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INTRODUCTION

The consequences of the Balkan Wars, the enormous human and material
losses of the Ottoman Empire in Europe, stunned the Ottoman government,
driving the Ittihadist leadership to find a final and radical solution to the
“minority problem” that threatened the integrity of the multi-ethnic empire.
After 1913 the Eastern Question was dissolved into the Armenian Question,
and the nationalist political leadership began to prepare for the Armenian
Genocide ~ maintains Vahakn Dadrian.! The Young Turk understanding of a
solution to the Armenian Question - or Ermeni Sorunu, the “Armenian
Problem” - the prevailing militaristic doctrine “aimed at destroying
autonomous components of the Ottoman Empire” justifying and promoting
ethnic annihilation, was realized and culminated in the Armenian Genocide.2

The “Armenian Problem”, however, was abstracted from raw Ottoman
politics by the linguistic realm of the international public sphere. The
Armenian Question was a well-integrated theme of late 19 and early 20*
century political discourse on the Eastern Question and global power
structures throughout Europe and beyond.

Numerous attempts have been made to define the Armenian Question
from the late 19" century up until the most recent times. As early as 1887 a
synthesis was committed to paper by Gustave Rolin-Jaequemyns, former
Belgian Minister of the Interior, first president of the Belgian Institute of
International Law, suggesting that the Armenian Question brought forward
the rightful claim of Armenians “to replace inequality by equality, and
conditional protection by reciprocal independence.” He further argued that
the Armenian Question “claims the attention and active sympathy of the Great
Powers” because “of a topographical, ethnographical, historical, and
statistical nature.”® This positivist approach has prevailed over the centuries;
the Armenian Question has been predominantly defined as a matter of
foreign affairs and international relations, a set of questions on the autonomy
and independence of Armenia.* Some add that since e WWI the Armenian
Question has become an existential question on the mere survival of the
Armenian community in Turkey,5 and since the 1980s many use it with regard
to Armenian terrorism.5

Few have, however, looked at the Armenian Question from a linguistic
point of view - as a discourse, a conception of political language on power
relations. Thus, | henceforth venture upon defining the Armenian Question as
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a colonial discourse on statehood and authority in Armenia. | introduce the
notion of Peace-regime, the order of discourse set by the speech community
of the First Assembly of the League of Nations, the ideological struggle to
claim universal authority and responsibility for the League of Nations to
maintain global peace (the peace treaties) and the colonial dominance of the
Allies (through mandates). Another hypothesis of thls paper is that there was
a direct causal relation b 1 the ideol ization of the
Assembly’s agenda and the geographical and efhmc limitation of the League’s
humanitarian measures: over the decade subsequent to WWI only Russians
and Armenians,, former citizens of two states that, after the Great War,
challenged the authority of the League and forced the Allies to revise the
peace treaties, had been recognized by the League of Nations as refugees.
And finally, | argue that the inability of the first Assembly to solve the
Armenian Question resulted in the first crisis of the League of Nations - the
prevailing crisis-discourse caused a paradigm-shift in the Peace-regime, the
order of discourse on global authority and responsibility, and thus the
Armenian Question was reduced to a humanitarian discourse on refugees and
minorities.

To do so, | turn to the methodology of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), a
field of applied linguistics’ to study means of control and power, introduced
by British linguist Norman Fairclough. He defined discourse as “the
conception of language”, or “language as social practice determined by social
structures.” He further introduced his concept on the order of discourse, the
way in which actual discourses are determined by underlying social and
linguistic conventions, constantly shaped by and reshaping social institutions,
power relations, contributing to both social continuity and change.® Ruth
Wodak and Gilbert Weiss defined discourse simply as “text in context”,
suggesting that analyzing the implicit context of written or spoken words is
just as significant for CDA as the explicit text itself.? Martin Reisigl and Wodak
saw discourse as a ‘“complex bundle of simultaneous and sequential
interrelated linguistic acts that manifest themselves within and across the
social fields of action as thematically interrelated semiotic, oral or written
tokens, very often as ‘texts’, that belong to specific semiotic types, i.e.
genres.”"°

Politics — the exercise of power, domination techniques, government, mass
(mis)information and propaganda, democratic institutions, etc. — are social
interactions; thus, they are first and foremost communicative actions. They
are never individual; political communities are therefore speech communities
~ maintains Méarton Szab6." Speech communities are groups of people unified
by community standards like characteristics of language use (vocabulary,
linguistic norms, etc.), knowledge, often locality or even birthright'? — such as

376




the mini speech community of a jury, a community of judges who possess the
same knowledge, values held to be right, specific norms of communicative
behavior, etc.'® According to Wodak “[p]olitical groups need their own
language and portray themselves via this language; they define their territory
by means of their language; they signal their ideology through certain slogans
and stereotypes; their ideological structure is joined together in a certain way
and so is their argumentation.”'*

Analyzing a discourse requires a close look at the actors of discourse
production (an enquiry into the composition of the speech community) and
the context of the texts at hand. The Discourse-Historical Approach, a
sociophilosophical approach to CDA devised by Wodak and Reisigl, pays
special attention to the historical-social context of a discourse, in order to
“integrate much available knowledge about the historical sources and the
background of the social and political fields in which discursive ‘events’ are
embedded. Further, it analyses the historical dimension of discursive actions
by exploring the ways in which particular genres of discourse are subject to
diachronic change.”’

Fairclough laid the foundations of CDA in some key standpoints of inquiry
to “interpret the features which are actually present in a text”, such as
vocabulary, grammatical and textual structures, and suggested questions for
researchers to raise: What classification schemes are drawn upon? Are there
words(which are ideologically contested? Is there rewording or overwording?
Are there euphemistic expressions? What expressive values do words have?
What metaphors are used? Are nominalizations used? Are sentences active or
passive? What modes are used? Are there ways in which one participant
controls the turns of other?'® These are but a few points of inquiry that the
paper puts forth.

The K-device, a term coined by Teun van Dijk with the aim of better
understanding contextual knowledge management in discourse productions,
is a key term in this study. He maintained that when studying the context of
discourses, one should examine certain paradigms of knowledge set by the
speech community. He defines knowledge as “shared beliefs satisfying the
specific (epistemic) criteria of an (epistemic) community”, that play a crucial
role in the identification processes of that community. He argues that in each
community’s life there are certain historical moments that are established as
beliefs and shared knowledge, presupposed in public discourses, for instance
in storytelling, or for that matter, songs.” The K-device is therefore the
mutual representation of knowledge by the participants of the discourse in
order to establish relevant information, knowledge and common sense, thus
shaping group identity. He differentiates between several “K-strategies”
(hypothetical strategies for knowledge-setting), such as personal,
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interpersonal, group, institutional or organizational, national and cultural
knowledge. Institutional knowledge, in light of van Dijk’s typology, is “social
knowledge shared by the members of an institution or organization, and in
general satisfies the strategic criteria of group knowledge and discourse”,
while cultural knowledge, as the highest degree of established knowledge, is
the “general knowledge shared by the members of the same “culture” [...] on
the (possibly combined) basis of language, religion, history, habits, origin or
appearance.”’®

His understandings of shared knowledge are not unparalleled in identity
and memory studies. The theory of cultural memory, introduced by Jan and
Aleida Assmann,'® demonstrates how shared memories (or knowledge) shape
national identities as an “interplay of present and past in socio-cultural
contexts.”® Setting the patterns of shared knowledge and memory of
historical events, persons or places (or as in Fairclough’s vocabulary,
common sense) as key elements of cultural identification is crucial in this
process. Yet another approach to this phenomenon was introduced by Pierre
Nora in the concept of lieux de mémoire, in light of which, spaces or sites,
people or events, texts or institutions, etc. of the collective cultural memory of
a cc ity are the “embodi of memory in certain sites where a sense
of historical continuity persists” and historical consciousness crystallizes.?!

Dwelling on one of the key hypotheses of this paper - the crisis of the
League of Nations — | turn to the thesis of Tom R. Burns and Marcus Carson
on social order and disorder,  namely that “[i]nstitutional crisis evokes
particular discourses [...] formulated in terms of the conceptions, values, and
principles of the prevailing institutional paradigm”, communicated through,
what we shall call, crisis-discourses. They define institution as “a complex of
relationships, roles, and norms, which constitute and regulate recurring
interaction processes among participants in socially defined settings or
domains. Any institution organizing people in such relationships may be
conceptualized as an authoritative complex of rules or a rule regime.” Thus,
an institution defines a particular social order, outlining legitimate actors,
participants, positions and relationships within its framework; therefore, it
consists of a system of authority and power. Institutions organize and regulate
social interactions in particular domains, developing contexts, settings and
times for “constituting the institutional domain or sphere.” They set norms of
behavior, a complex of potential normative equilibria (or agenda-setting) and,
what is essential in light of this paper’s scope, “core values, norms and beliefs
that are referred to in normative discourses, the giving and asking of
accounts, the criticism and exoneration of actions and outcomes in the
institutional domain.” A crisis may arise when key components of the
institution and its paradigms are challenged; internal or external critics may
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propose “alternatives that break with the prevailing arrangements and their
particular  norms, social relationships, cognitive categories and
assumptions.”#

They classified discourses likely to appear in crisis-situations, when a
failure or instability emerges and is found to be “neither understandable nor
controllable within the established paradigmatic framework”, identifying four
ideal-types of such discourses. The first type is the discourse of normality,
when a problem is understood and believed to be solvable, and willingness to
solve it according to established paradigms exists among the actors and
participants of the discourse. The second type is uncertainty and discovery
discourses, characterized by a consensus about institutional authority (on who
defines problems and solutions and how to proceed), but such discourses
refer to uncertainty and ignorance, engaging in corresponding discourses,
with a strong sense of a lack of necessary, immediate knowledge. The third
type is that of oppositional normative discourses that emerge as problem
situations in the course of which intense conflicts are challenging existing
components of established paradigms, for instance, particular values and
beliefs, authority and responsibility. Such discourses, while maintaining on
the one hand “relative certainty about the facts of the issue and about the
capability of being able to control the problem”, on the other, lack solidarity
over specific issues and problems. The fourth type is that of chaos and
transformative discourses, characterized by conditions of social disintegration
with ignorant and ing actors questioning or fund: lly arguing the
“content'or form of established knowledge.”?

These are the fundamental theoretical and methodological premises for
this paper, whose sources focus on the minutes of the First Assembly of the
League of Nations.

COLONIAL DISCOURSES AND TWO OPPOSING NARRATIONS ON THE
ARMENIAN QUESTION

Colonialism is a rather abstract, yet determinative conception of modern
international political thought; its literature could fill whole libraries. The
concept of colonial discourse was defined by Peter Hulme as “an ensemble of
linguistically-based practices unified by their common deployment in the
management of colonial relationships,”* but it was Edward Said who
elaborated it in his opus titled Orientalism. He defined orientalism as a world
view founded upon racial and civilizational distinctions, a Western behavioral
pattern “for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the
Orient,”” with a language of its own, a “discourse with supporting
institutions, vocabulary, scholarship, imagery, doctrines, even colonial
bureaucracies and colonial style”? demarcating the “superiority” of the
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Occident and its nations from the “inferiority” of the Orient, the peoples of
the East and the South. Participants of colonial discourse “borrowed classical
racist stereotypes condensed in the word ‘barbarian’”? and succeeded in
cementing a sense of otherness and inferiority of the population of the
colonies in European and Western public opinion. On the temporality of
colonialism Mark Mazower noted that the internationalism of European
powers and international law was fundamentally colonial from the early 19*
century up until the establishment of the United Nations, as it intended to
legitimate the hegemony of the “civilized” colonial powers over the colonized
“barbaric” and “uncivilized” peoples.?®

As a dominant rhetorical glue of the complex of 19* century political
thinking, colonial discourse prevailed among liberals and conservatives,
Christians and Muslims, French and Austrians alike.? An analysis of the turn-
of-the-century literature of the Armenian Question, as a case study, may shed
some light on the core motives and logic of orientalism and colonial
discourse.

On the eve of the Great War the Armenian Question emerged into the
spotlight of global colonial thinking, of public and political discourses from
Moscow to Washington. Whether a state was in alliance or in conflict with the
Ottoman Empire, through channels of mass communication and on public
fora, it attempted to legitimize on the one hand, or, on the other, delegitimize
the “civilizational mission” of the “Turkish race” over Armenians. Both
factions applied arguments, terms, rhetoric and discursive strategies
quintessential to the language of orientalism, complying with the definition of
Hulme on colonial discourses. As contesting alliances took shape and the
Great War became imminent, two opposing narratives of the Armenian
Question emerged in the linguistic realm of colonial discourse.

The narration prevailing in the Entente countries depicted the Armenians
as “the oldest Christian race”® that bears “occidental civilizational and
cultural values”,* a race that is “most apt for civilization” on a land where,
since the “barbaric occupation” of Turks and Kurds, there exists “intellectual
differences of the races”.32 Some believed that the inferiority of the Turkish
race was predestined by their Islamic faith, as it “is directly opposed to any
hopeful progress towards a high civilization.”* James Bryce also claimed that
the backwardness of the Turks was not a result of any “natural stupidity of
the<Turkish race” but of their religious dogma.> It was a popular idea that the
oppression of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire was, in fact, orchestrated by
none other than the German court.3® The most picturesque description of an
“Occidental” Armenian race was probably phrased by French theologist Emile
Doumergue in 1916: “[a]s for the race, the Turks and Armenians form a
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perfect contrast. The Turk is Turanian, militarist, brutal, refractory to
science, arts and commerce. The Armenians are Aryans, like us, pacifists”.3¢

On the other hand, the narration that dominated the public and political
discourse on the Armenian Question in Germany and Austria-Hungary put
forth a rather contradictory view; the “inferior race” was that of the
Armenians, often called “the Jews of the Orient” in both states; they were
unworthy of self-governance, while the Turkish people were depicted as a
“noble” and “civilized race”, which had earned the right to rule over
Armenians.”” As Stefan Ihrig noted, Armenians had often been regarded in
Germany as ruthless merchants, usurers, thieves, fraudsters, and terrorists
who had thus brought their own extermination upon themselves, justifying the
genocide as a “national and historical necessity.”*® In Austria-Hungary the
proverb of “one Armenian is worse than ten Jews” was often used by
publicists and politicians alike, while anti-Armenian sentiments resulted in the
dehumanization of Jews and Armenians in popular literature. Just like anti-
Semitism during WWII, anti-Armenianism served as an agent for justifying
genocide during e WWI in the Axis countries. The Bulgarian ambassador to
the League of Nations, Ivan Madjarov, later regarded the Armenian refugees
that sought refuge in Bulgaria as people “consisting of foreign elements,
unable to assimilate into the indigenous population, unproductive and equally
undesirable, especially in the present conditions of the economic life of the
country? = justifying his government’s measures to deport Armenian refugees
to Soviet Russia.3?

A booklet published in 1916 in Budapest titlted The Truth about the
Revoluti M of the Ar i claimed that there was a
significant disaccord between the “truth” and what “the enemy and ‘neutral’
press” - the former referring to the press in Entente countries, the latter to
Swiss media - reported on the fate of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire. It
claimed that the “enemy press” reported false accusations when it
condemned the High Porte of attempting to “exterminate its Christian
population.” It went on justifying the “fairly gentle retributive measures”
against the “rebellious acts” the Armenians had committed.

These two opposing narrations were, in fact, manifestations of two sides of
the same coin - a colonial world divided into two, prepared to sacrifice
millions of lives on the altar of colonial dominance in a war to end all wars.

After the Great War and the triumph of the Allies, between 1918 and
1920, the discourse on post-war peace and global power-structures in Europe
saw the culmination of the Armenian Question - publicists, leading political
and public figures in the UK, Belgium, France, Switzerland, etc. would time
and again call on the Peace Conference to establish a “National Home” for
the Armenian people, on the Armenian government to “reclaim its right” for
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independency.' In September 1918, First Baron Moyne, Walter Edward
Guinness, a Conservative member of the House of Commons in London - who
later served as Secretary of State for the Colonies - expressed his hopes that
a US-UK “combined influence in deciding Allied peace conditions may secure
(1) that national freedom shall at last be guaranteed to the Armenians as some
reward for their constancy.”#? Armenian organizations incessantly stressed
the need for the Allies to act decisively with regards to the Armenian state. In
May 1919 the Constantinople-based organization “Azkanever” published an
open letter appealing “to the Great Allied Powers” to help consolidate the
Armenian Republic: “Oh You, great defenders of justice and liberty, you,
supporters of the righteous and the oppressed [...] the great day has arrived!
As Justice rises on her throne bringing us to our knees, we ceaselessly ask:
’Justice to the righteous, the oppressed and the martyrs!’”4 The 1920
constitution of the International Philarmenian League laid down as one of its
key principles “the formation, despite all the obstacles, of the Armenian
Republic [...] appealing to the interests of the civilized world”.4

In January 1920 the Secretariat-General of the Paris Peace Conference
issued a notification to the Armenian Delegation stating that “The
Government of the Armenian State will be recognized as a de facto
Government”,* and eventually, on August 10, 1920, representatives of Italy,
France, the United Kingdom, Japan and the Ottoman Empire signed the
Treaty of Sévres, establishing and de jure recognizing Armenia “as a free and
independent State.”#¢ Defining the exact borders and constitutional conditions
of the Republic was, however, postponed, and the realization of “subsequent
agreements” with neighboring states was recommended by the conference.
Although the Armenian Question was thus far from resolved, in the summer
of 1920 it seemed ever so close to a final solution.

THE PEACE-REGIME AND THE TEMPLE OF RIGHT

“Before the League, it was held both in theory and practice that every
State was the sole and sovereign judge of its own acts, owing no allegiance to
any higher authority, entitled to resent criticism or even questioning by other
States. Such conceptions have disappeared for ever: it is not doubted, and
can never again be doubted, that the community of nations has the moral and
legal right to discuss and judge the international conduct of each of its
members” — wrote Francis Paul Walters, former deputy Secretary-General of
the League of Nations in 1950.# His book titled A History of the League of
Nations was the first, and for a long time, the only overview on the heritage of
the League, and saw many reprints under the auspices of the Royal Institute
of International Affairs. The belief in a moral high ground, the recognition of
the League’s universal authority without any noteworthy criticism, and
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sublime literary pictures of supranational providence and greatness dominate
the special literature on the League of Nations even today.*®

Although in her 2015 book, The Guardians Susan Pedersen acknowledged
that the governance of the mandates was in some cases more oppressive and
even crueler than the colonial rule in Africa and the Middle East, she also
maintained that the League was “an agent of geopolitical transformation” and
democratization of mandated territories. She saw the Assembly as the
parliament of the world, “a place where small states could speak up: its ethos
was democratic and its Wilsonian sympathies were acute” — an international
institution that was set to “defend nothing less than ‘civilization’ itself”.4° On
the other hand, some argue that the establishment of the mandate system was
nothing more than a compromise between the Allies to evade yet another
confrontation over colonial dominance.5°

This article does not venture to make a judgement on the democratic and
humane nature of the League; however, it is dedicated to unearthing the
racist rhetoric of the colonial discourse that prevailed in the Assembly,
Council and Secretariat of the League of Nations.

Over the decade that followed WWI it was the victorious states and their
allies that held the key positions in the institutions of the League of Nations
and its speech communities via their representatives - its Council had four
permanent and four, later six or nine, non-permanent members that did not
include/ representatives of Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria or Turkey; the vast
majority of judges at the Permanent Court of International Justice were from
Western Europe and the American continent; etc. — and thus preserved the
discursive norms and strategies of orientalism, the global geopolitical
structures of the ancien régime, entailing a colonial discourse that legitimized
the peace treaties and the “civilizational mission” (domination) of the West in
the colonies and mandates.

The Paris Peace Conference committed the Covenant of the League to
paper in April 1919. Its 22" paragraph stated that “[t]o those colonies and
territories [...] which are inhabited by peoples not yet able to stand by
themselves under the strenuous conditions of the modern world, there should
be applied the principle that the well-being and development of such peoples
form a sacred trust of civilisation and that securities for the performance of
this trust should be embodied in this Covenant.” The mandate system was
thus proclaimed to be a trust, and the League of Nations as a body of trustees
that held the right of ownership over the properties of entire nations that
were denounced as unable to “stand by themselves”, a trust that was even
made sacred (“sacred trust”) in the name of civilization, development and the
“well-being” of the population of the colonies.
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On account of the characteristics of its interaction frames and set of rules,
and in light of the definition put forth by Tom R. Burns, Marcus Carson and
Alan Durant, the Assembly of the League of Nations will henceforth be
regarded here as a social institution and a mini speech community. It was the
first diplomatic forum that enjoyed significant mass media coverage
throughout the northern hemisphere and claimed the interest of the public
globally. The mass information flow was soon institutionalized in the
framework of the Information Section of the League of Nations’ Secretariat,
which published hundreds of propagandistic booklets (on various matters that
varied form the Sino-Japanese conflict, minority rights, international economic
relations and e calendar reform to disarmament) in a number of languages
(Japanese, German Hungarian, Polish, French, English, etc.).5? In 1925 the

pted a resolution on its desire for the League to “stimulate
among the people that new spirit which the war produced and which the
League of Nations is trying to spread throughout the world. [...] | can
conceive no more effective method of forming this new spirit than by
influencing the minds of peoples through the Press and molding future
generations in schools”S? — the very definition of propaganda.

However, it was the First A: bly, held in” November and December
1920, that gave a platform to the most one-sided and biased discussions, as it
was ituted solely of repr ives of the Allies and their confederates —
it was here that the membership of Austria and Bulgaria was put to the vote.
Its president, Belgian liberal politician Paul Hymans called the Assembly the
“Temple of Right” and the “Palace of Peace”,’* thus making sacred the
institution. He set the most important objectives of the Assembly as
maintaining “Peace” and “Justice”, and these two notions evolved to be the
key concepts and arguments of prevailing discourses at the Assembly.
Representatives of member states would reiterate these phrases over and
over as the alpha and omega of political action, the ends justifying the means,
whether it was a matter of disarmament or budgetary issues. They argued for
peace even when urging war or armed intervention - the notion of
“humanitarian intervention” was fully fledged by this time. Moreover, even
the simplest administrative issues were grounded in arguments for Peace, the
ideological rhetoric of peacekeeping — when the question of establishing a
Labor Office was raised, one of the representatives argued that “there can be
no permanent peace in the world until there is industrial peace”.5 The report
of the Third Committee of the Council on the establishment of the
International Court of Justice argued that the tribunal body was essential “so
that peace and justice may shed their light over the world.”%®

On the grounds of Norman Faircoulgh’s theoretical set of classification
schemes one may identify the Assembly’s “focus of ideological struggle”,* its
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practice of overwording in the two notions of Peace and Justice. Whenever
Peace was in the core of an argument, it had a direct and outright association
with the peace treaties of 1919, while Justice was most commonly associated
with the management of the “new world order” - administering the colonial
(and mandate) system and maintaining the redrawn political map of Eurasia
and Africa. Secretary-General of the League of Nations, Sir Eric Drummond,
explicitly stated that “we established the League in order to” maintain the
peace created by the treaties.>® Representatives of the Allies and members of
the Assembly set universal values on the grounds of these motivations, as
French ambassador René Viviani did: “[t]he League of Nations is the guardian
of Right against Force. Therefore the League of Nations must unite all nations
towards the universal goal.”*® President of the Swiss Confederation, Giuseppe
Motta, explicitly stressed the need for the League to expand its authority in
the interests of the victors and against the vanquished: “The Treaties of Peace
would, in part, be impossible to execute if the League of Nations did not exist.
Its material sanctions are perhaps at present and may for a long time yet be
of doubtful power, but it already possesses the penetrating moral force which
we call international consciousness. Coercion will be within its sphere of
action, but it will rule all by moral force. [...] The more universal the League
of Nations becomes, the more its authority and impartiality will be
guaranteed. The victors will not forever be able to dispense with the
collaboration of the vanquished, which responds to a vital necessity.”° This
was the order of discourse at the First Assembly of the League of Nations, a
Peace-regime if you will - a poetic diction of Peace and Justice — that gave
solid grounds to a revived colonial discourse, racism, and the claim of
superiority and universal authority, an Allied-rule-based system in the
international realm.

Reading the minutes of the First Assembly, one may identify countless
examples of intentional or unintentional community-forming and identity-
shaping discursive strategies hidden in sentence structures and pronouns -
such as in the following declamation of Hymans, an excellent example of
nominative claims: “we share one hope and one purpose — Peace. And there
is no one who desires it more than we do; we upon whom a glorious destiny
laid the duty of fighting for the right and liberty of the world. (Prolonged
applause.)*® The usage of plural first person pronouns and indicative mood
leaves no room for doubt that the statement stands for the whole community,
while their goal, Peace — with a capital ‘P’, a proper noun — maintaining the
treaties of Versailles, Trianon and Saint-Germain, was cemented as the only
hope, the only purpose, the single normative and legitimate value (a glorious
destiny) to be shared.

385



Shared paradigms of knowledge and the truth (“a strategic criteria of
group knowledge and discourse”®) laid bare at the meetings of the Assembly
strongly evoking the speech community’s shared frameworks of a general
knowledge of the world (reality) - assigning to this paper the context of the
history of ideas. Representatives would time and again apply the K-device
asserting the fact that the peace treaties profoundly changed “the structure of
human society”, and the dawn of a new age had arisen - according to Motta
“[e]ven the most superficial observer knows that”.®® The identity-shaping
force of knowledge-setting may be detected among the arguments for a
“humanitarian” intervention in the Polish-Soviet war on the side of Poland:
“We are with Poland in her laudable desire to protect her own borders, all
the more so because we know that Poland, in protecting her borders, is
protecting the borders of Civilization”® — yet another nominative claim
recontextualizing the geopolitical reality of the new world order, redrawing
the border of Civilization on the Eastern border of the Polish Republic.
Moreover, paradigms of knowledge set at the Assembly were considered by
many to be indisputable - for instance the Jam Sahib, Maharajah of
Nawanagar, who remarked the Assembly was not less than “the best-informed
and most cultured Parliament that has ever met”.%®

The Peace-regime strictly thematized and was politically biased. The
Council and the Secretariat chose the sets of questions, matters and goals
that the different institutions of the League could even raise or discuss
(agenda setting®), outlining the themes of politically correct speech. Not long
before the opening ceremony of the First Assembly, Drummond published his
report on the work of the Council defining the “political duties of the
League”, dividing them into two groups: “(A) Special Obligations arising out
of the Treaty of Versailles”, such as the status of Danzig (Gdansk) or the Saar
Basin, and “(B) the General Duties of the League in the interests of Peace
and Justice.”®’ At the top of list (B), as the greatest priority of the League of
Nations was “The Protection of Armenia.” The list went on with the protection
of minorities in the Ottoman Empire, Poland, Austria and Bulgaria, the
“reciprocal emigration” of minorities in Greece and Bulgaria, the dispute
between Poland and Lithuania, Sweden and Finland, and so on. The
humanitarian duties of the League were compacted into three points: battling
typhus in Poland, relief for Central Europe and the repatriation of prisoners
of ‘war. The Secretary-General attached the revised provisional agenda of the
First Assembly to his report — the two showed an uncanny resemblance in
their thematization.®®

Not only the “political duties” of the League, but also its humanitarian

d t ized and geographically limited. Battling typhus,

s were
supporting minority rights, managing migration - all these commitments,
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without a single exception, were limited to the (former) territories of
Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and the Ottoman Empire. It would be
futile to look for the protection of minorities in the UK and the crown colonies
or in France and her overseas territories among the commitments of the
League of Nations in the 1920s. At the 1923 minority protection conference of
the International Federation of League of Nations Societies in Basel a
proposition of the Hungarian delegation was swiftly rejected by the British
and the French representatives, arguing that it would grant “rights to the
colonies that disarrange the bases of old states”, referring to British India and
the “negros” in the United States.5®

The ideological thematization and geographical limitation of the League’s
agenda was repeatedly highlighted by Persian representative Zoka-ed-Dowleh
at the First Assembly. On the sidelines of a debate on the establishment of a
commission to rescue abducted Christian women and children in Muslim
households in Turkey, he (unsuccessfully) insisted on taking measures in
favor of Persian women stranded in Russia who “suffered equally” to those
abducted in Asia Minor.”® Later he warned his fellow members of the
Assembly that if “the League only speaks of Armenia, people will think it is
only concerned with Armenia.””" Addressing the League’s commitment to
battle typhus, he had found it troubling that the scope of the Assembly’s
measures was limited to one country. He highlighted that “not only Poland,
however, is in danger of being sacrificed to this terrible disease. The danger
exists in Asia also.”” Fridtjof Nansen was another advocate of an unbiased
and universal humanitarianism. He stressed that “in the cause of humanity it
is of the greatest importance that their very great ability in various respects
should be used for the benefit of the whole world [...] if we exclude non-
Members it is quite clear that our work will not be able to succeed fully.””

An interlocking discourse with the League’s duties “in the interests of
Peace and Justice” was the one on its enemies, yet another ideological
construct where colonial discourse crystallized, classifying “us” and the
barbaric “others”. If a state refused to recognize the universal authority of
the League or acknowledge the mere reason for its existence, the Guardians
acclaimed it the enemy of Peace and civilization, applying the classic racist
stereotypes and other rhetorical techniques of colonial discourse. Analyzing
the minutes of the First Assembly, two groups of enemies (of civilization, thus
the League of Nations) may be identified: the “Turks” and the Bolsheviks.
Mustafa Kemal and the “Kemalists” in particular, and the “Turkish race” in
general were openly insulted and even dehumanized; time and again they
were referred to as uncivilized and barbaric by the diplomats assembling in
Geneva. The representative of the United Kingdom, George Barnes,
described them as “inhuman Turks”, dehumanizing the whole Turkish
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nation.”* Swedish representative Karl Hjalmar Branting depicted Kemal as
follows: “What does Mustapha Kemal care about the opinion of the League of
Nations, or the opinion of the civilized world, or the fact that before any
tribunal of humane people his actions will be condemned? To all these
considerations he is perfectly indifferent. [...] he is the leader of a
disorganized band of brigands who are utterly insensible to all the motives to
which the League of Nations most naturally appeals, and to which they look in
the first instance.””® In his speech he set the “bands of brigands” against the
civilized world, humanity, and - what is most important with regards to the
scope of this paper - against the motives of the League of Nations, the
Genevan apprehensions of Peace and Justice.

Although the so-called “War of Liberation” led by Kemal in the early
1920s may rightfully meet with sharp and strong condemnation in light of
humanitarian considerations, the fundamental motives of criticism expressed
by the representatives of the Allies at the Assembly may be identified as
political motivations based on the global power struggle and the normative
values of the Peace-regime - universal authority and colonial dominance of
the superior West over the barbaric and inferior East. Kemal represented a
military/political movement that openly questioned and challenged the
authority of the League, posing a substantive threat to the order of the peace
treaties.

The other group categorized as the enemy was the Bolsheviks. They went
even further than the “Kemalists” when it came to challenging standards of
international relations in the interwar period and questioning the legitimacy of
the peace treaties. The Allied diplomats would repeatedly dehumanize the
Bolsheviks and attribute to them inferior civilizational values. Barnes would
simply regard them as the “brutal Bolsheviks”,”® while president of the
Council, former prime minister of France, Léon V. A. Bourgeois, argued that
the Allies bore no responsibility for Russia because the Soviets “denied the
universality of the authority of the League of Nations.”” The French diplomat
thereby explicitly stated that the League of Nations enjoyed universal and
supranational authority - should a political group or state fail to recognize this
authority, it called down its own exclusion from the civilized world and the
international community.

It is one of the main hypotheses of this paper that there is a direct causal
relation between the dominant normative paradigm’® of the Peace-regime and
the agenda-setting of the League on the one hand, and the conception of
enemies and the thematization of the League’s humanitarian policies on the
other - an excellent example of this phenomenon was the refugee affairs of
the League of Nations in the decade subsequent to WWI. | argue that the
support of Russian and Armenian refugees was a martyrological
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representation of the League’s discursive legitimation of the Treaty of Sévres
and justification of the Allied intervention in Russia.”? There were only two
ethnic groups throughout the decade that the international community (the
“international consciousness” as Motta put it) officially recognized as refugees
and provided with rudimentary refugee rights® — Armenians fleeing the
former territories of the Ottoman Empire and Russians forced to leave the
former fterritories of the Russian Empire.® Although occasionally the
Assembly and the Council addressed the question of supporting other refugee
communities, such as Greek, Bulgarian, Central European and different
ethnic groups formerly subjected to the Ottoman Empire (Kurds, Chaldean-
Assyrians, Syrians), their refugee status was not formally recognized (by
providing special identity certificates, so-called Nansen-passports). All the
unrecognized, de facto refugees, whose legal protection was debated but not
realized by the Assembly, fit the above-mentioned phenomenon of
geographical 1 and th ization of the League’s humanitarian
agenda: the question of Greek and Bulgarian refugees arose from the
provisions of the Treaty of Neuilly, the Kurdish and Syrian refugees were
victims of the “inhumane Turks”, just like Armenians, while the category of
“Central European” refugees was limited to the so-called red emigration,
Ruthenians and Montenegrins.®

In 1927 when the question of extending the rights of Russian and
Armenian refugees to other groups of forced migrants was raised, the
Council argued that the “mere fact that certain classes of persons are without
the protection of any national Government is not sufficient to make them
refugees; for on that theory all classes of persons without nationality and
persons of doubtful nationality would have to be included” and, thus, refused
the proposal.®?

Russian refugees fled famine, epidemic, war and persecution while the
Armenian refugees were the last survivors of the Armenian Genocide. It is not
my intention to relativize their suffering, but it should be pointed out that
members of the First Assembly of the League of Nations excluded other
refugee groups that were forced to leave their homes - hundreds of
thousands of Jewish, Turkish, Macedonian, Serbian, Polish, and other groups
of asylum seekers as well as 220,000 Bulgarian, up to half a million
Hungarian and close to a million Greek forced migrants.

Therefore, the ideological thematization and geographical limitation of the
League’s humanitarianism contributed to the ethnic exclusiveness of early
international refugee affairs, the very foundation of which, | further argue,
emerged from the first crisis of the League of Nations and the dissolution of
the Armenian Question.




THE ARMENIAN QUESTION AND THE CRISIS OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

The Armenian Question (a question of self-determination, statehood and
authority in Western Armenia) was one of the most frequently addressed
matters at the First Assembly, among the primal interests of the League’s
agenda-setting, a discourse of its own, on account of which post-war colonial
discourse crystalized itself in the speech community of the Assembly.
President Hymans admitted that on “the Armenian question alone | have
received telegrams from all corners of the globe.”® Long and passionate
quarrels took place at the Assembly engaging the most prominent diplomats
of the Allies, e.g. Henri La Fontaine, Hymans, Barnes, Viviani, Nansen, etc.
South African representative Lord Robert Cecil labeled the Armenian
Question “the most interesting debate we have had”.®

.The Armenian Genocide was unanimously recognized (in a pre-Lemkin
terminological context) by the Assembly that the Allies should advocate the
protection of the Armenian Republic on moral grounds. Barnes, the first to
address the Armenian Question at the seventh plenary meeting pinned down
his and his government’s attitude towards Armenia by stressing that “Armenia
is perhaps the most tragic of all countries. After long tortures her people are
now in danger of further terror” and “extinction.”® Serb-Croat-Slovene
representative Miroslaw Spalaikovitch also expressed his government’s
sympathy for the Armenian people and reminded the Assembly that the “cold-
blooded murder and methodical extermination of people by the army of
Kemal” was “still continuing”.’’ Swedish representative Branting also
expressed similar argumentation to justify measures on behalf of Armenia, by
acknowledging the fact of the “extermination of the Armenian people [...] in a
systematic manner.”® Lord Cecil also referred to Armenians as a “nation
[that] is actually in process of extermination.”®® Another commonly used
expression was “the Armenian massacre” often used by, for example, Sir
Arthur Balfour and Nansen in a context implying that it related to the
systematic and planned annihilation of the entire Armenian population of
Turkey, similar to the definition of genocide coined by Raphael Lemkin.

The Turkish war of independence was considered to be a threat not only
to e peace in Armenia and the Middle East, but a threat to all the treaties, to
Peace and Justice in general, a threat to the values and norms of the League
of Nations. Thus, members of the Assembly drew up three possible strategies
fof the protection of the Armenian state: admission as a member state to the
League, the creation of an Armenian Mandate, and international military
intervention.

Article 10 of the Covenant of the League obligated every member to
“preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing
political independence of all M s of the League”.”' Therefore, should
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Armenia have been admitted, it would have enjoyed the protection of member
states such as France, the United Kingdom, Italy, Romania, Greece, etc. The
state of affairs in Armenia was enquired into by the Fifth Committee of the
Council. Its conclusions were summed up in a report stressing that the
Armenian Republic lacked a stable government and definite borders; hence, it
recommended the refusal of Armenia’s admission to the League. The matter
was debated at the 26" plenary meeting of the Assembly, one day after
Austria and the same day as Bulgaria, states that were successors to Central
Powers, were admitted to the League. Rapporteur to the committee, Nansen,
offered his excuses at the meeting - “although we much desired to be able to
recommend the admission of Armenia into the League, we did not see our
way to do so,” adding that a membership would probably not have been “to
the benefit of Armenia”, as it would have made the creation of an Armenian
Mandate impossible. He further expressed his desire for Armenia to be
admitted as a member state as soon as possible.2

Canadian representative, Newton Wesley Rowell, another rapporteur of
the Fifth Committee, moved the “Resolution relating to Armenia” expressing
his and the Assembly’s hope that Armenia and the “Armenian race” would be
“preserved”.%* Following the motion, the vote was held - twenty-one states
rejected Armenia’s membership, eight supported it.

After the ballot Lord Cecil explained why he had decided not to support
Armenid’s membership. He believed that it was “very doubtful if all the
Members of the League intended to fulfill that obligation [i.e. intervention] if
Armenia was admitted”.* He doubted that member states would comply with
the Covenant, hence questioning the actual extent of the authority assigned to
the League of Nations. It was the fear of not being able to exercise the
universal authority of the League that deterred the Allies from de Jure
recognizing Armenia as a member of the community of civilized states. This,
however, conflicted with the norms and values of the Peace-regime and the
goals set forth by the Treaty of Sévres.

Another proposed solution to the Armenian Question was assigning a
mandate over Armenia to one of the Great Powers, one that could have
protected its territorial integrity against external aggression. None of the
Allies, however, was ready to take up this responsibility. After all the
European powers had declined, Secretary-General Drummond called upon
US president Woodrow Wilson to accept Armenia’s mandate in April 1920,
but the US Senate rejected the president’s (favoring) proposal in May.%

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations, the Council and its Fifth
Committee, however, considered a mandate as the only sustainable solution to
the Armenian Question — Sir Drummond explicitly stated in his report that the
League was obliged to establish “an Armenian Republic upon a safe and
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independent basis” by means of assigning a mandate.®® A mandated Armenia,
however, would not have been independent - the Armenian Question, a
question about statehood and authority, was thus transformed by the
leadership of the League into a question about the possible extent of
autonomy in Armenia not more than three months after the Treaty of Sévres
recognized an independent Armenian Republic.

The matter was discussed at the 9* plenary meeting of the Assembly in
November 1920, following a motion submitted by Lord Cecil, calling on his
fellow members of the Assembly to “take into immediate consideration the
situation in Armenia and present for the consideration of the Assembly
proposals for averting the danger which now threatens the remnant of the
Armenian race, and also for establishing a permanent settlement of that
country.” An amendment to the motion was proposed by Henri La Fontaine,
repr ive of Belgil to “nomi a Ci i of six Members to
consider what steps, if any, could be taken to put an end to the hostilities
between Armenia and the Kemalists.”®” The motion was followed by an hours-
long debate on the Armenian Question. Spalaikovitch, representative of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, suggested that the Assembly should
address “the Parliaments of the Principal Powers of the world” via telegrams
to “see them all act together” for Armenia.?® Viviani of France, however,
stressed that no telegrams would solve the problem at hand - he saw the sole
solution in an Armenian Mandate. He called upon all the representatives of
the forty-two member states to explicitly state, there and then, whether their
government was ready to take responsibility for Armenia. After no one
volunteered, he requested to move a motion stating that “[tlhe Assembly,
anxious to co-operate with the Council in order to put an end in the shortest
time possible to the horrors of the Armenian tragedy, requests the Council to
negotiate with the Governments with a view to entrusting a Power with the
task of taking the necessary measures to stop the hostilities between Armenia
and the Kemalists.”® The resolution was then adopted, but the prospects for
a mandate soon faded and the question was removed from the forthcoming
agenda of the Assembly.

The third and last proposed solution to the Armenian Question at the First
Assembly was a joint military intervention in Armenia. As early as November
22, 1920, Swedish representative Branting pointed out that no country would
vollinteer to oversee the Armenian Mandate. He argued that all the Allies
were exhausted by war and lacked necessary resources; therefore, he
regarded it as the duty of all member states “to provide it [the future
mandatory state] with the necessary financial assistance, and to provide it
probably with the necessary aid in men and munitions.”’® Although he
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maintained that the sole solution was a mandate, he introduced the idea of an
Allied military presence in Armenia.

It was another Scandinavian who first put forth the proposal of a joint
army and military intervention in Armenia - Nansen, who came to the
conclusion that the only effective solution to the Armenian Question was the

blist 1t and deployment of an “expedition,” an international army of
“60 000 men at an expense of perhaps twenty million pounds”.' Although
his proposal was first rejected, it was later reinforced by Romanian
representative Take lonescu, arguing for an International Expeditionary Force
of 40,000 men “with the duty of establishing order and peace in Armenia”
declaring his government ready to “assist in this work, both in material and
men, and her money.”' In return, Lord Cecil argued that such a mission
would better be sent to Ukraine to protect persecuted Jews, not Armenians.
President of the Assembly Hymans suggested discussing the matter of
Ukraine another time and acknowledged the Romanian proposal as an
admirable “humanitarian and generous proposal’; however, he
recommended that it should also be discussed at a later time since the
Assembly’s First Session was about to be closed the following day, and
“therefore there will be no time for them [the Assembly] to study the
question.” In conclusion, he congratulated the Romanian Government for the
“noble-minded” proposal, which was eventually taken off the agenda
forever.o3

The protection of Armenia was the first among the “General Duties of the
League in' the interests of Peace and Justice”, a core value set by the
Assembly’s normative discourses, one of the most important “conceptions,
values, and principles of the prevailing institutional paradigm.” It was at the
top of the Assembly’s agenda, a humanitarian mission of the League to guard
peace in the Middle East and maintain the Treaty of Sévres. Failing to fulfill
these goals would challenge the frameworks through which representatives of
the Allies judged the world; it threatened the Peace-regime with defeat. The
Armenian Question and the inability of the Allies to solve it (challenging the
established paradigms and even the authority of the League) thus evoked a
crisis-discourse at the very first Assembly of the League of Nations.

During the debate on military intervention, Canadian representative
Charles Doherty pointed out that “the one more precious thing than peace in
this world is justice, and justice is the only foundation upon which peace can
securely rest. This wrong [the Turkish war of independence and the
prosecution of Armenians], and wrongs of this kind, appeal to humanity for
redress, and, left unredressed, they carry within themselves a constant threat
of war.”" He reminded all his fellow members of the Assembly that the
Armenian Question was an existential question for the Allies, for a war in
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Turkey might spread to other parts of the former Axis and challenge all the
treaties and the authority of the League.

Nansen expressed similar concerns when he admitted that the Armenian
Question exposed “a risk for the League to take up a question which it cannot
solve, but as far as | can see it is a much greater risk to do absolutely nothing,
and to say it is such a difficult and dangerous question that we dare not touch
it”195 - referring to the dangers of an imminent identity crisis at the Assembly.
Should the League fail in resolving the Armenian Question, French
representative Viviani feared it “shall merely incur the ridicule of the
world”,'% thus posing a threat of severe prestige loss for the Allies. When it
came to the Armenian Question, Barnes felt uncertain whether he should
even address the matter. “I come to one matter in regard to which | had
some doubts in my own mind as to whether | should say a single word, and
that is the matter of Armenia”'"” - he said.

Lord Cecil reaffirmed that the League, which “exists to maintain peace
cannot stand, is not in a position to stand, indifferent to the outbreak of a new
and terrible war,” and that he would “regard with horror any decision of this
Assembly which should definitely set aside action in this grave emergency and
declare that a Society which had been brought into existence in order to
preserve peace was powerless in the face of a great emergency of this
kind.”1% He deemed the Armenian Question an emergency, but not as grave
as the horror of the League of Nations being indifferent to the outbreak of a
new war. He explicitly stated that the alliance assembled in Geneva simply
could not abandon its duty, its very reason for existence, and fail to maintain
peace - in other words, the peace treaties.

THE DISSOLUTION OF THE ARMENIAN QUESTION INTO A HUMANITARIAN
DISCOURSE ON REFUGEES AND MINORITIES

An institutional crisis-discourse occurred at the First Assembly of the
League of Nations culminating in an oppositional normative discourse on the
League’s responsibility for Armenia. To overcome the conflict that arose from
the miscarriage of the League’s rule regime and the crisis of authority and
responsibility, representatives of the Allies and members of the Assembly
caused a shift in existing institutional paradigms and began dissolving the
Armenian Question, relativizing and denying the Allies’ responsibility for
Armenia and the Armenian people.

After the evident failure of the Council, of which the UK was a member
state, to establish the Armenian Mandate, British representative Barnes
argued that the Council “has gone up to the limits of its powers” by showing
its “fellow feeling with the Armenians in their trouble”, when, “on behalf of”
Armenia it attempted to find a mandatory power. He relativized the
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responsibility of the League of Nations by declaring that it was not for “lack of
will, but for lack of means”™* - arguing that there was no way the League
could have fulfilled its commitment to protect the Armenian Republic.

French representative Viviani came up with a groundbreaking new
approach to relativize the duties and responsibility of the League when he
weighed the relevance of the Armenian Question against the authority
assigned to the Council. He argued that the establishment of a committee to
study the Armenian Question would have inevitably thrown the League into
“anarchy”, for it would have usurped the rights and authority of the Council.
He said that “however grave this Armenian question may be, this proposal [on
reestablishing the Armenian committee] is still graver. [...] The Council is our
Permanent Committee, and if any other Committee be established besides
you destroy the - Council’s authority, and gradually rob it of its
prerogatives.”"®

Probably the most illuminative example of relativizing the responsibility of
the League was phrased by Swedish representative Branting, who drew up a
picturesque metaphor:

It is a tragic situation. We stand like people on the shore looking at the
survivors of a wreck holding on to their ship which is about to be finally
foundered. We give them words of encouragement, we express our
horror at their position and our sympathy with their misfortunes, but
so far we have not been fortunate enough to find a method of giving
them effective aid."

Applying such a metaphor in a political statement of a legislative body in
the course of a decision-making debate serves the sole purpose of abstracting
the narrator from the narration, in this case, himself and the Assembly from
the Armenian Question and the responsibility of the League of Nations for the
Armenians experiencing a humanitarian catastrophe, famine, war, genocide.
The nominative (“We”), the Assembly, is but a spectator, without any
influence on the outcome of the unfolding tragedy. He argues that a method
of providing effective aid to the survivors is not a matter of willingness or
authority, but is subject to fortune, on which the Assembly evidently has no
influence either. On account of the existing and inalterable situation (they are
on the shore, while the others are on a wreck), the only deed in their power is
to express sympathy.

As the institutional paradigm of peacekeeping, the conception of the
League as the Guardian of civilization, Peace and Justice could not have been
maintained, a paradigm-shift, a reevaluation of recurring interaction
processes and the normative equilibria, core values and norms had occurred
in the organizing subcomplexes of problem-solving and policy paradigms of
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the speech community of the Assembly. Although members of the Assembly
relativized their responsibility in order to avoid reaching the stage of chaos
and transformative discourse (a potential outcome that Viviani feared would
throw the League into “anarchy”), taking the Armenian Question off the
agenda was not possible (Lord Cecil would have regarded it “with horror”);
therefore, they simply deconstructed the Armenian Question - the (colonial)
discourse on Armenian civilization (the “Occidental values” and Christianity of
the “Armenian race”) and the question of statehood and autonomy in
Western Armenia -, and dissolved it into a humanitarian question of
supporting the survivors of the Armenian Genocide: refugees, internally
displaced persons, orphans and abducted women and children in Turkey.
Henceforth the League of Nations established a “Commission appointed to
Study the Question of the Settlement of Armenian Refugees”,'? a
“Commission of Enquiry with Regard to the Deportation of Women and
Children in Turkey and Adjacent Countries”," the Constantinople Office of
the High Commission for refugees," and introduced the system of identity
certificates for Russian and Armenian refugees as well as creating “a
revolving fund to provide for the cost of the transportation and settlement of
refugees.”" The Seventh Assembly of the League of Nations decided in 1927
“that a sum of 15,000 francs be allowed” for the relief work of the High
Commissioner for Refugees, Nansen. At its following session the Assembly
approved “the provisions in the budget for the refugee Service in addition to
the supplementary credit of 7.500 Swiss francs for the service for
blishing Armenian refi in Syria.”!®
The League of Nations failed, however, to guarantee the Treaty of Sévres,
which eventually culminated in signing the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923, de
jure recognizing the Turkish Republic and de facto excluding the Armenian
Republic from the international community of independent states."” Nansen -
who, on numerous occasions, submitted his resignation on account of falling
short of finding a solution to the Armenian Question - reminded his fellow
members of the Assembly in 1927 of the obligation that the League had failed
to meet:
When | speak of obligations, | do not mean merely the repeated resolutions of
the A bly urging the li of a National Home for the Armenian
people; | mean, too, the separate and solemn pledges which were given by the
Governments of Western Europe to the Armenian nation during the course of
the world war. Do they remember that in the war two hundred thousand
Armenian volunteers were killed fighting for the Western Powers? Do they
remember that the Armenian nation was almost destroyed? Do they remember
that all the Armenian property was taken and confiscated and that the League
has not been able to help them to get it back? If they had got it back, the
problem of the refugees would not have existed."
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By that time, however, the Armenian Question had been dissolved into the
humanitarian discourse on refugees and minorities.

CONCLUSION

The Armenian Question, a colonial discourse on statehood and authority in
Armenia, manifested itself through two opposing narrations by the competing
alliances of the global power structure in the late 19* and early 20* century -
the one prevailing in the Entente-states claimed that the Christian “Armenian
race” was superior to the Muslim and “barbaric Turks”, as it held higher
(“Occidental”) civilizational values; while the one that prevailed in the Axis
depicted them as an unproductive and undesirable population, “the Jews of
the Orient,” ruthless merchants, usurers, thieves, fraudsters, and terrorists,
who had thus brought their own annihilation upon themselves, justifying the
Armenian Genocide as a “national and historical necessity.”

The speech community of the Assembly - which in 1920 consisted solely of
representatives of the Allies - revived the colonial discourse of the ancien
régime, setting the order of the prevailing political discourses - the Peace-
regime - with the claim of superiority and universal authority, an Allied-rule-
based system in the international realm to manage the colonial and mandate
system and maintain the peace treaties. Members of the Assembly would time
and again proclaim themselves the guardians of Civilization, Peace and Justice
throughout the whole gfébé - as its president phrased it: “we upon whom a
glorious destiny laid the duty of fighting for the right and liberty of the
world.” By setting the agenda of the Assembly, the President, the Secretary-
General and the Council recontextualized the geopolitical reality of the new
“world order”, redrawing the border of Western Civilization on the Eastern
border of the Polish Republic and Armenia. The ideologically thematized and
geographically limited the humanitarian agenda of the Peace-regime, which
had ideological themes and was geographically limited, addressed matters
such as minority protection or health care strictly with regard to the former
territories of the Axis - Poland, Bulgaria, Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman
Empire ~; refusing to cope with human rights abuses in the colonies.

Two enemies were identified by the Assembly - the Bolsheviks and the
“Kemalists”, the two major political/military groups on the borders of
“Western Civilization” that questioned and challenged the universal authority
of the League. The two groups were dehumanized by members of the
Assembly applying classic racist stereotypes. The thematization and limitation
of the League’s humanitarian measures reflected this distinction of the
civilized “us” and the barbaric “them”, and resulted in the ethnic limitation of
its refugee protection policies - over the decade after WWI there were only
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two ethnic groups that the League of Nations recognized as refugees, the
Armenians and the Russians.

The Armenian Genocide was unanimously recognized by members of the
Assembly in a pre-Lemkin sense - representatives would time and again speak
up against the “systematic extermination” of the Armenians in Turkey; as
moral grounds for and Allied intervention on behalf of the Armenian
Republic. The Assembly, however, had proven to be unable to solve the
Armenian Question, and thus, unable to fulfill its proclaimed function as the
Guardian of Peace and Justice, which resulted in a crisis-discourse at the very
first Assembly of the League of Nations. To overcome the “anarchy” that
threatened the League on accounts of the challenge its authority and
reputation faced, representatives of the Allies relativized their responsibility
for. Armenia and dissolved the Armenian Question into a discourse on
humanitarian support for refugees and minorities.
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