP strategy
meetingin which he rejectedthe constitutionalequality of Muslims and infidels
and advocatedthe useof the armyto homogenizethe empire.This plan allegedly
includedthe elimination of varioustroublesomenationalitiesand wasratified at a
secret sessionof the Saloniki congress.The "projected extermination of the
Armenians"writes Dadrian,"was but one phaseof a comprehensivg@lanin which
other nationalities,consideredto be alien, discordant,and unsettlingwere to be
targeted.*

The sourcesreporting on thesesecretproceedingsall rely on secontiand
information,and nonespeakspecificallyof a planneddestrution of the Armenian
community. The British vice-consulat Monastir, Arthur B. Geary,is saidto have
beenone of severalforeign diplomats who obtainedthe text of Talaat'ssecret
speechput, accordingto his reportrenderedn August28, the relevantpart of the
speechmentioned nothing worse than the needed"task of Ottomanizing the
Empire."® Othersclaiming knowledgeof the secretdecisionsinclude Galib Bey,
the former director of post and telegraphin Erzurum and a participantat the
congress.According to Dadrian, Galib "confided to his close friend Dikran
Surabiana Catholic Armenianand official interpreterat the FrenchConsulatein
Erzurum, that these plans 'make one's hair stand on end' (faire dresserles
cheveuxsuia tete)" As the main sourcefor this information Dadrian cites the
memoirsof JeanNaslian,the bishopof Trebizond® However,evenpro-Armenian
authorssuch as Jamesll. Tashjianand Yves Ternon acknowledgethat Bishop
Naslian'swork hasnumerouserrors.” Moreover,the chainof transmissiorfor the
damaging information is rather lengthyd Galib confiding to Surabian, who
presumablytold Bishop Naslian. Dadrian is aware of the "limitations and
problens” of such source$, and most readersprobably will regard this as an
understatement.

Ternon,referring to the allegationthat the Saloniki congressacceptedhe
ideaof the Armeniangenocide writes: "This assumptioris not basedon any solid
proof."” ¥ The British historian Andrew Mango useseven strongerlanguage:"|
know of no evidenceto supportthe assertiorthatin severalsecret conference®f
the '‘Committeeof Union and Progress,held in Salonicafrom 1910 onward,the
eIimina’gié)n of all Armenianswas adoptedas a central object of Young Turk
policy."

The allegation that the notedsociologistand educatorZiya G° k g18%8
1924) and his espousabf Turanismplayedan importantrole in the planningfor
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the exterminatiorof the Armenianshasevenlessfactual spport,andyetit is often
repeated.'What Wagnerwasto Hitler" writes the historianJamesReid,"G° k a |l p
wasto EnverPasha.G ° k &thgoryandits pragmaticapplicationare saidto have
meant "the eradicatioh of all nonTurkish societiesin the shrinking Ottoman
Empire’*! According to Stephanll. Astourian, G° k aemipraceda "mystical
vision of blood andrace"thatturnedout to be "devastatingor the Armeniansand
many other nonTurks."*? Peter Balakian calls G° k a"a mirulent racist...
foreshadowingthe leading Nazi propagandistsAlfred Rosenbergand Joseph
Goebbels® Haigazn Kazaran maintains that G° k ‘s ltepchings "set the
philosophicalbasefor the eradicationof the Armenians,"andhe includesG®° k a |l p
amongthe 160 Turks he considersnostresponsibldor the massacre&!

Suchareadingof G° k & idgasappeardo be strained,not to sayoutright
wrong. G° k &écpmea memberof the CUP's central committee in 1909 and,
with justification, hasbeencalled "the spiritual fatherof Turkish nationalism"and
“the philosopherof the AtatLirk Revolution.""® He soughtto exalt the Turkish
nation and to enmuragepride in Turkish culture. In the last stanzaof his poem
"Turan," pubishedaroundT9TT, G° k aléclaredthatthe fatherlandof the Turks
wasnot Turkeybut "a vastandeternalland: Turan." Theideaof Turan,anancient
Iranian namefor the arealying northeastof Persia,wasfor him a symbol of the
cultural unity of all Turkish people."Turan," G° k awrope in his book The
PrinciplesofTurkism, "is the greatfathetand of all Turks, which was a reality in
the pastandmaybe soagainin thefuture." lie believedthatthe cultural unity of all
Turks, onceachieved could serveasthe basisfor an eventualpolitical unity. The
Turkish nationwasto be basedon "a sharingof educationand culture,” not on a
racial or ethnic group. The Ottomans,by contrast, had traveled the road of
imperialism,which wassodetrimentako Turkishcultureandlife.” *¢

Practically all interpretersof G° k & thaught stressthat his notion of
Turanor Turanismdid not involve any expansionisplans.G° k & haponalism,
writes TahaParla,"restsunequivocallyon languageand culture. "G ° k avhsfa
manof vasthumanitariarconcerns."Turkish nationdism meantfor him "a cultural
ideal," "the basis of social solidarity" as taught by Emile Durkheim. His
nationalism'was a nonracist, non-axpansionist, fpralistic nationalism.*’ G° k a | p
arguesGotthardJaschkeinterpretedTuranismin an unpolitical manner.Fantasies
of alargeempire"ran counterto his entireinner nature.® Niyazi Berkes tresses
that G° k anéveradvocated'anti-Westernjingoism" or "racdsm” andthatin his
later yearshe even ceasedto mentionthe word "Turan." It is true that at the
beginning of World War | G° k achught up in the general outpouring of
patriotism,wrote a poemin which he predictedthatthe "land of the enemyshallbe
devastatedrurkey shall be enlargedand becomeTuran." As late as April 1918
G° k a&xpmessd the hopethat the Turks in Russiawould producea leaderwho
would undertakethe task of liberating Turan. However, even Uriel Heyd, who
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refersto theseutterancesacknowledgeghat G° k assbopabandonedhesecalls
for a political unionof all Turksandemphasizedhat"the first taskwasto uniteall
the Turkishpeopleon the cultural side.®

In any event,one shouldaddthatthereis a big differencebetweenonging
for arevival of Turkish nationalgreatnessnd encouraginghe violent elimination
of all ethnicminorities.DadrianhascalledG ° k anagvocateof ethniccleansing,
oneof the "party chieftainsin this exterminatoryenterprise,* but he providesno
substantiatiorfor this accusatiorotherthanquotingan ominoussoundingsentence
from Uriel Heyd'sintellectual biographyof G° k a"A monsiderablepart of his
suggestionsvere accepteddy the Partyand carriedout by its Governmentduring
rhe First World War."* The samesertenceis quotedby RobertMelson,who also
seeksto blame G ° k &dr gupportinggenocide’® But both Dadrianand Melson
distort the position of Heyd, who in the sentenceprecedingthe quotedpassage
makesit quite clearthat the suggestionsn questionwere madein the autumnof
1977, well after the Armenian deportationsand concernedreligious education,
pious foundations,and family law. "As a memberof the Central Courcil of the
Union and Progressparty,” Heyd writes, "G ° k adkaft with social, legal and
cultural problems. He investigated the history of the Turkish guilds, the
developmenbf the dervishordersandthe questionof minorities, especiallyof the
Armenians.?* G° k avhsp respectedadvisoron cultural and educationalssues,
but he neverbe@meoneof the CUP'spolicy makerson political matters®

After rhe defeatof Turkey andthe armisticeof 1918,G° k awvhs@rrested
and broughtbeforea military court setup by the new Turkish governmento try
rhe Young Turk leadership.Unlike many of his colleagues,G° k adpgarently
believing that he had not done anythingwrong, refusedto flee the country and
stayedon lecturing at CorstantinopleUniversity. When he was questionedat the
trial abouthis conceptof Turanismhe deniedthat he had espousedt in orderto
provoke harmto any of Turkey'sminorities. Thesetrials andthe significanceto be
attachedo their findingsareexaminedn detailin the nextchapter.

THE "T EN COMMANDMENTS "

In early 1919 a British official in ConstantinopleobtainedseveralTurkish
documents, the most important of which, he explained in a memo that
accompaniedhe documentdo the ForeignOffice in London,"is believedto bethe
original draft instructionsissuedby the Committeeof Union and Progresgelative
to their planfor massacrindArmenians.lt is knownasthe Ten Commandmentsf
the Committeeof Union ard Progress.The documentdiadbeenofferedto him in
return for a large sum of money by a memberof the Turkish Deparment of
Security, but he had finally acquiredthem without paymentby promising the
Turkish official who had stolen or rescuedthe documentsprotection"if in the
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future he getsinto trouble." The "Ten Commandnents" were an unsignedand
roughdraft, but the handwritingwassaidto be that of EssadBey, who at thetime

the documentwas drafted (December1914 or January1915) was one of the

confidential secretaies keeping secretarchivesin the Ministry of the Interior.

Accordingto the informant, presentat the meetingwhenthis draft was drawnup

were severalhigh-ranking CUP officials, including Talaat Pasha,Dr. Behaeddin
Sakir, and Dr. Nazim as well as Colonel Sen, the subdireetor of the political

sectionof the Ministry of War. The instructionswereto be sentto the valh in the

different provinces"with instructionsto readtheseordersto themandthenreturn
the originalswhich wereto be destroyed *

According to Dadrian, the "Ten Commandmentswere the product of a
seriesof secretmeetingsheld by top CUP leadersduring the early part of World
War I. Thedraft, he argueswastheresultof the decisionto commitgenocideand
wasmeantasanoperativeplan.”Both the dedsion andthe blueprintreflectthe fact
that the crime commited againstthe Armenianswas premeditatecand the intent
was the wholesaleexterminationof the victims."?” ChristopherWalker als relies
on this document® which, if consideredauthenticandtakenat facevalue,indeed
providesa powerful indictment of the CUP leadeship. The text, in the British
verbatim(andrather crude)translation readsasfollows:

DOCUMENTS RELATING TO COMITE UNION AND
PROGRESSORGANIZATION IN THE ARMENIAN M ASSACRES
THE 10 COMMANDMENTS OF THE COMITE UNION AND PROGRES

(1) Profiting by Art: 3 and 4 of Comite Union and Progres,close all
Armenian Societies, and arrest all who worked against Government at
any time among them and send them into the provinces such as Bag
dador Mosul,andwipe themout eitherontheroador there.

(2) Collectarms.

(3) Excite Moslem opinion by suitable and special means,in placesas
Van, Erzeroum, Adana, where as a point of fact the Armenians have
already won the hatred of the Moslems, provoke organized massacresas
the Russianglid at Baku.

(4) Leaveall executive[sic] to the peoplein provincessuchasErzeroum,
Van, Mamuret ul Aziz, and Bitlis, and use Military disciplinary forces
(i.e. Gendarmerie) ostensibly to stop massacres,while on the contrary
in places as Adana, Sivas, Broussa, Ismidt and Smyrna actively help the
Moslemswith military force.

(5) Apply measuresto exterminate all males under 50, priests and
teachersleavegirls andchildrento be Islamized.
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(6) Carry away the families of all who succed in escapingand apply
measureso cutthemoff from all connectiorwith their nativeplace.

(7) On the ground that Armenian officials may be spies, expel them
and drive them out absolutely from every Government department or
post.

(8) Kill off in an appropriatemannerall Armeniansin the Armyd to
beleft to the military to do.

(9) All actionsto begin everywheresimultaneously,and thus leave no
time for preparatiorof defensivemeasures.

(10)Pay attention to the strictly confidential nature of these instruc
tions, which maynot go beyondtwo or threepersons

It appearghat British officials in Constantinoplén earlyi *regardecthe
"Ten Commandmentsas genuineand hopedthatthey would help bring to justice
thoseresponsibldor the Armenianmassares.Yet (aswe will seein moredetailin
chapter7) whenthe law officers the Crown a year later were seekingto build a
legal caseagainstthe Turkish officials whomthe British had arrestedandtakento
Malta, ade no use of the "Ten Commandments‘and complainedthat roper
evidencewas availablethat would satisfy a British court of 30 By that time the
British authoities in Constantinoplealso had un co realizethat not everyalleged
secretdocumentfloating aroundgenuine A good numberof foreign secretservice
organizationsare operatingin the Turkish capital, a British officer reportedin
February1920 "and all are naturally anxiousto obtain original documentsor
photographsof the same.This state of affairs affords a very large maiket for
salablegoodsof this description,and has resultedin the regular production of
forgeriesfor the purposesof sale.®* The press,too, was filled with sensational
revelationsof all kinds. The Armeniannewspaer Verchinlour publicizedthe text
of the"Ten Commandmentsdn March23,1919.

Thearticlein Verchinlourcontainingthe "Ten Commandments,dlbeitin a
different translatim, was forwarded to Washington by American high
commissionetewis Heckon March 26, 1919.Heck commented:"It is not known
whetherthis documenis authentic putit canatleastbe staedthatthe instructions
thereincontainedare of a naturewhich werefollowed during the deportations."32
Dadrianinvokesthe sameargument’Evidencethatthe proceduredescribedn the
Ten Commandmentsand the other documentswas followed during the genocide
would support Essad's[in whose handwriting the documentis allegedto be]
veracity." He goeson to refer to testimonyacceptedyy one of the Turkish courts
martial of officials accusedf participationin Armenianmassacrefeldin March
1919by the new Turkish govermrment. This tribunal makesno mentionof the "Ten
Commandments'but does make referenceto the testimony of an officer who
reportedthat he receivedsecretorders regardingthe massacreselayedto the
provinces. "In other words," Dadrian concludes, "Essad'sdocumenton the
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transmissionof an official order by the OttomanWar Minister [the nird of the
documentsacquiredby the British in early 1919] is veri-by the testimonyof a
military commandemwho receivedthe order,demonstratecduthenticityof the one
documenprovidedby EssadPointsto the authenticityof the others."*

Thereare severalproblemswith this way of reasoning.At the time when
CommissioneHeck expressedis view of the natureof the instruction followed
during the deportationslittle reliable evidenceregardingtheseinstructionswasas
yet available; and Heck undoubtedlywas relying on sourcesthat cannot be
consideredruly probative.The samedifficulty arisesin connectiorwith the court
martial testimonyinvoked by Dadrian. Of the proceedingsof the trial in Yozgat
(seechapter6), wherethe testimonyin questionwas supposedlygiven, only the
verdicthasbeenpreserved?

Dadian'saccountof this testimonythereforehasto rely on anarticlein a
ConstantinoplenewspaperRenaisance.The original text of the testimonyis not
available. This, | submit, is hardly the kind of evidencethat can be usedto
demongtatethe authenticityof a document.

The British official who forwardedthe "Ten Commandmentsto Londonat
the time had suggestedhat Essadbe arrested'to proveto the hilt the authenticity
of thedraft Ten Commandmentsiocument.®® Oncethey hadhim in custodythey
presumablycould have comparedhis handwriting with that of the documenthe
wassupposedo havecompiledin his capacityassecretaryn the secretarchivesof
the Ministry of the Interior. This was neverdone,however,as GwynneDyer has
shownin carefulanalysisof the "Ten Commandments.Indeedtherewasno need
to arrestEssad:as other Foreign Office files show, Essadwas employedas an
agentby the British High Commissionin Constantinopleat leastuntil September
1919. The intelligence operativecontrolling him describedhim as "a low class
intermediary"involved in the courier systemfunctioning betweenthe capital and
the CUP exilesabroad The fact thatthe British madeno inquiriesof him aboutthe
"Ten CommandmentsSuggestshat they soonhad cometo doubtthe authenticity
of this document® As mentionedearlier, it was nevernoted or usedby the law
officerscollectingevidenceagainsthe Young Turks.

Dadrian has attempted to establish the authenticity of the "Ten
Commandments'by pointing to the similarity betweenthe provisions of this
blueprint and the actualcourseof the deportationsHis version of theseeventsis
certainly not to be consideredhe last word on the subject.However,evenif his
descriptionof the deportdions wasto be acceptecasfully accuratethe similarity
betweenthe provisionsof the "Ten Commandmentséand the deportationsvould
not necessaly rule out forgery. Dyer hassummedup the overall impressionthat
oneobtainsfrom readingthe "Ten Commandments'they "resemblethe result of
an attemptafter the fact to reconstructwhat might havebeensaid, had the actual
eventsof April 1915 mid 1916all beenforeordainedin a single comprehensive
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official documenimonthsbeforetheir initiation." 3’

HE SECRET CUP MEETING OF FEBRUARY 1915 DESCRIBED BY MEVLANZADE
RIFAT

Still another secret meeting that is said to substantiatethe element of
premeditatiorandthe guilt of the CUP leadershigor the massacres describedn
memoirswritten by a purportedmemberof the certral committeeof the CUP,
MevlanzadeRifat. The book in question,Turkiye inkilabinin ic yiibii (The Inner
Aspectsof the Turkish Revolition), was publishedin Aleppoin 1929.According
to severalArmenianauthors MevlanzadeRifat participatedn this meeting,heldin
Febrary T915,in which "the savageplanto destroythe Armenianpeoplewasfirst
formulated."®

The meetingis saidto havebeenchairedby Talaatand attendecby several
otherhigh-ranking CUP leaders.The main report, Rifat relates,was given by Dr.
Nazim,who proposedhetotal destructim of the Armenianminority:

If we aregoingto be satisfiedwith the kind of local massacrethatoccurred
in Adanaandotherplacesin 1909... if this purgeis not going to be universaland
final, insteadof good, it will inevitably resultin harm. It is imperativethat the
Armenianpeoplebe completelyextermnated;that not evenone single Armenian
be left on our soil; thatthe name,Armenian,be obliterated.We were now at war;
thereis no moreauspiciousoccasiorthanthis; the interventionof the greatpowers
andthe protestsof the newspapersvill not evenbe consideredand evenif they
are, the matterwill have becomean accomplishedact, and thus closedforever.
The procedurethis time will be one of total annihilaiond it is necesarythat not
evenonesingle Armeniansurvivethis annihilation®

After someof the other central committee membershad expressedheir
views, Rifat goeson, a resolutionembodyingDr. Nazim'sproposalto exterminate
the Armeniangto the very lastmanwasadoptedunanimously:

Thelttihad ve TerrakePartyrecommendedhata specialorganizatiorbeset
up for carrying out this decision,madeup of criminals and murderersunderthe
direction of the "threeman executivecommittee,"composedof Dr. Nazim, Dr.
BehaettinShakir,andthe Minister of Education Shoukrie®°

Following this vote, Dr. Sakir is said to have spelled out the plan of
execution.The police officers accompanyinghe convoysof deporteedrom the
various cities would hand the Armeniansover to the special force of convicts
releasedrom the prisons,who would be waiting "at varioussuitablepointson the
road designatedy us." Theseassassinsvould put to deatheverylast Armenian,
throw rheminto pits preparedn advanceandappropriatehe money,jewelry, and
otherpersonabelongingsound on the murderedArmenians®*

Among the relatively few authorswho have boughtinto the story told by
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MevzanladeRifat is Hovannisiarf? In 1973Walkerinvokedthis sourcein support
of hisargumenthatthekilling of the Armenianswaspremeditatecandrepresented
a carefully plannedplot, but by 1997 he had changedhis mind and concededhat
Rifat's accountof the secretCUP meeting"appearsto be a fraud and cannotbe
acceptedassoundevidence at leastuntil a comprehensivéibliographicalinquiry
is publishedon the origin of the book and the authenticityor otherwiseof its
content.*" FlorenceMazian(in a book supportingthe genocidethesispublishedin
1990)refersto the work of Rifat, whom shecalls "a former memberof the Ittihad
Central Committee.** For reasonsthat will becomeobviousin a moment,the
Kurdish historian Kamal Madhar Ahmad also cites the memoirsof the "leading
Unionist" Rifat as proof of the Turkish government'splans to exterminatethe
Armenians?®

The generallyskepticalreceptionof Mevzanhde Rifat's accounthasbeen
dueprimarily to the painstakingesearchnto the backgroundf the allegedYoung
Turk leaderby GwynneDyer publishedin 1973, which hassincebeenbackedup
by otherscholars® Rifat, it turnsout, wasa Kurd who neverbelongedo the CUP.
Still lesswashe a menberof its centralcommitteeandin a positionto haveaccess
to secrefplansfor the annihilationof the Armenians.To the contrary,from thetime
of the 1908revolutionon Rifat led a partyin bitter oppositionto the Young Turks;
in 1909,whenhewasimplicatedin thereactiorary coupagainstthe CUP,a court
martial sentencechim to ten years'banishmentfrom Constantinople After the
armisticeof 1918 Rifat was backin the Turkish capital, where he participatedin
Kurdisheffortsto obtainindependencéor Kurdistan;but following theassumption
of powerby the Kemalistshe wentinto political exile again.

Despite the prominent Kurdish role in the wartime massacreof the
Armenians, Kurds and Armenianshad begunto cooperateat the Paris peace
conferencendcontinuedtheir effortsto build acommonfront

againstthe Kemalistregime in the following year$’ During this time Rifat
actedasliaison betweenKurds and Armenians;his book, puldishedin 1929, must
be seenin this context. It representedan attemptto absolve the Kurds of
responsibilityfor the wartime massacreby putting all the guilt for the killings on
the CUP leadersand on the ex-convictsmobilized by them."Presumably,writes
Michael M. Gunter, "such 'revelations'would facilitate an ArmenianKurdish
alliance.”® Dyer concludesthat the book could easeArmenianKurdish coopera
tion by "transferringall blameto evil Ittihadist Turks who had prearangedand
guidedthe entireoperatiorfrom Istanbul.*®

Dadrian acknowledgeghat Rifat was a Kurd and an "avowed Itti hadist
opponent"but neverthelesgites him as a sourceof information for "one of the
supersecret meetingsof Ittihad, during which the decskion for the Armenian
genocidewasbeingdebated > Dadrianfails to explainhow an "avowedltti hadist
opponent”could obtain information aboutdecisionstaken at one of the "super
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secretmeetings'of the CUP.

To the bestof my knowledge,Suny is the only scholaron the Armenian
sidewho hasopenlyandpublicly expressedhis skepticismof the kind of evidence
that Dadrian and other like-minded authors have put forth in support of the
premeditatiorthesis.While statinghis belief thatthe massacresepresente@n act
of genocide Sunyhasdeniedthat this crime resulted'from long-term planningby
militant nationalists." When criticized by Dadrian for his more "balancel"
approach, Suny reaffirmed that he remained "unconvinced that there was
premeditdion and prewar initiation of plansfor genocideas Dadrian has often
argued.™

GENOCIDAL CONSEQUENCES

Many authorsof Armenianorigin point to the large numberof their people
who perishedduring the courseof the deportationsof 191516 as proof that the
large death toll must have been part of a premeditatedplan of annihilation.
Attainedresults,arguesDadrian,cang'rve usanindicationof the objectivesof the
Young Turk regimed an exterminaory intentis bestrevealedin an exterminaory
outcome.lt is possibleto ascertainthe aims of the CUP by posingthe question:
"Werethe OttomanArmeniansin factlargely exterminatedr not?'®?

Thisapproachpf courseraisesadifficulty of logic, for objectiveresultsare
not the sameassubijectiveintent. Finding a manwith a smokinggun standingnext
to a corpsetells us nothing aboutthe motive for the killingd it may have been
murderor a caseof seltdefenselndeed,we cannotevenbe surethat this manis
the killer. Similarly, the fact that large numbersof Armeniansdied or werekilled
during the courseof the deportationsangive us no reliable knowledgeof who is
to be heldresponsibldor theselossesof life. The high deathtoll certainlydoesnot
provein andof itself the guilt of the Young Turk regime;nor canwe infer from it
that the deathswere part of a genocidal plan to destroythe Turkish Armenian
community.Largenumbersof Turkishciviliansdied asa resultof severeshortages
of food and epidemicsjarge numbersof Turkish soldiers,especiallythe wounded
in battle, perishedfor lack of adequatenedicalcareandasa resultof neglectand
incompetenceon the part of their own officers; and large numbersof British
prisonersof war lost their lives as a consequencef inattentionand the kind of
grossmismanagmentrampantin the Ottomanregime (seethe discussiorbelow).
Yet theseresultssurely do not prove that the Ottomangovernmend ultimately
responsibldor all of thesecondition® soughtandintentiorally causedhe death
of its own civilian population,of its own soldiers,andof its prisonersof war. The
Turkishwartimegovernmenmay deserveo be severelyrebukedfor its corruption
and bungling misrule aswell asfor indifferenceto the suffering of its population
during World War |. The Young Turk regime may be subjectto specialmoral
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censureor condemnatioron accounf its treatmenof its Christianminorities.Yet
all this doesnot prove that this regimeintendedto annihilatethe Armeniancom
munity. A large death toll, no matter how reprehensible,is not proof of a
premeditategblan of extermination.

Most authorssupportingthe Armeniancausecompletelyignore the severe
shortagesof food that eventually were to afflict most classesof the Turkish
populationand led to widespreadamines.The mobilization of large numbersof
peasantsn 1914 aswell asthe recklessrequsitioning of their horses,oxen, and
carriageshadmadeit impossibleto bring in the harvesteventuallyleft manyfields
unfilled, andwasone of the reasondor the growing food shortageThe American
consulin Smyrna,GeorgeHorton, reportedon Novemberl4, 1914, thattherewas
muchmiseryto be seenandthat "peopleare actuallybeginningto starve."53The
domesticsituationin the springof 19T5, Americanambassadafenry Morgenthau
noted, "was deplorable:al 1 over Turkey thousandsf the populacewere daily
dying of starvation."54In the late springandsummerof 1915Palestinel.ebanon,
and Syria were devastged by a plagueof locuststhat destroyedeverythingin its
wake andled to famine conditions.On OctoberT8, 1915, Envertold Morgenthau
that the possibility of shortagesf flour existedevenin Constatinople and that
"thereforeit is not certainif they can furnish breadto the Armeniansall through
thewinter." >

By thefall of 1916,the provincial governortold a Germanphyskian, sixty
thousandhad died of hungerin the Lebanonalone; entire villages had become
desolateandabandoned® Accordingto the Austrian military attachethe deathtoll
in the Lebanonduring the winter of 191516 wasa hundredandfifty thousand.
SyriaandLebanonhadalwaysimportedlargeamountsof food from Egypt. When
allied warshipsblockadedthe coast,all tradewith the outsidecameto a halt and
theconsequencesr the food supplyweresevere.

On March 23, 1916, the American charge d'affairesin Constantiople
cabledthe secretaryof stateon behalfof the RedCross:

Greatsuffering throughoutthe country, particularly at Constantinopleand
suburbsalongthe shoresof Marmora,at Adriano, Broussaand Smyrna.In these
regionsfive hundredthousandnot comprisingArmenianrefugeeshneedhelp for
bread.Hundredsdying of starvation.No relief in sight. Sugarandpetroleumoil at
famineprices.Typhusis spreadinghigh mortality >®

Thefood situationsoonbecamesvenmoresevere From 1916 until theend
of the war in 1918, an Armenianpastorhaswritten, the city of Urfa wasplagued
with famine,and many of the local poa died of stawvation. "Starving Armenians
and Turks werebeggingsideby sidein front of the samemarketandtogethemwere
gatheringgrassfrom thefields." *°

The shortage®f food weremadeworseby the hoardingof specuators,who
sold goodsat exorbitantprices,andthe widespreadtorruption. Somefood supplies
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bought for the army never reachedthe fighting units. The troops, reported a
Germanofficer in Novemberl916, receiveda maximumof onethird of therations
they were supposedto get, and undernourishmentvasat a dangerousevel*® The
Turkish soldiers concentratedin Palestine, another observer noted, "had not
enoughbreadto maintaintheir strength.They receivedalmostno meat,no butter,
no sugar,no vegetablesno fruits."®* Whatever supplies were availablein the rear
hadtroublereachingthetroopsin the front linesasa resultof severeransportation
problems. The few exising onetrack railroads were overburdened At times
locomotivescould not be usedbecauseof severeshortagesof coal and wood. A
crucialtunnelon theline toward Syria (rhe famousBaghdadrailway) wasfinished
only in Septembefl918.Becausenf thesetransportatiordifficul ties the feedingof
soldiers"varied enormouslydependingon whetherthey werecloseto, or far away
from, grain producingareas.®> A Geman officer reportedin February1917 that
soldiers had started to eat grass becausethe bread ration was completely
insufficient®

The worst situationprevailedduring the winter of 1917 18. The German
ambassadorCount Johannvon Bernsrorff, informed Berlin on March 30, 1918:
"Thereis actuallya famine, which is only veiled by the fact that no onetroubles
whetherthe poor die." ® The headof the GermanTurkish military missionand
inspectorgeneralof the Turkish army, Otto Liman von Sandersyeportedto the
German ambassadowon June 20, T918, that by April of that year seventeen
thousandmenof the Turkish Sixth Army in Iraq haddied of hungerandits conse
quence$®

Descriptionsof the horrible life in the campsto which the Armenianshad
been sent leave the impressionthat it was only the deported Armenianswho
sufferedfrom starvation.Yet, in fact, similar condtions at timesprevailedevenfor
soldiersin the Turkish army. Europeantravelersand missionariesvho witnessed
the miseryin the campsin the Syrian desertreportedthat the Armeniansat best
receiveda smallquantityof breadatirregularintervalsandgraduallywere reduced
to eatinggrassrootsand evendeadanimals.A Germanengineerwho had visited
the Armenian encampmentslong the EuphratesRiver, on Septemberro, 1916,
reportedto Jesselacksor(the Americanconsulin Aleppo)thatin Abou Herrerahe
had seenwomen"searchingin the dungof horsesharley seedsot yet digestedto
feed on." The unfortutnateswere gradually dying of hunger®® All this bearsa
striking similarity to whata Germanofficer wrote on conditionsin anartillery unit
of the Turkish Fourteenthinfantry Division during the winter of 1915" 16: "The
menreceived,if they werelucky, a handful of barley. They beganto gnawat the
carcassesf deadanimalsand scrapedmeageiseedsrom the dung of horsesthat
originatedfrom still beter times. Graduallythey fell victim to hungertyphusand
pinedaway.Noneof themsurvivedthe monthof January.'®’

This comparison] shouldstress,s not meantto belittle the misery of the
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deportedArmeniansor to ignorethe masskillings thatw knowto havetakenplace.
Neitherdo 1 suggesthat the situationO all Turkish soldierswas asbad asthat of
the deportes. However,at a timewhen evensoldiersin the Turkish army were
dying of starva;. is hardly surprisingthatlittle if anyfood wasmadeavailablehe
deportedArmenianswho wereseenasin leaguewith Turkey'senemies. _

Giventhe graduallyworseningseverefood shortagesthe lot of the A orted
Armenianssoonwent from bad to worse. Walter Rossler,the Germanconsulin
Aleppo, on FebruaryT4, 1917, expressedhe view that despitegreat efforts to
provide relief for the deporteesin Rakka (Mesopotamia),carried out with
American money and distributedwith the pemissionof the Turkish authorities,
most of them would surely perish. "For hungernow exists not only amongthe
Armeniansbut alsoamongthe populationof Rakka,sothatthe distributionof food
to the deporteedy the governmenthas stoppedalmostcompletely.” Typhushad
brokenour, andtwentyweredying daily.%®

A Turkish historianhasarguedthat the Armeniansactually were betteroff
than the Muslim population: "The Turkish citizens were starving while the
Armenianswerefed by Americanrelief workerswith moneyraisedasa result of
anti-Turkish propaganda."69 his appraisalis unsupportedy any evidenceandis
undoubtedhyfalse.Therelief effort neverhadenoughmoneyor suppliesto prevent
the deathof thousand®f Armeniansby starvationand diseaselt is clearthatthe
lot of the Armenianswas made infinitely worse by their relocaion. Still, it is
important to see these events in their proper context. The corruption and
incompetencef the Ottomangovernmentaggraatedby a naturalcatastropheled
to severefood shortagesand spaadic famine that afflicted the Muslim civilian
populationaswell asthe Turkisharmy.In this situation,the high deathtoll among
the Armeniandeporteegesultingfrom lack of food and diseasein and of itself
doesnot prove that the Ottoman governmentaimed at the annhilation of the
Armeniancommunity.

The mistreatmenbf the simple Turkish soldierby his officersand- neglect
of the woundedare anotherpart of the historical setting King from Armenian
accountsof the eventsof 191516. Thesecon *ns led to the avoidabledeathof
many thousandsof Turkish soldiers, and theyhelp explain why the Armenian
deporteedor the mostlackedany kind of medical care.If the Turkish authorities
were or unwilling to provide adequateclothing, decenthygienic conditionsand
appropriate medicalattentionfor their Muslim soldiers,ukl one expectthemto be
concernedabout the fate of the-man deporteeswhom they regardedas a fifth
column?

The lack of regardfor the welfare of their soldierson the part of the
Ottoman authorities was the main reasonfor the incredibly high nunmber of
deserterswhich is estimatedasoneanda half mi | | i Themistteatmentof the
ordinarysoldierwasthe subjectof manycommentsy contemporaries'Provisions



53

and clothing had been confiscatedto sumply the army," wrote an American
missianary in Van, yet "the soldiersprofited very little by this. They were poorly
fed andpoorly clothedwhenfed or clothedat all."”* The DanishmissionaryMaria
Jacobsemotedin her diary on February7, 1915: "The officers are filling their
pockets while the soldiersdie of starvationlack of hygiene,andill ness.* Many
of the soldiershad neitherbootsnor socks,and they were dressedn rags."The
treatmentreceived by these men by their officers,” wrote another American
missionaryand presidentof EuphratesCollege,Henry Riggs, "offered spectacles
everyday that madethe blood boil." Cruelty on the drill groundwascommon."It
wasnot at all unusualto seean officer stepup to a soldierstandingin theline, and
for someoffenseequallyunintelligible to the bystandeandto the soldier,slaphim
in theface,or, if the offensewasmoreseriousknock him down, or, asl haveseen
onceor twice, kick him in the stomad."”

The treatmentof sick soldiers was especially appalling and was char
acterized'by a callousbrutality thatis unbelievable,'Riggswrote:

Oneday| sawa squadof sick soldiersbeingtakento the hospital.For want
of anambulanceheyweretrying to walk, andasl approached, sawthatonepoor
fellow haddroppeddownin the road.The spruceyoungofficer who wasescorting
themorderedhim to get up, andwhenhe failed to do so, struckhim severaltimes
with a horsewhip As | drewnear,| could hearthetorrentof cursesandabuseswith
which the horsavhip wasbeingexplained put it wasof no use.The manevidently
could not getup. So, finally, the officer kicked the manover into the ditch beside
theroad’

A similar episodeis describedby an Armenianin Aleppo duringthetyphus
epidemicof 1916,who "sawa Turkish soldierlying sick with typhusin acutefever
andcoma."A passingyoung Turkish officer simply kicked the dying manasidein
orderto clearhis way.”

Duringthefighting in eastermAnatolia, which hadno railwaysandoftennot
evenregularroads,soldierswoundedin combatandtrying to reacha hospitalwere
lucky whentheywereableto catcharide on the horsedrawncarriageor ox-carts
on which Muslim refugeesveremaking their way westward Many hadto walk on
foot andneverreachedany hospital. The Americanconsulin llarput, Leslie Davis,
describedhe situationin the winter of 19156:

All that winter sick and woundedTurkish soldiers camefrom the front to
Mamouretul-Aziz. Notwithstandingwhat we know about the way the Turks
treatedthe Armenians,it seemedincredible that their own soldiers fared little
better. They were sentaway from Erzerumand other distantplacesin midwinter,
without food and with little clothing. They were told to go to the hospitalsin
Mamouretul-Aziz, which werethe nearesto them.As no meansof transportation
was provided, they were obliged to makethe journey of severalweekson foot,
beggingor stealingsomethingto eatin the villages through which they passes
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{sie} andoccasionallystealinga donkeyon whichto ride. | often metthemasthey
were approachinghe town. All but the hardiestones,of course,had died on the
way 'I;Qosewho did arrive were often so exhaustedhat nothing could be donefor
them!.

Thosefortunateenoughto reachthe hospitalswere not necessarilyon the
road to recovery, for conditionsin most of these hospitals were horrendous.
Becauseof the lack of beds,patientssharedbedsor simply lay nextto eachother
on the floor, someon mattressesptherson blarkets. Many hospitalshad neither
running water nor electricity; there was a shortageof medications,syringes,
medicalinstrumentsandcleanlinen. Hygienic conditionswerecatastrophicThere
were not enough doctors and nurses, and pharmacistsand orderlies had to
substitutefor regularmedicalpersonnelThe training of the doctorswasnot up to
date. The American missionaryClarenceUssherdescribedhow on a visit to the
military hospitalin Van he could hardly find roomto stepbetweerthe menasthey
lay on the floor. They were coveredwith vermin, for facilities for keepingclean
were very insufficien® The windows were kept closedbecauseof the cold and
patientsandorderliessmokedalmostconstantlyto counteracthe stench.Thearmy
doctorsrefusedo enterthe wards.Theywould standat the doorsandinquire of the
orderlieshow manymenhaddied andwhatwerethe diseasesf the others’’

According to Maria Jacobsenthe situationwas no betterin Harput. The
Turkish doctors did literally nothing for the sick becausefirstly, they havelittle
knowledge andsecondly,a humanbeingcountsasnothingwith them.If helives,
he lives. If he dies, he dies.”® The efforts of Germandoctorsgradually brought
aboutsomeimprovementin this situation,but a high mortality rate continuedto
takeits toll. A Germannurserecalledthatin the hospitalin which sheworkedin
the fall of 1917 forty to fifty percentof the patientsadmitteddied of exhaustion
and undernourishmeneforeit was possibleto treatthen’® Hygienic conditions,
too, continuedto be a seriousproblem. A Germaninspectorvisited the military
hospitalsonly after prior notice."In this way | could be surethat at leaston the
occasiorof my visit the hosptals werecleanedhoroughly.®

In view of these conditions it is not surprising that typhus, cholera,
dysenteryandotherinfectiousdiseasespreadapidly amongthetroops.Two Red
Crosssurgeonsreportedon March 3, 1915, from Erz-injan that an epidemicof
typhus, madeworse by the lack of sanitaryarrangementsnd sufficient medical
help, was decimatingthe ranks of the military "in a mannerunthinkableunder
Germanconditions.® A Germandoctor estimatedhat the deathtoll from typhus
among Turkish soldiers at times reachedfifty percent, while among German
military personnelt wasabouttenpercent? Accordingto ConsulDavisin Harput,
as many as seventyfive to eighty soldiersdied of typhusthere on somedays
during the winter of 191415.83 Maria Jacobsemotedin her diary on May 24,
1916,thatcholerahadbrokenout in Malatia,andonehundredsoldiersweredying
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everyday."The armytherewill soonbewipedoutwithouta war."*

Facilitatedby the disastroussanitaryconditionsprevailingin the convoys
and in the campsto which they were sent, typhus was rampant among the
ArmeniandeporteesThe Swiss missionaryJakobKunzler called the diseasethe
"greatconsoler,"becauséhe afflicted personsoonlost consciousnesand,without
medical care, experienceda relatively quick death®5 From the deporteesthe
diseasespreado the Muslim population.Lice carriedin clothingbroughttyphusto
villagesandtownsalongthe routesof deportation.Typhuswasalso spreadby the
thousandsof Turkish refugeeswho fled the Russianoffensivesof 1915 and
1916.86An Americanintelligenceagentestimatedn July 1915thatthreehundred
thousandhad died from typhusin eastermAnatolia.®? In Aleppo morethanthirty-
five thousandwere reportedto havedied from the diseasebetweenAugust 1916
andAugust1917%®

Even though Ottoman casualty figures are incomplete, it is clear that
Turkish military lossesfrom diseaseby far exceededhoseresuling from combat.
Accordingto a new history of the Ottomanarmy by EdwardErickson,the Turkish
armedforcesexperienced®43,598combat deathswhile 466,759soldiersdied of
disease. Another 68,378 suc cumbed to their wounds®™ Nearly seventimes as
many Turkish soldiers died of illnessesas died of wounds experiencedin
combat.9No therarmyin World War | appearso havehadsucha disastrousatio
f lossedrom diseaseandwoundsversusthe numberlostin combat.Furthermoreit
is estimatedhatat leastoneanda half million Muslim civilians died asa resultof
thewar, mostof themprobablyfrom diseasendmalnutritionor starvatior*

The terrible deathtoll among Turkish Muslims quite obviously doesnot
excusethe horrible fate of the Armenians,but neithercanit be ignored.Many of
the Turkish deaths aswe haveseen,could havebeenpreventedoy bettersanitary
conditions and medical care. A governmentas callous aboutthe suffering of its
own populationaswasthe Young Turk regimecould hardly be expectedo bevery
concernedaboutthe terrible human misery that would result from deportingits
Armenian population, rightly or wrongly suspectedof treason.The Ottoman
government decided to dislocate an entire communityy men, women, and
childrerd and sendthem on a trek of hundredsof miles. The Armeniansfrom
easternAnatolia had to passthroughthe mostinhospitableterrain, a voyagethat
would haveexacteda heavycostin lives even duringthe bestof times.As it turned
out, thousanddlied of starvationor diseasewhile large numbersof otherswere
massacredstill, we canaccountfor this tragedywithout the hypothess of a CUP
genocidalplan. As discussedater in this book, other explanationsof this human
catastropharesupportedy far betterevidenceandarefar moreconvincing.

Finally, the treatmentmeted out to Turkish prisonersof war is another
illustration of how a great number of deathscan occur without a plan of
extermination.The largestnumberof prisonersto fall into Turkish handsresulted
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from the successfubiegeof Kut-al-Amarain Mesopotamiawhich endedwith the
surrenderof the starving Anglo-Indian garrisonon April 29, 1916. The captives
were composedof abou three thousandBritish troops and ten thousandindian
soldiers. Eleven hundredof the worst hospital caseswere repatriated,but the
emaining twelve thousandor so were sentinto captivity. Of these over four

thousandultimately perished(i.e., roughly onethird).* By cortest,only 4 percent
of British andAmericantroopscapturedn World War Il diedin Germancaptivity.

Many of the captives of Kut-al-Amara never reacheda prison camp,
Though starved and weak frorthe long siege,they were marchedacrossthe hot
Mesopotamiardesert. There was little food or water. Hundredsdied eachweek
from exhaustionand dysentery. A British governmentreport described the
situation: "The way in which an operationof this kind may be mismanagedn
Turkeyis almostincredible,familiar asthe detailsbecomeby repetition.It is a fact
that thesemen were sentoff without food for the journey, and that no provision
was madefor them at any point on the road.”® Those who survivedthe death
marchwere put to work on the constructiorof the Baghdadrailway; but theywere
too weakto do anyreal work, andthe dying continued Eventually thosestill alive
weresentto a prisonerof-war camp.

Survivorslater testified that there had beensomebrutality by the guards,
but therealso were caseswhere Turkish soldierssharedtheir meagerration with
the captives’ The guardsa British officer recalled werenot cruel or evenhostile.
For the mostpart, the prisonergdied asa resultof sheemeglect,incompetenceand
mismanagemenif. Of the British rank andfile who wentinto captivity, 70 percent
lost their life; yet all this occurredwithout any plan to murderthe prisoners.The
treatmenif the British prisonersof-war doesnot disprovethe propasition thatthe
Young Turks soughtto destroythe Armeniancommunity, butit is anotherexample
of how in a settingof Ottomanmisrule an extremelyhigh deathtoll could take
placewithout a premeditatedchemeof annihilation.

Chapter 6
The Armenian Case(2):

The Implementation of Genocide

Authorssupportingthe Armeniancausemaintainthat thereexistsabundant
documentaryevidenceto provethatin 1915the CUP andthe Turkish government
implementedplans for the total destructionof the Armenian community. The
materialsusedto substantiatehis chargeinclude telegramsallegedlysentout by
ministerof the interior TalaatPashaprderingthe exterminationof the Armenians,
andsimilar documentgresentedo the courtsmartial of Young Turk officials held
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in 191920 by the Turkish governmentThe SpecialOrganizationa covertspecial
forcesunit, is saidto havebeenthe primary instrumentin the implementationof
theplanof extermination.

ARAM ANDONIAN 'S The Memoirs Of Nairn Bey

Aram Andonian was an Armenian, employedas a military censorat the
time of mobilizationin 1914,who wasarrestedand deportedfrom Corstantinople
in April 1915. After a seriesof escapesndrearresthe reachedAleppo, wherehe
managedo obtaina permit for a temporaryresidenceAfter the liberation of the
city by British troopsin October 1918, Andonian collected the testimoniesof
Armenian men, women, and children who had survived the deportationsAs he
relatesthe story, he also madecontactat that time with a Turkish official by the
nameof Nairn Bey, who had beenthe chief secretaryof the deportationscom
mittee of Aleppo. Nairn Bey handedover to Andonian his memaoirs, which
containeda large numberof official documentstelegrams,and decreeshat, he
stated hadpassedhroughhis handsduring his termof office. Andoniantranslated
these memoirsinto Armenian; and, after some delay, they were publishedin
Armenian,French,andEnglisheditions.The Armenianversion,which appearedn
Boston in 1921 under the title Medz Vodjiru (The Great Crime), is the most
complete.

The Frenchand English editions, publishedin Parisand Londonin 1920,
reveal substantialdifferencesfrom the Armenian edition as well as from each
other.Much of the materialthatis presentd asthe wordsof the Turkish official in
the Englisheditionis narratedoy Andonianhimselfin the Frenchedition, making
it difficult to decidewhetherthe text was written by Nairn Bey or by Andonian.
Many passagef the Frenchedition (168 pageslong) are omittedin the English
version,which consistsof a mere84 pages.

The Frenchedition, Documentsofficiels concernantes massacresarme
niens,containsfifty documentsincludingthirty-oneallegedtelegramdrom Talaat
Pasha. The English edition, The Memoirs of Nairn Bey: Turkish Official
DocumentsRelatingto the DeportationsandMassacresf Armenianscontainsthe
text of forty-eightdocumentsthirty of which aresaidto be TalaatPashaelegrams.
Thesedocumentsgespeciallythe telegramsof the wartime minister of the interior,
undoubtedlyare the most damningand incriminating evidenceput forth by the
Armenians. If acceptedas authentic,they provide proof that Talaat Pashagave
explicit ordersto kill all TurkishArmenian® men,women,andchildren.

Severalof the documentdirectly implicate the Committeeof Union and
Progressdn the plan of extermination.A dispatchfrom the goverring body of the
CUP, datedMarch 25, 1915, states:"It is the duty of all of us to effect on the
broadestinesthe realisationof the noble projectof wiping out the existenceof the
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Armenianswho have for centuriesbeen constituting a barrier to the Empire's
progressin civilisation." A telegramof Talaat Pashadated Septemberr6, 1915,
notesthatthe CUP has"decidedto destroycompletelyall the Armeniansliving in
Turkey. Thosewho opposethis order and decisioncamot remainon the official
staff of the Empire. An end must be put to their {the Armenians'} existence,
howevercriminal the measurdakenmay be, and no regardmustbe paidto either
ageor sexnor to conscentiousscruples.'The sameoddtoneof selfaccusatiorand
acknowkdgmentof criminality is soundedin anotherdirective from the CUP of
Februaryl8,1915:

The Jemiet{[CUP] hasdecidedto savethe fatherlandfrom the ambitionsof
this cursedrace,and to take on its own patriotic shouldersthe stain which will
blackenOttomanhistory.

The Jemiet,unableto forgetall old scoresand pastbitternessfull of hope
for the future, hasdecidedto annihilateall Armeniandiving in

Turkey, without leavinga singleonealive, andit hasgiventhe Goverrment
awide scopewith regardto this?

The utter ruthlessnessof Talaat Pashais a recurring theme in the
documents.An undatedtelegramby the interior minister to the authoritiesin
Aleppogivestheorderto "collectthe childrenof the Armenians"andto "takethem
awayon the pretextthattheyareto be lookedafterby the Deportation€Committee,
as not to arousesuspcion. Destroy them and report.” On September21, 1915,
Talaatinformsthe governmenbf Aleppo:"Thereis no needfor anorphanagelt is
not the time to give way to sentimentandfeedthe orphansprolongingtheir lives.
Sendthemawayto the desertandinform us." In anotherundatedtelegramTalaat
notesthatby "continuingthe deportatiorof the orphango their destinationgluring
theintensecold, we areensuing their eternalrest."

The demonizatiorof TalaatPashadan Andonian'swork, it shouldbe notedin
passing representan importantchangefrom the way in which many Armenians
regardedTalaat'scharactebeforethe eventsof 1915. For exampe, on December
20, 1913, British embassyofficial Louis Mallet reportedto London that the
Armenianshad confidencein TalaatBey "but fear thatthey may not alwayshave
to dealwith a Ministerof the Interior aswell disposedasthe presentoccupantof
that post.” Similarly, after the GermanmissionaryLiparit had visited Turkey in
Decemberl914, he statedthat Talaatwasa man "who over the last six yearshas
acquiredthe reputationof a sincereadherentof Turkish-Armenian friendship."
Someotherswho later cameinto closecontactwith Talaatcontinuedto adhereto
this favorable appraisal.William Peet,the American head of the international
Armenianrelief effort in Constantinoplerecallsthat Talaat Pashaalways "gave
promptattentionto my requestsfrequentlygreetingme asl calleduponhim in his
office with the introductory remark: "We are partners,what can | do for you
today?"® CountBernstorff,from Septembefl917 until October T918 the German
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ambassadatio Turkey, acknowledged alaat'sfailure to preventthe crimesagainst
the Armeniansbut addsthat he hascometo respecthim and calls him a man of

"absoluteintegrity.”” Perhapshe Turkish statesmarat somepoint indeedturned
into the vicious fiend that Armenianwriters haveaccusechim of beingeversince
the depotations and massacresOr could it be that the Armeniansafter 1915
simply gotit all wrong?

Practically all Armenian authorswriting on the subjectof the massacres
haveacceptedhe documentgeproducedn the memoirsof Nairn Bey asgenuine
and considerthem the centerpieceof their caseagainstthe Turks. The Andonian
documentswrites StephanAstourian in a typical appraisal,'establishwithout the
shadowof a doubtthe intent and involvementof the highestOttomanauthorities"
in themassacre$ Amongrecentsupporterof the Armeniancausewho haverelied
uponthe Naim-Andoniandocumentsare David Lang and Robkert Melson.9Yves
Ternon has defendedthe authenticity of the work but has suggestedhat it is
preferablenotto useit in view of the greatdifficulty of provingits genuinenes¥.

As proof of the authenticityof the documentsappearingin the memoirs
publicized by Andonian, severalwriters refer to the 1921 trial of Soghomon
Tehlirian, who was chargedwith the assassinationf TalaatPashain Berlin on
March 15,1921.At thattrial, it is alleged five of the TalaatPashaelegramswvere
authenticatedind acceptedby the court as evidence'" However, the stenographic
recordof the trial, publishedin 192r, yields a ratherdifferent picture. Andonian
had cometo Berlin and had madefive telegramssupposedo be originals, avail
ableto Tehlirian'slawyers.Yet whendefensecounselAdolf von Gordon soughtto
introducethesefive telegramsas evidence the prosector objectedon the ground
thatthe questionof Talaats guilt could not be resolvedby the court. To do so, he
submitted,requireda historical inquiry, "for which quite different materialthan
whatis hereavailable would be needed."The proscutorargued furthermore that
the questionof whetherTalaatwasindeedresponsibldor the Armenianmassacres
wasirrelevant.lt wasenoughto takenoteof thefactthatthe accusedrehlirianhad
beenconvincedof Talaat'sguilt. "This fully clarified his motive." Defensecounsel
von Gordonthereuponwithdrew his motion to introducethe five telegramsinto
evidence"?

Not only were the Talaattelegramsnot admittedinto evidence,but they
were neverauthenticateceither. Tehlirian'slawyers, before using the documents,
soughtto make sure that they were genuine. With the help of Dr. Johannes
Lepsius,a longtime supporterof the Armeniancausethey thereforecontactedDr.
Walter Rossler,who had beenGeman consulin Aleppo from 1910to 1918 and
who had witnessedthe tragic eventsof 1915. In a letter dated April 25, 1921,
Rosslergavehis assessmentf Andonian'sbook and of the documentscontained
therein.While the authorappearedo be carriedawayby his passions

and lacked the ability to be objective, Rosslerwrote, "the contentof the
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book givesanimpressionof authenticity.The publisheddocumentscoincidewith
the courseof eventsand sharea similarity with reality." Nonethelessjt was
difficult to establishthe genuinenessof the telegrams said to be sent from
Constantinople,"becausethese telegramscontain only the handwriting of the
telegraphofficials and the individuals responsiblefor their decoding." Rossler
concludedthat he could not seehow the authenticityof the telegramscould be
proven®?

Someof the documentsn the Naim-Andonianbook arealsorepralucedas
facsimiles.Noneof the originals of thesedocumentsvere evermadeavailablefor
inspection by outside observers,however, which adds to the difficulty of
establishingthe genuinenes®of the documents.According to Andonian, in the
summerof 1920someof the originalsweresentto Constantinoplat therequesof
the Armenian patriarchthere, to be usedat the forthcoming trial of a Turkish
official, Abdulachad Nuri Bey. This manis describedby Andonianasthe Aleppo
representativeof the generaldeportatbnscommitteeandasNairn Bey'sboss.As it
turned out, this trial never took place, becauseAbdulahad Nuri escapedfrom
custody.In aletterdatedJuly 26, 1937,Andonianstateshat he never learnedwhat
happenedo theseoriginals™*

Nothing is known of the subsequentate of the five original documents
(mentionedearlier) that were takenby Andonianto Berlin in T921in orderto be
usedat the Tehlirian trial. Other originals are said to have beendepositedat the
BibliothequeNubarin Paris,the mainlibrary of the ArmenianGeneralBenevolent
Union, where Andonian servedas curator until his deathin 1951. According to
Dadrian,however,"Nubar library no longerhasthesedocumentsbelievedto have
beentransferredto Soviet Armenia in the 1960 s."'* As of today, all of the
originals of the documentsreproducedin the NaimrAndonian book have
disappeared.

SinasiOrel and SiireyyaYuca, two Turkish authorswho haveundertakera
detailedexaminatiorof the authenticityof the documentsin the Andonianvolume,
suggesthatthe Armeniansmay have"purposelydestroyedhe 'originals,'in order
to avoid the chancethat one day the spuriousnes®f the 'documentswould be
revealed.*® Orel and Yuca argue that the documentsin questionare "crude
forgeries,"andthey justify this conclusionby pointing to numerousdiscrepacies
betweerauthenticTurkish documentsandthosereproducedn the Naim-Andonian
book.Someexamples:

1.The signatureof MustafaAbdulhalik Bey, the governorof Aleppo, which
appearson nine of the documents,doesnot jibe with actual specimensof the
governor'ssignature.

2. Andonianeitherwasunawareof or carelesslyneglectedo accountfor
the differencesbetweenthe Ottomanand Europeancalendar.Theseerrorsdestroy
the systemof referencenumbersanddatesthathe usedfor his documents.
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3. An examinationof the datesand referencenumbersthat are found in
the ministry of the interior'sregistersof outgoingcipheredtelegramsrevealsthat
the referencenumberson Andonian'sdocumentsearno relationshipto the actual
reference numbers used on ciphered telegrams sent from Constantinople
to Aleppoin the periodin question.

4. All buttwo of the documentsare written on plain paperwith none of
the usualsignsfound on the official paperusedby the Ottomangovernmenturing
World Warl.

5. Thedocumentscontainmistakesin grammarand languagethat only a
non-Turkishwriter would make®’

OrelandYucahavesearchedor the nameof Nai m Bey in variousofficial
registersbut havenot found any referenceto sucha person.in this situation,they
conclude,"it seemsimpossibleto make a definite judgmenton the questionof
whether or not Nairn Bey wasan actualperson.”If not a fictitious personcreated
by Andonian, he clearly must have beena very low-ranking official, who "could
not havebeenin a positionto haveaccesdo documentf a secretand sensitive
nature.’®If Nairn Bey wasin fact an actualperson,he is describedin a highly
contradictoryway by Andonian.In the Frenchedition of the book Nairn Bey is
portrayed as an honestand kind individual, who provided the documentsto
Andonianbecausdis guilty consciencg@romptedhim to expiatefor this misdeeds
asan official of the deportationccommittee."Although his financial situationwas
not good, Nairn Bey declined any offer of money.*® However, in the letter
composedn 1937 (referredto earlier)Andoniangivesatotally differentaccount:

There were matterswhich | could neither disclosein my book, nor to
Tehlirian'slawyersin order not to blackenNairn Bey's characterwhich was in
reality not thatgood....He wasaddictedto alcoholandto ganbling, andin reality
it was theseshortcomingswhich draggedhim into treachery.The truth of the
matteris thateverythingwhich he providedusin the way of documentsye bought
from him in returnfor money

In my book | gavean entirely different portrayalof Nairn Bey, becauseo
haveunveiledthe truth abouthim would haveservedno purpose Nairn Bey wasa
totally dissolutecreature?

It would appear, suggestOrel and Yuca, that Andonian in his book
publishedin 1920lied aboutthe characterof Nairn Bey, for "he did not want to
risk anythingwhich would threaterthe credibility of the 'memoirs'and'documents’
providedby Nairn Bey. Andonianknew, of course that no one could be expected
to believethe 'memoirs'of an alcoholic, gambleror dissolutecharacter® It also
would not havebeenopportuneto admit that the materialwas bought,especially
from a depravedcharater like Nairn Bey, who would be suspectedf having
manufacturedhe documentsto obtain moneyfor his destructiveand expensive
habits.
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Andonianlinks his work on the memoirsof Nairn Bey to his endeavorto
preservethe memory of the horrible suffering of the Armenian community.
However,OrelandYucapoint outthatthe publicationof the bookwasin fact "part
of a larger organizedundertaking....Thebook's appearancecoincides with the
extensiveattemptson the part of variousArmeniancirclesto persuadehe Entente
Powersto establishan independenfArmenianstatein Easternand SouthEastern
Anatolia, in the wake of the OttomanEmpire'sdefeatin the First World War."?
The documentscontainedin the book, depictingthe Young Turk leadershipand
indeed the entire Turkish people as utterly ruthlessand evil villains, were to
influencepublic opinionin Americaand WesternEuropeand provideammunition
for Armenianlobbying at the ParisPeaceConferaice. This is why the Armenian
National Union, formed underthe leadershipof the veteranArmenian statesman
BoghosNubarPashapoughtthe documentsAndonianconfirmsthis interpretation
in aletter to Tehlirian'slawyersdatedJuneTo, 192: "I wasentrustedwith the duty
of bringing thesedocumentsto Europein the name of the Armenian National
Union in Aleppo, andto submitthem to the delegation of the ArmenianNational
Union atthe PeaceConference *

At thetime whenAndonianwastakingthe documentdo Europe the British
were searchingarchivesall overthe world for evidencethat could be usedagainst
the Ottomanofficials they had arrestedtakento Malta, and plannedto try for the
massacref the Armenians(ses chapter7). Among the materals that cameinto
their handsin Constantinopleverethe Nairn memoirs.Severaltelegramsrom the
Naim-Andonianbookwereincludedin a dispatchsentto Londonin March1921.%*
Theyalsoappealin the dossiersof the Malta detaineesY et the British government
never madeuse of thesetelegramsAs in the caseof the "Ten Commandments”
discussedin chapter5, the law officers of the Crown apparentlyregardedthe
Naim-Andonian book as another of the many forgeries that were flooding
Constantinoplatthetime.

While Andonian willingly undertook the mission given him by the
ArmenianNational Union, he apparentlywas not entirely happywith the way in
which the Armenianswho broughtout the Englishand Frencheditionsof the book
treatedhis text. In his letter of July 26, 1937, he concedeghat ConsulRossler's
criticism of thebook aslackingin objectivity waswarranted However,he goeson
to saythatRossler'forgetsthatmy bookwasnot a historicalone,but ratheraiming
at propaganda.Naturally, my book could not have been sparedthe errors
characteristiof publicationsof this nature...1 would alsolike to point out that the
Armenian Bureauin London, and the National Armenian Delegationin Paris,
behavedsomewhatavalierlywith my manuscriptfor the needsof the causethey
weredefending.®

It is possiblethat the repeatednstancesin the documentswhere Turkish
leadersconfesgheir guilt on accountof the drasticmeasureshattheyareforcedto
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take againstthe Armeniansare the resultof changesmadeby Andonian'sBritish
and Frencheditors.The dispatchesandtelegramsnote Orel and Yuca, arefull of
expressionsvhich simply are out of charactewith what Andonian would haveus
believe was the typical behaviourof the leadersof the Committeeof Union and
Progressils it conceivablehattheleadersof Union andProgresswhoit is claimed
made a "premeditated,""cold-hearted" decision to "massacrethe Armenians,"
would have referredto their decisionin this respectas the "shamewhich will
besmirch Ottoman history," or state that they had been "obliged to take,
unfortunately,bloody measuresn this respect"?...Thaim of the individual who
corcoctedtheseforgedletters" was nothinglessthanthe desireto havethe Turks
themselvesacknowledge(in advanceof the eventsthemselves}he "guilt of the
Turks," to confirm asit werethe Armenianclaims againstthe Turks. In short,to
havethe Turks saywhatthe Armenianghenselveswantedto say.*®

The admissionmadeby Andonian(in orderto protecthis own reputation)
that the book was written for propagandapurposesand was then further
embellishedby zealouseditorsseriouslyundermineghe value of the work. When
all is said and done, we are left wonderingwhat credenceto give to any of the
documents,knowing that they were purchasd and publicized as part of a
propagand&ffort.

In 1986 Dadrian published an article in which he sought to
answer the strong criticism of the NaimAndonian book by Orel and
Yuca. Andonian, wrote Dadrian, assembled the book "in the turmoil
and chaos of the armistice”; it was a "penchant for propagandathat
prompted Andonian to rush the documents to London with a view
to influendng public opinion and Allied diplomats who were to elab
orate the terms of peace with defeated Turkey. A valuable opportu
nity was thus lost for submitting the documents to Ottoman authori
ties for possible authentication." Dadrian acknowledged that "all three
version® Armenian, French, and Englistd suffer from a series of typo
graphical and editorial errors, including inaccuraciesof dates The result is
incongruitiesin the interrelationshipsof the various piecesas well as in the
chronologyof the eventsdepicted."NeverthelesPadriandecidedthat the flaws in
the documentswere mere "technicalities"and that "it may be concludedwith a
high degreeof certainty that the two letters and the 50 decodedciphers that
constitutethe Naim-Andonianmaterialaretrue documens."?’

Dadrianarrived at this conclusionby dismissingthe points raisedby Orel
and Yuca as inconsequentiabnd assertingthat "their own volume...is teeming
with identical errors™"errors of dates, date conversion, and typography."It is
difficult to provide "a strictly legal autentication of the material," Dadrian
conceded;there are other ways of arriving at the truth, however, such as the
"method of content verification. The principal actors covered by the Naim-
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Andonianmaterialare repeatedlydepicted[in othersources]in the sameroles of
archperpetratorsaand with referenceto the sameatrocitiesin identical or similar
circumstancepinpointedin that material." Accordingto Dadrian,the findings of
the Turkish military tribunals convenedin 191920 in particulr confirm the
veracity of the Naim-Andonian documents."These findings were based on
authenticateafficial documents,sworntestimony,and depositionsprovidedby a
plethoraof high-rankingofficials, civilian andmilitary, who independentlyerified
the direct complicity of the men prominently figuring in the Naim-Andonian
documents."Other corroborationcomesfrom reports of Gemman and Austrian
diplomats?®

But whatif theseothersourcesarenot asreliableandconclusiveasDadrian
suggested™ the caseof the Turkish military tribunalsof 191920, the "official
documents,sworn testimony, and depositions"relied upon by Dadrian do not
actuallyexist; theyareknownto us simply from reportsof the legal proceedingd
official and unofficial. The originals of thesedocunentsand depositionsare lost.
The findings of the Nurembergtribunalsthat judgedthe Nazi war criminals after
World War Il have becomean invaluable historical source becausethey were
basedon thousandof original Nazi documentghat everyone can consultin the
archivesof the FederalRepublicof Germany.By contrast,not a single original
Turkish governmentdocumentusedby the Turkish tribunalshasbeenpreserved.
The reports of German and Austrian diplomats contain plenty of valuable
informationon the deportationsandkillings, but little solid evidenceon who is to
be held responsiblefor the massacreshat took place.In other words, Dadrian's
attemptto authenticatethe Naim-Andonian documentsthrough the method of
contentverification standsor falls with thereliability of the sourceshe hasinvoked
for this purpose As thereaderwill learnlaterin this chapterthesesourceslo not
provide conclusiveevidenceregardng the responsibilityfor the massacresgndthe
attemptto usethemto provethe genuinenessf the Naim-Andonianmaterialmust
thereforeberegardedasa failure. "Dadrianandhis supporters, Writesa critic, "are
trying to prove whatis a good casein regardsto the generalthemeof massacres
with badevidenceabouta premeditategdenocide.®

All Turkishauthorsregardthe Naim-Andoniandocumentsas forgeries.But
even a number of nonTurkish writers have raised questionsabout the Nainm
Andonianmaterials.Generallypro-Armenian, ChrigopherWalker had abandoned
his earlieracceptancef the Talaattelegramsby 1997 and notedthat "doubt must
remainuntil andunlessthe documentr similar onesthemselvesesurfaceandare
publishedin a critical edition.”®® Hilmar Kaiser, who supportsthe charge of
genociderefersto severalextantTurkish documentgrom the Ottomanministry of
the interior that "confirm to some degreethe contentsof two other telegrams
ascribedto Talaatin Andonian'sbook." Orel and Yuca did not usethesesources,
and therefore"their thesisis to be put into quegion and further researchon the
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'Naim-Andonian' documentsis necesay."* The Austrian historian Wolfdieter
Bihl hascalledthe Naim-Andonianmaterial "controversial"and notesthat Artem
Ohandjanian,the Armenian author of several well-researchedbooks on the
massacrs, doesnotrely onthem® (It shouldbe notedherethat Dadrianhimself,

in two books on the Armenian genocide publishedin 1995 and 1999
respectively,similarly doesnot refer to the Naim-Andoniandocumentsand does
notevenlist Andonian'swork in the bibliographiesof thesebooks.

OtherMiddle Eastspecialistshavebeenmoreforthright. In a reviewarticle
publishedin 1989, Michael Gunter called the works of MevlanzadeRifat and
Andonian"notoriousforgeries.* The Dutch historianErik Ziircher arguedthatthe
Andonian materials"have beenshown to be forgeries.* The British historian
Andrew Mango speaksof "telegramsdubiouslyattributedto the Ottomanwartime
Minister of the Interior, TalatPasha.* The controversyoverthe authenticityof the
Naim-Andoniandocumentsit is clear,will only be resolvedthroughthe discovery
and publicationof relevantOttomandocumentsandthis may nevercometo pass.
Until then,l would argue,Orel andYuca'spanstakinganalysisof thesedocuments
hasraisedenoughquestionsabouttheir genuinenesasto makeany useof themin
aseriousschohbrly work unacceptable.

THE TURKISH COURTS-MARTIAL OF 191922

Following the defeatof Turkey in World War | and the signing of the
armisticeof Mudroson October30, 1918,the new Turkish governmentformedon
Novemberll accusedhe Young Turk regimeof seriouscrimes.Theseaccusations
led to the convening of special courtsmartial to try the leadershipof the
Committeeon Union andProgresaindselectedfficials of theformergovenment.
SeveralcontemporaryArmenianwriters cite the findings of theseproceedingsas
crucial support for the chargeof genocideVartkesYeghiayanargueghatthey"are
primary evidenceof Turkish confessionsand condemnationavhich corroborate
andauthenticatéhe Armenianwitness'accountsof the genocide.?” Dadrian,aswe
have seenabove, invoked the trials to corfirm the genuinenes®f the Naim-
Andoniandocuments.

After losing the war, the Young Turk governmentwas badly discredited,
and harshcriticism of the CUP becamethe chief themein the Turkish press®
Public clama for the punishmenbf the Young Turk leadershipgatheredstrength
after the escaperom Constantinopleof seventop CUP leaders,including Talaat
Pashapn boarda Germandestroyerduring the night of Novemberl. British high
commissionerArthur G. Calthorpeinformed London on November29 that plan
ning wasunderwayto try Enver, Talaat,andtheir associateby court

martial. Thereis hardly an organ of the press,he added,"which is not
vehementlyattackingthesemeneitherfor the incalculableharmthey havebrought



66

to the countryor for their sharein the massacresf the variousChristianraces.*
A committeeof the Turkish parliamentanda commissionconvenedn the ministry
of theinterior undertookthe gatheringof evidenceandprocureda large numberof
relevantdocumentsthatwerelater usedby the courtsmartial *°

By all accounts,the most important reasonfor the establishmenbf the
military tribunalswas massivepressureby the victorious Allies, who insistedon
retribution for the Armenian massacresAs early as May 24, 1915, the Allied
governmentshad warned the Sublime Porte that they would "hold personally
responsiblgfor] thesecrimesall membersof the Ottomangovernmentand those
of their agentswho areimplicatedin suchmassacres** Whenthe Turkish cabinet
made the formal decision on Decemberl4 to set up the courtsmartial, writes
TanerAkcam, authorof the mostdetailedstudyof thetrials, "the political pressure
of the British playeda decisiverole."? Dadrianalsospeak®f the Allies' eagerness
for punitive justice® It is mostcertain,Dadrianwrites in anotherarticle, that the
conveningof the courtsmartial "was dictatedby political expediencyOn the one
hand, it was hoped that it would be possibleto inculpate the Ittihadist Party
leadershipasprimarily, if notexclusively,responsibldor the Armenianmassacres,
thereby exculpaing the rest of the Turkish nation. On the other, many
representativesf the victoriousAllies nurtureda strongbelief thatthe punishment
of the perpetratorsmight induce the victors to be lenient at the Peace
Conference

Thewartimeplansof the Allies hadprovidedfor the dismembementof the
OttomanEmpire. According to the so-called Constantinple agreemenof March
18, 1915, Russiawasto annexConstantinopleand partsof easternThraceaswell
as an adjoining areain Asiatic Turkey. The SykesPicot agreemenbf May 16,
1915, negotiatedbetweenMark Sykesand GeorgesPicot for Britain and France
andratified by the Russiansgdivided large areasof Asiatic Turkey amongFrance,
Russia, and Britain.*> Understandablythe Turks were greatly concernedabout
theseplans,and they decidedearly on that only full cooperéion with the Allies
would help minimize the loss of territory. They also unleashedan elaborate
publicity campaignto convincethe world that the Young Turks alone were to
blame for the crimes that had been committed. According to an American
intelligencereportof Decemberro, 1918, the Turks had createda commissionof
propaganddin orderto persuadeivilized peoplethatthe Turk is worthy of their
sympathy,throwing all the responsibilityfor the massacre®n the Young Turk
Government.#

The National Congressan umbrellagroup of morethanfifty political and
cultural organizationsissuedseveralpamphletsaddressedo the West,soundinga
themethatwasto be echoedby someof the courtsmartial. The National Congress
arguedthat the deportationsof the Armenianshad becomenecessarypecauseof
the treasonousactivities of the Armenian revolutionary organizationsand the
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"numerousoutragesaganst the Musulmanpopulation"but that the massacrethat
had takenplace were inexcusablelt accusedthe CUP of having carried out an
"infernal policy of exterminationand robbery" but maintaned that the Turkish
peopleshouldnot be held responsiblé'for a criminal aberrationagainstwhich its
consciencerotestedrom the outset."Muslims aswell as Armenianshadsuffered
greatlyfrom the reign of the Young Turks. "All classesall nationalitieswere the
victims of its tyranny.’ Grand Vizier Damad Ferid, appearingbefore the Paris
peaceconferencearguedikewisethatthe responsibilityfor Turkey'sentryinto the
war on the side of Germanyand for the crimescommited againstthe Christians
lay strictly with the CUP

Largescalearrestsof leading Ittihadistsbeganin January1919. A list of
suspectshad beencompiled by the GreekArmenian sectionof the British high
commissionerwhich drew on the assistancef the Armenianpatriarchatepthes
arrestedwere nationalistsopposedto the armistice or political enemiesof the
Liberal Union party now in power, which soughtto settle old accounts.The
chargesincluded subversionof the Turkish constitutionas well as massacresf
Greeksand Armeniansandwartimeprofiteering.The maintrial judgedkey cabinet
ministers and high CUP functionaries.Several other courts took up crimesin
provincial cities where massacreshad taken place. Due to inadequate
documentationthe total numberof courtsis not known. TanerAkcam arrivesat a
countof twenty-eight, but theremay have beenmore? An attemptof the Turkish
governmenin Februaryl919to haverepresentativesof four neutralgovernments
(Denmark, Spain, Sweden,and Holland) participatein the investigaton of the
massacresvas foiled by British and Frenchopposition®® All of the proceedings
took placein Constantinople.

Thefirst of thetribunals,focusedon Yozgat(provinceof Ankara),began on
February5, 1919,andlasteduntil April 7. It chargedseveralT urkish officials with
massmurderandplunderof Armeniandeportees.

Of €800 Armenians who had been living in the towinYozgat before the
war, only 88 were still alive in 1919. The court heard testimony by survivors who
told of killings, robbery, and rape and accepted aslemde documents that
contained orders to kill the Armenians. Forample, a letter by one of the
defendants, commandef the gendarmerie for the districts of Chorum and Yozgat,
contained a telegram to one of this subordinates, telling him that "the Armenians
are to be eradated.®* On April 8 the courmartial found two of the defendants
guilty; the case of the thirdefiendant was detached to another trial.

The main trial got underway in Constantinople on April 28. Twelve of the
defendants (among them important members of the CUPteatenmmittee and
several ministers) were present in the dock; but seven key figureshad fled
(including Talaat, Enver, and Djemal) had to be tried in absentia. "Embedded in
the Indictment," writes Dadrian, "are fortywo authenticated documents
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substantiating the charges therein, many bearing dates, identification of senders of
the dpher telegrams and letters, and names of recipiénhté\fong these
documents is the written deposition of Gen. Mehmet Vehib Pasha, commander of
the Turkish Third Army, who testified that "the nder and extermination of the
Armenians and the plunder anabbery of their property is the result of decisions
made by the central canittee of Ittihad ve Terakki [CUP'™® In another
document quoted in the indictment, a higimking deportation official, Abdulahad
Nuri, admits having been told by Talaat th#i€' purpose of the depdiitan was
destruction.* The courtmartial ended with a verdict handed down on July 22.
Several of the defendants were found guilty of having subverted the constitutional
form of government by force and of being responsible fassacres in various part

of the country. Talaat, Enver, Djemal, and Nazim were sentenced to death (in
absentia). Others were given lengthy prison sentefices.

The verdict of yet another trial (of the representatives of the CUP in various
cities) implicateda unit called Teskilat Mahsusa (Special Organization) in the
massacre¥ The actions of the Special Orgartioa were also discussed at length
during the main trial, and the court is said to have compiled a special file called
"The Residual Special @anization Papers." According to Dadrian, the
proceedings of the main courtartial and other trials are replete with references to
the crimes of "massacre and destruction" of the Armenians on the part of the
Special Organizatiol.(The Special Organizath is discussed in more detail later
in this chapter.)

Despite widespread hatred of the discredited Young Turk regime, the trials
of the CUP leaders received only limited support from the Turkish population. The
funeral of Mehmed Kemal, former governordghazliyan who had been hanged
on April 10, led to a large dewnstration, organized by CUP elements. It is
probable, reported the British high commissioner to London, that many here
"regard exections as necessary concessions to Entente rather thamiabment
justly meted out to criminals®® Speaking of the continuing arrests of former
government officials, the American high commissioner Lewis Heck reported to
Washington on April 4, 1919, that "it is popularly believed that many of them are
made frommotives of personal vgeance or at the instigation of the Entente
authorities, especially the BritisA™

Many Armenians, too, voiced their skepticism. Aram Andonian called the
trial of the CUP leadership "a political ruse [rather] than a work of psfitie
present Government in Turkey simply wanted to throw dust in the eyes of
Europe.® Opposition to the trials increased dramatically following the Greek
occupation of Smyrna (today's Izmir) on May 15, which caused a strong outburst
of patriotic and n@onaligic feeling. "This provocative move," writes James Willis,
"raised fears that the Allies favored territorial annexations by the ancient enemy of
Turkey.” Under the leadership of Mustapha Kemal, a highly dated Turkish
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officer, a nationalismovement now emerged that etwlly was to overthrow the
government of the sultan in Constaaiple. From the beginning, the Kemalists
criticized the sultan for his abject surrender to the Allies, and they increasingly
expressed the fear that the trialgere part of a plan to partition the Ottoman
Empire. The atrocities committed by the Greek forces upon landing in Smyrna
remained largely unpunished while the Allies pressured the Turks to persecute the
Young Turk leaders, which made the Allies appedvadypocritical and adhering

to a double standafd.

Between May 20 and 23 Constantinople saw several large dénaidons
against the Allied occupation. To appease the nationalists the Ottoman government
freed fortyone prisoners. The British had longebeconcerned about the lax
discipline at the prisons and the large number of escapees. They now feared the
release of all of the prisens. Hence on May 28 British forces seized ssdyen
of the detainees, including some already on trial, and trandfdreen to Malta. As
the Kemalist movement gathered strength, the work of the emantsal slowed
down more and more. On March 16, 1920, the Allies occupied

Constantinople put the signing of the Treaty of Sevresby the Ottoman
governmenbn August 10 further weakenedhe Turkish courtsmartial. The treaty
envisagedninternationaltribunal that would judgethosesuspectedf seriouswar
crimesand thus underminedthe relevanceand importanceof the Turkish courts.
ThelastOttomangovernmentuncoveredseveralmistakesn the proceeding®f the
military tribunals.Thetrials formally endedon March28,1922.An amnestya year
later freedthosestill in custody?®

Dadrianconsiderghe military tribunalsof 191920 "a milestonein Turkish
legal history." The courts, he concedessufferedfrom instability in structureand
personnelTherewas muchturnoveramongpresiding judgesandprosecutorsThe
proceedingsfailed dismally "in the area of retributive justice." Despite the
enormityof the crime, therewereonly fifteen deathsentencesynly threeof which
were actually carried out. Still, Dadrianargues,the trials "demonstratecbeyond
reasonabledoubt that the Ittihad, which had becomea monolithic governmental
party, intendedto destroythe Armenian populationof the empire and for that
purposehad organizedand implementedits schemeof genaide.’®* Hovannisian
concludessimilarly that, althoughjustice was not done, "the relevantdocuments
standas remindersof the culpability of the Young Turk regime.” According to
Melson, "the courtsmartial demonstratethat Turkish authoritiesonce did exist
with the integrity not to deny but to face up to the truth of the Armenian
Genocide.®®

Armenianwriters and their supportershave praisedthe contribution of the
military tribunals to the discoveryof historical truth, despite seriousproblems
concerningour knowledgeof theseproceeihgsandthereliability of their findings.

It is of coursenot surprisingthat the proceedingsn 191920 lacked many basic
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requirementsof due process.Few authorsfamiliar with Ottomanjurisprudence
havehadmanypositivethingsto sayaboutthe Turkishcoutt systemespeially the
military courts. Dadrian notesthat military tribunalsin 1915 "hangedcountless
Armenianson the flimsiest charges,"and he citeswith approvala Germanmemo
thatreferred to thesetribunalsas"kangaroocourts.®’ In Januaryl916the German
ambassadorPaul von Wolff-Metternich, demandedthe supervisionof Turkish
courtsby Gemanofficials, "sinceonecannd haveconfidencen Turkishjurispru
dence.®® In July 1915andagainearlyin 1916a Turkish military courtcondemned
to deatha total of seventyeightleadingcitizensof Syria."Many, probablya large
majority," writes one studentof the subject,"were innocentof anything which
would justify sucha sentence®

To be sure,the military tribunalsof 191920 passedew death sentences,
but this was not the resultof improvedlegal procedures'lt is interestingto see,"
commentedritish high commissioneRichardWebbon July 7, 1919 (on the just
concludedtrial of Talaat and other Young Turk leaders),"how skillfully the
Turkish penal code has been manipulatedto cover the acts attributed to the
accusedandthe mamerin which the sentencesavebeenapportionecamongthe
absen@ndthe presentasto effecta minimum of realbloodshed.” In otherwords,
while there were fewer death sentenceshan during the war years, political
interferencecontinuedto afflict thesecourtproceeéhgsjust asbefore.lf Armenian
writers like thetrials of 191920, oneis inclinedto conclude,it is lessbecause¢he
leopardchangedts spotsbut ratherbecausehey are happyaboutthe findings of
thesecourtswith regardto the responsibilityof the Young Turk leadershigfor the
Armenianmassacres.

Thelegal proceduresf Ottomanmilitary courts,including thoseoperating
in 191920, suffered from serious shortcomingswhen conpared to Western
standardof due processof law. Nineteenthcentury Americancourtsmartial, for
example,grantedthe accusedor their counselsthe right to questionand cross
examinewitnessesconceriing the alleged offense’* This right is embodiedin
Articles 32 of the Uniform Codeof Military Justice enactedoy Congressn 1950,
which providesthatthe accusede able"to crossexaminewitnesses'andto obtain
evidencein their own behalf’? Eventhe muchecriticized rulesof procedurefor the
military tribunalsproposedy the administrationrof GeorgeW. Bushin 2002to try
terroristsgrant the accusedthe right to presentevidencein their defenseand to
crossexaminewitnesses?>

By contrastthe Ottomanpenalcodedid not acknowledgehe right of cross
examinationandthe role of the judge wasfar moreimportantthanin the Anglo-
American tradition. He weighed the probative value of all evidencesubmitted
during the preparatoryphaseand during the trial, andhe questionedhe accused?
At the trials held in 1919-20 the presiding officer, when questioning the
defendantspftenactedmorelike a prosecutothanlike animpartialjudge.
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In line with Ottomanrules of procedure,defensecounselsat the couts-
martial held in 191920 were barredfrom accesgo the pretrial investigatoryfiles
and from accompanyingheir clientsto the interrogationsconductedprior to the
trials On May 6, 1919, at the third sesion of the main trial, defensecounsel
challengedhe court'srepeatedeferencedo the indictmentas provenfact, but the
court rejectedthe objection’® Throughoutthe trials, no witnessesvere heard;the
verdictof the courtsrestedentirely on documentsindtestimonymentionedor read
duringthetrial proceeding®ut neversubjectedo crossexaminationCommenting
on the Yozgattrial that had just startedAmericanhigh commissioneHeck noted
with disapprovalon Febrwary 7, 1919, that the defendantswould be tried by
"anonymouscourt material.”’ "After the establishmenof the Turkish republic,"
writes a Turkish legal officer, "the military justice systemdevelopedduring the
OttomanEmpire was generallyconsideredo be unconstitutionaland an entirely
new Turkish Military Criminal Code and Military Criminal Procedurewere
preparedandacceptedy the Turkish GreatNational Assemblyin 1930."8

Probably the most serious problem affecting the probative value of the
191920 military court proceedingss the loss of all the docunentationof these
trials. This meansthat we havenoneof the original documentssworntestimony,
anddepositionson which the courtsbasedheir findings andverdicts.We know of
someof this materialfrom reportsof the legal proceedingghat are preservedn
selectedsumplements of the official gazetteof the Ottomangovernment;L'akvim-i
Vekayi, or from pressreports;but, of course,suchreproductionscan hardly be
consideredh valid substitutefor the original documentationln manycaseswve do
not know whether the official gazetteor the newsgaperscovering the trials
reprintedall or only someof thetext of the documentseproducedNeithercanwe
be sureof the accuracyof the transcription.Accordingto Daclrian, "before being
introduced as accusatory exhibits, each and every official document was
authenticatedby the competentstaff personnelof the Interior Ministry who
thereafteraffixed on the top partof the document’it conformsto the original.™ *9
However, in the absenceof the original documentsand without the ability of
defensecounselto challengethe authenticityof this mateial, we haveto takethe
word of the officials in questio® andthatis indeedatall order.lIt is doubtful that
the Nurembergtrials would ever have attainedtheir tremendoussignificancein
documentingthe crimesof the Nazi regimeif we hadto rely on a few copiesof
suchdocumentsn the trial recordor in the presscoveringthe trials insteadof the
verdicts beingsupporteddy thousand®f original Germandocumentgpreservedn
ourarchives.

In the absenceof the completeoriginal documetts, we haveto be content
with selected quotations. For example, General Vehib Pashain his written
depositionis supposedo havedescribedDr. Behaediin Sakir,oneof thetop CUP
leadersas the manwho "procuredandengagedin the commandzoneof the Third
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Army the butchersof human beings...He organizedgallow birds as well as
gendarmesndnolicenienwith blood on their handandbloodin their eyes.® Parts
of this depositionwere included in the indictmentof the main trial and in the
verdict of the Harputtrial,®* but without the full text we lose the contextof the
quotedremarks.The entire text of the depositionis supposedo havebeenread
into the recordof the Trebizondtrial on March 29, 1919, but the proceedingf
this trial arenot preservedn anysource;only the verdictis reprintedin the official

gazette.

Other highly incriminating testimonyis said to have beengiven at the
Yozgattrial, but hereagan only the verdict was publishedin the official gazette.
Dadrian,who quotesthis testimony hasto rely on accountf theseproceedingsn
Turkish newspapersll of which wereoperatingunder the dual prior censorshipf
the Turkish governmentandthe Allied high commissioner§? Moreover,muchof
this testmony must be considerechearsayat best. For example,former Turkish
official Cemalis supposedo havetestifiedthat Ankara'sCUP delegateNecatihad
told him thatthe time hadcometo begin"the exterminaion of local Armenians.®
Similar hearsayevidenceis containedin the indictment of the main trial. The
Turkish official lhsan Bey had heard Abdulahad Nuri Bey, the Aleppo
representativeof the deportationscommittee,say: "l have taken up contactwith
Talaat Bey and have personally receivedthe ordersof extermination.* In the
absencef comroborationfrom otherreliable sourcesjt seemdifficult to consider
thistestimonyevidencein any meaningfulsenseof theterm.

ContemporaryTurkish authors dismiss the proceedingsof the military
tribunals of 191920 as tools of the Allies.®® The victorious Allies at the time,
however,anxiousfor retributive justice, consideredhe conductof the trials to be
dilatory and half-hearted Thetrials, British high commissionelCalthorpewrote to
Londonon August1, 1919, were "proving to be a farce andinjurious to our own
prestigeand to that of the Turkish government® In the view of commissioner
Johnde Robeck,the trials were sucha deadfailure that their "findings camot be
held of any accountat all."®” Hencewhenthe British considerectonductingtheir
own trials of allegedTurkish war criminals held at Malta they decined to useany
of theinculpatoryevidencedevelopedy the Turkishtribunals(seechapter7).

According to Dadrian, "several aspectsof the courtmartial proceedings
merit attentionfor the qudity of their judiciousnessdespitethe consideratiorof
the fact that thesetrials were urged on by the victorious Allies, under whose
shadowthey took place." Among the featuresthat deseve praise Dadrian notes
thatthetrials wereheldin pubic, thatthe defendant®iadabledefensecounseland
that the verdicts pronouncedby the tribunals were basedalmost entirely on
auhentcatedofficial documents? As explainedearlier, however the autheticity
of documentadmittedinto evidencecannotbe establishedy assertioron the part
of the prosecutingauthority. Moreover,noneof the testimony,written depositions,
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and documentsput forth by the prosecutionwere subjectedto crossexamination
by the defense which makesit impossibleto considerthesematerids conclusive
proof. Someof thesematerialsarereproducedn theindictments putanindictment
is not tantamounto provenguilt. The seriousviolationsof due processaswell as
the loss of all of the original documentationieave the findings of the military
tribunalsof 191920 unsupportedby credibleevidence.

THE ROLE OF THE TESKILAT -I M AHSUSA (SPECIAL ORGANIZATION )

Several of the courtsmartial held in 191920 made referencesto the
destructiverole of the Special Organization,and Dadrian acceptsthis appraisal.
"The statedresponsibilitiesof the Special Organization,”he writes, "included
intelligence,counterespionageandthe preventionof sabotage.'As it turnedout,
however,the membersf this unit eventally becamehe primary instrumentused
by the CUP to carryoutits planto exterminatehe Armenians."Their missionwas
to deployin remoteareasof Turkey'sinterior andto ambushand destroyconvoys
of Armenian deportees® The Special Organization's"principal duty was the
executiorof the Armeniangenocide.

Accordingto Philip Stoddardauthorof the only scholarlyfull-scalestudy
of the subject,the SpecialOrganization(SO) developedetweenT903 and 1907,
from T913onit usedthe name"SpecialOrganization."Underthe overall direction
of Enver Pasha(minister of war since Janwary 1914) and led by many talented
officers, the SO functioned like a Special Forces outfit. Stoddardcalls it "a
significant Unionist vehicle for dealingwith both Arab separatismand Western
imperialism,"which at its peakenrolled aboutthirty thousandmen.During World
War | it was usedfor special military operationsin the CaucasusgEgypt, and
MesopotamiaFor example,in 1915 units of the SO seizedkey oasesalong the
Ottomanline of advanceagainstthe SuezCanal.The SOwasalsousedto suppress
"subversion"and "possible collaboration" with the external enemy. However,
accordingto Stoddard, this activity targeted primarily indigenous nationalist
activitiesin Syria and Lebanon.He maintainsthat the SO played no role in the
Armeniandeportation¥ Severalrecentauthorshavediscussedomeaspectf the
secretiveorganizationput dueto thelossof mostdocumentatiorour knowledgeof
the operationsof the SO remainsspotty at best. JacobLandaustresseghe pan
Turkic and parntlslamic activities of the SO, which led to the dispatchof agents
evenbeforethe outbreakof World War I. During the war SO operativesveresent
to TranscaucasidvlesopotamiaAfghanistan,andIndia®® Dogu Ergil speakof an
organization"composedof the most dynamic officers of the army," who, in
cooperationwith local organizationssoughtto foment nationalistrevolutionsin
Mesopotaia, TurkestanEgypt, Libya, andTunis®

Donald McKale refersto the SO asoriginally being Enver Pasha'sprivate
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secret service," which later, under the leadershipof Sulaynan Askeri Bey,
functioned"as a wartime intelligence and guerilla organization.** According to
Erik Ziircher, the SO was"in effecta secretservicedirectly responsibleo Enver
andpaidout of secretWar Ministry funds."It wassometimegjuite successfuin its
counterespionageas for instancein Syria. But, he concludes,"its 'offensive’
operationsvereanalmosttotal failure."®®

The indictment of the main trial maintainedthat the SO, after having
participatedin the war, carriedout "criminal operationsand activities" againstthe
Armenians.For this purposethe CUP is said to have arrangedfor the releaseof
convictswho participatedin the murderof the deportees® Dadrian'sargumentis
basedon this indictment:In otherwords,following the abortiveguerilla operations
againstRussian forcesin the Transcaucasushe Ittihadist leadersredeployedthe
brigandunits for useon the homefront internally, namelyagainstthe Armenians.
Througha comprehensivesweepof the major cities, townsandvillages,containing
large clustersof Armenianpopulationsthe Special Organizationunits, with their
commandingpfficers moreor lessintact, setto work to carry out Ittihad'sblueprint
of annihilatior” Turkish aswell as Germancivilian and military sourcesPadrian
maintains,confirm this information, including the employmentof corvicts in the
killer units of the SO. Yet when checkingthe referenceghat he providesfor this
assertionit becomesclear that thesesourcesdo not always say what Dadrian
allegeslt is generdly knownandundisputedchatthe Ottomangovernmenturing
World War | releasedconvictsin orderto increasdts manpowermool for military
servicc?® Yet thereis no credible evidenceother than the assertionof the indict-
mentof the maintrial for the allegationthatthe SO, with largenumbersof convicts
enrolledin its ranks,took theleadrole in themassacres.

DadrianquotesGermandocumentsn supportof the allegedlink between
the SO and the Armenian massacresOne of thesedocumentds a reporton the
Armenian deportationsby a Germanofficer, Colond Stange.In this document,
datedAugust23, 1915, Stangereportsthat Armenianvillagers, deportedfrom the
area north of Erzurum, "were murdered,with the acquiescenceaand even the
assistanceof the military escort, by so-called Tschettes(volunteers),Aschirets
[tribesmer] and similar scum”® Dadrian,in quoting from this document,leaves
out the phrase"with the acquiescence® More importantly, the term "Special
Organization"doesnot appearin the Stangereport. It is in Dadrian'sglossthat
Stange"confirmed the swift transferof the brigandsemployedin guerilla war to
massmurder duties"'®* and it is Dadrian, not Stange,who equatesthe "scum"
involvedin this massacravith releasedtonvictsandenrollstheminto the ranksof
the SO.

Dadrianusesthe sametechniquewvhenquotingfrom areportby the German
consulin Aleppo, Walter Rossler.This Germanofficial supposedlydescribedthe
SpecialOrganizationmassacraletailsas 'convicts, releasedrom the prisons,and
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putin military uniform*°?But againit is Dadrianandnot Rosslerwho blamesthe

killing notjust on releasectonvictsbut on the SO. The questionof who murdered
the Armeniandeporteeand who, if anyone,madethemdo their ghastlydeedsis

difficult to resolveconclusively(seechapterl2). Dadrianfinds an easysolutionto

this problemby manipulatingthe statementsf contemporarpbservers.

And thereis more. In an apparentattemptto increasethe credbility of
Stangeandto link this Germanofficer to the SO, Dadriandescribeshim as "the
highestranking German guerilla commanderoperating in the Turko-Russian
border.*® In anothemlaceDadriancalls him "SpecialOrganizationCommander,
8th Infantry Regimentandin chargeof a Turkish TeshkilatiMahsmaDetachment,
of regimental strength,operatingon the Russianborderarea.*® Yet thereis no
credible evidenceto support this assertionabout Stange'sservice as an SO
commander;and in view of the well-known tension betweenthe Turkish and
Germansecretservicesit is a highly unlikely assigment!® At the beginningof
thewar SOunitsdid indeedoperatewith out muchsuccessin the borderarea,and
someof themaresaidto haveincludedreleasedonvicts'® However,accordingto
GermanForeign Ministry files and other sourcesduring the winter offensive of
191415 Stangecommandeda unit of regular Turkish troops, the Eighth Infantry
Regimentof the Third Turkish Division. Although this unit, known asthe Stange
Detachmentwas reinforcedby two thousandto three thousandirregulars,these
irregulars were not releasedTurkish convicts but GeorgianMuslims (Laz and
Acar) who had volunteeredo fight the Russians®’ Evenif Stange'sppointment
as commanderof a regular army unit is regarded as camouflage and the
detachmentvasin fact part of the SO, thereis no evidenceanywherethat this or
any other SO detachmentwas diverted to duty involving the Armenian
deportationsThe StangeDetachmentaccordingto anotherGermanofficer, also
includedArmenianswho aresaidto havefoughtwell.*®*The supremdrony of this
situationis ratherstriking: hereis an allegedunit of the SO, the organizationthat
Dadrian calls the primary instrument in the implementan of the Armenian
genocidethatincludedArmenians!

Dadrian takessimilar liberties with a Turkish sourcethat dealswith the
leading SO official, Esref Kuscubasi.At the outbreakof World War | Esrefwas
directorof SO operationsn Arabia, the Sinai, and North Africa. After his capture
on a missionto Yemenon Januaryl3, 1917, he was sentto Malta, wherehe was
held until 1920. Esref was interrogated by the British, but he denied any
involvementwith the Armenian massacrestHe died in 1964 at the age of 91.%°
According to Dadrian, Esref admittedin an interview with the Turkish author
CemalKutay that he "had assumediuties[in operationghat revolvedaround]the
covertaspectof [the Armeniandeportations].'He alsodefendedhe former grand
vizier, Said Halim, againstchargesof "complicity in crimesassociatedvith the
ArmeniandeportationsAs a mandeeplyinvolvedin this matterl firmly rejectthis
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false accusation® The text in which these sentencesappear, as Dadrian
acknowledgesis takenfrom pagesl8, 36,and78 of abookby Kutay onthe SOin
World War 1,** andindeedit is only throughshrewdjuxtapositionsof wordsand
insertions(which he putsin squarebracketsthat Dadrianendsup with the desired
resul® the well-known SO operative Esref Kuscubasinow acknowledgeshis
responsibilityfor the crimesagainsthe Armenians-*?

Two other examplesof the way in which Dadrianusesinterpoldions and
rephrasingo makehis pointsshouldbe mentionedWhen

discussing the release of cocig, Yusuf Kemal Bey (undersecretary in the
Ministry of Justice) is quoted as telling the Ottoman senate in 1916 that "these
people are not being sent directly to the theaters of war as soldiers but are being
used for special services e.g., in the ranksth®f Special Organization.” In
Dadrian's assessment this testimony is said to mean that the convicts "are being
used for special services {Kilg operations} in the ranks of the Special
Organization" (the words in square brackets are inserted by Datiflahlso
addressing the issue of the released convicts, Behic Bey (the deputy director of the
Department of the Army in the Ministry of War) is quoted as testifyingirmyithe
same debate that "the majority of these criminals was not made part ofitagymi
troops but was placed under the command of the Special Organization in which
outfit their involvement proved profitable." When Dadrian summarizes this
testimony, "the majority of these criminals" becomes "virtually all of the felons,"
and placenent"under the command of the Special Organization” is said to mean
"deployment in the interior provinces of Turkey for an extititary mission,
meaning the liquidation of the Armenian element, as syEs#ly documented by
the Turkish Military Tribunal.*** Again, it is Dadrian's gloss and not the original
text quoted that includes the incriminating words.

In order to establish a connection between the SO and the Armenian
massacres, Dadrian quotes repeatedly from the indictment of the main court
martial 0f1919; but neither the proceedings of this trial nor the verdict support the
allegation. Under questioning by the présgljudge of the main trial, several
defendants confirmed the use of the SO for covert operations behind enemy lines
on the Russian frd, described the use of released convicts, and explained the way
in which the SO had cooperated with the army and had been paid out of a secret
fund of the Ministry of War. They also testified that individual CUP functionaries
had served in the SO and hédelped to recruit volueers, describing this
participation as a patriotic duty. The defendants denied any connection between the
SO and the central committee of the CUP, however, as well as any role of the SO
in the Armenian depeations and massacres.

When the presiding judge kept on insisting that the SO hattipated in
the massacres, defendant Riza Bey finally expressed his "conjecture" that locally
recruited reinforcements for the genai@rie, which did not have enough
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manpower to carry outthe deportdons, could also be called "special
organization." However, he insistéiht these forces and the units of the SO were
"completely different things**® All of the defendants rejected the idea, repeatedly
put forth by the presiding judge, thitne SO had two parts, one functioning under
the direction of the Ministry of War and the other under thérabnommittee of

the CUP. | know of no credible evidence that proves their testimony to have been
false.

Until the main courmartial of 1919, nbody had linked the SO to the
Armenian deportations. The reports and writings of foreignsalam officials,
missionaries, and German officers who served in Turkey are a rich source of
information about the deportations and masss, but the SO is navenentioned.

It would appear that the SO was selected by the prosecutors in 1919 as an easy
target. Engaged in covert activities, the SO had regularly destroyed its papers.
Moreover, pratically all of whatever documentation may have been available at
the end of the war had disappeared after the collapse of the Young Turk regime.
Little was known about the organizational structure of the SO. All this made it
tempting to use the SO as a scapegoat and attribute to it all kinds of nefarious
activities.

The Tukish journalist Ahmed Emin Yalman revived the story about the
involvement of the SO in the Armenian massacres in a book published in the
United States in 1930. The SO, he wrote, "was in some cases directly instrumental
in bringing about attacks and massac™!’ Yalman cited no sources or evidence
to back up this statement. In 1971 Kazarian published an English translation of the
indictment of the main trial that contained references to the SO, and in a 1976
article he called the SO the instrument thatied out the killing of the Arme
nians™*® Walker, in an exchange with Dyer in 1973, relied uponm¥ai and two
other secondary sources when he attributed the "Itistaplanned extermination
of the Armenians" to the "bands of Teskild#lahsusa (Speal Organization).**

Dyer, at the time a senior lecturer at the Royal Military Academy at Sandhurst and
one of the few persons to have done research in the Ottoman military archives,
responded that in his understanding the SO had been employed "mainly in
furthering the Holy War among the Muslim peoples on and beyond the Ottoman
borders. It was certainly not primarily involved in the Armenian events of 19T5
1916." With regard to such an involvement, Dyer noted that he had seen "little
evidence apart fromagsip like that quoted by Mr. Walker%°

This is where matters stood until Dadrian began to write about the -courts
martial of 191920 in the late 1980s and to publicize the

accusations against the SO made by these tribunals. Dadrian fully accepted
the clarges made by the military tribunals and considered the SO to have played a
central role in the program of genocide. Several authors apparently were persuaded
by his argument. The SO, wrote Hovannisian in 1992, had the responsibility to
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oversee the depottans and "used as agents of death and destruction" hardened
criminals released from the prisons as well as predatory tfibZgrcher, who in

1984 had discussed the SO without any reference to the Armenian deportation, in
1997 referred to "indicatiofighat an inner circle within the CUP leadership, under
the direction of Talaat Pasha, had pursued a policy of extermination and had used
the relocation as a cloak for this policy. "A number of provincial party chiefs
assisted in this extermétion, whichwas organized through tffeeskilati Mahsusa

under the direction of its political director (and CUP central committee member)
Bahaeddin Sakir’®? Akcam, for the most part relying on the procees of the
courtsmartial as well as on the work of Dadrjaimilarly concludes that after its
failures on the Russian front the SO was used to organize and carry out the
extermination of the Armeniaré Repeaing the charge without any new
supporting evidence, Donald Bloxham maintains that the irregular afnite SO

were "the principal muterers of the Armenian deporteé&*"

The allegations of the involvement of the SO in the Armenian massacres are
based upon testimony and documents introduced by the prosecution at the military
tribunals of 19120 as wdl as on what Dyer has correctly characterized as
"gossip." Given the limited credility of this material, the role of the SO in the
travail of the Armenians, too, must be considered not proven. The archive of the
Turkish General Staff is said to contaiiphered telegrams to the $8but so far
they have not been seen by any Western scholar. It is possible that authentic
documentation concerning the SO may yet be discovered in Turkish or other
archives that will throw additional light upon the activitiof this secretive
organization. Until then the allegations will remain just @hatlegations
unsupported by real evidence.

THE COVERT NATURE OF THE GENOCIDE

Dadrian has argued that the deportation order as well as the rules
implementing the deportatisnwere part of a scheme of deception and duplicity,
for "subsequently these orders were superseded by secret orders decreeing the
destruction of the convoys through massacBath Talaat and Enver are said to
have used for this purpose telegraphic appaes that they had installed in their
homes® According to Dadrian, Resit Akif Pasha, a veteran Ottoman politician
and preddent of the council of state in the first postwar Turkish government in the
fall of 1918, confirmed this nefarious practice irspeech before the senate on
November 21, 1918. Dadrian refers to this speech as a "document {that} has
extraordinary value. In this sense, it is perhaps the most damning piece of legal
evidence, confirming the reality of the most critical feature of thenelian
Genocide: its covert and highly secret design, especially the resort toteatko

system of transmgson of orders**’
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In the speech in question Resit Akif Pasha stated that whilgpgioguhis
last post in the cabinet he had become "cognimisiome secrets." The official
order for the deportation of the Armenians had been followed by "an ominous
circular order," sent by the central committee of the CUP to the provinces, "urging
the expediting of the execution of the accursed mission of tigarus (gete).
Thereupon, the brigands proceeded to act and the atrocious massacres were the
result.*® Unfortunately the existence of this circular order depends upon Resit
Akif Pasha's word, which must be considered suspect. His speech was part of the
elaborate propaganda campaign waged by the postwar Turkish governments that
sought to heap all blame for the Armenian massacres upon the CUP leadership and
thus forestall the dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire. This political purpose
becomes clear in theemarks immediately following his mention of the secret
circular order. Resit Akif here castigates the central committee of the CUP as a
"vile and tyrannical body" that was more influential than the official gawnemt.
This committee"alone is the causef the immense catastrophes befalling this
innocent state and nation, [and] emerges assithgular cause of this slaughter"
(my emphasis)?® Resit Akif never produced the circular order implicating the
CUP leaders in the massacre of the Armenian convidys.mere allegation that
such an order was issued can hardly be considered "legal evidence," as Dadrian has
claimed.

Chapter 7
The Turkish Position

The Turkish governmenteniesthat the Young Turk regimeduring World
War | orderedthe annihilation of the Armenian community and thereforewas
guilty of genocide.Unti 1 very recently, all Turkish histarians took the same
position. Their writings were heavily influenced by nationalismand, with few
exceptions,were notable for extreme partisanshipand a lack of critical self
reflection! The relocationof the Armenians, it is arguedin this literature,wasan
emergencymeasuranadenecessarpy the treasonablectivities of the Armenian
revolutionarieswho organizeda full-scale rebellion behind the Turkish lines.
Unableto tell who wasandwho wasnot in leaguewith the enemy,the Ottoman
governmenhadno choicebut to removethe entire Armeniancommunity to a new
locationin the interior of the country. This removalwas a relocationand not a
deportationtheyinsist, sincethe destinationsn Syriaand Mesopotamiavere part
of the Ottoman Empire. During this relocation, most Turkish authorsconcede,
unfortunateexcessesook place,and many Armenianslost their life. However,the
governmentid its bestto preventthesekillings and punishedthosewho could be
foundresponsibldor them. Therewereno large scalemassacresnoreover, many
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Muslims, too, died asa resultof whatin effectwasa civil war within a globalwar?
THE ARMENIAN REBELLION

Turkey'sentryinto World War | on the side of Germanyput the Armenian
communityin a difficult position. The Armenianswere espeially unhappyover
the prospecbf havingto fight the Russianswhomtheyhadcometo regardastheir
protector.The fact that the Russianarmy of the Caucasusncludedlarge numbers
of RussianArmeniansaddedto the predicamentStill, the Armenianpatriarchand
eventhe Dashnakswent out of their way to affirm their loyalty to the Ottoman
state,and mostArmeniansof military ageat first respondedo the call for military
service®

The Ottomanregime was not impressedby thesedeclarationsof support,
andfor goodreasonAs mostArmenianauthorsconcedethe sympathyof thegreat
majority of their compatriots was in fact with the Allies. "Although most
Armeniansmaintainecda correctattitudevis-a-vis the Ottomangovernment,writes
Hovannisian,'it canbeassertedvith somesubstantiatiorthatthe manifestation®f
loyalty wereinsincere for the sympathyof most Armeniansthroughoutthe world
waswith the Entente notwith the CentralPowers.” In view of the Ottomanlegacy
of massacresnd despite"overt demonstrationsof supportfor the Turkish war
effort,” acknowledgesDadrian, "it is fair to state that most (though not all)
Armeniansprivately hopedfor Turkishdefeatandthe endof Turkishdomination.®
Individual Armenians differed on the degreeto which they wantedto involve
thenselvesactively in the struggleagainstTurkey, but the generalsentimentwas
clearlypro-Entente A cartoonthatappearedn the Turkish satirical paperKaragbz
illustratedthis attitude and also indicatedthat the Turks were well awareof the
defeatistpostureof the Armenians.The cartoondepictedtwo Turks discussinghe
war:

"Wheredo you getyour war newsfrom?" askedTurk numberone."l do not
needwar news,"replied Turk numbertwo; "I canfollow the courseof the war by
the expressioron the facesof the Armeniansl meet.Whentheyarehappyl know
thatthe Allies arewinning, whendepressedti knowthe Germansada victory."®

In Septemberl914, about a month after the general mobilization, the
Ottomangovernmentinstructedprovincial authoritiesto keepthe activities of the
Armenian organizationsunder surveillanceand to seizeany illegal arms! This
orderled to widespeadsearchegor weaponsseveralgovernorseportedthatthey
had discoveredlarge stocks of arms and explosives,most of them of Russian
origin. The Armeniansclaimed that theseweaponshad been preparedfor self
defenseonly, but the Turks wereunconvincedy this argumentBy thattime large
numbersof Armenianconrcriptshad begunto desert,and someArmenianrevo
lutionarieshad startedto engagein actsof sabotageThe Turkish army had just
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suffereda seriousdefeatat the Caucasugront; Armenianassisanceto the enemy,
it was charged,had playeda crucial role in this debacle.There were reportsof
telegraphlines being cut and of armedclasheswith bandsof Armeniandeserters.
In someinstancesyillagers were said to have providedshelterfor the Armenian
bandsin othercasestheyhadrefused’

On February25, 1915, the operationdivision of the Turkish Gereral Staff
senta directive to all army units entitled "IncreasedSecurity Pre@utions." The
order took note of the activities of Armenian brigandsand deserters:Although
theseincidentsare not seriousat the moment,they indicatethat preparationgor
rebellion are being madeby our enemieswithin our country." The GeneralStaff
gavecommaneérsauthorityto declaremartial law and directedthat Armeniansbe
removedfrom all military service’ Severaldays later, on February28 Interior
Minister Talaatinformed the governorsof the order from the GeneralStaff and
advisedthemto take"all necessarpreventivemeauresin thosemattersaffecting
thecivilian administration.*

By April 1915, Turkish authorsand supportersof the Turkish causeargue,
Armenianguerrillaactivitieshadpickedup momentumRoadsandcommunication
lines were being cut. On April 22 the governorof Sivasinformedthe Ministry of
the Interior that according to information supplied by arrested suspectsthe
Armenianshad thirty thousandarmed men in the regon: fifteen thousandhad
joined the Russianarmy and the other fifteen thousandwould threatenthe forces
from the rear if the Turkish army suffered defeat:’ AmbassadorMorgenthau
reportedto Washingtornon May 25 that nobodyput the Armenianguerillas”at less
than ten thousandand twenty-five thousandis probably closer to the truth."*?
Armenian insurgentshad seized parts of the city of Van, and there were also
skirmishesin Cilicia. The Ottomans,writes Justin McCarthy, "were forced to
withdrawwhole divisionsfrom thefront to combatthe rebels.** While the Turkish
war effort was thus being weakenedRussiantroopswere advancinginto eastern
Anatolia, and a powerful British attack at the DardanellesthreatenedConstanti
nopleitself. In this situationof greatstress,the Young Turk regime had become
convinced that a general Armenian uprising was undeway, a rebellion that
endangeredhe very existenceof the Ottomanstate. The Armenianinsurrecton,
writes the Turkish historian Yusui Hikmet Bayur, was a fact, and it caughtthe
Turkish governmentin a dangerously volatile situation** The well-armed
Armenianpartisanforcesoperatingin Anatolia, insistsanotherTurkish historian,
SelimDeringil, "were morethan'seltdefensetnits."*®

Turkish authorshavecited article 6 of the Hunchakprogram,adoptedn the
late 1880s,as proof that the Armeniansin 191415 aimed at a generaluprising.
That article statedthat the "most opportune time to institute the generalrebellion
for carryingout the immediate objectivewaswhen Turkey wasengagedn war."®
In 1919 the National Congressof Turkey (an umbrella organizationfoundedto
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discreditthe Young Turks) publicizeda proclamationof the Hunchaksallegedly
issuedafter the outbreakof World War |, which called for a rekellion that would
"drown ottomantyrannyin blood." The Hunchaksijt said "will participatewith the
sword of insurrectionin this gigantic fieht for the existenceof nations." The
publication went on to describehow the Armenians,acting upon this call for
rebellion,had attackedmilitary convoys,cut off the retreatof Turkish troops,and
also committed "numerous outragesagainstthe Musulman population.*” The
Dashnaksalso had drawn up a plan in January1915 for a general uprising
(acordingto arecentlypublishedhistory), but this plan wasneverimplemented?
Another Dashnak publication praisesthe famous Murad of Sebastiafor his
uncompromisingevolutionaryrole in 1914.Convincedthatthe Russianarmy and
Armenian volunteerswould soon enter Turkish Armenia, Murad "sent word
everywherefor Armeniansnot to offer soldier conscriptsto the Turkish army, to
avoid military service,andto...fight, resist,andto die with honor." Unfortunately,
the accountcontinues,'Murad failed to persuadehe Armeniansof Sebastido rise
in rebellion.™® According to thes sourcesthen, the Hunchaksissueda call for
rebellion, thoughit is not clear how many Armeniansfollowed this order. The
Dashnakgpreparedlansfor a gereraluprisingbut nevercarriedthemout.

Some Europeandiplomats and other observerson the scenequegioned
whetherthe countryin 1915 indeedfaced a generalArmenian uprising, and the
issuecontinuesto be the subjectof controversy.On May 15, 1915, the Austrian
consulin Trebizondrelayedto his goverrment Turkish reportsof a widespread
Armenian rebellion, though he added the caveatthat these reports could be
"exaggerationscommonin this country.”™ Max Erwin von ScheubnerRichter,
who was Gemanvice-consulin Erzurumfrom Februaryl7 to August6, 1915,in
report to Berlin acknowledgedthat Armenian revolutionarieshad ngagedin
seditiousactivities, but he denied that there had been"a general and planned
Armenianrebellion.”” The sameposition was takenby the first dragomanof the
RussianembassyAndre Mandelsam?? On the other hand, GermanVice-Consul
Kuckhoff in Samsunconsideed it a fact that a large Armenian conspiracywas
excellentlyorganizedin all of Anatolia andwasin constantcontactwith foreign
powers. In all towns the conspiratorswere well supplied with weapons,
ammunitionand bombs.® Similarly, the high-ranking Germanofficer FelixGuse
(who as chief of staff of the Turkish Third Army was a witness to the events of
1915 in eastern Anatolia) insisted that the atitis of the Armenian
revolutionaries represented a "prepared undegdkather than simply aeaction
to steppeeup persecution. "The serisness and scope of the Armenian
insurrection," he noted, "have not been sufficiently recognized and appreéfated.”

Pro-Armenian authors have denied that the fighting in 191%essmted a
general uprisingDadrian acknowledges that "a number of Armenians, individually
or in consort with the enemy, engaged in espionage and sabotage, mainly on the
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eastern border.® However, he denies the assertion of Guse and others that this
was the result of a "preparedidertaking” or fulscale rebellion. Guse, Dadrian
asserts, "was largely, if not exclusively, dependent upon the information fed to him
by his Turkish subordinates as well as his Turkish superior, the Comrriander
Chief of the Caucasus, or the llird Armiile had absolutely no alternative or
supplementary source to check, modify, verify, or dismiss a flow of information
with seemingly actual military implications but in reality with enormous political
ramifications.“° This assessment has some validity; afer thus devaluing Guse
as a reliable witness, Dadrian cited Guse in two writings published several years
later as saying that "there was no proof that the Armenians had any plan or
intention to mount a general uprising.'Dadrian's use of Guse's viewaises
several problems. First, if Guse's testimony is not to be trusted when he says that
there was a "prepared uprising" because he had no independent sources of
information, he should also not be considered a reliable source when he allegedly
says thatthere was no planned uprising. Second, and more seriously, Guse
nowhere states that there was no planned insurrection. Dadrian cites as his source
Guse's T925 article (quoted earlier), but Guse there maintains the opposite of what
Dadrian makes him séyhe affirms that there was indeed a large rebellion.
Dadrian does not put Guse's words into quotation marks, but by falsely attributing
an opinion to a source, even when not citing it verbatim, he once again commits a
serious violation of scholarly ethics.

When all is said and done, we are left without firm knowledge as to whether
the various guerrilla forces known to have operated in Anatolia were part of a
general insurrection; the opamdshut case claimed by Turkish authors is not
substantiated. It is diffult to decide, observes Erickson in his history of the
Ottoman army, when, where, and why the rebellions brok& watether provoked
by intolerable condions imposed upon the Armenians or as part of a more
encompassingchemée?® As it so often does, thessessment of Dyer appears to be
the most sensible. Turkish allegations of wholesale disloyalty, treason, and revolt
by the Ottoman Armenians, Dyer concludes, "are wholly true as far as Armenian
sentiment went, only partly true in terms of overt acts, tatally insufficient as a
justification for what was done [to the Armenihti®

THE REVOLT OF VAN

One of the most important factors in the decision to deport the Armenian
community was the uprising at Van. This important city, close to the Russian
border and in the heartland of historic Armenia, for a long time had been a center
of Armenian nationalist agitation, had developed a strong revolutionary tradition,
and was considered a stronghold of the Dashnaks. As the Russians were advancing
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into eastern Aatolia in the spring of 19180 goes the Turkish armentthe
Armenians of Van began a revolt aimed at aiding thesRasffensive.

Relations between Armenians and Muslims in the Van area had been
deteriorating for some time. Tension had been risisgeeially between Armenian
villagers and Kurds; depredations by Kurdish brigands led to stagpadming of
the Armenian population. On July 9, 1913, the British adoasul in Van reported
that the "general lawlessness [is] worse than has existed &tangiuring the past
three years® Mobilization and the outbreak of war only aggravated theasin.

The local Dashnak organization decided to oppose the cotseripf young
Armenians® The government removed some of thedg@merie for servicetahe

front and created a militia, made up of Kurds and released convicts, to maintain
local security. There are numerous reports that these forces used the excuse of
requisitions in order to rob and pilladfe.Following orders received from
ConstantinopleArmenian houses were burnt down as punishment for desertion.

By October 1914 Turkish military commanders reported increased
Armenian desertions. The Russians were said to be distributing arms to Armenian
bands. A dispatch dated November 29, 1914, st&texn the confessions of two
arrested spies it is understood that riirelis expected in Van and in the province
at any time now® Accordng to Turkish authors and their supporters, this
insurrection, using Russian weapons, actually broke out iniME9&5. Telegraph
lines were cut, gendarmerie posts were attacked, and Muslim villagers were
slaughtered:'The rebellion quickly took on the characterof an inte-communal
war. Armed Armenian bandsattackedKurdish villages. Kurdish tribesmenthen
retaliatedby attackingArmenianvillages. Wholesalemassacre$ollowed on both
sides.®* Armenianwriters asserthatit wasthe Turkish militia tha® pretendingo
saarchfor arm® repeatedlyopenedfire on unarmedArmeniansand plundered
and burned down entire hamlets."Unable to stomachbarbaric injustices, the
village[r]s resistedand a fight ensued.The ovemwhelmedand terrified population
escapedo nearbyvillagesandeventuallyto Van."*®

On April 20 (accordingto the Europeancalendar)the Armeniansof Van,
under the leadershipof the Dashnakleader Aram Manoukian, went on the
offensive.The Turkishgovernorreportedon April 24 thatfour thousandArmenian
fighters had openedfire on the police staions, had burneddown Muslim houses,
and had barricadedthenselvesin the Armenian quarter.About fifteen thousand
Armenian refugeesfrom the countrysideeventuallyjoined the besiegedrebels,
creatingovercrowdingand nearstarvation.Still, the Armenianswere ableto hold
out for severalweeks.The Turks usedlarge cannonsand madeseveralattemptsto
stormthe Armenianpositions,but they were thrown back with heavylosses. The
fighting was fierce. "Nobody gave quarter nor askedfor it," wrote the South
American soldier of fortune Rafael de Nogales,who servedwith the Turkish
forces."The Chrigian or the Moor who fell into the enemy'shandswas a dead
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man."*® By the beginningof the fourth weekof the siegethe Armenians'supply of
ammunitionhadbecomevery low, andthey had suffereda large numberof killed
and wounded.The insurgentswere eventually savedby the advancingRussian
army.On May 17 the Turkish garrisonhadto retreatin the face of superiorenemy
forces; on May 20 RussiarArmenian units, followed a little later by Russian
troops,enteredvan.

The jubilant Armeniansoffered the commandingRussiangereral the keys
to thecity. In return,the Russianmilitary authoritiesappointedAram Manoukian,
the headof the Armeniandefenseconmittee, governorof the region."Armenian
political consciousnessvas stimulated,"writes | lovannisian,"for the promised
reward,an autonanousArmeniaunderRussiarprotectionwaswithin sight.”*” For
the Turks, however the fact that the rebellionof Van had succeededvith the help
of the invading Russiansvasfinal proof that the Armenianswerein leaguewith
Turkey'senemiesthey weretraitors againstwhom any retribution would be fully
justified. Turkish hostility towardthe Armeniars wasfurtherincreasedasa result
of the well-documented deeds of vengeancecommitted by the victorious
insurgents After the flight of the Turkish garrison,all importantbuildingsin the
city of Van were seton fire. Revengefor centuriesof slaveryunderTurkish rule
explodedin "a night of orgy, of saturnalia,'wrote aneyewitness® "It is impossible
to evenfaintly depictthe grandeurof the flaming night,” Onnig Mukhitarian, the
secretaryof the Armeniandefensecouncil, recordedn his diary. "It would require
the brushof a geniusto put on canvashe crimsonhueof the cloudscreatedby the
burning of Turkish military andadministrativebuildings,the densesmokecurling
up from a dozenor more lairs of their unparalleledtyranny.” The "burning and
looting," he continued,went on for severaldays."No authority could havecurbed
theuncontrollablevengefulnesshathadseizedthe Armeniansof Van ."*

Accordingto Mukhitarian,noneof the many Turkish prisonerstakenwere
killed; but Americanand Germanmissionarieson the spottell a different story.
After the departureof the Turks, writes the American missionaryClarenceUssher,
the Armenianssearchedhe city. "The men they put to death;the women and
childrenthey spared.'Despitetheir protest,Dr. Usshemwrites, this wenton for two
to three days. "They burned and murdered;the spirit of loot took possessiorof
them, driving out everyotherthought.*® The Americanmissioncompoundwhich
earlierhad shelterediive thousandArmenianrefugees,now took in onethousand
Turkish womenand children."Thesethousandugitives," wrote Mrs. Ussherin a
letter, "would all have beenkilled had we not openedour doors to them."!
Another German missionary noted years later that the three days of Armenian
revengethat she had witnessedin Van were difficult to forget. "The memory of
theseentirely helplessTurkish women, defeatedand at the mercy of the victor,
belongsto the saddestecollectionsrom thattime."?

The departingTurks had murderedtheir Armenianprisoners,ncluding the
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wounded,andthe Armeniansnow took their revenge Accordingto a Turkish Red
Book publishedin 1916, the Armeniansburnedalive twenty-four sick Turkish
soldierswho had beenleft behind at the military hospital** This chage is not
implausible.An Armenianboy, recalledDr. Ussher,enteredthe Turkish military
hospitalandkilled severalpatientswho hadbeenleft behind** Anothereyewitness
writes that someof the Armenianswentto look for their woundedin the Turkish
hospital,"and whenthey did not find themthey were so infuriatedthatthey killed
someof the Turkishwoundedandburnedthe building.”> A Swiss missionary
concluded with considerableunderstatementhat the victorious Armeniansof
Van "did not act accordingto the provisionsof the GenevaConventionand still
lessaccordingto the wordsof JesusChrist."®

The Turkish side,too, hasmadechargef atrocities.The grandvizier Said
Halim told the American ambassadomHenry Morgenthar in 1915 that the
Armenian rebelshad killed a hundredand twenty thousand Turks at Van * A
recentpublicationof the Assemblyof Turkish AmericanAssociationsallegesthat
after the Armenian takeoverlarge numbersof Muslim inhabitantsof the villages
surroundingVan were murdered."In one incident, Muslims from villagesto the
North of Van were herdedinto the village of Zeve, whereall but a few of the
approxmately 3,000 Muslim villagers were killed. Similar incidentstook place
throughoutthe region."® Another publication by the sameorganization includes
interviews with survivorsof the Van region,who tell how the "Armeniansskinned
the men, castratedthem, and rapedand impaled the women." Women and girls
threw themselvesinto rivers to escapetheir tormentors*® Many thousandsof
Armenianswho fearedpunishmenfor the atrocitiesthey had committed,writes a
Turkishhistorian,fled with theretreatingRussiartroopsinto the Caucasus’

Armenian writers, in contrast,speakof their peoplefleeing for their lives
and being forced to leave all of their property>* They also make chargesof
massacresAccording to Dadrian, after the Turks retook Van in August 1915
"some55,000Armeniansin the outlying villages of Van were mercilesslyhunted
down and killed.">? The figure of 55,000 murderedArmenianscomesfrom Dr.
Usshe, who reportedthatthe Russiangollectedandcrematedhis numberof dead
Armeniansin the province®® Accusationsthat wells endedup full of bodiesand
accountsof the suicide of violated women who drowned themselvesin rivers
appearin the writings of both sides.None of theseallegationsof atrocties are
supportedby hard evidence,but given the strong hatred that had devdoped
betweenArmeniansand Muslims by the springof 1915andin view of the known
ferocity of thefighting, someof thesechargeamaywell betrue.

Turkish authorsmaintainto this day that the rebellionat Van wasdesigned
and timed to facilitate the advanceof the RussiansWhetherintendedfor this
purposeor not, the insurrectioncertainly had this effect. It forced the Turks to
withdrawtroopsfrom their operationsn the CaucasusegionandPersiaandmove
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themto Van to suppressherebellion® Two Germandiplomatsandofficerson the
scene, one of them friendly toward the Armenian cause, agreed that the
insurrectionwasa premeditatedindertaking Accordingto ScheubneRichter,the
Germanvice-consulin Erzurum,the Armeniansat Van had beencollecting arms
for sometimed at first only for defenseagainsta possiblemassacre;but later
probablyalso for an armeduprising.” Only in Van, he noted,did the Armenians
preparea revolution or insurrection;in other placesit was a matter of self

defens€® The German staff officer Felix Guse, too, speaksof a "prepared
undertaking.®®

The Armenian position is that the insurrection,as Dadrian puts it, was
aimed at preventing "the Turks from deporting and destroyingthe Armenian
populationof the city and its environs">” Two weeks earlier deportationshad
startedin Cilicia. The new governor,CevdetPashawasan avowedenemyof the
Armenians and had started massacresin the villages of the province. The
precipitatingeventis supposedo havebeenthe murderof four Dashnakieaders,
two of whomweremembersf parliament?

Three Americanmissionariesn Vand Clarenceand ElizabethUssherand
GraceKnapm supportthe Armenianversionof events."Although the Vali callsit
arebellion," wrote Mrs. Ussherin her diary on the day the fighting started,"it is
really an effort to protectthe lives and homesof the Armenians'>® GraceKnapp
wrote that the governor had "planned a general massacreof his Armenian
subjects.®® The Russian foreign minister, Serge Sazonov,in a cable to his
ambasadorin London on May 15, 1915, expressé the view that the uprisng
undoubtedlyhad beenthe result of a bloodbathwreakedby the Turks®* The
EnglishmanC. F. Dixon-Johnson,however, writing in 1916, saw "good and
sufficient reasonsfor believing that the Armeniansthemselvescommencedthe
troublesby risingin rebellion." The defeatof the Turkisharmyin the Caucasusnd
the absenceof the greaterpart of the local garrisonsand gendarmerigorovideda
propitiousmomentfor the plansof the revolutionarie$? More recentlyDyer has
thoughtit "probablethat CevdetPashamust bearmost of the blame,"thoughhe
addedthat he was "by no meansentirely certainthat someArmeniansin Van did
not haveplansfor arising.” ® The organizersof the uprisingfor obviousreasons
did not revealtheir true intentionsto anyoneoutsidetheir own circle, soit is likely
thatthereal cause®f theinsurretion will remainin dispute.

ARMENIAN SUPPORT FOR THE ALLIED WAR EFFORT

In Augustof 1914 (somesourcesgive an earlier date),the Dashnaksheld
their eighth congressat Erzurum. There exists no documentaryrecord of the
proceedingf this gathering,which appeargo havebeensecret,and Armenians
and Turks report different conclusions. With war about to break out,



88

representative®f the Young Turks are suposedto have made the following
propositionto the Dashnaks:

If the Armenian® the Turkish as well as the RussianArmenianswould
give active cooperationto the Turkish armies,the Turkish goverrment undera
Germanguaranteavould promiseto createafter the war an autonomousArmenia
(madeup of RussianArmeniaandthe threeTurkish vilayetsof Erzurum,Van and
Bitlis) underthe suzeraintyof the OttomanEmpire®*

The DashnaksHovannisianwrites, agreedto supportthe governmentn a
war with Russiabut turneddown the offer to fomentrebellionamongthe Russian
Armenians® According to a Turkish source, it was a representativeof the
Dashnaksvho approachedhe governorof Erzurumwith this demand:'Shouldthe
Ottoman Governmentdeclarewar on Russiaand attack Caucasiathe Ottoman
Governmentmust make a concretepromiseon the establishmenbf Armeniain
order to propagatethe arrangemenfor cooperationof the Armenianstherewith
Turkey."°®

The commandein-chief of the Ottomanarmyreportal thatthe Dashnakst
the Erzurumcongres$adadoptedhefollowing plans:

1. To preservdoyalty in tranquillity pendingthe declaratiorof war, butto
carryon with the preparationdor armingwith weapongeingbroughtfrom Russia
andothersto be obtainedocally

2. If waris declaredArmeniansoldiersin the OttomanArmy will join the
Russiararmywith theirarms.

3. If theOttomanArmy advanceso remaincalm.

4. Shouldthe Ottomanarmy thenretreator cometo a standstillposition,
to fo(rsgn armed guerilla bandsand begin programmedoperationsbehind army
lines.

A critic of the Dashnaksassertgthat the Turkish Dashnaksdid not keep
their promisesof loyalty to the Turkish causeand thus createda very dangerous
situationfor the Turkish Armenians.The "fate of two millions of their co-nationals
in Turkey might not haveprovedso disagrous,if moreprudencehadbeenusedby
the Dashnagleaders during the war.”® According to Yalman, the Turkish
government"warned the Armenian leadersin Constantinoplethat the whole
Armeniancommunitywould be held responsiblejn caseArmenianrevolutionary
organizationtook any hostile action.® It is known that Minister of War Enver
senta personalnoteto the Armenianpatriarch,in which he askedhim to restrain
the militants and their expressionsof support for the Allies.”” According to
AmbassadoMorgenthau Envertold him repeatedlyof warningsconveyedto the
Armenian patriarch that "if the Armenians made any attack on the Turks or
renderedany assistancdo the Russianswhile the war was pending,he will be
compelledio useextrememeasuresgainsthem.”*

After the outbreakof war betweenTurkey and Russia, Tsar Nicholas
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personally visited the Cawasusfront and conferred with Armenian leaders.
Catholicos Gevorg V, the supremehead of the Armenian church, praisedthe
Russianmonarchandexpressedegretthat no political changesadbeenachieved
despitethe benevolenceshownto the Armeniansby Russia."The salvationof the
Turkish Armeniansis possibleonly by deliveringthem from Turkish domination
and by creating an autonomousArmenia underthe powerful protectorateof great
Russia."Thetsarreplied:"Tell your flock, Holy Fatherthata mostbrilliant future
awaits the Armenians." Hovannisian, who reports this exchange comments:
"Though soothingand comforting to the political mind of the Armenians,such
statementslisturbedthe few who fearedthat the declarationsvould only deepen
the suspicionof the Itti-hadgovernmentowardits Armeniansubjects.*

Soonafterthe Erzurumcongresshe Russianbranchof the Dasmaksbegan
to organizevolunteersto fight the Turks on the Caucasudront. Most of the
volunteerswere Russiansubjects exemptfrom military service;but someof them
camefrom as far as America and Wesern Europe,and Turkish Armenians,too,
beganto crossthe border to join theseunits. An Armenian sourceput the total
number of these volunteers at fifteen thousand?® According to one of his
biographersthe famousArmenianmilitary commandeAnd ranik hadarrivedin
the Caucasuson August 2 and in a meeting with General Mishlayevsky,
commanderof Russianforcesin the Caucasuspointed out "the routesthrough
which the Russianarmy should advanceon Turkey."”* In addiion the volunteer
detachmentded by veteranArmenianrevolutiorry figuressuchas Andranik, Dro
(Igdir DrasdamatKanayan), and Garw, about a hunded and fifty thousand
Armeniansservedn theregularRussiararmies.

The Russiangovernmentis supposedto have furnished a large sum of
moneyfor the provisionof armsandtrainingfor Turkish Arrrie nians’® thoughthe
exactnumberof Turkish Armenianswho joined the Russianforcesis not known.
Turkish sourcesspeakof fifteen thou sandto fifty thousand® Pro-Armenian
authorscite smaller numbersSouren Aprahamianstatesthat General Andranik
"commandedsevento eightthousandTurkish Armenianvolunteers.” Amongthe
severalthousandArmenianvolunteerswrites Dadrian,were only "a few hundred
former Ottoman subjects.”® In the eyes of the Turks the distindion was
unimportant.As they sawit, the Armenianpeoplethe world over had thrown in
theirlot with the Allied causeandwerearrayedagainsthemin afateful struggle.

Oneof thefirst Turkish Armeniansto offer his servicego the Russianswas
Garegin Pasdermadjianthe Dashnakrevolutionarywho had participatedin the
seizureof the Ottomanbankin 1896, later had becomethe Armeniandeputyfor
Erzurumin the Turkish parliament,and was known by the revolutionaryname of
Armen Garo. He did so recalledPasdermadjiam his memoirs,despitewarnings
from someof his comradeghathis servicewith the Russianscould havenegative
effectsfor the Armeniansin Turkey." Many Turkish Dashnaksare saidto have
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expressederiousfearsof alarge-scalemassacré®

Armenianvolunteerunits contributedto the succesof the Russian winter
offensive. Turkish troops attackingon the Caucasudront at first had beenvery
successfulput they wereiill -preparedfor the harshwinter in the high mountains
andsoonhadto retreatamidstheavylossesOf the original ninetythousandnenin
Enver's Third Army, only twelve thousandcame back alive. The otherswere
killed, captured,died of hungerand diseaseor froze to death® By January4,
1915,Enverhadto admitdefeat,andheis supposedo haveblamedthe disastrous
outcomeon the treacherousctivities of the Armenians’ The major factor in the
Turkishrout, of course,wasthe lack of preparednes$or a winter campaign Still,
the Armenianvolunteerunits, organizedin six legionsof battalionsize eachand
reachinga total of eightthousando tenthousandmen,were of significantbenefit
to the RussiansFamiliar with the ruggedmountainougerrain,theyactedprimarily
asscouts,guides,and advanceguards.At the battle of Sarikamis, which marked
the final defeatof Enver'soffensive,their dedicatedand courageouservicedrew
the praiseof Russiammilitary commandersandevenof thetsar®

The Armenianvolunteerdeachmentscoming from Russianter-the Turks
charge werejoined by Armeniandesertergrom the Etonianarmy, who destroyed
bridges, raided convoys, and did everyr possible to facilitate the Russan
advancé? A historiancloseto heDashnakappeargo confirmthis chargewhenhe
speakf guerllafightersin the Caucasiartampaignwho distributedarmsto the
feasantsand thus savedmany lives. Eventually, he writes, "the mourts swarmed
with Armenianirregulars."® A Frenchmilitary his-r an too, links the Ottoman
Armenian volunteersto the partisanswho attacked isolated Turkish units®
Pasdermadjiamoted with pride chat the Armenian resistancemovementin the
summerof 1915tied down five Turkish divisionsandtensof thousand®f Kurds,
who therdore were not able to fight the Russianson the Caucasusgront.®” Not
surprisingly,the Turks eventuallycameto considerthe Armeniansa fifth column
and decidedto take decisivemeasureso put an endto thesetreasonablections.
AmbassadoMorgenthaureportedto Washington on July 10, 1915, that "because
Armenianvolunteers,many of them Russiansubjects havejoined RussianArmy
in the Caucasusaind becausesomehave beenimplicatedin armedrevolutionary
movementsand othershavebeenhelpful to Russiansn their invasionof Van dis-
trict, terriblevengeancés beingtaken."® The Turkish positionis thattheissuewas
not revengebut nationalsurvivalin a situationof extremedanger.

Threatsof an Armenianinsurrectionwerealsoa worrisomeprobdem for the
Turksin Cilicia. Thefirst outbreakof violencetook placein Zeitun,an Armenian
town in the mountainsnorthwestof Marashthat had kept its independencevell
into the nineteenthcenturyand was the centerof a strongHunchakorganization.
During the Turkish mobilization none of the inhabitantsof Zeitun accepted
enlistmentin the army, and by the end of 1914 clashesbetweenArmenianbands
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and gendarmes$adtakenplace.On February23, 1915, the Frenchambasadorin
Moscow reported that representative®f an Armenian revolutionary group in
Zeitun had arrived in the CaucasusAlmost fifteen thousandmen, the emissaries
declared,were readyto attack Turkish mesof communication,but they lacked
gunsand ammunition.The commanderof the RussianCaucasusarny wantedto
know whetherBritish and Frenchwarshipscould bring themarmsvia the port of
Alexandrettd? The British rejectedthis idea as impracticable becauseof the
difficulty of transporthg armsand ammunitioninto the interior. They suggested
thatif the Russianghoughtthatthe Armenianinsurgentsvere of military valueto
themthey shouldsupplythemthroughBlack Seaportsundertheir control 2

In early April of 1915Djemal Pashathe commandenf the Turkish Fourth
Army, reported that "bandits staged an armed attack against -gendarmerie
detachmentcarrying ammunition to Zeytun. Assaults upon the local army
barracks and the arrival of Turkish reinforcaments followed. Eventually the
Armeniansretreatedo a monasteryon the outskirtsof town andfrom thereinto the
mountains. Armenian sources essentially confirm these accounts. Young
Armeniansafterattackinganarmyconvoycarryingarms,hadsucceedeéh killing
five hundredsoldierswho had pursuedthem. Eventuallythe rebels,facing twenty
thousandTurkish troops, took refuge in the mountains? An Armenian woman
from Zeituntold the AmericanjournalistGeorgeSchreinerthatarmed Armenians,
hearingthat the British and French had taken Constantinoplehad attackedthe
barracksof the Turkish battalionstationedn the town. After holding their own for
two daysthey finally had to flee into the mountains”® Following the end of the
fighting, the morethantwenty thousandArmenianinhabitantswvereforcedto leave
the town. According to an Armenian pastor living in the region, Armenian
guerrillas continuedto operatein the mountains'for the whole four yearsof the
war andcausedhe Turkisharmymuchtrouble.®

A still more seriousthreatto the Turkish military positionin Cilicia came
from outsidethe country.In Decemberl912 CatholicosGevorgV had appointed
the prominentEgyptian ArmenianBoghosNubarto headthe Armenian National
Delegationwhich functionedasliaisonwith the WesternAllies. After theoutbreak
of war, Boghos Nubar beganto raise funds for Armenian volunteersin the
Caucasusanpaign.He alsooffered the help of the Turkish Armeniansfor aland
ing in Cilicia. Late in 1914 British and Frenchwarshipsbombardedhe harborof
Alexandrettaandothercoastalpoints. Following theseattacks,and especiallyafter
the Allied offensiveat the Dardanelleshhadboggeddownin the springof 1915,the
Armenianshad hopesthat the Allies would opena secondfront by landingtroops
at Alexandrettaor Mersina.Sucha force, it was believed,could cut the Baghdad
railway (runningonly forty-five miles awayfrom the coastline)andthus pardyze
the Turkish forcesin Mesopotamiaard Palestine whosesupples dependedipon
this railroad. BoghosNubar assuredSir JohnMaxwell, the British commandeiin
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Egypt, that his compatriotsin Cilicia would greetthe British soldiersasliberators
and would offer them"perfectand totalsupport: All they neededwas guns® A
similar assessmenwas madeby the Germanconsulin Adana.He had not come
acrossany evidenceof an Armenianconspiracy he reportedon March 13, 1915;
butif the Englishor Frenchcarriedout a successfulanding,"they will bereceived
with enthusiasnby all Christians.®® About a month later the Turkish authorities
accusedseveral Armeniansin the town of D°rt Y 9 (abouttwenty miles from
Alexandretta)of havingpassedsaluableinformationto Allied warships,andsome
wereexecuted” Offers of military help soonalsopouredin from otherpartsof the
Armenian diaspora.In early March of 1915 the Dashnakorganizaion in Sofia
proposedto land twenty thousand Armenian volunteersin Cilicia. Some ten
thousandwere to come from the Balkans, and anotherten thousandfrom the
United StatesThe volunteersknewthe countrysideandcould counton the support
of the local popuation.®® The ArmenianNational DefenseCommitteeof America
in Boston informed the British foreign secretaryon March 23, 1915, that after
dispatchingvolunteersto the Caucasust was now making "preparationsfor the
purposeof sendingvolunteersto Cilicia, where a large sectionof the Armenian
population will unfurl the banner of insurre¢ion against Turkish rule, a
circumstancewhich would greatly help to disperseand to preventthe onward
marchof the Turks againstEgypt." The DefenseCommitteeproposedo equipand
arm the volunteers.The British and French government,it was hoped, would
supply them with ammunitionand artillery.?® On July 24, 1915, the Armenian
National DefenseCommitteein Cairo onceagainofferedto Sir JohnMaxwell to
undertakea landingon the shoresof Cilicia.

Allow us to statethat the military campaignin questionwould require a
force of 10,000to 12,000 fighters to occupy Alexandretta,Mersin, and Adana
(together with the defiles) and ensurethe collaboration of 10,000 Armenian
volunteersand the total Armenianpopulationof the region. Becauseunderthose
probable circumstancesijt would be possibleto rely on the 25,000 Armenian
insurgentsin Cilicia and on the more to come rrom nearby provinces. This
formidableforce of closeto 50,000would evenbe ableto advancewell beyondthe
bordersof Cilicia and thus becomean assetfor the Allies. It would be just the
reiteration of an oft repeatedtruth, when we state that in Turkey only the
Armeniansof rrneniaand Cilicia are the inhabitantswith obviousinsurrectional
terdenciesagainstTurkishrule 1%

TheBritish took a dim view of theseproposalsThe Army Council hadlittle
confidencein the military ability of the Armenian volunteersor of the local
insurgents.There was concernaboutthe difficulty of transporting,training, and
equipping the volunteers;it was enoughof a chalenge, they noted, to find a
sufficient numberof rifles for the British forces'®* Moreover,and probablymost
importantly, in February 1915 a decision had been made to use all available
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military assetdor the attackagainstthe Dardanelles%? Summingup British policy
on the subject,Sir Harold Nicolsonnotedin a minute of Novemberl5, 1915, that
"geographicalstrategicand otherreasonsvould renderit impossiblefor the Allied
troopsto rendersuchassistancéo Armenianinsurgentsaswould savethemfrom
exterminationthe momentthe movementwas discovered.™® The evidencethus
clearly contradictsTurkishassertionshatthe Allies incited the Armeniansto rebel
or orderedthemto rise up1**

Boghos Nubar for sometime had been concernedthat the existenceof
Armenian volunteer units would provide the Turks with an excuseto commit
atrocities,and he eventuallyconcludecthatin orderto prevent Turkish retaliation
Armeniansshouldjoin the Allied forcesratherthanform a separateunit.*® Other
Armenians,however,kept presing for a landingin Cilicia, hoping againsthope
that such an operdion would hamper,if not halt, the deportationsthat were
underwayin all of Anatolia by the summerof 1915. "The massdeportations,
wrote the ArmenianNationalDefenseCommitteein Cairoto Sir JohnMaxwell on
July 20, "will causethe annihilationof the Armenianpopulation of the regionif
effective protectionis not extendedto them soon.*®® When the British showed
themselveainwilling to reconsideitheir rejectionof an Armenianvolunteerforce,
the Armeniansshifted their pressureto the French.On September2 a French
warshiphadresuedmorethanfour thousandArmenianswho hadtakenrefugeon
the mountainof MusaDaghon the Mediterraneartoastandhadfoughtoff Turkish
troopsfor fifty -threedays.Unwilling to sit idle in an Egypian refugeecamp,the
leadersof this group approachedhe Frenchand requestedhe formation of an
Armenianunit thatwould fight alongsidethe Frenchagainsthe Turks.

The Frenchgovernmenthad its eyeson gaining a foothdd in Syria and
Cilicia, but pressedby the Germansthey had beenable to sendno more thana
smalldetachmenof colonialtroopsto the Turkishfront. Hencethe Armenianoffer
of assistane had its appeal.During the fall of 1915 prolongednegotiationstook
place betweenthe British and Frenchaboutthe formation and training of sucha
force;andon February2, 1916,the Frend signedanagreementvith the Armenian
National DefenseCommitteein Egypt that providedfor the creationof a unit of
"irregular troops." Four hundredmen from the refugeesof Musa Dagh were to
form the nucleusof this formation, but other Armenianvolunteerscould alsojoin.
The unit wasto be employed"only in the districts of Cilicia and LesserArmenia
with which the Armenians are as natives familiar: and that at the earliest
opportunitythat may seemadvisablefrom a military point of view." The Arme-
nians had to agree that "the Allied Governmentsare free of any moral
responsibilityfor reprisalsor actsof violenceon the part of the Turks that may be
regardechsreprisalsfor the employmentof thesevolunteers.*®’ The British were
askedto agreeto the useof Cyprusfor the training of the Armenianvolunteer
force,andthis consentwasfinally givenin Septembeof 1916.BoghosNubaralso
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decidedto go along,thoughhe urgeddiscretion'®

The Frenchwere well awarethat the Armenianswere hoping to use the
military contributionof the volunteergo strengthertheir claimsfor anindependent
Armenianstate.Hencethe FrenchhedgedwhenBoghos Nubar soughtassurances
that after the Allied victory the "national aspirations"of the Armenian people
would be satisfied"® The samesentimentof cautionmay explainwhy, whenthe
FrenchMinistry of War formally establishedhe new formationon Novemberl5,
1916,it wasgiventhe namelLegiond'Orientratherthan ArmenianLegionandwhy
the volunteerunit had to wait nearly two yearsbeforeit sawaction. The French
also openedthe new unit to Syriansand Arabs, thus further diluting its special
Armeniancharacter.

Not surprisingly, Armenianrecruiterswere the most active; and by 1918
somefour thousandArmeniansfrom all over the world had arrivedin Cyprusfor
military training. In July of that year the Legion d'Orient, composedof three
battalionsof Armeniansandonecompanyof Syrians,wasfinally sentto Palestine,
where it participatedin the victorious offensive of Gen. Edmund Allenby in
Palestineand Syria. After the signing of the armisticeof Mudros on October30,
1918, the Frenchsentthe three Armenian battalions(now called the Armenian
Legionandpossessings own flag) to occupyCilicia. Therethe ArmenianLegion
quickly beganto engagen actsof revengeagainsthe Turkish population.Turkish
authorsspeakof atrocitiessuchasrapingthe women,killing innocentwomenand
children, and putting fire to the mosquesafter having filled them with local
Muslims," but evenoutsideobserversoncedehatthe Armeniantroopscommited
numerouscrimes**® Eventually the legion was disbanded though many of its
membersstayedn Cilicia.

The extentto which the Turks knew of the Allied discussionsnd plansfor
an Armenianlanding and insurrectionin Cilicia is not clear. Coordinatedfor the
mostpartby BoghosNubar,appealdor enlisimentandfinancial assistancéo send
volunteersto the Caucasusad appearedn Europeanand Americannewspaers,
thoughthe recruitmentfor the Legion d'Orientwas carriedout morediscreetly.In
early May 1916 a Turkish courtmartial in Constantinople after having tried
BoghosNubarin absentiasertencedthe Armenianstatesmaro deathfor having
collaboratedwith the French,English, and Russiansand having raisedfunds for
Armenian volunteersin the Caucasus™ The Turks also caughtagents that the
British had landedon the coastlineof Cilicia and thus may have learnedsome
detailsaboutthe Allied plans™? Whateverthe degreeof Turkish knowledge the
Armenians'eagernesto fight alongsidethe Allies andtheir promiseof aninsur
rection by local revolutionariescertainly speakfor themselvesThe fact that the
Armenianvolunteersactuallyjoinedthefighting againstthe Turksin Palestineand
Syria only nearthe end of the war in the summer of 1918is irrelevantin this
context:aswe haveseenthe delaywasnot dueto any Armenianrestaint.
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After the war had endedand at the Paris peaceconferencein 1919 the
Armenianstalkedwith pride aboutthe importantcontributionthey had madeto the
Allied victory. In a letter written on October29, 1918, to Frenchforeign minister
StephenPichon, Boghos Nubar assertedthat the Armeniansin fact had been
belligerentssincethey had fought alongsidethe Allies on all fronts. Betweensix
hundredand eight hundredvolunteershad servedon the westernfront with the
FrenchForeignLegion, and only forty were still alive; threebattalionshadtaken
the field in the Middle Eastand had beencited by General Allenby for their
courageanda hundredandfifty thousanchadfoughtin the Russiararmyandhad
held the front in the Caucasusafter the Russianshad droppedout of the war in
191712 The Armenianstherdore deservedtheir independenceand their own
country."We havefoughtfor it. We havepouredout our blood for it without stint.
Our peoplehave played a gallant partin the armiesthat have won the victory."”
Armenia, BoghosNubar told the peaceconferenceon March 8, 1919, had been
devastatedby the Turks"in retaliationfor our unflagging devotionto the causeof
the Allies."***

This rhetoric undoubtedlywas designedto win the supportof the peace
conferencefor an independentArmenia, and in this respectthe Armenianswere
not unduly modest.Encouragedby the promisesof liberation from the Turkish
yoke madeby British prime ministersHerbert Henry Asquirh and David Lloyd
George, theyclaimednot only the six easterrprovincesof Anatoliabut alsoCilicia
in orderto havea port on the Mediterraneanin noneof theseprovincesdid the
Armeniansconsrirutea majority of the population,andtheseextravagantiemands
thereforerequiredpowerful supportingargumentsstill, the essentiafactsput forth
by the Armeniandelegatiorwere correct.The Armenianshad supportedhe Allies
in a variety of ways;andif more of themdid not actually getto do battle against
the hated Turkish foe it was not for want of trying. Authorized by their highest
authorties, the commitmentof the Armeniansto the Allied causehadbeenstrong,
andthey hadexpressedt in word anddeedboth during and after the war. In July
1915BoghosNubarhad assuredhe British high commandn Egyptthata landing
in Cilicia would havethe supportof "the total Armenianpopulationof theregion,"
andfrom all we know this was not an idle boast.In easternAnatolia, too, aswe
have seen,Armenianassistancéo the Russianshad beenextensive None of this
can serveto justify what the Turks did to the Armenians,but it provides the
indispensabldistorical contextfor the tragedythat ensuedGiventhis context,the
Armenians can hardly claim rhat they suffered for no reasonat all. Ignoring
warningsfrom manyquarers,large nunmbersof themhadfoughtthe Turks openly
or playedtherole of a fifth column;not surprisingly,with their backsagainstthe
wall, the Ottomansreactedresolutely,if notviciously.
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THE PUNISHMENT OF EXCESSES

Turkish authorshave admittedthat the deportationswvere accompaniedy
regrettableexcesseswhich deprivedthe deportee®f their propertyandled to the
killing of defenselesmen,women,andchildren.Someof thesekillings aresaidto
havebeentheresultof the stronghatredbetweenMuslims and Armenians;in other
instancedocal officials condonedthe murders.However,they insist, the Ottoman
governmentdid what it could to halt theseexcesses'The governmentarrested
thosewho wereresponsibldor this, asfar asit wasableto determinethe culprits
andsentthemto the martiallaw court. Quite a few of themwereexecuted **®

Talaat Pashahimself acknowledgedhe occurrenceof crimes againstthe
deporteesln his posthumousnemoirsthe wartime Ottomanminister of theinterior
spokeof abusesndatrocities:

I admit that the deportationwas not carried out lawfully everywhere.ln
some placesunlawful acts were committed. The already existing hatred among
Armenians and Mohammedansjntensified by the barbarousactivities of the
former, had createdmanytragic consequencesomeof the officials abusedtheir
authority,andin many placespeopletook the preventivemeasuresnto their own
handsandinnocentpeopleweremolestedl] confesst. | confessalso,thatthe duty
of the Governmat wasto preventtheseabusesand atrocities,or at leastto hunt
downandpunishtheir perpetratorseverely-'°

The documentaryrecord confirms that Talaat Pashawas aware of these
excesseat thetime thatthey occurred.In a messagéo Diarbekir provincesenton
June 29, 1915, Talaat Pashaexpressedhis concern about the massacresof
Armeniansthat had occurredin the province (though his main interestin this
dispatchappearso havebeenthe protectionof non-ArmenianChristians):

It has beenreportedto us that the Armeniansof the province of Diyar-
bekir, along with other Christians, are being massacred,and that some
700 Armenians and other Christians, were recently slaughteredin Mar-
din like sheep after having been removed from the city through nightly
operations. The number of people thus far slain through such massacres
is estimatedto be 2,000. It is feared that unless these acts are stopped
definitely and swiftly the Muslim population of the region too may pro
ceed to massacrethe general Christian population. The political and dis
ciplinary measures... adopted against the Armenians are absolutely not
to be extended to other Christians as such acts are likely to create a very
bad impression upon public opinion. You are ordered to put an immedi
ate end to these acts lest they threatenthe lives of the other Christians
indiscriminatelyKeepusinformedof thetrue stateof the matter*’

As AmbassadorMorgenthaureportedto Washingtonon May 2, 1915,
Talaat had told him that "instructions had beensent by the Porte to provincial
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authoritiesto protectall innocentpeoplefrom molestationand that any official
who disobeyedheseorderswould be punished.**®On August 28 Talaatrepeated
this warning:"In caseswherethe emigrantswill be the objectof anattackwhether
in the campsor during their journey, stop the assailantsmmediatelyandrefer the
caseto the court martial with particulars."Thosewho acceptedoribesor abused
womenwereto be dismissedcourtmartialed,and severelypunished™® A similar
orderaddressedo the governorsof the provinces,issuedon August 29, stressed
that the aim of the Armenianrelocationswas the preventionof activities against
the government;the "decisionis not intendedto destroyinnocentpeople" The
orderprovidedfor the prosecutionof all those"who attackthe convoys,andthose
who engagen robberies,and who commit rape,succumbingo bestialfeelings."”
The provincesand districts were to be held responsiblgor any suchincidents?°
On September2 the GermanambassadorPrince Ernst Wil-helm Hohenlohe
Waldenburg,who had beengiven copiesof theseorders,repoted to Berlin that
Talaathad told him of his intention to proceedto the provincesas soon as the
military situation allowed it, "in order to supervise the conscientious
implementation of these orders.*® On December 18, after his return from
Anatolia, Talaattold ambasadorPaul von Wolff-Metternich that he had taken
comprehensiveneasure$o ensurehatoffensesagainsthe propety andlife of the
Armenianswould be punishedseverely.More thantwenty persongound guilty of
suchoffenseshadbeenexecuted®

The sameacknowledgmenbf excessesan be found in a Turkish white
paperof February1916 that was distributedby the Ottomangovernmentto the
foreign legationsin Constantinopleon March 1. Entitled "The Truth aboutthe
ArmenianRevolutionaryMovementandthe MeasuresT akenby the Government,”
it assertedhatin orderto assurethe tranquillity and securityof the countryit had
been necessaryto transfer the Armenians to secure locations "During the
applicationof this measurethe Armenianswere sometimesvictims of regrettable
abusesandviolence,"made"inevitable becausef the profoundindignationof the
Moslem populationagainstthe Armenianswho tried by revolutionandtreasonto
placein dangerthe existenceof the very courtry of which they werecitizens."In
one case,severalgendarmegguardng a convoy had even been "killed by the
furious population." However, the governmenthad taken all possible stepsto
protectthe lives andpropertyof the Armenians:®

On May 5, 1916, TalaatPashatold a specialcorrespondentf the Berliner
Tagehlattin an interview that he knew that Armenian deporees had been
massacred:'Unhappily bad officials, into whose handsthe executionof these
orders[deportationlhadbeencommitted wentinto unreasonablexcesse@ doing
their duty." Thesetragic events, he added, "have causedme more than one
sleeplessight.”** In areport to the annualmeetingof the CUP in late September
of thatyear, Talaatis reportedto haveadmittedthe sameexcessesnd mentioned
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the formationof commission®f inspection:® And in a speechat the lastcongress
of the CUP on Novemberl, 1918, he againacknowledgedincidents,"thoughhe
arguedthat thesehad beenexaggeratedby the Armenianand Greekpress."Many
officials usedforce and violencemore than was necessaryln many areassome
innocentpeopleunjustlyfell victim. | admitthis."*®

The sincerity with which Talaat Pashaexpressedhese regretsand the
forthrightnesswith which he respondedto the excessesommitted againstthe
Armenianshave beenquestioned at the time aswell aslater. On Septembe,
1915, the Austrian ambassadorwho had beentold of Talaat'sorder forbidding
attackson convoys,expressedhis sugicion that this could representin attemptto
misleadforeign ambassdors. It remainecdto be seenwhetherthis decree|f it was
really issued would be implemented? The Germanconsulin Adana,too, spoke
of a"bold deception,"sincethe decreesf late Augustwere soonsupesededby a
secondorder that annulledthe earlier provisions**® More recently, Taner Akcam
hasspokenof TalaatPasha'swo-track systemin which publicly issuedorderswere
later canceledby specialemissariesor telegrams?® The evidenceto substantiate
sucha systemis slim. AmbassadomHohenlohethought that Talaat'sorders had
failed to achieve their effect becauseof the arbitrary rule of the provincial
authorities™® Or perhapsit was just the usual Turkish habit to assumethat
somethingvould happerafteranorderhadbeennicely put downon paper.

As regardsDjemal Pashacommanderof the Turkish FourthArmy in Syria
and Palestineand anothertop CUP leader,thereis reliable evidencethat he took
steps to prevent violence against the Armenians and actually punished
transgressorsl he Germanconsulin Aleppo, Walter Rossler reportedon April 1,
1915, that a decreeissuedby Djemal Pashaon March 29 had forbidden private
individualsto interferewith governmentahbffairs. Every Muslim who attackedan
Armenianwould face a courtmartial*! Later that year Djemal Pashaprovedthat
he meantto enforcethis order. Two Turkish officers, CerkezAhmed and Galatali
Halil, were implicatedin atrocitiesagainstArmeniandeporeesin the vilayet of
Diarbekir andwere held responsibldor the murderof two Armenianmembersof
parliament(Krikor ZohrabandSeringuian Vartkes).At the requesbf Djemalthey
werearrestedhe momentthey cameinto territory underhis jurisdiction, tried by a
courtmartialin Damascusandsentencedo be hanged:*

There are other examplesof Djemal Pasha'sefforts to punish those
responsiblefor atrocitiesagainstthe Armenians.After the transitcampat Islahia
(northof Aleppo) hadbeenthe sceneof repeatedattacksby Kurdsandwomenand
children had beenkilled, Djemal ordered severemeasuresagainstthe culprits;
several Kurds who were caught were hanged.B3On February 15, 1916 the
Austrian consulin DamascusKarl Ranzi, reportedthat dueto the interventionof
Djemal Pashaan officer of the gendarmeriewas executedfor seriousoffenses

againstthe honorand propery of Armenianrefugeeghere®* EvenDadrian,who
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doesnot generallypraiseCUP leadersconcedeshat Djemal Pashavasoneof the
few leadinglttihadistswho "refusedto embracethe secretgenocidalagendaof the
party'stop leadershipand wheneverthey could tried to resistand discouragethe
attendantmassacres-* The other personcreditedby Dadrianwith sucha role is
the commandeof the Turkish Third Army, GeneraNMehib Pashawho in February
1916is saidto havecourtmartialedand hangedthe commandewnf a gendamerie
unit andhis accompliceresponsibldor the massacref two thousandArmeniansin
alaborbattalion*

Turkish authorsstresghatthe Ottomangovernmenfrom an early datetook
noteof therobbingandkilling of Armeniansbeingrelocatecandin thefall of 1915
thereforesentout commissionsof inquiry to investigatetheseabusesA special
investigativecouncilin the Ministry of War examinedrregularitiesandperformed
this task until early 1918. Accordingto the white paperof 1916, the government
"promulgateda speciallaw to safeguargropertybelongingto deportedArmenians
and it chargedthe appliaation of this law to a commision composed of
experiencedand capable functionaries.It likewise sent inspection committees
which madeonthe-spotinvestigationsand referredto court martialsthosewhose
guilt hadbeenestablished®’ The Turkish historianKamuranGiirun, relying onan
archival source,writes that 1,397 individuals were tried by military courts for
offensesagainstArmeniars andthatsomereceivedthe deathpenalty->®

The TurkishjournalistAhmedEmin Yalman(in abook publishedm 1930)
gquestionedthe effect of the investigations."Some minor offenders were really
punished; but those favoring the deportationsbeing ‘ery influential in the
Government,the whole thing amountedmore to  demonstrationrather than a
sincereattemptto fix completerespmsbility.” *** Dadrian,relying on copiesof the
reportsof the commissionsof inquiry preservedn the archivesof the Armenian
patriarchaten Jerusalemassertghatthe mandateof the commisgons waslimited
to the misappropriatiorof propertyand that the matterof the massacresvas not
partof their investigativetask. He quotesfrom severalreportsthatindeedrefer to
plunderandfraud, thoughin oneinstancea reportalsospeakf the punishmenpf
attacksagainstArmenians-*° EdwardNathan the Americanconsulin Mersina,on
November 6, 1915, mertions the arival of an imperial commissioner"to
investigate the abusesof local officials regardingthe taking of the personal
property of the deported Armenians.** The place in questionsaw no mass
killings, so the fact that this investigationdealt only with the theft of Armenian
propertydoesnot necessarilydisprovethe occurrenceof investigationdor killings
in otherplaces.

TalaatPashahimself lends supportto the argumentthat the invedigations
and consequenpunishmentwverelimited in scope.In his posthumousnemoirshe
writes thatin "many places,wherethe property and goodsof the deportedpeople
were looted, and the Armenians molested, we did arrest those who were
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responsibleand punishedthemaccordingto the law." However,he adds,although
many of the guilty were punished,"'most of themwere untouched.'This group of
offendersincludedthat large group of Turks who insistedthat the Armeniansbe
punishedfor the massacreof innocentMuslims and their help to the "Armenian
bandits."

The Turkish elementsherereferredto were shortsighted,fanatic, and yet
sincerein their belief. The public encouragedhem, and they had the geneal
approvalbehindthem. Theywere numerousandstrong.Their openandimmediate
punishmentwould have arousedgreatdiscontentamongthe people,who favored
their acts.An endeavoto arrestandpunishall thesepromoterswould havecreated
anarchyin Anatoliaat atime whenwe greatlyneededunity... .Wedid all we could,
but we preferredto postponethe solutionof our internd difficulties until after the
defeatof our externalenemies:*

Talaat'sacknowledgmenthat mostof the guilty remainedunpurisheddoes
not distinguishbetweentypes of offenses.We do not learnfrom it whetherthe
massacre of Armenians was punished less frequently than the unlawful
appropriationof Armenianproperty.The documentaryecordhasmanyreferences
to the dismissaland punishment of officials who enrichedthemselvedy seizing
Armenian property, including governors®® However, practically all the
punishments

for killings thatwe know of took placein provincesunderthejurisdiction of
Djemal Pashawhoserecordin this respectis unigque,as we have seen.Turkish
claimsthat the Ottomangovernmengenerallydid whatit couldto investigateand
prosecutecrimes againstthe relocated Armenians thus appearto be less than
convincing.The mannerin which theseprosecutionsvereimplementedas Talaat
Pashahimself admited, let mostof the guilty escapeandprobablyreachedonly a
smallnumberof thoseresponsibldor massacres.

ARMENIAN ATROCITIES :
A CiviL WAR WITHIN A GLOBAL WAR

The Turkishgovernmentindmany Turkish historiars arguethat"the events
of 1915 canbestbe describedasa civil war within a global war."** In this civil
war the numberof Muslim deathss saidto havebeenfar higherthanthe number
of Armenian deaths.A TurkishrAmerican publicationissuedin 1997 saysthat
more than a million Muslims "lost their lives in intercommunalfighting."*®
Accordingto the memoirsof Djemal Pashgpublishedin 1922,oneanda half mil-
lion Turks and Kurds died as a result of Armenian atrocities'*® The Turkish
historian Mim Kemal Oke statesthat this figure is confirmed by statistical
information gatheredfrom documentsdiscoveredsince Djemal Pashamadethis
estimatejn additionto massacredjowever,heincludesamongthe cause®f death
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"migrations, diseaseswar, famine and climatic conditions," most of which, of
course cannotbe blamedon the Armenians?’

We do know that easternAnatolia in 1915 16 was the sceneof heavy
combatandthat Armenianvolunteerandguerrillaunitstook anactive partin these
battles.Due to the changingfortunesof war andthe seesawindront lines, the area
wasconqueredandreconqueredeveralimes; hencethe local populationsuffered
greatly. No reliable information is available on the total number of civilian
casualtieghat occurredduring this period or on the role of Armenianatrocitiesin
accountingfor theselosses.That the fighting was ferociousandlittle quarterwas
givenby eithersideis mentionedin manysourcesEurgoeanmissionariesn Van,
as we have seenearlier, observedthe brutalities committed by all partiesto the
conflict. Many allegations of atrocities are probably fabrications, and others
involve grossexaggertdons, but manyare probablytrue. This is the largercontext
in which Turkish chargeghatthe Armeniansinstigateda civil war andcommited
numerousatrocitiesmustbe evaluated.

Both Turks and Armenianshave accusedeach other of horrible crimes
while at the sametime denyingor minimizing the misdeedscommittedby their
own forces. In only a few instanceshave Armenian writers acknowledgedthe
killing of Turkish civilians. In a memoir privately publishedin 1954, Haig
Shiroyanrecalledthe sadfate of his hometown Bitlis: "The Turks hadkilled and
exiled all Armenians,looted their homes,burneddown their housesThe Russian
victorious armies, reinforced with Armenian volunteers,had slaughteredevery
Turk theycouldfind, destroyedeveryhousethey entered The oncebeautiful Bitlis
city, undertheretreatingfeet of defeatedsoldiersandincomingconqueringarmies,
wasleft in fire andruins."**® PastorAbrahamHartunianrelateshow Armeniansin
thevillage of Fundejak nearthe city of Marash,who faceddeportationin late July
1915, "determinedto rebel. Having disposedof aboutsixty Turks living in the
village they were readyto fight for their lives."® The American relief worker
StanleyKerr, drawingon anotherArmeniansource corfirms this massacré® The
pastor'schoiceof the word "dispose"to describethe killing of Turkishvillagersis
typical of Armenianwriting, in which, as Dyer hascorrectly observed,"Muslim
massacresf Christiansarea heinousandinexcusableutrage;,Christianmassacres
of Muslimsare,well, understandablard forgivable.** Turkish writers, too, have
said little aboutcrimescommittedby their compatriots,which hasnot prevented
Westernauthorsfrom dwelling on Turkish misdeedswhile saying little about
atrocitiescommittedby Armenians.Turkish crimes,observedArnold Toynbeein
1922,"are undoubtedlyexaggerateth the popularWesterndenunciationsandthe
similar crimes committed by Near Easten Christiansin parallel situationsare
almostalwayspassedverin silence.**

The Turkish side haspublishedthe testimonyof Muslim villagersfrom the
areasof Van, Bitlis, andMushwho aresaidto havesurvivedArmenianmassacres.
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Hereis anexampleof thekind of experienceslescribedn this book:

I amfrom the Gollii village. The Armeniansrevoltedwhenthe armyin Van
retreatedtoward Erzurum. Our mothersand fatherswere all slain by Armenians.
My father,a gendarmewasamongthosekilled. Thevillagersin Mollkasim, Amik,
Sihayne,Gollii, Hidir, Kurtsatan,and Kopriikoy were also murdered Partof our
village hid in Zeve and were later killed, but we were ableto escapeArmenians
torturedandinflicted all typesof crueltieson the peoplethey kidnapped.They cut
up pregnantwomenand removedthe unbornchildrenwith bayonetsThey raided
andburnedall of the Muslim villages, murderingmen,women,youngandold.**®

Similar accoums can be found in published documentsfrom Turkish
archives.A district governorreportedon March 4, 1915,that local Armenians,in
concertwith Armenianvolunteersin the Russianarmy, had murderedforty-two
men and thirteen women in the village of Merhehu. They had raped, cut off
breastsburneda babyin an oven, and so forth.*** Numerousreportstell of the
destructionof mosquesand other public buildings. According to the Turkish
historian Salahi Sonyel, "the Dashnaktsutiuras a party bearsa major portion
respondility, for it wasoftentheleadingforcein perpetratinghesemassares.**
Nogales(a high-ranking South Americanofficer in the Turkish army) statesthat
whenthe OashnaeaderPasdermadjianvent over to the Russianshe took with
him "almostall the Armeniantroopsof the Third Army," only to returnwith them
soonafter,"burning hamletsand mercilesslyputting to the knife all of the peaceful
Musulmanvil lagersthat fell into their hands.**® The Turkish journalist Yalman
writesthatwithin eighteerdaysalmostthe entire populationof a hurdredandforty
thousandMuslims on the plain of ElashkirdBayizid had been massacredoy
Armenian volunteer soldiers helped by local Armenians->’ According to Felix
Guse both Russiarand Turkish Armeniansparticipatedn theseatrocities™®

Some allegationsof massacreswvere made during and immediately after
World War 1.2*° The Austrian ambassadoon August 19, 1915, wrote of "large-
scalemassacresf Turks" by Armeniansthathadtakenplacebut addedthatit was
not clear whetherTurks or Armenianshad startedsuchkillings. **° At the main
courtmartial of the CUP leadeship, the deputyprosecutoiResadBey, seekingto
justify the deportéion of the Armenian community, charged that Armenian
revolutiorary bandsin the provincesof Van, Bitlis, and Erzurumhad massacred
without mercymanythousandsf women,children,andold people!®* The Turkish
senator Ahmed Riza, whom Dadrian praises as concernedabout Armenian
sufferingandasa manwho "valiantly challengeahe Ittihadist powerwielders,
n amemorandundatedMarch 17,1919, calledfor aninternationalinquiry into the
crimes committedagainstthe Muslim populationby Armenianbandsbefore the
deportatiorof the Armeniancommunity*®

Strongerevidenceexistsfor the occurrenceof Armenianatrocitiesduring
the last two years of the war. These crimes took place after the Armenian
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deportationsand massacre®f 19156 and thereforecan be consideredacts of
revenge Neverthelessthe large numbersand greatcruelty of thesekillings prove
that the Armenianside was fully capableof committing horrible deeds,and this
rinding lendssomecredbility to Turkishchargeof earlierArmenianatrocities.

In January 1916 the Russians,led by advance guards of Armenian
volunteers,took Diarbekir. "The Moslems who did not succeedin escaping,"
recalledthe AmericanmissionaryGraceKnapp, "were put to death.*®* According
to Vatche Ghazarian,in July 1916 an Armenian volunteerunit "attackedseven
Turkish villages, destroyedthem, and killed the Turkish population. This attack
had a two-fold purposé to avenge hundredsof thousandsof massacred
Armenians,and to provide future security.*®> The special correspondenof the
Manctester Guardian,M. Philips Price, in November1916 spentseveralweeks
with RussiarArmenian volunteersin the Lake Van area,during which time he
observedhekilling of severalKurdishvillagers.This happenedhe noted,because
the Armenianvolunteerssaw "absolutelyno difference betweencombatantsand
noncombatants."*One of the reasonsfor the eventual disbandmentof the
Armenianvolunteer units is said to have beenthe chargethat they were killing
noncombatanti the occupiedterritories®’

A British political officer, Major E. W. C. Noel, reportedon March 12,
1919,thatafter "three monthstouring throughthe areaoccupiedanddevastatedby
the RussianArmy andthe Christian Army of revengeaccompanyinghemduring
the springandsummerof 1916,1haveno hesitationin sayingthatthe Turks would
be ableto makeout asgood a caseagainsttheir enemiesasthat presentecigainst
the Turks." Accordng to the unanimoustestimony of local inhaktants and
eyewitnessed\oel wrote, the Russiansactingon the instigationandadviceof the
Nestoriansand Armenianswho were with them, had "murderedand butchered
indiscriminatelyany Moslemof the civilian populationwho fell into their hands."
Therewas "widespreadwholesaleevidenceof outragescommittedby Christians
on Moslems." The destructionwas enomous, and "anything more thoroughand
completewould bedifficult to imagine."*®®

After the Russianrevolution of March 1917 Russiansoldiersdesertedn
large numbersMost of the front lines from thenon were held by Armenianunits
of the Russianarmy, who were joined by volunteersfrom the Turkish Armenian
population*®® The Turkish army was able to stagea successfuloffensive, and
during the Armenian retreat numerousnew atrocities were committed. When
Turkish forces enteredthe city of Erzinjan in February 1918, they found a
destroyedcity and hundredsof bodiesin wells and shallow graves.An Armenian
author writes that the Armenianfighters who were forced to withdraw from the
city, intent upon vengeance,fell upon the Turkish homes and "committed
extraordinaryacts.?’® A Turkish report speaksof people being forced into
buildingsthatthenwereseton fire.!"* Erzurumfell soonthereafterandthere,too,
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largenumbersof Muslim dead,including womenandchildren, werediscoveredA
Turkish sourcespeaksof 2,127 male bodiesthat were buried during the first days
afterthefall of thecity.'”? The pro-ArmenianFrenchauthorYves Ternonacknowt
edgesthat, following the Russianabandonmenof the Caucasudront, Armenians
massacredhe civilian populationof Turkish villagesand committed"unspeakable
crimes.*”®

Severalforeign observersavho toured the regionsometime later confirmed
the Armenianatrocities.A reportby two Americanofficers, Emory N. Niles and
Arthur E. Sutherlandwho visited eastermnatolia in the summerof 1919 in order
to ascertainthe need for relief aid), noted that in the region from Bitlis to
Trebizondhe Armenianscommittedupon the Turks all the crimesand outrages
which werecommittedin otherregionsby TurksuponArmenians At first we were
mostincredulousof the storiestold us, but the unanimity of the testimonyof all
witnessesthe apparenteagernessvith which they told of wrongsdoneto them,
their evidenthatredof Armenians,and, strongeswof all, the materialevidenceon
the ground itself, have corvinced us of the generaltruth of the facts, first that
Armenians massared Musulmanson a large scale with many refinementsof
cruelty, and secondthat the Armeniansareresponsibldor mostof the destruction
doneto townsandvillages*™

An American military missionto Armenia, led by Maj. Gen. JamesG.
Harbord, reported in 1920 that the "retaliatory cruelties [of the Armenians]
unquestionablyivaled the Turks in their inhumanity.*™ Muslims and Christians,
wrote the British military attachein Constatinople in a book publishedin 1925,
"showedthemselvesequallyvil lainousin their bestialities.Whicheverside got on
top massacrethe other."’® Takentogethemwith whatwe know abouteventsin the
city of Van andthe conductof the ArmenianLegionin Cilicia, thesereportsmake
it likely thatatleastsomeof the Turkishchargesaretrue.

Thetwo largewavesof Muslim refugeegeneratedby the Russiaradvances
into eastermAnatoliain the winter of 191415 andthe summer of 1916areanother
indication of the prevalenceof Armenianatrodgties. An Ottomancommissionon
refugeegeportedthat more thaneight hundredandfifty thousandMvuslims hadto
flee their homesin order to escapethe fury of the conqueror.Thesewere the
officially regsteredrefugeesandthetotal numbermayhavebeenmorethana mil-
lion.*» Armenianunits were especiallyfearedand apparently were a major factor
in the flight of the Muslim population.The greatsuffering of theserefugeeshas
often beenignored by Westernauthors.That so many thousandsf peoplewere
despeate enoughto be willing to face a future of deprivationand deathlends
supportto the Turkish argument that these Muslim villagers abandonedtheir
homesbecausehey fearedbeing mistreatedand massacredy Armenianbands.
Germanstaff officer Guse writes that those who failed to flee were frequently
abusedandkilled by the RussiansndArmenians.’®
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Many of therefugeeshadto travellargedistanceon foot, andthe mortality
from starvationand diseasewas high. A Turkish report on the resettlemenif
refugeesfrom the war zone claims that by the end of October1916 as many as
702,900 refugeeshad been "resettled,fed, and given medical care as well as
clothes." 9 The report conceded that road conditions and the lack of
transportatiorvehicleshad hamperedcare for the refugeesbut this was a great
understatement he large exoduscaughtthe governmenunpreparedandthe help
that was evertually organizedfor the most part came too late. Only a few
provincesprovidedreal care;in mostplacesthe refugeeswere simply abandoned
to their fate 1*° This crisiswasa repeaiperformancef thefailure of resettlemenof
refugeedrom Tripoli andthe Balkansin 1914.

Accordingto observerson the scene the fate of the refugeeswas nothing
short of catastrophicThe Austrian consulin Samsunreportedon April 7, 1917,
thatthe lot of the refugeesvasgoing from badto worse.The distributionof bread
had ceasedveeksago; and casef deathby starvation,especiallyamongwomen
and children, were becomingever more frequent'®* The American missionary
HenryRiggsin Harputdescribedhe miserableconditionof the refugeeswho had
been put into the housesstill left standing after the deported Armenians had
abandonedhem:

Crowdingwasbeyondall reasonandyetit wasimpossibleto find placefor
ill without crowding theminto small quarters.In someof the houseshich were
designedfor a single family, there were as many asfifty or ixty people,and at
night the floor was literally coveredwith prostratepeopletrying to get a little
sleep.Lying on the floor closetogetherwith onlv coveringenoughof one blanket
for half a dozenpeople,and often not eventhat, it is not to be wonderedat that
diseasdbecameerribly prevalentHungerandprivation had weakenedhe people,
and hggdedtogetheras they were, epidemicsweptthroughthem and carried off
many.

Other missionariesreport similar conditions. Grace Knapp in Bit-lis
observedthat "hundredsof the fleeing Moslem civilians died from illness and
exposure.”® Ernst Christoffel in Malatia took note of the efforts of the Turkish
authoritiesto feedthe refugee but concludedthat therewas not enoughfood and
that "thousandgerishedon the way."® The Germanconsulin Sivas,Carl Werth,
returning from a journey to Erzurum and Erzinjan, reported that most of the
refugeesfleeingfrom the Armenianswho robbedandmassacrethem,died on the
roadsof hungerandcold }® The McCarthysestimatethat "more thanhalf of those
who survived the first battlesand massacresnust have becomerefugees.Judged
on the basisof the generalwartime mortality of the Ottomaneasternprovinces,
morethanhalf of theinternalrefugeesn eastermnatoliamusthavedied."°

Armenianauthorshaveignoredor deniedthe allegationsof atrocties. They
have also taken strong exceptionto the Turkish argumentthat the conflict in
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Anatoliawasa civil war in which the Muslim population suffereda largernumber
of deathsthanthe relocatedArmenians.As a resultof the conscriptionof all able
bodied males, arguesHadrian, the Armenianswere "an impotent, defenseless
minority" who were completely unable "to engagein armed conflict with the
omnipaentanddominantTurks andthe otherMuslims ruling over them."*#” adrian
also challengeghe McCarthys'numbers,which are saidto be basedon a faulty
methodof computation®® Vigen Guroian maintainsthat the relative numberof
victims is irrelevantandhasno bearingon the chargeof genocide'®

Dadrian'ssuggestionthat the Armenianswere "an impotent,deferseless
minority" unableto engagein armedconflict is both true andfalse. It is true that
the Armenianswere never strong enoughto preventthe deportationswhich in
most instanceswere carried out without encounteringany organizedopposition.
However aswe haveseenearlier,the Turkish Armenianswere ableto field large
numbersof fightersfrom their own ranks;andon the Caucasugront they hadthe
supportof thousandsof RussianArmenians,both regular troops and volunteer
detachmentsThesewell-armedArmenianunits were strongenoughto keeplarge
numbersof Turkishtroopstied down. Fighting herewasfierce andprotracted and
manyinnocentMuslimsdied.

On a more basiclevel, Dadrianis correctin pointing out that Muslim and
Armenianlossesof life wereincurredin different situations."By juxtaposingtwo
disparateordersof eventshe [McCarthy] createshe impressionthat by and large
theselossesareintegralcomponent®f a unitary event,namelywar, whethercivil
or international.**® Someof the Armenianswho perishedduring thoseyearsdied
as a result of battling their Turkish enemyin intercommunalfighting. But many
others lost their lives as a result of the deportationsand the massares that
accompaniedhis forcible dislocationof the Armenian conmunity. The Turkish
argumentthat the lossesof both sidesshouldbe subsumedinderthe label "civil
war" undoubtedlyhasthe purposeof deflectingattentionfrom this basicfact. The
large numberof corfirmed Armenianatrocitiesis irrelevantin this connectionand
doesnot makethe "civil war" argumentany more convincing.Dissentingfrom the
prevailing national consensusthe Turkish historian Selim Deringil has insisted
that "colossal crimes were committed againstthe Armenian peoplein eastern
Anatolia and elsewhere"and that "no historian with a consciencecan possibly
accepthe'civil war'line, which is atravestyof history."*** | agreewith this view.

THE RELEASE OF THE MALTA PRISONERS

Fearingthereleaseof all Turkishwar crimessuspectspn May 28,

1919 the British seizedsixty-sevenof the detaineesand moved them to
the islands of Mudros and Malta (see chapter 6); eventually all the pris
oners were held on Malta. Other Turkish political figures were arrested
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following the full military occupationof Constantinopleon March 16, and further

arrestscontinual duringtherestof the year.Yet British plansto try theseprisoners
for variouscrimes,including the massacref the Armenians,never materialized;
and all of the detaineesventuallywere releasedThe fact that the British never
prosecutedhe prisonersfor the Armenianmassacress cited by Turkish authors
asanothermproofthatthesemassacrerevertook placeor, atleast,thatthe Ottoman
regime should not be blamedfor them. The releaseof the Malta prisonerswrite

Orel and Yuca, ended the "fable" of Turkish responsibility for Armenian
massacres?

By August1920 the numberof prisonersheld on Malta hadrisento 118, but
the legal machinery for their prosecution was moving very slowly. The
Commissionof Responsibilitiesand Sanctionsof the Parispeaceconferencehad
proposedhatatrial of Turkishwar criminalsbe held by aninternationalor Allied
tribunal. The chargeswereto includethe mistreatmenof British prisonersof war
aswell asthe deportationsand massacresf the Armenians.However,the Allies
soonbeganto disagreeon the importanceof establishingsucha court. The French
and Italians hopedto securea foothold in Anatolia and thereforedid not want to
antagonizethe increasingly powerful Kemalists, who were strongly opposedto
having Turkish nationalsprosecutedy a foreign courtfor war crimes.The British
meanwhilewere anxiousto obtain the releaseof thirty British officers, soldiers,
and nationalstaken hostageby the nationalistson March 16, 1920, and they
thereforeeventuallywereforcedto consideran exchangeof the Turkish prisoners
for their own men.Differencesof opinionalsoemergedetweerthe law officers of
the crown, the War Office, andthe ForeignOffice about the scopeand urgencyof
theprosecutions:®

One of the factorsslowing up the prosecutionof the Turkish captives was
the difficulty of obtaining relevant evidence with regard to the Armenian
massacresl he sectionof the British high commissioer'soffice entrustedwith the
collection of evidencemost of the time consistedof only one officer, Andrew
Ryan,who hadno authoity to searchfor evidenceandwho could merely passon
informationthatcameinto his office. Article 228 of the Treatyof Sevressignedby
the Turkish governmenton August 19, 1920, requred that governmentto "to
furnish all documentsand information of every kind" in order to ensurethe
prosecution of offenders. Article 230 called for the surrender of persons
"responsible for the massacres"committed on the territory of the Turkish
empire'® The sultan'sgovernmeniwas steadilylosing groundto the nationalists
who refusedto recognizethe validity of the treaty, however, and it therefore
quickly becamea deadletter. Hencethe British, for the mostpart, werelimited to
information from the Armenian patriarchateand items of suchdubiousvalue as
Andonian'sMemoirsof Nairn Bey. Othersourcesverethe Constantinopleewspa
persandthe publishedproceeding®f the Turkish military tribunals:®°An undated
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minute on the "Work of the ArmenianGreekSection" in the office of the British
high commissionemoted that "almost all our information is derived from the
'‘Bureau d'information armenienne'[of the Armenian patriarchatg or from
Armeniansfrom the provinceswho themselvegometo the High Commissionwith
their complaints.*%

In a minutedatedNovember8, 1920,Harry Lamb, the officer at the British
high commissioner'soffice resmnsible for making arrest recommendations,
expressedis frustration over the unsatisfactorypaceof the proceedingsand the
weaknes®f the availableevidence Not oneof the Malta prisonershe wrote, "was
arrestecbn any evidencein the legal sense."No real dossiersexisted."It is safeto
saythat very few 'dossiersasthey now standwould not be marked'no caseby a
pradical {practiced?} lawyer." The information available amountedto a prima
facie case but no morethanthat. In animplicit rejectionof the authenticityof the
Talaat Pashatelegramscontainedin the AndonianNaim book, Lamb noted the
needfor "Turkish official information, e.g. ordersor instructionsissuedby the
CentralGovernmenbr the Provircial Administrationsetc."%’

The Turkish historian Bilal Simsir has arguedthat becausethe Turkish
capital was under Allied occupation"all Ottoman Statearchives were easily
accessiblao the British authoritiesin Istanbul."Yet nothing incriminatoryturned
up!® The sameargumentwas mademore recentlyby the Turkish ambassadain
Washington.The British appointedan Armenian, | laig Kazarian,to conducta
thoroughexamhnaion of documentaryevidencein the Ottomanarchives,yet he
was unableto discoverevidenceof complicity in massacres:Proof could not be
found becausehe actscomplainedf hadnotbeencommitted.

Armeniansourcescorroborateone part of this argumentHaigaznKazarian
indeed servedas interpreterand archivist for the British occipation authority.
According to the editor of the Armenian Review, he was given accessto the
Turkish governmentarchives.However,the editor'sclaim that Kazarian"found a
largenumberof highly valuabledocument®n the Turkish plan of exterminationof
the Armenians"is wrong?® for noneof the materialcontainedin Kazarian'soook
Tsegbashan Turkeh (The GenocidalTurk), publishedin Armenianin Beirut in
1968andexcerptedn severalissuesof the ArmenianReview,supportshe charge
of complicity by the Ottomangovernmenbr any otherplan of extermination.

More importantly for the issueat hand, it is not clear how much access
Kazarian or any other British employee actually had. According to the
documentaryrecord, the British never were able to searchthe Turkish archives
fully; nor did they haveaccesso the evidenceusedby the Turkish courtsmartial.
British high commissionerHorace Rumbold noted with regret on March 16,
T92T, that "since the Treaty [of Sevre$ hasnot yet comeinto force no sort of
pressurecould be broughton the Turkish Governmentor officials. Consequently
no Turkish official documentsare available." Rumbold went on to describethe
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diffi culty of obtaining otherevidenceBecausef thelack of public secuity, travel
to Constantinoplewas impossible,and thereforevery few witnesseshad come
forward. "Of the male Armenian eyewitnessesto the massacresew indeed
survive and amongthem there are practically no men of any educationwho are
refugeesin Constantinople. Thosewitnessesvho had come forward had almost
all donesounderthe promiseof secrecypecauséheyfearedfor the safetyof their
relatives who might still be alive in Anatolia. "Up to the present," Rumbold
concluded,"the Armenian Patriarchatehas been the principal channelthrough
which informationhasbeenobtained.®**

An examinationof the voluminousfile listing the "accusations"against
individual Malta detaineesevealsthe weaknes®f the legal caseagainsthem.For
example,a note in the chart of AbbasHalim Pashaminister of public works in
1915, stated:"No specific accusationhas beenmade.He was a memberof the
cabinet which orderedthe deportationsentailing the massacreof hundredsof
thousandsof Chrigians.” Severalother ministersand CUP officials similarly
found themselvesas prisonersof the British simply on accountof the office they
had held. Ziya G° k ahhdeena memberof the CUP central committee;the
military court in Constantinoplethat had tried him had producedno evidence
whateverimplicatinghim in anywrongdang, yet he woundup in Malta accuseaf
"atrocities." The sourceof this accusatiorwas not identified* Ahmed Muammer
Bey, the vali of Sivas,wasalso accusedf atrocities,in his caseon the basisof
incriminatingtelegramghat his dossierreferredto as"allegedto be transldions of
Turkish official telegrams®* Several dossiers include documents from the
AndonianNaim book.

Practicallyall of the informationin the dossiershad comefrom Armenian
sourceswho, underthe traumaof the deportationsand masacresyereinclinedto
accept almost any allegation of Turkish guilt. Lven the processingof the
informationin the ArmenianGreeksectionof the office of the high commissioner
wasin Armenianhands.Until he was no longer neededin November1920, the
head clerk and keeperof recordsin the section was an Armenian named A.
Fenerdjiarf®® As mentionedearlier, anotherarchivist was Haigazn Kazarian.For
good reasonnone of the information laboriously collected by the section was
consideredegal evidenceadmissiblebeforea British courtof law.

In their searchfor evidencethe British turned to the United States.On
March 31, 1921, British ambassadoA. Geddesin Washingtonwas askedto
contactthe State Departmentand find out whetherthe U.S. governmentwas in
possessionof any information that might be of value?*® But on June 1 the
ambassadoreportedhis failure to find anything suitable.”l have made several
inquiries at the StateDepartmentandto-day | aminformed that while they arein
possessionf a largenumberof documentsoncerningArmeniandeportationsand
massares,theserefer ratherto eventsconnectedwith perpetratiorof crimesthan
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to personsimplicated....From the descriptionl am doubtful thesedocumentsare
likely to prove usefulasevidencein prosecutingTurks confinedin Malta."**” On
July 13, after an embassystaff memberhad personallyexamined'a selectionof
reportsfrom United StatesConsuls on the subjectof the atrocities committed
during the recentwar" and had checkedthe files for any mention of forty-five
Malta detaireesaccusedof outragesagainstArmeniansand other Christians,the
ambassadaenta follow-up report,which againwasnegative:

| regretto inform Y our Lordshipthattherewasnothingthereinwhich could
be usedas evidenceagainstthe Turks who are being detainedfor trial at Malta.
The reportsseen,while furnishingfull accountsof the atrocitiescommitted,made
mention,however,of only two namesof the Turkish officials in questiorthoseof
SabitBey and SuleimanFaik Pashaandin thesecaseswere confinedto personal
opiniors of theseofficials on the part of the writer, no concretefacts being given
which could constitutesatisfactoryincriminatingevidence.

Americanofficials, the ambassadowrote, had expressedhe wish that no
information suppliedby them be employedin a court of law. However, he added,
this stipulation was really irrelevant, for "the reportsin the possessiorof the
Departmentof State do not appearin any caseto containevidenceagainstthese
Turks which would be useful evenfor the purposeof corroboratinginformation
alreadyin the possessionf His Majesty'sGovernmat."**®

The Turkish detaineen Malta repeatedlyappealedo the govemor of the
island for their release A petition of May 12, 1921, signedby forty-four of the
prisonersclaimedthat they had beenthe victims of "intriguesand denunciations”
by political rivals and"Armeniansand Greeksof suspiciouscharactemho wanted
to sell their servicesto the invadersin capacitiesof spies, secretagents,and
interpreters ®° What finally broughtaboutthe releaseof all of the prisonerswas
the shrewdmaneuveringpf MustaphaKemal. After the victory of the nationalsts
in parliamentaryelectionsand their successeggainstthe Frenchin Cilicia, on
March 16, 1920, the Allies had taken full control of Constantinopleand had
detainedprominentpoliticians and intellectuals consideredo be sympathizersof
the nationalistmovement."It is a good thing that we should arrestpeoplefrom
time to time," notedW. S. Edmondsn aforeignoffice minuteof May 3, 1920, "for
it will keep alive the wholesomeeffect of the occupation.?’® The Kemalists
retaliatedby seizingseveralBritish officers, including Lt. Col. Alfred Rawlinson,
the brotherof Lord Henry Rawlinson,commandein-chief in India, and twenty-
five otherBritish soldiersand nationals.Fromthis point on the Britonsin Turkish
custodycameto drive British policy on the matterof the Malta detainee$™*

Lengthy negotiationsensuedto arrangea mutual releaseof prisoners.A
partial exchangetook placein May and June,but the releaseof the rest of the
prisonerswas still not resolved.For a time the British soughtto exemptfrom
releasdhe eightdetaineeshargedwith mistreatingBritish prisonersof war aswell
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asthoseaccusedf atrocties againstChristians;but asthe negotiationsgdraggedon
pressuranountedfor a dealthatwould free all Malta prisonersin exchangéor all
prisonersheld by the nationalistsLord Rawlinsonaskedthe ForeignOffice to save
his brother,and the War Office aswell asthe governorof Malta supportedthis
plea. There was fear that the British prisonerswould not survive anotherharsh
winter in captivity. The ideaof holding a trial of Turks responsibldor massacres
of Armeniansnow was all but abandonedA Foreign Office minute of July 20,
1921 ,noted:

'We shall haveto think twice trying the Turks. To do so might exposeour
peopleto barbarougeprisals.*'? On Septembes sixteendetaireesescapedrom
Malta, thusfurther weakeningBritish bargainingpower. By Septembel0 boththe
ForeignOffice andthe law officers had agreedto an"all for all* exchangefor it
wasclearthat the natioralists would settlefor nothingless.On Novemker 1 fifty -
threeTurkishcaptiveswereexchangedor theremainingBritish hostage$'3

In the eyesof most Turkish authorsthe releaseof the prisonersof Malta
accusedof crimes against the Armenians supports their denial of Turkish
responsibilityfor suchcrimes."For once,"write Orel and Yuca, justice triumphed
over propaganda®* Dadrian,however,speaksof “retributive justice [that] gave
way to expediencyof political accommalation.”*® The releaseof the Malta
prisonerswrites LevonMarashlian,"wasno indicationof their innocence 2

Both sides,| believe,are correctin part. Therecanbe little doubtthatthe
main reasonfor the final releaseof the Turkish captiveswas the desireto obtain
the freedomof the British hostagesand one can certainy call that a triumph of
expediency.Nonethelessijt is a fact that the British were unableto find legal
evidenceagainstthoseallegedto havebeeninvolved in the Armenianmassacres,
and this outcomeis not insignificant. Practically all of the relevantinformation
availableto them came from the Armenian patriarchate hardly a disinterested
party, and the British certainly were actirng judiciously when they dismissed
allegationssuch as thosecontainedin the Naim-Andonianbook as of no usein
establishinghe guilt or innocenceof their prisoners.

"What the victorious Alli es lacked," arguesDadrian, "was not so much
evidenceas probativeevidencewarrantingthe convictionof a criminal implicated
by it."?*” Implicit in this appraisalis the view that the writing of history involves
different standardsof proof than a court trial, and this is certainly a correct
observation.Still, the historian, too, cannotrely simply on allegationsof guilt
unsubstarated by either authenticatedlocumentaryevidenceor the testimonyof
credibleand impartial withessesThe failure of the Brirish to locateevidencethat
could standup in a court oflaw doesnot establishthe innocenceof the Malta
prisonersput neithercanit be dismissedasunimportant.The occurrenceof large
scale massacress not disputedby anyonebut a few Turkish historianswho
probably know better. At issueis the questionof whetherthe Turkish officials
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imprisoned on the island of Malta are to be consideredresponsiblefor these
massacresand herethe burdenof proof is on the Armenians.As | seeit, so far
they have not beenable to put forth evidencethat could convinceeither a legal
tribunalor adisinterestedstudentof the history of thesetragicevents.

Part Il

HISTORICAL RECONSTRUCTION

What We Know and What We Do Not Know
Chapter 8

The Sources

Despitethe widespreadiestructionor disappearancef Turkish documents
at the end of World War I, the sourcesavailablefor a historical reconstructiorof
the tragic events of 191516 are extensive. During the 1980s the Turkish
governmenteganthe releaseof archival materials;and since then both Turkish
and Armenian authors have searchedfor and publicized a large quantity of
documents.We have the reports of American, German,and Austrian consular
officials as well as the tegimony of Protestantmissionarieswho witnessedthe
deportationsin Anatolia. Many membersof the Germanmilitary mission have
conposedrecollections.Last but not least, numerousArmenian survivors of the
deportationshave written their memoirs. All this yields a rich mosaic of
information, and in many instancesit is possibleto augmentor confirm the
trusworthinessof reportsby checkinga sourceagainstone or more othersources.
Regrettably, though not surprisingly, the information available is of varied
reliability, and someaspectof the evens in questionare betterilluminated than
others. In what follows | review the usefulnessand significance of the most
important primary sourcesavailable for the analysis of the deportationsand
massacres.

TURKISH ARCHIVES

Becauseof the renewedinterestin the Armenianmassacresluring the last
twenty years and the demandsof Western scholars for accessto Turkish
documentaryevidence the Turkish governmentin 1982 beganthe transliteration
(into modernTurkish) andthe publicationof documentsrelatingto the Armenian
guestion.Threevolumesof documentshavealsobeentrarslatedinto Englishand
publishedin 198283 and 19897 The quality of the translationis poor, and the
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publication had a pronouncedpolitical motive. As the editor noted in the
introductionto volume?2 of the series:

Documentspublished herein again reveal in a cataloguethe Armenian
atrocitiesandmassacreperpetuate@n Turkish peopleduringthe First World War
years.The documentsalso very explicitly demonstrateéhe just and fair treatment
accordedby the Ottoman administrationto all citizens, irrespective of their
religion, raceor anyotherconsideratiori.

The documentgeleasedfocus almostexclusivelyon Armenianrebelious
activities.Hardly anydocumentsareincludedon the relocationsor the confiscation
of Armenianproperty.

In January1989 the Turkish foreign minister announcedhat the Turkish
archiveswould be opene@ primarily, it wassaid,in orderto renderineffectivethe
Armenianaccusation®f genocide He alsopromisedto makearchivalmaterialon
the treatmentof the Armeniansavailableto Westernrepositorieson microfilm. At
the time of this announcemenbnly 9 percentof the documentshad beencata
logued,which madeit difficult for potentialusersto know what could be foundin
the openedarchives.Scholarseverywherewelcomedthis decision,though some
expressedoncernaboutthe partisanpostureof the historiansertrustedwith the
task of administeringthe new program and fearedthat documentsdamagingto
Turkey'sofficial view of the deportationgnight be removed Dadrianarguesthat
the delayin openingthe archiveswasnot dueto ineptnessut ratherprovidedthe
opportunity"to sanitizetherecords.®

The mannerin which accessto the archiveshasbeenimplementedsince
1989 has not dtilled theseconcerns.The AmericanresearcheAra Sarafian,for
example,in 199192 was able to work for sevenmonthsin several Turkish
archives but complained that he was denied accessto files seen by other
researchersympathetico the Turkish point of view, suchasStanfordShaw,Justin
McCarthy, and Kemal Karpat® Ismet Binark, the director of the statearchives,
deniedthat Sarafiarhadbeentreateddifferently thanotherresearcherandaftera
secondvisit in Januaryl 995 Sarafianreportedthathe "did not encountemany diffi -
culties in gaining accessto the cataloguedmaterialsand was allowed to see
documentswhich had been withheld during my earlier researchtrips.” Still,
Sarafiancontinuedto argue,"partisanauthorsare grantedexclusiveandprivileged
accesgo suchcollectionsyearsbeforethesematerialsare madeavailablefor the
scrutiny of other scholars,” thus creating "a two tier system" that impeded
scholarshig. The director of statearchives,given the last word, again disputed
Sarafian'chargesand suggestedhat "the causeof his dissatisfactiormight rather
bethathe, beingof Armenianorigin, cannotfind eviderce for his biasedthesis.®

The affair endedin the summerof 1995whenSarafianashe relatesit, was
again refused accessto recordscited previously by Turkish authors and was
assaultedby a guard. Threatenedwith expulsion, Sardian left Turkey soon
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thereafterand wasinformeda bit later by colleaguegshat he had beenexpelledin
absentia.His GermancolleagueHilmar Kaiser was also summarily expelledon
"disciplinary grounds." The Turkish authorities, Sarafian charged, "are now
committedto a semblanceof an openarchivespolicy while restrictingaccesgo
critical scholars and encouragingpartisansto prop up the Turkish nationalist
agenda® | have not seenthe Turkish version of the eventsleading up to the
expulsionof SarafianandKaiser.

The Turkish GeneralStaff haspublisheda 27-volume history doaumenting
the role of the Ottoman army in the First World War, which is said to be
"comprehensiveand reliable.™* In the early 1970 Dyer had beenable to work
extensivelyin the historical archive of the Turkish general staff in Ankara.
However,in 1996 Ziircher notedthatthe archivesof the Turkish generalstaff "are
almostcompletelyclosedto foreigners(andto most Turkish scholarsas well)."*?
Eriksonwas given accesdo this archive but was lessthan enthusiastiaboutthe
generalstateof affairs regardingaccesgo Turkishdocuments:Only a fraction of
the massiveTurkish archival holdings are availableto researchersand theseare
carefully controlled by the Turkish authorities.*®* This appearsto be a fair
assessmertf the currentsituation.

THE POLITICAL ARCHIVE OF THE GERMAN FOREIGN MINISTRY

Thearchiveof the Germanforeignministryis fully cataloguedandall of its
holdingsare opento researchersl he Political Archive containsthe recordsof the
Germanembassyin Turkey as well as the reports or the Germanconsulsin
Anatolia, materialsrepresentingneof the mostimportantsourcedor the eventsof
191516. Some of the information in the consular reports was supplied by
Armenianinformants,but much of what the consulswrote is basedon their own
personabbservations.

In 1919 the Germanmissionaryand Orientalist Johanned_epsius (1858
1925) publisheda collection of 444 documentsfrom the archive or the German
foreign ministry under the title Deutschlandund\rmenien19141918 Sammlung
diplomatischerAktenstiicke (Germany and Armenia 19141918: Collection of
Diplomatic Documents}* Lepsiuswasa well-known friend of the Armenians, who
alreadyhad written a book in 1897 protestingthe massacresf Armeniansunder
Abdul Hamid duringthe 1890s*°In Julyd Augustof 1915he spentthreeweeksin
Constantinopleaswell as severalweeksin SofiaandBucharestwherehe collected
material aboutthe most recentmassacresA year later he broughtout his book
Bericht liber die Lage des armenischenVolkes in der Tiirkei (Reporton the
Situation of the Armenian Peoplein Turkey). *° As a result of protestsby the
Turkishgovernmentindto pleaseits ally the Germancensorimited the numberof
copies that could be sold and eventually prohibited the further printing and
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distributionof the book. In 1918 Lepsiusaskedthe Germanforeign ministry to be
given accessto the ministry's files in order to inquire into the truth of the
accusatiormadeby the Allies aswell asmanyArmeniansand Turksthat Germany
was responsiblefor the deportationand massacre®f the Armeniansduring the
world war. The Germanforeign ministry, which had intendedto publish a white

paper on this subject, readily agreed;the result was the collection of 444
documentgpublishedby Lepsiusa year later. Lepsiuswas promisedaccesgo all

documentarymaterial in the foreign ministry and the right to select whatever
documentse consideredhppropriatgor inclusionin his book®’

It hasbeenknown for sometime that the text of someof the documents
includedin the collectionpublishedby Lepsiusin 1919differed from the originals
keptin the archiveof the foreign ministry. In 1998 Wolfgang Gust publishedon
the Internet a revised edition of the Lepsius book in which omissionsand
alterationswere marked™® The discrepanciegurnedout to be far more extensive
than hithertoassumedopnly a few of the 444 documentsorrespondedully to the
originals.It appearghatLepsiuswasgivenonly doctoredcopiesof the documents
and that most of the changeswere madeby pro-Turkish officials in the foreign
ministry. Someadditionalalterationswere madeby Lepsiushimself, who besides
beinga friend of the Armenianswasalsoa Gemanpatriot!® Researcheraho seek
to readthefull versionof theseimportantGermandiplomaticdocumentgherefore
must consultthemin the archive of the Germanforeign ministry or in the Gust
edition, thougheventhe original documentglo not resolveall discrepanciedhus,
for example,in the caseof a reportby two DanishRed Crosnurseson their trip
from Erzinjanto Sivaswe readin one versiontn they had seenabouta hundred
Armenianlaborerslined up nextto a dope andthis observatioris followed by the
sentence"We knew what otild happennext." Another version of the same
documentreads:"We i,new what would happennext, but did not seeit Wir
wussterwas mm peschehemvurde, sahenesabernichf]."?* Thesetwo documents
arenat in the Lepsiuscollection;they revealthe extentto which Germanofficials
manipulateddocumentaryevidence.

Authors in the Armenian camp consider the archival holdings of the
Germanforeign ministry especiallysignificant. In this abundantdocumentation,
writes Dadrian, "the Armenian genocideis elevatedto its highest degree of
incontestability.®* The Germanrecords,| would airree,areindeedvery valuable,
and Dadrian is correctin noting that many German diplomats consideredthe
deportatiorof the Armeniancommunitytantamounto annihilation.Theserecords,
especiallythe consularreportsfrom Anatolia, help establishthe terrible suffering
of the deportedArmeniansand the occurrenceof massacresBut, contrary to
Armenianclaims,theydo not provethe responsibilityof the centralgovernmenin
Constantinopldor thesekillings (seechapterl0).
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OTHER GERMAN EYEWITNESSES

As a crucial ally Germanymaintaineda large military missionin Turkey
that at all times had a sizablepresencen Anatolia and Mes@otamia.Some of
theseofficers commandedr were staff officers of Turkish army units. Othershad
administrativeassignmentssuch as on the Baghdadrailway; military physicians
soughtto improve Turkish sanitationand medicalservicesIn all of thesepositions
Germanofficers,thoughnot proficientin the Turkish languageand dependentn
interpreterswerein an excellentpositionto observethe courseof the Armenian
deportationsandtheir reports,to be found in the archive of the GermanForeign
Ministry, containmuchvaluableinformation.

After the endof the war someof theseofficers publishedmemoirs.The best
known of thesemilitary authorsare Colmar von der Goltz, Fredrich Kressvon
KressensteinOtto Liman von Sanders,Ludwig Schraudenbachand Theodor
Wiegand,as well asthe Austrian military attacheJosephPomiankowski.All of
thesebooksrepresenimportantsourcesfor the wartimedeportations.

In contrastthework of thewriter andpoetArm in T Wegner who has been
called the genocide's'leading eyewitness** hasbeenfound to be untrustworthy.
Servingasa younglieutenantin a volunteersanitation Wegnerhad learnedof the
deportationsand massacresOn journeysin 1915 and 1916 betweenBaghdadand
Aleppo Wegnerobservedthe terrible suffering of the deporteesand was able to
take photographs,despite orders forbidding the taking of pictures. Wegner
conveyedhis informationto LepsiusandWalter Rathenaulaterto becomeforeign
minister; but the publicaion of Wegner'sfindings ran into difficulties in wartime
Germanyand did not take placeuntil 1919and 1920.23In Januaryl919 he also
addressednopenletterto PresideniVoodrowWilson, in which he pleadedor the
creationof an Armenianstatein orderto makeup for the cruel fate of the Arme-
niansand find a just solution of the Armenian question.The following excerpt
from his letterto the Americanpresidentis an exampleof what TessaHofmann,a
generally sympatheticcritic, has called a mode of descriptioncharacterizedoy
"pathosandpassionatexaggeratin."**

Childrencried themselvedo death,menthrewthemselvego their deathon
the rocks while womenthrew their own childreninto wells and preghant mothers
leaptsinginginto the Euphrats. Theydied all the deathof the world, the deathof
all the centuries.] saw men gone mad, feedingon their own excrementwomen
cookingtheir newbornchildren,younggirls cutting openthe still warm corpsesf
their mothersto searchtheir gutsfor the gold they hadswallowedout of fear of the
thievinggerdarmes?

Wegner was a poet, Hofmann has noted, and was prone to "a highly
dramatizedself-absorption.”® But Wegner'swork on the Armeniantragedysuffers
not only from excessivepathosand exaggerationin 1993 the Germanscholar
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Martin Tamckebroughtout a detailedcritical examinatiorof Wegner'swritings on

the deportations.Tamcke comparedWegner'spublishedwork with the original

diary on which it wasbasedwhich had becomeavailableafter his deathin T978.

This comparisorrevealecnumeroudiscrepancieaswell asimportantdifferences
of substancenvhen contrastedwith other availableaccountsof conditionsin the

Mesopotamiarcanps. Tamcke concludedthat Wegner certainly did not deserve
the title "chief eyewitnessof the genaide,” which had beenbestowedon him by

the Armeniansand their friends. Wegner'spublishedwork, Tamckewrote, could

not be consiceredan authenticsourceon the Armeniandeportationand belonged
notto historybutto "the realmof legends.*”

THE BRTTTSH BLUE BOOK "T HE TREATMENT OF ARMENIANS IN THE
OTTOMAN EMPIRE"

In 1916the British governmenpublisheda parliamentaryBlue Book onthe
treatmentof the Armeniansin Ottoman Turkey in 191516.” The work was
authore by Lord JamesBryce, a long-time friend of the Armenians,and Arnold
Toynbee,a young Oxford historianand clerk in the newly formed Departmeniof
Informationlocatedat Wellington House.Both menhad previouslywritten on war
atrocities.Lord Bryce wasthe authorof the Reportof the Committeeon Alleged
GermanOutrages publishedin 1915, which hasbeencalled "in itself one of the
worst atrocities of the war.'® Toynbee had written a pamphleton Armenian
Atrocities: The Murder of a Nation, which was also issuedin 1915%° The large
work that he and Bryce comgled in 1916 contained149 documentsas well as
historicalandstatisticalbackgroundnformationon the Armeniansin the Ottoman
Empire. Most of the documentarymaterialhad comefrom Americansourcesthe
U.S. Departmenbf Stateand the AmericanBoard of Commissionergor Foreign
Missions (ABCFM).** At the time of publicationin 1916 many of the persons
reportingon the Armenianatrocities weresstill residingin Turkey, so their names
and many of their placesof residencewere withheld. A confidential key to the
namesandplaceswaspublishedseparately?

Turkish authors have dismissedthe Bryce-Toynbee volume as wartime
propagandaGiiriin calls the Blue Book "a massacrestory," typical of British
effortsto spread'rumoursof Armenianmassacresdndcorsistingof documentof
unprovenaccuracy'collectedfrom Armeniansourcesor from peoplesympathetic
to Armeniansfrom secondor third hand.®® EnverZiya Karal refersto the British
work as "nothing more than onesided propaganda® Authors suchas Sarafian,
however, believe that the Blue Book possesse$a seriousdocumentaryquality
becausef its explicit presentatiorf dataandcarefularalysis.™

It is known that the British governmentcommissionedhe compiation of
Turkish atrocitiesagainstthe Armeniansfor propagandgurmposes.especiallywith
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regardto Americanpublic opinion In October1915the ForeignOffice askedG.

Buchanarin Petrogrado inquire asto whetherthereexisted"any photographof

Armenian atrocitiesor Armenian refugees,"since "good use might be made of

themin America.”® As Toynbeerecalledmanyyearslater, the Russiamarmieshad
committedbarbaritiesagainsttheir Jewishpopulation,which hadbeenexploitedby

the Germans.The British government,worried that the influential American
Jewishcommunity might turn againstthe Allied causeand strengthenthe antk

British campin the United Statesdecidedthat "somecounteractionmustbe taken
quickly"; fortunately suitable ammunition had become available. "If Russian
barbaritieswere telling againstBritain and France,would not Turkish barbarities
tell againstGermanyand AustriaHungary?This line of reasoningn Whitehall,"

Toynbeeconcluded;'lay behindH.M.G. "s applicationto Lord Bryceto producea
Blue Book on what the Turks had beendoing to the Armenians.®’ At atime of a

desperatemilitary need,writes Akaby Nassibian,the propagationof information
about the Armenian deportationsand massacresecamean "aspectof British

policy anda meansjn the handsof the sophisticated-oreignoffice, for diminish-

ing American sympathiesfor the Central powers.*® The British Blue Book,

observesarafian,'is anexcellentexampleof the useof Americanreportsfor anti

Turkishpropaganda®

Toynbeelater expressedhe view that both he and Lord Bryce had been
unawareof the political purposeof the British governmentlf it hadbeenknownto
them,”l hardlythink thateitherLord Bryce or | would havebeenableto do thejob
thatH.M.G. hadassignedo usin the completegoodfaith in which we did, in fact,
carryit out. Lord Bryce'sconcernandmine, wasto establishthe factsandto make
thempublic, in the hopethat eventuallysomeactionmight be takenin the light of
them."? In a privateletter written in 1966 Toynbeeacknowkdgedthat"the British
Government'smotive in asking Lord Bryce to compile the Blue Book was
propagandaBut Lord Bryce'smotive in undertakingt, andmine in working on it
for him, wasto makethetruth known."**

In the final analysis,of course the importanceof the British Blue Book for
historical knowledgemust be judgedirrespectiveof the motive that producedit,
and in this respectit appearsthat both the Turkish and the Armenian sides
overstatetheir case.The documetary materialsof the Blue Book can neitherbe
dismissedout of handas propagandaor (consideredoy themselveshe regarded
as conclusive historical evidence.The accountsreproducedin the Blue Book
contain important details about the deportéions and massacrescontrary to the
assuranceof Lord Bryce that "most of them are narrativesby eyewitnesses;*
however the majority of the enormitiesdescribedappeato be basedon hearsg.*?

In his prefacelLord Bryce notedthatfacts"of the same,or of avery similar,
natureoccurringin different places,are deposedo by different and independent
witnesses'andthatthereforetherewaseveryreasonto believethat "the massacres
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and deportations were carried out under general orders proceeding from
Constantinople® This conclwsion is unwarranted First, the deportationsin fact
did not proceedn the sameway everywhereSecondwhile nobodydeniesthatthe
depotationswere orderedby the centralgovernmentn Constantinoplethe Blue
Book contairs no evidenceproving the responsibilityof that governmentfor the
massacreghat did occur. The collection of materialsassembledoy Bryce and
Toynbeethusis important,but it is hardly an "exemplaryacademicexercise"and
"a solid milestonein the historiogaphy of the Armenian Genocide,"as Sarafian
hasargued®

AMERICAN ARCHIVES

After the United Stateshad declaredwar on Germanyon April 6, 1917,
Turkey severedits diplomatic relations with America and U.S. diplomats and
consulshadto leavethe country. Until this time Americandiplomatic personnel
were at their postsin Turkey and thus were able to withess the Armenian
deportations.The State Department,in turn, sharedreports on the Armenian
situationwith the Reverendlamed.. Barton,the charman of the AmericanBoard
of Commissionersfor Foreign Missions, who published accounts of the
deportationsand masacresin orderto raisefundsfor the surviving victims. The
reportsof the Americandiplomatson the eventsof 191516 are availableat the
National Archives at College Park, Maryland, and have also beenpulishedin a
carefullyprepareceditionby Ara Sarafiar(®

The most valuable of the consularreportsis the testimonyof Ledie A.
Davis,the Americanconsulin Harput.A careerforeign serviceofficer since1912,
Davis arrivedin Harputin March of 1914 andleft in May 1917.He thuswasan
eyewitnesgo the deportationsat a locationthat was an importanttransit point for
deportationconvoysfrom easérn Anatolia. We have his individual dispatchesas
well asa final reportof 132 pagesdatedFebruary9, 1918, preparedor the State
Deparmentafter his returnto the United States Davis did not know Turkish, and
his reportsdraw on Turkish and Armenianinformantsas well as on information
provided to him by other foreign residentsin Harput. Still, he made repeated
efforts to find out for himself what was going on. Of specialimportanceare
accountsof his visits to severalmassexecutionsites,one of the few suchreports
availablefrom any source?’

The American ambassadoin Congantinoplefrom November1913 until
February1916 was Henry Morgenthau,a reatestatedeveloperand chairmanof
Woodrow Wilson's 1912 presidentialcampaign.After his return to the United
States,Morgenthaureceivedpermissionto publish his memoirs.Severalchapters
of AmbassadomMorgenthau'sStory, publishedin 1918, deal with the Armenian
deportationsand massares?® Morgenthau'sook drawson the reportshe received
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from American consuls and missionariesin Anatolia as well as on his own
personalcontactsin ConstantinopleArmeniansconsiderMorgenthau'scook one
of the key doauments proving the Armenian genocide. Morgenthau, writes
Dadrian, "emphatically confirms the genocidalintentions of the leadersof the
Young Turk regime and equally emphaticallyaffirms the reality of the intended
genocidabutcome.*®

In 1990 the pro-Turkish American historian Heath Lowry pubished a
critical appraisalof Morgenthau'snemoir. Lowry drew attertion to Morgenthau's
declareddesireto helpwin a victory for the war policy of the U.S. governmentin
a letter to PresidentWilson, written on November26, 1917, Morgenthauhad
expressedis discouagementat the amountof oppositionand indifferenceto the
war and proposedauthoringa book that would help bring abouta changein this
situation:

I am consideringwriting a book in which J would lay bare, not only
Germany'permeatiorof Turkey andthe Balkans,but that systemasit appearsn
everycountryof the world. For in Turkey we seethe evil spirit of Germanyat its
worstculminatirg at lastin the greatescrime of all ages the horrible massacref
helplessArmeniansand Syrians.This patticular detail of the story and Germany's
abettancef the same| feel positive will appealto the massof Americansin small
townsandcourtry districtsasno otheraspecbf the war could, andconvincethem
of the necessityof carryingthe war to a victoriousconclusior?

Lowry arguesthat Morgenthau'spropagandistigpurposeto foster public
supportfor the war effort explainsthe exaggerationgnd distottions of the book.
Lowry comparedAmbassadomMorgenthau'sStory to the sourceson which it is
based(Morgenthau'sConstantinoplaiary, his dispatchegso Washington,as well
aslettersto his family) andfound numerouddiscrepancie®etweenthe versionof
eventsrecordedin thesesourcesand the descriptionof the samemeetingsand
discussiongaratedin thebook.

I checkedsomeof theseallegeddifferencesandfound themto bereal. The
memoir is characterizedoy a pronouncedanti-Germanoutiook, which, as also
noticed by Ralph Cook?* doesnot appearin his diplomatic reports.Indeed, as
Morgenthaunotesin his diary, in early 1916 on his way backto the United States
he wastold by underseretary Arthur Zimmermannin Berlin that"l wasthe only
Americanambassadarho wasnor antagonistido the Germangovernment ® The
diary recordsTalaattelling Morgenrhauin May 1915 of his orderto protectthe
deporteesand to punish those who mistrearedthem? but this kind of detail,
favorableto the Turks, is omitted from the book. The publishedmemoir portrays
Talaat Pashaas the principal villain of the story, calling him "bloodthirsty and
ferocious,®® when in fact Morgenttau had good relations with the Ottoman
minister of the interior. On November14, 1914, Morgenthauwrote secretaryof
state Robert Lansing that he had been able "to maintain the most cordial and
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almostintimaterelationswith TalaatandEnver,the Ministersof the Interior andof
War,"® and the diary revealsthat thesegood relations continuedall through his
renure as ambasador.Morgenthau'sentry for August 30, 1915, describinga
meetingwith the ministerof theinterior, is typical of manysuchobservations’He
[Talaat]wasin a very conciliatorymoodandagredto do mostof the thingsthat|

asked."Accordingto the diary, Envertold Morgenthauon November5, 1915, that
he appreciatedhe Americanskind attitudetowardthemandthatthey"were ready
to do most anything for me." Morgenthaunot only saw Talaat and Enver on
frequentofficial occasionsbut alsoinvited themfor mealsat his home and went
riding with themin the countryside.Much of the talk during theseoutings was
frivolous banter.

The book recordslong conversationsput into quotation marks, which
include purportedstatementsnadeby Turkish or Germanofficials; however,wirh
few exceptions,no such verbatim commentsappearin the sourcesutilized by
Morgenthau.The useof this literary device,designedo makethe words put into
the mouthsof the variousplayersmorebelievable apparentlywasthe brainchild of
the journalistBurton J. Hendrick, who ghosrwrote the book andreceiveda share
of the roy-Ities. Morgenthau,who knew neither Turkish nor French,also relied
heavily on the assistanceof his Armenian secretary,Hagop S. Hagam, who
followed him to the United Statesand lived with him while the book was under
preparation.Another key figure in the writing of the book was Morgenthau's
interpreter in Constantinople,Arshag K. Schmavonian.The memoir, Lowry
concludeswaslessa personalmenoir than"a memar by committeeasit were,"a
work that bears"only a cursoryrelationshipto what was actually experiencedy
HenryMor-genthawduring his tenurein Turkey.'®®

Dadrian concedesthat Morgenthau"may have erred in some respects,
blunderedin otherrespectsandin the descriptionof someeventsin his book he
may havesubmittedto the impulsesof his ghostvriter to embellishcettain points,
andyieldedto the pressuresf a superiorat onepoint or other." Still, he maintains,
Morgenthau'scertral messagéhe occurrenceof the Armenian genocidé is the
samein his wartime reportsandin the memoir,andthis key elementis confirmed
by other American diplomats?’ Dadrian is correct in mairtaining that
Morgenthau'propagandist motive doesnot necessarilyinvalidatethe argument
he is making; nor, of course,doesit have a bearingon the significanceof the
consularand missionaryreportson which it draws.Both he and Lowry agreethat
Morgenthau'swartime dispatchesand reports sentto Washingtonare the more
importantmaterialon which to baseany pertinentstudy of the eventsin question.
Morgenthau'smemoir, one is inclined to conclue, is a popular and rather
imperfectsummaryof Morgenthau'sxperiencén Turkeyandof evenlessreliable
assistancén resolvingthe questionof the Armeniangenocidelt hasbeengivenan
importancethatit doesnotdeserve.
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Some American consularofficials were considerecdto be too closeto the
Armeniansby their superiors.The charged'affaires of the American embassy,
Philip Hoffman, on Septembe(.5, 1916,communicatedo the secretaryof statein
Washingtorhis impressiorthat Jesselaclsonin Aleppo, becausef his "long and
constantassociatiorwith the seeminglyhopelessArmeniansituation,may at times
unconsciously overaccentuatecertain phasesof that situation." His views,
therefore were not sharedoy "all well-informed Americansin the country.” Nev-
ertheless,Hoffmann added,Jackson'sudgment was good, and the information
received from him was "most valuable.®® The judgment "most valuable" can
probably stand as a general summary appraisal of the reports rendered by
Americanconsulampersonneln Anatolia.

MISSIONARY REPORTS During the course of the nineteenth century
Protestantmissionarieshad establishedstationsin a large numberof Anatolian
towns. The most active group was sponsoredby the American Board of
Commissionersfor Foreign Missions (ABCFM), which by the beginningof the
twentieth century had placed nearly 145 missionariesand 800 native workers
managingnumerouschurches hospitals,and schools.Other American Protestant
denominationssponsoringmissionswere the PresbyterianChurch, the Methodist
Episcopal Church, and the American Baptist Missionary Union>* German
missionarieswere sent to Turkey by the Deutsche OrientMission (German
Mission for the Orient), headedby JohannesLepsius, and by the Deutsche
Hilfsbund fiir ChristlichesLiebeswerkim Orient (GermanLeagueof Assistance
for Works of ChristianCharity in the Orient), foundedin 1896. The missionaries
sentregularreportsto their respectie headquarterananyof themkeptdiariesand
wrote memoirs about their years of servicein Turkey. The writings of these
missionariegepresentainotherimportantsourcefor the history of the deportations
in 191516.

The archiveof the ABCFM is locatedin the HoughtonLibrary of Harvard
University. In 1917 JamesL. Barron, the head of the ABCFM, senta circular
surveyto Americanmissionariesvho had beenforcedto leave Anatolia after the
rupture of diplomatic relations with Turkey. In this survey Barton solicited
descriptivestatements&boutthe perseution of Christiansin the OttomanEmpire,
which he submittedto "The Inquiry," a researclgroup organizedby Col. Edward
M. Houseat the requesbf PresidenwWilson to investigategeographicalgeconomic,
historical,andpolitical problemsthat would becomemportantfor the work of the
anticipatedpeaceconference. Twentytwo of the missiorary reportsin Barton's
survey were first-personaccountsof the depotations, and twenty-one of these
werepublishedin 1998underthe editorshipof Ara Sarafian’® Thereportof Henry
H. Riggs,becaus@f its length,wasbroughtout asa separateolume® Bartonhad
askedthe missionariesto distinguish betweentheir own observationsand what
they hadheardfrom othersbut believedto be true,andsomeof the responsegpaid
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attentionto this distinction. Other materialscollectedby ‘The Inquiry," including a
largenumberof missionaryreportsof considerablémportancecanbe consulredat
the National Archives®

In a publicgion sponsoredby the Assembly of Turkish American
Associations,Justinand CarolynMcCarthyhavecalledthe Americanmissionaries
prejudicedand biased."Missionary accountsof the troublesof the 1890sor of
World War 1" they write, "did not mention the part of the Armenian
revolutionarieor the massacresf Muslims....Frontheir accountonewould think
that all was well for the Muslims and only the Armenianshad troubles.®® This
appraisalhas some merit but is also somewhatoverdrawn.The reports of the
missionariesdid not ignore the suffering of the Muslim population.At the same
time, iy must be acknowledgedhat the strongcommitmentof the missionariego
the Armeniancausemademanyof their writings lessthanobjectiveand often led
themto include half-truths®* In their zealto help the Armeniansthey manytimes
reportedasfactseventsthattheycould not possiblyhaveobservedn personMary
L. Graffam, principal of the girls' high school at Sivas, was one of the few
missionarieswho truthfully insistedthat she had written "only what | have seen
andknow to betrue." Hence for example whenspeakingof the fate of Armenian
menwho hadbeentakenfrom a convoyshewasaccompanyingsheacknowledged
that the situationwas unclearand constituted'a profound mystery.| havetalked
with manyTurks,and| cannotmakeup my mind whatto believe.®>

The picture of the Muslims that the missionariespresentedfrequently
conformedto the centuriesold imageof "the terrible Turk," while Armenianswere
regularly depictedas innocentvictims and Christian heroeswho could do no
wrong. When Armenian men were arrestedin Bitlis, for example,Grace Knapp
wrote thatin onehouse,"accordng to the patriarchalcustomof the country,there
wereten gunswhich wereusedwith telling effectagainsthe police.”®® Onewould
not know from this accountthat Bitlis provincewasone of the strongholdsof the
Armenianrevolutionarymovementandat the time of the Russianoffensivein the
springof T915 wasthe sceneof prolongedfighting betweenArmenianguerrillas
and Turkishtroops.In the eyesof the missionarieswhen Armeniansusedgunsit
wasalwaysstrictly for seldefensewhile Turkishtroopsusingforce wereusually
describechsengagedn murderousactivities.

ARMENIAN SURVIVOR TESTIMONY

At the time of the deportationsforeign missionariesand the diplomatic
representativesf the Europearpowersconsideredhe accountof Armenianswho
had managedo escapdrom the convoysanimportantsourceof information,and
thereis no reasonto questionthis appraisaAnd yet the receptionof thesereports
was often uncritical. There pr( vailed a stronginclination to believe anythingthe
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suffering Armenianswere sayingand to discountTurkish explanationsSome of
the rec ents of this information were aware of the Levantinetendemy to (xag
gerateandthereforerealizedthatnot everythingthatwastold them

their Armenianinformantscould be regardedas the completetruth. In a
report on Armenian deathsdated September23, 1913, the British consul in
Erzurum noted "the Armeniantendencyto blatantexaggertion."®” The German
missionaryHans Bauernfeindrelatedin his diary entry for July 23, 1915, how
seweral of his Armenian pupils had told him storiesof robberiesthat they had
witnessed,"even though with the exaggerationtypical of this country.®® The
American consularagentin Damascus,Greg Young, on September20, 1915,
reportedhearingnumerousstoriesof cruelty on the partof Turkish guards,seizure
of young women, selling of children, and the like and commentedthat he was
convinced that "many of the worst stories that are circulaing are much
exaggerated.Still, he added,"therearesomewhich | mustcredit.’® The German
missionaryAnna von Dorbeller noted that peoplein the Middle Eastwere in the
habit of usingimpreciselanguage'Assertionssuchas'l havenot eatenfor three
days,'etc.,areregularlyusedby both Turksand Armenians notto mentionclumsy
lies."”® Accordingto Arnold Toynbee,"Oriental arithmeticis notoriouslyinexact,”
and there is much "unconscious exaggeration" and “purposeful
misrepresentation’” Someof theseobservationsanbe written off asstereotypes
that are no more valid thanthe picture of the "terrible Turk,” but othersprobably
containatleastanelemenif truth.

The Germanconsulin Trebizond, Heinrich Bergfeld, was able to track
down one of the many false storiesthat flourishedin a time of greatstressand
uncertainty.Soon after the first convoy of Armeniars had left Trebizondrumors
spreadthat the deporteedrad beenmurderedright after leaving the town and that
the river Deirmendererunningparallelto the roadtakenby an Armenianconvoy,
wasfull of corpsesBergfeld notedthatthe mostfantasticaccusationsgainstthe
Turks had becomehighly popularin the town. However, as the storiesaboutthe
massesof corpsesin the river becameever more frequentand hardenedinto
definiteassertionshe decidedto checkout their veracity.On July 17, accompanied
by the Americanconsulasa neutralwitness,he rodefor four hoursalongthe river
but found only one deadbody. Inasmuchas the river containedvery little water
and was split into numeroussmall and shallow brancheshe concludedthat it
would have beenquite impossiblefor a large quantity of corpsedo be carriedby
theriver andsweptoutto sea.ln the meantimenewswasalsoreceivedthatthefirst
groupof deporteesiadreachedErzinjanwithout losing a single person’? Bergfeld
servedin Turkeyfor eightyearsandspokethe TurkishlanguageHis credibility is
enhanceddy his documentedntercession®n behalf of the expelled Armenians;
lateron he did not hesitateto reportthe murderof otherdeportees.

The reliability of the Armenianaccountshat reachedhe diplomatic corps






