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Title: Harbord Military Mission to Armenia: The Story of An American Fact Finding

Mission and Its Effects on Turkish-American Relations

One of the most important episodes of Turkish-American foreign relations
during the Independence War was General Harbord mission. Even though the idea
behind the mission was to understand the feasibility of a large, independent Armenia,
the real outcomes were mostly unexpected. The main purpose, which was related to
the Armenian Question, has already been discussed by several academic studies.
They put great emphasis on General Harbord’s final report, which not only destroyed
all the assumptions of an independent Armenia, but also of the long established
Armenian lobby in America. But the real merit of the mission was its long-range
effects on Turkish-American relations. The mission’s findings gave support to the
relatively few Americans trying desperately to change the American view of Turkey
and establish healthy relations unbiased from the Armenian lobby. The other
important side of the mission was unpublished findings about Turkey, Armenians, the

independence movement, etc., which had been buried under the archives.

The Harbord mission was totally different and unique from its predecessors.
First of all, its members were mainly composed of military personnel. They had the
necessary cadre and sources to fulfill their duty. They talked to most of the main
actors, visited all sides, and traveled across Turkey, Georgia, Azerbaijan and
Armenia. They managed to produce a body of expert reports on all the aspects of
these three countries. Unfortunately most of these reports and findings were never
published. So, in short the mission’s document collection is a kind of time capsule,
which has a variety of information especially about the first phase of Turkey’s

independence war.
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Atatiirk ilkeleri ve inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisi'nde Doktora Derecesi icin Hulusi Akar

Tarafindan Teslim Edilen Tezin Ozeti

Baslik: Harbord Military Mission to Armenia: Bir Amerikan Arastirma Heyeti'nin

Hikayesi ve Tirk-Amerikan iligkileri'ne Etkileri

Kurtulug Savasi doneminde Turk-Amerikan iligkileri agisindan en énemli
safhalardan birisi Harbord Heyeti’dir. Her ne kadar Heyet'in géreviendiriimesindeki
sebep blyluk ve bagimsiz Ermenistan’in kurulup kurulamayacagi goézikse de
sonuclar buylk dl¢gide beklenmedik dizeydeydi. Asil sebep olarak goziuken Ermeni
Sorunu simdiye kadar cesitli akademik calismalarda tartisiimistir. Ancak General
Harbord’in buyuk, bagimsiz Ermenistan hayalini ve kokli Ermeni lobisini yikan nihai
raporuna fazla vurgu yapmiglardir. Oysa Heyet asil 6nemi Turk-Amerikan iligkilerini
uzerindeki uzun doénemli etkisinde yatmaktadir. Heyet'in bulgulari, Amerika’'nin
Turkiye’ye bakisini degistirmek ve Ermeni lobisinin tarafli etkisinden bagimsiz saglikli
iligkiler kurulmasi igin galisan bir grup Amerikaliya destek verdi. Heyet'in bir baska
onemi ise arsivlerde sakl kalan Turkiye, Ermeniler, bagimsizlik micadelesi ve sair

konulardaki bulgulardir.

Harbord Heyeti onceki arastirma gabalarindan tamamen farkliydi. Oncelikle
mensuplarinin blyidk kismi askerlerden olusmaktaydi. Goérevlerini basarmak igin
gereken kadro ve imkanlara sahiptiler. Baglica aktorlerin buytk kismi ile gorustuler.
Batun taraflari ziyaret ettiler. Turkiye, Gurcistan, Azerbaycan ve Ermenistan’i bastan
asag dolastilar. Ug iilke hakkinda her konuda bir ok rapor hazirladilar. Ne yazik ki
bu raporlarin buylk bir ¢ogunlugu yayinlanmamistir. Kisacasi Heyetin belge
koleksiyonu basta Turk Kurtulugs Savasgi olmak Uzere genis bir yelpazede bilgi
icermektedir.
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PREFACE

My purpose in writing this Ph.D. dissertation is to cast light on what
happened at the beginning of the Turkish Independence War, which is the
period of the establishment of modern Turkish-American relations. Even
though there have been many academic works on Turkish-American
relations, there has not been a study based on the original American
documents by Turkish researchers on the Harbord Mission, which was the
most important incident of the period. Not only have the American archives
not been used in any of the existing studies, the Harbord Mission is
mentioned in all studies from the perspective of the Armenian problem.
Furthermore, since they depend on secondary sources, a lot of false
information is assumed to be correct. Whereas, the Harbord Mission was the
most important and comprehensive foreign affairs attempt made towards
Turkey by the United States. Not only did the employment of the mission, the
execution of the investigation trip and its reports influence the American
administration and public, it also had a permanent effect on the bilateral
relations of both countries.

Consequently, two points are emphasized in this dissertation. In the
first place, the Harbord Mission was considered and examined from the
perspective of Turkish-American relations. The Armenian problem was not
taken as the main focus of the study. This problem was examined when it
arose within the framework of the findings of the Harbord Mission. Second,
the study was conducted on the basis of the original archive documents. In
addition, articles that appeared in the media of the period and what the actors
of the incident wrote have been studied as much as possible.

The archives of the Harbord Mission contain important information on
many different subjects related to the Ottoman Empire and the southern
Caucasus. The detailed statistical information on the population, finance and
economy of the area is especially striking. However, many of these could be
touched on only these documents briefly because of the scope of our study.
In order to support researchers who work on different subjects, efforts were
made to show the content and style of the documents by quoting the

important parts of the documents. In doing so, the original structures of the
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texts were reserved. Grammatical and terminology corrections in the
quotations were not made.

The dissertation is composed of three parts. Following a brief
summary of Turkish-American relations, in the first part is given the outlines
of the developments during and after World War I. A particular emphasis is
put on the interests shown by the American administration and the public
opinion in the future of the Ottoman Empire, hence, their efforts to realize the
facts of the region. The studies and findings of the official and special
committees assigned prior to the Harbord Mission have been mentioned to
the extent that they influence the subject. Although, these efforts have had
considerable impact on the bilateral relations of both countries, a detailed
survey is beyond the scope of this study.

In the second part, the process of assignment of the Harbord Mission
and the execution of the investigation trip are examined. Since this is the first
ever to make a comprehensive study relating to this issue, it is necessary to
give as much detailed information as possible. Indeed, the Turkish literature
on this subject abounds with fallacies. Furthermore, attention is drawn to
subjects conducive to future studies. Naturally, discussion of technicalities
has been avoided. Otherwise, both the length of the dissertation would
increase and matters of real importance would be diverted.

The final part presents an evaluation of the final report prepared by the
Harbord mission, including the appendices, and its repercussions.

The worst hardship faced during the study was the difficulty in
reaching the primary sources available in various archives and libraries in the
U.S. However, these documents are available thanks to the Internet. The
valuable inventories of the TBMM (Turkish Grand National Assembly), Bilkent

University, and METU facilitated the research.



PART I

1. THE BEGINNING PERIOD OF OTTOMAN-U.S. RELATIONS

While the first American commercial ships began visiting Ottoman
ports only in the 1870s, the first American missionaries arrived in the Empire
in 1820. The first American consulate was opened in izmir in 1824. The
official starting date of Ottoman-U.S. relations was the Agreement of
Commerce dated May 7, 1830. Starting from the 1860s, as missionary
colleges began education programs, Ottoman subjects of the Christian faith,
particularly from Syria, began migrating to the U.S. with increasing numbers
in the 1870s."

Considering the distance between the two countries and the
technology of the time, the volume of the relations attained at the beginning
of the twentieth century was high. However, from the beginning, a structural
problem emerged in the bilateral relations. The political and diplomatic
relations stayed limited to the consular affairs and services, and as a result
bilateral relations did not develop much. Almost all of the relations consisted
of missionary activities and commerce. Their relations continued under the
influence of strong lobbying by the missionaries and the limited one of
merchants. Therefore, as a state, the interests of the U.S. in the Ottoman
Empire were limited, compared to those of the other western nations. Even

though there were some exceptional personal efforts by diplomats and

' For detailed information on the establishment and the beginning period of the Ottoman-US
relations: See Fuat Ezgli, Osmanh imparatorlugu-Amerika Birlegsik Devletleri
iktisadi, Siyasi ve Kiiltiirel Miinasebetlerinin Kurulusu ve Gelismesi (1795-1901),
(Istanbul: I.U. Faculty of Letters, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Dissertation No:555).

When numerical data is considered, the dimension of the missionary activities can be
understood more easily. There were 112 registered Protestant churches and 44959
members of their congregation in 1900. As of 1899 there were 412 missionary schools and
21437 students. Between 1905-1914 2.634.344 dollars had been spent. For detailed
information, see. Uygur Kocabasoglu, Anadolu’daki Amerika: Kendi Belgeleriyle 19.
Yizyilda Osmanh imparatorlugu’ndaki Amerikan Misyoner Okullan, 3rd Edition,
(Ankara: imge Kitabevi, 2000), pp. 97-164

According to the information provided by the Turkish Ambassador to Washington Mr.
Mavroyani, to the Department of Foreign Affairs on March 29, 1892, of the 455.302 who
immigrated to the US in 1890, 2167 of them were Ottoman citizens. The majority were
Syrians, the rest were Armenians. Haluk Selvi, “Amerika Birlesik Devletlerinde Ermeni
Faaliyetleri’, Bilim ve Akhn Aydinhiginda Egitim Dergisi (Online Version), Year: 4,
Number: 38, April 2003



businessmen from time to time, there was no noteworthy progress in the
political sense.?

It is appropriate to discuss briefly the activities of the American
missionaries because of their influence on the bilateral relations. In order to
convert Jews and Muslims to the Protestant faith, starting from 1820s the first
American missionaries began arriving in the Ottoman Empire without first
obtaining any official permission. As time passed the number of missionary
stations, schools, hostels and churches rose, yet except for a few people, the
attempts to convert Jews and Muslims did not yield any results. But, contrary
to their expectations, the missionary activities turned out to be more effective
among the Eastern Christians. While the Greek Orthodox Church, with its
strong bonds among its congregation, was able to keep its followers away
from the missionaries, the Armenian Gregorians, who were going through
some serious religious and social crises, and to a lesser degree, the
Assyrians and Nestorians, were affected by the missionaries’ propaganda. 3

As the American missionaries were working to convert the Eastern
Christians to the Protestant faith, they unknowingly shattered the existing
political balance. The Armenian and Assyrian alphabets were modernized
and standardized so as to ease religious education.* Thousands of New
Testaments were printed with the new alphabets. The Armenian language
was taught to the Armenians, the great majority of whom spoke Turkish as

their mother tongue, and the Assyrian language was taught to the Assyrians,

> The attempt to benefit from some American naval engineers such as Henry Eckdorf,
Forester Rhodes and Reevel in order to improve the Ottoman shipyards was one of these
exceptional examples. See Charles Mac Farlane, Kismet or the Doom of Turkey,
(London: no name of pub.,1853)

* KOCABASOGLU, op.cit., pp. 13-50
Mark Malkasian, “The Disintegration of the Armenian Cause in the United States, 1918-
1927”, International Journal of Middle East Studies, vol.16, 1994, pp. 349-351

* For nationalism and the process of the creation of the modern alphabets and its importance
see Benedict Anderson, Hayali Cemaatler: Milliyetcgiligin Kokenleri ve
Yayilmasi, gev. i.Savasir, (istanbul :Metis Yayinlari, 1993), pp. 47-51, 83-98

During the French Revolution in 1789, % 50 of the population had French as their mother
tongue and only about %12-13 could speak it correctly. Only through spreading and
expanding the use of the French language and providing mandatory education under state
control, was the French nation born. Erik J. Hobsbawm, 1780°den Giiniimiize
Milletler ve Milliyetgilik: Program, Mit, Gergeklik, (trans.) O. Akinhay, (istanbul:
Ayrinti Yayinlari, 1993), pp. 80-81



whose mother language was Persian. As a result, the Armenians and the
Assyrians began to be more interested in their own national identities. While
nationalism did not appear to be effective among the Assyrians because of
their limited number and isolated geographic location, it spread rapidly
among the Armenians, a part of who resided in towns and cities and mostly
dealing with trade and other crafts made a great leap in nationalism too.’

As the United States was slowly becoming captive of the process
which had been started by the missionaries, the Great Powers, namely,
Great Britain, and France, began to regard the Armenians, who were looking
for independence, as a useful tool for themselves. However, this was not a
unilateral utilization. Armenian intellectuals and protestant clergy were aware
of the possibility of taking advantage of the Great Powers. Russia,
particularly, after its successes in the Balkans needed collaborators in order
to attain its aim of reaching the warm seas. Russia clearly was talking about
the project of an independent or autonomous Armenia as of the 1860s.°

With the 1878 Berlin Agreement “the Armenian Problem” officially
became part of the international relations and “Eastern Question”. The
solution which the English imposed satisfied neither the Armenian elite group
nor Russia. On the contrary, it caused disappointment as a result of not
fulfilling the great promises that had been given. However, in considering the
subject at hand, what is important is the change in the American
missionaries’ attitude towards the issue. From this point on, the purpose was
not only to propagate and spread Protestantism, but to create an
independent or autonomous Armenia carved from Ottoman Empire and
would be under the protection of the West, and, if possible, to create a

homeland for the other eastern Christians.’

® Robert Daniel, American Philanthropy in the Near East 1820-1960, (Athens:
Ohio University Press, 1970), p. 111

® Vernon Aspaturian, “Armenia in the World Arena, 1914-1921”, Armenian Review, vol.
46, no. 1-4, Spring-Winter 1993, pp. 126-127
Salahi Ramsdan Sonyel, The Ottoman Armenians: Victims of Great Power
Diplomacy, (London: K. Rustem R. Brother, 1987), pp. 27-32

4 Jeremy Salt, Imperialism, Evangelism and the Ottoman Armenians 1878-
1896 , (London: Frank Cass, 1993), pp. 53-57



Terrorist activities carried out by small groups of Armenian separatists
caused a great deal bloodshed in eastern Anatolia. The incidents between
1880 and 1890 appeared in the headlines of the newspapers and magazines
of the West. Western public opinion followed the developments almost on a
daily basis. This was made possible through the daily news bulletins of the
missionaries and the American consulates that were under their influence.
The Armenian separatists consciously and greatly made use of the media’s
close interest in this subject. The Muslim populace was being agitated by the
acts of Armenian terrorists and attacked the Armenian villages. As the news
of massacres spread across the U.S., the American public opinion increased
donations to the missionaries. While negative propaganda was drawing a
completely negative and devilish portrait of the Muslims and of a corrupt
Ottoman Empire, it created an image of innocent, helpless and massacred
Armenians.®

A natural result of the Armenian propaganda, on the other hand, was
well-organized associations set up by Armenians or the friends of Armenians.
These associations began to be so influential on the U.S. administration that
in August 1895 demands concerning the employment of the U.S. Navy to

interfere in the affairs of the Ottoman Empire in favor of the Armenians® were

H.W.V. Temperley, A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, vol.6, (London:
Oxford Uni. Press, 1924), pp.80-81
SONYEL, op.cit., pp.32-56

8 SALT, op.cit., pp. 63,79
DANIEL, op.cit., pp. 117-118, 120

In 1895 Armenian lobbyists began to set up organizations without borders. While English
and American citizens of Armenian descent were setting up joint associations, English and
American missionaries were trying to press their governments in a coordinated way. The
extremist Hunchak revolutionary organization had already been organized in both
countries. Ernest R. May, Imperial Democracy: The Emergence of America As

a Great Power, (Chicago: Imprint Pub., 1991), s.27-29

° In fact, the proposal of a naval intervention to the Ottoman Empire was not a new idea.
During the Greek uprising (1822) following the effective Greek propaganda the US
administration was under the heavy pressure of both its public and Great Powers.
President James Monroe believed that the Greeks should be supported. However, the
Secretary of State, John Quincy Adams, with his effective opposition not only prevented
the demands for intervention, but also made possible the active isolation policy, which
was called in 1823 as “Monroe Doctrine”. See. Paul Constantine Pappas, The United

States and the Greek War for Independence 1821-1828, (Boulder: East
European Monographs, 1985), pp.123-126



made by the senators sympathetic to the Armenians. The same demands
would be repeated in December of that year, too. During the course of these
arguments, a small number of American citizens went to Russia for military
training in order to join the armed struggle. They were smuggled into Anatolia
in order to act as the leaders of rebel bands. Thus, Turkey was then pulled
further into the problems.10 But despite all the efforts by the Armenian
separatists and the missionaries, the western intervention they had
envisaged did not take place. While Russia’s attention was diverted to
comparatively more important issues in the Far East, Great Britain was
dealing with issues in Africa. The U.S. administration was ready to help
financially, but was not so willing to send troops. Furthermore, the
exaggerated propaganda aroused the suspicion of the western public
opinion."

Even though the military failures of the Armenian revolts and the
inability to realize of the western intervention caused great disappointment
among the Armenian nationalists, they achieved a remarkable success in
terms of influencing U.S. public opinion. Americans began to perceive
Armenians and other eastern Christians as ancient and noble peoples who
were subject to unimaginable persecution because of their faith. Turks, on
the other hand, were ruthless invaders who should return to their barbaric
homeland in Central Asia. Because of this one-sided propaganda, the
hardships that the Turks had to endure, the massacres conducted against

them and, their even worse living conditions in comparison to the Christians

' DANIEL, op.cit., s.119
In May 1895, Armenian militants of the US citizenry landed on the Syrian shore and
instigated revolts in Suveydiye, Antep, Maras and Zeytun regions. For this and other
incidents see SONYEL, op.cit., pp. 169, 173, 195, 207

In 1896 the US administration sent the USS Kentucky warship to istanbul in order to show
off force, to give moral support to the Americans and to indemnify the losses of the
missionaries. The captain of the battleship Colby Mitchell Chester, personally visited the
sultan and got the assurance that the compensation would be paid. Bilmez Bilent Can,
Demiryolundan Petrole Chester Projesi (1908-1923), (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yay, 2000), pp. 113-115

" DANIEL, op.cit., p.118
SALT , op.cit., p. 142



were not known. This cultural blindness and the acceptance of the Armenian

allegations without question influenced the U.S.-Ottoman relations greatly.'?

2. WORLD WAR |

Following its defeat in the Balkan Wars, the Ottoman Empire not only
lost a great portion of its territory in Europe, but caused the belief to be
accepted by the Great Powers that it was not possible for the Ottoman
Empire to survive as a state any longer. Now for Russia’s desires of territorial
gains there were no longer British or French obstacles, and even the latter
countries began to scheme to secure their shares. Certainly, this structural
change gave tremendous hope to the Armenian nationalists and their
supporters.

Despite these and similar changes, the outbreak of the First World
War changed the balances in Europe and the Middle East completely. It was
no longer possible to talk about international equations of politics, and new
equations had not been formulated completely yet. In other words, vacuum
and ambiguity reigned. This vacuum, which emerged contrary to the
expectations of many leading statesmen, would continue until the end of the
Second World War. The lands controlled by the Ottoman rule, were affected
much more than many other areas. Many dynamics which were started
during and after the First World War, not only made the already complex
Middle East situation more so, but caused the Great Powers to be pulled into
the area at an unprecedented level.

These developments affected the U.S. however at a limited level.
Even though it was being questioned, the effective application of the Monroe
Doctrine and, despite the new technologies, the vast distance of the U.S.
from Europe still kept the U.S. outside the scope politically. With the
declaration of the state of war, serious tremors began to be felt in Ottoman-
U.S. relations which had been strained even before both sides joined the
war. Particularly, two concurrent developments played major roles in this

tension. The first incident took place as a result of the anti-Ottoman Armenian

2 SALT, op-.cit., pp. 21, 25-26, 67
KOCABASOGLU, op.cit., pp. 166-167



propaganda which since 1912 had been increased by the Armenians. The
Ottoman Ambassador to Washington, Ahmed Rustem Bey (Alfred Bilinski),
dropping out of the diplomatic etiquette, made a harsh statement criticizing
the American press about their general support of the Armenians and giving
a voice to Armenian propaganda. This statement disturbed the administration
and the people as well. Ahmed Ristem Bey did not withdraw his statement
despite the pressure and returned to istanbul. Right after this incident, the
Ottoman Empire declared that starting from October 1, 1914 it had annulled
the capitulations unilaterally. The American administration with confusion and
great anger declared that it did not recognize this decision.™

The relations worsened with the outbreak of the Armenian uprising in
eastern Anatolia and the 1915 deportation Armenians from the area. Under
the leadership of the American Committee for Armenian and Syrian Relief,
which was set up in September 1915 (after 1919 it was renamed Near East
Relief) a big campaign that aimed to cover all of the U.S. was started. With
sensational news, the already existent anti-Ottoman and Turkish atmosphere
spread even to the remotest parts of the country through church gatherings
and Near East Relief Days support campaigns at which 11 million dollars
were raised, an amount beyond all expectations.'

The U.S. declared war on Germany on April 6, 1917. Americans of
Armenian and Greek descent wanted the U.S. to declare war on the Ottoman
Empire immediately. They already had some influential politicians siding with
them. For instance, former President Theodore Roosevelt talked about the

need to declare war on the Ottoman Empire because of the massacres

® Roger R. Trask, The United States Response to Turkish Nationalism and
Reform, 1914-1939, (Minneapolis: The Uni. of Minnesota Press, 1971). pp. 18-19

' Some prominent figures like the Secretary of State Robert Lansing; former presidents
Theodore Roosevelt and William Howard Taft were members of this organization. TRASK,
op.cit., p. 21
Joseph L. Grabill, Missionaries Amid Conflict; Their Influence Upon
American Relations with the Near East 1914-1927, (Indiana Uni., Unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, 1964), pp. 33-34, 38-39
DANIEL, op.cit., pp 152-153

The great contribution of the British to the Armenian propaganda in the U.S. should not be
underestimated. British diplomat Lancelot Oliphant, commented on the U.S. protest of the
Ottoman Empire in February 1916 concerning the massacres against the Armenians: ‘I
suppose we are already making use of the Armenian question for propaganda in the U.S.”

SONYEL, op.cit., p.305



carried out against the Armenians. However, despite the anti-Ottoman
feelings prevalent in the U.S., war was not declared on the Ottoman Empire
in order to protect the missionaries and their facilities, and to keep out of the
battle fronts outside of Europe. The Ottoman rulers sought to avoid war with
the U.S. Nevertheless, diplomatic relations with the U.S. were suspended on
April 20, 1917 as a result of intensive German pressure. Not having declared
war on each other would lead to significant difficulties during the peace
negotiations after the war."®

The former U.S. ambassador to istanbul, Henry Morgenthau, is a
significant personality with regard to his influence on the subject at hand.
During his tenure (November 1913- January 1916) he served as an important
supporter of the Armenian lobby in the U.S. and Europe and a news source
about the Ottoman Empire. By organizing American consulates and
missionaries, he realized the continuous flow of information to himself. On
the other hand, he covered up news about the attacks and massacres
committed by Armenian against Turks. The only important thing for him was
news that of supported the pro-Armenian propaganda. He also supplied
news and information to the wartime propaganda books that spread the news

of the alleged massacres of Armenians.’® Not satisfied with this, he obtained

® TRASK, op.cit., pp.21-22

The foreign affairs representative of the ABCFM, James L. Barton, and the missionaries
in the Ottoman Empire were instrumental in getting this resolution passed. Thomas A.
Bryson, Woodrow Wilson, The Senate, Public Opinion and the Armenian
Mandate 1919-20, (Athens: Uni. of Georgia, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, 1965),
pp.6-8

'® An interesting document indicating that the news concerning the Armenian atrocities
towards Turks reached Morgenthau was the official message of the Department of
Domestic Affairs dated September 13, 1915. In this official message, it is stated that the
letter sent by US Consul in the Mamuretulaziz (Elazi§) to the Ambassador was opened
and inspected. The Consul in his letter reported the murders committed by the Armenians
in the region. See. Osmanh Belgelerinde Ermeniler (1915-1920), 2.printing,
(Ankara: Bagbakanlik Devlet Arsivleri Genel Mudurlugu, 1995), p.91, Document no: 103

The books referred to are still accepted as the basic source and evidence for the claims
of so called massacres against Armenians. These are: The books sponsored by the
British administration and written by Lord Bryce “The Treatment of Armenians in the
Ottoman Empire” (1916), Arnold Toynbee’s “Armenian Atrocities: The Murder of a Nation”
(1915) and the book by German protestant priest Johannes Lepsius “Le Rapport Secret
du Dr. Johannes Lepsius sur les Massacres D’Armenie” (1918). Heath W. Lowry, The

Story Behind Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story, (istanbul: The Isis Press, 1990),
pp.70-77



the permission of President Woodrow Wilson as well as the support of the
State Department; he prepared a book called Ambassador Morgenhau’s
Story.

Their common aim was to increase the support of the American public
of the war. People would realize the need for war when they learned about
the alleged massacres committed by the Turks, who were the ally of the
Germans. The book was first published in April 1918 as a serial story in a
popular magazine named World’s Work and it caused echoes across the
U.S. Even those who had been suspicious of the massacre news began to
believe that this was the absolute truth."” All the Americans who came to
Turkey after the war were of the same opinion, “Turks unjustifiably
massacred the Armenians and forced them to migrate from their historic
motherland.” *®

Before the U.S. entered into the Great War, President Wilson had
already been talking about entering the war in 1916 for “humanitarian
reasons” as a result of the Armenian Propaganda and Morgenthau’s reports.
This fact alone shows that the propaganda was not only effective among the
ordinary people, but also the U.S. administration itself too. Again, as stated
above, as a result of the one-sided propaganda, the ordinary people and the
U.S. administration never learned of the Armenian attacks on and massacres
of the Turks. The missionaries and the officials of the Near East Relief
particularly covered up the news that might show the Armenians evil and

doing wrong. '

The War to End All Wars
Unlike his predecessors, U.S. President Woodrow Wilson did not
believe in an international policy that was realistic and depended upon
power. He dreamed of an international order that depended on peace, justice

and equity, a conception that had its roots in his former career as a university

" LOWRY, op-.cit., pp. 1-6, 8-24
'® DANIEL, op.cit., pp. 160-161
' GRABILL, op.cit., pp.58, 233

In the similar way, the attacks and massacres the Turks had undergone were overlooked
in the previous periods too. See. SALT, op.cit., p.11



professor. According to him, the U.S. could not limit itself only in the
American continent any longer. The U.S., taking the initiative at once, should
take the steps that would change the corrupt, degenerate Europe-centered
world-order. It should quit its policy of “magnificent isolation”, and take its
place at the front of the new world order. However, American public opinion
was not ready for such a radical change in foreign policy. Only a small
minority, with businessmen at the top of the list, was ready to provide the
support because of their own interest.?

President Wilson dared to attempt this radical change thanks to the
World War I, which he had cursed at the beginning. The slogan he had used
in his re-election campaign had been “He kept us out of war”. However,
Germany, with its unlimited submarine warfare, not only impaired American
commercial interests, but also, by sinking the passenger liner Lusitania and
causing the death of more than 100 American citizens drew a deep reaction.
The greatest shock was learning the statement made by the German Foreign
minister, Alfred Zimmermann, that in case of the American involvement in the
war, they had a project to use Mexico against the USA. Among the American
public opinion, which had had sympathy for the Entente countries from the
beginning and grew more hostile with the submarine attacks, there was
widespread anger at Zimmermann’s statement. Now, President Wilson could
enter the war for “peace without victory” with contentment. 2'

The war showed that the U.S. was not ready for war in the military
sense. At the same time, inexperience and idealism in the diplomatic sphere
showed negative results. Americans heard of the four secret agreements,
which the Allied countries had signed after long negotiations during the war
when the Bolshevik Russian government made some statements to the

public opinion during November-December 1917.22 The U.S. administration,

20 Lloyd E. Ambrosius, Woodrow Wilson and the American Diplomatic Tradition,
(Cambridge: Cambridge Uni. Press, 1987), pp.1-14

2! Thomas A. Bailey, Woodrow Wilson and the Lost Peace, (New York: The

Macmillan Co.,1947), pp.5-12

2 The texts of the secret meetings were published in the Bolshevik newspapers, The Pravda
and the lzvestiya in November-December 1917. In Europe the newspapers of Manchester
Guardian and London Daily Herald published them only in January-February of 1918 and
the New York Times newspaper began to publish them in December 1917. During the

10



unable to learn the interest oriented power diplomacy, continued to be
manipulated by the Entente countries, specifically by Great Britain, for their
own aspirations.

An important example showing the dilemma into which the U.S.
administration was pulled was the Russian intervention. This military
operation not only contains valuable information about this study, but also the
experiences gained through it prevailed directly in the draft of the proposal for

the Armenian Mandate and U.S.-Ottoman relations.

Intervening Russia

Russia was experiencing significant developments when the U.S.
joined the war. After the Tsarist rule had been overthrown, the short-lived
Kerensky government had decided to go on with the war. It was of vital
importance for Great Britain and France that Russia should continue the war
because the situation on the Western Front was critical. Otherwise, the
German and Austrian units at the Eastern Front would be freed.

What was anticipated with fear happened in the autumn of 1917: The
Bolsheviks took over the government and the Eastern Front collapsed. The
British administration got the idea that with interventions at critical points they
could change the balance in favor of the white Russians. But neither Great
Britain nor France had extra units to assign on this operation, which was both
politically and militarily risky. In the Far East, Japan was ready to provide the
necessary support. The U.S. had to be persuaded and its support should be
gained. However, the U.S. neither had any strategic interests nor any clear
objectives in Russia.

The Supreme War Council decided to intervene in Russia on
December 24, 1917 in order to prevent the expansion of Germany. The
British and the French tried for many months to persuade the US to join
them. With the Brest-Litovsk agreement signed on March 3, 1918, Russia

officially withdrew from the war and Germany gained great advantage. Now

coming months of 1918, the British leftists published them altogether. See. F. Seymour
Cocks, The Secret Treaties and Understanding, (London; Union of Democratic
Control, 1918), pp. 9-12

Hoover claimed that the texts of the secret treaties came into Wilson’'s possession with
significant errors in May 1917. Herbert Hoover, The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson,
(New York: Popular Library, 1961), pp.89-90
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the situation became critical for Great Britain. President Wilson had to be
convinced through every available means. For, the American army and
Department of State were basically against the intervention.®

President Wilson, without even consulting his closest advisor, Colonel
Edward M. House, made the decision to deploy the American troops in
northern Russia and Siberia. In the resolution dated July 17, 1918, one of the
main reasons expressed for sending American troops to Siberia was to save
the Czech POWSs who were stuck there. The British, addressing the idealist
and humane side of the president, claimed that unless the Czech POWs
were helped they face a massacre.?* This was good enough for President
Wilson. The other reasons were to help to save the military equipment in
Murmansk and Vladivostok and to help the Russians to form a new
government. One additional reason, which was not expressed in the
resolution, was to keep Siberia open for the interests of American business
circles. ?°

Two reinforced infantry regiments under the command of Brigadier
General William S. Graves (a total of 9300 troops) arrived in Vladivostok on
August 16, 1918, while a reinforced infantry regiment under the command of
Colonel George E. Stewart (a total of 5108 troops) arrived in Archangel on 4
September 1918. No sooner had the units stepped on Russian soil than it

became obvious that the President’s reasons for intervention had been

2 Edward M. Coffman, “The Intervention in Russia, 1918-1921”, Military Review, vol.88,
no.9, September 1988, pp 60-61

?* In the minutes of the meeting of the Supreme War Council which met in Paris on 20 May
1919, read the reason of President Wilson’s decision to intervene Russia as: “President
Wilson said that the Americans had only gone to Siberia to get the Czechs out, and
Czechs had refused to go.” N. Gordon Levin, Woodrow Wilson and the Paris

Peace Conference, 2nd edition, (Lexington: D.C. Heath and Co., 1972), p.198

2 George F. Kennan, who was the ideologist of the cold war and employed at the American
Embassy in Moscow at that period, described Wilson’s decision as follows: “It would be a
mistake to conclude that in making the decision of July, 6, Wilson thought that he had
found the perfect or final solution to this problem. This was a troubled decision on a
problem which had baffled him up to this time and would continue to baffle him in the

future.” George F. Kennan, Soviet-American Relations 1917-1920; The
Decision to Intervene, (Princeton: Princeton Uni. Press, 1958), p. 404

Gibson Bell Smith, “Guarding the Railroad, Taming the Cossacks: The US Army in
Russia, 1918-1920” Prologue (Online version), vol.34, no.4, Winter 2002
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baseless. The Czech POWs were, as it had been claimed, were not
surrounded by Bolshevik enemies facing the threat of destruction. The
situation was almost the opposite. Armed Czechs had organized regular units
and joined the civil war. In other words, they did not want to be saved. The
equipment at Murmansk had already been captured by the Bolsheviks, too.
Furthermore, the American units had to land at Archangel instead of
Murmansk, their original destination. The cause of supporting the Russians to
set up a new government was only fancy. Russia was in a complete disorder
and embroiled in civil war. The presence of the soldiers of the Allied countries
did not bring order but only increased the anarchy.?

The American unit commanders faced a difficult dilemma. Not only
was there no coordination among the units in northern Russia and Siberia,
they did not know what to do either, since they had not been given any clear
orders or objectives as to what to do. The situation was hopeless. The
Whites, whom they had been sent to support, had already lost the support of
the Russian people and had turned into a gang rather than a military unit. As
they had not made any preparations or obtained any information about the
conditions of the region, its geography, its people, logistics and
communication, the commands structure was not very clear either. The
conditions of the task very heavy and not having a specific objective made
the troops even more hopeless.27

While the army was trying hard to find ways to bring the troops home
safely, on November 11, 1918 World War | officially came to an end.

Therefore, the need for the Eastern Front, which had been formed to stand

%6 Army Chief of Staff, General Peyton C. March, summarized the situation or rather the
failure they encountered as follows: “Almost immediately after the Siberian and North
Russian forces had reached their theaters of operations events moved rapidly and
uniformly in the direction of the complete failure of these expeditions to accomplish

anything that their sponsors had claimed for them.” COFFMAN, op.cit., pp. 61-64

Richard K. Kolb, “When U.S. Troops Fought in Russia: The Bolo War”, Army, no.38,
April 1988, pp.71-72

" While General Graves was largely able to keep his unit outside the events despite the

pressure by the Allied countries, Colonel Stewart did not show similar success. The
British completely took over the control of his unit. KOLB, op.cit., pp.72-77

SMITH, op.cit.

COFFMAN, op.cit., pp. 66-67
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against Germany, disappeared. Nevertheless, as a result of the plan by the
British and French to stop the Bolsheviks, the American troops were never
able to withdraw. As the American troops suffered casualties against the
Bolsheviks and local gangs, the American public opinion became impatient.
As the families of the service members pushed Congress to bring back the
troops, the newspapers reported that the U.S. had become bogged down in
the area. %

With the total defeat of the last White regular units, the reasons for the
stay disappeared and the U.S. troops faced a great danger. Even though it
had been decided to withdraw the units in Archangel in February 1919, the
final unit departed the area as late as 27 June. The units in Siberia were the
much more unlucky. The last American soldier left Vladivostok on April 1,
1920. The total number of casualties on both fronts was 412 dead and 357
wounded. Considering that it was not a real war, the number of the casualties
was serious. With the help of luck, the American units completed their
withdrawal without any additional losses, without being subjected to Russian
Attacks ?°

Even though the intervention in Russia was a limited operation carried
out with a few units, it had some significant effects on U.S. domestic and
international politics. What appears, first and foremost, is that despite all the
opposition, President Wilson’s decision was made under the influence of the
Entente countries and for emotional reasons, which disturbed the State

department and army greatly.*® Second, sending troops to a location where

%8 The minutes of the meeting of the Supreme War Council dated February 14, 1919 show
that President Wilson, who had learned the real situation, wanted to end the intervention
as soon as possible: “...the troops of the Allied and Associated Powers were doing no sort
of good in Russia. They did not know for whom or for what they were fighting. They were
not assisting any promising common effort to establish order through out Russia. His
conclusion, therefore, was that the Allied and Associated powers ought to withdraw their

troops from all parts of Russian territory.” LEVIN, op.cit., p.192
KOLB, op.cit., p.79
COFFMAN, op.cit., p. 67

% COFFMAN, op.cit., pp. 67-70
KOLB, op.cit., p. 80
SMITH, op.cit.

% For the diplomatic aspects of the intervention in Russia and other problems faced see.
KENNAN, op.cit., pp. 405-429
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there were no specific American interests caused President Wilson to lose
the confidence of the Congress and the people as well. Keeping the troops,
particularly, under arms for seventeen more months in the conflict zone
despite the end of the war drew a lot of criticism. The press, keeping the
subject on front pages, caused the protests to increase. Third, it became
obvious that the British and the French distorted the truth and the events and
made use of the U.S. for their own interest. Fourth, it became clear that this
military operation, which had started without any information or preparation
and a clear policy, had been doomed to create serious problems and cause a
loss of morale among the troops. Finally, this operation, which had been
intended for humanitarian purposes, did not receive public support, but
turned the sympathy of the Russian people into hatred. They provided the
Bolsheviks with a picture of an “invading, imperialist” U.S., which was used
extensively during the Cold War.*'

In brief, President Wilson was at a desperate pass against public
opinion, the political circles, and the army. It had already become a widely
accepted conviction that whatever the reasons might be, the U.S. should not
intervene in distant and unknown areas in which the US had no specific
interests. The American troops should not be employed in unknown
adventures without end in sight. This experience showed its result during the

discussions of the Armenian mandate.

Secret Treaties
The Ottoman Empire officially withdrew from the war and accepted
defeat with the ratification of the Mondros Armistice Treaty on November 30,
1918. As the relations with the U.S. entered a new phase, the future of the
Ottoman Empire opened doors to new problems. Since the U.S. had not
officially declared war on the Ottoman Empire, it was not possible for it to join

Entente Powers with the same status in the peace negotiations to be held

¥ COFFMAN, op.cit., pp. 70-71

During the Cold War, some American politicians and intellectuals perceived the
intervention in Russia as a great chance, which was not utilized wisely. Nevertheless,
today it is presented as a good answer to the question of what not to do during a military
intervention. See. Paul E. Dunscomb, “US Intervention in Siberia as Military Operations
Other Than War”, Military Review (Online version), vol. 82, no. 6, November-
December 2002
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with the Ottoman Empire. Nevertheless, it had been clear ever since the U.S.
entered the war that it was willing to join actively in the process of
restructuring to be done after the war. Furthermore, President Wilson clearly
stated the interest he showed in the fate of the Ottoman Empire in the 12"
point of his Fourteen Points.*?

The only thoughts of its allies, Great Britain, France, and Italy, was to
increase the share in the Ottoman lands which they had secured through
secret treaties and to get rid of each other in critical areas. It is necessary to
give some brief information related to the secret treaties.*®

The first of these secret treaties was the istanbul Treaty dated March
18, 1915, which was the result of the exchange of letters between Russia
and Britain. Russia had always wanted to achieve its dream of reaching the
Turkish Straits (The Bogazici and the Canakkale, the coast of the Marmara
Sea, and the islands of Bozcaada and Goékgeada), considering the
importance the war attached to them and benefiting from the changing
strategy of Great Britain. Turkish Straits and the area to the north of Iran
were indicated as the areas of influence of Russia. In return Russia,
recognized the British and French interests in the Ottoman Empire, and
southern Iran was determined as the area of British influence. Russia also
recognized the British and French economic and trade interests in the
Turkish Straits.

The second secret treaty, the London Treaty, was signed on April 26,
1915. Its purpose was to ensure that Italy join the war immediately on the
Entente side. Italy had great dreams even though it had joined the contest of
colonial expansionism very late. First of all, the Italians wanted to change the
Adriatic Sea into an Italian lake. It had captured Libya after a grueling war,
but was still looking for settlement areas in southern Anatolia for its

increasing population. In lieu of remuneration of its full scale participation in

*2 TRASK, op.cit., pp. 23-24

3 For the complete texts of the secret treaties see. COCKS, supra. 12
J.C. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, vol.2, (Princeton. D. Van
Nostraud Co, 1956), pp. 5-25

* TEMPERLEY, op.cit., pp. 4-9
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the war ltaly’s sovereignty over Libya and the Dodecanese archipelago in the
Aegean recognized and, in case of the division of Anatolia, it was implied that
Italy would also get its due share. Following this treaty, Italy declared war on
the Ottoman Empire on August 20, 1915.%°

The fate of the Ottoman territories in Asia was determined in another
and the most important secret treaty, the Sykes-Picot Treaty, which was
signed on May 16, 1916 between Britain and France. The treaty provisions
were kept secret particularly from the Italians and the Arabs. After the draft
treaty had been prepared by Mark Sykes and Georges Picot, it was
submitted to Russia. Following the corrections made by the Russians, the
treaty gained official status. According to this treaty, Russia would acquire
Trabzon, Erzurum, Van and north of the Siirt-Urmiye line; France acquired
the south of this line including Musul, Syria, Adana, Antep, Mardin, Kayseri
and the area as far as Zara. Great Britain, on the other hand, would get
Mesopotamia, including Baghdad and Palestine, and would make the
arrangements necessary to establish an Arab state in the Arabia. In this way,
all three countries would acquire the territories for which they had been
yearning for many years. The Sykes-Picot Treaty would be the base for the
Paris Peace and San Remo Conferences and would be transformed into the
Sevrés Treaty after some minor changes.*

The fourth treaty was prepared to formalize the Italian interests in Asia
Minor. The Sykes-Picot Treaty had been prepared and signed without the
knowledge of the ltalians. But, Italy, too, had to be satisfied in one way or
another. It would get a share of Antalya and the neighboring provinces with
the St. Jean de Maurienne Treaty signed on April 17, 1917. One party of the
treaty, Russia, could not ratify the treaty due to internal conflicts it was
experiencing and the following revolution. During the post-war conflicts over
partition of the Ottoman territories, Great Britain and France would declare

that the treaty was void due to the fact that Russia had not signed it.>’

% Ibid, pp. 10-13
% Ibid, pp. 14-17

7 Ibid, pp. 19-22
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However, it appeared that the partitioning out the Ottoman territories
had been completed among Great Britain, France, Russia and Italy with
secret treaties. At the end of the war, the outbreak of many problems could
not be prevented. First of all, Russia withdrew from war after the revolution.
The future of the Russian shares would create serious short-comings.
Second, the Wilson points that the U.S. tried to implement ruled out these
treaties. A way had be found to convince the U.S. Third, the interests of Italy
and Greece, who had been convinced to join the war with certain promises,
clashed. The only way to get out of this conflict was to prefer one of them.
Finally, according to American statesman Herbert Hoover ‘territories were
defined with the precision of New England farm”. Namely, these treaties
envisaged sharing these territories without considering the people,
geography, history and economy of these lands.®® It was deemed and
accepted that the peoples of the Middle East would yield to whatever was

granted to them and that they would not react seriously to it.

Inquiry and Wilson’s Points

As the Entente countries were secretly redrawing the post-war world
map in line with their own interests, President Wilson was also working on a
plan for a peaceful world to be set up under the leadership of the U.S. He
was not alone in this work. American politicians, intellectuals and
businessmen were exerting great effort for a new world order to be set up
around American interests. Considering our own subject, “Inquiry” appears to
have been the most significant group in this effort.

Colonel House, who was President Wilson’s consultant and close
friend, on his own initiative established a circle of friends which included
experts in various subjects, innovative and curious about the controversial
issues of the world. They discussed the future of the world and that of the
U.S. During this time, in August 1917, the State Department announced a
committee was needed to make preparations for the peace conference to be
convened after the war. Thus it became possible for Colonel House to obtain

official standing for his group. So in September 1917, Inquiry was established

*® HOOVER, op.cit., pp.87-89
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officially under the chairmanship of Dr. Sidney E. Mezes, the president of
New York City College.*

Upon Wilson’s demand, Inquiry prepared a report on the points that

must be considered at the peace negotiations. The report was submitted to

President Wilson on December 22, 1917. The predominant thinking in the

part concerning the Ottoman Empire is important for us to understand
Wilson’s 12th Point:

The broad goals to be aimed at ‘in order to render Middle Europe
safe’ included, for the Ottoman Empire, the neutralization and
internationalization of Constantinople and the Straits, and control of
the eastern terminals of the Berlin-Baghdad axis by an administration
friendly to the Western nations. To accomplish this and as a matter of
justice and humanity, a ‘guaranteed autonomy’ for the Armenians
must be secured. *°

Basing his thoughts on this report, Wilson prepared his “Fourteen

Points”. Since his desire to mention openly about Armenia, Syria and

Mesopotamia was not found appropriate by his consultants, the 12" Point

was not realized and finally he formulated it the following way:

The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should be
assured a secure sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are
now under Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of
life and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous
development; and the Dardanelles should be permanently opened as
a free passage to the ships and commerce of all nations under
international guarantees. *’

However, since this short point was not found adequate during the

peace negotiations, Colonel House made the experts at the Inquiry interpret

it.

Wilson’s approval was certainly secured for this restatement. The following

39

Laurence Evans, United States Policy and the Partition of Turkey 1914-
1924, (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1965), s. 71-72

As time passed, Inquiry institutionalized even more. With the financial support it received
from the business circles it reorganized itself in 1921 received the name of “Council on
Foreign Relations”. Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) which also published “Foreign
Affairs” journal is presently one of the influential think-tanks in the USA. “The Inquiry”,
Council on Foreign Relations 2 January 2004, <http:// www.cfr.org/
public/pubs/grose/grose01.htm>

‘0" EVANS, op.cit., pp. 72-76
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President Wilson, announced his Fourteen Points and annexes to the public in his four
separate speeches he made respectively on January 8, February 11, July 4 and
September 27, 1918. See. HOOVER, op.cit., pp.30-40
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interpretation by the Inquiry experts clearly allowed the partition of the
Ottoman Empire, including Asia Minor.*> Without giving details, it accepted
the principles of the Sykes-Picot Treaty, but it did not mention the share of
Italians:

The same difficulty arises here as in the case of Austria-Hungary
concerning the word ‘autonomous’.

It is clear that the Straits and Constantinople, while they may remain
nominally Turkish, should be under international control. This control
may be collective or be in the hands of one power as mandatory of
the League.

Anatolia should be reserved for the Turks. The coastlands, where
Greeks predominate, should be under special international control,
perhaps with Greece as mandatory.

Armenia must be (given) a port on the Mediterranean, and a
protecting power established. France may claim it, but the Armenians
would prefer Great Britain.

Great Britain is clearly the best mandatory for Palestine,
Mesopotamia, and Arabia.

A general code of guarantees binding upon all mandatory in Asia
Minor should be written into the Treaty of Peace.

This should contain provisions for minorities and the “open door”. The
trunk lines should be internationalized. **

Wilson’s Fourteen Points showed its effect in a short time. The small
nations and minorities who were seeking independence got the feeling that
they finally had reached their goal, it offered hope to Germany and its allies,
who were in big trouble. The fall of Bulgaria in October 1918 was the
beginning of the end of the Axis alliance. Germany and Austria-Hungary
through intermediaries separately applied to Wilson for an armistice. The
German government declared on October 6, 1918 that it unconditionally
accepted the Fourteen Points and that it demanded an armistice within

accordance with these principles because they thought that the only way they

*2 In his memoirs, Lloyd George expressed President Wilson’s conviction about the Ottoman
Empire in 1918 in the following words: “With regard to the Near East (...) President
Wilson expressed himself in favour of the Turks being cleared out of Europe altogether
and of their place at Constantinople being taken by some small power acting as a
mandatory of the League of Nations.” David Lloyd George, The Truth About The

Peace Treaties, vol. 1, (London. Victor Gollancz, 1938), p. 189

* The Inquiry experts who wrote the comment were Frank Cobb and Walter Lippmann.
Edward M. House, “Interpretation of President Wilson’s Fourteen Points”, Mount

Holyoke University, 6 January 2004, <http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/
doc31.htm>
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could avoid a dishonorable defeat was through Wilson’s points.** Since
Germany’s search for a self-respecting peace and the final disappointment it
had to face is a good example of what would happen to the Ottoman Empire,
it is significant for our subject.

Wilson declared that he wanted to negotiate particularly with the
people not the present German government: “If it [Germany] must deal with
the military masters and the monarchical autocrats... it must demand, not
peace negotiations, but surrender.” Wilson’s message was immediately
understood in Germany. The Council of Ministers asked Kaiser Wilhelm 1l to
step down from the throne. Kaiser Wilhelm Il sought asylum in the
Netherlands on November 9, 1918. Upon this news, the German army, which
still fighting Entente armies in French territory, was demoralized and units
began to disintegrate. So the new German cabinet faced the desperate
situation in which an armistice should be secured immediately before the
Western Front collapsed.*

As the waves of hope that the Fourteen Points spread and the change
of government destroyed Germany’s will and determination to fight, American
diplomats kept out of the armistice negotiations upon Wilson’s instructions.
This was great opportunity for France and Great Britain. On November 10,
1918, they forced the German delegation sign an armistice treaty with
extremely harsh conditions. The new German cabinet, army and people were
greatly disappointed. This disappointment was later replaced with the feeling
of having been cheated after the Versailles Treaty and sowed the seeds of
World War |Il. It is clear that Wilson had great responsibility in this

development.*® After the wave of hope that he had spread throughout Europe

* Charles Seymour, American Diplomacy During the World War, (Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins Press, 1942), p. 355
BAILEY, op.cit., pp. 36-38, 44
HOOVER, op.cit., pp.40-42

5 SEYMOUR, op.cit., pp. 355-360
HOOVER, op.cit., pp.50-52

6 SEYMOUR, op.cit., pp. 361-365

Henry Kissenger, Diplomasi, (trans) i. H. Kurt, (Ankara: Tirkiye is Bankasi Yay., 1998),
p.216
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and the Middle East, by not responding to these hopes, he increased his
responsibility even more.
The Mandate System

During the war the leaders of the Entente countries frequently claimed
that they had not entered the war in order to seize the territories of their
enemies. “The war to end all wars” or “to make the world a secure place for
democracy” was frequently used slogans. They claimed that their goal was
the freedom of the people living under the “corrupt rule” of the Germans and
Turks. The news of alleged massacres committed against the Armenians
which were spread by the missionaries and Ambassador Morgenthau,
therefore, was of utmost value. British Foreign Minister Arthur James Balfour,
in a letter to Wilson dated December 18, 1916, expressed that one of the
goals of the Entente countries was “setting free of the populations subject to
the bloody tyranny of the Turks; and the turning out of Europe of the Ottoman
Empire as decidedly foreign to Western Civilization” *’

With the American participation in the war, it became obligatory to
emphasize even more the slogan of “to give freedom to the peoples who are
under the tyranny.” Particularly, the points referred to in the Fourteen Points
that had been accepted by the Supreme War Council on November 4, 1918
brought more concrete obligations. With Great Britain in the lead, all of the
Entente countries were in a dilemma. “Freedom of people” was only a part of
the propaganda started to secure the support of the world public opinion. In
fact, the Great Powers wanted to acquire the strategic lands that they had
wanted for a long time.*®

A South African, General Jan Christian Smuts, rescued the Allied
countries from this dilemma. General Smuts, pointing to the problem that the

people to be freed from German and Turkish rule presently did not have the

4 Temperley, who participated Paris Peace Conference summarized the situation as follows:
“the Entente Powers... were exploiting Armenian atrocities to enlist in their armies by

affecting to favour their national aspirations ” TEMPERLEY, op.cit., pp. 28, 83

David Lloyd George, The Truth About The Peace Treaties, vol. 2, (London: Victor
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power or ability to rule themselves, declared the need to establish a
‘mandate” which was a kind of guardianship. According to him, the mandate
to be practiced upon those people with different development levels had to
be carried out by countries that were geographically and politically
appropriate, under the supervision of the League of Nations. The proposal in
question would create a status between full independence and something in
between invasion and colonization. But since the assurance and control
needed for the system to run soundly had not been established yet, in
practice, it was nothing but an effort to maintain the colonization under a
different name. General Smut’s proposal was not original. The concept of
guardianship had been known since the time of ancient Romans and it had
various examples in history. In addition to this, with the 1885 Berlin-Congo
Agreement, the European powers had bestowed the guardianship of the
Congo basin on the Belgian King, Leopold II, on condition that the
supervision persisted. Congo had nothing different from other African
colonies. In other words, it was apparent from the beginning that mandate
was not a humanitarian solution.*®

It was a happy coincidence for the Great Powers that Wilson had
synchronously devised a system similar to the mandate of General Smuts.*
It is not a pretentious idea to say that the studies carried our by the Inquiry
lead President Wilson to this plan.

Even though it was put in ink much later, the 12" Article of the
Covenant of the League of Nations suitably summarizes the mandate regime:

To those colonies and territories which as a consequence of the late
war have ceased to be under the sovereignty of the States which
formerly governed them and which are inhabited by peoples not yet
able to stand by themselves under the strenuous conditions of the
modern world, there should be applied the principle that the well-
being and development of such peoples form a sacred trust to
civilization and that securities for the performance of this trust should
be embodied in this Covenant.

The best method of giving practical effect to this principle is that
the tutelage of such peoples should be entrusted to advanced

9 TEMPERLEY, op.cit., pp.500-503
AMBROSIUS, op.cit., pp.68-69

% President Wilson, explained his mandate project to his staff on the way to Paris Peace
Conference. HOOVER, op.cit., s.229
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nations who, by reason of their resources, their experience, or their

geographical position, can best undertake this responsibility, and who

are willing to accept it, and that this tutelage should be exercised by
them as Mandatory on behalf of the League.

The character of the mandate must differ according to the stage of
the development of the people, the geographical situation of the
territory, its economic conditions, and other similar circumstances.

(A) Certain communities formerly belonging to the Turkish Empire
have reached a stage of development where their existence as
independent nations can be provisionally recognized, subject to
the rendering of administrative advice and assistance by a
Mandatory until such time as they able to stand alone. The
wishes of these communities must be a principal consideration in
the selection of the Mandatory.

(B) Other peoples, especially those of Central Africa, are such a
stage that the Mandatory must be responsible for the
administration of the territory under conditions which will
guarantee freedom of conscience and religion, subject only to the
maintenance of public order and morals, the prohibition of
abuses such as the slave trade, the arms traffic, and the liquor
traffic, and the prevention of the establishment of fortifications or
military and naval bases and of military training of the natives for
other than police purposes and the defense of territory, and will
also secure equal opportunities for the trade and commerce of
other Members of the League.

(C) There are territories, such as South-West Africa and certain of
the South Pacific Islands, which, owing to the sparseness of their
population, or their small size, or their remoteness from the
centers of civilization, or their geographical contiguity to the
territory of the Mandatory, and other circumstances, can be best
administered under the laws of the Mandatory as integral
portions of its territory, subject to the safeguards above
mentioned in the interest of the indigenous population.

In every case of mandate, the Mandatory shall render to the
Council an annual report in reference to the territory committed to its
charge.

The degree of authority, control, or administration to be exercised
by the Mandatory shall, if not previously agreed upon by the
Members of the League, be explicitly defined in each case by the
Council.

A permanent Commission shall be constituted to receive and
examine the annual reports of the Mandatories and to advise the
Council on all matters relating to the observance of the mandates.” *'

With Wilson’s adoption of the mandate that was formulated with great
enthusiasm, the European powers were able to recover their old diplomatic

tactics and techniques. Even though it was decided that the Mandatores

> TEMPERLEY, op.cit., pp. 501-502
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were to be determined by the League of Nations, mandates had been
distributed long before the establishment of the League. On May 7, 1919,
with the participation of U.S., the Supreme Council agreed that B and C class
mandates be shared. Naturally, the biggest shares went to England and
France. Thus, it became clear right from the beginning that mandate regime
was just a pretext for the European powers to prove their imperialistic desires
to be legal >

Although the B and C class mandates were shared quite easily without
any major problems, it was not the same for A class mandates. As stated
above, the Asian lands of the Ottoman Empire had been partitioned through
treaties signed secretly during the war. Therefore, on the whole, it was clear
whose shares Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia and Arabian lands would be in
the end. However, during the war, England had several times promised to the
Arabs, who constituted the majority in the region, that they would back them
in their revolt and accordingly had signed a number of agreements with them.
Sherif Hussein and his son Faisal, having secured the support of some
English officers, were against any kind of distribution. Hussein and Faisal
believed that Arabs, through their rebellion, had helped the Allied Forces to
gain a victory in Syria, Iraq and Saudi Arabia. Consequently, an independent
Arab state had to be established on these lands. The English mandate could
be accepted, but they were strictly opposed to the French mandate.>®

Yet this was not the only problem. How could Britain and France keep
the contradictory and separately given promises to Italy and Greece? Sitill
more important than that, who would take over the mandate of the Turkish
Straits and Armenia, which had fallen in Russia’s share through the secret
treaties. For England, the answer to the first question was that they should
prefer Greece to ltaly, by taking the support of the United States and France.

The second problem could be solved only if the U.S. agreed to take on the

*2 Hoover summarized the situation as follows: “It is my belief that the president, to put it
bluntly, was just fooled. He was certainly under an illusion as to ultimate effect of the

mandates.” HOOVER, op.cit., p. 231

*3 Harry N. Howard, An American Inquiry in the Middle East: The King-Crane
Commission, (Beirut : Khayats, 1963), pp. 16-20

See also. Thomas Lowell, With Lawrence in Arabia, (London: Hutchinson&Co Ltd.,
?), pp.255-263
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mandate. The Straits could be put under the control of an international
commission. The only candidate for Armenia was the U.S., because neither
England nor France, who had gained the support of public opinion through
the propaganda of alleged Armenian massacres during the war, and who
tried to show that the war had been legitimate, were intent on taking over the
mandate of Armenia, which had many seemingly insoluble problems and little
economic or strategic value. What is more, an Armenia under American
mandate could act as a strong buffer zone against a possible Bolshevik move
that could threaten the Middle East. Another advantage was that European
public opinion, which had been subject to pro-Armenian propaganda, would
be made to feel content. Therefore, the thing to be done was to use all the
ways possible to make the United States agree to it. More important matters
regarding distribution could be settled in the period that would elapse until the

United States agreed to take over the mandate of Armenia.

3. PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE

With the hope to playing an exclusive role in the establishment of a
world in which there would be no wars, all “oppressed nations” would be
independent, and the U.S. would be the leading nation, Wilson left the U.S.
on December 4, 1918. He was accompanied not only by representatives from
the Departments of State and War, but also by a twenty-two person Inquiry
expert group headed by Sidney E. Mezes. The U.S. Peace Delegation took
along hundreds of books, reports, and documents. They appeared to be the
largest and in term of preparation the best delegation to attend the Paris
Peace Conference. However, the delegation was to face many problems
right from the start.

Most authorities, especially those in the U.S. Congress, did not
comprehend why Wilson insisted on attending the Conference. Believing that
the president’s attendance at the Conference would lead to many problems,
they did everything to prevent him from doing so. They were not successful in
their attempt; in addition to this Wilson included nobody to represent the
Congress in the delegation, which was composed of technical experts and
Wilson’s close colleagues only. Other political interest groups were excluded

entirely. Second, the world public opinion had high expectations. The U.S.
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President was seen as a philosopher-king, and the idea that he was going to
solve all the problems of the world was widespread. Still worse, the U.S.
public expected Wilson to tackle the problems of the Old World and return
home with no additional responsibility for the U.S. or need to use any military
and financial resources. Every stratum of the society in the U.S. began
expressing the desire for a return to the policy of isolation. Third, Wilson and
his staff were, in fact, men of ideals and they lacked diplomatic experience.
They did not have any first-hand insight into the problems they hoped to
tackle. Their knowledge of political, social, economic, historical, and
geographical issues was based on only books. They themselves did not
know what to do in practice. Finally, they went to the Conference without
having defined a specific national goal in advance. The proposed goals such

as “peace for humanity,” “make peace to end all wars,” and “world union” all
were abstract concepts. Nobody had any idea as to how the Fourteen Points
were to be put into practice whether there would be any concessions to be
made and how a mandate regime was to be implemented without the
occupation and incorporation of any foreign territory. In sum, unprepared and

inexperienced, the US Peace Delegation®* was headed into the unknown.

Council of Four
In Europe, the public welcomed Wilson with great enthusiasm. The
warm welcome extended to him in all the countries he visited was
unprecedented. Moreover, as the president of a young country, when all the
allies had been considerably weakened due to the heavy cost for the final
victory, he had power and prestige. Hence, President Wilson and the U.S.

delegation had rather high morale when the Paris Peace Conference began

% Robert H. Ferrell, Woodrow Wilson and World War 1 1917-1921, (New York:
Harper&Row Pub., 1985), p. 136-138
KISSENGER, op.cit., p.214
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on January 12, 1919. It was as though all the problems had been left behind
in the U.S. *°

Although the Peace Conference had been designed to be
representative of all attending countries in a complex structure based on
various principles, it soon became obvious that the Council of Four would be
the main decision maker. In the Council of the Four victorious powers, the
U.S. was represented by President Woodrow Wilson, Great Britain by Prime
Minister David Lloyd George, France by Prime Minister Georges
Clemenceau, and ltaly by Prime Minister Vittorio Orlando. There was to be
no replacement of the representatives until the end of June 1919. °°

In addition to the official delegations, the Peace Conference also
attracted many unofficial delegations and groups to Paris. Claiming to
represent different peoples, geographical areas, or various interest groups,
these unofficial delegations attempted to convince the Council of Four by all
means available Furthermore, the presence of multiple delegations claiming
to represent the same nation or area, due to the disputes and differences
between themselves, complicated things further. The Armenian delegations
were a typical example. The Yerevan Republic (Russian Armenia), having
recently proclaimed independence, was represented by a delegation led by
writer Avetis Aharonian, while the Armenian National Delegation under the
leadership of Egyptian Boghos Nubar Pasa claimed to represent the Ottoman
Armenians.”” All these unofficial delegations had their highest hope in
President Wilson and the U.S. delegation.

The fate of the Ottoman Empire began to unfold in all aspects once

the Conference started. As he presented to the Conference the first draft of
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the treaty founding the League of Nations on January 10, 1919, Wilson
voiced the idea most dreaded by the Great Powers. Refusing any right to the
Great Powers to occupy any territory based on a mutual agreement, and
acting within the framework of the idea of self-determination, he declared
that: “all policies of administration or economic development be based
primarily upon the well-considered interests of the people themselves.” %
Right at the beginning, the Council of Four acknowledged that a
common agreement on the partitioning of the Ottoman Empire had already
been reached. After all, the necessity to establish a mandate in Syria,
Palestine, Mesopotamia, Arabia, and Armenia, whose borders had not yet
been drawn, had already been agreed upon. The issues to be debated
concerned the French and Italian spheres of influence in Asia Minor, and the
territory to be given to Greece. In this light, the Ottoman Empire was officially
declared to have ended on January 30, 1919. The only issue the Council was
worried about was that the U.S. position had not yet been made clear. The
common desire of the victorious powers led by Great Britain was for the U.S.
to assume the mandates over the Straits’ Region and Armenia that, in
accordance with the secret treaties, were to have been the spoils of Russia.*®
There were many reasons why Britain so enthusiastically wanted the
U.S. to play an active role in the territories of the Ottoman Empire. The
leading reason was that Bolsheviks were about to take over the government
in Russia. A buffer zone needed to be established between Bolshevik Russia
which Britain deemed to be aggressive and expansionist, and its own oil
interests in the Middle East. In addition to Armenia under a U.S. mandate, a
possible Kurdish state might also have played this role. The second reason
also concerned the need for an effective buffer zone. The war had made the
Muslims more actively defend their own interests. The British were to be
relieved by a buffer state of Armenia separating and restraining the Muslim
bloc that included Central Asia, the Middle East, and Asia Minor. The third

%8 Harry N. Howard, The Partition of Turkey: A Diplomatic History 1913-1923,
(New York: Howard Fertig, 1966), p. 219
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reason had to do with the pro-Armenian, anti-Turkish propaganda that had
made a great spiritual and ethical contribution to the Allies during the wartime
and mobilized public opinion. At various levels many statesmen frequently
mentioned the establishment of an independent Armenia as having been one
of the goals of the war. Meaning, they had become captives of their own pro-
Armenian propaganda. However, there existed no noteworthy natural
resources in the geographical area in which Armenia was to be founded. On
the contrary, there were lots of problems to be resolved. The Great Powers
would be rid of a difficult situation if the U.S. assumed the mandate over a
problematic Armenia. The final reason stemmed from British economic
interests. Not only would the U.S. have ensured a more effective navigation
of the Straits, but it also would facilitate the entry of British businesses into
the region thanks to the large investments it would make into Armenia’s
infrastructure. In addition, a U.S. presence would have contributed to the
stability in the Black Sea region, the Caucasus, and the Middle East. With
some border redrawing, Armenia and the Straits would become more
economically attractive. Thus, it was imperative that the U.S., if possible at
all, had to assume the mandate especially over Armenia, as well as over the
Straits. *°

As Britain and the other members of the Council of Four debated how
best to divide the Ottoman Empire in line with their own interests, they found
themselves in a difficult position vis-a-vis the demands of the official or
unofficial delegations. The opening speech was made by Greek Prime
Minister Eleutherios K. Venizelos who, addressing the Conference on
February 3 and 4, 1919, spoke about the contributions his country had made
to the war effort, and demanded self-determination rights for the Greeks
living in the Ottoman territories. He also demanded the Greek occupation of
all the islands in the Aegean Sea (including the Dodecanese archipelago

(Oniki Adalar) then under ltalian rule), all of Thrace, and the coastal region,
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and hinterland of Western Anatolia. He finally demanded autonomy for the
region of Trabzon and its vicinity. ®'

The delegation of United Armenia presented its demands in writing to
the Conference on February 12 and orally on February 26. In the rather long
introduction part, the written Armenian request talked about the alleged
Ottoman persecutions and massacres lasting for centuries, and how the
Armenians had made all possible sacrifices to the Entente Powers to win the
war, and, as a result, lost one quarter of their own population. No participant
of war had paid such a high price. Therefore, it was their time to be
compensated in return for their wartime sacrifices. This payback was “an
Armenia stretching from one sea to the other.” Armenia was to be composed
of Vilayet-i Sitte (the provinces of Van, Bitlis, Mamuretllaziz (Elazig),
Diyarbakir, Sivas, Erzurum), four Cilicia Territories (Maras, Kozan, Cebel-
Bereket and Adana), Trabzon and iskenderun ports providing access to the
sea, as well as Russian Armenia (the cities of Kars, Erivan, Elisavetpol
(Gence), Karabag, Zangezur and Southern Tiflis). They claimed that they had
been in majority in eastern Anatolia fifty years earlier, but that they had
become a minority due to massacres and deportations. In order for justice to
be upheld “the voice of all Armenians living and dead must be heard.” Not
content with such a territorial request, the delegation added that Armenia
would provide an effective buffer zone between the north-south and east-

west.?
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The territorial demands on the Ottoman Empire were not limited to the
Greek and Armenian requests. Arguing that the Kurds were of the Persian
race, the Iranian Foreign Minister Ali Kuli Han made claims on northern
Mesopotamia and the cities of Van, Bitlis, Diyarbekir and Mamuretulaziz on
March 1919. The Georgian delegation submitted its demands on March 14,
1919. In the form of self-determination rights and the necessity of historical
heritage of the Muslim Georgians and Lazs they claimed the towns of
Ardahan, Oltu, and Trabzon. The request of the Zionists concerning the
founding of a Jewish state in Palestine was heard on February 27, 1919. The
delegation led by Sherif Pasa and the Bedirhan brothers, claiming to
represent all Kurds, demanded that an independent Kurdistan be founded in
the region that covered the area stretching among the towns of Van,
Mamuretulaziz, Diyarbekir, and Musul, but whose borders were not clearly
defined. When Emir Faisal appeared before the Council of Ten on February
6, he demanded independence for all Arab lands. In sum, there were many
contradictory demands and interests on eastern Anatolia. “Small nations,”
was trying to divide the Ottoman Empire in the words of British Foreign
Minister Balfour like “dividing up the bearskin before the bear was killed.” &

Britain was able to demand more than France and ltaly. The Ottoman
Empire which had asked Wilson on October 14, 1918 for a just ceasefire
based on the Fourteen Points was not recognized as a party to the
negotiations. After everything had been taken care of, on June 17, 1919, the
Ottoman delegation, led by Damat Ferit Pasa stated the Ottoman request for
the maintenance of the territorial integrity of the Empire. Speaking on behalf
of the Council of Four, Clemenceau replied, “Neither among the Christians of
Europe, nor among the Muslims of Syria, Arabia and Africa, has the Turk
done other than destroy what ever he has conquered; never has he shown
himself able to develop in peace what he has won by war,” and dismissed the

delegation after scolding them.®*
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The chaos created by the existence of Great Powers, the secret
treaties, the small nations, and the conflict of interests of the various groups
were beyond the ability of Wilson and the U.S. Peace Delegation to handle.
First of all, the Americans were untrained and inexperienced in the art of old
diplomacy. None of the members of the delegation were diplomats by
profession or at a level to deal with and challenge their knowledgeable and
experienced European counterparts. Moreover, given their ethnic
background, some members of the delegation were sympathetic towards
different countries, with Britain being the main one among them. Worse still,
they had to take into account the American public opinion and the ethnic
lobbies in Congress. ®°

Another important issue complicating the position of the U.S.
delegation was Wilson himself. He had already begun to disassociate himself
from the delegation during the cross-Atlantic trip. He had not shared his
thoughts on the Conference with the delegation members. He had desired to
be in full charge of all the issues. Nobody except Colonel House knew what
was going on. He harshly dismissed State Secretary Robert Lansing when he
proposed the preparation of a draft treaty blueprint. With time, this situation
became worse, rather than better. By June 1919, even Colonel House was
excluded. Wilson made the preparations by himself and made decisions
without accepting anybody’s advice. In sum, neither the Congress nor the
Peace Delegation was aware of what had been happening at the
Conference.®®

Within a very short time, Wilson also lost the confidence and respect
of the other members of the Council of Four. Clemenceau often criticized
Wilson harshly. In Clemenceau’s view, Wilson imagined himself to be “Jesus
Christ came upon the earth to reform men.” Going even further, he mocked
Wilson, saying: “the Almighty gave his ten commandments, but Wilson has

given us fourteen.” ¢’
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Having tested the Americans and their capabilities at the beginning of
the Conference, Britain and France assumed the leadership. According to the
economist John Maynard Keynes, the representative of the Ministry of the
Exchequer on the British Delegation: “As the President had thought nothing
out, the Council was generally working on the basis of a French or British
draft.”®® Despite all the opposition of the U.S. delegation, the Council of Four,
empowered by Wilson’s approach, closed up and took into account only its
own interests in light of the secret agreements. Lansing was right in his
complaints: “The small nations have not more voice in setting the destinies of
the world than they had a hundred years ago... Translated into plain terms it
will mean that five or six great powers will run the world as they please and
the equal voice of the little nations will be a myth.” ®°

Though the fate of the Ottoman Empire was placed sensationally on
the agenda at the start of the Conference, it was soon pushed into the
background by the Council of Four. To France, the most important issue was
the peace treaty to be signed with Germany. It not only desired to take
revenge for the 1871 defeat, but also wished to establish a European order,
in which Germany would never recover. Britain extended its empire to the
farthest possible borders. However, the people were tired of war; the
soldiers, wishing to go home, were on the verge of rebellion; the treasury had
problems; and the country was shaken by the threat of Bolshevism. Thus,
Europe needed peace and a new order as soon as possible. An agreement
on the Ottoman Empire could wait. Besides, the British authorities desired to
keep as much as they could of what they had won in the war by taking

advantage of the U.S. In order to make it happen, the Middle East was
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critical. Wilson agreed with his allies. Without order in place in Europe, the
League of Nations as the basis for a new world order could not be
established. Wilson was too busy to think about the Ottoman Empire.”

Being in charge, Britain and France began to draw a new map of
Europe disregarding of ethnic, historical, political, social, economic, and
geographical issues. Making one concession after another, Wilson tried to
secure the support of his allies for his League of Nations project. Danzig,
where the Germans made up the maijority, was ceded to Poland, Sudeteland
to Czechoslovakia, and southern Tirol to Italy. Japan received Shantung,
which possessed a Chinese majority. Thus, the self-determination principle
that had formed the basis of the Fourteen Points was trampled. Moreover,
the leaders’ ignorance about nations and geography was rather alarming. As
the borders were being redrawn the landmark towns and mountains, as well
as the nations living in the same geography, were all confused with each

other. In some situations no need was even felt to correct the mistakes. ”’

The Occupation of izmir

Gradually losing touch with the assessments he had made earlier,
bored with the negotiations over the details in which he had no interest, and
desiring to find a quick solution to the issues, or put them off as his time in
Europe became longer, Wilson finally lashed out against Italy’s excessive
demands on the Austro-Hungarian territories. In the so-called Fiume (Rijeka)
case, ltaly, with a reference to the London Treaty, claimed the Dalmatian
islands and shores, as well as Fiume, the only large port of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire. However, Slavs were the majority group in the whole

region and Serbia’s link to the sea would be all but cut off. In strict and harsh
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language Wilson stated that the lItalian claims could not be accepted.
Nonetheless, he himself, in essence, had encouraged the Italians by making
one concession after another. He complicated the situation further by yielding
to the British and French claims, while rejecting the Italian ones. 72

In order to justify himself, Wilson made a statement addressing the
Italian public. He hoped to receive the support of Britain and France. Not only
did he not get the expected support after his address, but he al