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AHHOomauyus. ViccnenyeTtcst ocBellleHMe TypelKo-apMsTHCKO BoiiHbl 1920 T. B apMsHCKOI mpecce. Ha ocHOBe aHa/iu3a
my6iuKanuii B razetax «Apamk» (EpeBan), «Mimak» (Tudimnc), «ApeB» (Anekcanmpus) u «AiipeHnk» (BocToH) 3a aBTyCT
1920 . - eBpanp 1921 r. 3yvaeTcst MO3ULMST APMSTHCKMX O6IIIeCTBEHHO-TOIUTUYECKMX KPYTOB T10 TOBOAY PO 0/KAIOLIETr0CsT
BOEHHOTO KOHGIMKTA Mexkny Typiyeit u ApMeHueii, a Takke AMHAMMKA Pa3BUTHS X B3aMMOOTHOIIeH . OTMeYaeTcs, YTo
apMSsIHCKasI ITOIMTUYeCKast 3JIMTa MepeoleHnIa COOCTBEHHbIE CUJTbI i HeTOOI€HIIa BO3MOKHOCTM KeMaJIMCTCKOM Typuyn,
YTO 3HAUMTETHHO MOBIMSIJIO Ha IToNUTUYeckue pemrenus. [Togaepskka Typinu CoBeTckoii Poccueii u 6e3feiicTBie 3amagHbIX
COIO3HMKOB ApMEHMM TaKKe MIMPOKO 00CYKAANINCh B apMSIHCKOI ITpecce TOro BpeMeHu. [ToJuepKuBaeTcss MbIC/Ib O TOM, UTO,
C OZIHO¥ CTOPOHBI, OIITIO3UIVIOHHAS ITPecca 0OBUHSIIA B CTIOKUBILENCS CUTYalyy TPaBUTETbCTBO Pecybmku ApMeHus, a ¢ Ipy-
TOVi CTOPOHBI, TIEPUOIMKA APMSTHCKO PeBOMIOIIMOHHOM denepannm «JJaurHaKIyTIOH» TIbITaIACh ITOKAa3aTh, UYTO PEIIAOMM
(akTOpOM OKOHUAHMS TPOTUBOCTOSIHMS SIBJISIIOTCS] BHEIITHIME CUJIBI M UTO MOpaskeHie ApMeHNM B BoiiHe (haKTUUeCcKy Heus-
6e3xHO. C 6OJBIIMM OIO3/IaHMeM ToyJaia MHGOPMAaIMIO IIpecca apMsIHCKOJ AMACIIOPhI, UTO IIPUBOAMIIO K paclipoCcTpaHe-
HUIO YCTapeBIIMX M YaCTO BBIMBIIIJIEHHbIX CBe,ELeHMﬁl. O,E[HI/[M us3 Han6onee SIPKUX IIPMMEPOB B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTE SIBJISIE€TCST
coobieHne 06 orBoeBaHuM apMsHamu T. Kapca. JlesiaeTcst BBIBOJ, O TOM, UTO KakK IMPaBUTENbCTBO Pecrybmmku ApmeHnst,
TaK ¥ OTIMO3UI[MOHHbIE CUJIBI HE OCHOBBIBA/IM CBOU ITOJIMTHUUYECKIE PACUeThl Ha afjeKBaTHOI OLleHKe PerMOHaIbHOM U MEXIY-
HapOMHOJ CUTyalUy U MPOTHO3MPOBAIM COOBITHSI, TPUHMMASI JKelaeMoe 3a IeiicTBUTeNbHOe. VIMEHHO M0 9TOM MpuuuHe

KaTacTpoduyeckye MOCIeCTBIS BOHBI MMeny 3GdEKT X0TOAHOTO AyIia IJIsS apMSIHCKOTO 06IIIecTBa.
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BaazodapHocme. VicciienoBaHue BHIMIOJIHEHO TPY (GMHAHCOBOJ IToaaepskke KoMmuTeTa 1o BoiciieMy 06pa30BaHMIO M HayKe
Pecny6nuku ApMeHus B paMKax HayuHoro rpoekra 21T-6A269 «OTpaskeH1e TypeIiko-apMsIHCKOi BoiHbI 1920 I. B apMSHCKO#
nipecce 1920-1940 rr.» ¥ rocyiapcTBeHHO IPOTpaMMbl HAYIHBIX MCCIeT0BaHMii «O6IIeCcTBO ¥ TYMaHUTapHasi 6e301MacHOCTb
6eopyccKoro rocymapcrsa» Pecy6inky Benapych B paMKax HaydyHO-MCC/I€A0BATeIbCKOI paboThl «COBETCKOE MPOIIIOe
B KOHIIETII[MM COBPEMEHHOI MCTOpUUEeCKOii moauTuky Pecrry6imku Benapycb» (N2 roc. perucrpanyy 1.06.14).

ACBATAEHHE TYPC—)I_IKA-APM‘S,IHCKAI‘/'I BAWHEI 1920 r.
Y APMAHCKAMU ITPOCE
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AHnamaupisa. [Tacienyeriia acBSITIEHHE TypaliKa-apMsiHCKal BaiiHbl 1920 1.y apMsHCKaii mpace. Ha acHOBe aHasti3y my6iti-
Kalplil y razetax «Apamk» (EpaBan), «Mmrak» (Teiditic), «Apay» (Anekcanapsis) i «AripaHik» (bocraH) 3a skHiBeHb 1920 . — j110-
Thl 1921 r. BbIByUaeliia nasiipisi apMSIHCKIX TpaMa/icKa-HaJliThIYHbIX KOjJIay HAKOHT BaeHHAra KaHQUIikTy rmamixk Typuplsit
i ApmeHisiit, a TakcaMma AbIHAMiKa pa3Billlid ix y3aemMaaJHOCiH. Al3Havael1a, IITo apMsSHCKas MaTiThIUHAas J1iTa IepaaljaHina
VacHbIS CiTbl i HefaallaHiia MarypImMactli kemasticikait Typiipli, IITO 3HAUHA MaYTIIbIBa/Ia Ha AT ThIYHBIS palIsHHi. [TaaTpeivMka
Typuslii CaBerikaii Pacisii i 6s313eiiHaciib 3aX0IHiX caro3HiKay ApMeHii Takcama HIbIpoka abMsIpKOYBaJIics ¥ apMsTHCKali mpace
Taro vacy. [TamkpaciBaeliia mymka ab ThIM, IIITO, 3 aIHAro 60Ky, anasinpiiiHas mpaca abBiHaBauBaa ¥ icHyrouaii ciTyalpri ypam
Pacry6imiki ApMeHis, a 3 ipyrora 60Ky, Iepblénbika ApMSTHCKA paBaTioNbIitHa Genapalipli «JalrHaKIyIoH» CIIpabaBaja maka-
3allb, HITO BhIpAIaTbHBIM (DaKTapaM 3aKaHYIHHS CYIpPalLbCTATHHS 3’SIY/ISIOIA 3HEIHisI CiJTb i ITO mapaXkaHHe ApMeHii § BaitHe
(akThIuHa Hema36exkHa. 3 BSUTIKIM ClTa3HEHHeM aTpbIMITiBasia iH(apMallbIio ITp3ca apMsHCKal AbIsICIaphl, IITO MPbIBO/3iIa a
pacrnayCloisKBaHHS CacTapaJIbIX i YacTa BbIAYMaHbIX 3BeCTaK. AITHBIM 3 HaiibObIII IPKiX MPBIKIAAAY Y AaL3eHbIM KaHTIKCIIE
3’ayseriia naBegaMaeHHe ab ThIM, IITO apMsiHe anBasiBati r. Kapc. Po6iliiia BbICHOBA a6 ThIM, II'TO SIK ypaj, Pacmy6miki ApmeHis,
TaK i anasilbIiiHbIS Ci/IbI He 3aCHOYBaJIi CBae MasliThIUHbIS pa3/liki Ha afdKBaTHAa all9HIIbI paTisHaIbHAal i MiskHapogHAali CiTyallbli
i mparHasaBaJii mazi3ei, MpbIMarOYbl JKaJaHae 3a campayaHae. MeHaBiTa ma ratait mpbelubiHe KaTacTpadiuyHbIsl HACTYTICTBbI BATHBI
Merti 3deKT XaJogHara qyia Jyisi apMsiHCKara rpaMazcTsa.

Kniouaewis cnoest: Ceypcki maraBop; [epirast Pacry6ika Apmewist; Typiibist; CaBelrkast Pacist; Typaiika-paciiickist agHoci-
HBI; pyX KeMaJlicTay.

Iad3ska. JacnenaBaHHe BbIKaHAHA MPbI hiHAHCABal MaaTPIMITBI KaMiTaTa IMa BBIISIAIIAl aayKallbli i HaByIIbl PacImy6miKi
ApmeHis ¥ pamkax HaBykoBara rpaekTta 21T-6A269 «ApjiocTpaBaHHe TypalKa-apMsiHCKaii BajiHbl 1920 r. y apMsiHcKaii mpace
1920-1940 rr.» i A3sIp>KayHa MparpaMbl HAaBYKOBBIX JacieqaBaHHsy «[paMazicTBa i rymaHiTapHas 6sicrieka 6Gesapyckait a3sipyka-
BbI» Pacry6tiki Besapych y paMKax HaByKOBa-maciequai paboTsl «CaBelikae MiHyae ¥ KaHIIIIIbIi CyyacHaii ricrapbIuHaii ma-
JiThIKi Pacmy6miki Benapych» (N2 g3sipsk. paricrpartbli 1.06.14).
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Abstract. The article studies the reporting of the events of 1920 Turkish-Armenian War in Armenian press. The corre-
sponding analysis of the «Yaraj» (Yerevan), «Mshak» (Tiflis), «<Arev» (Alexandria) and «Hayrenik» (Boston) newspaper publi-
cations for August 1920 — February 1921 allows us to find out position of Armenian socio-political circles regarding possible
developments of relations and ongoing military conflict between Turkey and Armenia. It shows that Armenian political elites
overestimated their own capacities and underestimated the ones of the Kemalist Turkey, and it greatly influenced the former
political decisions. The support of Turkey by Soviet Russia and the inactivity of Western allies of Armenia was also widely
discussed in that time Armenian press. On the one hand, the opposition press blamed the government of the Republic of
Armenia for that situation, on the other hand, the periodicals of the Armenian revolutionary federation «Dashnaktsutyun»
tried to show that external factors had played their decisive role, and that the defeat in the war had been inevitable. The Ar-
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menian diaspora press mostly received information with a major delay: outdated and often untrue news circulated for a long
time. One of the most memorable examples was the news about the recapture of the city of Kars by the Armenians. The study
of the Armenian press before the war shows that both the government of the Republic of Armenia and the main opposition
forces did not found their political calculations on adequate assessments of the regional and international situation and thus
made their attempts to predict the events, and they accepted their desires instead of reality. It was for this reason that the
disastrous consequences of the war had an effect of a cold shower for the Armenian community.

Keywords: Treaty of Sevres; First Republic of Armenia; Turkey; Soviet Russia; Turkish-Russian relations; Kemalist movement.
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Introduction

Turkish-Armenian relations obtained fundamental
significance during the entire period of existence of the
first republic of Armenia (28 May 1918 — December 1920).
It was the Ottoman Empire, that became the first state
to recognise Armenia’s independence with the Batumi
Treaty of 4 June 1918. However, both the provisions of the
treaty and the previous development of Turkish-Arme-
nian relations, including the Armenian genocide [1], could
not contribute to the formation of equal and sovereign
relations between the two states. Added to that, it was
a fact that starting from that time until the Armistice of
Mudros on 30 October 1918 Turkey became the dominant
state in the region. Taking advantage of the situation in
Russia, it set out to create a balance of forces in the South
Caucasus that fundamentally contradicted the aspira-
tions of the Republic of Armenia for the sovereignty and
sustainability of the state. However, as Russia, the former
main centre of power in the region, was absent, the Ar-
menian leadership had no other option but to recognise
its own country as the leader of the region and had to
accept that situation and the entire reality.

The situation changed a lot after the Armistice of Mud-
ros. The Ottoman Empire was defeated and forced to with-
draw its troops from the Turkish-Russian borders as of
1914. As for other great powers, Great Britain occupied the
dominant position in the region. That was a period when
the world’s most important political agenda was being
shaped at the 1919 Paris peace conference. The hopes of
Armenians were directly related to that peace conference.
That was reflected in the fact that they sent two delegati-
ons to participate in that conference instead of one. One of
them represented the Republic of Armenia under the lea-
dership of A. Aharonyan, and the other was headed by
a prominent Egyptian-Armenian figure, P. N. Pasha (his
father, N. Nubaryan, had been the first Prime Minister of
Egypt), who spoke on behalf of Western Armenians.

Hundreds of thousands of Armenians, within the ar-
mies of the Russian Empire, participated in the war against
the Ottoman Empire. In addition, about 10 thsd volunteers
joined them. Armenians diaspora formed a volunteer le-
gion within the French army, known as Eastern and then

as Armenian. Both the Armenian political circles and the
Entente states considered the Armenians as allies who
had suffered enormous losses during the I World War, so
they should receive compensation, and the peace con-
ference should meet their requests. It was obvious that
there should be an independent Armenian state in the
new world, which should include the Armenian vilayets
(provinces) that had been parts of the Ottoman Empire,
to which Russian Armenia should also join (perhaps
Cilicia would also be included in that state).

Regarding the later events, those expectations did
not allow Armenian politicians to correctly assess the
decisive changes that took place in the region, and they
became of fatal importance for the Republic of Armenia.
In particular, the Milli movement led by M. K. Ataturk was
extremely important, as it was doing everything to pre-
vent the partition of Turkey as much as possible and ex-
clude the transfer of the Western Armenian provinces
to the Republic of Armenia. Besides, close cooperation
between M. K. Ataturk and the Bolshevik leadership of
Russia was soon established, which had also been direc-
ted against Armenia. In September 1920 200 kilograms
of gold, sent as aid from Russia, arrived in Erzurum.
On 20 September 1920 M. K. Ataturk signed the order
to attack Armenia. The attack began on 28 September
1920 [2, p. 75-76].

At the same time, none of the Western allies of Ar-
menia took any practical steps to support the liberation
of Western Armenia, the disarmament of Turkish troops
there, or the organisation of the repatriation of Armeni-
ans. Despite hundreds, perhaps thousands, of corre-
sponding documents circulated in the diplomatic offices
of the Entente states, that issue remained unresolved.

Armenia accepted the Treaty of Sevres as the only
option for demarcation of the Turkish-Armenian border,
and Ataturk’s government did not recognise it absolutely.
The war became inevitable. Being convinced that the
Western countries would not provide any practical assis-
tance to Armenia and receiving a green light from Rus-
sia, Turkish troops invaded Armenia at the end of Sep-
tember 1920'.

!The topic of the Turkish-Armenian War is discussed in detail in the reports [3-7]. Turkish historians consider the issue mainly
within the framework of the war for independence led by M. K. Ataturk [8].
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Research methodology

The authors followed the principles of historicity, im-
partiality, and comprehensiveness. The study used the his-
torical-comparative method, as well as the content ana-
lysis of newspaper articles. It was possible to achieve the
objectives of the research through the above-mentioned
methodology and the involvement of factual materials.

Within the framework of this article, we attempted to
analyse not the very military operations and the course
and consequences of the war, but their reflection in the Ar-
menian press of that historical period. Its discussions al-
low a more complete understanding of the spirit of the ti-
me the expectations of society and political circles, the
way of thinking, and the assessment of those events. It is
interesting to evaluate the sources of information, and mis-
information, as well as the focus on various actors.

Some of the most important Armenian newspapers of
the time, like «Yaraj» (Yerevan), «Mshak» (Tiflis), «Arev»
(Alexandria), and «Hayrenik» (Boston), published in the
period of August 1920 to February 1921, have also been
studied by us. All the materials were subject to content
analysis.

«Yaraj» is a daily Yerevan newspaper was published in
1919-1920. It was the press organ of the Bureau of the Ar-
menian Revolutionary Federation «Dashnaktsutyun» (he-
reinafter — ARF «Dashnaktsutyun»). Its editors were V. Na-

vasardyan, S. Vratsyan, and A. Chilingaryan (R. Darbinyan)
[9, p. 34]. «Mshak» (T1ﬂ1s) was one of the most important
periodicals of the late 19" and 20™ centuries in the Eas-
tern Armenian milieu, so its role in social and political life
became quite significant. Although Tiflis was located out-
side the Republic of Armenia, the newspaper’s information
formed largely local rather than foreign discourse.

Egypt and the USA hosted some of the most impor-
tant communities of the Armenian diaspora, witnessing
huge fundamental transformations as a result of the
Armenian genocide which led to the forming of a new
system. The Armenian community in Egypt was one of
the main centres of the diaspora in the 1920-30s. At the
same time, Boston? was one of the centres of the Arme-
nian community in the USA as well as home to one of
the largest Armenian communities abroad, and the «Hay-
renik» daily had become one of the most influential
Armenian periodicals for decades.

From a political point of view, «Yaraj» and «Hayrenik»
were the ruling ARF «Dashnaktsutyun» dailies in the
Republic of Armenia, «<Mshak» was neutral, and «Arev»
expressed the views of the Ramkavar (Democratic Liberal)
Party, the biggest force opposing the ARF «Dashnak-
tsutyun» in the Armenian milieu at the time, with the ac-
tual leader in the person of the latter, P. N. Nubar.

The eve of the war

The excitement caused by the Treaty of Sevres daz-
zled the eyes of Armenian politicians observing the
events that were taking place in the region. It was re-
flected in the criticism in the Armenian press of the
limited size of the territories to be ceased to Armenia
according to the treaty. For example, the first article in
«Arev» on 13 August 1920, notifying about the Treaty of
Sevres, said that unlike Greeks, Armenians should not
be too enthusiastic: first, because they paid a very high
price for what they had received. Then, an important part
of it went to Armenia just by agreement, and Armenians
would need new sacrifices to finally take over those
territories. There was a hope that the Greeks would go
deeper into Anatolia, towards Ankara and Sivas. It also
noted that the great dream of centuries had come true:
countless victims were not in vain. Now the question of
Cilicia remained the only one®.

On the other side of the ocean, the news of the signing
of the long-awaited treaty reached the pages of Bos-
ton’s «Hayrenik» two days later. They cited A. Aharony-
an, the head of the Armenia delegation, who had signed
the treaty: «For the sake of the Republic of Armenia,
I signed the peace treaty with Turkey, which established
the independence of the United Armenia. In this decisive

hour, which opens a new era of freedom and progress
for the Armenian nation, we recall with emotion the
memory of all those who fell for the sake of the Mother-
land»* (hereinafter our translation. — E. M., V. M., M. G.,
H. M., T. Gh.).

That time, the trend to overestimate the strength of
the Armenian army and underestimate the Turkish forces
was evident. Back on 5 August 1920 «Hayrenik» pub-
lished an excerpt from Al. Khatisyan’s interview, given
by him to the newspaper «Chakatamart» (Constantino-
ple): «One cannot remain neutral, having seen our army.
For two whole years, it was half-naked and half-hungry.
All of them are full of love for the motherland and of their
belief in victory. And tomorrow you will see what the Ar-
menian army is worth»°. H. Kajaznuni, the first Prime Mi-
nister of the Republic of Armenia, spoke in the same
spirit during a meeting with about 400 representatives
of the Armenian community in New York on 8 August
1920: «Fight! Endless fight! We are the victorious ones;
in this war, victorious is the one who fights for a long
time. We will fight until our final victory. I have already
sacrificed my two young children; there is the third one;
he is also serving in the Armenian army now; he must
march and fight, as that is everyone’s duty»°.

Los Angeles became the most important centre for American Armenians only in the second half of the 20™ century.

The signing of the Turkish Pact // Arev. 1920. 13 Aug. P. 1 (in Armen.).

Aharonyan signs the Armenian-Turkish treaty on behalf of the Republic of Armenia // Hayrenik. 1920. 15 Aug. P. 1 (in Armen.).
>Armenia and its neighbours. The motherland needs all its children: the army relies on us // Ibid. 5 Aug. P. 2 (in Armen.).

°A celebration in honor of the first Prime Minister of Armenia, Hovhannes Kajaznuni, and His Holiness Catholicos Khoren // Ibid.

17 Aug. P. 2 (in Armen.).
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A. Aharonyan’s statement, published on the eve of
the war, sounds incredibly unrealistic from the distan-
ce of a century: «As I said, it depends on the wisdom of
the Turkish leaders to avoid all the serious consequen-
ces that could be devastating for them by implementing
the pact. <...> Contrary to the unspeakable atrociti-
es that the Turks committed against the innocent Ar-

menian people, I believe that if the Turks will sincere-
ly try to make us forget the injustices committed by
them in a good neighbourly manner, the Armenian
people will pursue fair and honest work, daily ear-
nings. Thus, we will slowly accept that neighbourhood
and should not think to respond to atrocities with
blood»’.

The course of the war

The following was what «Yaraj» wrote about the start
of the war: «On the night of 28 September, the Turks
made a strong attack on the front of Peneak and Bar-
dus. Our troops showed strong resistance and fortified
themselves on the heights of Verishen. On the same
day, 28 September, large Turkish forces launched an
attack on Karaurgan, from where our troops withdrew
to the Soghanlukh mountain range. Enemy forces were
also seen in the Karakurt region. It has become clear
that the immediate goal of the enemy is to cut the
Sarighamish — Kars railway and deprive our troops and
people of the Sarighamish and Kaghzvan regions of free-
dom»®. It is clear from the government message that
after the start of large-scale operations, the Armenian
command deported the population of Sarighamish and
Kaghzvan in the night of 29 September, which, according
to the statement, was done «in order to avoid casualties
and to capture more convenient positions»’.

If «Yaraj» started publishing news about the war on
30 September, «Arev» of Alexandria reported the first
news about it on 8 October'’ and «Hayrenik» — on 10 Oc-
tober: «Kazim Karabekir Pasha marches through Ar-
menia in the direction of Olti. The Armenian army is
bravely resisting!!».

From the beginning to the end of the war, the head-
line «To the Battlefield» appeared on the front page of
«Yaraj». On the cover of the newspaper and in different
sections of other pages, one can see various appeals
aimed at confronting both external and internal ene-
mies. Thus, since the 30 September issue on, we see the
following appeals: «Our age-old enemy has risen again.
He is knocking at our doors with red flags. His goal is
to subdue Armenia and join the Bolsheviks», «Internal
traitors are also waiting for them to come», «Get ready,
Armenian people, the Turkish threat is coming», «<Who
is not with us... is our enemy», «Death to the internal
foes, death to the enemy», «Let us strengthen the ranks,
strengthen the front», «We suppressed the Bolshevik
riots. We will defeat the bloody Turk!2».

Hopes to liberate Western Armenia as a result of on-
going battles testify to an unrealistic assessment of the
situation at the beginning of the war: «It is necessary to
get thoroughly ready not only to expel our enemy out of
our western borders, but also to strike him with such
a final blow that he will no longer be able to resist us in
Western Armenia at all. The battles in the direction of
Sarighamish, Olti, and Igdir should be battles for Erzu-
rum, Van, and Bitlis. According to that high goal, there
should also be the momentum and magnitude of the
blow to be stricken by us»'.

Newspapers represent the enthusiasm with which
the population of Armenia voluntarily went to the front.
For example, «Arev» wrote that people were going to
Kars on foot, there were no men left on the streets, and
everyone was going to join our army'*.

Gradually, that enthusiasm changed to more sober
assessments. Speaking about the failure of the offensive
operations of the Armenian forces in the direction of
Sarighamish and Merdenek on 14 October, the article
(sent from Kars) concluded: «First, we saw that the ene-
my was not to be despised, so we had no right to look at
him with too much self-confidence, he is strong enough,
experienced, careful, and balanced in what he is doing»".

In fact, for the first time since the beginning of the
war, on the pages of «Yaraj» we see that the enemy was
not underestimated, and calls appear for caution in the
next operations, which had been absent in the previous
weeks.

T. Pashalyan called on in his article at «<Hayrenik»
neither to worry too much about failures, nor to be too
excited about positive news. He interpreted the retreat
of the Armenian troops as a temporary tactical opera-
tion: «The reported Armenian retreat, then, was nothing
but a temporary movement to stronger and unconque-
rable places»®.

On 10 November, in «Arev» we come across the analy-
sis of one and a half months of the ongoing war, where
it said that the Turks had achieved their first successes

"Aharonyan’s statements // Hayrenik. 1920. 21 Sept. P. 1 (in Armen.).
8Government message (on September 30). To the citizens of Armenia // Yaraj. 1920. 1 Oct. P. 1 (in Armen.).

‘Ibid.

19The new victory of the Armenian army // Arev. 1920. 8 Oct. P. 3 (in Armen.).
!Kazim Karabekir attacks Armenia and sees the heroic resistance of the Armenian army (private telegram) // Hayrenik. 1920.

10 Oct. P. 3 (in Armen.).
2yaraj. 1920. 9 Sept. P. 1 (in Armen.).

BEditorial. Towards a decisive blow, towards the final victory // Yaraj. 1920. 10 Oct. P. 2 (in Armen.).

“Enthusiasm in Armenia // Arev. 1920. 8 Oct. P. 2 (in Armen.).

>The value of the attempted attack on October 14 // Yaraj. 1920. 23 Oct. P. 2 (in Armen.).
1pashlyan T. Military status, balance of forces, assumptions, and probabilities // Hayrenik. 1920. 19 Oct. P. 1 (in Armen.).
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without facing any serious resistance. The first real bat-
tles took place in front of Kars and near Igdir, in which
the Armenian army was victorious. After that, the Ar-
menian army, using the time to prepare, gathering vo-
lunteers according to the latest telegrams, defeated the
Turks near Sarighamish and Igdir, and the Armenians
recaptured those cities!’.

«Yaraj» also criticises Armenia’s former allies: «...big
and small allies have left the Armenians, their little ally,
in the struggle of life and death in front of the enemies
and are watching with demonic coldness and indiffe-
rence how we are being killed, how the little Armenian
people are slowly being annihilated»'®. Particularly,
France and Italy came under criticism: «While the Tur-
kish troops, disregarding the Treaty of Sevres, advance
on Armenia, the two representatives of European diplo-
macy - France and Italy - are trying to provide moral
and material progress to the Turkish thugs who have
been fighting alongside Germany for four years»'’.

On 14 November, «Hayrenik» published the news of
the fall of Kars, which it got from Paris on the previous
day: «After a 4-day fierce battle, Kars was captured by
the Turks on 31 October, who had received a significant
number of auxiliary forces. Our troops have retreated to
Alexandropol with fight»%,

On 22 November, we again came across an article
criticising the allies, in which it was mentioned that the
defeat of Armenia in the war would be dishonorable for
the allies?!.

We find news about a forced cease-fire agreement
with the Turks in the article published on 24 November,
but dated 7 November. It said: «After the fall of Kars, un-
der constant pressure from the enemy, our troops were
forced to retreat step by step to Alexandropol. Yesterday,
on 6 November, the enemy had already approached Ale-
xandropol and threatened the city.

Taking into consideration the threat to the popula-
tion on the one hand, on the other hand, the desire ex-

pressed by us, as well as by the Turkish government, to
start negotiations in order to conclude the reconcilia-
tion agreement, the Armenian government turned to
their government, offering to start negotiations. The pla-
ce and time will be decided soon»*%.

The resumption of hostilities after the cease-fire
violation gave Armenians hope that the situation would
change. The press made comparisons with the heroic
battles of May 1918: «Let all our thoughts go back to the
decisive battle of Sardarapat, where our today’s heroes
laid the foundation of Armenia’s political and national
independence with such great courage in May 1918»25.
It continues: «For those who have deep conviction and
faith in the endurance of the Armenian race, all these
events are just nothing»**.

Faked news also appeared in the press. In particular,
there were rumors that the Armenians had recaptured
Kars?®.

It is interesting that if at the beginning of the war
the strength of the Turkish troops was underestimated,
then by the end of the war, the opposite attitude was the
reason for the failures. A. Rshtuni wrote in Boston’s ARF
«Dashnaktsutyun» organ: «Armenia, with its valiant
army, unintentionally entered into a war against forces
ten times bigger than itself»*°.

In addition to the notes on intermittent cease-fires,
small border escalations, and troop movements, «Ya-
raj» also referred to the negotiations that had begun in
Alexandropol in the last days of the war. However, due
to the lack of true information, the newspaper was unab-
le to provide details, but only tried to understand the
situation and made predictions with some analyses. In-
formation about the negotiations appeared on the pages
of «Hayrenik» on 1 December?’.

Information about the signing of the Alexandropol
Treaty was published in «Hayrenik» on 11 December?,
«Arev» mentioned the Alexandropol Treaty on 13 De-
cember?’ and its articles reviewed it only on 16 January>’.

About Turkish-Russian cooperation

Even on the eve of the war, there were reports of
Turkish-Russian cooperation: «In the middle of this
month, the Turkish troops, wanting to occupy the coal
mines, appeared in the direction of the Olti region with

superior forces, forcing our military units to retreat.
At the same time, a Soviet Russian military unit, which
was located on the north-eastern border of the Ghazakh
region, appeared and pushed back the Armenian military

"The Armenian front // Arev. 1920. 10 Novemb. P. 2 (in Armen.).

8Drsetsi. We and our allies // Yaraj. 1920. 17 Oct. P. 1 (in Armen.).

Editorial. The war of the Armenian people and European diplomacy I // Hayrenik. 1920. 17 Oct. P. 2 (in Armen.).

2 Armistice conditions (private telegram) // Ibid. 14 Novemb. P. 1 (in Armen.).
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25T Sardarapat // Hayrenik. 1920. 21 Novemb. P. 2 (in Armen.).
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% Armenian-Turkish War // Arev. 1920. 26 Novemb. P. 3 (in Armen.) ; The Turks ask for a cease-fire as the Armenian forces recap-
tured Kars (private telegram) // Hayrenik. 1920. 28 Novemb. P. 1 (in Armen.).

26Rshtuni A. «Long live Garapekir» // Ibid. 1 Dec. P. 1 (in Armen.).
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group. Armenian troops resorted to a counter-offensive,
drove the enemy from his occupied positions, and took
back the Armenian land that the enemy had seized»>'.
In «Hayrenik» on 14 October we read: «The attack
on Armenia by the Turkish nationalists was dictated by
the Bolsheviks»*%. A day later, in the same newspaper,
we read the strong criticism of N. N. Aghbalyan, one of
the prominent figures of the ARF «Dashnaktsutyun»,
directed at Soviet Russia: «Soviet Russia, that poor coun-
try sense of mind, soul and essence, wants to support
the progress of Ataturk’s troops. The insidious and cruel
Soviet Russia united with the Turks. It really resem-
bles the old, regressive Russia. It allied with Turkey.
This partnership is connected with red blood»>>.
According to «Yaraj», the cooperation between the
Turkish and Bolshevik radio stations are the proof that
«the immediate attack on Armenia was prepared and
carried out with the awareness and support of the Bol-
sheviks»**. Understandably, the Armenian Bolsheviks re-
ceive much more criticism: «Armenian Bolsheviks, tho-

se degenerate elements of our people, today are arming
our ancient enemies, and even the blind can see that
they are the open traitors of our motherland».

«Hayrenik» also blamed the Armenian Bolsheviks:
«The weak-minded followers of V. I. Lenin and L. D. Tro-
tskii, who bear Armenian names but have Turkish and
Tatar hearts, consider more important Enver and Tala-
at, the notable friends of their master — V. 1. Lenin, than
the Armenian national figures and statesmen. Here,
we should not want to blame Russian Bolshevism as
much as Armenian Bolshevism, which wants to estab-
lish contact with the Leninist movement at the cost of
jeopardising the vital interests of the Armenian peo-
ple»®.

On 8 November, «Arev» published the information of
a high-ranking official of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Great Britain, who had disclosed in the parliament
that the Turkish nationalists had received weapons and
munitions from the Bolsheviks via Trabzon and other
ports on the Black Sea®’.

The reasons for the defeat

As one of the reasons for the defeat «Yaraj» conside-
red the good preparation of the Turks and their good mi-
litary school. The Turkish military command also pos-
sessed great skills, and the troops were more numerous
at all fronts than the Armenian forces.

Talking about the reasons for the defeat already
on 8 December, «Hayrenik» blamed Armenia’s allies for
failing to fulfill their obligations>?. That idea was develo-
ped later: «...with our blood and supreme sacrifice, we
actually tested European diplomacy, which for many cen-
turies was soaked in our innocent blood, but we believed
that this time it would be somewhat fair and sincere to-
wards us, at least to atone for its terrible sins of the past»>°.

«Hayrenik» considered that the government of the
Republic of Armenia did all they best, so it should be
out of criticism for the defeat: «Our government and
army did what was humanly possible to protect the
borders of the motherland. Every true Armenian must
accept that no one in this world can do what is not real-
ly possible»*. It also accused the oppositional parties
and forces, who had tried to shift the blame of foreign
countries to the ARF «Dashnaktsutyun»*!. E. Sahakyan

31The last hour // Mshak. 1920. 1 Oct. P. 2 (in Armen.).

considered the main reason for the defeat to be «Soviet
Russia’s invasion of Armenia»*2.

The first analysis of the reasons for the defeat can be
found in «Arev» on 10 December. It mentioned the un-
derestimation of the enemy’s forces as the number one
reason®®. After the war, the hypothesis of betrayal was
also discussed. Russian Armenians were blamed for
the defeat: the Armenian-Russian anti-national spirit
played an important role in the defeat.

The war showed that the Armenian army had no com-
mand. Before the fall of Kars, the enthusiasm of the Arme-
nian army was very high, because rumors spread that An-
dranik would come to Trabzon with Greeks. Even though
it was said that he had already landed in Batumi with
10 thsd Armenian volunteers. Armenians thought that
the Turkish army was in a state of decay. For that purpo-
se, 50 thsd people were conscripted, but after they had
seen the power of the Turks, they became demoralised*.

On 31 December, «Arev» published an abstract from
«The Egyptian Gazette» (Egypt) that the war could have
been avoided if the Treaty of Sevres had been abandoned
in advance®.

32The Turks and the Bolsheviks are working together against the Armenian army // Hayrenik. 1920. 14 Oct. P. 3 (in Armen.).
35 Aghbalyan N. N. Aghbalyan speaks // Ibid. 15 Oct. P. 1 (in Armen.).
3*Editorial. Turkish-Bolshevik conspiracy // Yaraj. 1920. 3 Oct. P. 2 (in Armen.).

3Editorial. Solidarity // Ibid. 8 Oct. P. 2 (in Armen.).
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Two of S. Boroyan’s soldiers, L. Ashchyan and Z. Zar-
daryan, explained the defeat with Russian-Armenian
and Turkish-Armenian contradictions and a negative
attitude towards the latter. In the «Arev» editorial office,
they said there was a festive mood and a wedding in Kars
during the fall. There was a very bad attitude towards the
Armenian volunteers who came from Constantinople,

Cilicia. They did not give food or even weapons to the
Western Armenian volunteers*®.

Furthermore, if people like P. Nubar, G. Noratunkyan,
and H. Guyumjyan had been in power instead of the ARF
«Dashnaktsutyun», the result could have been diffe-
rent?’. Such claims were more indicative of the political
struggle then a dispassionate analysis.

Conclusions

The reporting of the Turkish-Armenian War of 1920
in the Armenian press of that period was of key impor-
tance both in Armenia and in the Armenian diaspora.
People obtained information about it from official state
sources, testimonies of individual persons, and, in the
case of periodicals published abroad, also from local
and European media.

Optimism prevailed on the eve and at the initial
phase of the war, which was based on the overestima-
tion of Armenian’s own forces and the simultaneous
underestimation of the enemy. There were high hopes
that the provisions of the Treaty of Sevres would be im-
plemented concerning Armenia. Even sometimes, they
were considered the minimum possible, and there were
expectations that it would be possible to achieve the an-
nexation of larger territories to Armenia.

During the first month of the war, the newspapers
again showed optimism, emphasising the great enthu-
siasm of the population, the large number of volunteers.
Often, an attempt was made to pick out individual facts
and present them to the public, paying less attention
to failures.

It gradually became obvious that the Armenian side
was losing, and the fall of Kars had the effect of a cold
shower. Therefore, it was no coincidence that even after
that, misinformation that the Armenians allegedly re-

captured Kars took place. The press combined informa-
tion about losses with its understanding of their causes.
If the newspapers of the ARF «Dashnaktsutyun» tended
to see it as the Turkish-Russian cooperation primarily
and the anti-state activities of the Armenian Bolsheviks,
as well as the inactivity of the allies, then the periodicals
with oppositional orientation, in addition to the above
circumstances (or much more), accused the government
of the Republic of Armenia of conducting a reckless po-
licy. Often, that criticism based itself on unrealistic as-
sessments, so the political authorities did not consider
them as determined by just party interests according
to circumstances.

The reporting of the 1920 Turkish-Armenian War
in the Armenian press shows that at that time, social
and political circles made judgments about the milita-
ry-political events in accordance with their own ideas,
but with no desire to establish justice or make correct
assessments. That was also another reason: the fact that
in 1920, Armenia faced enormous territorial and human
losses. Although various analyses of the war have been
made, the study of the mindsets of different layers of the
society of that time helps us to form more complete un-
derstanding of the problem, and it also brings us better
understanding of the logic of decisions made by the
authorities.
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