
THE TRAGEDY OF A DECEIVED NATION

INTRODUCTION: THE ASSYRO-CHALDEANS
[bookmark: _GoBack]Christianity spread to Mosul in the second century, making it the center of the Assyrian spiritual region. The area was then inhabited by descendents of the ancient Assyrian and Chaldean people. The schism between Monophysites and Diaphysites which emerged within the Eastern Catholic Church in the fifth century divided Christians and gave way to sectarian strife that would continue for hundreds of years. The Eastern Assyrians split from the Assyrian Church due to their following of the teachings of Patriarch Nestorius, who, because of his belief that Christ had two natures (diaphysite), had been condemned by the First Council of Ephesus as a heretic. The Eastern Assyrians were thereafter called Nestorians. While there are those who argue that the Nestorians, who speak an Aramaic dialect, are of Assyrian-Aramaic roots, just as the Western Assyrians (Jacobites), there are others who point to the great similarities they share in lifestyle and traditions with the Kurds, and therefore argue that the two people share common roots. Both people call their tribal leaders ‘melik’ or ‘malik’ and both are led by a Patriarch called “Mar Shimun.”
The Assyro-Chaldeans were able to resist the Byzantine Empire through the support of the Sassanids. Following the Islamic conquest, the population structure of this region changed and arabised rapidly. Divisions and sectarian strife amongst the Christian population smoothed the way for Islam to settle and take root. The population took to the mountains during the Mongol conquests and lived in peace under the Ottoman “millet” system. 
The Chaldeans, who came into the Nestorian fold together with the Assyrians in the fifth century, converted to Catholicism in 1551 and united with the Roman Church. Composed mostly of peasants of a peaceful nature, the community was often under attack by the surrounding Kurdish tribes, which incited them to change sects and seek the protection of the Roman Church. The Chaldeans recorded an overwhelming number of deaths during the massacres instigated by the Kurds during the Bedrkhan revolts in the mid-19th century. Many escaped to the region of Urumiye and settled there. [footnoteRef:1]  [1:  The National Archives of the U.K.: Public Record Office (hereafter N.A.: P.R.O.), Foreign Office Records (hereafter FO) 371/10081, E 11359/7/65: Further Answers to the Questionnaire submitted to His Majesty’s Government by the League of Nations Irak Frontier Commission, 17 Dec. 1922; S. H. Longrigg, Iraq 1900 to 1950, A Political, Social and Economic History, 3rd Pr., Beirut, Oxford University Press, 1968, p. 97-8.] 

During the First World War, despite living neither under duress, nor oppression, both the Assyrians and the Chaldeans were tricked by Russian promises which led them to revolt against the Ottoman government in 1915. Russia organized them into three battalions and directed them to fight against the Turks. Once the Russian army disbanded after the Revolution of 1917, they were left unprotected and were attacked by the surrounding Muslim population. Thereupon, together with the Armenians, they left their homelands in Hakkari and Urumiye. Passing through Hamedan, they sought asylum in the province of Mosul (today’s Northern Iraq), then under British occupation. In September 1918, the number of refugees had reached a total of 50 thousand people, of which 35 thousand Assyro-Chaldeans and 15 thousand Armenians. They were settled by the British occupation government in the Bakuba refugee camp set up on the river Diyala, near Baghdad, in November 1918.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  League of Nations, Council, Question of the Frontier between Turkey and Iraq: Report Submitted to the Council by the Commission, Instituted by the Council Resolution of September 30, 1924, Geneva, 20.8.1925, C. 400, M. 147, 1925-VII., p. 31, 51-3; R. Coke, The Heart of the Middle East, London, Thornton, Butterworth Ltd., 1925, p. 204-6; R. I. Lawless, “Iraq: Changing Population Patterns,” Population of the Middle East and North Africa, A Geographical Approach, Ed. by J. I. Clarke, W. B. Fisher, London, University of London Press, 1972, p. 97-129.] 


I. BRITISH OCCUPATION AND THE ASSYRO-CHALDEANS 
The Christian population of Mosul generally had a negative view of the British occupiers. Having been under the influence of French Catholic missionaries for years, they expected to come under French rule. The fact that the Sykes-Picot Agreement had assigned the province of Mosul to the French heightened this expectation.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4149, W 44/120301: “Mesopotamia Administrative Record during British Occupation,” Memorandum by Political Department, India Office, 20 Aug. 1919; Longrigg, p. 94-5.] 

 George Curzon, the British Foreign Secretary, explained in his letter of 6 January 1919 the strategy his country would follow regarding the Turkish truce during the Paris Peace Conference. He indicated that one or several Arab states would be created under British protection in the provinces of Baghdad, Basra and Mosul, and that efforts would be made to gather the Kurdish tribes in the south of the Botan River and the Nestorian tribes in the Great Zab Valley so that each tribe could set up an autonomous government, again under British guidance.[footnoteRef:4] France objected to the establishment of an autonomous Kurdish emirate, believing this to be detrimental for the Assyro-Chaldeans under French protection. Georges Picot officially declared his country’s opposition to this strategy to Mark Sykes while in London.[footnoteRef:5] During the conference, Sait Namık and Rüstem Necib, representing the Assyro-Chaldeans, whose population in south eastern Anatolia barely reached 50 thousand, claimed a stake over the large expanse of land encompassing Mosul, Urumiye, Diyarbakir and Urfa, with the Euphrates to the west, the Lake of Van to the north, the Zagros Mountains to the east and Baghdad in the south. Their aim was to establish an autonomous state under the mandate of a Western power to begin with, and to declare independence once the time was ripe.[footnoteRef:6] The Conference did not judge this aim to be realistic.        [4:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4156, W 44/519: Curzon to Calthorpe, London, 6 Jan. 1919; S. Akşin, İstanbul Hükümetleri ve Millî Mücadele, İstanbul, Cem Yay., 1976, p. 103-5.]  [5:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4191, ME 44/16746/3050: G. Picot to M. Sykes, Paris, 12 Jan. 1919.]  [6:  Y. Akyüz, Türk Kurtuluş Savaşı ve Fransız Kamuoyu 1919-1922, Ankara, Türk Tarih Kurumu Yay., 1975, p. 137-8.] 

Britain planned to settle the refugees and to enable them to set up an autonomous state in the Greater Zab Valley, in the areas around İmadiye and to establish durable and effective control over the region through this state which would be administered through a system resembling that of Lebanon’s.[footnoteRef:7]  The northern border of this state would be drawn so as to encompass Hakkari. The British Civil Commissioner in Baghdad, A.T. Wilson, had told the India Minister Edwin Montagu toward the end of 1918 that the state of the Assyro-Christians, situated between the 37th and 38th parallels, should be included in the British area of administration. According to Wilson, this area included the lands to the south and the east of the Botan River as well as Hakkari.[footnoteRef:8]  [7:  British Library, India Office Records (hereafter Brit. Libr., I.O.R.), Political and Secret Department Records 1756-c1950, (hereafter P-S) 11/142, P 5421-A: “Memorandum Respecting the Settlement of Turkey and the Arabian Peninsula,” by Political Intelligence Department, F.O., 21 Nov. 1918.]  [8:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4147, W 44/146/144: Wilson to I.O., Baghdad, 26 Dec. 1918.] 

A settlement plan was prepared with these aims in mind. Two batallions of remunerated soldiers, composed of Assyrians under the command of British officers, were charged with cleaning out certain areas in the Greater Zab Valley. What was meant by “cleaning out” was to empty the region’s Kurdish villages by force. This was a terrible mistake. The region to the north of the Greater Zab River had a heterogenous population, which led to a high intolerance between Christians and Muslims and to anti-Christian and anti-Western prejudices amongst the Muslim population.[footnoteRef:9] It was well-known that the Muslim population held the Christians in great distrust because of past events involving the Armenians and Assyrians, so to put into place such an operation, which would only justify this distrust, was tantamount to an open invitation to rebellion. What was expected came to be. A wave of rebellion took over the whole of northern Mosul from 1919 onwards.[footnoteRef:10]   [9:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4192, ME 44 A/130560/3050: “Precis of Affairs in Southern Kurdistan During the Great War,” by E. J. Ross, Baghdad, 18 Sept. 1919.]  [10:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9004, E 11789/1019/65: Report on Iraq Administration Oct. 1920 / March 1922, 12 Dec. 1923; A. J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 1925, Vol. I, The Islamic World, London, Humphrey Milford, 1927, p. 484; D. McDowall, A Modern History of the Kurds, New York, I. B. Tauris and Co., Ltd., 1997, p. 153-5.] 

The first act of armed rebellion was undertaken by the Goyan tribe. Abdurrahman, the Sheikh of Shirnak, encouraged the tribe to attack the Assyrian villages. The Political Officer in Zaho was killed on 4 April 1919. Although a punitive force was immediately dispatched to the region, the aggressors fled beyond the borders of the province of Mosul.[footnoteRef:11] The rebellion spread quickly after this failure. British gendarmerie posts and military convoys were attacked one after another. The Goyan tribe had been joined by the Baryari and Guli tribes. By the end of June, the plan of clearing villages for the Assyro-Chaldeans was shelved and the Assyrian units were withdrawn.[footnoteRef:12] [11:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4191, ME 44/53756, 58996, 59057, 62841, 68028/3050; FO 371/4192, ME 44 A/130560/3050; Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/10/781, P 6958: Note by General Alexander Cobbe, Military Secretary, Indian Office, 11 Nov. 1919; Longrigg, p. 102-3.]  [12:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4192, ME 44 A/130560/3050; Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/10/782, P 3523: “A Note on Northern Kurdistan,” by G. L. Bell, 8 March 1920; Başbakanlık Osmanlı Arşivi (Prime ministry Ottoman Archives, hereafter B.O.A.), Dahiliye Nezareti Kalemi Mahsusu (Interior Ministry Secretariat, hereafter D.N.K.M.), No.50-3/25: Haydar Bey (Governor of Van) to Interior Ministry, 23 July 1335 [1919]; No.53-3/65: Vehbi Bey (Acting Governor of Bitlis) to Interior Ministry , 8 Sept. 1335[1919]; Necib (Acting Governor of Van) to Interior Ministry, 5 Nov. 1335[1919]; Toynbee, p. 484; McDowall, p. 154-5; A. T. Wilson, Mesopotamia 1917-1920: A Clash of Loyalties. A Personal and Historical Record, London, Oxford University Press, 1931, 152–3.] 

Seeing that events were spinning out of control, one of the leading figures of the British occupation government in Mesopotamia, E. W. C. Noel, proposed a concrete plan to win over the Kurds. Noel believed that the main reason that led the Kurds to remain close to the Turks was the fear that they would be held accountable for what they had done to the Armenians. In order to win the Kurds back, this fear had to be allayed. Thus, a general pardon had to be issued for the murders of Armenians committed under the orders and provocation of Turkish authorities  and the Kurds had to be assured that no demands would be made of them apart from the restoration of Armenian possessions.[footnoteRef:13] The proposal found wide acceptance among the British authorities in Istanbul and Baghdad; but London did not agree, as it would cause a radical change in Britain’s Armenian policy, which did not seem desirable.[footnoteRef:14] In his circular of 7 May 1919, Balfour accepted that the Kurds living within Britain’s zone of influence – that is, in Mosul – could be given certain special guarantees that no retaliatory measures would be taken against them and that their claims would not be ignored during the Peace Conference. Wilson answered that this would be insufficient. Finally, with London’s approval, Wilson published a statement guaranteeing the Kurds that they would in no manner be punished for crimes they had committed while under Turkish governance and under Turkish encouragement and that no compensation would be demanded. That is to say, past massacres would not be re-examined and property usurped from the Christians would not be taken back. A similar announcement was published in the region of Aleppo.[footnoteRef:15] Noel was also permitted to say that this guarantee would be extended to Northern and Western Kurdistan should they come under British administration in the future.[footnoteRef:16] Despite these measures, the Kurdish rebellion spread and intensified.  [13:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4191, ME 44/66086/3050: Noel to Wilson, Nusibin, 26 April 1919.]  [14:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4191, ME 44/68668/3050: Curzon to Calthorpe, London, 14 May 1919; FO 371/4191, ME 44/85374/3050: Interdepartmental Committee on Middle Eastern Affairs, 5 June 1919; FO 371/4192, ME 44/126007/3050: “Situation in Kurdistan,” Secretary’s Note for the Interdepartmental Conference on Middle Eastern Affairs, 6 Sept. 1919; Akşin, p. 534; B. C. Busch, Mudros to Lausanne: Britain’s Frontier in West Asia, 1918-1923, Albany, State University of New York Press, 1976, 186-7.]  [15:  T. Z. Tunaya, Türkiye’de Siyasal Partiler, Vol. II, Mütareke Dönemi: 1918-1922, 2nd Pr., İstanbul, Hürriyet Vakfı Yay., 1986, p. 228.]  [16:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4191, ME 44/73095/3050: Interdepartmental Committee on Middle Eastern Affairs, 12 May 1919; FO 371/4192, ME 44 A/130560/3050; Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/10/782, P 3523.] 

In April, it was General William Marshall, commander of British troops in Mesopotamia,  who suggested the occupation of Diza-Gavar (Yüksekova) and Çölemerik in order to take Hakkari. However, the Foreign Office objected to this plan, explaining that current conditions did not as yet allow for all the refugees to be settled in their homelands.[footnoteRef:17] With time, the Christian refugees became more and more of a problem for Great Britain. It was too expensive to maintain a refugee camp for 50 thousand people. On top of it, there were no feelings of unity or solidarity amongst the refugees, which meant that it was impossible to take advantage of them as desired, that is, to help them to create an independent state. When Patriarch Benjamin Mar Shimun was killed in the beginning of 1918 by the Kurdish tribal leader Simko, his thirteen-year old son Paulus, ill with tuberculosis, became Patriarch. He died soon after and the Assyrians’ religious organization broke down completely. The community’s leadership was taken over by Agha Petros, a reknown adventurer and opportunist.[footnoteRef:18] [17:  Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/11/151, P 2163, P 2333: Thwaites to Ronald Graham, London, 11 April 1919; Graham to Thwaites, London, 22 April 1919.]  [18:  İstihbarat kaynaklarına göre Aga Petros, gençliğinde cinayetle suçlanarak mensubu olduğu Baz aşiretinden kovulunca Urumiye’ye yerleşmiş ve Amerikan okuluna devam etmiş bir kişidir. Okulu bitirdikten sonra Kanada’ya gidip Dr. Day takma adıyla karanlık işler çevirmiş, dolandırıcılık suçundan polisle başı derde girince bu ülkeden sınır dışı edilmiştir. Londra’da bir süre kaldıktan sonra İran’a dönüp Peter Ellow and Co. adlı bir şirket kurarak ticarete başlamıştır. 1907’de Osmanlı Devleti tarafından Urumiye Konsolosu olarak atanmış, İran devrimi sırasında İranlı valiyi kovarak Urumiye’yi bir süre Osmanlı hükümeti adına yönetmiştir. 1908’de Ruslar bölgeye yerleşince, Türklerle ilişkisini kesip Rus Konsolosluğunda memur olarak göreve başlamış,  Rusya adına çalışan bir istihbarat ajanı olmuştur. Asurî Patriki Benjamin Mar Şimun’un temsilcisi olarak Rus Arşimandriti nezdinde görev yapmak üzere Petrograd’a gönderilmiş, Bolşevik devrimi çıkınca Urumiye’ye dönmüştür. Patrik Benjamin Mar Şimun öldürülünce, Asurîleri örgütleyip Türklere karşı savaşmış, Irak’a kaçtıktan sonra İngilizlerin emrine girmeye çalışmış ama karanlık geçmişi, güvenilmez kişiliği ve entrikacı yapısı nedeniyle bunu başaramamıştır. Asurî taburları oluşturmak için yapılan askere alma girişimlerini engellediği ve kampta huzursuzluk çıkardığı gerekçesiyle 1919 yılında Bağdat’ta zorunlu ikamete tâbi tutulmuştur. (N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/ 10081, E 11359/7/65: Further Answers to the Questionnaire submitted to His Majesty’s Government by the League of Nations Irak Frontier Commission, 17 Dec. 1922).] 

During the meeting convened on 6 December 1919 at the India Office, suggestions were made to withdraw completely from the area. Percy Z. Cox, who had acted as Civil Commissioner during Mesopotamia’s occupation, reminded the assembly that if Britain were to withdraw, the 12 to 15 thousand Christian refugees under its responsibility would be left in great distress. Cox believed that were an Arab administration to be created in the country and a lasting peace signed with Turkey, military spending could be drastically reduced, leaving no reason to withdraw.[footnoteRef:19] By the end of the meeting, the majority of participants were in favor of establishing an Assyrian-Chaldean state in the northeast, with Urumiye as its capital.[footnoteRef:20]   [19:  N.A.: P.R.O., Cabinet Office Papers (hereafter CAB) 23/23, Cab. 82 (20), 31.12.1920, Annex: Cox to I.O., Baghdad, 27 Dec. 1920; B. C. Busch, Britain, India and the Arabs (1914-1921), Los Angeles, University of California Press, 1971, p. 452-3.]  [20:  Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/10/782, P 7701: “Kurdistan: India Office Recommendations,” by Arthur Hirtzel, 20 Dec. 1919. ] 

In the meantime, France had sent Britain a memorandum stating that as the Kurds were divided amongst a number of tribes and clans, they would never be able to establish a united state, and that it would therefore be advisable to split Kurdistan between France and Britain’s zones of influence. The federal structure thus created would help to keep Turkish influence away from the region.[footnoteRef:21] Curzon immediately refused this offer, which would have allowed France, established in Southeastern Anatolia, to strengthen its contacts with the Christian population of Mosul, which was already under French influence.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4193, ME 44 A/166133/3050: French Delegation, “Note on Future Organization on Kurdistan,” 23 Dec. 1919. ]  [22:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/4193, ME 44 A/169456/3050: Minutes of the Third Meeting of Anglo-French Conference, 23 Dec. 1919; P. C. Helmreich, From Paris to Sevres: The Partition of the Ottoman Empire at the Peace Conference of 1919-1920, Columbus, Ohio State University Press, 1974, p. 204-5; Busch, Mudros…, p. 193-4; McDowall, p. 131-2.] 

Britain wanted to be rid of the Christian refugee camp, but did not know how to proceed. It was not a matter of simply sending them back to their homelands in Hakkari and Urumiye. Iran had neither the intention of taking them in, nor the power to protect them from the surrounding Kurdish tribes. Relations with Turkey were stymied through legal uncertainties.[footnoteRef:23] Despite the situation, Gertrude Bell believed that once they were established in the area around İmadiye  and were provided with the necessary military and financial assistance, they would be able to protect themselves.[footnoteRef:24] Wilson, on the other hand, suggested that a Political Officer be posted to Çölemerik and that all Christians be established there. He claimed that a single troop of Assyrians would provide sufficient protection to the community. However, the Assyrians refused to settle in an area outside of Britain’s effective protection zone.[footnoteRef:25]  [23:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9004, E 11789/1019/65.]  [24:  Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/10/781, P 7738: Interdepartmental Committee on Middle Eastern Affairs, 17 Nov. 1919.]  [25:  Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/10/781, P 6958.] 

Curzon, insisting that a solution needed to be found for the Bakuba Camp, which cost Great Britain two million pounds a year, stated that an appeal must be made to the world’s humanitarian sentiments and that the ensuing situation must be used to create a Christian block between Northern and Southern Kurdistan.[footnoteRef:26] On his side, Montagu suggested that if the Assyrians did not wish to enter under Turkish hegemony, then Hakkari should be given to Iran and the Bakuba Camp be shut down.[footnoteRef:27] The problem seemed more and more unresolvable  [26:  Brit. Libr., I.O.R., P-S/10/781, P 7738.]  [27:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/5068, E 3706/11/44: Interdepartmental Committee on Middle Eastern Affairs, 13 Apr. 1920.] 

Just then, in March 1920, Agha Petros brought a new settlement plan before the occupation government. Desperate for a solution to the Christian refugee problem, Britain disregarded the plan’s extreme danger and assigned Agha Petros to put it into action. Thus, Agha Petros would attack and occupy a region on the Turco-Iranian border with eight thousand armed Assyrians, use this as a base camp and help the Christians to return to their homelands. Hakkari and Urumiye would unite and a buffer state would be created between Turkey, Iran and Iraq. In April 1920, approximately 30 thousand Assyro-Chaldeans accepted to participate in the plan. Those who did not – approximately ten thousand people – chose to remain in waiting under the Patriarchate’s leadership. Half of those who stayed back were settled in the area between Dohuk and Aqra. The other half were told that arable land was insufficient and were then left to fend for themselves in the Bakuba Camp. Those who accepted to be led by Agha Petros assembled near Aqra. The voyage was to start in May 1920, but had to be postponed once the Iraq rebellion began. 
During the rebellion which started in mid-1920 and spread to the whole country, the Bakuba Camp was also attacked on 18 August. The refugees, armed by Britain, managed to push the rebels back.[footnoteRef:28] The Assyro-Chaldeans’ voyage, which started with a delay of five months on 27 October 1920 ended in a catastrophe. Heavy winter conditions on the one hand, Kurdish tribal attacks on the other caused the death of one fourth of the community which lacked in order and discipline. Those who survived retreated with great hardship to Aqra.[footnoteRef:29] The Bakuba Camp was replaced by the Mindan Camp, built in January 1921 near Aqra. The total of 20 thousand Christians, who had succeeded in returning from the voyage and had left Bakuba were settled here. 14 thousand of these were originally from Hakkari, and the rest were from Urumiye.  [28:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/5229, E 10440/2719/44: “Note on the Causes of the Outbreak in Mesopotamia,” Circulated by the Secretary of State for India, 26 Aug. 1920; FO 371/9004, E 11789/1019/65; Longrigg, p. 124-5; McDowall, p. 159; Coke, p. 188-90.]  [29:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9004, E 11789/1019/65.] 

The Iraq rebellion was definitively crushed in the beginning of 1921. However, the rebellion had caused great human as well as material loss. Wilson was taken from his duties and Cox was appointed in his place. The urgency of creating an Arab state in the region was now widely accepted. Participants in the Cairo Conference, initiated by the Secretary of State for the Colonies, Winston Churchill, agreed that there was not much that could be done for the Assyro-Chaldeans.[footnoteRef:30]    [30:  N.A.: P.R.O., CAB 23/24, Cab. 14 (21), 22 March 1921 (Churchill’in Kahire’den gönderdiği telgraflar, C.P. 2742, 2743, 2744, 2751, 2753, 2755); CAB 24/126: Report of the Cairo Conference, 11 July 1921; Busch, Britain..., p. 469; H. A., Foster, The Making of Modern Iraq: A Product of World Forces, London, Williams and Norgate Ltd., 1936, p. 94; H. Mejcher, Imperial Quest for Oil: Iraq 1900-1928, 1st Pr., London, Ithaca Press, 1976, p. 76-7; W. Stivers, Supremacy of Oil: Iraq, Turkey and the Anglo-American World Order, 1918-1930, London/Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 1982, p. 76-7.] 

In 1921, it was decided that the 20 thousand refugees in the camp would be sent to their homelands in Hakkari and Urumiye through an operation called “tribe by tribe repatriation.” Agha Petros, who was convinced that this would lead to a new disaster, tried to prevent the operation, which led to his expulsion from Iraq to Syria. The plan began to be implemented in May 1921 and the refugees were forced to return to their homelands, group by group. The Mindan Camp was completely emptied by August. Nearly none of those originally from Urumiye made it back home. These were peaceful people whose principal occupation was agriculture and they were unable to withstand the harsh travelling conditions. Many died during Kurdish attacks. Those who survived escaped to Baghdad and Mosul and lived in poverty. Those who came from Hakkari were for the most part warriors from the mountains, with strong constitutions. They had lived in a continuous state of conflict with the Kurds and knew how to defend themselves. Most survived the voyage. Half of the 14 thousand Christians from Hakkari, of the Mindan Camp, were either settled in the “evacuated” villages in the Mosul plain and its mountain skirts in Dohuk, İmadiye  and Zaho, or in Hakkari. The others, who preferred to be led by Agha Petros, were left to their own devices. Some of these went to Syria and the others dispersed. Of those who settled in Hakkari, a part returned to Mosul in 1922, but most stayed until the Nestorian revolts in 1924. Britain armed all of the Assyrians. A significant number continued to assure internal security as salaried soldiers.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9004, E 11789/1019/65; FO 371/10081, E 11359/7/65; FO 371/9006, E 10068/1019/65: F.O. Memorandum on “Assyrian Question,” 11 Oct. 1923; C. J. Edmonds, Kurds, Turks and Arabs: Politics,Travel and Research in North Eastern Iraq, 1919-1925, London, Oxford University Press, 1957, p. 386- 7; Longrigg, p. 138-9; Toynbee, p. 484-5.] 

The State of Iraq was officially established on 23 August 1921 with the crowning of Faysal, who had been brought in from Europe, as King. Churchill had ordered the creation of remunerated local troops, which would be called levies. While the levies numbered approximately two thousand soldiers in October 1920, they numbered  four thousand five hundred in August 1921 and five thousand five hundred in November 1921. The majority of these soldiers were Assyrians. Thus the Assyrians, having been transformed into a striking force to be used against the local Muslim population, had completely tied their fate to Great Britain’s presence in the region.[footnoteRef:32]      [32:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9004, E 11789/1019/65.	] 

The British authorities in Baghdad who were responsible for the “tribe by tribe repatriation” scheme hoped to change the border created by the Treaty of Sèvres to Iraq’s advantage, by adding Hakkari to Iraq. Confiding this intention to Churchill, Cox complained that the border drawn by Sèvres along Iraq’s northern border was not logical, that the treaty articles concerning Kurdistan were impracticable and that new negotiations were necessary with the Turks to draw a border that would leave İmadiye  and “Assyrian country” (meaning Hakkari) within Iraq.[footnoteRef:33]    [33:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/7780, E 947/96/65: Cox to Churchill, Baghdad, 9 Dec. 1921. ] 

Of the 35 thousand Assro-Chaldeans who had sought refuge with the British between the period 1918-1922, approximately 20-25 thousand had been settled either in the north of the Province of Mosul, or in Hakkari. The others had either died or been dispersed throughout the world. Great Britain never put an end to its propaganda that all the Assyrians had been saved. Those who had managed to survive were employed as a cheap striking force against the local population. This made the Christians’ already precarious future even more so. Left bereft of British protection, it would become very difficult for them to live amongst the antagonistic Muslim population, which was significantly more numerous than the Christians’.
The situation of the 15 thousand Armenians who arrived in Iraq was not much better. In accordance with an agreement signed with Armenia, they were sent from the Bakuba Camp to the Nahr-Umar Camp near Basra, where they waited to be taken by ship to Batum and from there to Armenia. However, the plan was delayed in 1920, when the Caucasus was taken fully under control by Bolsheviks and Turkish nationalists. In the beginning of 1921, the Foreign Office sent the occupation government in Baghdad 140 thousand pounds, on condition that this would be the last payment. The Camp was then gradually vacated. The population of the Nahr-Umar Camp was diminished to 11,700 in August 1921, and 9,600 towards the end of 1921. Educated and qualified Christians were given jobs in public administration, some went to Iran and the others dispersed throughout Iraq. 
Once an agreement had been reached with the Armenian government, the plan to send the Armenian refugees to Batum was reinstated. Three ships took 7,200 people to Batum. The last ship to leave Basra took sail on 27 January 1922 and carried two thousand passengers. Furthermore, 830 orphans under the age of 18 were sent to Palestine. In the meantime, around a thousand Armenians who had been able to survive but were unable to make a living returned to the camp. Finally, the 2,600 Armenians remaining in the camp were discharged and the Nahr-Umar Camp was shut down in March 1922.[footnoteRef:34] In the end, of the 15 thousand Armenians, eight thousand had been sent to Armenia and Palestine, while seven thousand were abandoned to their destiny. [34:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9004, E 11789/1019/65; FO 371/10081, E 11359/7/65; Longrigg, p. 138-9.] 


II. TURKEY STEPS IN
As the national Turkish government in Ankara multiplied its military and diplomatic achievements, it began to implement more effective and direct intervention strategies in the province of Mosul. The arming of the Assyrians who were then sent to Hakkari and the establishment of levies of five thousand men, mostly Assyrians, in the east and north of the Province of Mosul[footnoteRef:35] were percieved as threatening. The Turks deployed a garnison in Çölemerik and tried to warn the Assyrians against choosing the wrong side.[footnoteRef:36] However, the Assyrians would remain steadfastly pro-British until the very end.   [35:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/7771, E 8715/33/65: Irak Intelligence Report, No. 15, 1 Aug. 1922.; FO 371/7772, E 10938/33/65: Irak Intelligence Report, No. 18, 15 Sept. 1922.]  [36:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/7772, E 9259/33/65: Irak Intelligence Report, No. 16, 15 Aug. 1922.] 

The Assyrian levies’ importance for Britain increased upon Turkey’s indirect intervention in the province of Mosul and after the pro-Turkish tribes had taken the north and the east of the province under control.[footnoteRef:37] The pro-Turkish tribes were defeated by Britain’s RAF and the Assyrian levies.[footnoteRef:38] By November 1922, all areas controlled by the pro-Turkish tribes had been reconquered and nearly all the tribes had been forced to admit defeat. The ousting of Commander Özdemir’s Turkish militia was also entirely due to the Assyrian levies.[footnoteRef:39] [37:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10824, E 1303/32/65: Turco-Iraq Frontier Commission, Further Answers to the Questionnaire Submitted to His Majesty’s Government by the League of Nations Irak Frontier Commission, 5.3.1925; A. H. Saral, Türk İstiklâl Harbi, C.IV, Güney Cephesi, Ankara, T.C. Genelkurmay Başkanlığı Harp Tarihi Dairesi Resmi Yay., 1966, p. 276.]  [38:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/7772, E 12237/33/65, Irak Intelligence Report, No. 20, 15 Oct. 1922; FO 371/7772, E 10938/33/65; FO 371/7772, E 12237/33/65; FO 371/7772, E 13087/33/65:  Irak Intelligence Report, No. 21, 1 Nov. 1922; FO 371/7772, E 13677/33/65: Irak Intelligence Report, No. 22, 15 Nov. 1922; FO 371/7781, E 11529/96/65: Cox to Churchill, Baghdad, 22 Oct. 1922; FO 371/7772, E 11903/33/65: Air Officer Commanding, Iraq to Air Ministry, Baghdad, 30 Oct. 1922; FO 371/7772, E 11962/33/65: Air Officer Commanding, Iraq to Air Ministry, Baghdad, 31 Oct. 1922; Saral, p. 278.]  [39:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9009, E 5237/1190/65: Irak Intelligence Report, No. 9, 23 May 1923; FO 371/9004, E 4122, 4240, 4365, 4466/1019/65: Turkish Evacuation of Rowanduz, 22 April / 3 May 1923.] 

The truce declared at the end of 1922 for the start of the Lausanne Conference meant that the military war was now replaced by a diplomatic war. Agha Petros, having been expulsed from Iraq by the British authorities, and now living in Marseilles on funds provided by the French government, took part in the Conference in the ranks of the French Delegation. Maurice Bompard, a former Ambassador to Istanbul and a member of the French Senate, made great efforts to conciliate the British with Agha Petros, but neither Curzon, nor Rumbold accepted to meet with him, upon which Agha Petros contacted the Turks. He met with the Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs, İsmet (İnönü) on 15 January 1923 and asked that 1) the Province of Hakkari, or at least a portion of the districts of Gevar (Yüksekova) and Çölemerik as well as the districts of Başkale and Şemdinan (Şemdinli) be put aside for settlement by his people, 2) that his people, who had been living in the region before the war and who, for several reasons, had been forced to emigrate, be allowed to collectively return to their homeland. In return, he would 1) declare that there were no problems between the Assyro-Chaldeans and the Turks and 2) bring the armed Assyrian Levies stationed in the Province of Mosul under Turkish control. He offered to travel to Ankara to discuss the details. İsmet (İnönü) reported to Ankara that although the Assyrians’ return could as yet not be undertaken, he was inclined to accept Agha Petros’ offer in order to bring the Assyrian Levies to the Turkish fold.[footnoteRef:40] Prime Minister Rauf (Orbay) replied on 18 January 1923 that the Assyro-Chaldeans could not settle on Turkish territory, but that Agha Petros could be sent on to Ankara if his presence at Lausanne was deemed to be unwelcome, but that he should be made no promises.[footnoteRef:41] İsmet (İnönü) met again with Agha Petros on 21 January and told him that his requests regarding Çölemerik and Gevar would be met and that either he or his representative was expected at Ankara to discuss his other demands.[footnoteRef:42] [40:  Lozan Telgrafları, No. 368, p. 399: Rauf Bey to İsmet Paşa, Ankara, 18 Jan. 1923.]  [41:  Lozan Telgrafları, No. 368, p. 399: Rauf Bey to İsmet Paşa, Ankara, 18 Jan. 1923.]  [42:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/8994, E 1152/84/65: “Interview between E. G. Forbes-Adam and Aga Petros,” Report by Forbes-Adam, 22 Jan. 1923.] 

Learning of Agha Petros’ negotiations with the Turks, Great Britain established contact through a junior Foreign Office member of the British Peace Delegation, Eric Forbes-Adam. Agha Petros assured Forbes-Adam that he would act in accordance with Curzon’s wishes when replying to İnönü and gave him a copy of his demands that he had sent to the Turks. The document stated that Assyro-Chaldeans had always been on good terms with the Turks and contained other affirmations that could negate Britain’s propaganda on Mosul, a fact which greatly discomfited Curzon. The document also foresaw the surrender of all Assyrian weapons – which had been given to them by the British to be used against the Turks – to Turkey. Agha Petros replied to Forbes-Adam’s negative reaction by saying that this was the only way he could help his countrymen to obtain what they needed; that he had no desire whatsoever to surrender the province of Mosul to Turkey and that the weapons to be surrendered would not include those held by the remunerated Assyrian soldiers. 
When relating this meeting to Curzon on 26 January, Forbes-Adam pointed to the great number of Christians of the province of Mosul who were nostalgic for the autonomous rights they held while living under Turkish administration and warned that this might affect the Council of the League of Nations’ decision. Moreover, if Britain were unable to keep its mandate over Iraq, the Christians’ situation would truly become untenable. Agha Petros had insisted that they did not wish to live under an Arab government.[footnoteRef:43] Faced with the possibility of losing Britain’s protection, it was clear that the Christians preferred to be governed by the Turks rather than by the Arabs.   [43:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/8994, E 1152/84/65.] 

While the Turkish census counted 31 thousand Christians in the province of Mosul, the British counted 79 thousand.[footnoteRef:44] The situation and the future of the Christian population formed the back bone of Britain’s discourse on Mosul, which is why the subject of the Assyro-Chaldeans was particularly sensitive. Britain’s discourse included serious accusations against Turkey, meant to influence the Christian public opinion. For the Assyrians to cross over to the Turkish side would deal a death blow to Britain’s Mosul strategy. The year 1923 was witness to heavy diplomatic mail traffic covering the Assyrian desire for autonomy and Agha Petros’ double-crossing and punctuating the idea that the Assyrians must be kept on the British side.[footnoteRef:45]  [44: Commission Report…, p. 31-33, 76-77. ]  [45:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/8994, E 1585, 1647, 2003, 2013, 2515, 2603, 2833, 2890, 3320, 5189, 10863, 10882, 11078, 11079, 11298, 11385, 11878/84/65: (Nesturî-Keldanîlerin özerklik istemleri ile ilgili yazışmalar.) 8 Feb. / 15 Dec. 1923.] 

The majority of Assyrians, believed to number around 15 thousand, had settled in Russia and Caucasia. Moscow wished to rid itself of these people who had been deceived by Tsarist Russia into revolting against the Turks and who had consequently been cast out of their homes and lands. Russia applied to the British authorities via the International Red Cross to request that the Assyrians, who were living in dire straits in this country, be settled in Iraq. It sent several groups to Greece and Syria. Those who lived in Thessaloniki and Athens were also in great difficulty, such that Britain protested to the Greek government against its lack of concern over this population. However, there was not much the government could do, as it was struggling to meet the needs of its own citizens. Greece also wished to be free of the Assyrians as soon as possible. Those who had been sent to Syria were no better off: France had not welcomed their arrival en masse. As for the Arab government in Iraq, not only was it against the admission of Assyrians from abroad, it also did not wish for those already in the country to remain. 200 Assyrians who had embarked on a ship at Thessaloniki to sail to Syria and from there to Mosul were stopped at Alexandria and sent immediately back to Thessaloniki.[footnoteRef:46]   [46:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9006, E 10068/1019/65.] 

The British Prime Minister Bonar Law, who sustained that Britain could not police the world, amended the additional protocol of 30 April 1923 to the Treaty of Alliance between Britain and Iraq, signed on 10 October 1922, which formed the linchpin of the British mandate over Iraq, in order to limit the Treaty’s duration from twenty to four years.[footnoteRef:47] This created a great wave of panic amongst the Assyro-Chaldeans. Having been used as a striking force first by the Russians, then by the British against the Muslims, they knew that they would be faced with a very difficult situation once the British were gone. It was briefly considered to send all of the Assyro-Chaldeans to Canada or to Australia. However, not only did this present a financial difficulty, but neither country wished to admit these refugees. The Colonial Office suggested that they be deported all together to Albania, Argentina or Mexico and be settled there. However, neither the Assyro-Chaldeans, nor any of the concerned states accepted this plan, which was also shelved. In the meantime, it was a fact that the Assyrians constituted the Iraqi army’s most effective force; to deport them would weaken the army.[footnoteRef:48] Also, since the British discourse on the Mosul problem was founded on this population, it needed to remain in the region, at least until the problem was resolved to Britain’s advantage.     [47:  Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 1923, Vol. 163, London, His Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1924, cols. 1598-9; P. Sluglett, Britain and Iraq, 1914-1932, London, Ithaca Press, 1976, p. 80-1.]  [48:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9006, E 10068/1019/65.] 

A 1923 report prepared by the Turkish Petroleum Company’s biggest partner, the British state’s Anglo Persian Oil Company, stated that the Christians of Mosul wished to be administered directly by Great Britain, but were Britain to withdraw from the area, they would prefer to be governed by the Turks rather than by the Arabs. The report added that the main reason for Muslim distrust of the British was the fact that they had used remunerated Assyrian soldiers as a striking force. They could accept Britain’s presence to a certain extent, since it was a developed external power, but they did not approve of the use of local Assyrians, whom they considered to be savages from the mountains. [footnoteRef:49]  [49:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9006, E 9043/1019/65: “Report on the General Political Situation of the Mosul Wilayat,” by Anglo-Persian Oil Company Ltd., Baghdad, 13 Aug. 1923.] 

By the end of 1923, approximately 20 thousand Christians remained in Iraq, mostly in the north of the Province of Mosul. Around a third of these were originally from Urumiye and the rest from Hakkari. Around seven to eight thousand had been settled in Hakkari. According to Sir Henry Dobbs, who had replaced Cox, the cheapest way to solve the problem once and for all would be to — once the time was ripe — appoint a consul to Urumiye and Van who would protect the Assyrians and enable them to return to their homelands. Dobbs requested of the Baghdad government that it apply a loose control over the Christian population, just as the Turks had done. This meant that they would be free to select their leaders and to collect taxes as they wished. The Iraqi government accepted this request, on condition that it would not be held responsible for the Christians’ safety against neighbouring Kurdish tribes and that their relations with Baghdad would be regulated via a British Consulate. Dobbs considered that London’s Assyro-Chaldean policy should in no way impede relations with Iraq, for, in the end, Great Britain had no responsibility towards the Christians; it wasn’t Britain, but Russia who had encouraged them to revolt against the Turks and who had led them to their current predicament. Great Britain had spent huge amounts of money to settle them, to arm them and provide them with military training. It could not be expected to do any more.[footnoteRef:50]  [50:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/8994, E 12100/84/65: Dobbs to Devonshire, Baghdad, 13 Dec. 1923.] 

Turkey had possessed no administrative organization or military power in the south of Çölemerik since 1918. It was this political void that had enabled the British to settle the Assyrians there in 1921.[footnoteRef:51] Turkey remained faithful to the commitment described in article 3/2 of the Lausanne Treaty that the status quo would be protected and, confident that Britain would do the same in Iraq, did not touch the Assyrian settlements. However, it protested against Britain’s violation of the status quo when it conducted military operations in Süleymaniye to topple Sheikh Mahmud. Britain, on its side, protested against Turkey which, intelligence reports warned, was planning to send a military unit to Çal (Çukurca).[footnoteRef:52] These reciprocal protests in the year 1923 were followed by a comprehensive protest memo delivered by Turkey’s Ambassador to London, Yusuf Kemal (Tengirşenk), to the British Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary, Ramsay MacDonald, on 30 January 1924. The memo stated that British planes were flying over the north of the de facto border, that a road was being constructed in and around İmadiye  and that the Assyrians were being armed, and that a protest was once again being lodged against Britain on account of these actions which amounted to a breach of the status quo. Britain replied to this memo on 4 February 1924 by rejecting all of these accusations out of hand.[footnoteRef:53]  [51:  Aslında Çal’da (Çukurca) Türkiye tarafından atanmış bulunan ve bölgedeki Kürt aşiretinin şefi olan Ulia Bey adlı bir Nahiye Müdürü vardı. Fakat Ulia Bey, Türk yönetim merkezleriyle arasında bağlantı bulunmadığı için Bağdat’ın atadığı İmadiye Kaymakamından aldığı emirler doğrultusunda hareket ediyordu. Yani durum biraz karışıktı. (N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10115, E 9110/5711/65: Translation of the Turkish Text of Communiqué of the Anatolian Agency Published in the İstanbul Press of October 10, 1924)]  [52:  Toynbee, p. 500-1. ]  [53:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10075, E 1019/7/65: “Violation of status quo by British Authorities in Mosul,” Note by Yusuf Kemal Bey, 30 Jan. 1924.] 

Meanwhile, developments between the Assyrians and the Muslim population of the province of Mosul rendered the Christians’ future in the region even more hopeless. A fight broke out between the Mosul city population and Assyrian soldiers on 5 August 1923. On 4 May 1924, two Assyrian troops opened fire on civilians at the Kirkuk market place. Official reports announced 50 dead and many wounded. The perpetrators were judged, but none was sentenced in proportion to their crimes because of a “lack of proof.” The impunity of the perpetrators of the Kirkuk massacres increased the distrust felt throughout the province against the British-Arab government.[footnoteRef:54]  [54:  Great Britain, Colonial Office, Report by His Britannic Majesty’s Government on the Administration of Iraq for the Period April 1923 to December 1924, C.O. No. 13 (1925), p. 36; Toynbee, p. 486; Longrigg, p. 146-7; Edmonds, p.389.] 

The bilateral meetings between Turkey and Great Britain meant to resolve the Mosul problem took place in Istanbul between May and June 1924. During the pre-meetings held to clarify Britain’s strategy, the Secretary of State for the Colonies, Victor Cavendish, Duke of Devonshire, declared that he no longer thought it realistic for the province of Mosul to join Iraq as a whole, for this would destroy any possible compromise with the Turks and thus prevent the establishment of lasting peace and order in the region. He pointed out that Cox’s policy of settling the greatest possible number of Assyrians within the Iraqi border was no longer valid, since Britain’s mandate over Iraq had been limited to four years. Twenty years might have been enough to secure the Assyrians’ safety, but nothing could be achieved in only four years. Therefore, a mass deportation of these people, whose future was now in jeopardy, had to be contemplated.[footnoteRef:55] Devonshire advised that the city of Mosul be kept within Iraq, but that a solution be found with regard to the border that would satisfy the Turks.  [55:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9006, E 9536/1019/65: C.O. to F.O., London, 24 Sept. 1923.] 

Dobbs, on the other hand, claimed that his proposal that Hakkari be included in Iraq was now even more justified, for the guarantees that the Treaty of Sèvres had extended to the Christians were no longer valid. The Turks had been ejected out of Revandiz mainly thanks to the Assyrian levies, which meant that the Assyrians had even less of a chance of living under Turkish rule. It was true that the decrease of the mandate duration from twenty to four years was disheartening. However, wherever the Assyrians were sent in the Middle East, they would have to live along with the Arabs. It would certainly be better for them to live under Iraqi rule rather than Turkish tyranny.[footnoteRef:56] The greatest possible extent of territories inhabited by the Assyrians must be included in Iraq, he said, as this would form a necessary buffer zone between the Turks and Arabs and as this population was the easiest and most effective material for use by the British mandate administration for military means.   [56:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/9007, E 10719/1019/65: Dobbs to Devonshire, Baghdad, 18 Oct. 1923.] 

According to the final strategy decided upon during the Interministerial Conference held on 6 March 1924, Britain would ask that the part of Hakkari outside of the province of Mosul be included within Iraq on the basis of the Assyrian predicament. Doubtless, Turkey would refuse this request, as it laid a claim over the whole of Mosul. The aim was to give the impression to the League of Nations, once the problem was brought before the Council, that the Turks rejected Britain’s humanitarian request to settle the Assyrians.[footnoteRef:57] Following this strategy, Cox, representing Great Britain at the Golden Horn Conference, requested that a territory of 3.500 square kilometres belonging to the Province of Hakkari be given to Iraq for the Assyrians to settle on. As was expected, Ali Fethi (Okyar), Minister of the Interior, firmly refused this request in the name of the Turkish government.[footnoteRef:58] The bilateral meetings were declared unsuccessful and the matter was taken to the League of Nations, just as Britain had planned.  [57:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10075, E 1894/7/65; FO 371/10076, E 2053/7/65. FO 371/10077, E 3855/7/65: MacDonald to Cox, London, 6 May 1924.]  [58:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10077, E 4497/7/65: Cox to F.O., İstanbul, 22 May 1924.] 

The memorandum sent by the British government, signed by the Director-General of the Eastern Department, D.G. Osborne, on 14 August 1924, to the General Secretariat of the League of Nations[footnoteRef:59] contained unfounded claims such as the oppression of the Jews and Christians by the Turkish government because of their religious beliefs as well as an exaggerated and lengthy exposé of the situation of Christians in Iraq. The Turkish memorandum, signed by Prime Minister İsmet (İnönü) and dated 5 September 1924[footnoteRef:60] questioned how advantageous the British request that all territories settled by Assyrians be included within Iraq would be for this population, and claimed that Britain was not in fact concerned with acting in favour of this population’s interests. It reminded the Secretariat that Britain had tried to use Agha Petros to establish a buffer zone in the region, but that this plan had resulted in the deaths of thousands of Christians and had ended in failure. It emphasized that the true interest of the Assyro-Chaldeans lay in establishing non-hostile relations with their Muslim neighbours and succeeding in living with them. It pointed out that the artificial grouping of the Assyrians along the border to use them for aggressive purposes against the Turks and the Kurds would neither serve a lasting peace, nor would it allow the Assyrians to lead their lives in safety. Replying to Lord Parmoor, British representative to the Council of the League of Nations, Ali Fethi (Okyar) criticized British policies towards non-Muslims and explained that this policy could only result in enmity between this small Christian community and its Muslim neighbours and could only harm that community. [footnoteRef:61]  [59:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10079, E 8163/7/65: “The Frontier between Turkey and Irak,” Memorandum Submitted by His Britannic Majesty’s Government, 14 Aug. 1924.]  [60:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10079, E 8163/7/65: “The Frontier between Turkey and Irak,” Letter and Memorandum from the Turkish Government, 5 Sept. 1924.]  [61:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10079, E 8163/7/65:Thirtieth Session of the Council of the League of Nations. Extract from the Minutes of the Nineth Meeting held at Geneva, Saturday, September 20, 1924.] 
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After the signing of the Lausanne Treaty, the two parties had exchanged protest memoranda, each accusing the other of disrespecting the status quo, but had exercised a certain restraint. However, Britain’s military operation against Sheikh Mahmud in Süleymaniye, even while the Golden Horn Conference was being held, demonstrated that it aimed to draw a de facto border before the start of the League of Nations process; one which would grant it complete control over the territories on its side of the border. This forced Turkey to act likewise; that is, to remove the Assyrians on its side of the de facto border, just as the British were removing Sheikh Mahmud from their side. 
It was clear from the way that Britain stepped out of the framework that had been laid down at the Lausanne Conference by making a claim over a section of Hakkari, which it argued was a no man’s land, and by its concurrent military operation in Süleymaniye, that it was acting in accordance with a certain strategy. Therefore if Turkey failed to guarantee its own interests in the region, not only would it not gain any land in the province of Mosul, but the British-influenced League of Nations could decide to include Hakkari within the state of Iraq. Britain’s arming of the Assyrians and providing them with military training proved that it was serious in its claims over Hakkari. Following Prime Minister İsmet (İnönü)’s instructions, Adnan (Adıvar), Representative of Ankara’s Foreign Ministry in Istanbul, met with Ronald Lindsay, the British Ambassador in Istanbul, on 30 May 1924 to protest orally against Britain’s arming of Christians and their preparations to attack Turkish territory. He warned that ongoing bilateral meetings in Istanbul would be broken off unless Britain immediately ceased to violate the status quo.[footnoteRef:62] Cox replied to Turkey’s protest as per London’s instructions and said that there was no question of arming the Christians, other than the remunerated Assyrian soldiers. However, the continued correspondence with Baghdad proved that the Turkish side was correct in its accusations, which provoked a sharp reaction from Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary Randsay MacDonald. He reprimanded Dobbs for communicating false information and thus causing false official statements to be made to Turkey. He said that this indicated deep-rooted flaws within the Baghdad government and that Dobbs needed to pay serious attention to the situation. He demanded that the practice of arming Christians other than the remunerated Assyrian soldiers be ceased immediately.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10077, E 4775/7/65: Lindsay to MacDonald, İstanbul, 30 May 1924.]  [63:  N.A.: P.R.O., Colonial Office Records (hereafter CO) 730/65/23772: C.O. to F.O., London, 11 July 1924; FO 371/10117, E 6011/6011/65: F.O. to C.O., London, 23 July 1924.] 

However, Dobbs argued that 1) if Britain stopped supplying the Assyrians with weapons and ammunition, the latter would procure them from elsewhere; 2) to promise that no new levies would be formed could be interpreted throughout Mosul that the province would be abandoned to Turkey; 3) Britain should wait for the border question to be resolved by the League of Nations. The Foreign Office agreed with Dobbs’ arguments, but pointed out that Turkey could exploit the fact that it had been provided with false information, against Britain at the League of Nations, thus leaving the government in a difficult situation.[footnoteRef:64] Correspondence on the subject continued after the Turkish operation had begun.[footnoteRef:65] Finally, the Colonial Office informed Dobbs that the government could not be held responsible for arming the Christians, because it had already officially announced to Turkey that it was not responsible for this state of affairs, but that a maximum of two thousand Assyrians living in British-controlled territories could be armed for defence purposes.[footnoteRef:66]   [64:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10117, E 7566/6011/65: Issue of Arms to Assyrian Levies in Irak, 3 Sept. 1924.]  [65:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10113, E 8109/5711/65: Dobbs to Thomas, Baghdad, 20 Sept. 1924; FO 371/10113, E 8182/5711/65: Arming of Assyrians in Irak to Resist Turkish Agression, 23 Sept. 1924.]  [66:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10114, E 8826/5711/65: Thomas to Dobbs, London, 23 Sept. 1924.] 

One of the reasons for which Turkey decided to carry out its military operation was the anger and disappointment it felt towards the Assyrians. This population, which for hundreds of years had been living in relative peace and safety under and thanks to Turkish governance, had pulled the gun on the Turks at the first opportunity and had become an instrument in Russia’s and Great Britain’s hands. It was the Assyrian levies which had played the most effective role in defeating Commander Özdemir at Revanduz during the military operation in April 1923. Furthermore, no one had forgotten that the Assyrians had opened fire and killed a great number of civilian Turks at Kirkuk. 
Dobbs had informed London that Turkey was preparing for a military operation already on 8 July 1924.[footnoteRef:67] The opportunity to start the operation was found on 7 August 1924, when the Nestorians lay ambush to the Governor of Hakkari, Halil Rıfat, who was travelling from Çölemerik to Çal (Çukurca), at the place called Hangediği. In the exchange of gunfire that ensued, the Hakkari Provincial Gendarmerie Commander and three gendarmes were killed and five gendarmes were wounded. The Governor was taken prisoner to the Iraqi side of the border. It transpired that it was the leader of the Nuhup tribe, Gülyano, who was responsible for the ambush. The Governor was released the next day thanks to the personal efforts of a Nestorian leader, Malik Hoshabe, who maintained good relations with the Turks. Governor Halil Rıfat explained that he had heard reconnaissance flights being carried out throughout his day of imprisonment and that he had seen British officers in uniform among the Nestorians, which led him to accuse the British of having orchestrated the ambush.[footnoteRef:68] [67:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10091, E 6306/229/65: Dobbs to Thomas, Baghdad, 8 July 1924.]  [68:  R. Hallı, Türkiye Cumhuriyeti’nde Ayaklanmalar (1924-1938), Ankara, T.C. Genelkurmay Başkanlığı Harp Tarihi Dairesi Resmi Yay., 1972, p. 28-9.] 

The Turkish media agreed that the whole event amounted to a conspiracy. Suspicions were sharpened when it was realized that the attack had taken place on the day after Britain had sent its official request on the question of Mosul to the League of Nations, on 6 August 1924. [footnoteRef:69]  Furthermore, Ulia Bey, Turkey’s appointed Director of the Sub-district, had escaped along with the British officials who had come to visit him a few days earlier, which did nothing to alleviate these suspicions.[footnoteRef:70]   [69:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10079, E 7314/7/65: Henderson to MacDonald, İstanbul, 20 Aug. 1924.]  [70:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10115, E 9110/5711/65.] 

According to Britain’s official statement, İmadiye’s Iraqi district governor, having learned of the Governor of Hakkari’s visit, had warned the Assyrians not to take any action whatsoever, but when the said events had unfolded, he had notified Britain’s Administrative Inspector in Mosul, Major Lloyd, who had immediately left for İmadiye and in the meantime had obtained the governor’s release through the intervention of Malik Hoshabe, one of the Tkuma tribe leaders.[footnoteRef:71] Major Lloyd had arrived in Çal on August 12 protesting against Governor Halil Rıfat’s presence in Çal, saying that the presence of Turkish administrative personnel on the territory he defined as no man’s land constituted a violation of the status quo.[footnoteRef:72] This stance convinced Turkey even more of the necessity of an operation. [71:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10113, E 7600/5711/65: Irak Intelligence Report, No. 17, 4 Sept. 1924; Toynbee, p. 500-1.]  [72:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10113, E 7600/5711/65; FO 371/10114, E 8555/5711/65: League of Nations, A. 128, 1924-VII: “Frontier between Turkey and Iraq / Correspondence between the British and Turkish Governments,” Note by the Secretary-General, Geneva, 27 Sept. 1924.] 

  On August 13, the General Staff told the Prime Minister’s office that it was imperative to prepare an aggressive disciplining operation against the Nestorians, who had prepared the ambush.[footnoteRef:73] The Council of Ministers, gathering on August 14, approved of the General Staff’s decision. The Chief of the General Staff, Fevzi (Çakmak), argued that it was fundamental that Turkish military control be established on the Turkish side of the de facto border before the start of discussions on Mosul at the League of Nations Council. As preparations continued, a captain with three lieutenants and 350 privates deserted the Turkish army and escaped to Iraq. Some of the privates rejoined their troops of their own will or because they were caught. Prize money was offered for the officers’ capture.[footnoteRef:74]  [73:  Hallı, p. 29-68, 483-5; Toynbee, p. 501.]  [74:  N.A.: P.R.O., Airforce Papers (AIR), 23/279: Air Staff Intelligence Report, April 1925.] 

Turkish troops crossed to the east of the Hazil River on 11 September and took over the Iraqi outposts at Birsivi, Banona and Çallak. Those soldiers who were not able to escape were taken prisoner. The tribes of Şırnak and Goyan also participated in the raids, alongside the regular troops. Encountering only the faintest of resistance, discounting one or two skirmishes, Turkish troops and tribal forces advanced rapidly and occupied all territories north of Zaho. The Assyrian levies withdrew without the slightest display of strength. On the other hand, the RAF which, to start with, had limited itself to reconnaissance flights, began to attack the Turks after they had crossed the Hazil River. The RAF’s targets were mostly the supply convoys running between Cizre and the supply line. A total of one officer and 14 privates were killed and 43 privates were wounded during the air raids that took place on 14, 17, 18, 20 and 21 September. 
Front Commander Cafer Tayyar (Eğilmez) was in favour of widening the operation area to include Zaho and İmadiye so as to secure the supply and transport routes as well as the supply line from Cizre. However, Fevzi (Çakmak) disagreed and Cafer Tayyar was taken from his duties and was replaced by the Third Army Inspector, Cevat (Çobanlı). On 21 September, Fevzi (Çakmak) ordered an ultimatum to be issued to the British: either they would stop their air raids within 24 hours, or Turkey’s obligation to observe the status quo border would be terminated. Should the attacks continue after 24 hours, then a new operation would be put in place to occupy the whole of the province of Mosul. The General Staff interpreted the status quo border to be the line which connected all Iraqi outposts; as Turkish troops had not crossed this line, they could not be accused of having violated this border. However, as official meetings on the status of Mosul had started in Geneva on 20 September 1924, the Council of Ministers was unable to process Fevzi (Çakmak)’s request. In any case, it was obvious that İsmet (İnönü) would not risk entering in war with Britain. 
The operation was ended on 28 September. The Turkish side of the de facto border had been taken under control and the region had been cleared of Assyrians. Approximately eight thousand Assyrians had escaped to the Iraqi side of the border. Cafer Tayyer (Eğilmez) once again publicly disagreed with the General Staff by arguing that putting an end to the operation at this point could result in the loss of public support. Zaho and İmadiye had to be taken at all costs. Although Sheikh Mahmud, who was a fugitive in Iran working to support the Turkish operation, organized an attack against Süleymaniye on 7 September, this was not effective.[footnoteRef:75] [75:  N.A.: P.R.O., CO 730/62/46069: Irak Intelligence Report, No. 19, 18 Sept. 1924.] 

Dobbs regularly informed London of these developments which he observed with great distress.[footnoteRef:76]  Britain was dismayed that Assyrian resistance had been broken so easily and despite massive RAF support. Major Lloyd suggested that that Assyrians might have knowingly chosen defeat in order to force Britain to establish an independent Assyrian state under its protection. Dobbs replied that if this were the case, then all support extended to the Assyrians needed to be stopped immediately and that no more funding should be used to organize and settle them. What the authorities in Iraq overlooked was that they could not expect the Assyrians to be successful against regular Turkish troops just because they had suppressed Arab and Kurdish rebellions in the past. It was one thing to suppress chaotic crowds in rebellion and quite another to resist against a regular army’s planned operation. It is possible to analyse Britain’s interpretation of the situation as a search for a way to abandon the Assyrians, who had by now fulfilled their function.  [76:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10113, E 8093/5711/65: Dobbs to Thomas, Baghdad, 18 Sept. 1924; FO 371/10113, E 8112/5711/65: Dobbs to Thomas, Baghdad, 20 Sept. 1924; FO 371/10114, E 8296/5711/65: Dobbs to Thomas, Baghdad, 25 Sept. 1924; FO 371/10114, E 8465/5711/65: Dobbs to Thomas, Baghdad, 26 Sept. 1924.] 

Turkey protested against the occupation of Süleymaniye on 4 September. Another memo, delivered on the same day, protested against the kidnapping of Governor Halil Rıfat on 7 August 1924 by Nestorians supported by the RAF. Britain rejected both protests with its own memo dated 12 and 30 September.[footnoteRef:77] In its memo of 23 September, sent to Britain through the League of Nations, Turkey described Britain’s actions as the application of a secret plan. Acting against the spirit of the Lausanne negotiations, Britain had, during the Golden Horn Conference, laid a claim over territories in Hakkari lying outside the province of Mosul. After the Conference had ended in failure because of this excessive demand, it had been observed that the Nestorians had been armed and had taken on an aggressive stance. Finally, during the kidnapping of the governor and the martyring of the gendarmes on 7 August 1924, British airplanes had flown over the crime scene to observe developments. A British official named Major Lloyd had come uninvited to Çal, where he had attempted to criticize the precautions taken by the Turkish government. British airplanes had flown over Turkish air space, watching military precautions being taken by Turkey on its own side of the status quo border and Turkish protests over the matter had continuously been ignored. After 14 September 1924, British airplanes had started to attack Turkish troops directly, killing and wounding soldiers. Turkey accused Britain of trying to create a fait accompli on Turkish territory.[footnoteRef:78]  [77:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10113, E 7599/5711/65: Turkish protest, 4 Sept. 1924; FO 371/10113, E 7600/5711/65; FO 371/10113, E 7820/5711/65: Britain’s response, 12 Sept. 1924; FO 371/10113, E 8024/5711/65: MacDonald to Zekai Bey, London, 30 Sept. 1924.]  [78:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10114, E 8422, 8555/5711/65.] 

Believing the Turkish protest to be designed to hide the fact that Iraqi territory was being invaded by regular troops, MacDonald requested that a protest note be sent to Turkey on the same day (September 23). The note claimed that Turkey was directly and openly violating article 3/2 of the Treaty of Lausanne on the preservation of the status quo. Having decided that a group crossing the Hazil River on 14 September 1924 was composed of irresponsible and unchecked tribal members who could create significant trouble, the British air force tried to repulse them by machine gun fire, causing several casualties in the process. However, a later report indicated that these were in fact regular Turkish troops and that they were attacking gendarmerie posts in the region and advancing towards the Assyrian region. On 22 September it was reported that a great number of Assyrians had been relocated to İmadiye. A memorandum on the subject extended full authority to the British officials in Iraq to take all and any measures they saw necessary and also violently protested about the situation to the Turkish government. The Council’s Turkish representative, Fethi Bey, replied orally that these events had taken place on the Turkish side of the administrative border. The British representative, Lord Parmoor, insisted that the events had transpired on the Iraqi side of the border. Fethi Bey denied this.[footnoteRef:79] According to İsmet Pasha, the British protest had been filed in “a panic of self-defence” only to disguise the attack they had conducted together with tribes loyal to Britain against Siranis, in the north of the status quo border, on 22 – 23 September 1924.[footnoteRef:80]      [79:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10113, E 8194/5711/65: MacDonald to Lindsay, London, 23 Sept. 1924; League of Nations Official Journal, September 1924, p. 1337-9; FO 371/10114, E 8423, 8476/5711/65; FO 371/10114, E 8555/5711/65.]  [80:  T.C. Dışişleri Bakanlığı Araştırma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Müdürlüğü, Türkiye Dış Politikasında 50 Yıl: Cumhuriyet’in İlk On Yılı ve Balkan Paktı (1923–1934), Ankara, y.y., t.y., p. 89-90.] 

Britain replied to Turkey’s memo of 23 September on 29 September. This counter-memo began by defining the administrative border of the province of Mosul as accepted by Britain and went on to explain that the territories between this border and Çölemerik, where the Assyrians had been settled, had been free of Turkish occupation since the end of the war and that they were therefore accepted as a no man’s land, which was why the Assyrians had been settled there in the first place. Britain had notified the Turkish government on 17 October 1923 that it would judge the appointment of a Governor to Çal as a violation of the Treaty of Lausanne’s article 3/2 on the status quo. Having received no reply to this memorandum, it had been assumed that this argument had been accepted by the Turkish government. The memo also expressed Britain’s deep disappointment over the military operations Turkey had conducted in the no man’s land as well as on the territories under British occupation and administration, especially while the question was under debate at the Council of the League of Nations. It was requested that Turkish soldiers withdraw from the aforementioned territories immediately.[footnoteRef:81]      [81:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10113, E 8221/5711/65: Lindsay to MacDonald, İstanbul, 23 Sept. 1924; FO 371/10115, E 8846/5711/65: British Protest Against Turkish Military Activities on Iraq Frontier, 27 Sept. 1924.] 

Britain considered the Assyrians’ deportation to the south as an important political opportunity which needed to be exploited to the utmost. The European press began to circulate news on the oppression and persecution of Christians by the Turks. This intensive propaganda was aimed both at Western public opinion and at the Council of the League of Nations so that it would deliver a decision in Britain’s favour.[footnoteRef:82] Britain needed to increase pressure on Turkey in order to reach its aims. Thus, it sent an aide memoire to Turkey on 5 October 1924, requesting once again that Turkish troops be withdrawn to the north of the Iraqi and no man’s land borders, as defined in the British memo of 29 September, or it would have to bear the consequences.[footnoteRef:83] In the absence of a reply, Britain bombed Turkish military targets in Ashuta on 8 October.[footnoteRef:84] That same day, MacDonald ordered the British Ambassador to Turkey, Lindsay, to deliver an ultimatum of 48 hours, starting on 9 October 1924 at mid-day, to the Turkish representative. It was announced that unless the stated demands were met within 48 hours, Britain would be free to take any military precautions it deemed necessary. [footnoteRef:85]   [82:  Foster, p. 154-5.]  [83:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10115, E 8913/5711/65: Morning Post, 14 Oct. 1924.]  [84:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10114, E 8702/5711/65.]  [85:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10114, E 8703/5711/65: MacDonald to Lindsay, London, 8 Oct. 1924; Toynbee, p. 502-3; T.C. Dışişleri Bakanlığı, p. 90-1.] 


IV. THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS PROCESS

Once it was understood that Turkey would not accept Britain’s requests, the League of Nations Council took control of the situation, which was exactly what Great Britain had hoped for. Convening an extraordinary meeting on 27 October 1924, the Council gave a first hearing to Lord Parmoor.[footnoteRef:86] Speaking in front of a map, Parmoor explained that after the Assyrians had been “exiled” from their homelands in 1916, these territories had been left vacant for five years, that during this time, the Assyrians had been granted refugee status and had been taken under British protection, that in 1921 they had been re-settled in their homelands which were not under Turkish administration and that this had been the situation until recently. He accepted that there was an active sub-district Governor  appointed by Turkey in Çal, which was situated in the north of the province of Mosul, on the south of the area defined by Britain as no man’s land, but that this Governor, Ulia Bey, was Kurdish and not Turkish and that he carried no authority over the Christians. He described how Turkish military forces had entered the no man’s land and Iraqi territories under British occupation after 14 September 1924, how they had advanced up to Birsevi, attacking Iraqi outposts and local levies and expelling the Assyrian population from the area. He explained how the Turks had been sent several memoranda requesting their withdrawal from the region, that when the expected reply had failed to arrive, an ultimatum of two days had been delivered on 9 July 1924, that the military operation had been suspended, as the question was to be brought before the Council of the League of Nations. He claimed that British air forces on reconnaissance missions had been subjected to land fire a number of times, to which they had been obligated to respond in order to defend themselves.  [86:  N.A.: P.R.O., PRO 30/52/76: C. 631, 1924-VII.] 

Taking the floor after Lord Parmoor, Turkish Foreign Minister Fethi (Okyar) stated that the British invasion of Süleymaniye on 19 July 1924 constituted an open violation of the Lausanne status quo. Turkey had protested against the bombing of Süleymaniye on 19 August 1923; the election of so-called representatives of the province of Mosul to the Iraqi parliament on 3 April 1924; the flight of British aircraft over Turkish territory on 1 July 1924; the invasion of Süleymaniye on 3 September 1924 and the kidnapping of the Turkish Governor by Nestorian bandits supported by British aircraft. Fethi (Okyar) argued that, contrary to Lord Parmoor’s theory, Hakkari was not a no man’s land, because Turkish jurisdiction over the area had continued uninterrupted throughout the war and that there was not a state on earth which was liable to allow the continuous military occupation of territories under its sovereignty. He claimed that the reason for which British aircraft had opened fire upon Turkish military forces charged with suppressing the Nestorian revolt was not for self-defence but purely and simply to attack Turkish forces. 
Unbeknownst to the Turkish side, the members of the Council of the League of Nations held a “special” meeting with the British representative in Rapporteur Branting’s room in the Hotel Britannique on 28 October.[footnoteRef:87] Hurst, speaking for Britain, told of his country’s assistance to the Christians in length and repeated that his government considered the Turkish intervention in Assyrian settlements as a violation of the status quo. He argued that the border established at Sèvres had projected an independent government both for the Kurds and the Assyrians and that this was the whole difference between the two treaties. Council members asked the British experts about Turkish forces in the region, about Assyrian and Kurdish population numbers in the no man’s land, about whether these tribes were nomads or settled, about the position of Turkish and British forces. Hurst said that the significant number of Assyrian refugees who had been expelled to the south were a serious matter of concern.  [87:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10116, E 9449/5711/65: Interview between M. Branting and the British experts, October 28, 1924.] 

Announcing its decision the next day, the Council declared that it had established a provisional military and administrative border and demanded that the parties’ withdrawal procedures beyond this border be completed by 15 November 1924. It was declared that the three-person investigation committee which had been created during the Council’s sitting of 30 September 1924 would take up its duties as soon as the parties had fully withdrawn.[footnoteRef:88] This border, created by the League of Nations and called the “Brussels Line,” was identical to the border favoured by Britain. [88:  League of Nations Official Journal, November 1924, p. 1658-62: Thirtyfirst Session of the Council of the League of Nations. Extract from the Minutes of the Third Meeting held at...Brussels,...October 29, 1924.] 

The Investigation Committee appointed by the League of Nations conducted its investigations in the province of Mosul from January to March 1925. As Edmonds stated, the Committee members’ priority was the Christians’ situation. A member of the committee, Albert Paulis, a retired Belgian colonel who was in active service in the Belgian army during the First World War, declared that he would refuse to sign any report that did not provide the Christians with sufficient protection. Another member, Count Pal Teleki, former Prime Minister of Hungary, announced in a speech addressed to the Christians that he would refer all of their problems to the League of Nations.[footnoteRef:89] The Committee’s report explained that although the Assyrians had enjoyed a large measure of autonomy under Ottoman rule, they had been provoked into armed rebellion against their legal administrators, which meant that their ambition to secede their territories from Turkey was unwarranted. It was claimed that the best solution for the Assyrians would be for them to return to their homelands and live with the same privileges as before. The report drew attention to the fact that Turkey’s sovereignty over the province of Hakkari was unquestionable and stated that Britain’s arguments against this fact were unjustified. The Christians and Jews had declared that, should the mandate rule continue, their allegiance would be to Iraq, but otherwise, they would support Turkey. To conclude, the Committee advised that the province of Mosul be united with Iraq and that Britain’s mandate over Iraq last for 25 years.[footnoteRef:90] [89:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10825, E 2731/32/65: Dobbs to Amery, Baghdad, 16 Apr. 1925; Enclosure 1. Final Diary of the British Assessor to the League of Nations Frontier Commission.]  [90:  Commission Report, p. 85–9.] 

Britain, through its Permanent Representative to the League of Nations, Cecil Hurst, officially applied to the League for the final decision on Mosul to be taken during the Council’s first sitting in September. This request repeated the Christians’ situation and the need to settle the Assyrians in the region north of the “Brussels Line” and to draw the border so as to incorporate this region within Iraq. However, the request said, if the Council members believed the Assyrian nations’ future security to be sufficiently guaranteed through the establishment of the “Brussels Line,” the British government would accept this decision and would not be insistent regarding these territories.[footnoteRef:91]  [91:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10825, E 5104/32/65: Draft Additional Paragraph to the Statement to be made by British Representative at Geneva, 28 Aug. 1925.] 

Foreign Minister Tevfik Rüştü (Aras), representing Turkey during the Council meetings of September 1925, pointed to the finding in the Investigation Committee’s report that not only the Muslims, but the Jews, Christians and the Yezidis also preferred to unite with Turkey rather than with Iraq should the mandate duration not be extended. The Report also notified that the province of Mosul could not be united with Iraq unless the mandate was extended to 25 years. However, the Minister stated that as the Committee had no authority to advise on the subject of the mandate, the report’s conclusion should be applied without regard to this advice. In other words, Mosul should be given to Turkey.[footnoteRef:92] Observing that Tevfik Rüştü (Aras)’s argument was close to persuading some Council members, that the possibility of dividing the province of Mosul was being considered and that the Council submitted the matter to the Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague (the World Court) for its advisory opinion, Britain once again played its Christian trump card. It simultaneously filed accusative appeals against Turkey to the Council[footnoteRef:93] and gave instructions to its officials in Iraq.      [92:  T.C. Dışişleri Bakanlığı, p. 92-8.]  [93:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10826, E 6156/32/65: Memorandum by Secretary of State for Colonies on the Mosul Question at the League of Nations, 30 Sept. 1925. ] 

Dobbs, in the telegraphs he sent on 12 and 14 September 1925 to Amery in Geneva, wrote that the Turks were attacking Christians in the villages to the north of the "Brussels Line," that 260 Christians had escaped and arrived in Zaho in dire straits and that they had said that the Turks were expulsing the Christians of Goyan to the south of the Brussels Line. He also reported that a small Turkish battalion had crossed and re-crossed the border after having entered into armed conflict with an Iraqi battalion. 
Amery sent Dobbs' telegraphs as an annex to a letter to the League of Nations Secretary-General, Eric Drummond, on 15 September, and asked for the necessary steps to be taken. Drummond related the situation to Tevfik Rüştü (Aras) on the same day. Replying to Drummond on 16 September, Tevfik Rüştü (Aras) wrote that he would communicate these events to his government, but that he believed their veracity to be highly dubious. On 16 September, Dobbs sent to Geneva two telegrams directly addressed to the League of Nations which he claimed had been written by two Christians who had escaped from Turkey. These two people described their situation in touching terms and asked the League of Nations for help and justice. Amery communicated these telegraphs to the Council and Office of the General Secretary on 17 September. He also requested that Drummond immediately convene the Council to discuss the matter. On the same day, Tevfik Rüştü (Aras) wrote to Drummond that Ankara had authorized him to communicate that Britain's claims on the expulsion of the Christians were utterly without foundation. During the Council meeting of 19 September, Amery described the Turkish government's latest actions on the border as alarming. Tevfik Rüştü (Aras) rejected forcefully the claims that the Christians were being expulsed.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10826, E 6156/32/65.] 

These developments demonstrated that Britain had decided to use the Christians in order to force the League of Nations once again to intervene directly. There were two main reasons for this. The first was to prevent Turkey, which was opposed to the World Court’s views, even before they were expressed, from engaging in a military operation. Noting that Turkey did not accept consultation with the World Court or to be bound by the Council decision, Britain thought that the presence of a League of Nations Commission in the region until the Council decision was announced could prevent the Turkish army from directly trying to occupy Mosul.[footnoteRef:95] Second, the best way for Britain to spend the two to three months that it would take for the World Court to deliver its advisory opinion and for the Council to announce its decision was to stimulate, to the utmost, the religious feelings of Council members, of whom all were Christians, as well as the European public, which would put pressure on the Council. Thus, during the Council meeting of 23 September convened by Amery, the latter spoke not of the claims that the status quo was being violated, but of his suggestion that a commission of representatives be sent to the region.[footnoteRef:96] On the same day, the Mosul sub-committee received a Christian delegation from the region and listened to their complaints. [footnoteRef:97]  [95:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10826, E 6122/32/65: Appreciation of the Situation on the Irak Front. (D.G. Osborne, 7 Oct. 1925, “bizim açımızdan önemli olan Milletler Cemiyeti Müfettişinin olabildiğince çabuk sınıra ulaşmasını sağlamaktır,” diye yazıyor; L. Oliphant ve W, Tyrell , 8 Oct. bu görüşü onaylıyorlardı.)]  [96:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10825, E 5845/32/65: Memorandum by T. A. Spring-Rice, 23 Sept. 1925.]  [97:  Kölnische Zeitung, 24 Sept. 1925, (Matbûât Müdüriyet-i Umûmiyesi Neşriyâtı’ndan Ecnebi Matbûâtı Hulâsası, Ankara, 1925, No. 79, p. 1271 in İ. Yerlikaya, “Yabancı Basında (1925) Musul-Kerkük Sorunu,” Askerî Tarih Bülteni, Yıl 20, S. 39 (Ağustos 1995), p. 26, 55-6.)] 

Amery recounted that villages on the Iraqi side of the border were being occupied and that the inhabitants of the Christian villages on the Turkish side of the border were being treated barbarically and were escaping in fear and poverty to Iraq. He said that to bring an end to these events, which were overt violations of the status quo, an investigation needed to be carried out on both sides of the border. The Council of the League of Nations, ignoring Tevfik Rüştü (Aras)’s objections, accepted Amery’s proposal without demurral.[footnoteRef:98]   [98:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10826, E 6156/32/65.] 

The Commission, created upon the Council’s decision, was led by the Estonian General Laidoner. It arrived in Baghdad on 26 October and met with Dobbs to receive the necessary briefings and documents. It was in Mosul on 30 October to embark on its “investigations.”[footnoteRef:99] The Laidoner Commission report of 16 November 1925 was submitted to the League of Nations on 23 November 1925.[footnoteRef:100]   [99:  Foster, p. 170; Toynbee, p. 516.]  [100:  N.A.: P.R.O., PRO 30/52/102: C. 705, 1925-VII: (Laidoner Komisyonu Ön Raporu, 16 Nov. 1925); PRO 30/52/104: C. 785, 1925-VII: (Laidoner Komisyonu Raporu, 23 Nov. 1925); FO 371/10863, E 7644/2/65: London to Chamberlain, Geneva, 10 Dec. 1925. (Laidoner’in Milletler Cemiyeti Konseyi’nde 10 Dec. 1925 tarihinde yaptığı konuşma)League of Nations, Council, Report to the Council by General F. Laidoner on the Situation in the Locality of the Provisional Line of the Frontier between Turkey and Iraq Fixed at Brussels on October 29, 1924, Mosul, November 23, 1925, London, His Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1925, Great Britain Foreign Office, Miscellaneous, No. 15 (1925), Cmd. 2557; League of Nations, Council, Turco-Iraq Frontier. Memorandum on the Inquiry Conducted by the MM. Ortega-Nunez, Markus and Charrère: The Deportation of Christians in the Neighborhood of the Brussels Line, Mosul, November 23, 1925, Great Britain Foreign Office, Miscellaneous, No. 18 (1925), Cmd. 2563; ] 

The report’s most provocative section was the one on the atrocities that were said to be afflicted upon the Christian population. The report claimed that the most urgent matter was that of the Christians’ deportation. This phenomenon created unease not only amongst the Christians, but also amongst the Muslims who spoke favourably of Iraq to the Investigative Commission. Laidoner asserted that he had studied the matter personally as well as through the sub-commission created for this purpose and that he had concluded without any doubt that the British claims were true. Although Turkey prevented investigations from being held in the north of the “Brussels Line,” sufficient proof was provided though the testimony of refugees who had been able to escape to the south. These refugees numbered approximately three thousand people and were composed of Chaldeans, who, unlike the Nestorians, had never perpetrated any acts of aggression against the Turks. Therefore, the Turks could not allege that they had been provoked by this population. The atrocities committed by the troops linked to the 62nd Infantry Regiment resembled those committed by the Turks during the 1915 Armenian deportations. According to reports submitted to the Commission, Turkish authorities had ordered Kurdish chieftains to eliminate the Christians living within their tribes. Chieftains who had refused to obey because of economic reasons had been shot. The Kurds had not mistreated these Christians; rather, they had protected and helped them during their escape to Iraq.[footnoteRef:101] Turkish soldiers had been ordered by their officers to attack Christian villages and confiscate all weapons, apply heavy fines, to confiscate livestock when the fines could not be paid, then they had taken their women, they had plundered their homes and been violent to the point of massacring the population. The village people had been forced to walk with their livestock, surrounded by soldiers, no food had been given to them during these walks that lasted between six and ten days, most had fainted from exhaustion, thirst and hunger, then the Turkish soldiers had kicked them with their rifle butts to force them to get up and walk again; at nights, the soldiers selected the women they wanted and took them and killed those husbands who tried to resist. Many people had died from disease, hunger and the cold during what could be qualified as mass deportations. Only those who had offered bribes to the Turkish soldiers had been able to escape and arrive in Iraq in desolation. There were three thousand Christians in this condition in Zaho and this number increased with the arrival of new groups every day. Despite financial assistance sent by the Iraqi government as well as private individuals and organisations in Britain, the situation of these people was pathetic. Having been ejected by force from their homes, they had neither belongings, nor hope. These statements had been taken during meetings with people from different regions and who had not as yet been able to contact the Iraqi authorities. [101:  Toynbee, p. 517-8, fn. 4.] 

The aim behind such provocative language was without a doubt to create the desired effect upon the Council members, all of whom were Christians. To leave nothing to chance, a missionary organisation, The Catholic Union for International Studies, assisted in the submission to the Council of a report dated 20 November 1925, written by the Chaldean priest in Zaho, Paul Bedar.[footnoteRef:102] This report was identical to the Laidoner report along with which it was distributed to the Council. Furthermore, Laidoner was brought to the Council to read his report in person. At the meeting convened on 10 December 1925 only for this purpose, Laidoner read the report which had been distributed to the members beforehand – perhaps with the addition of private comments.[footnoteRef:103] The Turkish party did not participate in this meeting. However, Tevfik Rüştü (Aras) provided for an expert report prepared by Professor Gilbert Gidel, which supported the Turkish arguments, to be read before the Council.  [102:  N.A.: P.R.O., PRO 30/52/104: C. 799, 1925-VII: Report by Paul Bedar, 20 Nov. 1925.]  [103:  N.A.: P.R.O., FO 371/10863, E 7644/2/65; League of Nations Official Journal, January 1926, p.145.] 

The Turkish government had notified the League of Nations even before the Laidoner Commission had left for the region that the inhabitants of the Siah and Ziyaret villages, whose “sorrowful” stories were told with striking wording in the Laidoner report, were in fact a network of traitors led by their religious leaders, under the influence and guidance of cross-border provocateurs, and that they crossed the border into the territories under dispute. However, the Turkish government had also added that the other Christians living in the region had not participated in this act and that the government had no problems with them. [footnoteRef:104] Following the publication of the Laidoner Report, Tevfik Rüştü (Aras) wrote a letter to the League of Nations Secretariat, expressing his amazement that such a fraudulent report could be penned despite Ankara’s previous statements.[footnoteRef:105] The Turkish party wrote one more letter, rigorously refuting these allegations and bearing the signatures of Tevfik Rüştü (Aras) and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ Senior Legal Counsellor, Münir (Ertegün). Tevfik Rüştü (Aras), in the letter he wrote in response to Paul Bedar’s report, sustained that the Christians had been provoked and armed by the British and Iraqi authorities and that the statements made by the priest called Paul Bedar were “bogus.”[footnoteRef:106] However, the Turkish representatives’ efforts would prove to be insufficient when confronted with the ever stronger prejudices of their opponents. İsmet (İnönü), during his speech on the Laidoner Report addressed to the Turkish Parliament on 12 December 1925 said: [104:  N.A.: P.R.O., PRO 30/52/104: C. 650, 1925-VII: Note by Turkish Government, 24 Oct. 1925.]  [105:  N.A.: P.R.O., PRO 30/52/104: C. 800, 1925-VII: Letter from Tewfik Rushdi Bey, 11 Dec. 1925.]  [106:  N.A.: P.R.O., PRO 30/52/104: C. 815, 1925-VII: Letter from Munir Bey, 13 Dec. 1925; C. 820, 1925-VII: Letter from Tewfik Rushdi Bey, 14 Dec. 1925.] 


“Here is the traditional propaganda written against us, on the deportation of the Christians. Whenever diplomats prepare to take a political and harmful decision against Turkey, they first disseminate propaganda on the Christians. This has now become the fashion.” [footnoteRef:107] [107:  İsmet Paşa’nın Siyasî ve İçtimai Nutukları, 1920–1933, Ankara, 1933, p. 119; Türk Parlamento Tarihi Araştırma Grubu, Türk Parlamento Tarihi; T.B.M.M. II. Dönem, 1923–1927, Vol. II, Ankara, Türkiye Büyük Millet Meclisi Vakfı Yay., [1993], p. 262-72.] 



CONCLUSION
Before Great Britain had been able to shake off the effects of economic problems caused by the First World War, it was struck by the global economic depression of 1929. The country decided to withdraw from some of its colonies, including Iraq. The Assyrians, who held a partially autonomous status under British rule, were greatly distressed by this development. A significant number among them was still employed in the levies and was thus both earning money and keeping the Muslim population under control. Not only would the departure of the British deprive them of a living, but it would also unleash the anger accumulated against them by the Muslim population. They applied to the British High Commissioner Francis H. Humphrys to be settled as a whole in a certain region in the north of Mosul and to be granted autonomy. However, the British government rejected the petition, explaining that there were no unoccupied territories where the whole of the Assyrian population could be settled.[footnoteRef:108] The same petition was sent to the League of Nations, which also examined and then rejected it.[footnoteRef:109]  [108:  Mar Eshai Shimun, The Assyrian Tragedy, 1934, p. 33-4 in F. Aprim, “The Assyrian Statehood: Yesterday’s Denial, Today’s Moral Obligation,” Nineveh On Line, 12 Nov. 2002 (www.nineveh.com/Education/The%20Assyrian%20Statehood.htm). ]  [109:  J. Jacoub, The Assyrian Question, 1986, p. 122 in Aprim, “The Assyrian Statehood...”] 

Once Britain’s mandate over Iraq was terminated in 1932, the country became a theoretically independent state and a member of the League of Nations. The Iraqi government dissolved the Assyrian levies and violently suppressed the Assyrian revolt. Approximately three thousand Assyrians lost their lives during the military operation of August 1933.[footnoteRef:110] The Assyrian Patriarchate was exiled to Cyprus. Although the Assyrians yet once again petitioned the United States and Great Britain for a homeland of their own, their requests were ignored. [footnoteRef:111]    [110:  www.answers.com/topics/sumail; www.answers.com/tpics/assyrianindependence; www.aina.org/ao/peter/brief.htm.]  [111:  Y. Malek, The British Betrayal of the Assyrians, Chicago, 1935, p. 45. (www.aina.org/books)] 

With Iraq gaining its independence, the Assyro-Chaldeans’ autonomous status was, in time, either abolished or narrowed down. When, in 1948, the United Nations approved of the creation of the State of Israel, the Assyrians once again became hopeful that they may be granted an independent or autonomous homeland. However, their petitions to the UN went unanswered.[footnoteRef:112]  [112:  F. Aprim, “Indigenous People in Distress,” Nineveh On Line, 4 Apr. 2003 (www.nineveh.com/Indigenouspeopleindistress.html) ] 

	The Baas government passed some regulations recognizing the Assyrians’ cultural rights in 1972. Nonetheless, the Assyrians continued to press for independence or autonomy. They began to use the Assyrian flag, voted on during the Assyrian Congress held in Teheran in 1968, as a symbol of their independence. The “Provisional Assyrian Government” created by the Assyrian Diaspora in Chicago in 1977 prepared a constitution for the sovereign Assyrian state. Saddam Hussein, taking over Iraq in 1979, abolished the Assyrians’ cultural rights and embarked on a comprehensive Arabisation policy towards all ethnic groups in the country, including the Assyrians. The Iran-Iraq war which began in 1980 weakened Baghdad’s authority over Northern Iraq. In 1983, the Assyrians’ most important political organisation, the Bet Nahrain Democratic Party, published the “Assyrian National Manifesto,” which included the aim to establish a sovereign Assyrian state either in Mosul or in Dohuk.[footnoteRef:113]  [113:  S. Dadesha, The Assyrian National Question, Modesto, California, 1987, p. 275 in Aprim, “The Assyrian Statehood…”] 

From 1991 onwards, the Assyrians found themselves within the borders of the de facto State of Kurdistan, set up under the name of “safety zone” in the north of Iraq. Now, they were faced with the danger of being assimilated by their historical enemies.[footnoteRef:114]  [114:  F. Aprim, “Assyria or Kurdistan?” Nineveh On Line, 15 Sept. 2003 (www.nineveh.com/Assyria%20or%20Kurdistan.html).] 

Today, different sources cite the total Assyrian population to be anywhere between a few hundred thousand and four million.[footnoteRef:115] The absence of a credible census leads to the exaggeration of the numbers of relatively small and weak communities who hope to gain external political support. Certain regional or global actors also exaggerate the numbers of such communities in order to satisfy their own interests. The decisive Kurdisation policy facing the Assyrians in Northern Iraq today has further imperilled their existence.  [115: www.adherents.com/adhloc/Wh_154html#392; www.adherents.com/Na/Na_142html#830; www.adherents.com/Na/Na_356html#2086; www.adherents.com/Na/Na_467html#2785; www.adherents.com/Na/Na_622html#3793; www.bible.ca/global-religion-statistics-world-christian-encyclopedia; “Assyrian People,” Encyclopædia of the Orient (www.lexicorient.com/e.o/assyrian_p.htm).





] 

The Assyrians’ history is one of trickery and exploitation. It is a story of how they were abandoned once they served no further use; of the pain and destruction they suffered in the process. Yusuf Malek, an Assyrian who worked for the British administration in Iraq between 1917-1930, tells of the events of this period in his book published in 1935, The British Betrayal of the Assyrians. The Assyrians continue to hope for support from the West to reach their aims of autonomy or independence. However, Western policies, especially the USA’s Kurdocentric regional policies, prove these hopes to be hollow. 
 


