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FOREWORD

The present volume, consisting of the writings
of some of the eminent historians and statesmen in
the present century, is a tribute to those who died,
most of them mot knowing why, more than fifty
years ago, as victims of a diabolical plan, executed
i the most eruel and inhuman manner, to solve a
political problem. The political problem at the time
was known as the Armenian Question. As part of
the larger problem, the Eastern Question, it had
interested the major European Powers. The
Ottomans had witnessed, in the course of the
nineteenth century, the liberation of the Serbs, the
Rumanians, the Greeks and the Bulgarians. At the
turn of the century they felt that the turn of the
Armenians had come. The gradual dissolution of
the Ottoman Empire was a fact and if it was being
delayed, this was due to the rivalry among the
European Powers wmore than to any inherent
strength of the tottering Empire. Moreover, while
the Turks could put up with the loss of such
peripheral territories as Rumania and Greece,
because the Turkish population in such territories
was rather small, they could not envisage the loss
of the Armenian territories which were lying
right in the heart of the Empire and which con-
tained a substantial Turkish and Kurdish popula-



tion. Furthermore, the loss of Armenia would have
meant the end of their Pan-Turanian dream - a
dream cherished by such thinkers as Zia Gokalp
and finally adopted by the Young Turks as their

political creed. It consisted of joining hands with
the Turkish races of Caucasia and Central Asia.
The Armenians were the only obstacle in between.
The Ottoman Empire had failed as an Empire
based on religion. Now the Turks were to build a
new Empire based on race.

Such were the feelings, when the Armenian
Question became a concern of international
diplomacy at the Berlin Congress in 1878. The
Armenians had dared, although inhabitants of
their lands for at least three thousand years and
the owners of a distinct and ancient civilisation,
to protest against the misrule of the Ottomans who
had established their bloody rule of
around the fourteenth century The Armenians had
asked for reforms and the Sultan was forced to
promise such reforms wunder Article 61 of the
Treaty of Berlin. But the Sultan was aware of the
European rivalry and instead of the promised
reforms, he organised the 1894-95 wmassacres
killing around 300,000 Armenians.

The coming to power of the Young Turks and
the Ottoman Constitution of 1908 had raised hopes
again, Equality before the law was promised. In
1914, after a series of defeats in the Balkan Wars,
Turkey had accepted another deal with the Euro-
pean Powers on reforms in the Armenian
But the First World War broke out in 1914 and
the Turks knew that this was the golden

opportunity to get rid of the Armenian Question
by simply eliminating the Armenians. They seized




the opportunity with both hands and the ruling
party, Union and Progress (Ittihad ve Tera.kke),
n a series of secret meetings, decided on the mass
extermination and deportation of the Armenian
population in the Ottoman Ewmpire. The plan was
meticulously carried out in 1915 tmd the subsequent
years resulting in the violent death of more than
a 1,500,000 Armenians. Some testimony of this

mwmdaluctwfoundmthementvolum,bya
number of distinguished contemporaries.

The present volume has not been compiled to
promote a spirit of vengence. That would be taking
a negative attitude. But our human dignity and
sense of justice are deeply hurt when mankind has
still on its conscience the first organised genocide
of the present century. It is true that the Allied

owers after the First World War promised to do
justice to the Armenian people. The first Peace
Treaty with Turkey, the Treaty of Sévres of August
10, 1920, even provided for an independent Armenia
within the Turkish Armenian territories. But the
European Powers and the United States, in spite
of the faet that President Wilson himself had
drawn the borderline between Armenia and Turkey,
as the arbitrator under the Treaty of Sévres, were
‘not willing to force the treaty on Turkey. European
diplomacy, expressing itself mainly in terms of
conflicting economic rivalry, had taken the wupper
hand once more. The Armenians were deserted
and the Turks were allowed to attack Russian
Armenia, which had by then become an independent
republic, and to occupy part of its territory and
to force the remaining part to fall into the lap of
Soviet Russia, in the face of a shocked world publw
opinion.
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Mankind has today become more conscious of
crimes against humanity and of the right of peoples
to self-determination. The United Nations Charter,
the Nuremberg Trials, the Genocide Convention
and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
of 1948, the United Nations Resolution on the
I'mprescriptibility of Crimes against Humanity of
1968, are evidences of such consciousness.

But nothing has been done as yet to make
reparations for the great injustice commitied
against the Armenians some fifty years ago.
What is more, the Turks continue to insult human
intelligence, the dignity and the wmoral sense of
mankind, by denying the facts, by refusing to
accept resonsibility and by misrepresenting history,
in their pitiful attempts to cover their past guilt.

The Armenian people await justice. The
genocide started in 1915 by the Turks continues
as long as the Armenians are not allowed to recover
their lands and are subjected to a slow surrender
of their identity in foreign lands. This is a great
mequity. Indignation against injustice is one of
the chief constituents of the moral sense of
the community. Furthermore, it is being more
and more realised that permanent peace and
security in the world can only be established if
injustice is remedied wherever committed and
that our civilization will have to declare its
bankruptey if those who are not injured do mot
feel as much indignation as those who are. This 18
why mankind will have to do justice to the
Armenians.

The Editors
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«The whole Armenian population of each town or
village was cleared out, by a house-to-house search. Every
inmate was driven into the street. Some of the men were
thrown into prison, where they were put to death, some-
times with torture; the rest of the men, with the women
and children, were marched out of the town. When they
had got some little distance they were separated, the men
being taken to some place among the hills where the sol-
diers, or the Kurdish tribes who were called in to help
in the work of slaughter, despatched them by shooting
or bayonetting. The women and children and old men
were sent off under convey of the lowest kind of soldiers
— many of them just drawn from gaols — to their dis-
tant destination, which was sometimes one of the unheal-
thy districts in the center of Asia Minor, but more fre-
quently the large desert in the province of Der el Zor,
which lies east of Aleppo, in the direction of the Euphra-
tes. They were driven along by the soldiers day after day,
all on foot, beaten or left behind to perish if they could
not keep up with the caravan; many fell by the way,
and many died of hunger. No provisions were given them

y | |



by the Turkish Government, and they already been rob-
bed of everything they possessed. Not a few of the women
were stripped naked and made to travel in that condition
beneath a burning sun. Some of the mothers went mad
and threw away their children, being unable to carry
them further. The caravan route was marked by a line
of corpses, and comparatively few seem to have arrived
at the destinations which had been prescribed for them
— chosen, no doubt, because return was impossible and
because there was little prospect that any would survive
their hardships. I have had circumstantial accounts of
these deportations which bear internal evidence of being
veracious, and I was told by an American friend who has
lately returned from Constantinople, that he had heard
accounts at Constantinople, confirming fully these which
had come to me, and what had struck him was the com-
parative calmness with which these atrocities were de-
tailed by those who had first-hand knowledge of them.
Things which we find scarcely credible excite little sur-
prise in Turkey. Massacre was the order of the day in
Eastern Rumelia in 1876, and, in 1895-6, in Asiatic Turkey.

When the Armenian population was driven from its
homes, many of the women were not killed, but reserved
for a more humiliating fate. They were mostly seized by
Turkish officers or civilian officials, and consigned to
their harems. Others were sold in the market, but only
to a Moslem purchaser, for they were to be made Mos-
lems by force. Never again would they see parents or
husbands — these Christian women condemned at one
stroke to slavery, shame and apostasy. The boys and the
girls were also very largely sold into slavery, at prices
sometimes of only ten to twelve shillings, while other boys
of tender age were delivered to dervishes, to be carried
off to a sort of dervish monastery, and there forced to
become Musulmanss».
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¢.. But the most pitiable case is not that of those
whose misery was ended by swift death, but of those un-
fortunate women who, after their husbands had been kil-
led and their daughters violated, were driven out with
their young children to perish in the desert — where they
have no sustenance. It would that three-fourths
or four-fifths of the whole nation has been wiped
out, and there is no case in history, certainly not
since the time of Tamerlane, in which any crime so hi-
deous and upon so large a scale has been recorded.

«... Wherever the Armenians, almost wholly unarmed
as they were, have fought, they have fought in self-
defence to defend their families and themselves from the
cruelty of the ruffians who constitute what is called the
Government of the country. There is no excuse whatever,
upon any such ground as some German authorities and
newspapers allege, for the conduct of the Turkish Govern-
ment. Their policy of slaughter and deportation has been
wanton and unprovoked. It appears to be simply an ap-
plication of the maxim once enunciated by Sultan Abdul
Hamid: «The way to get rid of the Armenian Question
is to get rid of the Armenians»; and the policy of exter-
mination has been carried out with far more thorough-
ness and with far more blood-thirsty completeness by the
present heads of the Turkish Administration — they de-
scribe themselves as the Committe of Union and progress
— than it was in the time of Abdul Hamid».
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THE ARMENIAN PEOPLE

THE OTTOMAN GOVERNMENT

When the Ottoman Government entered the Euro-
pean War in 1914, it had ruled Armenia for just four
hundred years, and still had for its subjects a majority
of the Armenian people. Anyone who inquires into the
relations between the Government and the governed dur-
ing this period of Near Eastern history will find the most
contradictory opinions expressed. On the one hand he will
be told that the Armenians, like the rest of the Christians
in Turkey, were classed as «<Rayah» (cattle®) by the do-
minant race, and that this one word sums up their irre-
mediable position; that they were not treated as citizens
because they were not even treated as men. On the other
hand, he will hear that the Ottoman Empire has been
more liberal to its subject nationalities than many states
in Western Europe; that the Armenians have been per-
fectly free to live their own life under a paternal govern-
ment, and that the friction between the Government and
its subjects bas been due to the native perversity and ins-
tability of the Armenian character, or, worse still, to a

(*) It appears to be uncertain whether this is really
the literal meaning of the word, its current connotation being

purely the political one.
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revolutionary poison instilled by some common enemy
from without. Both these extreme views are out of pers-
pective, but each of them represents a part of the truth.

It is undoubtedly true (to take the Turkish case first)
that the Armenians have derived certain benefits from
the Ottoman dispensation. The case division between Mos-
lem and Rayah, for instance, may stamp the Ottoman
«State Idea» as mediaeval and incapable of progress; but
this has injured the state as a whole more appreciably
than the penalised section of it, for extreme penalisation
works both ways. The Government ruled out the Chris-
tians so completely from the dominant Moslem common-
wealth that it suffered and even encouraged them to
form communities of their own. The <Rayah» became
«Millets» — not yoke-oxen, but unshackled herds.

These Christian Millets were instituted by Sultan
Mohammed II, after he had conquered Constantinople in
1453 and set himself to reorganise the Ottoman State
as the conscious heir of the Eastern Roman Empire. They
are national corporations with written charters, aften of
an elaborate kind. Each of them is presided over by a
Patriarch, who holds office at the discretion of the Go-
vernment, but is elected by the community and is the re-
cognised intermediary between the two, combining in his
own person the headship of a voluntary «Rayah» associa-
tion and the status of an Ottoman official. The special
function thus assigned to the Patriarchates gives the
Millets, as an institution, an ecclesiastical character (*);
but in the Near East a church is merely the foremost
aspect of a nationality, and the authority of the Patiar-
chates extends to the control of schools, and even to the

(*) The word «Millets means simply ereligious sect>
in the Arabic language, from 1which it was borrowed by the
Turks.
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administration of certain branches of civil law. The Mil-
lets, in fact, are practically autonomous bodies in all that
concerns religion, culture and social life; but it is a maim-
ed autonomy, for it is jealously debarred from any poli-
tical expression. The establishment of the Millets is a re-
cognition, and a palliation, of the pathological anomaly of
the Near East — the political disintegration of Near East-
ern peoples and the tenacity with which they have clung,
in spite of it, to their corporate spiritual life.

The organisation of the Millets was not a gain to all the
Christian nations that had been subjected by the Ottoman
power. Certain orthodox populations, like the Bulgars
and the Serbs, actually lost an ecclesiastical autonomy
which they had enjoyed before, and were merged in the
Millet of the Greeks, under the Orthodox Patriarch at
Constantinople. The Armenians, on the other hand, im-
proved their position. As so-called schismatics, they had
hitherto existed on sufferance under Orthodox and Ca-
tholic governments, but the Osmanlis viewed all varieties
of Christian with an impartial eye. Mohammed II sum-
moned the Gregorian Bishop of the Armenian colony at
Broussa, and raised him to the rank of a Armenian Pa-
triarch at Constantinople. The Ottoman conquest thus
left the Gregorian Armenians their religious individuality
and put them on a legal equality with their neighbours
of the Orthodox Faith, and the same privileges were
extended in time to the Armenians in communion with
other churches. The Gregorian Millet was chartered in
1462, the Millet of Armenian Catholics in 1830, and the
Millet of Armenian Protestants in the forties of the ni-
neteenth century, as a result of the foundation of the
American Missions.

The Armenians of the Dispersion: therefore. profited in
that respect, by Ottoman rule, and even in the Armenian
homeland the account stood, on the whole, in the Otto-
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man Governments's favour. The Osmanlis are often blam-
ed for having given the Kurds a footing in this region,
as a political move in their struggle with Persia; but the
Kurds were not, originally, such a scourge to the Ar-
menians as the Seljuks, Mongols, or Kara Koyunli, who
had harried the land before, or as the Persians them-
selves, whom the Osmanlis and the Kurds ejected from
the country. The three centuries of Kurdish feudalism
under Ottoman suzerainty that followed Sultan Selim’s
campaign of 1514 were a less unhappy period for the
Armenians than the three centuries and more of anarchy
that had preceded them. They were a time of torpor be-
fore recuperation, and it was the Ottoman Government
again that, by a change in its Kurdish policy, enabled
this recuperation to set in. In the early part of the ni-
neteenth century a vigorous anti-feudal, centralising mo-
vement was initiated by Sultan Mahmoud, a reformer
who has become notorious for his unsuccessful handling
of the Greek and Serbian problems without receiving the
proper credit for his successes further east. He turned
his attention to the Kurdish chieftains in 1834, and by
the middle of the century his efforts had practically bro-
ken their power. Petty feudalism was replaced by a bu-
reaucracy centred in Constantinople. The new officialdom
was not ideal; it had new vices of its own; but it was
impartial, by comparison, towards the two races whom
it had to govern, for the class prejudice of the Moslem
against the well-behaved Rayah was balanced by the
exasperation of the professional administrator with the
unconscionable Kurd. In any case, this remodelling of the
Ottoman State in the early decades of the nineteenth
century introduced a new epoch in the history of the Ar-
menian people. Coinciding, as it did, with the establish-
ment of the American Missions and the chartering of
the Catholic and Protestant Millets, it opened to the Ar-

20



menians opportunities of which they availed themselves
to the full. An intellectual and economic renaissance of
Armenian life began, parallel in many respects to the
Greek renaissance a century before.

This comparison brings us back to the question: Was
the Armenian revival of the nineteenth century an inevi-
table menace to the sovereignty and integrity of the Ot-
toman State? Is the disastrous breach between Armenian
and Turk, which has actually occurred, simply the fruit
of wrong-headed Armenian ambitions? That is the Tur-
kish contention; but here the Turkish case breaks down,
and we shall find the truth on the Armenian side.

The parallel with the Greek renaissance is mislead-
ing, if it implies a parallel with the Greek revolution. The
Greek movement towards political separatism was, in a
sense, the outcome of the general spiritual movement that
preceded it; but it was hardly an essential consequence,
and certainly not a fortunate one. The Greek War of
Independence liberated one fraction of the Greek race at
the price of exterminating most of the others and sacri-
ficing the favoured position which the Greek element had
previously enjoyed throughout the Ottoman Empire. It
was not an encouraging precedent for the Armenians, and
the objections to following it in their own case were
more formidable still. As we have seen, no portion of
Ottoman territory was exclusively inhabited by them, and
they were nowhere even in an absolute majority, except
in certain parts of the Province of Van, so that they
had no natural rallying point for a national revolt, such
as the Greeks had in the Islands and the Morea. They
were scattered from one end to another of the Ottoman
Empire; the whole Empire was their heritage, and it
was a heritage that they must necessarily share with
the Turks, who were in a numerical majority and held
the reins of political power. The alternative to an Otto-
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man State was not an Armenian State, but a partition
among the Powers, which would have ended the ambitions
of Turk and Armenian alike. The Powers concerned were
quite ready for a partition, if only they could agree upon
a division of the spoils. This common inheritance of the
Armenians and the Turks was potentially one of the rich-
est countries in the Old World, and one of the few that
had not yet been economically developed. Its native inha-
bitants, still scanty, backward and divided against them-
selves, were not yet capable of defending their title against
spoilers from without; they only maintained it at present
by a fortuitous combination in the balance of power, which
might change at any moment. The problem for the Ar-
menians was not to overthrow the Ottoman Empire but
how to preserve it, and their interest in its preservation
was even greater than that of their Turkish neighbours
and co-heirs. Our geographical survey has shown that
talent and temperament had brought most of the indus-
try, commerce, finance and skilled intellectual work of
Turkey into the Armenians’ hands. The Greeks may still
have competed with them on the Aegean fringe, and the
Sephardi Jews in the Balkans, but they had the whole
interior of the Empire to themselves, with no competition
to fear from the agricultural Turks or the pastoral Kurds.
And if the Empire were preserved by timely reforms from
within, the position of the Armenians would become still
more favourable, for they were the only native element
capable of raising the Empire economically, intellectually
and morally to a European standard, by which alone its
existence could permanently be secured. The main effort
must be theirs, and they would reap the richest reward.

Thus, from the Armenian point of view, a national
entente with the Turks was an object of vital importance,
to be pursued for its ultimate results in spite of present
difficulties and drawbacks. About the middle of the nine-
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teenth century there seemed every likelihood of its being
attained. The labours of Sultan Mahmoud and the in-
fluence of Great Britain and France had begun to inocu-
late the Turkish ruling class with liberal ideas. An admi-
rable «<Law of Nationalities» was promulgated, and there
was a project for a parliamentary constitution. It looked,
to an optimist, as if the old mediaeval caste-division of
Moslem and Rayah might die away and allow Armenian,
Turk and Kurd to find their true relation to one another
— not as irreconciliable sects or races, but as different
social elements in the same community, whose mutual
interest was to co-operate for a common end.

This was the logical policy for the Armenians in the
Ottoman Empire to pursue, and the logic of it was so
clear that they have clung to it through difficulties and
drawbacks sufficient to banish logic altogether — ‘dif-
ficulties” which amounted to a bankruptcy of political
sense in the Imperial Government, and <«drawbacks»
which culminated in official massacres of the Armenian
population.There were two causes of this sinister turn
of events: the external crisis through which the Empire
passed in the years 1875-8, and the impression this crisis
made upon Sultan-ul-Hamid, who came to the throne in
1876, when it was entering upon its gravest phase.

In these years Empire had been brought to the verge
of ruin by the revolt of a subject Christian population,
the Bosniak Serbs, which spread to the other subject
races in the Balkan provinces, and by a momentary break-
down in the diplomatic mechanism of the European ba-
lance of power, which enabled Russia to throw her mi-
litary force into the scales on the Balkan rebels' behalf.
The ruin was arrested and partilly repaired, when Tur-
key lay prostrate under Russia's heel, by a reassertion
of the balance of power, which deprived Russia of most
of her gains and half the Balkan Christians of their new-




won liberties. Abd-ul-Hamid was clever enough to learn
from these experiences, but not, unfortunately, to learn
aright, and he devoted all his astuteness to carrying out
a policy far more injurious to the Empire than the trou-
bles it was meant to avert. He seems to have inferred
from the war with Russia that Turkey was and never
would be strong enough to hold its own against a first-
class power; it was not her internal strength that had
saved her, but the external readjustment of forces. The-
refore, any attempt to strengthen the Empire from within,
by reconciling its racial elements and developing its na-
tural resources, was Utopian and irrelevant to the pro-
blem. The only object of importance was to insure against
an attack by any single Power by keeping all the Great
Powers in a state of jealous equilibrium. Now the break-
down of this equilibrium, in 1877, which had been so
disastrous for Turkey, had been directly caused by an
antecedent disturbance of equilibrium within the Empire
itself. A subject Christian nationality had tried to break
away violently from the Ottoman bodypolitic.. Here was
the root of the whole trouble, to Abd-ul-Hamid's mind,
and the primary object of his policy must be to prevent
such a thing from happening again. The subject nationa-
lities of the Empire were not for him unrealised assets;
they were potential destroyers of the State, more formi-
dable even than the foreign Powers. Their potentialities
must be neutralised, and the surest course, with them as
with the Powers, was to play them off against one ano-
her. In fine, the policy of Abd-ul-Hamid was the exact
antihesis of the instinctive Armenian policy which we
have indicated above; it was not to strengthen the Em-
pire by bringing the nationalities into harmony, but to
weaken the nationalities, at whatever cost to the Empire,
by setting them to cut each other’s throats. Abd-ul-Ha-
mid applied this policy for forty years. The Macedonians
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and the Armenians were his special victims, but only the
Armenians concern us here.

It was inevitable that the Armenians should be
singled out by Abd-ul-Hamid for repression. When Tur-
key sued for peace in 1878, the Russian troops were in
occupation of the greater part of the Armenian plateau,
and the Russian plenipotentiaries inserted an Article (No.
16) in the Treaty of San Stefano making the evacuation
of these provinces conditional upon the previous intro-
duction of reforms in their administration by the Ottoman
Government. A concrete scheme for the reorganisation
of the six vilayets in question (*) had already been drawn
up by a delegation of their Armenian inhabitants. It pro-
vided for the creation of an Armenian Governor- General,
empowered to appoint and remove the officials subordi-
nate to him; a mixed gendarmerie of Armenians and the
sedentary elements in the Moslem population, to the ex-
clusion of the nomadic Kurds; a general assembly, con-
sisting of Moslem and Christian deputies in equal num-
bers; and equal rights for every creed. The Ottoman Go-
vernment had approved and even encouraged this pro-
ject of provincial autonomy when it feared that the al-
ternative was the cession of the provinces to Russia. As
soon as it had made certain of the Russian evacuation,
its approval turned to indifference; and when the Euro-
pean Congress met at Berlin to revise the San Stefano
Treaty, the Ottoman emissaries exerted themselves to
quash the project altogether. In this they were practi-
cally successful, for the Treaty drawn up at Berlin by
the Congress merely engaged the Ottoman Government,
in general terms (**), to introduce ¢ameliorations in the

(*) Erzeroum, Van, Bitlis, Diarbekir, Mamouret-ul-Aziz,
Bivas.
(**) Article 61.




“provinces inhabited by Armenians” without demanding
any guarantee at all (*). The Russian troops were with-
drawn and the ameliorations were a dead letter. The Ot-
toman Government was reminded of them, in 1880, by a
collective Note from the six Powers. But it left the Note
unanswered, and after the diplomatic démarches had drag-
ged on for two years the question was shelved, on Bis-
marck’s suggestion, because no Power except Great Bri-
tain would press it.

The seed of the “Armenian Reforms" had thus fal-
len upon stony ground, except in the mind of Abd-ul-
Hamid, where it lodged and rankled till it bore the fruit
of the «Armenian Massacres.» The project had not really
been a menace to Ottoman sovereignty and integrity. It
was merely a proposal to apply in six vilayets that ele-
mentary measure of “amelioration” which was urgently
needed by the Empire as a whole, and without which it
could never begin to develop its internal strength. But
to Abd-ul-Hamid it was unforgivable, for to him every
concession to a subject Christian nationality was suspect.
He had seen the Bulgars given ecclesiastical autonomy
by the Ottoman Government in 1870 and then raised by
Russia, within eight years, into semi-independent political
principality. Armenian autonomy had been averted for the
moment, but the parallel might still hold good, for Rus-
sia’s influence over the Armenians had been increasing.

Russia had conquered the Armenian provinces of Per-

(*) There was an equally vague clause to the same
effect in the special «Cyprus Conventions between Turkey and
Great Britain, but in neither treaty was there any guarantee
of its observance. The Berlin Treaty merely provided that the
Ottoman Government should communicate its measures of
reform to the Powers, but, as they were never carried out
they were never reported.



sia in 1828 (*), and this had brought within her frontier
the Monastery of Etchmiadzin, in the Khanate of Erivan,
which was the seat of the Katholikos of All the Arme-
nians. The power of this Katholikos was at that time very
much in abeyance. He was an ecclesiastical relic of the
ancient united Armenian Kingdom of Tigranes and Tiri-
dates, which had been out of existence for fourteen hun-
dred years. There was another Katholikos at Sis, a relic
of the medizval kingdom of Cilicia, who did not acknow-
ledge his supremacy, and he was thrown into the shade
altogether by the Armenian Patriarch at Constantinople,
who was the official head of the Armenian Millet in the
Ottoman Empire — at that time an overwhelming ma-
jority of the Armenian people. But Russian diplomacy
succeeded in reviving the Katholikos of Etchmiadzin's
authority. In the forties of the nineteenth century, when
Russian influence at Constantinople was at its height and
Russian protection seemed the only recourse for Turkey
against the ambition of Mehemet Ali, the ecclesiastical
supremacy of Etchmiadzin over Constantinople and Sis
was definitely established, and the Katholikos of Etch-
miadzin, a resident in Russian territory, became once more
actual as well as the titular head of the whole Gregorian
Church. Russia had thus acquired an influence over the
Armenians as a nation, and individual Armenians were
acquiring a reciprocal influence in Russia. They had risen
to eminence, not only in commerce, but in the public
service and in the army. They had distinguished them-
selves particularly in the war of 1877. Loris Melikov,

(*) Russia began to acquire territory south of the Cau-
casus at the beginning of the nineteenth century, when the
last King of Georgia ceded his Kingdom to the Tsar, to save
it from the hands of the Turks and Persians.
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Lazarev and Tergoukasev, three of the most successful
generals on the Russian side, were of Armenian natio-
nality. Melikov had taken the fortress of Kars, and the
Treaty of Berlin left his conquest in Russia's possession
with a zone of territory that rounded off the districts
ceded by Persia fifty years before. The Russian frontier
was thus pushed forward on to the Armenian plateau,
and now included an important Armenian population —
important enough to make its mark on the general life
of the Russian Empire (*) and to serve as a national ral-
lying-point for the Armenians who still remained on the
Ottoman side of the line.

Such considerations outweighed all others in Abd-ul-Ha-
mid’s mind. His Armenian subjects must be deprived of
their formidable vitality, and he decided to crush them
by resuscitating the Kurds. From 1878 onwards encou-
raged their lawlessness, and in 1891 he deliberately undid
the work of his predecessor, Mahmoud. The Kurdish chief-
tains were taken again into favour and decorated with
Ottoman military rank; their tribes were enrolled as squa-
drons of territorial cavalry; regimental badges and mo-
dern rifles were served out to them from the Government
stores, and their retaining fee was a free hand to use
their official status and their official weapons as they
pleased against their Armenian neighbours. At the same
time the latter were systematically disarmed; the only
retaliation open to them was the formation of secret re-
volutionary societies, and this fitted in entirely with Abd-

(*) Tiflis, the former capital of the Georgian Kingdom
and now the administrative centre of the Russian Provinces
of the Caucasus has become practically an Armenian city in
the course of the nineteenth century, and Armenian settlements
have spread far further into the interior of Russia.



ul-Hamid’s plans, for it made a racial conflit inevitable.
The disturbances began in 1893 with the posting up of
revolutionary placards in Yozgad and Marsovan. This
was soon followed by an open breach between Moslem and
Christian in the districts of Moush and Sassoun, and there
was a rapid concentration of troops — some of them
Turkish regulars, but most of them Hamidié Kurds. Sas-
soun was besieged for several months, and fell in 1894,
The Sassaunlis — men, women and children — were sa-
vagely massacred by the Turks and Kurds, and the at-
tention of Great Britain was aroused. In the winter of
1894-5 Great Britain persuaded France and Russia to join
her in reminding the Ottoman Government of its pledge
to introduce provincial reforms, and in the spring they
presented a concrete programme for the administration
of the Six Vilayets. In its final form it was a perfunc-
tory project, and the counter-project which the Ottoman
Government announced its intention of applying in its
stead was more illusory still. It was promulgated in 1895,
but the first of a new series of organised massacres had
already taken place a few days earlier, at Trebizond, and
in the following months the slaughter was extended to
one after another of the principal towns of the Empire.
These atrocities were nearly all committed against peace-
ful, unarmed urban populations. The only place that re-
sisted was Zeitoun, which held out for six months against
a Turkish army, and was finally amnestied by the me-
diation of the Powers. The anti-Armenian outbreaks were
instigated and controlled by the Central Government, and
were crowned, in August, 1896, by the great massacre at
Constantinople, where for two days the Armenians, at
the Government’s bidding, were killed indiscriminately in
the streets, until the deathroll amounted to many thou-
sands. Then Abd-ul-Hamid held his hand. He had been
feeling the pulse of public opinion, both abroad and at




home, and he saw that he had gone far enough (*). In
all more than 100,000 men, women and children had
perished. and for the moment had sufficiently crippled
the Armenian in his Empire.

Yet this Macchiavellian policy was ultimately as fu-
tile as it was wicked. In the period after the massacres
Armenian population in Turkey was certainly reduced,
partly by the actual slaughter and partly by emigration
abroad. But this only weakened the Empire without per-
manently paralysing the Armenian race. The emigrants
struck new roots in the United States and in the Rus-
sian Caucasus, acquired new resources, enlisted new
sympathies; and Russia was the greatest gainer of all
The Armenians had little reason, at the time, to look
towards Russia with special sympathy or hope. In Rus-
sia, as in Turkey, the war of 1877-8 had been followed
by a political reaction, which was aggravated by the as-
sassination of the Tsar, Alexander I, in 1881; and the
Armenians, as an energetic, intellectual, progressive ele-
ment in the Russian Empire, were classed by the police
with the revolutionaries, and came under their heavy
hand. Yet once an Armenian was on the Russian side
of the frontier his life and property at least were safe.
He could be sure of reaping the fruits of his labour, and
had not to fear sudden death in the streets. During the
quarter of a century that followed the Treaty of Ber-
lin, the Armenian population of the Russian provinces
increased remarkably in prosperity and numbers, and
now, after the massacres, they were reinforced by a

(*) Though the British Government was the only Go-
vernment that attempted to put pressure on the Turks to
desist. In Germany it was the mot d'ordre that the massacres
were a British invention with a political purpose, and the Ger-
man Emperor shortly afterwards sent his portrait to Abd-ul-

Hamid as a complimentary gift.
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constant stream of Ottoman refugees. The centre of gra-
vity of the Armenian race was shifting more and more
from Ottoman to Russian territory. Russia has profited
by the crimes of her neighbours. The Hamidian régime
lasted from 1878 to 1908, and did all that any policy
could do to widen the breach between the Ottoman State
and the Armenian people. Yet the natural community of
interest was so strong that even thirty years of repres-
sion did not make the Armenians despair of Ottoman
regeneration.

Nothing is more significant than the conduct of the
Armenians in 1908, when Abd-ul-Hamid was overthrown
by the Young Turkish Revolution, and there was a mo-
mentary possibility that the Empire might be reformed
and preserved by the initiative of the Turks themselves.
At this crisis the real attitude of the different nationa-
lities in the Empire was revealed. The Kurds put up a
fight for Abd-ul-Hamid, because they rejoiced in the old
dispensation. The Macedonians — Greek, Bulgar and
Serb — who had been the Armenians’ principal fellow-
victims in the days of oppression, paid the Constitution
lip-homage and secretly prepared to strike. They were
irreconcilable irredentists, and saw in the reform of the
Empire simply an obstacle to their secession from it.
They took counsel with their kinsmen in the independent
national States of Serbia, Bulgaria and Greece, and, four
years later, the Balkan League attacked Turkey and tore
away her Macedonian provinces by force.

The Armenians, on the other hand, threw themsel-
ves wholeheartedly into the service of the new régime.
As soon as the Ottoman Constitution was restored, the
Armenian political parties abandoned their revolutionary
programme in favour of parliamentary action, and co-
operated in Parliament with the Young Turkish bloc so
long as Young Turkish policy remained in any degree li-
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beral or democratic. The terrible Adana massacres, which
occurred less than a year after the Constitution had been
proclaimed, might have damped the Armenians’ en-
thusiasm (though at first the proof that the Young
Turks were implicated in them was not so clear as it has
since become). Yet they showed their loyalty in 1912,
when the Turks were fighting for their existence. It was
only under the new laws that the privilege and duty of mi-
litary service had been extended to the Christian as well
as the Moslem citizens of the Empire, and the disastrous
Balkan Campaign was the first opportunity that Arme-
nian soldiers were given of doing battle for their common
heritage. But they bore themselves so well in this ordeal
that they were publicly commended by their Turkish com-
manders. Thus, in war and peace, in the Army and in
Parliament, the Armenians worked for the salvation of
the Ottoman Commonwealth, from the accession of the
Young Turks in 1908 till their intervention in the Euro-
pean War in 1914, It is impossible to reconcile with this
fact the Turkish contention that in 1914 they suddenly
reversed their policy and began treacherously to plot for
the Ottoman Empire’s destruction.

THE DEPORTATIONS OF 1915:
ANTECEDENTS

There is no dispute as to what happened in 1915.
The Armenian inhabitants of the Ottoman Empire were
everywhere uprooted from their homes, and deported to
the most remote and unhealthy districts that the Govern-
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ment could select for them. Some were murdered at the
outset, some perished on the way, and some died after
reaching their destination. The death-roll amounts to
upwards of six hundred thousand; perhaps six hundred
thousand more are still alive in their places of exile;
and the remaining six hundred thousand or so have either
been converted forcibly to Islam, gone into hiding in the
mountains, or escaped beyond the Ottoman frontier. The
Ottoman Government cannot deny these facts, and they
cannot justify them. No provocation or misdemeanour
on the part of individual Armenians could justify such
a crime against the whole race. But it might be explain-
ed and palliated if the Armenians, or some of them, were
originally in the wrong; and therefore the Ottoman Go-
vernment and its German apologists have concentrated
their efforts on proving that this was the case.®* There
are three main Turkish contentions, none of which will
bear examination.

The first contention is that the Armenians took up
arms and joined the Russians, as soon as the latter cros-
sed the Ottoman frontier. The standard case its cham-
pions cite is the “Revolt of Van.” The deportations, they
maintain, were only ordered after this outbreak to fore-
stall the danger of its repetition elsewhere. This conten-
tion is easily rebutted. In the first place, there was no
Armenian revolt at Van. The Armenians merely defend-
ed the quarter of the city in which they lived, after it
had been beleaguered and attacked by Turkish troops,
and the outlying villages visited with massacre by Tur-
kish patrols. The outbreak was on the Turkish side, and

(*) In such publications as Vérité sur le mouvement ré-
volutionnaire Arménien et les mesures gouvernementales
(Constantinople, 1916); or Die Armenische Grage, von C. A.
Bratter (Berlin, Concordia-Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1915).




the responsibility lies with the Turkish governor, Djevdet
Bey. The ferocious, uncontrollable character of this of-
ficial was the true cause of the catastrophe. Anyone who
reads the impartial testimony on this point, will
see that this was so. And, in the second place, the de-
portations had already begun in Cilicia before the fight-
ing at Van broke out. The Turks fired the first shot at
Van on the 20th April, 1915; the first Armenians were
deported from Zeitoun on the 8th April, and there is a
record of their arrival in Syria as early as the 19th.
The case of Van, which the apologists have made so
much of, simply falls to the ground (*), and they cannot
rehabilitate themselves by adducing any previous revolt at
Zeitoun. Tt is true that twenty-five fugitive conscripts de-
fended themselves for a da’ in a monastery near Zeitoun
against Turkish troops, and decamped into the mountains
during the night. But this happened only one day before
the deportation, and the deportation must have been de-

(*) In the pamphlet Vérité sur le mouvement révolution-
naire Arménien et les mesures gouvernementales, the following
passages ocour: «The Imperial (Ottoman) Government abs-
tained from exercising any pressure or adopting any repres-
sive measures against the Armenians until the day the re-
volt broke out at Van towards the middle of April, 1915»
(page 10); «No coercive measure was decreed by the Imperial
Government against the Armenians until the date of their
armed revolt, which took place at Van and in the other mili-
tary zones in the course of the month of June, of the year
1915, and until they had made common cause with the enemy
forces» (page 15). These statements are direct falsehoods, as
is also the statement (page 12) that — «After the occupation
of Van by the Russians and Armenians, the Moslem popula-
tion of the town was pitilessly massacred.» We have autho-
ritative neutral testimony on both these points, by which the

Turkish statements are refuted. Yet these lying statements are
the pivot of the whole apologia presented in this pamphlet.
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cided upon far in advance, for it was preceded by a pro-
tracted inquisition for arms, and there were Moslem re-
fugees from the Balkans concentrated on the spot, ready
to occupy the Zeitounlis’' houses the moment the rightful
owners were carried off. During all these preliminary
proceedings — most of which were violations of the
charter of liberties held by Zeitoun from the Ottoman
Government — the population as a whole (15,000 indi-
viduals as against the 25 who rebelled) very scrupulously
kept the peace. This was the policy of the leaders, and
they were obeyed by the people. Nothing happened at
Zeitoun that can account for the Government’'s scheme
of deportation.

There were several other instances in which the Ar-
menians took up arms, but none of them are relevant
to the case. They were all subsequent in date to these car-
dinal instances, and were simply attempts at self-defence
by people who had seen their neighbours massacred or
deported, and were threatened with the same fate them-
selves. The Armenians of Moush resisted when they were
attacked by Djevdet Bey, who had already tried to mas-
sacre the Armenians of Van and had succeeded in mas-
sacring those of Sairt and Bitlis. The Armenians of Sas-
soun resisted when the Kurds had destroyed their kins-
men in the plain of Diyarbekir and were closing in upon
themselves. This was in June, and the Nestorian Chris-
tians of Hakkiari resisted under the same circumstances
and at the same date. Further west, a few villages took
up arms in the Vilayet of Sivas, after the rest of the Si-
vas Armenians had been deported; and at Shabin Kara-
Hissar the Armenians drove out their Turkish fellow-
townsmen and stood for several weeks at bay, when they
heard how the exiles from Trebizond and Kerasond had
been murdered on the road. The defense of Djibal Mousa
in August (the only story in this volume with a happy




ending) was similarly inspired by the previous fate of
Zeitoun. The resistance at Ourfa in September was ano-
ther act of despair, provoked by the terrible procession
of exiles from Harpout and the north-east, which had
been filing for three months through Ourfa before the
Armenian colony there was also summoned to take the
road. These are all the instances of resistance that are
reported, and they were all a consequence of the depor-
tations, and not their cause. It may be added that, wher-
ever resistance was offered the Turks suppressed it with
inconceivable brutality, not merely retaliating upon the
fighting men, but, in most cases, massacring every Ar-
menian man, woman and child in cold blood after the
fighting was over. These cases were not palliations of
the atrocities, but occasions of the worst excesses.

The second contention is that there was a general
conspiracy of Armenians throughout the Empire to bring
about an internal revolution at a moment when all the
Ottoman military forces were engaged on the frontiers,
and so deliver the country into the hands of the Allies.
The prompt action of the Ottoman Government in di-
sarming, imprisoning, executing and deporting the whole
people — innocent and guilty alike — is alleged to have
crushed this movement before it had time to declare it-
self. This is an insidious line of argument, because it re-
fuses to be tested by the evidence of what actually oe-
curred. If the actual outbreaks were isolated, inspired
by panic, confined to self-defence, and posterior in date
to the Government's own preventive measures, all that,
on this hypothesis, is not a proof of the Armenians’ in-
nocence, but only of the Government's energy and fore-
sight. Yet when this indictment is examined, it, too, is
found to rest on the most frivolous grounds,

The revolution, it is alleged, was to break out when
the Allies landed in Cilicia — but such a landing was




never made; or it was arranged in conjunction with the
landing at the Dardanelles — but the landing was made
and the outbreak never happened. Indeed, it is hard to
see what the Armenians could have done, for nearly all
their able-bodied men between twenty and forty-five years
of age were mobilised at the beginning of the war, and
the age limit was soon extended in either direction to
eighteen and fifty. The Turks make sweeping allegations
about secret stores of bombs and arms, which prove to
be false in every case where they can be checked. The
Armenians certainly possessed a moderate number of
rifles and revolvers, because, for the past six years, un-
der the Young Turkish régime, they had been permitted
to carry arms for their personal security, a privilege
that had always been enjoyed, as a matter of course, by
every Moslem in the Ottoman Empire, But evidently there
were not enough arms in their possession to go round,
even among the comparatively few men left behind after
mobilisation; for when, in the winter of 1914-5, the Ot-
toman authorities made a house-to-house search for arms,
and conducted their inquisition by atrocious physical tor-
tures, the Armenians bought arms from each other and
from their Moslem neighbours, in order to be able to
deliver them up and suffer no worse punishment than
mere imprisonment. This practice is recorded indepen-
dently by several trustworthy witnesses from various lo-
calities.

The stories of bombs are more extravagant still. In
the town of X., for instance, a bomb was unearthed in

the Armenian cemetery, which was made the pretext for

the most atrocious procedure against the Armenian in-
habitants. Yet the bomb was rusty with age, and was
believed to date from the days of Abd-ul-Hamid, when
the Young Turks, as well as the Armenian political par-
ties, were a secret revolutionary organisation and not
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averse to using bombs themselves. In the same town, a
blacksmith in the employment of the American College
was cruelly tortured for “constructing a bomb''; but the
“bomb" turned out to be a solid iron shot which he had
been commissioned to make for the competition of “put-
ting the weight” in the College athletic sports.

It was also alleged that Armenians resident on the
coast had been in treacherous communication with the
Allied fleets. The Armenians boatmen of Silivri, for
instance, on the Sea of Marmora, were deported on the
ground that they had furnished supplies to British sub-
marines; and before this, as early as April, 1915, half-a-
dozen Armenians from Dért Yol, a village on the Gulf of
Alexandretta, were hanged at Adana on the charge
of having signalled to the Franco-British cruiser squa-
dron — a step which was followed up by the deportation
of the whole population of Dért Yél into the interior,
to do navvy-work on the roads. This charge against Dort
Yol can be checked, for the witness of the hangings (a
resident in Cilicia of neutral nationality and excellent
standing) states, from his personnal knowledge, that
only one Armenian from Dort Y6l had had any commu-
nication with the Allied warships. This evidence is au-
thoritative, and it has probability on its side; for, if Dort
Yol was in regular communication with the Allied squa-
dron, it is inconceivable that the Armenians of Djibal
Mousa, a few miles further down the coast, should have
taken 44 days to attract the same squadron’s attention,
when it was a question for them of life and death.

Thus the second contention breaks down, and we are
left with the third, which lays little stress on justice or
public safety and bases the case on revenge. The Arme-
nian civil population in the Ottoman Empire, it is argued,
owes its misfortunes to the Armenian volunteers in the
Russian Army. “Our Armenians in Turkey,” say the Turks



in effect, “have certainly suffered terribly from the
measures we have taken; they may even have suffered
innocently; but can you blame us? Was it not human
nature that we should revenge ourselves on the Arme-
nians at home for the injury we had received from their
compatriots fighting against us at the front in the Rus-
sian ranks — men who had actually volunteered to fight
against us in the enemy's cause?”

This is almost the favourite argument of the apolo-
gists, and yet it is surely the most monstrous of any, for
these Armenian volunteers owed no allegiance to the
Turks at all, but were ordinary Russian subjects. Through
territorial acquisitions and free immigration from across
the Russian Government had, by 1914, acquired the so-
vereignty over little less than half the Armenian race (*).
Russia was as much the lawful “fatherland” of this
substantial minority as Turkey was of the remainder.
It is a misfortune for any nation to be divided between
two allegiances, especially when the states to which they
owe them elect to go to war; but it is at least an allevia-
tion of the difficulty, and one that does honour to both
parties concerned, when either fraction of the divided na-
tionality finds itself in sympathy, even under the test

(*) According to an official calendar, published at
Alexandropol by authority of the Katholikos of Etchmiadzin,
from which extracts have been communicated to the Editor
by Mr. H. N. Mosditchian, the statistics of the Armenian po-
pulation in Russia, up to date, are 1,636,486 for the Caucasus,
and approzimately two million for the Empire as a whole.
For the Ottoman Empire, statistics compiled at the Armenian
Patriarchate of Constantinople in 1912 estimate the Armenian
population at 2,100,000; Turkish official statistics, on the
other hand, admit no more than 1,100,000, which on their
own showing would give Russia a majority.
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of war, with the particular state to which its allegiance
is legally due. The loyalty of the Russian Armenians to
Russia cast no imputation upon the Ottoman Armen-
ians, and was no concern of the Turks. The latter will
probably explain that they had no objection to the Rus-
sian Armenians doing their duty, but resented their doing
more; “The conscripts naturally answered the summons,
but why did those who were exempt equip themselves so
eagerly as volunteers? The Ottoman Armenians adopted
a painfully different attitude. At the beginning of the
war, the Young Turkish Party sent representatives to the
Congress of the Armenian ‘Dashnaktzoutioun’ Party at
Erzeroum, offered them concessions to their nationality,
and called upon them to organise volunteers and join in
the invasion of Russian territory. Yet they decidedly
refused — refused in this case when their kinsmen did not
wait to be asked in the other. This reveals the real sym-
pathies and aspirations of the Armenian people, not only
the Armenians in Russia, but those in our country as
welL!l

There is, of course, a crushing answer to these tirades.
If the Armenians felt so differently towards the Turks and
the Russians, then that was a serious reflection on their
treatment by the Turks, and the logical way to change
their feelings was to treat them better. Could the civilian
Armenians who remembered the massacre of their inno-
cent kinsfolk at Adana a few years before have been ex-
pected to volunteer in support of those who had com-
manded these massacres? Could their feelings have been
other than they were? But so long as only their feelings
were in question and their behaviour remained correct,
the Turks had no right to proceed with them in any but
a humane and constitutional manner. The argument can
be driven home by a parallel. There are Polish volunteer
legions in the Austro-Hungarian Army. What would the
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Turks' German apologists have said if the Russian Go-
vernment had appeased its resentment against these
Austrian-Polish volunteers by wiping out all the Russian-
Polish civilians on their own side of the frontier?

It is a significant fact that all these Turkish com-
plaints are directed against Russian Armenians in Rus-
sian service. There is no hint of treachery or malinger-
ing on the part of those Ottoman Armenians who had
been drafted, many of them illegally, into the Turkish
Army — no insinuation that their record was not as sa-
tisfactory in 1914 as in 1912 (*). To the editor's knowledge,
the German apologists have only been able to fasten upon
two “traitors’ in the legal (though not in the moral) sense
of the word. There have been refugees, of course, like
Mourad of Sivas, who escaped into the Caucasus when
the atrocities were in full course — men who had just
been compelled to fight for their lives, and had seen their
neighbours and kinsfolk massacred once more on all si-
des of them. Not even the German apologists would dare
to censure these men under circumstances for enrolling
in the volunteers. But there are only two casse adduced
of Ottoman subjects who went over to the Russians be-
fore the atrocities began — a certain Karakin Pasder-
madjian, a deputy in the Ottoman Parliament, and an-
other Armenian named Suren, stated to have been a de-
legate at the “Dashnaktzoutioun” Congress at Erzeroum.
“In face of this,” argues the German writer from whose
pamphlet these instance are taken (**), “it was the Otto-

(*) The 25 recalcitrants at Zeitoun do not come into
question, for the Zeitounlis were excepted from military ser-
vice by special charter, and the attempt to conscribe them
was a violation by the Ottoman authorities of Ottoman law.

(**) Die Armenische Frange, von C. A. Bratter, Berlin,
Condordia Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1915. The reference is

to p.p. 9-10.
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man Government's duty to uphold public law and order.
In wartime, measures of this kind assume an especially
weighty and pressing character” — and with this ge-
nerality he implicitly condones the atrocities of 1915, If
this represents the official apologia of the Ottoman Go-
vernment, the only answer is a reductio ad absurdum. On
the same principle, when Sir Roger Casement landed
from a German submarine on the Irish coast, it would
have been the British Government's duty to deport all
the Roman Catholic inhabitants of Ireland and maroon
them, say, on the coast of Labrador or in the central
desert of Australia. The parallel is exact, and leaves noth-
ing more to be said, unless, indeed, what was said by
Talaat Bey, the Young Turkish Minister of the Interior,
in a recent interview with a correspondent of the Berliner
Tageblatt (*). “The sad events that have occured in Ar-
menia,” he vouchsafed, <have prevented my sleeping well
at night. We have been reproached for making no dis-
tinction between the innocent Armenians and the guilty;
but that was utterly impossible, in view of the fact that
those who were innocent to-day might be guilty to-mor-
row.» There is no need of further witnesses.

The various Turkish contentions thus fail, first to
last, to meet the point. They all attempt to trace the
atrocities of 1915 to events arising out of the war; but
they not only cannot justify them on this ground, they
do not even suggest any adequate motive for their per-
petration. It is evident that the war was merely an op-
portunity and not a cause — in fact, that the deporta-
tion scheme, and all that it involved, flowed inevitably
from the general policy of the Young Turkish Govern-
ment. This inference will be confirmed if we analyse the

(*) Reproduced in the Paris journal Le Matin, 6th May,
1916, in a special despatch dated Zirich, 5th May.



political tenets to which the Young Turks were commit-
ted.

The Young Turkish movement began as a reaction
against the policy of Abd-ul-Hamid. Its founders repu-
diated his “neutralisation of forces”; they maintained
that the Ottoman Empire must stand by its own stength,
and that this strength must be developed by a radical
internal reconstruction. From their asylum at Paris they
preached the doctrines of the French Revolution — re-
ligious toleration, abolition of caste-privileges, equality
of all citizens before the law, equality of obligation to
perform military service, constitutional government
through a representative parliament. And when they came
into power, they made some attempt to put these
doctrines into practice. In Turkey for a brief space of
the year 1908, as in France twelve decades before, the
vision of “Pure Reason” did bring peace and goodwill
among men. Nearly all the foreign observers who were
in the country when ‘“Huriet” came, testify to this mo-
mentary, magic transfiguration of hatred into love; and
the Armenians, who had desired more than any of their
neighbours to see this day, might well believe that the
Young Turks' ideal was identical with their own. Yet
there were differences beneath the surface. The Young
Turks realised that the Christian elements were an asset;
they did not propose, at the outset, to destory them, as
Abd-ul-Hamid had done; but they wanted still less to
co-operate with them as separate partners in theOtto-
man State. The “Millets” were as abhorrent to them, as
an institution, as the autocracy of Abd-ul-Hamid. They
set up against the principle of the “Millet” the program-
me of «Ottomanisations. The Turkish leaven was to per-
meate the non-Turkish lump, until it had all become of
one uniform Turkish substance. In Parliament this pro-
gramme took such forms as a bill to make the Turkish




language the universal and compulsory medium of secon-
dary education (*), and the Armenian deputies found them-
selves opposing it in concert with the Liberal Party, which
included the Arab bloc and stood for the toleration of na-
tional individualities. The Young Turks, in fact, had im-
bibed both the good currents and the bad in the modern
political atmosphere of Western Europe — its democratic
doctrines but its chauvinism as well. Most political
theorists debarred from responsible practice give this
same confused allegiance to incompatible ideals, and all,
when they come into power, are compelled by circums-
tances to choose which master they will serve. In 1908,
the choice of the Young Turks was not predestined; the
“Committee of Union and Progress” might have set its
divided goals; but disillusionment soon decided its orien-
tation. The magic dawn of “Huriet" faded; the old, cru-
shing burden of Ottoman Government descended upon
shoulders not expert, like Abd-ul-Hamid's, at balancing
the weight; the Austro-Bulgarian violation of the Treaty
of Berlin and the subsequent territorial losses of the Bal-
kan War shook the Young Party’s prestige, aggravated
the difficulty of their problem, and embittered their at-
titude towards its solution. The current of chauvinism
gained upon them more and more, and their intervention
in the European War demonstrated that its mastery was
complete, for their calculations in intervening were of a
thoroughly Prussian character. A military triumph was
to restore them their prestige; it was to recover ancient
territories of the Empire in Egypt, the Caucasus and the
coveted Persian province of Azerbaijan; it was to shake
off the trammels of international control, and solve the

(*) The vast majority of secondary schools in the Em-
pire being, of course, American, Armenian or Greek, and prac-
tically none of them Turkish.
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internal problem by cutting the Gordian Knot. But the
hopes of conquest and prestige were early shattered by
the strategical failures of the winter of 1914-5, which
were almost as humiliating as those of 1912, and then
the Young Turks concentrated savagely upon “Ottoma-
nisation” at home,

Ottomanisation has become the Young Turks' obses-
sion. Their first act after declaring war was to re-
pudiate the Capitulations; their latest stroke has been
to declare the Turkish language the exclusive medium of
official business in the Empire, with only a year's delay
— a step which has caused consternation among their
German allies. And in this mood they turned to the Ar-
menian question, which happened at the moment to have
reached an important phase.

In 1912-3 the diplomatists of Europe had once more
met in consultation over the Ottoman Empire, and the
Armenians had presented their case to the Conference
at London, as they had presented it at Berlin thirty-five
years before. (*) When the Conference proved unable to
take cognizance of their petition, they applied to the in-
dividual governments of the Powers. The Russian Go-
vernment took the initiative and drafted a new scheme
for the Signatories of the Treaty of Berlin. The German
Government opposed, but was won over by the Russian
diplomacy and by the representations of the Armenian
delegates, who repaired to Berlin in person. Then,
when the German opposition had been withdrawn,
the Russian draft was revised by the Ambassadors of
the Powers at Constantinople, accepted, with modifica-
tions, by the Young Turkish Government, and actually

(*) The Delegation of 1912 was nominated by His Ho-
liness the Katholikos of Etchmadzin. Its President was His
Excellency Boghos Nubar Pasha.
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promulgated by them on the 8th February, 1914,
In its final shape, the scheme still embodied the

main points of reform which had been regarded as car-
dinal ever since 1878. There was to be a mixed Gen-
darmerie, under a European chief, recruited from the
Turks and Armenians, but closed to the Kurds; Moslem
and Christian were to be equal before the law; the Ar-
menian language was to be 2 recognised medium in the
courts and public offices (a bitter clause for the Young
Turkish nationalists); there were to be no restrictions
on the multiplication of Armenian schools. Finally, the
vilayets affected by the scheme (*) were to be divided
into two groups, and each group was to be placed under
a European Inspector-General. The two Inspector-Gene-
rals were authorised to appoint and dismiss all officials
in their respective spheres, except those “of superior
rank.” They were themselves to be appointed by the Ot-
toman Government, on the recommendation of the Powers,
for a term of ten years, and not to be removable within
this period. The Government duly proceeded to select two
candidates for these Inspectorates, a Dutchman and a
Norwegian, but its treatment of these gentlemen soon
showed that in diplomacy, at any rate, the Young Turks
had adopted the methods of Abd-ul-Hamid. A clause was
inserted in the Inspectors’ contract of engagement, em-
powering the Government to denounce it at any moment
upon payment of an indemnity of one year’s salary —
a flat violation of the ten years’' term provided for un-
der the scheme; and the list of “superior officials” was
inflated until the patronage of the Inspectors, which,

(*) The Ottoman Government, for statistical reasons,
added the Vilayet of Trebizond to the original Sixz, the Mos-
lem element being here in a sufficient majority to balance, to
some extent, the Armenian majority in the rest.



next to their irremovability, would have been their most
effective power, was reduced to an illusion. The unfor-
tunate nominees were spared the farce of exercising their
maimed authority. They had barely reached their pro-
vinces when the European War broke out, and the Go-
vernment promptly denounced the contracts and suspend-
ed the Scheme of Reforms, as the first step towards its
own intervention in the conflit.

Thus, at the close of 1914, the Armenians found them-
selves in the same position as in 1883, The measures de-
signed for their security had fallen through, and left no-
thing behind but the resentment that still held them at
its mercy. The deportations of 1915 followed as inexora-
bly from the Balkan War and the Project of 1914 as the
massacres of 1895-6 had followed from the Russian War
and the Project of 1878. Only in the execution of their
revenge the Young Turks revealed all the sinister features
of their dissimilarity to Abd-ul-Hamid. The Sultan, so
far as he differed from the familiar type of Oriental des-
pot, had been an opportunist in the tradition of Metternich
— a politician of mature experience and delicate touch,
unencumbered by any constructive programme to disturb
the artistry of his game of finesse. He repressed the Ar-
menians to a nicety after preparing for it eighteen years.
The Young Turks were adventurers who had caught the
catchwords of another generation and another school —
the apes of Danton and Robespierre, and doctrinaires to
the core. For the old, anachronistic ascendency of Mos-
lem over Rayah, to the maintenance of which Abd-ul-
Hamid had cynically devoted his abilities, they substi-
tuted the idea of Turkish nationalism, which clothed the
same evil in a more clearly-cut and infinitely more dyna-
mic form. They were fanatics with an unreasoned creed,
builders with a plan that they meant to carry through,
and no half-measures would content them, no inhibitions
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