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Abstract: This study presents the report of the British War Office,
General Staff on “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians.”
In the light of cyclical international developments of the era in which this
report was written up, some evaluations are made. The report written in
the last year of I. World War includes some information on Armenian
history. Aside from assessments related to Turkish-Armenian, Armenian-
Kurdish, Armenian-Georgian, Armenian-Russian and Armenian-Iranian
relationships some statistical information on Armenian population are
submitted in this report. This study also mentions the policy of British
War Office on Armenians and lastly some statistical information revealed
in this report are surveyed and compared with some other information
given in different sources.

Keywords: First World War, Armenian Question, Armenians, Armenia,
British War Office.

Öz: Bu çalışmada İngiliz Savaş Bakanlığı Genelkurmay Başkanlığının
“Tarihsel ve Etnolojik Açıdan Ermeniler” başlıklı raporuna yer verilerek
raporun kaleme alındığı dönemin uluslararası konjonktürel gelişmeleri
ışığında bazı değerlendirmeler yapılmıştır. Ermeni tarihiyle ilgili bilgiler
içeren rapor I. Du�nya Savaşı’nın son yılı içinde hazırlanmıştır. Raporda Tu�rk-
Ermeni, Ermeni-Kürt, Ermeni-Gürcuü, Ermeni-Rus, Ermeni-İran ve
Ermeni-Azeri ilişkilerine ait değerlendirmeler yanında Rus ve Osmanlı
İmparatorluğu’ndaki Ermeni nüfusuna ilişkin istatiksel veriler sunulmaktadır.
Adı geçen veriler kaynaklarıyla beraber incelenmiş ve diğer kaynaklardaki
bazı verilerle karşılaştırılarak genel bir değerlendirme yapılmıştır. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: I. Du ̈nya Savaşı, Ermeni Sorunu, Ermeniler,
Ermenistan, İngiliz Savaş Bakanlığı.
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Introduction

Political initiative and concerns as a result of military evaluations constituted
an important aspect of the Armenian question that began to appear in
international politics towards the end of the 19th century. Ottoman Armenians
began to take part in international discussions after Russia’s military victories
against the Ottoman State. The military and political potential that the
Armenians could utilize within a crumbling empire began to be noticeable by
the imperialist powers at that time. Russia’s attempt to unilaterally use this
potential triggered Britain’s worries about the eastern dominions,1 which
caused a rivalry problem2 to gain an international character.

The 1877-78 Turkish-Russian War and gains Russia made with the Treaty of
San Stefano were milestones in this process. The British ambassador in Istanbul
Layard considered the conquest of a part of Eastern Anatolia by Russia to be
a great blow to British interests. While in his letter sent to London, Layard
stressed the dire nature of the situation;3 the British Foreign Minister of the
time Lord Salisbury stated that His Majesty’s Government too could not stand
idly by the unfolding events Asia Minor.4 In the end Russian gains were
curtailed in the Berlin Congress and the arrangements of San Stefano that
would have caused the Armenians to be subject to Russian influence were
revised.5 From this point onward, Britain attempted to remove the potential of
the unilateral use of the Ottoman Armenians from Russian hegemony. With
such British attempts, the Armenian question began to be discussed in the
international platform in different guises and justifications, the foremost being
the issue of reform. This British political stance borne out of rivalry and
military justifications carried the Armenian question to Europe’s congresses
and conferences, and eventually carried it all the way onto the Treaty of Sevres
in the 20th century.

The change in Britain’s policy regarding the territorial integrity of the Ottoman
State also affected the Armenian question. Just before the outbreak of World
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1 James Long, The Position of Turkey in Relation to British Interests in India, East India Association, London, 1876,
pp. 9-13.

2 Münir Süreyya Bey, Ermeni Meselesinin Siyasî Tarihçesi, (1877-1914), T.C. Başbakanlık Devlet Arşivleri Genel
Müdürlüğü, Osmanlı Arşivi Daire Başkanlığı, Yayın No: 53, Ankara, 2001, p. VII.

3 Arman J. Kirakossian, British Diplomacy and the Armenian Question, from the 1830’s to 1914, London, 2003, pp. 64-
65.

4 House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878, Volume: LXXXII, Turkey No: 36 (1878), Correspondence Respecting
the Convention Between Great Britain and Turkey of June 4, 1878, No. 1, The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Layard,
Foreign Office, May 30, 1878.

5 House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878, Volume: LXXXIII, Turkey, No: 22, (1878), Annex to Article XIX of
the Treaty of San Stefano, pp. 14-15; House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878, Volume: LXXXIII, Turkey,
No:37, (1878), Map Showing the Territory Restored to Turkey by the Congress of Berlin, London, 1878, p.1; House
of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878, Volume: LXXXIII, Turkey, No: 44, (1878), Treaty Between Great Britain,
Germany, Austria, France, Italy, Russia and Turkey for the Settlement of Affairs in the East, Signed at Berlin, July 13,
1878, Article; LVIII, pp. 27-28.
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War I, Russia had gotten Britain’s permission to use Armenians for political
and military purposes. At the same time, the 1878 arrangements that prevented
Russia from unilaterally exploiting the Armenian question were cancelled.
Upon Russia’s initiative in 1914, an international conference was convened in
Istanbul and the Armenian question was updated in the light of other political
agendas.6

World War I carried the use of the Armenian reforms problem for the projects
of establishing influence on the Ottoman Empire and disintegrating the state
onto a different platform. In conjunction with the changes brought forth by the
international conjecture, the Armenian question’s potential began to be used
by Britain and Russia.

The great powers’ stances on the Armenian question during the World War
were shaped by the same interest-based impulses. The war had to be finished
in favor of the Allies as soon as possible. The first step toward this goal was
taken in the form of a Russian-Armenian cooperation7 in conjunction with
Armenian insurrection. The second concrete step was the “massacre of the
Armenians in Turkey” propaganda propagated by Britain. A propaganda
campaign was begun that contained stories of Armenians in Turkey being
deported, of Armenians being subjected to massacres, and even of attempts at
exterminating them as a group of people. The result of this campaign was a
work produced by the British War Propaganda Bureau (Wellington House) and
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office called “The Treatment of Armenians
in the Ottoman Empire, 1915-1916, Miscellaneous, No: 31.”8

The last step in this process was taken after Russia was knocked out of the war
in 1917 by the Bolshevik Revolution. During this period the Russian area of
conquest in Eastern Anatolia and Caucasus was attempted to be protected by
Armenian gangs and soldiers. During 1917-1918, a British-Armenian military
alliance occurred in the east. Britain resorted to the policy Russia employed at
the outbreak of the war in order to fill in the void in the Eastern front left by
the retreating Russian army, to protect the petroleum region in the Caucasus
and to prevent the Turkish union project that posed a threat to Britain’s colonial
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6 British Documents on Foreign Affairs: Report and Papers from the Foreign Office Confidential Print, Part: I, Series:
B, The Near and Middle East, 1856-1914, Volume: 20, Editor: David Gillard, Her Britannic Majesty’s Stationary
Office, 1985. p.433; British Documents on the Origins of the War, 1898-1914, Edited by G. P. Gooch and Harold
Temperley, Volume: X, Part: I, The Near and Middle East on the Eve of the War, London, 1936, pp. 531-532; 545-
546;548; Stefanos Yerasimos, Milliyetler ve Sınırlar, Balkanlar, Kafkasya ve Orta Doğu, İstanbul, 2000, p.132.

7 The National Archives of United Kingdom, Public Record Office, Foreign Office, 371/2147/74733, P. Stevens to
Foreign Office, 29.10.1914; TNA. PRO. FO. 371/2147/74733, Consul Stevens (Batoum), to Foreign Office, October
29, 1914; TNA. PRO. FO. 371/2146/68443, Francis Kinby (Ruster on Don) to Foreign Office, November 7, 1914.

8 The Treatment of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915-1916, Documents Presented to Viscount Grey of
Fallodon with a Preface by Viscount Bryce, Misc No: 31, Cmd 8325, H. M. Stationery Office, London, New York and
Toronto, 1916. For information relating to the effects of British propaganda during the World War I on the Armenian
question, please see: (Tolga Başak, İngiltere’nin Ermeni Politikası, İstanbul, 2008, pp. 196-228).
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9 TNA. PRO. FO. 371/3284/75611, “Memorandum Regarding the Support Afforded to the Armenians”, Department of
Military Intelligence to Foreign Office, April 29th 1918.

10 TNA. PRO. FO. 371/3062/234125, Mr. Stevens (Tiflis) to Foreign Office, December 10, 1917; TNA. PRO. FO.
371/3062/219773, War Office to Mr. Balfour, Secret, No: 0149/4786 (M.0.2), 29th October, 1917; Lord Bryce to Lord
Robert Cecil, November 5, 1917; TNA. PRO. FO. 371/3016/208687, General Barter to C. I. G. S., No: 1332, 24
October 1917; Foreign Office to Sir C. Spring Rice (Washington), No: 4687, 2 November 1917.

11 TNA. PRO. FO. 371/3018/237859, Foreign Office to Mr. Stevens (Tiflis), No: 5, December 13th, 1917; TNA. PRO.
FO. 371/3062/234125, Foreign Office to Mr. Stevens (Tiflis), December 13th, 1917; TNA. PRO. FO, 371/6561/E
14000, The Case for Armenia, The British Armenia Committee, London, 1921, s.6-8; Artin H. Arslanian, “British
Wartime Pledges, 1917-1918”, Journal of Contemporary History, Volume: 13, Number: 3, (July, 1978), pp. 517-529.

12 TNA. PRO. CAB. 24/3, G.102, s.2.

13 TNA. PRO. FO. 371/3018/237859, C.I.G.S to General Shore, December 17th, 1917; Foreign Office to Sir C. Marling
(Teheran), No: 353, December 16th, 1917.

14 PRO. CAB. 23/13, War Cabinet 308a Secret, Draft Minutes of a Meeting held at 10 Downing Street, S.W., on Monday,
December 31, 1917 at 4 P.M, pp. 2-4.

empire. Armenian troops and gangs were given military assistance, and they
were used in line with British war policies.9

The British-Armenian alliance project put into place in Eastern Anatolia and
Caucasus with military plans and justifications, in short time, resulted also in
political initiatives. In an effort to bolster the Armenians’ will to fight, the
British government attempted to motivate the Armenians by using the

“Independent Armenia” discourse and
promises expressed by Russia in the beginning
of the war. In this way, Britain added political
content to military cooperation. Lacking any
alternatives, the Armenians, meanwhile,
wanted to use the British for their political
future.10 The British Foreign and
Commonwealth Office, with the sympathetic
plans and projects it devised, made serious
references to an independent Armenia that
would established after the war.11 

The British War Office, under conditions of
war, handled the Armenian question as a
propaganda tool, and the propaganda bureau,
Wellington House,12 carried out what it was
tasked. At the same time, however, according
to the War Office, Britain was not to commit

to any obligations regarding the political future of the Armenians in Eastern
Anatolia and Caucasus.13 In relation to this, the British War Cabinet that
convened in London in 1917 proposed protection by the USA for Armenia.14

This stance of the British Government was to be the backbone of its post-war
Armenian policy. The War Office’s realistic perspective on the Armenian
question and especially on “Independent Armenia” resulted from time to time
in disputes in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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15 TNA. PRO. CAB. 24/89, G.T. 8292, War Cabinet, “Military Policy in Asia Minor” Memorandum by the Secretary of
State for War, 9th October 1919; HLRO. LG/F/206/4/14, “Erzurum and the Western Boundary of Armenia” General
Staff War Office, 11.2.1920, B. B Cubitt, (WO) to Secretary of the Cabinet, 12 February 1920; TNA. PRO. WO. 106/64,
“The Situation in Turkey, 15th March, 1920”, s.8-9; TNA. PRO. CAB. 24/103, C. P. 1035, “Treaty of Peace with
Turkey”, Copy of letter from Marshal Foch to Mr. Lloyd George, March 30, 1920; TNA. PRO. CAB. 24/103, C. P.
1014, “General Staff Memorandum on the Turkish Peace Treaty”, The War Office, 1st April, 1920.

16 Traité Entre Les Puissances Alliés et Associées et la Turquie Signé Le 10 Aout 1920, A Sevres, Texte Français, Anglais
et Italien, pp.190-191.

17 TNA. PRO. FO. 371/34105/204335, “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office,
5th April, 1918, pp. 1-10.

After World War I, the War Office and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
began to view the Armenian question from different angles. Military
evaluations developed a context that was suitable for the conditions of the
region. Meanwhile, the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, in line with its
previous promises and its role as the Champion of the Christian world,
exploited to the limit the Armenian question and its potential for use. During
the arrangements that were to be made in Paris, the warnings made by the War
Office15 with regards to Turkey in general, and Eastern Anatolia and the
Armenian question in specific were not heeded. As a result of this, it was
decided that an important part of Anatolia would be established as Armenia
under the Treaty of Sèvres.16 Politicians, who had disregarded the warnings of
British War Office, were forced to completely change their stance on the
Armenian question at the signing of the Treaty of Lausanne.  

Since, generally speaking, the Armenian question kept being updated in periods
throughout and after the war, British war circles would prepare reports about
the Armenians and the Armenian question, and send such reports to political
platforms for evaluation. One such report was made up of notes sent by the
British General Staff to the Foreign and Commonwealth Office six months
prior to the end of World War I. These notes primarily contained some
information and evaluations regarding Armenians and Turkish-Armenian
relations, and contained a historical narrative of the Armenian question.
Alongside these, the report also provided population statistics for pre-war
Eastern Anatolia and Caucasus. Dated April 5, 1918, the report was titled
“Historical And Ethnological Notes On The Armenians”:17
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18 Not only was Arnold Toynbee a famous historian, but he was also an important member of the propaganda bureau
Wellington House of the British War Office and Political Intelligence Service during World War I. In his work
“Armenian Atrocities, The Murder of a Nation” - based on American Committee Reports, Armenian émigrés and
publishers – he described the precautions taken by the Ottoman State against the Armenian insurrections in 1915 as
the “annihilation of all of the Christian population. (Arnold J., Toynbee, Armenian Atrocities, The Murder of a Nation,
London, New York, Toronto, 1915, p. 27). In addition to this he, along with Lord Bryce, prepared the propaganda
book known as the Blue Book, and with his work during World War I he used Turkish-Armenian relations as a tool
for war propaganda. (Treatment of Armenians of Ottoman Empire, pp. XVI-XVII). Later on he would make evaluations
that resembled a confession of his propaganda work (Arnold J. Toynbee, The Western Question in Greece and Turkey,
A Study in the Contact of Civilisations, London, Bombay, Sydney, 1922, p. 50).

19 In memorandum submitted by Toynbee to British Foreign and Commonwealth Office on October 3, 1918 after the
Armistice of Montrose, some information regarding the history of the Six Provinces was given in conjunction with a
mentioning of four great Armenian massacres carried out in Turkey. According to Toynbee the first massacre was
carried out in the 1893-96 years, the second in 1909, the third in 1912 and the last one in 1915. Such statements in
general actually demonstrated the perspective of the Christian world that was equipped with one-sided sources of
information. (TNA. PRO. FO. 371/3448/166382, “War Office Draft Conditions of Armistice With Turkey”,
memorandum by A. Toynbee, 3.10.1918).

20 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p. 1.

EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION

As far as it can be understood from the note written down on the file cover,
the report was described by British historian Arnold J. Toynbee18 as being “a
useful historical summary and valuable statistics about Armenians penned in
a non-partisan manner”, and that it had been prepared in the last year of World
War I. In comparison to other British politically motivated reports gathered
about Armenians and Turkish-Armenian relations, especially the letterheads
and propaganda related works of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, the
report prepared by the General Staff was noticeably more neutral in its
character. This was especially apparent in the comparative statistic data on
population and the historical narrative given about the Armenians. Despite this,
the report contained the “Christian victimhood” theme in Turkish-Armenian
relations and the statements of “massacres” carried out in Turkey. In this
respect, the report contained no data that would change perception of the
Christian world in general, and that of Britain in specific.19

Containing population statistics about pre-war Caucasus and Eastern Anatolia,
the report was written in period of British-Armenian military alliance and
intensified rhetoric about independent Armenia. It was organized under eight
main headings and concluded with an appendix at the last section.

The purpose of the report was to put forth a set of data that could be evaluated
by providing a summary of the historical and ethnological foundation of the
Armenian question.20 The first two sections were elaborated under
“Independent Armenia” and “Geographic Distribution” headings, and
highlighted certain passages about pre-Ottoman Armenian history. The fact
that Ottoman Turks had possessed Eastern Anatolia since 1514 and that the
last independent Armenian formation had ceased to exist by the last quarter of
the 11th century were the parts underlined in these sections. Having been a
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21 Since they lacked a political organization (the state) through which they could express, preserve and develop their
national identity, the Armenians protected their national existence by devoting themselves to Christianity. It was for
this reason that religion and its representative the Armenian Church became the vanguard of Armenian political identity.
The “Catholicos” title of the Armenian religious leaders meant “the representative of the people” (Erol Kürkçüoğlu,
Roma’dan Selçuklu İdaresine Ermeniler, Erzurum, 2005, p. 34. For information about the Armenian’s conversion to
Christianity and Christianity’s effect on the Armenians, please see pages 28 and 37 of the same work).

22 During this period the Armenians had become targets of Eastern Romans just as much as that of the Persians. Until
the period of Turkish incursions into Anatolia, the Armenians were stuck between Persian, Eastern Roman-Byzantine
and Islamic-Arabic forces. By the time Turks were beginning to dominate Anatolia in 11th century, the Armenians
were on the brink of being destroyed as a result of the orthodoxation and greekification policies of Byzantine (Davut
Kılıç, Osmanlı Ermenileri Arasında Dini ve Siyasi Mücadeleler, Ankara, 2006, pp. IX,X).

23 There is both error and inconsistency in the dates given for the establishment and the collapse of the Bagratid Dynasty.
The Bagratid Dynasty which ruled between 885-1045 (Esat Uras, age, pp. 74, 76.) was cited as having ruled between
(886-1041) in one instance, and (846-1045) in another instance.

24 Prior to the entry of the Seljuks to Anatolia, there were two Armenian principalities in Eastern Anatolia that were tied
to the Byzantine Empire. One of them was the Bagrat Dynasty (Ani Principality), the other was the Vaspuragan
Principality east of the Lake Van. Having previously been a part of the Abbasids, these two principalities came under
Byzantine domination in the 10th century. After the incursions by the Turks began, the Vaspuragan Prince came to an
agreement with the Byzantine Emperor, abandoned Van to Byzantine and took a large part of his people from Van to
the Sivas region in 1021. In this way the Armenian principality in Van came to an end. Having invaded Van, the
Byzantine Empire settled some of the Armenians in the region to Inner Anatolia, and some to Urfa. The Ani Kingdom,
having still been subject to the Byzantine Empire during this time, was put an end to by Byzantine again in 1045.
Meanwhile the cities of Kars and Ani would come under Turkish dominance in 1064 (Ali Güler, Suat Akgül, Sorun
Olan Ermeniler, Ankara, 2003, pp. 7-8). For reference to Seljuk-Armenian relations, please see; Mehmet Ersan,
Selçuklular Zamanında Anadolu’da Ermeniler, Ankara, 2007; Ali Sevim, Genel Çizgileriyle Selçuklu-Ermeni İlişkileri,
Ankara, 1983; M. Altay Köymen, Selçuklu Devri Türk Tarihi, Ankara, 1989; Erol Kürkçüoğlu, Roma’dan Selçuklu
İdaresine Ermeniler, Erzurum, 2005.

buffer between Eastern and Western empires, the Armenians were not subject
to much Roman influence due to the region’s geographic structure and due to
their superficial ties to the Roman Empire. Furthermore, due geographic
difficulties no empire was able to fully bring the Armenians under its control. 

The report indicated that the Armenians converted to Christianity in 300 A.D.,
and that their final separation from the Roman Church in the 5th century isolated
them from European influence. According to the report, the most noticeable
attribute of Armenian nationalism was that its aspirations and traditions were
rooted in the Gregorian Church.21 This situation had a negative impact on
Armenians’ relations with Byzantium and Rome, and thus left the Armenians
by themselves in their struggle against Islamic forces.22 Another point mentioned
in the report was the treatment of the Armenians by the Byzantine emperors.
According to the report, Emperor Basil II had in 1021 transferred the Van
“dynasty” to Sivas, and Michael IV had transferred Bagratid Dynasty23 in the
middle of the Aras and Arpa Creeks valley to Cilicia. The importance of the
Bagratid Kingdom was that it represented for the Armenians a period of national
power and heroism. With the entrance of the Seljuks into the region, the region’s
system with a feudal like regime experienced important changes, which caused
an Armenian movement to begin towards the West and the Southwest.24

The “Geographic Distribution” heading of the report in general defined the
borders of the high plateau (Eastern Anatolia) that was considered to be the
true homeland of the Armenians. The report, just like all the other British
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25 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p. 2. In British
documents and also in western literature “Armenia” is used to describe a geographic region. A region in the south of
Caucuses is mentioned as “Armenia of Russia,” while Eastern Anatolia is mentioned as “Armenia of Turkey” or
“Western Armenia.”. “United” or “Great Armenia” meanwhile is term that encompasses the regions of Eastern Anatolia
and Cilicia (Başak, ibid., p. 266). Prof. Jean Laurent’s words regarding Armenia emphasize that it is primarily a
geographic term: “In reality, since the beginning of written history this country that is being defined has not been a
state but a geographic term. There is no doubt that Armenians have lived in this region… But just because this region
carries the name Armenia in no way means that it can be associated to Armenian destiny or  to a state that carries the
name Armenia.” (Erdal İlter, “Ermenistan Adı, Ermenilerin Menşei ve Türk-Ermeni İlişkileri Konusunda Tespitler”,
Dünden Bugüne Türk-Ermeni İlişkileri, ed. İdris Bal, Mustafa Çufalı, Ankara, 2003, pp. 3-4). For some studies on the
prehistoric period of the region referred to as Armenia, please see; Yıldız Deveci Bozkuş, Sultan Deniz Küçüker,
Armenia, Ermeniler ve Armenia Bölgesinin Eskiçağ Tarihi, Ankara, 2011; Esat Uras, Tarihte Ermeniler ve Ermeni
Meselesi, İstanbul, 1987; Sadi Kocaş, Tarih Boyunca Ermeniler ve Türk-Ermeni İlişkileri, Ankara, 1967; Şemseddin
Günaltay, Yakın Şark IV. Romalılar Zamanında Kapadokya, Pont ve Artaksiad Krallıkları, Ankara, 1951; René
Grousset, Başlangıcından 1071’e Ermenilerin Tarihi, İstanbul, 2005; George A. Bournoutian, A Concise History of
the Armenian People, USA, 2002; A. E. Redgate, The Peoples of Europe The Armenians, USA, 1998; Kevork Aslan,
Armenia and the Armenians, New York, 2005; Razmik Panossian, The Armenians: From Kings and Priests to
Merchants and Commissars, New York, 2006; Robert W. Thomson, Mouses, Khorenatzi’s History of Armenia, England,
1980; İnayetullah Cemal Özkaya, Le Peuple Arménien et les Tentatives de Reduire le Peuple Turc en Servitude,
İstanbul, 1971; V. De Saint Martin, Mémoires Historique et Géogrophiques sur l’Arménie, Paris, 1818; Fréderic Macler,
La Nation, Arménienne, Son Passé, ses Malheurs, Paris, 1923; David Marshall Lang, Armenia, Cradle of Civilisation,
London, 1980; N. Adontz, Histoire d’Arménie: Les Origines (du X au VI s.av. J.C.), Paris, 1946; C. A. Burney, David
Marshall Lang, The Peoples of the Hills: Ancient Ararat and Caucasus, London, 1971.

26 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p.3. For this subject,
please see; Davut Kılıç, Osmanlı Ermenileri Arasında Dini ve Siyasi Mücadeleler, Ankara, 2006.

27 The Ottoman State was being governed by Islamic law called “şeriat” (sharia), rulers’ biddings called “kanun” (law),
and customs called “örf”. In accordance with these rules non-Muslims were protected and were able continue their
community lives on the condition that they accepted Islamic laws. The manner in which communities administered
themselves under the Millet System gave the Ottoman State a multi-ethnic and multi-cultural character. Until recently
this opportunity was not given to Muslims living in lands captured by Christians (Andrew Mango,  Atatürk, Modern
Türkiye’nin Kurucusu, Turkish translation: Füsun Doruker, İstanbul, 2006, pp. 22-23). The following studies can be
referred to for Ottoman-Armenian relations and the Millet System: Salahi Sonyel, “Hristiyan Azınlıklar ve Osmanlı
İmparatorluğu’nun Son Dönemi”, Yeni Türkiye, Ermeni Sorunu Özel Sayısı, II (Mart-Nisan 2001), Ankara, pp. 687-
692; Cevdet Küçük, “Osmanlı Devleti’nde Millet Sistemi”, Ermeni Sorunu Özel Sayısı, II (Mart-Nisan 2001), Ankara,
pp. 692-702; Benjamin Braude, “Millet Sistemi’nin İlginç Tarihi”, Osmanlı’dan Günümüze Ermeni Sorunu, Ankara,
2000, pp. 131-145; Yuluğ Tekin Kurat, “Çok Milletli Bir Ulus Olarak Osmanlı İmparatorluğu”, Osmanlı’dan Günümüze
Ermeni Sorunu, Ankara, 2000, pp. 163-171; Salahi Sonyel, The Ottoman Armenians, Victims of Great Power
Diplomacy, London, 1987; Yavuz Ercan, “Osmanlı Devleti’nde Müslüman Olmayan Topluluklar (Millet Sistemi)”,
Osmanlı’dan Günümüze Ermeni Sorunu, Ankara, 2000, pp. 45-163; İdris Bal, Mustafa Çufalı, Dünden Bugüne Türk-
Ermeni İlişkileri, Ankara, 2003, pp. 76-110; Gülnihal Bozkurt, Alman İngiliz Belgelerinin ve Siyasi Gelişmelerin Işığı
Altında Gayrimüslüm Osmanlı Vatandaşlarının Hukuki Durumu (1839-1914), Ankara, 1989; H. Gibb, H. Bowen,
Islamic Society and the West, V.I., Part II, Oxford, 1969.

documents, used Armenia as a geographic term that defined Eastern Anatolia,
and, this understanding was underlined in the report. On a related note, another
point emphasized was that the region mentioned as Armenia was not in its
entirety the true homeland of the Armenians.25 At the same time, the report
indicated that Van was more prominent as the national center than Ani, and
that the main feature of the distribution of Armenians in the region was their
position as a minority. The geographic distribution of Armenians resulted in
significant social, physical but also denominational differentiation. In other
words, Armenians of Tbilisi, Muş and Istanbul were different from one another;
and there were certain divergences between Protestant, Catholic and Gregorian
Armenians due to disagreements and infighting.26

The report’s “Armenians and Turks” heading in general presents a summary
of primarily the Ottoman period, with the main theme being the “Millet
System”27 and repercussions of this system for the Armenians. Accordingly,

171Review of Armenian Studies
No. 28, 2013

The Armenian Report of British War Office, General Staff: 
“Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians” (5th April 1918)



Assist. Prof. Dr. Tolga Başak

28 These expressions used in the report had a character that exposed the true nature of the Armenian question, which
would be carried onto international platforms under different guises and justifications starting from the end of the 19th
century. In fact, the Armenian question was different from the Serbian, Greek, and Bulgarian nationalist movements
aimed at seceding from the Ottoman State; to which the Armenian question was being likened to by certain circles.
The main particulars of the Armenian question were that the Armenians were not settled enough in any specific region
of the Ottoman Empire to constitute a majority, that they were therefore far from fulfilling the condition necessary to
transform into a nation-state; that as such their uprising changed from a people’s rebellion against imperial rule into
inter-communal fighting, and which intensified during a time when the Ottoman Empire was about to wage a war
against foreign powers (Stefanos Yerasimos, I. Dünya Savaşı ve Ermeni Sorunu, Ankara, 2002, p. 3).

the Armenians, being the Christian element throughout the Ottoman Empire,
were for legal issues (mostly concerning religious and national affairs)
organized as “millets” under religious leaders. Armenians, like other Christians
in Turkey, were provided with an environment of religious tolerance. This
system bolstered the influence of the Armenian Church, provided the
Armenians autonomy in religious and educational affairs, and encouraged a
strong sense of community and initiative in Armenians that would later on turn
into national consciousness. Identifying the revolutionary ideas in Europe and
the example of Balkan states as a model, the Armenians came to be noticed
more and more as being “supporters of violent acts” in effort to gain autonomy

and even independence.28 The disappointment
experienced in 1878 would encourage
Armenians to become more aggressive, and
the rivalry and indecisiveness of the European
states adversely affected their condition. The
last remarks of the report about Ottoman-
Armenian relations had a character that
summarized the viewpoint of the British
General Staff. The outbreak of Armenian
nationalism, alongside the “tyranny and
cruelty” of the police and central government,

created an atmosphere of distrust and suspicion between the two communities.
As of 1918, the focus of Turkish-Armenian issue was whether or not the
Armenians in Turkey would remain under Turkish rule. 

The next section of the report that is entitled as “Armenians and Kurds” started
with the emphasis that the relations between the two societies had not been
particularly bad. Nonetheless, the Kurds, who possessed nomadic and semi-
nomadic rural elements, and the Armenians, the agricultural cultivators of the
plains, conflicted against each other. Religious differences played a minor role
in the hostilities between the two, and the Ottoman policy had favored the
Kurds in the form of maintaining a feudal authority over the Armenians.
Towards the end of 19th century, the interest of the European states in the
Armenians had a negative effect on the Kurds. Kurdish-Armenian relations
were fatally aggravated by Abdulhamid II’s policy of setting the Kurds against
the Armenians. The British General’s expressions, thereafter, shows traces of
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Religious differences
played a minor role in the
hostilities between the two,

and the Ottoman policy
had favored the Kurds in
the form of maintaining a
feudal authority over the

Armenians. 



29 The British Historian Andrew Mango makes the following remarks on the Kurds of the Dersim area: “Dersim (now
Tunceli) massif, 10,000 feet at its highest point, was home to unruly Kurdish tribes, professing their own form of
Shiite Islam and speaking a Kurdish language (Zaza) unintelligible to the majority of Ottoman Kurds. The Dersim
tribes augmented their meager livelihood from their herds of sheeps and goats by extracting subsidies for good behavior
indifferently from the Ottoman authorities and from their domestic and foreign enemies. The alterative to subsidies
was brigandage. In the Great War, the tribes had provided services to the Ottomans, the Russians and the feeling
Armenians.” (Mango, Atatürk, ibid, p.280) 

30 For more information on Armenian-Georgian relations, see: Stephen F. Jones, “Georgian-Armenian Relations in 1918
to 1920 and 1991 to 1994: A Comparison”, Transcaucasia, Nationalism, and Social Change, Ed. Ronald Grigor Suny,
The University of Michigan Press, 1996, p.441-460; Şota Tetvadze, Otar Tetvadze, Somhebi Sakartveloşi, Tiflis, 1999;
Paul G. Forand, “Accounts of Western Travellers Concerning the Role of Armenians and Georgians in Sixteenth
Century Iran”, The Muslim World, LXV, 4 (1975), p. 246-278; Gérard Garitte, “La Source Grecque des “Trente Articles”
Géorgiens Contre les Arméniens”, HA, XC, 1-12 (1976), p.111-116; P. B. Henze, “Fire and Sword in the Caucasus:
The Nineteenth Century Residence of North Caucasian Mountaineers”, Central Asian Survey, II, 1 (1983), pp.5-44.

the propaganda efforts accompanied by chronicled prejudices.  After 1908,
even though the CUP attempted to mend matters, they could not undo the fatal
mistake of supplying arms to the Kurds. Since the First World War, they
returned to the policies of Abdulhamid and outdid him in their successful
efforts to exterminate the Armenians. Nonetheless, during the “1915
massacres”, the Kurds, especially those from Dersim and Aleppo vilayets,
showed themselves friendly to the Armenians.29

The following section, examining the two important Christian groups in Trans-
Caucasia and North-East Asia Minor, “Armenians and Georgians”, denoted
that these two groups did not have much in common related to their
temperaments and characteristics, nor to their literary or cultural
development.30 It was mentioned that the Byzantine Emperors had utilized
Georgia and Armenia as barriers against the succession of Turkish-Azeri
peoples that swept in from the east and northeast and against the Arab
encroachments of the Caliphs. It was also noted that the only common link
between the Armenians and the Georgians was the Russian policy.  

The report next summarized the Russia’s policy towards Armenia in historical
context in the section entitled as “Armenians and Russia”. The section noted
that the Armenians had been valuable to Russia as they were seen as a barrier
against the Turks. Relatively wealthy and stable condition of the Russian
Armenians encouraged significant emigration from Turkey. Nonetheless, in
the late 19th century, the Russian policy towards the Armenians changed; Loris
Melikov’s plans for an Armenian state with the inclusion of Armenians of
Trans-Caucasia and Armenia under the supremacy of Russia collapsed. With
these developments, Armenians felt significant pressure and the two peoples
(Russians and Armenians) never really interacted. The report went on to note
that the Russian policy towards Armenians had been “to cause a gravitation of
hopes and political energies” to Istanbul right before the First World War. Even
though the hopes were ruined by the “Turkish massacres” and the Young Turk
revolution, many Armenian leaders still considered more could be achieved
from the side Turkish side than by the contact with Russia. Here, the author
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most likely intended to emphasize the collaboration between the Armenians
and the Young Turks against the autocratic rule of Abdulhamid. The
expansionist Russian policy in the Eastern Anatolia before the First World War
was omitted from the report. So as the historical data that laid out that the
Armenians fully reverted to Russia.31 In addition, the report touched upon the
Russian treatment of the Armenians of Turkey during the First World War and
deliberated that it had not been shaped by friendly feelings. The report defined
the main characteristics of the Russian treatment as excessively strict military
control, importation of Russian labor battalions, support of the Kurds, schemes
for settling Cossaks on Armenian lands, and most importantly, Russians’
demand that Armenians must provide written evidence as to prove ownership
of their land.32 In fact, the Russian attitude33 mentioned in the report along with
the peace formula “without annexations or indemnities” had shocked the
Armenians 34 as they recognized that they were being used by the Russians. 

The last two sections of the report, prior to the the “Statistics as to Armenians”
section, were on Armenians’ relations with Iran and Azerbaijan.35 In history,
Armenia has served as a passageway for people moving or raiding from the
east as well as a struggle ground between the Empires of Persia and the Roman,
Byzantine, Seljuk and Ottoman Empires and consequently, the region
frequently came under rule of Persia. What caused the Persian rule abate were
the persistent control by the Turkish under the later Ottomans over the Van-
Ararat region and the Russian occupation of Trans-Caucasia. The expressions
that stood out in the report with regard to the Armenian-Azerbaijani relations
are about the position of Azerbaijanis in Azerbaijan, South-East Trans-Caucasia
and the Baku district. It was a cutting off the Armenians and the Caspian Sea.
Besides, Armenians never attempted to get hold of the Caspian as a passage to
Russia and Central Asia. The rise of the oil industry around Baku in the 20th

century caused the immigration of Armenians to Baku and the district in
significant numbers. The report pointed out that alleged massacres of the
Armenians during the Azerbaijani-Armenian conflict in 1905 were an
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31 For Russia’s policy towards the Armenians in early 20th century, please see: Tolga Başak, ibid., pp.126-144.

32 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p.5.

33 Russia, when it occupied the most crucial parts of Eastern Anatolia, didn’t allow the Armenians, who were moved
from the region in line with the 1915 decision, to come back to the region and settle in. Russia’s political attitude was
designed in line with the slogan of “having as few Armenians as possible in Russian lands”, and even of “Armenia
without Armenians”. (S. Torossian, “Soviet Policy in the Armenian Question”, Caucasian Review, IV, (Mu�nich, 1957),
p.10-11; Richard G. Hovannisian, “Caucasian Armenia Between Imperial and Soviet Rule the Interlude of National
Independence”, Transcaucasia, Essays in the History of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, Ed. Ronald Grigor Suny,
The University of Michigan, 1983, p.260; Somakian Manough Joseph, Empires in Conflict: Armenia and the Great
Powers, 1895-1920, New York, 1995, pp.102-103.)

34 TNA. PRO. FO. 371/3016/208687, Foreign Office to Lord Bertie (Paris), No: 2686, November 10th, 1917; Lord Bertie
(Paris) to Foreign Office, No: 1265, November 15th, 1917; Torossian, agm, s.12; “New Chapter of Armenian
Massacres; Betreyal by the Bolshevists”, The Times, Monday, February 18, 1918, p. 5.

35 As in all British documents, the Turks of Azerbaijan was denoted as “Tartars”.



36 Please see the following for Azerbaijani-Armenian relations: Mahir Garibov, I. Dünya Savaşı’ndan Günümüze
Azerbaycan-Ermenistan İlişkileri, Doktora Tezi, Ankara Üniversitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Ankara, 2006; Nesrin
Sarıahmetoğlu, Azeri-Ermeni İlişkileri, (1905-1920), Ankara, 2006.

37 The data also shows that there were 2.000.000 Georgians and 2.000.000 ‘Tartars and Turkish-speaking peoples’ in
Trans-Caucasia prior to the war.

38 In a study based on Russian resources and Russian census statistics, demographics of the Erivan province was studied
and statistical data that covers between 1827- 1922. According to this study, the Muslim population in the Erivan
district between 1886-1915 was 40.4 per cent of the total population on average. Statistics for the same district in
1908 showed that the Muslim population was 42.4 per cent. (Yavuz Aslan, “Rus İstilasından Sovyet Ermenistanı’na
Erivan (Revan) Vilâyetinin Demografik Yapısı, (1827-1922),” Yeni Türkiye, Ermeni Sorunu Özel Sayısı, II, (Mart-
Nisan, 2001), Yıl: 7, Sayı: 38, p.1022.)

39 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p.7.

40 The belief that the Ottoman population statistics had underestimated the number of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire
on purpose was especially expressed by the Armenians and their circles after the First World War. At the same time,
studies show that the most reliable among existing data were the Ottoman. In fact, European consuls and military
attachés who served for many years in the Ottoman Empire accepted that the Ottoman statistics were basically reliable,
and consequently, these statistics were used by Ubicini, Boué, Urquhart, Kutscherai Paul bautet, A.Ritter zur Helle
von Somo, Ernst Behm, H. Wanger, Vital Cuinet and others. Because there was an important step after years 1881-
1882 with regard to the reliability and consistency of the official Ottoman data that was published, British, also, started
feeling confident about it.  (Kemal Karpat, ibid., p. 34-35, 149-150.) That said, Ottoman Empire’s statistics on the
Christian population was criticized. Those who advocated for an independent Armenia at the end of the first world
war said many times that the censuses conducted by the Ottoman Empire had not scientific character and they shouldn’t
be relied on.  (Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, pp.59-60.)

41 These expressions in the report are valid. It is known that the Ottoman resources underestimated the population by
around %17-22, and this was because of the rationale behind conducting census in the Ottoman Empire. The officials
based the census on men with regard to taxation registers and recruiting rolls, and therefore, omitted the others,
especially women from the census. (Kemal H. Karpat, Osmanlı Nüfusu, 1830-1914, İstanbul, 2010, pp.8-9.)

exception, although, it described the Azerbaijani-Armenian relations as
certainly bad.36

The report included population statistics as to Armenians in the ‘Appendices’
section. The Russian Official Census for 1897 was given as the main resource
in the report for the Armenian population in the Russian Empire. At the same
time, it was mentioned in the report that the statistics collected by the Gregorian
Church and various missions represented an over-estimate. According to these
statistics, the Armenian population in Trans-Caucasia prior to the First World
War was about 1.500.000.37 In the last 75 years, especially in 1830 and in 1839,
during the Russo-Turkish war in 1977-78, and in 1890s, there was considerable
migration of Armenians from Turkey into the Russian Caucasia. Notably, Tiflis
had a big colony of 150.000 Armenians. The report went on to mention some
proportional data as for the Armenian population in Tiflis, Gence (Elizabetpol),
Erivan, Kars, Baku and Kutais, and according to this, the Armenians made up
%53 of the population in Erivan, %19 of Tiflis, %25 of Kars, and %9 of Baku.
Erivan had a Turkish population that made up the %38.38 The number of
Armenians in the rest of Russia was about 200.000.39

The report later on discussed the situation in the Ottoman Empire and made a
general examination of the statistics and the 1915 events. According to this,
there had been a distortion in the data regarding the Armenians40 as the Turkish
official figures had underestimated the population.41 Records by the Armenian
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42 The mentioned resource here is Vital Cuinet’s  book entitled as “La Turquie d’Asie, IV. Cilt, Paris, 1890-1994”. In
fact, this was compiled from Ottoman resources that was revised. (Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, p.
68.) In a German resource that was based on this book by Vital Cuinet, the number of Armenians living in the six
districts in 1896 was 651.134. (A. Petermann, Mitteilungen aus Justus Peterke’s Geographischer Anstalt 24 (1878),
directly on page. 8 Kemal Karpat, ibid., pp.150-151 and footnote. 40.)

43 H. F. B. Lynch, Armenia, Travels and Studies, II, London, 1901.

44 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p.7.

45 Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, pp.2-3.

46 For more information on the effects of the British war propaganda on the Armenian question, please see: Tolga Başak,
ibid., pp.196-228.

47 As in many British documents, as well as in other foreign documents on the subject, the General Staff’s report used
the term “deport” to denote the dispatching of the Armenians. But, this is wrong, as the Armenians were not actually
deported, but re-located. In this case, it would be better to use “re-location” to define the Armenian dispatching in
1915. 

Church, on the other hand, were overestimated to a great extent. The report
viewed Cuinet’s42 and Lynch’s43 statistics as the most reliable of 1890s, and
points out that figures drawn up by the Armenian Patriarch at 1912 differed by
as much as 500.000, which was impossible.44

At this point, the most crucial point that the report omitted is the fact that the
population in Anatolia was counted and recorded only by the Ottoman Empire.
Consuls, representatives of minorities such as the Patriarch and explorers only
made guesses about the population.45

The assessment by the report of the 1915 events, on the other hand, does not
constitute an alternative point of view on how the Christian world viewed
the events. The assessment of the Turkish-Armenian relations as a
propaganda tool during the war and that the War Office made a great effort
for this cause46 formed the basis of the expressions in the report. According
to this, while mentioning that “the 1915 massacres” officially accounted for
600.000 people, the report pointed out that this number could actually be
bigger. Likewise, it mentioned that a 600.000 were “deported”47 -of whom a
significant number died-, but the actual number could be bigger if the
refugees in Trans-Caucasia are included. The report noted that the number
of refugees in Trans-Caucasia prior to the war was 200.000, and no matter
what the truth was, it noted that, in this process, there was an enormous
change for the Armenians in Turkey as well as a significant reduction in the
Armenian population. 

The report referenced Blue Book, which was the most important product of
the propaganda movement during the war, emphasizing that A. Tonybee, the
editor, noted that total Armenian population in Turkey was about 1.800.000.
In the next paragraph, the report itself gave numbers as to the population of
the Armenians in the Turkish Empire. According to this, it was estimated that,
in 1914, there were 1.600.000 Armenians living in Turkey, of which 900.00
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48 After the Treaty of Berlin, the issue regarding the population of the Armenians within the Ottoman Empire also attracted
the attention of British officials and studies were conducted accordingly towards the end of the 19th century. The
Ottoman statistics and the numbers declared by the British officials to London showed a very little difference. At this
point, Commander Henry Troter, who examined his own data as well as the Turkish and the Armenian, assisted the
British government in a great extent in its initiative to calculate estimations of the population. Troter, who denied the
Armenian statistics presented to the Congress of Berlin, did a comparative analysis of all the existing information
(Armenian and Turkish) on the population, together with Lieutenant C. W. Wilson. Consequently, detailed and
comprehensive data on Eastern Anatolia was prepared. According to this study, non-Muslims, of which the most is
Armenians, in Erzurum, Van, Bitlis, Diyarbakır and Harput districts amounted to 567.000, and the Muslims, excluding
tribes, refugees and immigrants, amounted to 1.488.000. In the case of including the groups that were excluded, the
number would have been amounted to 3.000.000. Recent data compiled by the British in 1896, however, indicated
that there were 697.598 non-Muslims and more than 2.750.000 Muslims in the region. A confidential study conducted
by the Ottoman in 1897, on the other hand, pointed out that the total population in the region had rose to 3.179.000,
of which 2.5 million was Muslim and 566.267 was Armenian and the rest was composed of peoples with other
nationalities. (Kemal Karpat, ibid., p.9. footnote. 4, pp.142-143, 145, 148-149, 402-403, 412-413.)  

49 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, pp. 7-8. While the
statictics presented by the report reflected more or less on the population profile in the region, (Justin McCarthy,
Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, p.45-90.), Justin McCarthy examined these statistics: “The area claimed as “Turkish
Armenia” was commonly known as the Six Vilayets-Van, Bitlis, Mamuretulaziz, Diyarbahr, Sivas, and Erzurum. In
1912, there were only 870,000 Armenians in the Six Vilayets as a whole. Accordingly, the Armenian population in the
six provinces was not even one fifth of the total population. In some provinces of the Six Vilayets, Moslems
outnumbered Armenians six to one. Moreover, Armenians were settled an over the Ottoman Empire, not simply in the
East. As many Armenians lived in the rest of the Ottoman Empire as in the Six Vilayets. However, even if all the
Armenians of the Empire had come together to live in Eastern Anatolia, the Moslems would still have outnumbered
them by more than two to one.” 

lived in the six “Armenian vilayets”48, 200.000 in Istanbul, 200.000 in Zeydan,
and 300.000 in the rest of the empire. 

The report furthermore went on to summarize the region’s population structure
by going into particulars of the six provinces, denoted as “Armenian vilayets”,
and by providing proportional characteristics of these provinces. According to
this, the Armenians broadly made up the %25 of the population in Erzurum,
%40 in Bitlis, %15 in Mamüretülaziz (Harput), %25 in Diyarbakır, and %16
in Sivas. In the province of Van, although the number of Muslims exceeded
the number of Armenians in the city, in the case of dividing the population into
segments such as Turkish, Kurdish and Armenians, the Armenians, the report
noted, make up the dominant group. While the Armenians constituted more
than 50 per cent of the population in the sanjak (Van), the Kurdish ranked the
second with a 20 per cent slice. The total number of Armenians in rest of the
empire was about 650.000.49

Following the section on the Russian and Turkish empires, the report
mentioned that the Armenian population living in other parts of the world was
around 300.000-350.000. The report expressed that, as in the event of the
reconstitution of some form of an independent Armenia, the ranks of
communities of Armenians in Cairo, Egypt, Singapore, Calcutta, Bucharest,
Switzerland, London, Manchester, Paris and the United States might be utilized
for recruiting administrators and leaders. 

While demonstrating that the Armenian population in 1914 in the world as a
whole was 3.650.000, the report, by clarifying prior data, expressed that
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50 For more information on Katholikos of Echmiadzin, please see Ali Arslan, Kutsal Ermeni Papalığı, İstanbul, 2005.

51 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p.8.

52 Kemal Karpat, ibid., p. 124. The Armenian Patriarch, for the first time, give out information on the population of the
Armenians in the Ottoman Empire during the Congress of Berlin, and demanded recognition of Armenia’s
independence as in the case of Bulgaria. While in the Ottoman documents and reports by the British Consulate, the
Armenian population between 1878-1914 was indicated as 1.250.000-1.400.000, the Patriarch reflected it as 2.5
million. This number turned into a reference point for some politicians and scholars and was started to be used for
propaganda purposes. Marcel Léart, supposedly a Frenchman but actually an Armenian from Istanbul whose actual
name was Kirkor Zohrap, based on this data, presented that the population of Ottoman Armenians was 2.5 million in
his book called “La Question Arménienne â la Lumiéere des Documents, Paris: A Challemel, 1913” (p. 50-59) and
this number was a source of inspiration for similar studies after this. In addition, by this period, the statistics presented
by the Patriarch was objected by the British officials who had been serving in the region and it was determined that
data was false. Patrik Nerses, who used fraudulent number to multiply the population of Christians and understate the
number of Muslims, was seriously criticized. The data presented by the Patriarch was so inconsistent that it was
demanded an explanation of its method of calculation. Despite all this, publishing of “subjective” and “totally false”
information resumed. (Kemal Karpat, ibid., p.9 ve dip.5, p.141,144-146,150. For more information on the Armenian
Patriarch’s data on the Armenian population in the Ottoman Empire, see: Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar,
p.50, Tablo: 3. 2, p.51, Table: 3. 3, p.52, Table: 3. 5, p.55, Table: 3. 6.)

53 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p. 8.

1.700.000 lived in the Russian empire, 1.600.000 lived in the Ottoman Empire,
and 350.000 lived in the rest of the world. In addition, the report included
figures of the Katholikos of Echmiadzin50 and of Patriarch of Istanbul, as well
as official Turkish figures just prior to the war. The population of Armenians
in Turkey was shown as 2.100.000 in the figures of the Patriarch of Istanbul,
and as 1.100.000 in the official Turkish figures. There was a difference of about
1.000.000 between the two.51 As Kemal Karpat expressed in his analysis of the
Ottoman population, “the population statistics became the first weapon to be
used in a battle to be carried out with weapons in the future.”52

The first part of the appendices section included two statistical tables as to the
six provinces, and in the first table, with the resource given as “Orange Book,
1915”, population statistics of the six provinces in the 19th century by the
Armenian Patriarch, Lynch, Turkish Ministry of Justice, and Cuinet were
compared. 

In general terms, the difference between the number of Muslims and the
Armenians living in the six provinces were 353.700 in the Armenian Patriarch’s
data, 435.582 in Lynch’s, 1.624.049 in Turkish Ministry of Justice’s, and
around 2.000.000 in Cuinet’s. It was emphasized here that the data presented
by Lynch for the Erzurum and Bitlis provinces had been taken from Turkish
resources respectively in 1887 and 1893, and the mentioned data were only
related to the provinces of Erzurum and Bitlis and the sanjaks of Harput,
Dersim and Van. Likewise, the Armenian data did not include the statistics of
the province of Diyarbakır.53 In the same table, the Armenian Patriarch’s data
(1881) on the Muslim population of Bitlis was shown as 21.121, as it was
reflected on the total population, and this number was absolutely wrong. So
much so that the population of the mentioned province was actually around
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54 Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, p.35. 1881/82 According to the general census by the Ottoman, the
number of Muslims in the province of Bitlis was 167.054. (Kemal Karpat, ibid., p.274.) The Patriarch’s data of the
year 1913 pointed to a Muslim population of 162.000 in the region. (“Historical and Ethnological Notes on the
Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p.9.) 19. For Turkish data and statistics on the Muslim
population in the six provinces towards the end of century and the beginning of the 20th century, please see: Justin
McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, p.24, Tablo: 2.11; p.34, Tablo: 2.18; p.35, Tablo: 2.19; p.36, Tablo: 2.20; p.39,
Tablo: 2.22; p.41, Tablo: 2.23; p.43-44, Tablo: 2.24. (Kemal Karpat, ibid., pp .310-311, 317-318, 320-327, 330-333,
352-355, 358, 359, 366, 368, 372, 374-75,382,-83, 396, 409-410.

55 Although 1881 was given in the report as the appropriate year for the Patriarch’s data, it actually should have been
1882. (Justin McCharty, Mu�slu�manlar ve Azınlıklar, p.49; Kemal Karpat, ibid., p.149.)

56 Esat Uras, ibid., p.138, Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, p.55.

57 Esat Uras, ibid., pp.310-313.

58 For example, while the Armenian population in Erzurum was indicated as 120.466 in Cuinet’s data presented in Esat
Uras’ work, it was indicated as 134.967 in the General Staff report. (Esat Uras, ibid., p.139.)

59 Kemal Karpat, ibid., p.412, Table: II. 6. According to the Turkish sources referenced in Kemal Karpat’s work, the
Muslim population of the six provinces was 2.028.351 in1881-82 (p.310-312, Table: I. 8. B), 2.028.182 in 1894 (p.316-
18, Table: I. 9),  2.700.940 in 1896’da (p.326-28, Table: I. 12), 2.332.760 in 1897’de (pp.330-32, Table: I. 13),
2.483.135 in 1906-7(pp.352-54, Table: I. 16. B) and  2.861.511 in 1914. (Kemal Karpat, ibid., p.396, Table: I. 17. B)

60 The Armenian Patriarch Malachia Ormanian, provides the mentioned data in the appendix section of his study entitled
as “L’Eglise Arménienne, Paris, 1910.” According to the mentioned data, the total number of Armenians living in
Turkey is 1.579.000. (Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, p.57; Esat Uras, ibid., p.138.)

200.000.54 In fact, the statistics by the Armenian Patriarch (1881) presented in
the report did not overlap with Patriarch’s data presented in some resources
(1882).55 For example, while the Armenian population in the six provinces
(excluding the Diyarbakır province) was presented as 1.420.00056 in the
Patriarch’s data, which appeared in the works of Esat Uras and Justin
McCarthy, the data in the mentioned report used the number 751.000.
Likewise, while the Muslim population in the six provinces excluding
Diyarbakır was shown as 1.104.748 in the Armenian Patriarch’s data of 1881
presented in the report, it was 1.738.760 according to the general census by
the Ottoman in 1881/82.57 In short, Patriarch’s data based on the Russian
Orange Book was not reliable. The Muslim and the Armenian population,
although exaggerated and inconsistent, were shown under “the actual data of
the Patriarch”. 

The rest of the data in the report indicated that Lynch’s figure for the Muslim
population of the Bitlis province was 145.454, while Cuinet’s was 254.000.
There was little difference between Cuinet’s data as presented in Esat Uras’
work and in the mentioned report.58 On the other hand, the data presented by
the Turkish Ministry of Justice regarding the Armenian and the Muslim
population in 1890 and data in other sources overlapped with each other.59

In the second table that appeared in the General Staff report, on the other hand,
there was data regarding the Armenian and the Muslim population in the six
provinces for the 20th century based on some sources. According to this, while
Ormanian’s60 records of 1910, which only examined the Armenian population,
registered the Armenian population in the six provinces as 967.700, didn’t
provide any information on the Muslims. Russian Consul-General’s data solely
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61 Although it is indicated in the bottom section of the table, which provides total population, that the mentioned data
provides information regarding “vilayets of Erzurum and Van only”, the content of the table included data regarding
Erzurum and Bitlis.

62 In fact, the mentioned data was of the year 1913. (Justin McCharty, Mu�slu�manlar ve Azınlıklar, p.47, Table: 3.1; p.49.)

63 It was indicated in the table that south of Malatya, northwest of Sivas province, Hâkkari and Beşiri were not included
in these numbers. (“Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918,
p.9.)

64 Esat Uras, ibid., p.39; Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, p.51, Tablo: 3. 3.

65 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p. 9. Allegedly, the
statistics by the Armenian Patriarch was generally based on the registrations of baptism and death. Data on Muslims
in these statistics, when compared to the Ottoman records, it could be easily noticed that Patriarch’s numbers were
very low. The officials of the Patriarch, although not able to do a census for the Muslim population, did not accept the
Ottoman data and produced its own on estimates. The understatement of the Muslim population would serve some
political interests. (Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, pp. 48-49, 51-53.)

66 Mayevsky, a Major General serving in the Russian General Staff, was commissioned by the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office in the region for more than five years, visited almost all parts of Van and Bitlis and prepared
population records related to these provinces. Mayevsky’s published statistics, which were prepared by examining
documents remaining from the Ottomans, were analyzed by the Ottoman Ministry of War, and the book was later
translated into Turkish and was published. The book entitled “Van ve Bitlis Vilâyetleri Askerî İstatistiği” (Translator:
Su�vari Binbaşısı Mehmet Sadık, İstanbul, Matbaa-i Askeriye, 1330.), provided duplicates of registries that included
each village, family and ethnic-religious community. (Justin McCarthy, Müslümanlar ve Azınlıklar, pp.75-76.)

on the provinces of Erzurum and Bitlis61 for 1912, on the other hand, indicated
to 1.047.000 Muslims and 350.000 Armenians. According to same data,
compared to the Muslim population of 550.000 in the province of Erzurum,
there was 200.000 Armenians living in the province. Data on the province of
Bitlis, while obtained from the Russian Consul-General in Bitlis, was only
concerning the Gregorian Armenians. 

The Armenian Patriarch’s data on the six provinces as a whole in 1913 was
another resource utilized in the table. 62 Here, the Armenian population was
recorded as 1.018.000, and the Muslim population was 1.178.000.63 These
numbers overlapped with the Patriarch’s data (1912) provided in other
resources.64 In addition, the number of Muslims residing in the provinces
excluding the province of Sivas was –probably mistakenly- understated; but
this situation was not reflected in general total. The Patriarch’s data of 1913
on the province of Erzurum, compared to 1912 data by the Russian Consul-
General in Erzurum, it could be observed that the number of Muslims went
down by 180.000, in addition to an increase in the number of Armenians by
15.000. The same comparison provided an increase by 30.000 in the Armenian
population and a decrease by 335.000 in the Muslim population in Bitlis.65

The last two resources, which provided data solely on the provinces of Bitlis
and Van, were of Mayevsky’s (1889)66 and of the Russian Vice-Consul’s
(1912). In the foremost of these closely related resources, it was mentioned
that eight different censuses were done for one household, and the Armenian
population in the mentioned provinces were 296.488, while the Muslim
population was 522.184. Russian Consul-General Olpherev, on the other hand,
pointed to 300.000 Armenians and 520.000 Muslims living in these provinces. 
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67 “Historical and Ethnological Notes on the Armenians”, General Staff, War Office, 5th April, 1918, p.10

Following the statistics on the six provinces, the last part of the appendices
section of the General Staff report was about the Brest-Litovsk Treaty and the
Armenians, and went on with the population statistics of Batum and Kars
regions.67 According to this, while the Russian Yearbook of 1914 pointed to a
total population of 172.000 in the Batum region, the Russian official census of
1897 pointed to the existence of 40.000 Turkish people. By 1914, there was a
considerable amount of Greeks in Batum, where the Muslim Georgians made
up the most of the population, and the number of Armenians did not exceed 5-
6 thousand. 

Data, presented under the title “Government
of Kars” and based on the 1897 Russian
Official Census, provided that the total
population in the region was 292.498 and the
Armenians, with 73.406 people, made up the
%25 of the total population. The total
population of the region, according to the
Russian Yearbook, would rise to 389.000 in
1914.

Finally, by 1914, Armenians made up the
120.000 of the total population of the “Batum
and Kars” district with 420.000 people.

The British General Staff, with summaries of
the mentioned historical processes and
statistical information on the population, targeted and was successful to provide
well-organized data on the Armenians about whom many discussions took
place regarding their political future and outgoing attitude was shown related
to their independence by 1918. Especially, the statistics related to the Armenian
population in the Eastern Anatolian provinces prior to the war were
significantly important. In addition to this, mentioning of the manifestation of
the Armenian nationalism in the 19th century with revolts and massacres only
superficially, and the lack of mention of the Armenian revolts and the British
and the Russian state policies towards the Armenians, as well as the chronicled,
one sided, prejudiced and exploitive points of view related to the 1915 events
and deprivations presented in the report were among the most important
shortcomings of the report. 

After the First World War, the British War Office Office’s point of view on the
Armenian question and its plans related to Eastern Anatolia, denoted as
Armenia, would be highly realistic. The British General Staff would emphasize
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68 TNA. PRO. FO. 608/271/4, “General Staff Comments on M. Berthelot’s Note of 12.12.19. and the Comments of the
Political-Section Thereon”, Lieut. Colonel, G.S. M. Gribbon, 10 January 1920.

69 HLRO. LG/F/206/4/14, “Erzerum and the Western Boundary of Armenia” General Staff War Office, 11.2.1920, B.B
Cubitt, (WO) to Secretary of the Cabinet, 12 February 1920.

70 TNA. PRO. CAB. 24/103, C. P. 1014, “General Staff Memorandum on the Turkish Peace Treaty”, The War Office,
1st April, 1920.

that Erzurum should not be included in the Armenia to be founded68 and would
remind that Muslims had made up most of the population in Erzurum prior to
the war.69

The British army officials, while leaving on one side the hostility towards the
Turkish which blinded the British politicians in Paris, would start examining
the events with a realistic point of view, bringing the matters related to peace
conditions to be offered to Turkey and to the policy towards Armenia to the
table in line with realist principles. The British War Ministry, which had the
view that the Foreign and Commonwealth Office had reputed policies towards
Armenia, would voice that the promises and intentions towards the Armenian
independence had expressed nothing at all. 

The issue of the future of Armenia would become an issue that the British
General Staff was concerned about, and the founding of the planned Armenian
state would not be a applicable policy that the General Staff supported.70
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