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By the end of 1920, an essentially new political situation had emerged for the
Republic of Armenia and the Armenian Question at large. The Turkish-Armenian
War triggered by the Treaty of Sevres had resulted in the heavy defeat of the
Republic. “Armenia is finished, - wrote on November 30 the U.S. High
Commissioner in Constantinople to the Secretary of State. - The Armenian troops
at Kars and Alexandropol were superior in forces; however, they were defeated
and in many cases run away. The Turks have captured Igdir and are only a few
miles from Karaklis. General Dro [Kanayan] is now in command of the Armenians
and appears to be holding his lines. A second armistice is in effect and a treaty of
peace is being negotiated. The Americans are reported all safe within the Turkish
lines. The Bolsheviks and Nationalist Turks are in accord. There is no foundation in
reports that Alexandropol and Kars have been retaken by the Armenians and there
is no likelihood of their being retaken.”

Although the U.S. President W. Wilson had made an arbitration award
regarding the Armenian-Turkish border on November 22, his verdict only
complicated the reality on the ground. There was no one available to demarcate
the new frontier and to actually allot the arbitrated area to the Republic of
Armenia. None of the concerned Powers was interested in such a solution of the
problem. The Treaty of Alexandropol, as well as the Armenian-Soviet agreement,
both signed on December 2, 1920, had further complicated the situation, since as
aftermath, the R.A. changed its social model, ideology and Allies. Besides, the
Republic lost a lion’s share of its independence, too. As a way out, W. Wilson and
the lobbyist Armenia America Society put forward the idea of a National Home.

! United States National Archives, Washington D. C., Record Group 59, General Records of
the Department of State, class 760).67/ document 39:Telegram (following: US NA, RG); see:
Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 1920, in 3 vals, vol. lll. Wash., US
GPO, 1936, p. 805 (following: Papers Relating).
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faux pas on Europe.™

On January 13, 1921, this letter had been supported with an appeal to the
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations H. C. Lodge alongside
with an information note for Boghos Nubar as well as with the declaration to all
concerned citizens and organizations. H. C. Lodge familiarized himself with the
project of a joint protectorate which could be financed by the USA should its
Government prefer not to intervene directly on the ground. The project read that a
New Home or Commonwealth, located in the arbitral zone, would exceed the
territory of the Republic of Armenia and as such these units could restrain Russia’s
further expansion. G. Montgomery and his patrons including W. Wilson asked the
Senate to, at least, share this idea with London and Paris. At the same time,
Boghos Nubar was reading laments over his inertia regarding his “Cabinet” and
learned that France, allegedly, “ought to welcome a neutral sate in the Taurus
region.”’

It is noteworthy that the appeal to general public’s opinion had remarkably
reduced the official anti-Soviet rhetoric. In the Society’s mind “the passing of the
Armenian Republic into the control of Moscow had not been an unmixed evil. It
had put a stop to the advance of the Turks and had protected the Armenians
against the Tartars. The misery and starvation continued but... the massacres were
interrupted.” Though “the passing... into the control of the Bolshevik troops
changed the character of the political aid that the United States could render.”®
And if we look to the Secretary of War N. D. Baker, who together with the
Secretary of State B. Colby examined the problem of repatriation (which in fact
was evacuation of the Western Armenians from the R.A.), the U.S. Army officials
presumed that “no further action by this Department were desired.””

All of the above prompted feedbacks by two persons based in Paris. In the
first case, A. Aharonian, the Chairman of the ex-Republican Delegation, called the
situation appalling and begged for help. In the second case, on January 15, 1921,
Boghos Nubar had finally succeeded in taking revenge on the Republic of
Armenia’s diplomats. He asked why the Allies would not continue their work with
the National Delegation as a sole representative of the Western Armenians? The

4 NAA, f. 430, reg. 1, file 1008, f. 15-16.

5 lbid, . 17, 20.

16 NAA, f. 430, reg. 1, file 1008, f. 18.

7 US NA, RG 59, 860).48/73, T1192/Roll 7/MR 36.
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Patriarchate at Constantinople, the National Assembly or the Congress of Western
Armenians could assign new delegates. It was also possible to postpone the
problem till the next meeting of the specified representative institutions was
summoned.

Boghos Nubar evaded the term “Government,” since he didn’t want troubles
with its legitimacy and had no wish to become the ultimate puppet of the Western
Powers. Obviously delighted, he questioned if A. Aharonian and the R.A. Dele-
gation could negotiate without up-to-date credentials. “We are too weak to be in
open conflict with Moscow and in so doing we might even endanger the cause of
Turkish Armenia.” That's why the eminent reporter preferred to leave the
problems of the Republic “to better times and to more favorable circumstances.”

Boghos Noubar also wondered, would his Western associates would focus on
the National Delegation, “or else, would they keep on their relations with the
Delegation of the late Government?” In such an instance the Allies would obtain
“powerless [persons] of no practical use.” Personally, Boghos Pasha hoped they
would choose the first option, so that he could manage any financial assistance on
his own. The funds, “that we knew America was willing to grant.”'® He even
proposed to cede territories in Smyrna and Thrace to Turks. In this event the
Kemalists could accept the arbitral award, coined by W. Wilson. On his own behalf,
the writer of the paper could only promise the mass participation of his
compatriots in the international volunteer forces of occupation.

Thus, with all the aforementioned at hand, G. Montgomery got a solid ground
to address the Secretary of State B. Colby. The Society sough to bring up
conversations about Sevres in order to obtain means of pressure on the Kemalists.
His associate, the Department of State, “was downgrading the Armenian Question
to a useful rhetorical tool for larger issues,” too." Then, the AAO didn’t wish the
final stage of the transaction would be carried out without the United States. Its
office for the foreign relations could at least ask France to support a neutral
protectorate.

Appealing to B. Colby, the head of the Society observed that only one and a
half years ago the Kemalist leaders had personally agreed to modify the border in

18 “East Oregonian,” Daily, Pendleton, Oregon, 22. 02. 1921, p. 8; NAA, f. 430, reg. 1, file
1008, f. 22-23.

19 L. Marashlian, The Armenian Question From Sévres to Lausanne. Economics and Morality
in American and British Policies 1920-1923. PhD dissertation, Los Angeles, UCLA, 1992, p. 164.

34









On the Issue of Origination and Location...

made complaints against the sharp deterioration of the relief situation in Turkey.
H. Hoover issued an emotional wake-up-call for the next wave of charity. As far as
Alexandropol remained under the Turkish occupation until April 22, 1921, the U.S.
President-to-be repeated the worst descriptions, similar to the Summer of 1918.
“The Armenians presented the most desperate situation in the world.” They
suffered of starvation and new torments. “Appalling. Pitiful. The horrible
conditions of the Armenian children were beyond description and belief... It is up
to us who are fortunate enough to claim America as our home to extend a helping
hand. Go the limit!”?°

Meantime, the Paris-based Delegation of the R.A. worked without
subordination to the Soviet Armenia. Its members organized an anti-Soviet mutiny
as soon as December 18-21, 1920.26 Their enterprise emanated from Armenia and
Tiflis. A. Khatisian, who left for that city, had confessed that local political circles
“first of all, tried to establish contacts with their political comrades in Europe,
Constan-tinople and Erevan.” J. Randolpf, the U.S. Consul at Tiflis, with the British
Commissioner in the Transcaucasia Lieutenant-Colonel C. B. Stokes had been busy
in this venture, too.

On February 18 A. Khatisian hastened to Constantinople. “An extremely grim
situation prevailed” among the Armenians there. The circles close to the Patriar-
chate and the National Assembly “bitterly condemned the Government of Armenia
and Dashnaks for the defeat of the Armenian Army, the surrender of Kars and
conclusion of the Treaty of Alexandropol.” A. Khatisian ”"had been particularly
criticized as the head of the Alexandropol peace delegation.”” On February 21 he
had visited the U.S. High Commissioner M. Bristol, who uttered: “You suffered
great losses but the Europe and America never budged. Now the Turks listened to
nobody and nothing and thought they were the strongest in the world.”?® It was on
this note that the ex-Premier had left the shores of Bosporus to arrive to London
on February 28, 1921.

G. Pasdermajan, A. Aharonian, H. Bagratuni, M. Varandian, Sebouh, S.
Araratian and H. Khan Masseghian gathered there, too. Boghos Nubar personified

- “East Oregonian,” 22. 02. 1921, p. 8.

% Unbpwiywt 9., <wdwquuw UpJwuduwtg, 5., 2016, by 744:
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wnwwg., Mbgpnye, 1968, ke 330, 334:
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him that establishment of the arbitral lines was no practicable.

Having heard this judgement, co-chairmen of the “United” Delegation
admitted that the restored of petty bourgeois rule in Erevan was precarious. In
contrast with present and self confident Bekir Sami Bey, Boghos Nubar and A.
Aharonian didn’t know, that on March 15 and 18, the member of the Erevan
Committee S. Vratzian would base just on the Treaty of Alexandropol and ask
Turkey for military aid. Armenian speakers had also hushed up the fact that on
February 5, 1921, the Joint National Assembly of the Western Armenians in Con-
stantinople had formally recognized the National Delegation of G. Noradoungian to
be their sole representative, thus having disavowed all Armenian participants in the
London diplomatic debate.*

The latter actors were frankly informed that the Europeans wouldn’t despatch
troops to protect their countrymen, though the Russian Armenia proved to be
“under the threat of new aggression.”® Besides, as Boghos Pasha and A.
Aharonian were told, their compatriots in Cilicia were getting the status of “a
minority,” instead of earlier supposed autonomy. When half a month later, on
March 12, 1921, the Kemalists were confronted with ten proposals prepared for
incoming agreement with their State, the ninth of those referred to an autonomous
“National Home on the Eastern frontier of Turkey in Asia.”®* A commission of the
League of Nations would examine the question of the territory to be transferred to
it. The author of this concept G. Montgomery had been stationed in London, too.

The fact that concept of independence was actually replaced with autonomy
was determined by several new circumstances. First, on February 23 the Turkish
side demanded of Europeans to recognize the Treaty of Alexandropol. Second, on
February 26 Bekir Sami asserted that the Armenian Revolutionary Federation had
returned to power and would affirm the Alexandropol text within the few days.
Then, of March 4 he promise D. Lloyd George to cede the Bosporus and
Dardanelles in exchange for the Caucasus, the British responded that Turkey

32 That's why former Ottoman Foreign Minister G. Noradoungian replaced Boghos Nubar as
a head of the National Delegation at the Lausanne Conference. dpwgywu U., “jwuph
ninhubpny: Yhawpbp, Hedptp, Uwpnuiubp, 6 hwwn., hwn. 2, Ywhhpb, 1967, Lo 66, 68; NAA,
f. 430, reg. 1, file 1222, £.21. See also: MaxmypsaH I'.I'. Jlura Hauwii, c. 130-131; i.e., MNonutuka
Benukobputannmn B Apmennn n 3akaekasbe B 1918-1920 rr., bpema 6enoro yenoseka, E., 2002,
c. 242.

3 hvwwinpubwi W, U2y, wotu., by 340:

34 Marashlian L., op. cit., p. 265, 230.
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would retain all lands, which remained in its possession after the war. Afterwards,
on March 9 Prime Minister A. Briand signed an agreement to withdraw French
troops from Cilicia. Finally, on March 1, 1921, the Kemalist forces occupied
Ardahan, Ardvin, and entered Batum on March 11. In this context, the politicians of
the London Conference offered men of Angora to create an inner administrative
unit, the equitable delimitation of which would provide the League of Nations. That
was how the Il London Conference had discarded the notion of the Armenian
inde-pendence and abandoned the Treaty of Sevres. The latter one prescribed
unity of the arbitral zone with the Republic of Armenia.

Since the Conference failed to obtain a consent of the Greeks, the Sultan
delegate and especially of the Kemalists, who proclaimed they had to report on all
about to Angora, the London negotiations had been ceased. They would be
resumed later on, in Paris and Lausanne. As to Americans, they put aside the idea
of a National Home on the frontier of the Republic of Armenia and focused their
attention on Cilicia instead. It explains why the AAQ’s telegram sent to their new
head of the State Department C. E. Hughes on March 28, 1921, was in tune with
Bogos Nubar’s demand to separate the Armenian Question from the Erevan
Republic. The referred wire suggested the creation of an autonomy in either Erze-
rum region or, preferably, in Cilicia. At the same time a letter addressed by the
Executive Committee of the Society to the recently inaugurated W. Harding, asked
him to insert the issue into the Presidential Message to Congress and solicited for a
loan that would serve as an inception for the new independent formation.3®

As to Cilicia, on April 1, 1921, Boghos Nubar had been compelled to attest: the
agreement signed by the French Premier A. Briand with the Kemalists impelled the
withdrawal of the French troops from Chork Marzban (Dortyol), Aintab, Urfa and
sanjak of Jebel-Bereket. For this appeacement, i.e. “a nos dépens,”3® they have
traded a promise of concessions. No doubt, Angora would become unyielding
during the future talks. It was on May 5, 1921, when Boghos Pasha affirmed his
consent to the National Home in writing. It met with the sharp rebuff from the
Chairman of the ACIA Executive Committee ). Gerard. The latter drew a picture of
absolutely fictitious readiness at Washington D. C. to join “with nine other Powers,
for the immediate occupation by an international force of Turkish Armenia, and the
inauguration of a provisional administration there.” In contrast to these gigantic

%5 NAA, f. 430, reg. 1, file 1012, f. 3, 7.
36 At our expense. Ibid., f. 10 reverse.
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down the leader of the ACIA J. Gerard: “I am very happy to reply that the Cilician
situation has been given attention, and we have had assurances from the proper
authority that those stricken will not be left without military protection. | had the
matter taken up through Secretary [C.E.]Hughes and he assured me only yesterday
that everything has been done that seems necessary to do. And he has the most
gratifying assurances from spokesmen for our former allies abroad Very truly
yours, Warren G. Harding.”#°

During the same timeframe, the ACIA reduced its maximalist policy to the
habitual sphere of philanthropy. From the 5t of October till the 22" of December,
1921, the managers of the Committee wrote to the Secretary of Commerce H.
Hoover about famine in the Republic of Erevan, which could be compared with
starvation in the Volga Basin. At first, the Secretary replied on October 12, saying
he would be glad “to render aid to Russian Armenia, if at any time the situation
should be developed as to make it possible for him to do so.” On December 31,
the President-to-be had added: he “sent a cable to Colonel W. Haskell, a copy of
which [he] was enclosing herewith, whereby he was requested that a competent
observer be sent immediately into Russian Armenia to determine the relative needs
of the population in that district as compared with those of the people in the Volga
Basin. ...

We are begging the shipment of foodstuffs purchased by the Congressional
Appropriation to-day, the first ship sailing for Novorossiysk. Further cargoes will be
going forward during January, at a rate, probably, of over one day; at the moment
we receive word from investigator we will be able to divert to Russian Armenia
such a proportion of supplies as can care for the situation in the same measure as
the Volga situation will be cared for. | am sure that this will be satisfactory to
you.”#!

When on January 31, 1922, the ICIA had abandoned its political activities and
appealed to H. Hoover again, on February 1 activists received his reply. The
Secretary of Commerce responded: “In fact, taking an outside estimate of the
Armenian situation it amounts to less than one and one-half per cent of that in
Russia. Even if | accepted statements made with regard to Armenia, | could not
justifiably set aside more than one and one-half per cent of food supplies on such
information as we have now. In fact, if | approach it wholly mathematically it would

40 NAA, f. 430, reg. 1, file 1003, f. 15.
N NAA, f. 430, reg. 1, file 1003, f. 16, 18.
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come out less than one per cent.”#?

On February 23, 1922, H. Hoover added: “We have just received a wire to the
effect that [L.] Hutchinson, accompanied by Prof. F. A. Golder has passed through
Tiflis in making their inspection in the Caucasus. | presume that this means that we
will be receiving a report from them very shortly. We will, of course, keep you
advised, immediately on receiving of any such report.” Just a month later the
National Delegation was informed that inspectors estimated 6.000 tons of foodstuff
were appropriate for Armenia.*?

Actually, wheat had replaced political assistance, and this reality corroborated
during the hearings of March 7, 1922, in the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives. Its members discussed and stalled the House Resolution
Ne 244 “In Behalf of the Armenians;” the document, which enabled W. Harding to
impart to M. Kemal “the moral protest of the United States against the persecution
of Armenians and other Christian peoples.” W. Harding should also raise this point
in common with the Europeans at the International conference; so, that they could
take it up “for the purpose of considering methods by which the Armenians may
be given an opportunity to establish themselves a nation.”#

On March 15 H. C. Lodge enquired of the State Department if the Senate
should join to the protest of the Congressmen. He wrote to C. E. Hughes: “| know
you feel that... the Armenians have been badly treated... They have as good a right
to independence as the other subject races of the former Turkish Empire. ...A
somewhat perfunctory resolution might be suggested which would simply state that
the Government of the United States hopes that in the approaching Near Eastern
settlement the Armenian nation will not be ignored.”>

On March 21 and 23 the Senator had a negative response. Every such
initiative would be countered with Europeans’ invitation to direct and unacceptable
for the U.S. interference. As to the borders, on the eve of the Lausanne
Conference convened on November 20, 1922, the Armenian United Delegation
had transferred to the Allied Secretariat at Paris their memorandum. The makers

4 |bid, f. 27.

3 NAA, f. 430, reg. 1, file 1003, f. 33, 39.

4 U.S. Congress Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representa-
tives, on H. Res. 244 In Behalf of the Armenians. March 7, 1922, Wash, GPO, 1922 p. 1-2, 16, 18-
19. In detail: America and the Armenian Genocide of 1915, ed. by J. Winter, Cambridge, Cam-
bridge University Press, 2003, p. 292-293.

4% US NA, RG 59, 860).01/516.
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of the document offered the western borders of the R.A. with an outlet to the Black
Sea, or suggested an area in Cilicia. They would not refuse the expansion of the
existing Republic up to the Black Sea littoral either. However, as the first sort of
retribution, the writers insisted on the Home outside Soviet Armenia’s frontiers,
because “it was impossible to settle the Armenian Question outside of Turkey.”4¢

On December 12, 1922, Chairman of the 1% Commission on Territorial and
Military Questions of the Lausanne Conference G. Curzon and the American
observer R. Child had confirmed the “two areas approach,” the one being in the
south-eastern Cilicia, around Alexandretta, while the other laid on the borders of
the R.A.*7 On December 26 G. Noradoungian and A. Aharonian had specified in
the Sub-commission on Minorities of the 1 Commission the frontier lines and
possible location of the Home. The first speaker read out a memorandum that
assented to any location with a status, similar to a British colony. He had also
required a special territorial regime as a compulsory condition for the repatriation
of 700,000 Western Armenians.

Then A. Aharonian took the floor demanding an independent region in Cilicia
with an outlet to the Mediterranean Sea. When he was returned to the borders of
the R.A., he drew a line from Rize to Hasankale with the Erzerum City left west-
ward. To continue, the line had been trailed to Mush, then it skirted the lake of
Van and reached the Persian border.*® Nevertheless, G. Noradoungian and A. Aha-
ronian always brought the audience back to Cilicia. On the Chairman’s demand, G.
Noradoungian marked the basin of the Jahan river (Piramos) between Syria and
Euphrates. Sis was defined as the south-western foothold of the region, with
Marash as the north-eastern one. This area of 20,000 square km. easily provided
essential needs and well-being of 500-600,000 toilers.

 fFywinpubwu U., Uy, wolu., by 367-370, 373:

4 Great Britain, Parliament, Lausanne Conference on Near Eastern Affairs 1922-1923:
Records of Proceedings and Draft Terms of Peace, Turkey, N2 1 (1923), Command Paper 1814,
Lnd., HMSO, 1923, p. 178-179.
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Armenians, being the main party concerned, didn’t carry on negotiations. They
had no appropriate means of defense either and were easily turned into a
plaything for all interested actors. As a result, every participant country profited
from the situation, except our people, who remained in the state of a victim and an
object of international manipulations.

<U34ULUL UR9U3PL ORUuh UNURUSUUL Nk
SENULUSUUL <UPSh SNRMR (1920-1922 pp.)

UUuhuunrM3UL G.
Wdthnthnid

1920 . ognuwnuh 10-htu Yupywsd Uuph wwydwuwghpp fupwtu hwunhuwguy
ptdwjwywu Fnppphwih’ <wjwuwnwuh Lwupwwbnngguu nbd wwwnbpuqyd
ulubnt hwdwp: Hw wprynwpnwd wuhtwpht pupdwy UWWL bwjuwqwh .
Ydhunuh ppwdwpwp yénh hpwlywtwgnuip: 1920 p. Ytpohtu - 1922 p. hpwyw-
pwn nwnwdp hwuljwgnyeniup thnfuwphuybg wulwiu, wijunthbnl' huptwywp
«lwjjuwlwu wggquiht oowfu» dluwybpwnuwiny: 1921 . hniudwph 7-ht hwu-
wnwwnybg wyn Gapnypp, npp uwwwpybg pwpngswlwu nt pupbgnpdwlwu
Ywgdwytipwnigyniuubph, . Unungndbphp pwnwpwlywuwwbu wgnbghly <w-
jwunwu-Udbphyw puytipnygyuu b 4. dhunuh Ynndhg: (¢tdwih onpe dwiywif-
qwé pwuwygnipniuutpp bwwbu wgnbght Gpuwunud uyhgqp wnwd quipgu-
gnuwiubiph ypw: GYypnwywghubipu Ugquwjht ogwfup wnbnwnpnut thu << uwhdw-
uwdbpd gnunud, UUL-U nt <wy waquiht ywnyhpwinipniup dwntwugnid
Ehtu Yhihyhwt: Lpwup wofuwwnd bhu Geb ng wqquht, www gnub Ypnuw-
Ywt' pppunnubwlwt  hwnlwuhond qunpwlwutbphtu phyng JeY opowt
hwunlwgub): [Fnipptiph wughenid Ygywépp' typnwwghubiph bW UWWL-h hwdw-
YEpwdwu wwjdwuubpnwd, nwwwitight wyn swupbipp:
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K BONPOCY O BO3HMKHOBEHUN N PASMELLLEHUWN
APMAHCKOIO HAUUOHAJIbHOIO OYATA
(8 1920-1922 rr.)

MAXMYPAH T.

Pes3rome

Cespcruii porosop ot 10 asrycta 1920 r. nogronkHyn kemanuctckyto Typuuto
K BoWHe ¢ Pecnybnukoii ApmeHus, a ee pesynbTaTbl COpBanu peanqsaLuio ap-
butpamHoro peweHns npesngenta CLUA B. Bunbcona. B koHue 1920-1922 rr.
apbuTpamHYtO 30HY 3aMEHWIM MEHbLUMM MO TEPPUTOPUM HE3ABUCUMbIM, a
3aTeM aBTOHOMHbIM «APMAHCKMM HauMOHaNbHbIM OYarom». JTOT TEPMWH
nonyuun ogumumanbHblin ctatyc 7 aHeapa 1921 r. Ero nogaepmanv muccnoxep-
CKue 1 bnaroTBopuTeNbHble opraHusauuu, nobbuctckoe ObectBo ApmeHns-
Awmepuka, [x. MoHTromepn n B. BunbcoH. [leperosopbl no atomy BoOmnpocy
CYyLLLeCTBEHHO MOBAMANMN Ha BHYTPeHHIOtO obcTaHoBKY B EpeBaHe. EBponeiiubl
pasmewanm HaunoHanbHbil oyvar Ha rpaHuuax PA. CLUA un ApmaHckas
HaluWoHanbHaA Aenerauus ykasbiBanu Ha Kunukmto. OHuM cTapanucb cospgatb
x0TA Obl pailoH gnA GeMeHUEB-XxpUCTMaH — €CIM HE MO HaLMOHANBbHOMN, TO Kak
MUHUMYM — NO WX PENUrMO3HOM NpuUHagiemHocTU. Henpummpumaa no3vuma
TYPOK, NogfepmaHHaA cornallatenbckoit nonntukoid Esponbi n CLUA, copsanu
nnaHbl, CBA3aHHbIE C CO3AaHNeM APMAHCKOrO HaLMOHaNbLHOMo oYara.
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