Journal of Genocide Research (2005), 7(2), é Routledge
June, 255-277

Taylor & Francis Group

REVIEW ARTICLE

Anatomy of a crime: the Turkish
Historical Society’s manipulation of
archival documents

TANER AKCAM

Ozdemir, Hikmet, Cicek, Kemal, Turan, Omer, Calik, Ramazan and Halacoglu, Yusuf.
Ermeniler: Siirgiin ve Go¢ (The Armenians: Expulsion and Migration) (Ankara: Turkish
Historical Society, 2004).

The Turkish Historical Society (Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, THS) recently published a
“landmark™ book, Ermeniler: Siirgiin ve Gog¢ (The Armenians: Expulsion and
Migration) (Ankara, 2004), by Hikmet Ozdemir, Kemal Cicek, Omer Turan,
Ramazan Calik and Yusuf Halagoglu. In the preface, historian Yusuf Halacoglu,
the president of the THS, makes the following claim: “[T]he various documents
which we have presented in the book, belonging to various countries, possess
the quality of entirely refuting the claims put forward by the Armenians until
today” (p vii).

In fact, the book presents no new evidence to refute “claims” of genocide.
Rather, by disputing the Armenian population figures before and after the deporta-
tion, the authors contend that most of the Armenians survived, and therefore, no
systematic massacre could have occurred. The authors, however, do concede
“that in the course of the events which transpired during the First World War,
the Armenians suffered a total of some 200,000 deaths” (p 106), but state that
these deaths were not planned. The casualties are explained away through such
well known arguments as rebellion, epidemics, and famine. For example:
“The Armenian [terror] organizations officially entered into [armed] struggle
with the Ottoman State, killing and being killed in the process”; “the Tehcir, or
government-directed deportation of the Armenian population of Anatolia was
the state’s lawful right to self-defense, and of course, ‘mistakes were made’”;
because of “such causes as food shortages, the inability to control bandit gangs,
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and the incapacity to deal with outbreaks of contagious diseases” the Armenians
experienced “a period full of sorrow” (p 179).
The writers blame the Armenians for their own destruction:

The Armenian Deportations must not be conceived as a decision which was enacted against a
community living in a vacuum within Ottoman society. On one hand, the Armenians them-
selves are not entirely innocent in the matter. And even so, what sort of legal measures would
any other state adopt against a community that collaborates with the enemy and carries out
a planned revolt during a period in which a life-and-death struggle was taking place in
Gallipoli? In the end, it was the Armenians who lost. If they had won, they would have
established another independent state like Greece, Serbia or Bulgaria. [But] this action on
the part of the Armenians ultimately resulted in their expulsion from Anatolia. (p 179)

Even if we accept this thesis that the state can deliberately deport hundreds of
thousands of its own citizens, knowing that many of them will perish, it
amounts to nothing less than the legitimation of state-sanctioned mass killing.
Although this kind of logic is evident throughout the book, my focus here is not
to challenge their thesis per se. In scholarly terms, the authors are guilty of
another type of crime, i.e. manipulations of historical documents in order to
legitimize their position.

The book is composed of three sections. The first is a review of the literature on
the Armenian population of the period. The second section repeats key population
figures and other information on the deportations to Syria. The final section pro-
vides additional relevant figures, based on the reports of American missionaries
as well as on Armenian sources.

In the first section, the authors spend 53 pages introducing and discussing
various studies of population, figures which are well known but useful for the
uninitiated reader. Since there are no precise numbers to be had about the
Ottoman Armenian population, the authors provide an estimate which is itself
an averaging of previous estimates. In their words, “we estimate that the ‘accep-
table’ figure [for Ottoman Armenians before 1915] found in all of the studies of a
scientific bent which have appeared is not less than 1.5 million. Unfortunately, this
figure that we have given is neither precise nor definite” (p 52).

Unfortunately, the authors fail to realize the internal inconsistency of their
argument. As is well known, with regard to Ottoman Armenian population sta-
tistics, there are two opposing points of view. On one hand, it has been argued
that the Ottoman government, for political reasons, intentionally undercounted
the Armenians. Conversely, it has been argued that Armenians intentionally
inflated their numbers. The authors try to have it both ways, leveling criticism
at the Ottoman statistics that gave the lower population figure of 1.23 million
Armenians while at the same time acknowledging the Ottoman census number
as the only reliable ones (p 49).

The same contradiction appears when Armenian sources are examined. On the
issue of the Armenian sources—particularly church population registries—two
well known and opposing arguments are frequently made. The first of these,
commonly used by “the Turkish side,” in essence claims that the Armenians
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deliberately inflated their numbers. The second argument, traditionally adopted
by “the Armenian side,” claims that the Armenian community intentionally under-
represented their population in order to reduce their communal tax obligation to
the state. The authors actually employ both arguments, on one hand claiming
the Armenians’ numbers to be “inconsistent” (futarsiz) and “intentionally exag-
gerated” (kasutlt olarak abartilmis). (pp 22-24ff), yet elsewhere maintaining
that “[Armenian] community leaders always tended to present their population
as small[-er than it actually was], for the purpose of evading taxes” (p 9, 31).
Without going into great detail, suffice it to say that such internal contradictions
appear throughout the work.

Why a book critique?

Since the book in question offers no new evidence, documentation or interpret-
ation for proof (or disproof) of a genocide but simply repeats the old arguments,
and moreover is replete with such internal contradictions, what is to be gained by
writing a review and critique? Three important reasons may be given. First, the
Turkish press presented the book as a “ground-breaking work,” with completely
new discoveries which would transform the field. Headlines such as “Allegations
on Armenian genocide refuted with a scientific study” were common.' The
book has thus been instrumentalized for political purposes and therefore deserves
critical attention.

Secondly, the publication of such a book represents a turning point in the
“official Turkish thesis.” A new precedent has been set with the extensive use
of foreign archival sources, which until now had been dismissed as wartime pro-
paganda.” The work in question likewise gives ample space to opinions of this
sort. Throughout its pages, authors and publishers such as “Lepsius, Morgenthau,
Bryce and Toynbee” are introduced as persons “who undertook the task of produ-
cing propaganda for their countries under the conditions of the day.” Their works
are repeatedly referred to as having been “biased written reports and contrived
propaganda materials, as was common during the war conditions of that era”
(p 176; see also pp 67-69).

However, the uniqueness of the book is not its repetition of the old thesis but
its insistence on something new: that the foreign archival materials support
the “Official Turkish Thesis.” The authors carefully distinguish themselves from
the above-mentioned people with regard to the type of foreign documents that
have been used. According to the authors, Lepsius, Toynbee, Morgenthau, etc.
prepared their books on the basis of “unsupported information about the massacres
and on inconsistent news, reports and declarations,” whereas they themselves
have conducted the present research on the basis of “official reports and corres-
pondences that were submitted to responsible authorities (ciddi makamlara)”
(p 177).

In a press conference, THS President Yusuf Halacoglu, a contributor to the
present volume, proudly declared that the information derived from British,
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American, Italian, French, German, Austrlan and Russian archives scientifically
refuted the claims of an Armenian genocide.® The authors further state that only
a small amount of the foreign archival material was used to support their thesis:
even though they had enough material to write dozens of books on Turkish—
Armenian relations, they limited themselves to revealing the reality behind the
genocide allegations (pp vii—viii).

Considering that it is well known that the non-Turkish archival reports condemn
the Ottoman government and its policies toward the Armenians, such a conclusion
is remarkable. Historically, the evidence found in the archives of these countries is
used as the basis for the argument that there was a systematic annihilation of the
Ottoman Armenian population in 1915. For this reason, these materials have been
published in significant quantities, mostly by researchers of Armeman origin, and
mainly in order to prove the validity of the Genocide claim.* If, then, the authors
of this new work can assert, on the basis of their review of this very same archival
material, that “the Armenians never encountered anything along the lines of
a planned action to wipe them out” (p 177), such an assertion demands to be
examined more thoroughly.

The last reason concerns the use of these archival materials. The content as well
as the meaning of some of the German and American documents have been
obviously distorted in order to conform with the thesis of the book. This distortion
takes six different forms: (1) glaringly incorrect translations; (2) alteration of
information, including numbers; (3) omission of words or sentences which
would weaken or refute their claims; (4) summarizing or paraphrasing of
certain documents for which complete, accurate, and literal translation was
claimed; (5) summarizing and paraphrasing in such a way as to invert the ideas
and opinions of the persons cited; and (6) selective quotation of diplomats
whose statements, in their proper context, had the opposite import.

The work of the THS and its writers must be compared with a similar undertak-
ing by the German Foreign Ministry and Johannes Lepsius’ in 1919. The German
government, together with Lepsius, published much of the German diplomatic
correspondence on the Armenian deportations after having altered many pages
and removmg Culpatory passages in an attempt to exonerate Germany of all com-
plicity in the genocide.® Likewise, the THS and these five writers have distorted
and misrepresented original foreign archival documents. It is critical that the
English-speaking public and the academic community be aware of the lengths
to which the Turkish State and “official state employees” will go to manipulate
public opinion.

To these three reasons, we may perhaps add a fourth. I criticized this book in
three separate weekly columns published in the Istanbul newspaper Agos, citing
the intentional distortions committed by these writers.” One of the authors,
Professor Kemal Cigek, responded with personal attacks in a lengthy open
letter.® He also makes several new assertions, the most important of which is
the astounding information he unintentionally provides regarding the method
that he and the other authors followed in distorting the documents in question,
which I will discuss below.
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Example A: report of July 25, 1915 from Bergfeld, the German
Consul in Trebizond

One of the sources referred to by the authors attempting to prove there was no
systematic and premeditated massacre of Armenians during the 1915 deportations
is the letter written by Bergfeld, the German Consul in Trebizond, and dated July
25, 1915.° In the authors’ version of this letter, the consul expresses the opinion
that there was no planned massacre. However, this document has significant
errors in translation, and has also been intentionally mistranslated. In addition,
descriptions contained within the document that would refute the authors’
claims are simply removed from the translation.

Bergfeld’s original German reads as follows:

Bald nach dem Abtransport der Armenier aus Trapezunt traten Geriliche auf, dass ihre
Hinmordung bereits begonnen habe ... Die Erfahrung had gelehrt, dass die den Tiirken
feindliche Phantasie in Trapezunt die unglaublichsten Bliiten treibt. Die Geriichte wurden
daher seitens des Kaiserlichen Konsulats mit grosser Zuriickhalturn auf genommen. Sie
verdichteten sich indessen zu derart bestimmten Behauptungen, dass ich mich im Interesse
des deutschen und tiirkischen Ansehens fiir verpflichtet hielt, die Angaben auf ihre Wahrheit
nachzupriifen.

Soon after their deportation from Trebizond, rumors began to emerge that the massacre of
the Armenians had already begun ... The experience demonstrated that the anti-Turkish
fantasies in Trebizond had borne the most incredible fruit. The rumors were received by
the Imperial [German] Consulate with great reservation. They tended to concentrate
around certain claims whose veracity I felt obligated to investigate for the sake of the reputa-
tions of both Germany and Turkey.

The authors of the new book translate this passage thus:

After their deportation from Trabzon, speculation began to circulate that the massacre of the
Armenians had already begun ... Hostile fantasies (Diisman fantezisi) emerged which lay
the responsibility for the bloodshed in Trabzon upon the Turks. The speculations were
investigated by the German Consulate within a profound silence. The task was taken on
of confirming their veracity with a view toward the advantages of German and Turkish pres-
tige, and the consular functionaries labored tirelessly over certain of these claims.'” (p78)

But even more significant than the simple mistranslated words is the blatant
distortion of the document’s contents. The authors take the German sentence,
“Ausserdem begegneten wir drei Arbeitern, welche uns berichteten, am Morgen
mit der Absuchung des Flusses und der Beerdigung gefundener Leichen beauftragt
worden zu sein” (“In addition this morning we encountered three workers who
reported to us that they had been ordered to scour the river and bury the corpses
they discovered”), and translate it simply as “In addition we encountered three
workers who gave us information.” In similar fashion, the original sentence “. ..
ein Beweis, dass eine planmissige Beseitigung etwaiger Leichen bisher nicht
erfolgt war” (“a proof that a planned disposal of any possible corpses had not
yet happened”) is translated as “this is probable proof that there was no plan to
dispose of the corpses.”"' 1t is obvious to the reader that Bergfeld’s statement
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“a plan for the disposition of the bodies had not yet been made” implies that
sometime in the future a plan could be implemented. However, the authors trans-
late the sentence as if Bergfeld had said that there was probable proof of no plan
for disposing of bodies.

Now let’s look at the passage as a whole:

Wir haben dabei eine Leiche gefunden, welche etwa 7 Tage im Wasser gelegen hatte,
ein Beweis dass eine planméssige Beseitigung etwaiger Leichen bisher nicht erfolgt war.
Ausserdem begegneten wir drei Arbeitern, welche uns berichteten, am Morgen mit der
Absuchung des Flusses und der Beerdigung gefundener Leichen beauftragt worden zu
sein. Nach ihren glaubwiirdig erscheinenden Angaben hatten sie bisher vier Leichen,
darunter eine Frauenleiche, gefunden. Endlich wurde uns von Einwohnern berichtet, dass
sie eine Leiche den Fluss hitten heruntertreiben sehen . . .

We also found a body that had been in the water for about seven days, proof that a planned
disposal of any possible corpses had not yet happened. In addition, this morning we encoun-
tered three workers who reported to us that they had been ordered [to go out] and scour the
river and inter the corpses that were discovered. According to their apparently credible
account, they had already found four bodies, including one of a woman. Finally, it was
reported to us by the inhabitants that they saw one body floating down the river.

This passage is translated in the new book as follows:

We found a corpse that was estimated to have been in the water for about seven days. This is
probable proof that there was no plan to dispose of the corpses. In addition we encountered
three workers who gave us information. They were engaged in the task of [going out] tomor-
row and searching the river and interring the bodies that were found. Up to now four bodies,
including one of a woman, had been found. [They] had received reliable information about
these ltglings. Finally, the locals reported to us that they had seen a body being thrown into the
river.

In his response to my comments, Professor Cigek both defends these translation
errors and indirectly admits that the translation may have been incorrect. On one
hand, he claims that there were no distortions in it whatsoever, saying that “the
German Consular report was included almost in its entirety by us in [our] work.”
On the other hand, he acknowledges at one point, “even if we were to suppose
that Akcam’s translation is more accurate ...” hinting at the possibility that his
own translation is wrong.'® It appears that for Professor Cicek, the distortion of
a translation is unimportant, the meaning remains unchanged regardless of the
quality of the translation, and in any case it doesn’t really matter upon which trans-
lation one bases one’s claims, the document still won’t show that there was a
planned massacre. To Professor Cigek, my criticism of the adulterated translation
is only a minor irritant. The real issue, in his words, is this: “It befits [only] Ak¢am
to accept on the basis of these lines that a planned massacre was carried out.”'*

But the issue here is not—nor was this the point of my first critical piece—
whether or not a planned massacre can be proven by using the Bergfeld document
as a starting point. Obviously, such a narrow approach based on one document
couldn’t be given serious consideration. What does deserve serious attention
here is the method used by Professor Cicek in translating this document.
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How was the document misrepresented?

In my critique, I claimed that the conscious alteration of a document for the
purpose of making it support one’s argument may be considered a crime against
scholarship. In response, Professor Cicek had the following to say:

In fact, the situation is not as simple as [Taner Ak¢am] has portrayed it and would like to see
it. When evaluating the documents [contained in the book] its authors read every document
to the extent that it was possible, along with other archival documents. Likewise, the German
Consul’s report has already been evaluated, along with the report of the American Consul,
Oscar S. Heizer, who, together with [the German Consul], conducted an inquiry.15

The inquiry mentioned by Cicek refers to a tour of the environs beyond Trebizond,
made on July 17, 1915, and which is described in both the American and German
reports. Upon Bergfeld’s suggestion, and with the special permission of the
Ottoman provincial governor (vali), the two consuls conducted a brief tour in
order to investigate the veracity of the rumors then circulating about the killing
of Armenians around Trebizond. Thus, Cigek states that “Bergfeld’s report of
the event must be evaluated in conjunction with that of Heizer.” Certainly, it is
completely reasonable when translating a document into another language to
consult another related document. It is all the more important, even obligatory,
to consult other sources dealing with the events described in the document in
question if one wishes to better understand the events and the document to be
translated. But no matter how much one consults other documents, ultimately in
translating one must remain as faithful as possible to the text of the document
being translated.

But when he claims that “Heizer’s report must also be taken into consider-
ation,” Professor Cicek does not save in mind what is described above as checking
of sources to support one’s translation. Rather, he provides this information simply
in order to explain how Heizer’'s document was used to alter the Bergfeld
document. What the professor wants to say is that he finds it perfectly normal
to consult other sources when translating a document and to make changes in
the latter. This is precisely what has been done in regard to the Bergfeld report.
The German document was changed after consulting the American report.

When explaining his method for falsely representing documents, the professor
makes another important admission. He says that the “Bergfeld report” is in fact
not the original document, but a version adulterated by Lepsius. I will treat this and
his revealing admission below, but here it should be mentioned that when the
Bergfeld document is cited in the book the authors provide no indication that
the document is anything but the original. On the contrary, the report is presented
as a crucial document that confirms the authors’ central thesis.

So how did Lepsius corrupt the Bergfeld report? Professor Cigek approaches
this subject by producing a lengthy section of Heizer’s aforementioned report:

On the 17th of July while out horseback riding with the German consul we came across three
Turks digging a grave in the sand for a naked body, which we saw in the river near by. The
corpse looked as though it had been in the water for 10 days or more. The Turks said they had

261



TANER AKCAM

just buried four more bodies further up the river. Another Turk told us that a body had floated
down the river and out into the sea a few moments before we arrived. (higlighted by Cicek)'®

Commenting on the passage, Cicek states the following:

I want to draw attention to the lines which I have underlined above. First of all, the persons
whom the consuls meet are “three Turks,” not “three workers” as Lepsius has wrongly
written. Secondly, those who are burying the bodies are “Turks,” but there is not a single
word that would indicate that they were “ordered” [to do this]. Thirdly, another Turk saw
a body floating in the river and he reported, faithfully in all probability, what he had seen
to the consuls.'”

What is understood is that Cicek believes that Lepsius altered two aspects of
Bergfeld’s report, changing “persons” to “workers” and adding the expression
“who were ordered” which was not found in the second (i.e. Heizer’s) report.
Thus, when translating the Bergfeld report, Cicek consulted the American
Consul’s version of events, and had no compunction whatsoever against removing
from his translation certain words and phrases—*“who were ordered,” for
instance—which did not appear in Heizer’s report. What’s more, the professor
has accused me of remaining bound to a version of a text corrupted by Lepsius:
“authors who cite those things written by Lepsius at face value, who do not
see the passages he has crossed out (iizerini ¢izdigi satirlart), this is ... truly ...
‘disgraceful’.”

Why have Cigek and his friends not once informed the reader that the Bergfeld
report, which they present in their book as an extremely important document, was
intentionally altered by Lepsius? If they have removed the phrase “who were
ordered” from their translation, why then did they choose not to replace the
word “workers”? Why have they in any case used a document that they know
to be corrupted as a supporting source for their thesis? These questions and
many others could easily be used to enter into a simple polemic on the matter,
but the main issue lies elsewhere.

After all of the information he has given us, it seems reasonable to ask why
Prof. Cicek felt it necessary to consult the Heizer report in order to understand
what Lepsius had altered in the Bergfeld document. Why not simply compare
Lepsius’ version with Bergfeld’s original text? All the arguments put forward
about Lepsius tampering with the Bergfeld report are illusory. Lepsius never
altered the Bergfeld document in question, and in fact, it is very likely that he
was never even aware of the existence of such a document.

All told, in his compilation of documents relating to German—Turkish relations
during wartime, Lepsius published 11 documents belonging to Bergfeld.'® Of
these, three have been altered (Nr.: 12, 100, 109). The other documents contain
editing of the language of the original documents, but these do not alter the
meaning of the text in any way.'® There are other documents written by Bergfeld
covering the years 1914—1918, but these were not published by Lepsius. Because
he was actually given specific documents by the German Foreign Office for the
simple purpose of publishing them, it is highly probable that Lepsius was
unaware of any other specific documents that he had not received. The Bergfeld
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document in question, the one dated July 25, 1915, is one of those documents not
published by Lepsius. All of the documents given to Lepsius for publication were
later returned to the German Foreign Ministry, which destroyed them.? Addition-
ally, a collection exists of some 40,000 pages of Lepsius’ material, which includes
archival documents on microfilm, such as letters, journals, and pamphlets—but
not a single example of a “doctored” document belonging to Bergfeld.?!

Apparently Professor Cigek is unaware that the document he used as the basis
for his book was the original, not a document which Lepsius altered. Additionally,
by consulting Heizer’s report he indirectly admits to having removed from the
document sections that did not please him.

Example B: the report by Max Erwin von Scheubner-Richter,
dated August 5, 1915

In several instances, the authors insert their own ideas into the mouths of their
sources. One example is Max Erwin von Scheubner-Richter, the German
Vice-Consul at Erzerum. Scheubner-Richter penned some of the most accusatory
documents exposing the systematic mistreatment of the Armenians by Ottoman
authorities. Yet his testimony, as provided by Cicek and company, has been
made to bear false witness to the claim that the “deportations were carried out
without incident.”

On pages 80-81, the authors include a lengthy translation of the Vice-Consul’s
report of August 5, 1915.> However, they mistranslated certain passages, and
some sections of the text were omitted, changing the intent of the original. Due
to space limitations, only two examples are given here.

First example. At two different points, Scheubner-Richter mentions that
Armenians living in the city of Erzurum were given 14 days to prepare for depor-
tation. He writes: “At the beginning of June, the first group of Armenian notables
were given a period of 14 days to leave Erzerum.”*® Omitting the Vice-Consul’s
reference to “the first group of ... notables,” Professor Cicek and his colleagues
render this statement in a general sense: “In June, the Armenians were expelled
after a period of 14 days.”** Elsewhere in the report, Scheubner-Richter again
states in regard to the Armenians of the city of Erzurum: “Most of them [my
emphasis] were given a period of 14 days to prepare for the journey.”*> The
Turkish authors simply paraphrase this as follows: “on the other hand, it
appears in this report that a 14-day period for the migration was accorded in
almost every location [my emphasis]” (p 81). In short, Scheubner-Richter’s
report on “most of’ the Armenians in the city of Erzurum has been stretched to
cover the entire Armenian population in “almost every location [in Anatolia].”*®

Additionally, Cicek and his colleagues claim that Scheubner-Richter reports the
following: “permission was given to those being deported to take their possessions
with them or to sell their possessions to other parties; to certain merchants and
Armenians to deposit their properties and valuable possessions with the Ottoman
Bank in order to keep them secure”®’ (p 81). Yet, when the original document is
read, it is very clear that the Vice-Consul is speaking of a temporary measure,
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one limited to the city of Erzerum and undertaken at the initiative of Scheubner-
Richter himself, with the permission of Governor-General Tahsin. “Generally,
however, the citizens of Erzerum were treated far better during their expulsion
than those of other cities,” Scheubner-Richter writes. “As a consequence of the
Vali’s concession and my efforts, they were granted the following alleviations . . .”®

It is well known that in the rural areas of Erzurum, outside the city limits—
to say nothing of the rest of Anatolia—the Armenians were deported
within hours, not days, of notification.” As can be seen, the authors have
altered Scheubner-Richter’s report on a single city and then used this altered
document as the basis for generalization to the entire region of Anatolia.*

Scheubner-Richter mentions another temporary privilege: “One of the further
humane orders of the civil administration, that sick, single women and children
were to remain in Erzerum, was revoked by order of the military authorities
resp. at the instigation of the committee.” He writes: “While both the Vali and I
were absent from Erzerum, these residence permits were suddenly taken away
from the [Armenians] by the order of the Military High Command.” But Cigek
and company remove the passage regarding the two men’s absence from the city
and instead translate the passage thus: “but this special permission was at one
point revoked by the army command.” Additionally, from the same passage
“They had to leave Erzerum within an extremely short period of time and many
of them could not even take along the bare necessities for the journey” the
authors delete the adverb intensifier “extremely” and remove the second sentence
“and many of them . . .” in order to make the document fit their thesis. In its entirety
the original passage reads: “While both the Vali and I were absent from Erzerum,
these residence permits were suddenly taken away from them at the order of the
army’s Supreme Command. They had to leave Erzerum within an extremely
short period of time and many of them could not even take along the bare necessi-
ties for the journey”' but it is given by Cicek and his colleagues as only:

But this special permission was at one point revoked by the army command. These [persons]
were forced to leave Erzerum within a very brief period.32 (p 80)

Second example. The authors repeatedly assert that the Vice-Consul’s report
supports their thesis that the deportation happened smoothly without any
major complications. Let us examine closely some of Scheubner-Richter’s
descriptions:>*

At the beginning of May, the known incidents in Van led the government and the military to
take drastic disciplinary action against the Armenians. All Armenians still in armed service
were dismissed from the army and placed in labor battalions. The inhabitants of the plains of
Erzerum and Passin, now made up solely of women, children and old men, were driven out
of their villages and were to be forcibly taken to Mesopotamia. This measure, justified on
the basis of military considerations, was carried out in an unnecessarily ruthless and cruel
manner. On the way to Erzincan, the aforementioned persons were attacked, robbed and
killed by Kurds and Turkish volunteers at Mamachatun, Sansar, the Euphrates Bridge and
Piridz. Between ten and twenty thousand persons were likely killed, but the government’s
figures are in the range of three to four thousand.*
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Similarly, with the exception of but a few persons, the inhabitants of Erzincan were also
robbed and killed and the women were abducted while passing through the Kemach
Gorge during this same period. I have been informed by reliable sources that the gendarmes
under the command of the Turkish military were involved here . . . [the report continues here
with the adulterated passage already cited above.]

Nor is this all that Scheubner-Richter has to say. It is useful to cite further sec-
tions of his original report in order to get more of a sense of Richter’s position,
which is in total opposition to the authors’ claims. Here again we see how
Turkish historians, like the German Foreign Office itself, have selectively
removed certain passages, whereas the original report states the following:>

It is extremely unfortunate that, due to the military authority’s acquiescent attitude toward
the position of the Committee [of Union and Progress] and the unknown men behind it,
the expulsion of the Armenians from the border areas—a measure which one might be
able to justify on some or other military and political grounds, has turned into a campaign
of revenge, destruction and robbery against the Armenians. Nor is this policy of extermina-
tion approved of by large sections of the Turkish population (especially the landowners),
who still think reasonably. These circles, who have worked together with Armenians
and have gotten along well with them, recognize the great economic and political danger
in this new “system of solving the Armenian question.” While traveling through the
countryside, I have often been asked by large landowners who hosted me why the German
government has induced the Turkish government to act in such a manner toward the
Armenians. One of those persons who questioned me, a very respected and influential
Bey, added that although Armenian massacres had taken place formerly, they were generally
restricted to battles amongst the men, but that now, against the instructions in the Koran,
thousands of innocent women and children were being murdered. This was not being done
by enraged mobs, but systematically and by the order of the government, “the committee,”
as he added with emphasis. At this point it must be noted that the word is deliberately being
spread here that the expulsion is taking place at the instigation of the German government.

In the hands of Lepsius, this passage (listed as Document No 129 in his book) is
published without the italicized sections.’® But, like Cicek and his colleagues,
Lepsius gives no indication whatsoever that the document has been altered or
portions removed. Lepsius removed certain other passages that were perceived
to implicate the Germans in these events. Thus Cicek and his accomplices have
behaved in the same manner as Lepsius and German Foreign Ministry officials,
offering distortions and blatantly wrong translations of historical documents in
an attempt to “doctor” them in accordance with their own designs.

Example C: the report by Walter Rossler, German Consul in Aleppo,
dated December 20, 1915

The Turkish authors have also put words in the mouth of the German Consul in
Aleppo, Walter Rossler, altogether misrepresenting his point of view. Here is a
lengthy section from the Turkish authors (pp 105-106):

Throughout the course of the First World War approximately 500,000 Armenians were
deported to areas, currently located in Syria and Iraq, which were not war zones at the
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time. During this same period somewhere between 350,000 and 500,000 Armenians went,
for a variety of reasons, from the regions of Eastern Anatolia and the Black Sea to the
Caucasus. If we take into account that in the course of the events of World War I a total
of around 200,000 Armenians lost their lives and that somewhere between 400,000—
500,000 Armenians remained within the borders of the Ottoman Empire, and if we keep
in mind that the total Armenian population within the empire at the outset of the war was
around 1,5 million, then our figures would appear to provide a complete accounting. At
the end of 1915, the German Consul Réssler confirmed our above account when he wrote
“that nearly 500,000 Armenians were exempted from deportation, and 500,000 [others]were
brought to Mesopotamia and Syria.” (my emphasis)

What is understood by reading the previous paragraph? The authors claim that
Rossler shares their estimates and confirms their figures. Now let’s read Rossler’s
own account:

The loss of human life is greater or less according to the region from which those who have
been dispatched have come. In eastern Asia Minor [the loss] is by and large much greater
than in the western [portion]. In the East countless convoys have been at least 75%
decimated, unless the women and girls have been carried off to Muslim harems or, in the
best cases, they have found refuge among Muslim families. Those who did arrive in
Mesopotamia (for instance, Ras ul-Ain or Tel Abiad) were so exhausted that a great
portion of them also subsequently succumbed. Under these circumstances, from the outset
one would not venture to dispute the number of 800,000 Armenians killed that was published
by the English side.?’

Rossler also supplies a passage taken from the Frankfurter Zeitung stating that

No one who is familiar with the circumstances in Turkey will believe this figure. If one
accepts this figure [it would mean that] more than 30% of all of those Armenians living in
Turkey—women and children included—would have been killed. That is entirely out of
the question.38

to which he responds, “Unfortunately, it is not out of the question. I have over the
past months again and again reported on this most gruesome state of affairs and
dreadful conditions which either brought about or accompanied the massacre. It
is [therefore] reasonable to conclude that after such events the number of those
who have perished must be extraordinarily high.”*® Later on Rossler provides
his own figures:

The total number of Armenians in Turkey, 2%2 million . . . The number of those in all of Asia
Minor [who have been] exempted from the deportation is ¥2 million at the very most . .. no
more than %2 million have arrived in Syria and Mesopotamia ... The mortality rate among
those who have arrived in Syria and Mesopotamia is extraordinarily high and will remain
so for quite some time, as a direct consequence of the deportation, whose end is still
nowhere in sight, Under these circumstances, it would seem that the total number of
800,000 deaths, which is [given] by those circles who can be taken seriously and who
may be better informed than others, is to be deemed as authentic, and it is not beyond the
realm of possibility that the [actual] figure is much higher.*
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After reading these lines can anyone really claim that Rossler’s account
“confirms” that of Cicek and company?

Example D: the report by Edward 1. Nathan, US Consul in Mersin,
September 11, 1915

In this report Nathan writes the following:

I'have the honor to inform you that since the writing of my dispatch No. 478 dated 30 August,
1915 (sent to-day with other correspondence by special privilege of Governor General)
thousands of additional Armenians from the North have arrived here and been transported
to the Aleppo region.*'

The authors translate this as “... since my dispatch no. 478 (30 August, 1015)
hundreds of thousands of Armenians have arrived here and they are being sent
[on] to Aleppo™? (p 72).

There are two separate problems with their presentation of this document. The
first is that, as is clear from their translation, the book’s authors have not actually
translated the document but have merely summarized it, removing certain sections
in the process. Yet, they present their summary in the form of a direct quotation.

The second problem is even more serious and directly concerns the distortion of
the original document. By doing so, the authors have presented the figure
“thousands” as “hundreds of thousands” (yiizbinlerce). But there is a clear logic
behind this alteration of the text: the authors wish to show that a large
number—in fact, much larger than the document states—of Armenians reached
their destinations safe and sound: the higher the number, the more credible
their argument appears. And in order to bolster their case, they have shown no
compunction about altering Nathan’s figures.

Exhibit E: the report by Greg Young, US Consular Official in Damascus,
September 20, 1915

The authors continue quoting from another document, dated September 20, 1915,
which they claim to have been authored by Consul Nathan (pp 72—74). Cicek and
his colleagues use this document in order to show that the Armenian convoys
dispatched to Syria reached their destination in good condition, and to show
that the Ottoman government indeed was active in providing them material
assistance. As is their wont with those sources which they claim support their
arguments, the authors shower special praise upon the American Consul:

[Nathan] mentions the transport of Armenians and reports that he visited their camps in
Syria. In providing information concerning this visit, Edward Nathan relates that, instead
of simply placing the impressions (duyumlar) of some other consuls in his report, he person-
ally went and visited the places in question (olay mahallinde) and gives an account of what
he saw during these inspections ... Nathan provides important information. (pp 72-73)
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There are two major problems with this document. In the first place, Consul
Nathan never wrote it. The author was Greg Young, an official at the United
States Consulate in Damascus. Moreover, the reader will probably not be surprised
to learn that, in the hands of Cigek and company, the document has been altered in
some places and incorrectly translated in others. The original report itself is extre-
mely long, and the authors have themselves quoted a lengthy section thereof in
their book. In their hands the document has been “doctored” by two different
methods: first, through mistranslation and omission, in complete contradiction
with the original meaning; second, through deliberate condensation of the docu-
ment, including the surgical excision of key passages which do not support the
authors’ thesis. Instead of a direct and complete quotation from a single, pristine
documentary source, Cicek et al. present to the unsuspecting reader a report that
has been utterly corrupted, whose contents have been made to convey a meaning
contrary to the original.

One example of this practice of mistranslation while summarizing is as follows.
Young writes:

His Excellency also informed me—upon my statement that if the Government permitted I
believed that I could secure funds from the American Red Cross to aid these people who
undoubtedly would be very needy—that the Government would not permit of this and
that the Government was doing everything possible, furnishing food, tents et cetera.*?

The authors have translated this paragraph as: “Upon my request the Governor
announced that I would be able to receive/use the funds from the American Red
Cross for assisting the Armenians.”** In condensing this entire paragraph to a
single sentence, the authors have distorted Young’s meaning. According to the
authors’ version, the Ottoman authorities are granting permission to use Red
Cross funds to aid the refugees—exactly the opposite of what Young reports.

Numerous other, similar distortions are to be found throughout the authors’
translation. In another lengthy “quotation” from the original document, we can
observe how sentences and paragraphs are amputated without the slightest
indication that this is being done. (Note: the original passage is given in full;
the sections removed by the authors are italicized.)

Numerous stories are current of hardship, want, suffering from hunger, forced marching
when in no condition to walk, cruelty of guards, seizure of young women, giving away
and selling of children that they might find homes et cetera et cetera, but I did not believe
them and even now I’m sure that many of the worst stories that are circulating are much
exaggerated. Still, there are some which I must credit.

One, is that of a woman who though six or seven months pregnant and naturally in no con-
dition whatever to make the marches, was obliged to keep up with the procession until she
dropped in her tracks and died. I have heard of several cases of young girls or boys being
bought by people who wished to aid in some way and were importuned by parents to take
their children as servants so they might have homes. It was stated to me also that some
soldier guards, in order to urge them on, whipped those who struggled in the march from
utter exhaustion or to get food or money from compassionate Christian inhabitants.
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I have also heard of kindness extended by good Moslems who pitied these sufferers and I
overheard a common Moslem soldier—and it is known that such have hardly enough
money for themselves—say he had given two Medjidis to the Christian exiles.

Several times I went to the quarter through which the exiles were marched to see them with
my own eyes. Never however could I time my visit with their passage.

Kahdem, on the outskirts of the city, is a large commons after passing through Damascus all
the exiles are collected preparatory, it seems, to being dispersed to the various towns where
they are finally to stay.

Some days ago I visited this place to get some idea of conditions. It is a large open tract,
practically devoid of grass and possessing but few trees. It was nearly covered with
groups of ragged road-strained dejected wholly dispirited individuals. There were only a
very few tents or shelters of any kind and these had the air of being more improvisations.
At the outer fringe of people 1 was met by a policeman who conducted me to the man in
charge of the encampment. I saw practically nothing and learned only what he told me.
He was most courteous.

If we take the section from “Still, there are some . ..” to the final sentence, we
see that a lengthy five-paragraph section has been reduced down to several terse
sentences. In this way, the authors have eliminated all mention of both the depor-
tations and the miserable conditions surrounding them. Furthermore, by excluding
the penultimate sentence, the authors leave the reader with the impression that the
information recorded by Young is based upon his direct eyewitness account. Then,
despite their presenting the quotation as one long, seamless passage, the authors
throw together a number of paragraphs from which sentences have been selec-
tively removed. Some examples: the sentence “In Osmania were quartered
some 8,000 exiles” is translated and included, but the preceding passage “I
learn[ed] that thousands of Armenians were passed by on the road. They were
in the most horrible condition” is left out. Likewise, the following account of
an Armenian witness is removed:

Upon approaching the low ground of concentration of exiles, the odor became sickening and
noisome flies swarmed about him. Passing through the encampment he saw many people ill
and bodies of others half in the water collected in pools on the low-lying ground. Some told
him they were only waiting for death to free them.

The passage continues with the following sentence: “on the road from there to
Aleppo, he passed thousands of exiles on the march and at a small town near
Aleppo about 100,000 Armenians were encamped.” In similar fashion, numerous
passages in which the massacres at Urfa are described are simply removed.

As advantageous and enlightening as it would be to reproduce here the authors’
entire corrupted text alongside the original text, space restrictions make that
impossible. My purpose in presenting these sections in such a lengthy fashion is
to show that Professor Cicek and his fellow authors have altered the text with
the intent of persuading the reader that those Armenians deported from Anatolia
reached Syria without great loss of life and that they were kept in humane
conditions. This attempt to exculpate the Ottoman government from any hint of
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wrongdoing finds a direct parallel in the work of Lepsius and the German Foreign
Ministry.

Two more examples: ignorance of a document’s origin and another
translation error

I would like to conclude with two further examples of errors. The first concerns a
passage alleged to have been taken from Lepsius; the second represents another
grave error in translation. A document from the book under review is cited as a
report written by Consul Bergfeld on June 24-25, 1915. However, no archival
classification number is provided, only the opaque “Lepsius, Armenien,
s. 22”7 (p 79). In fact, no such document is to be found on page 22 of Lepsius’
[Deutschland und] Armenien [1914—1918] or on any other page in the work.

Although Lepsius’ work does contain another document of the same date,* it
does not contain the information cited by the authors. I personally devoted many
hours looking for the document from which the authors took their information
before finally locating it. The corresponding text is from a completely different
document, dated July 9, 1915, in Lepsius’ (unpublished) compendium.*® But it
gets more complicated: the passage cited by the authors is indeed found in an
original document, but not in the version published by Lepsius, who deemed it
expedient to remove the offending text. In short, the authors must have used an
original document, but one with no connection to Lepsius and with a different
date and number than the one provided. Incorrect citations are also found in
footnotes 209 and 211. In these cases as well, a paragraph which Lepsius had
removed from the document in question is attributed to Lepsius, each time with
an accompanying incorrect date and page number. Evidently the authors did not
sufficiently master the material they were using. Although the authors’ translation
is also incorrect, space limitations prevent us from going into more detail.

My second example concerns a quotation the authors have taken from a report
dated June 29, 1915 and attributed to Consul Bergfeld. The original reads: “Ich
teile die ansicht meiner sdamtlichen Kollegen, daf3 der Transport der Frauen
und Kinder unter den im Telegramm Nr. 5 geschildereten Verhdiltnissen an Mas-
senmord grenzt.” (“I share the opinion of all of my colleagues that the deportation
of women and children under the conditions which are described in telegram no. 5
borders on mass murder.”) But when the authors translate it, it reads: “We are of
the same opinion as our colleagues in regard to the fact that the deportation of
women and children under the conditions I mentioned in my telegram of 27
June may be cause for a massacre.”*’

What is noteworthy is not simply that the authors have inserted the date “27
June.” Where Bergfeld characterized the deportation as an action “bordering on
mass murder,” in the authors’ version it “may be a cause for a massacre.”

In the aforementioned “telegram no. 5,” Bergfeld writes, “About 3,000 persons
are affected by the deportations just in the Vilayet of Trebizond. A mass transfer of
this kind for hundreds of kilometers along routes lacking in accommodation and
supplies, and where 300 kilometeres of which must count as being completely

5
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infested with typhus fever, would claim enormous numbers of victims, particularly
among the women and children.”*® Bergfeld does not say that “there might be a
massacre” either during or after the deportation. His actual comments are stronger
and more damning.

The report by American Consul Heizer, July 28, 1915

In his reply to my article in Agos, Professor Cigek cites a report sent by Heizer, the
American Consul in Trebizond, in an attempt to show that there was no systematic
or planned massacre of Armenians. Cigcek’s treatment of this document is consist-
ent with his logic throughout the book. He uses a section of the report in order to
highlight two important subjects. The first concerns the six bodies seen by Consuls
Heizer and Bergfeld on their brief tour. Professor Cicek presents this figure,
numerically and alphabetically, as the most important evidence showing that
there no organized killings there: “The consuls found a total of six bodies while
exploring,” he writes, “I want to reiterate [this] for Ak¢cam: only 6 (six) bodies
were found. I wonder if the state concocted a plan for the ‘elimination’ of the 4
bodies which had been buried? To accept that a planned massacre was committed
on the basis of these lines suits Akcam to a tee.” In the author’s opinion, the fact
that the three workers were entrusted with the task of burying the bodies is further
support for his argument, because “it’s not possible for thousands of bodies to be
buried by only three persons.”*’

The peculiarity here is not limited to the effort to explain an entire genocidal
event by means of six bodies encountered by Heizer during an excursion to the
environs around Trebizond (or accusing me of attempting to do the same, for
that matter). The real oddity is that Heizer does report, in the very same document,
on different events that are related to the massacre of the Armenians. One of these
events is the drowning at sea of Armenians who were being sent by boat for reset-
tlement at Samsun. Yet another event is the annihilation of 45 Armenians, women
and children included, from the village of Tots, some two hours from Trebizond.
In a separate document, Heizer recounts another such incident:

I have just been talking with a young man who has been performing his military service on
the “inshaat tabouri” (construction regiment) working on the roads out toward Gumushane.
He told me that fifteen days ago all the Armenians, about 180, were separated from the other
workmen and marched off some distance from the camp and shot.>

It is a problematic approach indeed that dismisses the incidents of killing and
massacre merely reported in this document alone, or claims that no more than
six deaths are likely to have resulted from them. One of Cigek’s arguments
is that “sensing” (duyum) must be differentiated from ‘“observation” (gdozlem).
According to this logic, all information and reports regarding murders or dead
bodies are to be discounted unless derived from direct observation by the
consuls themselves. Never mind the fact that Heizer’s various reports make it
abundantly clear that he himself saw more than six bodies;' what is fascinating
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here is Cigek’s contrived claim of the inadmissibility of any killings not directly
witnessed by the consuls themselves.

Certainly, different standards of admissibility apply to rumors and hearsay, as
opposed to eyewitness testimony. Indeed, the consuls themselves paid special
attention to this point when sending off their reports. In Heizer’s dispatches—
including one of those mentioned above—one encounters numerous expressions
to the effect: “it is difficult to verify all the stories circulated and I have confined
myself to those I believe to be correct.”>* Additionally, many of the consular
reports contain accounts of killings given by survivors. Finally, there are the
testimonies of those who personally witnessed such actions, such as the American
Consul in Harput, Leslie A. Davis.”

The second point concerns certain exemptions that were made at the outset
regarding the Armenians to be sent away from the Trebizond region. In these
cases, Consul Bergfeld played a crucial role in obtaining such exemptions. For
example, in one of his reports, Bergfeld writes:

I ... have ... approached the local Vali in an effort to mitigate the expulsion order. He
showed willingness ... and made considerable concessions. So for the time being, the
following were exempted from deportation: all children under 10 years of age, widows
and orphans, as well as female persons who are currently without male protection, which
also included the families of those in the armed forces, the sick and expectant mothers as
well as the Catholic Armenians. The sick and the pregnant women were also allowed to
stay in their homes and to keep a female member of the family with them to look after
them. Children were accommodated with friends. Finally, the deportees were also allowed
to sellsXaluables and household goods after acquiring permission from the Director of
Police.

On the basis of these consular reports, Professor Cigek makes the following claim:

It states in the consular reports that children, the aged, the sick, women and orphans were
distributed among the hospitals, orphanages and Muslim houses, and [only] later were a
section of them sent off by foot. Why would the state that is planning to carry out a
“genocide” be so discriminating and compassionate? Why would [entire] categories for
exemption [from the deportation] be determined?”’

This is a grave distortion of the evidence. All of the aforementioned consular
dispatches report that these exemption measures were revoked almost immedi-
ately. In the report cited above, Bergfeld continues, “Unfortunately, on the third
day, apparently upon instructions from Constantinople, all the exceptions made
so far, except for the permission for children to remain, were revoked.”® It is
clear that Cicek and his colleagues have withheld embarrassing sections of the
very document on which their case rests. Moreover, despite knowing that all of
these exemption measures were implemented only at the local level and against
the desired policy of the central government, they mislead the reader by giving
the impression that they were actually initiated by the central regime. In fact, the
Union and Progress leaders were displeased with the governor’s decision
and, as Bergfeld states, an order was almost immediately sent from the capital
demanding its cancellation. The moving force behind the order to eliminate
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these exemptions was Yenibahceli Nail, the Unionists’ unofficial “Responsible
Secretary” for Trebizond.”’

There is also abundant information about the fate of those children who were
exempted from the deportation and thus not sent into exile. They were collected
from the places to which they had been assigned and the majority of them were
then killed, either by means of poison at the hospital or by being drowned at
sea. In addition to the various consular reports of these incidents, the incidents
of drownings were also brought up in the post-war trial (1919) against those
accused of crimes during the Trebizond deportations. During the 10th and
15th—17th sessions of the trial (April 12, May 1-5, respectively) the former
provincial governor, local merchants and soldiers—all Turks—testified about
the killing of those children and ill persons left behind from the deportations.”®

Conclusion

The book that has been the focus of our discussion contains numerous intentional
distortions of data—tactics which are very difficult to reconcile with the idea of
academic honesty. Here is a final example. The authors repeatedly mention the
fact that about 250,000 Armenians fought in the Russian army during the First
World War (pp 58-59, 66), but nowhere is it mentioned that some 200,000 of
these were Russian subjects, and that they were to be found largely on the
Austro-German Front. Instead, the manner in which this information is presented
gives the reader the impression that the Ottomans were facing, among others, a
quarter of a million Armenian soldiers. This wrong impression that the authors
have created appears to be intentional and done for ideological reasons.>

The belief that the research before us is unbiased and accurately presented—in
short, academically honest—and not based upon the intentional distortion of
sources is an indispensable precondition for scholarly inquiry and debate. Conver-
sely, suspicion within the academic community as to whether or not sources have
been honestly and accurately presented is something that can poison the
entire scientific milieu. In light of the numerous deliberate alterations of data
we have presented here, one can fairly assert—and using the most polite
expression possible—that the Turkish Historical Society and its authors have vio-
lated the “sense of trust” that is the necessary basis for relations among scholars.
By systematically “doctoring” the data of many of the documents they used, the
authors of Ermeniler: Siirgiin ve Go¢ have violated the rule of academic
honesty and in the process have completely obliterated their own credibility and
that of the Turkish Historical Society.

Until now, the “official Turkish version” of the deportations and related events
has generally viewed foreign archival material as one-sided and propagandistic,
and therefore as an unreliable source for writing history. Consequently, the
material found in the Ottoman archives has be used to the exclusion of foreign
sources. In Ermeniler: Siirgiin ve Gog, the Turkish Historical Society has
adopted a new approach. Foreign archival documents have now been incorporated
into the “Turkish version,” but in a corrupted and bowdlerized form.
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By these new methods the THS and those working on its behalf have simply
decided to take up the legacy of the German government and Johannes Lepsius.
In 1919, while the peace talks were proceeding in Paris, these two parties collabo-
rated in tampering with and intentionally distorting German documents in order to
exculpate the German Reich from any responsibility for the Armenian genocide.
Now, the THS and its authors have taken to distorting and altering foreign archival
documents in order to bring them in line with the policies of the Turkish regime
and its official version of late Ottoman history. Ermeniler Siirgiin ve Gog¢ is an
intellectual crime, not only against the Turkish academic community, but also
against the international community of scholars.
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Both the originals and the versions published by Lepsius may be viewed on the aforementioned site http://
www.armenocide.net.

Wolfgang Gust, “Magical square.”

Hermann Goltz and Axel Meissner, compilers, Deutschland, Armenien und die Tiirkei 1895—1915. Doku-
mente und Zeitschriften aus dem Dr. Johannes Lepsius Archiv an der Martin-Luther Universitit Halle
Wittenberg (Munich: K. G. Saur, 1999).

PA-AA/R14088/MF7129/23—-50. Scheubner’s report, along with its appendices, is quite long, more than 12
pages, and it would have been better to translate the entire document to see the scope of the distortion.
“Zu Beginn des Juni wurde aus Erserum die erste Gruppe der armenischen Notabeln ausgewiesen mit einer
Frist von 14 Tagen.”

“Haziran’da Ermeniler 14 giin ara ile goc ettirildi.”

“Die meisten erhielten eine Frist von 14 Tagen zu Reisevorbereitungen.”

“Ot yandan bu raporda goriilmektedir ki, hemen her yerde goc i¢in 14 giinliik bir sure tamnmustr.”

tehcir edilenlere esyalarini yanlarina alma ve satma, bazi tiiccar ve Ermenilere, mallar1 ve degerli esyalarini
emniyete almak icin Osmanli Bankasina teslim etme izni verilmistir.

Here is the full passage in German: “Im allgemeinen sind die Bewohner Erserums jedoch bei ihrer Aussie-
delung weit besser behandelt worden als die anderer Stddte Dem Entgegenkommen des Wali und meinen
Bemiihungen zufolge wurden ihnen folgende Erleichterungen gewihrt: 1) Die meisten erhielten eine Frist
von 14 Tagen zu Reisevorbereitungen. 2) Es wurde ihnen gestattet, ihre Sachen mitzunehmen oder zu ver-
kaufen. 3) Ein Teil der Kaufleute und Notabeln hatte die Moglichkeit, ihre Waren, Sachen und Kostbarkeiten
der Ottomanbank zur Aufbewahrung in der armenischen Kirche zu geben.”

For one example of this, in this case, the evacuation of the environs around Erzurum, see the report by the
German Colonel Stange dated August 23, 1915. PA-AA/Botschaft Konstantinopel/Bd. 170/MF7254/27-35.
For a discussion of the deportations from Erzurum and its environs, as well as the fate of the deportees, see:
Hilmar Kaiser, “‘A scene from the inferno’: the Armenians of Erzururm and the genocide 1915-1916,” in
Hans Lukas-Kieser and Dominik J. Schaller, eds, The Armenian Genocide and the Shoah (Ziirich: Chronos
Verlag, 2002), pp 129-187.

“Wihrend meiner und des Walis Abwesenheit von Erserum wurden ihnen diese Aufenthaltsscheine auf
Befehl des Armee-Oberkommandierenden plotzlich entzogen. Sie mussten Erserum in kiirzester Zeit verlas-
sen und viele von ihnen konnten sich nicht einmal mit dem Notwendigsten fiir die Reise versehen.”
“Ama bu 6zel izin, bir anda ordu komutanliginca iptal edildi. Onlar kisa siire igerisinde Erzurumu terk etmek
zorunda kaldilar.”

“Zu Beginn des Mai fiihrten die bekannten Vorgédnge von Wan dazu, dass die Regierung und die Militarbe-
horden zu scharfen Massregeln gegen die Armenier griffen. Alle noch mit der Waffe dienenden Armenier
wurden aus dem Heere entfernt und in Arbeiter-Bataillone gesteckt. Die Bewohner der Erserum und der
Passin Ebene, die nur noch aus Frauen, Kindern und alten Ménnern bestand, wurden aus ihren Dorfern
vertrieben und sollten zwangsweise nach Mesopotamien gebracht werden. Diese mit militdrischen Riick-
sichten begriindete Massnahme wurde mit unnétig riicksichtsloser und grausamer Weise durchgefiihrt.
Auf dem Wege nach Ersindjan wurden die Betreffenden bei Mamschatun, Sansar, Euphrat Briicke und
Piérdz von Kurden und tiirkischen Freiwilligen iiberfallen, beraubt und getotet. Die Zahl der Umgekomme-
nen diirfte zwischen 10—20000 betragen, nach Angabe der Regierung nur 3 bis 4000. In derselben Zeit
wurden die Bewohner der Ersindjaner Ebene bei ihrem Durchzug durch die Schlucht von Kemach gleich-
falls bis auf wenige beraubt und getotet, die Frauen entfiihrt. Hierbei soll, wie mir glaubwiirdig mitgeteilt
wurde, tiirkisches Militdr bezw. Gendarmen beteiligt gewesen sein.”
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These last two sentences are produced by the authors on the following pages as an example that “the gov-
ernment was not always successful in matters of security” (hiikumetin giivenlik konusunda her zaman bagar-
i1 olmadigi, p 83). If the authors had read other reports from this region, Scheubner-Richter’s report of July
9, 1915 (PA-AA/Botschaft-Konstantinopel/169/MF7249/93-95), for instance, they would have known that
these events were orchestrated by the Union and Progress Party and the Erzurum Police Commissioner, but
this is a separate issue.

Es ist tief bedauerlich, dass infolge der von der Militdrbehorde geduldeten Haltung des Komitees und seiner
dunklen Hinterménner die militdrisch und politisch in mancher Hinsicht vielleicht zu begriindende
Massnahme der Aussiedelung der Armenier aus den Grenzgebieten in einen Rache-, Vernichtungs-und
Raubfeldzug gegen sie umgewandelt wurde. Von verniinftig denkenden weiten Kreisen der tiirkischen
Bevolkerung, besonders von den Grundbesitzern, wird diese Ausrottungspolitik auch nicht gebilligt.
Diese Kreise, die mit den Armeniern zusammengearbeitet haben und gut mit ihnen ausgekommen sind,
erkennen die grosse wirtschaftliche und politische Gefahr dieses neuen “Systems der Losung der Arme-
nier-Frage.” Ich bin auch mehrfach bei meinen Fahrten durch das Land von Grossgrundbesitzern, deren
Gast ich war, gefragt worden, warum denn die deutsche Regierung die tiirkische zu einem solchen Vorgehen
gegen die Armenier veranlasst habe. Einer der Fragesteller, ein sehr angesehener und einflussreicher Bey,
fiigte hinzu, es habe wohl frilher Armenier-Massaker gegeben, aber diese hitten sich meist auf Kampfe
der Minner beschrinkt, jetzt morde man entgegen den Vorschriften des Korans zu Tausenden unschuldige
Frauen und Kinder. Dieses geschehe nicht etwa von in Erregung geratenen Volksmengen, sondern system-
atisch und auf Befehl der Regierung—"“des Komitees,” wie er mit Betonung hinzufiigte.

J. Lepsius, Deutschland und Armenien . . ., pp 116—129.

PA-AA/R14089/MF7136/98—7137/11. “Je nach den Gegenden, aus denen die Verschickten kommen, ist der
Verlust an Menschenleben grosser oder geringer gewesen. Im 0stlichen Kleinasien im grossen und ganzen
sehr viel grosser als im westlichen. Im Osten warden von zahlreichen Ziigen 75% umgekommen sein, soweit
nicht Frauen und Médchen in muhammedanische Harems verschleppt worden sind oder in giinstigeren
Fillen in muhammedanischen Familien Schutz gefunden haben. Die in Mesopotamien (z.B. Ras ul Ain
oder Tell Abiad) angekommen Reste waren derart erschopft, dass ein sehr grosser Teil von ihnen auch
noch erlegen ist. Unter diesen Umstidnden erscheint es gewagt, die von englischer Seite veroffentlichte
Zahl von 800,000 getdteten Armenier als von vornherein unmdglich zu bekdmpfen.”

“Niemand wird an diese Zahl glauben, der die Verhiltnisse in der Tiirkei kennt. Mit dieser Zahl wiren iiber
30% aller in der Tiirkei lebenden Armenier einschliesslich Frauen und Kinder getotet. Das ist ganz ausges-
chlossen.”

“... leider is es nicht ausgeschlossen. Uber die Vorkommnisse und Zustinde der grauenhaftesten Art, die die
Vernichtung herbeigeiihrt order begleitet haben, habe ich in den letzten Monaten wieder und immer wieder
berichtet. Der Schluss ist zuldssig, dass nach solchen Vorkommnissen die Zahl der Umgekommenen ausser-
ordentlich hoch sein muss.”

“Gesamtzahl der Armenier in der Tiirkei 2%2 Millionen ... Im gesamten Kleinasien ist hoch gerechnet V2
Million von der Verschickung verschont gelieben ... in Syrien und Mesopotamien ist hoch gerechnet
eine halbe Million angekommen . .. Die Sterblichkeit unter den in Syrien und Mesopotamien angekomme-
nen ist ausserordentlich hoch und wird noch lange als unmittelbare Folge der Verschickung, deren Ende
noch keineswegs herbeigekommen ist, hoch bleiben. Unter diesen Umstidnden wird, so ergibt sich, eine
Gasamtzahl von 800,000 Umgekommenen von Ernst zu nehmenden Kreisen, die besser unterrichted sein
konnen, als andere, fiir wahrscheinlich erachtet, ja es gilt sogar fiir moglich, dass die Zahl noch hoher ist.”
Ara Sarafian, United States Official Records . . ., p 270.

“478 numarali gonderimden beri (30 Agustos 1915) yiiz binlerce Ermeni daha buraya ulasti1 ve Halep’e sevk
ediliyor.”

Ibid, p 296.

“Vali istegim iizerine Amerikan Kizil Ha¢’indan Ermenilere yardim icin fon alabilecegimi bildirdi.”
Document no 94, Lepsius, Deutschland und Armenien, ibid, p 89.

Document no 109, ibid, pp 99-101.

“27 Haziran tarihli telgrafimda bahsettigim sartlarda kadin ve ¢ocuklarin tehcir edilmesinin olast bir
katliama neden olabilecegi konusunda biitiin meslektaglarimla ayn1 goriisteyiz,” p 76.

PA-AA Botschaft Konstantinopel/Bd. 169/MF7248/73—75. “Von der Deportation werden allein im Vilajet
Trapezunt rund dreiBigtausend Personen betroffen. Ein derartiger Massentransport hunderte von Kilometern
weit auf Wege, wo es an Unterkommen und Verpflegung mangelt und die 300 Kilometer weit als durch
Flecktyphus vollig verseucht gelten miissen, wiirden besonders unter den Frauen und Kindern ungeheuere
Opfer fordern ...”

Agos, 3 Eyliil, 2004.

Sarafian, United States Official Records . .., p 181.
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See, for instance, his report of April 11, 1919, where he says, “I myself saw where 16 bodies were washed
ashore and buried by a Greek woman near the Italian Monastery.” Ibid, p 687.

Ibid, p 181.

Leslie A. Davis, The Slaughterhouse Province. An American Diplomat’s Report on the Armenian Genocide,
1915—1917, Susan K. Blair, ed. (New Rochelle, NY: Artistide D. Caratazas, 1989). See, for instance, the
reports sent from Harput which cite the thousands of bodies around Golciik Lake that Davis claims to
have seen with his own eyes.

DE/PA-AA/R14086, Report by Consul Bergfeld, Trebizond, dated July 9, 1915. See also Heizer’s report of
July 3, 1915 and others for more on the aforementioned exemptions. In Sarafian, United States Official
Records ..., pp 687—688. “Ich habe ... mich gleichzeitig bemiiht bei dem hiesigen Vali eine Milderung
der Ausweisung zu erreichen. Er zeigte meinen in freundschaftlicher Form gehaltenen Vorstellungen ein
williges Gehor und weitestes Entgegenkommen. So wurden von der Deportierung zunichst ausgenommen:
Alle Kinder unter 10 Jahren, Witwen und Waisen, sowie alle weiblichen Personen, welche zur Zeit ohne
mannlichen Schutz sind, worunter auch die Familien der unter den Waffen Stehenden fielen, Kranke und
Schwangere, sowie die katholischen Armenier. Den Kranken und Schwangeren wurde iiberdies erlaubt,
in ihrer Wohnung zu bleiben und eine weibliche Familienangehorige zu ihrer Pflege bei sich zu behalten,
Kinder konnten bei Bekannten untergebracht werden. Schliesslich wurde den Ausgewiesenen auch gestattet
Wertgegenstinde, sowie ihren Hausrat nach einer Einholung einer Genehmigung des Polizeidirektors zu
verkaufen.”

Konsolos raporlarinda ¢ocuk, yash, hasta, kadin ve yetimlerin hastane, yetimhane ve miisliiman evlerine
daginildigi ve daha sonra bir kismuinin peyderpey sevk edildigi yer almaktadir. “Soykirim” yapmay: planla-
yan devlet neden bu kadar segici ve miisfik olsun? Neden muaf kategoriler belirlesin?
“Bedauerlicherweise wurden am dritten Tage, anscheinend auf Weisungen aus Konstantinopel,alle hier
erreichten Ausnahmen, abgesehen von der Erlaubnis des Bleibens fiir die Kinder, wieder aufgehoben.”
Nail had begun as a Unionist fedat, active in both the 1909 Hareket Ordusu and the Committee’s notorious
“Special Organziation” (Tegkildtt Mahsusa). He was appointed responsible secretary (kdtib-i mesul) for Tre-
bizond during WWI, where he played a role in both the deportations and massacres, as well as leading a unit
of the Special Organization. He had no official positon (post) ex-officio function when he had Vali’s decision
recind. As the war was winding down, he was sent to Batum in 1918 to begin national resistance, and played
a role in Turkish War of Independence. As a result of his alleged role in the conspiracy (Izmir Suikastt)
against Mustafa Kemal, he was arrested, tried and hanged by the Ankara Independence Tribunal (Istiklal
Mahkemesi) in 1926. For more on his special role in the events in Trebizond, see Heinzer’s reports,
especially that of April 11, 1915, in Sarafian, United States Official Records . . ., p 687.

For more detailed information about the deportations and killings conducted in the Trebizond region, see:
V. N. Dadrian, “The Armenian genocide: an interpretation,” in Jay Winter, ed., America and the Armenian
Genocide of 1915 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), pp 52—103 and Kevork Y. Suakjian,
“Genocide in Trabizond: a case study of Armeno-Turkish relations during the First World War,” unpub-
lished dissertation, University of Nebraska (Lincoln), 1981, pp 107-152.

In his reply to my pieces in Agos, Professor Cicek takes issue with my first critical article, stating that
“[t]hose who read Ak¢am’s critique might well suppose that those Armenians who are Russian subjects
were to establish one state, while those belonging to the Ottoman realm were to established another state
... Akgam’s critique make no sense, because the Armenians [of both Russian and Ottomans] acted together
for the purpose of establishing an independent Armenian state (bagimsiz Ermenistan).” According to his
logic, it 1s not worthwhile to mention that Armenian citizens of Russia were not fighting against the
Ottoman Empire because there is no difference between one group of Armenians and another. This
shows his ideological and partisan approach to the problem.
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