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ABSTRACT

ETHNIC CONFLICTS IN ANATOLIA AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE
TURKISH REPUBLIC, 1918-1923
SEKER, NESIM
Ph. D., Department of History
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Uygur Kocabasoglu

January 2002, 376 pages

The topic of this dissertation is ethnic conflicts in Anatolia during the last
phase of fransition from the Ottoman Empire into the Turkish Republic between
1918 and 1923. It deals with historical roots of these conflicts, socio-political
circumstances which led their emergence in the aftermath of the First World War,
emergence Qf the Turkish nationalist movement and ethnic military confrontations
between 1920 and 1922 in Anatolia. The dissertation attempts to highlight the role of
ethnic conflicts in the establishment of the Turkish Republic so as to clarify the basis

upon which it was founded in 1923.

Keywords: Anatolia, ethnic conflict, Muslims-Turks, Turkish nationalist movement,

Greeks, Armenians, Kurds, Allied Powers. |
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ANADOLU’DA ETNIK CATISMALAR VE TURKIYE CUMHURIYETI’NIN
KURULUSU, 1918-1923

SEKER, NESIM
Doktora, Tarih Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Uygur Kocabagoglu

Ocak, 2002, 376 sayfa

Bu tezin konusu, Osmanh Imparatorlugu’ndan Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’ne
gecisin son asamé& olan 1918-1923 yillar1 arasinda Anadolu’da yasanan etnik
catismalardir. Tez, ana temalar olarak, séz konusu ¢atismalarin tarihsel temellerini,
Birinci Diinya Savasi sonrasinda bu tiir ¢atigmalari ortaya g¢ikaran sosyo-politik
sartlari, Tﬁrk milliyetgi hareketini ve 1920-1922 yillar1 arasindaki etnik silahli
catigmalar1 ele almaktadir. Bu tez, Tirkiye Cumbhuriyeti’nin kurulusunda etnik
¢atigmalarin roliinii ortaya koymaya ve boylece, 1923’de kurulan Cumbhuriyetin

kurulus temellerini agiklamaya ¢alismaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Anadolu, etnik ¢atisma, Mislimanlar-Tiirkler, Tirk milliyetgi

hareketi, Rumlar, Ermeniler, Kiirtler, Itilaf Devletleri.
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PREFACE

The author of this study felt the vital importance of ethnic issues in the
formation of the Turkish nation-state when he wrote his MA thesis on Turco-Greek
exchange of populations. This exchange, which was the first exarﬂple in history for
the- resolution of an ethnic conflict through compulsory dislocation of populations,
drew his attention to other conflicts in Anatolia during the transition from Empire
into nation-state polity in Turkey. He could have considered only a case of such
conflicts; however, such method would not be explanatory enough in understanding
ethno-religious transformation of Turkey. In addition, considering all major conflicts
together would prove the fact that conflicts of this period was not restricted to
Muslim-Christian ones. Furthermore, this would shed light on the Turco-Kurdish
conflict of the Republican period, which in the last two decades took a form of ethnic
conflict that reminds conflicts of the transition from the Ottoman Empire into the
Turkish Republic. All these cannot be explained without focusing on the roots of the
Turkish Republic and these roots can probably best be; traced in ethnic conflicts in
Anatolia between 1914-1923.

| There lare abound materials, published and published, dealing with ethnic

issues in the early Twentieth century in Tufkey. The most important task was to
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evaluate such materials according to their degree of objectivity —I hope I was
successful in that- since they are very open to distortion as well as exaggeration of
events and numbers. This study was based on foreign and native, published and
unpublished, first hand documents and contemporaneous journals such as papers —
mostly published in Istanbul. The author of this study worked at the archives of the
General Staff (ATASE), the Institute of Turkish Revolution (TITE) and the Republic
(BCA). He had the opportunity to see documents of the US Department of State at
the Library of Turkish-American Association in Ankara. The Britis.h documents was
usﬁally followed through published First Series papers of the Foreign Office (BDFP),
which was edited by Rohan Butler and J. P. T. Bury with other contributors. Apart
from these, he worked at the library of the Grand National Assembly of Turkey,
National library, library of Turkish Historical Society, library of International Court
of Justice in the Hague (Netherlands) and university libraries such as of the Middle
East Technical University, Bilkent University in Ankara; Leiden University and

University of Amsterdam in the Netherlands.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Scholars of Modern Turkish History are very familiar with a particular period
known as Milli Miicadele (the National Struggle) or Tiirk Istiklal Savas: (the Turkish
War of Independence) referring to the years between 1918 and 1923, In fact, this period
is important as it was the transition period from the empire (Ottoman) into nation-state
(Turkish Republic) polity in Turkey. The period signiﬁes the collapse of the Ottoman
Empire and the emergence of nation-states on territories it comprised of. It was,
however, the Turkish nation-state which was immediately founded in 1923 on the legacy
of the Ottoman Empire. In this respect, the study of this period gives substantial clues
concerning the developments leading to the foundation of the Turkish Republic. For
these and other reasons, this period attracted the attention of many Turkish and foreign
historians. Consequently, innumerable studies, dealing with various aspects of this
period, have been published.

Most historians dealing with the transition from the Ottoman Empire into the

Turkish Republic are in agreement that the founding of the Turkish nation-state was



secured by an independence war fought against the Allied Powers; namely, Great
Britain, France and Italy. It is usually claimed that these powers intended to divide
ethnically what was left of the Ottoman Empire following the First World War, to create
economic and political spheres of influence for their interests. This claim, which may be
labeled partition paradigm, stems mainly from the bolicies of Great Powers pursued
toward the Ottoman Empire, since the last quarter of the Nineteenth century. The
intention of the Great Powers was materialized in the four Secret Treaties during the
Firét World War. These treaties re-mapped on paper the Ottoman territories by dividing
them into the anticipated spheres of influence.! As a result, the period after the end of the
war, which brought about the occupation of some remaining parts of the Empire by the
Allied Powers, claimed to be the products of the secret treaties. In other words, the
ambitions of the Great Powers to divide the Ottoman territories continued in the
aftermath of the First World Waf. In order to prevent this, the Turks were organized
under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal and fought a war of independence against these
powers. As this war concluded with the Turkish victory, the official foundation of the
Turkish Republic was secured.

This frequently idealized approach to the establishment of the Turkish Republic

which is highly influential especially in Turkish historiography, disregards a very

'Harry N. Howard, The Partition of Turkey A Diplomatic History 1913-1923, (New York: Howard Fertig,
1966,) pp. 181-187.



important aspect. This is the role of the nationality issue inherited from the Nineteenth
century Ottoman Empire. This pertinent issue is often overlooked as it is reduced to be a
creation of Great Powers’ politics. As a result, the development of nationalism among
the ethnic and national elements of the Empire has been viewed as the production of
imperialist powers in order to intervene with the Ottoman internal affairs and the
concerning elements have been regarded as the instruments to this end.” Such an
approach fails to assess the changing socio-political circumstances which emerged after
the end of the First World War. Therefore, the framework suggested by the defenders of
the partition paradigm for the study of the transition gives only partial account of the
period.

It is not the assertion of the author of this study that the Great Powers did not
play a role in the Ottoman affairs, particularly, in the questions emanated from the
development of nationalism amoﬁg the subjects. In this respect, their role cannot be
underestimated. The question is whether the pre and after war policies of the Great
Powers towards the subjects of the Ottoman Empire can satisfactorily explain the early
Twentieth century ethnic and national issues of Turkey, with their impacts on the
foundation of the Turkish Republic. The reply is no. For this reason, this study

reconsiders the period of transition from the Empire into the Republic in the light of

*For example, Salahi R. Sonyel, Minorities and the Destruction of the Ottoman Empire, (Ankara: Turkish
Historical Society Printing House, 1993).



foreigh and internal developments. It argues that this transition was essentially
characterized by ethnic conflicts in which most of ethno-religious and national elements
of Anatolia were involved while the international powers were merely actors and that the
resolution of these conflicts, in favor of the Muslims-Turks secured the foundation of the
Turkish Republic in 1923

It should be pointed out that debates on ethnic conflict is still a recent
phenomenon. The collapse of the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republic and the
disihtegration of Yugoslavia at the end of the Twentieth century; also many other ethno-
religious conflicts in several parts of the world, lead social scientists to focus on this
issue. The cases they take into consideration for ethnic conflicts are mostly current.
However, the existence of this phenomenon can be traced back in history, especially to
the early Twentieth century, which marked the fall of empires. Then, “ethnic sentiments
have been supported by the diffuéion of the doctrine of national self-determination” *
which contributed to internal ethnic and religious conflict and war. The case of the

Ottoman Empire was not an exception in this respect. Its social, political and economic

3The cases of ethnic conflicts considered through this dissertation was evaluated as resistance to the
formation of Turkish nation-state in an unpublished Ph. D. dissertation which is actually one of the
exceptional studies in evaluating ethnic issues of the late Ottoman and early Republican periods —together
with other forms of opposition to the formation of the Turkish nation-state- through solid theoretical and
concrete evidences. Ceylan Tokluoglu, The Formation of the Turkish Nation-State and Resistance,
(Ottowa: Carleton University, 1995). .

*Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict, (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1985), p. 4;
Richard H. Shultz Jr., “State Disintegration and Ethnic Conflict: A Framework for Analysis,”
EBSCOHOST, item no. 9509071270, p. 4.



situation and feasibility to foreign influence in the Nineteenth and early Twentieth
centuries, formed the suitable environment for the rise and development of ethnic
conflicts in the Empire.

Therefore, the origins of ethnic conflicts of the period between the First World
War and the foundation of the Turkish Republic can be traced back to the Nineteenth
century when the Ottoman traditional millet system, lost its effect and nationalism
influenced the Empire’s non-Muslims.” When an inclusive OttomanAcitizenship which
was promoted to integrate all subjects of the Empire proved to be ineffective, the
disintegration of the Empire continued, as the seeds of ethnic conflicts were planted.
Disintegrating Ottoman Empire was not able to cope with spreading nationalism among

its subjects.’

*It was the millet system which had provided the non-Muslim elements with a high degree autonomy in
their relations to the Ottoman state with regards to their internal affairs. The dissolution of this system
along with the socio-political and cultural transformation of the Ottoman state facilitated the emergence of
nationalisms based on ethnic identity in the Ottoman Empire. See Kemal H. Karpat, “Millets and
Nationality: The Roots of the Incongruity of Nation and State in the post-Ottoman Era,” in Christians and
Jews in the Ottoman Empire, Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis (eds.), (New York: Holmes&Meier
Publishers, 1982), pp. 141-169; idem., An Inquiry into the Social Foundations of Nationalism in the
Ottoman State: From Social Estates to Classes, From Millets to Nations, (Princeton: Center of
International Studies, 1973). The Kurds, a Muslim subject, had also enjoyed a semi-independent,
autonomous administration under Kurdish rulers in control of their emirates for hundreds of years, until the
nineteenth century. Martin van Bruinessen, Agha, Shaikh and State The Social and Political Structures of
Kurdistan. (London: Zed Books, 1992), p. 136. The administrative reforms aiming at the establishment of
the central authority in the provinces resulted in the elimination of the Kurdish emirates. It is usually
suggested that the destruction of the emirates caused the emergence of the first political movements among
the Kurds which eventually evolve into nationalist movement. Wadie Jwadieh, The Kurdish Nationalist
Movement: Its Origins and Development, Ph. D thesis, (Syracuse University, 1960), pp. iv-v.
®Contemporaneous authors argue that multiethnic states in general have not managed to integrate ethnic
groups. Ethnic and religious groups usually reject inclusive notions of nationalism in which they see
threats to their own identity. In consequence, ethnic identity persists as a political force and eventually
cause of violent conflict and internal war. Shultz, op. cit, p. 4.

R eRKDERETIM KURULD
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| Besides the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire and spreading nationalism
among the Christiaqs, there were other accompanying —and equally important- factors
for the rise of ethnic conflicts in Anatolia. To begin with, in the second half of the
Nineteenth century, particularly after the Turco-Russian War of 1878, Anatolia hosted
hundreds of thousand Muslim refugees from the Caucasus. These refugees did not only
change the ethnic, religious and social composition of Anatolia,” but also played a vital
role in the intellectual and political development of Muslim/Turkish ﬁationalism. While
somé leading figures; for example, Yusuf Akgura, systematized the idea of Turkism
through his booklet U Tarz-1 Siyaset (Three Ways of Politics),® the massive refugees
increased the Muslim population of the Empire. They also secured to provide a popular
base for the development of a Muslim/Turkish nationalism, and fortified nationalist
feelings among the Muslims.” In addition, the settlement method of these refugees
contributed to the rise of ethnic ténsion, especially in Eastern Anatolia. The Ottoman
government in this method favored a policy of dispersing Muslim refugees among the
Christian population, among the Armenians in the east and the Greeks in the west, in

order to cope with their nationalism.'°

"Kemal H. Karpat, Ottoman Population 1830-1914, (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1985),
p. 61. .

*Yusuf Akgura, Ug Tarz-t Siyaset, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Bastmevi, 1991); Francois Georgeon,
Tiirk Milliyet¢iliginin Kokenleri Yusuf Akgura (1876-1935), translated by Alev Er, (Istanbul: Yurt
Yayinlari, 1986). :

°David Kushner, The Rise of Turkish Nationalism, (London: Frank Cass, 1977), p. 10.

"“The number of Muslim refugees arriving Anatolia in the nineteenth century and early twentieth century
has been estimated in millions. For the Muslim immigration into Anatolia see Justin McCarthy, Death and



| Another factor which contributed to the formation of ethnic conflicts in Anatolia
was the policies ofthe Great Powers. Their intervention policy exploiting the nationalist
feelings of the Christian subjects, particularly the Armenians, to the point of exerting
political influence on Ottoman internal affairs, caused the Ottoman statesmen to perceive
their Christian subjects as fifth-column or internal enemy. This perception became
dominant when Turkish nationalism rose into political arena following 1913 and
especially during the armistice period. As a result, the policies of .the Great Powers
confributed to the formation of hostilities among Muslims and non-Muslims of the
Ottoman Empire as well as between the Christians and the State.

Finally, there was economic aspect as a contributory factor to ethnic conflicts in
Anatolia. Tanzimat reforms had brought about the superiority of non-Muslims in
economics while Muslims were generally occupied in administration and military. When
the Unionists were determined to. change this division of labor in favor of Muslims,
especially, after 1913, they attempted to end the economic superiority of the Christian
Ottomans, the Greeks and Armenians. In consequence, economic factor accompanied
political in directing Muslim reaction towards the Greeks and the Armenians during and

after the First World War.

Exile The Ethnic Cleansing of Ottoman Muslims 1821-1922, (New Jersey: The Darwin Press, 1995);
Karpat, Ottoman Population, pp. 60-77; for settlement policy Nedim Ipek, Rumeli’den Anadolu’ya Tiirk
Gogleri, (Ankara: Tiurk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi), 1994, pp. 155-159; 173-214; for the population
estimations of Anatolia in the concerning period see Justin McCarthy, Muslims and Minorities The
Population of Ottoman Anatolia and the End of the Empire, (New York: New York University Press,
1983).



All above noted factors took ethnic conflicts in Anatolia from their incipient
stages to their open forms and, eventually, to the points of no return.'' The last
development took place during the First World War when the leading members of the
Ottoman government, the Unionists, appealed to “demographic engineering” to resolve

nationality issues in the Ottoman Empire. Demographic engineering is an attempt to

“increase the economic and political power of an ethnic group relative to
others, and the method by which this is achieved entails the increase in the
size of one population relative to others.” '*

The methods of demographic engineering as a means of the resolution of ethnic
conflict may vary; for example, “pronatalist” policies, population resettlements, religious
and linguistic conversions, immigration policies are amongst the ways of manipulating
demographic characteristics of a region or a country by the leaders of ethnic groups. In
addition, demographic composition of a region or a country may be changed through

assimilation, deportation or boundary alterations. °

"I borrowed the stages of an ethnic conflict, which is reasonably applicable to the Ottoman case, from
Victor T. Le Vine, a professor of political science at Washington University. He argues that at the incipient
stage of ethnic conflicts the parties begin to come forward into the political arena and define the stakes
involved. At this stage, conflicts are at manageable levels and parties can abstain the use of violence
(Ottoman Empire between 1839-1880’s). The second stage is the open one when the parties are in active,
visible contention in institutional or non-institutional arena (Ottoman Empire in 1880°s-1913, particularly
the case of the Armenians in 1890’s). The third stage is when the conflicts are out of control. The
characteristic of this stage is the escalation of violence (Ottoman Empire in 1914-1922). Victor T. Le
Vine, “Conceptualizing ‘Ethnicity’ and ‘Ethnic Conflict’: A Controversy Revisited,” EBSCOHOST, item
no. 310379, pp. 10-11.

Milica Zarkovic Bookman, The Demographic Struggle for Power The Political Economy of
Demographic Engineering in the Modern World, (London: Frank Cass, 1997), p. 1.

BIbid, p. 2-3. For an assessment of methods of ethnic conflict resolution see John McGarry and Brendan
O’Leary, “The macro-political regulation of ethnic conflict,” in The Politics of Ethnic Conflict Regulation,
edited by John McGarry and Brendan O’Leary, (London: Routledge, 1993), pp. 4-40.



Deportation and settlement policies were actually the principal instruments of the
Unionists in resolving ethnicity issues in the Ottoman Empire. By deporting the
Christian elements, the Greeks from the Aegean coast in 1914 and the Armenians from
Eastern Anatolia in 1915-1916; and by dispersing Muslim‘ refugees including those from
the Balkans and the Kurds escaping from the Russian invasion of Eastern Anatolia,
among the Turks'* they aimed to change demographic composition of Anatolia by
forming manageable minorities. Needless to say, these developments 'were accompanied
by Wide use of violence by all groups involved in ethnic conflicts.

The policy of demographic engineering of the Unionists proved to be effective
during the First World War; however, it had not yet been completed when the Ottoman
Empire was totally defeated at the end of 1918. In the prevailing situation of the post-
war period, the principle of self-determination, which had been already diffused among
the Ottoman Greeks and Armeniaﬁs was supported by the Allied Powers and influenced
some of the Muslims, with the Kurds to a less degree. The Greeks and the Armenians
demanded secession from the Ottoman Empire and claimed a specific piece of territory
in Anatolia. They resorted to violence in order to accomplish the political hegemony of
territories claimed; the Greeks in western Anatolia and the Armenians, in Eastern

Anatolia and Cilicia. Moreover, they attempted to reverse demographic engineering

A recently published study gives an interesting detailed account of the Unionist policy for the
resettlement of Muslim refugees. Fuat Diindar, ttihat ve Terakki’nin Miislimanlar: Iskan Politikas: (1913-
1918), (istanbul: iletisim Yayimnlar, 2001).



policy' of the Unionists through forcing the Muslims to emigrate. They designed to settle
the Greeks and Armenians in order to acquire Christian majority in claimed territories.
The Muslim-Turkish resistance, which would develop into a unified and organized
Turkish nationalist movement, emerged to prevent any cession of territory by the Greeks
and the Armenians under the protection of the Allied Powers; it also diverted to preserve
the recently acquired demographic structure of Anatolia.

Under these circumstances, the transition period from the Ottbman Empire into
the .Turkish Republic was characterized by ethnic conflicts in Anatolia which were
essentially the continuation of the conflicts of the war period. Ethnic groups were in
conflict due to their nationalist projects on overlapping territory which was Anatolia.
The policy of Allied Powers favoring restructuring of Anatolia on ethnic basis
contributed much to these conflicts. The Greek and the Armenian territorial claims were
conflicted with those of the Muslirﬁ-Turkish especially, the Armenians’ clashed with the
Kurds’ in Eastern Anatolia.

On the other hand, the Turkish nationalists rejected all kinds of territorial
demand by ethnic groups rather than the Turks and refused the re-mapping of Anatolia
along ethnic basis. In other words, the prevention of the division of Anatolia was the
primary objective of the Turkish nationalists. To be successful, they had to struggle with
the Greeks and the Armenians, and, if necessary, with the Kurds, more than the Allied

Powers which usually remained on diplomatic scene and gave spiritual support and

10



proteétion to the Greeks and the Armenians. Actually, the Turkish nationalists had been
aware of this fact before they began to organize the nationalist movement. For example,
Kézim Karabekir, who was the main figure in organizing the Turkish resistance in
Eastern Anatolia, noted in his memoirs that he told Mustafa Kemal in a meeting in
Istanbul that the Allied Powers could not intervene mi'litarily and that the only resolution
was to fight with the Armenians and the Greeks; after defeating the Armenians in the
east, it would be possible to face the Greeks in the west.'®

Reconsidering the reasons for the emergence of the Turkish nationalist
movement and military confrontations between 1919-1922 in Anatolia, it is possible to
argue that the raison d’étre of this movement was the threats coming from the Greeks
and the Armenians. As a matter of fact, the local resistance movements which made up
the nucleus of the Turkish nationalist movement were initially formed in regions where
such threats were obvious. The concentration of military power was respectively in
eastern, western and southern Anatolia under Armenian and Greek threats. In addition,
the main purpose of the establishment of the exclusive Central Army (Merkez Ordusu)
at the end of 1920 was to eliminate the Greek nationalist activities in the Black Sea
region.

During the process of its development, the Turkish nationalist movement was

Muslim in character. It aimed to unify the Muslims of Anatolia against Christian threat

K azim Karabekir, Istikldl Harbimizin Esaslari, (istanbul: Emre Yayinlari, 1995), pp. 39-40.
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in the framework of “Muslim nationalism” '®

as it pacified the nationalist elements
among the Muslims, particularly the Kurds. Although the nationalist leaders achieved to
gain the support of the Kurds in Eastern Anatolia where Kurdo-Armenian conflict had
actually continued since the second half of the Nineteenth century, they were seriously
opposed to by nationalist Kurds, demanding autonomsl and/or independence. When such
demands took the form of uprisings against the nationalist movement, the nationalists
did not hesitate to resort to arms.

Under the light of these facts, the Turkish nationalist movement was organized to
suppress any political claim originated from ethnic nationalism in Anatolia, by means of
which the integrity of the remaining territories of the Ottoman Empire could be
preserved. For this region, the major military confrontations between 1919-1922 took
place in southern (Turco-Armenian), eastern (Turco-Armenian), northern (Turco-Pontine
Greek) and western Anatolia (Tufco—Greek) as well as in the Central where the Kurds
rebelled for autonomy. The foundation of independent Turkish nation-state based on
popular sovereignty as it was claimed by Mustafa Kemal,'” the leader of the Turkish

nationalist movement, therefore, essentially depended on suppressing “other”

nationalisms.

'%Muslim nationalism” refers to predominant focus on Ottoman Muslim identity in terminology used by
the leaders of the Turkish resistance movement. Erik Jan Zircher, “The vocabulary of Muslim
nationalism,” International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 137 (1999), p. 90 (offprint copy).
Ziircher emphasizes that the Turkish resistance movement had in fact a political character rather than
religious “but the group identity on which it based itself was defined primarily in religious terms.”

K emal Atatiirk, Nuruk, vol. 1, (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1961), p. 12.
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| In accordance with the above presented analytic framework, this study evaluates
the last stage of transition period from the Ottoman Empire into the Turkish Republic.
To reiterate, its main argument is that this transition was characterized by ethnic
conflicts in Anatolia in that the struggles of this period took place among the locals with
nationalist purposes more than among the imperialists and the anti-imperialist forces. In
connection with the previous argument, this study claims that suppressing “other”
nationalisms secured the foundation of the Turkish nation-state in 1}923. This is well-
proved by the demographic composition that Anatolia took at the end of conflicts.

The second chapter of this study deals with the nationality policy of the Unionists
after 1913 when Turkish nationalism rose clearly into political arena. It is argued this
development was a turning point for the ethnic conflicts in the Ottoman Empire in that,
integrative policy of Ottomanism was replaced by exclusive Turkish nationalism. This
policy is tested through the Greek énd Armenian cases between 1913-1916 as well as by
the settlement of Muslim refugees in the Kurdish case during the First World War. These
cases exhibit Unionist demographic engineering policy which, by the end of the First
World War in 1918, brought ethnic conflicts into point of no return.

Chapter 111 takes up the socio-political circumstances in the Ottoman Empire in
the aftermath of the end of the war (the end of 1918 and the spring of 1919) with the
purpose of presenting the foundations of ethnic conflicts in Anatolia following the-war.

During this period, occupation of some parts of Anatolia by the Allied Powers was
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acconﬂpanied by the idea of restructuring of the Ottoman territories along ethnic basis in
accordance with the; principle of self-determination as well as by conflicting nationalist
claims of ethnic groups seeking the support of the Allied Powers. In addition, benefiting
from the occupation of the Allied Powers, the Greek; and the Armenians attempted to
reverse the demographic composition of claimed territories by resorting to violence,
forcing the Muslims’ to emigrate and repatriating their compatriots. Against the
nationalist claims and ill-treatments of the Greeks and the Armeniéns, local Muslim
resistance organizations were form,ed. As a result, ethnic tension which had already
existed due to the wartime events caused polarization among Christians and Muslims.

Chapter IV describes the development of Turkish nationalist opposition, rejecting
ethnic restructuring of the Ottoman territories, into a unified and organized movement.
During this process, the Turkish nationalist leaders followed an integrative policy of
unifying all Muslims, particularly fhe Kurds (since the nationalist Kurds claimed at least
autonomy on ethnic basis) regardless of ethnic affiliation, with the purpose of mobilizing
them against the Greek and Armenian threats. In consequence, the Turkish nationalist
movement was organized in Islamic framework and gained its legitimacy as an Islamic
movement as was indicated by the composition of the last Ottoman Parliament which
reopened following the 1919 elections.

Chapter V gives ethnic military confrontations in Anatolia between 1920-1922. It

exhibits the Turco-Armenian struggles in Cilicia and Trans-Caucasia; the Turco-Greek
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conflicts in the north-eastern and western Anatolia and the Turco-Kurdish conflict in the
Central Anatolia. Managed to overcome their opponents in these conflicts, eliminating
the Armenian and Greek claims and suppressing Kurdish nationalist demands on
military field, the Turkish nationalists were invited to peace negotiations which were to
be held at Lausanne. The period between military conﬁicts and the conclusion of peace
was the last stage of demographic restructuring of Anatolia on nationalist basis

It should be pointed out that through all chapters foreign developments with
regards to the position of the Allied Powers in the formation of the Ottoman peace treaty
and, then, with the Turkish nationalists, are considered through changing political
circumstances. The observation of the author of this study is that the efforts of the Allied
Powers, particularly of Great Britain, though sympathetic to the Greek and Armenian
political claims, did not pass beyond oral commitments. For example, they did not take
military action for the sake of Christians when they felt that they were threatened by the
Turkish nationalists or when the establishment of an Armenian state in Eastern Anatolia
was considered. On the contrary, the Allied Powers, particularly France and Italy,
searched for the negotiation means with the nationalists as the circumstances required to
do so. Besides the position of the Allied Powers in the ethnic conflicts in Anatolia, the
relations of the Turkish nationalists with the Bolsheviks were also considered in Chapter
V for better evaluation of the Turco-Armenian conflict in Trans-Caucasia, as Great

Britain’s withdrawal into neutral position in the Turco-Greek conflict was also indicated.
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CHAPTER II

NATIONALITY ISSUES CONFRONTING THE UNIONISTS, 1913-1918

2.1. The Change of Ruling Ideology and the Nationality Question in the
Ottoman Empire: From Ottomanism to Turkish Nationalism

On the eve of the First World War, the territorial losses of the Ottoman
Empire had reached its climax. Following the defeat in the Balkan wars of 1912-
1913, the Ottoman state lost all its European lands except for a small part in Thrace.
The center of gravity of the Empire thus shifted from Europe to Anatolia. Parallel to
the disintegration, efhnic conflicts springing from the nationality question (anasir
meselesi) of the Nineteenth century Ottoman Empire reached their climax too. It may
be argued that the disintegration of the Empire led primarily to the deterioration of
relations among the subjects themselves and/or between the subjects and the state.
Other factors; such as, the intervention of the Great Powers on behalf of the Christian
communities; namely, the Armenians and the Greeks, can also be considered as
intensifying the conflicts. There is little doubt that such‘factors, i.e., the disintegration
of the Empire and the intervention of foreign powers, contributed much in making
ethnic conflicts inevitable in the later days of the Empire. However, it was the change

in the management way of conflicts which diverted them to take a very different form
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than the previous periods. The argument in this study, therefore, is that this change in
the management of conflicts was due to the change in the ruling ideology; that is, the
adoption of Turkish nationalism instead of Ottomanism in facing nationality issues.

Beginning With Tanzimat, the Ottoman statesmen followed an integrative and
assimilative policy in managing the issues originating from nationalistic movements
of the subjects of the Ottoman Empire. An inciusive Ottoman citizenship was
promoted with the aim of unifying various national, ethnic and religious communities
within the framework of the Ottoman Fatherland. This policy had become the basis
of the Ottoman reforms since 1839, with the exception of pan-Islamist policy of
Sultan Abdiilhamit’s absolutist reign (1876-1908). The Ottomanist policy was not an
end itself but the anticipated device to preserve the integrity of the Empire. It was
regarded as a way of preventing secessions and replacing the nationalism(s) of the
subjects through the formation of a supra-nationality.

The failure of the Ottomanist policy was apparent particularly following the
1908 Revolution. Ironically, the Revolution was celebrated as the peak point of
Ottomanism.! The Revolution did not resolve the nationality question; on the
contrary, deepéned it more. The Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), which was
the main organization behind the 1908 Revolution, formally adhered itself to the

Ottomanist policy but it was generally opposed by the representatives of ethno-

1Feroz Ahmad, “Unionist Relations with the Greek, Armenian and Jewish Communities of the
Ottoman Empire, 1908-1914,” in Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, edited by Benjamin
Braude and Bernard Lewis, (LLondon: Holmes&Meier Publishers, 1982), p. 401.
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religious groups; Muslim and non-Muslim. Behind this opposition was the claim that
the CUP was in essence a Turkish organization, acted on behalf of the Turkish
nationalist aspiratipns and focused on enforcing Turcification of the non-Turkish
population.2 It will be dealt with why and to what extent the CUP was of Turkish
character below, but, at this point, it should be stated that the strict opposition which
came from ethno-religious groups against the CUP provoked Turkish nationalism by

the end of 1908

2.2, Turkish Nationalism and the CUP

The nucleus of the CUP, which had appeared in 1889 under the title of
Ottoman Union Society (Ittihad-1 Osmani Cemiyeti), appeared to be Ottomanist.
Actually, none of the founders of this society were ethnically Turk.* This society was

developed “in a multi-national and multi-ethnic framework,” composed of members

’Kemal H. Karpat, “The Memoirs of N. Batzaria: The Young Turks and Nationalism,” International
Journal of Middle East Studies, 6 (1975), pp. 276-299. This argument is also supported by Sina Aksin,
who claims that the Turcification of the non-Turks was the main goal of the CUP and the education
system was the principle mean to this end. Sina Aksin, Jon Tirkler ve lttihat ve Terakki, (Istanbul:
Remzi Kitabevi, 1987), pp. 103-104. The opposition of the ethnic and religious groups to the CUP has
been claimed to be due to the loosing of their privileges that they had inherited from the traditional
system under the new regime. For this argument see Aykut Kansu; The Revolution of 1908 in Turkey,
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1997), pp. 157-192.

30n the behavior of ethnic groups during the election campaign in the late 1908, Hiiseyin Cahit
[Yal¢in], a pro-Unionist journalist, wrote that it had been understood that the country was only
Fatherland for the Turks. Therefore, the right of dominating the destiny of the country and taking
decisions on behalf of it should be at the hands of the Turks. Hiiseyin Cahit Yal¢mn, Siyasal Amlar,
(istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 1976), pp. 41-42.

*{brahim Temo was of Albanian origin, Abdullah Cevdet and Ishak Siikiiti were of Kurdish and
Mehmed Resit was of Circassian. Stikrii Hanioglu, The Young Turks in Opposition, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995), p. 168.
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who reflected national, ethnic and religious heterogeneity of the Ottoman Empire
such as Turks, Arabs, Greeks, Jews, Armenians, Bulgarians, Albanians.’

Following its first congress in Paris in 1902, when it was split into two
factions, the CUP évolved to be a Turkish organization. Until then, it had been under
the control of non-Turkish but Muslim intellectuals such as Ishak Stikditi, Abdullah
Cevdet, who had worked to unify the Muslims of thé Empire against the threat of the
Armenians and Balkan Christians.® During this period, a group in the CUP,
considered itself as Turkish, started to emphasize a single “dominant element (millet-

29

i hakime) of the empire.” Their claim was that the Turkish element was
demographically most numerous, therefore, the Turks should dominate and rule.’
Hence, the nationalist Turkish faction of the CUP became dominant after 1902 and
focus on Turkish nationalism developed within the CUP thereafter. According to
Hanioglu, the author of probably the most detailed studies on the CUP between
1889-1908, the CUP’s shift to nationalism was completed in 1906 when it merged
with the Ottoman Freedom Society (Osmanli Hiirriyet Cemiyeti).8 Those supplying
the re-proclamation of the Constitution (23 July 1908) were predominantly the

nationalist faction of the CUP, composed of the officers of the Third (Macedonian)

and Second (Thracian) Army. The majority of these officers were Muslim Turks,’

*Karpat, “The Memoirs...,” p. 279.
®Hanioglu, op. cit., p. 169.
"Ibid,,-pp. 169-170.

SIbid, p.211.

®Aksin, Jon Tiirkler..., p. 78.
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whose aim was to strengthen the Ottoman state under Turkish nationalist

10

aspifations.

The policy'of the CUP following the 1908 Revolution was not nationalistic
albeit the notion of dominant element was preserved.!! As a matter of fact, the
integrity of the Ottoman Empire was regarded prior »to Turkish nationalism since this
could be obtained by Ottoman nationality. Therefore, the CUP promoted an inclusive
Ottoman citizenship which was to amalgamate all national, ethnic and religious
communities of the Empire under equal citizenship. In spite of .this attempt, the
disintegration of the Ottoman Empire could not be prevented. Secessions continued
(for example, Bulgaria, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Crete at the end of 1908) and
separatism spread like an epidemic into the non-Turkish Muslim communities
(Albanians, Arabs and Kurds). Actually, the centralist policy of the CUP, especially
after the suppressioﬁ of the counter-revolution of 31 March,'? was incompatible with
the interests of ethnic and religious groups, invigorated their nationalism.
Administrative centralization was regarded as a means of Turcification by both

Muslim and non-Muslim nationalities and seriously disappointed them.'> Two years

'E. J. Ziircher, Unionist Factor The Role of the Committee of Union and Progress in the Turkish
National Movement, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1984), pp. 22-23.

"Hiiseyin Cahit [Yal¢m], “Millet-i Hakime,” Tanin, 25 October 1908. He concludes his article by
claiming that the dominant nation in the country was the Turks and they would be.

“Feroz Ahmad, The Young Turks The Committee of Union and Progress in Turkish Politics, 1908-
1914, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969), pp. 61-62; Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), pp. 217-218; Aksin, Jon Tirkler..., p. 145.

B As it has already been explained in Chapter I (fn. 4), the policy of administrative centralization was a
source of tension between the Ottoman government and the Christian communities. See also Chapter
11, fn. 2.
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after the Revolution, the situation was observed by the American Consul in Salonica
as:

“There are serious forces of discord at work in the Turkish Empire today,
and that the New regime will only realize its dreams, if it ever realizes
them, after removing obstacles that are built into the very foundations of
the State.”"*

In consequence, the Ottomanist policy which became dominant after the 1908
Revolution, seemed to loose its influence following the counter-revolution of 31
March."

Nevertheless, the CUP maintained its formal adherence to Ottomanism.'® The
developments between 1910-1913, however, gradually shifted its ideological stand
from Ottomanism to Turkish nationalism. The Albanian insurrection which resulted
in Albanian independence and the Balkan wars of 1912-1913 convinced the leaders
of the CUP that Ottomanism was unrealizable. In the Albanian case, for the first
time, a Muslim element had rebelled for independence. The Balkan wars caused
floods of Muslim-Turkish refugees into Anatolia, which arose the national feelings of
the Turks. Meanwhile, the Great Powers were pressuring for the Armenian reforms in
Eastern Anatolia. Their intervention on behalf of the non-Muslim communities
continuously left the Ottoman state in difficult position on international arena.

Furthermore, the Ottoman Greeks had cooperated with Greece during the Balkan

"“From George Horton to the Secretary of State, Department of State, 867.00/282a-477.

17iya Gokalp, Principles of Turkism, translated by Robert Devereux, (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1968), p. 8.
'®The CUP formally abandoned the policy of the Union of the Peoples (ittihad-1 anasir) in 1916. Tarik
Zafer Tunaya, Tirkiye’de Siyasal Partiler, vol 111, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2000), p. 295.

2l 1.C. YOKSEXOGRFTIM KURULY
DOKDMANTASYUN MERKEZ]



wars. In short, the CUP members lost their confidence with both non-Turkish
Muslim and Christian nationalities under the Ottoman domination in 1913.

It was under these circumstances that the Unionists unofficially turned to rest
the Ottoman state on a foundation of Turkish nationality in Anatolia. In order to
obtain the anticipated results, the Turkish element had to be economically fortified
and demographically purified. Consequently, the adoption of Turkish nationalism as
the government policy led to the nationalization of economic life in favor of the
Muslim-Turkish element'’ and ethnic restructuring of Anatolia. With regards to the
management of the nationality question, the CUP abandoned the inclusive
Ottomanist policy applicable to the Armenians and the Greeks, the only considerable
Christian populations left in 1913, replaced it by an exclusive policy of Turkish
nationalism. Soon, the rise of Turkish nationalism into political scene turned the
nationality question into internal conflict. This was reflected, for example, by the
words of Ahmet Emin [ Yalman], a contemporaneous journalist:

“So long as the Turks remained indifferent to the [current] of nationalism
racial conflicts were confined to an occasional local uprising and
massacre. When nationalism gained firm ground among the Turks,
incessant and violent conflicts could not be avoided, and such storms were
vehement and merciless...”'

1 Actually, the creation of a national economy and bourgeoisie had been one of the main goals of the
CUP following the 1908 Revolution. Nevertheless, the use of this ideal in favor of the Turkish element
was after the Turkish nationalism gained a popular base, particularly during the Balkan wars, 1912-
1913, and the CUP emerged as the representative of the Turkish cause. Feroz Ahmad, “Vanguard of a
Nascent Bourgeoisie: The Social and Economic Policy of the Young Turks, 1908-1918,” in Social and
Economic History of Turkey (1071-1922), edited by Osman Okyar and Halil Inalcik, (Ankara:
Meteksan Matbaasi, 1980), pp. 329-350.

'8 Ahmet Emin Yalman, Turkey in the World War, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1930), p. 201.
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2.3. The Contribution of Ziya Gokalp: Basing the State on One Nation

The gradual transition from Ottomanism to Turkish nationalism as the
governing policy was completed when the CUP was in complete control of the
internal situation. —During the Balkan wars, the Unionists seized the political power
by a coup d’état in January 1913 and, in the summer, they were able to discard the
entire opposition. The Unionists were much indebtéd to Ziya Gokalp, the ideologue
of the CUP, particularly, after 1910’s, in forming a nationalist policy in social and
economic spheres. Actually, the Unionists’ method in the resolutioﬁ of the nationality
issues during the First World War, was in accord with Gokalp’s thinking.

Ziya Gokalp’s ideas on nationality issues was in fact a reaction to
Ottomanism. He criticized the Ottomanist policy and argued that the Tanzimat
statesmen, and, later, the Young Turks were insincere in the recognition of the
national rights of diverse communities. Actually, they used the ideal of Ottomanism
as a cloak for the Turcification of the (Ottoman) state. However, it was the Turks
who had suffered most from Ottomanism. The reason lay behind this fact was that
the Christians and Jews had occupied economic key positions in commerce, industry
and the craftvs while the Muslims who formed the ruling element of the Ottoman
population remained as peasants, government officials and soldiers. He came to the

conclusion that

“while the poor Turks inherited from the Ottoman Empire nothing but a
broken sword and an old-fashioned plough, there arose among the non-
Muslim communities, which had no part in the Government, a wealthy
bourgeoisie with European education. The Muslims produced no such

23



class possessing the qualifications required of rulers, notably education,
initiative and organizing abilities.”"

Ziya Gokalp was still a defender of a multi-national Ottoman Empire in early
1913; nevertheless', he was of the opinion that the subjects of a single state were not
necessarily the members of a single nation. A year later, in 1914, he wrote that “a
state can exist only if based on one nation, since mén belonging to different nations
cannot love the same fatherland”.?® A nation, according to Gokalp, was a society
consisting of people who spoke the same language, had the same education and were
united in their religious, moral and aesthetic ideals; in short, composed of those who
had a common culture and religion.?!

By 1913, it was clear that the Ottomanist policy could not have built a nation
on which the Ottoman state would stand. On the contrary, non-Muslim subjects of
the Empire had demonstrated their “disloyalty” to the state. Therefore, they would
not be included in the recent understanding of forming a nation. As they were
excluded from the definition of nation, they were to be eliminated from economic

and social life too. The state would be rested on a loyal nation, which was Turkish

exclusively.

®Uriel Heyd, Foundations of Turkish Nationalism The Life and Teachings of Ziya Gokalp, (London:
Luzac&Company Ltd and the Harvill Press), 1950, pp. 73-74.

X1bid., pp. 72-73.

2'Ibid., p. 63.
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2.4. The Resolution of the Nationality Question: The Ethnic Restructuring of
Anatolia

The initial step for the formation of a loyal nation was the elimination of
“disloyal” elements. The Ottoman Greeks and the Ottoman Armenians were to be the
target of the nationalist policy of the Unionists, beginning with the Balkan wars. As
noted above, these elements were the only considerablé Christian groups which left
in the Ottoman Empire in 1913. The nationalist policy of the Unionists rested on two
grounds, economic and demographic.

In the field of economy, the CUP aimed the formation of a national economy
and a national (Muslim-Turkish) bourgeoisie at the expense of the Greeks and the
Armenians, who dominated almost all spheres of economic life so as to become
“economically independent of internal and external rivals.”** Traditional division of
labor in which the npn—Muslim communities weré engaged in trade and the Muslim
elements, in military and bureaucracy, was to be changed for the benefit of the latter.
In other words, economic privileges which had been» enjoyed by the non-Muslim
communities for a long time, was shifted under the supervision of the Unionist

government to be enjoyed by the Muslims-Turks.?

Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey, (Montreal: McGill University Press,
1964), p. 335. For the policy of creating a national economy and a national bourgeoisie see Zafer
Toprak, Milli Iktisat-Milli Burjuvazi, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaymlari, 1995); also Ahmad,
“Social and Economic Policy...”

23Toprak, ibid, p. 5.
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Together with the nationalist policy in the economy, the Unionists also
followed a policy of demographic engineering,24 with the purpose of changing the
demographic composition of Anatolia, that is; ethnic restructuring of Anatolia. This
policy was effectively applied during the First World War. It was characterized by
mass population transfers, and sometimes other coercive measures. The Unionists
intended to secure the ethnic majority of the Turkish population in Anatolia and
accordingly, prevent local accumulation of other ethnic groups, Muslim and non-
Muslim, by restricting their presence not to exceed five-ten per cént on a specified

territory. >

2.4.1. Boycotting the Greeks, 1913-1914

The nationalist economic and demographic policy of the CUP was evident in
boycotting the Ottoman Greeks in 1913-1914. The boycott started when ethnic
tension among the Muslim-Turkish element and the Ottoman Greeks had arose due
to the consequences of the Balkan wars. This tension was used by the Unionists to
replace the Greek economic enterprises by the Turkish; thereafter, to dislocate a
considerable number of Greeks from the Aegean coast. The Muslim immigrants who
had escaped from the brutalities of the Balkan states, particularly of Greece, were to

be resettled in the same places. The severe attitudes of the Greek government towards

*In the limits of this study, this term refers to the forced population transfers of the Greeks and the
Armenians and the resettlement policy of the Muslim immigrants (muhajirs).

®The applications of this policy can be seen in the Armenian and Kurdish cases in the following
pages.
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Muslims in Macedonia during the Balkan wars caused as previously referred,
thousands of Muslim refugees to flood into Istanbul. The Ottoman state protested the
Greek massacre of Muslims throughout 1913. The Turkish press provocatively called
attention to a possible retaliation against the Ottoman Greeks. °

The arrival of thousands of refugees had arose the national sentiment among
the Turks against the Greeks; however, the principal cause of the boycott was the
conviction that the Ottoman defeat in the Balkan wars was enabled by the support of
the Ottoman Greeks to the Motherland in grants.?’” An example to sAuch contributions
Waé the Averof battleship, granted to the Greek government by an Ottoman Greek
named Averof. This vehicle imprisoned the Ottoman navy to the Marmara sea during
the wars and prevented the Ottomans the defense of Salonica as well as Aegean
islands.?®

Such joined factors as the plight of the Muslim refugees arriving at Istanbul
and the conviction that the Ottoman Greeks cooperated with Greece during the
Balkan wars stimulated the Turkish reaction toward the prosperous and comfortable
Ottoman Greeks in Istanbul and the Aegean region while the Turks were subjected
the merciless Greek war policy.”

Under these conditions, the initial step of the CUP was to divert attention to

disrupt economically powerful Greeks The boycott campaign of the CUP, therefore,

% Ahmad, “Unionist Relations...,” p. 417.

“Toprak, op. cit, p. 109.

BIbid.

®Nurdogan Tagalan, Ege’de Kurtulus Savasi Baslarken Hasan Tahsin, (Istanbul: Aksoy Yaymncilik,
1998), p. 44.
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was based on the idea that the Ottoman Greeks dominated the commercial life within
the Ottoman territories, that commercial transactions were regulated by the Greeks.
Therefore, “the poor, the stupid, the unwary Muslims” financed arms for the Greek
state with their own hands. Under such circumstances, the Muslims-Turks should
seize the trade and establish factories, companies and banks, thus reach prosperity. *°

Actually, the boycott had developed independently of the CUP, and under the
initiative of the Muslim-Turkish people as a reaction against Europe. The reason for
this way of action was to prevent any European intervention. Meénwhile, the CUP
was in campaign to spread the idea that buying and selling would only be done
among the Turks and cutting all kind of commercial relations with the Greeks.”!

The boycott was very influential in Istanbul and, especially, on the Aegean
Sea shores, where a sizeable Greek population was found. The boycott had spread
even into the Greek groceries in the remotest village of the Ottoman Empire.32 Lists
including addresses of the Muslim tradesmen, artisans, working places were
published and Muslims were called to participate in trade. Immediately after about
five hundred shops were opened by the Muslims in istanbul.®
The establishment of a national economy and bourgeoisie was not restricted

to the elimination of economic power of the Ottoman Christians. It usually went hand

in hand with the forced population movements out of Anatolia. This policy was the

**Toprak, op. cit., pp. 109-110.
31Tagalan, op. cit., p. 50.
321bid,, p. 46.

BToprak, op. cit., p. 110.

28



requirement of creating an imaginary nation by the Unionists as well as of resettling
the Muslim refugees subjected to forced deportation from Macedonia by the Greek
state.*® The deportation of the Ottoman Greeks from the Aegean coast was realized
within this frame@ork. The Unionist government was behind the scene in the
deportation process. However, local CUP branches in western Anatolia and the
Teskildt-1 Mahsusa (Special Organization) openly pérticipated in the organization of
the Greek deportation. Their intention was to clear the Aegean region from the
Greeks in order to provide settlements for the Muslim-Turkish refugeés coming from
Serez, Kavala, Salonica and Kosova.*” Besides this “practical” reason behind the
deportation of the Greeks, there was also the intention of the Unionists to indicate
Greece that the Aegean region, like the rest of all Anatolia, was Turkish territory. In
other words, it was seen as a measure to prevent probable annexation of the region
into Greece since the Greek population in Anatolia, especially in the Aegean region,
felt akin to the Greek state, and, in fact, Greece shared the same feelings of the
“unredeemed Greeks”. Their desire was an union with Greece.*

The commander of the Fourth Army in Izmir Pertev [ Demirhan], the chief of

staff of the same Army Cafer Tayyar [Egilmez] and responsible secretary (Kéatib-i

Mes’ul) of the CUP in [zmir, Mahmut Celal [Bayar] were charged to carry out the

3Some Muslim-Turkish refugees were placéd in jobs under the monopoly of the Greeks. F. Ahmad
gives the example of the railway workers on the Izmir-Kasaba line. Ahmad, “Unionist Relations...,” p.
417.

*Tagalan, op. cit, p.5l.

**Dimitri Pentzopoulos, The Balkan Exchange of Minorities and Its Impact Upon Greece, (Paris:
Mouton&Co, 1962), p. 31.
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deportation of the Greeks.”” There was not an official order for the deportation but
psychological and coercive measures were resorted to enforce the Greeks to migrate.
For example, the young people were forced to participate in labor battalions as the
soldiers of the Ottoman Army through recruitment. In general, Greeks on the sea-
shore regions where they constituted the majority, were deported. The Greeks of
Bergama, Foga, Cesme and Karaburun were almﬁst entirely deported. Thus, by
replacing them with the Muslim immigrants, it would undoubtedly be possible to
increase the size of Muslim-Turkish population.®®

Soon after the deportation started, more than one hundred thousand Greeks
had to emigrate. The American Embassy in Istanbul dispatched to State Department
statistics showing the number of Greeks who were regarded by the Turkish
authorities as “definitely” deported. It was stated that the statistics were prepared by
the Russian Consul General and Embassy dragoman. According to these statistics,

117,000 Greeks were deported from May 28 to June 12, 1914.*° Around the middle

of June, Talat Pasha, the Minister of the Interior, went to the Aegean Region for the

*"Tacalan, op. cit., p. 52; it seemed that the deportation of Greeks was a part of the nationalization
(Turcification) of izmir. From the unpublished memoirs of Esref Kuscubasi, an important figure of the
Special Organization, it can be understood that several measures had been considered to this end at the
meetings of the Organization. Quoted in Celdl Bayar, Ben de Yazdim Milli Miicadele’ye Giris, vol. V,
(istanbul. Baha Matbaasi, 1967), pp. 1572-1582.

**Tacalan, ibid., p.52.

**Department of State, 867.00/634. The statistics gives the date of emigration and locality of origin of
the deported Greeks with their numbers as in the following: From May 28 to June 9, 1914, 45,000
refugees from Chesmeh: from end of May to beginning of June 14,000 from Karaburun; about June 4,
15,000 from Adramid; on the same day, 7,000 from Burhanieh and Kemer; the next day, 5,000 from
Balikesser district; from June 7 to 10, 18,000 from Bergama and Dikeli; and, from June 11 to 12,
13,000 from the district of Phocea. Celal Bayar suggested that 130,000 Greeks from Bergama, Dikili,
Menemen, Foga, Karaburun and Cesme were deported. Op. cit., vol. V, p. 1568. 1lhan Tekeli mentions
from about 150,000 Greek refugees, most of them. migrated from Urla Peninsula and Ayvalik.
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investigation of deportations. On his return, he submitted a report to the Council of
Ministers (Meclis-1 Viikeld) stating that emigration had ceased. The reasons for the
emigration of the Greeks, he explained, were basically fear and excitement based on
unreasonable illusions (esbabi ciddiye ve makuleye miistenit olmayan sirf evham ve
hayalattan ibaret bulunan havf ve heyecan...)*

The refugee problem between the Ottoman étate and Greece was resolved by
exchange of populations restricted to definite areas. For this purpose, an agreement
was concluded between Greece and the Ottoman state before the outset of the First
World War. According to the agreement, the exchange would be voluntary and
include Greek speaking populations of Turkish Thrace and the the province of Aydin
(Izmir, Manisa, Aydin, Denizli, and Mugla) in Anatolia and the Muslim population
of Greek Macedonia and Epirus. The exchange was to be realized under the
supervision of a mixed commission. The abandoned property of the migrants was to
be appraised and liquidated.*! Tilis agreement could not be implemented; however,
due to entrance of the Ottoman state to the First World War. It was going to be
revised during the Lausanne peace negotiations in 1923, as will be viewed in Chapter

V.

“Osmanlt Imparatorlugu’'ndan Giiniimiize Nifusun Zorunlu Yer Degistirmesi ve Iskan Sorunu,”
Toplum ve Bilim, 50 (1990), p. 60. :

““yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirk inkilab: Tarihi, vol. II part III, (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1991), pp. 254-255.

“Ibid, pp. 261-262; Michael Llewellyn Smith, lonian Vision: Greece in Asia Minor, 1919-1922,
(Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1998), pp. 32-33.
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2.4.2. The Land of the Uprooted Peoples: Anatolia During the First
World War
George Horton, the American Consul-General in Izmir, wrote in early 1914

that

“There are many who believe that we are living on the crater of a volcano,
and that, if race hatred is thus systematically cultivated for some time to
come, at last there will be some kind of an eruption.”*

By the entry of the Ottoman state into the War, the volcano was ready to erupt at any
moment. In fact, the war presented the Unionists “good” opportunity to implement
their nationalist economic policy and also ethnic restructuring of Anatolia. Thus, the
war in Anatolia was a scene of uprooted peoples more than anything else.
Deportation and reciprocal massacres went hand in hand. Besides the general war

among states, there was also an internal war in Anatolia.

2.4.2.1. The Armenian Question as a Case Study within Ethnic

Conflicts in Anatolia
There is not any other case than the Armenian Question, which best
demonstrates the dimensions of the ethnic conflict in the late Ottoman period in
Anatolia. In fact, the events which started with the deportation of the Armenians
during the First World War was the eruption point of what Horton called as volcano.

The Armenian Question is still a controversial issue which has a dimension beyond

“From George Horton to the Secretary of State, Department of State, 867.00/606
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scholarly works and seems to continue to be so for a time that one cannot foresee. It
is because of the nature of discussion which has gone on until recent time. Two sides
of the debate, the Armenians and the Turks, have not been able to convince each
other that their arguments are really true.* It is not beyond the truth to assert that the
question will continue to be an issue of hot debate as long as accusation and counter-
accusation of both sides dominate the discussion. Actually, there are many well-
qualified studies on the Armenian Question which allow insight evaluation of this
issue. **

The limit of this study does not allow to analyze the Armenian Question at
length. Therefore, this study is limited to the emergence and development of this
question with particular reference to the Kurdish dimension of the conflict since the
Armeno-Kurdish relations played an important» role in the development of the

Turkish nationalist movement between 1919-1922. What is important within the

“The center of the arguments is whether the Turkish Government committed a genocide or not during
the First World War. While the Armenian thesis tries to prove a calculated genocidal process by the
Ottoman Government against the Armenians in Anatolia, which culminated in the events of 1915-
1916, the Turkish thesis disapprove this argument and goes a point further by asserting that the
Armenians actually massacred the Muslims in Anatolia. For an evaluation of the Turkish and
Armenian historiography on the subject see Gwynne Dyer, “Turkish ‘Falsifiers’ and Armenian
‘Deceivers’: Historiography and the Armenian Massacres,” Middle Eastern Studies, 12 (1976), pp. 99-
107.

*The following studies present different points of view with regards to the Armenian Question:
Vahakn N. Dadrian, The History of the Armenian Genocide Ethnic Conflict from the Balkans to
Anatolia to the Caucasus, (Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1995); Richard G. Hovannisian, Armenia on the
Road to Independence 1918, (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1967); Robert Melson,
Revolution and Genocide On the Origins of the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust, (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1992); Taner Ak¢am, [nsan Haklari ve Ermeni Sorunu litihat ve
Terakki’den Kurtulus Savasi’na, (Ankara: Imge Kitabevi, 1999); Esat Uras, The Armenians in History
and the Armenian Question, (Istanbul: Documentary Publications, 1988); Kémuran Giiriin, The
Armenian  File, The Myth of Innocence Exposed, (Istanbul: K. Rustem&Bro. And
Weidenfeld&Nicholson Ltd 1985); Salahi R. Sonyel, The Ottoman Armenians Victims of Great Power
Diplomacy, (London: K. Rustem&Brither, 1987); Mim Kemal Oke, Ermeni Sorunu 1914-1923,
(Ankara: Tiirk Kiiltiiriinii Arastirma Enstitiisi, 1991).
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limits of this study is that the deportation of the Armenians during the First World
War. was a part of the Unionist policy of ethnic restructuring of Anatolia and
provided the Turkish nationalists a base of support in the Eaétern Anatolia at the
Turco-Armenian war in the post-World War I period.

At the core of the Armenian Question, there was the Armenian reform issue,
which was formalized by the Berlin Treaty in 1878, also known as internationalizing
the Question.” It was the Article 61 of the Berlin Treaty, which transformed the
Armenian Question into international arena. An extract from this article giving the

sources of the conflict at its outset reads:

“The Sublime Porte [Babidli] undertakes to carry out, without further
delay, the ameliorations and reforms demanded by local requirements in
the provinces inhabited by the Armenians, and to guarantee their security
against the Circassians and Kurds. It will periodically make known the
steps taken to this effect to the [Great] Powers, who will superintend
their application.”*®

This statement clearly shows that the Armenian Question was not restricted merely to
the relations between the Armenians and the Ottoman state. It also implies that the

roots of the Armenian issue can be traced prior to 1878.%

“Manoug Joseph Somakian, Empires in Conflict: Armenia and the Great Powers, 1895-1920,
(London: I. B. Tauris Publishers, 1995), p. 11.

*Ibid, p. 10. Actually, a similar version of this article had taken place as the 16™ article of the Treaty
of San Stefano in early 1878. For the Turkish version see Enver Ziya Karal, Osmanli Tarihi, vol. VIII,
(Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1983), p. 132.

47Starting the Armenian Question by the Treaty of Berlin is a common characteristic of the Turkish
historiography. Similar to other nationality :issues in the Ottoman Empire, Turkish historiography
inclines to explain the Armenian Question by Great Powers’ politics. In other words, it restricts the
question into the international aspect and, therefore, fails to deal with its internal dynamics. In
consequence, the matrix of its approach appears to be reform-intervention-Great Powers’ pressure. It
should not be forgotten that one of the intention of the CUP after the 1908 revolution was to prevent
intervention of the Great Powers on behalf of the reforin demands for subject peoples.
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For this argument, it should be emphasized that the most of the Ottoman
Armenians were living in the eastern part of Anatolia side by side with the Kurds.
The relations among these groups had deteriorated, especially during the second half
of the Nineteenth century due to several reasons such as tension arising from
religious differences, missionary activities in the region, and economically, well-
being of the Armenians who progressed in commerce and backward position of the
Kurds who were organized under tribal chieftains at that time. Commerce in the
region was almost completely at the hands of the Armenians.”® Under these
circumstances, the Kurdish chieftains levied taxes on the Armenians which,
sometimes, surpassed quite arbitrarily those collected by the Central Government;
appropriated as much as they wished from the annual earnings, capital and goods of
the Armenians in return of giving protection against other Kurdish tribes.”
According to Dadrian, a famous Armenian historian, the issue was structural. What

the Armenians came face to face with was

“A subculture of lawlessness and brigandage practiced by marauding

Kurdish tribes in cahoots with a stratum of Turkish provincial governors

and their subalterns.”50

The Armenians, under the initiative of church administration, complained

about the pressure coming from the Kurdish chieftains to the Porte in petitions and

“Siyamend Othman, “Kurdish Nationalism: Instigators and Historical Influences,” Armenian Review,
vol. 42, 1/165 (1989), pp. 42-43; Kemal Madhar Ahmad, Kurdistan During the First World War,
(London: Saqi Books, 1994), p. 146. '

“Tessa Hoffman, Gerayer Koutcharian, “The History of Armenian-Kurdish Relations in the Ottoman
Empire,” Armenian Review, vol. 39, no. 4 (1986), pp. 8 9.

**Dadrian, op. cit., p. 46.
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requests. In such petitions, they presented “numerous encroachments and excesses of
the Kurds” as well as Circassians. It has been claimed that five hundred and twenty-
nine letters were sent from the Armenian patriarchs to the Sublime Porte to protest
the events between 1860 and 1870.”' In 1876, the Armenians again submitted their
complaints, which mainly referred to the exaction to which they had been subjected
by fund collectors and to the depredations that they had suffered from the Kurds, to
the Porte. They demanded protection of the Ottoman government to little avail.*

In short, the Kurdo-Armenian conflict had already started when the Treaty of
Berlin was concluded. It should also be emphasized that the Turco-Armenain
conflict, which would develop in the following periods and take a very acute form
during the First World War, was essentially a Kurdo-Armenian conflict at its
outset.>

As a result of the noted developments, the 61% Article of the Treaty of Berlin
appeared as a remedy to the mal-situation of the Armenians as well as an instrument
of the right of intervention of the Great Powers, particularly Russia and Great Britain,
on behalf of the protection of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire. In fact, it was
under this framework that the Armenian Question would evolve into Turco-
Armenian conflict in which some Kurdish chieﬁainé also played a role, mostly as a

device of the Ottoman policy.

*Ibid, pp. 12-13.
52Somakian, op. cit., p. 13.
>Dadrian, op. cit., p. 47.
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The march of events following the Treaty of Berlin did not bring solution to
the Armenian Question but, rather, perpetuated it. Actually, during this period;
namely, the Hamidian period, the conflict arising from this question deepened due to
both the policies ‘of Abdiilhamid II and the attempts of the Armenians to keep
permanently the question on the international agenda.

Abdiilhamid II's reign was a period of reforms aiming at centralization. This
point was not surprising as it was inherited from the previous reform movement, i.e.
Tanzimat. What was surprising and paradoxical with regards to the nationality
question was the Sultan’s policy to rest the Empire on Muslim foundation. A major
goal of this policy was the restoration of the traditional feelings of the Muslims that
they were superior to the non-Muslims, a feeling that had been ruined by the
Tanzimat reforms. Therefore, this policy aimed to restore the Muslim feelings of self-
reliance and raise their morale and hopes by means of which the Sultan would be
able to “cement his own positioﬁ as the leader of the Empire’s Muslims in the minds
of his Ottoman subjects.”54

On the Armenian side, there was the emergence of political parties by the
middle of the 1880’s. The first party, the Armenakan Party, was founded in 1885 in
Van. The Armenekan Party was not in favor of an independent Armenia, rather it

sought for economic and political freedom, that is “self-government, within the

framework of the Ottoman Empire. After two years, in 1887, the Hunchakian Party,

*Stephen Duguid, “The Politics of Unity: Hamidian Policy in Eastern Anatolia,” Middle Eastern
Studies, vol. 9, 2(1973), p. 140; Bayram Kodaman, Sultan Il. Abdiilhamid Devri Dogu Anadolu
Politikasi, (Ankara:, Tirk Kiiltiiriini Arastirma Enstitiisii, 1987), p. 23.
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whose aim was complete independence of the Armenians in Anatolia, was founded
by seven Russian Armenian students in Geneva. In 1890, the Armenian
Revolutionary Federation, Dashnaktsutiun, was founded to strive for economic and
political freedom of the Ottoman Armenians.>® Although all these parties functioned
independently, the common goal of all was acting on behalf of nationalist aspirations
of the Ottoman Armenians. They announced themselves in many activities. For
example, they were involved in the demonstrations of Kumkapi of Babiali in Istanbul
in 1890 and 1895, in the rebellions of Sassoun in 1894 and Zeitoun in 1895-6 and,
finally, in the seizure of the Ottoman Bank in August 1896. All these were the
attempts to secure European pressure on the Ottoman government for the
implementation of the Article 61 of the Treaty of Berlin.*®

The Kurdo-Armenian relations during the Sultan Abdiilhamit II° reign
deteriorated more than the previous period due to the Sultan’s policy of Eastern
Anatolia. He used some Kurdish‘tribes as a base of support in the region in order to
avoid the threats originating from the Russian intrigues in the region, the British
strategy favoring an independent Armenia, and the revolutionary activities of the

Armenian par‘ties.5 7 This was also one of the ways of keeping the Kurds under the

»*Somakian, op. cit, p. 16. For a detailed study on the Armenian Revolutionary parties see Louise
Nalbandian, The Armenian Revolutionary Movement The Development of Armenian Political Parties
through the Nineteenth Century, (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1963); Karal, op. cit.,
vol. VI, pp. 135-137.

*Somakian, op. cit., p. 17.

SKaral, op. cit., pp. 133-144.
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supervision of the Central Government.’® Under such considerations, the Hamidiye
Regiments (Hamidiye Alaylar1) was established in 1891.

The driving factors for the establishment of the Hamidiye Regiments as
claimed by a Turkish researcher was primarily the restoration of the authority of the
Central Government in Eastern Anatolia, through the establishment of a new balance
of power in which the Government could be influential in the region. The using of
Kurdish tribes as military power was anticipated to prevent the Armenian nationalist
activities and to establish a balance of power between the Armenians and Muslims
(i.e., arming the Muslims to suppress any rebellion of the Armenians). In addition,
the security of Eastern Anatolia would be provided against Russian extension and
Great Britain’s policy. Finally, the Hamidiye Regiments were to be the means of
securing the Islamic union.” In short, they wer‘e‘ formed “as a means of making it
more rewarding for the Kurds to be loyal to the Sultan and as the most effective way
to police the Eastern Anatolia.” 60

In conformity with the goals of their establishment, the Hamidiye Regiments
were involved in the suppression of the uprising of Armenians in Sasun (Bitlis) in
1894. The uprising was suppressed severely. The Kurdish tribes which were involved

in the suppression benefited in looting and seizing of the Armenian property. The

suppression of the Sasun uprising was followed by operations against the Armenians

58Duguid, op. cit.,, pp. 144-145; Bruinessen, op. cit., p. 185.
%K odaman, op. cit., pp. 29-31.
Bruinessen, op. cit., p. 185-186.
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in other provinces such as Erzurum, Van, Harput Sivas and Diyarbakir through 1895-
96.

The Armenian Reform Question once again registered under these
circumstances. Fiﬁally, a text of an agreement which had appeared firstly on 22
October 1895, was published as an official decree on 11 November 1896. The 28t
Article of the reform decree forbade the members of the Hamidiye Regiments to bear
arms and uniforms outside training. The reform decree, however, was not put into
effect. The reform question was to come the fore again, and for the last time, in
1913.°

Confronted with the severe measures of the Ottoman Government with the
participation of some Kurdish tribes to prevent fulfilling their nationalist goals with
the support of Russia and Britain, the Ottoman Armenians, especially the Armenian
Revolutionary Federation, Dashanktsutiun, collaborated with the Young Turks to
overthrow the despotic regime of Abdiilhamit II. This collaboration also continued
after 1908, despite the Adana Incident (1909) in which the Armenians suffered
much.® In early September 1909, the CUP and Dashnaktsutiun came to an agreement
and signed a five-point circular. According to this document, they would work
together to put the Constitution into effect and to consolidate progress in the country,

to act with united resolution against any possible reactionary movement. In addition,

*'Giiriin, op. cit., pp. 164-166.

®The Adana Incident of 1909 is only one of the issues of controversy regarding the Armenian
Question. For different viewpoints of the Incident see Mehmed Asaf, 1909 Adana Ermeni Olaylar: ve
Anilarim, (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1986); Vahakn Dadrian, “The Circumstances
Surrounding the 1909 Adana Holocaust,” The Armenian Review, vol. 41, 4/164 (1988), pp. 1-16.
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they would work to prevent the assumptions in public that Armenians aimed towards
independence. Moreover, they agreed that they were in common understanding to
extend privileges to the provinces. Finally, warned by the counter-revolution of 31
March and the Adana Incident, they agreed to work hand-in-hand to bring into effect
the agreed points.®

Following the 1908 Revolution, the Kurdo-Armenian relations were
stabilized in comparison to the previous period. The Hamidieh regiments were
dissolved after the Revolution.** However, there was an enduring issue which was
hard to be solved. This was the agrarian question. Actually, it was the essential
source of the conflict between the Armenians and the Kurds.®® During the events of
1894-1896, many Armenians felt obliged to migrate. Their lands were mostly seized
by the Kurds. Following the 1908 Revolution, the emigrants who returned found their
lands occupied. They demanded the recovery of their situation from the Government.
In early 1909, Hilmi Pasha’s Cébinet decided to send a Commission of Inquiry to
settle the land question between the Armenians and the Kurds. The deputies of
Eastern Anatolia, who were representing the landlords, strongly opposed against this
decision and prevented its implemen’[ation.66 In February 1912, Said Pasha’s Cabinet

again brought the question to forth and allotted one hundred-thousand Turkish Liras

8Uras, op. cit., pp. 836-837, Somakian, op. cit., p. 43.

®Bruinessen, op. cit., p. 189. Bruinessen points out that the Hamidiye Regiments were soon revived as
militias, and they fought during the Balkan Wars, on the eastern front during the First World War, and
the Turkish National Struggle. ibid.

6 Department of State 867.00/465;Somakian,op. cit., p. 44; Hofmann and Koutcharian, op. cit,, p. 29.
%Cemadl Pasa, Hatwrar, (Istanbul: Arma Yaynlar, 1996), pp. 354-355; Ahmad, “Unionist
Relations....”, p. 420. '
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for the resettlement of the question. With the decision of the Cabinet the Armenians
who had found themselves dispossessed of their land were to be re-established.
Removed Kurds were to be given financial compensation.®’

Such meas'ures did not end the conflict. By September 1912, tension arose in
the region. It was reported to the US Department of State that since September
(1912), the complaints of the Armenians had beeﬁ received in Constantinople with
increasing frequency.68 The number of crimes in the provinces of Van and Bitlis, for
the months of August and September 1912, as noted by Somakian; had increased by
50 per cent.”

The inability to settle the Kurdo-Armenian conflict in Eastern Anatolia, the
conviction of the Armenian nationalist leaders to involve the Great Powers in the
reform question in a suitable conjuncture, and the intrigues of Russia to exploit the
situation to have contro} of the region’ led to the Armenian ‘Reform’ Question to
come forth by 1913. The refofm Act was concluded on February 8, 1914 but
remained only as an unimplemented historical document due to Ottoman
participation in the First World War.

When the Ottoman state entered | into th¢ First World War, Turkish

nationalism had already been adopted as the ruling ideology. There is little reason to

¢ Ahmad, ibid, p. 423.

% Department of State, 867.00/465.

69Somakian, op. cit., p. 46.

"Involving in the Armenian Question was the principle mean of Russia to reach its goal of controlling
the Eastern Anatolia. The region was important for Russia since it constitutes of a route from the
Caucasus to the Mediterranean Sea. Russia followed the policy of playing the Armenians against the
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doubt that nationalist aspirations of the Unionists, being clear in the formation of a
national economy, a national bourgeoisie and a “loyal nation” as a base of the state,
caused the Armenian deportation with other actual factors beginning in 1915.
Leaving aside other aspects, this study argues that the deportation of the Armenians
was compatible with the idea of ethnic restructuring of Anatolia. The Unionist’s
concern in deporting the Armenians was territorial more than ideological since they
were in the conviction that Anatolia was populated overwhelmingly by the Muslims-
Turks. It was the core territory of the Turks and if the Ottoman state was to be
maintained, it was necessary to preserve this territory as the Turkish homeland.

The focus on Anatolia had actually started during Abdiilhamit II’s period in
coincidence with the cultural-linguistic development of the Turkish nationalism.
According to David Kushner, an authority on the rise of the Turkish nationalism, the

concept of Turkish Anatolia started in this period:

“One of the most important factors of this development was the spread of
separatist and nationalist ideas among the Armenian and Greek
population. Therefore, the challenge of non-Turkish elements in Anatolia
was to be one force drawing attention of the Turkists, who were mostly
men of letters and scholars, to its Turkist character.”

Finally, Kushner concludes that Anatolia had come to be closely identified with the
concept of a Turkish homeland by the end of the Hamidian period.”!
On the eve of the First World War, the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire,

reached to a point that Anatolia seemed as the heart of the Empire. This was a major

Kurds and vice versa to maintain its position as intervening force. For an evaluation of Russian policy
on Armenians and Kurds of Eastern Anatolia see Somakian, op. cit., pp. 46-57.

""David Kushner, The Rise of Turkish Nationalism 1876-1908, (London: Frank Cass, 1977), pp. S1-
54.
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force in drawing the Unionists to eliminate any threat towards Anatolia. For the time
being, that is in the aftermath of the Balkan wars, the Unionists were convinced that
such a threat was to come from the séparatist non-Turkish elements which menaced
the integrity of the Ottoman Empire secretly or openly.”

As we have seen, the operations against the Greeks of Istanbul and the
Aegean coast had already been held immediately éfter the Balkan wars. The major
target was the Armenians during the First World War. At the start of the war, the
Armenian nationalists were convinced that their chance to achieve the establishment
of an Armenian state in Eastern Anatolia laid in a Russian victory. Russian
propaganda among the Armenians also encouraged these aspirations. The Unionists
had made a last attempt before the outset of the War to convince the Armenian
leaders to side with the Ottoman state against Russia. To this end, the CUP delegates
and the leaders of Dashnaksutiun met in Erzurum. The CUP promised the Armenians
an autonomous state includingv Russian Armenia and several sandjaks of Van,
Erzurum and Bitlis provinces in return of their assistance against Russia.”” The
Armenians stated that they wanted to remain neutral,”* however, the concluding
decision of the meeting, probable consequence of which was to act with Russia,

displayed their inclination to stand against the CUP. This decision read:

"Bayar, op. cit., vol. 5, p. 1573.

Hovannisian, Armenia on the Road to Independence, pp. 41-42; Somakian, op. cit., pp. 72-73. Uras
argues that this was the claims of the Dashnaks and “there are no records and documents to prove
these claims.” Op. cit., p. 842.

Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, vol. 11,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), p. 314.
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“The Dashnaktsutiun Congress, bearing in mind the contradictory
economic, social, and administrative policy implemented for a long time
by the Government of Union and Progress in regard to Christian
communities, and especially to the Armenians, has decided to remain in
opposition to the Government of Union and Progress, to criticize its
political programme, and to engage in a fierce struggle against it and its
organization.””

Following the entrance of the Ottoman state into the First World War, a
considerable number of Armenians joined the Ruésian army. While some deserted
the Ottoman army, a guerrilla activity behind the Ottoman lines also started. The
decision for the deportation of the entire Armenian population from the Eastern
Anatolia was taken under these circumstances by the Ottoman cabinet.

The Unionist government, as soon Ottoman entry to the war, took measures
to keep the Armenian nationalists under its supervision. On September 6, 1914, it
instructed the provincial governors, where there were a sizeable Armenian
population, by a coded circular “to keep the activities of the leaders of the Armenian
political parties under constant éupervision.”76 On 24 April 1915, the Ministry of
Interior ordered the closing down of the Armenian committee centers, the seizing of
their documents, and the arresting of their leaders. The number of those arrested was
235 according to Giiriin. 77 However, Uras gives a number of 2,345 arrested

Armenians only in Istanbul.”®

Giiriin, op. cit., p. 187.

Ibid., p. 205.

7 Ibid, p. 206.

"Esat Uras states that “in Istanbul out of an Armenian population of 77,735 only 2,345 soldiers who
were accused of having participated in the rebellion were arrested.” Op. cit., p. 872.
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Then, the decision of deportation was followed. Enver Pasha, the Ottoman
Supreme Military Commander, sent a message to the Ministry of Interior on 26 May
1915. The message conveyed the previous verbal agreement to send the Armenians
from the province§ of Eastern Anatolia, Zeitun, and the areas densely populated by
the Armenians, to the south of the province of Diyarbekir, to the Euphrates valley, to
the vicinity of Urfa and Siileymaniye. A set of instruétions regarding the resettlement
of the Armenians to prevent rebellions by them came later, These instructions
suggested that the Armenians should not exceed ten per cent of the tribal and Muslim
population in the settlement places, that there should be no more than 50 Armenian
houses in villages where the Armenians were to be installed, and, finally, restrict
them from changing their residence for any reason.” It was upon this message that
the Temporary Law for the deportation of the Armenians (in application) was
adopted on May 27, 1915. However, it should be pointed out that long before the
application of the law, the deportétion of the Armenians had already begun in some
places such as Dortyol (March 2, 1915) and Ayintab (in April 1915).%

The Temporary Law did not refer to the Armenians but to the measures to be
adopted by the .military authorities for all activities who were against the Government
in wartime. Nevertheless, the final decision, which was taken by the Council of

Ministers three days later, referred to the Armenians.®! Although the law was

PGiiriin, op. cit., p. 206.

8T, C. Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivleri Genel Mudiirliigii, Osmanli Belgelerinde Ermeniler (1915-
1920), (Ankara: T. C. Bagbakanlik Genel Arsivler Miidiirlugii, 1994), doc. nos. 2, 6, pp. 20, 23.
81bid, pp. 31-32.
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temporary and, in that, might have principally accepted the repatriation of the
deportees as the conditions would improve, the statements laying beneath the
decision text of the Council of Ministers demonstrated the intention to keep them in
places where they would be settled, if they could.

The decision of the Council of Ministers of May 30, 1915 had mainly two
aspects. First, it was the transfer of the Armenians to the allotted local dwellings
(mahall-i miirettebe-i iskdniyye). The second was related to the abandoned property

of the Armenians and settlement of refugees in vacated areas. The decision stated that
“Possessions and belongings left behind will be returned to them [the
Armenians] in appropriate way. After the value of the possessions and
immovable property belonging to the transferred emigrants has been
calculated and registered, it will be distributed to the immigrants
[muh&cirin]. Immovable properties such as warehouses, factories,
shops, orange groves, vineyards, olive groves, orchards, which would
remain outside the specialized sphere of the immigrants, will be sold at

auction, or will be leased, and their value will be deposited in financial
offices for safe-keeping to be paid to their owners.”*

Although the decision, seemingly at least, guaranteed the preservation of the
abandoned properties of the Armenians, it did not consider that the relocated
Armenians would return and resettle in their native places. This is clear from the
decision for the settlement of refugees and tribes (muhicir ve asa’ir) into the
evacuated Viliages and the distribution of some of their properties to the
newcomers.> In other words, the decision suggested to liquidate the property of the

deported Armenians, which made definitely clear that tile law, in application, would

$Giiriin, op. cit, p. 208. ,

8T. C. Bagbakanlik Arsivleri Genel Miidirliigii, Osmanls..., p. 31. The relating part of the decision in
Turkish transliteration states that “..Tahliye edilen kdylere muhicir ve asa’ir iskéniyla emldk ve
ardzinin kiymeti takdir edilerek kendilerine tevzi‘i ve tahliye edilen suhiir ve kasabdtda ka’in olup
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not be temporary. By settling the immigrants into vacant villages, towns, and
quarters, the intention of the Ottoman government was basically to change the ethnic
structure of densely Armenian populated areas, since the procedure in settling the
deportees stipulatea that they would only form ten per cent of the Muslim population
in settlement areas.™

The deportation process was directed by. the Special Organization and
implemented by brigands under the auspices of the Organization. The brigands which
were involved in the deportation and mal-treatment of the Armeniaﬁs were formed by
prisoners, some Kurdish tribes and immigrants from Caucasia and Rumelia.®’ The
management of the abandoned property was specified to the General Directorate of
Tribes and Immigrants (Asa’ir ve Muhacirin Miidiriyet-i Umumiyesi).86 Hundreds
and thousands of losses during the deportation is a generally known fact. This was
the moment when the conflict was totally out of control. In consequence, the Greek
and Armenian cases between 1913-1916 proves that deportation was the basic

instrument of the ethnic restructuring policy of the Ottoman government.

nakledilen ahaliye &’id emvél-i gayr-i menkflenin tahrir ve tesbit-i cins ve kiymet ve mikdarindan
sonra muhicirine tevzi‘i...” Also see ibid., doc. no. 51, pp. 53-54; 52, p. 54.

%“Ermenilerin iskdn edilecekleri bolgenin genisletilerek, Miisliman niifusun % 10’u nisbetinde
iskéany,” 5 July 1915, Ibid., doc. nos. 62, 63, pp. 61-62.

$ Akgam, op. cit., pp. 227-233.

8For an evaluation of policy on the abandoned property of the Armenians see Hilmar Kaiser, “The
‘So-Called” Armenian Abandoned Property,” unpublished paper presented to the international
workshop on “Ethnic Conflict and the Founding of the Turkish Republic,” Leiden, 17 May 2000.
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2.4.2.2. The Settlement of the Muslim Refugees: The Kurdish
Case

The Unionist policy of ethnic restructuring of Anatolia was not confined to
the Ottoman Greeks and Armenians. There were thousands of Muslim refugees who
had migrated from the Balkans during the First World War. Similarly, following the
Russian occupation of Eastern Anatolia, Kurdish peoplé, escaped from the revenge of
the Armenian volunteers, had to leave their inhabitances. In the resettlement of the
Muslim refugees, the Unionist government was usually keen on scattering them
among the Turkish population. In other words, ethnic identity preceded religious
identity in the resettlement process. Therefore, the Unionist government attempted to
blend the Muslim refugees in small quantity among the Turkish majority.87 Here, we
will shortly deal with the Kurdish case as an example to the resettlement of Muslim
refugees.

In the spring of 1919, there were about 600,000 Kurdish refugees dispersed to
various places (Ankara, Sivas, Kastamonu, Urfa, Canik, Karesi, Kayseri, Marag and
Nigde) in Anatolia.®® In appearance, the migration of the Kurds was due to the
Russian occupation of Eastern Anatolia in early 1916. There are some arguments,
however, claiming that the Kurds were also subjected to a systematic deportation
similar to the Armenians. For example, David McDowall, a contemporary author,

claims that:

$7For the resettlement of Muslim refugees by the CUP see Diindar, op. cit., pp. 92-173.

8jrdam, 12 May 1919. “Memalik-i miistevliye ahalisinden olup mahal-i muhtelifede iskan edilmis
olan alt1 yiiz bini miitecaviz Kiirt muhacirlerinin...” According to another source, there were about
400,000 in February 1919; “Kiirt Muhacirlerinden Ne Kalmis,” Jin, no. 11 (15 February 1335 (1919).
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“it is a grim irony that the Kurds participated in the destruction of the
Armenian people unaware of Young Turk plans for themselves. °
Siireyya Bedirhan, a prominent Kurdish nationalist leader, mentioned about 700,000
Kurds who had been deported during the First World War. &°
As a matter of fact, in 1913, the CUP had included in its political program the
resettlement of tribes, mostly Kurdish.”! For the résettlement of tribes and Muslim
refugees, the General Directorate of Tribes and Immigrants was founded as a unit of
the Ministry of Interior on March 8§, 1916.% Although some tribes had been moved
prior to the foundation of this general Directorate, mass relocation of the Kurds took
place following the Russian invasion of Eastern Anatolia. As the Kurds left their
homes, the Unionist government was in thought of resettling them in the western
provinces in accordance with ethnic restructuring policy.
After its foundation, the General Directorate of Tribes and Immigrants sent a
set of instructions to the proviﬁces and districts (Ankara, Konya, Hiidavendigar,
Kastamonu, Kayseri, Nigde and Kiitahya), where the Kurds would be settled,

indicating methods to be employed in the resettlement of the Kurds. It suggested

%David McDowall, 4 Modern History of the Kurds, (London: 1. B. Tauris, 1996), p. 105; the same
argument had been previously claimed by Jwadieh, op.cit., pp. 368-369.

*Sureyya Bedirhan, Kiirt Davas: ve Hoybun, (istanbul: Med Yaynlari, 1994), pp. 37-38. This is a
translation of the booklet, which was published in 1928 in Philadelphia under the title of The Case of
Kurdistan Against Turkey by the Kurdish Independence Committee. The argument of the deportation
of the Kurds has been based, together with the booklet of Bedirhan, on Bletch Chirguh’s book, La
Question Kurde. Ses Origines et ses Causes, 1930 and the journal of Kurdistan, published in the early
Armistice period (1918-1919) in Istanbul by the Kiirdistan Te’ali Cemiyeti. Both sources were
unavailable for the author of this study.

*'Tunaya, op. cit., vol. I, p. 144,

92Dimdar, op. cit.,, p. 60.
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scattering of the refugees in the Turkish villages, while the chiefs and religious
dignitaries of the Kurds were to be settled in towns and cities, apart from their
adherents. The Kurdish refugees were to be disconnected with their traditional
leaders. Furthermdre, the number of the Kurds would not exceed five per cent of the
total native inhabitants in Turkish villages.93

The resettlement of the Kurdish refugees. was maintained through 1917.
Following the Russian withdrawal from Eastern Anatolia, most of them demanded to
return to their homes, but they were not allowed.”® Following the Armistice of
Moudros, radically changed circumstances opened the way for the repatriation of the
Kurdish refugees as well as the deported Greeks and Armenians. A commission
including the ministers of the Interior and Finance, the chief of the Council of State
and the Director of Immigrants was formed for the resettlement of 600,000 Kurdish
refugees.” For this purpose, TL. 500,000 was allocated including transportation and
resettlement expenditures.96 Névertheless, the repatriation of the Greeks and
Armenians could only be realized in the occupied places. In non-occupied regions,
they confronted a fierce resistance of the Muslims due to political and economic

reasons.

BIbid, pp. 142-144; 147-148. Also see Malmisanij, Yizyiimizin Baglarinda Kiirt Milliyetciligi ve
Abdullah Cevdet,'(Uppsala: Jina N yayinlari, 1986), pp. 64-69.

*Diindar, op. cit., p. 154.

% fkdam, 12 May 1919.

% jkdam, 15 May 1919.
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CHAPTER I1I

THE REVIVAL OF ETHNIC CONFLICTS IN ANATOLIA IN THE
AFTERMATH OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR

The defeat in the First World War brought about the end of the Ottoman
Empire; however, did not bring a resolution to ethnic issues iﬁ Anatolia. The
expériences of the First World War, i.e., forced transfer of populations and reciprocal
massacres, increased the hostility between the Christian communities and the
Muslims. By the signing of the Armistice of Moudros on October 30, 1918, the
possibility of restoring the relations between these groups, especially in the
prevailing wartime memoirs vand under radically changed socio-political
circumstances had weakened further.

Apart from unfortunate incidents of the past, the territorial spoils of the
Ottoman Empire also diverted the hostility into conflict in the post-World War
period. Nationaklistic sentiments within the ethnic groups, Christian and Muslim, was
the driving factor behind the territorial claims of each. Actually, nationalism was the
a la mode of the day. Under the new circumstances, thi‘s concept was supported by
the widespread diffusion of the principle of self-determination which was supposed
to be the official principle in the settlement of the territorial questions of the Ottoman

Empire. However, the territorial claims of ethnic groups in Anatolia generally
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conflicted with each other. Therefore, the fulfillment of territorial claims was the
most important issue for the representatives of ethnic groups during the peace
negotiations, and population statistics was the essential mean to justify their claims.'

Accordingly each ethnic group had begun to propagate majority in terms of
population for the demanded territory as soon as the armistice treaty was concluded
with the Ottoman Empire. Besides publishing population estimates and presenting
them to the “peace makers”, the Allied Powers, ethnic groups resorted to eliminate
the “other” in order to secure their majority in the claimed areas. Forced migration
and reciprocal massacres; in other words, demographic engineering, were at work
again.

Contrary to the war years, at the end of 1918 and in early 1919, the Greeks
and the Armenians, taking the advantage of the occupation of the Allied Powers,
attempted to realize their nationalist ambitions in Anatolia. Defeated in the war, the
Turks seemed to be in a defensi{/e position, but at about the same, time they were
laying the foundations of the Turkish nationalist movement, among other objectives,
to preserve the demographic and territorial status quo that had emerged following the

conclusion of the First World War. To achieve this aim, they sought the cooperation

of the Kurds, one of the most numerous Muslim groups who were threatened by the

'For the population of the late Ottoman Empire and evaluations see Kemal H. Karpat, Ottoman
Population 1830:1914; Justin McCarthy, Muslims and Minorities; Meir Zamir, “Population Statistics
of the Ottoman Empire in 1914 and 1919,” Middle Eastern Studies, vol. 17, no. 1 (January 1991), pp.
85-106; Levon Marashlian, “Population Statistics on Ottoman Armenians in the Context of Turkish
Historiography,” The Armenian Review, vol. 40, no. 4-160 (Winter 1987), pp. 1-59.
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Armenian claims in the east. The Kurds, at least some of them, took up seriously the
principle of self-determination.

In the light of these facts, it can be argued that the post-war Anatolia was an
arena where coméeting nationalisms revived ethnic conflicts under the changed
socio-political circumstances. For this reason, the following are the socio-political

developments which arose ethnic tension in the armistice period in Anatolia.

3.1. Laying the Foundations of Conflicts: Socio-Political Circﬁmstances in the
Early Armistice Period (November 1918-May 1919)

3.1.1. The Allied Powers, the Greeks and the Armenians

It was the collapse of the Bulgarian Army in September 1918 which
convinced the Ottoman statesmen that the war was lost for them. Similar to the other
defeated powers, they were in no condition except for seeking for armistice with the
Allied Powers in October. Finally, the Armistice of Moudros was concluded at the
end of October 1918 after several negotiations.” The exercise of the Armistice terms,
besides the occupation of the Straits, the demobilization of the Ottoman Army and
the control of all communication channels, stipulated the right of the Allies to occupy

any strategic point in case of an arising situation which might be a threat to their

*For the background story of the Armistice see Gwynne Dyer, “The Turkish Armistice of 1918: 1- The
Turkish Decision for a separate Peace, Autumn 1918; 2- A Lost Opportunity: The Armistice
Negotiations of Moudros,” Middle Eastern Studies, 8 (1972), pp. 143-178, 313-348; Selahattin
Tansel, Mondros’tan Mudanya’ya Kadar I, (Ankara: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1977), pp. 1-31. Ali
Tiirkgeldi, Mondros ve Mudanya Miitarekelerinin Tarihi, (Ankara: Tirk Devrim Tarihi Enstitiisii
Yayinlari, 1948), pp. 23-73.
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security (7" Article) and the right of the occupation of the six ‘Armenian provinces’
(Erzurum, Van, Bitlis, Harput, Sivas, and Diyarbakir) in case of disorder (24"
Article).3

The occupaﬁons of the Allies began immediately after the conclusion of the
Armistice. Initially, Musul (3 November), Iskenderun, the Cilicia region including
Mersin, Tarsus, Adana, and the Taurus tunnels @ovember-December), and the
Straits’ zone including Istanbul (6-13 November) were occupied by the British and
French forces.! Occupations in the aftermath were comprised of Aﬁntab, Marag and
Urfa in the South; Samsun, Merzifon and the three vilayets (Kars, Ardahan, and
Batum) in the north-east; Antalya, Fethiye, Marmaris, Bodrum and Izmir in the West
in early 1919.

The Allied occupations were welcomed by the Christian minorities, especially
in the cities where remained considerable number of Greeks and Armenians such as
Istanbul and izmir. In the first place, these minorities conceived the occupying
powers as “saviors” from the Turkish cruelty. Secondly, the occupying powers were
the most powerful instrument in the realization of their political objectives. Under the
control of the- Allied military and political authorities in the occupied zones, the
Greek and Armenian nationalists saw also freedom of activity. Finally, the

occupations of the Allied Powers were regarded as the guarantee for the repatriation

The full text is provided in Dyer, ibid,, pp. 340-341.

*T. C. Genelkurmay Baskanhgi, Tiurk Istiklal Harbi I Mondros Miitarekesi ve Tatbikat, (Ankara:
Genelkurmay Askeri Tarih ve Stratejik Etiit Baskanligi Yayinlari, 1999), various pages. For the list of
the occupied places see Serafettin Turan, Tiirk Devrim Tarihi, vol. 1, (Ankara: Bilgi Yaynevi, 1991),
pp. 74-75.
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of the deported Greeks and Armenians which might secure the restoration of
demographic conditions ante bellum. In fact, this was a preliminary step to increase
the size of their ethnic populations within the claimed territories.

The approabh of the Allied Powers regarding the expectations of the Christian
minorities was encouraging at the beginning. As a matter of fact, witnessing the
nationalist policy of the Unionists during the First World War, they had been
convinced that the subject nationalities of the Ottoman Empire should be “saved”.
On December 8, 1916, they publicly announced “setting free of the populations
subject to the bloody tyranny of the Turks.™ Through 1917 and 1918, the political
spokesmen of the Allied Powers frequently made statements on “freeing” subject
peoples of Ottoman Empire; Arabs, Jews, Armenians, and providing them self-
government. For example, on November 6, 1917, Arthur J. Balfour, the British
Foreign Secretary, stated in the House of Commons that the intention of Britain was
to liberate those peoples whose. progress had been hindered by the Ottomans and
“who would flourish as a separate governmental organism.”®
At the same time, the Armenian and Greek leaders knocked the doors of the

Great Powers for support in fulfilling their nationalist aspirations. Boghos Nubar

Pasha, the political spokesman of the Ottoman Armenians, communicated the claims

>“Balfour Note to the President Wilson,” cited in H. W. V. Temperley (ed.), 4 History of the Peace
Conference of Paris, vol. V1, (London: Oxford University Press, 1969), p. 23.

6Similar]y, David Lloyd George, the British Prime Minister, stated on January 5, 1918, that Britain
would not challenge the maintenance of the Turkish empire in the homelands of the Turkish race but
Arabia, Armenia, Mesopotamia, Syria and Palestine were entitled to a recognition of their separate
national condition. Cited in Richard G. Hovannisian, Armenia on the Road to Independence, p. 248.
For the French, Italian and American statements see ibid,, pp. 250-254.
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of the Armenians in Anatolia to the President of the United States as early as May
1917:

“The Armenians ought not to be left under Turkish domination after the
last massacres and deportations... There is no other possible solution but
the release of Armenians from the Turkish yoke... We find ourselves in
presence of one solution only which realizes the national aspirations of the
Armenians, viz. (i.e.) the constitution of an autonomous Armenia,
composed exclusively of the Armenian territories of the Ottoman
Empire... Our autonomous Armenia has only .to do with the Turkish
portion of the regions inhabited by Armenians. This autonomous Armenia
would include the six Turkish provinces of Erzeroum, Bitlis, Van,
Diarbekir, Mamouretul-Aziz and Sivas, as well as Cilicia, with the ports
of Mersina and Alexandretta on the Mediterranean Sea, and the port of
Trebizond on the Black Sea, which are the necessary outlets allowing
Armenians to develop their country both commercially and economically,
and to live their national life. The autonomous Armenia thus constituted
would be under the Protectorate of the Powers...”’

The Allied Powers, in fact, were favoring the establishment of an Armenian
state extending into Eastern Anatolia, speaking for the early armistice period. In early
December 1918, the establishment of an independent Armenia was debated at a
session of the British Cabinet. The foremost consideration of the Cabinet was setting
a barrier against the Pan-Turanist threat. Lord Curzon emphasized the necessity of
having an independent Armenia. For his proposal, he stated three reasons. The first
was providingva national home for the dispersed Armenians. Secondly, an Armenian
state would be a fortification against the irredentist (Pan-Turanian) ambitions of the
Turks. Finally, an independent Armenia would form an effective impediment against

the expansion of any foreign power (Russia) into the Middle East direction.

"Department of State, 867.4016/364
¥ Akaby Nassibian, Britain and the Armenian Question 1915-1923, (London: St. Martin’s Press, 1984),
pp. 144-145.
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In November, Venizelos, the Greek Prime Minister, began his travel in
Western Europe to initiate the Greek campaign to provide a support for the Greek
claims at the Peace Conference” In fact, before this campaign, he had sent a
memorandum to Lloyd George, the British Prime Minister presenting his point of
view in regard to the territorial settlement of the Ottoman Empire (November 2). He
stated that

“...It would be neither just nor politic that the Powers should concern
themselves with the Arabs, the Syrians and the Armenians and neglect the
future of the Greeks in the Ottoman Empire... They [the Greeks] - are as
numerous as the Armenians, and have been the victims of the same kind
of maltreatment, while an enormous number of them have been
exterminated... The settlement of the future of the Greek portion of the
Western part of Asia Minor by its annexation to Greece is the sole method
by which Greece would be able appreciably to extend her territories... If
Greece is unable to develop in the direction of Asia Minor, she will have
to look for an extension of her frontiers in the direction of Thrace, which
would carry her as far as the Black Sea...”"’

The territorial claims of the Ottoman Greeks and Armenians were
synchronically publicized in the European press. The claims of the Greeks on Thrace,
Istanbul and Western Anatolia, and of the Armenians on Cilicia and Fastern Anatolia
were published in the Times'' before the commencement of the Paris Peace
Conference and reached the capital of the Ottoman Empire without delay. The
Turkish side was bewildered. A Turkish daily defined the territorial claims of the

Greeks and Armenians as “strange desires in our body.” It stated that Istanbul, Izmir,

*Smith, op. cit., p. 62. .

"David Lloyd George, The Truth About the Peace Treaties, vol. 11, (London: Victor Gollancz Ltd,
1938), pp. 1228-1229.

"'Sina Aksin, Istanbul Hikiimetleri ve Milli Miicadele, vol. 1, (Istanbul: Cem yayinlari, 1992), pp. 97-
98.

58



even Konya was considered to be too much for the Turks. There was a mention of
(Armenian) Cilicia. In addition, the areas densely populated by the Kurds were
intended to have a form and a color of Armenianism. In order to realize these
ambitions, deportétion and massacres (of the wartime period) were so exaggerated
that each page of turns out to be a novel.'?

Thus, when the Allied fleet arrived at 1sténbu1 on November 13, tension
among the Muslim and non-Muslim ethnic groups was high. In addition, the desire of
secession among the Greeks and the Armenians was at peak. Therefore, the arrival of
thé Allied military forces at Istanbul brought about great excitement among these
communities, especially the Greeks, which was followed by demonstrations rejecting
the Ottoman sovereignty.”> On this occasion, the Turkish press invited the Greeks

and Armenians to remain calm and preserve harmony with the Turks on the

principles of equality and brotherhood.' In addition, the necessity of reconstituting

12”Hakikat, Hep Hakikat, Yalniz Hakikat,” lkdam, 13 December 1918. It reads as follows in the
original: “...Fakat igimizde garip garip emeller zuhur etti. Istanbul, izmir, hatta Konya Tiirklere ok
goriiliyor; bir Kilikya’dan bahsediliyor; Kiirtlerle mali yerler Ermenilik sekl ve rengi verilmek
isteniliyor... Su emellerin tervici igin ‘tehcir’ ve ‘taktil’ vak’alart da o kadar miibalaga ediliyor ki her
sayfasi bir roman halini aliyor...”

BTiirk Istiklal Harbi I, pp. 180, 182. The sentiments of the Greeks in the city were reflected in the
panegyric welcome which they accorded to the Allied fleet when it entered the Bosphorus on 13
November 1918. An author on the Greeks of Istanbul described the situation in the following words:
“The non-Muslim sectors of the city were bedecked with flags and a feu de joie flashed in every street.
The Greek battleship Averoff, a member of the Allied fleet, provoked the unbounded enthusiasm of the
Greek and Armenian population. Five thousand such Constantinopolitans were estimated to have
visited Averoff during its first fortnight in Istanbul harbor. The Greek representative in [stanbul John
Alexandropoulos and naval commander Kakoulidis, as well as the Greek sailors, who started
patrolling sections of the city, were treated as liberators by the Ottoman Christians in general.
Meanwhile, Greek-Armenian cooperation had acquired a mass basis among the Constantinopolitan
Christians immediately after World War 1.” Alexis Alexandris, The Greek Minority of Istanbul and
Greek-Turkish Relations 1918-197,. (Athens: Centre for Asia Minor Studies, 1992), pp. 57-58.

YCelal Nuri [lleri], “Rumlar ve Siyaset-i Cezriye,” fleri, 21 November 1918, “Ermeniler ve Cezri
Siyaset,” fleri, 23 November 1918.
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the Ottoman state in order to improve the relations among the ethnic and religious
elements was frequently repeated.'> Nevertheless, the behavior of the Greeks after the
signing of the Armistice which caused hatred among the Turks was defined as
betrayal to the Ottéman state.'®

Actually, by the end 1918, the Greeks of [stanbul started to work energetically
towards unification with Greece. In their activities,. they were usually guided by the
Ecumenical Patriarchate which spiritually, politically and socially embraced the
Ottoman Greeks. The Patriarchate defined its mission as the realization of the megali
idéa under the conviction that time had come by the defeat of the Ottoman state in
the First World War, '’

In the first place, the patriarchal authorities replaced Patriarch Germanos V
[Kavakopoulos], who was accused of cooperating with the Unionists during the
war, by a nationalist, Dorotheos Mammelis, the archbishop of Bursa, as locum tenens
(temporary substitute) Patriarch on October 28, 1918. ' A new patriarchal council

was elected. The new council supported the Greek irredentism through the “Central

B Ahmet Emin [ Yalman], “Sulh Hazirhg I-11,” Vakit, 21-22 November 1918.

S<Miitareke ve Rumlar,” fkdam, 25 November 1918.

" Alexandris, op. cit., pp. 54-55. For the political activities of the Phanar Patriarchate in the Armistice
Period see Adnan Sofuoglu, Fener Rum Patrikhanesi ve Siyasi Faaliyetleri, (Istanbul: Turan
Yayincilik, 1996), pp. 44-64. )

"®Alexandris, ibid, p. 55. Gotthard Jaeschke, Kurtulus Savast ile llgili Ingiliz Belgeleri, translated by
Cemal Kopriilii, (Ankara: Tiirk tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991), p. 51. As soon as he was elected as the
locum tenens of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Dorotheos communicated a memorandum to the
consideration of the Paris peace Conference. In this memorandum, he evaluated the policy of the
Unionists since 1908 against the Greeks, accusing them to have a destruction policy against them.
Finally, he set the claims of the Greeks on Thrace, the coasts of Asia Minor, Mediterranean, of
Marmara as well as of the Black Sea where he argued that the majority of population was Greek. “The
Unredeemed Greeks Before the Peace Conference,” Paris, 1919, General Records of the American
Commission to Negotiate Peace, 1918-1931, 185.5135/8.
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Committee of Unredeemed Greeks”, a national committee which worked to promote
the nationalist aspirations of the Ottoman Greeks."?

On January 21, 1919, the Greek Patriarchate of Phanar abolished the teaching
of Turkish in Greek schools and provided the adoption of Greek as the instruction
language. On March 9, the acting Patriarch officially cut all kinds of relations
between the Greek Patriarchate and the Ottoman.state and exempted the Greek
subjects from all responsibilities to the Ottoman state.® A week later, the Patriarchal
council took the resolution for unification with Greece.?! The resolution was recited
in éll Istanbul churches and followed by the demonstrations of the Greeks in Istanbul.
Thereupon, the Ottoman government demanded the Muslim element to remain
calm® while some journalists cried for the awakening of the Muslim-Turkish
elements who were considered as the actual masters of the country, in response to the
demonstrations of the Greeks.?

From March 1919 onwards, the Greek Patriarchate rejected direct

communication with the Ottoman government and the Ottoman Greeks refused

Y Alexandris, ibid,, p. 56; Stanford J. Shaw, From Empire to Republic The Turkish War of National
Liberation, vol. I, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2000), pp. 151-152.

PGotthard Jaeschke, Tirk Kurtulus Savast Kronolijisi, vol. I, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1989), p. 20.

*'lkdam, 19 March 1919. The resolution stated that “the Greeks of Constantinople and the
neighbourhood assembled today in their churches ... and proclaimed their unshakable wish to obtain
complete national re-establishment. They regard Union with the mother-country Greece as the only
firm basis for natural development in the future ... and entrust the Ecumenical Patriarchate, their
supreme national authority, with the task of transmitting the present resolution to the representatives of
England, France, the United States, Italy and Greece at the Peace Conference.” Alexandris, op. cit.,
pp- 56-57.

“Yenigiin, Vakit, Sabah, 19 March 1919; Tasvir-i Efkar, 20 March 1919,

PEbu’z-Ziyazade [Velid Ebuzziya], “Rumlarin Tezahiirati Karsisinda,” Tasvir-i Efkdr, 18 March
1919.
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Ottoman citizenship and adopted that of mainland Greece. The Patriarchate assumed
a unilateral control on the Greek community and coordinated the relations between
istanbul and Athens.*

The Greek nationalist activities were not confined, however, to those of the
Greek Patriarchate and Venizelos. The Greeks of the Blgck Sea coast were in a quest
for founding an independent Pontus state. Early preparations to this end had begun in
1917.% Following the conclusion of the Moudros armistice, a national committee
was formed with the purpose of reviving the Trabzon Pontus state at the Black Sea
coast. The committee was located in Marseilles, France, where it convened its second
congress on November 2, 1918. At this congress, C. G. Constantinidis, the son of ex-
Mayor of Giresun,”® was elected as the representative of the committee. In his
memorandum to the Allied Powers in November 1918, he demanded their support
for the revival of the ancient Trabzon Empire and the foundation of an autonomous
republic stretching from Caucasi‘a and Batum in the east to Armenia in the south and
to Sinop in the west on the principles of justice and self-determination.*’

To this effort, the Pontus Society, which had its origins among the Greek
students of the American College in Merzifon in 1904, was re-activated under the

name of Kordus as a branch of the Etnik-i Eterya Society. Kordus soon established

¥ Alexandris, op. cit., p. 57.

PStefanos Yerasimos, “Pontus Meselesi,” in Milliyetler ve Swurlar, (istanbul: iletisim Yaymlari,
1995), pp. 367-368.

*Ibid, p. 367.

F«Trabzon Imparatorlugu Thya Tesebbiisi,” Vakit, 6 December 1918; Jaeschke, Ingiliz Belgeleri, pp.
56-57.
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cells in many cities along the Black Sea coast. In order to propagandize the
independence of the Pontus state, it began issuing the paper, Pontus, at the beginning
of March 1919.2® About this time, the activities of the Greek bands were also
intensive in the disﬁicts of the Black Sea coast.”” More important still, however, was
the attempt of the Greeks to increase the amount of Greek population at the Black
Sea coast, particularly in Trabzon. For this purpbse, Greek emigrants in large
numbers were brought from South Russia together with the deported Greeks™ for

settlement in Trabzon, Samsun and other coastal cities.>!

3.1.2. A Search for Identity: The Ottoman Public between neo-

Ottomanism and Turkish Nationalism

Upon the demands of the Greeks and Armenians for independence or
annexation, their demonstrations and activities in this direction and, in some cases,

their excesses against the Muslim population following the occupations of the Allied

BSabahattin Ozel, Mill3 Miicadelede Trabzon, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991), p. 39.
®Jaeschke, Ingiliz Belgeleri, p. 103. Yerasimos noted that the Greek brigand chiefs were convened at
the Samsun bishopric in the second half of April 1919. They decided to form organizations in Samsun,
Bafra, Carsamba, Unye, Fatsa, Tokat, Niksar, Merzifon, Havza, Erbaa, Ladik, Amasya and
Vezirképrii. Op. cit.,, p. 373. .

**During the First World War, between November 1916 and February 1917, approximately 40,000
Greeks were deported from Tirebolu, Samsun and Giresun to the interior of Anatolia while some fled
to the South Russia. Yerasimos, ibid., pp. 362-365.

*l“Report of Commanding Officer of U. S. S. Olympia upon visit to Black Sea ports...,” Department of
State, 867.00/963. The local Turkish officials resisted to the return of many Greek refugees to Trabzon
since they saw it as a part of the policy of the Greeks to bring on to the Pontus region as many Greeks
as possible in order to claim that the population was overwhelmingly Greek. For this reason, they only
permitted the Greeks who could prove that they had resided in Trabzon and adjoining districts prior or
during the First World War. Department of State, §67.00/923.
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Powers,>? the Ottoman government (Damat Ferit’s cabinet) attempted to recover the
inter-communal relations by sending Heyet-i Nasiha (Committee of Advice)
composed of distinguished Muslims and non-Muslims into Anatolia and Rumelia in
the April of 1919.33 As a matter of fact, two such committees formed started touring
around mid-April. The mission lasted a month and did not bring any decisive result.
This attempt can probably be considered as the lasf effort of the Ottoman state in
vitalizing Ottomanism, no doubt to secure good terms of peace and to prevent the
partition of the Ottoman territories. As a matter of fact, there had been a neo-
Otfomanist current among the Ottoman-Turkish in'tellectuals who saw the
Turcification policy of the Unionists as the main cause of the alienation of the Greeks
and the Armenians from the Ottoman state,34 since thé beginning of the Armistice
period. They argued that the militant policy of Turkism led to regrettable events and
that the past could be cleaned and the future could be built;* in other words, the
reconciliation of the Muslim and non-Muslim peoples could be secured in the

framework of a unified fatherland.

*For example, when some parts of the Cilicia region (Dortyol, Mersin and Adana) was occupied by
the French troops involving Armenian volunteers in December 1918, the Muslim population was
subjected to the harassment of Armenians aiming at revenge of the events of the First World War.
ATASE 4/101; Tiirk Istikial Harbi I, 91-92.

*Statement of Mehmet Ali, the Minister of Interior, Memleket, 18 April 1919; cited in Zeki Sarthan,
Kurtulus Savas: Gunligi, vol. 1, (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1993), p. 209; M. Tayyib
Gokbilgin, Mill2 Miicadele Baglarken, vol. I, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1959), p. 64;
Mevliit Celebi, “Izmir’in Isgalinden Once Sehzade Abdiirrahim Baskanliginda Anadolu’ya Gonderilen
Nasihat Heyeti: 16 Nisan-18 Mayis 1919,” Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi, vol. VI, no. 18 (July
1990), 562-564. As soon as the establishment of his cabinet, Damat Ferit issued a declaration to the
provinces and districts (March 8) drawing the attention of the local officials to work for the restoration
of Ottemanism. “Makam-1 Sadaretin Mithim Bir Tamimi,” Sabah, 9 March 1919.

*For example, Ref’i Cevat, “Osmanlilik ve Mesuliyete Tegrik,” Alemdar, 18 January 1919.

> Ahmet Emin [ Yalman], “Sulh Hazirhig1 [-11,” Vakit, 21-22 November 1918.
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In support of this argument, for example, /kdam, a daily liberal paper,
asserted that nationality was of two kinds. The first was milliyet-i amme or milliyet-i
resmiye (common or official nationality), which in this case was Ottoman. This kind
of nationality was above race, language, religion and ethnicity and was composed of
those who were the inhabitants of the country and loyal ’Fo the Sultan. There was also
milliyet-i hususiye (private nationality) such as Turkish, Hellenic and Armenian. The
above mentioned two kinds of nationalities should be in harmony with each other.*
Upon the territorial claims of the Greeks and Armenians and their demands for
secession, it was stated that the division of the muilk-i miistereke (common territory)
would not be beneficial to any group. The reconciliation of the Ottoman elements
should be provided by a government which would protect the interests of all
groups.”” In sum, the foundation of neo-Ottomanism might be profitable for the
Turks as well as the non-Muslims.*®

While the Ottoman govérnment was attempting to re-conciliate ethnic and
religious elements of the Empire and some intellectuals were publicizing neo-
Ottomanism as a means of reconciliation, a contrary argument was developed among
the Muslim-Turkish nationalists. This argument focused on the necessity of

providing Turkish unity. In fact, this was a response to Ottoman Greek and Armenian

collaboration against the Turkish rule®® and demands for secession under protection

36«Osmanllikta Anasir ve Milliyet Mesa’ili,” Tkdam, 17 October 1918.

M. R., “Telif-i Anastr,” Ileri, 30 April 1919.

*¥Tekin Alp, “Yeni Osmanhilik,” Biiyiik Mecmua, no. 2 (March 1919).
*Ebw’z-Ziyazade, “Onlar ittihad Ederken,” Tasvir-i Efkar, 24 January 1919.
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of the Allied Powers. Therefore, the search for a Turkish unity began to be publicized
in early 1919 when the attitudes of the Greeks and Armenians towards the Allied
Powers and the Ottoman state had crystallized and the apprehension of the Unionists,
who were regarded as the defenders of the Turkish nationalist cause, due to war
crimes (entrance into the war with the Axis Powers and the deportation and mal-
treatment of the Armenians) was intensified.

The arguments of Yunus Nadi [Abalioglu, the chief-editor of Yenigiin, can
serve as an example in search for Turkish unity. He reiterated that the Turkish nation
should be united and a motherland front be formed against internal and external
blows which aimed to destroy Turkish national existence.** More important than
pursuing the crimes and murders committed during the First World War, according to
Yunus Nadi, was the protection of national existence which was in jeopardy. For this
reason, the Turkish unity was a must.*' Actually, he argued, the only element that
sincerely demanded the maintehance of the Ottoman sultanate was the Turkish-
Muslim.*

Yunus Nadi asserted that it was only Turkism (Turkish nationalism) that

could save the state under present circumstances. Since the Turks comprised the

“Yunus Nadi, “Tiirk Birligi,” Yenigiin, 22 January 1919.

“yunus Nadi, “Birlesme Meselesi,” Yenigiin, 26 January 1919; “Varli§imizin Miidafaasi,” Yenigiin,
27 January 1919.

“yunus Nadi, “Tirk Birligi I¢in,” Yenigiin, 10 February 1919. “...Fakat biz gayrimiislim
vatandaslarimizin ekseriyet-i azimesinin bu saniyede memleketin mevcudiyetine taraftar degil, diisman
oldugunu ve mevcudiyeti diisiinmek vazifesinin ancak Tiirk ve Miisliman unsuruna kaldigimni
anlayarak hayailere kapiimadan kendimizi vikaye etmeliyiz (korumaliyiz)... Avrupa haritasi milliyet
esasina gore tanzim edilirken Tirk milletine diisen vazife kendinden baska hig¢bir istinadgéih:
olmadigint hatirlamak ve istikbal karsisinda son saniyede olsun bir ittihad zemini bulmaktir. Ahmet
Emin [Yalman], “Milliyetperverlik Siyasi Bir Moda mudir?,” Vakit, 10 February 1919.
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majority in the country, their position in protecting the (Ottoman) state was
important, as it had been in the past.”® He emphasized that all ethnic groups in the
country such as the Greeks and the Armenians, had become nationalists and, the
whole world actualiy had become nationalist. Turkism only remained behind in this
regard. Since Turkism represented approximately ten-million Turkish people within
the Ottoman territories it should work and be united to protect its rights,** in other
words, as pointed out in another daily paper, the Turks should follow a national
policy and form the Turkish unity in order to protect their existence among
beliigerent nations which wanted to annihilate them.*’

In the light of these facts, it can be claimed that in early 1919, polarization
among the Christian communities and Muslims-Turks was fortified due to the
occupations of the Allied Powers and the political objectives of the Greeks and the
Armenians which caused a reaction among the Turkish and Kurdish population.*®
There were, however, other coiﬁcidental factors for this polarization, such as the
repatriation of the deported Greeks and Armenians and the trial of the Unionists.

While the former factor was regarded by the Turks-Muslims as the promotion of the

political objeétives of the Greeks and the Armenians, the latter turned to be the

“Yunus Nadi, “Milli Vahdete Dogru,” Yenigiin, 30 January 1919.

*Yunus Nadi, “Tiirklitk ve Milliyetgilik,” Yenigiin, 5 February 1919.

BeMilli Siyaset Tirklik Meselesi,” Tkdam, 22 February 1919.

“For example, the notables of Van publicized their objections against the extension of the boundaries
of Armenia into the Van Lake. Sabah, 14 March 1919.
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conviction of the Turks/Muslims on the whole,"’ and, thus, stimulated the

development of Turkish nationalist movement.

3.1.3. The Repatriation of the Greeks and the Armenians

The most complicated issues following the signing of the Armistice were,
perhaps, the repatriation of the deported Greeks and Armenians to their native
shelters and the restoration of their abandoned properties. Although both issues were
among the priorities of the Ottoman governments during the early armistice period
and also at the agenda of the Allied Powers,"® they were never completed. To begin
with, the repatriation of the Christian elements was partially provided in the occupied
portions of the Ottoman Empire; for instance, in Western Anatolia and Cilicia, i.e.
Adana and its vicinity. Since the Muslim immigrants coming from the Balkans and
Caucasus had been settled in lieu of the Greeks and the Armenians, and the
abandoned property had beenA already seized, pillaged or nationalized by the
Muslims,49 the repatriation process would add further trouble to inter-communal

relations.

*In his evaluation, Taner Akcam, argues that there were three reasons for the punishment of the Turks
by the Allies: Partitioning Anatolia, conflict of cultures, and the Armenian massacres. Op. cit,, pp.
329-340. .

“Besides pressuring the Ottoman statesmen for the repatriation of the Greeks and the Armenians and
restitution of their properties, the British High Commissioner-ship established a separate department
entitled Armenian and Greek Section (AGS). This section was particularly interested in rescuing the
Armenian and Greek women and children who had been converted to Islam during the First World
War. Sir Robert Graves, Storm Centres of the Near East Personal Memories 1879-1929, (London:
London: Hutchinson&Co. (Publishers) Ltd, 1933), pp. 323-324. Graves became the chief of the
department in the summer of 1919.

“ Aksin, Istanbul Hiikiimetleri, vol. 1, p. 32.
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Besides this economic aspect of the repatriation question, there was also the
political side. Hovannisian, the author of the Republic of Armenia, correctly states
that “repatriation was inseparable from the goal of an independent Armenia.”*
Similarly, it was a réquirement for the fulfillment of the Greek nationalist aspirations
in Anatolia. On the other hand, the repatriation question gave stimulus to the
formation of the Turkish/Muslim resistance primarily in the parts where the Greek
and Armenian threat of annexation or cession existed.

By the signing of the Moudros armistice, the resettlement process of the war
refugees had already started. Actually, the Ottoman Council of State had decided for
the restricted settlement of the deported Greeks, Armenians and Arabs on April 10,
1918. The decision allowed the return of the refugees over sixty years of age and in
need of help to their homes.’' The decision for unrestricted resettlement of the
deported Greeks and Armenians, however, was taken later, following the formal
defeat of the Ottoman Empire iﬁ the First World War, on October 18, 1918.%% The
decision was followed by instructions to the provincial and district authorities to take
the necessary measures, to provide food supplies and to cover the requirements of

refugees.”

Richard G. Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia, vol. 11, (Los Angeles: University of California
Press, 1982), p. 43.

Sl{brahim Ethem Atnur, “Osmanli Hiikiimetleri ve Tehcir Edilen Rum ve Ermenilerin Yeniden [skan
Meselesi,” Atatiirk Yolu, vol. 4, no. 14 (November 1994), pp. 121-122. It has been also argued that the
Ottoman government had began the systematic settlement of the Armenian, Jewish, Turkish and
Arabic refugees as early as the late of March 1918, Stanford J. Shaw, “Resettlement of Refugees in
Anatolia, 1918-1923,” The Turkish Studies Association Bulletin, vol. 22, no. 1 (Spring 1998), p. 58.
52T, C. Bagbakanlik, Osmanli Belgelerinde Ermeniler, doc. nos. 214, 215, pp. 182-184.

3Ibid., pp. 176-178, doc. nos. 210-211; pp. 180-183, doc. nos. 213-214.
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On October 19, reading the program of his cabinet in the Ottoman Parliament
(Meclis-i Mebusan), Ahmet Izzet Pasha stated that decision regarding the gradual
resettlement of the Ottoman citizens, who had been deported under the war
circumstances and necessities, was taken and was being practiced. He maintained
that movable and immovable properties of the refugees would be restored and that
they would be reimbursed for properties sold.>* On November 21, 191 8, he submitted
a memorandum to the presidency of the Parliament requesting the immediate
discussion of the two temporary laws of May 27, 1915 and of September 26, 1915,
for the military for activities against the Government during the war, and the
regulation of the property, debts, credit, and balances of the deported persons.>

The Temporary Law for military measures was cancelled on the 4™ of
November after a short debate at the Parliarnent.‘56 Thereafter, a commission under
the presidency of Yusuf Kemal Bey, the undersecretary of the Ministry of Justice,
was formed in order to prepare a new law to arrange the restoration of the abandoned
property in early December.”’ Tevfik Pasha cabinet, which was formed on November
11, 1918, announced that non-Muslim officers who had been dismissed from their
offices, could apply to the Ministry of Interior for re-employment as a part of the

repatriation.>®

M M. Z C., 19 October 1918,

S Ibid, 24 October 1918

3%Ibid., 4 November 1918; Distur, 1I/X1, p. 51.

57Sabah 1, 2, 4 December 1918. The law would be enacted on January 8, 1920. Dustur, [I/I1, pp. 553-
561.

3kdam, 24 December 1918. All of the announced names had been dismissed from bureaucratic
offices such as district governor-ship.
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At the start of November 1918, it was stated that 10,601 Greeks and
Armenians returned.”® By the end of the year, under the initiative of the Government,
19,695 Greeks and 23,420 Armenians had been repatriated.®*® Meanwhile, Mustafa
Resit Pasha, the Minister of the Exterior, had commented on the repatriation of the
refugees in November 1918 claiming that it was extremely satisfactory to resettle so
many refugees under hard conditions, indicating' particularly the difficulties in
transportation, supplies of food and lack of shelters. As to the application of
resettlement, besides the difficult conditions, however, there was increasing local
resistance. Calthorpe, the British High-Commissioner, reported the obstructions of
the Turkish officials, especially, against the repatriation of the Armenians.®’ Similar
argument was also noted by the American Consul General in Salonica who stated:

“...Encouraged by the [Moudros] Armistice, and the declaration of the
Ottoman Government that the deported are now free to return to their
homes, many of these [Armenian] people ... are now setting out to return
to their old homes. They are to be found all along the roads, in general
without money, food, shelter, or clothing; and are therefore easy victims
to death and disease. Their condition is made still worse by the fact that
although the Central Government has apparently changed its attitude
toward them, nevertheless the attitude of local officials with whom they
come in vital daily contact, has not changed...

**Memorandum from the Ministry of Interior to the Ministry of Exterior, 1 November 1918. T. C.
Bagbakanlik, Osmanli Belgelerinde Ermeniler, doc. no. 212, pp. 179-180. According to this
memorandum 3,160 Armenians and 136 Greeks arrived at Sivas; 2,721 Armenians to Ma’muretiil-
Aziz; 456 Greeks and 271 Armenians to Canik {Samsun]. About 1,083 Armenians and Greeks were
waiting in Istanbul to move to their original places. Armenians and Greeks who were deported from
Karesi and Bursa also returned in November. Sabah, 13 November 1918.

Statement of the Minister of Exterior, Mustafa Resit Pasha. M. M. Z. C., 21 December 1918. At the
beginning of March 1919, the number of the repatriated Greeks and Armenians was between100,000
and 230,000. fkdam, 1 March 1919; Sabah, 12 March 1919, However, such numbers conflicted with
another in most cases. For example, another daily stated that between November 1918 and April 27,
1919, 2,182 Greeks and 7,285 Armenians were repatriated. Jkdam, 2 May 1919.

® Jaeschke, Ingiliz Belgeleri, p. 37. In fact, many officials who had Unionist background and a role in
the Armenian deportation were still at their post.
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Those of the deported who reach their homes at last, are finding them
either in ruins as a result of general plunder, or else they are occupied by
Moslem refugees from European Turkey, the Caucasus, or elsewhere. The
latter refuse to give up the homes they occupy, and the Moslem officials
naturally support the Moslem occupants rather than the Armenian new-
comers, who were the former owners. Thus the Armenians find
themselves on the streets of their own villages, surrounded by hostile
people and officials, and without means of work or support...”*

As a matter of fact, the Ottoman officials did not disregard the role of the
repatriation in the possible cession or annexation of ény terfitory. Their consideration
was, therefore, to prevent the concentration of the Christian refugees on a particular
territory. For example, the Ottoman government did not allow the fepatriation of the
Arfnenians into Eastern Anatolia since it was scarcely populated due to the
deportation of Armenians and the evacuation of Muslims following the Russian
invasion. In case of resettlement of the Armenians into this region, the Muslims
would possibly appear as minority if a plebiscite was held. ¢

In consequence, the deported Armenians and Greeks®' were able to return

under the protection of the occupation powers. For example, the Armenians who had

2From George Horton to the Secretary of State, “Memorandum Concerning Condition of Deported
Armenians in Asia Minor,” 16 December 1918, Department of State, 867.4016/398. This was also the
situation in Trabzon. According to Ralph Chesbrough’s, the American Consul, report, “the Turkish
authorities are placing all possible obstacles in the path of Allied control officers to prevent the
repatriation of Armenians and the restitution of their property...” Department of State, 867.00/923.
Similarly, the Armenians who returned to Geyve and demanded the restitution of their homes
complained the district governor to the Ottoman government due to his reluctance for the evacuation
of such homes and his mal-treatment of the Armenians. Sabah, 21 November 1918.

8 Aksin, Istanbul Hiikiimetleri, vol. I, p. 32.

%The Greeks who had emigrated from western Anatolia into Greece and the Aegean islands were able
to return following the Greek occupation of izmir. In fact, Nurettin Pasha, the commander of the 17"
Army (situated in the province of Aydin) and also the acting governor, did not permit the return of the
Greeks who had resided at the Aegean islands. ATASE 2/2/80. Nurettin Pasha was appointed as the
governor of the province of Aydin on January 20, 1919. As the commander and governor of the
province, he worked up to the fortification of the Turkish resistance in Izmir. He was retained from his
position in March 1919. Thereafter, he would join the Turkish nationalist movement and would play a
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been dispersed into Syria and Trans-Caucasia, were only repatriated in the Cilicia
region where there were British and French occupations at the outset of the armistice
period. The French were particularly involved in the resettlement of the Armenians.
By the spring of 1919, they resettled 36,319 Armenians to their homes.*> At the end
of 1919, there were approximately 120,000 Armenians resettled in Hagin
(Saimbeyli), Dortyol, Osmaniye, Misis (Kozan), Tarsus and Mersin, still some,
waiting to return to Eastern Anatolia.*®

The Armenians in Trans-Caucasia who expected to be resettled in Eastern
Anatolia, however, had to remain where they were. This was because the Turkish
nationalists had never lost the control of almost the whole region following the
signing of the Moudros armistice.®” For this reason, the resettlement of the Armenian
refugees was contingent upon the establishment of the Allied Powers in the region.
The British, as we will see, intervened in the situation there for a short period in early
1919. They occupied Kars (12-13 April 1919) and transferred the administration to

the Armenians resettling approximately 50,000 Armenians among 500,000 refugees

major role in the suppression of the nationalist activities of the Kurds in Kogkiri and of the Greeks at
the Black Sea coast as we will see in the following chapters. Tansel, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 169-174;
Jaeschke, Kronoloji, p. 14.

%From J. B. Jackson (American Consul in Aleppo) to Secretary of State, 31 May 1919, Department of
State, 867.00/897. The numbers and destinations were 2,518 to Constantinople, 65 to Smyrna, 234 to
Konya, 10,056 to Adana, 663 to Mersin, 368 to Tarsus, 309 to Osmaniye, 691 to Sis, 1,518 to Hagin,
1,022 to Dortyol, 150 to Ekbez, 690 to Hasanbeyli, 4,221 to Ayintab, 4,825 to Maras, 491 to Kilis,
499 to Antakya, 1,097 to Alexandretta (Iskenderun), 29 to Beylan (Belen?), 247 to Islahiye, 165 to
Hamidiye, 386 to Kars Bazar, 31 to Birecik, 44 to Kessab, 1,027 to Aleppo, 1382 to Urfa, 78 to
Mardin, and 3,513 to unknown localities. It is clear that most of these places were under French or
British control by that time.

. Brémond, La Cilicie in 1919-1920, (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1921), pp. 11-12; Tirk Istiklal
Harbi 1, p. 103,

$"Department of State, 867.00/897.
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in a month.®® In fact, Great Britain as well as the United States, which had well-
disposed toward the Armenian cause, were unwilling to enter into economic and
military commitments for the repatriation of the Armenians. By the summer of 1919,
they were aware of the fact that without such commitments the repatriation of the

Armenians could not be realized but they could not venture for this.*’

3.1.4. The Trials of the Unionists

There were several reasons for the trial of the Unionists following the
conclusion of the Moudros armistice. The two basic reasons were the entry of the
Ottoman state into the First World War on the side of the Axis Powers and the
nationalistic policy of the CUP during the War. Both causes materialized with
internal and external pressures (from the anti-Unionists; for example, the Party of
Freedom and Accord, and the Allied Powers, especially Great Britain) upon the
Ottoman governments to condefnn the Unionists held responsible. For this reason,
undoubtedly responsible for Ottoman entry into the war as well as in the mal-

treatment of the Armenians, some leading Unionist figures fled immediately after the

%James L. Barton, Story of Near East Relief (1915-1930), (New York: The Macmillan Company,
1930), pp. 121-123; Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia, vol. |, pp. 215-222.

Britain and United States were contended with the preparations of plans for the repatriation of the
Armenians. Two plans of this kind were prepared, Ussher and Morgenthau-Hoover Proposals, after the
middle of 1919 but none of them were implemented. Hovannisian, ibid, vol. 11, pp. 40-61; Somakian,
op. cit., pp. 210-214. '
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conclusion of the Armistice, on November 1,”° while some others were engaged in
underground activities in Istanbul.
During the War, the Allied Powers had jointly declared that those responsible

for the Armenian persecutions would be convicted. Their declaration stated that

“in view of these crimes of Turkey against humanity and civilization, the
Allied governments announce publicly ... that they will hold personally
responsible ... all members of the Ottoman government and those of their
agents who are implicated in such massacres.””!

In the early days of the armistice period, when the peace terms were rumored,
it became clear that not only the Unionists were going to be punished but also the
Ottoman state. What was meant by the punishment of the state was its territorial
restfucturing on ethnic basis since, according to the Allied Powers, it was no longer
entitled to rule its subject peoples. In fact, this was compatible with the objectives of
the Allies with regards to the establishment of economic and political spheres of

influence on the basis of the secret agreements of 1915-1917.7% At the same time, it

They were Talat, Enver, Cemal Pashas, Dr. Nazim and Bahattin Sakir. Ziircher, The Unionist
Factor, p.72, also dn. 23.

"'Dadrian, op. cit., p. 216.

"Four treaties were signed among the Allied Powers over division of the Ottoman territories into
sphere of influences between 1915-1917. The first treaty was Constantinople agreement of 1915 by
which France and Britain recognized rights of Russia to occupy parts of Eastern Anatolia,
Constantinople and the Straits. Following this, the Allies signed Treaty of London with Italy. They
assured Italy ‘obtaining a just share of the Mediterranean region.adjacent to the province of Adalia
(Antalya).” Sykes-Picot agreement, which was concluded in May 1916, arranged Franco-British
spheres of influences in the Middle East in that France obtained right of annexation of coastal regions
of Syria with an extended zone of influence in the interior while Britain was recognized to annex lower
Mesopotamia with a similar zone of influence. Last treaty, Saint Jean de Maurienne agreement (1917),
redefined lItaly’s zone of influence in Asia Minor. Paul C. Helmreich, From Paris to Sévres The
Partition of the Ottoman Empire at the Peace Conference of 1919-1920, (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1974), pp. 5-7. See also Henry H. Cumming, Franco-British Rivalry in the Post-War
Near East, (London: Oxford University Press, 1938), pp. 21-32 and Howard, op. ciz., pp. 181-187.
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was consistent with Wilson’s twelfth point of the fourteen points regarding the
resolution of the national problems of the Ottoman Empire on the principle of self-

determination which read:

“The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should be assured a
secure sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are now under
Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of life and an
absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous de\_/elopment...”73

Therefore, closely connected to the peace settlement, there was a widespread
campaign in the Ottoman parliament and public which attributed the war crimes,
specially the deportation and persecution of the Armenians, strictly to the Unionists
claiming that the Turkish-Muslim people was innocent. For example, during the
debate on the program of Ahmet Izzet cabinet, Mehmet Emin, deputy of Trabzon,
criticized the program on the basis that it did not consider investigating the
responsible for atrocities, murders and persecutions committed during the War. He
maintained that the fesponsibility of all these were, first, attributed to the CUP, and,
second, to the Turkish nation. The nation was innocent and should be exonerated
before history. * Celal, the ex-governor of Halep during the deportation of the

Armenians, argued that the Unionists aimed at the destruction of the Armenians, and

Laurance Evans, United States Policy and the Partition of Turkey, 1914-1924, (Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins Press, 1965), p. 76.

"M M Z C., 19 October 1918, pp. 32-33. Similar arguments took place during the debate on the
program of Tevfik Pasha cabinet, ibid,, 18 November 1918, pp. 136-166.
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they did; but the Turks-Muslims were not involved.”

The trial of the Unionists did fall on the agenda of the Ottoman Parliament by
a motion submitted by Fuat, the deputy of Divaniye, on October 28, 1918. It
suggested the sending of the two wartime cabinets, of Sait Halim Pasha and of Talat
Pasha, to the High Court of Justice (Divan-1 Ali). Fuat stated ten reasons to his
motion. Amongst these were the Ottoman entry into the war, political abuses,
economic crimes, and deportations and persecutions.76 The motion was accepted in
the Parliament and an investigation committee, the Fifth Committee (Besinci Sube),
which was composed of Turks (in majority), Arabs, Greeks and Armenians, was
formed. The Committee began its work on November 6, and completed its
investigations approximately a month later.”” Before submitting any report to the
Parliament, however, Vahdettin, the Sultan, dissolved the legislative body on

December 21.

“Ermeni Vekayi ve Esbab ve Tesirleri, I-IIL,” Vakiz, 10-13 December 1918. In 1919, the National
Congress (Milli Kongre) which was mostly composed of the members of the Turkish Hearth (Turk
Ocagy), of the National Society for Instruction and Education (Milli Talim ve Terbiye Cemiyeti), of
the Renovation Party (Teceddiit Firkasi), of the Ottoman Liberal People’s Party (Osmanli
Hiirriyetperver Avam Firkast) published a booklet in English to publicize the Turkish point of view
with regards to the Armenian issue. Rather than mentioning the responsibility of the Unionists (the
members of the Society were mostly former Unionists), it focused on the activities of the Armenian
committees and their misdeeds. In that, this booklet can be considered as the early version of the
Turkish thesis on the Armenian Question. The Turco-Armenian Question The Turkish Point of View
published by the National Congress of Turkey, (Constantinople, 1919).

M. M. Z. C., 4 November 1918, p. 103. Also see Osman Selim Kocahanoglu, fttihat-Terakki'nin
Sorgulanmasi ve Yargilanmasi (1918-1919), (Istanbul: Temel Yaynlar, 1998), pp. 52-53; Akgam, op.
cit., 410-411; Dadrian, op. cit., p. 319.

""For the minutes of the investigation see Kocahanoglu, ibid, pp. 55-495. From November 9 to
December 19, 1918, the Fifth Committee interrogated 13 ministers and two Seyhiilislams. Namely,
they were Said ‘Halim, Ciiriiksulu Mahmut, Ibrahim Bey, Ahmet $iikrii, Ahmet Nesimi [Sayman],
Halil [Mentese], Cavid Bey, Ali Miinif, Mustafa Seref, Ismail Canbulat, Hagim Bey, Kara Kemal,
and, two Seyhiilislams Hayri and Musa Kazim. Enver, Talat and Cemal Pashas could not be
interrogated due to their flight in early November.
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Meanwhile, Tevfik Pasha cabinet had formed a commission to investigate
Armenian deportation and massacres (tehcir ve taktil) on November 23 under the
chairmanship of Mazhar Miifit [Kansu], the ex-governor of Bitlis. Called Terkik-i
Seyyiat Komisyonu (Commission for the Investigation of Evils), the Commission
simultaneously functioned with the Parliamentary investigation.” In addition to this
Commission, the Council of Ministers decided to send investigation committees into
provinces, where transgressions and enmities (tecaviizat ve ta’addiyat) took place
during the deportation of the Greeks and Armenians.” Ten investigation committees
were formed, each to investigate a region.*® Both the Commission of Tetkik-i Seyyiat
and the investigation committees were vested with broad powers such as the
summoning of witnesses, arrest and detention.®! They forwarded their findings to the
Martial Courts (Divan-1 Harb-i Orfi) where th¢ Unionists were to be judged by
February 1919.

Decision regarding the trial of accused at the martial courts had been taken by
the Council of Ministers on December 14, 1918.3? On this decision, the first martial

court was formed in Istanbul and was followed by the courts at Catalca, [zmit, {zmir,

8Sarihan, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 38; Dadrian, op. cit., pp. 320-321.

T, C. Basbakanlik, Osmanli Belgelerinde Ermeniler, doc. no. 219, pp.188-189.

Ten regions were arranged as in the following: 1- Provinces of Ankara and Kastamonu, and Bolu
sandjak, 2- Province of Trabzon and /iva of Samsun, 3- Provinces of Hiidavendigar and Edirne, and
(atalca sandjak, 4- Province of Aydin and Canakkale and Karesi sandjaks, 5- Province of Konya and
Eskigehir, Karahisar, and Kiitahya sandjaks, 6- Province of Sivas and Kayseri and Burgaz sandjaks, 7-
Provinces of Erzurum, Van and Bitlis, 8- Provinces of Diyarbekir and Mamuretii’l-Aziz, 9- Province
of Adana and Marag sandjak, 10- Urfa, Zor, Ayintab sandjaks. Osmanli Belgelerinde Ermeniler, p.
188; fkdam, 15 December 1918. Before that an investigation committee had been already sent to
Izmit. fkdam, 8 December 1918.

81 Akgam, op. cit., pp- 427-428; Dadrian, op. cit.,, p. 320.

%20smanli Belgelerinde Ermeniler, doc. no. 220, pp- 189-191.
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Ayintab, Bursa, Van, Bayezit and Samsun. The trials in regions not under martial law
were to be carried out by existing penal courts.®

The arrest of the Unionists in mass started at the end of January 1919.
Although there had been already preparations to arrest them® and some complaints
had arose that most of the war criminals were wandering about freely, it was the
flight of Dr. Resid, ex-governor of Diyarbekir, who. was kept in prison for his
misdeeds during the Armenian deportation, on January 25, 1919,% that stimulated the
arrest of the Unionists. Approximately thirty Unionists were arrested on 29/30
January in the first place.86 This development was not unexpected since there was an
intensive pressure on the Ottoman governments to arrest the Unionists since the
beginning of the armistice period. Behind the arrest of the Unionists at the end of
January 1919, however, there was not only their wartime crimes but also their
activities which indicated that they did not give up their struggle.®’

Actually, in November 1918, the Unionists had began to organize the

Muslims in Istanbul through a secret organization, Karakol, (Guard), initiation of

¥Shaw, From Empire to Republic, vol. 1., p. 311.

¥ Aksin, Istanbul Hiikiimetleri, vol. 1, pp. 149-152,

Y Siirgiinden Intihara Dr. Resid Bey’in Hatiralari, (Izmir, 1992), pp. 53-56. In these pages, Dr. Resid
explains his escape in details. He managed to escape from prison,; however, was not able to leave
Istanbul. When he was almost captured by police, he committed suicide on 6 February.

8% Among them were Hiiseyin Cahit [Yalgin], Rahmi (ex-governor of izmir), Kara Kemal, Emanuel
Karasu, Mithat Siikrii [Bledal (General Secretary of the CUP), Hiiseyin Kazim [Kadri], Tevfik
Risti [Aras],,ismail Canbulat, and Ziya Gokalp. Yenigiin, 1 February 1919; Aksin, Istanbul
Hiikiimetleri, vol. 1, p. 153. The complete list of the arrested Unionists on January 30 appeared at
General Records of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace 1918-1931, 867.00/73.

Y unus Nadi, “Tevkifata Dair,” Yenigiin, 1 February 1919.
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which went to the end of the October 1918.% The branches of the organization in
Istanbul distributed arms to Muslims and formed intelligence network.*”” In addition,
the Karakol organization evacuated the former Unionists, who were under the threat
of arrest, from Istanbul to Anatolia®® where they were to build up a resistance
movement. By the words of Halide Edip [Adivar], a distinguished figure of the

Turkish nationalist struggle:

“..A large number of youths -mostly officiers- were going to disperse
throughout Anatolia to instil[l] this purpose, this simple doctrine of the
simple Nationalist Turk: Turkey to be free in those districts in which the
Turk is in an incontestable majority. This was a preparation of the public
in case that the partition of Turkey took place which was already more or
less threatened by the Allies...””!

Thus, the activities of Karakol were observed as early as November 1918 by the
Allied representatives as well as the foreign observers.”> Nevertheless, it continued to
smuggle arms and men into Anatolia throughout 1919. Therefore, the mass arrest of
the Unionists at the end of January 1919 was partly due to the activities of Karakol
organization. Their arrest continued and accelerated after the establishment of Damat
Ferit Pasha’s cabinet on March 4. In fact, Damat Ferit was a strict anti-Unionist who

worked for the disappearance of the Unionists from political scene.”

®Hiisamettin Ertiirk, /ki Devrin Perde Arkasi, (Istanbul: Sebil Yayimevi, 1996), pp. 204-205; Fethi
Tevetoglu, Mill1 Miicadele Yillarinda Kuruluglar, (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basmmevi, 1991), p.
4. The foundation of the Karakol organization seemed to be a direct consequence of the arrest of the
Unionists following the conclusion of the armistice due to the deportation and persecutions of the
Armenians. .

¥Bilge Criss, Isgal Altinda Istanbul, 1919-1923, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1994), p. 157.
#7ziircher, Unionist Factor, p. 82. '

*'Halide Edib [Adivar], The Turkish Ordeal, (New York: The Century Co, 1928), p. 21.

“Criss, op. cit., p. 157; Ziircher, Unionist Factor, p. 87-88.

% Aksin, Istanbul Hiikiimetleri, vol. 1, p. 197. ‘
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In the meantime, the first trial of the Unionists had began at the Istanbul
Martial Court (February 5). In the first place, Kemal, the Acting Governor of
Bogazliyan district in Yozgat,” Mehmet Tevfik the ex-gendérme commander of
Ankara, and Feyyaz, the ex-director of pious foundations (evkaf miidiirii) in Yozgat,
were tried.”” In consequence, Kemal was condemned to capital punishment on 9
April. The following day, he was executed. Kemal’s funeral became the scene of a
large-scale nationalist demonstration of the Turks, led primarily by the university
students, officers and soldiers.”® Thereafter, even the anti-Unionist press began to
stress that the Greeks and the Armenians should also be tried since they had
committed similar crimes with the Unionists. Particularly the Armenians had

persecuted hundreds of thousands of Muslim in the east.””’

3.1.5. The Emergence of the Turkish Resistance

Intimately connected to the above mentioned developments, (occupations,
political objectives of the Greeks and the Armenians, repatriation and the trial of the
Unionists) was the concurrent development of the Turkish resistance in the

provinces, especially, where there was the threat of cession or annexation by Greeks

*Miicellidoglu Ali Cankaya, Miilkiye Tarihi ve Miilkiyeliler, vol. 111, (Ankara: Mars Matbaasi, 1968-
1969), pp. 1156-1171.

® [kdam, 6 February 1919.

*Shaw, From Empire To Republic, vol. 1, pp. 322-323; Annette Hoss, “The Trial of Perpetrators by
the Turkish Military Tribunals: The Case of Yozgat,” in The Armenian Genocide History, Politics,
Ethics, Richard G. Hovannisian (ed.), (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1992), p. 219.

“Tehcir Davalary,” Sabah, 11 April 1919; Ref’i Cevat [Ulunay], “Mes’uliyet Neden Yalmz Bize
Tahmil Olunsun?,” Alemdar, 26 April 1919. ‘
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and Armenians. Ironically, the earlier resistance movements were led by the ex-
Unionists, who were still the most organized power in Anatolia. The state apparatus
was still in the control of the Unionists following the conclusion of the armistice.
They manned the bureaucracy, the police and, especially the military. In addition, the
local branches of the CUP were the dominant political forces in the provinces.”®
Thus, the most influential resistance organizations émerged in the Eastern and
Western Anatolia, and at the Black Sea coast, in most cases, under the initiative of
local notables and governors who were backed by the Turkish army for the
preservation of the rights of Turkish-Muslim population on the principle of self-

determination.”

g, 1. Zircher, Unionist Factor, p. 71.

*One of the earliest resistance organizations (Society for the Defense of Thrace-Pasaeli) was founded
in Thrace (December 2, 1918) with the purposes of providing the integrity of the Western and Eastern
Thrace and proving the Allied Powers that Thrace was genuinely Turkish. In the same manner with
other Defense .of Rights Societies in Anatolia, it summoned congresses (Liilebirgaz and Edirne
between March-May 1920) and decided for armed struggle, specifically after the Peace Conference
granted Thrace to Greece. Nevertheless, in the light of available data, it can be claimed that a well-
organized and coordinated Turkish resistance did not develop in Thrace, probably, due to its
geographical position which did not allow the transfer of war material, of arms and ammunition into
there (Istanbul and the Straits were under the control of the Allied Powers since the beginning of the
armistice period). Consequently, the inclusion of Eastern Thrace to the borders of the Turkish
Republic was not a result of a fierce struggle between the Greeks and Turks (in comparison to the
Turco-Armenian conflict in Cilicia and Eastern Anatolia, and Turco-Greek conflict in Western
Anatolia) but of the defeat of Greece in Western Anatolia by the Turkish army. For the resistance
activities in Thrace see Tevfik Biyiklioglu, Trakya'da Milli Miicadele, 11 vols., (Ankara: Turk Tarh
Kurumu Basmmevi, 1992); Zekai Giiner, Trakya-Pasaeli Miidafaa-i Hukuk Cemiyeti’'nin Kurulugu ve
Faaliyetleri (I Aralik 1918-13 Mayis 1920), (Ankara: Atatiirk Arastrma Merkezi,) 1998; Kamil
Erdeha, Milli Miicadelede Vilayetler ve Valiler, (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 1975), pp. 419-452.
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3.1.5.1. Early Turkish Resistance in Kars and Trans-Caucasia:
From Muslim Councils to the Provisional National Government of
the South-western Caucasus
As early as 21 October 1918, Ahmet Izzet Pasha demanded the Ottoman
divisions to Wifhdraw from the places in Trans-Caucasia under their control except
for those which had been restored to the Ottoman state by the Brest-Litovsk Treaty
(Kars, Ardahan and Ba’[urn).lo0 Accordingly, the 11" Article of the Moudros
Armistice required the “immediate withdrawal of the Turkish troops from the Trans-
Caucasia to behind the pre-war frontier.” It was also stipulated thét “the remainder
[areas] to be evacuated if required by the Allies after they have studied the situation
there.”!®! In other words, the three provinces of Kars, Ardahan and Batum, known
also as Elviye-i Selase, would be evacuated by the Ottoman troops if the Allied
Powers deemed necessary.
The demand for their eyacuation came in November.!”? Nevertheless, the
evacuation of Kars by the Ottoman troops was delayed by Yakub Sevki Pasha, the
commander of the 9™ Army, for about two months. During this period, a provisional

government, Kars Islam Strasi (Muslim Council of Kars), was set up by the

Turkish-Muslim local landowners, lawyers, school-teachers, etc. on the basis of

" These provinces had been lost to Russia as a result of the Ottoman-Russia War in 1877-1878 but
recovered into the Ottoman territory by the Brest-Litovsk Treaty, March 3, 1918. Yusuf H. Bayur, op.
cit., vol. II/1V, p. 136, Tirk Istiklal Harbi I, p. 221.

'Dyer, “The Turkish Armistice,” p. 340.

' ATASE, 1/52, 10 November 1918.
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Wilson’s twelfth—point.103 Its establishment was led by Hilmi [Uran], who was there
as the Inspector of the Ministry of Interior, and Fahreddin [Erdogan], the Mayor of
Kars, with the support of Yakub Sevki Pasha, who during the gradual withdrawal of
the Ottoman Army from the Caucasus, left the Council arms and ammunition, and
also officers to strengthen the resistance.'™ The Council aimed at defending the three
provinces against Georgian and Armenian expansion as well as preventing the
separation of the Muslims living in Trans-Caucasia from the Ottoman state.'%®
Actually, for these purposes, Temporary Government of Akhaltsikh (Ahiska
HiikGmet-i Muvakkatasi) had been established on October 29 to defend Akhaltsikh,
in the north of Kars, against the Georgians. Subsequently, the Turkish Government of
Aras was founded on 3 November, with Igdir as the center, to defend the territory
around Aras against the Armenians. Both governments were founded under the
initiative of Yakub Cemil Pasha.!”® At the end of November 1918, the Muslim
Council of Kars summoned a coﬁgress with the participation of the two governments.
At this congress, the governments of Akhaltsikh and Aras merged with the Muslim

7

Council of Kars,'” and, all together formed the National Council Milli Sura).

'®W. E. D. Allen and Paul Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields A History of the Wars on the Turco-
Caucasian Border 1828-1921, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953), p. 497.

YHilmi Uran, Hatiralarim, (Ankara: Ayyildiz Matbaasi, 1959), pp. 109-110; Tiirk Istikial Harbi I, p.
241; Sabahattin Selek, Anadolu Ihtilali I, (Istanbul: Kastas Yayinlari, 1987), p. 185; Ahmet Ender
Gokdemir, Centib-i Garbi Kafkas Hitktimeti, (Ankara: Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi, 1998), p. 63.
19Gskdemir, ibid., pp. 65-66, 71.

%1bid, pp. 35-62.

71bid, p. 70.
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Cihangiroglu Ibrahim {Aydin], a CUP leader from Kars, became the president of the
Council.'®
At the end of the congress, the leading members of the National Council
decided to establish a National Council army, which was expected to be supported by
the retreating Turkish Army towards the Bayezit-Eleskirt-Pasin-Narman frontiers. An
oath was also taken to protect the boundaries of the National Council against the
Armenians at the edges of Arapgay: and Aras, and the Georgians at the edge of Kur
and Acara front. Finally, it was stated that the National Council was a part of the
Ottoman State and loyal to the Islamic Caliphate, that it observed the Turkish flag
and executed judicial and administrative tasks according to the Turkish legislation.'®
The National Council, thereafter, summoned two congresses in early 1919
(January 3-5 and 7) at Ardahan. These congresses were summoned following the
occupation of Batum by the British troops (24 December), of Akhaltsikh by the
Georgians and of Ahilkelek, by the Armenians. Therefore, at the first congress on 3-5
January 1919, the most important decision was the prevention of the implementation
of the Armistice terms.''® Two days later, the second congress took a decision for a

more extensive one to be summoned at Kars to provide the establishment of the

Provisional National Government of the Southwestern Caucasus  (Ceniib-i Garbi

187 4rcher, Unionist Factor, p. 90.

199G okdemir, op. cit., p. 70.

""The leading members of the Congress were Halid Bey, the commander of the 3" Division, Dr.
Hakki Cenap, Dr. Abidin (Agacikoglu], Dr. Fuat Sabit, Filibeli Hilmi, Arif, Koseoglu Cafer
[Ercikan], and Hamisoglu Rasim [Acar], then the Mayor of Ardahan, who mostly were former
Unionists. /bid., p. 79.
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Kafkas Hiiktimet-i Muvakata-i Milliyesi). Also, a military organization was to be
founded to prevent the entry of the Armenians and the Georgians into the
Motherland.!!"

In the meantime, arrangements regarding the withdrawal of the Ottoman
troops from Kars were being made. Supervised by Major General G. T. Forestier-
Walker, the ranking Allied officer in wesfern Trans-Caucasia until March 1919, these
arrangements favored the settlement of Armenian political administration in the
province of Kars. To this effort, Forestier-Walker met on January -6 with Tigranian,
the Foreign Minister of the Armenian Republic, revealed his plans including
placement of the Kars region under the British military control, but authorizing
Armenia to appoint the civil officials. Next day, on January 7, he communicated to
Yakub Sevki Pasha his directives related to the Turkish evacuation of Kars.

The directives stated that necessary officials for the administration of the
Province of Kars would be provided by the Armenian government and Armenian
officials acting under the English military governor would handle the railway and
telegraph lines from Alexandropol to Kars.!'”? On January 8, General Forestier-
Walker concluded the final arrangement with Tigranian with regards to the Armenian
administrative role in Kars. According to this, all civil officials were to be appointed
by the Armenian government. The Armenian officials were to be prepared for

departure on January 12, that they were to take the control of railway and telegraph

111 .
Ibid., p. 80.
"2Hovannisian, The Republic of Armenia, vol. 1, pp.202-203; Tirk Istiklal Harbi I, pp. 237-238.
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lines as far as the city of Kars on January 15, and, of the railway from Kars to
Sarikamis and the Turkish frontier after the evacuation of Ottoman troops completed.
The central administration of Kars would pass exclusively to Armenian civil
officials. The Musiims would participate in the administration of various municipal
councils in proportion to their numbers prior to the Turkish occupation. It was also
stated that the Armenian army was allowed to coﬁstitute a gendarmerie, limited in
size, and would advance gradually as the Turkish forces withdrew in order to
maintain law and order in Kars.'"

The Provisional National Government of the Southwestern Caucasus was
established after such developments to provide a united resistance against Armenian
and Georgian rule. The Government was established on 17-18 January 1919 at the
Congress of Kars at which more than a hundred delegates from the Three Provinces
were represented. Cihangiroglu Ibrahim [Aydin] was elected as the provisional
president in order to coordinate the activities of Muslim councils from Batum to
Ordubad.'"* Soon after, the Government worked to acquire the official recognition of
the American, French and British Presidents, the Allied High-Commissioners in
[stanbul and, -ﬁnally, of the Paris Peace Conference. To this end, Ibrahim Bey sent a
letter on behalf of all Muslims of the Southwestern Caucasus (Kars, Ardahan, Olti,

Kagizman, Batum, 1gdir, Nahgivan et.) to all above mentioned “referees”. He argued

that there were no Armenians in the Southern Caucasus and the imposition of

"“Hovannisian, ibid, pp. 203-204.
"1bid, p. 205; Gokdemir, op. cit., pp. 90-92; Zurcher Unionist Factor, p. 90.
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Armenian officials upon the Muslim population by the intrigues of Great Britain
caused deep resentment and strong opposition among the Muslims. He maintained
that the British authorities in Batum had promised that only Imperial troops would
enter Kars; howeiler, there had been an attempt to set up Armenian rule in the
province. Furthermore, the British were intriguing to establish Armenian rule on a
land where “there is not one single Armenian”. Fiﬁally, he stated that further efforts
to impose Armenian sovereignty before the Peace Conference reached a final
settlement, would inspire the Muslims to take arms to defend themselves to the last
man on the basis of Wilsonian principles.'"

Throughout February and March 1919, the Provisional Government was
influential in the region. Supported by the still-mobilized Turkish divisions beyond
the border, it worked to get rid of all external supervision, i.e., that of the British
commanders. Muslim bands were formed and attacked the British staff, stole
weapons and mobilized the yoﬁth of the Province of Kars. A British staff officer
observed in the middle of March that “the shura is completely out of hand and cannot
be compelled to obey British orders unless the British garrison in Kars is much
increased.”!'®

The resolution of the British military governor-ship was to overthrow the
Provisional Government by occupying Kars on April 12-13. Subsequently, Kars was

declared to be a part of the Armenian Republic. The Armenian troops which assumed

"Hovannisian, ibid., vol. 1, pp. 205-206.
"81bid, p. 212.
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the command of Kars began to persecute and force the Muslims to migrate from the
region.'!'” On this occasion, the resisting Turkish-Muslim bands took refuge in secure
places (for example, in the 4/lahuekber mountains and Oltu) where they prepared for
armed struggle with the aid of the Turkish army centered in Erzurum. Rawlinson, the
British Lieutenant-Colonel who was in charge of the application of the armistice in

Caucasia, explained the situation by then:

“In Kars Province itself the immediate result of the announcement of its
proposed Armenian future was the organization of all the Tartar
population throughout the district into more or less military - bands,
supported and armed by the Turks, now officially considered to have
retired behind their pre-war Russian frontier.”'*

While a strong resistance had already formed against the Armenian rule,
British withdrawal from Caucasia, which would create a serious handicap to the
Armenian administration in Kars, began. In fact, Lloyd George cabinet had decided
for the withdrawal of the Imperial troops from the region in March 1919, in order to
concentrate all available rnilitary power upon Istanbul and the Straits, utmost vital
strategic points for British interests.''” Thus, by the end of August 1919, all British
forces had been withdrawn from Caucasus despite the implorations of the Armenian
leaders, who .were aware of the fact that they could not confront an attack by the

Tartars and Turks due to insufficient military power, especially, arms and

'Y A. Rawlinson, Adventures in the Near East 1918-1922, (London: Andrew Melrose, 1923), pp., 196,
227; Allen and Muratoff, op. cit, p. 498; Nassibian, op. cit, p. 163; T. C. Bagbakanlhk Devlet
Arsivleri Genel Mudiirligii, Argiv Belgelerine Gore Kafkaslar’da ve Anadolu’da Ermeni Mezalimi,
1919, vol. 11, (Ankara: Devlet Arsivleri Genel Mudiirliigi, 1995), pp. 14, 21, 26-34, ff.

""8Rawlinson, ibid,, p.157.

"“Biilent Gokay, A Clash of Empires Turkey Between Russian Bolshevism and British Imperialism,
1918-1923, (London: Tauris Academic Studies, 1997), pp. 60-61.

89



ammunition.'? Thereafter, full administration of Kars, civil and military, passed into
the Republic of Armenia. In order to assure its sovereignty in this region, however,

the newly formed Republic had to defeat the Turkish-Muslim resistance.

3.1.5.2. Turkish Resistance in the Six Provinces

Moving from Kars westward and southwafd, there were the six provinces
(vilayat-1 sitte); namely, Erzurum, Van, Bitlis, Diyarbakir, Mamuretii’l-aziz (Elazig)
and Sivas. These provinces had been populated by the Kurds, Turks and Armenians
prior to the First World War. At the end of the War, there remained only the Muslim
elements due to the Armenian deportation. However, considering the pre-war
population, the Armenian authorities claimed the six provinces to form the Turkish
Armenia. Turkish resistance was primarily founded to vanquish the Armenian claims
over the six provinces by providing the unity of the Kurds and Turks. The Kurdish
nationalist activities were intensified in Diyarbekir and Mamuretii’l-aziz, however,
for an independent or autonomous Kurdistan including the six provinces, formed a
considerable handicap to this end. For this reason, ethnic rivalry in the six provinces
was three-fold.

The establishment of the Society for the Defense of the National Rights of the
Eastern Provinces (Vilayat-1 Sarkiye Mudafaa-i Hukuk Cem}yeti) in December 1918
can be attributed to the above mentioned framework. The initiative for the foundation

of this orgariization came from Siileyman Nazif, a well-known poet and Hoca Raif

®Nassibian, op. cit., pp. 164-173.
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[Din¢], a Unionist deputy of Erzurum.'”' Several ex-governors and deputies joined
the Organization.'** The purposes of the Society were to counter adverse propaganda
regarding the Armenian deportations during the First World War, to prove to the
World that the méjority of population in the six provinces was Muslim and, finally,
that the Armenians were in minority, even before the outset of the War. In order to
propagate these claims, the Society decided to puBlish two newspapers in Istanbul;
Hadisar (The Events), to be edited by Suleyman Nazif, and Le Pays, to be published
in French.'*

The establishment of the Society for the Defense of the National Rights in the
Eastern Provinces was publicized on December 4 in Hadisat. It was stated that a
committee was established by esteemed personalities in order to protect national
rights of the Turks and Kurds which were dominant elements (unsur-1 galip) in the
Eastern Provinces. It was maintained that the Turks and the Kurds formed an
overwhelming majority (ekseriyet-i kahire) in the provinces of Erzurum, Bitlis,
Diyarbekir, Sivas, Mamuretii’l-Aziz and Van. It was argued the that Islamic bond had

completely removed racial and linguistic (irk ve lis&n) conflicts. It was further
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Serafettin Turan, op. cit., vol. I, p. 127; Zurcher, Unionist Factor, p. 91.

'2 Amongst them were Nedim, ex-governor of Bitlis and chief of the Organization, Ismail Hakki, ex-
governor of Beirut, Feyzi, deputy of Diyarbekir, and Rasim, deputy of Sivas. Cevat Dursunoglu, Milli
Miicadelede Erzurum, (Istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlari, 2000), p. 30.

BIbid, p. 32; Haluk Selvi, Milli Miicadele’de Erzurum (1918-1923), (Ankara: Atatiirk Arastirma
Merkezi, 2000), pp. 51-52; Bayram Sakall, Milli Miicadele’'nin Sosyal Tarihi, (Istanbul: Iz
Yaymcilik, 1997), p. 159.
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claimed that no one could be expected among the inhabitants of these provinces to
wish and, in fact, could anticipate secession from the Ottoman being.'**
3.1.5.2.1. Kurdish Nationalism during the Early
Armistice Period
Although the statement strongly pinpointed thé unity of the Turks and the
Kurds within the six provinces, the leading members of the Society were aware of the
fact there was a serious challenge for providing a unity between these two elements.
This challenge was coming from Kurdish nationalists, who were in search of
autonomy or independence of the Kurds, for self-determination. For this purpose, the
Society for the Rise of Kurdistan (Kiirdistan Te’ali Cemiyeti) had been founded
following the conclusion of the Moudros armistice. Kazim Karabekir, who would
play a very imporfant role in the formation of the Turkish resistance in Erzurum,
observed the Kurdish nationalist activities before his departure from Istanbul. On his
arrival to Erzurum in the April of 1919 as the General Commander of the 15™ Army
Corps, he came to the conclusion that what they (the Turkish nationalists) should
beware of was the current of Kurdism.'?®
Kurdish nationalism, actually, was not a recent phenomenon at the end of
1918. Contemporary authors argue that its origins van be traced back to the end of

the Nineteenth century, to the Sheikh Ubaydallah’s uprising in the 1880’s. They also

2 Hadisat, 4 December 1918.
125K azim Karabekir, Jstiklal Harbimiz, vol. 1, (Istanbul Emre Yaynlari, 1995), p. 119.
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particularly refer to the Armenian Question as a stimulator of the development of
Kurdish nationalism.'?® Nevertheless, modern Kurdish nationalism began following
the 1908 Revolution, when Kurdish political and cultural parties and associations
were founded.'?’ in short, at the beginning of the armistice period, the Kurdish
nationalism was at a point that it could disturb the Ottoman government, and, later,
the leaders of the Turkish nationalist movement >as becoming part of the Allied
intrigues, despite the fact that it was still restricted to notables and students in
» 128

Istanbul and “could not lead a mass movement.

Following the conclusion of the Moudros armistice, Kurdish nationalist were

'2Sheikh Ubaydallah’s attempt to unite and establish independent Kurdistan and the creation of a
Kurdish League on behalf of this purpose in 1880°s is the first stage of Kurdish nationalism. Robert
Olson, The Emergence of Kurdish Nationalism and the Sheikh Said Rebellion, 1880-1925, (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1989), pp. 1-7. Behind the Sheikh’s attempt to unite the Kurds was ‘fear of
Armenian ascendancy in Kurdistan.” Jwadieh, op. cit., p. 231. For Sheikh Ubeydullah’s movement see
Ibid,, pp. 212-289; Celile Celil, 1880 Seyh Ubeydullah Nehri Kiirt Ayaklanmasi, (Istanbul: Péri
Yaynlar, 1998); McDowall, op. cit., pp. 53-59. In the Hamidian period, the first Kurdish newspaper,
Kurdistan, was published by two Bedirkhan brothers, Mikdad Mithat and Abdurrahman, in 1898 in
Cairo. The newspaper ‘distinguished itself as being an opposition journal with a Kurdish perspective...
Kurdistan, while working within the framework of Ottomanism on certain levels, spoke from clearly
nationally-oriented perspective.” Janet Klein, Claiming the Nation: The Origins and Nature of
Kurdish Nationalist Discourse A Study of the Kurdish Press in the Ottoman Empire, unpublished MA
thesis, (Princeton, 1996), pp. 20-27.

127Siyamend Othman, “Kurdish Nationalism: Instigators and Historical Influences,” Armenian Review,
vol. 42, no. 1/165 (Spring 1989), p. 48. The first Kurdish nationalist organization, Kurdish Society for
Mutual Aid and Progress (Kiird Teaviin ve Terakki Cemiyeti), also called Society for the Rise and
Progress of Kurdistan (Kirdistan Teali ve Terakki Cemiyeti), was founded in the summer of 1908 by
the “Kurds of prominent families who occupied official positions in the Empire and were influenced
by the nationalist ideologies originating from Europe”. Bruinessen, op. cit., p. 275; Klein, op. cit., p.
28; Jwadieh, op. cit, p. 297. It was closed down in 1909 due to the Law of Associations, which
forbade the formation of political associations bearing the name of ethnic or national groups. In 1911,
the Hope Society of Kurdish Students (Kiird Talebe Hevi Cemiyeti) was established by the Kurdish
students. Kadri Cemil Pasa (Zinar Silop1), Doza Kiirdistan (Kiirdistan Davasy) Kiirt Milletinin 60
Yillik Esaretten Kurtulug Savasi Hatiralari, (Ankara: Oz-Ge Yaymlari, 1991), p. 34. They published a
journal, Roji Kiird, (Kurdish Day) to disseminate their ideas. Klein, ibid, p. 31. The activities of the
Society and the publication of the journal ended with the outbreak of the First World War.
"*Bruinessen, ibid,, p. 276.
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reactivated under the banner of the Society for the Rise of Kurdistan, which was the
continuation of the Kurdish Society for Mutual Aid and Progress of 1908."%° The
members of the Society for the Rise of Kurdistan were from a wider spectrum in
comparison to thé Society for Mutual Aid and Progress in that it extended its
influence among Kurdish tribes in the provinces while the Society for Mutual Aid
and Progress had confined mainly to educated and urban notables.' Accordingly,
the Society for the Rise of Kurdistan established branches in densely Kurdish

131 .
3! For this reason,

populated areas such as in Diyarbekir, Bitlis, Harput and Dersim.
the Society for Defense of National Rights of the Eastern Anatolia had to compete
with the Kurdish nationalists to provide the Islamic unity in the region and to get the
support of the Kurdish tribal chieftains.

The Society for the Rise of Kurdistan was, like its predecessor, engaged in
publication affairs. It published two journals, Jin (Life)'*? and Kiirdistan. Both
journals acted as forums through which the situation of Kurds was evaluated.'*® The
articles in Jin was not restricted to current political evaluations, but also dealt with

the Kurdish history, literature and language as well as the plight of Kurdish refugees

and the situation of the Kurdish women. Amongst the most evaluated political issues

'“Foundation of the Society was on 17 December 1918. However, this date is disputable. Probably,
foundation date of the Society goes earlier, to following conclusion of the Armistice. Its leader was
Seyyid Abdiilkadir, the son of Sheikh Ubeydullah. [smail Goldas, Kiirdistan Teali Cemiyeti, (Istanbul:
Doz Yayinlari, 1991), pp. 12-13.

*%Bruinessen, op. cit., 278, Olson, op. cit,, p. 21.

BI'M. Emin Bozarslan, in his introduction to Jin, vol. I, p. 115.

B2Jin was replrinted by Mehmet Emin Bozarslan in Turkish and Kurdish transliterations in 1985 in
five volumes. Obtaining these volumes was due to generosity of Prof. Martin van Bruinessen of
Utrecht University. Thanks goes to him.

Klein, op. cit, p. 35.
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was the Wilsonian principles, particularly, the principle of self-determination.”* It
advocated, for this reason, that the [Kurdish representatives should appear before the
[Paris] Peace Conference endeavoring to raise and develop (tedli ve tekamiil) the
national strength (kuva-i milliye) of Kurdistan."’® It was argued that in accordance
with the principle of self-determination, Kurdistan should be left to the Kurds. An

article in Jin stated that

“We, the Kurds, have not felt the necessity for separation from the
Turkish rule, i.e. Ottoman community. Now, we see that Wilson says
‘non-Turks will not be ruled by the Ottomans.” Our territory is called
Kurdistan. There is no Turk except for 2-3 officials. The Kurds are the
majority of the population. The Armenians form less than 5 per cent;
others only 2 per cent. Therefore, the only nation existing there is the
Kurdish. Hence, Kurdistan is the right of none other but the Kurds.”'*

The establishment of the Society for the Rise of Kurdistan and rumoring of
demands for an autonomous or independent Kurdistan alarmed the leaders of the
Society for the Defense of National Rights of Eastern Anatolia as early as December
1918. They were anxious that the activities of the Kurdish Society would demolish
the unity of the Eastern provinces.l3 7 For this reason, some of its members decided to
meet with Seyyid Abdiilkadir, the president of the Kurdish Society. At the meeting,
Stleyman Nazif explained Abdiilkadir that there was evil ambitions on the Eastern
provinces and that the Armenians were coveting on this part of the Motherland. He

maintained that Muslim sovereignty in this region was possible only by the unity of

"“*M. E. Bozarslan, op. cit., pp. 117-118.

5K amran Al1 Bedirhan, “Kiirdistan I¢in,”, Jin, 20 November 1918.

BSAbdurrahman Rahmi, “Simdiki Durumumuz,”, Jin, 25 December 1918. The quoted part is
originally in Kurdish. It was translated by M. E. Bozarslan in his introduction, op. cit., p. 117.
"Dursunoglu, op. cit.,p. 31.
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the Muslim population. The Society for the Rise of Kurdistan, he claimed, would
divide the Kurds and the Turks whereas the Society for the Defense of National
Rights of Eastern Anatolia would unite, without racial separation, all the population
of the Eastern pfovinces. The approach of the Kurdish representatives to these
verdicts were not affirmative.'*®

In the spring of 1919, a branch of the Soéiety for the Defense of National
Rights of Eastern Provinces was established in Erzurum by Hoca Raif and
Dursunbeyzade Cevat [Dursunoglu], who had gone back to Erzurum in December.
This branch was registered to Erzurum governorship on March 10 although its
activities had started earlier. At the beginning of April, the Society decided to hold a
provincial congress.”*® The congress was summoned on June 17, following the
occupation of Izmir by the Greek troops, when the idea of defense had spread into the
remotest corner of the Erzurum province. Therefore, 21 members from all districts of
the province joined the congresvs.140 Two reports, one was secret, were submitted to
the Congress. In the secret report, the Armenian claims as well as the autonomy of
Kurdistan was evaluated. It was pointed that the congress had accepted the principle
of self—deterrﬁination; however, the Armenian claims on the Eastern provinces were
contradictory with this principle. Regarding the autonomy of Kurdistan, the report
stated that it was not possible to separate the Turks from the Kurds. This region, i.e.,

Eastern Anatolia, would continue to be an integral part of the Ottoman state.

P¥bid, pp. 31-32.
39Selvi, op. cit., p. 61.
“*Dursunoglu, op. cit., p. 70.
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In order to prevent Armenian sovereignty over the Eastern Anatolia, the
congress decided to establish a cooperative defense with other provinces (Van, Bitlis,
Elaziz, Diyarbekir, Sivas and Trabzon) which were under the threat of occupation. It
was also decided' to summon a congress in Erzurum with the participation of the
above mentioned provinces. An appeal was to be sent to these provinces to this
effort.'*! Finally, the congress decided to eliminaté the idea of emigration from the
region, to defend the region to the last point in case of any Armenian attack and, as a

precaution, to arm the Muslim peasantry in a guard organization.'**

3.1.5.3. The Formation of the Turkish Resistance at the
Black Sea Coast

The center of the Turkish resistance at the Black Sea coast was the province
of Trabzon including the districts of Rize, Giresﬁn, Ordu and Glimushane, where the
Greeks intended the establishment of a Greek state of Pontus. In fact, Trabzon was
also claimed by the Armenian authorities as the exit port of the Great Armenia.
Therefore, it was a bone of contention among the Turks, Greeks and Armenians.
While the Greek and Armenian leaders were forcing the diplomatic channels to
obtain the sovereignty of Trabzon, the Turks were laying the foundations of an armed
struggle, designed to gain supremacy in the province. .

To this end, the Turkish population of Trabzon was organized under umbrella

“bid, pp. 68-69. For the report see Bekir Sitki Baykal (ed.), Erzurum Kongresi ile llgili Belgeler,
(Ankara: Tiirk Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii, 1969), pp. 40-52.
“Dursunogly, ibid,, pp. 70-72.
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of the Society for the Preservation of Rights in Trabzon (Trabzon Muhafaza-i Hukuk
Cemiyeti) which was officially established on February 10, 1919. Its president was
Barut¢uzdde Faik Ahmet [Baruteu], an ex-Unionist who was the Mayor of Trabzon.
His son and nameéake, Faik Ahmet Bey was the editor of its public voice, the journal
named Istikbal (The Future). The publication of this journal had begun on December
10, 1918 in order to counter adverse propaganda of the Greeks and Armenians.'* In
the same manner with other Defense of Rights Societies, the organization in Trabzon
aimed at proving the Allied Powers that the overwhelming majority in the province
of Trabzon was Muslim and Turkish. Basing this claim on historical documents and
population statistics, the leaders of the Society argued that neither the Greeks nor the
Armenians could claim any right on Trabzon in case the Wilsonian principles were
applied. In order to defense their arguments, at the first congress of the Society
(February 23) they, although in vain, decided to send representatives to the Paris
Peace Conference.'**

Besides gathering factual evidences and proofs to prove that Trabzon was the
right of Turks, the Society in Trabzon attempted to form armed militia as early as
January 191.9‘ In Trabzon, such militia were organized by Ali Riza, the regiment
commander of the province, and Barut¢uzdde Ahmet Efendi while similar
organizations in Giresun, for example, were led by poal (Lame) Osman, who was a

famous guerilla leader and frequently demanded by the Allied High-Commissioners

¥ 0zel, op. cit, p. 54.

“Ibid, pp. 63-65.
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to be judged due to his involvement in the atrocities committed against the Greeks
and the Armenians during the First World War.'®

Some families, who had local influence in the province of Trabzon, supported
the militia and afmed the people so as to contribuie the extension of the armed
organization. For instance, Serdarogullar: in Akgaabat; Tuzcu and Mataracaogullart
around Rize and Hopa; Sarioguliar: and Cakzroguflarz in Of were the families who
supported the militia forces.'*® Militia were also supported by sailors, who were
originally from the Black Sea coast but working in fstanbul. They committed
robberies to purchase arms and ammunition, and, sent them to Trabzon where they
were received and distributed by a similar organization Kayik¢ilar (Boastmen).
Besides arming the militia, the boast-men in Trabzon organized boycotts along the
Black Sea coast against the Greek ships and also refused to carry the Greek refugees

.
from Russia.'*’

3.1.5.4. Turkish Resistance in Izmir
The threat of annexation of Izmir to Greece was conceivable as early as the
signing of the Moudros armistice. On the arrival of the British monitor, on November

6, 1918, at the Port of Izmir, the Greeks of Izmir, excited and joyful, began to work

"For this reason, Osman Aga took the mountains as his shelter with his followers. He will appear on
the scene during the operations against the Greeks of Pontus and the suppression of the Kurdish
rebellion in Kogkiri by the Turkish nationalist forces in 1921-1922. Omer Sami Cosar, Osman Aga
Topal Osman’, (Istanbul (?): Harman Yaynlari, 1971) pp. 9-12, ft.

“Turan, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 202.

“Shaw, From Empire to Republic, vol. 11, p. 940.
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for the annexation of the city to Greece.'*® At the same time, a number of Turkish
notables and officials, mostly ex-Unionists, (Moralizade Halit and Nail [Morali],
Menemenlizade Muvaffak, the inspector of Treasury, Hiiseyin Latif, retired major,
Naci, the second director of the Ottoman National Bank (Itibar-1 Mill1) in Izmir, and
Abdurrahman Sami, retired major, viewing the delightful meeting of the British
monitor and the Greeks from the balcony and | observing the rejoicing of this
encounter, decided to establish a society to defend [zmir against the Greeks.'* Thus,
the Society for the Defense of Rights of Izmir (Izmir Miidafaa-i Hukuk Cemiyeti),
which later became the Society for the Defense of Ottoman Rights was established in
Izmir.

Until the occupation of Izmir by the Greek troops in May 1919, the Defense
of Rights Society in Izmir confined its activities to scientific researches such as in
history, population statistics, which would support the argument that Izmir was an
inseparable part of the Turkish homeland.'® 0 Accordingly, it aimed influencing the
Allied decision concerning the destiny of Izmir.">' The Society, in the meantime, had
a meeting with the support of Tiirk Ocagr (Turkish Hearth) on March 13, and a
regional congress between March 17-19.

At the end of the demonstrative meeting of March 13, a memorandum was

submitted to the representatives of the Allied Powers in [zmir. In this memorandum,

“}ilhan Tekeli-Selim Ilkin, Ege’deki Sivil Direnisten Kurtulus Savasi’na Gegerken Usak Heyet-i
Merkeziyesi ve [brahim [Tahtakilig] Bey, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1989), pp. 58-60.
““Tacalan, op. cit., pp. 107-109.

Osbid, p. 111.

S'Tekeli-lkin, op. cit., p. 64.
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it was claimed that no foreign sovereignty was acceptable in the province of
[Aydin]. The majority of the population, it was argued, was Turkish and the Turks
owned much of the movable and immovable property in the district of Izmir.'*?
Hundred sixty-ﬁ\'/e delegates from Izmir, Aydin, Denizli, Mugla, Manisa and
Balikesir attended the congress of March 17-19. The congress decided to send a
memorandum similar to the one previously présented in Izmir to the Allied
representatives in Paris via the Allied High-Commissioners in Istanbul.*® Following
the occupation of Izmir on May 15, some of the members of the Society maintained
their activities in Istanbul while some moved to the interior and joined the local
resistance organizations of Western Anatolia."**

Before concluding formation of local Turkish resistances, it should be pointed
out that in Cilicia, where a fierce Turco-Armenian struggle would be witnessed in
1920, a Turkish/Muslim resistance had not emerged, looking from the outset of the
armistice period. It is true that some of the ex-deputies and notables of the province
of Adana founded the Society for Defense of Rights of Adana (Adana Miidafaa-i
Hukuk Cemiyeti, also called Kilikyalilar Cemiyeti) following the occupation of

Adana (December 5) by the French troops, composed of more Armenians than the

"*Tacalan, op. cit., pp. 138-139.

3 1bid,, pp. 140-143,

P4gociety for the Defense of Ottoman Rights in Manisa (January 23, 1919) and Society for the
Defense of National Rights in Edremit, Burhaniye and Its Vicinity (March 4, 1919) had been already
established. Tekeli-lkin, op. cit., p. 62.
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French.'> The purposes of this society was not different than the others (proving that
the majority of population was Turkish and appealing to the Allied Powers for the
application of Wilsonian principles). Contrary to previously mentioned societies, the
founders of the Séciety for the Defense of Rights in Adana did not establish organic
ties with the province of Adana. As a result, there was no other resistance except for

® until the nationalist Congress of Sivas (4-11

the instant one in this region'
September 1919) decided to organize."”’ In fact, following the French occupation,
most of the Muslims-Turks of Cilicia migrated to the interior }(Ulukzjsla, Konya,
Kdyseri, Karaman) to escape from Armenian brutalities to revenge the persecutions
of the First World War. The Armenian participation in the occupations and the
repatriation of those deported was seen as the first step towards establishment of an
Armenian administration under French protection."® This perception grew stronger
following the French take over of the military administration of the region from the
British by November 1, 1919."* At about the same time, the Turkish nationalists

were organizing to defeat the French and expel the Armenians from Cilicia, as we

will see in the following chapters.

SSTirk Istikial Harbi 1, p. 92. Gokbilgin, op. cit., vol. I, p. 28; Kemal Celik, Mill3 Miicadele'de
Adana ve Havalisi (1918-1922), (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1999), p. 128-129; Sakall,
op. cit., p. 220

“®For instance, initial resistance was held against the Armenians attacking villages in Dortyol in
December 1918. This resistance has been claimed to be the outset of the Turkish War of
Independence. Dogan Avcioglu, Milli Kurtulus Tarihi 1838'den 1995’e, vol. I1I, (Istanbul: Tekin
Yaymevi, 1996), p. 1267. See also Tansel, op. cit., vol. I, p. 220.

YT Avciogly, ibid, p. 1273.

8Tansel, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 217.

19 Cilicia was administered by a group of French officers led by Colonel E. Brémond under the direct
orders of the British General Allenby since early 1919. Brémond, op. cit., p. 8.
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3.1.6. Ethnic Groups (Greeks, Armenians and Kurds) at the Paris Peace

Conference

While tension was gradually increasing among ethno-religious groups in
Anatolia, the rebresentatives of the Allied Powers gathered in Paris for the
formulation of peace treaties with the defeated powers; Germany, Austria-Hungary,
Bulgaria and the Ottoman Empire. The leaders of fhe Greeks, Armenians and Kurds
were there too, in order to reaffirm their territorial claims in Anatolia and submit
their formal proposals according to the Wilson’s twelfth-point.

It has been pointed out that the Allied Powers had already declared to liberate
the subject peoples of the Ottoman Empire and grant them national recognition, had
yet clearly defined, before the conclusion of the First World War. They were also in
agreement on the establishment of an Armenian state. In other words, ethnicity was
to be the cornerstone of the Allied resolution in reshaping Ottoman territories. To this
effort, Britain and France, on November 9, 1918, issued a joint-declaration by which
they repeated their war commitments regarding the resolution of the nationality
question in the Ottoman Empire. According to this declaration, the two Entente

Powers was to assure:

“the complete and final emancipation of all these peoples so long
oppressed by the Turks, and to establish national governments and
administrations which shall derive their authority from the initiative and
free will of the peoples of themselves. To realize this, France and Great
Britain are in agreement to encourage and assist the establishment of
native governments in Syria and Mesopotamia, now liberated by the
Allies, as also in those territories for whose liberation they are striving,
and to recognize those governments immediately after they effectively
established...”'®

10 Cumming, op. cit., pp. 57-58.
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Therefore, the outline of the resolution of the nationality question in the Ottoman
Empire was already apparent when the Peace Conference summoned with only the
details, i.e., frontiers, left to agree upon.

The Peace( Conference began its work on January 18, 1919. The Supreme
Council of the Conference (Council of Four) adopted the following resolution
concerning the territorial resettlement of the Ottomaﬁ Empire (January 30):

“.the Allied and Associated Powers are agreed that Armenia, Syria,

Mesopotamia and Kurdistan,161 Palestine and Arabia must be completely
severed from the Turkish Empire. This is without prejudice to the
settlement of other parts of the Turkish Empire.”'®

3.1.6.1. Territorial Claims of Greece in Anatolia
The Greek claims in Anatolia were submitted by Eleutherios Venizelos, the
Greek Prime Minister, to the Paris Peace Conference. Venizelos, on February 3-4,
appeared before the Council of Ten to explain and justify claims of Greece. Actually,
he had already publicized his views regarding the Turkish settlement and claims of
Greece by a memorandum sent to Lloyd George in early November 1918. At the end
of the year, he also distributed to the delegations of the Allied Powers a

memorandum entitled Greece Before the Peace Congress of 1919.'% Exposition of

"1t should be pointed out that the separation of Kurdistan from the Ottoman Empire was a recent
development. This decision was the favor of Britain, whose interest laid in creating a buffer between
Armenia and Mesopotamia so as to prevent the Ottoman state to retain control in the region. This
would also give Britain a firmer hold on Mosul. Helmreich, op. cit., p. 27; Cumming, op. cit., p. 71.
'?Helmreich, ibid,, pp. 26-27; Cumming, ibid., p. 72; Gidney, op. cit., p. 80

'Smith, op. cit, p. 72. This memorandum was published in 1918 in English and French. A revised
translation from the French original was published for the American-Hellenic Society by Oxford
University Press American Branch. It is this copy which would be used in this study.
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Venizelos before the Council of Ten was based on this study. ™ According to this,

territorial claims of Greece included territories in the Balkan Peninsula, Thrace,
Constantinople, Asia Minor and the Aegean Islands.'®®

In the Ball;an Peninsula, the question was Northern Epirus, which is outside
the limits of this study. Regarding Thrace, Venizelos evaluated Greco-Bulgarian
conflict for this region. While he explained why Wéstern Thrace should not be left to
Bulgaria, he proposed the annexation of both Western and Eastern Thrace to
Greece.'®® For Constantinople, he argued that the natural éolution after the
suppression of the Ottoman reign was to adjudge Constantinople and its vicinity to
Greece, while the freedom of the Straits would be secured by international
guarantees. However, if the League of Nations was established, Constantinople and
the Straits should form an international state, with a sufficient hinterland, under the
protection of this League.'®’

In Western Anatolia, Venizelos claimed a territory which would be comprised
of the Aegean Islands, a part of the province of Bursa and all of the province of

Aydin, with the exception of the district of Denizli. In this territory, he asserted that

there were 1,188,359 Greeks and 1,042,050 Muslims. Venizelos’ claims over these

1yenizelos’s statements before the Council of Ten can be followed in The Paris Peace Conference,
vol. II1, pp. 856-875.

1%Eleutherios Venizelos, Greece Before the Peace Congress of 1919 A Memorandum Dealing with
the Rights of Greece, (New York, 1919).

1% The frontiers, would “start from the summit of Koula (Kouhlar Dag) on the present Greco-Bulgarian
northeastern frontier, thence following the course of Arda down to its confluence with the Maritza and
then along the Turco-Bulgarian frontier of 1913 to the northeast of Kirkkilise, as far as Cape Iniada.”
Greece Before the Peace Congress of 1919, p. 6.

'“Irbid, p. 19.
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territories was based not only on statistical data proving the Greek majority but also
on the assertion that it “geographically and historically formed a specially distinct
and a separate region.”168 Having distinct geographical characteristics from the
Central Asia Miﬁor, the western part had been in close relations with Greece
throughout history and, in fact, had been enhanced by Greek civilization. For this
reason, Western Asia Minor belonged to Greece rﬁore than to the Asiatic hinterland.
As to the north-east of Anatolia, where the Pontus state was to be established,
Venizelos argued that the [six]Armenian provinces with Russian Armenia should
férm an independent state under the mandatory of the League of Nations. The
province of Trabzon, the center of a probable Pontus state with its 350,000 Greek
population, should constitute a part of the Armenian state. The same was valid for the
province of Adana, which comprised 70,000 Greeks.'®

With regards to the Greeks outside of Western Asia Minor, which would
remain under the Turkish domination, Venizelos proposed a voluntary exchange of
populations among the Greeks inhabiting in the Turkish territory and the Muslims
inhabiting in the “Greek” Asia Minor as a resolution of the final peace settlement.
Thus, in thevcourse of a few years, according to Venizelos, the people living within
the boundaries of the Turkish state would be composed exclusively of Muslims,

while the Greeks would become overwhelming in the “Greek” Asia Minor.'”°

“81bid,, pp. 21-22; The Paris Peace Conference 111, p. 869-870.
' 1bid,, p. 20; The Paris Peace Conference III, pp. 872-873.
'"The Paris Peace Conference 111, p. 872.
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After Venizelos’ exposition, the Council of Ten decided to form an expert
committee to co-ordinate all the facts. This committee would be composed of the
representatives of the United States of America, of Britain, of France and of Italy and
would be charged“‘to reduce the questions for decision within the narrowest possible
limits and make recommendations for a just settlemc;nt.” The Conference would

decide upon the reports of this committee.'”!

3.1.6.2. Armenian Question at the Peace Confereﬁce

At the outset of the Peace Conference, there were two Armenian delegations
to display the Armenian claims. The one officially recognized by the Allies was the
Armenian National delegation, led by Boghos Nubar Pasha, who represented the
Turkish Armenians. The second delegation, led by Avetis Aharonian, represented the
Republic of Armenia. The two delegations were united on February 24 and formed
the “All-Armenia Delegation” (Délégation de I’Arménie Intégrale), which was led by
Boghos Nubar.'"

The united Armenian delegation appeared before the Supreme Council on
February 26.vIt presented the Armenian case by a Memorandum titled The Armenian

uestion Before the Peace Conference.'” In this memorandum, initially, A.
y

" bid, p. 875.

172 Gidney, op. cit.,, p. 85. There were some forty independent Armenian delegations in addition to
these two main delegations at the Peace Conference, which lobbied intensely. Helmreich, op. cit., p. 48
""The text of Memorandum is available in the General Records of the American Commission to
Negotiate Peace 1918-1919, 185.5136/12; the text was reprinted in the Armenian Review, vol. 27, 3-
107 (Autumn 1974), pp. 227-259. For the statements of representatives of the Armenian case see The
Paris Peace Conference 1V, pp. 147-157.
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Aharonian and Boghos Nubar explained their devotion to the Allies during the First
World War. Boghos Nubar claimed that it was this devotion which was one of the

reasons for the massacres and deportations of the Armenians. He added:

“If to the victims of massacres and deportations; be added our losses on
the field of battle, it will appear that the tribute of life paid by Armenia is
heavier than that of any other belligerent nation.. Armenia has earned her
independence by the arms and the blood of her children.”'™

Therefore, “the War of Peoples, followed by the Peace of Peoples, must [necessarily]
give Armenia her complete Independence.”'”> Regarding territorial delimitation of
the Armenian State, Aharonian and Boghos Nubar claimed that independent Armenia
should include:

1. Thé seven vilayets of Van, Bitlis, Diyarbekir, Harput, Sivas, Erzurum and
Trabzon, excluding the regions situated beyond the South of Tigris and to the
West of the line between Ordu-Sivas;

2. The four Cilician sandjaks, i.e., Maras, Kozan (Sis), Cebel-i Bereket and Adana
with Alexandretta (Iskenderun);

3. The territory of the Armenian Republic of the Caucasus including also the

province of Kars, with the exception of the region to the north of Ardahan.'”®

With regards to their territorial claims in Eastern Anatolia, the Armenian
delegation pointed out that the Kurds, comprised of sedentary and nomadic elements,

inhabited in region called Kurdistan, situated in the south of Diyarbekir and Van

Y The Paris Peace Conference IV, p. 152.
" The Armenian Question Before the Peace Conference, p. 3.
'"The Paris Peace Conference IV, p. 153; The Armenian Question Before the Peace Conference, p. 5.
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(Hakkari). It was possible to detach these territories from the Armenian State. The
Kurds, who would remain in the territories of Armenia, would live under the
protection of the Armenian laws.

As to the brovince of Trabzon, the representatives of Armenia recognized that
the Greek population was higher here but the port of Trabzon was the only important
outlet for the whole of Upper Armenia on the .Black Sea. Hence a part of this
province should be attached to Armenia. The Greek inhabitants would be respected
for their religion and language by the Armenian administration under a rule of
bfotherhood and equal justice.'”’

For Cilicia, the Armenian delegation argued that, geographically, historically
and ethnically, it was an integral part of Armenia and was its natural outlet in the
Mediterranean. If the Armenians were deprived of Cilicia, and separated from the

natural ports of Mersin and Yumurtalik (Ayas), they would be

“condemned to languish in the mountains, without intercourse with the
Mediterranean world, without the power to breathe, and, Armenia would
thus be deprived of her lungs. Her life and future are on the
Mediterranean.”'’®

The territorial claims of the Armenian delegation was followed by a program
which aimed at liberation from Turkish yoke, assurance of the joint protection of the

Allied Powers to prevent any aggression against Armenia from outside and also the

""The Paris Péace Conference 1V, p. 153; The Armenian Question Before the Peace Conference, pp.
4-6..

"8The Paris Peace Conference 1V, pp. 153-154; The Armenian Question Before the Peace
Conference, pp. 5-6.
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acquirement of a temporary guidance by one of the Powers in the form of mandate in
order to administer and organize Armenia. ' In the first place, the program
stipulated the recognition of an independent Armenian state, including of seven
provinces, of Cili;:ia and the Armenian Republic of the Caucasus. Its boundaries was
to be determined by boundary-fixing missions composed of delegates from the
guarantor powers as well as Armenian commissiéners. Secondly, thus constituted
Armenian state would be placed under the protection of the Allied Powers and the
United States or under the League of Nations. Additionally suggésted that a special
rﬁandate should be given by the Peace Conference to one of the Powers to lend the
necessary assistance to Armenia during a period of transition (the Armenian
delegation should be consulted about the choice of mandatory power.) Moreover, for
making good the damages of all kinds suffered by the Armenians through massacres,
deportations, spoliation and devastation of Armenia, an indemnity should be fixed by

the Peace Conference. Finally, the assisting power would be responsible:

“a. To oblige the Turkish, Tartar, and other authorities who still
occupy these territories to evacuate them.

b. To carry out the general disarmament of the population.
c. To expel and to punish those who have participated in the
massacres, done violence to the population, taken part in

plunders or benefited from the spoils of the victims.

d. To drive out of the country the elements of disturbance and
disorder; and to expel the nomadic tribes.

e. To send away the mouhadjirs, Mussulman colonists, imple[me]nted
under the Hamidian rule and that of the Young Turks.

'"Statement of Boghos Nubar Pasha, The Paris Peace Conference IV, p. 156.

110



f. Lastly to have all necessary steps taken everywhere, in Armenia and
outlying districts, for the return to their former Christian Faith of all
women, young girls, children and others converted by force to
Islamism or kept active in Harems...”

As concluding remarks, the program stated that Turkey should undertake the
restoration of the movable and immovable Armenian properties as well as churches,
schools, monasteries which had been taken from the A.rmenian community during the
First World War With fair indemnity. '*

From the beginning, the Allied Powers were unwilling to make any specific
commitment on the Armenian claims. Paradoxically, all had been pledged to the
general concept of an Armenian state. None of them, however, desired for direct
involvement in the establishment and support of an Armenian state. It was because,
the creation of such a state would necessitate a great deal of political, military and
economic commitments, for which they were reluctant. For this reason, the Allies
would fervently work for an American commitment to undertake the Armenian

mandate.'®!

3.1.6.3. Claims of the Pontine Greeks
The establishment of an independent Pontu‘s state which would hold all the
Greeks inhabited along the Black Sea coast had been decided at a conference

summoned in Athens in October 1917. In this respect, two congresses were held in

9 The Armenian Question Before the Peace Conference, pp. 7-8; Gidney, op. cit., pp. 81-82.
"®'Helmreich, op. cit., p. 49.
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Marseilles in February and November 1918." Following the last congress, a
memorandum was communicated to the Allied Powers exposing the territorial
claims of the Greeks in Pontus.'® This memorandum was received by the Foreign
Office on Decérnber 2 and registered by Arnold Toynbee, then working at the
Foreign Section of the British Delegation to the Peace Conference, with an
annotation, which stated that the statistics and bouﬁdaries were imaginary. Pontus, he

'8¢ Actually, the Allied Powers, particularly

added, would be dependent to Armenia.
Britain, favored annexing the east of Giresun-Sivas-Mersin line, including Trabzon,
ciaimed to be the center of a Pontus State, to Armenia.'®® Likewise, Venizelos, in his
statement to the Peace Conference, argued that he was not in favor of the
establishment of a Pontus State and, the province of Trabzon should form a part of
the Armenian State.'® Therefore, in early 1919, it was not prophecy to argue that the
Pontus cause would not be supported by the Allied Powers.

Whether aware of this fact or not, the representative of the Pontus region,
Chrysanthos, the metropolitan of Trabzon, submitted a memorandum to the Peace

Conference on behalf of the “unredeemed Greeks”.'®” He claimed that in the Pontus

region which included the province of Trabzon, some parts of the province of Sivas

'82Meanwhile, Central Unity of Pontus (Pontus Merkez Birligi) was founded in Krasnodar in October
1918. Yerasimos, “Pontus Meselesi, ” pp. 367-368.

' 1bid,, p. 381; “Trabzon Imparatorlugu Ihya Tesebbiisti,” Vakit, 6 December 1918.

18 Jaeschke, Ingiliz Belgeleri, pp. 56-57.

8 Memorandum of the British Cabinet, February 7, 1919, cited in Hovannisian, The Republic of
Armenia, vol. 1, p. 270.

" The Paris Peace Conference 11, pp. 872-873.

81 & Question du Pont-Euxin Memoire soumis & la Conférence de la Paix par S. E. Mgr Chrysanthos,
2 Mai 1919. For the Turkish version of this memorandum see Pontus Meselesi, ed. by Yilmaz Kurt,
(Ankara: TBMM Yaynlari, 1995), pp. 107-110.
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