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ABSTRACT 
 

Rosanne M. Horswill: For Life and Longing: How the People of Eastern Anatolia and 
Transcaucasia Navigated the Interwar, As Witnessed by the 1919 American Military Mission to 

Armenia. 
 

(Under the direction of Sarah Shields) 
 

In August 1919, fifty-three American service members left behind the war-torn Western Front 

and embarked on an investigative mission to former Ottoman territory where, on orders from 

President Wilson, they were to assess the potential cost of committing United States’ resources 

to restore governance in Anatolia. As they ventured deep into the interior, the American Military 

Mission to Armenia encountered Turks, Armenians, Kurds, and others, all vying for legitimacy 

amid lingering devastation and uncertainty. By recovering the mission’s records, my goal is to 

correct homogenous characterizations of the region by introducing people who interacted with 

the mission members. In each town and with each group, we see local needs and desires, unsung 

narratives different from existing versions of history that survived this tumultuous period.  

Though the United States Congress eventually voted against intervention and Allied interest 

in Anatolia waned as the Turkish Nationalists seized power, I have found alternative courses that 

local groups longed for. In 1919, people in the Ottoman space believed that American mission 

members could help them as they competed for power, sought external recognition of their trials, 

and simply struggled to survive. These stories have persisted for over a century and continue to 

elicit intense emotion among local groups. This fleeting opportunity to shape the future of 

Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia in the interwar space of 1919 has been captured by the 
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mission’s records. My project focuses on understanding local voices and the divergent paths they 

imagined, perspectives that cannot be ignored during similar moments when destiny is at stake. 
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Map 1. 1919 American Military Mission to Armenia.1 
 
 
 

  
 

 
1 The numbered boxes correspond to the chapter that covers each region of the interior journey. 
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CHAPTER 1: UNCOVERING THE MISSION 
 
 

On 13 August 1919, official word arrived in Paris that President Wilson had designated Major 
General Harbord as Chief of the American Military Mission to Armenia. He assembled his team 
and proceeded without delay to “investigate and report on political, military, geographical, 
administrative, economic and other considerations involved in possible American interests and 
responsibilities” in Ottoman space.2 By the journey’s end, the mission’s records exposed how 
people along the way had their own needs that varied dramatically. The local groups also 
wanted something in return – recognition – and though initially reluctant to delay their return 
from France, the Americans who joined the mission in summer 1919 became advocates for the 
people they interacted with and observed. In a letter to his mother, Harbord’s Chief of Staff 
wrote, “I had set my face to see you soon…but this means a very interesting mission.”3 “So keep 
your atlas handy,” because by carefully tracing the mission, there is a deeper story to uncover 
about what happened since 1914 to people in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia.4  
 
When President Wilson commissioned the American Military Mission to Armenia (AMMA), 

lingering devastation, resurgent violence, and intense geopolitical competition obscured all 

predictions on the future of Ottoman territory. Not only were the victorious Allies reconciling the 

effects of World War I, but localized events heightened instability as well. The Armenian 

Genocide and foreign invasion had eliminated vast swaths of the Anatolian population, Mustafa 

Kemal Pasha’s Nationalist Party had begun the Turkish War for Independence, the Bolshevik 

Revolution was spreading in nearby Transcaucasia, and the influence of Wilsonian idealism had 

inspired national claims to territorial sovereignty. Confronted with this massive transformation, 

 
2 Frank L. Polk was the Under Secretary of State and Chief of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace, 
representing the United States at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, after President Wilson and Secretary Lansing 
had left France. He conveyed the President’s instructions to Harbord via letter on 13 August 1919; Folder 5, Box 5, 
George V. H. Moseley Papers, Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress, Washington D.C. (Hereafter: Moseley 
Papers, LOC) 

3 Frank R. McCoy, Letter to his mother, 2 August 1919; Folder 4 (1919) “Letters,” Box 6, “The Papers of Frank R. 
McCoy,” Manuscripts Division, LOC. (Hereafter: McCoy Papers, LOC) 

4 McCoy, Letter to his mother, 2 August 1919. 
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scholarship on early interwar Anatolia has often neglected the diverse aspirations of local groups 

and focused instead on explaining persistent debates concerning imperialism, sectarianism, and 

nationalism. Hence, scholars have inadvertently sustained the same censorship powerful Turkish, 

Soviet, and European geopolitical competitors imposed on local groups whose interests did not 

align with their own. Though President Wilson only intended for the AMMA to assess the cost 

of committing United States’ resources to restore governance in Anatolia, the mission members 

witnessed divergent aspirations and recorded their encounters with a variety of people. By 

recovering the mission’s records, I want to reestablish local people and their needs in the 

historical trajectory to enrich our understanding of this important moment.   

Specifically, I intend to convey the impact that Harbord and his team had in the cities, towns, 

and villages of Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. Why did the United States’ military presence 

engender impartiality, opportunity, and hope – contrary to the local groups’ typical response to 

foreign envoys, like the British and French, whom they suspected of imperialistic motivations? 

In what ways did local people take advantage of the mission members to gain legitimacy or to 

communicate their own tragic narratives to the world? Finally, what characterized regional 

diversity and how did the AMMA illustrate those differences in their records? In answering these 

questions, I hope to contribute to a deeper understanding of the distribution of power and the 

inherent misconceptions promulgated when scholars treat a vast region as a homogeneous whole.   

To detail diversity in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, I traced the activities of the AMMA 

from 13 September through 2 October 1919, because these three weeks that accounted for the 

days the mission left the railroad and traveled deep into the interior by automobile and horseback 

to observe places that other investigative missions – and other scholars – had circumvented. I 

considered resources, territory, and topographical features as contested elements of geopolitical 
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power. Each chapter describes demographics, local actors, international influences, and ongoing 

conflicts as witnessed by the mission members over the course of a few days in neighboring 

locales. Every phase of the journey revealed significant themes including animosity toward 

British occupiers, nationalist agendas, contradictory narratives of victimhood and aggression, 

imposition of Russian influence in the borderlands, the refugee crisis, and relentless violence. 

Though a century has passed, recovering these stories lends clarification to misconceptions of 

affairs in former Ottoman territory and exposes the diversity that spanned the region.   

Historiography 

To begin answering the questions posed above, several literatures contextualize the geopolitical 

space encountered in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. The first historiographical section 

covers the few scholars who have used the AMMA records, and I will explain why the mission 

members’ accounts have more to offer. Second, it is important to consider how imperialism 

directly and indirectly impacted the region to understand why local groups often responded 

antagonistically toward Western European envoys after the 1918 Armistice. The third section 

covers how sectarianism and nationalism have dominated the literature on Turkey and present-

day Middle Eastern states that once comprised the Ottoman Empire. The final section examines 

how minority studies, identity politics, and geopolitical struggles in imperial borderlands provide 

comparative examples of how local groups participated in geopolitics in other contested spaces. 

The literature reviewed in this section has greatly informed my own thinking and is where I 

envision my work joining the historiography.5 

  

 
5 This historiographical section highlights scholars who had the greatest impact on my research. Additional works 
are arranged thematically in the bibliography. 



5 

The Mission 

Apart from the limited historiographical appearances of the mission’s report, which generally 

occured alongside other interwar fact-finding missions, James Gidney, Robert Shenk, and Hulusi 

Akar have all recognized the rich sources accumulated by the AMMA.6 Gidney dedicated a 

chapter to the mission in his diplomatic history, A Mandate for Armenia, while Shenk described 

the mission as “the most adventurous and probing of the American commissions” to investigate 

former Ottoman territory after World War I.7 Additionally, Akar does an admirable job 

describing the mission’s impact on Turkish-American relations.8 He represents a broader group 

of Turkish scholars, especially those working with the Military Archives in Ankara, who have 

referenced Harbord’s report as evidence of American confirmation of Muslim suffering in 

Anatolia circa World War I.9 Though the diplomatic impact of the mission has been explained, 

the following discussions on imperialism and humanitarian intervention, sectarianism and 

 
6 Other references to American fact-finding missions occur briefly in Stanley E. Kerr’s The Lions of Marash: 
Personal Experiences with American Near East Relief, 1919-1922 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 
1973); Peter Balakian’s The Burning Tigris: The Armenian Genocide and America’s Response (New York: 
HarperCollins Publishers, 2003); and Mesut Uyar’s “An American Military Observer of Turkish Independence War: 
Charles Wellington Furlong,” in A Bridge Between Cultures: Studies on Ottoman and Republican Turkey in Memory 
of Ali İhsan Bağış, ed. Sinan Kuneralp (Istanbul: Isis Press, 2006) pages 179-191. Andrew J. Bacevich’s A Diplomat 
in Khaki: Major General Frank Ross McCoy and American Foreign Policy, 1898-1949 (Kansas: University Press of 
Kansas, 1989) incorporates participation on the American Military Mission to Armenia as one of many diplomatic 
roles played by the book’s subject, Frank McCoy; and Jamil Hasanli mentions the mission briefly alongside Allied 
military and economic concerns in the Caucasus in Foreign Policy of the Republic of Azerbaijan: The Difficult Road 
to Western Integration, 1918-1920 (London: Routledge, 2016).  

7 Robert Shenk, America’s Black Sea Fleet: The U.S. Navy Amidst War and Revolution, 1919-1923 (Maryland: 
Naval Institute Press, 2012), 31. Lori Allen dealt with investigative missions in the former Ottoman space as well, in 
A History of False Hope: Investigative Commissions in Palestine (California: Stanford University Press, 2020). 

8 Hulusi Akar, “Harbord Military Mission to Armenia: The Story of an American Fact Finding Mission and Its 
Effects on Turkish-American Relations” (Unpublished Dissertation, Istanbul: Atatürk Institute for Modern Turkish 
History, Boğaziçi University, 2005). Akar later published his dissertation, under the same title, in both Turkish and 
English (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayınları, 2019). 

9 Professor Seçil Karal Akgün was the first Turkish scholar to translate Harbord’s report into Turkish, which she 
accomplished as part of General Harbord'un Anadolu Gezisi ve (Ermeni meselesine dair) Raporu: Kurtuluş Savaşı 
başlangıcında (Ankara: Tercüman, 1981). 
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nationalism, and minorities and borderlands added historical context to prime my inquiry into the 

geopolitical impact of the mission. By returning to the archives and uncovering the diaries, 

letters, photographs, film, and official reports recorded by Harbord and his team, this project 

adds to the growing, interdisciplinary literature on early interwar Anatolia. 

Imperial and Humanitarian Interventions 

The nineteenth and early twentieth centuries hosted an array of Western interventions into 

Ottoman territory under humanitarian auspices, while the interwar years ushered in the global 

decline of imperialism.10 To answer my preliminary question about why the United States 

engendered a different reaction from local geopolitical groups, I balanced my initial focus on 

British and French imperialism with early twentieth century interventions that brought locals into 

contact with Americans prior to 1919. A vast literature encompasses Western imperialism, but I 

focused on how several scholars have examined British and French imperialism through the lens 

of early humanitarian intervention, because this was also how the United States primarily 

engaged with the Ottomans before World War I.   

Davide Rodogno and Keith Watenpaugh have published books that dealt extensively with the 

history of international humanitarianism from the 1815 Congress of Vienna through World War 

II. In Against Massacre, Rodogno examined how European humanitarian interventions in the 

Ottoman Empire stemmed from a combination of allegations of Christian suffering, public calls 

for intervention, and ulterior motives to advance political, diplomatic, and economic interests of 

the state. Western European powers exclusively focused on relieving Christian populations and 

sponsored imperialistic humanitarian engagements through the 1878 Treaty of Berlin, after 

 
10 Susan Pedersen, The Guardians: The League of Nations and the Crisis of Empire (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2015). 
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which the Ottoman Empire was no longer willing to accept European-driven reforms and 

continued intervention risked multinational war.11 Consequently, as Britain and France 

withdrew, this was precisely when the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions 

(ABCFM) embraced missionary opportunities in the Ottoman Empire.   

In the decades leading up to World War I, American men and women integrated into local 

communities while they managed missionary schools, hospitals, and orphanages throughout rural 

Anatolia. As Watenpaugh pointed out in Bread from Stones, humanitarianism gradually shifted 

from its religious roots to a secular, bureaucratized, professional enterprise.12 During the early 

interwar period, the Allied powers reconceived modern humanitarianism to restore the global 

community to a stable state, but this transition primarily involved Western European states that 

were already involved in governance in former Ottoman territory. In contrast, the United States 

represented a missionary and relief-centric presence. Although interventions in the Caribbean 

and Philippines certainly did not absolve Americans from imperialist exploitation, in Anatolia 

circa 1919, the United States had not yet assumed an administrative or military presence and 

relief efforts continued to characterize its role.     

This philanthropic relationship, rooted in Christian proselytization, partially explained why 

local geopolitical groups did not view the United States as an imperialist threat, especially 

compared with Britain and France. This point is further supported in Amalia Ribi Forclaz’s 

Humanitarian Imperialism, where she examined the interactions of British, French, and Italian 

humanitarian campaigns designed to end slavery in Africa. Her work exposed the global scale of 

 
11 Davide Rodogno, Against Massacre: Humanitarian Interventions in the Ottoman Empire, 1815-1914: The 
Emergence of a European Concept and International Practice (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2012). 

12 Keith David Watenpaugh, Bread from Stones: The Middle East and the Making of Modern Humanitarianism 
(California: University of California Press, 2015).  
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how Western European organizations promoted bureaucratic power and undermined the very 

geopolitical groups they intended to help.13 As in Africa, the interwar period fostered 

opportunities for Britain and France to intervene in former Ottoman territory under the guise of 

humanitarianism, but local groups had already begun to recognize the imperialistic nature of 

such enterprises. 

Despite these global perceptions that imperialism motivated interventions, this project 

challenges the assumption that the United States engendered the same suspicion in Anatolia. 

Instead, my findings suggest that local groups regarded the mission members as a source of hope 

and opportunity due to enduring relationships forged between local communities and Christian 

missionary organizations, but also based on a perceived connection with Wilsonian idealism. 

Erez Manela evaluated this phenomenon in The Wilsonian Moment and described how Wilsonian 

ideology launched a global moment of nationalist upheaval, prompting geopolitical players to 

advance their own political reforms.14 Though Manela drew important conclusions from case 

studies in Egypt, India, China, and Korea, his work alluded to widespread acceptance of 

Wilsonian ideology in the early interwar period. Thus, for some aspirational local groups in 

Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, the mission members aroused similar enthusiasm, rather 

than anti-imperialist enmity.  

 

 

 

 
13 Amalia Ribi Forclaz, Humanitarian Imperialism: The Politics of Anti-Slavery Activism, 1880-1940 (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2015). 

14 Erez Manela, The Wilsonian Moment: Self-Determination and the International Origins of Anticolonial 
Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007). 
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Sectarianism and Nationalism 

Alongside imperialism, scholars and states have employed motifs involving sectarianism and 

nationalism to explain a range of issues – including the 1915 Armenian Genocide – and have 

subsequently shaped the dominant narratives deployed to explain the region. Though my work 

focuses on concerns at the local level, these broader themes are central to the current literature.  

Works that take sectarianism as a point of departure represent an early trend in Ottoman 

historiography and over the last two decades scholarly interest in sectarianism has increased.15 

While some scholars have focused on correcting orientalist literature and essentialist works that 

have placed the secular “West” against the sectarian “East,” others have confronted divisive, 

sectarian language promulgated by Western pundits that still influence public perceptions of the 

region. Ussama Makdisi defined sectarianism as the idea that religious heritage or ethnic 

affiliation dictated homogenous political identity for a designated group.16 Max Weiss and Laura 

Robson are two scholars who have expanded the literature by writing new works on sectarianism 

in Lebanon and Palestine.17 Both contributed to a growing trend that recontextualized 

sectarianism as a product of Western European intervention in the interwar Middle East, but also 

as a geopolitical response from local groups who engaged with powerful state mechanisms by 

using sectarian language on their own terms. In his latest book, Makdisi further developed this 

important trend in the Middle East by challenging the scholastic origins of sectarianism and 

 
15 Sectarianism considers the assumption that “sect,” or a derivative identity group, is the main force in the politics 
of a given society. 

16 Ussama Makdisi, The Culture of Sectarianism: Community, History, and Violence in Nineteenth Century Ottoman 
Lebanon (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000).  

17 Max Weiss, In the Shadow of Sectarianism: Law, Shi`ism, and the Making of Modern Lebanon (Cambridge, 
M.A.: Harvard University Press, 2010) and Laura Robson, Colonialism and Christianity in Mandate Palestine 
(Texas: University of Texas Press, 2011). 
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arguing that even though local groups sometimes monopolized religious asymmetries to their 

advantage, identity seldom dictated homogeneous geopolitical beliefs.18   

These compelling works provided valuable insight on how Western European powers justified 

interventions on sectarian beliefs. Makdisi, Weiss, and Robson focused on the post-Ottoman 

Arab world, but their scholarship informed my inquiries into the geopolitical space in Eastern 

Anatolia and Transcaucasia. The mission members understood and often recorded their 

encounters with local people in sectarian terms and existing literature on the present-day Middle 

East exposes the fraught nature of a sectarian worldview. While my historic actors may have 

used religious identity as a way to understand the foreign environment they were commissioned 

to investigate, I will highlight instances in the records where they had to reconcile their own 

sectarian beliefs upon witnessing geopolitical diversity among coreligionists. 

As with sectarianism, the popularity of nationalist narratives began with a generation of 

scholars who witnessed the transformative effects of the Turkish War of Independence and the 

reconstruction of imperial lands. Heroism and revolution shaped early national consciousness in 

Turkey and other new nation-states, but recent works have uncovered methods that states 

implemented to silence competing narratives to preserve their patriotic origin stories. This theme 

within nationalist literature coincided with internal challenges to dominant geopolitical narratives 

and the debates surrounding the Armenian Genocide, both of which I will briefly describe here.  

To contextualize how local geopolitical players sustained contentious narratives amid 

powerful nationalist visions in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, I referred to scholarship that 

examined the regional impact of non-Western ideologies. Prior to the twentieth century, the 

 
18 Ussama Makdisi, Age of Coexistence: The Ecumenical Frame and the Making of the Modern Arab World 
(Oakland: University of California Press, 2019). 



11 

Ottoman and Russian Empires accommodated multiple worldviews among multiethnic groups, 

partly because arbitrary national boundaries had not yet created points of contention, nor did 

nationalism disrupt belonging for non-majority groups. When imperial governance dissolved, the 

transition period in Anatolia left formerly powerful geopolitical actors without territorial or 

national claims. In The Green Crescent Under the Red Star, Masayuki Yamauchi detailed how 

former Committee of Union and Progress leaders created a unique blend of nationalism, 

socialism, and Islam to distance themselves from competing ideals in a bid to retake Anatolia.19 

Though Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s nationalist vision prevailed, leading to the new Turkish 

Republic, scholars like Yamauchi are important because they have kept suppressed narratives 

present in the historiography. Uğur Ümit Üngör, another prolific Turkish historian, explained 

how master narratives dictated by the Kemalist regime remained largely unchanged – further 

emphasizing the necessity for scholars to continue exposing how competing worldviews were 

very present during the early twentieth century.20 Nationalist narratives belonging to history’s 

victors inherently silenced others who longed for legitimacy during turbulent transition periods.   

In the historiography of the Armenian Genocide, scholars have shown sectarianism and 

nationalism as contributing factors to persistent debates surrounding the event. Numerous works 

have argued that Raphael Lemkin’s contemporary definition of genocide, which he conceived in 

his 1944 publication of Axis Rule in Occupied Europe, can be appropriately applied to instances 

before it existed as a global concept after World War II.21 Not only are the crimes perpetrated by 

 
19 Masayuki Yamauchi, The Green Crescent Under the Red Star: Enver Pasha in Soviet Russia 1919-1922 (Tokyo: 
Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa, 1991). 

20 Uğur Ümit Üngör, “Lost in Commemoration: The Armenian Genocide in Memory and Identity,” Patterns of 
Prejudice 48:2 (2014): 147-166. 

21 Raphael Lemkin, Axis Rule in Occupied Europe (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
1944). 
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the Ottoman Empire against the Armenians in 1915 generally recognized as genocide, but 

scholars have found evidence to suggest that the Russian Empire also deserves accusation for 

exerting power through genocide in Transcaucasia and other territories since the 1860s.22  

Though specific instances of genocide are hotly debated in scholarly literature and political 

discussions alike, Lerna Ekmekçioğlu offered an insightful discussion on how Armenian and 

Turkish survivors were left to contend with regional recovery and the transition to nation-states 

that geopolitical actors simultaneously pursued after World War I. In Recovering Armenia, 

Ekmekçioğlu described how reviving their nationhood was paramont among Armenians, even 

when the Republic of Turkey emerged as a secular state in contested territory.23 In a global 

sense, Samuel Moyn’s points in The Last Utopia further explained how genocidal consciousness 

arose from nineteenth-century philanthropic endeavors, taken up by early humanitarians within 

structures set by the League of Nations.24 Amid the failures of nationalism, intense racial 

violence in the post-imperial space, and geopolitical competition for regional hegemony, Moyn 

showed how human rights were present in various forms to progressively shape the new order of 

global politics – adding another dimension to the geopolitical space that the AMMA encountered 

in 1919. The survivors appeared again and again along the mission member’s journey, all 

attesting to this idea that local people were abandoned to contend with recovery and compete for 

recognition while nations overshadowed their experiences by shaping dominant narratives with 

origin stories and debates over genocide. 

 
22 Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War: Third World Interventional and the Making of Our Times (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2005). 

23 Lerna Ekmekçioğlu, Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 2016). 

24 Samuel Moyn, The Last Utopia: Human Rights in History (Cambridge, M.A.: Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press, 2010). 
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To further engage the contentious narratives the mission members uncovered, it is crucial to 

acknowledge that the Armenians have garnered significant international attention and politics 

have impacted the trajectory of the literature. After all, the Armenians were one of the primary 

reasons President Wilson commissioned the AMMA in 1919, to investigate “the general political 

and economic problems involved in setting up the new State of Armenia.”25 Despite heightened 

international interest in the early interwar period, many studies on the Armenian Genocide did 

not appear until after 1991, when the Republic of Armenia gained independence during the 

dissolution of the Soviet Union.26 Since then, a rich and expansive literature has investigated 

Armenian history during the decades surrounding World War I.  

Recent anthologies make up a substantial portion of the field by featuring multiple scholars’ 

research on the Armenian Genocide. International politics have significantly impacted this 

historiography, and collections published in the United States and Britain are often at odds with 

many Turkish publications, which refuse to recognize the 1915 events as genocide and contend 

that the international community has skewed history in favor of Armenians.27 While narratives 

acknowledging and contextualizing the Armenian Genocide resonate with the majority of 

 
25 Letter from the American Commission to Negotiate Peace to the Secretary of State, 5 July 1919, “Military 
Mission to Armenia. Folder 5, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC.  

26 Prior to 1991, the National Association for Armenian Studies and Research, founded in 1955, and the Society for 
Armenian Studies, founded in 1974, funded most of the research.  In, They Can Live in the Desert but Nowhere 
Else: A History of the Armenian Genocide (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2015), Ronald Grigor Suny 
acknowledged a dwindling interest in the Armenians following the immediate aftermath of World War I and lasting 
until the 1960s, when the Holocaust and broader interest in genocide studies generated new scholarly attention. 

27 Ronald Grigor Suny, Fatma Müge Göçek, and Norman Naimark, eds., A Question of Genocide: Armenian and 
Turks at the End of the Ottoman Empire (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011) and Krista Goff, Krista and 
Lewis Siegelbaum, eds., Empire and Belonging in the Eurasian Borderlands (New York: Cornell University Press, 
2019) represent United States publications while Armenians in the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey (1912-
1926), compiled by the Boğaziçi University Institute for Atatürk’s Principles and the History of Turkish Renovation 
(Istanbul: Boğaziçi University Publications, 1984) exemplifies Turkish publications. Rather than recount the 
extensive debates in this section, my select bibliography includes several additional monographs that constitute the 
historiography of the Armenian Genocide. 
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historians in the United States, it is important to remember that as of November 2022, only 

thirty-one countries officially recognized the Armenian Genocide – the United States becoming 

the one of the most recent additions after Presidential announcement in April 2021.28    

Debates over the Armenian Genocide tend to monopolize discussions of subjugated 

populations in Ottoman history, obscuring all other voices belonging to Turks, Kurds, Azeris, 

Georgians, and even rural Armenians whose experiences did not align with dominant narratives. 

In Looking Toward Ararat, Ronald Grigor Suny described Eastern Anatolia as an intense 

environment of resistance, oppression, and competition between Armenians, Turks, and Kurds.29 

Justin McCarthy echoed this sentiment, further insisting that scholars cease labeling human 

tragedy as sectarian suffering because the entire Eastern Anatolian populace was involved in 

international war, intercommunal violence, disease, starvation, and forced migration.30 Though 

Suny and McCarthy have drawn attention to this imbalance, future research needs to concentrate 

on other groups who endured tremendous human tragedy alongside Armenians during the final 

years of Ottoman reign. The mission members recorded encounters with these neglected 

individuals and, using their records, this project exposes local groups whose suffering has not 

garnered adequate scholarly attention. 

 

 

 
28 The United States recognized the Armenian Genocide by congressional resolutions passed by both the House and 
the Senate in 2019. In April 2021, Presidential announcement further solidified the country’s stance. 

29 Ronald Grigor Suny, Looking Toward Ararat: Armenia in Modern History (Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press, 1993). 

30 Justin McCarthy, “The Anatolian Armenians, 1912-1922,” in Armenians in the Ottoman Empire and Modern 
Turkey (1912-1926), compiled by the Boğaziçi University Institute for Atatürk’s Principles and the History of 
Turkish Renovation (Istanbul: Boğaziçi University Publications, 1984). 
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Minorities and Borderlands 

Minority studies, identity politics, and geopolitical struggles in imperial borderlands provided 

comparative examples of how local geopolitical groups engaged in other contested spaces. Due 

to limited historiography on Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia in English, these comparative 

studies helped conceptualize potential ways competition manifested in 1919. By repurposing 

literature from Middle Eastern Studies, my project enriches Anatolian historiography and 

connects my local focus with experiences in other imperial borderlands.  

In Middle Eastern Studies, the literature on the early interwar period is rich with accounts of 

how minorities intervened in geopolitics and changed environmental conditions in unexpected 

ways. Scholars have introduced an important corrective to historiographical trends that 

traditionally pointed to a one-way exportation of ideology stemming from Western European 

powers. Instead of simply suffering from the effects of European modernization, colonialism, 

and nationalism, minorities in the Middle East responded to global ideological trends and applied 

them for their own, unique purposes. It is important to acknowledge that within minority groups 

there was political variance and contention. Different groups had distinct ways of negotiating 

with majority populations, the ruling elites, and other minorities in their communities. As Middle 

Eastern scholarship has shown, fluctuating identities and diaspora populations were significant 

factors that impacted the geopolitical environment and I found evidence of groups in Eastern 

Anatolia and Transcaucasia who engaged in similar negotiations with their competitors.   

In the post-Ottoman Arab world, as in Anatolia, ruling elites typically regarded religion as the 

primary measure of identity, even when individuals identified with multiple groups based on 

ethnicity, regional heritage, and other social factors. In “The League of Nations and the 

Transformation of Representation,” Sarah Shields argued how the League inadvertently became 
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a vehicle for European powers to enforce identity politics in the Middle East based on skewed 

interpretations of nationalism that directed homogenous populations to preserve national identity 

by excluding minorities, thus undermining League protection of underrepresented populations. 

As minority status adopted new legal meaning, how various groups chose to identify carried 

important ramifications.31 Shields’ emphasis on how identity categories fixed minorities into 

presumed political affiliations helped explain how powerful geopolitical players in Anatolia 

might have imposed similar categorizations to de-legitimize their local competitors. 

Beyond contesting the broad issues surrounding minoritization in the early interwar era, 

Middle Eastern scholars have convincingly demonstrated how different political motivations 

existed within minority groups as they participated in a global exchange of ideas. In Mecca of 

Revolution, Jeffrey Byrne explained how the Algerian nationalist project that began after World 

War I evolved to represent a new political movement based on a conglomeration of tenets from 

Wilsonianism and Leninism. In his analysis, Byrne emphasized how a minority group of young, 

Algerian militants reconciled the practical applications of the competing ideologies to formulate 

their own concept of liberation.32 Similarly, Stacy Fahrenthold’s work reminded scholars to 

account for the geopolitical influence of global diaspora communities that existed for many of 

the minorities associated with the Middle East. In Between the Ottomans and the Entente, 

Fahrenthold demonstrated the impact former-Ottoman diasporas had on nation-state formation in 

Syria and Lebanon, emphasizing ways the diaspora used published material and the international 

 
31 Sarah Shields, “The League of Nations and the Transformation of Representation: Sectarianism, Consociationism, 
and the Middle East,” in The Institution of International Order: From the League of Nations to the United Nations, 
edited by Simon Jackson and Alanna O'Malley (New York: Routledge, 2018). 

32 Jeffrey James Byrne, Mecca of Revolution: Algeria, Decolonization, and the Third World Order (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2016). 
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press to participate in local geopolitics.33 Not only did local Syrian and Lebanese minorities have 

a significant impact on their nations’ interwar history, but they reconciled diverse motivations 

from their diaspora populations. Several of the minority groups that Harbord and his team 

encountered were part of global diasporas, particularly the Armenians, which emphasized why 

comparative studies are valuable for understanding the local spaces covered in this study. 

To contextualize local issues with broader trends, studies by Michael Reynolds, Halit Akarca, 

and Bülent Gökay were helpful because they confronted dominant geopolitical struggles that 

encompassed the region, especially World War I, the Bolshevik Revolution, and the Turkish War 

of Independence. Beginning with World War I’s effects on Anatolian survivors, Reynolds 

emphasized how state survival and security were the driving factors for competition between the 

Bolsheviks, Ottomans, and Transcaucasian populations. In Shattering Empires, he described how 

“the Kemalist and Soviet elites saw themselves as strong-willed, elite vanguards of progressive 

change,” who would dually devastate and revolutionize life for survivors of World War I.34 

Representing newer scholastic literature in same the field, Akarca’s dissertation concentrated on 

how the Ottoman borderlands in Transcaucasia became a space where Imperial Russia practiced 

strategies for governing a diverse, refugee-saturated society. As the Bolsheviks moved into the 

region after the 1917 Russian Revolution, they modeled policies on the system Imperial Russia 

built using military, administrative, scientific, and humanitarian dimensions.35   

 
33 Stacy D. Fahrenthold, Between the Ottomans and the Entente: The First World War in the Syrian and Lebanese 
Diaspora, 1908-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2019). 

34 Michael A. Reynolds, Shattering Empires: The Clash and Collapse of the Ottoman and Russian Empires 1908-
1918 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 260. 

35 Halit Akarca, “Imperial Formations in Occupied Lands: Russian Occupation of Ottoman Countries During the 
First World War,” Unpublished Thesis (New Jersey: Princeton University, June 2014). 
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Whereas Reynolds and Akarca provided ample evidence that explained Russian and Ottoman, 

and later Bolshevik and Turkish, motivations in the borderlands, Gökay’s argument in A Clash of 

Empires situated Great Britain in the narrative. As an “external normative power complex 

seeking to expand its influence,”36 British aspirations complicated the geopolitical situation that 

was already saturated with the Bolshevik metropolitan state, the Turkish Nationalists, and 

numerous regional minority organizations. Gökay’s examination of the British struggle to 

maintain influence in the region explained why resounding animosity for imperialism prompted 

Turco-Soviet Rapprochement.37 One question that remained unaddressed, however, is why the 

British case did not precipitate similar antipathy toward the United States? Instead, when the 

United States became a potential participant, the mission members observed and recorded 

changes in the geopolitical field, culture, and conditions at a moment when the future of the 

region was still in contention. Their encounters revealed why the international community 

viewed the United States as an impartial investigative entity, the ways emerging local groups 

sought opportunity and exposure from the mission, and how the mission inspired hope by giving 

a voice to the survivors in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia.  

Theory and Method 

Just as several literatures have informed this project, I drew on interdisciplinary theories from 

geography, anthropology, and international relations to frame my research questions. Within 

these fields, scholars have analyzed case-studies at the turn of the twentieth century to focus their 

own genealogical discussions of geopolitics, cultural technologies of rule, and the dichotomy 

 
36 Gerard Toal, Near Abroad: Putin, the West, and the Contest Over Ukraine and the Caucasus (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2017), 36. 

37 Bülent Gökay, A Clash of Empires: Turkey Between Russian Bolshevism and British Imperialism, 1918-1923 
(New York: Tauris Academic Studies, 1997). 
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between realism and idealism. I applied these same theories to the AMMA, in part, because they 

also fit within the historical context of the time. Thus, in addition to comprising the theoretical 

base for my research, Rudolf Kjellén’s concept of geopolitics in 1899, the British colonization of 

India in the late nineteenth century, and the fraught convergence of realism and idealism during 

Japan’s 1910 annexation of Korea all influenced the theoretical world views debated in 1919.  

Geopolitics 

Foremost among these is geopolitical theory – which is central to my historic inquiry into the 

environment that the AMMA observed in 1919. The origins of geopolitical theory began with 

Friedrich Ratzel, a German political scientist who reconceived human existence in terms of 

physical space. Ratzel’s “cyclical understanding of history, in which the struggle over space 

could only produce unstable balances of power and temporary territorial configurations,” 

inspired Rudolf Kjellén, another political scientist from Sweden, to coin the term “geopolitics” in 

1899.38 In his initial article, Kjellén introduced geopolitics as the driving force in international 

politics where states acted as “geographic organisms” that competed over territorial borders to 

maximize “material resources of power.”39 Regarding Sweden in particular, Kjellén contested 

the viability of natural boundaries – such as coastlines or other innate, physical features – and 

concluded “that cultural, economic, social, and historical factors, including political will, 

determine whether a certain border persists over time.”40   

 
38 Ian Klinke, “Friedrich Ratzel, Lebensraum and the death motif,” Journal of Historical Geography, 61 (2018): 97-
101, 99. 

39 Carl Marklund, “The Return of Geopolitics in the Era of Soft Power: Rereading Rudolf Kjellén on Geopolitical 
Imaginary and Competitive Identity, Geopolitics, 20:2 (2015): 248-266, 251. 

40 Marklund, “The Return of Geopolitics in the Era of Soft Power,” 251. 
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The usefulness of geopolitical theory for my work began with these initial applications. 

Though his death in 1904 precluded Ratzel from witnessing the geopolitical competition that 

instigated the two World Wars and subsequent atrocities, it was his conception of the active 

processes by which states could exterminate competitors from a designated living space to 

acquire territory for themselves that inadvertently sanctioned “extermination as a legitimate 

strategy to ensure a nation’s survival.”41 Kjellén, who lived until 1922, recognized Ratzel’s logic 

to be indelibly linked to the territorial partitions following World War I, which he ominously 

compared to “executions.”42 Thus, the congruence of this theory with the Committee of Union 

and Progress’ decision to “deport” the Armenian population from Eastern Anatolia 1915 is 

compelling and there are additional instances where local territorial claims drove historical actors 

to implement extermination tactics as well.  

While Ratzel and Kjellén’s early notions of geopolitics are typically associated with 

international geopolitics as applied to great power interests and state actors, recent scholars have 

expanded this theory to operate on more nuanced levels. For a current definition, American 

geographer Saul Cohen explained “geopolitics” as the analysis of interactions between dynamic 

political processes and geographical settings – where political processes involve international 

and domestic forces, and geographical settings include physical features and patterns occurring 

within multilayered regions. Cohen emphasized that scholars should imagine geopolitics “not as 

a school of thought, but as a mode of analysis” that is useful for “identifying spatial frameworks 

through which power flows.”43 Therefore, geopolitical analysis can reveal conditions that 

 
41 Klinke, “Friedrich Ratzel, Lebensraum and the death motif,” 101. 

42 Klinke, “Friedrich Ratzel, Lebensraum and the death motif,” 101. 

43 Saul Bernard Cohen, Geopolitics: The Geography of International Relations, Third Edition (New York: Rowman 
& Littlefield, 2015), 16. 
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contributed to shifts in territorial power over time. The limitations in Cohen’s interpretation for 

my work stemmed from his primary focus on a hierarchical international geopolitical system, 

even though he acknowledged the influence of intrastate forces. While relevant for explaining 

the effects of regional phenomena on global politics, such as the depletion of resources during 

World War I, refugee movement, and the collision of Allied interests in Anatolia, it did not 

account for critical analysis of internal geopolitics.   

For a scaled theoretical framework, Cohen deferred to Gearóid Ó Tuathail, who argued that 

instead of limiting geopolitics to the international sphere its discourse should extend to include 

local “constructions of identity, security and danger,” where a range of ordinary experiences can 

affect geopolitical change.44 In 2017, Ó Tuathail (Toal) published Near Abroad to offer a critical 

examination of Russia’s geopolitical entanglements with Ukraine and Georgia in the twenty-first 

century. He demonstrated geopolitical analysis working at multiple levels and outlined three 

conceptual foundations that helped elucidate the spatial relationships that the mission members 

observed nearly a century earlier in Transcaucasia. According to Ó Tuathail, the spaces and 

physical territories produced by power structures created the geopolitical field, the perceptions of 

influential actors contributed to geopolitical culture, and the availability of resources and 

infrastructure set geopolitical conditions.45 By applying Ó Tuathail’s thick geopolitical concepts, 

I uncovered additional layers of competition in the post-Ottoman space. 

Finally, to account for the myriad of local geopolitical players in Eastern Anatolia and 

Transcaucasia, I based my analysis on the work of Yves Lacoste and Philippe Subra, two 

members of a growing field of French scholars who brought new perspectives to geopolitical 

 
44 Gearóid Ó Tuathail and Simon Dalby, eds., Rethinking Geopolitics (London: Routledge, 1998), 5. 

45 Gerard Toal, Near Abroad: Putin, the West, and the Contest Over Ukraine and the Caucasus (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2017). 
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theory based on their assessments of territorial complexity from local, national, and global 

interactions. Within the French School of Geography, geopolitics has gained prominence ever 

since high school teachers would issue geopolitical workbooks to their students to explain vital 

territorial disputes during World War I.46 Building on the original theory conceived by Ratzel, 

that once appealed to the French public at large, Lacoste contended that “geopolitical” applied to 

all “power struggles over specific territory,” whether such contests occurred over topographical 

features, material resources, or city neighborhoods.47 Subra further explained how “local 

geopolitics” were not necessarily confined to small spaces – which, in the case of Jerusalem’s 

old city, represented international geopolitical conflicts – but were classified by “the presence of 

local issues and actors.”48   

In 1919, the geopolitical environment observed by Harbord and his team exhibited local 

competition over political power, resource distribution, and ethnic relations. Some of these local 

groups consisted of politicians, military officers, religious leaders, and relief administrators. By 

mobilizing over local issues, these groups contributed to the residual distribution of territorial 

power alongside national and international actors who have dominated the narrative thus far. As 

Subra aptly stated, “there is absolutely no justification for thinking that these [local] rivalries, 

reinvented and reinterpreted under the effect of social, cultural, economic and technical 

transformation, no longer exist today.”49 By superimposing different levels of analysis to places 

visited by the AMMA, this project uncovers new layers of conflict amid the wreckage of war.  

 
46 Yves Lacoste, “La géographie, la géopolitique et le raisonnement géographique,” Hérodote, No. 146-147 
(2012/3):14-44, vi. 

47 Lacoste, “La géographie, la géopolitique et le raisonnement géographique,” xiv. 

48 Philippe Subra, “La géopolitique, une ou plurielle? Place, enjeux et outils d'une géopolitique locale,” Hérodote, 
No. 146-147 (2012/3): 45-70, xi-xii. 

49 Subra, “La géopolitique, une ou plurielle?” xiv. 
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Anthropological Theory 

To further emphasize the mission members’ impact in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, I 

considered precedents that the American officers drew from while preparing for their journey, 

including the institutional influences that shaped how they selected which observations to record. 

Scholarship on cultural technologies of rule and the dichotomy between realism and idealism 

were especially valuable in understanding how theoretical concepts impacted my questions.  

In anthropological studies, the notion of cultural technologies of rule deals with the role of 

culture in establishing and sustaining colonial power. Bernard Cohn is known for his pioneering 

application of this anthropological concept to the history of colonialism in India and many of his 

works detailed how British knowledge of Indian cultural elements such as language, legal codes, 

societal hierarchies, and administrative histories enabled colonizers to reconstruct Indian culture 

in a way that the British could control it. Predating both Discipline and Punish, in which Michel 

Foucault formulated his theory of knowledge’s relationship with power, and Edward Said’s 

Orientalism, which challenged the historical relationship of knowledge and power in Oriental 

studies, Cohn’s 1954 dissertation demonstrated how the British procured colonial power by 

solidifying the existing caste system based on their own knowledge of Indian culture.50 In 1919, 

the United States was still a relatively new colonial power and although they redefined British 

colonial tactics to suit their own interventions in the Caribbean and Philippines, Cohn’s theories 

based on British behavior explained language choices mission members employed in Anatolia.     

 
50 Michel Foucault’s Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison was first published in French in 1975, while 
Edward Said’s Orientalism appeared in 1978, both over two decades after Bernard Cohn published his 1954 
dissertation from Cornell University titled “The Camars of Senapur: The Changing Status of a Depressed Caste.” By 
1968, Cohn had published another notable article, “Notes on the History of the Study of Indian Society and 
Culture,” in Structure and Change in Indian Society, eds. Milton Singer and Bernard S. Cohn (Chicago: Aldine 
press, 1968), demonstrating a prolific publication record that predated Foucault and Said. 
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Just as British officers developed methods for establishing and sustaining colonial power in 

India and other imperial territories, United States Army officers adopted similar techniques in the 

Philippines and the Caribbean, which was precisely where Harbord and senior AMMA officers 

assumed their own tendencies to apply such power practices to their mission in Anatolia. These 

“technologies” encompassed investigative modalities to collect, order, classify, and transform 

cultural facts into knowledge. In a compilation of essays published in Colonialism and its Forms 

of Knowledge: The British in India, Cohn applied this exact theory in his argument for how the 

British wielded power in their Indian colonial project.51 Usable forms of knowledge, including 

statistical analyses, encyclopedias, published reports, and even explicit cultural institutions such 

as museums, all became cultural technologies of rule – the knowledge elements through which 

the British exerted colonial power. To accumulate facts that would become usable knowledge, 

the British sent inquiry missions to India to investigate specific questions on administrative 

issues. This is where my research benefitted from Cohn’s anthropological lens, since there was 

evidence that cultural technologies of rule shaped questions that Harbord addressed in his report. 

Enumerative and observational modalities are two of the broader investigative techniques 

“devised by the British to collect the facts,” that were visible in the mission members’ records.52 

In colonial discourse, numbers represented “a particular form of certainty to be held onto in a 

strange world.”53 While the British colonists used censuses to enumerate knowledge to construct 

a panoptic view of their power over the Indian populace, the United States sought numerical 

certainty to justify relief efforts and diplomatic presence across the globe. Mission records often 

 
51 Bernard Cohn, Colonialism and its Forms of Knowledge: The British in India (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1996), 5.  

52 Cohn, Colonialism and its Forms of Knowledge, 5.  

53 Cohn, Colonialism and its Forms of Knowledge, 8. 
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alluded to population data that identified majority and minority groups in the different provinces, 

which subsequently informed the United States’ strategies to impact regional geopolitics and 

support Armenian nationalist aspirations. Harbord and his team applied an investigative style 

that built on the British foundation of colonial rule. This directly shaped the lengthy appendices 

that accompanied the final report, which incorporated extensive details and numerical data to 

represent forms of certainty in an uncertain environment. 

Beyond enumeration, the mission found familiarity in Ottoman territory by inadvertently 

implementing the observational modality in their diaries by creating “a repertoire of images” to 

find “themselves in a place that could be made to seem familiar.”54 Though Harbord deliberately 

planned the AMMA route to avoid a predetermined itinerary designed by interested parties to 

omit particular sites that did not fit a prescribed narrative structure, the mission members could 

not resist recording observations in terms of their own American experiences. Most frequently, 

the observational modality is evident in descriptions crafted to make the Anatolian landscape 

seem more familiar. This meant that during their journey, Harbord and his team drew on military 

experiences in Mexico and California to find elements of home that gave them perceived power 

over an otherwise foreign environment. 

This use of the observation modality occurred several times in mission members’ diaries and 

is consistent with other travel writings as well. On an earlier trip through Asia, Harbord reflected 

in his diary that “it is the open, unsettled grass country, the sparsely wooded Kansas of twenty 

years ago, and looks very good to a western born American... It makes him wonder how he 

escaped being homesick.”55 Immediately after embarking on the mission, Brigadier General 

 
54 Cohn, Colonialism and its Forms of Knowledge, 6. 

55 From Harbord’s Diary entry for 12 June 1906, Item 104, Box 1, James G. Harbord Papers, 1886-1938, 
Manuscripts Division, LOC. (Hereafter: Harbord Papers, LOC). 
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Moseley found familiarity in the Anatolian landscape, writing that “the scenery here reminded 

me a little of Yellowstone park,”56 and a week later that “the road through the mountains here 

reminds me very much of the road back in San Diego, California.”57 Even First Lieutenant 

Khachadoorian described how “the mountain ranges of the Arcana depicted one of the best 

natural beauties of Armenia. The mountains seemed countless and solid rainbows,” rich in ore 

and reminiscent of the stunning Californian peaks.58 Evidence of the officers mimicking colonial 

investigative techniques prior to and during their 1919 mission suggested an underlying trend 

where they employed observational knowledge for power – power that, as perceived by local 

groups, gave them authority in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. 

Realism and Idealism in International Relations 

Apart from the colonial precedents that appeared in the mission members’ personal papers and 

reports, there were cultural and institutional influences that shaped how the American officers 

approached their investigative mission. In 1919, Wilsonian idealism was having an international 

moment and as nationalist movements spread from Cairo to Korea, the United States symbolized 

 
56 George Van Horn Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 7 September 1919, Folder 
5, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. “The Military Mission to the Near East” is a typewritten diary by Brigadier General 
George Van Horn Moseley, a senior member of the American Military Mission to Armenia, on his experience with 
Harbord’s mission from 20 August 1919 through 9 November 1919. Moseley did not number the pages, but he dated 
and annotated each diary entry in the margins. 

57 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 16 September 1919. 

58 Being an Armenian-American officer who was born in Aintab (present-day Gaziantep Turkey, in southeast 
Anatolia near Aleppo) and had lived in the region previously, it was surprising how Khachadoorian also described 
the Anatolian space in relation to the United States. Haroutiun H. Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 71. This 
segment of Khachadoorian’s article, “American Military Mission to Armenia” appeared in the Hairenik Monthly, 
Vol. 10, Nos. 7-12. (May to December 1941). Each issue contained a continuation of the larger article where 
Khachadoorian recounted his experiences with Harbord on the 1919 American Military Mission to Armenia. Each 
number had its own subtitle, which is how content from these articles are cited hereafter. All of Khachadoorian’s 
personal papers, included this collection of articles in Hairenik Monthly were translated into English from Western 
Armenian and can be referenced at the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF) Archives in Watertown, MA.  
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encouragement for “nationalists to formulate their claims for self-government in a language that 

resonated with a wider, international discourse of legitimacy.”59 Such idealist cultural influences 

competed with the United States Army’s institutional preference for realist assessments, which 

meant that Harbord and his team would have been swayed by both as they self-selected which 

observations to record. For this reason, I found that an interdisciplinary background on realism 

and idealism theory was useful in understanding how competing ‘isms’ impacted the mission’s 

records in 1919.   

Many scholars have engaged the theoretical application of realism and idealism, especially in 

the international relations and political science fields. In Hilary Conroy’s case-study on how the 

convergence of realism and idealism, advocated by rival groups within the Japanese government, 

led Japan to seize Korea at the turn of the twentieth century, he concurred with the standard 

assessment that “realists in international politics and their advocates generally prided themselves 

above all on the possession of a cold and calculating eye, to see a situation dispassionately and 

enable them to act with tactical flexibility ‘in the national interest,’ intelligently considered over 

a long range.”60 After World War I, the United States War Department and conservative 

members of Congress echoed this sentiment and expected the AMMA to conduct a dispassionate 

assessment of the situation in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, which could then be used in 

support of realist foreign policy decisions.  

 
59 Manela, The Wilsonian Moment, 286. 

60 Hilary Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea: 1868-1910: A Study of Realism and Idealism in International 
Relations (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1960), 494. The standard assessment of realism when 
Conroy published his book came from Hans J. Morgenthau’s Politics Among Nations (2nd ed.; NY: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1954) and Edward H. Carr’s The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919-1939 (London: Macmillan, 1951); both of which 
remain important theoretical works. 
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Martin Griffiths and Robert Berki, two contemporary international relations scholars, have 

worked to redefine realism to avoid the vague application that drove institutional influences 

effecting the mission members with rhetoric like: “realism is the hallmark of the good and 

efficient politician and of the sound and effective policy.”61 While they maintained that a useful 

definition of realism “avoids the evaluative stances of nostalgia, complacency, and revolution (or 

utopianism), each of which reifies an autonomous abstract referent for reality,” they disagreed on 

its classic dichotomy with idealism.62 Griffith argued that realism and idealism are not two poles 

at the extremes of political decision-making, but that there is more synthesis of the two. For the 

AMMA, this refined notion was especially applicable because Wilsonian idealism – with its 

liberal, progressive worldview – influenced some of the more optimistic themes present in the 

mission members’ records. They found ways to reconcile realist and idealist perceptions, rather 

than filtering their observations through a single philosophy.   

Methodological Models 

To convey the AMMA’s local impact and expose contentious narratives that circulated Eastern 

Anatolia and Transcaucasia at the time, I used personal records from the mission members 

themselves. Housed in various United States archives, including the Library of Congress and 

State Department microfilm collections, the diaries, letters, photographs, and film produced by 

the AMMA revealed a range of perspectives, from candid observations and curated scrapbooks 

to typewritten diaries and official correspondence. By consulting multiple sources from different 

individuals, I was able to piece together a thorough account of the timeline, route, and itinerary 

in each location, while simultaneously exposing the mission members’ perceptions of the people 

 
61 Robert N. Berki, On Political Realism (London: J.M. Dent & Sons Ltd., 1981), 1. 

62 Martin Griffiths, Realism, Idealism, and International Politics: A Reinterpretation (N.Y.: Routledge, 1992), 14. 
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they met with and observed. From these accounts, stories of rural Armenians, Kurds, Azeris, 

Georgians, Turks, and foreign humanitarian workers came to light to challenge narratives of 

exclusive Armenian victimhood and Muslim aggression.  

To balance the mission’s perspective, I located letters, interviews, and published material 

from Ottoman Army officers, local governors, Turkish Nationalists, and Armenian expatriates. 

As the mission journeyed throughout the region, towns often greeted them with fanfare and 

ceremony. Local elites, military officers, and political advocates anticipated Harbord’s arrival 

and sent telegrams alerting each other to the AMMA itinerary. This type of correspondence 

helped show how residents regarded the American officers.  

Several of the local leaders depicted in my work shared political language that was frequently 

used by national and international groups interacting throughout the region. So, to distinguish 

between my focus on local perspectives and broader influences permeating the Ottoman space, I 

adapted a method that geographers often employ to evaluate spatial sets at different magnitudes. 

This “cinematographic method” for multiscale reasoning involved “moving in and out of planes 

with lenses of variable focus” to identify how events at different magnitudes generated serious 

repercussions at other levels.63 By panning in to explore local issues in context with dominant 

narratives, I found instances where localized phenomena had a significant impact on regional and 

national events. For example, while observing conditions in Nakhichevan – a present-day 

exclave of Azerbaijan – the mission members found that the Azerbaijan government only had 

nominal authority in the contested region. Instead, a local officer, Colonel Kal Balai Khan, 

controlled the out-posts and access in the mountainous “no-man’s land,” thereby exerting 

territorial power over a space that held Azerbaijani, Armenian, British, Turkish, and Bolshevik 

 
63 Lacoste, “La géographie, la géopolitique et le raisonnement géographique,” xvii-xviii. 
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interests.64 Further, I want to resist imposing elitist or intellectual language where it did not exist 

in rural locales. Harbord garnered constant attention from local elites and Ottoman officers, but 

by interviewing American relief workers and sending lower-ranking mission members to smaller 

towns, he was able to account for the perspectives of people who might otherwise have avoided 

contact with the American general. While nationalism and self-determination influenced many of 

the people Harbord spoke with, others engaged local issues using their own terminology – a 

distinction that decidedly contradicted homogenous characterizations of the region.  

While most of my evidence was from archival research, I also incorporated some films and 

photographic evidence, as well as several historic maps and ethnographic data. To decipher the 

relevance of visual elements procured by the mission, I compared them with written accounts 

and found thematic examples that the AMMA photographed on multiple occasions.  Especially 

with the official film, at a time when the medium was quite new and tedious to work with, 

moments that Harbord and his team decided to capture in live action revealed specific instances 

where the mission members thought their observations could be useful for public-facing outlets 

in the United States. Film provided both challenges and opportunities because while the footage 

presented a controlled narrative, glimpses of rural reality survived in the background. Finally, I 

consulted historic maps and ethnographic data, to showcase regional geography and the diverse 

local groups to emphasize how scholars have inadvertently silenced many voices by focusing 

primarily on Armenian victims, Turkish Nationalists, and Bolsheviks during this turbulent time.  

 

 

 

 
64 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 30 September 1919. 
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Sources 

Beyond the material specifically employed to pan-in to the local space, I relied on a variety of 

sources to convey the mission members’ impact on the residents, expose contentious narratives 

they encountered, and confront the illusion that Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia constituted a 

homogeneous region. Of the fifty-three men on the American Military Mission to Armenia, I 

focused on the seventeen officers and three civilian representatives who composed the final 

report and its twelve appendices. These individuals met with local representatives, led detached 

portions of the mission, and recorded personal observations apart from their official notes and 

reports.  To balance the mission members’ perspectives, I investigated sources produced by 

various local groups, Turkish Nationalists, Armenian expatriates, and American Relief Workers. 

These sources – alongside state documents, military records, newspapers, humanitarian reports, 

missionary pamphlets, and ethnographic data – illuminated the mission members’ local impact.  

My first challenge was to uncover what the mission observed, which local actors were 

involved, how the mission members curated their findings in formal reports versus personal 

diaries, and what likely observations they chose not to record at all. For this I turned to the 

mission members’ personal papers. The Manuscripts Division at the Library of Congress 

maintained collections for Harbord, his Chief of Staff Frank McCoy, and George Van Horn 

Moseley. At separate archives, manuscripts collections, and libraries in the United States, I 

consulted the personal papers of Henry Beeuwkes, Edward Bowditch, Stanley Hornbeck, 

Haroutiun Khachadoorian, and Elliot Grinnell Mears. The diaries, letters, and scrapbooks from 

the mission members’ personal papers supplemented the official reports and material that was 

primarily available through the State Department microfilm collections of the National Archives 

and Records Administration (NARA). While the American officers’ individual perspectives were 
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indelibly present in the record and occasionally clouded reality, their writings represented vital 

sources to establish a baseline for the events from 13 September through 2 October 1919.   

To balance the mission members’ observations with local accounts, I uncovered sources 

produced by individuals and groups living in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia at the time. 

These included sources from American missionaries; international and domestic relief workers; 

British, Ottoman, Russian, and Armenian armed forces; Turkish Nationalists; local politicians; 

community charitable foundations; national leaders; and news media. To access this material, I 

conducted research digitally and in person at nineteen archives and libraries throughout the 

United States, in Oxford, and in Ankara.65   

The ABCFM records and published memoirs provided evidence of the United States’ 

missionary presence in 1919, while the Near East Foundation Institutional Records and the Türk 

Kızılayı Arşivi (Turkish Red Crescent Archives) contained sources on the international and 

domestic relief efforts that the mission members encountered during their journey.66 Not only did 

relief workers record details on the past and present situation in various locales, they maintained 

station reports, refugee data, orphanage statistics, sanitation inspections, relief fund reports, and 

hospital records. The Near East Foundation Institutional Records had an important collection of 

sources from the American Near East Relief (NER) organization circa 1919, while the Turkish 

Red Crescent Archives housed largely unexplored records of prisoner of war information, letters 

 
65 These include the United States State Department microfilm collections at the National Archives and Records 
Administration (hereafter: NARA) and the Library of Congress Manuscripts Division, as well as Johns Hopkins 
Manuscripts Collections, Kroch Library at Cornell University, the Hoover Institute, and the ARF Archives in 
Watertown, MA where the personal papers of various mission members resided.  

66 I consulted ABCFM records at three locations in Boston, MA: the Houghton Library Special Collections 
Manuscripts Division, the Andover-Harvard Theological Library, and the Congregational Library and Archives. The 
Near East Relief Foundation records are at the Rockefeller Archive Center in Tarrytown, NY, which I obtained 
digitally with assistance from their archivists. I also met with archivists for the Turkish Red Crescent Archives who 
scanned and sent me documents from their Ankara collections. Many of the Red Crescent sources, as well as those 
from other Ankara archives, were written in a mix of Modern Turkish and Ottoman. 
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by and about Ottoman soldiers, and documents from the War of Independence when the Red 

Crescent expanded to rural provinces where the state had not yet established institutions. 

For sources addressing the British, Turkish, Russian, and Armenian armed forces scattered 

throughout the region, I consulted the British National Archives, Askeri Tarih ve Stratejik Etüt 

Başkanlığı Arşivi (the Turkish General Staff Military History and Strategic Studies Directorate’s 

Archive, known as ATASE), the American Inquiry Papers, and the mission records themselves.67  

Several of the cities the mission members visited served as outposts for British units representing 

Allied interests in former Ottoman territory after World War I. The British National Archives 

maintained detailed records of such military activities, especially in the Eastern Mediterranean 

Special Intelligence Bureau collections. Additionally, because the British were primarily 

interested in Mesopotamia and territory extending north into southeastern Anatolia, I found some 

British sources on the Kurdish population as well. 

The Turkish Nationalists were another important group that contributed to regional turbulence 

and were already four months into waging their War of Independence when the AMMA met 

with the Nationalist movement leader, Mustafa Kemal Pasha, in September 1919. Since the 

Nationalists went on to win independence and establish the Republic of Turkey in 1923, current 

state archives maintained a plethora of material relevant to my research. I sought out sources 

from the Early Republic Archives and Interior Ministry Papers of the Prime Ministerial Ottoman 

Archives. The correspondence between provincial districts and the Interior Ministry, as well as 

 
67 Arnold Toynbee’s personal papers at the Oxford Bodleian Library also contained copies of various reports on 
British troops in the region, as did collections of documents published by Turkish scholars – mostly through the 
Turkish Historical Society’s Library and publications office in Ankara (Türk Tarih Kurumu) – which I referenced in 
some of my chapters. I used online records available through the British National Archives. Several of my sources 
on the Ottoman Army came from ATASE, in Ankara. Otherwise, the records in the Inquiry Papers at Sterling 
Memorial Library Manuscripts Collection at Yale University and the mission papers themselves (at NARA) 
contained several detailed reports and copies of locally produced military records. 
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between Nationalist leaders and Ottoman officers stationed throughout rural Anatolia were 

especially valuable.68 The state produced documents presented some challenges that scholars 

often face when using carefully curated collections, but they were nonetheless relevant for 

creating a holistic picture of the local experience in 1919 Anatolia.  

In contending with the reliability of material, I also encountered language barriers and an 

unbalanced representation of certain population groups during my research. While most of the 

archives I focused on contained written sources I could read myself, in English, French, and 

Modern Turkish; for the collections I investigated at the Armenian Revolutionary Federation 

Archives and some of the sites in Ankara, I had to rely heavily on the archivists for assistance 

using resources written in Armenian and Ottoman Turkish.69 Additionally, there were some local 

groups, including Kurds and other residents of the remote mountain areas in Transcaucasia that 

are not individually represented outside of mission members’ diaries and reports. Many of these 

people have no surviving evidence in written forms and some of the locations where the mission 

members interacted with underrepresented populations are sites of ongoing conflict, rendering 

places like Mardin and Diyarbakır near the Turkish-Syrian border and Nakhchevan City in the 

Transcaucasian exclave of Azerbaijan impossible to visit for the time being. Despite these 

challenges, I am confident that I was able to garner enough evidence to illustrate the variations of 

local life throughout Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia and show how Harbord and his team 

engendered different reactions based on the situation in each place. 

 
68 Along with sources from ATASE, the Türk İnkılap Tarihi Enstitüsü (Turkish Revolutionary Institute Archives, 
TİTE) at Ankara University, and the Presidential State Archives (also in Ankara) were invaluable for sources on the 
early Republic and Nationalist Movement. ATASE and other Turkish Historical Societies also published several 
compilations of documents from the World War I and Nationalist Struggle periods, which I have referenced 
throughout. 

69 While some of the documents I used from Turkish archives contained Modern Turkish translations alongside 
Ottoman originals, for other Ottoman sources, and all the Armenian sources, I relied on paid-for translations. 
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Organization 

Following this opening chapter, I will detail how Harbord came to lead the AMMA in summer 

1919 and then introduce the mission members themselves to explain why their perspectives are 

imperative to consider before evaluating the records they have left behind. Harbord and his team 

embarked on their journey through Ottoman territory, in an environment where no one could 

anticipate the future distribution of power, and thus the decisions they made about which 

observations and local interactions to record have largely shaped the American memory of this 

period. Understanding the mission members’ backgrounds also helps justify their qualifications 

to report on certain conditions, for many of them were experts in professional fields well before 

they joined the Army and were subsequently selected for the 1919 AMMA. Finally, from the 

local perspective, this introductory analysis provides context on why the mission members 

garnered trust from individuals they interviewed throughout Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia.    

When the mission arrived in Constantinople, the first week and a half of their journey 

revolved around interactions with familiar sites, people, and narratives at places along the main 

railway to Aleppo. The Anatolian story here has been thoroughly investigated and continues to 

attract new scholars with interesting historical questions. This is not my focus. My core chapters 

trace the AMMA’s route into the remote interior, through Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia 

from 13 September through 2 October 1919. They progress chronologically, according to the 

itinerary, but each deal with separate themes related to regional conditions. In each chapter, I 

emphasize various groups, local actors, international influences, degrees of devastation, and 

ongoing conflicts relevant to the region under consideration. Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia 

were anything but homogeneous in 1919 and the mission members’ records, coupled with local 

sources, expose the diversity currently neglected in the historiography.  
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After nearly twenty-four hours aboard the train from Aleppo, the mission members arrived in 

Mardin and left the railroad behind as they began the portion of their journey that encompassed 

the Anatolian interior. The third chapter follows them north, through Diyarbekır and Kharput, 

where they encountered local elites who were intent on pursuing their own interests, Ottoman 

officers adamant to explain the nefarious activities of the British occupiers, and American 

missionary women who had integrated into the communities as authority figures. As the mission 

members moved westward from Kharput and across the Euphrates River toward Sivas, they 

encountered the epicenter of the Turkish Nationalist Movement. The fourth chapter explains 

how, in Sivas, the War for Independence was just beginning with Mustafa Kemal Pasha at its 

helm. Not only did this phase of the journey bring the mission members into contact with the 

Nationalist agenda and contentious narratives of Pan-Islamism, but local authority figures took 

advantage of the mission to gain international exposure and legitimacy. 

While chapter four addresses how Harbord and his team were occasionally an important 

source of opportunity, chapter five accounts for the residue of war that distracted other local 

leaders from such aspirational aims. On the lonely highway through Erzincan and Erzurum, the 

mission members witnessed fragments of hope juxtaposed with the physical wreckage from 

World War I. Turkish residents in this part of Anatolia hoped to convey their own suffering, 

contradicting dominant narratives that Armenians were innocent victims of Ottoman aggression.  

Those familiar narratives of Armenian tragedy are the subject of chapter six, as the mission 

members traveled along the frontier into the newly independent First Republic of Armenia.70 As 

they encountered various Armenian politicians and border guards, they also observed the harsh 

 
70 The First Republic of Armenia only lasted until 1922, when the territory was subsumed into the Armenian Soviet 
Socialist Republic by the Bolsheviks. 
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reality that Turkish and Armenian soldiers faced on both sides of the frontier, the refugee crisis 

that had plagued the region since 1914, and the challenges faced by American relief workers as 

winter approached. The seventh chapter takes up the story in Transcaucasia, where the mission 

members witnessed relentless violence as a very real impediment to future peace.  

The last chapter accounts for the final weeks of the mission after they convened in Tiflis and 

continued their journey through metropolitan areas already frequented by other international 

observers. The conclusion emphasizes the significant impact that the American officers had in 

the rural reaches of Ottoman space and explains what became of Harbord’s final report. The 

local people who interacted with the mission members were not bystanders in this story. They 

represented valuable perspectives that now challenge our understanding of the mechanisms at 

play during this tumultuous period. In the end, I hope to convince other scholars that the AMMA 

records are worth revisiting because there is more to learn from those who survived World War I 

in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia.  
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Map 2. The Original Itinerary.71 

 

 
71 From collection of “Khachadoorian’s Papers (Military Mission) the Transcaucasian Gazette,” in Armenian Revolutionary Federation Archives, Watertown, 
MA. Generals Harbord, McCoy, and Moseley each had copies of this map in their personal papers at the Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE CAST IS SET 
 
 

“The Mission was made up of men very carefully selected to cover every phase of the 
investigation, and special reports were submitted covering the military situation” as well as 
local laws, finances, customs, education, and physical conditions of Eastern Anatolia and 
Transcaucasia.72 The individuals who joined Harbord were influenced by their own military 
institution, shaped by the progressive-era United States, and hardened by their experiences on 
the Western Front in France. These homesick old veterans were commissioned to “turn south 
and East like Jason and his Argonauts,” to spend an additional two months abroad before their 
wartime service would be complete.73 Amid these virtues and flaws, it was their observations and 
decisions about what to include in the records of their journey that survived to tell this story.  
 
To appreciate the mission members for the challenge they accepted and the fervor with which 

they set forth, we need to begin our story a few months earlier in France – when the AMMA was 

first conceived, and Harbord was designated as its chief. 

Prelude to the Mission  

The message arrived on 25 June 1919, as Major General James Guthrie Harbord was preparing 

his daily agenda in Chaumont, France, a small town on the Marne nearly 170 miles by rail from 

Paris.74 As Chief of Staff of the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF), Harbord was 

accustomed to receiving correspondence ranging from military matters to diplomacy, but this 

letter broached a topic he had not yet confronted in an official capacity. Henry Morgenthau, the 

former United States Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, wrote from the Hotel Ritz in Paris to 

describe a “very serious problem in the Trans-Caucasus.” The letter urged Harbord to accept 

 
72 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” Introduction. 

73 Frank R. McCoy, Letter to his mother, 23 August 1919; Folder 4, Box 6, McCoy Papers, LOC. 

74 Letter from Henry Morgenthau to James Harbord, 25 June 1919, 56, Box 8 “World War Military Activity,” 
Harbord Papers, LOC. 
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responsibilities as an “Allied Resident” in Armenia to manage relief work, accommodate 

Armenian repatriation in Eastern Anatolia, and serve as the unofficial governor-general until 

America decided whether to undertake a mandate in the region.75 

Prior to August 1919, United States representatives constantly debated the advantages of 

increasing American presence overseas, and Harbord was initially unconvinced by Morgenthau’s 

proposal to appoint an Allied Resident in Armenia. Having served with General John Pershing 

since the AEF first entered World War I, Harbord was privy to Allied concerns about Ottoman 

territory and American interest in the Armenians; but his focus in late June was on managing 

operations to return American troops home and on anticipating the immediate military effects of 

the Treaty of Versailles. Harbord replied to Morgenthau’s initial letter on the morning of 28 June 

1919, before witnessing the signing of the Peace Treaty at the Palace of Versailles that 

afternoon.76 He declined Morgenthau’s proposal, writing that “I should be proud to undertake 

such a duty as this under our own country alone, but under the conditions as I understand your 

letter to state them, I think success impossible.”77 It would be another six weeks until Allied 

representatives in Paris composed a comprehensive plan for the Armenian Question and 

officially appointed Harbord as the Chief of the AMMA.78 

Throughout the summer, Morgenthau and Hoover remained the primary proponents of 

American action in Armenia and continually lobbied for President Wilson’s support alongside 

 
75 Morgenthau to Harbord, 25 June 1919, 56-58, Box 8, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

76 Letter from Secretary General of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace to James Harbord, 27 June 1919, 
ticket to the Salles des Glaces in the Palace of Versailles to witness the Peace Treaty being signed with Germany at 
3pm on 28 June 1919, Box 9 “Personal Miscellany,” Harbord Papers, LOC.   

77 Letter from James Harbord to Henry Morgenthau, 28 June 1919, 59-60, Box 8, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

78 “General Orders No. 87” from the General Headquarters, American Expeditionary Forces, France, 11 August 
1919, 63, Box 8, Harbord Papers, LOC. 
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other bureaucrats, politicians, and members of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace.79 

The day after the Peace Treaty was signed, the President received a letter signed by Charles 

Evens Hughes, Elihu Root, Henry Cabot Lodge, John Sharp Williams, Alfred E. Smith, James 

W. Gerard, Frederic Courtland Penfield, and Charles W. Eliot that urged American intervention 

in Eastern Anatolia and showed bipartisan agreement that America must send aid, “enable the 

Armenians to occupy the non-occupied parts of Armenia,” and “secure prompt and full justice 

for Armenia.”80 Less than a week later, on 5 July 1919, the American Commission to Negotiate 

Peace wrote to Secretary of State Robert Lansing “that a Mission should immediately be sent to 

Armenia” to investigate a potential American mandate and “the general political and economic 

problems involved in setting up the new State of Armenia.”81 

Though discussion of an official American presence in Eastern Anatolia to physically manage 

Armenian affairs was of new interest among Americans, the Allied governments had advocated a 

formal administrative arrangement since January 1919. If established, the League of Nations 

would commission member states to administer territories through ‘mandatory’ relationships.82 

 
79 President Wilson established the American Commission to Negotiate Peace in Paris after the World War I 
Armistice. They were responsible for negotiating formal treaties on behalf of the United States. Many of the 
members had previously supported research efforts for President Wilson as part of the “Inquiry.” The Inquiry was a 
group of specialists, commissioned by President Wilson, to investigate various matter of interest for the United 
States. Their records are housed in the Sterling Memorial Library at Yale University. For additional details on the 
Inquiry, see Lawrence E. Gelfand’s The Inquiry: American Preparation for Peace, 1917-1919 (New Haven and 
London: Yale University Press, 1963). Records of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace are extensive and 
largely accessible online in NARA, Record Group 256, National Archives Catalog. 610 Microfilm Rolls have been 
digitized online with “Inquiry Documents” and “General Records” of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace. 

80 Letter from Charles Evens Hughes, Elihu Root, Henry Cabot Lodge, John Sharp Williams, Alfred E. Smith, James 
W. Gerard, Frederic Courtland Penfield, Charles W. Eliot to President Wilson, 28 June 1919, Folder 5, Box 5, 
Moseley Papers, LOC. 

81 Letter from the American Commission to Negotiate Peace to the Secretary of State, 5 July 1919, Folder 5, Box 5, 
Moseley Papers, LOC. 

82 The League of Nations was established in 1920 and mandates were part of the covenant, but the United States 
Senate voted against becoming a member state. Nonetheless, while the League was under discussion, Wilson and 
Lloyd George (among other national leaders) were already debating potential mandatory relationships. 
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British Prime Minister David Lloyd George pressed for immediate American interference in 

Ottoman territory but continually found President Wilson “much opposed to any intervention on 

the part of the United States.”83 A mandate in Armenia needed Congressional approval and 

would exceed existing bipartisan support for relief work. President Wilson would have to 

convince Congress that a mandate was both feasible, and in line with public appeals to provide 

justice for suffering Armenians.  

At the time, specialist missions were an established means of gathering information for 

American diplomatic decisions and several had already yielded reports on Germany, Poland, and 

Russia.84 However, prior fact-finding missions in Anatolia had produced reports reminiscent of 

the sensational headlines that had filled American newsstands since the Armenians became 

internationally known in the 1890s. Morgenthau and Hoover urged that “exhaustive investigation 

should be undertaken by impartial experts on the ground as to the problems involved and 

measures to be taken before more than support to refugees is undertaken.”85 Through July 1919, 

other advocates for intervention determined that a mission led by and comprised of American 

 
83 David Lloyd George, Memoirs of the Peace Conference, Volume 1 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1939), 
117. 

84 Uyar, “An American Military Observer of Turkish Independence War,” 181. In 1919, three other investigative 
missions skirted through Anatolia. The King-Crane Mission spent 42 days from June through July 1919 traveling 
through İstanbul, Syria, Lebanon, Palestine, Jordan, Adana, İskenderun, and Mersin; the Dunn Report traced 
Lieutenant Dunn of the United States Navy throguh the Black Sea Coastal Region into Russian Armenian; and the 
Niles-Sutherland Report covered the Bitlis-Van-Doğubeyazıt Region in southeastern Anatolia. In his piece, “An 
American Military Observer of Turkish Independence War: Charles Wellington Furlong,” Mesut Uyar described 
how “hundreds of American officials and civilians visited every corner of Turkey during the war and wrote their 
findings in official reports or unofficial letters and articles to the American administration or the American people” 
(179). His work focused on Major Charles Wellington Furlong and his letters to President Wilson. These other 
missions and individuals did not, however, carry the same significance or acclaim as the AMMA – which was 
personally commissioned by the President and would directly impact the United States Senate’s decision to accept a 
mandatory or not. 

85 Letter from the American Commission to Negotiate Peace to the Secretary of State, 3 July 1919, Folder 5, Box 5, 
Moseley Papers, LOC. 
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military officers was the only way to compile impartial information, estimate the cost of 

intervention, and achieve a dispassionate report on conditions in Eastern Anatolia. President 

Wilson chose the AMMA because Congress, American delegates, and Allied members of the 

Peace Conference believed military officers capable of producing a report based on observations 

on the ground. Additionally, Congress wanted detailed military recommendations to determine if 

American forces could feasibly support repatriation of Armenian refugees and continued relief 

operations, two key components of formal interference in the region.86  

By 1 August 1919, the “President approved of Hoover Morgenthau recommendation that a 

Mission of Investigation headed by General Harbord be sent to Armenia [sic].”87 Frank Polk, 

head of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace and Under Secretary of State, followed up 

with a letter to Harbord on behalf of President Wilson that outlined specific guidance for the 

AMMA:  

The President has designated you as Chief of a Military Mission to 
proceed without delay to Constantinople, Russian Transcaucasia 
and Syria, as will enable you to carry out instructions already 
discussed with you. It is desired that you investigate and report on 
political, military, geographical, administrative, economic and other 
considerations involved in possible American interests and 
responsibilities in that region. It should seem that this could be done 
in an absence of about two months. Upon the completion of this 
duty, you will return to the United States with your Mission and 
report in person to the President. A copy of your report should be 
furnished to the American Commission to Negotiate Peace.88 
 

 
86 Warren G. Harding (OH), “Statement of Hon. William Phillips, Assistant Secretary of State,” Congressional 
Record 66-1 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1919), 35. 

87 Telegram from Secretary of State Robert Lansing to Harbord, 1 August 1919, Folder 5, Box 5, Moseley Papers, 
LOC. 

88 Letter from American Commission to Negotiate Peace to General Harbord, 13 August 1919, Box 8, Harbord 
Papers, LOC. 
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Content with Polk’s guidance and officially under orders from the Commander in Chief, Harbord 

assembled his team and began intensive preparations for his mission. Harbord carefully selected 

individual officers to investigate each topic designated by the President.89 These special accounts 

constituted the appendices of the final report and the 66th United States Congress referenced 

them, alongside Harbord’s observations, during the senatorial vote on a mandate for Armenia.90  

Cast of Characters 

The American Military Mission to Armenia consisted of fifty-three men from across the United 

States – seventeen commissioned officers, thirty-two enlistees, and four civilians. Once President 

Wilson had approved him as Chief of Mission, Harbord immediately set to work consulting with 

the American Commission to Negotiate Peace in Paris to select personnel to accompany him on 

detail from the AEF.91 He described how they organized with loaned “motor cars by the Army, 

many books and manuscript reports by the American Mission to Negotiate Peace, a few sawed-

off shotguns by the Ordnance Department, a couple of photographers by the Signal Corps, and 

hours of advice.”92 Harbord chose officers based on their specialized backgrounds, military and 

 
89 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” Introduction.   

90 The list of appendices is from McCoy’s personal records, “List of Appendices Accompanying this Report will be 
found below as follows,” Box 69, McCoy Paper, LOC; it is also listed out in the final mission report in Harbord’s 
papers, as well as in the published version. However, I have only found copies of the contents of the appendices in 
the NARA microfilm collections (M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/6-16) and have not located versions of the appendices 
elsewhere. The final report has been published in a few different forms. Throughout this dissertation, I referenced 
the NARA microfilm version, “Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia,” (M820, Roll 234, 
184.02102/5); and the published version, James G. Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in 
International Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920 
(Greenwich, Connecticut: American Association for International Conciliation Editorial Office, 1921). The content 
was the same, but I found the book version more accessible than the digital files. 

91 Official Confidential Correspondence from Pershing No. 3822-R, 9 August 1919, Item 6, Box 11 “Pershing-
Harbord Letters,” Harbord Papers, LOC. 

92 James G. Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia: A Mandatory Suggested for Armenia. The 
Departure of the American Mission for the Near East. The Reception of the Mission and Conditions Which It Found 
in Turkey and Armenia,” First Article of “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” The World’s Work, Vol. 40, 
No. 1, Edited by Arthur W. Page (NY: Doubleday, Page & Company, May 1920), 36. 
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civilian, to collectively cover each aspect of the investigation and compose appendices for the 

final report.93 These men would interact directly with local leaders in Eastern Anatolia and 

Transcaucasia, sometimes alongside Harbord and sometimes on their own. Their personalities, 

backgrounds, and expertise directly shaped the curated collection of notes, diaries, letters, and 

official memoranda that survived in the AMMA records.  

The Generals 

Harbord represented the quintessential, war-hardened professional capable of leading the 

AMMA based on his exemplary military record, endorsement from Secretary of War Newton 

Baker, and consistent recommendations by the American Commission to Negotiate Peace. Upon 

his appointment, contemporary journalists described how his “approachability, coupled with his 

intuitive directness and ability to listen, has made him in the opinion of the Americans who have 

had and are having daily experience with European imbroglios, the ideal selection for this most 

important of our somewhat numerous missions.”94  

Prior to August 1919, Harbord had accumulated more than thirty years of military service 

since his enlistment on 24 January 1889.95 After graduating from Kansas State Agricultural 

College in 1886, Harbord sought an army career and earned his commission after serving two 

and a half years in the enlisted ranks.96 Harbord held a range of assignments in the United States, 

then worked as an aide-de-camp for the Department Commander in Cuba during the Spanish-

 
93 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” Introduction. 

94 Lucian Swift Kirtland, “Does It Mean the Mandate?” Leslie’s Weekly (27 September 1919), from “Gen. James G. 
Harbord, Clippings, 1917-1919,” Box 36, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

95 “Order No. 17” from Post of Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 24 January 1889, Item 3, Box 6 “Military Record,” 
Harbord Papers, LOC. 

96 Merrill L. Bartlett, James Guthrie Harbord:1866-1947, Register of His Personal Papers (Washington D.C.: 
History and Museums Division Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, 1995), viii-ix. 
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American War, and then spent nearly twelve years as a captain and brevet colonel in the insular 

government of the Philippines.97 After his first few years in the Philippines, Harbord took leave 

from June through September 1906 to tour Asia and Europe before returning to his duties. He 

kept a detailed diary of this trip, including entries on the overland train journey through Asia and 

city visits to Moscow and Constantinople that conveyed his impressive knowledge of Russian, 

Ottoman, and European history.98 This was his first exposure to Ottoman territory, and he could 

not have suspected in 1906 that in just over a decade he would be asked to lead an investigative 

mission through the remote interior of Anatolia.  

After the Philippines, Harbord served with the United States Army Western Division in 

California for a few years and participated in missions along America’s southern border during 

the Mexican Revolution.99 He arrived in France with the AEF in June 1917 and quickly became 

well-known as Pershing’s Chief of Staff, garnering enormous respect for his professionalism, 

competence, and composure under pressure.100 In 1918, Harbord requested a combat assignment 

and subsequently commanded the famed Second Division Marine Brigade, which was part of the 

Franco-American Soissons offensive in July 1918 that ended the German threat to Paris.101  

In the months following the 1918 Armistice, Harbord returned to Paris to reassume his former 

 
97 “General Order No. 5” from Headquarters Department of Santiago and Puerto Principe in Santiago, Cuba, 23 
January 1900, Item 18, Box 6; and “Memorandum, 17 August 1903” from Washington, D.C. to Manila, Item 51, 
Box 1 “Private Letters of J. G. Harbord,” Harbord Papers, LOC. 

98 References to Harbord’s Diary are from dated entries in his personal papers, from 2 June through 8 September 
1906, Item 104, Box 1, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

99 “Special Orders No. 268,” from Headquarters of the Army, 19 November 1901, and “Special Orders No. 242,” 
from War Department, 16 October 1913, Box 6, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

100 “Special Orders No. 8,” from the AEF Headquarters in Paris, France, 15 June 1917, in “Pershing-Harbord 
Letters, 1917-1922,” Box 11, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

101 “Gen. Harbord, Chief of Staff of AEF in World War I, Dies,” Obituary Clipping from The Washington Post, 21 
August 1947, Item 1, Box 6, Harbord Papers, LOC. 
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position as AEF Chief of Staff – where he redirected his attention to managing the general staff, 

coordinating services of supply, and redeploying American troops. When Harbord was officially 

relieved of his Chief of Staff duties to lead the AMMA, he turned to General Pershing, his friend 

and mentor, to discuss the mission he was about to undertake.102 It was Pershing who prompted 

Secretary Lansing and the State Department to send Harbord clear guidance on the AMMA since 

the AEF headquarters were officially charged with assigning its personnel.  

By 14 August 1919, two other general officers received official orders from the Secretary of 

War to join the mission.103 Brigadier General Frank McCoy was appointed as Harbord’s Chief of 

Staff and principal assistant. The two were longtime friends and had served together prior to 

World War I in Cuba and the Philippines.104 In a speech McCoy presented in 1934 at Harbord’s 

alma mater, the Kansas State Agricultural College, he recalled Harbord “quelling a riot 

singlehanded in Cuba by riding on horseback into a plaze [sic]” and described his ability to bring 

“peace and order” in the Philippines by winning “the complete confidence of the people.”105 

McCoy also described how after retirement from the army, Harbord continued his commitment 

to service through Red Cross work and in raising a leprosy fund for suffering people in 

 
102 Official Confidential Correspondence from Pershing No. 3822-R, 9 August 1919, Box 11, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

103 Moseley’s orders came on 14 August 1919 in Special Orders No. 226, General Headquarters, American 
Expeditionary Forces, France, August 14th, 1919. Signed “By command of General Pershing” Fox Conner, Chief of 
Staff, Folder 4, Box 7, Moseley Papers, LOC. Harbord’s orders were first on 11 August 1919 in General Orders No. 
87 from GHQ AEF, “Pershing-Harbord Letters, 1917-1922, J.G. Harbord,” Box 11, Harbord Papers, LOC.  

104 The USS Martha Washington belonged to the United States Navy as a transport ship from 6 April 1917 through 
18 November 1919. Her final voyage before the Navy decommissioned her was to return the AMMA to New York 
City. John Doran, “USS Martha Washington: American Troopship,” The Wartime Memories Project, accessed 
December 8, 2022, https://wartimememoriesproject.com/greatwar/ships/view.php?pid=3429. 

105 “McCoy shows Army Man's Peace Time Public Service: Traces Career of General Harbord in Cuba, Philippines, 
Europe, Where showed Statesmanship,” excerpt from The Kansas Industrialist (newspaper), Vol 60, Num 19, 
Kansas State College of Agriculture and Applied Science, Manhattan, KS, Wednesday, 21 February 1934, in Folder 
25 (Speech on Harbord 1934 February), Box 89 (Speeches and Writings File), McCoy Papers, LOC. 
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Europe.106 

Though he certainly held Harbord in the highest regard, McCoy was perhaps the most 

admired member of the AMMA by his peers and subordinates alike. He did not compose an 

appendix, nor did he have direct authorship over the report, but as Chief of Staff he managed the 

completed products, as well as day-to-day tasks and coordination that facilitated travel through 

Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. Other officers raved about McCoy’s character in their 

personal papers, describing him as “the finest officer I ever knew… as influential in Washington 

with statesmen and politicians as he was honored and admired in the army…more than any other 

officer in AEF did he obtain the cooperation and friendship of the French units in his 

vicinity.”107  

McCoy’s army career began at the United States Military Academy at West Point, where he 

graduated and commissioned in 1897.108 At the beginning of the Spanish American War, he 

served in Cuba and the Philippines, and on missions in the Philippine jungles with Harbord when 

they were both young officers with brevet ranks.109 In his diaries, McCoy recounted his early 

years in the army fondly, “back to the time when Pershing, Harbord, and he were in the same 

cavalry regiment under the command of Leonard Wood – Pershing as senior lieutenant, Harbord 

as junior first lieutenant, and he as ‘the juniorest of junior officers.’”110 It was clear from their 
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history together why Harbord insisted that McCoy join the AMMA in 1919.  

In letters home to his mother and sister, Hannah, McCoy detailed his experiences in France 

and the intensive preparations involved prior to sailing for Constantinople.111 Though he had 

been in France since 25 June 1917, McCoy was excited to be a part of the mission and greatly 

anticipated the adventure, writing his sister that he would send “my most-smiling picture” upon 

arrival.112 After returning home in 1919, McCoy continued a stellar career in the army and 

stayed in touch with other officers from the mission including Harbord.113 His story was an 

excellent example of the camaraderie among some mission members that persisted throughout 

their lives. 

Brigadier General George Van Horn Moseley also joined the AMMA on Harbord’s invitation. 

He attended West Point with McCoy, and graduated two years later in 1899 before embarking on 

a similar career that traced service through the Spanish American War, on the Mexican border, 

and into World War I.114 In France, Moseley commanded the First Division’s Fifth Artillery for 

the AEF and then joined the General Staff in France, managing transportation under Harbord 

through the 1918 armistice and into the redeployment phase.115 Once Harbord asked him to join 

 
111 “Hannah Margaretta McCoy,” Folder 8 (Biographical Material), Box 100, McCoy Papers, LOC. 

112 In a personal letter from McCoy to his sister Hannah, undated but like from the end of July 1919, Folder 4, Box 
6, McCoy Papers, LOC. McCoy first arrived in France on 25 June 1917 and advanced through positions as the 
Secretary to the General Staff, then as a colonel in the 165th Regiment in the 42nd Division, and later as a brigadier 
general in the 37th Division. From a personal note, Folder 4 (Frank McCoy 1919), Box 15, McCoy Papers, LOC. 
After the armistice, McCoy transitioned into important support roles on Harbord’s staff with the AEF Services of 
Supply, finally assuming a role as the Deputy Director General of Transportation before joining the mission to 
Armenia. Letter from McCoy to his mother, 19 May 1919, Folder 4, Box 6, McCoy Papers, LOC.  

113 Folder 7 (1919 M-N) includes some personal letters between cordial friends, with George Van Horn Moseley and 
Jasper Y. Brinton, Box 15, McCoy Papers, LOC. McCoy also returned to the Philippines several times, once in 
particular to marry Frances Field Judson in Manila on 26 January 1924. “Typed BIO,” Folder 1, Box 100, McCoy 
Papers, LOC. 
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the mission, Moseley prepared to investigate one of the most important topics, the military 

situation in Anatolia and Transcaucasia. His 80-page appendix on “The Military Problem of a 

Mandatory,” which he submitted alongside the others, was critical in informing Congress’s 

decision against an American mandate in Armenia.116 

Apart from the army officers, the AMMA also included two naval officers commanding USS 

Martha Washington, who supported Harbord and his team from when they departed Brest, 

France for the mission on 24 August, through their long-awaited return to New York City on 9 

November 1919.117 With twenty-two years of service, Commander Wallace Bertholf was among 

the most senior members of the mission, joining Harbord aboard USS Martha Washington after 

multiple commands in wartime service and a position as the senior aide to Rear Admiral N. A. 

McCully in Northern Russia.118 He was an indoor athlete and baseball player who would die 

young at only 48 years old in 1929. On the mission he was one of the few married men with 

children – his son Charles would have been seven years old when the AMMA arrived in Anatolia 

in 1919.119 Bertholf’s deputy, Lieutenant Commander H. B. Bryan, worked diligently alongside 

him and together, they proudly represented the Navy.  

The detailed assessment that the senior officers expected, encompassed hundreds of pages of 

analysis, tables, and maps, resembling the work that many of the authors had done previously in 

 
116 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military Mission to 
Armenia, on The Military Problem of a Mandatory. By Brig. Gen. Geo. Van Horn Moseley, G.S., U.S.A.,” 16 
October 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 184.02102/15. 

117 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries from 24 August 1919 through 9 November 1919. 
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their careers. Each contribution fit neatly in Harbord’s report and exemplified the focused 

investigation and professionalism required. Much of this institutional style was typical of 

American officers in the progressive-era United States. Accounting for the professionalization of 

the military as it evolved during the early twentieth century gave valuable insight into how the 

mission members were inculcated with an institutional ethic that valued impartiality and neutral 

judgement. The creation of the Army General Staff, as part of Secretary of War Elihu Root’s 

reforms in 1903, was a formative step in the military’s evolution towards a professional force.120 

Though institutional changes prompted by the Root Reforms were initially slow to take hold, the 

United States’ experience in World War I solidified a cultural shift as the military embraced 

professionalization.121 Not only did the military institution now prioritize intellectual rigor as 

part of professional education, but Congress was kept abreast of these changes through annual 

reports.122 Within this construct, civilian decision-makers came to expect impartial judgements 

from officers and this new, institutional style of communication became a recognizable 

characteristic in military reports, correspondence and professional journals. This style permeated 

the final report and the appendices Harbord submitted at the journey’s end.123  

 
120 Russell F. Weigley, The American Way of War: A History of United States Military Strategy and Policy (New 
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Journal of Military History 83 (October 2019): 1067-1094, 1075. 

123 Together with the final report and its appendices, the memoranda, correspondence, and diaries written by 
individual mission members – which betrayed personal touches, especially by those officers who had not been 
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Image 2.1 – “American Military Mission to Armenia.”124 

 
The Appendices Authors 

Along with Moseley, the men who contributed appendices to the final report had specialties 

beyond their military expertise, ranging from law, medicine, and engineering to economics, 

geography, and trade. Each area represented a crucial intelligence gap that President Wilson 

deemed necessary to reassure the American public that, before deciding whether the United 

States would accept a mandate in Ottoman territory, “he had done the best he could in seeking 

accurate information of actual conditions” in the region.125 

Harbord selected individuals based on their specific expertise, many of whom tended to be 

 
124 Image from Folder 1 “Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia, 1919,” Box 69, McCoy Papers, 
LOC. From left to right, seated in front are Generals Moseley, Harbord, and McCoy. From left to right, standing are 
Villaret, Beeuwkes, Brinton, Bowditch, Jackson, (unknown), Hornbeck, and Bertholf. 

125 Letter from Harbord to Pershing, 4 August 1919, Box 11, Harbord Papers, LOC. This letter references a 
conversation Harbord had over dinner with Mr. Polk and General Bliss, members of the American Commission to 
Negotiate Peace, where Harbord learned of President Wilson’s intentions for the mission. 
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more senior in age, having advanced in their civilian professions before joining the AEF. Of the 

seventeen officers and four civilians on the mission, two were in their late twenties during the 

AMMA and all others’ ages ranged between 33 and 53. Six were married and only two men had 

children.126 Three of the officers attended the Plattsburg Training Camp prior to commissioning 

and deploying to France, while others received direct commissions and left immediately for 

specialized positions within the AEF General Headquarters.127 These demographic trends, which 

showed most of the officers as single, middle-aged men with professional civilian experience, 

aligned well with the investigative tasks and nature of the mission. What had not been apparent 

before the AMMA embarked, was how valuable their core traits – as high-ranking, American 

officers – would be in the eyes of local leaders throughout Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. 

Previous investigative missions, with their civilian or company grade officer leaders, simply did 

not garner the same degree of respect in the Ottoman space.128 Major General Harbord was 

directly affiliated with General Pershing and President Wilson. The brigadier generals, colonels, 

and lieutenant colonels on the team outranked or held the same ranks as the Ottoman officers 

who were local leaders in the towns they visited. Whether this was intentional on Harbord’s part, 

the composition of officers who investigated and wrote the appendices proved significant.  

 
126 Harbord, Professor Cumberland, Lieutenant Colonels Brinton and Jackson, Commander Bertholf and Major 
Clark were married, and only Lieutenant Colonel Brinton and Commander Bertholf had children. Demographic 
details were compiled from the personnel sketches for each officer, among Folder 2, Box 69, McCoy Papers, LOC. 

127 The United States established Plattsburg Training Camp in 1911 to train and commission officers; by 1917 it was 
home to the National Army’s Officer Candidate School to support the United States war effort. “Plattsburg, New 
York Training Camp, 1917,” New River Notes, The Grayson Country Virginia Heritage Foundation, accessed 
December 8, 2022, https://www.newrivernotes.com/plattsburg-new-york-training-camp- 1917/. Detailed information 
on the Plattsburg Training Camp is in The Plattsburger (New York: Wynkoop Hallenbeck Crawford Co., 1917). 
Lieutenant Colonels Brinton and Bowditch, and Major Clark received their commissions at Plattsburg. 

128 See footnote 84. “Company grade officer” refers to first and second lieutenants and captains, the lowest ranking 
officers that are typically younger in age than field grade officers (majors, lieutenant colonels, colonels) and general 
officers. Even Captain Hornbeck, the junior-ranking appendix author, was 36 years old and was a published scholar 
and political science expert prior to commissioning. 
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Of the twelve appendices, the first considered “Political Factors and Problems.” For this task, 

Harbord selected Captain Stanley Hornbeck. Though he was the most junior officer to author 

part of the report, Hornbeck drew on over a decade of experience in diplomacy and politics.129 

He had been a college professor before joining the army for World War I.130 His wartime service 

was brief and specialized, mostly with the Far Eastern Division of the American Commission to 

Negotiate Peace from 1918 through 1919.131 As further qualification for investigating political 

factors and problems, Hornbeck demonstrated his intellectual prowess as an expert on the US 

Tariff Commission, a lecturer at the University of Michigan, and a member of several American 

societies including those for the Political Science Association, the Oriental Society, and the 

Chinese Social and Political Science Association. He authored articles on international law and 

politics through Oxford University and the Rhodes Scholar program.132 Hornbeck’s perspectives 

on politics from a civilian career in the United States and abroad influenced his interactions with 

local leaders throughout the journey and contributed expert commentary to the final report. 

In the second appendix on the “Government of Turkey and the Transcaucasus,” Lieutenant 

Colonel Jasper Y. Brinton followed Hornbeck’s political findings with his own observations on 

government and law.133 Brinton’s army career began in the Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 

where he leveraged years of legal practice in Philadelphia and service as an Assistant United 

 
129 Stanley K. Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military 
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States Attorney. He also specialized in labor and industry law, child labor, refugees, public 

education, and charity organization. Little did Brinton know that his military duties would shift 

several times between 1918 and 1919, to include work in the Provost Marshal General’s office 

and as the Staff Judge Advocate of Renting, Requisition, and Claims Services in England, before 

Harbord appointed him to the AMMA.134  

As the lawyer for the mission, Brinton was often on the receiving end of pranks by the other 

officers, who enjoyed taking advantage of his tendency to “bite easier and frighten easier than 

any other class.”135 One particular incident, recorded by Moseley, involved some famous wine 

Brinton received in Georgia, which he intended to bring home to his wife Alice and his adult 

children, John and Florence, in Philadelphia.136 The other mission members who were gifted 

wine disposed of it before their return journey because of the dry conditions back in the United 

States. Sensing opportunity, Moseley “secured some official paper which looked very important 

from the Headquarters of the Atlantic Fleet” and wrote to Brinton accusing him of sequestering 

liquor aboard the ship “in violation of existing law and regulations” and suggested that Brinton 

bring the matter to Harbord for resolution.137 As Moseley recalled, Brinton “bit on it completely, 

and for a number of days he studied over the law and prepared for himself a complete defense of 

this serious charge,” he even considered the “terrible crime” of disposing the “evidence” 

 
134 Brinton was one of the three officers commissioned through Plattsburg who had joined the war effort after the 
United States had begun sending soldiers to France. Brinton’s military career started on 11 November 1917, when 
he commissioned as a major in the Judge Advocate General’s Corps. McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel 
Sketch: Brinton, Lt. Col. Jasper Y.,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

135 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries from 1-9 November 1919. 

136 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel Sketch: Brinton, Lt. Col. Jasper Y.,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 
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overboard.138 This anecdote demonstrated the genial relationships formed among the officers 

during their months together from the initial departure at Brest on 24 August, through their return 

to New York City aboard USS Martha Washington on 9 November 1919.139 All this time, the 

men shared good-natured humor despite a trying environment.140  

The third and fourth appendices were composed by Professor W. W. Cumberland and Trade 

Commissioner Eliot Grinnell Mears, two of the civilians who accompanied the AMMA.141 Just 

as most American officers had advanced through civilian careers before joining the war effort in 

France, several experts were employed as civilians by the AEF General Headquarters and the 

American Commission to Negotiate Peace through 1919. From his experience, Harbord had 

known and regularly worked with civilian professionals in France and understood the value they 

could add to his team. Cumberland investigated “Public and Private Finance,” while Mears 

reported on “Commerce and Industry.”142 Considering that the principal sources for information 

 
138 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries from 1-9 November 1919. 

139 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries from 24 August 1919 through 19 November 
1919. 

140 Beyond sharing camaraderie, the mission members respected each other and held Harbord in the highest regards. 
Many included personal notes to Harbord in the cover letters for their appendices and in later correspondences. 
Jackson was one of the authors who wanted to acknowledge the Chief of Mission, expressing his “appreciation of 
the fine spirit of mutual helpfulness and good will, which has existed among us all under your leadership, through an 
arduous and trying period; and to congratulate you upon having been able, in the relatively short time available, to 
obtain a most valuable mass of information, by actual observation and contact, in an uncommonly difficult and 
dangerous country; and to have returned without a single serious casualty.” John Price Jackson, “Letter Transmitting 
Report,” 1, in “Appendix ‘F,’ Report on Peoples of Turkey in Europe, Asia Minor, and the Transcaucasus.” 
141 W. W. Cumberland, “Appendix ‘C,’ Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military 
Mission to Armenia, on Public and Private Finance, of Turkey and the Transcaucasus. By W.W. Cumberland,” 14 
October 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 184.02102/8; and Eliot Grinnell Mears, “Appendix ‘D,’ 
Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military Mission to Armenia, on Commerce and 
Industry in Turkey and Transcaucasia. By Trade Commissioner Eliot Grinnell Mears,” 16 October 1919, 1; NARA, 
M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 184.02102/9. 

142 Mears’ official title prior to the mission was American Trade Commissioner in the Levant, and with the mission 
he took up the role of Commerce and Industry Member. Eliot Grinnell Mears, “Letter of Submittal,” 2, in 
“Appendix ‘D,’ on Commerce and Industry.” 
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on government, finance, trade, and commerce were in Constantinople and Tiflis, Harbord 

decided Brinton, Cumberland, and Mears would remain with USS Martha Washington in 

Constantinople to secure all available data. Then, they would proceed with the ship through the 

Black Sea to Batum, Georgia and disembark to visit the Transcaucasian capitals to gather the 

remainder of their information.143 This was the first of four parties that would separate from the 

main party during the journey – the others were briefly split to investigate specific questions and 

regions independent of Harbord. Not only did this expand the physical reach of the AMMA, but 

by separating from Harbord, these sub-parties were able to arrive unannounced in certain 

locations and hear local perspectives without filters that may have otherwise been present.144  

The other appendices authors would begin the journey from Constantinople with Harbord and 

the main party. Colonel Henry Beeuwkes served as the AMMA surgeon. He supervised health 

and wellness and investigated sanitary conditions for the fifth appendix on “Public Health and 

Sanitation.”145 Beeuwkes had earned his medical degree from Johns Hopkins University and 

practiced for three years at New York hospitals before completing the Army Medical School as 

honor graduate in 1910. From his commission onwards, Beeuwkes distinguished himself as an 

Army surgeon, culminating in his wartime appointment as surgeon for the AEF General 

Headquarters in Paris.146 Harbord knew Beeuwkes in Paris and asked him to join the AMMA 

 
143 Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” 37-38. The Transcaucasian capital of Georgia, Armenia, 
and Azerbaijan were Tiflis, Erivan, and Baku, respectively. Chapter 7 deals exclusively with the AMMA’s days 
visiting Transcaucasia. 

144 The AMMA had spent nearly a week in Constantinople coordinating their journey and their main itinerary had 
been communicated to officials in the places they planned to visit. The sub-party itineraries were directed by 
Harbord later, preventing local leaders from anticipating their arrival. 

145 Henry Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military 
Mission to Armenia, on Public Health & Sanitation of Turkey and Transcaucasia. By Col. Henry Beeuwkes, 
Medical Corps, U.S.A.,” 16 October 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 184.02102/10. 

146 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel Sketch: Beeuwkes, Colonel Henry,” McCoy Papers, LOC.  
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based on his sterling military record and medical expertise.  

The sixth appendix dealt with human concerns beyond health and sanitation, including the 

influence of religion, races, languages, industrial relationships, and population maintenance.147 

Its author, Lieutenant Colonel John Price Jackson, might have been the only officer in the AEF 

that could handle investigating and organizing content for these seemingly disparate sections and 

Harbord was fortunate to have him on the team. Apart from Harbord, Jackson was the oldest 

mission member and had accumulated a lifetime of engineering experience.148 Prior to joining 

the army, Jackson participated in several professional societies; directed industrial and banking 

businesses; chaired boards for the State of Pennsylvania on labor, industry, state insurance funds, 

and accident compensation; and, from 1908 through 1913, he was Dean of the School of 

Engineering at Pennsylvania State University.149 Beyond his impressive resume, Jackson was 

also prolific in the engineering field. He wrote the Industrial Statistics Reports and Monthly 

Bulletin for Labor and Industry for the State of Pennsylvania, authored textbooks on electricity 

and current, and published articles on labor and industrial subjects. By December 1917, Jackson 

arrived in France as a newly commissioned engineer officer. He excelled at assignments in 

construction and with the labor bureau, eventually gaining Harbord’s attention for his service as 

the Chief of the Department of Economics for the Peace Commission and the deputy director of 

 
147 John Price Jackson, “Appendix ‘F,’ Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military 
Mission to Armenia, on Peoples of Turkey in Europe, Asia Minor, and the Transcaucasus. 1. Populations. 2. 
Influence of Religions, Races, and Languages. 3. Characteristics of the People including Industrial Relationships. 4. 
Maintenance of Population. By John Price Jackson. Lt. Col. Eng.,” 16 October 1919, 1, NARA, M820, Roll 234, 
Volume 208, 184.02102/11. 

148 He was born in Philadelphia in 1868 and would turn 51 on 27 September 1919, just as the main party was 
crossing into Transcaucasia. Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 27 September 
1919. 

149 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel Sketch: Jackson, Lieut. Col. John Price,” McCoy Papers, LOC.  
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the Army Service Corps.150 During the mission and in his report, Jackson accomplished the 

challenging feat of investigating and synthesizing population details that accounted for the varied 

groups throughout the Ottoman space. 

Lieutenant Colonel Edward Bowditch Jr. wrote the seventh appendix on “Climate, Natural 

Resources, Animal Industry and Agriculture” with an added level of thoroughness and zest that 

represented the dedication he brought to this task.151 Something of a restless adventurer, 

Bowditch had previously traveled widely, gaining in developing areas like the Philippines and 

Brazil valuable experience in government, industry, and agriculture that prepared him well for 

problems he and the AMMA encountered later in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia.152 His 

126-page appendix, resembled the detailed reports he compiled on irrigation, water rights, and 

cultivated land rights during his time in the Philippines.153 Bowditch took meticulous notes and 

deciphered local public administration laws and state policies on water and irrigation – which 

made his report lucid and incredibly informative. Bowditch’s work fit neatly among the rest of 

the appendices and exemplified the professionalism and focused investigation that Harbord 

 
150 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel Sketch: Jackson, Lieut. Col. John Price,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

151 Edward Bowditch, “Appendix ‘G,’ Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military 
Mission to Armenia, on Climate, Natural Resources, Animal Industry and Agriculture, of Turkey and the Trans-
Caucasus. By Lt. Col. E. Bowditch, Jr., U.S.A.,” 23 October 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 
184.02102/12. 

152 Bowditch had served with the Massachusetts National Guard leading up to the Mexican Revolution and later 
passing through Plattsburg en route to France. He received Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Laws degrees from 
Harvard and began a sterling military career as the Private Secretary to the American Consul General in Scotland. 
His diplomatic experience expanded in government positions and “kingmaker” roles in the Philippines and Brazil. 
During World War I, Bowditch served with the 301st Infantry of the 76th Division where he saw combat on the 
Western Front. Finally, he served on the General Staff, in the AEF operations group, and was General Pershing’s 
aide-de-camp through the armistice and Peace Conference. McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel Sketch: 
Bowditch, Lieut. Colonel Edward Jr.,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

153 Edward Bowditch, “Collection of Materials on Irrigations, Manila,” Box 1, Edward Bowditch Papers, Cornell 
University Kroch Library, New York; and Bowditch, “Appendix ‘G’ on Climate, Natural Resources, Animal 
Industry and Agriculture, of Turkey and the Trans-Caucasus,” 1. 
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expected from the authors.154  

Majors Lawrence Martin and Harold Clark rounded out the officer authors, contributing the 

eighth and ninth appendices on “Geography, Mining and Boundaries” and “The Press of Turkey 

and Transcaucasia,” respectively.155 Harbord chose Martin for his expertise in geology, knowing 

that apart from his impressive military record, Martin had years of experience in the field.156 

With combat experience in France, a robust portfolio of reports on geographical problems, and 

five months of recent experience investigating boundaries in Eastern Europe and the Balkans, 

Martin was an obvious choice.157 Not only was his specialized expertise valuable for his 

appendix, but Martin was accustomed to working on challenging problems independently. 

Harbord further leveraged these skills by assigning Martin and Jackson to head a sub-party and 

 
154 Bowditch understood why an impartial tone was critical in the final report and limited the flourishing language 
that he preferred in his personal writings. After his retirement, Bowditch drafted an adventurous novel called “A 
Philippine Valhalla,” that was based on his army experiences and featured Harbord, McCoy, and Poland, whom he 
had known in the Philippines. Bowditch, “The Brethren,” Box 1, Edward Bowditch Papers, Kroch Library, Cornell 
University, New York. 

155 Lawrence Martin, “Appendix ‘H,’ Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military 
Mission to Armenia, on Geography, Mining and Boundaries. By Maj. Lawrence Martin, Gen. Staff, U.S.A.,” 23 
October 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 184.02102/13; and Harold W. Clark, “Appendix ‘I,’ Report 
to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military Mission to Armenia, on The Press of Turkey and 
Transcaucasia. By Maj. Harold W. Clark, INF., U.S.A.,” 16 October 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 
184.02102/14. 

156 Martin had earned a Ph.D. from Cornell in 1913 and had conducted field work for the United States Geological 
Survey at the University of Wisconsin, in Alaska, in the Lake Superior Region, in the Appalachian Region, and he 
led Alaskan expeditions for the National Geographic Society in 1909, 1910, 1911, and 1913. It was not until August 
1917 when Martin commissioned into the army and began his service with the War College Intelligence Service in 
Washington. He taught topography at the officer training camp in Fort Sheridan, Illinois, and headed a secret map 
room for the Army Chief of Staff in Washington, D.C. Martin served with general officers and led weekly briefings 
on the geographical components of war for the General Staff, the Senate and House Military Committees, the War 
Trade Board, and the Shipping and Industries Boards. During World War I, Martin joined the General Headquarters 
for the AEF in August 1918. From there, he was a military observer during the Third Battle of the Somme with the 
British, served with the American IV Corps in the St. Mihiel offensive, and fought with the Italian and American 
troops in Italy. McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Major Lawrence Martin,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

157 Martin’s reports as Chief of the Geographical Section for the Military Intelligence Division were based on his 
travels throughout the former Austro-Hungarian Empire, including Vienna, Romania, and Ukraine. His writings 
supported inquiries for the American Commission to Negotiate Peace, whom Martin worked with until August 1919, 
when Harbord selected him to bring his expertise on the AMMA. McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Major Lawrence 
Martin,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 
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investigate the territory between Sivas and Samsun, and Trebizond and Erzurum, before 

rejoining the main party in Transcaucasia.158  

Clark also provided a distinct attribute to the AMMA as the only mission member who was 

experienced in news media. He honed his craft in Boston and New York City, then corresponded 

for the Boston Herald during the Mexican Revolution with the Massachusetts National Guard.159 

Even when the United States joined World War I, Clark stayed connected with his civilian trade. 

After commanding an infantry company in the 76th Division and serving with the 26th Division 

on the Western Front, Clark reported for the Stars & Stripes newspaper then secured a job 

writing the about history of the American Relief Administration.160 Harbord wanted Clark for his 

background in journalism.161 What the AMMA gained was an officer who understood the power 

of the press and would work closely with the enlisted men to ensure photo and video records 

accompanied the final report.  

The penultimate appendix, and final content-driven one, explored the problem of “Transport 

and Communications.”162 Its author, Mr. William (Bill) B. Poland, was a civilian engineer who 

 
158 See Map 2. Jackson, Martin, and Shekerjian (a US Army Major who joined the AMMA in Constantinople as an 
interpreter and translator) spent two of the three weeks (20 September to 3 October 1919) of the interior journey 
investigating conditions without Harbord and recording observations that may not have been visible had the general 
been present. “Diary of ‘Overland Party,’ AMMA, Sept. 27 to Oct. 8, 1919,” diary entry for 3 October 1919; 
NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/323. 

159 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Major Harold Wentworth Clark,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

160 Clark reported for Stars & Stripes from August 1918 through May 1919 and spent his last months in France, 
before joining the AMMA, writing for the American Relief Administration. McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Major 
Harold Wentworth Clark,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

161 Though Clark’s skills were clearly of value to the AMMA, Harbord also appreciated that they shared a working-
class upbringing and were married men in a predominantly bachelor army. Clark’s wife was Grace L. Egbert. 
McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Major Harold Wentworth Clark,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

162 The tenth appendix (Appendix J) was the military situation report by Moseley and already covered earlier in this 
chapter. Harbord composed Appendix L, the “Bibliography” himself. It included an annotated list of the documents 
that the mission members received and reviewed before arriving in Constantinople. W. B. Poland, “Appendix ‘K,’ 
Report to MAJ. GEN. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military Mission to Armenia, on Transport and 
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had met Harbord, McCoy, and Bowditch in the Philippines during the American occupation after 

the Spanish American War. Poland was the only other civilian who Harbord personally selected 

for the AMMA.163 Early in his career, Poland managed construction and railroad work in Alaska, 

the Philippines, and Cuba. He supported the war effort in Europe as Hoover’s assistant, and later 

successor, at the helm of the Belgian Relief Organization.164 Though he had an impressive 

resume – much like Cumberland and Mears – Poland had also known Harbord for over a decade 

and was one of his trusted friends.165 Poland’s appendix was 107 pages long and his analysis 

proved so exemplary that he later served on another investigative mission to Persia, which he 

joined after USS Martha Washington returned to France and the rest of the AMMA began their 

long-awaited journey home.166 What further set Poland apart was his decision to include for the 

record the fact that even mission members who were not assigned appendices wanted a worthy 

product to come from their efforts abroad and fully supported the final push to organize notes, 

translate accompanying documents, and type the reports themselves.167 The task ahead was 

 
Communications in Asia Minor and the Trans-Caucasus. By Mr. W.B. Poland,” 23 October 1919, 1; NARA, M820, 
Roll 234, Volume 208, 184.02102/16. 

163 Four civilians joined the AMMA from France, Cumberland, Mears, Poland, and Mr. Robert Anstey, who was 
Poland’s principal assistant. In Constantinople, Professor Hussein Bey would join Harbord as his primary Turkish 
interpreter. Together, those five men were the only non-military personnel on the AMMA and only Poland, Anstey, 
and Hussein Bey accompanied Harbord and the main party for the full journey through Anatolia. 

164 Bowditch, “The Brethren: Sequel to the Apostles, 1956-56.” Hoover was one of the early proponents of a 
military investigative mission to Armenia and likely advocated that Poland accompany Harbord and be a part of this 
important, hand-selected team. In his initial letter to Harbord, Morgenthau wrote that “Mr. Hoover and I are of the 
opinion that the immediate appointment of an Allied Resident…” on page 3 of this letter. Letter from Henry 
Morgenthau to MG Harbord, Chief of Staff, American Expeditionary Forces, Chaumont, 25 June 1919 from the 
Hotel Ritz, Paris, Box 8, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

165 Harbord, McCoy, and Bowditch all considered Poland as a peer, even though he chose to serve as a civilian. In 
his journals from the Philippines, Bowditch described Poland as “tall, strong, active and intelligent…a generous 
friend, straight as a string, [and that] his work was always constructive and cooperative with the best interests of 
those he served.” Bowditch, “The Brethren: Sequel to the Apostles, 1956-56.” 

166 Poland, “Appendix ‘K,’ Transport and Communications.”  

167 For his appendix, Poland wanted “to acknowledge the great assistance given me by Commander Bertholf and 
Lieut. H.H. Khachadoorian in preparing the report,” drawing important attention to the fact that the AMMA records 
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great, but with clear direction and its team assembled, the AMMA was ready to set sail. 

The Journey Begins 

While some of the mission members were already well-acquainted, everyone had plenty of time 

aboard USS Martha Washington to prepare for their respective roles and get to know their 

colleagues.168 “No group of investigators ever attacked a task with more industry. We literally 

dreamed Armenia and massacres.”169 And while some of the documents were of questionable 

provenance and might have resembled propaganda, the officers took their preparatory work 

seriously and spent their entire time on the ship deeply engaged in literature from the American 

Commission to Negotiate Peace, President Wilson’s Inquiry, and various plenipotentiaries in 

Paris who had provided them books and reports on conditions in Anatolia and Transcaucasia.  

Much of the general information available in the United States in 1919 had been curated by 

the Inquiry.170 Rather than exclusively depend on the State Department, President Wilson sent 

his own agents abroad to solicit information and compile reports for executive use.171 Though 

their reports yielded multiple models for an American mandate, the Inquiry had not found 

satisfactory information on the post-war strategic and military situation. Louis Gray compiled an 

extensive series of notes that criticized Inquiry reports on the Ottoman territories and suggested 

 
constituted a collective effort from every man that was involved. W. B. Poland, From an Introductory Letter to 
“Appendix ‘K,’ Report on Transport and Communications,” 2.   

168 It took twelve days for the AMMA to travel from Brest, France to Constantinople by ship. 

169 Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” 36. 

170 The Inquiry was also the primary source of information on the status of the Armenians. James Headlam-Morley, 
A Memoir of the Paris Peace Conference, 1919, edited by Agnes Headlam-Morley (London: Methuen, 1972).  

171 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 5. Philippe Berthelot (Political and Commercial Affairs), Charles Homer Haskins (Dean of 
Harvard’s Graduate School), Douglas Johnson (geographer), James Shotwell (historian), Robert Lord (Polish expert 
for American delegation in Paris), Charles Seymour (historian), Sidney Edward Mezes and Colonel House 
(founding members of the Inquiry). Gelfand, The Inquiry, 182, 192, 194, 209, 198-199, 208, and 200. 
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specific areas for additional investigation.172 From Gray’s comments, it was clear that existing 

reports had neglected “the strategic value of the frontiers for the various subdivisions which have 

been proposed” within the Ottoman Empire and “the military capacity of the various peoples.”173 

Gray’s notes reinforced sentiments that, of all the areas complicating foreign policy, “Armenia 

[was] the most difficult, and this demands particular investigation.”174 The Inquiry’s perspectives 

influenced the final report and in the last appendix, Harbord ensured that any material that had 

prompted the AMMA or had been referenced en route by its members was clearly annotated.175 

On 2 September 1919, the AMMA dropped anchor at the mouth of the Golden Horn, just off 

Constantinople’s Seraglio Point.176 It had been nearly a year since the armistice and the city was 

now booming with international influence. Rather than linger, the mission members were eager 

to begin their forty-day journey.177 But first, Harbord made final changes to his party.178 Along 

with several enlisted men, his aides-de-camp, and the interpreters assigned to the AMMA from 

 
172 Louis H. Gray was an American Orientalist and original member of the Inquiry assigned to the Western Asia 
division, with special assignments reporting on commerce in Caucasia and colonial mandates. Gelfand, The Inquiry, 
62, 321. 

173 Louis H. Gray, “Turkey: Research Notes on Criticism of Inquiry Reports on Turkey,” 10 June 1918, from The 
Inquiry Papers, Group No. 8, Series No. IV, Box No. 26, Folder No. 34 “Abstracts: Turkey Notes,” in Sterling 
Memorial Library Manuscripts Collections, Yale University. 

174 Gray, “Turkey: Research Notes on Criticism of Inquiry Reports on Turkey.” 

175 Harbord’s Appendix ‘L’ was the “Bibliography” for the AMMA report; NARA, M820, Roll 234, Volume 208, 
184.02102/16. 

176 Seraglio Point is known in Turkish as Sarayburnu. It is where Tokapı Palace overlooks the water where the Sea 
of Marmara meets the Golden Horn. Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” 36. 

177 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries from 2 and 12 September 1919.  

178 As mentioned previously, Cumberland, Mears, and Brinton would remain in Constantinople to interview key 
personnel affiliated with their respective areas of investigation. A small contingent of enlisted mission members and 
the ship commanders stayed with them. Once they compiled necessary details from the capital, they would sail 
directly to Transcaucasia and reconvene with Harbord there. 
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Paris, two new individuals joined Harbord for the journey.179 Professor Hussein Bey, a Turkish 

Professor from Robert College, and Major Hayg Shekerjian, an Armenian American officer who 

had been stationed in Constantinople, would assist Harbord as interpreters.  

  
Image 2.2 The Armenian American Officer of the AMMA.180 

 
The main party was thus assembled, numbering about thirty, and by 7 September 1919, they 

were set to begin.181 Within Anatolia and the Caucasus alone, the mission covered a cumulative 

 
179 Chauffeurs, mechanics, orderlies, draftsmen, cooks, medics, field clerks, record keepers, stenographers, a code 
man, interpreters, and the generals’ aides-de-camp were all critical members of the AMMA. Thought these men did 
not author appendices, nor meet with local leaders, they contributed to the final report by keeping diaries, translating 
documents, facilitating logistics, and serving as constant sounding boards for the senior officers. They are mentioned 
by name in several diary entries and other records for the AMMA. For the purposes of this dissertations, interested 
readers can refer to Appendix B for more details about the AMMA’s supporting staff. 

180 Khachadoorian and Shah Khatoumi (Erivan Commander), 1 October 1919, Folder 1, Box 69, McCoy Papers, 
LOC. 

181 On their final morning in Constantinople, the American veterans could not resist visiting the storied straits where 
“the scene of a struggle by men of our own race” had taken place during World War I. Gallipoli already assumed the 
memory of a battle “worthy of the best days of the old Greek heroes” and as the mission members reflected on their 
war, the conversation ceased and they inwardly prepared for the next duty they had been called to perform. Harbord, 
“Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” 36. 



 

66 

2,053 kilometers by steamship, 3,864 kilometers by railway, 3,557 kilometers by automobile, 

and 76 kilometers on horseback before arriving back in Constantinople and boarding their ship 

for the return journey to France.182 The opening phase of the journey was by rail, so one by one, 

they boarded the train that would carry them for the first week of their investigative mission 

through Konya, Ula, Adana, Mersin, and Aleppo. Where the railroad ended just south of Mardin, 

1,959 kilometers from Haydarpaşa Station in Constantinople, is where this story begins.183 As 

the Syrian desert faded into the distance and the mission members stepped off the rail car, the 

next three weeks would mark the part of their journey that the global community waited with 

bated breath to hear about, as the men ventured beyond the rails and into the interior.  

 

 
 
 

 
182 Moseley, “Memorandum of Distances Travelled by the American Military Mission to Armenia,” 8 October 1919, 
Folder 5, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. 

183 Moseley, “Memorandum of Distances Traveled By The American Military Mission to Armenia,” 8 Oct. 1919. 
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Map 3. Mardin to Kharput. 
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CHAPTER 3: BEYOND THE RAILS AND INTO THE INTERIOR: MARDİN, 
DİYARBEKIR, AND KHARPUT (13 – 17 SEPTEMBER 1919) 

 
 

Three months earlier, Harbord and McCoy had been overrun with the administrative ordeal of 
redeploying America’s first expeditionary force from Europe and one of the more arduous tasks 
involved settling awards and promotions for senior officers. Amid the tedium, Harbord thought it 
appropriate to quote Alexis de Tocqueville, “that it is with the vanity of men you do most good 
business, for you often gain very substantial things from their vanity.”184 This was the case for 
the men in Eastern Anatolia as well, thus the mission members became practiced experts at 
allowing local elites and military officers the opportunity to speak freely.185 The AMMA had 
been primed with familiar narratives during the first phase of their journey and were now ready 
to face the enigmatic interior. Henceforth they would have “real contact with the Turkish 
people” and be “among them daily” from Mardin through the international boundary near 
Kars.186 Beyond the reach of mainstream narratives, contentious and revealing conversations 
took place. Harbord was ready to heed his own advice by laying aside assumptions “to make the 
best of the vanity of other people” and learn the intricacies of their stories for the record in the 
making.187 

 
After nearly twenty-four hours aboard the train from Aleppo, the mission members neared the 

rail terminus, just south of Mardin. The city was visible from miles away, high on a hill 

 
184 James G. Harbord, Letter to Frank R. McCoy, 11 June 1919; Folder 5, Box 15 (General Correspondence 1919), 
McCoy Papers, LOC. 

185 Albert Hourani described Ottoman notables as important intermediaries in the local spaces – they had access to 
the imperial bureaucracy and governed rural life (of peasants, artisans, and lower-ranking landowners). “Ottoman 
Reform and the Politics of Notables,” in The Modern Middle East, ed. Albert Hourani, Philip S. Khoury, and Mary 
C. Wilson (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), 87. Hourani’s presented his original essay on notables at 
the University of Chicago in 1966, since then it has been re-published in multiple volumes as a central element to 
understanding Ottoman provincial politics. Throughout this piece, the phrase “local elites” refers to Hourani’s 
“notables,” the civilian individuals from the villages, towns, and cities that the AMMA visited. Some held formal 
positions in the communities (governors, judges, municipal council members), while others may have been wealthy 
landowners or respected elders. These local elites are thus categorized and discussed distinctly from foreigners who 
may have been local to the area, such as European businessmen, Arab merchants, or American relief workers. 
Representing yet another distinct category are the military officers (mainly Ottoman, British, and Armenian), whom 
the mission members met with. While certainly, “elite” in their communities, and often in charge, they were not 
local to those places and remained loyal to higher authorities –the Ottoman Government or the Turkish Nationalists. 

186 Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” 46. 

187 Harbord, Letter to Frank R. McCoy, 11 June 1919, Folder 5, Box 15, McCoy Papers, LOC. 
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overlooking the vast, Mesopotamian plain.188 The landscape that surrounded them at the gateway 

to the Anatolian interior was otherwise flat and undulating with distant mountains far to the 

south. Void of villages or towns, this was the remote territory millions of Armenian deportees 

had passed through en route to refugee camps in the Syrian desert, and residents who witnessed 

the atrocities of war were overwhelmed with reconstructing their lives. Despite the glimpses of 

horror that Harbord and his team had observed on their journey thus far, the stark environment 

seemed to blend foreignness and trauma into one looming welcome. Their investigative mission 

took on a new dimension as the mission members realized that apart from recording the state of 

Anatolia in 1919 from the perspectives of as many local representatives as possible, they first 

needed to identify the representative groups.  

In this first phase of their interior journey, Harbord saw that the local elites, the Ottoman 

commanders, the British political officers, and the American women who were present serving in 

a relief capacity were the groups that represented the regional populace. The elites and 

commanders willingly explained the immediate history of the region and the needs of its people, 

under the assumption that Harbord could help them. The younger officers on the AMMA 

effectively coaxed bystanders to share their experiences and perspectives while Harbord 

interviewed the senior leadership. Yet the most significant local leaders were the American 

women, who were outliers in race and creed, yet firmly established in their communities. Not 

only were the American women able to explain the needs of underrepresented groups – including 

women, children, and elderly, whom they cared for and interacted with daily – but through their 

work they illustrated for the AMMA how traumatic the past five years had been for the local 

people. Those who survived World War I in Eastern Anatolia were concerned about the future of 

 
188 Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” 46. 
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the Ottoman Empire, but their immediate needs took priority and were uniquely shaped by the 

demands of their environment. In Mardin, Diyarbekır, and Kharput, the local elites needed 

exoneration from their participation in the 1915 Armenian deportations, the Ottoman 

commanders needed Harbord to intervene on their behalf to prevent the British from instigating 

continued violence, and ordinary residents needed their trials recognized. Each group trusted the 

Americans with their stories, in part because of the tremendous work that women relief workers 

had done in the last few years. The American women had primed the environment in their favor, 

now the AMMA could begin shaping their own narrative of conditions in Anatolia.  

They rode past small stations along that final stretch of railroad. Arab nomads occasionally 

passed through, and a few took advantage of the opportunity to beg for food and trinkets from 

the American officers.189 The station attendants had little in terms of provisions for themselves, 

and no water at all, but instead of pleading for aid they insisted that Harbord hear their stories of 

recent massacres, especially those suffered by the Armenians.190 They were experienced 

representatives of their cause because over the past several months, three other groups of foreign 

investigators had skirted through Anatolia.191 Like the local leaders whom the mission members 

had interviewed thus far along their journey, the individuals living in the Ottoman provinces 

along the Mediterranean and in the towns near the rail lines were well practiced in conveying 

their desires to investigative missions.  

Mardin would be one of the last stops where Harbord would meet with local leaders who had 

 
189 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 68. 

190 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 13 September 1919. 

191 As mentioned previously (see footnote 84), the King-Crane Mission, the Dunn Mission, and the Niles-Sutherland 
Mission had visited parts of Anatolia since the beginning of 1919. Uyar, “An American Military Observer of 
Turkish Independence War,” 179.  
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spoken with foreign observers. The wealthy Turks and Arabs living there, nearby the prominent 

communication artery, understood Wilsonian ideology. Unlike towns and cities further afield, the 

local spokesmen knew how to embellish their stories to their benefit. While the stories differed 

from place to place along the railroad, the people understood to use specific language about self-

determination to frame their needs for foreigners. In interior Anatolia, tragic tales and ideology 

certainly still resonated, but the residents had much more limited exposure to foreigners seeking 

their opinions. As the AMMA ventured deeper into the Ottoman space, this condition unearthed 

new narratives that would give Harbord a wider lens on which to base his assessment. In turn, he 

and his team had to reconcile reports they received in Paris with less-refined versions of familiar 

narratives and novel accounts altogether – sorting out which details to emphasize to President 

Wilson and the world. 

It was six o’clock in the evening when the mission finally arrived in Mardin and disembarked. 

Lieutenant Colonel Kenan Bey, the 5th Division Commander, and a small contingent of Turkish 

officers and administrative officials were waiting at the station to greet the mission.192 Miss 

Agnes Fenenga was there as well, representing the important contingent of American women.193 

Both Kenan Bey and Miss Fenenga provided an immediate glimpse into local motives, but 

interviews with the residents would have to wait until the next day. The city itself was situated 

on top of a great hill, nearly ten miles away by road, so Harbord decided to spend the night 

camped on the outskirts, before beginning the most significant portion of the journey.194 

 
192 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 13 September 1919. Khachadoorian recounts 
the welcoming party as well, noting that apart from Lieutenant Colonel Kenan Bey and Miss Fenenga, there were 
seven other Turkish officials and four other American men associated with the Near East Relief. Khachadoorian, “5: 
Trip to Armenia,” 69. 

193 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 13 September 1919. 

194 Harbord would set a precedent of politely refusing local hospitality and camping instead outside the limits of the 
towns and cities that the mission visited. His intent was to avoid intruding on families who were already struggling 
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The next morning, on 14 September 1919, the chauffeurs readied the vehicles and the mission 

members loaded into the cars – saying a final goodbye to the rails that had guided them for the 

last week and a half. Kenan Bey had coordinated ponies for the senior officers to ride up the 

horseback trail to the city, while the rest of the mission tackled the hill in the vehicles.195 The 

arduous two-hour drive foreshadowed how infrastructure would continually present a challenge 

for modern vehicles and equipment. Yet high above on the mountain side, the city of Mardin 

awaited, watched over by “a citadel which Tamerlane once sought to enter.”196 From Mardin, the 

mission would follow the road north through Diyarbekır and Kharput.197 “Delays, false starts, 

shifting of loads, adjustment of brakes, and much free distribution of advice by veteran soldier 

chauffeurs, characterized the last hour in Mardin before we straightened away over the dusty 

hills for Diyarbekir. Our first camp was under the full splendor of an Eastern moon, and during 

the night we were several times disturbed by passing caravans.”198 

 
to provide for themselves, while also keeping the mission members safer from ailments by sleeping in the fresh, 
outdoor air, under the supervision of the mission’s surgeon.   

195 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries for 13 and 14 September 1919. 

196 The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, A Review of its Accomplishments in Asia Minor and the Caucasus 
during 1919-20, edited by George L. Richards (New York: Near East Relief, 1923), 29. 

197 Of note, the Armenian sources consulted for this dissertation referred to many towns by their local names. 
Diyarbekır, for example, was referred to as Tigranakert.  

198 James G. Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party: The Power and Aims of the Turkish Nationalists As 
Found By The American Mission to the Near East. Adventures in the Historic Land of Asia Minor. The Armenian 
‘Brides’ of Sivas,” Second Article of “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” The World’s Work, Vol. 40, No. 2, 
Edited by Arthur W. Page (NY: Doubleday, Page & Company, June 1920), 176-177. 
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Image 3.1 – Mission members pushing vehicle up a poor stretch of road.199 

 
As they journeyed farther from the Mesopotamian plain, the residents appeared less motivated by 

Wilson’s Fourteen Points and more inclined to advocate for local interests that impacted 

themselves personally or the shared needs of their communities.200 Animosity against British 

occupiers was also consistent, as local leaders, military commanders, and the working poor 

appealed to Harbord to put an end to British interference. The overwhelming trend was that 

everyone was prepared to speak with the Americans in pursuit of local aims. Though the 

 
199 “American Military Mission to Armenia and Turkey, 1919,” photo shot from 6:31 of film, Reel 1, in Historical 
Films collection 1914-1937, NARA Record Group 111, Records of the Office of the Chief Signal Officer, 1860-
1985. 

200 Several scholars have written on the global impact of Wilson’s Fourteen Points and the spread of self-
determinism during the aftermath of World War I. Manela’s The Wilsonian Moment describes Wilson with a 
positive image in the colonial world, while contemporary writers like Hans J. Morgenthau and Edward H. Carr both 
argued in favor of realism over Wilsonian idealism. According to Hilary Conroy, Morgenthau and Carr both 
accurately understood how nations, “in their seeking to remake the world according to one ideal or another they 
disrupt the normal “realistic” practice of nation state diplomacy.” Quote is from Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of 
Korea: 1868-1910, 500. Morgenthau and Carr’s works are Politics Among Nations, 2nd Edition (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, 1954) and The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919-1939 (London: Macmillan, 1951), respectively. 
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Nationalist movement had roused the area earlier that summer, many still held doubts about 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha and his vision. After all, the Sivas Congress had just concluded on 11 

September and the official Nationalist agenda was kept secret from elites in places like Mardin 

and Diyarbekır where the British could confiscate correspondence.201 Mustafa Kemal was an 

Ottoman military hero and when he resigned his commission to lead the Nationalist Party his 

subordinate commanders stood by him and shifted their loyalty away from the standing Ottoman 

government.202 On the other hand, the civilian leaders hedged their support for the Nationalists 

while the movement was still building momentum in September 1919. Power was much more 

transient in Anatolia and the local leaders, especially the civilian elites, preferred to put their 

faith in Harbord, who represented a new global power and with whom they could speak directly. 

In addition to locally driven motivations and a shared animosity for the British, the final 

theme that resonated in this part of Eastern Anatolia was the significant impact American relief 

workers had on local life. While Catholic and Protestant missionaries from Europe had worked 

throughout the Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth century, after World War I, European priorities 

shifted inward.203 By 1919, Americans organizations moved into the space left by Europeans and 

assumed more prominent roles. American industrialists and diplomats abroad had little impact on 

 
201 The AMMA would not fully understand Mustafa Kemal’s vision for the Nationalist Party until 20 September 
1919, when Harbord and the general officers on his team would meet with Mustafa Kemal himself. Through that 
point (described in Chapter 4), the mission members constructed their own interpretation of the Nationalist agenda 
that was based primarily on reports given to them early on by anti-Nationalist groups – including the British 
occupiers in Constantinople and the standing Ottoman government. 

202 Mustafa Kemal Pasha resigned his Ottoman Army commission on 7-8 July 1919 when he joined the first 
Nationalist Congress in Erzurum, which convened two weeks later, on 23 July. This represented his official break 
with the Ottoman Government and his allegiance to the patriotic cause. Upon his resignation, he remained in the city 
awaiting arrest from the local Ottoman commander – Kazım Karabekir, then commander of the XV Corps – but 
when Karabekir arrived he surprised Mustafa Kemal by saluting him and saying, “We are all at your disposal.” 
Cemal Almaz, Erzurum Congress, 23 July – 07 August 1919: The entire country within its national frontiers is an 
undivided whole (Erzurum: T.C. Erzurum Governorship Provincial Directorate of Culture and Tourism, 2018).  

203 European countries that sent missionaries to the Ottoman Empire included Britain, France, Germany, Austria, 
Denmark, and others. Balakian, The Burning Tigris, 23. 
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Ottoman affairs, but America’s cultural influence in local spaces was significant due to the 

relationships fostered through education, missionary, and relief work.204 Through their work, 

American women affiliated with relief organizations had conditioned the local people to trust the 

AMMA. Even underrepresented groups, like the ordinary women, put their trust in the relief 

workers who stood by them through the short, yet traumatic years past. They too learned to 

express themselves in forcible ways, articulating the doom that had befallen the Ottoman Empire 

through their profound sadness, while still conveying determination to preserve their homes.205  

Together, local needs, anti-British sentiment, and relief efforts shaped the human landscape 

along the high plateau bisecting the Tigris and Euphrates River valleys. Though Wilson intended 

for the AMMA to assess the cost of committing United States’ resources to restore governance in 

Anatolia, once they left the railway, the mission members’ local encounters with new narratives 

became part of their final assessment too. During a moment when the Nationalist narrative and 

postwar Wilsonianism were drawing international attention to the Ottoman space, the AMMA 

records prevented local aspirations from being lost to history. The aftermath of World War I was 

the backdrop for Harbord and his mission, but “this is not a story of decisions made in halls of 

power, of revolutionaries defending their nation, or of the great conflict.”206 This is the story of 

the American officers who witnessed life in small locales throughout rural Anatolia and shared 

their experiences on the international stage.  

 
204 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 16 October 1919, 15. 

205 A poetic description of how the nation belonged to its women is present in the memoirs of Halide Edib, Memoirs 
of Halidé Edib (New York: The Century Co., 1926), 6-9. 

206 Yervant N. Alexanian, Forced into Genocide: Memoirs of an Armenian Soldier in the Ottoman Turkish Army, 
edited by Adrienne G. Alexanian with an introduction by Sergio La Porta and a foreword by Israel W. Charny 
(London and New York: Routledge, 2017), xxv. Adapted from the introductory comments to Alexanian’s memoirs. 
Reading this quote exemplified the unheard voices trampled by national narratives for far too long. 
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The Ambitious, the Hopeful, the Wealthy 

As “one of the straws that some liberal Turks clung to,” the mission members took advantage of 

the positive reputation that relief workers had created for them and patiently recorded local 

concerns.207 In September 1919, merely a year since World War I had ground to a halt, towns 

like Mardin found themselves stripped of their young men. Over eighty per cent of the Ottomans 

mobilized for war had not returned home, “being dead, imprisoned or elsewhere.”208 The local 

populace was left seeking guidance from the military officers, elder elites, and Arab foreigners 

who once sought nothing more than refuge within the city walls. These elites understood the 

Nationalist agenda sweeping through the countryside, as well as the Allied intentions to bleed the 

Sultanate dry in the aftermath of war. But some elites had more immediate concerns to revive 

their reputations that had been damaged during the Armenian deportations, the Ottoman officers 

were intent to restore stability and secure towns from violent uprisings, and local industrialists 

wanted to reenergize local commercial opportunities to generate jobs and demonstrate their 

administrative ability. Their intentions were grounded in local issues, even though they 

resembled broader claims to self-determination and autonomy. Removed from railroads, water 

transportation, and adequate highways, the local leaders in this part of interior Anatolia held 

power as much by default as from their own prowess.209 They drove progress, and stagnation, yet 

eloquently constructed a narrative for the mission members to record. 

 
207 Feroz Ahmad, “Young Turk Relations with the United States, 1908-1918,” in American Turkish Encounters: 
Politics and Culture, 1830-1989, edited by Nur Bilge Criss, Selçuk Esenbel, Tony Greenwood, and Louis Mazzari, 
(UK: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2011), 95. 

208 Letter from Harbord to Admiral Mark L. Bristol, the United States High Commissioner at Constantinople, 21 
September 1919, 4; in NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021276. 

209 Poland describes the severe lack of infrastructure and communications in the region. A rail line from Malatya to 
Kharput was one of the proposed new constructions necessary to improve communications in the immediate future – 
which would open the isolated Euphrates valleys to the rest of the interior. Poland, “Appendix ‘K’ Transport and 
Communications,” 23 October 1919, 11. 
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Image 3.2 – The Generals and a Detachment of Ottoman Soldiers.210 

 
The first group of leaders were the Ottoman military officers appointed to direct local security 

operations. In Mardin, Lieutenant Colonel Kenan Bey and his officers from the 5th Division led 

nearly 2,000 military police and 75,000 soldiers who were scattered throughout the region.211 

The soldiers were dirty, nearly naked, and received only 15 piastres per month which, though 

paltry, was preferable to the unemployment that most of their compatriots faced.212 They 

managed stability in Mardin while reporting to the VIII Corps Headquarters in nearby 

Diyarbekır. Along with the 5th Division in Mardin, VIII Corps Commander Cevdet Bey oversaw 

the 2nd Division in Silvan, the 5th Cavalry Regiment in Siverek, and the 11th Cavalry Regiment in 

Malatya.213 For protecting communities from brigandage and raids, the Ottoman Army officers 

 
210 From left to right in the foreground are AMMA Generals Moseley, Harbord, and McCoy, with a detachment of 
Ottoman soldiers in Khanik, a small town outside of Mardin. From McCoy’s photos, Box 69, Folder 1, LOC. 

211 Khachadoorian, 5: “Trip to Armenia,” 69-70. 

212 Piastres were coins of fractional monetary value. Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. 

213 From Table 1.1 “Ottoman Army Corps,” 14 May 1919, in Edward J. Erickson, The Turkish War of 
Independence: A Military History, 1919-1923 (California: Praeger, 2021), 8. Erickson’s The Turkish War of 
Independence is the final installment in his trilogy on the Ottoman and Turkish armies of the early twentieth century, 
the first two being Defeat in Detail: The Ottoman Army in the Balkans, 1912-1913 (2003) and Ordered to Die: A 
History of the Ottoman Army in the First World War (2001). These, along with William Edward David Allen and 
Paul Muratoff’s Caucasian Battlefields: A History of the Wars on the Turco-Caucasian Border, 1828-1921 (New 
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who had arrived within the last year had positive reputations among the residents, but the 

AMMA would discover that the local gendarmerie officers and police chiefs had a much more 

tenuous history. Only four years earlier, while the Army was occupied in the war, the civilian 

elites, police, and militias perpetrated the Armenian Genocide. It was this second group of 

leaders who needed exoneration.  

Reviving Reputations  

Deeply ingrained in local memory and starkly evident in the demographics of the surviving 

population, “local administrators [were] responsible for the transfer of the people who [were] 

subject to relocation.”214 In Ottoman provincial affairs, there was a precedent for local elites to 

interpret and act as they saw fit based on imperial decrees and administrative orders. In 1915, the 

Ottoman Office of Foreign Affairs empowered provincial committees to direct population 

movements to “intended places,” and to investigate illegal practices performed in association 

with the deportation orders.215 Nihat Bey, the attorney of the Court of First Instance, Gendarme 

officer Major Ali Naki Bey, and the former governor of Bitlis were assigned to manage central 

Anatolian vilayets including Diyarbekır and Elazığ.216 These men, along with other elites and 

 
York: Cambridge University Press, 2010) (first published in 1953), represent the predominant military histories in 
the field, each filling a massive gap in English-language scholarship on the Ottoman Army. 

214 From a document titled “The coercive political circumstances necessitating the relocation and transfer of the 
Armenians, the decision approved and decreed by the Council of Ministers, Copy of the Decree, 31 May 1915, 
Number 326758/270, Officer of Foreign Affairs 840,” in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, 
Vol. 1 (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basımevi, 2005), 134, (Original Ottoman photocopies are on pages 427-428). 

215 From a letter from the Ottoman Government, Prime Ministry, Office of Foreign Affairs, 829, “About the 
delegations to be sent to the provinces,” to the Ministry of Defense, 30 September 1915, signed Emin, on behalf of 
the Prime Minister, Permanent Undersecretary, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 1, 
234 (Original photocopy of this Ottoman document is on page 533).  

216 Elazığ is the new town that sits just below Kharput, northwest of Diyarbekır. From a letter from the Ottoman 
Government, Prime Ministry, Office of Foreign Affairs, 829, “About the delegations to be sent to the provinces,” to 
the Ministry of Defense, 30 September 1915, signed Emin, on behalf of the Prime Minister, Permanent 
Undersecretary, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 1, 234 (Original photocopy of 
this Ottoman document is on page 533).  
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police officers, were left in charge of regional stability when the Ottoman Army deployed to the 

fighting fronts of World War I. The senior Turkish and Kurdish men who the AMMA spoke with 

were the same individuals who executed the provincial deportations and massacres that now 

lingered callously in local memory – leaving the elites longing to put the past behind them.217  

Harbord and his team knew the history here. From their own exposure to the dominant 

American narrative about the Armenian trials – which first became widespread in the 1890s 

during the Hamidian Massacres – and from the plethora of pro-Armenian reports they received 

prior to September, many already had fixed their opinions about the 1915 deportations.218 As 

they interacted with these local elites, their convictions about Ottoman guilt and Armenian 

victimhood were confirmed. Only when they travelled deeper into the interior to the war-torn 

battlefields of Erzincan and Erzurum, would this narrative be truly challenged.  

For representing American military and executive authority, many of the older, wealthy men 

believed that Harbord could be that source of exoneration and they were eager to meet with him 

in September 1919. These men who participated in (or tacitly condoned) the events of 1915 

because they were spared conscription into the Ottoman forces constituted the local elites. They 

also represented nearly the entire adult male population since the younger men who had joined 

 
217 Armed civilians and local militias from various backgrounds, but primarily Turkish and Kurdish, were the ones 
whom the elites used to physically round up, deport, and massacre their Armenian neighbors. The literature on the 
Armenian Genocide is vast and has been growing since the Soviet Union fell. Ronald Grigor Suny is perhaps the 
most prolific and foremost authority in the field, though he, along with Fatma Müge Göçek and Lerna Ekmekçioğlu, 
often generate more controversy for their arguments – compared with scholars who fall firmly into either the 
Armenian or Turkish camps. There are several newer scholars who have taken on controversial angles to evaluate 
the context surrounding the Armenian Genocide and my work joins this conversation, not to focus on 1915, but to 
expand the studies by exposing different narratives about local perpetrators’ desire for exoneration.  

218 In my MA Thesis, “Swayed by Headlines or Hardened by Experience? The Influence of American Discourse on 
the Mission to Armenia” (Chapel Hill, 2020), I reviewed the dominant narratives about Armenians that were 
circulating through the United States at the turn of the twentieth-century – primarily in news media, but also in 
private distribution material from Christian organizations – and found that Harbord was unable to maintain the 
dispassionate, impartial style that was expected of him in his final report without occasionally drawing on the 
popular tropes that had dominated American headlines throughout his adult life. 
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the Army had not yet returned. When asked directly about the fate of local Armenians, these 

elites lamented the tragic events and blamed higher authorities, or others not present. Common 

sentiments that past their lips were that “The massacre of Armenians is a thing of the past; it was 

the plague. We also lost and suffered. For centuries we have lived peacefully as the ‘children’ of 

one country, and there is no reason why we should no longer live as friendly neighbors.”219 All 

were ready to put the past behind them and rebuild lives that had been “shattered by powers they 

neither understood nor opposed.”220 Harbord witnessed these dynamics as he listened to 

petitions, but neither he, nor his team, gave the local elites indication that the AMMA had 

authority to exonerate past crimes. Harbord recognized “They wanted to tell their troubles to an 

outsider and [he] had no recourse in courtesy than to listen without comment.”221 As a result, his 

and the other mission members’ records are important sources for contested narratives that 

illuminated the human environment in 1919 Anatolia. 

Yet there were other voices the AMMA could not account for as they attempted to understand 

this new dimension to the 1915 narrative. From the combined effects of war and deportations, 

not a single Armenian representative was present in Mardin or Diyarbekır to speak with the 

mission members.222 The Christian priests and representatives of the Assyrian, Chaldean, 

Catholic, and Protestant faiths all reported consistent accounts of the deportations, which had left 

 
219 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 70. 

220 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, xxv. 

221 James Harbord to Admiral Bristol, 21 September 1919, 2; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 

222 For more details on the trials of Armenians during and after World War I, see Stanley E. Kerr’s The Lions of 
Marash: Personal Experiences with American Near East Relief, 1919-1922 (Albany: State University of New York 
Press, 1973) and Peter Balakian’s The Burning Tigris: The Armenian Genocide and America’s Response (New 
York: HarperCollins Publishers, 2003). It is less common to find English-language scholarship that takes a pro-
Turkish approach but works by Justin McCarthy and Yücel Güçlü balance the literature with a different perspective. 
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Mardin without a single native Armenian remaining in the city.223 The AMMA collected similar 

observations in Diyarbekır. As a city that had prospered with a diverse population of 136,000 

Kurds, Armenians, Assyrians, and Chaldeans prior to 1915, the demographics had dramatically 

changed when local elites expelled 50,000 of the Armenians alongside 18,000 other Christians 

during the deportations.224 In September 1919, only 6,000 Armenians who were originally from 

the area had taken refuge in Diyarbekır, and cared for over 300 Armenian orphans, unlike in 

Mardin where none had returned.225 As residents gradually went home to their communities, the 

local elites needed to sever their connection with the 1915 deportations to secure respect from 

the entire population – which now included their past victims. They held power as the only 

leaders left with experience and ability.226 Thus, for themselves and for the communities they 

hoped that Harbord could attest to their unimpeachable authority.   

However, in meeting with Harbord, the elite civilians, gendarme officers, and police chiefs 

 
223 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. James L. Barton’s Story of Near East Relief (1915-1930): An 
Interpretation (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1930) was one of the first popular accounts of American 
Christians weighting in on the Armenian experiences in Anatolia. Other works have focused on the missionary 
encounters with Armenians circa World War I, most notably: Ussama Makdisi’s Artillery of Heaven: American 
Missionaries and the Failed Conversion of the Middle East (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 2008) and 
Keith David Watenpaugh’s Bread from Stones: The Middle East and the Making of Modern Humanitarianism 
(California: University of California Press, 2015).  

224 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 70. 

225 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 70. 

226 As civilians, the local elites were the best leaders for their communities, given their experience, ability, and 
permanent fixture in the community. As noted previously, the phrase “elites” here refers only to the civilian 
individuals, not the Ottoman officers. There is a broader literature on Ottoman “notables” (ayan), which 
encompassed provincial governors, judges, tax collectors, religious scholars, merchants, and even janissaries. In the 
local arena, the ayan had wealth or influence and served as an intermediate between state officials and peasants, but 
only within their community. By using “local elites,” I am adapting this local scale, but separating individuals who 
were currently in the service of the state. For more details on the evolution of the term ayan, see Robert Zens, 
“Provincial Powers: The Rise of Ottoman Local Notables (Ayan),” History Studies: International Journal of 
History, 3:3 (2011). Contemporary author, Mr. Andre Mandelstam – who was a former Chief Dragoman 
(interpreter) of the Russian Embassy in Constantinople – wrote that because Greeks, Armenians, and Jews 
dominated the merchant class in Anatolia, the “Turkish middle class” was limited to “Army and Navy officers and 
the civil functionaries.” Andre Mandelstam, “The Soul of the Turks,” undated but filed among other documents that 
were all written in 1919, NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/292.  
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did not disclose details of the deportations, just the present need to keep their involvement “a 

thing of the past.”227 From the AMMA records, the mission members did not fully understand 

what had happened either. Prior to Harbord’s arrival in Anatolia, global leaders in Paris who 

were attempting to reconstruct the postwar world had limited facts about the Ottoman 

deportations. Already, Allied occupiers in Constantinople were making arrests and trying to 

assign blame, but local elites in interior Anatolia continued their lives, geographically shielded 

from international attention for their crimes. Still today, dominant narratives disassociate places 

like Diyarbekır from national memory and relinquish local stories to archives that seldom receive 

attention from foreign scholars. Thirty-eight pages of original testimonies – recorded by police 

chief Ahmet Lütfi in Diyarbekır – are included in Turkish military collections of Armenian 

Activities as evidence of illicit activities that Armenians were supposedly engaged in leading up 

to 1915.228 The local branches of the Hinjackian and Daschnakzoutioun Associations were two 

prominent groups that attracted Armenian men – and local Turkish and Kurdish authorities, who 

were intent on finding evidence of Armenian threats, focused on those associations. Though 

Harbord may not have understood the extent that local elites had deceived their neighbors, 

Ahmet Lütfi’s records exposed some of the measures used by the perpetrators, which helped 

explain why the community leaders were intent to revive their reputations now that formerly-

expelled residents were returning.  

 
227 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 70. 

228 Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 1. The testimonies of interviewed Diyarbekır 
Armenians are presented on pages 535 through 573, with photocopies of the Ottoman originals on pages 531 
through 569. All of the interviews in this compilation were taken by Second Chief of Police Ahmet Lütfi between 4 
and 12 May 1915. This compilation of archival documents was published in 2005, yet the editors of Armenians in 
the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey (1912-1926) (Istanbul: Boğaziçi University Publications, 1984) described 
how similar documentary records about Armenian revolutionary activity were compiled by the Ottoman Ministry of 
the Interior in 1917, under the title: “Aspirations et Aqissements Revolutionnaires des Comites Armeniens avant et 
apres la Proclamation de la Constitution Ottomane.” These sources were long used by Turkish scholars who were 
investigating the Armenian Question (7). 
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According to the testimonies, the Armenian clubs dissolved in 1913, prior to the outbreak of 

war. They were spaces for fellowship, much like coffeehouses where men of all backgrounds 

went to drink coffee and smoke nargileh. It is likely that Turks, Kurds, Assyrians, and other 

groups had similar clubs and meeting spaces, including churches and mosques. The Hinjackian 

and Daschnakzoutioun Associations mostly drew their membership from men aged between 30 

and 50 years who lived with their families in the Ferazsaif, Fatihpaşa, İbrahimbey, Hacıosman, 

Alipaşa, Yiğitahmet, Şeyhmatar, Arapşeyh Districts, which were the most common Armenian 

neighborhoods in Diyarbekır. Occasionally younger teachers would lead courses for reading and 

writing and some members recalled attending the clubs to listen to conferences and presentations 

on arts and trade, to advance personal commercial enterprises. Though the testimonies bore no 

evidence of illicit, or even unusual, behavior for men, local police charged with the deportations 

needed testimonies on record to justify their actions. By 1919, local elites hoped that the AMMA 

could revive their status and preserve their place in the narrative as trustworthy leaders. They had 

not disclosed to Harbord the details of the deportations, but the people remembered how their 

community spaces (like coffeehouses and churches) had been transformed into sites of arrests.  

Primacy of Local Needs 

Beyond the subliminal components to this story, was the trend that local needs consistently took 

precedence over national agendas. By 1915, many Armenians had left for America, Egypt, or 

other places abroad, or had joined the military. The clubs dissolved, allegedly, because 

administrators from Sivas and İstanbul arrived with new ideas for how the associations should be 

managed, which distanced the local members.229 Much like broader narratives that swept through 

 
229 The above details about occupations, specific associations, and neighborhoods were compiled from testimonies in 
Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 1, annotated in footnote 223.  
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Sivas and İstanbul in 1919, five years earlier, local men had resisted trends that did not focus on 

their local interests. In his interviews, Ahmet Lütfi steered the Armenian interviewees to answer 

questions about arms and ammunition. Documenting “proof” that the Armenians were a threat to 

the community was a crucial element in the imperial narrative, but the local police chief did not 

find evidence of the Armenians possesing arms or ammunition in Diyarbekır – and the detailed 

testimony records instead revealed that the interviewees were more concerned with local issues 

than in supporting uprisings.230 Even the portions of Ahmet Lütfi’s notes about military threats 

seemed rote, as if he too preferred using the interviews to understand local connections within 

the community rather than simply ask predetermined questions. The mutual indifference to 

national agendas did not save the Armenians from the atrocities to come, but helped explain local 

trends in interior Anatolia when it was convenient for national narratives to ignore nuance.  

An additional factor fueling self-interested behavior among local elites, was the physical 

distance separating the remote, interior towns from international news currents. Beyond 

advocating the primacy of local needs over broader trends, the AMMA observed how some of 

the elites also controlled the information environment, effectively ensuring that residents were 

not swayed towards non-local concerns either. Ideologically, these relatively remote, interior 

towns were the quintessential places that Wilson’s message would have been practical – enough 

removed from the state’s bureaucratic infrastructure that autonomy represented the preferable 

mode of governance. The physical environment restricted external communication and news that 

did reach the communities was filtered. For the elites, controlling information became one of the 

 
230 The Boğaziçi University Institute for Atatürk’s Principles and the History of Turkish Renovation compiled a 
collection of essays, Armenians in the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey (1912-1926) to address the 1915 
deportations and consequences from the Ottoman perspective. Though there are limited secondary sources in 
English that take this stance, the Turkish Government sponsored several publications of Ottoman sources with 
translations in Modern Turkish, and sometimes English as well, that detail Armenian activities circa World War I.  
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variety of ways they influenced the daily lives of the residents. The record of these details 

survived in the AMMA appendices, with Clark’s report on “The Press” thoroughly describing 

the local information environment.231 

Even though Diyarbekır was home to over 25,000 people, their only sources of news came 

from travelers, caravans, or official channels that prepared columns to be printed locally on 

colored tissue paper to spread bulletins from the Ottoman Ministry of the Interior.232 Thus 

external authorities found it difficult to censor news and local rumors gained circulation. In the 

Anatolian interior, residents “never received much foreign or domestic news of authentic value 

because of the lack of telegraph facilities,” leaving information flow in the hands of local 

commanders, administrators, and other elites.233 With distance from the capital, administrators 

who wrote daily newspapers shaped them according to their own interests – which did not 

necessarily align with the agendas of the Ottoman Government or Allied occupiers. Similarly, 

absence of mainstream communication networks had a negative impact on local leaders, 

distancing them from idea circulation and external political support, and leaving them with 

limited spheres within which to impact daily life.234 Just as foreigners gained status if they 

brought news, local elites maintained their status by shaping the information network and 

perpetuating ideas that no one was able to dispute.  

In the same way that local elites regarded Harbord as a trusted agent with whom they could 

voice their needs, wealthy foreigners living in the region also took advantage of the AMMA’s 

 
231 Clark, “Appendix ‘I,’ The Press of Turkey and Transcaucasia,” 16 October 1919. 

232 Clark, “Appendix ‘I,’ The Press of Turkey and Transcaucasia,” 16 October 1919, 5. 

233 Clark, “Appendix ‘I,’ The Press of Turkey and Transcaucasia,” 16 October 1919, 8. 

234 Clark, “Appendix ‘I,’ The Press of Turkey and Transcaucasia,” 16 October 1919, 5. 



 

86 

visit. As temporary residents in Mardin and Diyarbekır, Arab sheikhs and Christian patriarchs 

garnered local influence through their wealth and access to external news. Their primary 

concerns differed from the other elites who considered the region home, but still followed the 

trend that broader narratives did not monopolize interests in Anatolia.235 The sheikhs had taken 

refuge in the region before World War I began, and they were attuned to local experiences from 

the last decade. As Wilsonian idealism spread throughout Ottoman space, particularly in towns 

like Mardin that were located near the railroads, the sheikhs adopted separatist ideas of their own 

– which had been influenced by other Arab leaders in Mesopotamia and Syria whom the sheikhs 

had maintained connections with. When Harbord interviewed the Arab governor of Aleppo, who 

had been appointed into that position by British General Allenby, separatism was at the forefront 

of the conversation.236 But as the mission ventured into the interior, fewer local leaders appeared 

to be as driven, except those who already had strong foreign connections. In their meeting with 

Harbord, Sheikhs Ajemi Bey and Kishah Bey emphasized that their tribes, consisting of 200,000 

and 100,000 people respectively, warranted independence according to Wilson’s principle.237 

Though Wilsonian language had found its way into their vocabulary, the separatism that these 

sheikhs wanted was for their own tribes, not Mesopotamia or a larger collective of Arab nations. 

They prioritized local needs. Global ideas reappeared in AMMA interviews with the Nationalists 

 
235 From Mardin the group of local elites, military commanders, and wealthy foreigners included: Kenan Bey, 
Mutesarif Mustafa Nadir Bey, Kadi Hasan Fehni, Mufti Hussein Effendi, Deputy Assyrian Patriarch Kacoh Mikael, 
Chaldean Representative Israel Effendi, Catholic Priest Kacoh Louise, Protestant Representative Ishife Georges, 
Sheikh Kishah Bey of the Shammur Tribe, Sheikh Ajemi Pasha of Iraq, and Abdulgadir Pasha, Radji Tarico Pasha, 
and Mahosnet Ali Pasha from towns in the surrounding area. In Diyarbekır, the elites that the mission members met 
with were Vali (Governor) Faik Ali Bey, Chaldean Priest Suleiman Effendi, Assyrian Priest Abdanaur Effendi, the 
Ottoman Director of Education Kamil Vehbi, Commander Cevdet Bey of the VIII Corps, the Ottoman Director of 
Agriculture Kumer Bey, and Turkish elites Bakir Bey and Kamil Bey. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, 
Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

236 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 12 September 1919. 

237 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. 



 

87 

in Sivas, but in most towns, local concerns were paramount and even foreigners with strong 

external connections only loosely aligned with international notions akin to self-determination. 

As the local leaders explained their perspectives to Harbord, the other mission members spoke 

with the non-elites to see the situation from multiple angles. With the elites and most resident 

groups accounted for, the relief workers stepped in to advocate on behalf of other local groups, 

including the mothers and children whom the American women supported. The Americans who 

were integrated into the communities faced incredible challenges as well and voiced concerns 

regarding medical care, access to supplies, and physical security. These categories directly 

impacted the welfare of the citizens who could not provide for themselves because of refugee or 

transient status, poverty, or sometimes because of gender or age. At the Near East Relief hospital 

in Mardin, Dr. S. B. Dudley was especially frustrated because he had been the first medical head 

to arrive in Anatolia after World War I, but he was the last to receive adequate supplies due to 

security issues – the British refused military protection for hospitals.238 It had also been 

challenging for Dr. Dudley to arrange transport for his staff as it was nearly impossible for 

civilian relief workers to travel beyond Aleppo to places like Mardin.239 From these early 

interactions with the relief workers, the AMMA witnessed how an American doctor voiced 

shared concerns for the community. This effect was later multiplied as the mission members met 

and spoke with more of the American women who had become respected authority figures 

alongside the men.  

 
238 The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 6. Mr. E. Miller, Miss Kirshner, and Miss Truax assisted Dr. Dudley 
in the Mardin hospital and dispensary. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, 
Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

239 When Harbord made the journey four Near East Relief associates, including Dr. Richards (the Assistant Medical 
Director) and his wife, joined the mission members on their train to avoid the troublesome process of getting 
permission, which was often denied anyways. The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 29. 
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With these different layers of coverage, Harbord was satisfied that the AMMA accounted for 

the needs of most locals in the communities and had a decent grasp on current conditions. 

Whether Harbord anticipated the nature of local willingness to speak with him, by the time the 

AMMA experienced their first few days in the interior it became clear that the people perceived 

that they had just as much to gain from the American officers, as they did of them. The residents 

made the investigative process rather seamless and the break speed pace of the journey – leaving 

limited time in each place to hear from everyone – was the greater challenge. To convey their 

aims collectively, sometimes the elites appeared to embrace superficial options, like hosting 

lavish events to impress Harbord. In Mardin, they reconstructed a Turkish school into a grand 

banquet hall to host a government dinner for the mission members and spent an excessive 

amount of money coordinating for the meal.240 Meanwhile, the towns still lay in ruins, which 

created a stark juxtaposition to the showy receptions and brazen petitions expressed by the elites.  

These reception events would become a trend throughout the interior journey, as would the 

increasing devastation in the background. Yet they served a particular purpose: to allow the 

military commanders and local elites; including judges, administrators, industrialists, wealthy 

foreigners like the Arab sheiks, religious leaders for the Muslim, Assyrian, Chaldean, Catholic, 

and Protestant communities; and even the provincial governor to present their needs before 

Harbord during a limited window of opportunity and emphasize specific local needs that they 

collectively agreed on.241 In Mardin, Mufti Husein Effendi, delivered a written speech, as did 

 
240 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. Coincidentally, the Turkish Nationalists preferred to use schools to 
host their conferences and make a point about the humble beginnings of their movement. Unlike the local elites who 
were intent on transforming their spaces to convey wealth and worthiness, the Nationalists valued the simplicity – 
they were out to convince the people to join them, which differed from the task of gaining American support. 

241 From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 
1919, NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96; and Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. 
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others, “demanding that Turkey remain the leader of that country.”242 They were all keen to 

denounce British tyranny and advocate for Turkish autonomy, as well as voice their individual 

concerns for the city.243 In Diyarbekır, there was another official reception held in one of the 

government buildings on the afternoon of 15 September, where, as in Mardin, the elites 

presented their prepared narrative to Harbord and his senior officers.244 By the time the mission 

arrived in Kharput on 17 September, their fourth destination in the region, the conversations with 

local leaders were decidedly consistent.  

Reenergizing Commerce 

Another group that drew the mission members’ attention were the industrialists and economic 

elites. They also viewed the AMMA as a source of opportunity and attended the local receptions 

for an added chance to speak with the American officers. Honed into local needs, these 

industrialists had a concrete recognition of how to create employment, reenergize regional 

commerce, and grow their own wealth. Commercial enterprise merged local and foreign interests 

and the AMMA kept thorough records on this topic because it addressed economic potential that 

would accompany an American mandatory.  

In Diyarbekır province, opportunity manifest in the mines at Arcana-Maden, located 65 miles 

northwest through the mountains from Diyarbekır proper. Here, industry was stagnant. Greeks, 

Kurds, and Turks among the populace spoke of commercial challenges and none of the elites that 

the mission members spoke with were willing to account for Armenians who had lived there and 

 
242 Muftis are Islamic jurists who give legal advice on religious matters. Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. 

243 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 14 September 1919. 

244 From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 
1919, NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96; and Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 70. 
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contributed to the local economy before the wartime deportations.245 Local leaders wanted to 

preserve control of the mines to generate jobs for their citizens, introduce sources of income for 

the surrounding towns, and demonstrate their administrative capacity in the province. Apart from 

the Turks, the Assyrians were also keen to continue mining in three shafts that allegedly had 

been worked by their people for the past century.246 Martin observed that “Not only did mines 

cease exportation during the war, as the miners were in the army, and transportation was 

paralyzed, but mine machinery was wrecked so that mine production and mineral exportation 

will not return to normal for some years.”247 Arcana-Maden was too disconnected from the 

Black Sea ports for the Ottomans to export the mineral wealth. The Baghdad Railway at Mardin 

was closer for exports, but then risked falling under British control. Thus, the mines represented 

a massive opening for local industrialists, and for veterans seeking work, while reflecting a 

broader motivation to expel foreign influence from the Ottoman space. 

Arcana-Maden exemplified the complicated nature of foreign investments in Anatolia because 

the Sultan owned the mine, but French investors managed the work.248 Even as the mission 

members arrived in the small town, they observed two French officials conducting private 

 
245 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 71. Of the local elites Harbord met with, Governor-General Shevki Bey, 
Police Officer M. Nouri, Justice Officer Hilmi Effendi, Gendarme Commander Major Bekir, Police Chief Riza 
Teffis, and Commander Imnel Hakibi were worth naming for their contributions to the mission’s report; from “List 
of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA 
M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

246 Martin, “Appendix ‘H,’ Geography, Mining and Boundaries,” 23 October 1919, 127. 

247 Martin, “Appendix ‘H,’ Geography, Mining and Boundaries,” 23 October 1919, 28. The reserves there produced 
600 tons of pure copper in the first year alone and it was estimated that with improved machinery and dedicated 
manpower 2000 tons could be produced annually in copper alone (38).  

248 Martin, “Appendix ‘H,’ Geography, Mining and Boundaries,” 23 October 1919, 8. The mine in Arcana Maden 
was said to be “fabulously rich” since its discovery in 1896 by the French. Ibid., 11. German manufacturing firms 
had also published technical and geological reports on the Arcana mines in both 1850 and 1910, referenced in 
Exhibit N of Appendix H, page 128. 
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research on 16 September 1919.249 In the last few decades, France had invested 42 million francs 

in Ottoman mines, including the copper deposits in the Arcana.250 Further complicating the issue 

were wells and mines in the region that were underutilized and had been improved by German 

industrialists only a few years prior, but the local miners were kept ignorant of the details.  

Reviving the mining industry would require significant dedication. The valuable copper was 

vital for artillery shells but was nearly expended by the Ottomans themselves (who left no export 

records) during the war years. Workmen’s wages increased as a result, and local elites, especially 

those associated with the Ottoman Ministry of Mines, were intent on keeping the wealth of the 

Arcana mine within their sphere of influence.251 In 1919, the only option was to perform work by 

hand through a complicated smelting process that took days to produce a combination of copper 

and gold product (though there did not exist a means to extract the gold). Work was impossible 

in the winter months since fuel for smelting the ore had to be brought in from hundreds of miles 

away by camel, because the plateau was devoid of trees.252 If coal deposits could be found and 

manufactured nearby, the process would be much smoother, but local elites were interested in the 

immediate gains offered by the copper reserves. Their decisions to prevent foreign industrialists 

from benefitting from their riches meant that they had to find a way to revitalize the mines 

themselves, without advice from the French or Germans who had originally brought modern 

mining techniques to the region. Explaining all of this to Harbord meant that industrialists had to 

admit the limits of their mining, engineering, and manufacturing abilities – even though they 

 
249 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 72. 

250 Martin, “Appendix ‘H,’ Geography, Mining and Boundaries,” 23 October 1919,” 8. 

251 Martin, “Appendix ‘H,’ Geography, Mining and Boundaries,” 23 October 1919,” 27.  

252 Martin, “Appendix ‘H,’ Geography, Mining and Boundaries,” 23 October 1919,” 127. 



 

92 

hoped for American assistance to maintain ownership and eventually profit from local industry. 

This paradox meant that these local leaders still needed to justify their ability to govern.253 

The expression of local needs in Mardin, Diyarbekır, Arcana-Maden, and Kharput was the 

first exposure that Harbord and his team had to elites who were willing to trust Harbord with 

their immediate concerns. The AMMA found those needs did not neatly fit the expected 

narratives that Ottomans in Constantinople and plenipotentiaries farther abroad had promulgated 

on the region’s – and its residents’ – behalf. The elites cared for their communities, were 

concerned with regional issues, and unanimously believed the Ottoman government unreliable 

and ineffective in serving their immediate needs.254 Hence narratives that attested to Nationalist 

fervor and self-determination dominating power struggles in the Anatolian interior can be 

tempered by evidence that local elites were instead interested in exoneration for participating in 

the 1915 deportation, reviving their reputations, restoring stability, reenergizing commerce, and 

demonstrating administrative ability. The mission members patiently listened and preserved local 

needs for the record – unfortunately for the elites, Harbord could neither exonerate them nor 

make promises in the name of the United States. One immediate effect of the AMMA, instead, 

involved the British.   

 

 

 
253 A year after the second edition of his survey on Ottoman history was released, Donald Quataert published a 
monograph on Miners and the State in the Ottoman Empire: The Zonguldak Coalfield, 1822-1920 (New York: 
Berghahn Books, 2006). Though he focused on the activities of the Zonguldak Coalfield specifically, his findings 
suggest that similar instances of smuggling and profit-making might have taken place in the Arcana-Maden mines. 

254 In Kharput, along with the first Armenian representatives Harbord spoke with since leaving the railroad, there 
were several Turkish men present at an official tea including Vice-Governor, Servet Bey. The others included his 
secretary Tahain Bey, Ottoman Commander Colonel Vehbi Bey, Mufti Faik Effendi, Kadi Remzi Bey, Supreme 
Judge Shuksi Bey, and prominent Turks Aziz Bey, Riehad Bey, and Vehbi Bey. The two Armenians were Mr. 
Harportlian and Dr. Mikael. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between 
Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 
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Animosity Against Great Britain 

Beyond the motivations described above, putting an end to British interference was another 

central issue observed by the mission members. This theme resonated in several of the locales 

that the AMMA visited throughout Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia and was predictably 

absent from the narratives in British-occupied Constantinople. Mardin was the first place that 

Harbord realized how acute the animosity was and that the residents viewed the AMMA as a 

legitimate authority to intervene on their behalf. 9,000 British troops, combined with 14,000 

soldiers from the Indian Army, were still dispersed throughout Anatolia, while 61,000 British 

and Indian troops were stationed in Mesopotamia to the south.255 The Arab chiefs in Mardin 

claimed they feared returning to Mesopotamia and being compelled to succumb to British rule; 

just as local Ottoman leaders, especially the Turks, feared further intervention in their own 

homeland. Though some pro-British, Kurdish elites integrated into the communities in Mardin, 

Diyarbekır, and Kharput, most Kurds aligned with their Turkish neighbors and preferred local 

autonomy over interventionist intrigue disrupting the peace. 

For the past half century, Britain opposed Russian movements towards Constantinople. So 

even while Allied forces occupied the strategic capital, Britain remained intent on safeguarding 

their route to India by influencing the future of the Ottoman space in any way that they could. 

Britain and French High Commissioners were the real authorities in Constantinople; even the 

Grand Vizier was “personally and politically Anglophile.”256 But it would not be for another 

 
255 Adam Tooze, The Deluge: The Great War, America and the Remaking of the Global Order, 1916-1931 (US: 
Penguin, 2014), 375. British and Indian forces were also in Egypt, Palestine, and Transcaucasia. 

256 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 16 October 1919, 18. There is a much more robust 
literature on British activities in the Ottoman space post-war, than most other sub-fields. David Fromkin’s A Peace 
to End All Peace: The Fall of the Ottoman Empire and the Creation of the Modern Middle East (New York: Holt 
Paperbacks, 2009), Bülent Gökay’s A Clash of Empires: Turkey Between Russian Bolshevism and British 
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week, on 2 October 1919, that Damad Ferid Pasha’s pro-British cabinet would be forced from 

office on the grounds that their pro-British sentiments allowed the Allies to act beyond the 

armistice terms in manipulating the government and occupying too much territory.257 Thus the 

situation Harbord observed in these first few interior towns demonstrated local suspicion of 

British intentions, stemming largely from rumors of intrigue and self-interested policies. 

In Mardin, Diyarbekır, and Kharput the British were the only external threat, since interior 

Anatolia lay beyond the reach of the French, Russians, Persians, or Italians. The military 

commanders and local elites there understood the necessity for self-defense against the British. 

They conveyed bitter criticisms of the present conditions to Harbord when he arrived.258 These, 

paired with news of the deteriorating state of Smyrna, having been under Greek occupation since 

May, motivated some local leaders to support the Nationalist agenda and spread anti-British 

propaganda. Even those not directly tied to the Nationalist movement were receptive to it, and 

personal ambitions repeatedly aligned with expelling British forces. 

Consistent with their imperialist motives in the southern stretches of Ottoman territory, it was 

well-known throughout the region that the British opposed the Nationalist Movement and any 

threats to their broader agenda to install an Allied mandatory power. Lloyd George later 

observed that Britain “occupied territories where they had no intention of remaining… They did 

not wish to be there, but someone had got to be there” to maintain a hold on local movements.259 

Despite dedicated advisory forces, interior Anatolia remained decidedly out of British control. 

 
Imperialism, 1918-1923 (New York: Tauris Academic Studies, 1997), and David Lloyd George’s own Memoirs of 
the Peace Conference, Vols. 1 and 2 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1939) all provide excellent overviews. 

257 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 16 October 1919, 19-22. 

258 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 16 October 1919, 23. 

259 Lloyd George, Memoirs of the Peace Conference, 356. 
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To deal with this, General Allenby appointed “political officers” to instigate local actors, 

particularly the Kurds, to disrupt the dangerous Nationalist movement brewing beyond his reach. 

One example of British interventions that directly challenged local stability occurred from 11 

May through 18 August 1919, when supporters of Ali Batı, a Kurdish leader of the tribes just 

south of Midyat, seized Nusaybin – motivated by encouragement from British officers.260 The 

Ali Batı Uprising, as it was called, occurred in the VIII Corps area, and Kenan Bey responded to 

it.261 It was the most important uprising in the region, resulting in Kurdish fighters advancing as 

far as the village of Harapkürt, less than twenty miles southeast of Mardin. It took two 5th 

Division battalions to drive them back to Nusyabin and an additional three weeks of fighting 

through early June for the Ottoman forces to encircle the Kurds at Mekre, Midyat, Mezizah, and 

Dirülamr. The battles were fierce and lasted for hours on end.262 After retreating from Mekre, Ali 

Batı and his 500 remaining men defended a four-kilometer-long front along the ridgeline west of 

Mezizah until that too was overrun on 9 June 1919.263 With only 100 loyal Kurds remaining by 

his side, Ali Batı fled to Dirülamr and tried to rouse the villagers and local Yezidis to his 

defense. But Kenan Bey had already issued a statement that as long as the villagers refused to 

support Ali Batı, they would be protected by the Ottoman soldiers and free from harm.264 

After stability was restored in early June, the 6th Infantry Regiment Commander, Bibaşı 

 
260 “İstiklal Harbinde Ayaklanmaların Etkenleri ve Ayaklanma Olayları” in Türk İstiklal Harbi VI ncı Cilt, İstiklal 
Harbinde Ayaklanmalar (1919-1921) (Ankara: Gnkur. Basımevi, 1974), 41. Part of T.C. Genelkurmay Harp Tarihi 
Baikanlığı Resmi Yayınları Seri No. 1 (collection) of the Genelkurmay ATASE Başkanlığı Kütüphanesi, 18-302-2-
1-1. 

261 Erickson, The Turkish War of Independence, 93. 

262 “İstiklal Harbinde Ayaklanmaların Etkenleri ve Ayaklanma Olayları” in Türk İstiklal Harbi VI ncı Cilt, İstiklal 
Harbinde Ayaklanmalar (1919-1921) (Ankara: Gnkur. Basımevi, 1974), 42-43. 

263 “İstiklal Harbinde Ayaklanmaların Etkenleri ve Ayaklanma Olayları,” 43. 

264 “İstiklal Harbinde Ayaklanmaların Etkenleri ve Ayaklanma Olayları,” 43. 
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Pehlivanzade Nuri, began a search for Ali Batı that would last another two months. In August, 

they finally located him and raided his position in a battle that lasted two hours before the 

fighting ended and the Ottomans discovered the rebel leader’s corpse.265 After showing his body 

to residents in his former headquarters in Midyat, the violence ended and the region returned to a 

peaceful state under the 5th Division command.266 

Even though British-instigated fighting was under control when Harbord arrived that 

September, he found that British “political officers” continued to threaten local stability under 

Ottoman authority. This was particularly evident with a British Colonel Bell, whose area of 

operations coincided with the territory surrounding and including Diyarbekır and Kharput – the 

same territory the British were rumored to covet, despite it being outside the occupation area 

delineated by the armistice.267 So every instance of mischief in the region exacerbated local 

intolerance of British presence.268 Harbord listened repeatedly to local leaders’ accusations, 

which overwhelmingly pointed out instances where Turkish authority figures had been 

manipulated or undermined by Britain. Every time a mission member brought up Allied 

occupiers in interviews or conversations, they aroused anti-imperialist enmity.  

In mid-September 1919, the most egregious incident concerning British forces involved 

Major Noel, who just happened to be stirring trouble in the region while Harbord was there.269 

 
265 “İstiklal Harbinde Ayaklanmaların Etkenleri ve Ayaklanma Olayları,” 43. 

266 “İstiklal Harbinde Ayaklanmaların Etkenleri ve Ayaklanma Olayları,” 43. 

267 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 16. 

268 Halide Edib, The Turkish Ordeal: Being the further memoirs of Halide Edib (New York: The Century Co., 1928) 
40. 

269 Wallace A. Lyon, a former British Colonel who served among the Kurds, wrote about the Noel Affair in his 
published memoirs: Kurds, Arabs and Britons: The Memoir of Wallace Lyon in Iraq, 1918-1944, edited and with an 
introduction by D. K. Fieldhouse (New York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2001). 
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Kenan Bey spoke very negatively about Noel and was wholly opposed to the idea that British 

propagandists were influencing affairs beyond the borders of their Mesopotamian mandate.270 

Colonel Bell, the highest-ranking British officer present, finally agreed to discuss the situation 

during a meeting with Harbord and several other local elites. Despite severe pressure from the 

Ottoman commander and the possibility that Harbord would report the situation to London, Bell 

was reluctant to acknowledge any intrigue at all, and only did so during an interview with the 

other mission members.  

Moseley met with Bell met in Mosreh, just below the main town in Kharput, and interviewed 

him alongside Hussein Bey, Colonel Walibi Bey, and the acting governor Servet Bey.271 Local 

Turks gave their own accounts of how the affair began, with Noel’s arrival, British instigation, 

and Kurdish propaganda originally stemming from Diyarbekır.272 Earlier that summer, Noel had 

come from Mosul, where he was also a British political officer, but for the Suleimani region.273 

In Diyarbekır province, Noel spread propaganda and messaging that was explicitly against 

Ottoman rule and opposed any support for the Turkish Nationalist movement. According to 

Cevdet Bey, Noel had even promised money to Mahoud Bey, a chieftain of the Milli tribe who 

was resistant to a Kurdish uprising, on the assurance that Ottoman officials would all be pushed 

out of the region by November.274 Local elites and residents reported these activities to the local 

 
270 Letter from Mehmet Kenan Bey of Mardin and Ahmet Cevdet Bey of Diyarbekır to Harbord, 13 September 
1919; NARA M820, Roll 232, 184.021/360; and Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. 

271 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 16. 

272 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 16. This portion of the story 
was explained by Colonel Walibi Bey, which Moseley recounted in his Appendix. 

273 Ahmed Djevdet to Harbord, translated by Professor Hussein Bey, 13 September 1919 in Diyarbekır, 1; NARA, 
M820, Roll 232, 184.021/360. 

274 Ahmed Djevdet to Harbord, translated by Professor Hussein Bey, 13 September 1919 in Diyarbekır, 1; NARA, 
M820, Roll 232, 184.021/360. 
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commanders, who then informed Mustafa Kemal Pasha. Arrest orders were promptly issued for 

any associated Kurds, but since Noel was British, his removal had to be coordinated through the 

5th British Cavalry Division in Aleppo.  

Once rumors of a British-backed uprising had reached Malatya, where a Kurdish governor 

was in charge, local Ottoman authorities lost their influence and Kurdish nationalists were given 

refuge in the city. For the next week, as the mission members traveled from Kharput through 

Malatya to the Turkish Nationalist stronghold in Sivas, the situation escalated until the Kurds 

realized that arresting the Sivas Congress members was ill-conceived. Moseley was “convinced 

that the British authorities were responsible for the entire affair; that Noel did what he did under 

instructions from his government.”275 Even Cevdet Bey believed that the significant number of 

cipher telegrams that had arrived for Noel from Aleppo, and Bell’s reluctance to receive direct 

complaints about British propaganda, were evidence that even if the British War Office was 

unaware of Noel and his involvement in Kurdish provocations in the region, the British 5th 

Division certainly was.276 Though it would have been highly embarrassing for the British to 

admit to such involvement, locally and internationally, it was convenient to blame Noel. This 

was entirely indicative of British presence in Anatolia. The Ottomans complained about 

intervention, but were also reluctant to concede that their situation was a product of defeat in 

World War I. British actions exacerbated the existing struggles of the defeated Ottoman Empire. 

 
275 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 17.  

276 Ahmed Djevdet to Harbord, translated by Professor Hussein Bey, 13 September 1919 in Diyarbekır, 2; NARA, 
M820, Roll 232, 184.021/360. 
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Image 3.3 – “Shewing Control and Intelligence Areas Under British and Salonika Force.”277 

 
Though stern and severe, Cevdet Bey was clear to express to the mission members the 

circumstances surrounding the Noel Affair and other intolerable instances in which the British 

were involved. He explained how when the British found “a desireable piece of land, they seem 

to discover at the same time some reason which seems sufficient for occupying it,” whether by 

force or via a smaller element of the local population (like the Kurds).”278 The British were well 

aware from German and French cohorts that the mountains surrounding Kharput and Arcana 

Maden were rich with ore and perhaps this was why including the entire province under the 

umbrella of a new Kurdistan was in the works.279  

 
277 Moseley, “Appendix J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, “Appendix F: Map Showing 
Allied Troops in Area,” 76. “Egypt” indicates areas with British forces originally based in Egypt, under Allenby’s 
command. 

278 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 15 September 1919. 

279 In February 1919, Şerif Pasha (who headed the Kurdish delegation during the Sèvres Treaty negotiations) wrote 
to the Allied powers at the Paris Peace Conference to advocate for an independent Kurdistan that “should be formed 
out of the vilayets of Diyarbekır, Kharput, Bitlis, Mosul, and the Sanjak of Urfa.” Among the Allies, the British 
were the primary advocates for the Kurds. Şerif Pasha, “Memorandum on the Claims of the Kurd People,” to the 
Paris Peace Conference, 6 February 1919, in The Kurds: An Encyclopedia of Life, Culture, and Society, ed. 
Sebastian Maisel (California: ABC-CLIO, 2018), 329. 
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Alleged outliers, like Noel, were not entirely representative of British intentions, but there 

were cases of other officers who were involved in instigating Kurdish independence throughout 

the summer of 1919.280 Local leaders described each case as a British ploy to convince the Allies 

that dangerous uprisings threatened stability, necessitating an immediate extension of occupation 

zones for British troops to move deeper into Anatolia to restore order.281 Not coincidentally, this 

would also bring the British closer to Sivas and the epicenter of Turkish Nationalist thought – a 

movement which we will explore further in the next chapter. With examples building of Britain’s 

points of occupation in nearby Anatolian towns, like Urfa, the Ottoman commanders in Mardin, 

Diyarbekır, and Kharput were especially thankful that “no one’s nose has bled” within their 

districts, the local people had not suffered revitalized massacres, nor were they subjected to more 

needless suffering.282  

Considering British animosity, another reason why local leaders viewed the Americans 

differently was because their arrival helped quell potential uprisings. In fact, Harbord’s presence, 

along with the other mission members, might have directly influenced the outcome of the Noel 

Affair, which had been rumored throughout Anatolia since their arrival in Constantinople. Under 

orders from the British High Commissioner and the British military authorities, Noel reportedly 

left the area on 14 September 1919 to return to Aleppo.283 That same day, four Arab officers who 

 
280 Reference is to a letter contained in Moseley’s Appendix J, from British Secretary of General Burrow, Bonar 
Wooley, who wrote to Mahmet Bey, son of Ibram Pasha and brother to Kurdish leaders Ismail, Halil, Timur, and 
Abouraham Keys. Mahet Bey was then a Kurdish Sheik and received the letter on 16 June 1919, containing an 
invitation to meet with General Burrow in Ourfa and with assurances that the “English government has guaranteed 
that she would take care of the Kurdish affairs.” Appendix J, 18.  

281 Letter from Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 2; NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 

282 Ahmed Djevdet to Harbord, translated by Professor Hussein Bey, 13 September 1919 in Diyarbekır, 2; NARA, 
M820, Roll 232, 184.021/360. 

283 Moseley, “Appendix J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 16. 
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were moving into the region were turned back at Mardin by the British, assuring that propaganda 

intended for local Kurds never reached its destination.284 This was only two days after Cevdet 

Bey himself had traveled to Aleppo to meet with the General Allenby to implore him to remove 

Noel. At the same meeting, Bell was still claiming that he had no knowledge of Noel’s affairs.285 

Yet, when Harbord arrived and met with Ottoman, British, and Kurdish leaders together, the 

story became clear, and the British political officers could no longer continue illicit operations 

without drawing international attention.  

Personally, Bell knew the animosity local elites felt for him. Finally addressing the Noel 

Affair in the presence of the others was his attempt to assure them, under Harbord’s careful 

observation, that his troops were in the region to maintain order and not to induce trouble. 

Everything else substantiated the complaints about Noel’s activity in the region.286 For Bell, 

however, even once General Allenby ordered him back to Aleppo, he would not recover from the 

intrigue he instigated. Upon departing Kharput, he was killed by Nationalist supporters.287 

Though it must be recognized that the Ottoman complaints to Harbord were in line with 

Wilsonian principles, they clung to the idea of empire and ignored the fact that in defeat they 

must tolerate occupying forces. They needed Harbord to interfere with the British instigations, 

on the grounds of the occupation agreements. Consistent with prepared appeals and speeches to 

other investigative missions, elites trusted Harbord to receive their complaints more than any 

other local authority, including their own government. This was in part because of the regard that 

 
284 Letter from Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 3; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 

285 Ahmed Djevdet to Harbord, translated by Professor Hussein Bey, 13 September 1919 in Diyarbekır, 2; NARA, 
M820, Roll 232, 184.021/360. 

286 Letter from Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 2; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 

287 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 17 September 1919. 
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residents held for Americans from the tremendous relief work the women had done, and because 

Ottoman administrators who were loyal to Constantinople could not be trusted to undermine the 

occupying forces in favor of local needs. The military commanders in the region technically fell 

under Constantinople too, but they were poorly funded and managed, largely due to the influence 

of British advisors who controlled the political agenda in the capital. Instead, this anti-British 

animosity and neglect compelled most Ottoman commanders in Anatolia, including Kenan Bey 

and Cevdet Bey, to obey Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s orders and to prioritize the immediate needs of 

the inhabitants in the regions they protected.288  

The individual commanders were found to be highly competent by Harbord and his team. 

They acted as self-proclaimed agents for the mission, accommodating them wherever they could, 

and, most importantly, clearing away any bandits en route who might have harassed the mission 

members.289 This was incredibly significant as it demonstrated the effectiveness of local forces 

in maintaining stability. They were well-organized under their hierarchical command, and 

though they often acted autonomous of Constantinople’s orders, they kept local interests as their 

top priority, which in turn allowed the residents to resume normal activities. Cevdet Bey 

expressed to Harbord that “No disorder has taken place thus far within this district and all the 

elements and foreigners have freely traveled. Everybody is busy with his own affairs. In spite of 

all political instigations, the order and peace within my district has been appreciated by the 

Central Government.”290  

This explained why British interference on the grounds of security was particularly infuriating 

 
288 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 69. 

289 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 70. 

290 Ahmed Djevdet to Harbord, translated by Professor Hussein Bey, 13 September 1919 in Diyarbekır, 1; NARA, 
M820, Roll 232, 184.021/360. 
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to the Ottoman commanders in the Mardin-Diyarbekır-Kharput region. Britain’s pro-Kurdish 

policies directly undermined local interests and the Ottoman military units were more than 

capable of securing the residents themselves. Additionally, the British had proposed to influence 

north of the Mesopotamian boundary into Anatolian provinces like Diyarbekır and Kharput, an 

agenda hotly contested by the local leaders.291 Already the British had advanced 150 kilometers 

north of their occupation line from the armistice, infringing on Ottoman jurisdiction.292 In 

response, the commanders who were loyal to Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s Nationalist Movement sent 

regular telegrams and reports of British movements in and around their provinces to warn their 

fellow commanders against trusting the British, but also to track broader trends that might have 

threatened the Nationalists.293 Some of these reports were sent to Harbord as well, so that he 

might understand the intrigue promoted by some British officers.294 

There were, of course, broader narratives of anti-British thought that overshadowed these 

regional phenomena, but locals were not as concerned with incidents like the Malta deportations, 

even though those are the stories that dominated history of the period. Only a few months prior, 

in May 1919, the British occupiers in Constantinople deported over 140 Ottoman Turks to Malta 

for offenses including non-compliance with armistice terms, mistreating British prisoners of war, 

and involvement with the Armenian massacres.295 Rumors of British schemes to occupy Smyrna, 

 
291 Moseley, “Appendix J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 15. 

292 Letter from Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 2; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 

293 Several telegrams from Ottoman commanders depicted Nationalist distrust of the British and report their 
movements to the party leadership. From Mutasarrif Hamid to the Third Corps, 30 September 1919, Issue 9504, 
MSB Arsiv ve Askeri Tarih Daire Arsivi (hereafter: ATASE), D:335/22, F:12-7 (10-16ag). 

294 From Directorate to Mustafa Kemal Pasha in Sivas stated that General Harbord was located inspecting the 
districts and the division commander accompanying him was able to deliver the letter about existing dangers in the 
area that were being exacerbated by the British. ATASE, D:335/22, F:16 (10-20). 

295 Bilal N. Şimşir, “The Deportees of Malta and the Armenia Question,” Armenians in the Ottoman Empire and 
Modern Turkey (1912-1926), 26. Most of the deportees were prominent members of the Ottoman Committee of 
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support tacitly the Greek-inflicted massacres, and establish an independent Kurdistan, all paired 

with the local impressions to emphasize mistrust.296  

It had been nearly a year since Britain assumed controlled over Constantinople, as well as 

Ottoman foreign policies and purse-strings.297 Yet locals from Mardin, Diyarbekır, and Kharput 

shaped their understanding of British intervention in terms of local interests. They foremost 

worried that occupying authorities would instigate communal disorder, instances of which were 

prevalent as the mission members entered the region. On the final stretch of the railway journey, 

one of Harbord’s officers saw leaflets in Turkish that had been signed by the British commander 

and were being distributed to Kurdish passengers to encourage them to have confidence in the 

British.298 Harbord observed that, in comparison to Adana and Aleppo, where French and British 

troops were fully integrated into civil administration and military control, violence in the interior 

was minimal. Britain attempted to shape the narrative in its own favor and objected to Armenian 

refugees returning to their homes in Diyarbekır vilayet, on grounds that it was too unstable. Yet, 

retarding this repatriation meant that refugees overwhelmed camps surrounding Aleppo that 

remained under British control, subjecting them to continued violence by various Kurdish, Arab, 

and internal Armenian groups.299 In many circles, Harbord’s reports on the Noel Affair to Bristol 

 
Union and Progress who had been held as prisoners in Seraskeriat Prison since the armistice, when Constantinople 
came under Allied occupation. Ibid., 29. 

296 Hulusi Akar, “Harbord Military Mission to Armenia,” (dissertation version), 179. Lieutenant Colonel Martin, 
who compiled Appendix ‘H’ on Geography, Mining, and Boundaries, went on to serve as a geography with the 
Institute of Politics at Williamstown, MA after his service with the AMMA. In 1920, he illustrated a map of the 
Treaty of Sèvres that demarcated the intended borders of Kurdistan, which would have included Diyarbekır and 
Kharput; however, in September 1919, the local leaders would not have been aware of the specific borders yet. 

297 Interview between Mr. W.W. Cumberland and Mr. S. de Bilinski, 11 September 1919; NARA M820, Roll 233, 
184.021/365. Mr. Bilinski directed the National Bank of Turkey and was the Manager of the British Trade 
Corporation, the institution that effectively controlled the bank itself. 

298 Letter from Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 
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and others provided clarity on the issues which had stirred many rumors throughout the summer 

in Constantinople and in Paris.300 

Yet, in Harbord’s mind, for the Americans to assist in line with Wilson’s vision of mandates, 

they would need to send troops to replace the British occupiers – a commitment the United States 

was not ready to accept. Interestingly, Harbord believed American troops would be welcomed, 

even though his own interviews with the local commanders suggested that they had spent 

considerable energy showing how even ill-equipped Ottoman troops could prevent physical 

violence within the community and secure the region, without additional foreign military 

intervention. Conversely, the commanders like Kenan Bey were adamant to convince Harbord 

that the British troops had only aggravated tensions during the intervention period. Over 50,000 

occupying troops from Britain, France, Italy, and Greece had been in Ottoman space since the 

armistice.301 While the Ottomans were open to scientific, industrial, and economic assistance, 

they were adamant that external powers not interfere with their sovereignty and independence.302 

Somehow Harbord missed this point, or ignored it, in his haste to present a solution reminiscent 

of his experience in Cuba and the Philippines as part of an occupying, military governorship.303 

 

 
“Armenian nation,” but by their original communal groups. Additionally, Kurds and Arabs used violence to take 
advantage of the foreign aid flowing into the camp at Aleppo. The British soldiers in charge of security were ill-
equipped to prevent the raids or to quell internal violence. Letter from Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 1; 
NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 

300 Letter from Bristol to Harbord, 28 September 1919, 1; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 

301 Troop figures are from James G. Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International 
Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 301. 

302 Moseley, “Appendix J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 12.  

303 See my MA thesis, “Swayed by Headlines or Hardened by Experience? The Influence of American Discourse on 
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The American Women  

Foreign missionaries and relief workers were first-hand witnesses to the drama surrounding elites 

and British forces, as persistent members of the interior Anatolian communities. Of this group of 

foreigners, it was the American women – serving under the American Board of Commissioners 

for Foreign Missions (ABCFM) and later the American Committee for Relief in the Near East 

(ACRNE) or Near East Relief (NER) organization – who had a prodigious impact on daily life in 

Mardin, Diyarbekır, and Kharput.304 Not only did the they provide essential services in health 

and education to develop a trusted relationship with the local people, but this relationship set the 

conditions for Harbord to garner respect immediately upon arrival. The American women also 

filled a critical gap in the AMMA records by pantomiming concerns for ordinary women who 

did not have the opportunity to speak directly with Harbord or his team.  

Priming the Environment 

“Nowhere across the world was American missionary labor more idealistic, and nowhere were 

the challenges so stark and the allies so few.” In the Anatolian interior, Americans labored 

alone.305 They represented the United States’ first international humanitarian endeavor, even 

after their missionary status was encompassed under the secular NER. For the organization at 

large, influential donors including John D. Rockefeller, Spencer Trask, and Jacob Schiff, saw 

value in uplifting women to the face of relief efforts. They recruited Clara Barton of the Red 

 
304 The ABCFM, ACRNE, and NER have robust archival collections available to the public in New York and 
Boston. Ussama Makdisi, Recep Boztemur, Eleanor Davy, John Borton, Matthew Foley, Amalia Ribi Forclaz, and 
Keith David Watenpaugh are some of the scholars who have dealt with these organizations and made headway in 
the relatively new field of humanitarian interventions by Americans. “The American Board Missions in the Near 
East: From the Annual Report of 1918,” 31 October 1919; and “The American Board Missions in the Near East: 
From the Annual Report of 1922,” are both detailed reports from 817.83, Box 4, ABCFM Papers, in Andover-
Harvard Theological Library Archives (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Andover Theological Seminary, 1922).  

305 Ussama Makdisi, Artillery of Heaven, 63.  
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Cross, then a venerable stateswoman, to bring her influence to the Anatolian provinces.306 While 

Barton’s role merged early human rights efforts with a new notion of international feminism at 

the global level, the people in Mardin, Diyarbekır, and Kharput viewed the American women 

they knew as equally essential.307 

Near East Relief had organized the initial expedition to Anatolia after the 1918 armistice, to 

prioritize medical care for rampant cases of starvation, illness, and injury.308 They planned to 

occupy existing missionary locations, but upon arrival, the advanced party of medical directors 

found the buildings in disrepair from the war and they had to account for every detail of ordinary 

supplies to outfit the clinics and hospitals. By February 1919, when the medical volunteers 

arrived in Constantinople on the Leviathan, the NER director still had to determine the number 

of individuals needed at each location.309 Once assigned to their stations, the doctors, nurses, and 

relief workers – apart from the medical heads who had left to begin organizing hospitals with the 

local workforce – quickly realized that they could not simply move out. Supplies were arriving 

by the shipload and there were no additional staff available to label, arrange, and assemble the 

items into workable units.310 So the volunteer men and women were arranged into warehouse 

gangs as soon as they disembarked, and for the first three weeks of their assignment they 

rearranged and catalogued NER supplies, working day and night shifts to prepare rail cars to 

 
306 Peter Balakian, The Burning Tigris, xv. 

307 In his discussion of the evolution of international relief work in the Ottoman space, Balakian describes Barton’s 
role as initiating “a new dimension of international feminism” to the equation. Balakian, The Burning Tigris, 64. 

308 The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 5. 

309 The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 6. 
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distribute items to the anxiously-waiting towns.311  

For most individuals, this welcome in Constantinople solidified their drive to selflessly serve 

their communities, but some felt differently, and conditions would not get any easier once the 

volunteers arrived at their assigned locations. After only six months abroad, Dr. and Mrs. 

Richards were both anxious to leave Anatolia and return home to the United States.312 Miss 

Dango, a nurse with the relief mission in Diyarbekır, had joined under contract to support NER 

for two years but was already quite sick of it and anxious to leave. She described to Moseley 

how “she had been brought over to the Near East under a misunderstanding, that America had no 

business over in the country, and that all Americans should go home.”313 This attitude exuded by 

some Americans made it even more impressive when other women were able to create such 

impactful relationships in the communities, despite hardship.  

Those that persisted were the ones who effectively primed the environment for the AMMA. 

The schools, orphanages, dispensaries, and hospitals were important sites of interaction where 

different social groups saw American relief efforts at work. In Diyarbekır, the hospital had 

closed in 1918, which forced 8,000 annual treatments and dispensary services to shift to Mardin, 

significantly increasing the surgeries and treatments already needed to sustain local care.314 

Illness and disease were rampant among the local poor, who were dirty, unemployed, and 

 
311 The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 8. 

312 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 12 September 1919. 
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vulnerable to the elements.315 Consequently, the Mardin Hospital and Dispensary became an 

important occupational opportunity for Syrians and other displaced people from Mesopotamia.316 

With the influx of a willing work force, the hospital now demonstrated to residents the impact 

Americans had employment. Once the war ended, relief workers facilitated a revitalized flow of 

money, food, drugs, and healthcare supplies from external networks, further emphasizing a 

positive relationship in the works.317 The AMMA emphasized how Anatolia was the greatest 

opportunity for humanitarian influence of the age in their final report – a testament to a 

successful investigative mission that had been primed by the relief workers. 

From the local perspective, Anatolian residents understood the privation that characterized 

life in small towns of the interior, especially during World War I. Local leaders deeply admired 

the American women who had arrived as missionaries and stood by their communities through 

the war, then staying committed to relief work through organizational changes and increased 

hardship. This admiration prompted the elites to support the Americans in turn – first through the 

local relief workers and later by assisting the AMMA. Wealthy citizens provided horses for the 

doctors to use to navigate the streets – which, at the time, were impassible for most automobiles. 

The governors waived property costs for relief workers to occupy buildings as clinics and 

Ottoman soldiers helped transport supplies and escort nomadic groups entering the cities for 

hospital services.318 In Mardin alone, local patrons funded a third of the hospital budget, which 

led to a reconstruction effort that “forced cooperation amongst a widely different group of people 
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and aided wonderfully in the rescue and general work of the unit.”319 In just under a year since 

NER assumed responsibility for relief efforts in Anatolia, the relationship between resident 

Americans and the communities they served had grown from its missionary roots and had been 

solidified the many of the individual women whom Harbord and his team met on their journey. 

Enduring Relationships 

Among the welcoming party at Mardin stood a sole woman, Miss Fenenga, a Texan originally 

from the ABCFM who led education and relief work in Mardin. In 1915, the Ottomans deported 

Miss Fenenga alongside local Armenians, but she survived and returned to the city to continue 

her service.320 Along her return journey to Mardin, she fostered relationships with foreign clergy 

members who were also assisting rehabilitation efforts for Armenian deportees.321 By all 

accounts, Miss Fenenga had incredible influence. The Ottoman officers and the local elites 

respected her authority, especially after her male counterpart, Reverend Richard Emrich, fell 

victim to influenza and died in 1918.322 But the AMMA soon realized that there were three other 

women also subtly shaping local power dynamics in Mardin alone.323 Mrs. Seraphina S. Dewey 

assisted Miss Fenenga with relief coordination and engaged in evangelistic work for women, 

Miss Diantha L. Dewey assumed Rev. Emrich’s role as superintendent of the primary schools, 
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and Mrs. Louise Graf educated younger children and found work for women and girls.324 

 
Image 3.4 – Miss Fenenga with the welcoming party at Mardin.325 

 
Considering the impact of death on the local population from World War I, the Armenian 

deportations, communal violence, illness, and starvation, many of the people left in Mardin in 

1919 were elderly, orphaned, or widowed – categories to which the four American women 

primarily catered. Particularly with the orphans in Mardin – who represented only 400 of the 
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thousands of young lives forsaken throughout the country – Miss Fenenga, Mrs. and Miss 

Dewey, and Miss Graf expressed the burden of anxiety they felt for the children dependent on 

them, who otherwise faced poverty, sickness, and death.326 Beyond staying in Mardin for the 

orphans, the American women were part of the community and, perhaps because they were 

women, the local elites permitted them liberty in their work. Unthreatening, yet powerful, they 

personally planted fields with barley; cleaned, plastered, and whitewashed their buildings; 

engaged in local boards for community development; and, through their schools, groomed the 

next generation of Mardin.327 

The high schools, girls’ preparatory school, and kindergarten allowed the American women to 

inadvertently build their reputation among the mothers in Mardin, even Muslim parents initially 

disinclined to trust Christian missionaries. Before World War I, families were reluctant to send 

their children to schools run by Catholic and Protestant missionaries because they were wary of 

proselytization. However, tuition there was typically more affordable than other local options – 

some missionary colleges were free – so the American educators had the opportunity to earn 

local parents’ trust.328 Mrs. Dewey wrote about how their practical demonstrations of childcare 

and household matters became incredibly valuable to the girls and young women in Mardin, 

 
326 “The American Board Missions in the Near East: From the Annual Report of 1918,” 16. Beyond the ABCFM 
reports, additional information on the women serving as missionaries and relief workers was written in 
organizational magazines (The Missionary Herald from ABCFM, Life and Light for Women from WBM, and 
Mission Studies from WBMI) and memoirs, such as Susan Anna Wheeler’s, Missions in Eden: Glimpses of Life in 
the Valley of the Euphrates (NY: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1899), which detailed her experience as an educator 
in Kharput in the late nineteenth century; and Johanna Maria Selles’ The World Student Christian Federation, 1895-
1925: Motives, Methods, and Influential Women (Eugene: Pickwick Publications, 2011). 

327 “The American Board Missions in the Near East: From the Annual Report of 1918,” 16. 

328 In his memoirs, Alexanian described how he attended a Jesuit College despite his parents initial reluctance 
because it was the only free option available at the time. Yervant N. Alexanian, Forced into Genocide: Memoirs of 
an Armenian Soldier in the Ottoman Turkish Army, edited by Adrienne G. Alexanian with an introduction by Sergio 
La Porta and a foreword by Israel W. Charny (London and New York: Routledge, 2017). 
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winning over Muslim mothers.329 The local mothers, who provided physical nurturing for their 

families, also provided moral and spiritual nurturing for their communities. Their influence on 

children was individually crucial, and complementary to the efforts led by regional elites. 

With nearly 500 children enrolled in the city day schools, which were able to continue in 

operation throughout World War I, as superintendent, Miss Dewey preserved Syrian languages 

in children’s education and gave local teachers reliable employment.330 In other places visited by 

the AMMA, the officers found schools repurposed for wounded soldiers and being used as 

orphanages.331 Apart from the mission members’ observations and a few personal letters kept by 

the American women, there were limited records of local life in Mardin in 1919. Departing relief 

workers smuggled papers at great personal risk, to bring any record of their service back to the 

ABCFM.332 Yet, despite the stark shift in relief work from 1914 to 1919, the four American 

women in Mardin did their part to keep the town’s youth alive and educated.  

Older students were influenced by American education as well, in establishments like the 

Euphrates College in Kharput that provided classes from elementary through collegiate levels. 

Ottoman authorities were sometimes suspicious of this degree of foreign influence, warning local 

commanders to be wary of American missionary teachers who might be conveying political aims 

 
329 Letter from Mrs. Seraphina S. Dewey, January 1919, in Andover-Harvard Theological Library Archives 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts); and “The American Board Missions in the Near East: From the Annual Report of 
1918,” 24. 

330 “The American Board Missions in the Near East: From the Annual Report of 1922,” ABCFM Papers, Box No. 4, 
817.83, in Andover-Harvard Theological Library Archives (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Andover Theological 
Seminary, 1922), 22. 

331 “The American Board Missions in the Near East: From the Annual Report of 1922,” 17-26; and “Report 
concerning the middle, higher initial and initial schools in Armenia,” prepared by the Minister of Public Instruction 
and Fine Arts of the Republic of Armenia, N. Aghbalian, to the Prime Minister of the Republic of Armenia, A. 
Khatisian, for the AMMA (Yerevan, 27 September 1919), Published in дрмения в документах, 244-245. 

332 During World War I, when some missionaries were sent home to the United States, the Ottoman Government 
censored their documents and restricted certain items from leaving with the Americans. 
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to their students or instigating secret organizations.333 These accusations applied exclusively to 

men, however, whereas the American women involved in educational and missionary efforts 

throughout Anatolia were not viewed as threatening. Instead, they provided a valuable service to 

the women of the community by empowering them to develop into positions of community 

leadership and providing mental and physical development and health care, as well as in the 

traditional spheres of literacy and education.334 

In a place like Kharput where the majority of relief workers in education, orphan care, and 

healthcare were women, the relationship and trust for Americans was more consistent. Eight 

women served the community, making it easier for the local elites to ignore rumors from 

Constantinople that Americans might be untrustworthy.335 The situation was just so different 

because of established gender roles within the Ottoman towns and because there were tangible 

effects of relief that undermined external warnings. Even with some men integrated into the 

relief networks, when they lived within the communities with their wives, and sometimes with 

their children as well, the local leaders perceived them less as a threat to their power, but as 

another family committed to the welfare of their friends and neighbors.336 And the women were 

 
333 Letter titled “Counting the Turks,” from the 2nd Division to the Ministries of Defense, Internal Affairs, and 
Foreign Affairs, 8 October 1916, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 53-54 
(photocopies of the original Ottoman documents are provided on pages 353-355). 

334 In her thesis work at İhsan Doğramacı Bilkent University’s History Department, Sarah Zeynep Güzven argues 
how American women empowered local women to be agents of positive social and political change through their 
educational interactions. Sarah Zeynep Güzven, “American Foreign Missions to the Armenians of the Ottoman 
Empire: Fashioning the Model of Educated Christian Womanhood in the East in the Second Half of the Nineteenth 
Century,” Master’s Thesis (Ankara, 2018), 5. 

335 Those women were Miss A. Bliss, Miss Hiveley, Miss M. H. Niles, Miss Tanner, Miss Jones, Miss Riggs, Miss 
Fuller, and Miss J. N. Hill. List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and 
Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

336 Mr. H. H. Riggs, Dr. M. Ward, Mr. L. Vrooman, Mr. McDaniels, and Mr. G. C. Means lived in the region and 
Mrs. Ward and Mrs. McDaniels accompanied their husbands. All names are from “List of Turk, Armenian, 
American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA M820, Roll 230, 
184.021/96. 
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quite worthy of respect from the local leaders. They were not simply nurses and childcare 

workers, but doctors, bacteriologists, and university-educated scholars. The local residents 

trusted them and were inclined to trust Harbord as well.  

Apart from the detailed records of the American women’s influence in education and literacy, 

they also were a driving force in medical relief efforts and healthcare. In Mardin, during World 

War I, Mrs. and Miss Dewey hid hospital supplies and drugs from raiders who gutted local 

buildings.337 Farther north, the Kharput hospital represented the branch of the NER Medical 

Organization most removed from the railroad, and it was notoriously difficult to get supplies.338  

Fortunately, women there had also ensured that medical and surgical supplies had been hidden 

away during the war.339 Dr. Ruth Parmelee ran “a daily clinic for women and children” in the 

city itself, and treated daily cases of venereal diseases, which were one of the leading after-

effects of the war.340 Additionally, because local providers were so limited, they prioritized 

adults and resident children, as well as serious cases of chronic illnesses that threatened to spread 

 
337 The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 30. 

338 Mark H. Ward and Ruth A. Parmelee ran the station in Kharput. The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, A 
Review of its Accomplishments in Asia Minor and the Caucasus during 1919-20, edited by George L. Richards (New 
York: Near East Relief, 1923), 4. The editor of this collection, George L. Richards, was the Assistant Medical 
Director stationed abroad and an Ear, Nose, and Throat Surgeon. He worked under Director George H. Washburn 
and oversaw the organization of the Medical Division under Near East Relief. 

339 For resupplies in 1919, camels were more reliable than automobiles to carry supplies to Kharput from the depot 
points. Camels were able to carry 400 pounds in one journey with little need for sustenance beyond a drink of water 
and a few hours rest each day. The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 17. 

340 The women who had contracted venereal disease during World War I were living victims of rape and sexual 
violence within communities and violence perpetrated against women during the Armenian deportations. The 
Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 17. For additional detail on the traumatic experiences of Armenian women 
during and after 1915, see Suzanne Khardalian, dir., Grandma’s Tattoos (Sweden: HB PeÅ Holmquist Film, 2011); 
and Katharine Derderian, “Common fate, different experience: gender-specific aspects of the Armenian Genocide, 
1915-1917,” Holocaust Genocide Studies, 19:1 (March 2005), 1-25. Harbord referenced this too in his final report, 
writing: “Of the female refugees among some 75,000 repatriated from Syria and Mesopotamia we were informed at 
Aleppo that forty per cent. are infected with venereal disease from the lives to which they have been forced. The 
women of this race were free from such diseases before the deportation,” in “American Military Mission to 
Armenia.” International Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 
281. 
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in the community, leaving Dr. Parmelee to deal with routine illnesses. She also managed 

healthcare for the orphans, whom she organized into “home units” of 100 children. Each home 

unit had a dedicated mayrig, or house mother, who worked closely with Dr. Parmelee.341 

Altogether there were over six thousand orphans under her care.342 These conditions made 

women like Dr. Parmelee, Miss Fenenga, Mrs. and Miss Dewey, and Miss Graf protagonists in 

the story of this region – and their local relationships were one of the main reasons the AMMA 

could successfully tell it. 

It was the American women in Mardin, Diyarbekır, and Kharput who had nurtured a pro-

American environment in the communities and created opportunities for Harbord to hear from 

different local groups. Their efforts shaped the narrative that the AMMA reported to US 

Congress and international plenipotentiaries at the Paris Peace Conference. Their conviction that 

foreign aid and intervention could serve a good purpose at the local level, paired with the 

Ottoman commanders’ perspectives and the aspirations of wealthy elites to influence Harbord’s 

recommendations. When the mission members followed the road west into Malatya and Sivas, 

they encountered more foreign relief workers who, like the American women, had integrated in 

communities and become important leaders shaping local narratives throughout Anatolia.343  

All of these factors contributed to the mission members’ ability to observe and record local 

aspirations in interior Anatolia. From ambitious elites to anti-imperialist animosity and a new 

dimension where American women were able to shape foreign communities, local life might 

have resembled the grand narratives of diplomacy and the media, but often did so in spite of 

 
341 The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 17. Mayrig is the Armenian name for mother and was used by all the 
leaders of the home units in Kharput regardless of their religious or ethnic affiliation. 

342 The orphans in Kharput represented a mixture of races. The Medical Work of the Near East Relief, 18.  

343 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries from 14 – 25 September 1919. 
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them. Motivations evolved independently the farther away they journeyed from the railways and 

main communication lines. When the AMMA left Kharput in the early hours of 18 September 

1919, they would continue to encounter local stories along the deteriorating roads that bisected 

the Euphrates River valley. The next chapter of their journey exposed them to the Nationalist 

leaders, pan-Islam, and persistent struggles waged by Kurdish separatists – only five days into 

their investigations in the interior, each stop would challenge their assumptions about Anatolia. 
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Map 4. Malatya to Sivas. 
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CHAPTER 4: NATIONALIST ENCOUNTERS ACROSS THE EUPHRATES: 
MALATYA AND SİVAS (18 – 20 SEPTEMBER 1919) 

 
 

As Harbord recalled the impact of the Turkish National Movement, he mentioned only that the 
British-instigated uprising in Malatya represented a departure from the overwhelming Anatolian 
support that the movement garnered. “From the time of our arrival at Mardin, however, it was 
plain that the entire hierarchy, both civil and military in eastern Turkey, were committed to the 
Nationalist cause, except the interests at Malatya to which I referred previously in the story. 
Army officers and civilian officials were alike in receiving orders from Sivas, and while official 
life was apparently proceeding in its accustomed channels the responsibility was to Sivas and 
not to Constantinople.”344 What Harbord did not let on was that Mustafa Kemal and his party 
had to overcome a litany of local threats and internal schisms to earn the popular support that 
would fuel their impending National Struggle.345 
 
When the AMMA traveled west from Kharput and across the Euphrates River, they encountered 

people in Malatya and Kangal who expressed their own needs and, when asked, explained their 

relationships with nationalist proponents in nearby Sivas. Harbord included this stretch of the 

itinerary specifically to visit Sivas, where the Turkish Nationalists had convened.346 Ever since 

the mission members began preparing for their investigative journey, among the material 

received, there were several accounts involving the spread of nationalism in Anatolia. The 

AMMA was frustrated by inconsistent interpretations up until that point, some of which involved 

Ottoman and Allied leaders in Constantinople and farther abroad who wanted to disparage 

nationalism to protect the standing government, at all costs. Harbord was determined to 

 
344 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 181. 

345 Kurtuluş Savaşı or “National Struggle” is how Turks refer to the 1919-1923 Turkish War of Independence. 

346 There were many versions of nationalism evolving in Anatolia in 1919. For the purposes of this chapter, 
Nationalism (capitalized) or Turkish Nationalists, refers to Mustafa Kemal’s party and his brand of nationalism that 
would develop along with the budding republic. 
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investigate the degree to which nationalism had taken hold in Eastern Anatolia, as it related to 

regional political and military conditions. But first, he had to understand the movement and that 

was the purpose of this phase of the journey.  

It was not until the final evening in Sivas, at a meeting with Mustafa Kemal, when Harbord 

finally grasped his motives. Until that meeting – and Mustafa Kemal’s lengthy memorandum of 

his party’s aims, which he wrote and sent to Harbord afterwards – the Nationalist agenda had 

been speculative.347 Not only did the visit to Sivas provide Mustafa Kemal the opportunity to 

explain his stance to American officers who would publicize it, but the AMMA record of that 

encounter captured the movement’s stated aims in September 1919, fresh from the Sivas 

Congress.348 In recording the Nationalist agenda during this formative period, the mission 

members noticed local groups in and around the movement’s epicenter whose motives did not 

neatly align with Mustafa Kemal’s. It was this serendipitous moment – where American officers, 

on orders from President Wilson, arrived to investigate conditions in Anatolia precisely as the 

Turkish War for Independence was taking shape – that Mustafa Kemal, like every other local 

leader the AMMA would meet, needed Harbord to be his voice.   

As the mission members spoke with residents along the route, including other prominent 

 
347 Mustafa Kemal, “Statement of Mustapha Kemal Pasha Concerning Organization, Objects, “League for the 
Defence of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” Exhibit C in James G. Harbord’s Report of the American Military 
Mission to Armenia,” 16 October 1919, NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/5. 

348 The Sivas Congress was the second of two significant events for the Nationalist Party where the members defined 
their aims and went public with their motives to establish a Turkish Republic. The first congress, in Erzurum, had 
met from 23 July to 4 August 1919, after which the key leaders (including Mustafa Kemal) traveled to Sivas for the 
second Congress from 4 to 11 September 1919. Though the Erzurum and Sivas Congresses were the most 
significant, following the Mudros Armistice on 30 October 1919, local congresses were held throughout Anatolia 
and into the years of the “National Struggle,” the first being held in Kars on 5 November 1919 through the final 
local congress in Pozantı on 5 August 1920. Other locations included: Ardahan, İzmir, Balıkesi Nazilli, Alaşehir, 
Muğla, Edirne, Oltu, Lüleburgaz, and Afyon. “Milli Mücadele yıllarında toplanan kongreler” (Congresses held 
during the National Struggle years), list is displayed in Room ZK-07 “Kuvay-I Milliye Kongreler Cemiyetler,” 
Atatürk Kongre Müzesi in Sivas, Turkey (visited June 2022).  
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individuals in Sivas during Harbord’s notable meeting with Mustafa Kemal, they realized that 

Mustafa Kemal did not only need the AMMA to communicate his goals – the Nationalist leader 

needed to ensure that his goals monopolized the political conversation. During their ascent, the 

Nationalists succeeded in this regard by suppressing or assimilating competing agendas of other 

Anatolians, and undermining the Ottoman government that was, at the time, influenced by the 

Allied occupation forces. Many of the local motivations that deviated from the Nationalist party 

line have been stifled, but the AMMA records accounted for some of those stories and how the 

Nationalists responded to them. Since September 1919, contentious narratives including Kurdish 

separatism, pan-Turkism, and pan-Islamism have been largely removed from Turkey’s national 

origin story, but each represented an important element of heterogeneity among the Anatolian 

people. Though the Nationalists eventually won their war and controlled the narrative, theirs was 

only one element of the local story that the mission members witnessed.349  

Divergent Narratives En Route to Sivas 

When the AMMA entered Malatya province, they observed British schemes to increase a hold in 

Anatolia, pockets of Kurdish separatists in the provincial capital, and deteriorating infrastructure 

that jeopardized reconstruction and Nationalist mobilization for the War for Independence. Each 

theme represented a perspective or factor that made it more difficult for Mustafa Kemal to 

convince the AMMA of his party’s standing influence. Harbord and his team were familiar with 

these themes from their time in Mardin, Diyarbekır, and Kharput, but as they neared Sivas, they 

realized why the Turkish Nationalists found each factor so threatening. Mustafa Kemal himself 

had urged for “military commanders, civil officers, town notables, and the national societies to 

 
349 In his memoirs, Yervant N. Alexanian described Sivas (his hometown) as “a city and population in transition and 
on the move, where old ties and institutions were competing with newer ones, and traditional life was being 
supplanted by modernity.” Forced into Genocide, xiii. 
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take the utmost care to greet [Harbord] properly, make things easier for him and help him return 

with accurate opinions regarding our country and national movements” in an overt attempt to 

present a powerful, and congruous front to the American officers.350 The Nationalists believed 

that as long as their image appeared widely supported to the AMMA, they would gain clout on 

the international stage. Even limited groups of dissenters would weaken their appearance, thus 

local leaders who heeded Mustafa Kemal from their respective towns, downplayed narratives 

that clashed with the Nationalist agenda when the mission members were present. 

The British schemes were tied up in the Major Noel Affair – one of the more underhanded 

attempts by the Ottoman Ministers of the Interior and War to end the Nationalist movement.351 

Together, the British and Ottoman “loyalists” were intent on secretly disrupting the Nationalists, 

by communicating via coded messages to local Ottoman authorities. As described in Chapter 3, 

Major Noel was the local British political officer who orchestrated the scheme. Having failed to 

compel Kurds in Diyarbekır to join the anti-Nationalist uprising (according to Mustafa Kemal’s 

letter), Noel found support from the self-seeking ministers and “betook himself to Malatya with 

several adventurers” from the Bedirhan clan.352 From there, Noel invented an imminent 

 
350 Erzurum Province, Correspondence Office, Public 6276, Confidential 685, facsimile on behalf of the Delegation, 
Mustafa Kemal, to the Association for the Defense of National Rights, 15 September 1919, ATASE, D:1225/51, 
F:19 (6-67). 

351 Telegraph to the Ottoman Sultan, from Erzurum to İstanbul, 11 September 1919, signed by XV Corps 
Commander Kazım Karabekir, III Corps Commander Selahattin, XIII Corps Deputy Commander Ali Fuat, and 
Cevdet Bey (Secretary of the National Movement); Ankara Üniversitesi Türk İnkilap Tarihi Enstitisü Arsivi 
(hereafter: TİTE), K:304/G:51/B:3. Ottoman Empire, Ministry of Post, Telegraph and Telephone. The individuals 
conspiring with the British in Constantinople were Adil Bey and Süleyman Şefik Pasha. Adil Bey was the Minister 
of the Interior. Süleyman Şefik Pasha was the tenth Ottoman Minister of War since Ahmed İzzet Pasha signed the 
Mudros Armistice on 30 October 1918; the interim Ministers lasted a month, on average, in office and Süleyman 
Şefik Pasha would hold the British-supported position until 2 October 1919. In Istanbul Under Allied Occupation, 
1918-1923 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), Nur Bilge Criss describes the Ottoman and Allied personalities during this period. 

352 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 11; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 
184.021/288. 
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Armenian threat and instigated the Kurds with calls to arms. The plan was to “gather armed 

Kurds…form gangs and put them in charge, in order to act with these gangs against the congress 

convened in Sivas.”353 Unfortunately for the British, Ottoman military commanders who were 

loyal to Mustafa Kemal intercepted the secret communications and alerted the Nationalists, 

prompting an immediate response.354 From their perspective, it was an affront to the Nationalists 

that their compatriots in Constantinople aligned with the British “to tolerate a sad and bloody 

scene where the Muslims of Kharput and Malatya clash with the Muslims of Sivas.”355 

Not only had Ottoman Ministers supported a Kurdish uprising to thwart the Nationalist 

movement, but Harbord observed how the Nationalists wanted him to believe that the entire 

Ferid Pasha Cabinet was responsible for reducing Anatolia to “a troop of slaves bowing to 

[British] will.”356 Mustafa Kemal used this caustic language to explain how the Turkish nation 

was at risk of becoming another India or Egypt, brought under the arbitrary rule of Britain. He 

 
353 Telegraph to the Ottoman Sultan, from Erzurum to İstanbul, 11 September 1919, signed by XV Corps 
Commander Kazım Karabekir, III Corps Commander Selahattin, XIII Corps Deputy Commander Ali Fuat, and 
Cevdet Bey (Secretary of the National Movement), TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:1. 

354 When the Nationalists in Sivas received word that the uprising in Kharput and Malatya was intended to disrupt 
their movement, they tried to capture Major Noel in retribution – neither side was successful, but the Nationalists 
came away with evidence of the correspondence. Moseley describes this saga in his “Appendix ‘J’ on the Military 
Problem of a Mandatory,” 17. Additionally, the Turkish Revolutionary Archives at Ankara University contain in 
their manuscripts collection several telegrams and letters exchanged between the military commanders and the 
Nationalists, and between the Minister of the Interior and provincial governors who intended to carry out the 
uprising. “Letter from Minister Adil to Malatya and Elazığ Governor Galip Bey, 9 September 1919” (TİTE, 
K:24/G:112/B:1); “Letter from Ali Galip Bey to the Minister of the Interior, 6 September 1919” (TİTE, 
K:304/G:51/B:2); “Letter from Adil Bey to Governor Galip Bey of Malatya and Elazığ, 6 September 1919” (TİTE, 
K:304/G:51/B:3); “Telegram from Sivas Governor Rashid Pasha to Adil Bey, Minister of the Interior, 10 September 
1919” (TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:4); “Letter from Sivas Governor Rashid Pasha to Adil Bey, Minister of the Interior, 10 
September 1919” (TİTE K:28/G:97/B:1); and “Telegraph to the Ottoman Sultan, from Erzurum to İstanbul, 11 
September 1919, signed by XV Corps Commander Kazım Karabekir, III Corps Commander Selahattin, XIII Corps 
Deputy Commander Ali Fuat, and Cevdet Bey (Secretary of the National Movement),” TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:1. 

355 “Telegram from Sivas Governor Rashid Pasha to Adil Bey, Minister of the Interior, 10 September 1919,” TİTE, 
K:304/G:51/B:4. 

356 Damat Mehmed Adil Ferid Pasha was the Ottoman Grand Vizier (similar to a Prime Minister) from 4 March 
through 2 October 1919. Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of 
View of the League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 10.    
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even cited Noel in his official memorandum of Nationalist aims and connected the dangerous 

degree of British control in Constantinople to the Major Noel Affair: an overt scheme to create 

“reasons for the arrest of the nationalists” and “fratricidal struggle between Turks and Kurds.”357 

From these early encounters with anti-Nationalist perspectives, it was still unclear to the mission 

members precisely what it was that Mustafa Kemal wanted – but they deduced that increased 

foreign influence in Anatolia ran counter to the idea of a Turkish republic. The British attempts 

to “to resuscitate Kurdish particularism, to destroy the national forces and to create a conflict and 

the shedding of blood between children of the same country” played out at the local level.358 Had 

the Nationalists not intercepted the plans, the uprising might have heavily damaged their 

reputation among the populace – an increasingly vital element of their power.  

After more interviews in Malatya, the AMMA learned about the group of Kurds who had 

bought into the British schemes, motivated by promises for an independent Kurdistan.359 After 

taking their time crossing the Euphrates and continuing a slow movement into town, residents 

who lived along the stretch of road between the river and Malatya took the opportunity to speak 

 
357 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 10.    

358 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 12. Mustafa Kemal attached several 
documents, intercepted by the Nationalists concerning the Noel Affair, to his official memorandum. 

359 Britain saw an independent Kurdistan as a stronger buffer state for them than an independent Armenia. Letter 
from Colonel Wooley of the British Army, 13 September 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/265. In “Harbord 
Military Mission to Armenia,” (Dissertation version), Akar described how the British were interested in an 
Anatolian buffer zone to protect their oil interests and business prospects from an expansionist Bolshevik threat, 29-
30. In a report to Harbord, prepared by the American Commissioner and Consul General, Mr. Ravndal (the author) 
suggested that Britain no longer supported the idea of an independent Armenia because of the threat it posed as a 
potential Bolshevik ally. G. Bie Ravndal to Harbord, Report on “Turkish Politics as of October 1919,” 5; NARA, 
M820, Roll 231, 184.021/292. In a separated report to the United States Secretary of State dated 1 October 1918, 
Ravndal explained how an independent Kurdish province, under British administration from Mesopotamia, “could 
properly be organized with headquarters at Mardin” – suggesting that even some Americans (in this case the Consul 
General) saw value in British schemes to erect a “Kurdistan.” Letter from G. Bie Ravndal to Secretary of State via 
the American Consular Services, “American Tasks in Turkey,” 1 October 1918, 18; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 
184.021/292. 
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with the mission members about their suspicions. Noel’s Kurdish allies were Mutasarrıf 

Bedirhani Kamuran of Malatya and Cemil Paşazade Ekrem Bey of Diyarbekır.360 These 

residents represented a subset of the resident population that did not support Turkish 

Nationalism. Harbord and his team saw that even though well-known personalities across 

Anatolia – namely Mustafa Kemal and Kazım Karabekir – were leading the Nationalist 

movement, the nation itself was not entirely in favor.361 Individuals like Bedirhani Kamuran and 

Cemil Paşazade Ekrem Bey complicated the narrative by representing how continued British 

influence did spur separatist groups to compete with Mustafa Kemal and his party. These 

accounts had only come to Harbord’s attention in interior Anatolia and were absent from the 

plethora of reports provided to the AMMA in Constantinople, even though Harbord met with 

Ottoman and British authorities in the capital on 6 September 1919, the same day that the earliest 

records of letters between the Minister of the Interior and Governor of Malatya were dated. It is 

safe to assume that individuals in Constantinople hoped to conceal these activities from the 

American officers – but their control could not interfere with the information that local Turks, 

Kurds, British and Ottoman officers, and American relief workers revealed. 

The episode ended rapidly in Malatya and the British, Nationalist, and Ottoman authorities 

had to admit knowledge of the Major Noel Affair. Upon word that the Nationalists discovered 

their plans and would retaliate, Mutasarrıf Bedirhani Kamuran of Malatya and Cemil Paşazade 

Ekrem Bey fled south through the mountains towards Kahta – where they were captured and 

 
360 The “mutasarrıf” was an Ottoman administrative position that fell under the governor’s authority. In this case, 
Bedirhani Kamuran worked for the governor of Malatya and Elazığ, Galip Bey – who had been in communication 
with the Ottoman Minister of the Interior and subsequently warned Bedirhani Kamuran that the Nationalists were 
retaliating.   

361 “Letter from Minister Adil to Malatya and Elazığ Governor Galip Bey, 9 September 1919, Correspondence No. 
45, İstanbul,” TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:1. 
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executed for inciting the uprising.362 The residents were eager to tell Harbord how the mutasarrıf 

had left his young wife with the only two Americans in town, Miss Greene and Miss Moore.363 

Miss Greene and Miss Moore had arrived in Malatya in June 1919 “without speaking or 

understanding Turkish;” yet, like the American women the mission members met in Mardin, 

Diyarbekır, and Kharput, they were unafraid and self-reliant – as evident by the mutasarrıf 

trusting them to protect his wife and their successful management of over 700 Armenian and 

Muslim children in the local orphanage.364 Now, with added American accounts of the thwarted 

uprising, the mission members were convinced they had arrived just in time to uncover the facts.  

Incidentally, the Nationalists benefitted from Harbord learning about the Major Noel Affair 

and related schemes to create an independent Kurdistan. In Malatya, it was clear that local Turks 

and Kurds expected an uprising, as did the military contingent in town.365 The Ottoman 

commander, Major Elias Bey, had prepared defenses with 100 artillerymen manning German 

77s, 200 cavalrymen, 75 infantrymen, and nearly 400 gendarmes, but the mission members 

concluded “that all danger of attack had passed.”366 Elias Bey was loyal to Mustafa Kemal and 

had been alerted to the anti-Nationalist activity in his vicinity; however, it still behooved the 

Nationalists to put on a show of strength for the American officers. Even though the Kurdish 

uprising failed, by emphasizing their defense capabilities and local network of support, the 

 
362 “Letter from Sivas Governor Rashid Pasha to Adil Bey, Minister of the Interior, 10 September 1919,” TİTE, 
K:28/G:97/B:1. 

363 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 188. 

364 Moseley, “Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry 18 September 1919. Miss Greene and Miss Moore had 
joined the Near East Relief right out of Smith College. Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 180. 

365 It had been just over a week since the Nationalists intercepted the communications about the Kurdish uprising. 
Once the British and their Ottoman conspirators learned their plan had been discovered and considering how the 
AMMA would soon investigate the situation, the local leaders of the uprising fled the area. 

366 Moseley, “Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry 18 September 1919. 



 

127 

Nationalist leaders thought they had effectively primed the environment for Harbord as he made 

his way to Sivas. 

As for the local Kurdish leaders who were content with their established positions within the 

Ottoman hierarchy, they negotiated with majority groups, ruling elites, and other minorities in 

their communities. In the rugged hills dividing the valley between the Tigris and Euphrates, 

agriculture flourished, and the Kurdish population took advantage of the monopoly they held in 

regional fruit trade.367 They also subdued local intellectuals who were educated in 

Constantinople and preached self-determination and other “radical” ideas to their nomadic 

countrymen. Goals for an independent Kurdistan, albeit “under a prince of their own race,” 

directly threatened local Kurdish authority.368 Representing the notorious Kurdish brigands that 

reinforced regional power, the chieftains who were willing to submit to whichever group 

assumed sovereignty over Eastern Anatolia were important allies for the Turkish Nationalists. 

Those Kurdish elites had built a positive reputation among their communities and with the 

manpower shortage that plagued the region in 1919, there were less young Kurds available to 

enforce their leaders’ wills, compelling the chieftains to submit to other local and provincial 

authorities to guarantee their safety.369 

 
367 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 179. 

368 According to Harbord, the local Kurds explained that Enver Pasha of the Ottoman Triumvirate was the ideal 
“King of Kurdistan,” and his past rivalry with Mustafa Kemal made the Kurds who supported him even more 
vulnerable to Nationalist silencing. Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 179. In The Lions of Marash: 
Personal Experiences with American Near East Relief, 1919-1922 (NY: State University of New York Press, 1973), 
Stanley E. Kerr discussed self-determination for the Kurds (as well as for the Turks and Armenians). He explained 
how the Kurds held the majority in this part of Anatolia after the 1915 deportations had reduced the Armenian 
population by half. Kerr, The Lions of Marash, 37.  

369 Even with armed fighters that were prone to violence, the Kurdish brigands typically only drove away animals or 
stole property, rather than murdering or destroying villages during their raids. This kept the population submissive 
without alienating the residents. Martin van Bruinessen, “A Kurdish Warlord on the Turkish-Persian Frontier in the 
Early Twentieth Century: Isma`il Aqaa Simko,” in Iran and the First World War: Battleground of the Great Powers, 
edited by Touraj Atabaki (New York: I.B. Tauris & Co. Ltd., 2006) 79. 
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The turbulent history of the region ebbed and flowed under various Kurdish chieftains whose 

power was supported by the Ottoman and Persian states.370 Imperial competition for prized 

territory along the Anatolian rivers and borderlands assured the local Kurds leverage for dealing 

with the states. The people were accustomed to switching loyalties, or threatening to, as part of 

the negotiation process for power in their communities.371 The chieftain could also rely on armed 

retinues from the surrounding area that would mobilize to defend Kurdish interests.372 Though 

some of the Kurdish leaders were willing to yield to the state in Malatya, this network of support 

and historical tendency to change sides would also complicate Nationalist efforts in 1919. If the 

Kurds could be swayed by foreign powers, any evidence of contesting narratives would also 

undermine the Nationalists. Just like the Ottoman authorities, the Nationalists knew that to quell 

revolts and maintain allies, they needed to gain support from the local Kurdish leaders who had 

prestige and influence among their people, while swiftly disposing of rebellious personalities.373 

In their interactions with the AMMA, the Nationalist supporters in Malatya were generally 

successful at downplaying British and Kurdish threats, but they could not disguise the 

infrastructural damage that represented a different type of barrier to their ascent. Poor roads, 

collapsed bridges, and astronomical freight prices made governance challenging for the Ottoman 

state, while complicating mobilization for all sides during the War of Independence. In their bid 

 
370 Martin van Bruinessen described this regional power dynamic in his study of the notorious Chieftain Simko, “A 
Kurdish Warlord on the Turkish-Persian Frontier in the Early Twentieth Century,” 69. 

371 Van Bruinessen, “A Kurdish Warlord on the Turkish-Persian Frontier in the Early Twentieth Century,” 71. 

372 Van Bruinessen, “A Kurdish Warlord on the Turkish-Persian Frontier in the Early Twentieth Century,” 72. 

373 The Kurds in Malatya were important allies to the Ottoman Sultan during the Hamidian era in the late 1800s and 
were recruited by Sultan Abdulhamid II to massacre Armenians through their own violent rule. Though the 
Hamidiya were dissolved during the 1908 Young Turk Revolution, the Kurdish confederacies reasserted themselves 
in the void left by WWI. Van Bruinessen, “A Kurdish Warlord on the Turkish-Persian Frontier in the Early 
Twentieth Century,” 77. 
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to usurp the Ferid Pasha Cabinet and expel foreign forces, the Nationalists needed reliable access 

to interior Anatolia to mobilize men and materiel. To secure support from the people, it was also 

essential that the Nationalists demonstrated their ability to manage local reconstruction in lieu of 

Ottoman inadequacies, an effort jeopardized by scarce labor even though lumber, stone, and 

surface materials appeared abundant in the region.374   

The mission members observed this challenge immediately after leaving the railroad behind 

in Mardin. The road between Kharput and Malatya dropped into a narrow valley and wound 

through a wooded gorge where it continued south to the Euphrates.375 An old stone bridge was 

the only crossing, and several residents were actively repairing it with “an old hand-made pile-

driver” that “looked as if it dated back to Bible times.”376 As the AMMA passed over, the loose 

boards of the bridge made a single vehicle sound “like the march of a regiment of cavalry.”377 

The rough condition of the roads and unreliability of secure river crossings made automobile 

travel incredibly challenging. Harbord complained that the “country once fairly equipped for 

motor traffic [was] sliding back to dependence on the camel caravan, the diminutive pack 

donkey, and the rattly, ramshackly araba wagon.”378 Not only did regular road maintenance 

cease when funds and labor were scarce during World War I, the highway between Sivas and 

Malatya had been a primary deportation route for the Armenians in 1915 and the escalated 

 
374 Moseley, “Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry 19 September 1919. 

375 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 179. 

376 Moseley, “Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry 18 September 1919. 

377 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 180. 

378 “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American Association 
for International Conciliation, 1920, 283. 
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caravan traffic heightened wear and tear.379 The mission members could not even make it eighty 

miles from their camp at Takma Su and spent the entire day on 19 September dealing with 

mechanical problems. Unless the Ottoman government remained unable to address local issues 

and the Nationalists demonstrated their capacity to fix the infrastructure, the residents would 

continue to struggle through reconstruction themselves and would be less willing to fight for a 

movement that could not support them any more than the existing administration.  

 
Image 4.1 – “Gorge of Euphrates.”380 

 
For each local perspective, the Nationalists needed a way to control the narrative in their favor. 

Yet even in Kangal, one of the larger towns and provincial hubs outside of Sivas, the Nationalists 

were wary of local elites misrepresenting their motives, which proved frustrating for the AMMA 

who were keen on finally understanding the Nationalist agenda after all this foreshadowing. 

Though Harbord would not be able to record Mustafa Kemal’s aims until they reached Sivas the 

 
379 Yervant N. Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 56. 

380 “Gorge of Euphrates,” Item 3, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. 
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following day, in the small towns along the main road, the mission members likely encountered 

Ottoman officers and local elites who had been empowered by the Nationalists within their 

revised bureaucratic system. Per the Declaration of the Sivas Congress (which was completed on 

11 September 1919 – it was 19 September when the AMMA was slowly making its way along 

the challenging road north into Sivas), the Nationalists were working to install Muslim members 

of the “national community” into village administrative committees. These committees were 

responsible for “protect[ing] the villagers and the residents of the surrounding areas from danger 

and [showing] them the right way to understand.”381 When opposing narratives arose in the local 

spaces the Nationalist bureaucrats were positioned to suppress competing perspectives. The 

AMMA also observed how the Nationalists promulgated accusations against the Ottomans for 

“playing into the hands of the enemies and driving the country to disaster” – another way to 

control the narrative and potentially gain moderates to their cause.382 When Mutasarrıf Bedirhani 

Kamuran opposed Mustafa Kemal, Nationalist supporters executed him. Those who competed 

against the Nationalist goals – be they local Muslims or Christians, or foreigners – would bear 

the consequences.383 Power in the interior provinces came from results, and if the Nationalists 

could not affect the results, they had to affect the narrative.  

The mission members knew that conflicting accounts were present. To uncover them, 

Harbord and his team patiently heard from many local representatives, yet still risked silencing 

 
381 “Declaration of the General Congress, Sivas, 11 September 1919,” Declaration page 1, Later published under the 
Anatolian and Rumelian Society for the Defense of National Rights (Trabzon: Turkish Printing House, 8 October 
1919), TİTE, K:75/G:28/B:4. 

382 Sivas Governor Rashid Pasha wrote to Adil Bey, admonishing him for his “treacherous undertakings.” He 
challenged the Minister of the Interior to justify “the need to send a force of bandits,” against the Nationalist 
members in Sivas, especially while there was no mass rebellion against the Sultan, nor was there a breach of public 
order in the province. “Telegram from Sivas Governor Rashid Pasha to Adil Bey, Minister of the Interior, 10 
September 1919,” TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:4. 

383 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 75. 
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unrepresented voices. Conflicting accounts appear in their own records as well – sometimes in 

harmless reflections, sometimes in serious matters where the author’s opinion could shape future 

events. The landscape and infrastructure, common topics of observation, drew multiple mission 

members’ comments. Harbord lauded how the mountain streams gave “zest to a morning 

plunge,” in stark contrast to Moseley’s diary entries where he grumbled about the dirty river 

being “filled with germs and diseases of all the ages.”384 While water cleanliness and availability 

was an important local concern, complaints about germs was not nearly as damaging as certain 

opinions about identity groups. Though Harbord wrote kind sentiments about local Kurds in his 

articles published after 1919, the immediate opinions he expressed in the final report to Congress 

was much harsher.385 He chose to highlight the “lawless Kurds” who instigated intracommunal 

violence and supported the Malatya uprising. Harbord even suggested that new airplane 

technology would be valuable “for dealing with a distant small problem among half-wild tribes,” 

essentially eliminating the “wild” populations and their associated threats.386 This type of 

language lent nuance to the wide array of accounts that the AMMA observed and recorded. 

 
384 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 176; and Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East, 
diary entry for 18 Sep 1919. While water was abundantly available from numerous streams across the Anatolian 
plateaus, dry river beds sometimes limited the fertile areas to the highlands. A contemporary scholar, Albert Ten 
Eyck Olmstead, wrote about how the land close to the rivers has been the only irrigated areas since antiquity. His 
points the challenges associated with drawing “scientific boundaries” along waterways to separate different ethnic 
and racial communities, particularly because of the limited irrigatable land and how control for water would still fall 
to the power that owned the critical watersheds. “The New Arab Kingdom and the Fate of The Muslim World,” in 
University of Illinois Bulletin, Vol. XVI, No. 17 (Urbana, Illinois: The War Committee of the University of Illinois 
Urbana, 23 December 1918), 7. 

385 Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia;” and Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 176. 

386 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 302. 
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Image 4.2 – Street Scene at Kangal.387 

 
Preventing an uncontested narrative entirely, especially at the local levels, was not tenable in 

1919. The mission members observed and recorded instances where different perspectives were 

present, even in towns less than fifty miles from the Nationalist epicenter in Sivas. To control as 

much of the narrative as possible, the Nationalist network focused on security, on protecting their 

gains, and on extending their influence.388 From the Ottoman perspective, protecting their 

interests and keeping the AMMA away from Sivas would limit any credence American presence 

might give to the movement. In fact, Ottoman and British representatives in Constantinople 

warned Harbord that an itinerary that passed through Sivas was one of “great danger.”389 But 

Sivas was of special interest to Harbord.390 He knew that “no mission could disregard the 

 
387 “Street Scene at Kangal,” 19 September 1919, “American Military Mission to Armenia. Additional 
Photographs,” NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/5. 

388 In Malatya, the individuals Harbord and his team met with that supported local security were Major Elias Bey, 
Tevfik Bey, Munir Bey, Kadi Jevat Effendi, Mufti Hassan Effendi, President of the Municipal Council Vahib Bey, 
Finance Minister Rifay Bey, Justice Nouri Bey, Mehmet Effendi, Tahein Bey, M. Karib, and Ottoman Physician Dr. 
Kirmet. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 
October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

389 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 185. 

390 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 180. 
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Nationalist movement or its leader,” and did not yield to the false warnings.391 While Mustafa 

Kemal evaded arrest and his party succeeded in attracting the AMMA’s attention (despite 

warnings from Constantinople) challenges persisted for the Nationalists within their own ranks 

as internal schisms created a new category that complicated and confused their agenda. 

Internal Schisms  

Even among dedicated supporters of Nationalism there existed discontinuities, which were 

mostly caused by individuals who stood by ideological movements that were still evolving after 

the Sivas Congress codified the agenda of Mustafa Kemal’s party. Harbord wanted to investigate 

Nationalism in Sivas, but ideas of Turkish independence originated in Constantinople. Ahmed 

Rıza Bey and Halide Edib were two of the founding members of the original national movement 

for Turks in Constantinople.392 Their particular brand of nationalism under the “National Unity 

Association” differed from Mustafa Kemal’s vision, as did other intellectual currents of elements 

pan-Turkism, pan-Islamism, and westernism.393 With the Nationalist movement in Sivas freshly 

emerged from its unifying congress, influential members who still embraced divergent ideas 

represented subtle, but significant perspectives that attracted the mission members’ attention 

away from Mustafa Kemal and his party. 

 
391 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 185. 

392 Ahmed Rıza Bey lived in Constantinople in 1919 and was known as very pro-American, and as affiliated with the 
Nationalist party origins. Ravndal to Harbord, Report on “Turkish Politics as of October 1919,” 6. In his appendix, 
Moseley addressed Ahmed Rıza Bey, Halide Hanım, and other prominent members of the original Nationalist Party, 
12. Additionally, Ahmed Rıza Bey’s memoirs were published over fifty years after his death as Meclis-i Mebusan ve 
Ayan Reisi Ahmet Rıza Bey’in Anıları (İstanbul: Arba, 1988).  

393 Mustafa Kemal named the principal association that arose in Constantinople as the “National Unity Association,” 
in “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for the Defense of the 
Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 2. Sener Aktürk wrote how Turkish scholars who study their 
own national origins have identified those three intellectual currents (Pan-Turkism, Pan-Islamism, and Westernism) 
that contextualize Turkey’s identity in the world. “Counter-Hegemonic Visions and Reconciliation Through the 
Past: The Case of Turkish Eurasianism,” in Ab Imperio. 2004/4 (2004): 207-238, 1. 
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By September 1919, Ahmed Rıza Bey was in Paris and Halide Edib led a group of Turkish 

intellectuals in Constantinople.394 She was a renowned agitator who did not believe that the 

Turks could achieve independence without an American mandate, a significant departure from 

the Nationalist declaration agreed upon by the Sivas Congress.395 Halide Edib’s followers had a 

strong base in the Ottoman capital and disrupted those aligned with Mustafa Kemal’s vision from 

speaking openly in favor of his particular aims.396 This natural discourse was part of the reason 

why Harbord did not understand the movement as it related to the leaders in Sivas until he went 

there himself. When the mission members were preparing for their journey and learning about 

local ideological movements from advocates in Paris and Constantinople, they struggled to 

reconcile the inconsistent accounts.   

Halide Edib also represented pan-Turkish ideals originated by Ziya Gökalp, which had 

transformed over time and some intellectual pockets throughout Anatolia were still drawn to the 

global version.397 Pan-Turkism differed from the purely nationalistic ideology advocated 

 
394 Halide Edib published multiple memoirs to tell her story, The Turkish Ordeal and Memoirs of Halide Edib. She 
recorded how there were several associations “springing from a vast number of causes throughout the country,” in 
The Turkish Ordeal, 19. 

395 Even though nominally aligned groups monopolized symmetries or asymmetries to their advantage, identity 
seldom dictated homogeneous beliefs. Ussama Makdisi goes into further detail on the heterogeneity of identy in Age 
of Coexistence: The Ecumenical Frame and the Making of the Modern Arab World (Oakland: University of 
California Press, 2019).  

396 Hulusi Akar covered this dynamic and its influence on the mission members in the published version of his 
dissertation: Harbord Askeri Heyeti Raporu: Gerçekleri Araştırmakla Görevlendirilen Amerikan Askeri Heyetinin 
Çalışmaları ve Türk-Amerikan İlişkilerine Etkisi (Harbord Military Mission Report: Studies an American Fact 
Finding Mission Conducted and Their Impacts on Turkish-American Relations) (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basimevi, 
2019), 73. He goes on to include details about Halide Edib’s “Wilsonian League,” which was established on 14 
January 1919, nearly a year to the date after Wilson’s famous Fourteen Points speech. Akar, Harbord Askeri Heyeti 
Raporu, 75.  

397 Jacob M. Landau described Ziya Gökalp, the founder of Pan-Turkism who influenced Halide Edib, in Pan-
Turkism: From Irredentism to Cooperation (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1995). Apart from 
Halide Edib, Landau introduced İsmaıl Gasprinsky, Ali Hüseyinzade, Yusuf Akçura, and Ahmet Ağaoğlu as other 
prominent nationalists belonging to the Tatar, Caucasus, and Azeri Turkic groups. James H. Meyer writes about 
pan-Turkism as well, in Turks Across Empires: Marketing Muslim Identity in the Russian-Ottoman Borderlands, 
1856-1914 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014). During World War I, Pan-Turkism began to compete for 
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Mustafa Kemal. Instead of uniting the global community of Turkic peoples, the new version of 

Turkish Nationalism departed from pan-Turkism by exclusively supporting Turks who were 

willing to immigrate to Anatolia. Mustafa Kemal explained how “pan” ideals would expend 

“material and moral forces in the pursuit of chimeras a long distance from our frontiers,” leaving 

Anatolia vulnerable.398 He also wanted to sever his movement from residual connections with 

Enver Pasha, whom he accused of having used Ottoman forces during World War I to extend 

influence but, in the process, sacrificed Turkish lives and valuable territory.399 Some of the 

residual threads of pan-Turkism maintained a precarious connection with Enver Pasha for this 

reason. Though Mustafa Kemal’s brand of Nationalism may have been predisposed to Turks, he 

was careful to use inclusive language in his meeting with Harbord and he avoided alienating 

other Anatolians.    

The AMMA had the opportunity to hear these perspectives when they first arrived in Sivas 

around noon on 20 September 1919. Harbord’s meeting with Mustafa Kemal was not scheduled 

until later that afternoon, leaving him and the other mission members an opportunity to meet 

 
followers with Turkism, the purely nationalistic ideology that Mustafa Kemal’s Party advocated. In his reports to 
Harbord and the United States Secretary of State, Consul-General G. Bie Ravndal connected Enver Pasha to the 
Pan-Turkic ideal, writing how Enver “imagin[ed] himself another Frederick or Napoleon” who was intent on 
exterminating the Arabs, Albanians, Kurds, Armenians, Greeks, and other Christian races in Anatolia that threatened 
Turkish dominance. Referenced in both: Ravndal to Secretary of State, “American Tasks in Turkey,” 1 October 
1918, 2; and Ravndal to Harbord, “Turkish Politics as of October 1919,” 2. 

398 As justification to this aim, Mustafa Kemal explained how the Ottoman Army has not gone to the defense of 
Muslims in Transcaucasia. Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of 
View of the League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 16.  

399 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 16. Enver Pasha had been the Ottoman 
Minister of War during World War I. There are several historical studies that deal with Enver Pasha’s role during 
and after the war, including: Mustafa Aksakal’s The Ottoman Road to War in 1914: The Ottoman Empire and the 
First World War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) and Masayuki Yamauchi’s The Green Crescent 
Under the Red Star: Enver Pasha in Soviet Russia, 1919-1922 (Tokyo: Institute for the Study of Languages and 
Cultures of Asia and Africa, 1991). Allen and Muratoff also cover Enver Pasha’s wartime decisions extensively in 
Caucasian Battlefields.  
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with Ottoman Army officers and government officials in tents that had been erected just outside 

of town for a welcoming reception.400 Though he must have been anxious to interview the 

Nationalist leaders about their motivations in person, Harbord insisted that Mustafa Kemal not be 

part of the reception because he “did not wish our official welcome to be complicated by the 

leader of a movement almost revolutionary toward the Constantinople Government.”401 Harbord 

understood the delicate nature of his presence in Sivas and, though he stressed the importance of 

keeping the city on his itinerary to fully investigate the situation (in light of Ottoman and British 

warnings), he took measures to ensure that neither he, nor the other American officers, gave any 

indication of preference to the leaders they met with along their journey, including here. 

Of the ideological trends that the mission members observed during their conversations with 

local leaders, pan-Islamism seemed to attract several elites in Sivas, including some leading 

members of the Congress.402 As the mission members understood it, proponents of pan-Islamism 

in Anatolia intended to join Muslims from around the world in preservation of the Caliph and his 

ancient seat in Constantinople.403 After meeting separately with Rauf Bey and Rüstem Bey, 

Moseley was convinced that all Nationalist leaders stood “for a united Islamic Empire,” because 

 
400 Moseley, “Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 20 September 1919. 

401 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 184. 

402 Pan-Muslim, pan-Islam, and pan-Islamism are all synonyms for the same movement and are used 
interchangeably by contemporary and modern authors. It is less common to find literature on pan-Islamism in 
Anatolia circa 1919 because the nationalist narratives that built on the story of heroism and revolution during the 
Turkish War of Independence have silenced other perspectives of the turbulent transition period. These patriotic 
origin stories disguise internal sectarianism among Ottoman Turks, including those who were central members of 
the Nationalist Party. Since 2000, historians have attempted to challenge these origin stories to overcome 
homogeneous representations of the Turkish Nationalists. Refer to Ussama Makdisi’s The Culture of Sectarianism: 
Community, History, and Violence in Nineteenth Century Ottoman Lebanon (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 2000) and Age of Coexistence: The Ecumenical Frame and the Making of the Modern Arab World (Oakland: 
University of California Press, 2019), as well as Max Weiss’ In the Shadow of Sectarianism: Law, Shi`ism, and the 
Making of Modern Lebanon (Cambridge, M.A.: Harvard University Press, 2010) and Laura Robson’s Colonialism 
and Christianity in Mandate Palestine (Texas: University of Texas Press, 2011).   

403 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 180-181. 
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nothing in their platform addressed treatment or protection of Ottoman Christians. He reported 

instead that their manifesto “specifically mention[ed] the withdrawing of all privileges from non-

Muslims.”404 Moseley named Rauf Bey and Rüstem Bey as the main proponents of the pan-

Muslim ideal but included Mustafa Kemal in the scheme as well.405 Harbord was also wary for 

the Christians living in Anatolia should the Nationalists come to power. He wrote that since the 

Greeks (with Allied support) landed in Smyrna on 15 May 1919, they “undoubtedly cheapened 

every Christian life in Turkey.406 Despite some of the AMMA’s perceptions, in his memorandum 

for the AMMA, Mustafa Kemal endorsed a civic variant of Nationalism that avoided religious 

exclusivity.407 Though these ideological discontinuities complicated the Nationalist agenda for 

the mission members during their early interviews with elites in Sivas, Harbord remained 

intrigued and looked forward to his meeting with the Nationalist leaders. Meanwhile, Mustafa 

Kemal waited for his opportunity as well, in full recognition that every alternative narrative the 

mission members listened to would make his task more challenging.408 He needed to be 

 
404 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J’ on the Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 12-13. 

405 For Moseley, this was reason enough not to trust either Rauf Bey or Rüstem Bey. Moseley, “The Military 
Mission to Armenia,” diary entry for 21 September 1919. 

406 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 286. For details on the Greco-Turkish War, as part of the broader 
Turkish War of Independence, see Edward J. Erickson’s The Turkish War of Independence: A Military History, 
1919-1923 (NY: Praeger, 2021).  

407 Moseley met with Rauf and Rüstem in the morning of 21 September 1919, before the mission members left 
Sivas. He was measured in his appendix, but in his diary, he commented that “[he] certainly would not trust either of 
them. Both seem to believe in the Pan-Moslem movement and are doing everything to promote it.” Moseley, “The 
Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 21 September 1919. Pan-Islamism alarmed other mission 
members as well. Hornbeck wrote that Nationalist unification too-closely resembled pan-Muslim sentiments and 
that “the Armenian massacres of 1915 and since were an extreme but logical development of this policy,” 
suggesting that more massacres may occur if the Nationalists succeed. Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A’ on Political 
Factors and Problems,” 16 October 1919, 21. 

408 Other scholars have investigated the impact of pan-Turkism and pan-Islam on different Anatolian and regional 
groups. Though the AMMA did not have direct contact with Kurds in Sivas who used this particular language to 
describe their political affiliations, but later in the journey these themes came up in Harbord’s conversations with 
Azeris in Transcaucasia – suggesting that pan-Turkism and pan-Islamism likely resonated among non-Turkish 
groups in Sivas while the AMMA was there. Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia.” International 
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explicitly clear in conveying the aims of the Nationalists because he believed international 

plenipotentiaries in Paris and around the world would have access to the AMMA report.  

Though not explicitly aligned with local movements themselves, Americans associated with 

ACRNE (which was in the process of transitioning to NER) were politically active in Sivas and 

occasionally added their voices to competing narratives and influenced moderates. Following 

their welcoming reception, the AMMA visited the American compound to meet with the two 

most prominent Americans in residence, Dr. Ernest C. Partridge and Miss Mary Louise 

Graffam.409 Dr. Partridge directed the local Near East Relief branch, but it was Miss Graffam 

who commanded respect from Harbord.410 She made an immediate impression on the mission 

members – as she did every other American who came to Anatolia.411 Harbord wrote how Miss 

Graffam was “one of the strong influences in this whole region” having played an important 

 
Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 290. For details about 
Kurdish groups who found that pan-Islamism “offered the same ideological and material sources of power as the 
state,” see Van Bruinessen, “A Kurdish Warlord on the Turkish-Persian Frontier in the Early Twentieth Century,” 
81. Additionally, S. A. Zenkovsky related the idea of Pan-Turkism to Azerbaijan in Pan-Turkism and Islam in 
Russia (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1960). Touraj Atabaki described similar effects in 
Iran in “Pan-Turkism and Iranian Nationalism,” in Iran and the First World War: Battleground of the Great Powers, 
edited by Touraj Atabaki (New York: I.B. Tauris & Co. Ltd., 2006); and in a different chapter of Iran and the First 
World War, Pezhmann Dailami challenged the idea that nationalist “pan” movements and Pan-Islamism both 
overcame disparate political narratives. Instead, Dailami argued how many movements attempted to conceal the 
heterogenous nature of their past and typically embraced pluralism for success. “The Populists of Rasht: Pan-
Islamism and the Role of the Central Powers,” in Iran and the First World War, 161-162. 

409 Apart from Miss Mary Louise Graffan and Dr. E. C. Partridge, the other Americans affiliated with Near East 
Relief in Sivas included Dr. F. H. Smith, Miss Christian McLean (nurse), Miss M. Flinn (nurse), Miss M. Knapp 
(nurse), Miss A. M. Tipple (in charge of boy’s orphanage), Miss M. Spalding (in charge of girl’s orphanage), Miss 
M. Habburd (coordinated women’s industry), Mr. R. M. Custer (coordinated men’s industry), Mrs. R. M. Custer 
(housekeeper), Mrs. L. M. Sewney (in charge of refugees), Miss L. M. Thompson (kindergarten), Miss M. Dickson 
(orphans’ records), Miss B. Seribbner (stenographer), Mr. W. Hawkes (storage depot), and Mr. L. R. Larcomb 
(transportation). From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and 
Tiflis;” NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

410 Mesut Uyar, “An American Military Observer of Turkish Independence War,” 185. Uyar’s study reveals how 
Furlong’s correspondence with President Wilson provide an insider account of “the reality behind the propaganda 
against Turks and Turkey” during their National Struggle, 191.  

411 Uyar, “An American Military Observer of Turkish Independence War,” 185. 
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political role “in the stirring events of the last six years which had probably never been equaled 

by any other woman in the chronicles of missionary effort.”412 After nearly two decades caring 

for Armenians in Sivas, she joined them in their exile and experienced the deportation march all 

the way to Malatya before returning to Sivas. The municipal elites supposedly feared her 

influence because she had witnessed one of their darkest hours in July 1915.413 Her control 

extended beyond politics into the industrial realm after she purchased a farm just outside the city 

that had been owned by Kaiser Wilhelm II himself. The land controlled the regional waterpower 

and even with its crude development in 1919, had the capacity to power five grist mills. The 

value had endless possibilities, but Miss Graffam endeavored to build an agricultural school in 

the space that she was then using as a shelter for Armenian women.414 The Nationalists could not 

quite compete with her influence over the Americans, so they impressed on Harbord their respect 

for her and hoped that she did not undermine their intent to gain support from the AMMA. 

Most of the officers remained with Dr. Partridge for a tour of the local orphanages and 

schools while Harbord left to meet with Mustafa Kemal.415 In Harbord’s absence, they were able 

to learn more about the American perspectives on the local situation and the Nationalist party 

from the relief workers. Khatchadoorian was also quite taken with Miss. Graffam, whom he 

 
412 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 189. 

413 Dr. Partridge and Miss Graffam make frequent appearances in the NER and ABCFM records at the Rockefeller 
Archives in Tarrytown, NY and at the Houghton, Andover-Harvard, and the Congregational libraries in Boston, 
Massachusetts. Pricilla L. Partridge published their letters and diaries alongside writings of their family members in 
The Humanitarian Gene: Letters and Diaries, 1891-1922: Letters and Diaries by Ernest C. Partridge, Winona G. 
Partridge, Mary L. Graffam, Edward G. Partridge (United States: Priscilla L. Partridge, 2014). The essays in 
Armenian Sebastia/Sivas and Lesser Armenia, edited by Richard G. Hovannisian (California: Mazda Publishers, 
Inc., 2004) also cover these individuals and their influence in Sivas, especially Chapter 14 by Helen Sahagian, 
“Mary Louise Graffam, Ernest C. Partridge, and the Armenians of Sivas,” 373-398. 

414 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 190. 

415 Initially, Harbord requested that Mustafa Kemal was not part of the welcoming party in Sivas so that his presence 
did not further complicate the American mission’s relationship with the Ottoman government in Constantinople. 
Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 184.  
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described as having become “an American turned Armenian.”416 Later that afternoon, he spoke 

with Mrs. Sewney, Miss Dickson, and Miss Seribbner, who were in charge of refugee records, 

orphan records, and stenography, respectively.417 Khatchadoorian found that Abdullah Bey, the 

Ottoman Director of the Census Bureau, had given the AMMA different population statistics of 

surviving Armenians, over nine thousand people less than the numbers that Dr. Partridge 

provided.418 This appeared to be an attempt to suggest either that Armenians had not returned 

since the deportations or, if they did, they were not originally from Sivas but had taken up 

residence from other places. According to the American women, there were 1,500 Armenian 

children in the local orphanages, and 3,500 Armenian refugees under Dr. Partridge and Miss 

Graffam’s care.419 Given the attention to postwar demographics, especially in the Ottoman 

space, the conflicting data from this example showed how complicated the process might have 

been.  

In the American compound, the mission members also met with two Armenian doctors, 

Hekimian and Sewney, to hear their unbridled thoughts on the wave of Nationalism that had 

overtaken their city.420 As recently as 1913, Sivas hosted horse races, wrestling matches, and 

 
416 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 75. 

417 From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis;” NARA, 
M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

418 According to Khachadoorian’s records (based off Dr. Partridge’s statistics), 25,000 Armenians contributed to 
Sivas’ 75,000 prewar population and all of the Armenian residents left with the 1915 deportations. Khachadoorian 
explained how the Turkish officials in Sivas were mistaken when they said that barely 470 Armenians lived in the 
city, but later, Khachadoorian wrote that “Among the current 10,000 Armenians, there were hardly a few hundred 
native Sivas Armenians. The rest came from other places.” So perhaps the Turkish official and Dr. Partridge 
responded with different population numbers because they were referring to native residents who had returned post-
deportations, versus current residents. Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 75. 

419 Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 75. 

420 The mission members met with Armenian doctors Hekimian and Sewney, who were both employed by Dr. 
Partridge. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis;” 
NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 
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“Olympic” games for boy scouting troupes with children from all of the local schools, including 

the Turkish, Armenian, Catholic, and Protestant institutions. The boys represented a cross-

section of the city where all identity groups were considered “part of the fabric of Sivas.”421 

From this local dynamic, nobody anticipated the deportations, even the Armenians “who had 

survived the many pogroms and massacres, such as the Hamidian massacres, that preceded the 

Genocide of 1915.”422 Though their population in the city was a small statistic, the Ottoman 

Armenians in Sivas represented another internal component of Eastern Anatolia that could either 

help or hinder the Nationalist movement’s agenda. The American and Armenian voices, 

alongside political variants that competed with Mustafa Kemal’s aims, motivated him and other 

Nationalist leaders to monopolize Harbord’s time in the city and ensure it was their central 

narrative that would gain exposure on the international stage. 

The Challenges with Exposure 

Harbord and his team spent just over a day in Sivas, working immensely hard to record as many 

local stories as they could.423 The Turkish, Kurdish, American, and Armenian accounts aligned 

with what they had observed thus far, but the key reason for including Sivas in the itinerary was 

to interview the Nationalist leaders themselves. In Sivas, the mission members discovered the 

core motivations behind the Nationalist movement which had eluded them since they convened 

in Paris. According to Mustafa Kemal, the movement arose out of the Amasya Protocol on 19 

 
421 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 29-30.  

422 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 30. 

423 A separate party of mission members, led by Jackson, left the main party on 20 September 1919 in Sivas. From 
there, they traveled through Tokat, Amasya and Merzifon to Samsun. Their observations of smaller towns in Sivas 
province provided excellent contrast to the narratives that Harbord witnessed along the main route where the local 
elites knew the Americans would visit – some of Jackson’s observations are discussed in the next chapter. After 
arriving in Samsun, Jackson’s party traveled by destroyer to Trebizond, then passed through Bayburt, Erzurum, 
Kars, Alexandropol, Erivan, and Tiflis, where they finally rejoined the main party. Their records are in NARA, 
M820, Roll 232.   
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June 1919, when Turkish citizens resolved to unify activities of revolutionary groups across 

Anatolia in a representative congress at Sivas.424 Sivas itself played a significant role in the 

emergence of Turkish Nationalism.425 It was one of the cities to adopt a new name – Sivas 

replaced Sebastia – of Turkish origins, to symbolically detach Türkiye from its Ottoman and 

Roman past. Geographic terms began to change across Anatolia during World War I, but the 

trend gathered steam during the early Republican years. Resonant names were important for 

reshaping geographic boundaries and evoking a consensus of national legitimacy.426 From the 

Sivas Congress on, the desire to break from Constantinople and organize against foreign 

occupation became the central goal of the Turkish Nationalists.427  

Since crossing the Euphrates and embarking on the long drive through Malatya and Kangal to 

Sivas, the main event for this phase of the journey was Harbord’s meeting with Mustafa Kemal. 

When the time came, Harbord was relieved to gain clarity on the Nationalist aims and Mustafa 

 
424 Mustafa Kemal cites the resolution at Amasya specifically, as the moment (following the unification of the 
Eastern vilayets that were directly threatened by an independent Armenia) when the independent nationalist 
organizations decided to unify a Congress that would encompass all of Anatolia and Roumelia. The first Congress 
began on 23 July 1919 and met for fifteen days in Erzurum with elected representatives from the Eastern Anatolian 
vilayets. The second Congress began on 4 September 1919 in Sivas with representatives from all of Anatolia and 
Roumelia. Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the 
League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 5-6. 

425 Though there are limited works in English that deal exclusively with the Sivas Congress, the field is rich in 
Turkish scholarship. For coverage in Turkish on the Congress or its members, see: Cumhuriyet döneminde Sivas 
sempozyumu bildiriler (Ankara: TBMM Kültür Sanat ve Yayın Kurulu Başkanlığı, 2009); Ahmet Necip Günaydın, 
Erzurum Kongresine katılan Sivas Vilayeti delegeleri (Sivas: Cumhuriyet Üniversitesi, Atatürk Araştırma ve 
Uygulama Merkezı, 2002); and Deniz Bilgen, ABD’li gözüyle Sivas Kongresi: Amerikan mandası, ve gazeteci L.E. 
Browne’ın faaliyetleri (Beyoğlu, İstanbul: Kaynak Yayınları, 2004). Mr. Brown (referred to in the last listed title) 
was an American journalist who “had been present at the sessions of the [Sivas] Congress and...he drew up the 
cablegram sent to the Senate.” Harbord, Letter to Admiral Mark L. Bristol, United States High Commissioner in 
Constantinople, 21 September 1919, 3; NARA, M820, 184.021/276. 

426 Touraj Atabaki described this shift towards political solidarity in Iran, as it too was undergoing significant 
political change during and after World War I. “Pan-Turkism and Iranian Nationalism,” 121. Ronald Grigor Suny 
also dealt with the cultural need to change names as a representation of symbolic changes for political legitimacy. 
Suny, Red Flag Unfurled: History, Historians, and the Russian Revolution (London: Verso, 2017), 48-50. 

427 Edib, The Turkish Ordeal, 42. 
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Kemal had his opportunity to speak with the American general who might help his agenda gain 

traction. It began in the evening on 20 September 1919, with Harbord, McCoy, Moseley, and 

Professor Hussein Bey from the AMMA and Mustafa Kemal, Rauf Bey, Rüstem Bey, and Bekir 

Sami Bey from the Nationalist party.428 With no recording of the meeting, the best information 

of the discussion is from comparing Harbord’s report, Mustafa Kemal’s memorandum to 

Harbord summarizing his party’s aims, Harbord’s articles in The World’s Work and his letter to 

Admiral Bristol on 21 September 1919, Mustafa Kemal’s letter to Kazım Karabekir also on 21 

September 1919, and Moseley’s diary.429  

 
428 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 185. Though Mustafa Kemal led the unified Nationalist 
movement in 1919, the other leaders, Rauf Bey, Rüstem Bey, and Bekir Sami Bey were significant as well. Rauf 
Bey had been the ex-Minister of Marina who signed the Mudros Armistice; he was later deported by the British 
alongside other Ottoman officials from during World War I. Bekir Sami Bey was the ex-Governor of Beirut and 
Aleppo who had allegedly resigned “rather than carry out the Armenian deportation orders in 1915.” Rüstem Bey 
was well-known in Washington D.C., since he had previously served as the Ottoman Minister to the United States. 
He born a Christian in present-day Poland and converted to Islam as a young man. Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal 
Pasha and His Party,” 184. There is additional information on Alfred Rüstem Bey de Belinski in “Not on Rustem 
Bey,” 13 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/331. His personal file in the AMMA records is quite 
unflattering, explaining a litany of past positions, debts, quarrels, and damning associations, concluding with the 
statement that “Without resources or principles, he has become an adventurer, seeking for spoils from any faction. 
He is not connected with the Nationalist Movement in Turkey.” “Not on Rustem Bey,” 13 October 1919. 

429 Akar rightly pointed out in Harbord Askeri Heyeti Raporu that memoirs were contradictory concerning Harbord 
and Mustafa Kemal’s meeting because individual’s naturally forgot details over time and later events tend to distort 
memory. The two most sources composed most recently to the event were Harbord’s letter to Bristol and Mustafa 
Kemal’s letter to Kazım Karabekir. Rauf Bey was the only individual in attendance that published memoirs and the 
information he included – such as his being the primary translator and there being three meetings over four days – 
have proved inaccurate compared with other sources. Akar also stated that there was nothing in Rauf Bey’s memoirs 
that otherwise added to or changed established information about the meeting or Mustafa Kemal’s intentions for the 
Nationalists. Akar, Harbord Askeri Heyeti Raporu, 87, and footnote 226 on 87.  
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Images 4.3 and 4.4 – “Sakarya Atıyla Atatürk Kurtuluş Savaşında” and “Atatürk.”430 

 
Harbord opened the conference stating that the outside world had “much hysterical news of the 

Nationalist aims” and asked Mustafa Kemal to please explain them.431 After two and half hours 

of conversation, the declarations from the Sivas Congress had been made clearly and Mustafa 

Kemal agreed to send a written summary of his statement to Harbord for the final report.432 

The Nationalist Agenda 

It had only been a week since the Sivas Congress concluded and the Turkish Nationalist leaders 

agreed to the principles that would shape their War for Independence. Until then, there were 

 
430 “Sakarya Atıyla Atatürk Kurtuluş Savaşında” (Atatürk and his warhorse in the War for Independence), 1921; and 
“Atatürk,” 1919 from the Erzurum Congress Museum in Erzurum, Turkey (visited June 2022). Harbord described 
Mustafa Kemal as “a slight, erect, soldierly looking young man of thirty-eight, with cropped brown mustache, cold 
gray eyes, light brown hair brushed straight back, high cheek bones, and evidently has Circassian or other blond 
blood in his ancestry.” Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 185. Moseley also described Mustafa 
Kemal favorably as having: “a face showing much strength and character, but a hard face as well.” Moseley, “The 
Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 20 September 1919. 

431 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 186. 

432 Mustafa Kemal sent his handwritten summary of the Nationalist aims and intentions, as discussed during the 
meeting, to Samsun on the Black Sea coast. Harbord retrieved the statement from Samsun on the return journey 
from Batum to Constantinople, on board USS Martha Washington. Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His 
Party,” 188. 
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contradictory motives percolating within Turkish Nationalist circles. His meeting with Harbord 

became Mustafa Kemal’s opportunity to make his aims clear to the world. Before posting his 

summary memorandum to Harbord, he sent letters to plenipotentiaries and ambassadors from the 

United States, Great Britain, France, Italy, Sweden, Denmark, and the Netherlands to assure each 

recipient that the Nationalist party intended to replace the Ferid Pasha Cabinet with legitimate 

representatives and protect the property, life, and honor of all Ottoman subjects, Muslim and 

non-Muslim alike.433 He also charged his loyal military commanders (individuals who were 

technically Ottoman Army officers, but had pledged their allegiance to Mustafa Kemal) with 

delivering similar proclamations to Allied delegates in their respective regions.434 In a thirty-

page, handwritten document, stamped and signed on behalf of the Representative Committee, 

Mustafa Kemal presented Harbord the “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization 

and Points of View of the League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia.”435 

 
433 Mustafa Kemal, Facsimile letter “on behalf of the Association for the Defense of National Rights of Anatolia and 
Rumelia, to the Extraordinary Commissariats of the USA, the UK, France, and Italy, and the Embassies of the 
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and Denmark,” 24 September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:12-2 (10-16ab); and Mustafa 
Kemal, Letter “on behalf of the Delegation, to the American, British, French, Italian, Swedish, and Danish 
Extraordinary Commissariats and to the Spanish Embassy,” 24 September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:12-1 and 
A:TA-20, K:10, B:16-2 (10-16aa and 10-16aaa).  

434 Mustafa Kemal instructed the following individuals to deliver his proclamation of the Nationalist aims to the 
respective foreign delegations: Hamit Bey (Mutasarrif of Canik) to the delegates in Samsun, Mümtaz Efendi 
(Commander of the 11th Division in Niğde) to the Italians in Konya, and Ali Fuat Pasha (the XX Corps 
Commander) to the Allied military officers in Eskişehir. Mustafa Kemal, Letter “on behalf of the Association for the 
Defense of National Rights of Anatolia and Rumelia,” 24 September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:12-4 (10-16ad). 
Mustafa Kemal kept a record of this and all facsimile letters served to Allied diplomats and ambassadors 
immediately after the Sivas Congress and his meeting with Harbord. Mustafa Kemal, Notes of Facsimile Copies, 30 
September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:12-6 (10-16af). 

435 The AMMA records contain the original Ottoman and English versions of this report, both of which are signed 
by Mustafa Kemal. Copies of the English version of Mustafa Kemal’s memorandum are also present with other 
publications of the AMMA final report, it is only eight pages in typed English and one version can be found at: 
Mustafa Kemal, “Statement of Mustapha Kemal Pasha Concerning Organization, Objects, “League for the Defence 
of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” Exhibit C in James G. Harbord’s Report of the American Military Mission 
to Armenia,” 16 October 1919, NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/5. The Ottoman version was 30 pages, while the 
original English version was 21 pages – which accounted for the different scripts and size of the translated text. In 
Turkish, the title translated to: “Anadolu ve Rumeli Müdafaa-I Hukuk Cemiyeti’nin Teşkilat ve Nokta-I Nazarları 
Hakkında Muhtelif Muhtıradır.” In the records of the original versions, both are prefaced with a two-page, 
handwritten letter from Mustafa Kemal to Harbord (in English), introducing “a memorandum reproducing and 
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Mustafa Kemal began by describing how the occupying forces that took Constantinople 

following the Armistice had been “brutal and oppressive” and encouraged non-Muslim groups of 

the Ottoman Empire to openly attack the dignity of the state.436 These conditions – paired with 

serious discussion of “an extensive Armenian State in Eastern Anatolia;” “a Republic of the 

Pontus along the Black Sea shore of the Empire;” Italian occupation of Adana, Adalia, and 

Konia; and the territory surrounding and including Smyrna’s cession to the Greeks – drove the 

Turkish nation to feel deeply threatened.437 Additionally, the Ottoman Cabinet under Ferid Pasha 

in Constantinople no longer represented Anatolia while under foreign occupation and “had 

become simple toys” in the hands of England.438 

Thus, the Turkish people spontaneously established national organizations which were “free 

from all political ambition” and exclusively dedicated to the territorial integrity of the “Nation 

and State.”439 Mustafa Kemal then summarized how the Erzurum Congress produced a 

proclamation with “essential resolutions, system of organization, arms and points of view” for 

the now-unified nationalist organizations.440 The Erzurum Congress formed the basis for the 

 
confirming the statements I had the honor to make to you concerning the National Organization” during the 20 
September 1919 meeting between Harbord and Mustafa Kemal in Sivas. The introductory letter dated 29 September 
1919, and the Ottoman and English versions of the memorandum are in NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/288. 

436 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 1 (English version); NARA, M820, Roll 
231, 184.021/288. 

437 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 2. 

438 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 2. 

439 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 3. 

440 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 5. 
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Sivas Congress, allowing the latter to complete its deliberations and adopt the same resolutions 

by 11 September 1919,441 henceforth concluding “that all those parts of the Empire which were 

under Turkish authority at the time of the conclusion of the armistice between the Sublime-Porte 

and the Entente Powers formed one joint block of territory” must now be defended by the Nation 

and the Ottoman Army.442 

 
Image 4.5 – “Leaders of Nationalist Movement.”443 

 
441 There is slight disagreement in the primary sources about the exact date that the Sivas Congress declaration was 
signed. In his letters summarizing the Nationalist goals for foreign powers, Mustafa Kemal wrote that the 
declaration signed “for the entire Ottoman country in Sivas” was on 13 September 1919. Mustafa Kemal, Facsimile 
letter “on behalf of the Association for the Defense of National Rights of Anatolia and Rumelia, to the Extraordinary 
Commissariats of the USA, the UK, France, and Italy, and the Embassies of the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and 
Denmark,” 24 September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:12-2 (10-16ab). However, the Sivas Congress concluded on 
11 September 1919 and a copy of the signed declaration, dated 11 September 1919, exists in the TİTE Archives, 
TİTE, K:75/G:28/B:4 “Declaration of the General Congress, Sivas, 11 September 1919,” Ankara University. 11 
September 1919 appears to be the correct date. 

442 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 6. 

443 “Leaders of Nationalist Movement,” McCoy’s photos, Box 69, Folder 1, LOC. Pictured from left to right are (top 
row): Bekir Sami Kunduh, İ. Süreyya Yiğit, Hüsrev Sami Kızıldoğan, İ. Fazıl Cebesoy, Mustafa Ratıp Soylu, 
Mazhar Müfit Kansu, Kara Vasıf Karakol, (bottom row): Ahmet Rüstem, Raif Dinç, Mustafa Kemal, Rauf Orbay, 
and Fevzi Baysoy. Ahmet Rüstem, İ. Süreyya Yiğit, and İ. Fazıl Cebesoy were not members of the Nationalist 
Board of Representatives. Names and note on membership are from the same photo displayed in Room 1K-05 
“Sivas Kongresi Kronolojik Anlatım,” Atatürk Kongre Müzesi in Sivas, Turkey (visited June 2022). Of the men 
pictured, Harbord and the senior mission members met with Mustafa Kemal, Rauf Bey, Bekir Sami Bey, and 
Rüstem Bey. Others the mission member met with in Sivas included Governor Rashid Pasha, Colonel Salahaddin 
Bey (Commander of Troops), Kadi Kazbi Effendi, Abdullah Bey (municipal council member), Rasim Bey (Ex-
Deputy Governor of Sivas), Abdullah Bey (Director of the Census Bureau), Ibraim Bey, Hamdi bey, Osman Bey, 
Hayai Bey, and Ismael Bey. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between 
Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. For detailed biographical sketches of the 
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It was also vital that the Nationalists convinced Harbord that their party ensured capable 

government and physical security throughout Anatolia. They called upon centuries of just rule 

that has only fallen victim to European intrigues and interferences in the last few decades – the 

painful state of the Ottoman Empire in 1919 was “solely due to the persistence” of foreign 

actors, not a Turkish incapacity for or incompatibility with modern civilization.444 As for 

physical security, the Ottoman Army was aligned with Mustafa Kemal, but party loyalty in the 

vilayets hinged on whether local needs could be met. In some places, this meant military 

commanders must prevent violence to garner trust from their civilian counterparts, while in other 

places the Nationalist leaders must demonstrate their capacity to intervene diplomatically. In 

Erzurum, Kazım Karabekir epitomized the stalwart Ottoman commander who quelled 

excitement in his city and refrained from allowing Ottoman troops from crossing the border into 

Transcaucasia where they might incite a violent reaction from Armenian adversaries. Mustafa 

Kemal chose Samsun as an example of how violence between Greeks and Turks ceased after the 

Nationalist movement advised both sides.445 He also wrote to the foreign powers directly that his 

party confirms “the continuity of the public order within our country and the protection and 

security of non-Muslim subjects against all kinds of misdeed.”446 

Mustafa Kemal stated that he firmly believed in Wilson’s principles and that the “nationalistic 

 
Nationalist party members, see Hikmet Denizli’s Sivas Kongresi delegeleri ve Heyet-i Temsiliye üyeleri (Ankara: 
T.C. Kültür Bakanlığı, 1996). 

444 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 20. 

445 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 13. 

446 Mustafa Kemal, Facsimile letter “on behalf of the Association for the Defense of National Rights of Anatolia and 
Rumelia, to the Extraordinary Commissariats of the USA, the UK, France, and Italy, and the Embassies of the 
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and Denmark,” 24 September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:12-3 (10-16ac). 
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and natural principles put forward by the American Nation [were what] brought about the end of 

the general war which had soaked the soil of the globe with human blood and strew it with 

human corpses, thus causing the shedding of endless tears.”447 To him, the United States 

represented humane decision-making, national rights, and justice for which the Turkish people 

were “overflowing with gratitude.”448 He understood, however, that the Nationalist stance on 

anti-Bolshevism and treatment of Christians in Anatolia would impact American support. On 

Bolshevism, Mustafa Kemal hoped to appeal to the United States by asserting that “there is no 

room whatever in our country for this doctrine,” Bolshevism being fundamentally opposed to 

Muslim principles and social points of view of the population.449 For the treatment of Ottoman 

Christians, he gave a nuanced opinion. Regarding the Greek and Armenian residents, he assured 

Harbord that his party would not condone further massacres or moves to exterminate them.450  

However, some Christian groups continued competing for territorial sovereignty at the 

expense of the Turkish contingent and Nationalist protection and inclusion of non-Muslims 

hinged “on the condition that they do not act against [the Turkish] country or people.”451 

Harbord understood this as Mustafa Kemal’s desire for “Christians to calm the anxiety that has 

 
447 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 19. 

448 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 19. 

449 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 9. 

450 The language Mustafa Kemal used implied he was absolutely certain “the different races of the Empire will live 
in peace with one another and lead in common a happy and prosperous life” if the Nationalist prevailed and foreign, 
“evil influences and suggestions” were expelled. Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the 
Organization and Points of View of the League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 
September 1919, 7. 

451 Mustafa Kemal, Facsimile letter “on behalf of the Association for the Defense of National Rights of Anatolia and 
Rumelia, to the Extraordinary Commissariats of the USA, the UK, France, and Italy, and the Embassies of the 
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and Denmark,” 24 September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:12-2 (10-16ab). 
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existed” and be reassured that the Nationalists wanted all Ottoman subjects to be treated justly; 

however, the Greek occupation of Smyrna “put the whole Turkish Empire on edge,” and even 

though Harbord had not observed danger for non-Muslims thus far on his journey, he recognized 

that further foreign encroachment before a treaty would create an immediate risk.452 

Collectively, the Nationalist leaders understood the challenge they faced in publicizing their 

stance throughout the Ottoman space and externally to the world. They sought international 

recognition through the United States and pursued this in several ways. During the Sivas 

Congress, American correspondents ensured that “the Turkish standpoint gradually leaked out 

through the dense cloud of prejudice and hatred, and the political obstruction of the West.”453 

Mr. Brown attended the proceedings and local Armenians suggested to the mission members that 

he had sent a cablegram “in antipication of [Harbord’s] arrival in order to give the Turkish 

peasants the idea that our Mission had been send in response to the request.”454 Mustafa Kemal 

also wrote to the United States Senate before the Sivas Congress had concluded, personally 

requesting that an American committee visit the Ottoman Empire to investigate the conditions.455 

These documents, along with the AMMA’s known itinerary (and the opportunity for the 

Nationalists to meet with Harbord himself), primed the Nationalist narrative that they could 

influence the United States Senate by requesting and receiving an investigative mission, but also 

 
452 Harbord, Letter to Admiral Mark L. Bristol, United States High Commissioner in Constantinople, 21 September 
1919, 3; NARA, M820, 184.021/276. 

453 Edib, The Turkish Ordeal, 20. Here, Halide Edib seemed to be referring to Mr. Brown, the American journalist 
who attended the Sivas Congress and later wrote to the United States Senate about the proceedings.  

454 Harbord, Letter to Admiral Mark L. Bristol, United States High Commissioner in Constantinople, 21 September 
1919, 3; NARA, M820, 184.021/276. 

455 Mustafa Kemal, “Resolution of National Congress of Sivas Addressed to the Senate of the United States of 
American, Requesting that Senatorial Committee Visit and Investigate Conditions Within the Ottoman Empire,” 9 
September 1919, Exhibit F in James G. Harbord’s Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia,” 16 October 
1919, NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/5. 
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that the American officers – the heroes of World War I – would lend credence to their cause. 

 Within Anatolia, the Nationalists fought for legitimacy against their Ottoman and British 

opponents. They spread propaganda accusing the Ferid Pasha Cabinet of condoning conflicts that 

would “set fire to the country and destroy it completely,” and in “an offense of high treason 

against the fatherland and the nation,” “organizing a murderous plot to pit Muslims against each 

other.”456 The “unionists” in Constantinople were guilty of plunging the Ottoman Empire into an 

abyss, a crime that the Nationalists must absolve the people from.457 Interestingly though, the 

Nationalist movement did not actually present a clean break with Anatolia’s Ottoman past. 

Instead, the “nation” that needed saving was a conglomeration of Ottoman citizens, primarily 

Muslims, whose autonomy was being threatened by local and foreign stewards of imperialism.458 

 Representing the Sultan’s Army, the Ottoman commanders in Eastern Anatolia wrote to their 

Commander in Chief that the National Congress in Sivas was “legitimate in all respects and 

therefore won the confidence and support of the Sultan’s armies.” Using their justification that 

“the so-called revolt of Kurdistan” served as an example of how the Sultan’s lands must remain 

unified under Turkish sovereignty and no foreign entity should ever attempt “dismemberment of 

the homeland” or instigate “bloodshed among Muslims by oppressing them.”459 They assured 

 
456 “Telegram from Sivas Governor Rashid Pasha to Adil Bey, Minister of the Interior, 10 September 1919,” TİTE, 
K:304/G:51/B:4. 

457 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 8-9. 

458 In The Last Ottoman Generation and the Making of the Modern Middle East (UK: Cambridge University Press, 
2017), Michael Provence explained how this reality during the Nationalist movement has since been overshadowed 
by Turkish national origin stories that favor the narrative that “the birth of the Turkish nation-state [was] a break 
with the Ottoman past,” 110. 

459 “Telegraph to the Ottoman Sultan, from Erzurum to İstanbul, 11 September 1919, signed by XV Corps 
Commander Kazım Karabekir, III Corps Commander Selahattin, XIII Corps Deputy Commander Ali Fuat, and 
Cevdet Bey (Secretary of the National Movement),” TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:1. 
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their continued allegiance to the Sultan by assuring him that “all your noble people and army, 

bound with the highest feelings of respect and obedience to your holiest personality, are united 

around the sacred goal of the happy salvation of the fatherland and nation and of you, our holy 

Caliph, there is no more trust and faith in the government of Constantinople.” They used 

language that suggested any attempts to disrupt the Nationalists were “criminal” and sins against 

Sharia law for “denying and distorting the legitimate aspirations of the whole nation.”460 The 

commanders attested too that the Ottoman Army, “is completely free from political currents, but 

supports the nation.”461 And they themselves were a great asset to the movement because they 

could claim to know “the real situation” having commanded people in the places in question, the 

places where foreign schemes threatened the nation directly.462 

With the AMMA in Sivas, the Nationalists had the opportunity to further silence contentious 

narratives and use the mission members to gain exposure for their newly established agenda. The 

timing was perfect, as long as Mustafa Kemal could convince Harbord to be sympathetic towards 

his cause. He stated directly how the party “derive[d] great hope from the Wilsonian doctrine 

embodying the nationalistic principle and from the spirit of justice and humanitarianism 

displayed by the American nation in its action to ensure its triumph.463 According to an Ottoman 

officer, Mustafa Kemal left the meeting pleased that he “left a positive impression on the 

Americans.”464 Now that the meeting had ended, the inherent risk for the Nationalist was that the 

 
460 “Telegraph to the Ottoman Sultan, from Erzurum to İstanbul,” 11 September 1919, TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:3. 

461 “Telegraph to the Ottoman Sultan, from Erzurum to İstanbul,” 11 September 1919, TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:4. 

462 “Telegraph to the Ottoman Sultan, from Erzurum to İstanbul,” 11 September 1919, TİTE, K:304/G:51/B:5. 

463 Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the League for 
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 21. 

464 Unnamed Major in Ottoman III Corps, Letter to Kazım Karabekir, 20 September 1919, ATASE, D:335/22, F:8 
(10-14). 
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American officers controlled the message to the world – and ever since 1919, Turkish scholars 

have disputed the nature of that message. 

Risk of Misunderstanding 

In a letter to Admiral Bristol, which Harbord posted the next morning before leaving Sivas for 

the next phase of the journey, he gave an immediate summary of the AMMA activities since 

Mardin, up to and including the meeting with Mustafa Kemal. Harbord explained his approach to 

his meetings, in general, as opportunities to give local people a chance to express their needs to 

an outsider. Given his position, Harbord was cognizant of the feedback he gave individuals he 

interviewed.465 The meeting with Mustafa Kemal was no different, except that the Nationalist 

leader was one of the few personalities Harbord knew by name before arriving in town. 

Throughout the meeting, Mustafa Kemal did most of the talking while Harbord listened 

patiently, Professor Hussein Bey interpreted, and McCoy, Moseley, and the other Nationalist 

leaders observed without comment. By the end, there was no indication that Harbord agreed with 

Mustafa Kemal, nor did he make promises on behalf of the United States. The only assurance 

Harbord gave was that he would represent the Nationalist agenda in his report – which he did.466   

Though Mustafa Kemal sent a written summary of his statement, which Harbord appended as 

an exhibit to his final report, when Harbord described the Nationalist agenda in the main 

 
465 Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 2. NARA, M820, 184.021/276. 

466 Harbord described the Nationalist aims in his final report and the documents Mustafa Kemal provided: his 
memorandum that summarized the 20 September 1919 meeting, the declaration of the Sivas Congress, and a reply 
letter from Harbord to Mustafa Kemal that his items were received, all remained part of the AMMA records. 
Significantly, even though the version of Harbord’s final report that Henry Cabot Lodge published for Congress in 
April 1920 did not include the appendices composed by the other mission members, nor the first written exhibit 
which originally included a letter to Harbord from the Armenian Patriarch, the published version included copies of 
Mustafa Kemal’s documents. Harbord, “Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia,” 16 October 1919; 
including Exhibit C: Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of 
the League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 234, 
184.02102/5.  
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narrative, his explanation perpetuated the very problem that had frustrated the AMMA for the 

first phase of their journey. Just as inconsistencies about nationalism overwhelmed documents 

that interested parties in Paris and Constantinople furnished to the mission members, one 

significant inconsistency remained in Harbord’s report: the Nationalist stance on a mandatory 

was unclear. Immediately after the meeting, Harbord wrote to Bristol that “rather than undergo a 

mandatory from Great Britain, [the Nationalists] would prefer to die fighting.”467 By the final 

report, Harbord seemed to misrepresent the movement’s aims by quoting Mustafa Kemal saying:  

“The Nationalist Party recognized the necessity of the aid of an 
impartial foreign country. It is our aim to secure the development of 
Turkey as she stood at the armistice. We have no expansionist plans, 
but it is our conviction that Turkey can be made a rich and 
prosperous country if she can get a good government. Our 
government has become weakened through foreign interference and 
intrigues. After all our experience we are sure that America is the 
only country able to help us.”468  
 

(And) 
 

“The aim of the Nationalist, or National Defense Party, as its 
adherents style it, as stated by Mustapha Kemal Pasha, is the 
preservation of the territorial integrity of the empire under a 
mandatory of a single disinterested Power, preferably America.”469 
 

Perhaps Harbord needed more than a day in Sivas to fully grasp the Nationalist agenda as it was 

 
467 Harbord to Bristol, 21 September 1919, 3; NARA, M820, 184.021/276. 

468 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia.” International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 295. While Harbord implied that the above quote was made on 15 
October 1919, just a day before he completed the AMMA report on 16 October 1919, the original source of this 
statement is not included with AMMA records, nor with Mustafa Kemal’s papers that were investigated in the 
ATASE and TİTE archives. The closest statement by Mustafa Kemal to Harbord’s quote is on the final page of his 
memorandum to Harbord, “We make a special point of adding that the assistance of a powerful and impartial foreign 
nation will be of great value to us in saving us from the iniquitous oppression of which we are the victims and in 
hastening our development.” Mustafa Kemal, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of 
View of the League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 29 September 1919, 21. 

469 Harbord, “Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia,” 16 October 1919, 24; NARA, M820, Roll 234, 
184.02102/5.  
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evolving itself. Nonetheless, his language – in the final report that President Wilson referred to 

and Senator Lodge published for Congress – clearly suggested that an American mandatory 

would be welcomed by Ottoman nationalists in Constantinople, and by Mustafa Kemal’s 

Nationalists as well. Otherwise, Harbord’s account aligned well with Mustafa Kemal’s signed 

documents, appended to the report that depicted the newly unified agenda in September 1919. 

Yet the issue of the mandatory was central to the AMMA and records present contradictory 

conclusions. 

The reasons behind this confusion are unclear. Did Harbord misunderstand Mustafa Kemal or 

did he intentionally present a Nationalist opinion in favor of a mandatory to support the 

overarching claim in his report?470 The latter is more likely, for if Harbord misunderstood, it 

would have been despite Mustafa Kemal’s written summary, despite Moseley’s observations of 

the meeting, and despite Mr. Ravndal’s remarks in the report he gave Harbord in Constantinople 

at the end of the journey.471 Harbord also went to great lengths to ensure that the AMMA 

accounted for local perspectives from several different angles to avoid misunderstanding and the 

mission members collaborated extensively on board USS Martha Washington while they were 

drafting the reports.472 Harbord recognized the possibility of “contentious narratives” among his 

 
470 Harbord’s opening narrative in the main report built up to a list of reasons for and against an American mandate 
Anatolia and Transcaucasia, finally recommending that the United States should intervene. Harbord, “Report of the 
American Military Mission to Armenia,” 16 October 1919.  

471 Mr. Ravndal was the American Commissioner and Consul General in Constantinople in 1919. He recognized that 
“The Nationalists deprecate the idea of a mandate as impairing sovereignty and national independence…They would 
have American help and counsel but oppose an administrative control not consonant with their Constitution.” He 
reminded Harbord of this particularity too, but still Harbord reported to Congress that the Nationalists would support 
an American mandate fully. Ravndal to Harbord, “Turkish Politics as of October 1919,” 4. Moseley came away 
from the meeting with the understanding that: “In regard to the question of a mandate, the idea of the Nationalist 
Party seems to be to accept scientific, industrial and economical assistance only. Their sovereignty and 
independence must not be interfered with. In conference with Mustapha Kemal Pasha and his principal assistants he 
stated it was necessary for his party to insist upon such conditions. Nothing less would have been acceptable to the 
congress.” Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 12. 

472 One other possibility for Moseley’s appendix presenting a different opinion than Harbord might have been 
because Moseley went on a final side mission to Smyrna while everyone else (Harbord included) was finishing their 
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own team, which was why he carefully assessed each member based on specific expertise and 

insisted, throughout the journey, that the AMMA maintained multiple points of contact with the 

people. So, the narrative Harbord advocated, recommending a mandate as necessary and 

welcome across Anatolia, was constructed to avoid glorification of the Nationalists while 

acknowledging their potential influence on the future of the region.  

This narrative construction resembled Turkey’s own remembrance of the Nationalist 

movement and its early interactions with the United States. Of the AMMA, Turkey’s national 

memory contends that Mustafa Kemal’s meeting with Harbord on 20 September 1919 resulted in 

Harbord writing his report to emphasize “that the establishment of a mandate administration in 

Anatolia was not in accordance with the interests of the United States of America, that no 

massacre was committed against the Armenian and that the National Struggle developing in 

Anatolia was extremely determined.”473 While true that the United States Congress was not 

interested in accepting a mandate in 1920 and that decision was partially based on Harbord’s 

report, this message does not accurately represent Harbord’s stance.   

Alternative perspectives are expected to accompany national origin stories. Despite this 

inconsistency, the AMMA visit to Sivas was worthwhile because Harbord finally learned the 

motivations behind the Nationalist movement and Mustafa Kemal had his opportunity to use 

Harbord as an outlet for his aims.  

 
reports. He did not rejoin the AMMA until 16 October 1919 in the Aegean, thus it is possible that the generals did 
not discuss that inconsistency in the main report and Appendix J before Harbord sent it to the Secretary of State. 
After all, the Nationalists were “almost revolutionary toward the Constantinople Government,” as Harbord attested 
in his article on “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 184. Perhaps Harbord did not want to draw attention their 
opposition to a mandate. This inconsistency between Harbord and Moseley remarks is also usually missed because 
Moseley’s appendix does not accompany the various published versions. Moseley’s “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military 
Problem of a Mandatory,” is in the NARA microfilm collection of the AMMA record and there is a copy among his 
personal papers in Folder 5, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. 

473 From panel displayed in Room 1K-10 “Sivas Kongresi Sırasında Gelişmeler,” Atatürk Kongre Müzesi in Sivas, 
Turkey (visited June 2022).  
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Foremost among the mission members observations was the determination of the Nationalists, 

considering so many competing agendas and local needs, to continue fighting “to the last drop of 

blood,” for “ya istiklal, ya ölüm!” (Independence or death!).474 This drive was deeply tied to the 

Greek occupation of Smyrna, which the British had overtly supported in May 1919. Smyrna 

foreshadowed how the British-controlled Ottoman government would partition Anatolia and 

place foreign powers over the Turkish citizens.475 Ravndal’s assessment linked the Nationalist 

movement as the postwar discussions that allotted territory to Armenia and Greece – directly tied 

to perceived foreign “‘encroachment’ upon Turkish territory and impairment of Muslim 

prestige.”476 Harbord also wrote that “the principal bitterness of the Nationalist Chief [Mustafa 

Kemal] when I met him at Sivas in September of last year, was directed against the British for 

their machinations at the Turkish Capital, and the Greeks for their barbarity in the occupation of 

Smyrna.”477 Continued occupation was unacceptable to Mustafa Kemal. With the global 

movement post-World War I trending towards nationalistic communities as the most legitimate 

foundation for nation-states, Mustafa Kemal’s party had an advantage over internal schisms that 

advocated dynastic, ethnic, or religious state formations, though his desire to break with the 

Ottoman Empire ironically took on a similar coercive assimilation filled with discriminatory 

 
474 Mustafa Kemal’s answer to those who wanted an American mandate was decidedly: “Tek ve değişmez parola 
şudur: Tek tepe, tek kurşun kalıncaya kadar mücadele yahut da; ya istiklal, ya ölüm!” (The only, unchanging motto 
is: Struggle until there is only one hill left, one bullet left, or both; independence or death!) Quote displayed in 
Room 1K-07 “Manda ve Himaye (Hikmet Boran),” Atatürk Kongre Müzesi in Sivas, Turkey (visited June 2022). 
Moseley recognized this clear response to the idea of a foreign mandatory and emphasized in Appendix J that “In all 
the talk of the [Nationalist] leaders there is much said about fighting to the last drop of blood before they would see 
the partition of Turkey.” Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16, October 1919, 12. 

475 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 16 October 1919, 12. 

476 Ravndal to Harbord, “Turkish Politics as of October 1919,” 3. 

477 James G. Harbord, “The United States in the Eastern Mediterranean,” Soft-bound pamphlet published August 
1920, 15, in Folder 14, Box 8 “Subject File: Eastern Mediterranean,” of Moseley Papers, LOC. 
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practices for subordination and dominance.478 

Like other local people that the mission members encountered in Eastern Anatolia and 

Transcaucasia, the Nationalists were shrewd putting their faith in the American officers.479 The 

movement was new in September 1919 and the War for Independence had only just begun. The 

AMMA gave the Nationalist party the recognition they craved, essentially allowing Mustafa 

Kemal the opportunity to put his aims before the United States Congress in the published report 

exhibits. Through re-examining the AMMA records, we can broaden English-language accounts 

on the origins of this movement.480 The future of the Ottoman space was incredibly unclear in 

September 1919 with the occupation in Constantinople, the Peace Conference still underway, 

and revolutionary movements brewing throughout Anatolia. No one knew who would end up in 

charge of Anatolia and the most likely candidates at the time, the United States (as a mandatory) 

and the Nationalists, still had unclear intentions of their own as demonstrated by the AMMA’s 

documentation of this tumultuous moment in history. 

Though it had only been 27 hours since the mission members enjoyed the welcoming 

reception in Sivas, by 3 o’clock in the afternoon it was time for them to move on. The rest of the 

 
478 Ronald Grigor Suny explains the relationship of difference and subordination that occurred as a result of both the 
imperializing and nationalizing processes. Suny, Red Flag Unfurled, 133 and footnote 29 on 133. 

479 Apart from Harbord and Moseley’s written records of the Nationalist agenda, Khachadoorian also included his 
observations of the movement in Sivas, based on his conversations with Rauf Bey. He came away with a similar 
impression as Moseley, that “Turkey needed foreign aid and America was preferred because they hoped that their 
country would remain free, that the country would develop mining and agriculture, that roads and railways would be 
build, and so on. However, this foreign force had not to interfere in Turkey’s internal and external affairs.” 
Khachadoorian, “5: Trip to Armenia,” 74. 

480 Though most of the literature on the Nationalist movement and the Sivas Congress exists in Turkish, there are a 
few English works that described the impact of the Congress on American relations. James B. Gidney brought up 
the Sivas Congress in A Mandate for Armenia (US: The Kent State University Press, 1967) and Recep Boztemur 
confirmed that the Nationalists would not consider any “mandate or protectorate over Turkey” and the new, 
independent state must exist as an indivisible whole with no foreign intervention. Boztemur, “Religion and Politics 
in the Making of American Near East Policy, 1918-1922,” Journal for the Study of Religions and Ideologies, No. 11 
(Summer 2005), 54. 
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day on 21 September 1919 into Zara represented the last of the good roads they would enjoy 

until they reached Transcaucasia.481 The Nationalist movement had been one of the important 

elements for the AMMA to investigate; but even though they claimed to hold the support of the 

entire Anatolian populace, there were more local perspectives and experiences to investigate.  

 
Image 4.6 – “Sivas – Erzincan Road.”482 

 
481 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 21 September 1919. 

482 “Sivas – Erzincan Road,” Item 3, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. 
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Map 5. Zara to Erzurum.
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CHAPTER 5: BLOODIED BATTLEGROUNDS OF ANATOLIA: ZARA THROUGH 
ERZURUM (21 – 25 SEPTEMBER 1919) 

 
 
With her atlas handy, Frank McCoy’s mother read his letter from 21 September from her 
Lewistown, Pennsylvania home.483 Since August, McCoy had kept her abreast of the mission and 
one of his “most-smiling pictures” accompanied this letter, along with his usual sentiments that 
he was anxious to see her soon. When the mission began, McCoy was outwardly reluctant to 
delay his homecoming from France but was now content that everything was working out most 
favorably. He often described his fellow mission members and took pleasure in sharing how the 
“modest Harbord” was often quite embarrassed about the attention from women along the way. 
The letter McCoy sent as he left Sivas would be the last one posted during his time in Anatolia. 
He told his mother how after three weeks with the mission, he felt that his days spent absorbing 
information from the comfortable smoking room of the U.S.S. MARTHA WASHINGTON had met 
the limit of their value.484 As they drove towards Zara and the battle-stricken northeast, the 
mission would soon cross the Russian limit of advance. In this phase of the journey, they would 
fully appreciate not only the limits of the reports that had been furnished to them in Paris and 
Constantinople, but also the limits of the dominant narratives concerning Armenian suffering 
under the Ottoman yoke. McCoy and the others now encountered tragic stories comparable to 
those woven by Armenian expats in American newspapers, though these were decidedly Turkish, 
depicting a new narrative of trauma, tragedy, and truth.  
 

Upon departing Sivas, Harbord and his team recognized the limitations of the volumes of text 

they had dutifully read a month earlier.485 Though many of the reports provided to the mission 

had centered on Armenian suffering and described a persistent threat of Ottoman military 

aggression against the surviving Christian population, few of the authors had been nearer to 

 
483 Frank Ross McCoy’s mother was Margaret Eleanor (Ross) McCoy of Lewistown, Pennsylvania; McCoy House 
Museum, 17 North Main Street, Lewistown, PA 17044. 

484 Details here are compiled from letters between Brigadier General Frank R. McCoy and his mother, written 
between 13 May and 21 September 1919. “The Papers of Frank R. McCoy,” Box 6, Folder 4 (1919), “Letters,” 
Library of Congress Manuscripts Division. 

485 Complete “Bibliography” of sources referenced by the American Military Mission to Armenia in preparation for 
their journey is present in Harbord’s own “Appendix L” of the mission report.  James G. Harbord, “Appendix ‘L’ 
Bibliography, Maj. Gen. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S.A., Chief, American Military Mission to Armenia;” NARA, M820, 
Roll 234, 184.02102/17. 
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Eastern Anatolia than France and none had witnessed their subjects recently.486 While remnants 

of trauma certainly lingered in every town, continued aggression against Armenians was absent. 

Instead, the mission members were growing familiar with a new saga of violence and oppression 

that was looming under the shadow of the dominant narratives.487 In the war-torn cities of 

northeastern Anatolia, the local leaders showed them scars of Turkish suffering at the hands of 

Armenian soldiers, along with human and physical devastation in the spaces where armies had 

crossed. As the residents in Zara, Erzincan, and Erzurum recovered from one war and prepared 

for the next, they needed to tell their stories. 

With his ready audience of American congressmen and foreign presidents, Harbord was a 

prime opportunity for local Turks to ensure their experiences reached the international stage. 

They were intent to show that in their cities and towns, the struggle to survive continued despite 

the Mudros Armistice and reconstruction remained their primary goal. Even among adamant 

Turkish revolutionaries in the birthplace of independence, Harbord found the people preferred to 

discuss past suffering over future agendas, emphasizing their still-deplorable reality. This 

peculiar juxtaposition revealed how local needs centered on the immediate memory battle for 

how the last five years would be written into history. Thus, when the AMMA arrived, municipal 

delegations were prepared to convey their stories, in an important bid for recognition. Amid the 

devastation of war, desperate people committed atrocities and the Turkish victims needed 

Harbord to tell the world that Armenians did not hold a monopoly on trauma.   

 

 
486 James G. Harbord, “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” 35. 

487 Justin McCarthy is one of a few English-language scholars who has written extensively about how World War I 
was disastrous for the entire Ottoman population and that Muslim death rates far-surpassed many great disasters in 
world history; but, unlike the Armenian narrative, the stories of Muslim suffering are not well known.  
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The Russian Limit of Advance  

Upon leaving Sivas, the atmosphere immediately began to change. The mission members passed 

through beautiful, fertile fields filled with wildflowers, but sobered by the destroyed villages and 

dilapidated homes that once belonged to local families.488 Pergenik, Koch-Hisar, and Yor-Hisar 

were reduced to rubble.489 The first stop was a town called Zara which, though located less than 

fifty miles from the Nationalist movement’s epicenter, was acutely different from Sivas and 

represented the poverty-stricken area where the Ottoman Army had marched. On 21 September 

1919, they arrived on the outskirts of town and spent a rare evening without any visitors at their 

camp, since the usual telegram traffic meant to alert local administrators of AMMA movements 

was delayed.490 The cold air at camp was an unwelcome reminder that the summer season had 

officially come to an end and winter on the high plateau would once again be severe and 

isolating for the residents.491 That night the mission members thought about their own 

experiences of isolation during World War I and realized that they had finally arrived within the 

sound range of the 1917 Russian limit of advance. From this point on, they traveled the warzone 

in reverse and would bear witness to the disturbingly familiar traces of human and physical 

 
488 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 

489 The Armenian village of Pergenik and the Turkish villages of Koch-Hisar and Yor-Hisar were in along the 
stretch of road between Sivas and Zara. Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater 
Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130.  

490 “American Military Mission to Armenia: Camp Record – Automobile Trip – Main Party,” 8 October 1919, in 
Moseley Papers, Box 5, Item 1; Library of Congress Manuscripts Division. 

491 Khachadoorian and Moseley both wrote about how cold the night spent outside of Zara was, marking the first 
time either officer mentioned uncomfortable weather in their diaries. Allen and Muratoff also described how these 
Anatolian towns in Erzincan and Erzurum province were isolated by snow for five months of the year. Caucasian 
Battlefields, 410.  
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devastation that only war can leave behind.492  

In the morning, the admissions committee greeted Harbord with profuse apologies for not 

receiving them the night prior.493 The Ottoman commander, Major Suleiman, and the governor, 

Kaymakam Zin Bey, led the cohort that escorted the mission through the main street of Zara.494 

It happened to be a Monday and residents from the neighboring counties had coalesced, just as 

they would any other morning, to frequent the shops and market stands that serviced the area. A 

few hours provided the mission members enough time to observe the community, most of whom 

were Turkish or Kurdish, while also allowing the town leaders to tell Harbord how war had 

touched their lives.  

Even in the towns that were fortunately located beyond the Caucasian Front, the residents fell 

within reach of war’s devasting effects. Soldiers had mobilized from March through November 

of 1915, building up the Ottoman Army to twelve divisions in the region. That massive army 

exceeded the country’s ability to sustain it and overburdened natural generation of manpower.495 

All of the young men from the nearby provinces contributed to an extraordinary amount of 

traffic through Zara, as they followed the main road to register at the enlistment center outside of 

Sivas and begin the mobilization process.496  Thousands of fresh conscripts, half-trained troops, 

and camp followers loitered around the towns before heading to the front lines. The Ottoman 

 
492 The Russian limit of advance during World War I was the plain of Refahiye, named for the nearest town on the 
Sivas-Erzincan highway. There, a squadron of Cossacks waited out the winter before the Russian Revolution of 
1917, which would mark their gradual retreat to the Caucasus. Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 410. 

493 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 

494 The group of officials also included Emin Effendi, Befir Bey, Kamil Bey, and Moukhlis Effendi. From “List of 
Turk, Armenian, American, Georgians and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919; NARA, 
M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

495 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 289-290. 

496 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 45. 
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Army could not supply them with enough proper uniforms either, so many donned their thick, 

peasant mantles and carried satchels of food they had purchased themselves to prepare for the 

impending hardship of winter campaigning.497 For the past four years, the soldier experience of 

deprivation and trauma had bled into the local environment to shape the experience of the entire 

population. Places like Zara, which had always been a rural backwater, transformed into centers 

of activity because of their proximity to the Front.498 Along with the buzzing market districts and 

stimulated economy, the towns took on displaced families and wounded veterans that would 

blend into the resident community, which, in 1919, was still attempting to rebuild. 

The displaced population, which first accumulated from people who had fled the warzone, 

had increased after the Armistice as people sought supplies and waited on news of lost family 

members on their hard journeys home. It was in Zara that word of the Mudros Armistice arrived, 

weeks after its signing in October 1918.499 From there, news spread to the rural population, 

alerting them that the fighting had ended, which many people viewed as an opportunity to return 

home to the Eastern provinces, after years spent displaced in the towns that had remained under 

Ottoman control. Once the landscape thawed, the burst of movement in and out of towns along 

the main highway lasted through summer 1919, and now the impending winter meant that 

families had to move quickly or spend another season stranded. What kept them from leaving, 

however, was the fact that couriers came to Zara and many of the displaced women waited for 

news of survivors, hoping to learn that their husbands and sons who had joined the Ottoman 

 
497 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 45. 

498 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 45.  

499 Aram Haigaz, Four Years in the Mountains of Kurdistan: 1915-1919, An Armenian Boy’s Memoir of Survival, 
English Translation by Iris H. Chekenian (NY: Maiden Lane Press, 2014). Originally published Lebanon: Armenian 
Catholicosate of Cilicia, 1972, 301. 
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Army were alive. According to Zin Bey, Zara was home to 60,000 people – the majority of 

whom were Turks, with Kurds, Greeks, and Armenians filling out the rest.500 Everyone who 

lived in the mountainous eastern portion of Sivas province traveled to either Kangal, in the south, 

or Zara, in the north, to purchase seeds and supplies.501 This made the two towns into important 

launching points for information, and equally important places for the mission members to go to 

hear from the people who fled the war. 

From the local stories, though they exposed a new narrative that challenged the dominant 

conversation about exclusively Armenian hardship, Harbord found that the local leaders who 

spoke with him and ushered him through their towns would still present a consistent image that 

neatly aligned with the Nationalist agenda touted in Sivas. Mustafa Kemal had explained how his 

movement intended to protect all Ottoman citizens and he was already leveraging processes to 

assist reconstruction efforts and return Eastern Anatolia to a livable space. Most opponents to the 

Nationalist movement attacked it on the grounds that Christians would still be discriminated 

against, but what the mission members observed was that class was a much more dangerous 

indicator of suffering. These were conditions that local elites and Nationalist revolutionaries 

were not keen to come to terms with if it meant foreign intervention on humanitarian grounds.502  

 
500 The governor of Zara detailed how 50,000 of the 60,000 residents were Turks, 7,000 were Kurds, 2,000 were 
Greeks, and 1,000 were Armenians. Since 1915, 450 Armenians had reportedly been deported, only 198 of whom 
had returned. Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 

501 Zara is on the eastbound highway out of Sivas while Kangal is on the southbound road. There is now a route 
between the two that travels through 76 miles of mountainous space, but, in 1919, it travel only occurred on foot or 
horseback in eastern Sivas province and local people would usually only choose the nearest town (be it Zara or 
Kangal) from which to get supplies. These details are explained by Aram Haigaz in his memoirs, Four Years in the 
Mountains of Kurdistan, 259. 

502 Some new Scholars have investigated foreign relief operations and limits of the Ottoman government in 
containing the food and care crisis. See Emrah Şahin, Faithful Encounters: Authorities and American Missionaries 
in the Ottoman Empire (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2018); Ellinor Morack, The Dowry of the 
State? The Politics of Abandoned Property and Population Exchange in Turkey, 1921-45 (Bamberg: University of 
Bamberg Press, 2017); and Geoffrey F. Gresh and Tugrul Keskin, eds., U.S. Foreign Policy in the Middle East: 
From American Missionaries to the Islamic State (New York: Routledge, 2018).  
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Throughout Anatolia, news of Harbord’s itinerary was well-disseminated. When the Zara 

admissions committee apologized to Harbord for meeting him the morning after his arrival, they 

were not only remorseful at potentially offending the American general but concerned that 

Harbord might have spoken with people away from the watchful eyes of Major Suleiman and his 

officers.503 They strove to express Turkish hardship, while controlling the narrative to convey 

that Anatolia was nonetheless stable and secure under Ottoman authority.  

Thus, while Harbord and the main party observed a bustling market day on the main streets of 

Zara, it was not wholly representative of all towns beyond the battlefields. To learn about the 

local conditions in villages where taxes and the Ottoman governmental system had created 

destitution, the lower ranking officers on the AMMA conducted unannounced side trips through 

the interior.504 They found that “villagers were practically the serfs of land-owners residing in 

the city,” and many faced dire circumstances because they had no access to paying work or 

credit, even though their location, nearer to the Black Sea, had a large harvest to thresh that 

year.505 Apart from food shortages, of the nearly one million people who passed through the 

region during the war, many carried deadly diseases. Cholera, poverty, hunger, typhoid, and 

typhus became epidemics.506 Not everyone who was part of this mass migration away from the 

Ottoman fronts remained in Anatolia. But for many of the peasants who crowded into interior 

villages, they overwhelmed local supplies and caused severe shortages in areas that were 

 
503 In his personal account of the American Military Mission to Armenia, Khachadoorian described instances where 
Armenian residents were kept from speaking with him or interviewed later by Ottoman authorities. 

504 Image 3.1 shows the side trips conducted by other mission members. The towns between Sivas and Samsun, and 
between Erzurum and Trebizond, informed the Americans of conditions facing peasants in rural villages.  

505 Letter from LTC John Price Jackson, “Memorandum Report to General Harbord” on board the USS Martha 
Washington in Batoum, 7 October 1919 (NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/317, page 2). 

506 “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” compiled by Genelkurmay Askeri Tarih ve 
Stratejik Etüt (ATASE) Başkanlığı Yayınları (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basımevi, 2011), 83. 
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previously able to sustain their citizens.507  

In Merzifon, less than 70 miles from the port city of Samsun, the local hospital director 

explained to Lieutenant Colonel Jackson how the Armenians and Greeks suffered greatly in the 

surrounding area and the village Turk was in just as pitiable a condition.508 Disease was rife for 

all of the rural villagers, and they had no access to schools, doctors, or even midwives. Even in 

places that were not occupied by the Ottoman or Russian armies, the mission members estimated 

that a minimum of ten percent of the population had been lost to wartime condition.509 Dr. White 

assented to this information and gave several “examples of Turks who were in as much fear by 

reason of present circumstances, as are the Armenians.”510 According to Ottoman records from 

1918, the list of village conditions between Kemah and Çardaklı varied from destroyed and 

completely uninhabited to marginally suitable for settlement.511 By 1919, many of these local 

spaces had not been repaired at all and, to the mission members, they resembled the same 

condition they had a year earlier. Resident numbers ranged from two families to 2,500 people 

occupying only 80 houses – conditions that point to the homelessness even in towns that were 

 
507 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 437. 

508 Dr. J. K. Marden, director of the Mersifon Hospital told this to LTC Jackson to include in the statement prepared 
for Harbord, 23 September 1919, page 3; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/317. 

509 “Table 2,” of population of the six Armenian vilayets in 1918, from Khachadoorian’s papers, ARF Archives, 
Massachusetts. 

510 September 23, 1919, Marsovan; “Dr. George E. White, President of Anatolia College, Marsovan, in essence gave 
the following information-, prepared by LTC Jackson for Harbord as an appendix to his previous memorandum; 
NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/317, page 3. In his own memoirs, British Prime Minister David Lloyd George also 
remarked on how the “desperate tangle” of populations was persistent in Anatolian towns and the various identity 
groups were hopelessly mixed up, exposing Turks, Greeks, Armenian, Kurds, and others to the same devastating 
conditions. Memoirs of the Peace Conference, Vol. 2, 650. 

511 Kemah is approximately 35 miles southeast of Refahiye and the area in question by the Ottoman sources spanned 
southeast through Tunceli and the area inhabited by the Dersim Kurds, across the Euphrates and south to Çardaklı 
on the northern bortder of Diyarbekır province. 
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spared by the clashing armies.512 Though the massacres deliberately targeted Armenian life, the 

Turks in the Anatolian provinces also faced a significant diminution, with numbers of over 750 

thousand individuals dead.513 This illustrates how in smaller places where Harbord directed 

officers to investigate apart from the main party, different details of life came to light.  

While Jackson and his party observed village conditions on their way north to the sea, 

Harbord continued along the eastbound highway, spending a few hours of the afternoon in 

Suşehri, a small town just 68 miles north of Zara. In town, the mission members interviewed the 

governor, Ourfi Bey, as well as other local Turkish, Armenian, and Greek elites.514 Always 

observant to the Armenian condition, Khachadoorian noticed that there was no evidence of 

Armenian families living in Zara, but when they arrived in Suşehri, the Armenian and Greek 

deputies were anxiously waiting for them, seeking the same opportunity to share their stories 

with Harbord.515 Mr. Julfaian sought out Khachadoorian to explain how only 500 Armenians had 

returned from the deportations and very few had managed to reclaim their property through the 

tedious, bureaucratic process. The mission members also learned that many Armenian orphans 

and young girls resided with local Muslim families, having surrendered their identity for 

safety.516 The human devastation wrought by war deprived children and young adults of vital 

 
512 Report of “The appropriateness of the villages between Kemah Strait and Çardaklı for settlement,” in Armenian 
Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 104-105 (original photocopies on pages 407-409). 

513 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 6. 

514 Apart from Ourfi Bey, the other Turks included the town Kadi, Ahmed Taher Effendi, municipal councilman, 
Hassam Effendi, Gendarme commander, Captain Ali, military depot commander Lieutenant Ommam, Mal Mundiri, 
Tayar Effendi, and Mufti, Ali Imanel. The Armenians included Mr. Gaspar Surmenian and Mr. Aleksan Julfaian. 
Priest Anastas represented the local Greeks to the mission members. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, 
Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 4; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96; 
full Armenian names from Khatchadorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets 
Hayq),” 130. 

515 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 

516 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 
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social mentorship that their communities had taken for granted.517 Of the survivors, Armenian 

and Muslim alike, it was on this youngest generation that the challenge of reconstruction fell.  

The visit to Suşehri was brief, for the mission members had many more miles to travel before 

reaching Erzincan. Though the landscape began as grassy and filled with wildflowers, it rapidly 

changed to rolling hills and boulder-strewn plains, with the occasional glimpse of the Euphrates 

River gorge carving through the plateau to the south. As soon as they passed through Refahiye, 

which had been the Russian limit of advance, the scars of human and physical destruction 

dominated the landscape. Ottoman peasants had fled from the advancing Russians, leaving the 

Anatolian space to the east depopulated by 75 percent.518 Harbord later wrote how “the ruined 

villages are undoubtedly due to Turkish deviltry.”519 He made this statement having read the 

reports of Jackson and others about the widespread nature of suffering Ottoman peasants, yet 

Harbord attributed this entirely to the state for abandoning the needs of its citizens. Later on, the 

trauma caused by Russian and Armenian troops would become apparent, but the devastation the 

mission members observed in Ottoman-held territory would shape Harbord’s recommendations 

about the necessity for a mandate. As the last town on the itinerary before they reached the battle 

zone, even a brief afternoon in Suşehri was enough to solidify the Americans’ perceptions of the 

Ottoman government’s inability to sustain its people.  

 
517 The social links that connected generations within communities was severed by World War I and the Armenian 
deportations. Alexanian described how he experienced the direct impact of this as a young man, charged with 
leading his family even before joining the Ottoman Army. Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, xxi-xxii. 

518 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 437. 

519 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” International Conciliation, 283. 
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Image 5.1 – Landscape contrast between Zara and Erzincan.520 

 
Apart from the desolate villages and towns, travel through the treeless country also exposed the 

dire reconstruction challenges that faced local leaders. It was clear from the landscape that no 

crops had been raised for years, coal and fuel were unattainable, and the roads were going to 

ruin, having been through several severe winters without repair.521 Rough and reminiscent of 

death, the road bore the Ottoman and Russian Armies through four years of campaigns on the 

Caucasian Front. The resurgent outbreak of the Russian Revolution may have been the only 

thing to save the Ottoman Army from disaster, but for the people in this part of Anatolia, it 

brought a new wave of desperate and traumatized soldiers through their towns.522 The Ottomans 

had lost many soldiers here due to their inability to properly supply their troops.523 Moseley 

remarked how even while the soldiers possessed very little in terms of medical care and food, the 

local people also endured a life that was “absolutely devoid of the thousand and one things we 

 
520 Images taken in June 2022 by the author.  

521 Dispatch from Polk to the United States Secretary of State, based on summary of Harbord’s mission, given in 
person upon his arrival in Paris on 25 October 1919, 2; NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/18.   

522 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 438. 

523 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 
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consider very ordinary comforts.”524 The mission members finally stopped for the evening on the 

outskirts of Erzincan near a town called Ekecik. Half of the buildings were completely destroyed 

and there were almost no men at all.525  In the morning they would drive the last 35 miles into 

the city over the broken road, where holes from artillery and military carriages delayed the 

American trucks as they picked their way through the valley.  

A Desperate Force 

Erzincan sits at the base of the Otlukbeli range on a narrow plain connected to the Euphrates 

River with views of the Dersim mountains to the south.526 The geographic isolation plaguing this 

part of Eastern Anatolia made logistics incredibly challenging and limited local access to 

professional services like medical care and engineering. This meant that after years of enduring 

battlefield conditions, the surviving population in Erzincan still lacked means of communications 

to voice their needs to their government and were overlooked in terms of relief support during 

the postwar reconstruction period. When Harbord arrived on 23 September 1919, it was the 

supply challenges and physical wreckage that predominantly contributed to residual trauma for 

the city residents.  

 The supply challenges were at the forefront of issues that the city and military officials 

wished to explain to Harbord.527 They had petitioned to the central Ottoman government to 

 
524 There was a single road through the mountains to the north that all Ottoman supplies had to travel for access to 
the Black Sea ports. Since the Russians controlled Trebizond, however, all supplies had to take the long, overland 
route through Anatolia. Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 22 September 1919. 

525 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 

526 The military records of the Ottoman Army during World War I describe the strategic importance of Erzincan, 
which, coupled with Erzurum, were the gateway into the Anatolian interior. “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu 
Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri” (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basımevi, 2011), by Genelkurmay Askeri Tarih ve Stratejik 
Etüt (ATASE) Başkanlığı Yayınları, 4. 

527 In Erzincan, the local elites who shared their experiences with Harbord and his team included the Mutasariff, 
Eshaf Bey; Lieutenant Colonel Ismail; Kadi Ahmed Effendi; Major Baki; Major Akif; Major Adel; Mal Mudiri, 
Nabi Bey; Health Officer, Avni Bey; Justice Nazib Bey; Civil Engineer, Avni Effendi; Municipal Councilman, 
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redistribute wheat from more fortunate regions and import seed for immediate sowing, since this 

part of Eastern Anatolia supported winter wheat. But the bureaucrats in Constantinople had not 

taken action and it would take weeks for wheat, seed, and any other supplies to be brought in by 

wagons and pack animals – with the nearest ports over two hundred miles away.528 The tragic 

reality, however, was that even if seed could arrive in time to sow, scorched earth replaced the 

once-fertile environs and the men who could have revived the agricultural industry were all dead 

or still serving with Army.529 Prior to the war, 75% of the population worked in agriculture, and 

the remaining 25% in trade.530 By September 1919, the survivors, most of whom were women 

and children, desperately needed ongoing assistance.531 Even though Ottoman authorities had 

failed to revive the city since they had reoccupied it a year and half earlier, they still attributed 

the dire situation to the invading armies who destroyed the fields in their advances and retreats.  

This situation seemed more severe when municipal councilman Khalil Bey showed the 

mission members the demographical statistics for the city. The population had been stripped 

down from 148,000 to 84,691 residents since 1914. Though the councilman conceded that the 

Ottoman authorities had deported 9,000 Armenians, he was keen to emphasize the 36,000 Turks 

who had fled, joined the Army, or perished by the hands of the Russian and Armenian 

 
Khalil Bey; Kurd Chieftain, Khalil Ajha; Mehmed Ali Bey; Nustriti Bey; Toffic Bey; Abdullah Bey; Kerim Bey; a 
Greek Priest; and two Armenians, Mr. Arashak and Mr. Avetis. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian 
and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 5; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96; and 
Armenian representatives names from Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater 
Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. Also notable is that throughout his notes, Khachadoorian often included the Armenian 
names for the places the mission members visited – in the case of Erzincan, he referred to it as Yerznka. 

528 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 191. 

529 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 131. 

530 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 

531 Though the officials in Erzincan blamed the Russian and Armenian troops for destroying the surrounding towns 
and fields, the Ottoman troops had also advanced and retreated through the region, leaving death and destruction in 
their own wake as well. 
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occupiers.532 With a fifth of Erzincan facing starvation, the city officials’ primary concern was 

finding a way to save their people. They hoped that the AMMA could influence NER to establish 

a local branch – ironically, however, their method of impressing Harbord and earning his 

attention involved a sumptuous dinner, while peasants suffered outside on the city streets. 

The military commanders were keen to express their perspective as well and gave Harbord an 

overview of Erzincan’s wartime experience.533 Among the delegation, Lieutenant Colonel 

Ismail, three Majors, and the officer in charge of medical affairs, Avni Bey, all echoed the 

civilian leaders’ concerns that access to food and medical supplies were necessary for the local 

people to survive the winter.534 While the ranking officer toured Harbord around the old 

Ottoman and Russian positions in the city, Avni Bey explained to Moseley how the Ottoman 

“effort here is a sad story of poor organization and leadership, lack of supplies, typhus fever,” 

and a litany of other challenges.535 Early in the war, Ottoman officers villainized local 

Armenians for threatening provision channels by “forming gangs, pillaging and plundering the 

depots.”536 Paired with accusations of jeopardizing security, this acute threat to the Ottoman war 

 
532 According to Khalil Bey, before the war in Erzincan there were 97,000 Turks, 32,700 Kurds, 15,900 Armenians, 
and 2,400 Greeks; while after the war there were 61,000 Turks, 23,000 Kurds, 490 Armenians, and 201 Greeks. 
Approximately 9,000 Armenians had been exiled to Kharput and Diyarbekır, while the remaining 6,500 Armenians 
were in the Ottoman Army or had left for the United States. Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr 
Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 

533 At the start of the war in 1914, the Ottomans advanced through Erzincan to the Front. After they were defeated at 
Sarıkamış, the Ottomans began their yearlong retreat to the interior with the Russians close at their heels. Fighting 
progressed along the frontiers with Russia and Iran through 1916, when the Russians occupied Erzurum in March, 
and then took Erzincan without a fight in July. It would not be until the February Revolution in 1917 and the 
Russian withdrawal that the Ottomans would move to retake Erzincan from the Armenians who occupied the city 
once the Russians left. For a comprehensive coverage of World War I between the Ottomans and Russians, refer to 
Allen and Muratoff’s Caucasian Battlefields. 

534 “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 
5; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

535 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 23 September 1919. 

536 Mahmut Kamil Pasha, report labeled “Secret and Personal” from the Ministry of Defense, Department of 
Correspondences, Office of Correspondences, “Code received from Mahmut Kamil Pasha, Commander of the 3rd 
Army, dated June 19, 1915,” in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 1, 187 (original 
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effort contributed to requests from local commanders to civilian governors in Erzincan, Erzurum, 

and other Eastern Anatolian cities, to “relocate” Armenians to Syria and Mesopotamia.537 Then, 

once the Armenians had been killed or deported and the battles on the Caucasian Front raged, 

Ottoman soldiers requisitioned any available stocks from the city residents.538 With the depleted 

Army relying on contributions of money and linens, while quartering in family homes, food and 

medicines ran out.539 For civilian and soldier alike, everyone in the area suffered from Ottoman 

unpreparedness. 

As Erzincan changed hands, first to the Russians when they occupied the city in July 1916, 

and then to the Armenians after the 1917 February Revolution in Petrograd sparked the Russian 

withdrawal, the waves of trauma broke in quick succession. First, the retreating Ottoman Army 

moved through the city, claiming any supplies left to sustain their depleted force. The Turkish 

and Kurdish citizens followed, fleeing the advancing Russians and vengeful Armenians for the 

relative safety of the interior. At a constant trickle, the wounded veterans came next, seeking 

rehabilitation and respite on their lonely marches home.540 Moseley remarked how the invalids 

were among the most pitiful of the travelers, having surrendered their hearts to the cause and 

sacrificed their limbs to frostbite, the lucky ones were simply told to walk home.541 Many died 

on the roadside, painting a trail of blood that stretched nearly 250 miles across Eastern Anatolia.  

 
photocopy on page 475). 

537 Mahmut Kamil Pasha, “Secret and Personal,” in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, 188 
(original photocopy on page 475). In the letter, it appeared as though the Ottoman Army would issue deportation 
orders to local commanders, but the governors were the authorities who approved order execution (tacitly or 
explicitly was unclear) in their municipalities. 

538 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 39, 33.  

539 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 33. 

540 Alexanian, Forced into Genocide, 39. 

541 Moseley, “The Mission to the Near East,” diary entry 23 September 1919. 
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When the Armenians controlled Erzincan in early 1918,542 they relied on Russian provisions, 

which they distributed among approximately 100 Armenian families. The Turkish and Kurdish 

families that remained lived in separate districts and had no access to kerosene or food to sustain 

themselves through the winter.543 3,500 Armenian soldiers roamed the city, with 200 constantly 

keeping watch over the church square to limit access to the depots there. Others manned artillery 

and patrolled the Muslim districts, seizing any provisions that the residents had coveted away.544 

Meanwhile, the Armenian families had working kilns to bake their own bread from the safety of 

their homes, yet this was typical of life during the war years. As power ebbed and flowed the 

various groups lived in tumultuous uncertainty, benefitting from their moments in control and 

suffering on the other side. Still, according to contemporary foreign observers and news outlets 

that had appealed to Western European and American sentiments, the budding narrative of 

World War I’s devastating effects in Anatolia ruthlessly abandoned Turkish trauma and survival. 

With Harbord’s visit, the local Turks were willing to entrust the American officers with their 

stories, hoping to preserve their own place in international memory of the war. 

Even in 1919, over a year since the Ottomans reclaimed the city, access to supplies plagued 

the army. Local officers sought guidance from Mustafa Kemal, but the Nationalists had limited 

 
542 The dates of Armenian control are estimates, since the Russian Army’s withdrawal extended from March through 
December 1917, and even in December there were some Russian elements still manning artillery and other military 
services in key cities like Erzurum and Kars. The Armenians likely assumed full control of the defenses at Erzincan 
by autumn 1917 and would retreat towards the Caucasus in February 1918, when the Ottoman Army began their 
reoccupation advance. 

543 İsmail Hakkı, letter from Militia Commander İsmail Hakkı in Mezraa, to the 36th Caucasus Division Command, 
3 February 1918; letter includes “testimonies of the 40 soldiers who have managed to escape from Erzincan in the 
night of February 2/3, 1918,” in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 104 (original 
photocopies on 407-409). 

544 İsmail Hakkı, letter from Militia Commander İsmail Hakkı in Mezraa, to the 36th Caucasus Division Command, 
3 February 1918; letter includes “testimonies of the 40 soldiers who have managed to escape from Erzincan in the 
night of February 2/3, 1918,” in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 103-104 (original 
photocopies on 407-409). 
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control over infrastructure and industry. Kazım Karabekir, who commanded the XV Corps in 

nearby Erzurum, reported coded telegrams (which his troops had intercepted) that revealed how 

Ottoman officials considered destroying industrial production to block products like wheat and 

barley from leaving the capital region and supplying the hopeless populace in Eastern 

Anatolia.545 The lower-ranking Army officers who spoke with the mission members had no more 

control over distribution of food and basic medicines than they had over the future of the region. 

They waited just as anxiously alongside the starving peasants, putting their faith in the local 

leaders they could see and hear, not in amorphous claims for self-determination coming from 

hundreds of miles away. In their minds, the call of nationalism was nice, but bigger problems 

were already nearing as the autumn air grew colder during those late September nights. 

Besides the devastating human conditions confronting the people of Erzincan, the mission 

members took copious notes about the physical destruction as well. After years of advancing and 

retreating troops, paired with its fair share of battles, the city was scarred. A local civil engineer, 

Avni Effendi, along with other Turkish leaders described how even after the Russian withdrawal, 

daily skirmishes between the Armenian occupiers and Dersim Kurds made reconstruction efforts 

impossible.546 The fighters destroyed homes, detonated bridges, and contributed to the persistent 

rubble. Compared with the towns in Western France that had been leveled by artillery and the 

 
545 The targeted industrial production facilities were in Sakarya, the province connecting İstanbul with the rest of 
Anatolia. Kazım Karabekir, telegram from XV Corps in Erzurum to XX Corps Command, 1 September 1919, TİTE, 
K:301/G:78/B:1.   

546 In Caucasian Battlefields, Allen and Muratoff describe the skirmishes in Erzincan between the Armenian 
National Army and the Dersim Kurds – which lasted until the Ottomans reoccupied the city on 24 February 1918, 
459-461. Additionally, Dr. Güzen Çaykıran represents a new wave of Turkish scholars interested in studying the 
Armenian Question and the history of relations between various groups at the end of the Ottoman empire. Using 
Ottoman documents from the military archives in Ankara, she investigated Armenian and Kurdish relations for her 
Ph.D., which she completed in 2020. Her findings were published in Erzurum, Van, Bitlis Vilayetlerinde Ermeni-
Kürt İlişkileri (1908-1920) (Ankara, HECE Yayınları, 2021) and she, among other scholars, continue asking new 
questions about inter-ethnic relations in former Ottoman space. 
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barren stretches of no-man’s-land, this was a city where residents without means to flee were 

forced to endure the war for years on end. Having witnessed the physical effects of battle 

firsthand at Belleau Wood and Chateau-Thierry, Harbord still summoned his most sobering 

language to describe the appalling loss that had befallen Eastern Anatolia.547    

Furthermore, the physical destruction of city infrastructure had directly instigated health and 

sanitation conditions. With fewer buildings to accommodate the soldiers, local families, and 

displaced people, congestion bred disease. Colonel Beeuwkes explained in his appendix how, as 

the weather grew colder, the poorer families would permanently close their windows and plaster 

up their homes to preserve what heat they could. This exacerbated the negative effects of poor 

ventilation by “shutting out light and air and increasing the incidence of vermin.”548 The local 

people would huddle together to keep warm, perpetuating individual cases of lice and harboring 

masses of flies, fleas, ticks, and bedbugs.549 Spotted Typhoid, a disease passed by lice, became 

an epidemic among soldiers and civilians alike.550 Harbord learned from the local commanders 

that six hundred thousand Ottoman soldiers had died from typhus alone, especially after they lost 

their vaccine stocks to the Russians.551 Before the Ottomans first retreated from Erzincan, there 

were city facilities to disinfect linens and clothing for the soldiers and residents. Yet artillery had 

destroyed the disinfecting facilities and in 1919, there were no ovens available to treat clothing – 

 
547 Harbord, Telegram to Bristol and Polk from Tiflis, 6 October 1919, 1; NARA M820, Roll 232, 184.021/307. 

548 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 16 October 1919, 4. 

549 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 16 October 1919, 4, 8.  

550 “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” 71. 

551 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 283; Dispatch from Polk (AMMISSION) to SecState based on 
summary of Harbord’s mission, 25 October 1919, 1, NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/18; and “Birinci Dünya 
Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” 76. 
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leaving the people to risk typhoid in their lice-infested clothes, or go without and freeze.552 As 

the municipal and military leaders guided the mission members through the streets, they 

emphasized how reconstruction was at the top of their priority list – second only to preventing 

starvation – for if they could manage to repair buildings for housing and medical facilities they 

may be able to deal with the deplorable state of sanitation that was plaguing the residents.  

The final area where Erzincan needed immediate aid was fuel. With coal or wood to heat their 

homes, the local people would have risked illness from insufficient ventilation to increase their 

chances of surviving the freezing temperatures typical on the high plateau. Unfortunately, even 

though the Russian Army had understood the necessity of fuel in the region, they had prioritized 

railways and roads to supply their soldiers and had not planted new forests.553 So, from Erzincan 

to Sarıkarmış, the landscape was bare and local people had already mined most of the roots to 

burn.554 For the current residents, they could mix animal dung with straw for fuel (risking 

disease) or, if there were no animals, they could scavenge wood from buildings. On the road to 

Erzincan, the mission members observed deserted mud villages where local people destroyed 

remaining structures to get at floor beams for firewood.555 The peasants who had fled those 

villages would return to find their homes destroyed and the timbers they had brought from great 

distances gone. 

 Before Harbord arrived, the municipal leaders in Erzincan had to rely on the Ottoman Army 

to support the ailing residents, since no civil medical services were available. Since January 

 
552 “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” 71. 

553 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

554 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

555 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 191. 
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1917, the Third Army Medical Corps was responsible for fighting infectious diseases in the city 

to prevent the local people from spreading infections to the soldiers.556 Once the Ottomans 

signed the Mudros Armistice, medical officers remained to operate the military hospital and take 

on the constant flow of patients, both wounded veterans and suffering civilians. Seeing these 

positive effects of military presence encouraged Harbord to recommend a mandatory occupation 

– which further encouraged local leaders to put their faith in American aid.557  

 
Image 5.2 –Erzincan Military Hospital Doctors Preparing for a Surgery.558 

 
With the immediate danger of winter, the local leaders in Erzincan were especially concerned 

with finding solutions to the human and physical devastation from World War I so their cities 

 
556 “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” 82-83. 

557 In practice, Harbord’s recommendation would require sanitation troops among the first wave of support, along 
with marines and infantry trained for expeditionary missions and cavalry troops to bolster rural constabularies. 
Though the Nationalists were clear in their opposition to foreign occupation forces, the local leaders in Erzincan 
were willing to accept aid in any shape or form. Harbord, American Military Mission to Armenia,” International 
Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 302-303. 

558 “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” 181. 
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might survive the coming months. After patiently listening to each tragic detail, the mission 

members began to notice subtle undercurrents to the local story. A collective feeling of 

desperation distracted individual bids for power and, instead, municipal and military leaders 

cooperated and relied on each other. Leveraging external connections within their Ottoman space 

and presenting shared stories of recent suffering under the Russian and Armenian occupations 

were now possible because Turkish elites controlled the city and most residents were Turkish or 

Kurdish. The mission members noticed a trending theme that despite the verifiable accounts of 

Ottoman inhumanity throughout Anatolia, in places like Erzincan, “where Armenians advanced 

and retired with the Russians their retaliatory cruelties unquestionably rivaled the Turks.”559 

Further complicating this new narrative was the fact that there were still around 490 Armenians 

living in Erzincan who also depended on local leaders for supplies and security; Mr. Arashak and 

Mr. Avetis represented them at the events attended by Harbord.560 It appeared to the mission 

members that the threat of violence had passed and although the memory battle continued to play 

out, there was no evidence that atrocities persisted in Erzincan in September 1919. With winter 

looming, all of the city residents had to reconcile their residual trauma together, whether their 

national representatives in Constantinople and Paris could determine their future destiny or not.  

Of course, though they were willing to quell their anger to preserve stability for the present, 

the leaders in Erzincan did not miss their opportunity to tell Harbord that their worst suffering 

occurred at the hands of the Armenians. Harbord, Moseley, and Khachadoorian all wrote in their 

diaries how they had been convinced that, at least in this part of Eastern Anatolia where the 

Armenians tasted power as the occupying force, they were guilty of massacre and treachery 

 
559 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 283. 

560 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 130. 
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too.561 From the past decades of watching their people suffer, succumbing first to the Hamidian 

Massacres and then to the deportations, the Armenians could neither forgive nor forget, and took 

their revenge on local Kurds and Turks who lived in their path.562 Harbord wrote, the Armenian 

“memory is long, and reprisals are due and will doubtless be made if opportunity offers,” which 

is precisely what happened.563 The Armenian volunteers and irregulars who joined the Russians 

during the war, had readily committed atrocities, just as had been committed against them.564  

In some cases, municipal leaders also accused the Russians of enticing criminal behavior 

while they still led the occupying forces of Erzincan years earlier. Turkish residents who had 

recently returned to the city remembered fleeing south into the mountains when some soldiers 

gathered local Muslims for Armenian committees to kill.565 They claimed that Russian 

authorities permitted rape, pillaging, and other insults to occur.566 Case after case, the local 

leaders intended that every successive example in their prepared remarks would convince 

 
561 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 98. 

562 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 98. Kurds in the Hamidian Regiments contributed to many of the 
massacres of Armenians during the 1890s, while the Ottoman Turks are primarily to blame for the 1915 
deportations. For more details on the history of Armenian massacres in the Ottoman space at the turn of the 
twentieth century, refer to Ronald Grigor Suny, Fatma Müge Göçek, and Norman M. Naimark, eds., A Question of 
Genocide: Armenians and Turks at the End of the Ottoman Empire (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011); Peter 
Balakian, The Burning Tigris: The Armenian Genocide and America’s Response (New York: HarperCollins 
Publishers, 2003); and Selim Deringil, The Well-Protected Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power in the 
Ottoman Empire, 1876-1909 (London: I.B. Tauris, 2011).   

563 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 296. 

564 Mr. Hewilkie was one of the British bankers that Cumberland interviewed during the mission. Cumberland 
described his “opinion of the Armenians [as] almost ludicrous.” That “he is so violently anti-Armenian – and admits 
it – that the British laughingly accuse him of organizing the Armenian massacres.” Mr. Cumberland’s interview with 
British Mr. Hewilkie, 29 September 1919, NARA, M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365. 

565 Ahmet Izzet, Caucasus Armies Group Commander, Letter to the Ottoman Army Command Headquarters, 
numbered 883, 9-10 May 1917, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 81 (original 
photocopies on page 383). 

566 Ahmet Izzet, Caucasus Armies Group Commander, Letter to the Ottoman Army Command Headquarters, 
numbered 883, 9-10 May 1917, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 81 (original 
photocopies on page 383). 
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Harbord that the Armenians did not have a monopoly on trauma and their tragic stories were just 

as worthy of international sympathy.567   

Much like the Turkish residents, the local Kurds challenged the mission members to accept 

the resounding evidence that Armenians were capable of unimaginable violence as well. Khalil 

Agha, a Kurdish Chieftain, attested that Kurds had suffered the same maltreatment as the Turks. 

On their way out of Erzincan, Kurds stopped the mission members to plea for protection and 

help returning “to their homes before the onset of a hard winter.”568 In his final report, Harbord 

cemented sentiments about the Kurds “with tears in their eyes,” who claimed “that many of their 

people were massacred under the most cruel circumstances by Armenian irregulars.”569 The 

Armenians allegedly committed these atrocities openly, including against women and children, 

who were occasionally gathered together in the church square for such purposes.570 It was clear 

why descriptions of such inhuman activity jarred the mission members. Though many of them 

had fought World War I in France and all had listened to stories of Ottoman-inflicted massacres, 

in witnessing astonishing violence perpetrated against all Anatolians regardless of their identity, 

it was hard for the Americans to accept that such trauma could penetrate a region so entirely. 

 As darkness fell on 23 September, Harbord and his team left Erzincan to spend the night just 

 
567 Even today, the Republic of Turkey’s origin story is grounded in tragic memories of World War I and the 
National Struggle. Peyami Safa alludes to these ideas in his Reflections on the Turkish Revolution, Translated by 
Professor Yuluğ Tekin Kurat (Ankara: Atatürk Supreme Council for Culture, Languge and History, Atatürk 
Research Center, 1999). In Recovering Armenia: The Limits of Belonging in Post-Genocide Turkey, Lerna 
Ekmekçioğlu also deals with how Turkey’s national origin story prevents reconciliation with Armenians (Stanford: 
Stanford University Press, 2016).  

568 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 99. 

569 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 296. 

570 İsmail Hakkı, Militia Commander, Letter to the 36th Caucasus Division Command describing the testimonies of 
40 soldiers who escaped Erzincan on the night of 2/3 February 1918, in Armenian Activities in the Archive 
Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 104 (original photocopies pages 407-409). 
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beyond the city limits near a mineral spring along the highway. Another hundred feet away sat a 

hot sulfur spring that would have thrived in the United States as a lucrative recreation center – a 

small feature that emphasized to the mission members how progress was truly stalled on the 

scarred battlegrounds and survival was the priority.571 There was no time for the local leaders to 

compete for individual power because, for the resident elites of Erzincan, the best justification of 

their legitimacy lay in their ability to secure external relief and recognition. Thus, they treated 

the question of food with the solemnity and seriousness it warranted. Harbord later described 

how the emergency of impending starvation was difficult to explain, as was the touching faith 

the people of Erzincan had “that this mission of a few Americans could help them both 

materially and politically.”572 This was the best explanation for the banner displayed outside a 

municipal building, which bore acknowledgement of Wilson’s declaration of hope for self-

determined people. Compared to Sivas, Turkish Nationalism had only passed through.573 As a 

waypoint along the highway, for armies, delegations, and investigators alike, Erzincan was a 

quintessential representation of the residual human and physical devastation in 1919 Anatolia.  

 
571 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 131. 

572 Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party,” 191. 

573 Just as Harbord had passed through Erzincan and spent a night camped there on his journey through Anatolia, 
Mustafa Kemal Pasha also spent a night in Erzincan only three weeks before Harbord’s visit – he too was on an 
important journey from Erzurum to Sivas, as the Nationalist movement was just beginning to take shape. He likely 
visited Erzincan on 1 September 1919. Kazım Karabekir, telegram from XV Corps in Erzurum to XX Corps 
Command, 1 September 1919, TİTE, K:301/G:78/B:1. 
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Image 5.3 – Cloth banner bearing the words “Vive l’Art.12 des Principes de Wilson.”574 

 
The Lonely Road Ahead 

The spring where the mission members camped outside Erzincan represented a small place of 

solace among the devastated environment that would shape the rest of their journey through 

Eastern Anatolia. On the eastbound highway, the vast plain that separated Erzincan and Erzurum 

was empty. Soldiers who had survived battles with injuries, were sent to walk home along this 

road, often dying along the way. As advancing and retreating armies crashed through the region, 

even more soldiers died. Thus far, Harbord’s team had heard from leaders and elites from local 

through the international levels, Ottoman officers, clergymen and relief workers, and even some 

peasants, but the soldiers would not bear witness before the American officers – choosing to 

yield to their own superiors rather than relive the trauma, loss, and defeat. The Ottoman soldiers 

were the first group of people that did not share their experiences with the AMMA – perhaps 

because, before the mission members, they felt shame in defeat or, with their trials far from over, 

 
574 The banner photographed was displayed outside a government building in Erzincan by Ottoman soldiers. 
Photograph from “The Papers of Frank R. McCoy (Armenia Mission)” Folder 1, Box 69, inside a Black Bound 
Book compiled by McCoy, titled “Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia,” Manuscripts Division, 
Madison Building of the Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 
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they were resigned to their service in its present form and saw no need to appeal to Harbord. For 

the surviving veterans who found their ways home, it had been less than a year since they had 

fought in terrible, bloody battles. They might have wanted to blend back into the communities as 

best they could, though their badly frostbitten limbs kept visible reminders of their service for all 

to see.575 For the dead, native wildflowers now covered their eternal resting places. The rural 

country deterred residents from venturing too far from civilization and the space resonated a 

plaintive atmosphere that aptly shrouded visitors in a melancholy veil. 

By September 1919, the Ottoman Army was a dismal skeleton of its former might. The troops 

that were left manned batteries and provided security in and around the cities. Soldiers had spent 

the past year burying their martyrs, enemy dead, and animal carcasses that scattered the area.576 

Local Kurds had been enlisted by both sides during the final stages of war to clear corpses and 

move equipment. In one instance, during the final Armenian retreat from Erzincan to Erzurum, 

civilian Kurds maintained logistics support lines and covered wagons.577 They cared for a 

convoy of artillery guns that would be added to the fortifications at Erzurum.  After 130 miles 

travel along the same route that the mission members would follow 18 months later, the Kurds 

arrived on the outskirts of Erzurum. As they stopped to rest, “Armenian deserters and the troops 

started to kill those Kurds,” ceasing only when some Russian officers intervened.578 Thus for 

 
575 For ten years after World War I, “badly frostbitten men were a common sight in the streets of Caucasian towns.” 
Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 342. 

576 Letter from Erzurum Governor to Third Army Commander asking him to deal with carcasses around Erzincan, 
31 March 1916, in “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” 92. Turks refer to the soldiers 
killed in World War I as martyrs, for they fought the Sultan’s jihad (holy war). 

577 Yarbay Tverdohlebof, Gördüklerim Yaşadıklarım (I Witnessed and Lived Through), Lieutenant Colonel 
Tverdohlebof’s diaries were translated into Turkish, English, and French from the original Russian, with 
handwritten photocopies included in final portion of the book (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basımevi, 2007), 52. 

578 Tverdohlebof, Gördüklerim Yaşadıklarım (I Witnessed and Lived Through), 52. 
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many soldiers and civilians, the road here was a harrowing place to avoid the fresh scars of war.  

 
Images 5.4 and 5.5 – View from Erzincan looking south toward the Dersim Mountains.579 

 
With haunting memories, the mission followed the road through the interior plateaus. Setting out 

from their peaceful camp by the spring, to the south they could see the Dersim Mountains, where 

the Kurds who had supported the Armenian retreat (described above) had lived. The Dersim 

Kurds had a fraught relationship with their Anatolian neighbors, having aligned with Ottomans, 

Russians, and Armenians at different points throughout World War I.580 Those same Kurds were 

employed by the Ottoman Army during their retreat from Erzurum in February 1916. The 

irregular troops had been a critical component of the Ottoman defenses between Erzincan and 

Kiği, all along the front to the mountains.581 But when the Ottomans evacuated Erzincan in early 

July 1916, they abandoned the Kurdish irregulars to endure the thrust of the Russian Army – 

 
579 Image 5.4 is from June 2022, photographed by the author; Image 5.5 is from Moseley’s record of “Mountains 
Near Erzinjan,” Item 3, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. Both images show the view from the Erzincan mineral 
springs, just east of the city where the mission members camped on 23 September 1919, looking south toward the 
Dersim Mountains in the distance. “Dersim” is present-day Tunceli province in Turkey. 

580 Scholars continue to debate whether events in 1938 constituted a Dersim genocide or ethnocide of the Turkish 
Army against the Kurds, but this is just another moment in the tumultuous regional history. For more details, editors 
Erdal Gezik and Ahmet Kerim Gültekin, along with four other scholars, compiled Kurdish Alevis and the Case of 
Dersim: Historical and Contemporary Insights (New York: Lexington Books, 2019) on the Dersim Kurds. 

581 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 390. 
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explaining why the Kurds first shifted their allegiance.582 Understanding complex relationships 

and making sense of these local dynamics challenged the mission members on the entire journey. 

Along the highway, at least, they had some memories, stories, and the landscape to take in, 

though stories of some groups who witnessed the tumult, especially the Dersim Kurds, remained 

out of reach and evaded foreign investigation from their homes deep in the mountains.583 

The AMMA only made it 80 miles that day, tempered by the absence of human life and 

struggling nonetheless to make progress over the winding road. The northern branches of the 

Euphrates crossed back and forth across their route, giving rise to steep gorges and countless 

bridges for the mission members to navigate. Two of the bridges had collapsed during the war, 

but had been repaired to very good condition, as a testament to the time and money that the 

Russians invested into infrastructure during their advance.584 Harbord decided to stop for the 

night on a high summit where the mission members endured a few hours of interrupted rest in 

the cold rain.585 In the morning, they would finally reach Erzurum and see the strategic plateau 

and Pasinler Plain that had tempted armies for centuries from the crossroads of Anatolia, Persia, 

and the Caucasus.586 

 
582 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 409.  

583 Though the mission members were able to interact with Kurds and gain their perspectives in the early phases of 
their interior journey, such interaction were limited to the cities and their days spent investigating the Caucasian 
Mountains. In the rural space along the Anatolian highways, where Kurds had entered the narrative as civilian 
support elements, bandits, and irregular warriors, like the Ottoman soldiers, most had not survived to tell their 
stories and those who did, fled to the relative safety of their mountain homes where Harbord did not visit. Still 
today, scholars are challenged to find records of the Kurdish past and new works are invaluable to continued 
investigation of the Kurdish experience. 

584 During the war, the Russians also constructed a railway line to Erzincan, but it had become inoperable, and the 
Ottomans did not have funds or men to repair it. Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to 
Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 131. 

585 “American Military Mission to Armenia: Camp Record,” 8 October 1919, Item 1, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC.  

586  “Birinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Doğu Cephesi’nde Sağlık Hizmetleri,” 4. 
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Rebuilding a City, Shaping Much More 

On Thursday, 25 September 1919, at just around 11 o’clock, Erzurum came into view after hours 

on the lonely road. The mission members were greeted by the sound of railcars moving coal into 

the city along one of the few working portions of the Russian-build lines.587 This small image of 

reconstruction, though tempered by fragments of burnt houses, represented hope that the Eastern 

Anatolian cities might recover from the physical devastation that war had caused. The human 

experience, however, was still quite fragile.  

Residents viewed the American officers as welcome heralds of relief, who engendered hope 

that the world cared for their survival, and for their stories.588 This was the last chance the 

Turkish residents had to expose their scars of Armenian aggression to Harbord before he crossed 

into the frontier, where competing narratives that denounced Ottoman rectitude were pervasive 

(and often substantiated). By conveying harrowing details of Armenian-inflicted trauma, the 

local leaders hoped to secure a place for their stories in the dominant narrative – which currently 

ignored that which had been cemented into Erzurum’s memory during the last two years. The 

local desire for recognition became the main theme that stood out to the mission members while 

they were still soundly in Ottoman space. Military officers joined in with their accounts about 

why they chose to stay in Erzurum and serve the Nationalist movement; as did municipal leaders 

who coordinated conspicious demonstrations of Turkishness to deter thoughts that this space 

 
587 Every two days, the military leaders in Erzurum coordinated for ten wagons of coal to be brought into the city 
from the neighboring village of Kyukurtyul, using the Russian-built railway. The village had an excess of fuel stored 
in 150 houses, in which only forty families still resided since the war ended. Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little 
Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 131. 

588 Letter “From an informed” individual who was Mustafa Kemal’s “private correspondent in Erzurum,” most 
likely Kazım Karabekir; ATASE, D:335/22, F:13 (10-17). The letter describes the “acclamation” that the town 
women and men expressed for General Harbord, even after they moved into the city away from the welcome 
celebrations. 
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belonged to “Greater Armenia.” From where they sat on the edge of empire, reflecting on the 

Eastern Anatolian saga, Harbord and his men captured long-ignored accounts in their records. 

 
Image 5.6 – View overlooking the city from the redoubts on the northeastern edge of 

Erzurum.589 
 

The Military Past 

At the time, Erzurum was in the capable hands of Kazım Karabekir Pasha, the XV Corps 

Commander for the Ottoman Army.590 Along with Governor Ahmet Reshat Pasha and the 

Association for the Defense of National Rights, Kazım Karabekir met Harbord a few miles 

outside of the city and escorted the Americans through the İstanbul Gate to a welcoming 

reception that had been prepared in their honor.591 Despite the defeat that the Ottoman officers 

 
589 Image taken by the author (June 2022). 

590 Kazım Karabekir commanded the XV Corps and the “military area of responsibility” that included Erzincan to 
Erzurum, the territory north to Trabzon and the Black Sea coast, along the Armenian frontier, east as far as 
Doğybeyazıt and then following the border south to include control of Van and Hakkari. The XIII Corps controlled 
the southern part of Eastern Anatolia and the places that the AMMA had previously visited including Mardin, 
Diyarbekır, and Malatya. As explained in Chapter 3, the XIII Corps command was in Diyarbekır. Güzen Çaykıran, 
Erzurum, Van, Bitlis Vilayetlerinde Ermeni-Kürt İlişkileri (1908-1920), 181. 

591 Several prominent Turks and senior military officers from the XV Corps accompanied Kazım Karabekir and 
Ahmet Reshat when they met the mission members outside the city. Letter “From an informed” individual who was 
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endured in Erzurum during the war, many were determined to continue service to rebuild the city 

and to support the new Nationalist cause. Retelling their experiences to Harbord helped them 

convince the Americans of their commitment to shape Anatolia’s future. 

Since their early victories on the Caucasian Front in 1914 and 1915, the Russian Army had 

been wary of Ottoman forces massing in Erzurum.592 The planned attacks in winter 1916, 

allowed the Russians to prevent further concentration of Ottomans, while pushing their own 

defensive lines deeper into the Anatolian interior. The Ottoman Third Army defended the area 

with 65 thousand infantry and 100 artillery pieces, arrayed in three sectors around Erzurum.593 

Beginning on 10 January 1916, the Russians waded through waist-deep snow on the Çakir-baba 

ridgeline, targeting their attack on the weak right sector of Ottoman defenses. Immediately, 

Ottomans defending Köprüköy, a town along the main road, responded to the surprise attack, but 

they had not planned for reserves to shift to that sector from the surrounding mountains and the 

Russians were able to capture the summit of Koziçan-dağ by the fifth day.594 After another four 

days of brutal fighting through the winter terrain, the Russians controlled Köprüköy, forcing the 

surviving Ottoman troops to retreat thirty miles into Erzurum.595  

Those first nine days set the tone for the subsequent attack on Erzurum. By capturing 

Köprüköy, the Russians broke the front covering the city and now the fortress could be directly 

 
Mustafa Kemal’s “private correspondent in Erzurum,” most likely Kazım Karabekir; ATASE, D:335/22, F:13 (10-
17). 

592 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 326. 

593 The first sector was a 35-mile left over the rails to Erzurum, the center sector extended 18 miles over the Pasin 
Valley (centered on “Pasinler,” shown on Map 5) and the main highway into Erzurum from the east, and the right 
sector covered a 20-mile stretch over difficult terrain in the Ak-baba range near the southward bend in the Aras 
River. Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 331-332. 

594 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 333, 339. 

595 Only forty thousand of the original sixty-five thousand Ottoman forces survived the initial Russian advance and 
attack on Köprüköy. Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 342. 
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attacked or besieged. The Ottomans suspected that the Russians would delay their next attack 

until the spring and manned Erzurum’s forts while they waited on reinforcements.596 The only 

gap in Ottoman lines was in the Kargapazar ridge overlooking the plain from the northeast. 

Unwilling to lose their initiative, the Russians risked everything to break through the gap in mid-

February. As with the attack on Köprüköy, they were largely unopposed on the ridgeline, but 

over four thousand Russians suffered frostbite and an entire battalion froze to death in a raging 

blizzard.597 By the morning of 15 February 1916, the Ottomans evacuated their outer forts as the 

surviving Russian infantry crested the rim of the Kara-su plain that overlooked Erzurum.598  

 
Image 5.7 – Panorama of Erzurum from the East.599 

 
Having reached the plain, the Russians forced a complete Ottoman retreat within a couple of 

hours, gaining Erzurum’s guns and robust defenses to aid the remainder of their war effort.600  

The Ottoman officers would not forget their devastating loss in Erzurum, nor the occupation 

 
596 The Ottoman reinforcements were due mid-March and they felt safe with the defensive system of eleven forts 
and batteries surrounding the city. Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 349-351.  

597 Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 361. 

598 Deve-boyun was one of the key Ottoman forts that the Russians had rendered completely useless by attacking 
through the Kargapazar gap. Other important forts were Palan-göz and Kara-göbek, which the Russians occupied for 
shelter during their advance. Allen and Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields, 355, 361-362. 

599 The panorama shows how the surrounding mountains provide an important layer of defense for the city, but once 
you reach the plain level, the geography no longer favors the defender. Photos taken by author (June 2022).  

600 The Ottomans lost an additional two thousand KIA during the attack on Erzurum, while the Russians suffered 
one thousand KIA, distinct from the four thousand frostbitten casualties in the four-day attack. Allen and Muratoff, 
Caucasian Battlefields, 363. Some scholars argue that it was the horrible memory of Enver Pasha’s defeat, first at 
Sarıkamış, and then on the Caucasian front that “made the illusion of Great Turkish Union unpalatable,” creating 
space for new thought about the prospects of nationalism instead of Islamization. Peyami Safa discusses this idea in 
his Reflections on the Turkish Revolution, 48. Having lived through the worst of these defeats, the men in Erzurum 
and the eastern provinces who convened the first Congress and invited Mustafa Kemal Pasha, were the consequence 
of this.  
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that followed which involved Russian and Armenian troops.601 Once the Bolshevik Revolution 

prompted a withdrawal for the Russian Caucasus Army in December 1917, the Armenians under 

the “Southern Caucasus Commissariat” created a provisional government in Erzurum.602 During 

this period the city was ruined. Occupying authorities dismantled homes and lost accountability 

of municipal records, leaving “a poor people and therefore a heavy burden” for Zakir Bey to deal 

with for the immediate future.603 According to municipal council members, the occupation 

period bore a striking resemblance to what the mission members had witnessed in Erzincan.604 

The conditions were consistent in the old battlefields, marking a new level of trauma for the local 

people. The Armenian occupation in December 1917 was the moment when Erzurum was thrust 

 
601 Since 1914, the Russian Army recognized the strategic value of Ottoman Armenians on the Caucasian front. 
Volunteer regiments of local Armenians were about to create diversions behind Ottoman lines with sabotage, 
pillage, and terrorizing attacks against troops, communications, and supplies. The Armenians also instigated small-
scale rebellions against Ottoman troops and civilians that weakened the Ottoman military position in the region. 
Nevzat Uyanık is one of many scholars that has described the relationship between Armenian-Russian collaboration 
on the Caucasian front and the Armenian deportations that began in April 1915.  Dismantling the Ottoman Empire: 
Britain, American, and the Armenian Question (London: Routledge, 2016), 26-28. Uyanık takes the stance that the 
Armenian relocation in Eastern Anatolia resulted in a heavy death toll due to weak local government, violence, 
intercommunal fighting, pillage, extreme weather conditions, hunger, and epidemics (28). While scholars such as 
Suny, Göçek, and Hovannisian may agree with Uyanık that the threat of Armenian-Russian collaboration instigated 
the deportations, they take a firm stance that state response constituted genocide, not merely fatal “relocation.” 

602 Yarbay Tverdohlebof, Gördüklerim Yaşadıklarım (I Witnessed and Lived Through), 59. These are the memoirs of 
Lieutenant Colonel Tverdohlebof, a Russian officer who had remained in Erzurum after the Russian withdrawal as 
part of a small contingent of forty officers who cared for the Erzurum Fortress Artillery Regiment – which included 
400 guns at fortified positions around the city. He wrote his memoirs between 16 and 29 April 1918 from Erzurum, 
where he witnessed the Armenian occupation and the Ottoman retaking of the city (58).  

603 Zakir Bey was the mayor who spoke with Harbord during the AMMA visit to Erzurum. He reported minimal 
government assistance for reconstruction, official correspondence and documents that were gradually turning up 
around the city in places like grocery stores, and a very real problem of food aid for the poor. Zakir Bey’s children 
compiled his memoirs, which Murat Küçükuğurlu has referred to in his excellent municipal history of Erzurum, 
Erzurum Belediyesi Tarihi I: Osmanlı’dan Cumhuriyet’e (1866-1930) (İstanbul: Dergah Yayınları, 2008), 293-297. 

604 In Erzurum, apart from Zakir Bey, the AMMA met with Nejati Bey, Emin Bey, Vali Ahmed Reshid Pasha, Kadi 
Kaurehid Effendi, Assistant Kadi Hakki Effendi, Mufti Sadik Effendi, Süleyman Necati Bey (who edited the 
Albayrak newspaper, the “voice” of the National Struggle in Erzurum), Cevdet Bey, Eyüpzade İzzet Bey, Nejib Bey, 
Demrak Bey, Hasai Bey, Dr. Zia Bey, Faik Bey, Shevket Bey, Saib Bey, former Lazistan Mutesarrıf Zia Bey, Avni 
Bey, and Dr. Sherif. Names from Erzrurum Congress: 23 July-07 August 1919: The entire country within its 
national frontiers is an undivided whole (Erzurum: T.C. Erzurum Governorship Provincial Directorate of Culture 
and Tourism, 2018) and “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and 
Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 
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into an intense period of human decline from “war, disease and hunger,” and it was not the 

Russians who slaughtered residents.605 By 1918, Ottoman desire for retribution was deep. 

The Ottomans returned on a cold and foggy morning in March.606 The offensive had been 

critical in taking back the occupied Anatolian lands and the Ottoman commanders knew that the 

swift liberation was essential, since it prevented Armenian reinforcements from arriving.607 

Though the winter conditions hampered enthusiasm among the troops, when they met the 

Armenian resistance at the İstanbul Gate, a fierce battle erupted and the 29th Caucasian Pioneer 

Regiment broke through after a day of battle.608 It was a chaotic display and a Russian observer 

remarked that the “only thing we were able to see was the blood that was covering the snow in 

the street.”609 The bitter fighting on the Armenians’ part represented the mortal danger they 

perceived would come to them if the Ottoman reoccupation succeeded.610 When the Ottomans 

reoccupied the city on 12 March 1918, just over two years since their shameful retreat, nearly 

 
605 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 131. 

606 Birinci Dünya Harbınde: Türk Harbi Kafkas Cephesi 3 ncü Ordu Harekatı, Cilt II (Ankara: Genelkurmay 
Basımevi, 1993), 465. Prior to their arrival at the city gate, the 10th and 11th Caucasian Divisions under the II 
Caucasian Corps finally advanced into the Yeniköy region of Erzurum on 2 March 1918, after three days movement 
through three feet of snow with four infantry battalions, 12 machine guns, two cavalry companies, and a single 
mountain fire team. It would take another week, pressing through the Armenian defenses and waiting on slow-
moving supplies before the Ottoman Army was prepared to attack on 11 March 1918. Birinci Dünya Harbınde, 455. 

607 Birinci Dünya Harbınde, 459. 

608 Birinci Dünya Harbınde, 465-466. The İstanbul Gate would later be the same location where the city 
representatives held the festive reception for the AMMA on 25 September 1919. 

609 Tverdohlebof, Gördüklerim Yaşadıklarım (I Witnessed and Lived Through), 87. 

610 Several Turkish scholars have produced monographs on World War I in Erzurum and the city’s important role in 
national history to come. Professor Dr. Enver Konukçu’s Erzurum’da Kars Kapı Şehitliğindeki İki Mezar: Hafız 
Hakkı ve Cemal Paşalar (1915, 1922) (Erzurum: Atatürk Üniversitesi, 2010) is one such account. Konukçu reclaims 
the history that the two men, Hafız Hakkı and Cemal Pasha, whose graves rest in the Kars Kapı Cemetery in 
Erzurum, played prominent roles in. He recognizes that these personal stories and their ties to Turkish national 
history need to be recovered from the archives so that visitors who happen across their graves can understand the 
valuable past they helped to write. Beyond recovering these stories, Konukçu details World War I and the Turkish 
War of Independence around Erzurum and beyond into the frontier region and Caucasia. The photographs and maps 
are particularly useful for visualizing how the battles took place in space. 
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four thousand Armenian troops had fled east, wreaking havoc in their wake.611  

Though these events were forged into the Ottoman officers’ memories, the city itself could 

not forget the occupation, nor the traumatic retaking of the city by the Ottoman Army. As the 

Armenian forces retreated, people still needed protection from desparate acts of violence. 

Streams of people and wagons crowed into the streets, funneling toward the Kars Gate in 

Erzurum’s eastern quarter.612 The small contingent of Russian officers – about forty men who 

had remained after their army’s withdrawal to look after the artillery pieces – believed that had 

they not stayed behind during the few months of Armenian occupation, the Ottomans may not 

have “[found] any living Turkish person in the city” when they arrived in March 1918.613 In the 

towns east of Erzurum, the retreating Armenians also left ravaged property, murdered civilians, 

freed livestock, fear, and panic, all in their trail of blood.614 After thoroughly investigating the 

area in an around Erzurum, the AMMA was convinced that every survivor here had suffered. 

Khatchadoorian attempted to describe the unthinkable conditions: 

“A very painful situation is in the places of passage of the Russian 
and Turkish armies. There has been no cultivation here for several 
years. And wild herbs now grow in the flat fields. There is no village 
or city that does not lie in ruins. There are almost no trees in the 
whole country. All buildings in the war-torn area lie in ruins. In the 
devastated regions where the Armenian population was displaced, 
the ruins of buildings are the result of Turkish evil. However, the 
mutual cruelty of the Armenians during the attacks and withdrawal 
of the Russians, undoubtedly, was equal to the inhuman actions of 
the Turks. Rebuilding the country now means rebuilding almost 
everything.”615 
 

 
611 Birinci Dünya Harbınde, 466.   

612 Tverdohlebof, Gördüklerim Yaşadıklarım, 87. 

613 Tverdohlebof, Gördüklerim Yaşadıklarım, 89. 

614 Tverdohlebof, Gördüklerim Yaşadıklarım, 82. 

615 Khachadoorian, “8: History and Current Situation of Armenians,” 104. 
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Compared with the devastation beyond the city walls, several Turks from the surrounding region 

went to Erzurum after the Mudros Armistice because it was the only place for refuge.616 Men 

who had served in the Ottoman Army also chose to remain near the frontier and continue serving 

with their officers. The Nationalist movement had inspired them to fight for Anatolia, with the 

reward of citizenship and a pension, should the Turkish Republic emerge victorious.617 This was 

an important motivator for the bachelor conscripts and officers who made up the Ottoman forces 

during World War I. If they survived the Caucasian Front and the War for Independence, those 

soldiers would benefit from state protections. They were fiercely loyal to their commanders and 

now had a clear incentive to remain near the front. The AMMA observed a gallant display of the 

remnants of the XV Corps at the reception. It was here that Kazım Karabekir demonstrated his 

control over the Eastern Anatolian frontier from the Black Sea to Persia.618 

 
616 Fahrettin Pirioğlu and Ali Bey of Kağızman were two of the Turkish leaders who took refuge in Erzurum, among 
the displaced people from the surrounding area. Ahmet Tetik, Teşkilat-ı Mahsusa (Umur-ı Şarkıyye Dairesi) Tarihi, 
Volumes I-III (İstanbul: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları, 2014), 498. Tetik recovered sources from the Prime 
Ministry’s Ottoman Archvies and ATASE to write about intelligence, strategy, and pyschological warfare in 
Teşkilat-ı Mahsusa (Umur-ı Şarkıyye Dairesi). He described how the Ottoman military organization integrated into 
army movements and influenced strategic decisions. Of interest in his second volume, is a section on Russian 
administrative changes and developments through 1917, which gradually alerted the Ottomans to the opportunity to 
retake Erzurum and the other eastern provinces.  

617 Provence, The Last Ottoman Generation and the Making of the Modern Middle East, 45. 

618 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 131. 
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Image 5.8 – Orphan presents Harbord a bouquet in Erzurum.619 

 
A Hopeful Agenda 

At the reception, it seemed the entire city came out to greet the mission members. Commanders 

from throughout the province arrived for the occasion; as did soldiers, cavalry, and even orphans 

dressed up in uniforms with wooden rifles.620 The XV Corps organized sports demonstrations, 

youth football matches, wrestling matches, and local dance performances during the reception 

inside the city’s İstanbul Gate.621 The lunch lasted over two hours and gave Harbord and his 

 
619 Harbord receiving a bouquet from a Turkish orphan in Erzurum, 25 September 1919, Folder 1, Box 69, McCoy 
Papers, LOC. In the background (right), more orphan boys are dressed up in military uniforms with wooden rifles – 
lined up to greet the mission members. 

620 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 131. The local 
leaders associated with the security forces (including the Ottoman Army, the gendarmes, and the police) were 
present alongside their men, including: Kazım Karabekir (the XV Corps Commander), Mustafa Bey (his chief of 
staff), Malmamid Faik (Chief Quartermaster), former Colonel Ali Riza Bey (who had served as a frontier 
commissioner on the Persian border before World War I), J. Tally Bey (Sanitary Inspector), Ferid Bey (Chief of 
Gendarmes), and Zeki Bey (Chief of Police). “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, 
Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. Altogether, there were 3,170 men 
with the XV Corps in Erzurum that day (25 September 1919). Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a 
Mandatory,” 19. 

621 Kazım Karabekir, Letter from Erzurum to 20 Corps Deputy Commander, TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:1; and ATASE, 
D:335/22, F:13 (10-17).  
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team plenty of time to speak with Kazım Karabekir, his officers, and the other municipal 

leaders.622 Harbord received a plaque at the reception as well, bearing the words of the tweltfh 

article from Wilson’s Fourteen Points. The local leaders requested that Harbord present the 

plaque to President Wilson.623 Khatchadoorian later wrote how “Kazım Pasha and Erzurum 

officials gave the best reception in all of Turkey.”624 For the residents in Erzurum had a lot to 

hope for from the American delegation – recognition of their suffering and validation of their 

nationally-aligned claims.  

They were keen to express committment to the Nationalist cause, despite the surrounding 

devastation. Erzurum had been the seat of the first congress, where Mustafa Kemal and Kazım 

Karabekir had participated and led the delegates through an initial draft of the Nationalist 

aims.625 Just as in Sivas, it was still important for Harbord to interview “representatives of every 

 
622 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 25 September 1919. Several photographs of 
the festivities can be found in Folder 1, Box 69, McCoy Papers, LOC. Some are also included in the AMMA report, 
NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/5.  

623 From Kazım Karabekir to Mustafa Kemal’s staff on AMMA arrival and activities in Erzurum; and Kazım 
Karabekir, Letter from Erzurum to 20 Corps Deputy Commander, TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:1; and ATASE, D:335/22, 
F:13 (10-17). There were many examples of letters exchanged between Kazım Karabekir and Mustafa Kemal’s staff 
that had duplicates maintained in the ATASE and TİTE archives in Ankara. 

624 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 132. 
Khachadoorian also recounted in his article how the municipal leaders all knew the AMMA and have even prepared 
handwritten place cards for the mission members at the meal for the reception. He went on to say, given the local 
leaders’ own research into the AMMA, that he “was not surprised when Kazim Karabekir Pasha conveyed his 
regards to the commander of the Armenian forces on the other side of the border, General Nazarbekian. I was also 
not surprised when another high-ranking official asked me to convey to the Armenians on the other side: ‘It is good 
to be friends with the Turks and live in peace’… Of course, they knew that I was Armenian” (132). 

625 For specific details on the Nationalist aims, see Chapter 4, for the outcome of the Erzurum Congress aligned with 
the declarations of the Sivas Congress. Of the men the AMMA met, many were Erzurum Congress members from 
23 July-7 August 1919. The Congress members represented Erzincan, Refahiye, Pülümür, Kuruçay, Van, Siirt, 
Bitlis, Erzurum, Bayazıt, Bayburt, Diyadin, Eleşkirt, Hassankale, Hınıs, Karaköse, Kiği, Narman, Tercan, Tortum, 
Yusufeli, Trabzon, Akçaabat, Giresun, Gümüşhane, Kelkit, Maçka, Of, Ordu, Rize, Sürmene, Şiran, Tirebolu, 
Vakfıkebir, Rize-Pazar, Sivas, Alucra, Amasya, Divriği, Koyulhisar, Mesudiye, Niksar, Reşadiye, Suşehri, Tokat, 
Zara. Town names are from Erzrurum Congress: 23 July-07 August 1919: The entire country within its national 
frontiers is an undivided whole (Erzurum: T.C. Erzurum Governorship Provincial Directorate of Culture and 
Tourism, 2018). 
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government exercising sovereignty in that region,” to best understand political conditions in 

Eastern Anatolia.626 This included the Nationalist representatives in Erzurum, as well as the 

governor and his staff. On their way back from meeting with Necati Bey at the governor’s 

quarters, city leaders gave the mission members several written documents that were recovered 

and attested to criminal activities. Later Harbord saw the remains of Muslim homes where 

Armenian soldiers burnt the residents alive during the occupation.627 The memories of death 

permeating Erzurum did not simply impact soldiers, but quantified the deaths of men, women, 

and children caught up in inter-national war between Russians and Ottomans and intracommunal 

war between Armenians and Muslims.”628 The people suffered from disease, starvation, and 

forced migration, as often as they were caught in the crossfires of retreating enemy troops.629 

In Erzurum, the survivors were more alive with hope, despite nearly everything laying in 

ruins. The American mission members listened to story after story of personal tragedy and 

trauma. Instances where Armenian occupiers drove Turkish residents into stone houses to burn 

them and then continued to destroy their empty villages were common.630 Forty-three villages 

 
626 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia.” International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920,” 284. 

627 The burnt Muslim houses were one of the key sites that the Erzurum representatives insisted on showing Harbord 
in the city. This part of the tour was referenced in several sources, one of which went on to explain how Harbord 
“expressed that he was very much touched by the situation.” From Kazım Karabekir to Mustafa Kemal’s staff on 
AMMA arrival and activities in Erzurum, ATASE, D:335/22, F:13 (10-17). 

628 Justin McCarthy, “The Anatolian Armenians, 1912-1922,” Armenians in the Ottoman Empire and Modern 
Turkey (1912-1926), Compiled by the Boğaziçi University Institute (Istanbul: Boğaziçi University Publications, 
1984), 25. 

629 McCarthy explained how archival documents annotated causes of death for recorded citizens. ATASE documents 
that are compiled by military archivists and translated into Modern Turkish and English reveal similar data. Justin 
McCarthy, “The Anatolian Armenians, 1912-1922,” Armenians in the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey (1912-
1926), Compiled by the Boğaziçi University Institute (Istanbul: Boğaziçi University Publications, 1984), 25; and 
Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. I-VIII (Ankara, Genelkurmay Basım Evi, 2005). 

630 Kazim Karabekir, who is “our private correspondent in Erzurum,” to Mustafa Kemal or one of his associates, 
ATASE, D:335/22, F:13 (10-17). 
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surrounding Erzurum had been razed.631 Turkish and Kurdish citizens shouted to the mission 

members pleads like “For God’s sake, free us from the hands of the Armenian dictators.”632 The 

American officers witnessed elderly, disabled, women, and children survivors throughout 

Erzurum who had fled there from rural gangs, only to be met with more massacre or to die in 

misery and poverty.633 

Khachadoorian wrote how he could not believe what he had heard and thought he had gone 

crazy. The mission members had become accustomed to the grand narrative of Turkish atrocities 

for so long “that it seemed impossible for the people…to be afraid of the Armenians, whom they 

had exterminated for centuries.”634 Even as an Armenian American, Khachadoorian recognized 

that the facts were before them in the form of “poor, homeless women and children in rags, out 

in the open, escaping from the persecution of the Armenians and hiding with their compatriots, 

although the latter could not help them.”635 Local officials appealed that while the stories of 

Armenian suffering had successfully controlled the international narrative of trauma in the 

region, the non-Armenian residents would not standby without seizing the chance to share their 

experiences with the AMMA.636 They trusted that the world may one day know the truth, yet for 

many, that hope has been frozen in time with the Harbord’s final report.  

 

 
631 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” 296. 

632 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

633 From a letter from the Ottoman Army, General Headquarters; signed Van and Şükrü (pages 109-121, pdf pages 
125-137; original photocopies document pages 389-407) Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918 
Vol. 1, 144. 

634 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

635 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),”133. 

636 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 132. 
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Map 6. The Frontier.
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CHAPTER 6: FAMILIAR ALLEGATIONS ALONG THE ARMENIAN FRONTIER (26 – 
29 SEPTEMBER 1919) 

 
 
“What a night!”637 As dawn broke on September 29th, Harbord, Moseley, Beeuwkes, and 
Khachadoorian welcomed the sunrise after sleepless hours alone on the banks of the Aras River. 
Neither enemy nor friend had appeared during their cold, lonely vigil, and the only sounds of 
human life were the muffled coughs of the Armenian troops who kept watch on the far side of the 
river.638 The Karakanli bridge nearby was the rendezvous place where Harbord expected the 
rest of the party to convene. It was easily recognizable with its steel bones and burnt slabs, all 
that was left when ten days earlier Tatar soldiers had retreated from a skirmish with an 
advanced party of Armenian horsemen.639 Yet as the sun rose over the peaks of Mount Ararat 
revealing the dramatic landscape, the officers could hardly appreciate the natural beauty as they 
anxiously awaited news of the others.  

Nearly two hours passed before the cars arrived. Some had bullet holes in them and the glass 
from one of the windshields had been shot out entirely.640 Fortunately, the men suffered only 
mild injuries from the ordeal, the worst of which were glass lacerations. Sergeant Abernathy, 
one of the chauffeurs, would have to wait until the mission reached Batum to have British 
doctors remove glass that was lodged in his eye.641 Captain Loring lightly compared his own 
battle scar – a bullet graze on the back of his neck – to the wounds he witnessed during the 
Aisne-Marne Offensive the previous summer. Though a bit shaken by events on the frontier, the 
mission members were invigorated by the prospects of what lay ahead. With their party reunited, 
they descended into the fertile valley towards Iğdır, the last province along the Ottoman frontier 
with the new Republic of Armenia.642 

 
Since they had ventured into the interior two weeks earlier, the AMMA witnessed some truly 

 
637 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 29 September 1919. 

638 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 138.  

639 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 137.  

640 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 29 September 1919. 

641 Batum was the British-occupied port city on the Black Sea in present-day Georgia. Memo from Captain Lovering 
Hill to Executive Officer on board USS Martha Washington, from Tiflis on 2 October 1919. NARA, M820, Roll 
231, 184.021/300.  

642 The mission members dedicated several pages to this episode in the AMMA records, collectively and 
individually more than any other local encounter. Though it will be referred to again in this chapter, those interested 
in reading the complete saga, compiled from three different detailed accounts, can refer to Appendix C. 
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devastating places where recent trauma, violence, and uncertainty characterized the needs of the 

local people. However, the Eastern Anatolian territory visited thus far had been under Ottoman 

control and the military commanders functionally secured the space from brigandage, raids, and 

intracommunal clashes. The same could not be said for the borderlands east of Erzurum. On 30 

October 1918, the Mudros Armistice between the Ottoman Empire and the Allied powers forced 

the Ottoman Army to retreat from Transcaucasia to their prewar borders with Russia, even 

though the Russian Imperial Army was engaged in civil war and had effectively withdrawn from 

the region.643 For the past year, it had been the Armenian Army of the new Republic of Armenia 

that administered the districts along the Ottoman frontier.644 As they investigated Sarıkamış, 

Kars, the towns on frontier itself, the combined factors of ill-equipped soldiers, contested 

territory, and an overwhelming number of refugees, rendered the region quite dangerous. The 

AMMA was at risk for the first time on their journey.  

The uncertainty that permeated the frontier represented the core challenge local leaders faced. 

Suffering from inadequate sustenance, mourning dead loved ones, and fearing the impending 

winter resonated here, just as it did in Erzincan and Erzurum, but the persistent risk of violence 

left residents on edge. When the AMMA visited Hassan Kale and Horasan on 26 September 

1919, along the final stretch of road in Ottoman territory, the space appeared decidedly more 

 
643 For details on claims to the borderlands after World War I, see Allen and Muratoff’s Caucasian Borderlands; 
Halit Akarca’s “Imperial Formations in Occupied Lands;” Edward J. Erickson’s Ordered to Die and The Turkish 
War of Independence; and Michael Reynolds’ Shattering Empires.  

644 The Republic of Armenia declared independence from Russia on 28 May 1918 and by the end of World War I, 
they controlled the territory east of the Mudros Armistice line. This first phase of Armenia independence only lasted 
until 1922, when the territory was subsumed into the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic by the Bolsheviks. Richard 
G. Hovannisian provided excellent coverage of this period in Armenia on the Road to Independence, 1918 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1967) and The Republic of Armenia, Vol. 1 (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1971).   
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military.645 Kazım Karabekir had 1,750 Ottoman soldiers positioned between Hassan Kale and 

Kara Kilise to defend the frontier.646 The local people were in a deplorable state – homeless and 

unemployed – these piteous conditions were shared among refugees and migrants of all identity 

groups, Armenians, Turks, Tatars, Kurds.647 

 
Image 6.1 – “Turkish War of Independence.”648 

 
Harbord was determined to understand the full extent of conditions along the frontier, as it had 

 
645 Harbord spoke with several Turkish elites in Hassan Kale (Kadi Avni Bey, municipal council member Dervish 
Bey, Bekir Bey, Battal Bey, and Sabri Bey). The Ottoman military commander, Major Nouri, was also among the 
leaders in Hassan Kale. As they moved east into Horasan, however, all three of the local leaders were Ottoman 
officers (12th Division Commander, Lieutenant Colonel Osman Nouri Bey; Chief Quartermaster, Lieutenant Colonel 
Salaadin Bey; and Chief of Gendarmes, Lieutenant Ismail Hakki) and there were no civilian elites in town at the 
time. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 
October 1919, 6; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

646 The 12th Division covered the area that the AMMA first passed through between Hassan Kale and Kara Kilise; 
just southwest of Sarıkamış, near Id, the 9th Division defended the border with 2,700 soldiers; and farther south, 
facing the Persian frontier near Bayazid and Van, the 11th Division was positioned with 2,700 soliders. Moseley, 
“Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 19. 

647 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 134. 

648 The above image shows the disposition of Ottoman forces throughout Anatolia in 1919, many of which were 
loyal to Mustafa Kemal Pasha in Sivas. The frontier line between occupied Ottoman territory and the Republic of 
Armenia is delineated in the right quarter of the map. Türk İstikal Harbi: İstikal Harbinde Ayaklanmalar, 1919-
1921, Vol. 6 T.C. Genelkurmay Karp Tarihi Başkanlığı Resmi Yayınları Seri No: 1, Genelkurmay ATASE 
Başkanlığı Kütüphanesi 18-302-2-1-1 (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basımevi, 1974), 26. 
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been the subject of many discussions and rumors in Paris and Constantinople. Here, the AMMA 

would primarily investigate the state of the Ottoman and Armenian armies; but they would also 

learn about local concerns for the refugee situation and the state of foreign relief efforts. Through 

these secondary themes, the mission members began to recognize accounts of the Armenian 

experience – the familiar narrative that would come to dominate Harbord’s own final report. If 

not for the tragic conditions on the edge of Transcaucasia that shook the mission members and 

exposed them to the fearful uncertainty plaguing residents (especially the Armenians) along the 

frontier, they might have ended their journey having been swayed to emphasize different themes 

instead of relegating Turkish suffering to the appendices. 

To ensure that the AMMA personally observed the contested provinces on the frontier, 

Harbord sent some of the mission members via Alexandropol to Erivan; he took a party and 

seven vehicles to drive into Erivan via Kars, Kağızman, Kulp, Iğdır, and Etchmiadzin; and he 

decided that McCoy, Bowditch, and Private Serijanian would spilt away in Horasan to 

investigate the frontier to the south via horseback.649 They rode to Bayazid and its environs, and 

would rejoin Harbord in Erivan. Moseley compiled details about troop dispositions in his 

appendix “On the Military Problem,” which served as a corrective to the reports from Paris about 

Ottoman troop massing in the borderlands. The AMMA heard from Ottoman officers in 

Erzurum, Hassan Kale, Horasan, and Bayazid; then Armenian commanders in Sarıkamış, Kars, 

Kağızman, Iğdır, and Etchmiadzin. By the end of those three days of driving through the 

mountains, Harbord was satisfied that he understood the situation on the frontier.  

After packing up camp on 26 September 1919, the mission members made their way into 

Hassan Kale and Horasan, the last Ottoman controlled towns on the itinerary. In Hassan Kale, 

 
649 For details on Private Serijanian, see Appendix B. 
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the AMMA spoke with Tatar and Kurdish refugees, representative of many groups who had 

experienced tragedy in the region.650 The mission members were very taken and described how 

“Kurds and Tatars approached us with tears in their eyes and begged us to free them from the 

horrible Armenians.” Khatchadoorian went on to comment how “Indeed, yesterday’s dictator 

today has turned into a slave, and in return, the ‘obedient Armenian’ received the adjective 

‘terrible Armenian.’”651 Turks and Kurds from Kağızman shouted at the AMMA and pleaded for 

freedom from the “Armenian dictators.”652 When the mission members arrived in Horasan later 

that morning, the conditions were similar. The residents who endured the war in their homes 

came out to greet the AMMA and town leaders hosted a humble reception.653 

Most of the residents had fled during World War I and not yet returned, those who stayed had 

spent the past two years with minimal communication outside of their immediate vicinity. They 

relied on the protection of Russian and later Ottoman soldiers to prevent intra-communal 

violence.654 In this part of Eastern Anatolia, people lived in rural communities interspersed in the 

mountain valleys and along the fertile riverbanks. This contrasted with the larger towns and 

 
650 The latest hostilities against Tatars in Etchmiadzin forced a significant number of people to flee to Ottoman 
territory, Persia, and Azerbaijan. They represented a large portion of the refugees in the region. Khachadoorian, 
“Population of Russian Armenia, 1919: Table 1,” Khachadoorian Papers, ARF Archives. 

651 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 134. 

652 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

653 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

654 In winter the of 1917 and 1918, as the Armenians were taking over as the occupying forces from the Russians, 
the Muslim villages along the front were isolated from the rest of Anatolia. Telephone lines had been cut and not 
replaced and for the residents who stayed through the armistice, they relied on Russian-assigned Cossacks and 
sergeants who managed security in the villages and prevented residual atrocities. After the Ottomans retook the 
territory in 1918, they had to keep soldiers in each village as well, to carry on the security duties that the Russians 
had provided. From the testimony of Osman’s son Ahmet, from Koçanoğulları family in Zile’s Alan village, who 
was captured and fled from a Russian prison in November 1917, returning to Anatolia through Karaurgan and the 
main road to Erzurum. Letter from Third Army Commander, Range Inspector, Colonel Muhiddin to the Ottoman 
General Headquarters, No. 1156, 20 November 1917, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, 
Vol. 2, 98 (original Ottoman copies on pages 391-399). 
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cities the AMMA observed on the high plateaus. In this new environment, the mission members 

saw how simply traveling through the treacherous mountain passes put individuals at risk and 

left even the American officers wondering if danger lurked around the next bend.655  The 

uncertainty of life under these conditions was the resounding theme for this penultimate phase. 

Before the sun set, the main party arrived in Karaurgan, a small town on the border where 

they would cross into the Republic of Armenia.656 Right up until the AMMA reached the limits 

of Ottoman territory, Turkish refugees waited at the border to tell the mission members that 

“they had been driven out of Armenia and had not been permitted to remain there and reap their 

crops.”657 The local people were desperate. They hoped the American officers could intervene 

and knew that in their present state, having been forced to leave without provisions, they risked 

frostbite and starvation over the coming winter. In his official memorandum to Harbord, Mustafa 

Kemal had included how the Muslims in the Erzurum and Van provinces along the frontier were 

naturally in a “high state of excitement” having heard news of daily massacres of Muslims in 

Transcaucasia and seen the lamentable conditions of the “unfortunate refugees [who have] 

escaped death.”658 Though this was the final exposure the AMMA had to Turkish victims, it was 

only a prelude to the resounding suffering they would witness in Transcaucasia, except in 

Transcaucasia, the Armenians effectively monopolized the narrative. 

 
655 The mission members described the dangerous roads with many curves that characterized driving along the 
mountainous frontier. It also rained nearly every day while the AMMA was in the region, including “a terrific 
thunderstorm” where “the rain fell in torrents,” conditions that made driving even more treacherous. Quote is from 
“Diary of Overland Party,” diary entry for 27 September 1919; other entries between 26 and 29 September 1919, in 
the Overland Party’s diary and in Moseley’s diaries, described poor weather conditions as well. 

656 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 26 September 1919. 

657 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 26 September 1919. 

658 Mustafa Kemal to Harbord, “Condensed Memorandum Concerning the Organization and Points of View of the 
League for the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Roumelia,” 15. 
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As they followed the road into Armenia, representatives from Sarıkamış arrived to take them 

to the city that evening, but Harbord insisted – as he had throughout the entire journey – that the 

AMMA would not accept comfort from the local people who were in the throes of recovery 

themselves.659 They camped the night near ruins of an abandoned village and as morning arrived 

on 27 September, the rainstorm that had disturbed their sleep let up and the AMMA were ready 

to finally see the storied Armenia for themselves.660 As they drove into Sarıkamış – the infamous 

battlefied that launched a disasterous retreat for the Ottomans in 1915 – the mission members 

enjoyed smooth roads surrounded by newly planted cypress forests, “a garden from the desert” 

that had characterized the landscape in Eastern Anatolia.661 Yet the tranquil forest could not 

conceal the destitution and depravity that permeated the region.   

Perpetual Uncertainty 

From the border crossing at Karaurgan, the mission members consistently met with soldiers and 

armed residents along the roads. Since World War I, military rifles were widely available 

throughout the country, and it seemed that every man carried an Ottoman or Russian version 

alongside his own bandolier of ammunition. The people were perpetually prepared for conflict 

and had not settled into a peaceful, postwar recovery period. The future distribution of power in 

 
659 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 23 September 1919. Another important reason 
why Harbord refused the Armenian escort into Sarıkamış that evening was because being escorted by one group 
(Armenian cavalry, for example), meant that the AMMA would become the enemy of all others. The policy not to 
accept escorts was crucial for the mission members in the frontier region. 

660 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

661 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. There was a 
surplus of timber in this part of Eastern Anatolia and there was added potential for reviving industry because the 
Russians had built a narrow gauge railway system between Erzurum, Sarıkamış, and Kars – though it was out of 
commission in September 1919 and much of the equipment and infrastructure, including a deserted lumber camp, 
had been destroyed. Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 26 September 1919. In 
Sarıkamış, Kars, and Kulp the mission members admired the stone, Russian architecture and the fine churches, 
enjoying moments of beauty in the otherwise desolate environment. Notes from “Diary of Overland Party, AMMA, 
September 27 to October 8, 1919,” diary entry from 27 September 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/323. 
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Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, especially on the frontier, was uncertain in September 1919, 

and this uncertainty characterized local life.  

Conditions for the Troops 

The military experience along the frontier had been rough. Just over a year earlier, on 7 August 

1918, Kazım Karabekir arrived in Nakhichevan with his Corps Headquarters and a week later his 

troops had gone on to occupy Tabriz in nearby Persia.662 Within months, the Mudros Armistice 

demanded that Ottoman troops withdraw to within the prewar boundaries, and thus another 

massive troop movement commenced through the mountainous hinterlands. By September 1919, 

the XV Corps were arrayed along the frontier, but the soldiers were spent.663 Many lacked 

clothing and food, they had not been paid, and they had to survive off local requisitions.664 Of 

the ones who were demobilized under the armistice terms, they were effectively “turned adrift 

without money or supplies.”665 The divisions that remained intact, usually had less than 2,000 

men and were commanded by a Colonel or Lieutenant Colonel.666 For all of the small towns in 

Eastern Anatolia where the AMMA witnessed the effects of soldiers who had not yet returned 

home, some of those men felt an easier path than living off the land on a long walk home was to 

join local bands and prey upon their enemies.667 

 
662 Karabekir, “After the peace” report, TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:12. 

663 Many of the surviving soldiers had suffered exponentially as prisoners of war in the hands of their enemies. For 
those interested in testimonies from the Ottoman perspective, see Letter from Colonel Muhiddin, Range Inspector 
for the Ottoman Third Army, to the General Headquarters, 20 November 1917, No. 1156, in Armenian Activities in 
the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2, 89-99 (original Ottoman photocopies on pages 391-399). 

664 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 20. 

665 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 20. 

666 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 20. 

667 Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 20. Many demobilized Ottoman soldiers who 
believed in the Nationalist cause but were no longer assigned to army units would make their way across Anatolia to 
Smyrna to fight the Greeks. 
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Many of the reports that Harbord received prior to and during his mission asked that he 

investigate the state of Ottoman forces along the Transcaucasia frontier. The Armenian Republic 

had complained that the Ottoman Army (in some reports under Turkish Nationalist influence) 

was massing to attack, a sentiment that the Armenian Prime Minister passionately reiterated 

when he met with Harbord in Erivan. Harbord concluded that “he did not see the concentration 

of Turkish forces against the Armenians; on the contrary, the Turks expressed a desire to accept 

the original Armenian Turks, promising them protection and equal rights with the Turks in all 

respects.”668 This was precisely the opinion shared by Kazım Karabekir in his papers, as well as 

by Mustafa Kemal’s Nationalist agenda. In his appendix, Moseley detailed statistics on the 

armies. On the Transcaucasian frontier, it was the Armenian Army that maintained the largest 

force, manning detachments in Etchmiadzin, Iğdır, Erivan, and smaller towns along the 

border.669  

 
668 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. 

669 Details in a table in Moseley’s Appendix J: “Statistics showing the fighting strength, number of mouths, horses, 
mules, and other animals and also of arms and war supplies in the Armenian Army on September 26, 1919” by 
General, Commanding Armenian Troops, Atlupdale, Acting Chief of Staff. The same information is provided in a 
table (in Russian); NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/280. Scholars who dealt with the Armenian Genocide and 
related massacres at the hands of the Ottomans tend to discuss Armenian military activity during and after World 
War I as it related to claims about Ottoman justification for state actions. In The Lions of Marash, Stanley E. Kerr 
accounts for the Armenians who fought with the Russians in December 1914 at Bayazid and Sarıkamış – some of 
whom participated in massacres against Muslim citizens. These violent activities that marked the past five years of 
local experiences in the frontier region created a deep-seated animosity between some local groups. Kerr, The Lions 
of Marash, 12. Bilan N. Şimşir made a similar note in “The Deportees of Malta and the Armenian Question,” in 
Armenians in the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey (1912-1926), that the Ottoman government was strictly 
motivated to remove the “insurgent Armenian minority from the war zone” on the Caucasian Front. Şimşir, “The 
Deportees of Malta and the Armenian Question,” 40. 
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Image 6.2 – “Armenian Vengeance Army” under the Armenian Flag.670 

 
Colonel Shneur, the Armenian Ministry of War’s Chief of the General Staff, later explained to 

Moseley how General Araratian was directly in charge of the Armenian Army’s regular, 

volunteer, and militia units.671 While the regulars resembled typical conventional units of the 

period, with unmounted and mounted infantry brigades supported by artillery batteries, 

engineers, armored trains, an aviation detachment, and a communications division; the militia 

were outfitted to guard the frontiers with minimal equipment.672 The militia was formed from 

local residents who were not obligated to military service. Their principles did not necessarily 

 
670 From Toynbee papers, Oxford Bodleian Library, in “The Armenian Aspirations and Revolutionary Movements,” 
Album No. 2; Translated into Ottoman, German, English, and French. Page 24. Shelfmark: A. Toynbee 44-45, 
uncatalogued, 3. 

671 Letter from Acting Chief of General Staff, Ministry of War, Colonet Shneur to the Chief of Staff of the Ministry 
of War, on “The Organization of the Army,” 1 October 1919, Erivan, 1; in NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/291. 
The Allied powers were continually frustrated by Armenian plenipotentiaries and delegation members in Paris who 
gave “confused and contradictory” explanation of the state of the Armenian Army and its capabilities on the border. 
Report would confidently affirm Armenia’s prospects, while, in the next sentence, describe a need for “clothing, 
munitions, equipment, officers and the right to march under the Allied flags.” David Lloyd George, Memoirs of the 
Peace Conference, Vol. 2, 853. 

672 The militia was divided into the Erivan and Alexandropol groups, with their frontier guards dispersed across 
Igdir-Novobaiaret-Kamarlu-Erivan-Nakhichevan and Kars-Sarikamis-Alexandropol-Delidjan-Karakliss, 
respectively. Letter from Acting Chief of General Staff, Ministry of War, Colonet Shneur to the Chief of Staff of the 
Ministry of War, on “The Organization of the Army,” 1 October 1919, Erivan, 2; NARA M820, Roll 231, 
184.021/291. 
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align with the War Ministry’s mission, which caused clashes on the frontier even when peace 

agreements and ceasefires were in effect. The volunteers, as the last element of the Armenian 

Army, were temporary soldiers with a mission “to attract the refugees into military service.”673 

Amid these details that Moseley procured on the Armenian forces, neither the Ottoman nor 

Nationalist leaders discussed troop formations near the Transcaucasian frontier and, from the 

mission members’ observations, east of Erzurum those statements were accurate.  

Local Means of Security 

All through the frontier, the Armenians technically controlled the territory, but as the mission 

members would come to fully appreciate once they visited Transcaucasia, power here lay in the 

hands of the local leaders who were willing to fight for the space.674 To the north, between Kars 

and the Black Sea, ran the deep Chorokh gorge, the closest and only natural outlet for commerce. 

The population there was sparce, inhabited by “only a few dozen Kurds and Karapak tribes who 

are neither Muslims nor Turks.”675 To the south, Tatars caused continual problems for Armenian 

soldiers, as did the local Kurds and Azeris.676 

It was between Kars and Kağızman that the AMMA came under fire for the first time in their 

 
673 Letter from Acting Chief of General Staff, Ministry of War, Colonet Shneur to the Chief of Staff of the Ministry 
of War, on “The Organization of the Army,” 1 October 1919, Erivan, 2; NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/291. 

674 This is a central theme in Chapter 7.  

675 Khachadoorian, Area sketch on “Kars,” Khachadoorian Papers, ARF Archives. 

676 From state sources dating back to 1915, the Ottomans had accused the Russian Empire for “inciting nomadic 
tribes against each other,” especially instigating conflict among Muslims, Armenians, Kurds, and the government. In 
the long term, the Ottoman source suggested that part of the Russian motives for encouraging intra-regional violence 
was to try and “render the Ottoman administration guilty of bloodshed.” Note from the Ministry of Defense, 
Independent Office of Public Order, 245, “To the 2nd Division of the Headquarters” “In answer to the note dated 
April 27, 1915 numbered 9223”, this note dated May 18, 1915, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 
1914-1918, Vol.1, 93. 



 

214 

journey.677 While navigating that night, through a torrential thunderstorm, Harbord’s vehicle 

broke down and had to be towed. Moseley’s vehicle took the lead and as the mission members 

slowly continued on in the precarious conditions, the run lights on Moseley’s vehicle gave out, 

forcing the convoy to stop. The short circuit in the lights happened only 400 yards beyond a 

camp in an old abandoned building alongside the road. Yet they “had to stop at once for it was 

pitch dark and the mountain road was very dangerous.”678 When the Kurdish band realized that 

the AMMA vehicles had stopped up ahead, they “lost no time in firing four shots, evidently with 

the intent of frightening away any foes who might be lurking about their camp.”679 Rather than 

stay with the stranded vehicle while Kelly (one of the chauffeurs on the AMMA) worked to fix 

the lights, Moseley grabbed his pistol and started back along the road with Clark and Villaret in 

tow.680 Brilliantly, in hindsight, Clark thought to shout “Americanski” to the Kurds at their 

camp, which brought back the reply, “Americanski? Allright” and they ceased fire, leaving 

Moseley’s group to repair their car and be on their way to Kağızman.681 Even in the mountainous 

passes of the frontier, the United States had apparently garnered respect from the Kurds. 

When they finally arrived in Kağızman around 11 o’clock that evening, the Armenian 

commander and local governor, Major Ruben Balian, conveyed the military situation to 

 
677 This was the first, but not the last time the mission member took fire during their journey. They would be shot at 
on several occasions on four different days during their time on the frontier and in the Transcaucsasian republics. 

678 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 27 September 1919. 

679 “Diary of Overland Party,” diary entry for 27 September 1919. 

680 Professor Hussein Bey was with Moseley’s car as well, but he “was very much frightened by the incident and he 
preferred to stay in the car.” Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 27 September 1919. 

681 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 27 September 1919. 
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Harbord.682 The AMMA spent a night in Kağızman among the Armenian troops, before taking 

on the next segment of the frontier where the “exciting” events of the opening anecdote 

occurred.683 The Armenian military officers in Kars and Kağızman warned Harbord against 

traveling to Erivan via the frontier road through Kulp. They admittedly did not have a good 

handle on local security there and were wary of the danger “through the lands of Tatar and 

Kurdish bandits.”684 Harbord insisted that investigating the dangerous places was central to his 

mission and the AMMA would go anyways.  

A week earlier, just as the AMMA was leaving Sivas, Harbord wrote to Bristol about his 

impressions from the journey thus far. After seeing the state of the Ottoman Army – in Mardin, 

Diyarbekır, Kharput, Malatya, and Sivas – Harbord did not believe there was a legitimate threat 

of Ottoman troops moving into Russian Armenia to massacre Christians. He had seen plenty 

regarding the poor state of the soldiers and supplies. He wrote that a planned attack in September 

1919 was extremely unlikely, nonetheless, Harbord was determined to base his report on 

“personal observation,” thus insisting on his original itinerary to investigate the entire frontier.685 

Harbord later wrote that he had carefully planned the itinerary with reports of organized Turkish 

forces massing along the frontier in mind, “and with the intention of observing as to their truth 

and, if possible, to exert a restrating influence,” but nothing the mission members witnessed 

 
682 Armenian commander’s name is from “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, 
Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. All other details from “Diary of 
Overland Party,” diary entry for 27 September 1919. 

683 The episode described at the start of this chapter, where the mission members were attacked and held hostage 
overnight from 28 to 29 September 1919 near the town of Kulp is present in several of the AMMA documents. 
Harbord included it in his final report, Moseley and the “overland party” detailed it in their respective diaries, and 
Khachadoorian recounted it in his articles about the AMMA, which he published later for the Armenian American 
community. For a full recount of the events in Kulp, see Appendix C. 

684 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 134. 

685 Harbord to Bristol, Letter on 21 September 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/276. 
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along the entire frontier justified those reports.686 Perhaps the Armenians did not want the 

AMMA to witness conditions in these frontier zones that their new republic was charged with 

securing. Nonetheless this would be the most dangerous phase of the journey. 

The town that the Armenian commanders were most wary of was Kulp, which was situated 

about fifteen miles from the Araxes River on the Transcaucasian border.687 When the AMMA 

arrived in town, two women peering at the Americans from behind a shack were the only visible 

signs of life. Within minutes, however, news of potential danger brought in hundreds of armed 

men who gathered from the surrounding hills.688 As the mission members spoke with the Tatars 

in Kulp, they learned about their plight from Erivan where Armenian soldiers had driven over 

2,500 Muslims from Transcaucasia. While they recorded complaints, “Mount Ararat loomed in 

the distance,” creating a setting Moseley described as “quite wonderful in the late afternoon, but 

a little uncertain.”689 Of course, his sentiments accurately forecasted the trials the AMMA would 

endure in the night ahead – a small taste of the real uncertainty that plagued the daily lives of the 

residents. Eventually, it took Harbord’s promise that their complaints would be heard for the 

large group of Tatar men to allow the mission members to leave Kulp safely.690  

Unbeknownst to Harbord, after he had departed and reached his intended campsite at the 

 
686 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia.” International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 304. 

687 Kulp represented one of the small towns where the Ottomans deported 1,415 Armenian residents. In report titled 
“The Distribution of the People who were to be Relocated and Distanced,” Armenian Activities in the Archive 
Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 1, 163. These records show the deportation numbers for several Ottoman provinice in a 
series of tables. In Doğubeyazıt province, the only other region along the frontier that was included, 11, 972 
Armenian residents were reported as “relocated and distanced” (161). The tables are titled “The Number of the 
Armenians Relocated and Distanced, According to the Vilayets and Provinces,” Armenian Activites in the Archive 
Documents 1914-1918, 157-170 (original Ottoman documents pages 439-444). 

688 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 136. 

689 Moseley, “Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 28 September 1919. 

690 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 136. 
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Karakanli bridge, the Tatars decided that the AMMA were Armenians in disguise. One by one, 

they had seized all of the other vehicles (except for the limousine that Harbord, Moseley, 

Beeuwkes, and Khatchadoorian were waiting with at the bridge), disarmed the Americans and 

detained them. When Shamil Bey, the Tatar sheikh, visited Harbord’s camp later that night to 

explain the situation, he admonished that unless Harbord accompanied him back to Kulp he 

would not be able to convince the younger Tatars that the mission members were Americans, not 

Armenians. After the sheikh left, having promised that he would try to ameliorate the situation, 

Harbord, Moseley, Beeuwkes, and Khatchadoorian spent the night acting “as defenders against 

the attacks of any potential enemy,” experiencing the fear and uncertainty that the local people 

had grown accustomed to.691 

Harbord eventually decided to send Khatchadoorian across the burnt bridge to ask the 

Armenian commander from Iğdır, whose cavalry soldiers lined the surrounding hills on the far 

side of the river, for two detachments of liaisons to help guard their camp through the night.692 

The Armenian soldiers that awoke at three in the morning to assist the mission members, though 

hungry, tired, and barely clothed for the cold night ahead, told Khatchadoorian not to be afraid, 

that they were there to protect the Americans, then asked when “the American Army and 

American Armenians [would] come to our aid?”693  

In this moment, having experienced a small taste of the harrowing conditions which soldiers 

and residents endured on the remote frontier of Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, the mission 

members could begin to understand the deep, draining effects that the present state of uncertainty 

 
691 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 138. 

692 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 138. 

693 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 138. 
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had on the local people. More than anything, they pitied the Armenian soldier, whose sad story 

and stalwart service at 3 o’clock on 29 September 1919, was the only sliver of comfort available 

for Harbord’s group in the early morning hours.694 The others, who spent the night detained in 

Kulp, emerged even more shaken. 

It turned out that Shamil Bey was able to release the mission members from the jail in Kulp 

and protect them in his apartment over night, ensuring that no harm came to them. In the 

morning, the excitment among the local Tatars had dissipated and there were no objections to 

releasing the prisoners. Though most of the supplies from the cargo truck had disappeared, the 

mission members survived the night with a thrilling story to embellish their records.695 

Regardless of the threatening conditions of violence, from Hassan Kale to Bayazid, the 

AMMA could not find substantiating evidence that Ottoman troops were massing on the border 

to attack the Armenians.696 In fact, the skirmishes they observed along the frontier were 

instigated by Armenians, Tatars, or Kurds from the Transcaucasian side of the border, who were 

competing over contested territory or raiding for resources. The stretch of road between 

 
694 The Armenian soldier’s story in September 1919 was one of dire need. Major General Araratov, the Minister of 
War for the Republic of Armenia, requested several items from the AMMA for the “Army of the Republic of 
Armenia.” He divided the request into categories: “from cloths” (wool hats, blouses, pants, coats, summer blouses, 
and summer pants - 20,000 pieces each), “Linen” (shirts, breeches, footwraps - not socks, handkerchiefs - 40,000 
pieces each), “horseshoes” 25,000, “nails” 200 poods, “preventatives for horseshoe” 100,000 pieces, “foot gear” 
(shoes and shoe warmers/gaiters - 20,000 pieces each), “foods” (flour, wheat, sugar, tea, essential oil, dried herbs, 
and pepper), and “soap” and “beech or barley.” Araratov, “From the List of Items Needed for the Army of the 
Republic of Armenia,” Khachadoorian Papers, ARF Archives. 

695 The AMMA reported the incident at Kulp as soon as they reboarded the USS Martha Washington in Batum. Not 
only did this represent a critical point in their journey when Americans were in danger, but Loring and Abernathy 
had been wounded. “Confrontation Note,” “Re-Attacking auto caravan of the Harbord Mission,” 5 October 1919, 
NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/305. 

696 Bayazid (also known as Doğubayazıt) was the first region that the Russian Imperial Army invaded in 1914 at the 
start of World War I. After the Mudros Armistice, it belonged again to the Ottomans as their easternmost district, 
just south of Iğdır. This district is also home to Mount Ararat – the iconic peak that is storied in Armenian cultural 
history and was coveted by advocates of “Greater Armenia” circa 1919. Harbord expressed this point that Ottoman 
troops were not massing against the Armenians in his various reports and letters, as did Moseley (with more details), 
in his “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 21-22. 
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Kağızman and Kulp was particularly infected, and the Armenians did not appear able to secure 

their territory.  

Given the diverse human environment in the borderlands and perpetual uncertainty, the 

Armenian “administration has not been satisfactory to the inhabitants except when these 

inhabitants are Armenians.”697 However, not all Armenians were content with the administration 

either. At the local level, the mission members consistently found that upper, middle, lower, and 

peasant classes were unsatisfied with regional disorganization “and desire[d] above everything, 

including their local independence, the reestablishment of order, security of person and property, 

and all the normal activities of life.”698  

While the AMMA investigated, the Ottomans were consolidating gains, trying to support their 

own peoples’ survival through the winter, and defending the hard-won territory they were 

allowed to keep from the Mudros Armistice – slowly allowing the scars of World War I to set 

before disrupting their wounds further.699 Troops were not massing and despite some residual 

violence, the situation was under control along the Anatolian side of the frontier, especially 

compared to the chaos that the AMMA would witness during the final leg of their journey in 

Transcaucasia. Since moving through the interior battle space where people had fled, the mission 

 
697 With his comments in the published appendix, Moseley was true to his promise to the Tatars in Kulp that he 
would convey their complaints. Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 22. 

698 Moore, “Political Factors and Problems in Trans-Caucasia,” “Mr. Moore’s Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A.—
Sept. 27, 1919,” 12, Item 1, Box 11, Moseley Papers, LOC. In Looking Toward Ararat, Ronald Grigor Suny also 
makes the point that in the stratified societies that characterized life for Ottoman and Russian Armenians, most 
people “lived in a culture of poverty bounded by the limits of village life,” (19) and, regarding administrative cares, 
“it would be nearly impossible to consolidate these disparate groups into a single mobilized nationality” (20). 

699 Harbord described the Ottoman Army as an organization that had been “reduced to skeletons, and the country 
shows an appalling lack of people, either military or civilian.” Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia.” 
International Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 304. 
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members had not yet witnessed masses of refugees.700 Now that they were at the edge of the 

empire, the mission members would witness survivors who had fled war and deportations who 

were gradually making their ways home.  

Residue of Fallen Empires 

Though some of the people continued to challenge the record with anti-Armenian accusations 

that resembled the tragic accounts that the AMMA encountered in Erzincan and Erzurum, the 

mission members patiently captured what local people and refugees had to say. The Armenian 

Americans serving with Harbord were anxious to finally cross into Armenia. Even though some 

stories warranted a change of heart to the tragic conditions faced by all, Khatchadoorian admitted 

that the Muslim refugees from Kağızman “did not impress [him] as honest, decent people” and 

he was ready for his fellow mission members to see evidence of the familiar narrative he felt was 

more devastating than what the Anatolian Turks and Kurds had experienced.701 By the time the 

AMMA reached Etchmiadzin, the dire situation that Armenians and other Christian refugees had 

endured came to light. 

The Armenian officers in Sarıkamış had arranged for a special train to bring Harbord and his 

team to Kars over an operational portion of the Russian-built rail line.702 Though the AMMA 

only spent a few hours in Sarıkamış, their time was consumed with listening to testimonies of the 

 
700 The largest refugee camps the AMMA had seen thus far in their journey had been at Aleppo. 

701 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. From 
speaking with the people who approached the mission members while the local Turkish elites met with Harbord, 
Khachadoorian recorded a variety of crimes to the tone of: “Ruben Balian is responsible for killing 120 Muslims. 
1600 sheep of Assad Ismail Ogly, a Kurd from Sardarapat, were captured by the Armenians. A Turk named Sabri, 
who supplied the Armenians with meat, had not received payment for two months and was now afraid that he might 
die in Kars. The house of Osman bey Zadeh Bekir was plundered; etc.” (133). These were the types of details that 
the local people felt compelled to share with the American officers. 

702 The train journey between Sarıkamış and Kars on 27 September 1919 only took two hours and gave the AMMA 
the chance to enjoy the scenery while avoiding the treacherous mountain road that took a lengthy, circuitous route to 
Kars. “Diary of Overland Party,” diary entry for 27 September 1919. 
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Armenians living there. Senior Armenian officers met with Harbord, while the other mission 

members spoke with the local people.703 They were treated to a sumptous breakfast with 

welcoming speeches and Caucasian dances.704 

The Governor of Kars, General Korgenov, accompanied Harbord to Kars where he met with 

the Armenian military commander, General Perimov and the Chief of Militia, Colonel 

Havsepian.705 In Kars, the Armenian soldiers (around 2,500 of them) left a positive impression 

on Harbord. They looked in surprisingly good condition compared with some of the more pitiful 

soldiers the AMMA had observed.706 The Armenians occupied several large villages in the area 

surrounding Kars and Kağızman, leaving non-Armenian refugees to find shelter in the 

country.707 Kars province represented the most diverse population of the Armenian provinces in 

September 1919, with an estimated 250,000 residents who identified as Armenians, Turks, 

Tajiks, Kurds, Russians, Georgians, Greeks, or Yezidis.708 Interestingly, according to Armenian 

administrators in Erivan, the Ottoman Armenians in the borderland provinces were referred to as 

immigrants, rather than refugees, even though they had not the means nor sometimes the 

 
703 Harbord met with Armenian Generals K. Araradov, Korgenov (also the Governor of Kars), Tehomaniam, and 
Colonel Merimanov. An Armenian Cavalry Regiment was also present in Sarıkamış. From “List of Turk, Armenian, 
American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 
184.021/96. 

704 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

705 A single American officer, Colonel Warren, also met with the AMMA in Kars. His position in the city could not 
be verified, but it is likely that Colonel Warren was associated with Colonel Haskell and his American Relief 
Administration branch in Transcaucasia. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, 
Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

706 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 

707 Khachadoorian, Area sketch on “Kars,” Khachadoorian Papers, ARF Archives.  

708 Khachadoorian, Table on “Population of Neutral Regions,” Khachadoorian Papers, ARF Archives. 
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willingness to forsake returning home.709 

 
Image 6.3 – Kars Train Station.710 

 
The local Armenians in Sarıkamış and Kars were excited to meet the AMMA as well. They 

erected arches “across the road bearing the words ‘You are welcome,’” and came out in droves, 

including formations of orphanage children to see the American officers.711 On the train ride, the 

AMMA stopped in several places where local Armenians had gathered. “They always extend 

hospitality by asking us to break bread with them and it is quite a little ceremony, this eating a 

piece of bread with a little salt.”712 At the train station platform in Kars, the people had strewn 

several beautiful rugs out for Harbord to walk on while school children in traditional costume 

and an honor guard of mounted soldiers looked on. As “Harbord descended the steps those 

 
709 Table on “Number of Turkish-Armenian immigrants in 1919,” 30 September 1919, Erivan, Khachadoorian 
Papers, ARF Archives. Of the provinces that the AMMA visited along the frontier, the table among 
Khachadoorian’s statistical notes depicts the following numbers of  Ottoman-Armenian “immigrants:” in Kars 
province: 237,675; in Kara Kilise province: 20,782; in Iğdır (“North Bayazid”) province: 7,700; and in Etchmiadzin 
province: 28,461.  

710 Image taken by author, June 2022. 

711 “Diary of Overland Party,” diary entry from 27 September 1919.  

712 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 27 September 1919. 
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children strewed small branches of shrubs and trees in his path and all shouted and cheered.”713 

The beautiful display of Armenian cultural pride juxtaposed with the ruined buildings and 

impoverished citizens.714 The effect resonated with the mission members.715  

This had been the first time since the AMMA entered interior Anatolia that the familiar 

narrative of Armenian victimhood was visible before them. In view of this Christian suffering, 

Harbord must have felt compelled to defend them for the atrocities he had witnessed in Ottoman 

territory where the Armenians had clearly been the perpetrators. Harbord crafted his report to 

portray Armenians as slaves in the cruel grip of the Ottoman Turks, who had been “taxed to 

poverty, their property confiscated at pleasure and their women forced into the harems of the 

conqueror.”716 He seemed to absolve the Armenian people of guilt by continuing: “Such slavery 

leaves some inevitable and unlovable traces upon the character, but in the main the Armenian 

 
713 “Diary of Overland Party,” diary entry from 27 September 1919. 

714 The AMMA reported that 28,000 of Kars’ population of 30,000 relied on food from the American Relief 
Committee. At the Armenian commander’s house later that afternoon, the mission members were given a banquet of 
fine beef, which they described as “greatly in contrast with the impoverished condition of the city.” “Diary of 
Overland Party,” diary entry from 27 September 1919. 

715 However he felt on the earlier stages of the mission, it was clear by the end that the AMMA had taken a pro-
Armenian stance, just as their official title suggested. Harbord wrote in his final report that “the interest of America 
in its own missionaries and in the native Christians was invariably emphasized; the Armenian deportations, the 
massacres and the return of the survivors were discussed on each occasion, as well as other matters intended to 
convince Turkish officials that their country is on trial before the world.” Harbord, “American Military Mission to 
Armenia.” International Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 
304. 

716 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia.” International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 279. In the introduction to Yervant Alexanian’s memoirs, Sergio 
La Porta described conditions of Armenian life in the eastern Ottoman provinces in the late nineteenth century, 
mimicked Harbord’s sentiment that “From Armenian accounts of life in these areas, a sense of lawlessness and 
abandonment by the state had taken hold as Armenians and other ethnoreligious minorities were subject to raids, 
illegal confiscations of land, and irregular taxation.” He added that there are hundreds of oral histories from 
Armenians who had lived in this area and attest to these conditions – the records are maintained in collections at the 
University of California at Los Angeles, Columbia University, the Armenian Library of America, the Armenian 
Assembly of America, the Zoryan Institute, and the Armenian Film Foundation. “Introduction,” Forced into 
Genocide, xv, xx. 
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preserved his religion, his language and his racial purity, persecution bringing cohesion.”717 That 

same narrative had been primed and perpetuated by American relief workers who lived locally. 

 
Image 6.4 – American Relief Presence.718 

 
The Relief Workers’ Accounts 

Since the nineteenth century, missionaries from the United States and other Western European 

countries found opportunities for proselytization along the Transcaucasian frontier, just as they 

had in Anatolia.719 Many individuals who began local service as missionaries, remained in the 

 
717 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia.” International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 279. 

718 American Red Cross Magazine, edited by Austin Cunningham, Vol. XI, No. 7 (July 1916) photo page 232 titled: 
“The Flag that Protected 4,000 Armenian War Refugees,” in article by Stephen Van Rensselaer Trowbridge, “With 
the Armenians in Egypt” (pages 227-233), Folder 7, Box 6, NE12, Z9 Andover-Harvard Theological Library. 
Wilson was the President of the American Red Cross and William Howard Taft was the Chairman – so there was 
weight behind the organization beyond just its association with the United States. “National Officers of the 
American Red Cross,” American Red Cross Magazine, edited by Austin Cunningham, Vol. XI, No. 7 (July 1916), 
inner cover. The ABCFM had not yet re-occupied their stations at Trebizond, Erivan, Erzurum, Van, Sivas, Kharput, 
Bitlis, or Diyarbekır, but there were still skeletal crews of relief workers that had remained most of those places 
without support between 1916 and 1919. Map of “The American Board in The New Turkey,” in “The Problem of 
Turkey as the American Board Views It,” 1923, Folder 9, Box 8, NE12, Z9 Andover-Harvard Theological Library. 

719 While several Western European countries had relief networks established in Transcaucasia and Anatolia at the 
time, I will focus on the American Near East Relief workers and their experiences because American Colonel 
Haskell was the Allied High Commissioner who oversaw all relief in the area and because the American individuals 
associated with the enterprise of aid were the ones who primarily represented the situation for Harbord and his team. 
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region when the industry shifted into secular relief work. Thus, when refugees flooded into the 

frontier region amid war and imperial collapse, the foreign relief workers were ready sources of 

aid. Their stations evolved into hubs for resources, food, and medical supplies as residents began 

associating relief with American protection and power. Outside of the main towns, the Armenian 

soldiers were rarely able to sustain stability, especially in disputed areas. Impulse took over 

among residents, instigating intra-communal violence and perpetuating occasions where rival 

groups raided each other’s villages. For the defeated groups, relief workers were the only source 

of precious grain to keep starvation at bay.720    

Through all this uncertainly, the American relief stations were grounded along the border in 

places like Tiflis, Alexandropol, Erivan, Nakhichevan, Salmas, and Urumia. In those local 

spaces, relief workers witnessed the tumult amid their own efforts to relieve suffering masses. 

When Harbord later interviewed NER representatives in Tiflis and Erivan, they shared their own 

experiences with uncertainty and the struggle to care for so many refugees. Additionally, from 

their letters, relief workers who remained in Transcaucasia through 1919 understood that it was 

impossible to forecast the future of their work with any accuracy until local, national, and global 

powers determined territorial divisions.721 During the transition to NER, missionary 

organizations reported how, despite thousands of orphans and local needs, resources that 

supported relief efforts had been used, scattered, or stolen by the end of World War I. Once-

prominent stations now lingered at 17% capacity, accounting for Americans who had returned 

 
720 Letter from Ned Dodd to Father and Mother, 8 July 1918, 2, Folder 1, Box 1, RG5334, Congregational Library 
and Archives, Boston, MA.  

721 “The American Board Missions in the Near East: From the Annual Report of 1918,” 31 October 1919, 3; 817.83, 
Box 4, ABCFM Papers, Andover-Harvard Theological Library. 
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home and local support workers who had fled or been killed.722 Four ordained missionaries and 

their wives, one un-ordained man, and six single women were left with very few native 

workers.723 It would take three years to rebuild the relief infrastructure and attract more workers 

before schools, churches, and clinics would reopen in 1922.724 As supplies dwindled throughout 

the region, veteran soldiers and frontier-based units relied on local requisitions – the same village 

stores that relief workers maintained to distribute to starving residents and refugees.  

The refugee problem overwhelmed the problematic situation. During the post-war shift to a 

national structure, established states re-exerted power in the borderlands and local, pasture-

seeking populations lost access to seasonal pastures and their itinerancy. As passports became 

the mobile entity, local groups without documents were forced to settle.725 Tribal migrants now 

risked becoming political refugees, a categorization that offered security but complicated their 

identity.726 The AMMA were only able to decipher part of the problem. They found that most 

refugees, including Armenians, who attempted to return to Eastern Anatolia were “expressing no 

fears for their safety” and were permitted by the Ottoman authorities to cross the border from 

Transcaucasia if they presented proper documentation as to their citizenship.727 The nomadic 

 
722 “The American Board Missions in Turkey and the Balkans: From the Annual Report of 1918,” 11.  

723 Reverend Harrison A. Maynard and his wife Mrs. Mary W. Maynard were two of the couples who remained in 
Transcaucasia with their children for the duration of World War I and into the reconstruction period under the Soviet 
Republics. They authored some of the annual reports that were sent to Boston for publication and were staunch 
believers that “The Near Eastern problem cannot permanently be solved by armies or treaties; the ultimate solution 
lies only in the evangelization of the Turkish people.” This perspective, shared by other individual relief workers, 
perpetuated the fraught relationship between the Americans and some of the non-Christian local leaders. “The 
American Board Missions in The Near East: From the Annual Report of 1922,” 9, 17. 

724 “The American Board Missions in The Near East: From the Annual Report of 1922,” 15. There were no reports 
from the residual stations in 1919, 1920, or 1921 based on the very few Americans that remained. 

725 Sabri Ateş, The Ottoman-Iranian Borderlands: Making a Boundary, 1843-1914 (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2013), 199. 

726 Ateş, The Ottoman-Iranian Borderlands, 210-211.   

727 Harbord, Telegram to Bristol and Polk from Harbord, 6 October 1919, 1-2; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 
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groups who had never formally been part of the Ottoman Empire and did not possess the “proper 

documentation,” were effectively stranded and in the same predicament as the Kurdish bands 

who the mission members encountered on the road between Kars and Kulp.728 

World War I had indeed uprooted life in Transcaucasia even though much of the territory was 

removed from the Caucasian battlefields. For the semi-nomadic people, a category that included 

many local groups, they relied on itinerancy to wait out the harsh winters in the Mesopotamian 

valleys but then be able to drive their flocks into the Transcaucasian mountains once the land 

thawed and the summer grasses provided excellent grazing.729 Animals were the sustenance for 

these groups and were traditionally unrestricted to a single locale. Apart from the Kurds, the 

Azeris had a similar dynamic and would inhabit the Nakhichevan as seasonal residents with their 

grazing herds.730 Though these seasonal residents were a landmark of the environment, they did 

not fit neatly into the template that arose from the Mudros Armistice and other postwar treaties.  

With political borders shifting and challenging movement for local groups, the people had to 

reconsider which villages to occupy to wait out the winter months. Kulp happened to be one such 

village for the Tatar group who temporarily captured the mission members on 28 September. The 

 
184.021/307. One reason why the Ottoman officers explained they required returning Armenians to present 
documentation was to prevent Russian-Armenians from infiltrating Anatolia with their “Bolshevist tendencies.” 
Moseley, “Appendix ‘J,’ The Military Problem of a Mandatory,” 22. 

728 The system that was quickly becoming the new status quo impoverished nomadic groups. The nature of 
protection for relief work also hinged on the outcome of post-war conferences. So as relief workers rallied in 
response to political volatility and war, which produced unprecedented refugees in Transcaucasia, they also 
anxiously awaited treaties that would determine their own status abroad. “The American Board Missions in The 
Near East: From the Annual Report of 1922,” 17; Folder “The American Board Missions in Turkey and the Balkans, 
1916-1918,” 817.83, Box 4, ABCFM Papers, Andover-Harvard Theological Library. 

729 Jackson, “Appendix ‘F,’ Peoples of Turkey in Europe, Asia Minor, and the Transcaucasus,” 4. 

730 Nomadic Azeri groups inhabited the still-contested Nagorno-Karabakh region as well. Nakhichevan ran along the 
Ottoman frontier nearer to Bayazid province, where McCoy’s party had investigated. Louis H. Gray, “Caucasus: 
Commerce and Trade Routes,” March 5, 1918, 3-5, Item 2: Group No. 8, Series No. III, Folder 103 “Reports,” Box 
9A, Sterling Library, Yale University, Connecticut. 
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older generation of shepherds and farmers had grown up in an era of relative stability on the 

Ottoman-Russian-Persian frontier. Now, Ottoman, Azeri, Persian, and Armenian frontier guards 

lined the passes and created no-man’s-lands, preventing passage for nomadic groups to winter 

quarters, even though the grazing season had ended with the arrival of October.  

Especially in Iğdır and the territory north of Nakhichevan, Armenian frontier guards restricted 

movement into and out of Armenia.731 In Ottoman occupied territory, Van and Bitlis had been 

destroyed along the shores of Lake Van, while Bayazid was still occupied and struggling to 

reconstruct buildings.732 Hakkari province on the southern end of the Ottoman border, named for 

a Kurdish tribe, was home to a large group of Assyrians. Several battles took place in Hakkari 

during World War I. This entire area, south to Ruwandiz (which was meant to be the southern 

border of the new Armenian Republic as mapped by the Inquiry – it is now in present-day Iraq, 

northeast of Erbil) was the site of the most uprisings by local Kurds who had struggled to find 

territory of their own and had essentially become refugees in their own pastures. Previously the 

uprisings and clashes of various tribes were feudal and conservative in nature, but the wave of 

nationalism, instigated by Wilsonian self-determination, drove violence to take on a different 

character. These were some of the same tribesmen that Sultan Abdul Hamid II organized into 

Hamidiye units directed against Ottoman Armenians. Now, a generation later, the area was filled 

with war-torn people whose agricultural promise had been destroyed by occupying armies.733  

 
731 In The Turkish War of Independence: A Military History, 1919-1923 (California: Praeger, 2021), Edward J. 
Erickson describes the battles on the “Eastern Front” which ranged from Erzurum and Kars provinces, along the 
Transcaucasian frontier, to Van and Hakkari provinces on the Persian and Mesopotamian borders. 

732 McCoy and Bowditch, along with a small party of the mission members, traveled into Doğubayazıt on horseback 
to investigate the area, before rejoining the main party in Erivan on 1 October 1919. 

733 For a thorough description of the Russian and Ottoman troop movements through Hakkari and Van provinces 
during World War I, see Allen and Muratoff’s Caucasian Battlefields: A History of the Wars on the Turco-
Caucasian Border 1828-1921 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010). 
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After most Ottoman soldiers had withdrawn from the region, infrastructure lay in disrepair, 

burial sites and military quarters left much of the cultivated ground unusable for fall harvest in 

1919, and there was no grass yet for grazing herds unless they found a way across the frontier 

into the Transcauscasian mountains.734 Thus the semi-nomadic groups were faced with staying in 

Transcaucasia to retain their access to grazing grounds come summer, or seek shelter in the 

decimated villages in Eastern Anatolia, which might offer them prospects of shelter through the 

winter but had no access to food for their families or flocks.  

As winter approached, residents and local bands clashed over the destroyed towns in the old 

battlespace and along the frontier to secure access to shelter and food. Those who had been 

forced from their homes by their enemies made their way as refugees into nearby cities where 

American relief workers were established. The relief workers, in turn, navigated this complex 

atmosphere while their schools, orphanages, hospitals, dispensaries, and churches still required 

constant attention. In many stations a single American led relief efforts. Dr. Ned Dodd spent 

seven months as the lone relief worker in Salmas,735 serving 12,000 destitute Assyrians, 

Armenians, Kurds, Jews, and Persian Muslims.736 Even in better-equipped towns, every 

available relief worker took on significant roles.737 Women managed housing, feeding, maternity 

 
734 The Ottoman 11th Division, under Kazım Karabekir’s XV Corps, was responsible for securing Hakkari province, 
but they were centered in Van and only had 2,700 soldiers (see note 646). Refer to Image 6.1 near the beginning of 
this chapter for the map of Ottoman disposition in 1919.  

735 Salmas is a town in present-day Iran, located approximately 15 miles from the Turkish border. In 1919, it was a 
key town in the fertile region west of Lake Urumia, occupying the borderlands between the Ottoman Empire, Persia, 
and Transcaucasia. 

736 Letter from Dodd to Father and Mother, 8 July 1918, 1, Folder 1, Box 1, RG5334, Congregational Library and 
Archives, Boston, MA.  

737 Beyond contributing to the relief mission through their work, the American women were an important driver of 
the dominant narrative about Armenians that was widely accepted across the United States. The Women’s Journal 
(of the American Woman Suffrage Association in Boston) covered the Armenian situation in depth and Alice Stone 
Blackwell published Armenian Poems to advocate on behalf of an Armenian “culture in crisis.” Balakian, The 
Burning Tigris, 94, 101. 
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wards, and established space for insane asylums; while men handled storage for goods, guarding 

the premises, sanitation, government relations, and burying the dead – including those who had 

succumbed to illness or were victims of massacre and hangings.738 Sanitation itself was a 

Herculean task beyond other relief activities, including extreme examples of bodies clogging 

river tributaries in Nakhichevan after violent clashes. By the time the AMMA arrived in 

September 1919, Colonel Henry Beeuwkes, Harbord’s Medical Officer, observed persistent 

issues that had exacerbated the refugee crisis and plagued survivors.  

Beeuwkes quickly found that the occupied towns were extremely congested. Residents lived 

with their entire families and livestock under the same roof, in rooms infested with vermin and 

shut off from light and ventilation to preserve the little heat they could when fuel was extremely 

scarce.739 Thousands of refugees, in even greater distress, spread out rugs and blankets in 

demolished buildings and in the streets. They huddled together without facilities and in clothing 

that has been patched so often that the original patterns were indistinguishable.740 By the time the 

American officers arrived in September 1919, over 700,000 refugees had been reported in the 

region by military authorities, some of whom had assumed refugee status because demobilized 

soldiers occupied their homes in Anatolia.741 In Kanakar, near Etchmiadzin, the Americans cared 

for one thousand refugees, mostly women and children, who crowded into 210 single-story mud 

houses, while the long-term residents occupied the other ninety mud houses left in the village.742 

 
738 Letter from Frances Bayley Packard to Mr. Scott, from Urumia, Persia, 15 October 1918, 2; in RG5334 Box 1, 
Folder 1 “Correspondence, reports, testimonials sent from Persia, 1918-1919, at Congregational Library and 
Archives, Boston, MA.  

739 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 4. 

740 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 5, 8. 

741 ACRNE Secretary, “A New Near East,” 7; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/251. 

742 William T. Ellis, “Not Sharing But Giving Their All,” in The American Committee For Relief In The Near East: 
Its History, Its Work and the Need for Support as Outlined by President Wilson and Others (Winter 1918-1919), 
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In Alexandropol, two hundred bodies were picked up every morning through the summer as 

refugees starved overnight.743  

The refugees also desperately sought winter quarters and were faced with frontier challenges 

just as the semi-nomadic groups did. Even the Ottoman army realized that after they seized Baku 

in 1918, the escalating food shortages on the borderlands meant that the army itself could not 

survive unless they returned to Anatolia. In that final year of World War I, the occupying 

Ottomans exported all available cattle and grain from Transcaucasia to the Ottoman interior, and 

now, a year later, the stores were empty and local groups resented soldiers.744  

The Ottoman refugees who wanted to leave Transcaucasia to return home were stranded and 

massacred upon attempts to cross without legal paperwork. Those that were able to cross back 

into Anatolia, often found their homes in ruins. As local peasants, the returning residents 

resembled the refugees, as equally destitute and defenseless against the impending winter.745 For 

the people living in the borderlands near Bayazid, local bands prevented relief supplies from 

reaching relief workers that were stationed to the south, in Urumia, since the bands controlled the 

rail lines that connected the region with the Black Sea ports at Batum. James Barton, then head 

of the American Relief Mission, admonished that “Neither General Harbord nor Colonel Haskell 

can accomplish anything without backing of military force.”746 He was rightly frustrated that 

 
compiled by the National Campaign Committee of the American Committee For Relief In The Near East, New York 
City; in RG5334, Drawer 11, Folder 5 “American Committee for Relief in the Near East records, 1891-1979,” 
Congregational Library & Archives, Boston, MA. 

743 ACRNE Secretary, “Continuing Need,” 6; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/251. 

744 Touraj Atabaki, “Going East: The Ottomans’ Secret Service Activities in Iran,” in Iran and the First World War: 
Battleground of the Great Powers, Edited by Touraj Atabaki (New York: I.B. Tauris & Co. Ltd., 2006), Pp. 29-42 
(chapter 3), 41. This movement of supplies is also referenced in ATASE, K. 3818, D. 91/2. 

745 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” 282-283. 

746 James L. Barton was the Head of the American Relief Mission in Constantinople and was one of the primary 
advocates for the continuance of foreign relief work in Transcaucasia. James L. Barton and William W. Peet to 
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upwards of ten million American dollars were at risk of being sacrificed because of Armenia’s 

inability to manage their own infrastructure. It was August 1919 when Barton quoted over 

twenty thousand orphans under the care of seventy American relief workers, “not to mention 

three hundred thousand refugees” who would all be in peril under winter conditions if aid could 

not reach them.747 By September, the Armenian administrators finally put a stop to refugee trains 

bound for Transcaucasia and advocated to begin repatriation efforts for Ottoman Armenians as a 

final attempt to prevent mass starvation come winter.748  

The threat of years and dollars wasted in philanthropic effort sent tensions through the roof 

for foreign relief organizations and national leaders who tried to maintain their support. There 

were reports of over 200,000 refugees massed on the southern boundary of Transcaucasia and 

Ottoman territory, trying to cross the frontier. Allegedly, Ottoman and Kurdish forces prevented 

refugee movement and forced crossing attempts resulted in massacre.749 Keeping refugees 

trapped at the borders exacerbated regional food shortages. All the while, the prevailing bands 

and local leaders used the supplies to feed their own families and communities. Train cars of 

America milk and flour were cut off from southern districts along the frontier between Ottoman, 

Armenian, and Persian territory. Without troops, the American and European powers had no 

control over the relief supplies once they left the ports.  

 
British Foreign Office, 23 August 1919; FO. 371/3659/134122 in British Documents on Armenian Question (1912-
1923), 265-266.  

747 Barton and Peet to British Foreign Office, 23 August 1919; FO. 371/3659/134122 in British Documents on 
Armenian Question (1912-1923), 265-266. 

748 “Daily News Sheet,” 18 September 1919, 3; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/270. 

749 Report from Vice Consul J. Randolph. No. 161 telegram from the U.S. vice-consul at Tiflis H.O. Doolittle to 
American Mission in Paris, F. Polk. For the Secretary of State R. Lansing and director of the ARA H. Hoover 
transmitted telegram from Polk to Lansing. Telegram from Tiflis to Paris sent 24 July 1919, and follow-on telegram 
from Paris to Washington D.C. sent 6 August 1919; NARA, RG256, 184.021/126/ Encl.1 and RG59, 860J.01/30, 
T1191, Roll 1, NAA, MR No. 49. 
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Beyond the refugees, the NER had over 20,000 orphans in their care as of June 1919.750 These 

children were abandoned at such young ages that many did “not know their own names or the 

names of their relatives.”751 This made rehabilitation efforts to connect children with their 

extended families impossible and the sheer number of orphaned children overwhelmed local 

relief capacity. In Iğdır, relief workers reported houses “full of unburied dead” and “children 

lying dead in the streets.” Orphans in such places would gather in courtyards, sleep on the 

ground, and the next morning the dead ones would be sorted out and put to the side. “When 

given food, they break down and weep from sheer weakness.”752 By October, the orphan figures 

from over 20 American relief organizations had decreased to 15,000 but acknowledged that those 

numbers accounted for only a small percentage of the 100,000 orphans in Transcaucasia. An 

additional 15,000 orphans survived under Red Crescent care. Beyond American and Ottoman 

agencies, other nationalities cared for an additional 20,000 orphans in Transcaucasia. The 

Armenian, Georgian, and Azerbaijani states cared for upwards of 50,000 orphans themselves 

through government facilities and organization.753  

 
750 Letter from Henry Morgenthau to Major General Harbord, Chief of Staff, American Expeditionary Forces, 
Chaumont, 25 June 1919 from the Hotel Ritz, Paris; in “Harbord Papers,” Box 8, Military Activity incl. Armenian 
Mission, 1919; Blue Bound Book Titled: “World War Military Activity, General James G. Harbord, 1917-1923;” 
from Library of Congress Manuscripts Division, Washington D.C. 

751 ACRNE Secretary. “A New Near East,” 7; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/251. 

752 ACRNE Secretary, “Continuing Need,” 6; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/251. 

753 Khachadoorian, “8: History and Current Situation of Armenians,” 103. 
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Image 6.5 – Harbord Meeting Orphans in Etchmiadzin.754 

 
The AMMA observed that the current orphanages along the frontier and in Transcaucasia 

alone were a strong testament to the death and minimal number of adult survivors from the past 

five years of war, massacres, and deportations. “There [were] Turkish orphans and Armenians, 

and our Mission has seen thousands of poor kids who survived the unfortunate years of the 

war.”755 They lived without adequate shelter, crammed into designated compounds and surviving 

by virtue of food distribution managed by relief workers and coordinated with government 

infrastructure. With acute starvation ubiquitous in the region, it was common to observe adults 

and children lining the markets in search of discarded food.756 Further, nutritional deficiencies 

tormenting the survivors meant that they had even less resistance to disease, were likely to 

develop anemia, their wounds would heal at a much slower pace, and a percentage of the local 

 
754 Image of photo from Folder 1, Box 69, McCoy Papers, LOC. 

755 Khachadoorian, “8: History and Current Situation of Armenians,” 103. 

756 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 6. 
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people would succumb to actual starvation.757 Despite this desperate situation, opportunity 

existed for local leaders and relief workers alike who had the capacity to save lives, rehabilitate 

refugees, and shelter children. The NER knew that the orphans represented “The New Near East” 

and “must be saved, sheltered, clothed, fed and educated until they can take their proper places in 

the service of their new country and the new world.”758  

As relief workers described their attempt to manage these tragic conditions to Harbord and his 

team, the AMMA recorded the extent that the local administrators assisted the efforts.759 Those 

local doctors strived to record conditions so that their national leaders could appeal for additional 

support, but the morbidity rates were fraught from the start due to a significant number of 

refugees in Transcaucasia who never saw doctors and died without aid.760 Throughout the 

region, even local residents would have to travel ten hours or more to reach a hospital or 

dispensary.761 From what doctors could ascertain, typhus, typhoid, malaria, dysentery, and 

venereal diseases were among the prominent causes of death – affecting physicians and foreign 

relief workers alongside the local people. In Armenian towns on the Transcaucasian side of the 

border, where the largest masses of people had converged from the refugee crisis, the relief 

workers witnessed people dying in the streets of contagious diseases.762 Amid those heartrending 

 
757 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 7. 

758 ACRNE Secretary, “A New Near East,” 7; NARA, M820, Roll 231, 184.021/251. 

759 With over three million people, Azerbaijan had only 500 local doctors to join the relief efforts, while the 
Armenians were left with only 170 physicians in Erivan after 67 were victims of massacre by local groups. 
Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 24-25.  

760 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 9. 

761 Beeuwkes, “Appendix ‘E,’ Public Health & Sanitation,” 9. 

762 Epidemics on the Transcaucasian border impacted more people because this was when refugees and deportation 
victims had fled during World War I and many were still reliant on the relief network in Transcaucasia that had 
fallen apart in Anatolia, especially the Armenians. While disease certainly spread in other places as well – recall the 
cases of spotted typhoid being passed by fleas while the disinfecting ovens were out of commission in Erzincan – a 
lot of the space in Eastern Anatolia was vacant. Transcaucasia’s population density in 1919 emphasized sanitation 
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sites, American relief workers feared becoming among the emaciated creatures wandering the 

streets as well.  

The AMMA did not visit with workers in every local relief station, many of the reports about 

the Armenians came from administrators and workers in Alexandropol and Erivan. Mr. and Mrs. 

Maynard were well-established in Erivan after years spent managing relief in Transcaucasia.763 

They maintained the orphanages and distribution, and even brought their children to Armenia to 

maintain their case that relief workers were safe. They consistently advocated for Near East 

Relief but had very little assistance until 1922. Miss Myrtle O. Shane was one of the few women 

to remain, though she had moved from Bitlis to Erivan during World War I. She headed the 

educational administration which include a large school in the city and three village schools in 

the surrounding suburbs.764  

Further afield, it was more common for women to manage relief services because the men, 

especially those ordained, were needed to continue evangelical work as Reverends in the larger 

towns. North of Erivan in Alexandropol, Miss Mary W. Riggs ran the Girls’ School, Miss Grisell 

M. McLaren led the nursing efforts, and Miss Caroline Silliman handled aid distribution.765 

These were the outliers though, as most relief workers chose to leave Transcaucasia amid the 

 
and health concerns to the AMMA. Letter from Burt S. Gifford to Mr. Speers, from Hamadan, Persia, 29 July 1918, 
1; in RG5334 Box 1, Folder 1 “Correspondence, reports, testimonials sent from Persia, 1918-1919, at 
Congregational Library and Archives, Boston, MA; and ACRNE Secretary, “Continuing Need,” 6; NARA, M820, 
Roll 231, 184.021/251. 

763 “The American Board Missions in Turkey and the Balkans: From the Annual Report of 1918,” 9. 

764 In the city school there were 230 pupils, including 120 young boys and girls who had just begun kindergarten. 
175 students filled the three village schools. Across these institutions there were only twelve teachers, mainly 
Armenian, to carry the workload. “The American Board Missions in The Near East: From the Annual Report of 
1922,” 8-9, 21. 

765 “The American Board Missions in The Near East: From the Annual Report of 1922,” 8; in folder “The American 
Board Missions in Turkey and the Balkans, 1916-1918;” 817.83, ABCFM No.4; Andover-Harvard Theological 
Library, Cambridge, MA. Also referenced in “The American Board Missions in Turkey and the Balkans: From the 
Annual Report of 1918,” 8-9. 
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post-war trauma and residual hostilities.  

The scarcity of food, medicines, and supplies meant that every improvement Near East Relief 

could make in the region would make a difference. The Transcaucasian Republics would not be 

positioned to sustain the refugees without foreign support at least for another year, which meant 

accepting the dire reality that without relief workers the winter season would claim innumerable 

lives. As the Caucasus Branch of NER underwent reorganization and appealed to workers to 

return to the region, this compounded the already massive need for foreign credit to purchase 

farming implements, medicines, manufacturing supplies, and clothing, so that eventually local 

leaders could manage self-sustaining organizations capable of providing for refugees and local 

poverty.766  

Moseley encountered one Tatar Chieftain who admonished that the United States “was only 

interested in caring for the Christian babies and children and not in the others.”767 Though 

Moseley recalled telling the Chieftain how their inquiries did not confirm that claim, in his report 

Harbord suggested that there were some substantiated charges of corruption, but that the relief 

work accomplished had been admirable despite limited, “unbusinesslike methods.”768 More 

astonishing from Harbord’s perspective was how the “pathetic little survivors of the unhappy 

years of war” were left to subsist on charity from the Red Crescent organizations and American 

aid, very rarely did more prosperous kinsmen living locally elect to take on the burden of 

 
766 From telegram to Bristol and Polk from Harbord, Tiflis, 6 October 1919, 3; NARA M820, Roll 232, 
184.021/307. 

767 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 1 October 1919. 

768 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 285. 
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orphans themselves.769 Indeed, NER and ABCFM records emphasized how it was impossible for 

local relief workers to keep up with the constantly changing power dynamics and thus they 

observed strict neutrality, seeking only to save lives.770 One relief worker recalled how his status 

oscillated between being a “despised hostage or prisoner to being almost king.”771 Amid raging 

turmoil and continuous uncertainty, it is understandable how the nature of relief work was both 

necessary and fraught. Just as the local people might have admonished relief workers if they 

experienced loss or suffered themselves (as nearly everyone did), many understood the fraught 

relationship relief workers dealt with and nonetheless viewed the United States as a beacon of 

hope and opportunity. Harbord noticed this relationship and advocated for the United States to 

take advantage of this opportunity in Transcaucasia, even though it meant an enormous burden.  

The refugee experience brought back the familiar narrative that the AMMA had expected 

from the very beginning of their journey. The Armenian influence over international perceptions 

of conditions in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia was strong and it was usually advocated by 

individuals who had spent many years disconnected from reality in the Ottoman space – recall 

the man who gave a stirring presentation on the Armenia situation to Harbord in Paris who had 

never been there.772 Yet now, having been reminded of the tragic stories of the Armenian people, 

 
769 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 282. 

770 Letter from Rev. Dr. E.W. McDowell, “Urumia Exodus,” 6 September 1918, 2, Box 1, RG5334, Congregational 
Library and Archives, Boston, MA. 

771 Letter from Ned Dodd to Father and Mother, 8 July 1918, 3, Folder 1, Box 1, RG5334, Congregational Library 
and Archives, Boston, MA.  

772 Moseley accompanied Harbord for several interviews in Paris while the AMMA was preparing to depart and 
recorded one such meeting early on when that presenter made an interest case, advocating on behalf of the Ottoman 
Armenians and, “After he had finished, General Harbord said to him, ‘You have given us a very complete 
presentation of the situation existing in the Near East, how long has it been since you were in Armenia?’ The 
speaker replied, ‘Armenia? – I never was in Armenia, I was born on the east side of New York City.’” Moseley, 
“The Military Mission to the Near East,” Introduction. 
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Harbord appeared convinced that conditions in 1919 were that “the Armenian, unarmed at the 

time of the deportations and massacres, a brave soldier by thousands in the armies of Russia, 

France, and America during the war, is still unarmed.”773 

Deep Impressions in the Holy City 

After surviving their own trials along the frontier, the AMMA emerged in the Transcaucasian 

territory of Armenia content with their findings and convinced that the familiar narrative about 

Armenian suffering was valid and wholly deserving of their attention. All along the road, groups 

of soldiers would appear and come to the position of attention to salute the American cars 

driving past. The soldiers were among the few inhabitants left in the ruined villages.774 Yet as the 

AMMA entered the valley, the landscape shifted into level countryside, flourishing with 

vineyards and orchards. More and more signs of life appeared, and some local villagers joined 

the soldiers outside, greeting the Americans with cheers and songs.775 A few hours after the 

mission members bid a final farewell to the Armenian soldiers from Iğdır, who had woken up to 

protect Harbord’s camp on the border at 3 o’clock that morning, the AMMA arrived in the holy 

city of Etchmiadzin.  

Most of the party continued to Erivan, but Harbord and a few others stopped to visit the center 

of Armenian religion, where a lavish reception awaited them.776 Here, faith permeated the 

environment and the juxtaposition of Christianity and Islam put the two at odds more so than in 

Anatolia where there had been a clear majority of Muslims. With the seat of the Armenian 

 
773 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 286. 

774 “Diary of ‘Overland Party’ A.M.M.A. Sept. 27 to Oct. 8, 1919,” entry from 29 September 1919.   

775 “Diary of ‘Overland Party’ A.M.M.A. Sept. 27 to Oct. 8, 1919,” entry from 29 September 1919.  

776 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 139. 
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Church resonating influence throughout the new Republic, this was the first time the AMMA 

witnessed the religious tension they had expected to have seen throughout the journey.777 Some 

of the local elites regarded religion as the primary measure of identity in the frontier region, even 

when individuals may have identified with multiple groups based on ethnicity, regional heritage, 

and other social factors.778  

The generals joined the Catholicos, Katoliene Kevork V., and some of his bishops for lunch, 

an interesting group compared to the ragged soldiers and survivors they had observed thus far.779 

Though His Holiness the Catholicos did not partake in the tea table delights prepared for 

Harbord and his cohort, he nonetheless made a deep impression on Harbord during a lengthy 

dinner that evening. “His beautiful and intelligent demeanor, the image of a respectable old man, 

the seriousness worthy of his position, the relevant and wise speech of his position” all impacted 

Harbord’s impression of the Armenian pinnacle of religious power.780  

Of the other religious figures in Transcaucasia, none quite compared to the Catholicos and his 

bishops. During their sojourn in Etchmiadzin, Archbishop Mesrob781 led a tour of the history of 

 
777 One of the reasons why tension between Muslims and Christians was absent in the communities that the AMMA 
visited in Eastern Anatolia might have been because so many of the Christians had been deported and the survivors 
were only just beginning to return. See discussion of local elites seeking exoneration from Chapter 3. 

778 Some scholars agreed that, at least from the contemporary American perspective, the Armenian massacres were 
prosecuted by the Ottomans based on religious prejudices. James B. Gidney, A Mandate for Armenia, 44. Recep 
Boztemur also wrote on this theme in his chapter, “Religion and Politics in the Making of American Near East 
Policy, 1918-1922,” JSRI, No. 11 (Summer 2005), pp. 45-59. 

779 Kevork V. May also be translated as Gevorg V. Or George V. Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” 
diary entry for 29 September 1919. 

780 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 139. 

781 In 1927, the National Assembly would elect Archbishop Mesrob I Naroyan as the 80th Armenian Patriarch of 
Constantinople. From Chapter 20, “The Twentieth Century,” by Patriarch Malachia Ormanian, The Church of 
Armenia: Her History, Doctrine, Rule, Discipline, Liturgy, Literature, and Existing Condition. First English Edition 
1912, translated by G.M. Gregory, London. Available online at www.thechurchofarmenia.org. 
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the city, including the Holy Temple of Etchmiadzin.782 They also visited the orphans and the 

sick, managed by Miss Witty, of the American Committee for Relief in the Near East (ACRNE). 

She welcomed the mission alongside the Catholicos and the Archbishop, representing an 

important and respected figure in the community regardless of her sex.783 The respected presence 

of ACRNE in Etchmiadzin represented partnership between American philanthropy and the 

Armenian Church. Though the ACRNE had recently secularized, the individuals serving the city 

were the same missionaries that had first traveled to Anatolia and Transcaucasia with hopes of 

spreading Christian ideals.   

 
Image 6.6 – Harbord with Archbishop Mesrob.784 

 
In Etchmiadzin itself, there were estimated 74,475 Armenians, 32,000 Tatars, 6,645 Kurds, and 

416 Yezidis in 1919, though this does not account for the significant decrease of Tatars from the 

 
782 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140.  

783 “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 
6; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

784 Harbord and Archbishop Mesrob, from McCoy’s papers, Box 69, Folder 1, LOC 
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latest hostilities who have been killed or had left for Turkey, Persia, or Azerbaijan.785 Given the 

diverse religious environment existing even at the center of Armenian faith, Harbord grappled 

with the persistent question of whether religion was truly at the center of the alleged “age-old” 

tensions between Christians and Muslims in Transcaucasia. It was impossible for the mission 

members to ignore the deep connections between identity and religion. In the constant 

competition for recognition, religious diaspora populations were significant factors impacting 

negotiations internally among the Transcaucasian Republics and externally with Western 

European powers and America.  

Beyond Etchmiadzin, Tatars number around 2,000,000 and are mostly in Azerbaijan. About 

three quarters identified as Shiites, like their Persians neighbors, while the rest aligned with the 

orthodox Sunnis, like the Ottomans.786 Mr. Moore speculated from observing the Tatars that they 

generally disliked foreigners and were distrustful of them.787 Another level of distrust existed 

throughout the region between various groups. The Armenians in Transcaucasia also numbered 

nearly 2,000,000, though 500,000 of that figure were refugees concentrated in the cities and 

villages. Many of the long-term resident Armenians maintained a prominent role in the Caucasus 

that carried over from their service under Imperial Russia. Moore noted that although many of 

the Armenians initially found it easy to ingratiate themselves with Americans and other 

foreigners based on similar religious beliefs, they nonetheless would take illicit advantage of 

external influencers and their “grasping nature” and “political intrigue” made them generally 

 
785 Haroutiun H. Khachadoorian, Table of “Population of Russian Armenia,” Yerevan, 20 September 1919, 2. From 
Khachadoorian’s papers, ARF Archives, Watertown, MA.  

786 Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 2; Box 11, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

787 Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 3. 
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disliked compared to the other identity groups.788 

Since the AMMA investigated the political and social conditions in Transcaucasia, many 

historians since have attempted to make sense of and convey the state of religious affairs during 

this turbulent period.789 Harbord witnessed the remnants of the millet system in Anatolia, where 

religious groups existed within a political state system so people could follow their own religious 

laws and customs as long as they subjected to the broader bureaucratic conditions of the empire, 

such as military service and taxes for protection if they were exempt from service.790 Christians 

were barred from military service and paid a tax instead, hence groups identifying as Armenian 

(among other faith denominations), were more likely to have joined wars in the Russian military, 

if they were indeed compelled to take up arms. Under Russian rule in Russian Armenia, prior to 

1918, the Polozhenie, or Statute, of 1836 allowed special privileges for Armenians that 

resembled the same privileges vested in clergymen.791 Thus from the Ottoman and Russian 

imperial systems, many of the Armenian refugees and residents in Transcaucasia were unarmed 

and untrained, creating sometimes more brutal conditions for the residual violence because it was 

not carried out by soldiers but by terrorists, in some cases.  

The motivation for nationalism was actually a move away from the church for Armenians, as 

it allowed them freedom to bear arms and fight for territorial sovereignty, rather than accepting 

subjugation and religious concessions under another national authority. Suny points out in 

Looking toward Ararat how the Armenian intelligentsia through the nineteenth century shifted 

 
788 Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 3. 

789 Among other scholars, James Gidney followed the trend of recounting the long history of the Armenian 
Apostolic Church, its relations with the Roman Church, and the connection to the Orthodox Church as a preface to 
his discussion of the potential mandate for Armenia. James B. Gidney, A Mandate for Armenia, 7. 

790 Gidney, A Mandate for Armenia, 9. 

791 Suny, Looking toward Ararat, 23. 
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away from religious affiliations towards secular nationalism as a result of their exposure to 

Western ideals. They appealed to their compatriots, not the church, for support in building this 

new “secular myth.”792 This is why it is fascinating that connection with religion, for the 

Armenians at least, operated on several levels, all for the purpose of power. Beyond the 

Catholicos in Etchmiadzin, whom Harbord admired for his stalwart resolve and faith, other 

Armenians leaders that the mission encountered would be invested in their secular nationhood 

only to the extent that it benefitted them. When the opportunity arose for them to call on 

Christian ties with the United States and other external power, so be it. Perhaps it was this 

deceitful behavior that led Moore and others to observe the distasteful nature of some of the 

Armenians they encountered. In the capital this trend came to full force and the comparison 

between the religious leaders in Etchmiadzin and the political leaders in Erivan was stark. 

After an overwhelming display of compassion from the holy men in Etchmiadzin, Harbord 

and the remaining mission members departed to cover the final twelve miles eastward into 

Erivan, where they would spend the next three nights inundated with Armenian leaders and 

perspectives. While some of the questions that the mission members had set out to investigate 

had been closed, others were still quite contentious and the AMMA had another week to 

interview local leaders in the Transcaucasian capitals before reboarding the USS Martha 

Washington. Harbord promptly addressed the question about Ottoman troop disposition, 

confirming in a letter to Bristol that “We saw nothing on [the] whole journey to indicate purpose 

Turkey to cross frontier and massacre Armenians as anticipated in cablegrams from Trans-

Caucasia prior to our departure from Paris and no such instance reported by Armenian 

 
792 Suny, Looking toward Ararat, 22-23.  
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authorities…Believe Turkey has neither disposition nor ability to carry out such purpose.”793  

Surprisingly, this major theme from the frontier did not make much of an appearance in the 

final report. What stuck out in Harbord’s mind, after crossing the border into Armenia, were 

Armenian accounts of trauma and suffering along with a newfound appreciation for the perpetual 

uncertainty that plagued the region. This, however, was not an immediate shift. In Kars, for 

instance, Harbord felt his time was wasted at the lengthy dinner and reception where local 

Armenians shared stories – feeling restless for the opportunity to more closely study the situation 

in Armenia, away from the reception halls. Khatchadoorian commented years later that 

Harbord’s attitude on 27 September 1919 may have reflected the past few weeks among the 

Turks and Kurds who presented such a compelling series of experiences, usually with the 

Armenians as the villains. Harbord had, until that time, been kind to the Turks, thus with 

everything he has heard, “perhaps his thoughts were against the Armenians.”794 

The stories that the AMMA encountered along the frontier harkened to the familiar narratives 

that they had studied before arriving in Anatolia. After three weeks in Ottoman space where 

those narratives were contested, they finally met with individuals who had lived through the 

version of history that the international community was familiar with. Harbord and his team did 

not quite know what to do with this contradictory information, except acknowledge that they 

could not depict the region as a homogeneous whole. 

 
793 Harbord, Telegram to Bristol and Polk from Harbord, , 6 October 1919, 2; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/307. 

794 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 133. 
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Map 7. Transcaucasia. 
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Map 8. The Transcaucasian Capitals.
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CHAPTER 7: RELENTLESS VIOLENCE AND UNFORESEEABLE PEACE: 
TRANSCAUCASIA (29 SEPTEMBER – 6 OCTOBER 1919)  

 
 
In the final week of their investigative journey, the mission members visited the Transcaucasian 
capitals and the mountainous hinterlands where they observed many sources of violence. Despite 
the intentions of Transcaucasian leaders to negotiate peace, none were willing to compromise 
terms, which bred continued conflict in local spaces. Discouraged by the unforeseeable peace 
and adamant to advocate for a mandatory power to bring stability to the region, Harbord wrote 
to Mr. Jordania, Dr. Khatisian, and Mr. Usupbekov – the prime ministers of Georgia, Armenia, 
and Azerbaijan, respectively – once the journey was over.795 He thanked each of them for their 
hospitable receptions, however, his amiable sentiments did not abate his disappointment: “Both 
the officers of my mission and myself bring away a very favorable opinion of the capabilities of 
your country and people, provided that their progress is not interrupted by difficulties with your 
neighbors, thereby incurring the displeasure of the Great Powers.”796 Ending violence in 
Transcaucasia to ensure mutual survival meant recognizing local authorities and compromising, 
precisely what the Georgian, Armenian, and Azerbaijani leaders were unwilling to do. 
 
These final days exploring Transcaucasia exposed Harbord and his team to the relentless 

violence that had plagued the region for the past two years. When Russian troops retreated north 

from the Caucasian frontier, they left in their wake currents of opportunity in the formidable 

Eurasian buffer zone.797 Now, the existing railroads, ports, and passes which constituted valuable 

commercial routes between Europe, the Indian subcontinent, and the developing Middle East 

became contested terrain for local and external geopolitical competitors. Germany, Britain, 

France, and Italy were no longer seeking a foothold with the Ottomans and Russians to finance 

 
795 Letters from Harbord to the three prime ministers, each dated 7 October 1919, on board USS Martha 
Washington; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/310, 184.021/311, and 184.021/312.  

796 Harbord, Letter to Mr. N. Usupbekov, Prime Minister of Azerbaijan, 7 October 1919, on board USS Martha 
Washington; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 184.021/310. 

797 Captain Stanley Hornbeck had described the geopolitical value of Transcaucasia as both “a highway and a natural 
buffer between Europe and Asia.” Stanley K. Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A’ Report to Maj. Gen. Jas. G. Harbord, U.S. 
Army, Chief, American Military Mission to Armenia, on Political Factors and Problems,” 34; written on board the 
USS Martha Washington, 16 October 1919; in NARA M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/6. 
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infrastructure.798 Instead, the Western Europeans joined the Ottomans, Persians, and Bolsheviks, 

along with the leaders of the new Transcaucasian Republics,799 in a diplomatic battle for control. 

Meanwhile, aspiring local leaders fought viciously, renewed protracted violence, and inflicted 

lingering hardship on the surviving population. The wealthy personalities who hosted Harbord 

from lavish apartments in Erivan, Tiflis, and Baku boasted authority, yet held no real power 

beyond their city limits.800 Their glasses of fine, Ararat wine were indeed the closest most of the 

national-level leaders came to local life in the mountains. 

 To this end, Harbord decided that while he continued to curate his own observations of 

power in the capitals, his trusted deputy must leave the neat boulevards to explore 340 kilometers 

of dangerous roads through “no-man’s land” and into Nakhichevan.801 By noon of the second 

day in Transcaucasia, Moseley had left to investigate with Sergeant First Class Kelley, his 

reliable chauffeur; Corporal Kopp, a Russian-born interpreter “of considerable nerve;” Captain 

Villaret, his aide-de-camp; and Ali Khan, an officer of the Azerbaijani Army.802 Unsurprisingly, 

yet nonetheless discouragingly, the representative from the Azerbaijan government refused to 

accompany them, for he knew power in the mountains was gained and held with ammunition and 

food, nothing he could offer through diplomacy. “The fact was that I believe he was afraid to 

 
798 “Railroads in Turkey showing their Connections and Extensions,” Bull. American Georgian Society, Vol. XLVII, 
No.12, 1915, MS 8, Box 34 A, Drawer 123, B51-B, The Inquiry Papers, Sterling Memorial Library Manuscripts 
Collection; Yale University. 

799 With the advent of civil war in Russia, the Russian Army departed from Transcaucasia and Georgia, Armenia, 
and Azerbaijan declared their independence by 1918.  

800 Erivan, Tiflis, and Baku were the names of the Transcaucasian capital cities for the Republics of Armenia, 
Georgia, and Azerbaijan (respectively) in 1919.  

801 Moseley, “Memorandum of Distances Travelled by the American Military Mission to Armenia,” 8 October 1919, 
2; Item 1, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. 

802 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 30 September 1919. 
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go,” Moseley bluntly pointed out.803 Even Ali Khan, who was originally from Nakhichevan, had 

little influence with the Tatar men who carried bandoliers of ammunition and had swung military 

rifles over their backs as they worked their fields in the afternoon sun.804 In stark contrast to the 

city atmosphere, every village was in ruins and refugees were everywhere. The people there did 

not disturb Moseley with pleas for aid, but instead seemed resigned to their work. With some 

places bursting with over 300% of their pre-war populations, Harbord and Moseley realized that 

the threat of winter exacerbated desperation in the cities and hinterlands alike.805  

 Despite their optimism, the national leaders in Transcaucasia could not garner legitimacy, 

especially while the food crisis, perpetual local clashes, and inherent distrust constantly thwarted 

stability. They wanted peace but did want to yield territory or infrastructure. This complicated 

any hope for cooperation with their neighbors to manage scarcity and danger. Just as on the 

Ottoman frontier, the poor harvests and influx of refugees had created an unenviable situation. 

Violence was the only foreseeable means of survival, especially in remote areas where food was 

scarce, medical supplies were nonexistent, and infrastructure to support aid distribution was in 

ruins. This was the environment where geopolitical leaders with access to foreign aid chose to 

cooperate with or even exploit those relationships, while others resorted to outright violence.  

 Violence in Transcaucasia manifested in many ways in 1919. Clashes over infrastructure and 

terrain persisted, in conference rooms and on cliffsides.  Over the course of multiple meetings in 

 
803 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 30 September 1919. Even Hussein Bey, a 
Turkish professor from Roberts University who was accompanying the mission, was shaken terribly from being 
captured the previous night and was afraid to leave the railroad again.  

804 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 30 September 1919. 

805 Before World War I, Erivan was home to 33,000 people, but when Harbord arrived in September 1919, it was 
bursting with 110,000 Armenians, Tatars, and other races. Some were long-term residents of Transcaucasia, but 
many were refugees, all seeking protection from the wild country that surrounded them. “Diary of ‘Overland Party’ 
A.M.M.A. Sept. 27 to Oct. 8, 1919,” entry from 1 October 1919; NARA M820, Roll 232, 184.021/323.  



 

251 

Erivan, Harbord patiently listened while Armenian Prime Minister Alexander Khatisian implored 

him for aid. Khatisian strongly opposed reconciliation with the Ottomans. He emphasized how 

the Ottomans had abandoned the Armenian refugees in an untenable situation and that there was 

no future where the Republic of Armenia and the Ottoman Empire could coexist on amiable 

terms.806  Though Harbord resisted making promises, the Prime Minister insisted that weapons 

and ammunition were paramount for his peoples’ survival.807 But there was no way to provide 

military supplies, or food for that matter, without reliable infrastructure. Thus, Khatisian battled 

with the Georgian and Azerbaijani representatives for territory that included rail lines, all while 

raiders in the mountains sought to claim infrastructure in a much less diplomatic way.  

 Though lingering clashes on the Caucasian battlefields presented a stark impediment to 

stability and security, the larger problem rested in mistrust.808 Beyond diplomatic distrust and 

competition between Khatisian and his peers, in Nakhichevan, Moseley observed that relentless 

violence left residents and refugees alike on edge. Even local officers securing outposts were 

reluctant to trust orders. At one point, upon being denied passage into Azerbaijan, Moseley 

decided to move forward anyways and told the Armenian officer to report it to the Secretary of 

War – who had incidentally assured them a smooth journey only hours earlier.809 Local soldiers 

acted in their own self-interest in disputed regions as a survival mechanism because orders from 

 
806 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. 

807 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. 

808 William Edward David Allen and Paul Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields: A History of the Wars on the Turco-
Caucasian Border 1828-1921 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010) (first published in 1953). Allen and 
Muratoff’s seminal work provided excellent coverage of war in the Ottoman, Russian, and Persian borderlands from 
1828 through 1921, with detailed descriptions of operations during World War I and residual conflicts. 

809 General Araradev, the Armenian Minister of War, assured Moseley during a meeting that morning that the 
commanders at the Armenian outposts along the frontier would accommodate his team’s movement into Azerbaijan.  
Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 1 October 1919. 
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their capitals were unreliable and their own commanders were often in a constant battle for 

individual power themselves.  

 As some of the few foreigners to venture into Transcaucasia, the mission members had the 

unique opportunity to observe and report on these phenomena in action. As Americans 

representing Wilsonian idealism and opportunity, they were even better positioned to witness 

and hear controversial narratives from the local people themselves. The individuals who 

maintained real influence in the remote towns were the leaders willing to leave the comfort and 

security of the cities to seek self-determination in the wild landscape where they were truly free 

to determine their own fate through violence, peace, or pleas. 

Prospect or Presumption? 
 
Upon arrival in Erivan, the fanfare commenced and “the main street was lined with many troops 

and hundreds of orphans in costume.”810 Prime Minister Khatisian escorted Harbord alongside 

other ministers and cavalrymen. Harbord conducted a full pass and review of the Armenian 

detachments, while a large crowd looked on.811 The city was overflowing with humanity. 

Situated at 3230 feet, in a raised portion of a fertile valley, the capital of the Republic of 

Armenia’s well-kept boulevards bustled with a swollen population of refugees and citizens. Pre-

World War I, Erivan was home to 33,000 people, but when Harbord arrived in September 1919, 

it was bursting with 110,000 Armenians, Tatars, and other races, all seeking protection from the 

wild country that surrounded them.812  

 
810 “Diary of ‘Overland Party’ A.M.M.A. Sept. 27 to Oct. 8, 1919,” entry from 29 September 1919.  

811 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 139. 

812 “Diary of ‘Overland Party’ A.M.M.A. Sept. 27 to Oct. 8, 1919,” entry from 1 October 1919. Within Erivan’s city 
limits, the local police maintained functional security and the relative stability, despite materiel shortages, attracted a 
number of residents and refugees to the metropole. The alternative would be to suffer the same shortages, with the 
added uncertainty of violence in rural Transcaucasia. 
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Unwilling to take advantage of the residents’ hospitality, the AMMA spent the night at the 

ACRNE headquarters, where Colonel Haskell, the Allied High Commissioner, held office while 

he was in the city.813 They had had enough camp worries from the previous night separated and 

on guard along the Araxes River, that even Harbord did not object to this offer.814 The Allied 

High Commissioner position was new and Erivan was a fitting location because it was also home 

to several important Armenians and international representatives who had moved from Tiflis to 

be at the center of Armenian nationalism, while still safe from the dangers that lay outside city 

limits.815 Harbord would meet with British and French military liaisons, American relief 

workers, and Armenian politicians.816 To the mission members, Erivan was the largest city they 

had visited since Sivas and, in contrast to the wild frontier, it appeared significantly safer. Yet, 

even with a conglomerate of national and foreign representatives and a reliable police force, the 

Armenian capital was only twenty miles from the Ottoman border and considered much more 

dangerous than Tiflis, located north in Georgia. Mrs. Khatisian herself, lived in Tiflis instead of 

with her husband the Prime Minister; as did several other prominent Armenians. It was the 

 
813 Consistently throughout the journey, Harbord was intent to not accept hospitality and lodging from residents 
when they were already so overburdened and in need themselves. Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia 
(Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 139. Harbord spoke very highly of Colonel Haskell in his report, 
praising his organization and results in Transcaucasia. James G. Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” 
in International Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 285.  

814 The previous night refers to the ordeal on the Araxes when the AMMA was separated and mission members were 
captured; see Appendix C. Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 29 September 1919. 

815 Of the Armenians, the AMMA met with Prime Minister Dr. Alexander Khatisian, Finance Minister S. Araradian, 
Agriculture Minister A. Sahagian, War Minister General K. Araradev, Justice A. Kilkandanian, Interior Minister N. 
Agpalian, Protocol Minister M. Shakatamini, Bishop of Erivan Reverend Korone, Bishop of Bakan Reverend 
Bagratouni, President of Parliament Mr. S. Tigranian, General Dro, Mr. Papasian, and Mr. and Mrs. Afrikian. From 
“List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 7; 
NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 

816 British Captain Gracey and French Captain A. Poidebard; Americans Major McDonald, Dr. and Mrs. Spahr, Dr. 
(Miss) Mitchel, Misses H. Wilson, M. Draper, B. Mills, M. Kifer, B. Knox, E. Berry, L. Chamberlain, R. Henry, 
Mrs. E. Hauffman, and Misters C. Ayer, Ed Perry, and C.C. Skinner. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, 
Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 7; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 
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determined leaders in Erivan, Armenian and foreign alike, who represented the best hopes of 

survival for the young nation and its people.  

This was Harbord’s chance to witness for himself the potential for Armenian autonomous 

governance. His observations in Erivan would later inform Harbord’s recommendations for or 

against American intervention, in his final report. Since the conception of the AMMA in Paris, 

Armenian expatriates had shaped the narrative of the situation in Transcaucasia. On 9 August 

1919, even before Harbord received official orders assigning him as Chief, the Paris Herald 

reported “an account of General Harbord going to Armenia upon the recommendation of Mr. 

Hoover,” opening the floodgates to international interest in the mission that would supposedly 

influence America’s decision on whether to intervene in Armenia.817 Harbord’s last eleven days 

in Paris prior to departure were filled by meetings and the team accumulated a “mass of stuff to 

go through” from Armenian advocates.818  

Unsolicited visitors with more conspicuous information sought out the mission members as 

well. One Armenian interviewee prepared a thorough presentation on the post-war situation, but 

when Harbord later asked, “How recently have you been in Armenia,” he replied, “Oh, I never 

was in Armenia. I was born in New York City.”819 Thus, the necessity for an investigatory 

mission by impartial observers became even more apparent. Boghos Nubar Pasha, the Head of 

the Armenian National Delegation that existed exclusive of the new Armenian Republic, was 

 
817 Moseley, “War Notes,” diary entry from 9 August 1919, in Box 1, Folder 1 “Diaries, 1916-1919,” Moseley 
Papers, LOC. 

818 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries from 24 August and 1 September 1919. In Paris, 
the mission members met with several Peace Conference delegates and were provided reports on the Ottoman 
territory from the American Committee for Relief in the Near East, the Food Administration, the American Library 
of Congress, the Inquiry, and the American Mission to Negotiate Peace. Harbord, “American Military Mission to 
Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American Association for International Conciliation, 
1920, 277. 

819 Moseley, “War Notes,” diary entry from 11 August 1919. 
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also in Paris as one of the foremost power brokers. At the Peace Conference, he represented the 

Catholicos and took advantage of his command of English to advocate for his nationalist 

aspirations directly with British and American representatives.820 Alongside other prominent 

Ottoman Armenians, they all seemed to advocate for continued American aid and laud the 

invaluable charity at the center of Christian relief organizations in Transcaucasia.821 They were 

clearly grateful for all the United States had done since the Hamidian period, yet the robust 

demonstration in Paris gave the mission members the impression that some individuals were 

more interested in personal enrichment from taking advantage of American relief work.822   

Naturally, Harbord was eager to have finally arrived to investigate the situation himself and 

before retiring for the evening on the first night in Erivan, he paid an official visit to Khatisian 

and General Araratian, the Minister of War.823 Immediately, it was apparent that the Armenian 

leaders were intent to develop a relationship with an external benefactor, but they were reluctant 

to yield power because it impeded on their nationalistic motives. For instance, while Khatisian 

certainly made a strong effort to appeal to Harbord for a relationship that included American aid, 

arms, and assistance, he made the same case to British representatives who had visited Erivan as 

investigative agents for their own nation. On 15 October 1919, Khatisian implored British Mr. 

 
820 “People with Information on the Armenian Situation Who Are Now in Paris,” 23 August 1919, NARA M820, 
Roll 230, 184.021/97. The Catholicos is the head of the Armenian Church. 

821 Influential members of the Armenian Delegation, Mr. Papadjanoff and Mr. Aharonian were staying together in 
Paris at the Armenian Republic Delegation Headquarters and both spoke French and were well educated in global 
affairs. Mr. Papadjanoff had been a member of the Imperial Russian Duma, though he was Armenian by birth, and 
was a lawyer; while Mr. Aharonian was a former Armenian teacher and poet, whose comprehensive knowledge of 
Armenian history, culture, and psychology aided the delegation advocates throughout the conference. Along with 
the delegates, Mr. Katchasmuni, the Prime Minister of the Armenian Republic, was in Paris exclusively to secure 
financial aid from the Allied power. “People with Information on the Armenian Situation Who Are Now in Paris,” 
23 August 1919. 

822 Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 10.  

823 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. 
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Waldrop for intervention, allegedly saying that “men used to carry out mandate ought to be 

British,” just as he had told Harbord that the United States was the best mandatory candidate 

only two weeks earlier.824 Though Armenia gained newfound sovereignty, continued territorial 

disputes with its neighbors and limited resources meant that true autonomy was still out of reach.  

Khatisian was willing to do or say whatever necessary to maintain power, but he understood 

he must also reconcile nationalism to obtain vital aid. The United States and Britain were viable 

options. Unfortunately, the AMMA recognized Khatisian’s unwillingness to compromise with 

Azerbaijan, Georgia, or the Turks – whose leaders were doggedly pursuing autonomy as well. 

He represented a sub-group of the Armenians who valued nationalism above all, which 

disassociated him from the Armenian religious identity.825 This meant that as Prime Minister, he 

did not feel compelled to appeal to the United States or Britain because of their Christian roots, 

but did so because he recognized the tangible need that relief efforts could meet.826 He hedged 

his appeals because he did not want foreign forces intervening beyond specific terms – terms that 

would explicitly benefit Armenia but not threaten autonomy. In contrast, the religious authorities 

in Etchmiadzin did not see Harbord as a threat, simply as a source of aid and religious similarity.  

 
824 Decypher from Mr. Waldrop (Tiflis), 19 October 1919, No. 84 “Very Urgent,” FO. 608/78/20063 
IOR/L/PS/11/158&P 6847/1919; in Tolga Başak, Ermeni Sorunuyla İlgili İngiliz Belgeleri (1912-1923) [Translated 
to British Documents on Armenian Question (1912-1923)], Editör Yavuz Aslan (Ankara: Avrasya İncelemeleri 
Merkezi, 2018), 271-272. 

825 Khatisian had been the mayor of Tiflis for years, under the Russians, and was deeply connected with the 
Armenian Daschnakzoutioun Association. “Acting Heads of Various Republics in the Near East,” 23 August 1919, 
NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/97.  

826 Though the societies themselves were less related to religion than to Armenian nationalism, European and 
American perceptions of Armenian identity confused this distinction and created a narrative that linked covert and 
illicit activities with Armenian societies to explain why Christians were committing atrocities. The Daschnaks began 
in the Ottoman Empire as an anti-Ottoman secret society but were in the process of evolving into a political party in 
1919. In the Ottoman Military Archives in Ankara, there are collections of documents on Armenian activities during 
World War I that include several testimonies of Ottoman citizens associated with the Armenian societies, namely the 
Daschnaks and the Hinjackians. Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918 Vol.1. The testimonies 
are from individuals in the Diyarbekır region circa 1915. Original photocopies for these testimonies are on pages 
535-573 of Volume 1. 
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This represented one of the ways that external perceptions of Armenian homogeneity created 

conflict in the local spaces. Nationalist persuasions conflicted with strict religious attitudes for 

some Armenians and those who joined revolutionary groups (like the Daschnakzoutioun 

Association of which Khatisian was a member) valued nationalism over religion or different 

shared identities, separating them from other Armenians. To further complicate homogeneous 

perceptions of Armenians in Transcaucasia, there were also language barriers between Ottoman 

Armenian refugees and the local Russian Armenians.827 The mission members attempted to 

reconcile these differences and concluded that, based on the way Armenian leaders expressed 

alliances, religion could be used to save lives and deal with the refugee problem but the 

politicians had other concerns: “The United States would beyond doubt be warmly welcomed in 

Armenia but would also be certain to encounter in many quarters opposition and obstacles.”828 

 
827 “From Conversation of Dr. Pasdermadjian to L.D., 17 January 1918,” 1-2; in Box 28, Item 1 of Inquiry files from 
Sterling Library, Yale University, CT. Dr. Pasdermadijan was an Armenian formerly part of the Turkish Cabinet and 
served on President Wilson’s Inquiry in 1918 with another Inquiry member who went by the initials “L.D.” to create 
maps and explain potential boundaries in Ottoman territory. He also represented the Armenian National Council in 
the United States and could advise on Armenian perceptions of the mandate. Dr. Pasdermajian, proposed that 
independent Armenia should begin at Artvix on the Choruk river and continue eastward to include Ardalush and 
Ardahan along the ridgeline of the Lesser Caucasus Mountain Range. It should also include Elizabetopol, 
Sheikbulakshaia and Shusha (in present-day Nagorno-Karabagh), and then along the Aras River to Julfa. Half of 
Lake Urmia and the territory in northwestern Persia, to Rowandiz, would all be part of the Republic of Armenia as 
well. Proposals for Armenian boundaries depended on artificial homogeneity and took advantage of Christian ties 
with Assyrians while ignoring linguistic or other cultural connections with Kurds, Turks, Tatars, or Azeris. 

828 Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 10. 
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Images 7.1 and 7.2 – Harbord and Khatisian in Erivan; and Dashnak Crest.829 

 
Harbord and Khatisian continued to discuss the Armenian question through noon the next day. 

Armenian, Russian, and other foreign officials filled the afternoon with meetings on 30 

September, with everyone eager to present their stance before the American general. That 

evening, Khoren I Muradbekian, hosted a dinner party at his private apartments for Harbord, 

Khatisian, Tovmas Nazarbekian, several ministers and other prominent foreign figures.830 

“Khatisian never missed an opportunity to defend the Armenian Question” and was relentless in 

his fervor.831 The following day, he accompanied Harbord to several districts throughout the city, 

showcasing radio communications towers and new construction – all to emphasize Armenian 

 
829 Harbord Meets Khatisian, in Folder 1, Box 69, McCoy Papers, LOC; Daschnak Crest, In Collection of 
“Khachadoorian’s Papers (Military Mission) the Transcaucasian Gazette,” in ARF Archives, Watertown, MA. 

830 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. Khoren I 
Muradbekian was the present head of the Armenian National Council in Erivan and former mediate at the Paris 
Peace Conference. Tovmas Nazarbekian was the first commander in chief of Armenia and a former general in the 
Russian Caucasus Army. 

831 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. 
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ingenuity and the progress that was possible under government’s their own republican 

leadership.832 But this was not enough to convince Harbord that the Armenian government could 

sustain their own people unaided. Communications towers did little to feed starving citizens. 

Harbord deduced that:  

Everything was upside down. The country lay in ruins, lack of 
materials and clothing, lack of tools, and all kinds of animals, 
hundreds of thousands of homeless migrants, and thousands of 
orphans. There was no reserve, no shelter. Illness and hunger. 
Turkish-Tatar-Georgian wars. And the help expected from America 
– such was the situation in Armenia.833  
 

In Kanakar, a village along the road into Erivan, over a thousand refugees, mostly women and 

children, crowded into two hundred mud houses, and were surviving on relief from the American 

Committee in Erivan since their national leaders had no resources to support them.834 Through 

reading bureaucratic regulations, the mission members discovered that despite exhaustive trouble 

combatting starvation and rebuilding critical infrastructure, the Armenian government only 

legislated “eight business hours a day for workers” and “six business hours a day for 

officials.”835 Harbord was dually frustrated by the Armenian expectation of aid from the 

Americans and other allies, when evidence of self-assistance was minimal.  

Though humanity crowded the streets of Erivan, the individuals Harbord met in the city 

 
832 The wireless communications equipment had been procured from the Russian Army during their rapid departure 
in 1917. Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. 

833 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 141. 

834 The children without mothers or other adult family members were organized into orphan families and provided a 
six-rouble monthly stipend to survive off – which equated to roughly 10 cents. William T. Ellis, “Not Sharing But 
Giving Their All,” in The American Committee For Relief In The Near East: Its History, Its Work and the Need for 
Support as Outlined by President Wilson and Others (Winter 1918-1919), compiled by the National Campaign 
Committee of the American Committee For Relief In The Near East, New York City; in RG5334, Drawer 11, Folder 
5 “American Committee for Relief in the Near East records, 1891-1979,” Congregational Library & Archives, 
Boston, MA. 

835 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 140. 
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seemed a world away. On 1 October, the senior mission members convened at the home of Mr. 

and Mrs. Afrikian to enjoy an evening reception featuring grapes, peaches, and other prosperous 

Armenian fruit, while interacting with wealthy and educated Armenian families in the capital.836 

These powerful Armenians might have liked to depict themselves as secular and nationalist to 

appeal to American idealism, but they did not entirely disregard potential religious connection.837 

This would be a recurring theme that Harbord would observe throughout Transcaucasia, where 

local leaders pontificated about their own spheres of influence, while in reality their power ebbed 

and flowed but rarely extended into contested territory.  

The Access Dilemma  
 
Though many national and local leaders wanted the United States to ameliorate their desperate 

situation, the irony was that the United States was not equipped to provide immediate regional 

security, foster stability, or do much more than was already being accomplished by the foreign 

relief network on the ground. They did not even have the capacity to control the existing 

infrastructure so that supplies could make it safely to the intended destinations. The same lack of 

imperial influence that drew local leaders to the United States, became the crutch preventing 

serious intervention. Armenian leaders knew the United States had been involved in Cuba, the 

Philippines, and other territories exchanged during the Spanish-American War, yet did not view 

the United States as an overzealous European threat. Instead, they needed limited support to 

create stronger administrative, financial, commercial, and industrial functions that “would be of 

 
836 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 141. This was on 
October 1, 1919, the last evening the mission spent in Erivan. 

837 Bishop of Erivan Reverend Korone and Bishop of Bakan Reverend Bagratouni were present at the dinner to 
represent the religious Armenian community. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar 
Officials, Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 7; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. 
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the utmost benefit” for the Transcaucasian Republics.838 There was also an element of 

motivation driven by Wilsonianism that locals equated with heroism and revolution. They too 

sought a heroic national conception story out of the ashes of empire.839 

Nonetheless, the Wilsonian dream and American intervention was tempered by the severe 

shortages and lack of physical infrastructure, over which the United States had no real control. 

From its strategic location between the Black and Caspian Seas, Transcaucasia was the railway 

link between Europe and Persia.840 Economically, Transcaucasia boasted goods like manganese 

ore, petroleum, and woods which, especially in the final years of World War I and the immediate 

aftermath, were incredibly valuable exports.841 Russia had controlled these exports since they 

emerged from the 1878 Treaty of Berlin with a solid hold on this frontier territory. But the two 

years after the Russian Army withdrew had left the entire territory along the mountains of 

western Transcaucasia full of opportunity for local leaders.842 By 1919, foreign investment still 

amounted to less than ten million roubles annually, excluding oil, so the markets in mining, 

 
838 “From Conversation of Dr. Pasdermadjian to L.D., 17 January 1918,” 1; in Box 28, Item 1 of Inquiry files from 
Sterling Library. 

839 This mirrored the limited support that the Turkish Nationalists wanted from the Americans. 

840 Louis H. Gray, “Caucasus: Commerce and Trade Routes,” March 5, 1918, 1; stamped "Property of the Inquiry, 
United States Government,” Item 2: Group No. 8, Series No. III, Box No. 9A, Folder No. 103. “Reports,” 
Caucasus/Gray. Louis Gray, who wrote this piece and many other reports for President Wilson’s Inquiry, often 
commented on the strategic significance of Transcaucasia and future opportunities the region held for the United 
States from a commercial and financial perspective. 

841 Gray, “Caucasus: Commerce and Trade Routes,” March 5, 1918, 1-3.  

842 Harbord recognized the strategic opportunity for the United States in Transcaucasia as well, which he included in 
a twenty-five page pamphlet titled “The United States in the Eastern Mediterranean.” In it, Harbord described three 
categories of the United States’ interest in the region, beginning with “our desire for a continuance of peace 
throughout the world,” then acknowledging “our keen sentimental and political interest in peoples who have sought 
our guidance and for whom our missionary and philanthropic efforts have been exerted during a long period,” and 
finally for “our commercial opportunity in the Near East.” Moseley’s subject file, Harbord’s pamphlet on “The 
United States in the Eastern Mediterranean,” 1; from Item 1: George V.H. Moseley, “Subject File” Eastern 
Mediterranean, Undated; Box 8, Folder 14. Contains a soft-bound pamphlet titled “The United States in the Eastern 
Mediterranean: Gen. Harbord.” 
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irrigation, hydroelectricity, and railways remained untapped opportunities for local and external 

powers.843 

The opportunity to bring in commercial enterprises attracted the new Republics, and it seemed 

that Armenia still might be able to develop the necessary infrastructure to connect Europe, India, 

and China.844 By September 1919, the negotiating parties for the Transcauscasian Republics 

were deep into debates about railroad and wagon authority. From their meetings with 

administrators in Erivan and Tiflis, the mission members came away with pages of 

correspondence, reports, and meeting transcripts (which they appended to their separate 

appendices) all to convince the American officers that the United States should support 

infrastructural development or validate one republic’s claims over another. The existing railroads 

connected the major ports of Batum and Baku, strategically excluding Armenia because neither 

of those key points fell in Armenian territory, but were part of Georgia and Azerbaijan.845 But no 

Western European state was willing to threaten their existing relationships with Georgia or 

Azerbaijan, jeopardizing their commercial interests, to advocate on behalf of Armenia.846 The 

United States, being a new and obviously huge influencer on the global stage, was the external 

power that Armenia thought to turn to.847 

 
843 Mr Cumberland’s interview with Mr. Weisbrut, 24 Sept 1919; NARA M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365. 

844 “Turkey, Transportation, From “The Nineteenth Century” - June 1916 - p.1230,” Inquiry Files, Sterling Library, 
Yale University, CT. 

845 Batum was recognized as the commercial center for the entire region due to its strategic location on the Black Sea 
and its history of British and Russian presence at the city ports. Gray, “Caucasus: Commerce and Trade Routes,” 
March 5, 1918, 5.  

846 Gray, “Caucasus: Commerce and Trade Routes,” March 5, 1918, 3.  

847 Armenia did have access to some natural resources including iron, rock salt, and aluminum. Where they benefit 
over Georgia and Azerbaijan was in “white coal,” or water, which produced significant horsepower strength for 
future industries. The Caucasian Water Metering Department, the Transcaucasian Railways, the Russian Military 
Headquarters, and the Caucasian Mining Department all produced detailed data on potential for national resources, 
down to the horsepower strength that could be garnered from the smallest water data. The river data detailed the 
Aras, Kura, and Çoruh river systems, and included several descriptions of 28 rivers throughout the region. From 
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Russia had improved the infrastructure and extended the railroads from Alexandropol to 

Erivan and maintained that critical link with the Persian Empire during World War I.848 But now, 

though some of the rails were still in good condition, much of the mountainous expanse south of 

Erivan and into Nakhichevan could only be reliably traversed by automobile. Even from Baku to 

Tiflis, a military road was the primary route available in 1919. But the natural roads in the 

mountains, especially those in Armenian territory, were cramped and difficult to traverse, with 

little room to expand or even connect directly into Anatolia for entrepreneurial opportunities 

with the Ottomans or further abroad in the Middle East.849 In fact, Armenia only controlled a 

short rail line from Alexandropol to Erivan, then from Ulukhanli to Julfa; and they were 50 

million rubles away from restoring their lines and wagons to a serviceable state.850  

Beyond advocating for foreign funds to control the infrastructure that could allow foreign aid 

to reach the people, Armenians also pled for interference from foreign powers to allot additional 

rolling stock to Armenia. Georgia and Azerbaijan were able to seize the majority of wagons and 

locomotives after the Russians left, leaving Armenia deprived and with no capital to enforce its 

 
Table on “Waters of Russian Armenia (white coal)” and table on “Minerals of Russian Armenia,” 4-9, 
Khachadoorian Papers, ARF Archives, Watertown, MA. 

848 Other key stations along the main communication route between Europe and Persia ran through “Rostov, via 
Armavin (with a branch through Maikop to Tuapse on the Black Sea), Vladikavkaz, Petrovak, Derbent, to Baku. 
From Baku a road runs via Tiflis until, near the coast, it divides, one line running to Poti, and the other to Batum. 
From Tiflis a lone goes through Alexandropol (whence a branch runs to Kars and Sarikamish), Erivan, and Julfa to 
Tabriz in Azerbaijan. The importance of this railway system on the possible future of Persia has already been noted. 
Moreover, almost directly across the Caspian from Baku lies Krasnovodsk, the terminus of the Transcaspian 
Railway, which connects with the Orenburg line at Tashkent.” Gray, “Caucasus: Commerce and Trade Routes,” 
March 5, 1918, 3.  

849 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 96. 

850 The Armenians wanted to expand their rail lines toward Kars and Sarikamish, and a then between Erivan and 
Ulukhanlu (depict on map). They also needed to repair 20 of their 53 locomotives, and 103 wagons to optimize their 
passenger and freight capabilities. Memo from Tiflis titled “Rails,” 26 March 1919, from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, 1; from Khachadoorian’s papers, ARF Archives, Watertown, MA. 
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competitors to improve its position.851 Further, with the railroad factories in Georgia and the fuel 

controlled by Azerbaijan, neither republic hesitated to deprive Armenia of imports.852 There was 

plenty of criticism doled out against Armenia as well. General Brough, the British Director to 

Transportation in the Caucasus, commented that “the fact that the [Armenian] cars are able to run 

at all is little short of miraculous” and that the few functioning cars they had were dedicated to 

passenger transport instead of relief distribution, “chiefly conducted for the purpose of joy-

riding.”853 In his notes from that particular interview, Mr. Cumberland wrote that Brough’s 

“opinion of the Armenian Government in relation to the transportation system is so far from 

flattering that it is hardly printable” and that the widely held perception is that “the difficulties 

that have overtaken the Armenians are largely of their own manufacture.”854 

Infrastructure was an important measure of power and local leaders coveted established 

ports, rail towns, and the old caravan route from Erzurum to Tabriz. The Transcaucasian 

republics proposed new railroads to link Shusha to Evlat on the Tiflis-Baku line and 

Nakhichevan directly to Baku via Alyat.855 Immediate construction caused additional 

competition among national construction firms and Harbord recognized there was no space for 

additional intervention. Even in 1919, the mission members witnessed travelers along the 

 
851 From the President of the Delegation of Armenian Republic to the Peace Conference, to Sir Louis Mallet, British 
Delegation, (at the Hotel Vouillemont, 15, Rue Boissy d’Anglas, Paris) sent on 7 May 1919; FO. 371/3658/73975; 
in British Documents on Armenian Question (1912-1923), 214. 

852 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 92. 

853 General Brough was the Director of Transportation for the British military forces in the Caucasus. He was one of 
the many individuals Mr. Cumberland interviewed for the Harbord mission in his effort to compile a thorough 
picture of the state of economic affairs. Mr Cumberland’s interview with General Brough, 21 August 1919, 1-3; 
NARA M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365.  

854 Mr. Cumberland’s interview with General Brough, 21 August 1919, 1-3; NARA M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365.  

855 AMMA Map featuring “Railways” that distinguishes Ottoman, Russian, and Persian lines and projected 
constructions; Box 5, Item 3, Photo 17, Moseley Papers, LOC. 
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caravan route who were driving camels.856 Azerbaijan and Armenia both wanted access to the 

commerce passing through Nakhichevan and claimed population dominance in the region despite 

the obvious transient character that was shaped by commercial travelers and seasonal nomads. 

The residents understood the value of infrastructure, just as the European powers had since 

World War I. The key pieces of infrastructure shaped where the local leaders wanted their 

borders. Prior to World War I, Russia had spent three and a half decades focused on 

communications and infrastructure development to posture themselves strategically for the next 

war with the Ottoman Empire. Now, the roads and rails they financed and built became the 

foundation for post-imperial competition.  

Surviving Violence Against All Odds  
 
The burden was indeed enormous and violence manifest at all levels of life, refusing the 

surviving population any respite outside of the cities. Though the new republics established 

territorial claims to govern Transcaucasia, in his investigation of political factors, Hornbeck 

interviewed Armenian Interior Minister N. Agpalian and discovered how several districts 

remained disputed areas and – knowing they lacked resources to extend control to those areas – 

the representative governments officially designated them under local control.857 National 

leaders in the Transcaucasian capitals, external powers, and military commanders had little 

authority once they ventured into the mountains and beyond their lines. Though they may have 

laid claim to various regions, if they were not able to maintain a physical presence in those 

places, power quickly fell back into the hands of those who could. The feuds among separatist 

tribes were innumerable and borderland villages were willing to give their allegiance to any local 

 
856 “On the Old Caravan Route, Persia to Trebizonde.” Box 5, Item 3, Photo 4, Moseley Papers, LOC. 

857 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 35. 
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leader who could assure them even the most meager element of security.858 All the while, 

residual military resources and demobilized soldiers fueled violence within the frontiers, while 

the national troops officially manned border stations and welcomed opportunities to exert force 

against enemies.  

In Nakhichevan, Moseley witnessed firsthand the region most synonymous with violence and 

territorial disputes – a condition that persists over a century later. Back in Paris, the American 

Commission to Negotiate Peace continually received reports from Transcaucasian nationalist 

representatives at the Peace Conference that their groups were frequent targets of violence. It 

was crucial to verify these claims and report the conditions of the ongoing conflict. So as 

Moseley’s team navigated the broken tracks over steep ravines, river gorges, and through hillside 

pastures they warily passed local shepherds who valiantly protected their possessions and flocks. 

The armed shepherds perhaps presented an even greater danger to the investigative mission than 

the regimented border guards.  

The mission members concluded that disputed boundaries were the principal cause of friction 

and that everyone was self-interested to a point where compromise was impossible.859 Once he 

arrived in Tiflis after collecting investigative reports and observations from throughout the 

region, Harbord wrote to Admiral Bristol and Secretary Polk that “all are existing on salvage 

from Russian collapse” and the “greatest obstacle to tranquility is uncertainty.”860 From the 

AMMA records, violence fell into three categories: violence conducted by military forces, 

violence instigated by external powers to shape Transcaucasian affairs, and violence that 

 
858 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 38. 

859 Telegram from Harbord to Bristol and Polk, Tiflis, 6 October 1919, 3; NARA, M820, Roll 232; and in telegram 
copy “Paris Peace Conference,” 2; NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/2. 

860 Telegram from Harbord to Bristol and Polk, 6 October 1919, 3; and telegram copy “Paris Peace Conference,” 2. 
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specifically targeted civilians. The Russian army evacuation was an important factor in creating 

territorial competition in Transcaucasia, but the Ottoman invasion (and then retreat) in 1918 also 

provoked conflict.861 Each of these manifestations of violence caused its own problems, and 

national leaders were consistently unable, or unwilling, to negotiate with each other in the name 

of stability.  

Legacy of Violence by Military Forces  

From battlefield accounts of Transcaucasia during World War I, this massive shift toward a 

violent environment began in late spring and early summer of 1915. In Persian-Azerbaijan, the 

Russian Caucasian Army had occupied Urumia on 2 June, after nearly five months spent 

repelling the Ottoman forces, pacifying Kurdish bands, and dispersing Azeri residents.862 Yet 

even with Russian soldiers securing the city, incursions throughout the countryside were frequent 

by armed Kurds interested in loot from the large towns and Ottoman soldiers “requisitioning” 

supplies. These factors compelled long-term residents of the frontier region – encompassing 

northwestern Persia, Nakhichevan, and Hakkari province in Anatolia – to flee the violence north 

into Transcaucasia. Just as this particular crisis was building, Ottoman-Armenian refugees who 

had escaped massacre and deportations began flooding into Transcaucasia as well. The spreading 

chaos impacted the army units, whose food and supplies were often stolen or destroyed by 

raiders. Ottoman soldiers were especially at risk of attacks by Armenian bands, who took every 

opportunity to slaughter guards and loot warehouses at night.863  

 
861 The rapid advance and withdrawal of the Ottoman Army through Transcaucasia gave the republics and 
opportunity to pursue national sovereignty – leading to violence in border districts. Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, 
Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 5. 

862 See Allen and Muratoff’s Caucasian Battlefields for a detailed description of troop movements in 1915. 

863 Kazım Karabekir, “Operation at the east of the Arpa River” report, TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:17. 
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Tempers fumed and the divisions between groups grew deeper and more tragic. Murder was 

commonplace, escalating the tumultuous environment in Transcaucasia. As the armies struggled 

through their own missions, prisoners and escapees brought stories of violence and tragedy 

occurring throughout the frontier region, instigating feuds between soldiers and civilians alike.864 

Foreign observers who interviewed with the mission members explained how they had witnessed 

serious atrocities committed by and against Armenians.865 The people urged Harbord to 

recommend American intervention. Security was foremost on the minds of residents. It is 

understandable that, by the time Harbord arrived in Transcaucasia in 1919, the wounds from war 

within the last five years resonated with the survivors and, in some cases, fueled violent revenge 

against veteran groups who had fought on or supported opposing sides. 

When the Russian Civil War began and the Russian Imperial Army withdrew north out of 

Transcaucasia, the Ottoman Army’s advance into the region marked the second major milestone 

of national armies instigating violence and leaving vengeful residents. Kazım Karabekir led the 

Ottomans to Baku, in a race to the Caspian before British forces could seize the city themselves 

from their positions in Persia.866 In his own accounts, he valiantly reported how Ottoman troops 

drove into Transcaucasia in “an approach that reflect[ed] the glory of Turkishness” and “pitied 

the defeated.” In contrast, Armenian volunteers and militias in Transcaucasia perpetuated gang 

warfare against the Ottoman soldiers that did not cease until the Armenian Republican leader 

 
864 From a letter “Upon the orders of the 3rd Army Commander, Range Inspector, Colonel Muhiddin,” to the General 
Headquarters, 20 November 1917, 3rd Army Headquarters, Staff Office, 1st Division, 3rd Branch, No. 1156, from 
Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918, Vol. 2 (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basım Evi, 2005), 95-97 
(original Ottoman photocopies pages 391-399). In a series of testimonies dated from 1914 through 1917, prisoners 
who sought refuge with the Ottoman army reported the tragic violence occurring in Transcaucasia. One individual, 
Vasili Kormayevich Makugochev, gave his testimony on 25 March 1917, which described brutal attacks by 
Armenians, Kurds, and Russians against civilian men, women, and children. 

865 Mr Cumberland’s interview with British Mr. Hewilkie on 29 Sept 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365. 

866 At the time, Kazım Karabekir was a Brigadier General, commanding the I Caucasian Corps and XV Corps. 
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called for a truce on 1 June 1918.867 Even “after the peace,” subordinate commanders on both 

sides committed violent acts that occasionally escalated into renewed fighting between the 

Armenian Corps and XV Corps troops.868 In most cases, local fighters did not accept the peace 

agreements that were made at the national level and outright disregarded them to engage the 

Ottoman army. Karabekir recalled that he “could not understand what they [the Armenian 

leaders] expected,” or why they “continued to cause unrest.”869  

Karabekir’s forces occupied Baku on 15 September 1918, only a week before orders arrived 

from İstanbul that the Ottomans accepted an armistice and the Caucasian Corps was henceforth 

disbanded.870 With orders to withdraw from Transcaucasia, Karabekir returned to Erzurum and 

resumed command of the XV Corps by May 1919. The final elements of control the Ottoman 

authorities had over stability and veterans’ conduct in Transcaucasia had been all but 

extinguished.871 Karabekir reluctantly wrote how he “cannot help but feel sympathy for the 

innocent members of this people whom I personally know.” He was “convinced that neither the 

Armenian people nor the people living among them will find peace and security” in 

 
867 Karabekir, “Operation at the east of the Arpa River,” TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:17. 

868 Karabekir details the clashes and battles from June through September 1918 and continues his personal 
recollections through May 1919. Nazaryekof led the Armenian Corps. Kazım Karabekir, “After the peace” report, 
pdf pages 11-13, doc pages 17-21 of TİTE part one. 

869 Karabekir, “After the peace” report, TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:18. From Karabekir’s perspective the Armenian actions 
in Transcaucasia were outright reckless. His forces had the capacity to occupy Erivan and “put an end to the 
existence of the Armenians,” but he honored the peace agreement even though groups of 200 to 500 Armenian 
bandits insisted on perpetuating attacks against the Ottoman brigades and corps, always to very limited gains.  

870 Karabekir, “After the peace” report, TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:20. It was 7 August 1918 when Karabekir and his 
Corps Headquarters arrived in Nakhichevan, a week later his forces went on to occupy Tabriz to the south and 
Batum in the north. He was in Nakhichevan when the Ottomans reached Baku. 

871 The Mudros Armistice, under Article XI, specified that the Ottoman Army must withdraw to its pre-1914 
borders. At the time, the Ottoman armies occupying Transcaucasia and northwest Persia were victorious – even if 
their compatriots in Mesopotamia and Syria had suffered defeats – and their withdrawal would leave the region 
unsecured, just as had happened when the Russian army withdrew a year prior. Erickson, The Turkish War of 
Independence, 120. 
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Transcaucasia unless they expel influence from their nationalist committees.872 It was the 

Armenian nationalists who were determined to achieve their territorial goals at all cost, even 

though they had no leverage over Georgia or Azerbaijan, except a hope that the United States 

might stand by them.  

In Karabekir’s mind, the problems lay with Khatisian and other national leaders who had risen 

from the Dashnaksoutun Association, and he asserted that peace was possible if the Armenians 

could lead their nation without clinging to caustic, anti-Ottoman ideals. Yet to Harbord, it was 

apparent that problems went beyond Armenian-Ottoman violence, and an overarching 

government (or mandatory) was necessary if peace were the goal. Even with the Turkish 

Nationalist movement emerging in Anatolia and various local bids for power in the regions 

previously visited by the mission members, they were not harassed by bandits until they crossed 

into Transcaucasia. The Ottoman government, though condemned as “useless and evil,” was able 

to restrain its people and exert control over the provinces.873 Such protection and security no 

longer existed in Transcaucasia.  

Violence Instigated by External Powers  

Once the Ottoman forces received their withdrawal orders, they did, in fact, leave Transcaucasia 

en masse. Meanwhile, British Expeditionary Forces arrived in Baku and Batum to manage the 

strategic ports. This immediately drew critical reactions from the Ottomans, Armenians, and 

Georgians because all of them wanted to control Batum and access to the Black Sea. Through 

spring and summer of 1919, British and Italian forces withdrew on orders from their 

governments, and American forces in Tiflis with the Allied High Commissioner were completely 

 
872 Karabekir, “After the peace” report, TİTE, K:333/G:14/B:21. 

873 Khachadoorian, “8: History and Current Situation of Armenians,” 104. 
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inadequate to have any impact on regional stabilization.874 In the wake of the withdrawals, 

battles began again between Armenian national forces and the armies of Georgia and Azerbaijan, 

all over contested territories. Unfortunately, some of the external powers continued to instigate 

national and local leaders to shape Transcaucasian affairs. 

From Erzurum and Sivas, the Turkish Nationalists were beginning the war against foreign 

occupation in Anatolia and sent representatives to Nakhichevan to assist the Azeris in their own 

resistance campaign.875 Mustafa Kemal kept abreast of events in Nakhichevan and some reports 

suggested that 15,000 of his soldiers had been committed to assisting the Azeris against 

Armenians, along with over 30,000 Kurds fighters.876 The Ottoman Ministry of War was also 

accused of supplying equipment and grenades to Khalil Bey to support Azeris and Tatars in 

Nakhichevan.877  

During World War I, the British had attempted to organize the Assyrian people from Hakkari 

against the Ottoman Army. The Assyrians fled Ottoman territory almost as soon as the war 

began, to seek Russian protection in Urumia and Salmas, where they knew American relief 

workers also maintained a station. When the Russian could no longer lend them aid, the British 

 
874 Erickson, The Turkish War of Independence, 123-124. 

875 Lieutenant Colonel Kelp Ali Khan and Captain Halil joined the Azeri resistance in July 1919 as military advisors. 
Erickson, The Turkish War of Independence, 124. 

876 From Vice Admiral Sir J.M. de Robeck, High Commissioner, to Earl Curzon, Constantinople, 28 October 1919 
(received 12 November 1919), “Enclosure: Notes on the Nationalist Movement in the Samsoun Area” FO. 406/41, 
p.315-318, No.148/1, in British Documents on Atatürk, 148. The Georgian “Daily News Sheet” from Tiflis, also 
reported rumors that Mustafa Kemal had sent his Nationalist army to incite uprisings among the local population in 
Transcaucasia, 20 September 1919, 2; NARA 184.021/270. 

877 FO. 371/5165/E-300, in British Documents on Atatürk, 332. From “Weekly Summary of Intelligence Reports 
Issued by M.I.I.C. Constantinople Branch, for Week Ending 14th January 1920. This was the same Khalil Bey who 
led the Ottoman troops into Persia in 1918, as noted in a letter from Frances Bayley Packard to Mr. Scott, from 
Urumia, Persia, 15 October 1918, 3.  
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stepped in.878 This extension of British influence made sense for the commanders in Persia and 

Mesopotamia who sought any opportunity to defeat the Ottomans. If they could align with local 

Christian groups in the process, all the better in their eyes. In gathering context on the military 

problem, Moseley learned about British interests from General Macomb and Colonel Stark, who 

were both experts on the local developments since the Mudros Armistice.879 Though 

international concerns in Persia may have seemed extraneous, Moseley and McCoy had just 

arrived back in Erivan on 1 October 1919, after their respective trips to investigate Nakhichevan 

and Bayazid. Between those two towns lay Persian territory. Along the Ottoman frontier, and 

especially in Transcaucasia, where the AMMA was charged with explaining the military cost of 

a regional mandate, these conversations about recent violence and the status of security in border 

regions were pertinent 

Violence Targeting Civilians   

Meanwhile, as a consequence of these external interventions, or sometimes in spite of them, 

local leaders pursued power through violence on their own terms. Often this involved civilians. 

Through Transcaucasia and the frontier region, the mission members witnessed this and were 

subject to it themselves, coming under fire of Kurds, Tatars, and Azeris on separate occasions. 

Railways were victim to frequent looting and the roads became dangerous as soon as they 

ventured outside of the cities. As the left Tiflis for Batum at the end of their journey, the AMMA 

needed a special train car that traveled with a decoy wagon to protect them from bandits. Once 

outside the cities, nearly every local man was armed, and several people were adamant to present 

their claims of violence to the military mission.880 

 
878 Van Bruinessen, “A Kurdish Warlord on the Turkish-Persian Frontier in the Early Twentieth Century,” 70. 

879 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 6 October 1919. 

880 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
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Many local leaders did not provide stability, nor did they protect civilian life beyond the 

limits of their own groups. Several groups throughout Transcaucasia never made it into 

international news, despite the violence they experienced, so those who could make a name for 

themselves did so, for notoriety equated to power and influence.881 Notorious individuals and 

accounts of intrigue colored the letters from relief workers to their families and made their way 

into the reports and investigations that were being carried out by external powers.  

Isma`il Aqa Simko, a dominant Kurdish Chieftain in the borderlands south of Nachichevan, 

was infamous for inviting Syrian Patriarch Mar Shimun to a peace conference in 1918, only to 

assassinate him and forty-five of his body guard.882 Muhtashim-Sultanch, then Governor of 

Azerbaijan, allegedly instigated Simko’s attack by promising him “a sword studded with 

precious stones for his services.”883 The Ottomans were careful to keep tabs on warlords like 

Simko. During World War I, he was still at large and allegedly the Russians paid him a regular 

salary and a premium for every murder he carried out in Ottoman territory.884  

It was common for external geopolitical actors to pressure tribal chiefs to act in their favor in 

the borderlands. Russian, British, and Ottoman leaders pursued policies to aggravate animosities 

 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 284. 

881 In his book Foreign Policy of the Republic of Azerbaijan, Jamil Hasanli argued that President Wilson and the 
American public were ignorant of the violent situation in Transcaucasia and American political circles did not 
consider the various groups in the region to be worthy of the principles of self-determination that Wilson had 
advocated for in his Fourteen Points. 303. 

882 Letter from Rev. Dr. E. W. McDowell to the “Friends of our Urumia Circle,” titled “Urumia Exodus,” from 
Baghdad, Mesopotamia, 6 September 1918, 2; in RG5334 Box 1, Folder 1 “Correspondence, reports, testimonials 
sent from Persia, 1918-1919,” at Congregational Library and Archives, Boston, MA.  

883 Letter from Dr. Jesse M. Yonan, 1 December 1918, 2; in RG5334 Box 1, Folder 1 “Correspondence, reports, 
testimonials sent from Persia, 1918-1919,” at Congregational Library and Archives, Boston, MA.  

884 From Ottoman Army Headquarters Number 2763, signed 3rd Army Commander Mahmut Kamil, on March 23, 
1915; “Cryptogram sent from Hasankale to the headquarters.” Letter is in answer to the Van Mobile Gendarmerie 
Division, in Armenian Activities in the Archive Documents 1914-1918 Vol.1, 94-95 (original Ottoman documents on 
pages 369-387). 
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in the region and promised sovereignty to various local groups that perpetuated bloody and 

barbaric clashes.885 In Simko’s case, the Persian Gendarmerie was involved as well, introducing 

yet another external power into the turmoil erupting in Transcaucasia and its borderlands.886 

Then, of course, there were the local leaders who acted entirely outside the influence of the 

national governments. Georgian officials associated with the Social Democratic Committee in 

Tiflis kept multiple records of their inquiries with the Armenian leaders, asking if they were 

aware of the violence their compatriots are inciting against Azeris in villages throughout 

Transcaucasia, including in the districts of Erivan and Etchmiadzin where the Armenian army 

was garrisoned. Such reports demanded an end to this violence and questioned “Is the 

Government aware that the local Armenian officials, far from stopping these crimes, took part in 

the robberies and massacres?”887 Even though the Armenian officials had no means to intervene 

had they wished to, more likely is the scenario that they tacitly ignored the complaints. 

Of the districts where reports of persistent violence frequently reached external eyes, 

Nakhichevan was the most notorious. Along with Sharur province, Nakhichevan occupied the 

Araks River Valley and hosted the railway to Persia from which the regional riches could be 

exported.888 Moseley described it as hosting “the most serious border situation” that dually 

threatened the Armenian Republic less than twenty miles from Erivan.889 Pastoral nomads from 
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Azerbaijan swelled the population to tens of thousands in the summer grazing months, while 

Armenians inhabited the mountain villages year-round.890 Since 1919, however, local Tatars 

dominated the population statistics and it was not until April 1919 that British and Armenian 

forces occupied the area. The British only stayed through May, at which point Tatars seized back 

control by July, with the help of Turkish Nationalist advisors.891 

Once Moseley arrived in Nakhichevan City on 30 September 1919, he conferred with several 

prominent leaders, each with their own agenda and story to tell the American observers. 

Uncertainty had been rife in Nakhichevan, with power shifting, sometimes by the hour. For the 

Armenians soldiers who controlled the town with British military support, as soon as the British 

withdrew and relinquished the territory to the Azeris, the Azeris arrested and detained any 

Armenians who stayed behind. Throughout these official meetings, Azeris, Kurds, Persians, and 

Arabs were present together in their bullet torn homes while Armenian prisoners of war packed 

the detention centers and perished from wounds and starvation.892 The Moseley’s group visited 

one such camp and learned that famine and lack of supplies was so severe because there was 

nothing to provide the detainees, for all arriving aid went to the starving local people – power 

and access literally meant survival for the residents, refugees, and detainees in the district.  

At the time, power resided with Colonel Kal Balai Khan, “the Prince of Nakhichevan,” 

Colonel Khalil Bey, and Governor Samed Bey Jemlinski.893 Each of these distinguished men 

 
890 Gayane Makhmourian, “Nakhijevan of 1918-1920 in Papers of the U.S. Department of State and of the National 
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892 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 30 September 1919. 

893 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 30 September 1919. Along with the men listed 
above, rumors circulated that Enver Pasha (formerly of the Ottoman Triumvirate) spent time in Nakhichevan during 
1919, as did his deputy, Yusef Zia, himself a member of the Ottoman secret service in Iranian Azerbaijan who was 
sent to Nakhichevan when the Bolsheviks began to threaten Transcaucasia. From Touraj Atabaki, “Going East: The 
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shared Muslim faith, even though they represented Turkish, Azeri, and Persian ethnicities. Their 

partnership directly limited Armenian access to resources in Nakhichevan, even though the 

territory was still very contested. Together they explained to Moseley how the Armenians were 

responsible for instigating the bloodshed through their misgovernment. “They were pleased to 

have their case investigated by the Harbord Mission” and asked that the United States continue 

to investigate the situation for the outside world to see.894 They also stated that they refused to 

submit to Armenian authority: even if Azerbaijan agreed to relinquish Nakhichevan, declaring 

the region neutral would only be a temporary solution.895  

Moseley drew his own conclusions from the interviews, that only within Transcaucasia were 

boundary lines so heavily contested. The Turkish Nationalists were satisfied with the frontier 

from the 1878 Russo-Ottoman War, yet internally there could be no peaceful subdivision without 

oversight from an external power.896 There were far too many external interests in peace, yet the 

local leaders themselves were content, for the time being, to continue ruling by violence. 

American observers from the Allied Commission advocated that the United States intervene and 

remove Turkish Nationalist officers from the area, as that might help quell hostilities.897 Several 

nationalities held legitimate aspirations for development within the region, but unless they united 

in the interests of a greater Transcaucasian federation, the various groups would “be left to 

 
Ottomans’ Secret Service Activities in Iran,” in Iran and the First World War: Battleground of the Great Powers, 
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exterminate one another.”898 

Those that did continue to reside in Nakhichevan included approximately 5,000 Ottoman-

Armenians who immigrated or sought refugee status from the Ottomans, 8,844 resident 

Armenians, 36,595 resident Tatars, 742 Kurds, and 997 individuals from “other nations.”899 By 

the time Moseley arrived, fighting had already escalated to uncontrollable proportions, including 

massacres and pillaging. A minimum of 5,000 foreign troops were need to adequately secure the 

region.900 Presently, the district was a constant site of train robberies, preventing relief supplies 

from reaching the local people.901 Beyond food and medicine, the people also needed doors and 

windows for their homes and clothing.902 It was very likely that the winter would bring severe 

loss based on conditions the military mission observed. 

Unforeseeable Peace  

Yet among the local leaders and residents in Nakhichevan, and their advocates in the capitals and 

abroad, the United States represented an element of hope. Harbord and his officers embodied that 

hope, at least for the three months when the world waited for their report and recommendation 

on a mandatory. Advocates associated with the Allied Commissioner, Near East Relief workers, 

signatory members of the Union for the Safety of Gokhtan, and Tatar Chieftains all appealed to 

Harbord for promises of intervention, with various degrees of urgency and threats.903 Some 

 
898 Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 5. 
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reports emphasized the “families, mostly women and children, poor and unable to obtain work” 

and how “peace is impossible without an American governor general.”904 Others described how 

all of Nakhichevan was “surrounded by a narrow ring of flame and sword,” and that a relief 

representative from Near East Relief must be sent urgently to help the orphans and refugees, all 

under the authority of a named national leader.905 Still others included how the refugees were 

unsafe on the roads into and out of the district, thus the United States must “compel the 

Government of Azerbaijan and the Turkish Governor of Nakhichevan to cease immediately 

hostilities” and ensure the district was provided food and relief to save the orphans from 

starvation.906  

The trend in these appeals was to highlight the suffering, especially of the most vulnerable, 

while subtly (or overtly) asking for the United States to send supplies or publicly support a local 

leader. Harbord recognized the partisanship of these appeals once he witnessed them himself and 

read similar correspondence that Haskell had received in Tiflis. Yet despite those biases in 

appeals, the deplorable conditions of Nakhichevan would unlikely improve unless an external 

power were willing to take on the significant burden of intervening with military and 

administrative force.907 

 
904 Ussher, “Summary of Conditions,” Memorandum to the High Commissioner, 29 September 1919, 2. 

905 In this case, the Union for the Safety of Gokhtan wanted the United States to empower Leon Sarkissian in 
Nakhichevan and provide him with American relief workers to restore stability. Memorandum from the Union for 
the Safety of Gokhtan; 19 September 1919, 1-2; NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/285. 

906 Letter “To His Excellency The High Commissioner for Transcaucasia and Armenia” from Leon Sarkissian, 
Tiflis, 12 September 1919, 3; NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/285. 

907 Letter to Haskell with the Near East Relief in Tiflis, signed by McDonald, 29 September 1919; NARA 
184.021/286. By 23 October 1919, United States Army Colonel Edmund Daley would be appointed the governor of 
a neutral Nakhichevan, but his presence would continue to be contested unless a full mandatory was approved by the 
United States Senate. He ended up leaving the region entirely, alongside other American officers, in January 1920. 
From Jamil Hasanli’s Foreign Policy of the Republic of Azerbaijan, 283, 285-286. 
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The most comprehensive solution was for the Transcaucasian Republics to align with each 

other, but their stubborn refusal to make concessions was the leading element preventing peace. 

As they existed, the legislative systems were wasteful, expending an enormous amount of energy 

to establish complex governmental mechanisms with few tangible results. Together as a 

confederation, Transcaucasia might be large enough to stand against other regional powers, as 

strength lay in homogeneous national conformity.908 However, the institutions created by 

Armenia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan were, by their nature, “working to separate the states rather 

than to bind them together.”909 According to Brinton’s professional legal assessment, an 

assembly of delegates for a united Transcaucasia would be able to work towards matters of 

common interest. This arrangement would leave sufficient autonomy to contested districts so that 

they might “legitimately satisfy their newly awakened national spirit” while stimulating public 

service.910 Unfortunately, the “elaborate and suicidal system of isolated state-hood” existing in 

the Transcaucasian Republics extended beyond Tiflis, Erivan, and Baku by an even greater 

magnitude of corruption and disorder.911 Brinton continued to passionately berate the poor state 

of affairs, while pointing directly to the sobering realization that peace, in 1919, was unlikely. 

Some of the reasons for these seemingly insurmountable barriers to peace grew from poor 

communications within the republics themselves. The local leaders and even general members of 

society likely had no knowledge of the challenges their national leaders were dealing with to 

solve disputes over aid distribution, infrastructure, alliances with their neighbors, and territorial 
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sovereignty. Armenia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan all published newspapers and some periodicals, 

but distribution only extended to residents within city limits.912 So the internal troubles with 

finance and corruption, customs, and even the mail system were rarely communicated outside of 

delegation circles. All three republics sought international recognition but were viewed as 

“utterly incompetent” and “undeniably corrupt” from Western Europe and the United States’ 

point of view.913  

While the republics shared similar problems, the consequences of delayed resolution and 

external aid meant starvation for Armenia. Armenia disproportionately suffered from the 

negative effects of border disputes and conflicts over access to Black Sea ports and railways. As 

a landlocked nation at odds with its neighbors, Armenia’s finances quickly depleted under the 

strain of the refugees, and it could no longer afford imports to feed its starving people.914 The 

army was left in rags from World War I and struggled to resist the Turkish Nationalists moving 

towards Kars. Thus even when external benefactors like the United States sent aid, Armenia had 

to rely on its neighbors’ ports, highways, and rails to receive the gratuitous material – which 

never reached Erivan.915 The entire Armenian budget in 1919 was allocated to military, 

auxiliary, and food needs, as well as the refugee situation, thus hardly any of the meager 62.5 

million rubles annual budget could serve preemptive purposes.916 Their challenges were made 

manifest in a conference held between Armenian and Georgian delegates, where no agreement 

could be reached. 
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On 17 September 1919, Georgian and Armenian delegations held a special conference to 

settle outstanding border disputes and negotiate rolling stock ownership.917 Armenia wanted to 

have continued access to Tiflis, as the traditional financial and economic center it had been for 

both Georgia and Armenia under Russian rule, and not be burdened by new custom prohibitions 

or commercial traffic restrictions.918 Georgia was only willing to lease the wagons they assumed 

after the Russian and Ottoman armies withdrew, and avoided answering questions on credit and 

customs policies since they would be managed by a separate branch of government.919 Georgia 

then pointed to their own limits and need for wagons.920 Both delegations advocated for a clear 

boundary between the republics, to promote national development and lay a foundation for 

“unblinded peace and friendship.”921 The boundary was be a product of historical processes that 

accounted for bloody struggles in the national past – though, in reality, this amounted to who 

would control mountain ranges, watersheds, and river systems once the final lines were drawn.922 

 
917 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 1; NARA M820, Roll 
231, 184.021/282. Georgian delegates included Minister of War and Director of the Home Department (H.V. 
Ramishvili), Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs (K.B. Sabachtarashvili), and Vice President of the Constitutional 
Assembly (S.G.Mdivani). Armenian delegates included S.G. Mamikoryan, S.H. Hatchatryan, and the Councilor of 
the Delegation General Vishinosheff.  

918 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 6-7. 

919 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 8-10. 

920 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 11. 

921 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 12. 

922 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 12. Georgia and 
Armenia both wanted the districts of Akhalkalaky and Borchaly as part of their republics, both arguing that the 
territorial history and the local life of the people in those places most closely aligned with them. Georgia’s proposed 
frontier line would extend from Mount Chatyn-Dagh to Mount Bolor-Kont, along the watershed to the village 
Akory, then following the watershed and riverlets (of the river Deledachai) through Mount Akoot-Kaya, Mount 
Krestovaya, to the Wolf Gate (also known as the Volchy Vorota or Mount Ossinovaya – Mount Lock pass), through 
the village of Saaty, along the watershed of the Ingan-chai, along the river Carnakh, to Mouth Layly-Dagh, then 
along the former Tiflis frontier across Mounts Ocuse-Dagh, Ortool-Dagh, and Uchi-Tepalor. Georgia’s frontier line 
description is on page 14 of the report.  

The Armenian frontier line: began at Mount Shomal (northwest of the villages of Koopsly), to Mount 1603, then 
Mount 3983, through Mounts Guedek-Booroon, Kechel-Konol-Booga-Kyar, and Lalvar, then turns northwest 
toward Mouth Kretorvaya, through the Wolf Gate, to the village of Saaty, they to Mount Koolootage and through a 
series of numbered “heights” to Mount Agricar, along Akhalkalaky district to Mount Agricar, to Mount Shish-Fapa, 
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Each side admonished that their declarations of the frontier lines already took into account “the 

maximum of concessions which can be made,” leaving no space for either side to concede.923 

Out of frustration, both sides explained their claim to the Lory, Akhalkalaky and Borchaly 

districts, suggesting how they were already acting (potentially) outside their governments with 

the propositions on the table. Armenia understood that “it would be much more convenient if the 

neighbors should give each other if but a little bit of support, than to accept great services from 

foreign powers” for fear that those powers would equate to military intervention.924 Yet Georgia 

said that they were richer than Armenia and the concessions they already made to support 

Armenia with infrastructure came at a price to their own prosperity – since they had the greater 

bargaining power.925 They never did come to an agreement, leaving Armenia exceedingly 

vulnerable and Georgia without a friendly neighbor. 

Amid all these troubles, there was potential – and that is precisely why the national leaders 

and external powers found the inability to come to a mutual agreement so frustrating. Resources 

were rich in Transcaucasia, yet mismanagement had squandered potential profits. The cities 

especially were well-positioned to benefit from the natural resources. Under Russian rule this 

was possible because Batum boasted access to oil and manganese, while being home to the 

largest Black Sea port in the region.  Tiflis was the central distribution center for all of 

Transcaucasia and the surrounding areas had decent agricultural capacity that extended through 

 
to Sorp-Oganess, to Mount Pod-Chassa-Tapa, through the village of Oshtia, then to Mount Uche-Tapa, Mount Sorp-
Sarah, height Soolda-Tapa, and along the west bank of the river Koora, along the villages Okam and Asman (which 
would be part of Georgia), and along the Koora to Araghan. Armenia’s frontier line description is on pages 15 and 
16 of the report. 

923 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 17. 
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925 “Official Report on the session of the Special Conference of the 17th of September 1919,” 22. 
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the valleys all the way to Kars. In its prosperous valley surrounded by the Caucasus Ranges, 

Erivan produced wine, cereals, fruits, and was an excellent location for livestock. And of course, 

Baku was the area’s leading industrial city, distribution point on the Caspian Sea, and home to 

extensive oil fields that the Great Powers hungrily kept tabs on.926 With all this opportunity, the 

Transcaucasian Republics needed to create a confederation to truly benefit commercially. Yet 

they were so blinded by self-interested claims to territory lost to their competitors that their 

national policies sacrificed opportunity in favor of deep-rooted retaliation.927 The effects of 

Russia’s wartime economy and the immature policies that the national leaders adopted proved a 

severe impediment to trade and growth.928 

While the three Transcaucasian republics found themselves in a constant clash for power, 

these conflicts were only happening at the national level. Deeper down, the republics represented 

only three of forty distinct races in Transcaucasia – the ones who were able to claim national 

legitimacy in the eyes of the world.929 Meanwhile, other groups in the multi-ethnic environment 

that was Transcaucasia in 1919, all, more or less, continued to assert their own claims to self-

determination and prosecuted violence at the local level, either autonomously or by aligning with 

allied groups they thought could lend them the most benefit.  

Most discussions of joining forces for mutual benefit required that the various groups and 

local leaders would agree to an external mandatory to protect their interests. And for the 

majority, this meant the United States. Azerbaijani and Georgian representatives agreed to 
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“Interviews With Various Persons Obtained by Mr. Cumberland,” NARA, M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365. 

928 Mears, “Appendix ‘D,’ Commerce & Industry,” 72. 
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United States patronage and a mandate over the Transcaucasian Republics as early as 11 June 

1919, and by 5 July 1919, the United States had formal representation in the region in the form 

of the Allied High Commissioner to Armenia.930 With Colonel Haskell as High Commissioner, 

the Ottomans and national leaders of Armenia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan all were compelled to 

cooperate with external intervention, especially since the United States, Britain, France, and Italy 

all accepted this new position.931 Though Armenia was fully onboard for a United States 

mandate from the start, especially if it meant that Russian Armenia could potentially gain 

territory in the former Ottoman Empire.  

When attempts to collaborate failed, such as after the conference between Georgian and 

Armenian delegates described above, the republics turned again to external powers to support 

peace efforts. Sometimes these calls for peace came from the national leaders, but often 

manufacturing and merchant leaders would weigh in by expressing their commitment to peace. 

Harbord received several letters from such groups leading up to and during his time in 

Transcaucasia.932 Often these appeals went on to assure Harbord that if the United State were to 

intervene and accommodate peace, then “many first-class representatives [have] unanimously 

decided to set off to depart for Armenia and assist the common affair,” meaning they pledged to 

 
930 Hasanli, Foreign Policy of the Republic of Azerbaijan, 274-275. 
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President of the Tiflis Burse Committee, the Head of the Merchants corporation, the President of the Council of the 
Caucasian Insurance & Transport, the presidents and directors of several named tobacco manufacturing 
administrations, the representative of the London Trading-House, the President of the Manufacturers’ Society, the 
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included in the microfilm collection (184.021/284) from the Armenian Minister of Foreign Affairs representing 
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willingly leave the security of Tiflis for Armenia.933 They expressed a “sincerest desire to 

sacrifice for their native land all their experience and their capital as soon as the mandate will be 

accepted and the order restored.”934 Further, Harbord’s mission represented a turning point 

where “the last act of the tragedy will be finished for our nation.”935 Clearly these appeals came 

at a price to their safety and peace was only possible under external supervision. For the leaders 

knew that they would sacrifice influence inside of the comforts of Tiflis if they left to get 

involved in the troubled regions of Transcaucasia. 

A deeper impediment to peace also hid beneath the promises of industry leaders to return to 

their ‘nation’ if peace could be guaranteed by an external power. Population exchanges were a 

new challenge associated with the global shift to nationalism, especially in regions, like 

Transcaucasia, where diverse populations spread across the emerging national frameworks. 

Apart from the Armenians, Georgians, and Azeris, the other identity groups from Indo-Iranian, 

Semitic, Tatar Mongol, Turkish, and Mountaineer backgrounds had negligible international 

political strength. Those “isolated fragments of people” had potentially immense importance but 

would be subsumed under the nationalist self-determination of more powerful neighbors.936 

Within such networks, distrust spread, just as it did at the broader municipal, national, and 

regional levels. The relentless violence fueled distrust and broke down communication – 
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communication that might have had the potential to foster eventual peace. 

Distrust festered at multiple levels, complicating relations in the smallest villages, between 

local and regional leaders, and with external influencers. Some of this distrust was a product of 

the newly established charters themselves, which resembled the Russian and Ottoman imperial 

structures of empowering provincial leaders with autonomy. For Armenia, Chapter IV of their 

charter for National Provincial Administration designated that metropolitan leaders headed 

independent assemblies to preserve the state constitution in the provinces, rather than deferring 

to the national authority. Further, as most metropolitans were abbots with additional duties to 

their diocese, they were to assume religious and political power over the local population.937 At 

least this was the intent. The metropolitical leaders, however, were ill-equipped with security 

forces beyond some volunteer units, who were preoccupied with recruiting refugees into service, 

instead of preventing violence. Such administrative structures were easy targets for aspirational 

local leaders, especially those with access to weapons and ammunition. So, while the residents 

and refugees were unsatisfied with their provincial administrators’ inability to protect them, the 

metropolitans distrusted national leaders for putting them in a fraught position in the first place. 

External governments fostered an entirely different level of distrust within Transcaucasia. 

Their presence was relatively recent considering that prior to World War I, Transcaucasian 

people rarely interacted with other foreign powers besides the Ottoman, Russian, and Persian 

Empires.938 However, in November 1918, the Allied powers occupied Transcaucasia as 

“conquerors on enemy territory,” relying on martial law in lieu of civil authority and driving a 

 
937 “Armenian National Constitution,” Exhibit 7 of Brinton, “Appendix ‘B,’ Government of Turkey and the 
Transcaucasus,” 14. 

938 Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems,” 38. 
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swift divide between their military governorship and local leaders.939 Britain was at the forefront 

of this new, fraught relationship; followed by Greece, Italy, and France in Transcaucasia.940 

Though the United States had fostered some its own elements of distrust among the local people 

based on its history with relief efforts, Americans overall garnered a different attitude. Due to its 

limited political and financial position in Anatolia and Transcaucasia, many local and national 

leaders considered the United States a disinterested benefactor.941 There was very little that the 

Transcaucasian Republics could agree on in 1919, but Harbord found that accepting an American 

mandate – opposed to other courses of action for geopolitical independence – was an exception. 

After their occupation forces moved into Transcaucasia from Persia and the Black Sea, 

Britain struggled to gain support from local groups, especially the Armenians. Since the 

occupation, France established the most robust cultural, industrial, and commercial influence in 

Ottoman territory, while Britain developed a reputation for leading administrative efforts. Their 

position at the head of administrative departments drew skepticism from local leaders, even if 

other foreign plenipotentiaries were the primary actors involved. The only evidence of local 

acceptance of British presence came from much farther south in Mesopotamian territory, on the 

Kurdish side of the Ottoman-Persian border near a town called Bakuba.942 In the camp there, 

local authorities rejected placing the Syrian and Armenian refugees in Persia. Kurdish authorities 

 
939 W.M. Thomson, Commander Northern Persian Force, Memo titled “Occupation of Baku by the British,” Exhibit 
B of Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A,’ Political Factors and Problems;” and page 41 of “Appendix ‘A.’ British forces 
occupied Baku from 17 November 1918 through 15 August 1919.” 

940 By 1918, British troops were present in Baku, Batum, and Kars, while American associated with Relief 
Committees were established in Alexandropol and Erivan – interacting with difference local and national leaders. 
Mark Jefferson, “Inquiry Map,” MS 8, Box 36 A, Drawer 125, B51-B, Inquiry Papers, Sterling Memorial Library, 
Yale University.  

941 Letter of 15 September 1919 from the American Consulate at Aleppo, to Major General Harbord, 4-5; NARA, 
M820, Roll 231, 184.021/267. 

942 Bakuba was located approximately forty miles north of Baghdad. 
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took charge of the relief work and gave a cordial reception to British administrators.943 

In Nakhichevan, distrust first escalated when British officers insisted that the region become a 

British military protectorate.944 It was January 1919 when Tatar representatives went to Erivan to 

ask that Armenian troops suspend their presence in the region so they could prepare the 

population for a peaceful transition recognizing Armenian government and the British military 

governor. The British insisted that these measures were necessary to ensure stability and 

discipline among the Tatar population, that the Tatars would legally submit to Armenian 

authority without coercion from troops. But once their army left, the Armenians reported that 

they could no longer safely send immigrants into the region because the British had provided an 

avenue for local Tatar leaders to rob and murder Armenian residents.945 Even though Harbord 

could not verify those claims after seven months (and multiple subsequent atrocities had 

occurred), the underlying distrust was consistent. The British had squandered their legitimacy 

among Armenians in Nakhichevan. 

This episode was part of a larger British scheme to support the Russian White Army elements 

that were positioned north of Transcaucasia. Throughout 1919, Britain seized ammunition to aid 

Russian efforts against the Bolsheviks. By October, the Armenian forces had become a frequent 

target – surrendering 80 artillery pieces and over two million rounds of ammunition to the British 

under the guise of ensuring stability between Armenians and other local groups.946 Though 

Armenian leaders protested, they risked interrupted flour and aid deliveries if they did not 

 
943 Letter from Rev. Dr. E. W. McDowell, “Urumia Exodus,” 6 September 1918, 3. 

944 Page 2 of Khachadoorian’s papers, handwritten PART II, memo on “Sharur-Nakhichevan, Vedi-Basar.” Major 
General G. M. Corry was the British Commanding General in the Caucasus at the time, headquartered in Tiflis. 
“Allied Commanders in the Near East,” 23 August 1919; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/97. 

945 “Sharur-Nakhichevan, Vedi-Basar,” 2, Khachadoorian Papers, ARF Archives, Watertown, MA. 

946 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 141. 
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cooperate with British demands. In the end, the artillery and ammunition rarely reached the 

Russians.947 More often than not local leaders would interrupt the ammunition trains en route 

north and confiscate supplies to use themselves in pursuit of local power. 

Despite these currents of distrust, the Armenians desperately needed external support, even if 

it could only come from British sources. From Britain’s perspective, however, even “piteous 

appeals against the evacuation of the Caucasus by the British troops” were no longer a problem 

they were willing to manage.948 They too deferred to the United States to take up the burden 

given America’s newfound wealth, population, and ideals. By the end of July, after eight months 

of occupation, just as British authorities decided to formally withdraw, even Lloyd George’s 

private secretary wrote how he hoped “that the British Government will take the line in saying to 

the Americans that this is their responsibility and the responsibility of nobody else. Their present 

attitude simple means asking us to keep on conscription in order that they may play party politics 

at home.”949 The general attitude persisted that “the Armenians accuse the British of not helping 

the Armenians, and the British accuse the Armenians of not helping themselves.”950 

While some local leaders opposed external interference from any nation, most accepted 

Americans because missionaries and relief workers were the source of supplies then necessary to 

sustain life. This was the trend throughout the region. In comparison to British or French 

governance, the United States represented an encouraging source of independence for Christian 

 
947 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 141. 

948 To the Prime Minister from P.H. Kerr on 29 July 1919; from LG/F/89/3/12 in British Documents on Armenian 
Question (1912-1923), 229.  

949 To the Prime Minister from P.H. Kerr on 29 July 1919; from LG/F/89/3/12 in British Documents on Armenian 
Question (1912-1923), 229. Kerr was private secretary to British Prime Minister David Lloyd George until 1921.  

950 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 141. In his article, 
Khachadoorian quoted Colonel Glitterbeck, then commander of British troops in Baku, who attempted to explain 
British-Armenian feelings to him in conversation on 20 April 1919. 
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and Muslim leaders alike. Britain was suspected of prioritizing Muslim domination to sustain 

relations with India, while locals assumed France would never leave if given a territorial 

foothold.951 Even among those aligned with the Ottomans in Transcaucasia, trust gravitated 

towards the United States instead of Western European powers based on a published note by the 

Allies from early 1917 that accused the Ottomans of being “distinctly foreign to European 

civilization.”952  

From their direct involvement with American relief workers and through diaspora leaders 

living in the United States, the Armenians were particularly well-disposed towards Harbord. 

Despite a few political factions, including some national-level leaders still aligned with the 

Dashnaksoutun Association, Harbord found that the United States would be warmly welcomed 

by Armenians in Transcaucasia.953 Less intuitive were the appeals from the Assyrians and 

Northern Caucasian groups, with whom the United States had had little involvement over the 

past decades. For instance, Dr. Jesse M. Yonan, an Assyrian leader from the borderlands of 

northwest Persia, viewed the United States as a beacon of hope for redemption. He urged his 

colleges to join his efforts sending written appeals to Harbord and President Wilson for support 

and intervention. According to Yonan, the Armenians had more leverage advocating for their 

people to external powers and other groups, such as his, must compete with that representation to 

 
951 Letter of 15 September 1919 from the American Consulate at Aleppo, to Major General Harbord, 4-5; NARA 
M820, Roll 231, 184.021/267. The debates surrounding the best mandatory candidate by external agents and global 
powers is beyond the scope of this dissertation, though many weighted in. Miss Bell, one of the relief workers 
interviewed by Lieutenant Colonel Jackson for his appendix, suggested that “the Turk is irreplaceable in his Empire” 
and if the world were to allow self-determination to manifest in various divisions of sovereignty, then “the blood of 
millions spilled on the battlefields of Europe has been for nothing!” Thus a mandate was the only form of “bridle” to 
restrain continued catastrophe in the region. Miss Bell’s quote is from pages 3 and 4 of the letter. 

952 In reference to a note published by the Allies on 11 January 1917, before the United States had officially joined 
World War I. Hornbeck, “Appendix ‘A’ on Political Factors and Problems,” 9. 

953 Moore, “Mr. Moore's Report, Prepared for A.M.M.A--Sept. 27, 1919,” 10. 
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share in American aid.954 Georgian officials also acknowledged the potential impact the United 

States might have in the region, citing how the Senate Foreign Relations Committee had recently 

“become a sort of Mecca for pilgrims from all the nationalities and tribes dissatisfied with the 

decisions of the Peace Conference, or whose representatives were refused a hearing in Paris.”955 

The seventeen representative “missions” that had opened offices in Washington D.C. to directly 

appeal to United States policy-makers were merely representative of the array of local advocates 

seeking the same ends from the remote reaches of Transcaucasia.  

Even from the farther reaches of a potential mandate, Harbord received direct appeals from 

local leaders. The Circassians in the Northern Caucasus recognized the need to advocate directly 

to the Americans. In a surprising collaboration with other groups and emigrants in the Northern 

Caucasus, the Circassians implored Harbord to mediate on their behalf and extend his 

investigation into their territory so that it might too be considered for an American mandate.956 

Especially in the Kouban region, suffering was manifest and without United States intervention 

the local leaders were vulnerable to Russian or Bolshevik rule. Even in places where the 

international community did not see as massive a problem, there still existed persistent violence 

and suffering – even if those stories did not fit nicely into the narrative. Not only did the 

Northern Caucasians consider the United States as the best external power to intervene on their 

behalf, but they trusted Harbord’s investigative mission for its willingness to penetrate deep into 

the “painful events and the hidden parts” of Transcaucasia, studying conditions through their 

 
954 Letter from Dr. Jesse M. Yonan, 1 December 1918, 1-2; in RG5334 Box 1, Folder 1 “Correspondence, reports, 
testimonials sent from Persia, 1918-1919,” Congregational Library and Archives, Boston, MA.  

955 “Daily News Sheet,” 20 September 1919, 3-4; NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/270.  

956 Letter of 16 September 1919 from Committee of Emigrants of Northern Caucasus (in Constantinople) to General 
Harbord, 7; NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/268. 
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own observations instead of through Russian contact and blinders, as had other investigations.957 

America was acclaimed to be “the point of sunrise of humanity” and Harbord as the “annunciator 

of salvation” to whom the “orphans” of Northern Caucasia had found a protector.958 They used 

the orphan analogy to craft an even deeper appeal to American compassion, not unlike the 

flattery and charged language that other local leaders employed in hopes of winning American 

favor and support.  

More often such flattery came in the form of gifts and lavish dinners, especially in the 

Transcaucasian capitals. From Erivan, to Baku, to Tiflis, local elites in Transcaucasian ‘society’ 

all seemed intent on impressing Harbord and affirming their pledges to support a mandatory. 

Upon leaving Erivan, the Armenians presented Harbord with an ornate, engraved sword crafted 

in the Caucasian fashion, to remind him of America’s hopeful role in the struggle to come.959 

After their final night camped in Karavanssarai, surrounded by the Gugark Mountains in the 

Tavush Province of Armenia, crossing into Georgian territory represented a final departure from 

the demanding investigation they had endured for over four weeks.960 Tiflis marked the end of 

their back-country journey through Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. Though they were 

hopeful that Christian territory in Georgia would lend a safer atmosphere to the Americans than 

 
957 Letter of 16 September 1919 from Committee of Emigrants of Northern Caucasus (in Constantinople) to General 
Harbord, 1. 

958 Letter of 16 September 1919 from Committee of Emigrants of Northern Caucasus (in Constantinople) to General 
Harbord, 1. This letter was sent to Harbord after the Northern Caucasians had already appealed to the American 
Political Commissioner at Constantinople. Perhaps they thought Harbord had direct influence with President Wilson, 
or perhaps they were simply exhausting any and every avenue into American good graces. In the letter, the writer 
includes that he firmly believed that the results of Harbord’s investigation “will be the basis on which the destinies 
of the nations inhabiting the Caucasus will be determined. But we are very grieved that your investigations and the 
help they assure only apply to the Southern Caucasus.” Quote from page 6 of the letter. 

959 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 142. 

960 “American Military Mission to Armenia, Camp Record - Automobile Trip - Main Party,” 8 October 1919, 1, Item 
1, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. 
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in other areas they had traveled, they could not help but notice that the infrastructure was just as 

damaged – bridges had been destroyed and the road, in general, was quite bad – and even on the 

road through Kasak, on the outskirts of Tiflis, they were still shot at by local bands.961 Their 

experience of violence would endure to the very end of the journey, representative of the bleak 

future that awaited Transcaucasia for years to come.  

When the mission arrived in Tiflis on 2 October, they were immediately exposed to all sorts 

of staged demonstrations and entertainment.962 They stayed with Colonel Haskell and Colonel 

Rhea at their headquarters and spent the next two days going over everything they had witnessed 

in Transcaucasia.963 Between conferences and meetings with Georgia’s republican leaders, the 

mission members experienced receptions and fanfare, designed to leave a final, positive 

impression before they departed.964 At a delicious tea hosted in luxurious apartments that 

belonged to a Mr. Khununts, all of the Armenian men and women “from a select Armenian class 

were present” to assure Harbord that their affluence would be directed towards rebuilding 

Armenia if only the Great Powers would recognized its sovereignty, support its independence, 

and help rebuild it into a safe place.965 Metropolitan leaders from the Armenian Medical 

Association, the Scientific Society, and a variety of men’s and women’s associations presented 

 
961 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 2 October 1919. Apart from being shot at by 
Tatars on the outskirts of Kazak (also spelt Qazax or Gazakh), the same local bands stopped and interrogated the 
mission members three times on the roads of Dilijan and Kazak, on the final journey from Erivan to Tiflis. 
Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 99. 

962 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 142.  

963 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries for 2 and 3 October 1919. 

964 On 3 October 1919, Harbord, Moseley, and McCoy conducted several meetings with key national leaders 
including the Prime Minister, the War Minister and his principal assistants, and Mr. Moore, the Chief of the 
American Mission in Transcaucasia, whose reports had informed Harbord during their preparations in Paris. 
Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 3 October 1919. 

965 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 142. 
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Harbord with decorative letters, historic books, and flimsy promises.966 

In his later writings, Khachadoorian expressed deep frustration at the rich and influential 

Armenians living in places like Tiflis, who, despite their affirmations, were unlikely to leave 

their lives in happier countries to face lingering uncertainty. He argued that “the best elements of 

the Armenian nation were killed” and centuries-old hatreds corrupted any survivors who might 

govern the new republic.967 Further infuriating was the fact that Tiflis was perhaps the most 

Armenian-populated city worldwide, and even there the Armenians were unable to align with 

their Transcaucasian neighbors. Beyond territorial disputes and competition for infrastructure, 

the Armenians elites also supported the Russian General Denikin, whose mission threatened 

Georgia and Azerbaijan.968 Their refusal to join forces against a common external enemy left the 

Armenians still farther from a peaceful future. 

Other mission members experienced similar frustrations, even if they could not match 

Khachadoorian’s dismay over the fate of his ancestral homeland. Mr. Cumberland conducted his 

final series of interviews in Tiflis, gathering statements from a variety of local leaders, expats, 

and businessmen. Mr. Gambashushi, one of the Georgian representatives at the Paris Peace 

Conference, gave Cumberland the impression that he would say “anything which he thinks will 

please the interviewer,” often contradicting himself and pontificating on the politics of external 

powers.969 He too impressed upon the mission that Bolshevism would take over the region unless 

 
966 The Armenians in Tiflis that McCoy recorded for the AMMA’s records were Prince Toumanov, Mr. Evangulov, 
Mr. E. Mailian, and Mr. Vahanian. From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, 
Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 8; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96.  

967 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 99. 

968 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 92. 

969 Mr Cumberland’s interview with Georgian Mr. Gambashushi on 29 Sept 1919; NARA M820, Roll 233,  
184.021/365. The other prominent Georgians who met with Harbord and his team were General Gedevonov (the 
Assistant War Minister), Mr. N. Jerdanis (the President), Ramishvili (the War Minister), General Sakharindeo 
(Ramishvili’s Chief of Staff), General Cavtaradei (the Adjutant General of the War Ministry), Colonel Gedevanov 
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the United States accepted a mandate.970 The AMMA observed elements of Bolshevik power 

already visible in Tiflis, recognizable for their revolutionary red flags flying over national 

buildings and local administrative measures to have landlords transfer their property to villagers 

dispersed in the surrounding suburbs.971 This process suited neither the landlords nor the 

villagers and people expressed their desire for any “authority to come and make it possible to 

return to their fields” and work under conditions they knew and felt secure in.972 Mr. 

Gyegyetchkori, the President of the Georgian Republic, defended the nationalization policies that 

the mission observed; yet, still careful to appeal to the Americans, he explained how the 

Georgian people were not radically Bolshevik, they simply believed in socialist principles for 

economic control and security.973 Harbord wrote that he believed Gyegyetchkeri’s intentions 

were good, but added that neither he nor his fellow national leaders in Erivan and Baku had 

adequate control over their cabinets and could not be held responsible for the dire conditions 

faces by their respective countries.974 Thus he pardoned them while dismissing their naiveté in 

power politics and their reprehensible unwillingness to align their common interests for the 

 
(the Chief of Operations for the General Staff), Prince Melikov, Captain Tvardee, Tzeriteli, Prince Oberliani, and 
Mr. W. Gambashushi (the interviewee). From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, 
Between Adana and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 7; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96. McCoy also noted other 
plenipotentiaries whose names were often referenced in Tiflis, who had been heads of delegations at the Peace 
Conference, they were Mr. Tourmanoff (Secretary to the Georgian Delegation), Mr. Tobjibashov (President of the 
Azerbaijan Delegation), and Mr. Aharonian (President of the Armenian Delegation). From “People with Information 
on the Armenian Situation Who Are Now in Paris,” 23 August 1919; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/97. 

970 Mr Cumberland’s interview with Georgian Mr. Gambashushi on 29 Sept 1919; NARA M820, Roll 233, 
184.021/365. 

971 Khachadoorian, “9: Mandate for Armenia,” 91. 

972 Mr Cumberland’s interview with American Dr. Stapleton; NARA, M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365. Dr. Stapleton 
spent 20 years as a missionary with ACRNE in Erzurum.  

973 From the entry on Mr. Gyegyetchkori in “Acting Heads of Various Republics in the Near East,” 23 August 1919; 
NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/97. 

974 “Acting Heads of Various Republics in the Near East,” 23 August 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/97. 
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mutual benefit of all Transcaucasian people.  

The Azeris, Tatars, and their allies in Baku represented the final conglomerate of national-

level leaders that would appeal to Harbord and his team in Transcaucasia. Like the Georgians 

and Armenians, the elites in Baku welcomed the mission into luxurious apartments to meet with 

Prime Minister Yusubekov and his ministers.975 Though this represented the final opportunity for 

Transcaucasian leaders to implore Harbord for support, they chose to whisk the mission straight 

into an affluent façade where the “champagne of Paris flowed like a river and there was no limit 

to Tatar hospitality.”976 Yet, Harbord and his team saw the significance of their short, stunted 

image of Baku for what it was, beneath the surface trauma boiled there just as it did everywhere 

else in Transcaucasia. Intrigue abounded as it had in Erivan and Tiflis. From being compelled to 

accept a foreign loan that would give direct benefit to the United States for aiding Azerbaijan, to 

stories of Italian and British corruption concerning oil revenues, even Russia and its fraught 

history with military governments in the region seemed mild when compared with the power 

politics and subversion at play in Baku.977 

 
975 Prime Minister N. Yusubekov (also spelled Usupbekov) was a former teacher who had been educated in Russia 
before getting involved in Azerbaijan’s politics. From “Acting Heads of Various Republics in the Near East,” 23 
August 1919; NARA M820, Roll 230, 184.021/97. The other Tatar and Azeri individuals that the mission met with 
in Baku were Mr. Tagiev (the wealthy host who owned the apartment where Harbord held conferences with 
Azerbaijan’s national leaders), General Mekmandarov (the War Minister), M. Djafarof (the Foreign Minister), V. 
Melik Aslanof (the Minister of Railways), Dr. Agnef (the President of Parliament), A. Safekemeki (a Justice), 
General Sulkievitek (the War Ministry’s Chief of Staff), Dr. Kaplan (Director of Education), and General Agabekav 
(the Minister of Police). From “List of Turk, Armenian, American, Georgian and Tartar Officials, Between Adana 
and Tiflis,” 9 October 1919, 8; NARA, M820, Roll 230, 184.021/96.  

976 Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia (Pokr Hayq) to Greater Armenia (Mets Hayq),” 143. 

977 Mr. Cumberland collected several interviews alluding to corruption of internal and external geopolitical players 
operating in Baku in 1919. These included the Azerbaijani Minister of Commerce, Mr. Hewilkie (the acting British 
Vice-Consul) with information on an Italian investigative mission who visited Baku previously, General H. K. 
Newcomb (a British artillery officer and financial manager for British affairs in Caucasia), and a Mr. Weisbrut (a 
manager for the Azov-Don Bank). All from NARA M820, Roll 233, 184.021/365: Mr. Cumberland’s interviews 
with Azerbaijan Minister of Commerce; Mr. Cumberland’s interview with British Mr. Hewilkie on 29 Sept 1919; 
Mr. Cumberland’s interview with British General Newcomb, 21 August 1919 in Tiflis; and Mr. Cumberland’s 
interview with Mr. Weisbrut, 24 Sept 1919. 
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Shared appeals for United States support did not improve the underlying distrust that plagued 

Transcaucasia. Without having visited the region, it was just as challenging for external powers 

to understand this tumultuous environment, as it was to accept the admiration garnered by the 

Americans for their espousal of self-determination. Local leaders overwhelmingly shared 

admiration for the United States’ participation in World War I and its history of relief and 

educational work abroad.  Harbord wrote that one faith “held alike by Christians and Moslem, by 

Jew and Gentile, by prince and peasant” hoped that the American spirit would urge the United 

States to intervene “into the solution of great problems growing.”978 This conclusion resonated 

with local leaders, who also expressed faith that the results of the American Military Mission to 

Armenia “will be the basis on which the destinies of the nations inhabiting the Caucasus will be 

determines.”979 Some were grieved their appeals would not come to fruition, yet American 

support and stability remained the best hope for peace amid a refugee crisis, relentless violence, 

and inherent distrust.  

Harbord’s “mission” was over, but this was reality for the aspirational local leaders 

throughout the region, whose enduring story is still one of tragedy. They have been ignored and 

overshadowed for the past century, occasionally making headlines in the United States, and then 

fading away. Theirs is the story behind the shift of power during the post-World War I period of 

uncertainty. It is also the story of residual trauma for those populations today. Local leaders 

continue to hold the key to stability in the region, they must be understood and empowered, or 

peace will remain out of reach.   

 
 

978 Harbord, Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia, 16 October 1919, 43; NARA M820, Roll 234, 
184.02102/5.  

979 Letter of 16 September 1919 from Committee of Emigrants of Northern Caucasus (in Constantinople) to General 
Harbord, 6; NARA M820, Roll 231, 184.021/268. 
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CHAPTER 8: RECOVERING, A MISSION 
 
 

Back onboard USS Martha Washington in Batum, the AMMA had completed their overland 
journey and “went to work on [their] reports.”980 After four days sailing through the Black Sea, 
and a brief hiatus in Constantinople again, the mission members were steaming their way across 
the Mediterranean to France.981 On 24 October 1919, Harbord submitted the final report, with 
all of its appendices and exhibits complete, and the men awaited an uneventful trip home.982 
“Upon arrival in New York the party broke up,” after over three months in each other’s 
company, living, breathing, and – most importantly – writing about Eastern Anatolia and 
Transcaucasia.983  
 
It is with the AMMA records that we have followed along on their remarkable journey. While 

some of the local accounts and personal anecdotes that illuminated the mission members’ writing 

only survived in niche collections and among personal papers of the senior officers, many of the 

rich details are present in the complete, 1,218-page report.984 President Wilson, the United States 

Congress, and international plenipotentiaries now had a clear look at conditions in the Ottoman 

space in September 1919. The commission achieved its goal. But after American policymakers 

used Harbord’s final report to inform their decision not to intervene, the massive collection of 

 
980 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 7 October 1919.  

981 See Appendix A: The Itinerary, for complete coverage of dates and corresponding locations for the return 
journey. While Harbord and the main party ported in Constantinople to hold final, obligatory meetings in the capital 
and close out their business for the AMMA, Moseley investigated the state of Greek occupation in Smyrna. 

982 Several of the appendices are dated 23 October 1919, as this was the last day the mission members had the 
opportunity to refine their reports with full access to the work rooms on board USS Martha Washington. The next 
day, they traveled from Marseilles to Paris via train, arriving in time for Harbord to submit the final report.  

983 When they disembarked in New York City on 9 November 1919, each individual proceeded to a new duty – 
some would continue in the army while others would return to their civilian careers. Moseley, “The Military Mission 
to the Near East,” diary entry for “1-9 November 1919.” 

984 This page count includes the maps, images, exhibits, appendices, and Harbord’s opening report – all of which are 
in NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/4-17. 
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AMMA records found its place in the archives among documents connected with the Paris Peace 

Conference and other investigative field missions.985  

When the dust settled on the tumultuous aftermath of World War I in Anatolia and 

Transcaucasia, the United States’ (and the world’s) interest in the region waned.986 Contentious 

narratives were shunted aside in favor of glorious national origin stories. Life in the interior 

during the uncertain interim was glossed over as though the course of history had been 

determined from the start. Recovering the AMMA records has thus created a new mission for 

scholars to take advantage of a fresh lens into local life during this momentous time of upheaval. 

Refining the Report 

When the mission members boarded USS Martha Washington at the end of their journey abroad, 

they would spend another two and a half weeks consumed with reviewing notes, compiling 

annexes, and drafting reports.987 The mission members collaborated and many of the individuals 

not charged with authoring their own appendices assisted the men who were. Harbord 

understood the high degree of international interest generated by the AMMA and impressed 

upon his team the importance of maintaining an impartial stance throughout the journey.988  

 
985 The AMMA records are part of NARA Record Group (RG) 256, “Records of the American Commission to 
Negotiate Peace.” Archival management of the AMMISSON documents after 1931 (when negotiations of formal 
treaties post World War I had concluded) were assumed by the Department of State, whose records are in RG 59. 
Some duplicates of the AMMA material are also in NARA RG 84 (Records of the Foreign Posts of the Department 
of State), the Library of Congress in Washington D.C. (where the mission leaders’ personal papers are housed), and 
the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace at Stanford University in Palo Alto, California. 

986 This coincided with the Lausanne Treaty and the emergence of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, as well as the rise 
of the Soviet Union (which spread into Transcaucasia) in 1922. 

987 For Moseley, there was one final investigative detour to make to Smyrna. From 12-16 October 1919, Hornbeck, 
Villaret, and an orderly sergeant joined Moseley while the other mission members stayed aboard USS Martha 
Washington in Constantinople. Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries 12-16 October 1919. 

988 Many of the individual mission members, including the enlisted men, attracted the attention of senior military 
and diplomatic leaders for their work with the AMMA. Colonel Haskell personally requested that Sergeant First 
Class Cross, Sergeant Ohanessian, and Private First Class Riley remained in Batum to continue serving with the 
American Commission for Relief of the Near East, leveraging their superior draftsman, translation, and mechanical 



 

300 

While the mission members diligently worked to compile pages of data and details into the 

appendices, Harbord faced the challenge of writing the opening narrative and choosing which 

elements to include. He asked each person who was in charge of an appendix to draft their own 

recommendations on the pros and cons of an American mandate. After receiving the responses 

from the mission members – nearly all of whom favored a mandate, except Trade Commissioner 

Mears, who was decidedly against intervention from a purely economic perspective – Harbord 

wrote the 44-page report that summarized the AMMA.989 

Following a brief introduction, Harbord structured his narrative to directly respond to the 

individual aspects of the AMMA by concisely addressing “the history and present situation of 

Armenian people” (11), “the political situation and suggestions for readjustment” (15), “the 

conditions and problems involved in a mandate for Turkey and Transcaucasia” (2, including the 

list of appendices), “the military problem” (5), and his “conclusions” (8, including lists for and 

against a mandate).990 The most poignant language throughout the report appeared in the opening 

section on the Armenian people. Harbord was very explicit in his portrayal of Armenian 

suffering with imagery of starvation, thirst, and rape – for he understood that part of the 

 
skills, respectively. Clarence I. Poore, “Memorandum for Files,” 8 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 232, 
184.021/320. 

989 The letters of recommendation to Harbord from the appendices authors are in a separate part of the AMMA 
records than the main report: NARA, M820, Roll 232, FW 184.021/329. Jackson described this tension between 
advocating for relief of widespread suffering and recommending a neutral stance on inanimate conditions along. He 
used the comparison of a red-blooded gentleman inclined toward “the demands of his heart” and “projects relating to 
humanity” versus a businessman with “cold white corpuscles” “who reasons on the premises of dollars and cents.” 
John Price Jackson, “Memorandum” accompanying “Some Primary Arguments in Favor of a Mandate by the United 
States,” 13 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 232, FW 184.021/329.  

990 Numbers indicate the page length of each section. Harbord, “Report of the American Military Mission to 
Armenia,” 16 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/5. The final report began with a 2-page 
introduction section and included photographs from the journey dispersed throughout. One of the reasons I have 
chosen to also include images and photographs throughout this dissertation is because every mission member whose 
personal papers I explored, and the main report itself, paid attention to photographs – not only for visual interest, but 
to emphasize the faces of local people and assign an element of “foreignness” to the local spaces of Anatolian and 
Transcaucasian where the mission members visited.  
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reasoning behind President Wilson’s decision to commission the AMMA was to assure the 

American people that public interest in Armenian welfare was warranted.991  

In this opening section, Harbord focused on the hardship of women and children to emphasize 

the innocence of the Armenian victims and convey the harsh reality that few men had survived. 

In 1919, Harbord had been married to his wife Emma for thirty years.992 They had no children, 

but seeing the orphans and female refugees may have affected the AMMA more viscerally than 

other images of human tragedy. At an overnight camp outside of Erzurum, the mission 

encountered a little girl waiting by the vehicles and remarked that it was “difficult to realize that 

she is a human being.”993 Harbord wrote that Armenian women “were free from such diseases 

before the deportation,” plainly attributing their hardship to the Ottoman architects of the 1915 

massacres, rather than to war in general.994 These testaments conveyed an interesting point that 

emerged early on in the final report: the unjust suffering of Armenians.   

Of significant interest to Congress, the main body of Harbord’s narrative ended with his list of 

thirteen reasons against and fourteen reasons for America accepting a mandate.995 Reasons 

against included the impartial political, military, geographical, administrative, and economic 

considerations that the AMMA was commissioned to investigate. Harbord offered that “domestic 

and nearer responsibilities take precedence,” intervention in Anatolia was “contrary to the 

 
991 For details on American discourse about Armenian suffering from 1890 through World War I – and how news 
media influenced Harbord and his team’s chosen language in the AMMA records – see MA thesis. 

992 Gen. Harbord, Chief of Staff of AEF in World War I, Dies, Obituary Clipping from The Washington Post, 21 
August 1947, Item 1, Box 6, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

993 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry from 26 September 1919. 

994 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 281. 

995 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 306. 
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Monroe Doctrine,” “humanitarianism should begin at home,” and that “the first duty of America 

is to its own people and its nearer neighbors.”996 

In contrast, Harbord’s reasons in favor of a mandate appealed to American ideals and 

Christian aspirations that had evolved from the familiar narrative of suffering Armenians that, 

from their initial research in Paris, the mission members suspected would characterize the human 

environment homogenously, throughout Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia.997 Although there 

are moments in the report where Harbord dispassionately detailed the desolate spaces and bluntly 

described the hopeless situation faced by the local people, who were “equally destitute, and 

equally defenseless against the winter,” his last comment invoked “America’s manhood and 

courage” and concluded with the public appeal: “Shall it be said that our country lacks the 

courage to take up new and difficult duties?”998  

 
996 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 309-311. 

997 The reasons Harbord listed for accepting a mandate included, how “the Near East presents the greatest 
humanitarian opportunity of the age,” “intervention would be a liberal education for our people in world politics,” 
and that “America would prevent future massacres and provide justice for Armenians, Christians, Turks, Kurds, 
Greeks, and others.” Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents 
of the American Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 307-309. 

998 Harbord, “American Military Mission to Armenia,” in International Conciliation: Documents of the American 
Association for International Conciliation, 1920, 282-283, 311. 
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Image 8.1 – “Three Four-Stripe Generals Come Home.”999 

 
Immediate Effects  

The reception of Harbord’s report stirred immediate waves. The American Secretary of War, 

Newton Baker, wrote Harbord to thank him and lauded: “I do not know when I have read any 

paper which so filled me with admiration for the accuracy of its observations or the sympathy 

with which a great mission was carried out.”1000 The very next day, after Harbord presented his 

report to the American delegation in Paris, Secretary of State Robert Lansing, received a 

telegram from Polk which read, “General Harbord has presented a remarkable report on 

 
999 Harbord kept a collection of scrapbooks, many of which included newspaper clippings from his time abroad with 
the AEF and AMMA. In this piece from Country Life, the description explained how (from left to right) Moseley, 
Harbord, and McCoy each wore four service stripes on their left arms, “denoting that they had seen service for two 
years with the A.E.F.” and recently returned with the USS Martha Washington. In Gen. James G. Harbord, 
Clippings, 1917-1919, Box 36, Harbord Papers, LOC. 

1000 Letter from Newton D. Baker (then Secretary of War) to Harbord, 24 November 1919, in Personal Letters, 
Newton D. Baker, 1918-1938, James G. Harbord, Box 12, Harbord Papers, LOC.  
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Armenian situation. Strongly urge that you give him all the time you can when he arrives and if 

the President is well enough arrange an interview as I feel sure you will be impressed.”1001 

Thereafter, the AMMA report circulated among American politicians, international diplomats, 

and the press – reaching a variety of humanitarian relief and missionary groups, as well as the 

American public. Most notably, during the 66th United States Congress, Senate Majority Leader 

Henry Cabot Lodge ordered the report published under the title “Conditions in the Near East” on 

13 April 1920, to ensure that all Congressional representatives were aware of Harbord’s 

recommendations before voting on an American mandate for Armenia.1002  

Despite a positive initial reception, President Wilson was not well-enough to meet with 

Harbord upon his return in the United States. He had suffered from a debilitating stroke on 2 

October 1919, which left him partially paralyzed and unable to advocate the mission members’ 

findings and ensure the report got the traction it deserved.1003 Even the published version that 

Senator Lodge furnished for Congress was missing the thorough details from the lengthy 

appendices. It was ironic that, in his narrative, Harbord explicitly stated how his portion of the 

report addressed the primary concern of a mandate but explained that:  

“Individual members of the Mission have made special inquiries 
into different matters of which knowledge is necessary to reach an 
intelligent appreciation of the difficulties to be solved in this region. 
Each of these studies constitutes a unit on the subject with which it 
deals, too important to justify the risk of an attempt at epitomizing 
for this report. They are therefore submitted as appendices.”1004 
 

 
1001 Polk to Lansing, Telegram: Serial No. 4832, 25 October 1919; NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184/02102/19. 

1002 James G. Harbord, Conditions in the Near East: Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia, presented 
by Mr. Lodge (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1920). 

1003 On 2 October 1919, President Wilson suffered a stroke that left him partially paralyzed. 

1004 Harbord, “Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia,” 16 October 1919, 31; NARA, M820, Roll 234, 
184.02102/5. 



 

305 

Yet the appendices were not published alongside the main report.1005 After tracing the paths of 

countless lives and longings of a world of survivors, the mission members preserved an original 

snapshot but the world would not see it. It too was glossed over in an ironic turn of events where 

the AMMA records themselves were overshadowed by the dominant narrative of Harbord’s 44-

page summary.  

In the end, the United States Congress voted against a mandate for Armenia and even though 

the published report was available for public scrutiny, it was limited to address the mandatory 

question and the language largely mimicked the familiar narrative Americans already knew. 

Congress was rightfully suspicious about the expense and feasibility of a mandate, especially 

considering so much time had passed since Harbord presented his cost estimates from September 

1919.1006 Perhaps if the final report was publicly accessible sooner, rather than six months after 

the mission members finished their investigative journey through the Ottoman space, it may have 

had a lasting impact, or people might have pursued publication for the appendices as well.1007 

 
1005 In the published version of the report that Senator Henry Cabot Lodge ordered printed on 13 April 1920 (66th 
Congress, 2d Session; Document No. 266), the table of contents is the same as the original report submitted by 
Harbord on 16 October 1919, but the Appendices A-L were not included. James G. Harbord, Conditions in the Near 
East: Report of the American Military Mission to Armenia (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1920). 
Obviously the 44-page booklet was manageable for Congress to read and reference – and fuel their discussions 
instead of 1,218 pages total including the report, maps, images, exhibits, and appendices – but this warped the 
narrative by omitting details that Harbord himself wrote were of utmost importance. The appendices A-L can be 
found in NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/4-17.  

1006 Makhmourian, “The Harbord Mission Reports on Armenia, 1919, in the U.S. Department of State Archives,” 
429. 

1007 The New York Times felt that the AMMA report were not made available to the public early enough, only 
appearing before the Senate on 3 April 1920. Gidney, A Mandate for Armenia, 225. Yet, it would be an incomplete 
assessment to suggest that the United States Senate was opposed to helping Armenia. The American Committee for 
the Independence of Armenia led the American movement to support a just settlement for the Armenians. Some 
influential public figures who were members of the committee included: James W. Gerard, Charles Evans Hughes, 
Elihu Root, Henry Cabot Lodge, Charles W. Eliot, Cleveland Dodge, William Jennings Bryan, Charles J. Bonaparte, 
Rabbi Stephen Wise, Samuel Gompers, Oscar Straus, Lyman Abbott, Alice Stone Blackwell, Al Smith, James Cox, 
and Vahan Cardashian – some of the same men who voted against a mandatory in their roles as senators. Balakian, 
The Burning Tigris, 296, 309.  
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Furthermore, as President Harding ushered in the interwar era after his successful run in the 1920 

elections, the United States turned away from Wilsonian idealism. The human tragedy in 

Anatolia no longer appealed to Americans now that Congress denied diplomatic intervention 

and, gradually, the American public diverted humanitarian efforts elsewhere.  

Perennial Resonance 

My aim has been to use the AMMA as a lens into Ottoman space to expose how local people, 

living in the rural reaches of Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia, were not merely dragged along 

a predetermined path, but they played an active role in vying for recognition and conveying their 

needs during a unique moment in time when the future was unknown.1008 For three weeks in 

interior Anatolia and a fourth in the Transcaucasian capitals, I traced the AMMA through places 

that other foreign investigators had circumvented. Amid the scars of World War I, the mission 

members introduced us to the local people who had stories to tell from their homes in seemingly 

insignificant hinterlands and dilapidated cities. In September and October 1919, the American 

mission members became an outlet for those survivors. 

From the first days where the AMMA took their investigation beyond the rails and into the 

interior, Britain had been a touching point for whether America should accept a mandatory 

relationship with the Ottomans. Local leaders expressed great animosity towards the British for 

encroaching on the Armistice terms. Unlike the British, the American officers on the AMMA 

engendered a different attitude from the residents, one that had been primed by American 

women. Harbord wrote that “Our freedom from European intrigues, the work of our educators 

 
1008 This attempt to give agency back to the local people is methodologically connected with Sabri Ateş’ work on 
borderlanders in, The Ottoman-Iranian Borderlands, 7. He drew attention to the challenge of locating source 
material to give voice to local actors, stating that, “a lack of local archival material inevitably hampers any attempt 
to tell a different kind of history. Ironically, perhaps, it is through official documents that the borderlanders establish 
a presence in this narrative,” 7. It was through the AMMA “official documents” and various Ottoman, Turkish, and 
Armenian sources that I too have attempted to establish a presence for local people in the postwar Ottoman space. 
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and missionaries in Turkey, our part in the war, and our general reputation for fair dealing gave 

us a popularity.”1009 With this positive reputation that had spread from pockets of American 

relief work, through the Ottoman space, Harbord and his team encountered all manner of local 

voices.  

On the road into Sivas, the environment was filled with local people who were responding to 

and competing with the Nationalist movement. The mission members recorded their needs and 

reconciling inconsistencies about the movement itself, until Harbord had the opportunity to 

speak with Mustafa Kemal. Just like with the other local leaders, Harbord provided the 

Nationalists the attention they craved by appending Mustafa Kemal’s statements and the 

declaration of the Sivas Congress directly into the main report as exhibits.1010  

As the mission members traveled eastward into the bloodied battlefields of World War I, they 

witnessed a new level of devastation that only war could cause. Here they realized the degree of 

suffering that had descended on the Eastern Anatolian people during the last five years. This was 

also the segment of the journey where Armenians had perpetrated atrocities and the Muslims 

citizens had one last opportunity to expose their scars of Armenian aggression. They hoped that 

the mission members would emphasize their stories of trauma to the international community as 

well – for recognition and as a plea for foreign aid to help them survive the immediate future. 

In the fourth phase of their journey, the people whom the AMMA encountered along the 

 
1009 Harbord, “The United States in the Eastern Mediterranean,” August 1920, 21, Folder 14 “Subject File: Eastern 
Mediterranean,” Box 8, Moseley Papers, LOC. 

1010 The “Exhibits” accompanying the final report included Mustafa Kemal’s statement on the Turkish Nationalists’ 
aims; followed by General Harbord’s response to Mustafa Kemal (9 October 1919); then the Declaration of the 
Sivas Congress; the Resolution of the Sivas Congress requesting the US Senate to send an Investigative Committee; 
and last, Exhibit G on population and resources. These Exhibits were appended at the end of the main report, while 
the Appendices (A-L) were separate. They are all together under Roll 234, 184.02102/5, the exhibits and additional 
photographs, whereas the appendices each have their own numeric designation following /5 in the AMMA records. 
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frontier harkened to the familiar narratives they had studied before arriving in Anatolia. After 

three weeks in Ottoman space where those narratives were contested, they now witnessed 

Armenians who had lived through the version of history that the international community was 

familiar with. Harbord and his team did not quite know what to do with this contradictory 

information, except acknowledge that they could not depict the region as a homogeneous whole. 

The appendix writers had to reconcile their observations from every perspective, including the 

familiar ones. This yielded the lengthy appendices that accompanied the final report – as the 

mission members’ attempt to account for the wide variety of experiences and stories that would 

not have space in Harbord’s summary.  

By the time the AMMA visited the Transcaucasian capital, the Armenians had dominated the 

narrative once again, due in part to their stories coming alive in the last phase of the itinerary. 

Had Harbord ended the journey in Erzurum, or even at the limit of Ottoman territory, the final 

report may have read differently. But it was Armenian suffering that overwhelmed the 

conclusion of the AMMA’s journey and that had been concealed – to a degree in Anatolia. With 

no intention of undermining Armenian suffering, the fact that there were not an overwhelming 

population of Armenians in Anatolia to perpetuate the familiar narrative to Harbord meant that 

the underlying stories of the local Turks, Kurds, and others might come to light too.  

After all this nuance, overwhelming testaments to the heterogeneity of Ottoman space, and 

copious evidence supporting these factors in the AMMA appendices, why did Harbord’s 

narrative focus so much attention on the Armenians? What else was missing from the final report 

that could explain this emphasis? The exhibits published alongside Harbord’s narrative were 

labeled C through G, but there were two other exhibits that the mission members prepared. 

Exhibit A was a map of the AMMA itinerary (“Map 2” in this volume), and Exhibit B was a 
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Joint Letter to Harbord from the Armenian Patriarch, the Catholic Armenian Patriarch, and the 

Vekil of Armenian Protestant Communities. Though included in every table of contents, the 

letter itself from the Armenian religious leaders is not present with the other exhibits, except in 

the original AMMA records.1011 Harbord received this letter on 15 October 1919, coincidentally, 

just as he was finalizing his recommendations.1012 

In the letter from the Armenian Patriarch, and his cohort of leaders from the Armenian 

Catholic and Protestant communities, Harbord observed another expression of need. Foremost on 

the Armenian leaders’ minds was the Turkish Nationalist movement in Eastern Anatolia.1013 Just 

as the mission members’ presence in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia spurred local voices to 

share contested narratives, powerful national level leaders persisted in their efforts to keep their 

own stories in the spotlight. For some Armenians, any alternative to national sovereignty meant 

continued slavery, thus they went to great lengths to imbue Harbord to use his influence to 

spread their message that the Nationalist Party “is nothing but a revival of the old Union and 

Progress Government,” who perpetrated massacres against Armenians.1014 It is interesting how 

the Turkish Nationalists, doing away with the old order, were still surmised by the Armenians as 

destined to become like the old rulers of 20 to 30 years ago. Yet the Patriarch expressed trust in 

the United States despite its own revolutionary history not too long ago. 

 
1011 NARA, M820, Roll 234, 184.02102/5. The map (Exhibit A) actually appears in 184.02102/4, before the main 
report itself. Exhibit B immediately follows Harbord’s narrative in the AMMA records. 

1012 The letter from the Patriarch to Harbord was signed by Zaven I (Armenian Patriarch in Constantinople); the 
Locum Tenens (placeholder) of Catholic Armenian Patriarchate, Augustin Sayeghian; and Vekil of Armenian 
Protestant Community, Zenope A. Bezdjian. They wanted Harbord to consider new information about “a serious 
change in the political life of this country” so that Harbord might, in turn, use his influence with President Wilson 
and the United States Congress. “Letter from Armenian Patriarch,” to Harbord in Constantinople, 15 October 1919, 
1, Exhibit B, Folder 1, Box 69, McCoy Papers, LOC. 

1013 “Letter from Armenian Patriarch,” 1. 

1014 “Letter from Armenian Patriarch,” 1. 
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Perhaps this final letter swayed Harbord to emphasize the Armenian stance (and the familiar 

narrative) in his report, perhaps not. But the timing is significant, nonetheless. The Patriarch 

expressed how everything they longed for as an outcome to this uncertain period,  

“All these desires and aspirations are in danger of being thwarted if 
U.S. America reaches the field too late. The Turk is working, the 
friends of Turks are working and, we are sorry to say, that the selfish 
motives among the nations are working, and unless the people and 
the Government of the U.S. America sound the clarion of 
righteousness again among the nations, we are afraid the world will 
go back to the old times and the Entente powers will have failed in 
bringing permanent peace to the weary world, especially to the 
Armenian nation who so bravely and loyally stood by the Entente in 
the Great Struggle.”1015  
 

Just as the local people came out in droves to see the Americans and speak with the mission 

members, the Turkish and Armenian nationalists also understood the opportunity to get Harbord 

on their side and hopefully secure the support of the United States behind their cause. Yet the 

United States is seldom preemptive in foreign affairs and still, in 2023, America’s government 

hesitates to be a leading player in bringing peace to Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. 

It was so crucial that in this three-week period, in the four years where the Ottoman world 

was in flux and opportunities for power abounded, that an American with clout – admired and 

associated with the ideology that was sweeping the globe in that same moment – arrived to hear 

the stories of the people. They all believed that Harbord could help them and meet their needs, 

thus the AMMA recorded several contested narratives and illuminated the heterogeneity of the 

space. All the while, those who constructed broader narratives were trying to suppress the local 

voices in favor of their own. The Nationalists were a key example of this. In Sivas, it was 

Mustafa Kemal’s opportunity, fresh from the Sivas Congress, to use Harbord to get his message 

 
1015 “Letter from Armenian Patriarch,” 2. 
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to the world. Harbord and others were even a bit taken with Mustafa Kemal in the moment. Up 

until the AMMA reached the Ottoman border in Karaurgan, the Turkish and Kurdish stories had 

been compelling and heart-wrenching. They had suffered too through this tumultuous time and 

had proven that no one people laid just claim to a monopoly on trauma. Especially in the war-

torn provinces of Erzincan and Erzurum, the AMMA believed and preserved for posterity so 

many accounts of Muslim suffering.  

This is where Turkish scholars (the main group that has used the AMMA archival records) 

have stopped with their analysis – themselves keen to challenge the Armenian Genocide and 

elevate the suffering that Muslims endured during that time as well – but they have not gone far 

enough. For once the AMMA reached Armenia, the Armenians had their chance to impress upon 

Harbord the conditions of their suffering. As Harbord witnessed the relentless violence and 

unforeseeable peace that was plaguing Transcaucasia, a long-held empathy for Armenians 

overrode all else. Harbord and his team had, after all, spent most of their adult lives being 

conditioned by American narratives about the Armenians.  

But it was not just media tropes that influenced Harbord’s language the final report. The 

mission members recognized these contested narratives, and their records remain valuable 

reminders of the gravity of local needs and the power of local people and forces. Harbord’s final 

report, with its descriptions of “terrible Turks” and “wild Kurds,” may come as a surprise.  What 

happened to the upstanding Kenan Bey from Mardin? Or the stalwart Kazım Karabekir in 

Erzurum? What about the poor Turkish beggar girl or women dying in the streets? Or the Kurds 

and Tatars “with tears in their eyes,” pleading to the mission? Why are those sentiments absent 

from the final report – the only segment of the report that is published outside of the archives? It 

is because the Armenians swayed Harbord in the final quarter, and he remembered his Christian 
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roots and young adulthood memories of the “starving Armenians” of 1895. Coming face to face 

with this reality, which was, in fact, the reality on the frontier and in Transcaucasia, he could not 

imagine his report turning out any other way. To top it off, the Armenian Patriarch sent him a 

letter on 15 October 1919, just as he was finishing his final report (he completed and sent it on 

16 October 1919), which implored him to remember America’s obligation to help the Armenians 

and beware the Nationalist movement. It seems that Harbord heeded this last letter – himself 

joining the voices to suppress the local experiences, just as history has shown. 
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APPENDIX A: THE ITINERARY 
*Side Trips 

20 August 1919: Departed Paris via Rail 
21 August 1919: Arrived Brest 
24 August 1919: Departed Brest via USS Martha Washington  
26-27 August 1919: Stopped in Gibraltar 
2 September 1919: Arrived Constantinople 
7 September 1919: Departed Constantinople via Rail 
8 September 1919: Vistied Afium Karahissar and Konia 
9 September 1919: Visited Ula-Kişla; *Villeret’s Party Departed for Sivas 
10 September 1919: Visited Adana 
11 September 1919: Visited Mersina and Tarsus 
12 September 1919: Visited Aleppo 
13 September 1919: Arrived Mardin Station 
14 September 1919: Departed Mardin Station via Automobile; Visited Mardin 
15 September 1919: Visited Diyarbekır  
16 September 1919: Visited Argana Maden 
17 September 1919: Visited Kharput and Elazığ 
18 September 1919: Visited Malatya 
20 September 1919: Visited Sivas 
21 September 1919: Departed Sivas; Visited Zara; *Jackson’s Party Departed for Samsun 
22 September 1919: Visited Suşeri 
23 September 1919: Visited Erzincan 
25 September 1919: Visited Erzurum 
26 September 1919: Visited Khorasan and Kara Urgan; *McCoy’s Party Departed for Bayazıd 
27 September 1919: Visited Sarıkamış, Kars, and Kağızman 
28 September 1919: Visited Kulp 
29 September 1919: Visited Echmiadzin and Erivan 
30 September 1919: *Moseley’s Party Visited Nakhichevan 
1 October 1919: *Moseley’s Party and McCoy’s Party Returned to Erivan 
2 October 1919: Visited Tiflis 
5 October 1919: Visited Baku 
6 October 1919: Returned to Tiflis; Departed via Rail for Batum 
7 October 1919: Arrived Batum; Boarded USS Martha Washington  
8 October 1919: Arrived Trebizond 
10 October 1919: Arrived Samsun 
11 October 1919: Arrived Constantinople 
12 October 1919: *Moseley’s Party Departed for Smyrna 
13 October 1919: *Moseley's Party Arrived Smyrna 
15 October 1919: *Moseley's Party Visited Aidin 
16 October 1919: All Mission Members Reunited on Board USS Martha Washington  
19-20 October 1919: Stopped in Malta 
23 October 1919: Arrived Marseilles; Departed Marseilles via Rail 
24-31 October 1919: Arrived Paris; Prepared for 1 November 1919 Return Journey via Brest 
9 November 1919: Arrived New York City via USS Martha Washington 
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APPENDIX B: THE SUPPORTING STAFF 
 

Though Harbord initially expected his party to consist of about fourteen officers and sixteen 

enlisted men, by the time all had boarded USS Martha Washington bound for Constantinople, 

the enlisted personnel count had doubled in size.1016 Among the enlisted men were soldiers and 

noncommissioned officers who had served in the trenches during the final Allied offensives in 

1918. They could not have realized then that by August the following year, General Pershing’s 

former Chief of Staff would call on each of them to join him in Anatolia based on their language, 

mechanical, and culinary skills. While Harbord selected some men from specialized headquarters 

across France, he chose eleven men from Alpha Company of his own Headquarters Battalion in 

the AEF General Headquarters to continue serving alongside him and other officers from the 

General Staff as chauffeurs, mechanics, and orderlies.1017 Since the armistice, Sergeants First 

Class Perry Kelley and Frank Wood, and Sergeant Grady Abernathy had stayed with the AEF. 

They frequently traveled through northeastern France, delivering messages, and driving officers 

to and from various Allied headquarters as the Paris Peace Conference took shape. 

Private First-Class George Riley and Ridgnel Griffin were mechanics with Alpha Company, 

servicing vehicles for the chauffeurs and dealing with persistent mechanical issues accumulated 

from over two years driving on the broken roads of the Western Front. When Riley and Griffin 

left Chaumont for the ports at Brest to join the mission, they met Sergeant Rudolph von Hacht, 

 
1016 Official Confidential Correspondence from Pershing No. 3822-R, 9 August 1919, in Harbord Papers, LOC. In 
his diary entries for the journey back home aboard USS Martha Washington, Moseley described the ship as not very 
comfortable, nor very fast. The AMMA spent a long time on the ship, especially the mission members who did not 
accompany Harbord on the main party itinerary – though there was very little detail in the AMMA records about the 
ship itself. Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries for 1-9 November 1919. 

1017 Unless noted otherwise, the names, duties, and former units of the enlisted mission members are from 
“American Military Mission to Armenia: Personnel,” in Red Bound Book Titled “Military Mission to Armenia,” 
Box 5, in George Van Horn Moseley Papers, 1855-1960. All references to the Moseley Papers are from LOC. 



 

315 

another mechanic from the Motor Transport Corps detachment in Paris who Harbord had also 

hand-selected to accompany the mission with the men from Alpha Company. Captain J. E. 

Boush and Sergeant Senior Grade Andrew Thompson, both from the Motor Transport Corps 

headquarters, also joined the team and would supervise and mentor the lower enlisted men 

throughout the journey in Anatolia. The orderlies in the group, Sergeants Walter Redmond, John 

Boisvert, and William Caldwell, Corporals Leonard Hawkes and William Franklin, and Private 

George Fisher, fell under Captain Boush’s supervision as well and added to the contingent of 

men from Alpha Company. They were responsible for accomplishing the logistical feat of 

crossing 1,300 miles with seven automobiles – the first closed cars the region had seen – to 

arrive at their destination on the originally-scheduled day, with “all cars in serviceable condition 

and with no casualties.”1018   

While vehicles were the primary means of transportation for the mission members after they 

reached the railroad’s terminus just south of Mardin, portions of the journey to remote mountain 

towns took place on horseback. For this task, Harbord selected Master Engineer August Mayer 

Jr. as the chief draftsman. Alongside Sergeants First Class John Cross and Clarence Greve, 

Mayer managed the horses used for backcountry travel. The chauffeurs and draftsmen, though 

they did not author any of the official reports, experienced the entire journey with Harbord and 

the other senior officers. Sergeant Abernathy was the only mission member to be seriously 

wounded after glass from a shattered windshield became lodged in his eye during an attack in 

 
1018 Not only was this the first time closed motor vehicles had been in Eastern Anatolia, but the mission members 
were also responsible for carrying and arranging all of their own oil, gasoline, food, and bedding supplies along the 
wild highways. Harbord, “Mustapha Kemal Pasha and His Party: The Power and Aims of the Turkish Nationalists 
As Found By The American Mission to the Near East. Adventures in the Historic Land of Asia Minor. The 
Armenian ‘Brides’ of Sivas,” Second Article of “Investigating Turkey and Trans-Caucasia,” The World’s Work, 
Vol. 40, No. 2, Edited by Arthur W. Page (NY: Doubleday, Page & Company, June 1920), 176. 
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Transcaucasia.1019 Their conversations with the report authors and constant presence on the 

mission undoubtedly left a mark on the final records.  

Apart from transportation support, Harbord appointed three additional men to prepare meals 

and attend to field cleanliness at the camp sites.1020 Peter Kolthoff and Joseph Taylor were the 

two cooks who arrived together from the Quartermaster Corps Distribution Unit in Paris. They 

joined forces with Corporal Shephard Kapp, a medical detachment soldier from Camp Hospital 

#121, who traveled with them from Paris to the USS Martha Washington in Brest to support the 

mission. By 13 September 1919, once the journey into the interior had begun, Harbord insisted 

that the mission camp on the outskirts of towns, not only to maintain their impartiality but also to 

ensure that they did not accept food or comfort from the local people who were still in the throes 

of recovery from war.1021 For hygiene’s sake, Colonel Henry Beeuwkes, the mission’s surgeon, 

also advised that it was far safer for the mission to camp “in the open air and be sure of [the] 

water supply.”1022 Mission members were assigned to procure supplies along the route from local 

vendors, creating an additional avenue for lower-ranking soldiers to interact with residents 

throughout Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia. This, in turn, gave Harbord and the appendices 

authors access to more perspectives to include in their reports – perspectives that would have 

otherwise been missed because the mission’s itinerary kept the senior officers occupied with elite 

 
1019 Memo from Captain Lovering Hill to Executive Officer on board USS Martha Washington, from Tiflis on 2 
October 1919. United States National Archives and Records Administration (hereafter NARA) Microfilm 
Publications, Microcopy No. 820, “General Records of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace 1918-1931, 
Roll 231, Volume 205 “American Delegation, Field Missions of the American Delegation, Harbord Military 
Mission to Armenia,” 184.021/300. 

1020 There was no evidence to suggest that Harbord was selecting favorite soldiers to join him on the mission; 
however, it is likely that he knew the individuals who had served with him in France either as part of the General 
Headquarters (GHQ) or the Services of Supply (SOS). 

1021 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 23 September 1919.  

1022 Moseley, “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entry for 23 September 1919. 
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members of the towns and cities, as well as with Ottoman officers and foreign relief workers, 

rather than with typical merchants or peasants. 

Thus, from 14 September through 2 October 1919, nearly every night, the main party camped 

at separate locations in various degrees of austerity.1023 Each evening, after Corporal Kapp had 

designated appropriate spaces for the mission members to relieve themselves, sleep, and eat, 

Kolthoff and Taylor prepared meals for the men who were not invited to formal gatherings the 

senior officers often attended with local leaders. With assistance from the orderlies, they would 

also spend the evenings acquiring supplies and preparing food for the next day’s travel. They 

worked in the background and were an essential asset for sustaining the mission on the journey.  

Also accompanying the mission were enlisted field clerks, record keepers, stenographers, and 

the code man. These men drafted correspondence, assisted the officers with their reports, and 

managed the telegraphs between the senior officers and many individuals in the United States, 

Paris, Constantinople, and elsewhere who eagerly awaited regular updates from Harbord and his 

team. Their additions and omissions indelibly contributed to the appendices of the final report, 

especially while the named authors hurried to compile hundreds of pages of information in a 

matter of days aboard the ship back to France. Mr. Robert Anstey was Mr. Poland’s personal 

secretary, one of the few senior civilians who joined the mission for the duration of their time in 

Anatolia and Transcaucasia. Mr. Anstey worked closely with Chief Clerk Clarence Poore, the 

senior Army Field Clerk who supervised the activities of the six junior clerks. E.A. McGrail and 

George Buelow had specialized additional responsibilities for record keeping and codes, 

respectively, while the remaining members, E.L. Kramm, Walter Eliassen, J.M. Sattler, and 

 
1023 Moseley, “American Military Mission to Armenia: Camp Record – Automobile Trip – Main Party,” 8 October 
1919, Item 1, Box 5, Moseley Papers, LOC. 
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Jacob Floyd, rounded out the stenographers. 

Most units that sent enlisted men to support the mission were stationed in and around Paris in 

August 1919, and the American Press Bureau operating directly under the American 

Commission to Negotiate Peace was no exception. Two of the orderlies, Sergeants Guy Hursh 

and John Coleman, came from the press bureau to work with the men from Alpha Company. 

Additionally, the American Commission to Negotiate Peace volunteered Private Dicran 

Serijanian from the Headquarters Battalion. He was one of three enlisted interpreters who spent 

the journey at the sides of the senior officers. Though the most junior member of the mission in 

terms of military rank, Private Serijanian was an incredible asset who willingly delayed his 

return to his hometown of Tallmadge Township, Michigan, to serve on Harbord’s team.1024  

The two other enlisted interpreters were, like Private Serijanian, also of Armenian heritage. 

Battalion Sergeant Major Aram Kojassar came from the Criminal Investigation Detachment 

Provost Marshal department in Paris. He also willingly left behind his responsibilities as a senior 

enlisted soldier to accompany the mission. Sergeant Dick Ohanessian was the third interpreter to 

meet the mission for their departure from Brest. He and the mission photographer Sergeant First 

Class Ralph Barnes both came from the 35th Service Company and together took on the arduous 

task of documenting the journey.  

Though the enlisted interpreters were quite crucial to the mission’s success, First Lieutenant 

Haroutiun Khachadoorian, an Army engineer officer, was invaluable as the primary translator. 

Not only was Lieutenant Khachadoorian a native Armenian speaker – born in Aintab, Armenia 

 
1024 Private Dicran Serijanian’s hometown is from the Find A Grave website. He was born 7 May 1895 and died at 
the age of 86 on 29 October 1981. Dicran Serijanian, indexed database, Find A Grave, Rosedale Memorial Park, 
Tallmadge Township, Ottawa Country, Michigan, Memorial ID 68888040, accessed 15 September 2021, 
https://www.findagrave.com/memorial/68888040/dicran-m-serijanian#source. 
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before immigrating to Italy, and later to the United States – but he also spoke Turkish and French 

fluently.1025 Before the mission gratefully accepted him into the ranks, Lieutenant 

Khachadoorian had been a translator in Paris for the Peace Conference and had traveled to the 

Caucasus earlier that year.1026 With the AMMA, Lieutenant Khachadoorian mentored the 

enlisted interpreters and used his own expertise on the region to generate reports and translate 

documents collected in Armenian and Turkish text. While the abilities of the Armenian 

American interpreters were critical assets, Harbord ensured that Turkish translators were also 

present during interviews to protect the veracity of the information. Together Khachadoorian and 

Hussein Bey balanced the Armenian and Turkish perspectives in the eyes of the local people 

they met with, while additional interpreters dealt with translations and assisted the other officers. 

The final three officers on the mission spent a significant amount of time with Harbord while 

serving as his aides-de-camp. Though they did not author individual appendices for the mission, 

their daily conversations with Harbord and their presence at local events during the journey 

influenced the general’s reflections. David Loring and Gustave Villaret were both infantry 

officers, while Lovering Hill came from the field artillery. Each of these young captains saw 

combat on the Western Front during World War I, earning their positions as aides on the mission 

through pure merit. Like the other mission members, Loring, Villaret, and Hill were selected for 

their individual experiences and potential to serve the mission commendably.  

At twenty-five, Loring was the junior aide. He was born in Portland, Oregon and graduated 

 
1025 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919,” personnel sketch for 1LT H.H. Khachadoorian, Folder 2, Box 69, in “The 
Papers of Frank R. McCoy” (hereafter “McCoy Papers”), LOC. Though he graduated from the University of 
Vermont and earned a degree to pursue engineering, his presence on the mission would be criticized by some of the 
individuals he met due to his Armenian heritage. Aintab is an informal place name for present-day Gaziantep in 
Turkey. It is in southeast Anatolia near Aleppo. 

1026 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919,” personnel sketch for 1LT H.H. Khachadoorian, McCoy Papers, LOC.  



 

320 

from Harvard University in 1916, only a year before he went off to the Plattsburg Training Camp 

and earned a provisional commission in October 1917. By November, Loring was a town major 

for St. Thiebault, France and then served as a regimental pioneer officer and Headquarters 

Company commander through the end of the war. Once the Peace Conference was underway, 

Harbord appointed Loring as an aide in May 1919 and he stayed together through the mission to 

Armenia.1027 Captains Villaret and Hill would not join Loring as additional aides until August 

1919, just before the mission was set to begin. 

Though he did not have prior experience on the General Staff or as an aide-de-camp prior to 

his departure for Anatolia, Villaret served meritoriously in World War I as a lieutenant who only 

just received his commission in August 1917 before heading to France with reserve elements.1028 

Before joining the army, Villaret was “educated along technical lines” as a sanitary engineer in 

New York City.1029 Though he might not have matriculated at Ivy League institutions like some 

of the other officers, Harbord saw a bit of himself in Villaret and was impressed by his actions at 

Chateau Thierry in June 1918. After being wounded in combat on 27 June 1918, Villaret was 

awarded the Silver Star for action in the Chateau Thierry offensive.1030 Harbord had fought at 

Belleau Wood during the same offensive and shared Villaret’s humble upbringing. 

Captain Hill rounded out Harbord’s aides. He was senior to Loring and Villaret and had 

served in France with the French army since 1914, prior to the United States’ declaration of war. 

Hill graduated from Harvard in 1910, and after being admitted to the bar in 1912 he practiced 

 
1027 All demographic and background information on Loring is from his personnel sketch in: McCoy, “Armenia 
Mission 1919: Captain David Loring, Jr.,” McCoy Papers, LOC.  

1028 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel sketch of Capt. Gustave Villaret Jr.,” McCoy Papers, LOC.  

1029 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel sketch of Capt. Gustave Villaret Jr.,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 

1030 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel sketch of Capt. Gustave Villaret Jr.,” McCoy Papers, LOC. 
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law in New York for two years before sailing to France to join the war.1031  

As an officer in the American Field Service with the French Army, Hill played a critical role 

in the Ambulance Corps on the Western Front, and in Salonica, Albania, and Monastir. At Saint-

Maurice-sur-Moselle, one soldier remembered Hill as a quiet but well-liked leader, and a couple 

months later at the base at Saint-Maurice, Hill took over duties reporting gasoline consumption, 

ambulance mileage, “number of wounded carried, the oil, carbide, and spare parts needed, the 

rations drawn,” and all personnel changes.1032 He stayed busy through his first year on the front 

lines. Later, Hill and his unit relocated to Salonica and got very near to the Ottoman Empire, 

gaining a small perspective that most of the mission members did not have prior to August 1919. 

Hill noted in his diary that the Turkish quarter was very pretty, “with its heaps of little wooden 

houses painted blue, rising one above the other; and plenty of minarets, very white in the early 

sunshine, and very lovely to our ocean-weary eyes.”1033  

His wartime experience exposed him to combat, and while serving in Albania and Monastir, 

the Germans hit Hill’s ambulance team with heavy shelling and a gas attack. By the time he 

joined the AMMA and took up his position as an aide-de-camp with Loring and Villaret, Hill 

was battle weary. But, like the others, he understood the importance of the mission and was 

honored to serve alongside a group of hand-selected individuals – extending his great adventure 

a few more months before returning home to New York. 

 
1031 McCoy, “Armenia Mission 1919: Personnel sketch: Hill, Capt. Lovering,” McCoy Papers, LOC.  

1032 From Section 1, “On the Western Front” in December 1915, at the Base at Saint-Maurice, in the “History of the 
American Field Service in France,” told by its members, accessed 10 September 2021, 
https://net.lib.byu.edu/estu/wwi/memoir/AFShist/AFS1h.htm.  

1033 From Hill’s diary when they arrived in the Salonica harbor on 28 October 1916, also from “History of the 
American Field Service in France” “Friends of France,” 1914-1917, told by its members, Section II, “In the Orient,” 
accessed 10 September 2021, https://net.lib.byu.edu/estu/wwi/memoir/AFShist/AFS1j.htm#c2.  
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APPENDIX C: THE KARAKANLİ BRIDGE AFFAIR 
 

The followed events occurred from 28 through 29 September 1919, on the border between 

Ottoman and Armenian territory near a small town called Kulp. Reconstructing the mission 

members’ experiences over these two days helps to describe one particular incident of chaotic 

uncertainty that impacted the Americans so deeply that three different accounts of the story exist 

in the AMMA records – not counting Harbord’s own allusions to the episode in his final 

report.1034 While the AMMA had very few incidents where they were faced with immediate 

danger, this was the most severe, and this story rendered an unrivaled anecdote of the uncertainty 

that plagued local groups who lived in Eastern Anatolia and Transcaucasia during this period.  

At 9:30 in the morning, on 28 September 1919, Harbord’s party set out from Kağızman for 

the Armenian capital at Erivan.1035 The previous leg of their journey (from Kars to Kağızman) 

had already proven too much for one of the vehicles and it had been left behind, but now Captain 

Boush had taken one of the six remaining vehicles back along the road to locate the Ford which 

had still not arrived from Kars.1036 Harbord’s goal was to keep the vehicles together as best as 

possible, but his plan would quickly unravel along the mountainous road, leaving each vehicle 

and its passengers vulnerable. Just four miles out from Kağızman, Harbord’s own limousine 

 
1034 The narrative comes from the “Diary of the Overland Party,” diary entries for 28 and 29 September 1919; 
Moseley’s “The Military Mission to the Near East,” diary entries for 27 through 29 September 1919; and 
Khachadoorian’s article “7: Trip from Little Armenia to Greater Armenia,” covering the same period on pages 133-
139. The author(s) of the “Diary of the Overland Party” is not specified, but from the description of events, the diary 
entries for the days in question were written one (or more) of the mission members who had been held captive 
overnight in Kulp. 

1035 28 September happened to be Moseley’s birthday and he described how “it proved to be a very exciting day.” 

1036 At this point in the journey, the AMMA had seven vehicles total. Six that had made it into Kağızman late on 27 
September 1919, and one that had been left on the road between Erivan and Kağızman. The vehicles were a mixture 
of limosines, trucks, and towing vehicles – carrying everything that Harbord’s party needed for sustenance through 
this phase of the journey, including the present mission memberst themselves. 
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broke down again and needed to be towed, so Harbord joined Moseley in the lead vehicle and the 

disabled machine was left behind with the repair vehicle to rejoin the party later in the day. 

The road meandered along the Araxes River and was generally well-maintained. After a few 

hours, the AMMA had reached “no-man’s-land” and though no human life was visible in the 

surrounding hills, the mission members felt as if Kurds were watching their every move. Finally, 

they met a single Kurdish man with whom they exchanged cigarettes for watermelon. A little 

farther along the frontier, where the road left the river to reveal fine grazing land, some Kurds in 

shot at the AMMA vehicles from positions on the high ground. It soon appeared that a large 

number of Kurdish men, women, and children were in the area grazing their flocks and had 

sounded the shots as an alarm signal to their camp. The women and children huddled together by 

the tents while the men occupied a nearby hill and initiated a new round of firing at the mission 

members. It had been a strange sight to the AMMA to see the band of nomadic Kurds, there in 

the field with their women, children, flocks, and all their possessions laid bare aside the road. 

Harbord and Moseley had been in the first vehicle and were able to push pash the dangerous 

engagement area, but the number of Kurds was steadily increasing and they realized that it would 

be very difficult for the cars behind them to press through without injury unless they convinced 

the Kurds to cease fire. The lagging cargo truck approached the juncture and was an easy target. 

One of the enlisted cooks, who had been a passenger in the truck, “was horrified and swore by all 

kinds of oaths that a bullet had passed within an inch of his right knee.” Despite some marks on 

the vehicles, no one was hurt. 

The generals had stopped their vehicles just out of range of the Kurdish rifles and Harbord 

and Moseley got out. Instantly, after recognizing the American uniforms, the Kurds were 

extremely friendly and apologetic. Abdi Bey and Ali Aga were the chieftains’ names of this 
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band. They thought the AMMA might have been the English, but since they were surrounded by 

enemies it was common practice to engage unknown vehicles along the road near their camp. 

The Kurds further expressed to Harbord how local Armenian soldiers had forced them from their 

villages and prevented them from making their predicament – effectively trapped between 

warring Armenians and Turks in the borderlands, fearful of enemies, and unable to return home 

– known to anyone.1037 They added that if the American officers were to take charge, they would 

throw away their rifles that very day for they had great confidence in the Americans and only 

longed for peace and protection.  

As the AMMA prepared to continue on, the chieftains said the Americans would encounter 

many more Kurdish bands along the road and to ensure protection, they sent two Kurdish men to 

ride on the running boards of the lead vehicle until they reached Kulp.1038 Harbord found the 

chieftain trustworthy, but was wary of the way other Kurds in the band eyed Professor Hussein 

Bey and Corporal Kopp, a Russian American, who were essential interpreters for the AMMA. 

Farther along the road, the mission members came to a destroyed bridge crossing over a 

partially dried up river. It took three hours for the AMMA, along with about thirty local Kurds 

who volunteered to help, to get the two of the cars across. It would not have been impossible to 

navigate the frontier in rainy weather, especially with the large American cars. The Kurds who 

assisted the mission members made a very positive impression, appearing a simple and 

sympathetic people, yet Khatchadoorian could not help but wonder how the situation would have 

differed if the AMMA were Armenians instead.  

 
1037 This group of Kurds said they had appealed to the Ottomans via messenger but received no reply. They believed 
that the Armenians destroyed their villages and crops, and that their representatives who they sent for help had been 
killed. 

1038 The Kurdish men who accompanied the vehicles for the next part of the drive apparently looked very strange 
standing aside the limousine, wearing big round hats of long fur with handkerchiefs tied around their hands. 
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The Kurds the AMMA encountered thus far along the route had been incredibly helpful 

getting the vehicles through and found a detour farther down the river bed where it was easier for 

the truck to cross. The four other vehicles that lagged behind would need to follow the detour, so 

Moseley gave a note to one of the Kurdish men to pass along to the additional mission members. 

The note read: “These Kurds are our friends and treat them like friends. They will show you a 

new road where you can easily cross the river.” Later that evening, the first two of the remaining 

cars (Harbord’s original limousine and the repair vehicle) drove up to the crossing and the 

“friendly” Kurds opened fire, mistaking them for Armenians. Each vehicle has several bullet 

holes and one of the windshilds had been shattered, leaving Sergeant Abernathy with fragments 

of glass clogged in his eye. This was also where Captain Loring (one of Harbord’s aides-de-

camp who had remained with the general’s vehicle) received a bullet graze to his neck. As the 

firing ceased and Loring stepped out the car, one of the Kurds recognized that he was American 

and politely handed him the note from Moseley.1039 With his neck wound still searing, Loring 

angrily read: “These Kurds are our friends...” 

By 4 o’clock that afternoon, after six and a half hours already on the road, the mission 

members drove into Kulp. It was a beautiful, old Armenian village that had recently been 

captured by Tatars and, at first, it appeared deserted. Harbord had been warned by the Armenian 

commander in Kağızman that Kulp was a dangerous zone that was held by rebellious Muslims 

from Kars. Suddenly the AMMA noticed two women peeking at them from behind a shack. 

Upon beckoning them to the vehicles and showing the local individuals that the AMMA meant 

no harm, Harbord’s car was quickly surrounded by “a very vicious group of human beings” who 

 
1039 Moseley wrote later in his diary that “natives the world over are the same in feeling that there is something 
mystical and very important in a piece of paper, and when they were told to deliver the message they determined to 
deliver it at all costs.” 
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had effectively materialized in the road. They were armed with bandoliers of ammunition and 

old Russian weapons. Fortunately for the Americans, the Tatars acted friendly, and told Harbord 

a series of complaints against the Armenians. There was no mention of “rebellion” against the 

Armenian authorities – as the Kağızman commander had led the AMMA to believe – but instead, 

this truly ferocious looking group of individuals appeared genuinely afraid of the Armenians. 

The mission members remained in conversation – hearing about their plight from their homes 

near Erivan, complaints that they would die from hunger in their present condition, and about the 

contested grazing land for their flocks – until they found an opportunity to inquire about the road 

ahead. Harbord planned to set camp for the night about fifteen miles beyond Kulp, past the 

Karakanli bridge that had been one of the main river crossings into Transcaucasia.  

After leaving Kulp, the other four vehicles had fallen behind, and Harbord and Moseley’s car 

arrived first at the aforementioned bridge. It had been the site of a skirmish about ten days earlier 

between Tatars and Armenians, and the wooden flooring had been burned, making it impassable. 

An escort of Armenian cavalry from nearby Iğdır was waiting for the American officers at the 

bridge, now that the fifteen miles of dangerous road between there and Kulp was behind them. In 

line with his attitude to this point, Harbord thanked the Armenian commander but asked the 

escort to return to its station so as not to attract enemies. After waiting by the bridge for a while, 

only one other vehicle from the party arrived to join Harbord. The truck had been visible in the 

rear when they had left Kulp, but because it still had not arrived at the designated campsite, the 

mission members assumed that it and the others were having mechanical difficulties. It would 

mean for an uncomfortable night if the truck had been stranded on the road, for it carried cargo 

and field kitchen equipment for the AMMA. 
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As it was growing dark, Harbord sent the open Cadillac, with Clark, Poland, and Hussein 

Bey, to return down the road in search of the missing truck while he, Moseley, Beeuwkes, and 

Khatchadoorian remained with the lead vehicle.1040 While they waited, Moseley recalled 

worrying about the officers in the other cars and hoping that they were “using good judgement 

and not firing on any natives,” for there would be certain trouble if the Americans were to 

engage with their weapons. Night fell with one car in camp, one gone back to look for the truck, 

Harbord’s original car and the repair vehicle were far behind the party, and Boush with the sixth 

vehicle had still not reported in from his search for the lost Ford. Harbord’s plan to keep the 

caravan together was clearly unteneble under the present conditions. 

The four officers at camp occupied themselves building a fire on the sandy river shores while 

they waited for news of the others.1041 They could see the Armenian cavalry soldiers, who they 

had spoken with earlier, now positioned on the hills on the far side of the river, representing the 

most advanced group of the Armenian Army. Despite Harbord refusing his escort, the Armenian 

commander sent a soldier over to the AMMA camp with two watermelons for the Americans.1042 

The fruit was a welcome gesture of friendship. Since they were effectively stranded without 

food, bedding, or shelter, the officers were hungry and tired as they worried for their 

companions. 

 
1040 Mr. Hyatt, of the press, had joined the AMMA to assist Major Clark with his investigations for this leg of the 
journey. He joined Clark, Poland, and Hussein Bey in the Cadillac that left in search of the truck. 

1041 This was one of the few moments in the AMMA records where we see more of Harbord’s personality. 
Khachadoorian described him as introverted and “modest in such informal circles.” As Harbord, Moseley, 
Beeuwkes, and Khachadoorian sat around the fire, Harbord was the most reserved and reflective of the group during 
their restless vigil.  

1042 These were the second gift of watermelons the AMMA received that day, the first being from the lone Kurd they 
met along the road outside of Kağızman whom they exchanged cigarettes with. 
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Finally, the Cadillac that Clark and his group had taken back in search of the missing truck 

had returned, except instead of mission members, Shamil Bey (a Tatar sheikh) and a former 

Turkish soldier from Sivas emerged from the vehicle. The sheikh had brought Corporal Kopp, 

one of the AMMA interpreters with him, and Harbord quickly learned that once he had left Kulp 

earlier that afternoon, the local Tatars decided that the AMMA were Armenians in disguise. One 

by one, they had seized all of the other vehicles, disarmed the Americans and detained them.1043 

Fortunately the mission members had surrendered without resistance, likely saving themselves 

from immediate death under the circumstances. 

Though Shamil Bey had insisted that Harbord return with him to Kulp to convince the other 

Tatars that the mission members were, in fact, Americans, Harbord refused and demanded their 

immediate return. After the sheikh left, having promised that he would try to ameliorate the 

situation, Harbord, Moseley, Beeuwkes, and Khatchadoorian spent the night acting “as defenders 

against the attacks of any potential enemy,” experiencing fear and uncertainty that typically 

accompanied nights for the local people. 

Harbord eventually decided to send Khatchadoorian across the burnt bridge to ask the 

Armenian commander from Iğdır, whose cavalry soldiers lined the surrounding hills, for two 

detachments of liaisons to help guard their camp through the night. The Armenian soldiers that 

awoke at three in the morning to assist Harbord told Khatchadoorian not to be afraid, that they 

were here to protect the Americans, then asked when “the American Army and American 

Armenians [would] come to our aid?” The mission members could not help but deeply respect 

and genuinely pity the poor Armenian soldiers who had volunteered to bring retribution and 

 
1043 To force the trailing vehicles to a halt, the Tatars first appeared along the steep upward grade where the truck 
(the third AMMA vehicle) was struggling to advance. They formed a cordon to force the truck to stop, then blocked 
the roadway entirely with timber and stones, placing a guard as well, to block any further progress. 
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independence to their ancestral homeland, having fought tirelessly for the past five years, and 

now coughed in their sleep, hoping each day that aid would arrive soon.  

As the four officers watched the sun rise over Mount Ararat in the distance, they were soon 

relieved to learn that Shamil Bey had managed to bring every mission member – even Professor 

Hussein Bey, whom the Tatars were especially suspicious of and threated to kill – to his personal 

apartments, treated them to dinner, and kept them safe through the night.1044 By the morning, 

there were celebratory gunshots and demonstrations and none of the Tatars had any objections to 

releasing their former prisoners. Two hours after sunrise, the entire AMMA reunited at the 

Karakanli bridge and set off for Iğdır. 

As unbelievable as it seemed – and simultaneously nerve-racking and “exciting” for the 

mission members – this saga on the frontier was an important example of the uncertainty and 

distrust the permeated the region. Moseley, Khatchadoorian, and the others had a good story to 

tell (of which they all dedicated several pages to this episode in the AMMA records, collectively 

and individually more than any other local encounter), this was the story for the Kurds, Tatars, 

and Armenians who met the AMMA along the Araxes River in late September 1919. Their lives 

were rife with uncertainty, so much so that only hours after being presented a note from Moseley 

– whom they had intended to help – they already reverted to their routine of survival and distrust, 

which resulted in Abernathy and Loring’s injuries, the only injuries incurred the entire journey. 

 
1044 Hussein Bey was the target of the Tatars strongest suspicions. Though he had been the grandson of a sheikh and 
a strong Turkish Nationalist, his American testimonies and mild, metropolitan Turkish were, perhaps, some of the 
reasons why the Tatars thought him to be an Armenian spy. Not only did the “gentle and sweet” professor who had 
taught Turkish at Robert College for many years feel personally angry and offended by these false accusations but 
was scarred for the remainder of the journey and refused to leave the rail lines once the AMMA reached Erivan. 
Khachadoorian, “7: Trip from Little Armenia to Greater Armenia,” 139. 
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