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(- 2.8
Chapter 5 ,» ,
ettlement Scheme ".7‘
Y.

The previous chapter suggested that far from being
attracted to or retained in their centres of gsettlement by
economic opportunity, the Armenians were confined in these
centres partly at least by their inability to move and settle
elsewhere, What {s certain is that the Armenlans were
stagnating in the cities, many in squalid "camps" or shanty-
towns, at a time when the cultivated area was expanding.

The varioua efforts made by the philanthropic ourganisations to
combat this situation by encouraging new industries could have
only a temporary palliative effect. A redistridution of
population was necessary. To this end, one remedy was
emigration, and this hes already bocen described in Chapter ..
No doudt the motive behind this movement was largely economic.
Another remedy was redistridution of the Armenians within the
country. This chapter desoribes and assesses the various

attenpts made to achieve this redistridution.

Birat Attempts

The firet effort to distridute the Armenians in accordance
with the oconomic opportunities in the country came in 1921
when, during the evacuation of refugess from Cilicia to Syria
and Labanon, the Prench asuthoritises found themselvea obliged to

takoe oharge of those refugees who were initially unable to

35403
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secure their own livelihood. Plans to receive these

refugees were outlined by M.Robert De Caix, agcretary-oenernl
to the Prench Hign Commission, in Decembder, 19211 At Mersin
in Cilicia, where the refugees had accumulated, they would dbe
listed according to confession, livelihood, craft and
preference concerning destination. After transport to Syria
by boat those with an assured live'ihood would be left free

in their choice of residence. For the othera camps would be
created using army-tents, reed-huts or mcnasteries. These
would be an the coast of Lebanon, a. Latakia, or in the State
of Damascus. Por political reasons, and because refugees
were arriving there spontaneously, no camps would be created
at Alexandretta and Aleppo. For the refugees in these camps,
building-sites would be opened where they would be obliged to
work for wages lower- than those current in the country. In
this way they would be encouraged to find work in local
induatries whilc their labour would prove dbeneficial to the
Levant States, which would thus be induced to reimburse to the
High Commission the money expended on the employaent of this
ladbour, which would de regarded ss a loan made towards their
public worka. The labour of the refugees would also dbe offered
t0 individuals and locsl industry while demands for refugee
labour would be centralised. The cost of maintaining the
refugees would be reduced by a stoppage on their wages to
persusde them to dbecome self-guffioient. It was vitally
important to assure their dispersal from the camps as soon as
possible, De Caix noted further the importance of operating
outside Lebnnon; in order to reduce the nuaber of refugees

who would fall into Prench ocarse, He envisaged out-plaaing
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amongst the land-owners who were complaining of lack of
labour, and notedAthe possibilities of the Bekaa and ?erhapa
the plain of Homs-~Hama,. Agricultural coloniea would not
however be established, in order to avoid expense. The
refugees who settled on the land would de théie engaged by
local landowners, or requested for expurimental stations by
the agricultural adviser of the High Commission, or left free

to settle, with the aid of their community, on rented lands.

It 18 evident that dispersal according to economic absorp-
tive capacity was a principal element in this French plan.2
The extent of the redistribution which had taken place (by
Prench means) by January 21, 1922, is shown in Tsble 5.1, which
nay be compared with Table 3.2. Of these refugees, only

1,421 remained in French care. The extent of FPrench dispersal
of refugees to the villages of Lebanon is not known, but the
disperssl sceems confirmed dy Burnier.3 who notes that the
1200 (sic) Armenians who had arrived by sea at Saida in
Deceaber 1921 remained until September, 1922 in the care of

the French Administrator of the region, who gradually found

the means to distridbute thea in the country according to their

crafts.

When, deapite their own efforts, the Prench were faced
with a large accumulation of Armenisns at Alexandretta, they
again found themselves obliged, as much for econoamic as political
reasons, to pursue a policy of dispersal. The appalling
condition of the refugees at Alexandretta attracted the convern
of the "Priends of Armenia"” who in March, 1922 adviaed the
Foreign Office of French inaction in the face of an agglomeration
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Table 5.1

Distributic £ refugees sneorted from Cilicia to Svria

and Lebtanon t French means, at Jannary 241, 1922

Beirut 4,562
Djounieh 1,7C0
Zanle 100
Tripoll 1,432
Saida 1,82
Damagcus 4,50C
Alawi Territory 2,266

16,112

Scurce: De Caix %o W.A.E., Jan.21, Arch.Dip., 8-L-C., Tol.tld

of "20,000" refugeea, The question waa taken up by Lord
Curzon who reported this total %o btoth M.Poincare, ihe French
Prime Kinister, and General douraud, the Hich Commissioner, a*
the Peace Conference, De Caix was immediately instructed %o
comminicate morc precise information to the Juai d'Crsay, bui
by this time he wag himoelf due to leave for Alexandreta on
4 tour of inapoction with Dr. Melconisn, efroctive
repregentintive of Armenian jnteragts in Syria. This was
nosaidbly nu & vegult of pressure from N= NcAfes, Direcltor of
the Nenpr Raat Rolief, who was alan reparted in apeh, 1972 0o
Da heincing praasire on tha cavaprmsrt o pundvn *ha nefuamaa

from Alaxardretta, &

On April 1, De Caix wired his rapor® an the attuniion to

Genaral Oouraud at Paris.’ he oegtimated tnat there wape
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about 10,000 refugees at Alexandretta. He thought it
necessary to evacuate as soon as possible to the south 4,000
or 5,000 of them .10 could not find work. About 2,000
agricultural workers could be settled at some expense on
ungscupied land. 1,500 could be absorbed by Alawi Territory
and 1,500 by the Tripoli-Hama region. That, however, was
the limit, as there was already uneaployment at Beirut and
Damascus. The evacuation, which could only be undertaken
be persuasion and through offers of wark, and by assuming
the coat of transport, would be organised in collaboration
with Dr. Melconian and the Armenian leadersa. He concluded
with a bitter jibe at British hypocricy:
"Toute la difficulte vient de la fermeture aux
rérugiés des pays dépendant de nations qui nous
sccusent maintenant de n'avoir pas soin des Arséniens
pour qQqui elles ont beaucoup moins fait que nous. A
moinas de dJQen.er des sommes (&normes) qui serviraient
surtout d demoraliser les réfugibs 11 n'y a qu's
essayer de rfpartir dans les regions ol ils peuvent
s'employer des gens qui ne sont pas plus mal installés

g Alexandrette Qque les Frangais du Nord arrivant pour
relever leurs fayers dévastés."

It is evident that in execution of these desires asome dispersal
of refugees froa Alexandretta did take place, although their
exact destination is odbscure. 8ome certainly reached

Latakia and Beirut, while otheru may have reached Damascus.
They included, for example, the Armenians froa Bxdes who had
moved to Alexandretta as early as 1920, and who were

transforred to Latakia in May, 1922. 6

It was partly similar economic considerations which led
the Prernch authorities to diaperse froam Aleppo to Beirut and

Damagcua, about 4,500 of the refugees who arrived there in
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1922-24]  The financial burden assumed by the Prench was,
however, soon dropped. After their initial, and incomplete,
dispersal, the Armenians were left to their own resources,

and their absorption into the economic life of the country

was left incomplete. It is8 evident nevertheless that Prench
policy was largely réiponaible for such dispersal of refugees
as did take place from their arrival points. In so far as the
objective of this policy was to enadble the economic adbsorption
of the refugees, it must be admitted that it was manifeatly
unguccessful. As observed, the economic plight of the

Armen iana who had been dispersed, especially in, for example,
Damascua, appears not to have been significantly better than
that of those who remained at their arrival points, though
what the situation in the arrival-points would have been
without dispersal one shudders to consider. In this respect,
the net effect of the dispersal policy was, to be fair,
benefricial, that is, to have spread the poverty of the
Armenians more evenly over a country which siaply was not

able to abgord them without large injections of capital.

Karen Joppg

In recognition of the need for a more radical solution
efforts were made to encourage agricultural colonisation.
The first positive steps were taken in this respect by Miuws
Karen Jeppe, League Commissioner at Aleppo for the Protection
of Women and Children in the Near East, supportod dy the
Swedigh branch of the International Fellowship of Reconciliation
Thia latter organisation had already, as early as 1922,
endeavoured to intereat the League of Nationa in a colonisation

acheme, but ita aefforts failed. In 1923, however, at the
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international conference of the Reconciliation in Denmark,
the question of the establishment of an agricultural colony
was discussed on the initiative of the Swedish dbranch,
supported by Paul Berron, Director of the “Action Chretienne
en Orient™, and in the presence of Karen Jeppe. As a
result, the Swedish bdranch was asked to organise the work,
while Karen Jeppe was appointed as their representative to

look for a site and make preparations.a

The first colonies (Tell es Samene Missak and its twin,
Tell Armen) were established in 1924 in the valley of the
Nahr el Belkh, between Raqqa and Tell Abiad. (Pig 5.1) The
Armenjian peasants froam Garmudsh near to Urfa had been driven
out of Turkey in the winter of 1923-4. As soon as they had
reachaod Aleppo, the great landowners had tried to induce them
to settle in their villages as their tenants. The Armenians
were afraid to accept these brtarn, but trusted Miss Jeppe
who had previously been working in the Urfa Region for adbou?l
fifteen yearas. The landowners thercfore turned to Miss Jeppe
who considered their proposals and finally selected those
of Hed jim Pasha, the hereditary chief of the Aneseh tribde.
Thus were established the twin colonies of Tell es 8;-550 and
Tell-Armen.? 1In Pedruary, 1926, Miss Jeppe was envisaging
the further settlement of refugees froa the Urfa region in
this district, while she thought that other refugees, from
the mountainous part of Cilicia, might be settled in Alawi
Territory. This latter idea she dropped as the Prench
authorities 4id not oconsider it adviasadle, so she turned
inatead to a new colony in the valley of the Nahrel Belkh at
Chard Bedros (Kheurbet er Rizs) whioh was founddd in Spring,
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1926.10 Other refugees appear to have been ouiplaced by
“lss Jeppe in small rroups in cther villages, fcr in February,
192€, she ser%t out four familics, whose settlement depended
on money provided by the "Friends of Armenia", to be settled at
the village of All Begdjili (E1 Bajiliyé ?) near Tell Abiad.''
With the establishment of the Wansen Officc setilement scheme,
“i3s Jeppe lost much of her freedom of action, but ccntinued to
carry on her work on its limited scale. By 1934, the Tell
es Samghe colony had apparently fsiled for, after the death
of Had jim Pasha, his heirz adopted a less ccnciliatory
attitude to the Armenians, limiting their agricultural
posgussions to the extent that it waaz impossible fcr them to
subaist. Accordingly, Miss .Jeppe appears to have foundad =
new colony, at Tiné, this time founded on the orincivle of

colonising the Armenians in common with the Arabs. 12

Although Karen Jeppe's scheme was deaigned largely to
relicve presaure in the towna, and to rezettle agricultural
workera, there were cther motives behind it; to reduce coats
for her Rescue Home, and to ereate centres of international
roconeiliation.3 The colonles themcelves took in a number of
the Armenian boys rescucd from the Arab and Kurdish tribes.i¥
The schemo ltself involved a relntivaly em!l numher of
Armoniang., In 1925, Joseph Burtt of the Soclaty of Friends
roted that the alater villagea of Tell-Armen and Toll a3 Snména
togathar had a population of 270 peopls, while in mid-1926,
the population of Khaurbat apr Rizz was LO Armenian families plus
30 of the older reacued boys.!? At Tell es Sandne, the
original tenanoy agreement was that Had jim Pasha would supply

the land and seed free and take 1{in return half tha
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produce, so that the Armenians were, in fact, metayers. A
dyke was constructed to regulate irrigation and a tractor
brought with much difficulty across the Euphrates. Burtt
reported in 1925 that the colony was growing maize, millet,
wheat, cotton, an}ana, melons, etec. 1500 muldberry trees

had been planted, and there were horses, cattle and nheep.‘G

e nes arge-scale scheme

Laudable as Miss Jeppe's schemes were, they remained on a
small-scale only. To solve the problem, plans were required
on a much larger scale, and such aschemes found their
propagandists in the philanthropic societies, who realised
that

YAt the best....individual benevolence, or even the

corporate humanitarian gifts of Churches, can only

relieve the existing suffering. They cannot really

deal radically with the problem. Governmental

action guided by far-sighted statesmanlike policy

can alone grapple with and solve the root Erqyle-.

which is the resettlement of these pecple.” |
Foremost in the advocacy of such schemes were Karen Jeppe,
Joseph Burtt, and Paul Berron. Karen Jeppe persistently
endeavoured to interest the League of Nations in a settlement
noheno." Joseph Burtt, who visited the area in 1925, came to
the same conclusion. B8ignificantly he drew attention to
Karen Jeppe's colonies, and advocated throe centres where the
Armenians might be sottled on the land; the Antioch region,
the region of Homs and Hama, and the Saida rtslon." Paul
Berron, Director of the “"Aotion Chretienne en Orient” and his
follow=workers had become interested in colonisation as
early as 1922, In 1926, Berron preparad a roportaghioh

noted the problem and urged agricultural colonisation as the
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best solution, again drawing on the example of Karen Jeppe.

In this report he urged settlement along the coast, and
suggested three particular areas; the Scueidiye district,
Qassab district, and the district cf Latakia - Tripecli. The
firat two suggestions were derived from a report by Mr.A.Oskan,
"patented agronym", conmﬁnicated to Berron by the local
Armenian Doctor P. Sevian, himeelf an advocate of

agricultural settlement. The four villages involved were

in three cases formerly prosperous communities now partly
depopulated, and in one case situated on swampy land, requiring
drainage to support a larger population. The third area
suggested, the coaat between Latakia and Tripoli, Berron
believed to be neglected, to the extent that it would be easy
to establish small colonies of Armeniana, whether to make up

new villages or to extend thoae already existing.

Such proposala 1n1i1§113 fell on deaf ears in the official
quarters from where the backing and finance would be necessary.
It hag already been observed that the French authoritiea were
reluctant, at the time of the 1921 migration froam Cilicia, to
involve themselves in agricultural colonisation schemea, hoping
to rid themselves of the financial burden of the Armenians as
goon as posaible, Mr. Hekimian, representative at Aleppo
of the Near Eagt Roliof, reports how, when the Armenian
Catholicou requested from General Billotte, Delegate of the
Frenoh High Commisaion to the State of Aleppo, that land from
the domain of Sultan Abdul Hamid about Hama and Homs ba given
to the Armoenians for colonisation, the QGeneral replied that
the atate of Aleppo was too poor to give any land.2'  He
further advised the Armenians to disseminate in Syria, but
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this would appear to have been difficult for the Aramenians

on the grounds of security. Later, Hekiman reported tha;

the French authorities had been repeatedly requested officially
to authorise settlement by the Armenians on State domain land,
and to grant locans for the purchase of equioment. Instead,
they had attempted to scatter small groups of ten to twenty
Arazenian families in Arab villages to be employed by rich
landowners. Caustically he observed that "they desire to

reap a harvest in Syria without sowing". 22 e Mandatory
authorities were clearly anxious to limit their financial

commitment.

Here it will be appropriate to comment on the budgetary
sysatem of the Mandated territories which was as complex as
their administrative organisation. Each separate State had
ite own Budget, supported esnecially by direct taxation. In
addition the French-adminiatered Common Interests organisation
collected the revenue from certain departmonts of common
intereat, such as the Customs, and allocated this revenue to
the various Services (Health ete.) maintained throughout the
territories, to certain other interatatal charges, and as
aubventions to the budgets of the geparate states. The
aoxponges 3f the High Commission, and the French forces in the
territory, however, devolved upon the French treasury. The
States' budgets were intended to be solf-aupporting, thus
"rirmly (but not deliberately - author) limiting the pace of
podalble davelopmont in beneficient State activity." That
the territory pay 1:3 wny without financlal assistanca from
France was a cardinal principle of French policy. Indeed,

the coat of the Mandate came under frequent fire in France, 23
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To pay for comprehensive Armenian refugee settlement would
have required either precisely such an objectionable
injection of capital from France, or an extraordinary
financial commitment from the limited resources of the
territory, not only financially embarrassing but potentially
politically so, especially at the level of the State dudgets.

It is understandable, therefore, that official financial
commitment to Armenian settlement was initially minimal.
Consequent attempts to encourage small-scale dispersal met
with Armenian opposition on the grounds of security, and,
as already observed, do not appear to have been successful.
M. De CTaix, then Prench spokesman at the Permanent Mandates
Commission, reported in November, 1926 that some Araenians
who had been pleced with Syrian or French landowners had left
agricultural employment to become pedlars as soon as they had
saved a little money. He concluded that the Armenians were

not on the whole an agricultural popula t.ion.m"

In fact, the authorities appear to have been rather
confused aa to the number of agricultural workers (and hence
poteontial agricultural colonists) amongat the Armenians. At
Ocnova in FPebruary, 1926, M. De Caix had to accept that thore

wao a contradiction in the report of the Mandatory Power for

a5

1924, concarning the manner in which immigration waa rogarded:

"In the aecond paragraph it was atated:

"“To sum up, the Christian immigrants of Anatolia,...
now,..constitute a remedy, to a large aextent, for the
lack of labour resulting from the traditional emigration
of the inhabitanta of Lebanon to tha two Americas,"
"while two paragraphs further on, the report stated:

"M ..They replaced them in quantity but not in quality
for, while the emigranta belong for the moat part to the
peasant olasses, the great majority of immigrants are
artisana,""
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The Carle Proposels

If the Prench reaction to large-scale settlement proposals
was disappointing, the League of Nations provided more hope.
On September 25, 1924, the Assembly passed a resolution
inviting.... Sias

“the I.L.0., in collaboration with Dr. Nansen (the League

High Commissioner for Refugees - author), to institute an

enquiry with a view to studying the possibility of

settling a substantial number of Armenian refugees in

the Caucasus or elsewhere......" 26
In view of the various representations made to this Commission
regarding the situation of the Armenian refugees in Syria, one
member of the Commission, M.Carle, was invited to proceed to
Syria for the purpose of submitting a report on the Armenian
refugee problem there. He concluded from his investigation
that the refugees should be encouraged in every way to settle
on the land if a final and permanent solution of the problem
was to be round.27 He noted the failure of the French
authorities to persuade the Armenians to do so. Even in
requesting Armenian landowners to encourage poor Armenians
to settle on the land, both General Gouraud and M.Achard,
agricultural adviser to the State of Syria, had seen seversl
attempts fail, A Frenchman who owned a vineyard in the
Bekaa had set up an Armenian as ateward at Chtaura, only to
809 him desert to become a pedlar, No doutt it waas thia
example cited by Carle which had prompted De Caix's remarks
to the Permanent Mandates Commission, but it haa already been
suggested that the failure of French attempta at dispersal
was due to their small-acale, Now, however, M.Carle found

Franch officials willing to aeonsider larger-scale sstilement,



299

Léptaaier. Assistant Secretary-General to the High Commissicner,
was devoting his attention to the protlem. M.Carle drew his
attention to the possibilities existing at the head of the
Ghab, scheduled for division into lots, and for which an
improvement-plan had recently.been prepared. -He obtained

the agreement of M.Fontana, Director of the Land Service, to

a proposal to establish an Armenian village in this area, and
M.M. Carle and Melconian (almost acting Armenian "consul")
addressed a formal request to the High Commissioner to decide
this question. Carle envisaged that capital of about a
million france would be required to allow the future landholders
to obtain agricultural implements, livestock and seed. This
would be provided by a loan at low interest, administered by
the Crédit Agricole, involving funds from the interested

local governments. He raised the queation of iie Nansen
Office providing 500,000 francs to assist in tha establishment
of the first settlements. He envisaged that the millicn francs
would provide for adbout 1500 hectarea at adout ten hectares

per family, i.e. by implication the settlement of adbout 150
families, dut in a letter to Major Johnson, Secretary-General
of the League Refugees Office, he foresaw the gettlement

of five to eight thousand refugees in the Ghad, and noted too
that the High Commission intended to endeavour to populate

the region to the east of Aleppo beside the Euphrates. The
queation was discussed at & meeting of the Loague Refugees
Advisory Committee in September, 1925.35 when Dr. Nanaen
rightly pointed out that a settlement scheme in Syria could

only be carried out with the permission of, and in co-operaticn

with, the French authoritiea. Almoat at the same time, howeven
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the political situation in Syria detericrated rapidly, and
plans had to be shelved.2? The Druze Rebellion, which was
responaible for this inconvenience, erupted in August, 1925,
and was not finally stamped out until 1927. Though affecting
primarily the socuthern part of Syria, it produced insecurity
and fear even in the far north where the rebelas secured no

firm hold,30

The Nansen Office Settlement Scheme

Paradoxically, it was as an indirect result of the fighting
in Syria that the question was revived. 31 In November, 1925
M.Schlemmer had been sent by the International Red Cross
Committee to study the refugee problem caused by this conflict.
He was replaced the next month by M.Burnier. At the
beginning of April, 1926, Burnier accompanied Dr.Duguet,
director of the health service of the "armee du Levant," on
a tour of inspection, during which they observed the necessity
of intervening more particularly on bshalf of the Armenian
refugecs, On April 12, Burnier wrote to the Red Cross asking
if Dr. Nanaen, the League High Comaisaicner for Refugees, might
be interested in co-operating in a solution, offering to act as
negotiator. His letter waa accompanied by a report which
atated that the problem was that the great majority (6-7,000
families) of the Armenians were agriculturalists who, unlike
the traders and shopkeepers, were unable to obtain work. The
aolution to this problem was the creation of agricultural
coloniea, Thesu projoeals were taken under vonsideration by

the League, When hae heard that Dr. Nansen might parhaps be
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disposed to co-operate, Burnier informed the French authorities
and after two conferences with M. de Reffye, Secretary-General
to the High Commissioner, and M. Lepissier, his assistant, drew
up the dbroad outlines of a plan, which was approved by M. de
Jouvenal, the High Commissioner, for submisszion to the I.L.O.
with a request for the formal participation of that
organisation. This he presented to the I.L.0O. Refugees
Office on his return to Geneva on May 11, 1926.

The report32 began with an outline of the problem. It
noted that, while many refugees (especially businessmen,
artisans and workmen) had been able to establish themselves
in Syria, many others (above all peasants) had not. A
distinction was drawn between the refugees at Beirut and thoae
in other localities. At Beirut, the material situation of
the refugees was relatively satisfactory, and the local
population was not hostile. [Elsewhere, especially at
Damagcus, Hama, Homs and Aleppo, the situation was much less
favourable, At Damagspcus and Hama the population was
absolutely hostile to the Armerans, who were having difficulty
in making a living. At Aleppo, Syrian-Armenian relations wers
better, but the town could not support its Armenian influx.

Out of 45,000 refugees at Aleppo, 35-40,000 were living in
unutable conditions, and according to local relief committeecs
most of thege were peasanta. The soclution lay in the creation
of agricultural colonies, the guiding prineiple of which should
be the transfor to a predominantly Christian region of the
Armenians living in predominantly Muslim regions. More
specifically it was proposed that the Armenian agriocultural

workerp in the interior towns be tranaferred to southern Lebanon
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where the Mandatory authorities were ready to provide, in
the villages of Hasbaya and Merdjayoun, land and houses for
1,500 ramilies (8,000 persons), and, in the region of Tyr,
domain land (formerly property of the Sultan) able to hold
about 4,000 families (20,000 persons). It was because the
Prench authorities and the State cf Lebanon could not afford
the cost of establishing these colonies that they were
addressing themselves to the High Commissioner for Refugees.
These costs would, however, be in the form of loans to the
refugees, reimbursable after an agreed period. A trial
installation of 50 families was proposed to establish the cost

of such a scheme.

A number of observati ons may be made on these proposals.
First, they entirely supplanted those of M.Carle, made the
previous year and which, concerned with settlement in the
interior, would be excluded under the new proposals. BSeccnd,
although eatablished in collaboration with Burnier, they
reflected French policy, from which political considerations
were not absent. Third, the dbasis of the propoeals wag that
the majority of the Armenians requiring assistance were
peasants. This wasin direct contradiction with earlier French
etatoments and suggosts that economic assessments were partly
matters of political convenience., It is unfortunate that our
knowledge of the former occupational structure of the Armenians
ia too impreciss to snable oritical comment on theae
agsessments. Fourth, following the Carle propocaala, they
represented a continuing Froench intereat in large-scale solutions,
no doubt related to the provision of finance by the League.
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The vital condition for the acceptance of participation
by the Office was a formal request from the French government.3>
Such a request was not initially forthcoming, as the proposals
for the mass gyanurer of refugees were criticised at the Quai
d'Orsay on political grounds. It was not until June 30,
1526 that M. De Jouvenal addressed a request for intervention
to the Director of the I.L.0.34 ana suggested the sending of
an envoy to Syria charged with the estatl ishment of a general
plan of settlement, in collaboration with the local authorities.
Burnier was nominated to this task, as joint representative

of the I.L.0. and the I.R.C. 0.35

Once in Syria, Burnier resumed co-operation with the
French authorities, and gradually developed the principal
features of a ssttlement plan which was in several respects
different from that originally roroaaen.36 It was decided,
because Beirut and Aleppo together contained two thirdas of
tho Armenian refugee population, to concentrate on solving the
problem in those two settlements before considering other
centres. The situation in Beirut camp would be relieved by
the conatruction of a new quarter, a project already under
study in April, and for which the French High Commisasion
allocated a sum of three million franca. It ias clear that
such measures of urban improvement, while relieving conditions
in the camps, would not fundamentally alter the economic position
of tho Armeniana in the country. However, an experimontal
agricultural colony of about 50 familics would be established
in Southern Lobanon. On the inquiry of the "Service de
Renseignements,” asome landowners of Saida and Tyr dealared

themsalves willing to take Armenian metayera, and Burnier
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believed the region to be especially favourable to nétgyage,
having large, fertile landholdings, adequate water-supply, a
shortage of labour, and an indigenous population of Metwalis,
(Shi'i Muslims) who had remained calm during the revolt. In
the State of Syria, the reorganisation of the Aleppo camp was
forseen, and the installation of agricultural colonies. These
could be on the coast or in the Euphrates Region, but the
Euphrates region waas ruled out, at least initially, for
economic, political and financial reasons. The political
reasons will be comnsidered later. Of mcre direct concern is
that in sparsely inhabited country, with poor communications,
the refugees would lack markets. Further, the costs of
installation would be too high, and could only be undertaken
by a rich company, well provided with engineers and equipment,
wishing to organise specialised cultivation, for example of
cotton or cereals, over thousands of hectares. By contrast,
for reasono of security, the coastal region of Antioch-ﬂouaidiy;.
containing a large indigenous Armenian population, was more
acceptable., Some entire Armenian villagea were the property
of ‘cne or sevecral Armenians, and the Armenian “"Societe de
S8ecours" at Aleppo had already sent an agronomist to the region
to make 1nqu1r10n.37 Not only the Armenian landowners dbut
Greeks and Muslims too had expressed their willingness to take
Armenians either as farmers or n:inrcr-. Many of the villages
had been partly depopulated, and installation would be
inexpensive. It waa Beirut, however, which would take firat
priority; on Oatober 12, 1926, three sases of plague had

been reported in the camp,

It is clear that, compared with Burnier's original
proposals (also worked out in collaboration with thea French),
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there were significant changes in the new arrangements. The
large-scale transfer of refugees from the interior to scuthern
Lecbanon was no longer envisaged., Southern Lebanon would now
receive refugees from Beirut, while there would be some
stabilisation of the refugees at Aleppo, and their colonisation
would be within the State of Syria, possibly in the Sanjak of
Alexandretta. Beirut and Aleppo were selected for priority
treatment; Damascus was, fcr the time being, ignored. The
whole conception of the original plan had been altered, and

more piecemeal proposals substituted.

At Geneva, meanwhile, the Consultative Committee for
Refugees had decided to set up an Armenian sub-committee,
charged with gathering the necessary funds for the scheme and
advising the High Commissioner for Refugees as to their use.38
The only positive action of this sub-committee at its first
meeting on November 1 was to approve in principle the plan for
an experimental colony of 50 families, and to invite Major
Johnson to vieit Syria in order to be able to submit cmorete

proposals to the ooanittee.39

In his report on this visit Johnson outlined the problem.io
Out of an ostimated total of 86,500 refugees, he dolieved that
the solution would involve the evacuation and resettlement of
no fewer than 20,000 refugees (Table 5.2). In addition the
gsettlement elaowhere of the 10,000 refugeea in the region of
Damaacus should be rogarded aa a practical necessity if and
when the military effectives in that area should be appreciadly
diminished, The immediate problem consiated of 2,000
agricultural families (10,000 refugees), whoase settlement, he
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M Johnson'

appreciation of the Re
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ee Problem in S

Present
l}nstallaticn

Total no.

Situation and urgent action
recommended

Beirut camp

Aleppo camp

Alexandretta
camp

Beilane &
dlatriot

Kirik-Khane

22,000

28,000

»350
1,350
families)

1,350
autohthmous
Armeniana

1,800
(L40
families)

1,000 agricultural families
(approximately 5,000 refugees)
should be established on the land
as soon as possihle, either in
colonies or as metayers. A further
1,000 families of unskilled workers
engaged in casual labour should be
evacuated as soon as possible to
dwellings which could be constructed
on the outskirts of the town.

800 agricultural families
(approximately 4,000 refugees)
should be transferred to the land ,
in the regions of Antioch-Scueidiye
and of Aleppo-Menbidj-Meskene. The
evacuation of a further 800 families
of unskilled workers employed in
casual labour would subastantially
liquidate the original Aleppo camp.

450 rfamilies are destitute and a
further 650 families are in a very
precarious situation. 1,000
families therefore require tranafer
el sewhere, to the Jebel Moussa for
inatance, or should be -emplayed on
draining the Alexandretta marshes
where they are at present installed

Only 15 families are destitute and
require establishment.

60 destitute familiea and 240
indigent families roquire assistanooj
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Rihaniyé 60 These refugees are all
agriculturalists established under
Qassab 2,627 comfortable and even prosperous
; conditions
Jebel Moussa | 3,843
Latakia 2,500 No definite information yet
available, but these refugees are
Homs & Hama 1,000 reported to te more or less self-
supporting. The refugees in the
Tripoli 2,000 region of Damascus and Hauran,
however, are clamouring for
Saida & Tyr 1,000 removal to safer regions.
Lebanese
villages 1,000
Damascus &
Hatsvan 10,000

Source: Johnson Report, Dec.18, 1926 (N.A., C1429)

believed, would pave the way for the asgimilation, in various
capacities, of a large proportion of the remaining 10,000
refugees. In considering settlement proposala, he first
excluded gchemes for the Euphrates Valley, for the game
reasons as Burnier. He then proposed a number of aschemes
which he believed to be acceptadle; that ia regettlement at
Beirut and settlement in the Sanjak of Alexandretta and in
southern Lebanon, all for the same reasons as astated by Burnier.
In southarn Lebanon, 50 families could be placed forthwith as
matayers, while, in the ovent of this experiment proving
succesaful, the High Commission was still willing to consider
placing certain State lands in the sameo reogion at the diaposal
of tha 0ffice. Johnson also preaented two additional
proposala., One was for settlament on marshes to be reclaimed

at Alexandretta, the other for settlement in the cazaa of Bab
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and Menbidj, within sixty to seventy kilometres of Aleppo.

In this latter area, Johnson was informed by General Billotte
that there were large tracts of vacant land and even abandoned
villages which could be made available to the Armenians on
advantageous terms. , Purthermore, extensive irrigation works
were being contemplated, with a view to the exploitation of
large tracts of fertile land between Meskene and Aleppo, which
would not only afford employment to considerable numbers of
Armenians, but would open up further areas for their
settlement. Aleppo would provide a merket, while security
would be assured by the concentration of troops in and arocund
Aleppo. Detailed proposals in this respect were provided by
General Billotte, The interesting new aspect of Johnson's
overview of the situation was an acknowledgement of the
neccasity to act to alleviate the situation at Alexandretta

tom.

Johnson's proposals were presented to the next meeting
of the Armenian sub-committee, when support was expreased for
the gettlement of Armenians in the San jak and socuthern Lebanon,
in preference to the proposals for settlement in Aleppo
Vilayet, on the grounds of lacurity.“1 *n the meantime, howaver,
a new "Comité Central de Becours aux Aru3niens” was formed
in Batruthfnvolving Burnier, the French authorities and other
interoated parties, under the presidency of the Sacretary-
Ganoeral of the French High Commission, to atudy tho posaidilitioca
for asottlement, BSub-committoes would bo conatituted working
under the control of the French delegate in each state.
Hencuforth, therefore, there was a cortain dualisam in

administration, with the Beirut and Geneva committees sometimaes
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at cross purposes, with Geneva losing some of its control
over the allocation of finance, and Burnier finding some of
his ﬁroposnla, approved in Beirut, rejected by Geneva. This
dualism was well represented by the preparation of a general
plan by Duguet. 43 This plan, based on an appreciation of
the problem similar to that of Johnson ( Table 5.3), laid down
that the initial operations should be the conatruction of a
new quarter at Beirut, along with agricultural colonisation,
the immediate possibilities being the establishment of 50
families as nﬁtayera in southern Lebanon, and the settlement
of 150 families as owner-occcupiers in the Antioch region. It
clearly duplicated the proposala of Johnson.

Ras Wl Alp

One scheme which did get under way was that for the
establishment of the experimental colony in asouthern Lebanon.
Twenty-one families, in fact, were sventually placed as
motayers at Ras ul Ain near trr.uh Agreement was reached
with an Egyptian who was farming domain land leased from the
government. The Armenians would provide oxon, tools and half
the seed, (in faot supplied by the Beirut Committee), while
the manager would provide lodging, land, food for the liveatock
until the harveat, the remaining seed and a kitchen-garden for
each family. The Armonians would receive 555 of the harvest.
They would in addition have available as much work as they
could manage as day-labourers at 25 pilastres per day. The
oxperiment ended in failure, the Armenians being taken back to
Beirut whenge they came by the end of 1927. Already in July,
1927, the rafugees were reported to ba suffering from malaria X3



310

Table 5.3

D et! reciati of the Argenia efugee problem 14
De 2

No. of families in the camps:

at Beirut 2,500 families
at Aleppo 3,000 "
at Alexandretta 1,000 "

TOTAL 6,500 i.e. about 40,000 persons.

of which:
60% agriculturalists 24,000
10% rural artisans 4,000

30% urban artisans,
"commercants," intellectualsi2,000
) 40,000

A% Beirut: 2,500 families. Envisage

(a) definitive urban installation of 1,000 families
(b) rural installation of 1,500 families.

At Aleppoi 3,000 families. Envisage

(a) urban improvements
(d) rural installation of 1,500 families of
agriculturista or rural artisans.

At Aloxandrettat 1,000 families comprising above all women
and ochildren at preaent dependent on charity. Each
agricultural centro oreated by us should receive
soveral of these specially needy families.

[

Sourca: N.A., C1429
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This was true, but according to Duguet it was due partly

to the imprudence of the Armenians, who had destroyed an
irrigation-dam in order to have a greater quantity of water
for cultivation, without conaidering the possible consequences.
The eventual liquidation of the colony was due, according to
Burnier,“ﬁot to malaria, but to the system of nginyngu, which
the Armenians viewed as unjust, the lack of organisation
amongst the Armenians, who had no leader, and the system of
recruitment, which paid no attention to place of corigin.

This abortive scheme was the only planned Armenian settlement
in southern Lebanon. In fact, while at the time of Johnson's
visit it had been intimated that, in the event of the
experiment proving successful, the High Commission was willing
to consider placing certain tracta of State domain in the
region at the disposal of the Office, Burnier was already
reparting in December, 1926 that it was not expected to find
large outlets in Leblnon.u7 S8ettlement at Ras ul Ain was,
however, proposed again in May, 1928, L8 when the game land
reverted to the Government, but this was then regarded aas the
socle remaining Government sstate available in Ledbanon for
settlement purposes. QGiven low priority at oantvn.kg it was
eclipsed by other schemes. The large scale colonisation of

southern Lebanon envidaged by De Jouvenal never really began.

Ercpogals for gettlement 4in the interior

Less fortunate astill were the plana suggosted for
sottlement in the interior of Aleppo Vilayet, There, the
Prench Dealegate, M. Reclus, wished to keep within the Vilayet
those Armenians who had settled there, regarding them,
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according to Burnier and Duguet, as an element of prosperity

in the country.’® He was in favour of the establishment of
large agricultural colonies, and bel ieved it would be

necessary to settle 800 families of peasants. It was
therefore proposed to create a first colony of 200-250

families at-Q1rate, 10 km north-east of Qalaat el Mudik, on

two tracts of state-domain, of 1600 hectares, on a plateau
overlooking the Orontes Valley. Water-supply was insufficent,
comprising unusable wells and cisterns, but M.Vitalis, an
agricultural engineer, who undertook trials, found water-
bearing rocks at little depth able to provide an adequate
nupply.51 The scheme was approved in principle by Johnson,
despite the preference of the Geneva Committee for settlement
in coastal rather than interior regions, Burnier arguing (as
Johnson had in his report) that security in the interior could,
in certain cases, be assured. Nevertheless the plan then
ran into the opposition of “an important Armenian organisation"
which, notwithgstanding the guccess of M.Vitalis, still
proteated that the settlement would be deficient in water, and
generally unhealthy. To avoid possidly emdarrassing
discussions with this Society, the Schome was dropped. Burnier
accepted the deciaiocn bitterly, protesting that the scheme had
been carefully studied from the technical and security aspects,
while not a single Armenian notable had actually bothered to
viait the propocsed site. He could not understand why the
Armenians, having originally supported sattlement in the Ghab,
should now veto settlement in a nearby rogion.’z

Two other schemea involving settlement in the interior

also came to grief, One conocerned land in the southern Hauran
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around Qouneitra, near to some Circassian villages established
by the Sultan to create a dam between the Druzes of the Jebel
and those of the Hauran and Hermon. Johnson did not consider
that this would appeal to the Geneva Committee given their
preference for settlement in cogptll regiona.53 The other

plan involved a resurrection of Carle's plan for the Chabd
which, it will be recalled, had fallen into abeyance at the
time of the Druze Revolt. Burnier however considered that
the lack of progress with work on the Ghab and its general

54

unhealthiness made other schemes preferable,

ett e he Sania Alexandpett

One ar=a, advccated by Burnier and Duguet, which was
accep table to Geneva, was the Sanjak of Alexandretta. The
area had been suggested for nettleneng by both Burtt and
Berraon, and Mr. Oskan, an agronomist, had made a study of the
possibilities for settlement on behalf of the local Armenians.
In this region, a number of landowners had expressed their
willingnesa to take Armenians either as farmers or n;tlyera.
It was believed that in the many depopulated villages of the
area installation would be inexpensive. Dotalled propocals
for the settlement of 150 families in five farms in the region
were annexed to Duguet's plan,’® baued on a study made by the
chief officer of the "Service de Renseignementa"™ of Antioch.
All were lying fallow with thoir houseas in ruins. In these
farma would be placed, not metayers as at Ras ul Ain, dut
owner-ocoupiers, Burnier regarding the placement of owner-
ogoupier in the Sanjak as more advantagoous than that of

ﬂ;tlyora in Lebanon. In Geneva, it had been thought that
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métayage would achieve the best results, but Burnier arzued
arainst it on the grounds thatl the financial risks involved
wepre too great, it achieved no definitive setilement and it

was scciully undesirable, arcuncnts which were eventually
accepted in Gcneva.56 Further, wnile originally the San jak
had been proposed as a centre of settlement for the refugees

of Aleppo, in view of the plans for the setilement of Armenians
in the interior of Aleppo Vilayet (which never, in fact, canme
to fruitien), the Armeniana to be sent there would be

chosen by preference from Alexandretta itself and Beirut.57

Money was sent from Geneva to Burnier for the purchase
of these five rarms,sa but before the purchase cculd be
comoleted, objections were raised by certain Armenian notables.
A new study was ordered, this time bty M. Vitalis, which
confirzcd the conclusions of the first. However, in the
meantime, the price of two of the farms had decupled so that
thoir purchase was abandcned 59 Ultimately, only one of
these farma was purchased, that of Ikiz Keupru, in the Jebel
Moussa on August 10, 1927, half the moncy to bte paid to the
owners in Antioch, the other half to ownera in the United
3tatea,80 Two other farms wera, however, purchased by
Burmioer. The firut waa Soouk Sou in the Amouk plain
rirghased at the end of 1927§1rrou an elderly indigenoua
Armenian no longer able to assure its oxploitstion. le acld
it to hias compatriots despite the fact that higher orfars
had been mada by Mualims, The aecond was Bay-85k1
eventually purchased in 193093 In addition, a numbepr of
Armenians ware aided in their eatablishment on two plota

of 1land in the developing town of Xirik Khane, alao
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in the Amouk plain. 63

A; an alternative tc lands in private-ownurship, a
detailed list was drawn up of available state domain and
escheat land. Investigation of these lands revealed three
large tracts of land, all poaa;;;i;g fertile alluvial soils
in the Amouk plain, and all of which could be used immediately,
without preparation. Agreement in principle to settlement
on these lands was communicated to Burnier in October, 1927,
who obtained a lease on the property of Pré;lilitaira, for
three years, during which time it would be possible to sign
a new agreement with the authorities. This land, of 650
hectares, was formerly used to quarter each year two regizents
of Ottoman cavalvry. It was considered suitable for the
settlement of 150 families, &4

More domain land was obtained in 1927 from a quite
different source. This was a property at Kirik Khane of over
one hundred hectares belonging to the Mission des annriutaa.65
The Lazarists found that they had not the resources to
administer all their land and decided to surrender it to the
Settlement Committee, The Lazarists themaselves had apparently
earlier been installed at Kirik Khane as part of a deliberate
policy. They had been offered a tract of domain land at
Kirik Khane in 1923 in order to reconstitute there their
Mission from Ekbos, presumadly in accordance with the French
polioy of dispersal, for the project had the full support of
the authorities. It had also, initially, the support of the
local Apostolic notablea. who oncouraged the Lazariats to

found their Misaion at Kirik Nhane, poasibly because such an
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action offered an additional guarantee of aecurity. When

the land was ceded, already inhahited, to the Cffice by the
Lazarists, it was on condition that only Catholic families
should live on it, a condition which proved unacceptable to

an import?nt Armenian organisation. However, Buraier was

able to report in April, 1928, that 14 of the 36 families

already settled had merely declared themselves Catholics
although Apostolics in order to take advantage of the land, while
he made it clear to the refugees settled there that they

depended on the Office ani no-one else,

Massiaf Sngchgchéna Armene)

Further proposals for settlement in the Sanjak in 1928 and
1929 failed to materialise as the finance available was not
aufticientfs One other agricultural colony was, however,
founded before the end of 1929, in Alawi Tarritonr.ﬁq’ The
question of settlement in this region was raised with Burnier
in 1929 by the High Commigsioner. Bettlement was envisaged
initially in the north between Latakia and Qassad, on
unpopulated lands, offering security, health, and low costs of
installation. In April, 1929, Burnier submitted definite
proposals rbr settlement in the Territory, involving cne village
near Qassad in the zone mentioned, as well as 100 hectares near
Djebl® on the coast, and 2,000 hectares in the Masaiaf region,
for the creation of two villages. While all theae propoaitions
wore agreed in prinociple by Geneva, it was ultimately the
proposals for the Massiaf region alone which were accepted. By
contract of Auguat 30, 1929, the Alawi State let to the League
the whole of the dispoaable domain landa of El Qrayate and
Joubb Ramls in the Masaiaf region. Thua, in the final analysais,
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the property acquired was not in the northern part of the

Territory near Qassab, but in the interior.

The Ad io Alterpative schemes of Urban Resettleme

The progreass of agricuitural colonisation was increasingly
retarded by the adoption of alternative schemes for urban
resettlement. Regettlement at Beirut had been studicd by the
French authorities as early as April, 1926, and endorsed by the
Johnson Report. It was, however, given a low priority by the
Geneva comnittee who preferred rightly, in view of the eccnomic
situation,to give priority to the agricultural colonisation of
agricultural refugees rather than to the urban settlement of
artisan rarugaaa.sa However, as Burnier made clear, the three
willion francs granted by the French High Commission to the
settlement acheme were always destined for urdan resettlement
at Beirut,"nnd coanstruction went ahead in any cass. Further
achemes, howsver, were dictated by events. A number of
rehousing criges developed in the principal centres of Arzenian
concentration, such that Burnier found himaself obliged to
participate in the construction of urban quarters as a rapid
respenase, inatead of carefully planned agricultural settlements.
Thus, approval was given in 1928 for the conatruction of new
quarters at Aleppo, Alexandretta and Dnnllcun.-whera in each
oase thoe rofugees were faced with expulsion from the land on
which they had settled. More conatruction was begun also
at Beirut, where, after the firat initiative of the Mandatory
authorities, the situation appears to have becoma the samo as
at Aleppa. In thia way, the problems of oxscesaive local
concentration were forcing their own solutiona before the

conaidered plana for dispersal could be implemented.
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That this was so is evident from the vigorous defence of
agricultural as opposed to urtan resettlement made by Burnier
in response to criticisms made of the state of health in the
agricultural coloniea.7° Burnier argued in reply that the
health situation was no better in the towns than in the
villages., Further, from the economic point of view the
presence of the refugees in the towns had caused a crisis of
poverty between 1921 and 1924, Since that date a building
boom in Beirut and Aleppc had alleviated the crisis. Burnier
correctly prophéaied, however, that in a few years this boom
would be over, bringing unemployment in a situation where there
was no (sic) industry and where none (sic) could be created.
To abandon the agricultural programme on the basis of this
temparary prosperity, he believed, would be a severe error of
Judgment. It was, he claimed, socially an error to retain in
the towna those agriculturists who wiahed-tﬁ return to the
land. Their children were growing up to be nothing dbut
workmen or labourers, to form a future army of rootless paupers,
perpetually dependent on public charity, while the indigenocus
population feared the creation in the cities of unassimilable
foreign colonies. The solution still lay in agricultural
colonisation, whioch to be achieved at all would have to de
achieved quiockly. In a few years the scheme would become
impossibdle, Perceptively, he prophesied that in that case...

"nous aurcns non seulement confirme 1'instabilite

de ces populations Arméniennes en 8yrie, mais nous los

aurons irrémédiablement fix6os dans lour misére et dans

la promigcuite immorale ot dangaoreuse de lours quarters.
. Nous ne voyona pas que 1'oeuvre poursuivie par le H.C.
pour les rafugiés puisse 3tre conduite ainai et de telle

fagon qu'elle aboutisse a un résultat diam3tralement
oppoa§ au but qu'il s'&tait propoaé a l'origine.”
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e reviv a or large-scales ¢ n t

At the end of 1929 the question of large-scale
agricultural colonisation was revived. As will be apparent
hitherto the scheme had been hindered by inadequate finance.
To meet this situation, the Office raised the possibility of
the Armenian and philarmenian societies obtaining a loan for
the settlement scheme which would be guaranteed by the
Mandatory Power. Such a guarantee was opposed on political
grounds, but eventually the Mandatory Power agreed on a credit
of three million francs to the Rolling Pundz1(l significant
departure from previous French budgetary procedure, atressing
the impoartance they attached to the scheme). Presumably as
a consequence of this decision, the Armenian sub-committee
decided to invite the Prench government to appoint a
representative to the a:mmittea.72 The French appointed
M. Pierro LeNail who immediately began a reappraisal of the
wvhole settlement scheme, After conversations with M.Ponsot,
the High Commissioner, he envigsaged large-acale colonisation
of the plaina of the Euphrates and Khabour, now pacified and
incorporated into a zone of oivil administration.’” It is
significant that ., this time a new wave of migration was
bringing Armenian refugees into the north-east of Syria direct,
but it is evident that the proposals for settlement in the
Euphrates Region pre-dated the new influx of refugees. The
large scale of operationa envisaged by Le Nail was made clear
to the Gonova committee at a meeting of December 2, 1929, Lo
wher® he noted that the lands involved could be used not only
for agriculture and cattle-raising, but also for cotton and

for the raiasing of sheep for wool. He had discusaed thia
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queation with industrialists in France who had expressed
their readiness to afford every assistance to the Armenian
refugees in this connection. He believed that 100,000 (sic)
refugees could be settled on these lands, so that Aleppo,
which would become the principal market for the produce of
the fofugeen, would greatly profit by the schenme. This
would result in the revival of the commercial prosperity of
Aleppo, which would ensure the support of the indigenous
population. Furthermore, the Mandatory Power contemplated
the conatruction of railways and roads for the opening up of

the Euphratea Valley.

It is clear from Le Nail's statements to the meeting, that
he envisaged that the newly arrived refugees could be included
in this scheme. The neceasity for such action was recognised
also by Burnior, who wrote on December 4, 1929,75 that every
effort would be made to prevent the refugees from concentrating
again in the towms, and that the High Commissioner would
endeavour to settle them in northern 8yria where they had
arrived, However, nc action could be taken in this respect
until the question of the competence of the O0ffice with respoect
to the new refugees had been resolved, and it was not until
April 22, 1930, that Johnson could communicate to Burnier
agreemant in principle to participation in the settlement of
the new lrrtvnl|.75

In the meantime, consideoration of Le Nail's acheme had
gone ahead, and it was rosclved at Ganeva on Decamber 19, 1929
to continue the programmes for the Alawi Territory (Masaiaf)

and Beirut, dbut to abandon the outatanding projecta concerning
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the Alexandretta region in favour of Le Nail's proposals for

77

the Euphrates. Le Nail himself visited the region between

April and June, 1930, andreported to the Committee on August
26, 1930.78 In his report, he now not only proposed
settlement in the Euphrates and Khabour Valleys, but also

in the Palmyra area, Here the competent authorities had
made over 25,000 hectares of land six kilometres out of the
towmn. The engineer M. Vitalis was organising irrigation in
this area where lucerne fields and sheep-breeding would be
the principal agricultural undertakings. In response to
repeated requests money had already been despatched for this
schame,79 but the Committee's recommendations were required
as to its use. In fact, the scheme was to progressa no

further.,
e ajsal

It seems that already, as early as June 27, 1930, there
was a divergence between the plans auggested by Le Nail and
those favoured by M. Ponsot, the French High Commissioner. 8o
This was pointed out at a meeting of the Administrative
Committee of the Nansen Office on April 28, 1931 .01 when the
Preaident, Max Huber, noted that there were deep divergences
between the view of the French High Commissioner, who desired
to renounce international aid from January 1, 1933 (according
to a statement by the French representative) and those expresasod
by the French representative on the Central Armenian Committoe
(1.0, Lo Nail) who envinaged a large acale work of settlement
aven permitting the introduction into Syria of a large number
of Armenian refugees from other countries,. The situation

clearly required clarification, and to thia end a meeting was
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held in Paris on June 24, 1931 ,aaatte'nded by Ponsot, Burnier,
and representatives of the Nansen Office. At this meeting,
Burnier argued in favour of the installation of the remaining
refugees in the towns, for financial reasons. He had already
observed to Geneva that reimbursements from thp refugees
resettled in the towns were more satisfactory than those fream
the rural settlemen ta.83 Nevertheleas, in view of his earlier
forthright defence of agricultural settlement as opposed to
urban resettlement, this represented a considerable volte-face.
He also argued that, by dealing only with those refugees in
distress, a solution to the problem could be achieved in
1933. In fact, he was clearly endorsing the views expressed
earlier by the High Commissioner, and it was these which
triumphed in the resolutions adopted. It was resclved that:-
I The presenl arrangements, whereby tha CIlTice is
responsible for the Armenian settlenment work in 8Syria,
shall be maintained in force until Dec. 31at, 1933.
II The settlement work to be accomplished by the Office
concerna the 15,000 Armenian refugees still remaining

in refugee camps, principally those of Aleppo and
Beyrouth.

The ssttlement of thoase refugees shall be confined
to urban settlement, in view of the cheapnesa of that
form of settlement as compared with agricultural
colonisation, and of the greater rapidity with which
it can be executed.

Thus the ambitious plans (or settlement in the regions of the
Euphrates and Palmyra were abandmed. A acheme which had
bogun in 1926 as ocssontially one of agricultural colonisation,
but which had progroessively become cne of urban reaottloment
in reosponse to a seriea of rehousing crises, was now dovoted

solaly to this latter objeative,

Ultimately the settlement work of the Office was to laat
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until the end of December, 1937 after which, with the problem
still not completely solved, the final settlement operations
were left in the hands of the AGBUSY During the whole of this
period, there were only two departures from the agreed policy
of resettlement of refugees_in Beirut and Aleppo. The first
concerned Banias, on the coast in Alawi Tarritory.as At the
end of September, 1932, 26 families from Beirut were engaged
by a landowner of Banias to cultivate his property. The
other exception was not even considered an "agricultural
settlement". This was at Rihaniye, in the Sanjak of
Alexandretta a\ﬁwre the Office bought land for a new "urban"
quarter (comparable with the small "urban" quarter creased
earlier in the nearby settlement of Kirik Khane). The
circumstances of these exceptional arrangements are not known,
but their importance was minimal compared with the large
resettlement efforts in Beirut and Aleppo.

Erivate initiations

Further schemes of agricultural colonisation were the
raesult of private initiatives. Two gettlementas are noted in
the reports of the Mandatory Power.87 These are twin villages
at Tell Brack, and a number of houses conatructed at Hassetche.
Noither of these settlements were sanctioned or asaiated by
the Nansgen Office according to available reporta and correspond-
ence, Nothing more, bayond the atatements in the reports of
the Mandatory Power, is known about the houses at Haasatchd,
of which, by the end of 1930, 232 had been built. Tall Brack
is botter documented, Hera tho twin sottleomenta lay at the
gonfluance of tha Jagh-Jagh and the Radd, It appeara that
land had been offered free by the Mandatory Powar, and funds
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were provided by foreign charitable organisations, principally
Armenian, such as the A.G.B.U., whose agent was a refugee
committee at Aleppo, which operated independently of the
Nansen Office's Beirut committee.88 By the end of 1930,

it is reported that 160 housea had been built, and 60 more
:e;e projectad.89 Wells had been sunk, gardens and fields
were irrigated by pumps, and the efforts of the Armenians

were even encouraging sedenterisation amongst the lccal
bedouin.90 However, the colony suffered severly from drought
in 1931,91 following which its irrigation canals were
destroyed by floods.92 Several appeals for assistance with
water supply were made, notably to the Nansen Office, but
nothing could be done by the Office, and the colony, which was
already reduced to 60 families by the end of 1932, was
apparently already abandoned for lack of water at the time of
the visit to Syria in 1933 of Mr. Werner, the President of the
orrice, 93

Another colonisation scheme, also in the north-east, was
planned by the "Aotion Chretienne en Orient". In this case
the motivation was the critical situation of the refugeeas in
Aleppo, and the need to find a home for those Armenians who
had escaped from Arad homes, and who then found it difficult
to find a place in life in Aleppo. It was intended that the
colony would at the same time aerve as a misaionary centra,
The land, on the danks of the Jagh-Jagh near Hassotché, was
bought in 1936, and the missionaries sent out. The work of
proparing the land waas given over to the Arab who had beesn
farming it, until the colony should be ready to receive the
Armenians, It waa envisaged that a motor-pump should be
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installed, and irrigation canals constructed, for the
cultivation of cotton. However, during the troubles at
Hassetche in July, 1937, the fields around were burnt. Then
in 1938, the A.C.0. had to renounce this land altogether,
because of a law which forbade religious societies froa

acquiring land outside ‘ngglonerntionl. 9

e fortunss of the Nansen Office settlements

It remains to consider the fortunes of the dispersed
settlements eatablished by the Nansen Orricegs(Plntes 5.1 = 5.4)
The growth of population in these settlements is presented in
Table 5.4. Two of these, Kirik Khane and Rihaniye, were
classed as "urban"™, and were in fact new quarters added to
pre-existing population centres. Information on their
economic prosperity is lacking: by November, 1936, reimburse-
menta to the office of loans made to the refugees for their
gsettlement in these two centres had barely started, but this

situation was regarded as unjustified. (Table 5.5).

The remaining centres were classed as "agricultural®”
settlements, that on the land of the Lazarists at Kirik Khane
being classod excepticnally as “"half agricultural, half urban".
Their organisation was based on the aexperience gained from the
failure of the Ras ul Ain metayage experiment. It was docided
to try to create true Armenian centrea, cach comprising a
minimum cof thirty families. Thia would permit the areation
of an administrative organisation, recognised by tho authorities,
involving a headman and Council of Elders with sufficient
authority to permit the success of the scheme, The aysatem
of rearuitment was in principle as followa. When the Comnittee

entered into possesaion of some land, then according to itas



Table 5.4

Arzenian Re e ettled by the Nansen Office outside the principal urb centres
Dec, 31 |Dec. 31 |Dec. 31|Dec., 31|Dec. 31 |Dec. 31| Nov. Dec, 31
1928 1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 1936 1937
) 4 i P P P P P P P P P F P F P P P
"Agricultural” settlesents
8B8oouk 8ou 50184 | LO |165]| ¢ |164] ? ? ? |206| ? |160| T |160] LO [190
Nor Zeitomn L3|152| 16| 63| 7 i 7 ? T 951 7 6L 7 64| 14| 4O
Kirik Khane 35|154| 35|152| ? |160]| ? ? ? 1751 % L4 ? |144)] 35178
Pre-¥ilitajrefiaiachene 97(398| 78|26L) ? 306 ? | ? | 5 |gau| ¢ lens| 2 |6ws]150 |6uo0
Abdal-Huyuk | 36|126| 60 |247] ? |229]| *? ?
Massiaf (Mouchachene) - | - |u|170] 2 |131| 2 | 2 | 7 |181] ? |199]| ? |199]| ¢ |
Bey-8éki - i - 71?2 | 15| 62| 2 | 2| 2 | 36| ¢ | 37| 10| 37| 10| 42
Banias - = -l =] = |=]=1]=-| 26|109| ? ? | ? |109| ? | ?
.u - e t"
Kirik Khane 15| 56| 52(230| 60371 76|318| 76|318 327 | 67|267 389
Rihaniyé o b [ mll mif e | o[l f = BOIBKD 221 | L2|221 280
TOTAL 276 |1070(331 | 7 ? T ? T T (19| 7 ? T NBuy ? 7
Explanation P : families 8ource: Reports in N.A., C1429, C1583, C1584, R5638,
P : persms C1598, and B8.F., M8 Vol 216

92¢
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Table 5.5

eim ements made Armen efugees ge ed b he N Offic=, at Foveaobe 1
Expenditure (Fr. rr.) Reisbursesents (Fr. fr.)
Boouk Bou 385,255 -
Nor Zeitoun 242,522 -
Kirik Khane ("agricul tural") 92,063 2,424
Pre-Militaire 1,864,384 17,026
Massiaf (Mouchachéne) 860,257 500
Bey-Beki L6 ,876 -
Banias 25,000 -
Kirik Khane ("urban") 34,317 1,324
Rihaniyé 20,300 -
TOTAL 3,570,974 21,274

Bource: Nicolsky Report, N.A., R5638

6
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importance, geogravhical situation and the type of cultivation
appropriate, the Armenian region of Anatolia whose former
inhabitants would adapt themselves most easily to the land
acquired would be determined. The former headman or notables
would then be consulted, and would carry out a census in all
the concentrations of their former villages, and study the
possibility of reconstituting their wvillage. If they
envisaged this as possible, and accepted the financial terms
offered by the Office, the land would be put at their disposal.
Initially work would be on a communal basis, but thc land
would be subdivided once all the houses had been built and

the land put into preduction. The base of the system was
that the Armenians should recognise that all funds expendzd

on their behalf represented not a gift but a loan requiring
reimbursement. To minimice financial commitment, all requests
for financial assistance would be handled at village, not
family level., They would then be channelled (at least those
concerning the settlement in the Banjak) through an Armenian
representative nominated head of the Armenian villages in the
San jak, who clearly had an influential poaition in the scheme.
Initially, at leaat, this role was filled by Moses Der

Kaloustian, a prominent member of the Daghnak party.

The agricultural settlements thus involved a degree of
community reconstitution. One village, originally called Ikis
Koupru, was renamed Nor Zeitoun, as it consiated of former
inhabitants of Zeitoun (2eytun) in Cilicia and thair children.
The population of Soouk Sou was drawn largely from Dortyol,
that of Pre-Militaire from the vilayet of Harput, whila those
in Xirik Khane, already inatalled by the Lazariata, were largely
from the Lazariata' former misaionary centre of Ekbea (Table 5.6)
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Table 5.6

Ori of Families settled by the Nansen Office at KEirik Khane d Boouk 8

Kirik Khane {agricultural settlement Soouk Sou

Origin Ho. of families Origin No. of fasilies
Ekbes 21 Dortyol 25
Hassan-Beyli L Keller 8
Marag 3 Ekbes 2
Dortyol 2 Chakrak 2
Bis 2 Kirik Khane 1
Teyeg 1 Nad jarli 1
Urfa 1 Zey tun 1
Kirik Khane 1 TOTAL 50
TOTAL 35

Bources: lists of families installed dating from C. December, 1927 in K.A., C1429, C1L31.
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It 13 evident, as far as the position of these refugees within
Syria is concerned, that they were not always drawn froa the
principal centres of Armenian concentration, as laid cown in
the settlement plans. In fact, those settled in the Sanjak
appear to have been drawn from all the nodes of Armenian
population in northern Syria. Thus, while the population of
Haiacheéne was drawn from Aleppo, that of Abdal Huyuk came from
Kirik Khane, that of Nor Zeitoun from Kirik Khane, Alexandretta,
30ua1d1j; and Aleppo, and that of Soouk Sou from Kirik Khane,
Beilane, Alexandretta and Qassab. (Table 5.7) The population
of the Lazarists' colony of Kirik Khane waa, of course, already

established there.

Table 5 o7

r age & &
ange a S 8

Origin No. of Children

Kirik Khane 15

Alaxandretta 7

Qassad 3

Beilane 1

S8oouk Sou 1

Unapecified 12

TOTAL 39

Bourca: List of families installed dating from C. Deo., 1927,
(N.Key C1431

Eoonomically, thae villages were naver a succeas. They were

aub jeat to the whima of doth the Syrian climate and the 8Syrian

economy, with ita price inatability. Thua they asuffered from



331

poor harvests between 1929 and 1931, and between 1934 and

1936, due partly to insects and droughts. They suffered
further from the fall in prices of cereals, silk-cocoons,
tobacco and cotton, and had to ad just their produce accordingly,
the raising of silk worms, for example, being largely abandoned.
The most profitable line appears to have been the sale of
market-garden produce and fruit, (see Tables 5.8 - 5.14) while
numerous colonists supplemented their income, through
enterprise or necessity, by working as artisans in the
neighbouring towns. Though in general the villages were

ad judged capable of providing their own subsistence by Nicolsky
in November, 1936, reimbursements of loans made by the office

were poor.

Disillusioned, a number of colonists, complaining on
occasion that their plots were too small, left the new
settlements of Soouk Sou and Hninnh;no. The greatest exodus,
however, was from Nor Zeitoun, where the population was
reduced from 43 families at the end of 1928 to 16 at the end
of 1930, These settlers had lost many of their goats through
ignorance or laziness in the severe winter cold of 1929, though
acoording to Burnier they had been worked on by elements hostile
to the scheme living at Aleppo. They went back to Kirik Khane
and Aleppo to "regain their liberty", and could not easily be
replaced, Thus, when Ellen Chater, of the Save the Children
Fund, asuggested to an Armenian mother at Aleppo that she move
to Nor Zeitoun to fill one of the vacant places, she replied,

"We had relatives whovent to a village and came back

very sick having loat all they had saved., Besidea, the

children get no opportunszy to learn in the villages. It
is boetter to atay here.”
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Table 5.8

Soouk Sou Harvest and Livegtock, 1928-1934

Harvest (Quintals) 1928 (1930 |1931 [1933 | 1934
Wheat N.E. 144 2L 390 300
Oats e 36 18 130 95
Tomatoes . 84 |N.E. 140 370
Maize b 3.6 9.6 |N.E. |N.E.
Caions " 60 24 N y
Water-melons " 18 18 " "
Silk-worm cocoons " 3 |N.E. " "
Cucumbers " 12 " " "
Beans » 2.4 3 . "
Apricots " 6 3.6

Apples " 2.4 | 0.96

Peaches " 1.92 |0.96 [ 45 | 9°
Plums " 1.2 | 0.96

Sorghum - N.E. 1L.4 120 190
Barley " » N.E. 210 60
Lentils . . » 32 35
Chick-Peas - " = 90 60
Aubergines " » 75 270
Garlic " . d 30 |N.E.
Red Peppers ” v » N.E. 120
Livegtock (Population)

Beef-cattle 38 Lo 20 L8 24
Cows L7 62 50 60 112
Calves 62 L2 35 59
Horses, asses,etc. 23 19 2l 7 10
Sheep N.E. N.E. 10 |N.E. N.E,
Poultry » 300 Loo 350 600

Sources: as Table 5.4
Note: Entries for harveat of 1930 and 1931 converted from Okea.
Explanation : N,E. = No entry.
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Table 5.9

Nor Zeitoun. Harvest and Livestock, 1928-1934

ves uintals 1928 1930 1931 1933 1934
Wheat N.E. 26.4 N.E. N.E. 15
Potatoes by 36 i0 " N.E.
Onicns " 60 8 » »
Garlic | 1.4 N.Z. " "
Diverse vegetables " a 13 " "

’ Quary
Tobacco ” N.E. L . L
Oats " Ly N.E. " 12
vestoc P io
Beef-cattle 6 2 2 N.E. 5
Goats 550 350 280 " LEQ
Horses, assec, etc. 2 7 7 = 2
Cows N.E. 3 10 " 3
Calves " 1 7 " N.E.
Poultry " N.E. | N.E. " 250 |

Sources & Explanation : as Table 5.8

Note: Entries for harvest of 1930 converted from Okes.
Entries for harvests of 1931 and 1934 converted from Kg.
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Table 5.10

rik Khane ("apgricultural" settlement)Harvest & Livestock,19268=-3L

aprveat (Quintals 1928 1930 1931 1933 1934
Wheat N. B N.E. N.E. 30 25
Barley = i " 15 6
Tomatoea " » . 75 Lo
Aubergines " . b 60 60
Onions . " . 35 L5
Garlic » " » 6 N.E.
Potatoes » » " N.E. N.E.

vestne Po ati

Goats 88 350 150 N.E. N.E.
Beef-cattle N.E. 2 N.E, # 4
Cows " 3 " » 25
Calves " 1 . " N.E.
Horses, asses, etc. " 7 " " ¥

Poul try . . N.E. 350 » LOO

Sources & Explanation : as Table 5.8
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s
Pre-Militaire, Harvest and Livestock, 1928-34

ve u 1928 1930 1931 1933 193L
Wheat N.E. 624 710 1200 820
Barley . 276 550 250 170
Lentils » 76 100 30 20
Sorghum hid 60 N.E. 150 220
Chick-peas B 82 110 30 18
Cotton v L 28 N.E. 150
Maize s 78 N.E. 65 Lo
Garlic » 12 150 uo 6
Onions . Lo8 240 80 90
Beans » 78 N.E. 80 N.E.
Vetches ¢ 1u4b " N.E. .
Sesame " 2 . i o
Shallots " 6 . . e
Shallot seeda " 1 " " "
Tobacco . N.E. 28 " .
Tomatoes " " N.E. 150 L90
Aubergines -, " " 80 170
Red Peppers " » . 20 180
Fruits " " " 15 25
Cucumber » g " 90 110
Cabbages » i " 20 60
Water-melons v . v 50 N.E.
Livestook (Population)
Horses, asses, eto. L 35 N.E. 17 23
Beef-cattle 7 235 160 160
Cows 7 L9s 125 110
Calvea N.E. 113 148 120
Goats 160 N.E, N.E. AL N.E.
Poultry N.E. | o2625 1600 1050 1320
Pigs " L5 30 N.E. N.E.
Sheep o N.E. N.E. 10 30

Sourcea & Explanation : as Table 5.8
Note: Entriea for harveast of 1930 converted from Okea.
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Table 5.12

\
Mouchachene, Hapvest and Livestock, 1930-1934

arves int 1930 1934 1933 1934
Chick-peas N.E. 4.4 153 31
Lentils . 14.4 N.E. N.E.
Wheat " N.E. 2893 587
Barley " » 1353 379
Djelban " b 6 23
Dari ¥ " 253 N.E.
Cotton " " 3 .
Qate " » N.E. 37

ve ck (P ati
Beef-cattle 7 e P 5C
Cowa 4 1 55 38
Calves 5 N.E. 22 u5
Horses, asses, etc, b 22 52 56
Goata 130 } 12 350 328
Sheep 74 150 157
Poultry 550 800 973 1380
Rabbits 20 N.E. N.E. N.E.
Buffalo N.E. 7 8 3

Sources & Explanation: as Tadble 5.8

Note: Entries for harvest of 1931 converted from Okes, and
for harveat of 1934 from Kg. Unit for entries for the
harvest of 1933 is the Xa » which may not be identical

with the metric quintal used for other years and in related
tabloes.



337

Table 5.13

Bey-Séki, Harvest and Livestock, 1933-193Y

Harvest (Quiytals) 1933 1934
Wheat 95 43
Oats 29 u5
Sorghum 25 15
Tomatoes 110 80
Aubergines 20 15
Fruits 3 6
Maize 2 2
Cucumber 10 16
Water melons 15 10
Melons 10 6
Gourds 60 N.E.
Onions N. E. 12
Bey 88ki (Livestock)

Beaf-cattle 17 15
Cowa 21 14
Horses, asses, etc, 5 6
Goats 7 15
Poultry 95 130

Sources & Explanation: as Tablo 5.8




Table 5.14 es pla he Nangen Office se t';ne Dec 0 and Dec

| :
l Boouk Sou Hor Zeitoun Eirik Khane 'Pr: -Militaire (Houchach:ne) Bey Sleki
- - Masgsiaf

1930 | 1934 1930 | 1934 | 1930 1934 1930 | 1934 1930 | 1934 1930 | 1934
Poplars 4,000 | 6,000 ¥. B N.E. | 2°0° | 4,500 | 102000 [110p00 | N.E. | N.E. N. E.| N.E.
Peaches H.E. 350 450 | 500 N. E. 350 1,350 1,200 o 60 i 230
Apricots - 450 130| 150 L 500 5,150 3,700 " 100 300
Apples - N.E. 300| 50 " 100 535| 2,500 . 50 . 100
Plums " 120 90| 10 . 250 170| 1,000 * | N.E. e 150
Vines - K.B. 6,300(5,000 " 120 | 1,300| N.E. » | 6,000 " 250
FPigs o 70 130| N.E. " 60 820 350 " 60 . L0
Pomegranites e 90 Lo| * o g0 | 2,115 300 " 60 " 50
Xulberries - H.E. 500 " 9,000 3,000 | 9,%00| 1,300 * | N.E. » N.E.
Walnuts » - 35 ” N.E. H.E. N.E. N.E. " " » 6
Eucalyptus - b HN. By " g s 200 2,000 » » » N.E.
Olivee - » - » " o 370 N.E. » " - P
Plane-trees L - L L " " 505 " " " " "
Rose-trees o e - o . 770 " » ” " »
Willows - E L " L] " " 790 L] " "
Lenon-trees s - ~ » " " 50 " " ] " "
Orange-trees - = 1 i, - o " 52 . " " " "

-] 11




Medlers - " o
herry-trees W™ 2
Izuinee - . "
Iv.ri 011.. - - L]
Aurantieae o 8o "
|Susacs - N.E.
Casuarinas - »
Forest-trees - - -
Pears ) e o
Pistachio-trees i o -

110
50
70
70

N.E.

150
N.E.

15,000
".E.

20
15

Bources &% Explanation: as Table 5.8

111
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The most spectacular failure, however, was the village of
Houchncﬁ;na in Alawi Territory. Here the regults obtained
were much inferior to expectaticns, probabl& due to a lack
of water, and the colony was liquidated towards the end of
the period.

The most strident criticisms of the scheme were not,
however, made on these grounds, but on the grounds of health.
The settlements in the Amouk plain (Soouk Scu, Kirik Khane,
Haiacﬁzne and Abdal-Huyuk) were strongly susceptible to malaria &
the most notable outbreak being in Haiachene in 1928,
according to Burnier due to the action of the neighbouring
village in damming a streanm. At Soouk Sou, because of
malaria it was necessary to move the temporary houses of thé
refugees from their initial location on the plain to a hill
nearby which was hemcht {n the course of 1928, A% Nor
Zeitoun, there was an attack of dengue-fever in 1928 which at
one time affected 508 of its inhabitants. Not surprisingly,
outbreaks of malaria in settlements whose sites had been selected
by the Nansen Office exacted gome criticism that these sites had
been poorly chosen, It is clear, however, that from the
beginning Burnier was aware of the problem, but considered it
outweighed by the fertility of the Amouk plain and by the fact

that the marshes of the Amouk plain were due to be dried out
to make the plain healthy. He pointed out that Cilicia itgelf,
the origin of many of the refugeesa, was malarial, and that many
refugees had arrived in thia_atnto. or had aontracted the
discase in their places of refuge at Alexandreotta or Kirik
Khane, PFurthermore, batter conditions of hygiene were hardly
to ba found in Beirut, Alexandretta or Aleppa,.
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Nevertheless, emergency action was required for the
settlements at the end of 1928 when the harvest was not
sufficient for thﬁ refugees already settled for the coming
winter, and still less so for those who would be installed
before the next year's harvest. The administration lacked
adequ;te means %0 provide food and the necessary health
facilities until the next harvest, and it was agreed that
funds for the provision of food supplies and health measures
be placed at the disposal of Burnier by the League of Red Cross
Societies. The agreement, which was to last from March 15 to
July 31, 1929, provided for a systematic distribution of food
supplies to Haiacﬁgne, Abdal-Huyuk, Soouk-Sou, Kirik Khane and
Nor Zeitoun under the control and supervision of two French
Ked Cross nurses, who were also to conduct health visits. In
the course of these visits the nurses brought about a marked
diminution of malaria by supplying mosquito netting and quinine.
After this aservice was discontinued, on July 31, 1929,
arrangements were made for two nurses of the French Red Cross to
continue health visits to the villages of Soouk Sou, Kirik
Khane and Nor Zeitoun, an arrangement which came to an end at
the end of 1931. The health service in the other villages
was agsured from February, 1930 by a nurase provided by the Near
East Foundation (formerly N.B. Relief), and oclinics ware
established at Htinoh;ne. Abdal-Huyuk and Nouchaghsne (Masaiaf).
At Pro-Militaire, the locaticn of tha worst outbreak of malaria
in 1928, the situation waa improved by the construstion of
10,000 matres of drainage and irrigation canala. Despite these
measurea, however, cases of malaria were being rogiastered as
late as about 1936 at Prgllilltnira, apparently as a result of

lowered resistance to diseasa resulting from under-nourishment.
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The success or failure of the settlezents in the Sanjak
ultimately proved immaterial. The refugees were all obliged
to flee again with the cession of the S8anjak. Already, at
the end of 1937, the villagers were reluctant to reimburse
any payments to the Ofrice’for fear of having to abandon their
fields. 98 Between June and August, 1938, Rihaniye and Soouk
Sou were largely abandoned, and many Armenians left Kirik
Xhane.9?  When, in July, 1939, the exodus was completed by
the transfer of the remaining Armenians to the south, the work
of the Nansen Office in village settlement had been entirely

ruined.

Co usi

It is evident that the various efforts made to redistribute
the Arzenians wecre not very succesaflul. They had been made in
order to avoid, and subsequently in response to, the stagnation
of the Armenian population in the cities where eccnomic
opportunities were limited. The firagt efforts were made by
the Mandatory Power in resgponse to the immigration of 1921, the
accumulation of refugees at Alexandretta, and the accumulation
of refugecas at Aleppo in 1922-24, dbut the dispersal waas lerft
incomplete because of the lack of commitment of finance, In
recognition of the need for a more radical solution, efforta
woera made by philunthropic organisations to encourage
agricul tural colonisation. The firat atepa were taken by
Karen Jeppe, but remained on a amall acale, To solve the
problem, plans were required on a acale whioh would require
governmental action, and were peraiatently advocated by the

philanthropiac soccietiea, The Mandatory Power was initially
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unwilling to commit finance to large-scale agricultural
colonisation, but later accepted the co-operation of the

League in a settlement scheme, the critical factor being
probably the provision of firance by the League. Cnce tegun,
however, the scheme, which envisaged large-scale agricultural
settlement, was increasingly retarded by the a&option of
alternative schemes of urban resettlement, largely dictated

by the development of housing crises in the principal centres

of Armenian concentration. The agricultural colohisation
scheme was also hindered by inadequate finance, and in 1931

it was decided for financial reasona finally to concentrate

on urban rather than agricultural settlement. Even the
villages which were created by the Nansen Office were never an
economic success, although this ultimately proved immaterial,

a8 the villagers in the Sanjak were obliged to flee with the
cession of the region to Turkey. Thus apari from a few isolated
settlementa, the only work of settlement which remained intact
in 1939 was that of urban resettlement in the principal centres
of Armenian concentration. Far from redistridbuting the
population on a national bagis, the settlement scheme undertaken
by the Nansen Office ultimately had the effect of reinforcing
the exiating pattern of population. The schemea for
agricultural colonisation had failed egsentially for lack of
finance. The lack of success of the Nanaen Orfice's colonies
illuatratea the noed for subatantial injeotions of capital.
Lacking thia capital, little was achisved before the alternstive
"solution" of urban resettleoment was imposed by neceassity. Thua
at the lavel of planned settlement, the Nansen Office was the
viatim of the sama economiac conatrainta as the refugees

themaelves,
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Chapter 6

S8ocial and Political Copstraints on Settlement

This chapter considers-social and political ccnstraints
on settlement, which it has proved desirable to group together
for purposes of explanation. It begins with a discussion of
Armenian social aspirations and pJlitical divisions,
considering in turn the Armenians' eventual acceptance of
permanent settlement in Syria and Lebanon, their desire for
security, and the relationship between their settlement and
their internal religious segregation and political rivalries.
It continues with an analysis of the attitude of the indigenous
population towards the Armenian immigrants, and of the political
motives and social constraints behind French policy towards
Armenian settlement. The repercussions on settlement of all
these social and political forces are discussed separately, but
the chapter concludes with an overview of political and social
constraints on settlement in relation to the conflict of
interest dbetween French, Arabs and Armenians. The
documentation on these constraints ia variadble. It is best
(though woefully incomplete) on Prench policy, dut less sound
on Armenian and Syrian aspirations and attitudes, which have
to be gleaned to a large extent at second-hand, though the
archives preserve a number of primary statements by Armenians

rogarding their settleoment preferences,

a8 Aoge aa ermane attle

When the Armenians entered Syria and Lebanon they (or at
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least their leaders) did not initially see themselves

remaining there 1nderin1te1y, Their political future was

not then as certain as it seems with the benefit of hindsight.
For a number of years their 'leaders' in Paris, of the Armenian
National Delegation and its successor organisation, the '‘Comite
CQEtral des Réfugies Armeniens,' retained the idea of ultimate
resettlement in Soviet Armenia of the refugees scattered
throughout the eastern Mediterranean. It followed that
permanent settlement in Syria should not be encouraged as it
would reduce the number of refugees who would be prepared at

a later date to uproot themselves again and migrate to Armenia.
Nevertheless, within the country, there were, as already
described, various Armenian proposals for agricultural
colonisation, indicating a desire for permanent settlement. By
1925 even the leaders of the C.C.R.A. seem to have given way
to the conclusion that the refugees in Syria might be
encouraged to settle permanently, a change of opinion due
probably to the difficulties involved in transfers to Boviet
Armenia, and the desire to avoid even greater dispersal to the
Americaas. Thus in 1925, the C.C.R.A. were prepared to
encourage the tranasfer of Armenian refugees to Syria from
Greece, their represgentative M. Pachalian writing that Syria
and FPrance were the two countries ocutside Armenia which
appeared to his organisation to be the most appropriate for
rafugee ut.t.:l.entnt? It is ovident that these proposals of
transfer from Greecce to Syria were partly, if not wholly,
instrumental in prompyting the initial investigation of Armenian
refugee conditions in Syria by Mr. Carle for the I.L.O. , and
it was Dr. Melconian, former representative of the Armenian

National Union at Beirut, who, concurrently with Carle's viait,
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applied for a grant of 3,000 hectares for the purpose of
establishing an agricultural colom'.3 When the definitive
settlement scheme was begun by the I.L.0. in 1926, the

C.C.R. A. were prepared to support it. They had not
abandoned hope of resettlement in Soviet Armenia however. They
still considered that this was the only plan which could
ultimately bring a solution of the Armenian problem.
Nevertheless, they realised that the Yerevan ascheme could not
possibly bring substantial results for some considerable time
to come, and could at the best only provide for the qattleuant
of a portion of the refugees in Greece. For this reason they
welcomed the Syrian scheme.> Thus, Armenian desires for
settlement in Armenia rather than in Syria were expressed in
lack of financial support, rather than in deliberate obatruction§
Dr. Nansen himself seems to have been even more committed to
resettlement in Armenia than th® Armenian leaders themselves,
and would not yield in his opposition to the Syrian schenme
until abseolutely convinced of its nocenuity.7 The rapid rate
of emigration from 8yria was, however, a telling factor. In
seeking to persuade Nansen of the merits of the scheme in
January, 1927, Albert Thomas stressed that since March, 1926,
an average of 2,000 (sic) refugees per month were reported to
have left Syria, and that unless effective measures were taken
to enable the Armenian refugees to support themselvea in Syria,
there would be a few remaining to take advantage of the

National Home, when the scheme for its eatabl ishment ahould

finally be put into exeoution’

Thia axaggerated picture in itself auggests that the viewa
of the refugeas themsalves aa to the desirability of emigration
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from Syria may have differed substantially from those of the
C.C.R.A. at Paris. This at least was the opinion of Mr.Childs,
I.L.0. representative at Buenos Aires who reported that the
Armenians who had migrated to Argentina felt that they were
batter off there than in Syria or in any other country where
they might be sent. He accused the Armenian organisations

in general of being unreliable as regards representing the
real desires of their people, and of being always willing to
sacrifice people for politics. This they could do with
impunity as on account of language difficulty it was difficult
to get direct contact with the bulk of the people. Childs
observed tartly with regard to the Yerevan scheme that “"very
few of the leaders and the sponsors of this movement show any

deaire to go to Soviet Armenia themselves." 9

This contentious peint will be ccnsidersd furiher Sclow.
By the end of 1929, with the collapée of Nansen's Yerevan scheme,
however, Pachalian was enthusiastically supporting Le Nail's
proposals for settlement in the Euphrates region and Pnlnyrn.‘o
while previocusly settlement in the interior had been regarded
as unaccep table. There gsems to have been thus a new
comnitment to settlement in Syria, which was so positive that
it was even felt that there might be a political motive dehind
it, The view was expressed that the Armenians may have been
trying to establish a foothold, even a "National Home", in
Northern Syria, and that the contemporary exodus of Armeniana
from eastern Turkey at the end of 1929 may have been at loaat
partly prompted by Armenian propngandn.“ This seoma highly
unlikely, aa the Armeniana had their "Naticnal Home" elsewhere,
More likely, thoy saw the posaibility of astabiliaing the

Armenians of Syria and Lebanon. Their commitment to settlement
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in Syria did, after all, continue after Le Nail's schenme
had been rejected. Thus the A. G.B.U. once more advocated

12 and from the

the transfer of refugees from Greece to Syria,
end of 1931 began increasingly to assume the financial burden
of the settlement work, such that, as already observed, by the
end of the period they had acquired responsibility for its
completion. The financial commitment from 1931, contrasted
with earlier reluctance, no doubt reflected the difficulties

confronting any transfer from Syria to Armenia.
ecuprity of C ure and gec t e

More important to the distribution of ihe Armenians within
Syria than the political aspects of Armenian nationalism was
the preservation of Armenian national identity in Syria 1itaselfr.
Within Syria the Armenians constructed their own schools, their
own churches, and ran their own charitable, cultural and
athletic aocietiea!’ In their desire to preserve their own

culture, they were frankly non-assimilatory, conserving “une

wib

uolidnrit: ethnique gans rivale au monde, "The Armenians",

wrote Marshall Fox "as "the Scotch of the Near Eagt" remind
one often of the Scotch in their clannighness, thrift, and an
independence bordering upon nrroganoo...."’ The Jesuit
Father Jalabert was more charitable (and sentimental) than hia

Proteatant rival:-

- -

"Piouasoment, preaque religieusement, les Armenieps
gardent leurs vieilles traditions comme leo seul traésor
qui leur demoure. Bien qu'ils parlent couramment, los
uns l'arabe, la plupart le turo, ils ont pour leur
langue Arménienne un culte vraiment filial. Ils
conservent leurs ceatumes traditionels, leura dansaa
nationales, leurs chants patriotiques, et les yeux ase
mouillent lorsque, sur une scéne de golldge, des
enfants paraissent revétus des costumes de Bitlia, que
des fillettea danzent l'ex?uiae "danse de la lune" ou
chantent ces complaintes d'une melancolie ai poignnnqt
que la phrase semble se briser dana un sanglot...."
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The preservation of former life-styles involved in some
cases the reconstitution anew of old communities in Syria
and Lebanon. This has already been observed in the case of
the villages established by the Nansen Office in the Sanjak.
It was also demonatrated by the formation of Compatriotic

17

Unions in the towns, whose activities are considered in

the following chapters. Community reconstitution was in any
case favoured by the structure of the migration, which
generally involved movements by communities rather than by
1ndividuala:8 as has been seen for example in the case of the
Lazarists' flocks from Ekbes and the convay from Urfa noted in

a previous chapter.

Not only were the Armenians concerned to preserve their
own communities and national culture, however, They were
also genulnely concerned about Lhelir own security. The effect
which this feeling had on attitudes to settlement emerges
clearly from an examination of the Armenian attitude to
redistribution through resettlement schemes. It has already
been remarked how Prench efforta to disperse the Armenians in
small groups in the early years of the periocd met with little
responae., QGeneral Billotte even claimed “that the Armenians
were hegitating to settle in Syria and that the fault lay with
the priegts who were not encoursging them to dinparao.“19 Yot
at the same timo the Catholicos himaelf was, aa noted, despite
reservations in some quarters about the desiradbility of
permanent settlement in Syria, requesting agricultural
reaettlement, but on a large-gcale, Later too Armanian support
was fortheoming irom the Armenian 'representative'’ Dp, Melconian

for Carle's proposals for large-scale settlement in the Ghab,
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It i3 evident that the Armenians were not opposed to
agricultural colonisation per se, but only when it involved
dispersal in small groups. Karen Jeppe reported that the
Armenians of Aleppo were afraid of committing themselves to
the landowners who tried to induce them to settle in their
villagea.zo It was Bnly special trust in Karen Jeppe herself
which persuaded the refugees to settle in her colonies. Once
the Nansen scheme had been initiated, Burnier summed up the
feeling of the refugees, noting how, as a result of the events
which brought the Armenians to Syria they remained fearful and
mistrustful, and that this spirit led them to concentrate in
great herds as at Beirut or Aleppo. They preferred to live
in poverty rather than to disperse. Their settlement in the
villages, even Christian, as individuals or in small groups
would be difficult, if not impossible. The security of
recent years was not enough to wipe out old memories. Burnier
had spoken to notables and village-elders who all desired the
resumption of peasant life, but in sufficiently large groups
to allow them the feeling of security. He concluded that it

was on this basis that it would dbe necessary to plan. 21

Johnson, who met the Armenian leaderas on his visit to
Syria, noted likewise in 1926 that the refugees had declined
various offers made to them of transfer clsewhere, bdbut that
this refusal was quite understandable, given that these offers
had involved the dispersal of the Armenians among Muslim
populations who did not disguise thoir enmity for the refugees.
No proposal for settlement would receive the asupport of
the refugees unlesas adaquate provision was made for security.

As a result, Johnson felt that his settlement committee's
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field of choice was limited to areas contiguous to large

towns enjoying adequate military protection, to land within
eagsy reach of the sea, which had previously enabled the rescue
of Armenians in times of crisis, and to establishment among

other friendly Christian populationa.22

When Johnson's report was considered by the Armenian sub-
committee a preference was expressed by thelphilarmenian
organisations for settlement in coastal regions 2> which
continued to dominate the implementation of the Nansen scheme.
Thus the Ras ul Ain experiment was approved while particularly
favoured by the Armenians was the 8an jak of Alexandretta. 2k
This region had already been the subject of an investigation
by an Armenian agronomist, and was additionally favoured from
the security aspect by its indigenous Armenian population (in
Alexandpretta $cwn, the Jebel Mouassa and the Jsbel Aqra). ~ The
communal organisation of these settlements in thﬁ S8anjak has
already been described. It took due account of the community
structure of the Armenians, for Burnier had already recognised
the weakness of the lgtnyage experiment in this respect. He
argued that n;inylgo. outplacing families on their own or in
small groups, involved complete dispersal of refugees used to
living as a community, made it impossidble for them to follow
their religion, and above all made it impossible to organise
toaching in their own schools to maintain their national culture.
It waa much better therefore to buy landa able to support
thirty to aixty familiea or more, to create a normal village,
with ita own church and achool. By duying lands near each
other in thae 8anjak, he argued, there would be areated a true

Armenian centre, which would then attract those Armeniana
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capable of settling by their own means. Settlement in this

manner would assure both prosperity and aecuritY-zs

While settlement in coastal regions received the
Committee's approval, settlement in the interior was rejected,

not only in tha Euphrates Regionasnnd in the southern Hauran,27

but also in the more immediate vicinity of Alappo.28 In
rejecting settlement in the interior the Committee thus took
a more extreme line on settlement preferences than the
Armenians in Syria had dane themselves; earlier Armenian
settlement schemeg proposed by the Catholicos and Dr.¥elconian,
had concerned the interior. The explanation may lie in the
events of Damascus, of which more below. Rurnier himself

re jected the absolute necessity of settlement on the coast,
believing that large groupings of Armenians would provide in
themeelves adequate security. Thus large ccnceniratisns of
refugees even in the interior would be better able to defend
themselves than nstayern dispersed in the coastal regions, who
could not count on foreign asasistance quickly encugh to assure
their aecurity.zg On this basis he urged the Qirate plan, bdbut,
as already seen, this plan was killed by a protest from an
Armenian organisaticn. The only colony in the interior to
be approved by the Committee was the unsuccessful colony of
Mouchachene(Massiaf). Only in 1929 did M. Pachalian, of the
C.C.R.A., at laat offer support for the creation of Armenian
colonies in the interior, that is for Le Nail's scheme in the
Euphrates region and Palmyra, previously aonsidered too risky
from the security point of viaw, But this scheme came to
nought aa shortly afterwarda it was decided to concentrate

exaluaively on urban resettlement., Thia volte-face undoubtedly
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reflected the better conditions of security then prevailing
in the north-east of Syria, but it may also have been related
to political consideraticns. Elsewhere, the Committee was
reluctant to agree to resettlement in Alexandretta town, as
this was in a sensitive zone near to the Turkish border. 30
This argument also was rejected by Burnier, and action was
eventually required in any case by the development of a

rehousing erisis in the town.

It may be assumed that the considerations of security of
life and culture which influenced the settlement scheme in this
manner operated also in the more spontaneous decisions made by
the Armenians to encourage concentration rather than dispersal.
It seems that these social ccnstraints must have been partly
responsible for the tendencies obaerved in Chapter 3; the
relative lack of dispersal from arrival points, the iandency te
cluster in the principal toms and desert sccondary centres,
and possibly also the rural-urban shift which accompanied the
migrations. It is ironic that the one area in which there
was successful planned dispersal of Armenians = the San jak of
Alexandretta - was descrted by them at the end of the period,
again through fears for their security.

i egre oal N4 (-]

In principle, it has been assumed that the Armeniana acted
as a homogoneous unit. In practice, it ia posasidble to identify
divisiona within the Armenian community with implicationa for
sottlement, for aas well as their natiocnalism and their foearas,
the Armeniana also brought into Syria and Lebanon their

divieions of religion and party.
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Although the analysis of inter-communal segregation in
Chapter 3 showed relatively little difference in general
between the (regional) distribution of Apostolics and Catholics,
the question of internal religious segregation certainly
deserves further investigation. Urban religious segregation
is considered briefly in later chapters. Otherwise the
sources permit few 1nsiphta.51 However it is possible to
point to the reconstitution of the Lazarists' mission at
Kirik Khane as an example of favouritism towards Armenian
Catiolics on the part of the NMandatory authorities produc!ng_
a segregated Catholic community.

The documenis are more revealing with regard to the
manner in which political rivalries may have influenced
gettlement, Politically the Armenians in Syria were divided
in leoyalty betwyeen three principal partiaa;32 the Dashnak,
Hentchak, and Ramgavar parties. The Dasnaks and Hentchaks
were descendants of the revolutionary parties, but differed
bitterly in their attitude to Soviet Armenia. The Hentchaks,
whose links with the Communista were strong, tended to see
Armenian aspirations realised by the estadblishment of the
Armenian Soviet Republic, while the Dashnaks, who had been
the ruling party in the independent Armenian Republic before
their expulsion by the Soviets, were bitterly anti-Soviet.

The Ramgavar party, lacking the popular base of the other two
partios, but influential among the more wealthy Armenians and
the A.0.B,U., , while eachawing the political principlea of the
Hentohak party, supported the maintenance of good relationa
with Soviet Armenia, and the idea of repatriation. In

addition, Armenians were prominent in the founding of Communiat
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cells in Syria and Lebanon between 1925 and 1930, during
which time they dominated the party in the region.33 This was
not without significance for French policy, which is discussed
below, To return to the main point, however, it is apparent
that Armenian politics in Syria and Febanon under the mandate
wvere dominated by Dashnak-anti-Dashnak rivalry, and sullied

by violence and murder, This political rivalry appears to
have influenced Armenian attitudes to the Nansen Office

settlement shceme,

The settlements in the Sanjak of Alexandretta, for example,
soon attracted hostile Armenian criticiem, albeit working on
fertile ground. It has already been observed that Burnier
attributed the partial desertion of Nor Zeitoun in part to the
action of elements hostile to the scheme living in Aleppo.
Criticisms were made alsc in the Armenian Journal Yeppud,
published in Aleppo, of the malarial state of the inhabitants
of Haiachéne.3® A letter from Dr. E. Altounysn, an indigenous
Armenian resident of Aleppo, which came to the attention of
Major Johnaon at Geneva, urged urban resettlement at Aleppo,
claining, "The number of agriculturally minded families in
thia group of refugees is entirely negligiblo!35 Another letten
vhich alaoc came to Johnson's attention, from the Protestant
pastor Manoogian, after criticising the state of health at
Kirik Khane, Socuk Sou and Pr‘Lﬂilitlire, wont on to criticise
the gettlementa from the pointa of viow of health, oducation,
religion and security:-

"My humble objeation is againat dispersing the
Armeniana, They muat not be far from the larger cities
at all. At Ekix Keopreu they are in a higher place,
Malaria ia not very near. Also they are near Bitias,
ao that they can be sheltered in the mountaina easily.

But Soghook Sou and Soldiera Field will be ready to be
swallowed by the enemy at any time, No, there is not
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any fear to-day but who knows the to-morrow? We
have trusted the English and French people's good
intention, but can we forget that in spite of all
their good intention they massacred us in Damascus

in the presence of the French arzy and in Aleppo in
the presence of the English army. If they have done
this in btig cities, what will be the condition of
small villages among the hostile neighbour and being
separated from each other?

-

In short this kind of separation is dangerous for
the health of the people because of malaria; dangerous
from educational point of view; dangerous from religious
point; dangerous from political point of view. Therefore
it is better to leave them free in the places that they
live at present, and help them to buy a piece of land
to build their houses instead of the huts that they make
of reeds and p%gster with mud as they have done in
Soghook Sou,"

Faced with these criticisms, Burnier rejected Altounyan's
claim, maintaining that the number of peasants in Aleppo camp
was not nagligiblo.37 He did acknowledge the educational
problem raised by Hnnooginn,’a but in his devastating reply to
Manoogian's criticisms he suggested strongly that political
motivea might lie b2hind them. It was necegsary, he said,
to ask who would gain and who would lose from Lhe settlement
scheme, The winners, he claimed, would be the impoverished
refugee working population: the losers would be the notables,
the aspeculators and the clergy. While at Geneva and London
it was the voice of the latter which was always heard, Bumier
was living amongat the former. He was urged not to diaperae
the camps, yet in the camp of Aloppo alone he had more requoats
for gsettlemont than places aval lable on the land acquired. The
Armenian notables had forbidden settlement in the interior,
saying that this was dangeroua. In reality, he claimed, it
was to prevent the dislocation of the campas, These notablea,

he said, were dootors, politicians and prieata. By the
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break-up of the camps they lost their clientele, their votes
and above all their flocks. The Arxzenian clergy, he claimed,
were not priests by vocation but by trade. They were
supported by the impoverished refugees over whom they would
struggle with all their means to kegg their influence, the
source of their profits. Thus the organisation of the Nansen
colonies worried them. The notables were also annoyed
because the organisation of the settlement work was being
carried on independent of them, directly between the refugees
and Burnier himself. They had thus lost an influence which
they believed asaured.39 This reply was undoubtedly unfair

to Manoogian, an evangelical pastor, and in fact the letter
was not directed against him personally. It is evident,
however, that Burnier was in political conflict with a number

of the Armenian notables.

Futher clues as to the nature of this conflict are provided
by William Jessop of the Near East Foundation and by the
British Consul at Damaacus. Jeasop reported in November, 1931
that the Armenian notableas were disgsatisfied with Burnier,
claiming that he never consulted them, that ho was arbditrary
in his judgement, and that they gugpescted his agent of taking
bribea. Worst of all, they claimed that he waa in the handa of
the Danahnak pnrw.ho Consul Mackereth likewiase reported from
Damascus, in March, 1935 that Burnier was coming in for a good
deal of contumelioua oriticism from the raefugecas, for “he ia
accused of favouring the "Dashnaks," who are fuared and
disliked by the Orthodox Armenian clergy." b1 Now, Burnier's
condemnation of the Armenian notables does read in places

rather like a Dashnak tract, and it is avident from a statement
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by Duguet, that the Dashnaks, who had no sympathy for the
Soviet Armenian regime, were critical of those Armenian
notables who preferred to re<ain their capital for ultimate
settlement in Soviet Armenia rather than use it to facilitate
permanent settlement in Syria and Lehanonlf2 In short, the -
Daszhnaks had a greater commitment to settlement in Syria than
the anti-Dashnak parties. It is not therefore surprising
that Burnier should come to be identified with them, and
possibly come under their influence. Thus this difference in
outlook may also have lain behind the criticisms of the Nansen
scheme and should be added to the allegations of self-interest
made by Burnier in his reply to Manoogian's criticisms.
Furthermore, Moses Der Kaloustian, whom Burnier chose as
representative of the Armenian villages established in the

San jak of Alexandretta, was a prominent member of the Dashnak
party. 8ignificantly the attack by Yeprad,a Ramgavar
newspaper, on the situation of the settlementa of Haiaoh;no
and Nor Zeitoun also contained personal criticisms of Der
Kn].c:mutinr.t..M It seems that in attacking the settlements in
the Sanjak, the anti-Dashnak parties attacked Der-Kaloustian
by implication. It acems alao that, by virtue of his position,
Der-Kaloustian acquired a new clientele for hia party which had
formerly fallen under the control of the notables in the townas,
and that for this reason the urban Armenian notables may even
have deasired to gsee the failure of the ascheme for sottloment

in the Sanjak. This would aet in context Burnier's allegations
againat the Armonian notables., Ellen Chater at loaat was
auspicious of Der-Kalouatian'a role, feeling that his intereat

in the villagea was perhaps more political than humnnitlriln.hh
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But Burnier defended him loyally against these nllegauona.us
Efforts to undermine the settlement work in 1931, attributed *y
Burnier to the desire to spread discontent, may also have

been designed to weaken the position of the Dashnak party.
Burnier wrote in December, 1931, that "Bolshevik" agents were
carrying on a propaganda campaign at Beirut and in the Nansen
Office villages, and had achieved some success. They were
encouraging the refugees not to settle in Syria, not to pay

for the construction of their homes, and not to reimburse

the louns made by the Office. This, he claimed, was solely

in order ¢c zmalntain the pefugees in a state of indecision

and discontent. 8o far they had successfully persuaded
fifteen families to leave Massiaf and one to leave M:dla.‘;.-Hu:,mlv:.“6

ngclgggogg

To resume, then, the impact on settlement of Armenian
social aspirations and political divisions, it appeara that
an initial reluctance to settle in Syria, because of a deaire
for transfer to Soviet Armenia entertained at least by the
Armenian 'leadera' at Parig, was followed by a more positive
commitment to settlement in Syria when transfer to Soviet
Armenia became practically imposaidle., Within Syria, a desire
for security of life and culture enscouraged concentration and
dlascouraged dispersal, With regard to the Nangen Office
schema, it led to a preferonce for sattloment in coaatal regiona,
and rejection of plana for settloment in the interior, with the
excoption of Le Nail's abortive proposals of 1929, The
tendency to concentrate reprosented the ethnic solidarity of
the Armenians., Within Armmenian society, however, theore was

a degree of religious asegregation between Apoatolics and
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Catholics, while political rivalries between Dashnak and anti-
Dashnak parties appear to have influenced attitudes to the

Nansen Office settlements.

The attitude of the Indigenous Population

The attitude of the indigenous pcpulation of Syria and
Lebanon to the settlement of Armenian migrants was cool,
sometimes openly hostile. It is idle to blame this reaction
on "Muslim fanaticism." The immigration gave rise to genuine
political and economic fears on the part of the indigenous
population, Nevertheless, the hostility was based partly on
"ethnic" grounds, the criterion for distinction being not simply
religion but linguistic, cultural or "national™ identity. While
S8yria and Lebanon were together composed of a mosaic of
senfessicnal groups, the overshelming majority of Lhe population
of both territories (Muslim or Christian, including the
indigenous Armenian population) was Arabic-speaking. The
strength of "Araobism" as a cultural-political force among the
Syrian and Lebanese population at this time is however
difricult to evnlunteP7 Confessicnaliem continued to dominate
Lebanese politics while French policies (deliberately or not)
perpetuated confessicnalism in the State of the Alawis and the
Jebel ed Drouz. Within interior Syria traditional religious
allegiances could hardly be expected to die overnight in the
face of the new nationalist politica. The nationaliat
struggle waa directed eassentially, of courase, sgainst PFrench
control. Within the naticnaliet movement it i1a poaaidble to
identify elemants of both pan-Arabiasm and a specifically 8Syrian
nationalism. To a apecifically Syrian natiocnalism shorn of
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cultural overiones, the Armenian immigration would only be

cb jecticnable in so far as it resulted from French centrel
(i.2. the objection would be political rather than "gthnic").
But, in so far as Syfrian nationalism was identified with
Arabism the Armenians inevitably ﬂ?n the risk of tecing treated

as foreigners:-

"Toute la population de cez Etats parlant la langue
arabe est ausai en grande majorit€ da'orizin~ ara%e .
Sans 4doute les diverses nations qui ont ccnquis la
Syrie, y ont laisse des sujets de leurs races. Mals
il suffit de mentionner aue, quoiqu'il en soit, les
Syriens forment aujourd'hui une unité ethninue et
linguistique incontegtable. Entre tous existe 2
présent un fond de meme origine et un réel sentiment
de solidarit®...... I1 ¥y a bien quelques milliers
d'Arméniens immigrés aprés l'occupation frangaise et
des tcherkesses qui habitent le pays depuls longemos.
Mais ces deux &18ments ne peuvent, &tant donn2 leur
petite provortion, changer l'aspect de la nation
syrienne, composfe d'Arabes et autres Orientaux
syrianisés!

The only way that the Armenians could avoid such antagonism

was to shed their own "national" allegiancea. 1In fact, they

were in a cruel dilemma, elegantly expregsed by Paul 32rront

"Deg conflits Sclatgront sl les Arméniens restent
rideles a leur passé. S'ils renoncent a leur
caractere particulier, ce gsera le massacre
volontaire et sans que le gang coula, de la plus
grande lqaﬁamﬁration des refugies arménicna de
Turquie,’

"Ethnic" antagonism waa by no meana the only cause of fristion
hetween Armeniana and Arabs, dbut its importance wa3 fundamental,
for the ethnic label provided the basia for the identification
of inaqualities and the perpetuation of other grievances und

faara,

Ethnio antagonism was encouraged by the non-assimilatory
tendencies of the Armenians themselves, in partiocular their

tendency to conaentrate in compact groups, ud.De Caix observed



362

to the Permanent Mandates Commission in November, 1926 how
"this tendency might lead the indigenous population to regard
the Armenians as a foreign entity which refused to blend with
the other inhabitants of the countrv.so And Burnier wrote in
April, 1928 that the indigenous population viewed with: fear

the develcﬁment and growth in the cities of foreign colonies
which would never be absorbed or assimilated.>' These

comments were no doubt prompted in part by views expressed

when the Lebanese Chamber was invited to participate in plans
for Armenian settlement. When the High Commissioner requested
that the State of Lebanon allocate three million francs to the
resettlement of Armenians in Beirut, objections were raised,
particularly by a Muslim deputy, that the resettlement
envisaged would concentrate the Armenians in a particular
quarter, instead of dispersing them and aiding their
assimilation. It was felt also that it was unacceptable to
vote a credit of three million francs in favour of the Armenian
refugees without at the same time organising aid to the

52 The refusal of the

indigenous victims of the Druge revalt.
Lebaneses Chamber to meet this demand ruined the efforts of the
High Commission to obtain finance from the local states for

the Armenian settlement scheme,and indirectly therefore
contributed notably to the perpetuation of the settlement
pattern then exiating. Furthermore, thia inability of the
local States to participate in the work of Armenian regottlement
(based partly on ethnic prejudice and partly, it must be
stressed, on legitimate financial considerations) threwthe

Armeniana back into dependence on the French, with aonaequent

political repercussions.
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Indeed, hosility towards the Armeniana had a strong
political basis. While Syria and Lebanon united contained
an overwhelmingly Arab Muslim population, at the local level
the establishment of a sizeable Armenian population could
profoundly alter the confessional balance. While the Christian
leaders in Lebanon might view such an alteration with rnvaur,s"'
the ma jority population viewed local Armenian concentration
with suspicion 4 There was oppostion to Armenian naturalisation 55
and fears about the Armenian birth-rate which was believed to
be extraordinarily high.56 When it was felt that the Armenians
were being used or favoured by the French Mandatory authorities,
hostility was particularly intense. Allegations of favouritism
could of course thrive in a situation where the inability of
the local States to contribute to Armenian resettlement had
thrown the Armenians back into dependence on the French. PFor
example, the French scheme for the colonisation of Armenians
in the Euphrates region was proposed by Plerre Le Nail, its
enthusiastic protagonist,in terms of an Armenian "home" (“"patrie")
When inaccurate reports of the scheme reached the attention of
an Arad population outraged by the development of Zionism in
Palestine, there was a series of violent protests asoross Syria.
The subaequent adandonment of this scheme was probadly related
to theass prot.utl.nhglin. the Armenians were in an unenviable
sltuation, owing their layalty both to the Syrian population
and tho Prench authorities. What, for oxample, wag their
duty in the electiona? To vote for the pro-Mandate candidates,
and risk the wrath of the Nationaliata? Or to vote for the
Nationalists sgainst their French "proteators"? 38

The most important baasis for hoatile Arad feeling was,
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however, probably economic.?? The Arazenians were accused of
lowering the wages of the indigenous labour force by accepting
lower wages themselves. Contemporary observers were

certainly of the opinion that the Armenians with theib imported
skills, industry, and willingness to work for lower returns
proved formidable competition for the locals. In the report
of the Mandatory Power for 1937 it is stated that the Armenians
had lowered wages by 20-25% in industries where their numbers
were sufficiently high. The most reliable account of their

economic impact concerns the province of Latakia.

An official report stated that there it was incontestable
that Armenian labour had supplanted indigenous labour in
numerous trades. More industrious, and better organised than
indigenous labour, and having a deep feeling of communal aid,
Armenian labour had gradually succeeded in forcing out
indigenous artisans from those small trades which required juat
a little capital and the shrewd use of cheap labour. I{ was
impossible, the report continued, to estimate exactly the
influence of Armenian labouf on wages, other deeper causes
having provoka& a decrease 1n_uagal. However, it was undeniable
that the better organisation of the Armenian workshopas and
consequent lower prices had effectively competed with indigenous
producers, and oblignd the latter to lower prices by cutting
wngen.so

As Marahall Fox pointod out, the Armeniana were once more
in a predicament, Employera would naturally praefer to employ
workers to whom they could convey instruations in their own
languagae, a0 the non-Arabic apeaking Armeniana werae at a

disadvantage, To earn a living, therefore, they had to offer
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some addltional inducement, for example, working longer hours
for less money. In this case even indigenocus employers

could be prepared to use the Armenians as a lever to bring
down wage-rates, as "they all want cheap labour when they

are employing.” 61 It must be stated too that, if there was a
depression in wage-rates which the Armenians encouraged,
ultimately this resulted not (obviously) from the desire of
the Armenians themselves, but from the flooding of the labour-
market resulting from their immigration. In fact, the precise
economic impact of the Araenian immigration must remain in
doubt: it might form the basis of a separate study. Suspicions
were certainly felt by the local populatlon, however, and these
were all that mattered in terms of arousing hostility.

The most striking manifestation of Arab hostility to the
Armenians occurred during the Druse Revolt, a local rebellion
which broke out in 1925 and assumed partly the character of a
nationalist uprising. To mest this crisis the French
authorities established auxiliary units in which a number of
Armenians were enliated.s2 It appears that there was no
collusion between the French and Armenimne, but the French
degporately needed trocps to quell the uprising, and the
Armenians, who needed employment, could not resiat the
attractive financial incentivos which were offered. Consul
Hough puts the responsibility for this recruitment firmly in
Prench hands,

"eeses 1t 13 imposaible to hold astarving men dack from

taking any emplayment which guaranteas them regulapr

pay. The whole regsponsibility is on thoae who engage

them, and if it resulted later in attacks on this
unhappy people the responaibility would be heavy”.

The irregular troops were soon acaused of exaceases in the
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ocasis of Damascus. Not surprisingly then, when in October,

. 1925 the rebels attacked southern Damascus, the first people
they attacked were the Armenians in the refugee canp of Kaden,
Consul Smart, here rather less sympathatic to the Armenians

than his colleague, explains the Arab point of view. 64

"No doubt the Muslims exaggerate both the numbers

of the Armenians enrolled in these irregular formations
and the extent of their misdeeds., Yet, the fact
remains that some Armenians are in these fcrmations.
These Armenians came here as pitiful refugees from
Turkey. By their better craftsmanship and by the
lower wages they accepted they caused economic
prejudice ¢c the natives., Yet these foreign Christian
intruders had not been subjected to any bad treatment
by the Mualima. A revolt breaks out which auickly
assumes a nationalist character and is only directed
against the French. The most elementary prudence

and recognition of hospitality should have enjoined

on the Armenians complete abstention from any
participation in the hostilities. Instead of adopting
this attitude of abstention, a number of them joined
these irregular forrations and fought against their
Muslim hosts, who regnrd themselves as fighting for
their native land....."

Notwithstanding this disaster, the French continued to use

the Armenians as irregulars, and in February, 1926, the
Armenians themselves were involved in severe excesses during
olearing-up operations in the Meidan quarter of Damascus.
Arad hostility was now 80 fierce that the Armenian Catholicos
wrote to the French High Commissioner bdegging him to discharge

the Armenians who had been recru:tod.ss

The oclaghes
meanwhile had encouraged the movement of thousandg of Armenian

refugees from the camps of Damascua to Beirut,

The Damascus olashes wera, it is true, the moat bitter
clashes which ocourred between Arabs and Armenians in 8yria
in the course of an uneasy relationship which waa not in

genaral marked by violence, The movement from Damaacuas to
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Beirut which they encouraged was atypical in that it was
the direct result of a specific disturbance. Otherwise
Arab hostility was more subtle in its influence cn Arpenian
settlement, In leading the local States to refuse to
participate in a solution of the Armenian problem it
encouraged the perpetuation of the status quo and the rule
of eccnomic ccnastraints while throwing the Armenians back
into dependence on the French for resettlement. Subsequently
it inhibited the implementation of French-inspired schemes for
Araoenian resettlement guspected of political bias. Perhaps
most important, however, though impossible to measure (especially
in view of the Armenians' pre-Syrian experience) was the effect
which this hostility must have had on Armenian attitudes to
gettlement. It can only have increased their insecurity,
eapecially afier the events of Damascus. Paradoxically, the
concentration and segregatbn encouraged by this insecurity would
iteelf atress the athnic separateness of the Armenians, increase
their impact on local economies and increase their dependence
on French protection, all of which would increase Arad hostility
still further. One may identify a process which was
essentially self-perpetuating. It was also clearly complicated
by the French interegt, and it is on French policy towarda the
Armenians that attention will now be focussed.
The political motives and goolal oonatrainta
a ena a
The Armenians conatituted in Syria and Lebanon an
additional element in the complex ethnic mosaic which made up
thoae countries. It was a mosaio which had encouraged the

Mandatory authorities to carve up the region into what Longrigg
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aptly refers to as a "strangely fragmented pattern" of states
'and territories, In view of this fragmentation, and the _
obvious temptation to use additional minorities as political
chess-pieces, it is pertinent to ask whether or not the French
. authorities endeavoured to control Armenian settlement for
political purposes. Such a question is based on the
realisation that, while the Mandated territory was divided
into a number of States with their own government, the reality
of control lay with the Mandatory authorities. The
independence of the Levant States was notoriously incomplete.
The Stdes applied laws which in many cases not they but the
High Commissioner had enacted, and often after little
consultation with them., Every act of their own Chambers
required a French countersignature. Important Departments,
including the Common Interests, were entirely outaide their
control. Whole provinces were directly French-administered.
Throughout the State administrationa French advice, inspection
and de facto control rendered local powers often no more than

m'.mlinnll.e6

It might be expected, if the French wished to use the
Armenians for political purposes, that they would have viewed
the Armenian immigration with favour. In answering this
Question then, it i3 nocessary firat to examine the attitude
of the authoritiea to the niarntianl.' It i3 evident in fact
that aa oarly as March, 1921, when there was the posaibility
of an Armenian exodus from Cilicia to Byria, the 7rench were
concarned about the financial burden and the political
complications it would ‘nrin:."’ When, in October, the

poaaibility of an exodus was raised again, these concerns of
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a political and financial nature were retained, and the French
endeavoured to persuade the Armenians to remain in Cilicia.
However, with other ports closed, and the necessity to avoid
disease and disturbances at Mersin and Dortyol, where the
refugees had accumulated, they were obliged to accept their é
moral obligation to receive the refugees whom they had gravely
compromised by a contradictory policys,9 and the evacuation

and transport of the Cilician refugees to Syria was reluctantly
agreed, De Caix gave early expression to the political
misgivings consequent on thias action, arguing that the
Armeniana' political habits could only be embarrassing for the
French, especially as those who had apparently arrived in
Cilicia from America and the Caucasus after the armigtice of

1918 would have “"Bolsheviat" tendenciea.7°

The mischevious
influence of their political committees, suggested the French

Congul-General at Ankara, should be eliminated at any cost. 71

The migrants of 1921 were thus clearly only accepted
reluctantly, despite financial and political considerations.
The same considerations were also felt with regard to the
migrants who arrived between 1922 and 1921;.7a For the first
time, it is true, the potential political advantage of the
Armenian immigration was acknowledged by General Weygand, the
High Commiassioner., He recognised the advantage in increasing
in Syria the number of Christians who were favourable to the
Frenoch preaence and who would tend in certain towns to
counterbalance the Muslims who were politically more “difficult”.
Howaver, he went ocn to restate the financial and political
objections, observing that the earlier influx of Armenians had

caused protesta becauae it had made the houaing oriaia more
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acute and reduced wages. A new influx would exacerbate this
feeling, especially as all the refugees from the previous
influx had still not been ahaorhed.73 It was considerations
of this order which continued to dominate French policy

towards the immigration. Even in 1929, when the Nansen Office
scheme was well under way, the fresh migration of refugees

was viewed as the same financial and political burdcnzuand

some refugees were initidl ly refused entry at the border.75

This attitude towards the forced or induced migrations was
not contradicted by Prench policy towards the various
suggestions which were made for orderly transfer of refugees
to Syria. It has been observed that Armenian desires to
transfer about five to six thousand refugees from Greece to
Syria may have lain partly behind the mission of Mr. Carle
to Syria to examine settlement nosaibilities there. Agreement
to this proposal was apparently given in principle in Paris,
sub ject to the approval of the High Connialion.7s The attitude
of the High Commission is not known, dut in any case the Druse
Revolt intervened to prevent any action being taken,
Subsequently, once the Nansen Office scheme had been agreed,
Johnson reported that during his visit, in November, 1926, he
received the informal agaurance of the High Commission that
overy facility would be afforded the Office for the
cstablishment in Byria of Armenian refugees from other countries,
a8 soon as substantial progress had deen made in the sottlement
of the unemployed refugees already in Byria.77 It is unlikely
that these developments really represented a change in poliey.
If so, it was oxtremely brief, .When, probably aa a result of

Johnaon's statement, the French ambaasador tc Turkey received
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a Turkish protest concerning a press report that the
transport of Armenians from Europe to Syria had been discussed

8 .
7 it was met with a strong denial.’® The

at Geneva,
impossibility of transfer was stated again in June, 1927 at
a Refugee Conference in Geneva by Count Clauzel, the French

repreaentntiva,ao

and to the Armenian sub-committee at Geneva
by Duguet, who stated that it would be premature to consider
this question, given the difficulty of solving the problem

of the refugees already in Syr1a§1 Such attitudes were
Justified by the hoatile Syrian reaction to rumcurs cof mas3
irmigration which appeared in September, 1928.32 At the Paris
Caonference in June, 1931, however, which determined the
future shape of the settlement work in Syria, and at which

M. Ponsot, the French High Commissioner, was present, it was
agreed that some refugees might be transferred to Syria from
Greece, However, this movement could only be contemplated
when definite provision had been made for the settlement of
the 15,000 refugees remaining in the camps of SByria. Moreover,
such tranafers could only be made initially on an individual
basis, and in favour of those refugees who already had
relatives or friends in Syria who would be prepared to receive
them, and who would not therefore becocme a charge on pudblic
funds. For political reasons, the Mandatory Power could not
allow the imprensgion to gain ground that it contemplated a
further Armenian colonisation in Syria. Burnier was charged
by the Office with studying the tranafer question5> and 1t ts
evident that the policy above waa carried out., While a small
number of refugees were admitted, it is clear that the French
authorities ware reluctant to admit refugees who were pennileas

84

or had no refereea in Syria to assure their subaiatence,
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In 8o far as evidence is available, it seems therefore

that French_policy towards transfers was consistent with their
policy towards the ma jor refugee influxes. Indeed, some
emigration was actually assisted. This was of orphans

to France in co-operation with the N.E.R., and has been
described already. On the other hénd, a statement by
Johnson suggests that the authorities were keen to prevent
emigration to South America from assuming large proportions,

and the motive may have been political. 85

It is clear that the French cannot be accused of
deliberately introducing Armenians into Syria for political
purposes, On the contrary, in general they viewed Armenian
immigration as financially and politically embarrassing.
Nevertheless, once the refugees had arrived, did they
endeavour to influence their settlement for political purposes?
Initially it is apparent that lack of finance ruled out large-
scale regettlement schemes whether politically based or not.
Thua, in so far as political considerations influenced the
dispersal of the 1921 refugees which did take place, thease
were wholly negative. The authorities were anxious to avoid
an accumulation of refugees in the State of Aleppo and 8San jak
of Alexandretta, where their presence would worry Turkey., It
was felt that the increase of the Armenian clement could cauae
difficulties in the "Turkiah" region of Alexandrotta for
which a special regime waa foroseen under the Ankara agrooment.
Thorefore it was decided that the impoverished rofugees at
Alexandretta should be transported to the south., For the

aame reasaon, it waa decided that the evacuation of the
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refugees who were waiting to move into Syria from Dortyol
should be carried out by sea to the southern coast, instead
of by land to Alcxandret.ta.a6 However, eveﬁithis negative
policy misfired, and the refugees at Dortyol, whose transport
was envisaged by sea to the Syrian ports, were eventually

received by Alexandrﬁttn.a7

The subsequent dispersal of
refugees from Alexandretta, while consistent with the policy
stated above, seems nevertheless to have been carried out in
response to pressure from relief organisations rather than for
political reasons. Turkish susceptibilities seem again,
however, to have influenced the dispersal of the refugees

who arrived in Aleppo after 1922, When an article appeared
in the Turkish presa about the Armenians in Syria, the High
Commissioner, Weygand, wrote indignantly that far from
attracting the Armenians, he had been more concerned about the
financial burden they imposed, the economic difficultiee they
provoked, and the political danger they represcented, as much
from the point of view of relations with Turkey as from the
point of view of internal politica. Moreover, far from
concentrating them in the Aleppo region, the Mandatory Power
had endeavoured to disperse them in Syria and Lebanon, as much
to avoid offending Turkish susceptibilitisc as to asgurc their
aubuiltenoaea (Turkish complaints about alleged bad bohaviour
of Armonians in the regions of Aleppo and Alexandrotta had in
fact doon made as carly as April, 1923.’9) Apurt from thease
moasures of redistribution from Aleppo, Fronoh efforts towarda
refugee rediatribution after 1922 goncerned only tha
sncouragement of small-scale disperasal, whioh did not even
receive Armenian support. There was no queation of large-

scale colonisation whioch continued to be ruled out for financial
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reasmas. r. Hekimian, N.E. R. representative at Aleppo,
was critical of French inaction in this respect, but Consul
Smart considered him unfair, as the French Authorities "would
easily arouse a storm of Arab opposition if they promoted too
obviously Armenian colonisation in Syria“.go A regard for
Arab susceptibilities would have been consistent with French
policy towards the immigrations, so that negative political

congiderations may have been acting once again,

The Turkish government, however, believed the High
Commigsion to be deliberately concentrating Armenians in
villages in the San jak, and communicated these views to Fariy
These allegations were denied by General Sarrail, the High
Commigsioner who pointed ocut that a large number of refugees
had been transferred to the interior "dans le but prsaia;nent
de d;;ongeationdr la ré&lon Nord.“gaTha Turks however remained
concerned$Jso that Sarrail decided in future not to permit
the residence of refugees from Turkey within thirty kilometres
of the rrontior.su‘ While this provision may have been applied
temporarily to new installations, it does not appear to have
been retrospective, nor to have remained in foroce, as refugecs
subsequently settled immediately next to the dorder. Thereo
is also some evidence of Fronch involvement in tho eatablishment
of refugees at Kirik Khnno?’ Heroa the government provided
land for the re-eatablishment of the Lazariota' Miaaion of
Ekbes, and 30 to 35 familios of thoir formor flocka. In
addition they provided transport for these familiea from
Latakia to Aloxandretta, and it i3 olear that the operation
involved co-operation at the highest lavels of the French

administration., Apart from the clear favouritism towards the
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Catholic Armenians which this move entailed, it suggests also
that Turkish allegations may not have been unrou?ded. The
motive, to reinforce the pro-Mandate element in an area whose
political future was in doubt, was certainly not lacking, but
such considerations in French policy seem excluded by the
statements airendy recorded, which favoured dispersal from the
Sanjak and accord with Turkey. It seems that the French were
merely unwilling to deny themselves the opportunity of
dispersing some Armenians in the Sanjak, despite political
considerations, when the problem in the centres of Armenian
concentration was so acute. A definitive answer, however,

must await the opening of the archives of the High Commission.

More light on French policy comes frcm an investigetion
of the official attitude to the colonisation work of Karen
Jeppe, The firat statement located on this subjiect wag made
by M. Painlev:, the French representative at a meeting of the
Council of the League in September, 1925, in which he noted
the humanitarian work of Misa Jeppe but stresaed that
colonisation was a matter which lay solely within the competence
of the Mandatory power.gé The motive behind this statement is
rovealed in a letter from Briand, the Foreign Minigter, to
Do Jouvenal, the High Commissioner, in 1926. Recalling the
discussion at the Loague in 1925, he rovealed that certain
facts related by Goneral Sarrail (the previous High Commiassicner)
and his prodecesaors on the subject of disorders provoked by
Miass Jappe in the Aleppo region had led the Department to wish
to put an end to her mission which risked involving the
Mandatory Power in difficulties with the indigenous population.
Howaver, the favour which thiz pro-Armenian work en joyed with
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the feminist and evangelical associations, which exercised

an undeniable influence on the League Secretariat and on
certain of the prinéipal delegations to the Assembly, had

not permitted the French delegate to bring about such a

radical solution. He had had to content himself with limiting
the autonomy of Miss Jeppe in rclation to the High Commission.d7
The disorders referred to probably concern the murder of an
agent of Miss Jeppe in connection with her rescue work for
women and children.9® In other words, the French authorities
were concerned to limit Miss Jeppe's freedom of action because
they feared incidents with the indigenous population, a
concern consiatent with the policy already inferred, At the
same time, Miss Jeppe continued to believe that she had French
suppert for her settlement schemes, even into 1926.99 Consul
Hough, at Aleppo, therefore asked her what she thought lay
behind Painlev;'a statement to the League. She replied that
she had been given t; understand that General Sarrail had sent
in an unfavourable report on her work, probably because she
had enjoyed the confidence and support of French officials for
whom he had a perasonal dislike. (This, felt General Hough,
would be quite in accordance with the “demoniac" peraocnality
of the late High Commissioner.) The subsequent efrect had been
that though unable to continue colonisation schemea for the
benefit of Armenian refugees as League of Nations Commissioner,
she had been in touch with De Jouvenal, and received his
authority to continue them in her poerscnal capacity, and on
condition of her reasponsibility to the French in the unttar!oo
In faci, there appeara to have been no great inconsiatency
between the policies of the two High Commisaionera. De

Jouvenal's approval of the schema waa consistent with a deaire
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to disperse the refugees, but he had also established French
supervision of the work. Furthermore, at the same time as

De Jouvenal was approving Miss Jeppe's schemes, he was writing
to Paris, urging that her work be attached to the relief
committee established in Syria by the International Red Cross
to aid the victims of the Druse Rem:wlt,‘":"| in arder Lo limit
her autonomy. These preoccupations subsequently received
satisfaction at the League Assembly which passed a resolution
which,

“Seeing that the work of Armenian colunisation....
undertaken by Miss Jeppe.... (falls) within the class
of work entrusted by the Mandatory Power, in the
general interest, to a central organ representing

the Refugee Service at the I.L.0. and the direction
of the I.R.C.C., invites Miss Jeppe to come to an
understanding as regards the general direction of
the work mentioned.... with the 11dsf8 organisation
established by the Mandatory Power."1VU2

Burnier was requested by Johnaon to give effect to this

rcaolution,1°3

and in his report of his meeting with Miss Jeppe
he gave an interesting summary of French preoccupaticns. He
noted that the French complained that Miss Jeppe worked
independently of the Mandatory authorities, and that ghe had
never deen to see the Delegate. They suspected her of
having political tendencies contrary to the interests of the
Mandate., Her agricultural colonies caused concern to the
authorities. They were located in a region of nomadism, not
far from the Kurda, and based on a contract astadblished with

2 local chief - a small guarantee. Also they were too small
to provide for thair owm security. Up to tha time of writing
there had been no incident, because the colonies were poor.

But should theay become prosperous, the bedouin tribes could
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well attempt a raid, and a single rifle-shot at an Armenian
would have most unfortunate consequences. Pinally, the latest
reports from the region's fntelligenca.orficer noted that the
Armenians had a tendency to behave unreasonably and look down
on the indigenous population, as they believed themselves to
be under the special protection'cf the Leagueﬁoh- Burnier asked
her to abstain from all new attempts at colonisation and to
limit her activity to aiding the poor in Aleppo camp. Johnson
then at least considered directing some of her funds through
the Geneva Committee, so that she would be obliged to act in
accordance with the instructions given her 05 Subsequently, the
affair disappears from the correspondence, but, with the
exception of Tfn;: Miss Jeppe did not found any new colonies.
The affair illustrates two principal elements of French policy
towards Armenian settlement ; the desire to control the
settlement work, and the desire to avoid antagonising the
indigenous population, both consistent with the negative
political considerations in French policy already inferred,

In 1925 the League intervened for the first time with the
mission of My Carle to Syria, and the French reaction to the
Carle proposals is mteruting.w‘ror the first time they were
willing to consider lgrge-scale gettlement, in fact in the
Ghad and even east of the Euphrates. The reason for this
change of policy was most probably the apparont willingness of
the League to commit finance to the scheme, which the High
Commissicn was reluctant to provide. There is no suggestion
in the records gonsulted that political considerations lay
behind this reversal of policy. French agreement was still,

however, to be conditional on French control of the schema,
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General Sarrail signalling that, being responsible for law

and order, the High Commission must choose not only the sites,
but also the most favourable time for the execution of the pi;gg?
Moreover, according to a statement by M.Pams, French
representative at the Fifth Committee of the League Assembly,
no action could be taken until the Armenian 'leaders' had
determined their attitude to settlement in Syria. Until this
had been done, Syria could not incorporate a large part of the
Armenian pecple without either endangering the equilibrium of
a possible future Armenian nation, or the equilibrium of Syria,
if later a reconstituted Armenia was suddenly to withdraw from
Syria more than 100,000 Arneniaggp Ultimately, the scheme was
dropped on the outbreak of the Druse Revolt. The French
response to it illustrates again their concern for control of

settlement operations and their need for finance.

When the question was revived by Burnier, his initial
report to Geneva was prepared with French co-operation, and may
be assumed to have met the requirements of the High Commission.
It envigaged the tranafer of the Armenian population from the
interior, due to the bad relations exiasting there detween
Armenians and the indigenous population, a proposal consiatent
with the negative political considerations behind French policy
inferred above, On the other hand, the counterpart of this
proposal, their regettlement in southern Lebanon, taken in
conjunction with proposals to stabilise the Armenian populaticn
of Beirut, suggeats more positive political conaiderationa.
Correspondence in the Archives Diplomatiques confirama that in
supporting Burnier's proposals, tho High Commiassioner, De Jouvenal,

waa supporting the increase of the Chriatian majority in the
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Lebanon which would result from them' The figures of the
1925 Civil Register which, however inaccurate, were those
available to the authorities and on which they had to base
their policies, reveal that it was, in fact, only the presence
of the Armenians which brought §ha Christian proportion of the
Lebanese populaticn to over 50%110 (Table 6.1).

Table 6.1

The {mpact of Armenian settlement on the proportion of
Christians in the Lebanon, accordi to_the Civil Register of 1925

Population in Lebanon Total %

Arzenians 32,859 5.50
Chriastians 326,890 54.68
Christians less Armenians 294,031 L9.19
Total Population 597,799 100

There was clear advantage to the French in stabilising thie
population and increasing it. Loocally, the suggested
golonisation would have had a dramatic impact on the population
balance in the areas of gouthern Lebanon where the Christian
population was weak. (Table 6.2) For the firat time, poaitive
political conaideraticna lay behind Fronch settlement policy.
This might explain the dramatic changs in tho way the
Armenians were viawed by the French, The assertion in
Burnier's report that the majority of Armenians requiring
aasistance ware peasants was in direat contradiction of

earlier Prench atatements. Lack of finance waa cited by Burniepr
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Table 6.2

Impact of orovosed Armenian population transfer on the
population balance in the cazas of Tyr and Merd jayoun,
baged on the Civil Register of 1925,

Tyr Merd jayoun
Fopulation in 1925 34,588 24,645
Christian population in 1925. 5,574 8,L24
Christian population as® total
population 1925. 1€.12 34.18
Proposed increase in population
through transfer of Armenians 8,000 20,000
Population after transfer of
Armenians L2,588 Ll 645
Christian population after
tranafer of Armenians 13,574 28,u24
Christian population as ¥ total
population after transfer of | 31.87 63.67
Armenians

as the reason for the French request for outaside assistance,
degpite their desire to control settlement work. Poassibly too,
given the political basis of the gcheme, participation by the
I.L.. 0. would provide a useful umbrella from criticism.

The plan encountered strong opposition in Paris. A leong
unsigned memorandum urged its lblndonnent111 the principal

reasons being itemsiased as follows;

(1) There were no regions in southern Lebanon where 30,000
immigranta could bae introduced without diaplacing the
local population,

(2) Given the number of inhabitants in these regiona and the
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structure of land-ownership, it would have been
impossible to settle the Armenians without proceeding
to expropriations. I

(3) The governmental action which this project would have
required would have contradicted the whole Mandate policy,
which had consisted of creating local governments. It
was inconceivable that these governments would approve
and execute measures tending to substitute Armenian
1mnigran£n for a part of the Lebanese population.

(4) Armenian colonisation was only acceptable if made
spontaneously without expropriations, i.e. in the regions
of the Mandated states which had no or virtually no
population. To proceed otherwise would have compromised
the Mandatory Power gravely and Jjustly in the eyes of
the local population.

Thus the High Commissicn was advised to take no action untili

the plan had been studied in dapth.112 The ensuing discussions
held up the commencement of the nchemol133urn1er. who was sent
to Paris to hasten the negotiations, reported the oppesition

of the Ministry to the tranafer to southern Lebanon, cbserving
that the Ministry would have preferred the settlement of the
Armenians within the atates in which they were living, which
would not provoke the acougations and discussicna which might
be provoked by a policy of trnnufor.“ult is ovident that the
Miniatry favoured a more cautioua line than the High Commisaion,
more in accordance with the earlier policy of avoiding upsetting
local susceptibilities., The queation was atill not resolved
when at last the I.L.0. received a formal request for

participation.
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Subsequently general plans were drawn up by Duguet and
by Johnscn, with similar recommendations, following negotiations
resulting from Burnier's mission. That of Duguet provides an
interesting statement of French policy and may be compared
with the original proposals contained in Burnier's memorandum.
The most significant change is that Duguet's proposals no longer
envisaged the mass transfer of refugees from the interior to
Lebanon. Instead the refugees of Aleppo should be resettled
within the State of Syria. This fundamental change reveals
the abandonment of the grand political design of De Jouvenal,
and the substitution of the more cautious approach advocated
by the Ministry. The southern Lebanon scheme was not wholly
abandoned, but was greatly modified and now envicaged on a
smaller, more diecrete, scale 115 The failed experiment of
Ras ul Ain was ultimately the only attempt made at Armenian

colonisation in this region.

On the other hand, the Beirut scheme was given first
priority. This was partly because of the embarrassment caused
to the government by the state of the onmp,116 but alao
becauge the High Commission still gaw the political advantage
of atabilising the Armenian population of Lebanon, as M.Reffye
stated clearly.

"En dehora de ces raisona d'ordre moral. nous =
avons le plus grand intérdt, du point de_vue politique,
comme du point de vue militaire - les &vénomonta recents
nous ont fourni 1'occassicn da la aonstater - d egsayor
de maintenir au Liban les Ara&higza qui a'y ont rcs?g*oa
ot qui renforcent si utilement 1'élément chrétien,

Burnier noted the necessity to halt emigration as a reason
for hastening aettlement operntionalaand he was probably here

reflecting French concern. It ia evident that while, aa has



38y

been described, the High Commission was reluctant to encourage
Armenian immigration, by 1926 it was at least aware of the
possibilities of stabilising the Arnenian'population which had
already arrived. Furthermore, while the policy of
stabilising the Armenian population of Beirut conformed to the
original design of De Jouvenal, it did not conirndict the mcre
cautious policy which sought the resettlement of the Armenians

in the states in which they had accumulated. There was a
further advantage to the High Commission in giving priority

to Beirut. 1In so far as finance for the scheme would be
provided by the Levant States, it was hoped that it would

emanate from the individual states, not from the High CQmmiaaiég?
This was in accordance with the preoccupations of the Ministry
with regard to the autonomy of the local states, and with the
reluctance of the High Commisaion to commit finance to the

scheme itself, It was hoped that the Lebanese Chamber would
vote & credit of three million francs to the Beirut scheme, and
that the example of Lebanon would facilitate the acquisition

of a similar oredit fpom the State of Syria. This arrangement,
incidentally, enables one to underastand more clearly why the
French authorities should accept the participation of the I.L.O.
while they had previously been reluctant to concede control

over gettloment operations to external agencies. It is evident
that the participation of the I.L.0. would provide a moral levor
with which to obtain finance from the local ltataufao while

the allocation of that finance once obtained could be controlled
more eaaily from Syria than funds emanating from Geneva, which
ware viewed as supplementary to the funds to be provided by the
local states. In the event, it proved imposaible to obtain the
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approval of the Lebanese Chamber to a credit of three million

francs, and this money had to be provided by the High Commission
direct13.121

The Beirut scheme was given low priority by the Geneva
committee, but was able to proceed as the Figh Commission
controlled the requisite funds. Plans for the settlement of
Armenians in the 1nterior06f Aleppo Vilayet, however, did not
receive the approval of the committee, despite French intentions,
as in this case, the High Commissicn had no funds of its own
available. After the failure to secure finance from the
Lebanese Chamber, no funds were forthcoming from the local
states. Thus the High Commission became more dependent on
finance from Geneva, and lost the contrcl over the acheme
which it had envisaged. It was only then able to implement
schemes which had met Armenian aspirations at Geneva. Thus
schemes for settlement in the interior were rejected, while
those for settlement near the coast in Alawi Territory and the
San jak of Alexandretta went ahead. It is evident that in
approving these plans the High Commission was paying attention
to the demands of Lhe Arnenians!aa In the case of the Sanjak,
it has been suggeated that political considerations were also
involved. Not only did the High Commission approve the
creation of Armenian villages in the Sanjak, but proposala were
made for the resettlement on the reclaimed Alexandretta marshes
of the refugees camped at that town, Thease proposals were
opposed by the Geneva committee on tho grounds that they were
in a region whosa future was not absolutely oclear from the
political point of view, objectiona which were rejeated by
both Burnier and Duguet, in statements obviously made with the
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arproval of the High Commission. In view of previous French
reluctance to risk offending Turkish susceptibilities in this
region, it i3 pertinent to ask whether there had been a

reversal of policy and if there was now a positive commitment

to encourage Armenian settlement in the regicn. This at

least was the view of Consul Hole at Damascus who wrote of

the Armenian settlement scheme in a rather ilrinfamed report

in November, 1928 that "while the philanthropic aspect of the
scheme has uniformly received the greatest publicity, its
principal object has always been to create an Arnenian enclave
in a centre of internal disaffection or cn an exposed t‘ir-cnt'.l.-_':'."'2
His views were, however, contradicted by Consul-General Satow,
at Beirut},zh and Consul Monck-Mason at Aleppo. Nonck-Mason
drew attention to the socio-economic advantages cf settlement

in the Sanjak already discussed. He felt, however, that

these considerations certainly coincided with reascns of
political convenience. The Sanjak, with a population which

was largely Turkish, was, and was likely to remain for a long
time, a hotbed of Turkish propaganda. An Armenian element
dotted about the Sanjak, cnﬁoying the support of the Mandatory
authorities and rapidly increasing in numbera, would be in the
nature of a gafeguard against a reactionary Turkish nopulnticn‘.25
The final word however comea from the liigh Commission, Whon,
in 1928, it was auggested by the French Finance Uiniatry that
Prance had a political interest in settling Armeniuns along the
Turkish rrontiertaghu High Commission danied this categoriocally,
recalling to the Depariment that it had always been opposed to
such a poliey which would arouse Turkish susceptibilities, and
would be more likely to ecompromise the security of the frontier

than to guarantea 1t327 There does not thererore appear to have
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been any change in French policy. It is suggested again
that Armenians were settled in the Sanjak in accordance with
economic opportunity and social necessity, despite reluctance

to offend Turkish susceptibilities.

The High Commission was clearly hindered in the
achievement cf its objéctivua with regard to Armenian settlement
by lack of finance, It has already been observed that France
was unwilling to consider guaranteeing a loan to be made to
the scheme. Such a guarantee would, according to French
policy, have had to come from the local states in Syria, and
in view of the earlier example of Lebanon, Ponsct conesidepreqd
it inadvisable to endeavour to obtain a guarantee from these
atatea.128 Ultimately, however, in 1929 Prance itself agreed
on a new credit of three million francs to the Rolling Fund,
an act which was accompanied by the designation of a French
representative to the Geneva committee. The High Commisaion
thus regained some of its freedom of action with respect to
settlement. The new scheme pregsented by their appointee,

M. Le Nail, envisaged large-scale settlement in the Euphrates
region and later in Palmyra. This represented a departure
from previous policy which had eachewed settlement in the
interior and preferred coastal locaticna. Thia was nmade
possible by the pacification of the regicn and its incorperation
into a zone of civil adminiatration, Nevertheless, the sudden
commitment of French finance to the acheme, together with the
volto=face in the Armenian attitude to settlement in this
region expresaed at tho Goneva committee, lead one to suapeat
political .collusion. Certainly Le Nail's initial outline of
the scheme to Johnson at Genova had coneiderable political
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overtones.

.+"Le Gouvernement frangais, en déléguant un
réprésentant au comite central et en appuyant son
geste d'une subvention de 3 millions, a voulu marquer
son d€sir de voir la S.D.N. entre prendre un programme
de plus grande envergure.

" Il ne s'agissit plus seulement de secourir les
réfugiés mais de leur refaire un Patrie.

" Nous désirons grouper, autant que faire se pourra,

les ArmMéniens chasses de leurs villes et villages
autour de leurs chefs civils ou religieux, leur
rendre non seulement la terre et la maiaon,“m5§s le
temple, 1'&cole, la mairie, 1'h3pital, etc."?!

Wha tever the case, the scheme was abandoned when, in June, 1931,
it was decided at the Paris Conference to caoncentrate on a more
limited programme of urban resettlement. There would appear
to have been several reasona for this rapid revision of policy
und Lhe wbandonment of the Le Nall proposals. First, whalever
the political motivation behind the Le Nail proposals, they
had aroused a storm of opposition amongst an Aradb population
already outraged by the development of Zionism in Palestine.
That this feeling influenced the policy of the High Commission,
which had hitherto had to take account of Arab susceptibilities,
\
soems likely from a passage in the Deuxieme Bureau's report on
the Armenian Question, prepared in 1932.
" L'idse 4'un KPOYER ARMENIEN? a crder en Syrie oat
une erreur ocar une autonomie de race dégénererait
rapidement en rivalite violente avec la Ponulat!ca‘
indigéne, ohrftienne ou musulmanne. Il fsut plut
envisager 1'mnln1|% progrossif des Smigraes arméniens
aux autochtonea."
In addition, even when Le Nail was proposing his ascheme, he

was urging that the refugees should not be settled cloae to the

Turkish border, in order not to offend Turkish suscveptibilitiea.
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He himself had ordered southwards a group of refugees who had
hoped to settle permanently at Kanichliy:. near the border.
Settlement there, he felt, would have prcvided a powerful
teopation to anyone with a view to raiding across the border. Ll
These concerns were also felt by High Commissioner Ponsot. He
noted that the progress of settlemsnt in the Upper Jezira was
largely due to foreign charities such as the A.G.B.U., which
operated through an Armenian committee at Aleppo which had
80 far remained independent of the committee set up at Beirut
to handle settlement work. This autonomous activity was all
tha‘nore difficult to control as it concerned isolated regions
in the steppe, far from the regional centre of Hnaaetchg. and
where adequate communicationa were lacking,especially in the
réiny season. The two villages of Tell Brack were situated
close to the bridge on the new road from Hassetche to Demir
Kapou, at a poini of greai siralegivc valus. Furtiher, the
Armenians had settled close to the Turkish frontier, and might
be tempted, especially under foreign influence, to launch raids
into Turkish terriory, a source of considerable concern to the
High Commission. Thua Ponsot felt that he should insist that
it was absolutely necessary for the High Commission to control
this charitable activity completely, and he had this question
in mind in studying a new formula for co-operation with the
Lengucf’a'rhore is a clear link here between the necessity to
to control Armenian settloment near the Turkiah dborder and the
convening of tha Parias Conferonce. Both the deaire to control
gottlomont schamos, and the need to aveid offending Turkish
suseeptibilities were amasistent with earlier policy. Furthermorg
just before the Paris Conference, Da Caix reported to the

Pormanent Mandates Commission that the Turkiah government was
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demanding, in exchange for the disarmament of the population
of the frontier, that the Armenian refugees in the north of
Syria should be removed from that regionl” a demand which
would have increased French awareness of the problem. Such
concern for Turkish feeling wgs revealed by the continuation,
even hardening,of a cautious policy towards settlement in the
San jak. Thus Le Nail regarded a large settlement at
Alexandretta as inadvisable, given the closeness of the Turkish
borderjsu while at the Paris COnreQenca it was decided that
further settlement operations should concern only Beirut and
Aleppo, not Alexgndretta. Turkish protests against the
presence of Armenians on the border in any case prompted
Catholicos Sahag II himself to write to Ponsot claiming that,
"Connatsant bien la psychologie turque, nous avons prie tous
les Hauts Commissaires, i commencer du Général Gouraud,
d'installer les Armeniens loin des frontiéres pour eviter les
eritiques lancees contre 1'hoap1tn11t§ cheveleresque de la
France et les Arméniens de nouveau amertumes et dangarn...."135
It is possible also that links which developed between the
Armenian Daghnak party and the Kurdish Hoyboun embarrassed the
French and that they wished to stop this collaboration after
Turkish protauta?ss'rhun the desire to avoid offending Turkish
susceptidbilitiec,as well a3 Aradb, lay partly behind the decision
to abandon Le Nuil's schome, Certainly this attitude found
expression sovaral times after 1931. Thus, in 1932 the French
authoritics advised againat settlomant projects in the region
propoasad by Mias Edith Robnvea“md by Karen Joppo.‘” Twice, in
1933 and 1936, the High Commission advised againat the
development of Tell Brack.>? The Aotion Chratienne were several

times advised by the authorities to advise the Armeniana not to
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remain in the region near the border, stressing the protests
140

received from the Turkish government.

The positive decision taken at the Paris Conference to
concentrate on urban resettlement rather than continue with
Le Nail's scheme was also, of course, a response to the
development of urban rehousing crises, and to the relative
cheapness of urban settlement. It is also possible, however,
that one critical factor was French fear of the soread of
Communism among the Armenian refugees. The dominance of
the Armenians in the early Communist cells in Syria and Lehanon
had already been noted. It was certainly a preoccupation of
Ponsot shortly before the Paris Conference, when he wrote %hat
Communism had found its most ardent propagandiasts amcngst the
impoverished Armenians of Beirut, and it was therefore
necessary to decongest the camps as soon as poaaibla?uiconcern
had already been expressed as early as 1921 by De Caix, and in
1627 Duguet was urging speed in ‘nstallation, lest the
Armenians become completely demoralised. The nature of
demoralisation was then made clear.

", eesoLe Dalogué de la Grace 3 la Conférence du

Travail m'a appris en effet que ce sont les Armeniens,

rdfugi€s @ Salonique qui, aidéa des Juifs, sont lec

principnux agents dea troubles bolchevikas....

" M.Kraft Bonnard n inolet® sur la ndoessitd do n?lﬁ?’

perdre trop de tempa pour les m&mes raisons...."
Subgequently the asame concern appears in saveral statomenta
by Franch orriotalajkatt seems likely that it encouraced the
Aaaire for a rapid solution of the refugee problem and thus

for cheaper urban resettlement rather than agricultural

aolonisation.
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No fresh initiatives in Armenian settlement appear to
have been taken by the French authorities after 1931. Though
this may reflect gaps in the archival record, it is unlikely
that a major initiative, if proposed,would have received no
reference at all in the available sources. It remains, then,
t0 resume "the evidence available concerning the political
aspects of French policy towards Armenian settlement throughout
the study-period. It ia evident that initially political
considerations in French policy were wholly negative. The
iligh Coamission viewed the Armenians as a financial and political
embarrassment, and any politically inspired population movement
was carried out in order to avoid offending Arad or Turkish
susceptibilities., Positive political conaiderations were not
considered until 1926, when De Jouvenal suggested the mass
transfer of refugees from the interior to southern Lebanon.
This scheme however was not put into operation, again in brder
not to offend Arab feeling. Only the non-controvaraial-
stabilisation of the Armenian population of Beirut could de
allowed., The game negative political conaiderations dominated
settlement policy until in 1929 proposals were made for large-
scale gettlement in the Euphrates region, which may have
involved some political collusion between French and Armenians.
Thia scheme was also discarded however, once again partly to
avoid dirriculties with Turkey and the indigenous population.
The High Commission waa also hamstrung by its unwillingness to
commit finance to Armenian settlement, and by tho development
of rehousing orises in the principal centres of Armenian
concentration which ultimately ruled out any carefully planned
agricultural settlemant, whether politically inapired or not.

The alternative rapid urban resettlement, however, at leaast
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met French concern about the spread of Communism amcngst

the Armenians in the squalid and crowded conditions of the

campa.

Conclugions

It 1s evident that the attitudes and policies of Armenians,
Arabs and French towards Armenian settlement were intimately
related. The Armenians had moved from one situation of
competing nationalisms in the Ottoman Empire to Mandated
Syria, where they again found themselves embroiled in a
triangular relationship between French, Arabs and Armenians,
all with conflicting national aspirations. The Arm=nians
themselves were concerned with security of both life and culture,
an attitude which tended to encourage concentration and
disccurage dicpersal. The Arab reaction to the immigrants
was cool, sometimes openly hostile, an attitude based on ethnic,
political and economic grounds, which was particularly intense
when the Armenians became identified with French interests.

In leading the local States to refuse to participate in a
solution of the Armenian problem, Arad hoatility encouraged the
perpetuation of the status quo and the rule of economic conatraints
while throwing the Armenians dack into dependence on the French
for resettlement, with consequent political repercussions. It
alao increased the Armenians' need for security and thus for
concentration, stresaing their ethnic separatencss, increasing
their impact on local esccnomies, and at the same time incroasing
their dependence on French protection, all of which paradoxically
inoreased Arad hostility atill further, so that thae proceas of
aocnaentration became self-perpetuating, Faced with such a

aituation of Arab-Armenian hoatility, the French were obliged
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to proceed cautiously with their settlement plans, paying due
regard to Arab susceptibilities, and the Armenians' desire for
security. Where they did endeavour to use the Armenians for
their own political interest, whether in settlement schemes or
not, this increased Arab fears and exacerbated Arab-Armenian
hostility. French intervention in this manner acted as a
catalyst to Arab-Armenian hostility and indirectly therefore

to the procesa of concentration and segregation.
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Urban Settlemepnt : Introduction

The following chapters consider the processes involved in
settlement in the four principal centres of Armenian
concentration - Aleppo, Beirut, Damascus and Alexandretta =
and offer some prelimihary conclusions on urban settlement.

They consider the initial settlement of the Armenians, their
distribution between town and refugee-camp, their living-
conditions and social structure within the camps, their
subsequent transfer from the camps to new quarters, and their
living-conditions and social structure within the new quarters.
As with the distribution of the Armenians on the regional level,
80 with their diastribution within the towns, the documentation
available is very uneven. Thus the bulk of the documentation
on the settlement process in fact concerna the process of
transfer from camps to new quarters, and 1s contalned
particularly within the archives of the Nansen Office and the
Journals of the philarmenian associationa. Dccumentation on

the initial settlement process, including the formation of the
camps and the extent and nature of official involvement in this
process, is by contrast very limited. Otherwise much of the
available data concerns the structure of Armenian settlement,
from which process must be (undesirably and cautiously) inferred.
The beat of this documentation eoncerna the living conditions

of the Armenians within the camps which, apart from the
implications it contains regarding tho initial settlement proceas,
providea the necasaary background for understanding the transfer
procesa. Again by contrast information on thae Armeniana who
sattled within the bwna themselves is very limited. It was

the camps which attracted most attention from the philanthropia
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organisations, for they provided by far the most spectacular
manifestation of the Armenian presence, while the transfer
from camps tb new quartera was the most important feature of
the settlement after the initial settlement. Consequently
the Armenians who settled within the towns attracted
correspondingly less attention. Even the basic racia
concerning proportional distribution between town and camp
are often in doubt, and clarification of the situation is not
made easier by the often conflicting and confusing estimates
available concerning the total number of migrant arrivals at

each city.
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Chapter 7

Urban Settlement: Alepvo

Araenian refugees arrived at Aleppo from Turkey in 1920,
1921, and 1929, and from the Zanjak in 1938-39, but by far the
greatest influx to Aleppo was in the period 1922-24. As haas
been obsgerved, it ia difficult to reconcile estimates of amig-ant
movement with estimates of the total number of refugees in
Aleppe town, (See Table3db) This makes interprstation of
statements concerning the distribution of the refugees within
Aleppo doubly difficult. Both Burnier and Shirajiarf estimate
that about half the refugess lived in the city iteelf, half in
"camps" outside the city, but 1t is difficult to judge the

truth of this asaertion.

Di h e

It is not possible to judge accurately the number of
refugees within the oity, sesome comments may be made on their
socomodation. A numder were installed in Khans rented by the
local Armenian National Union? According to Nr, Bekiminn,“
local representative of the Near Eaet Relief, there were adbout
4,000 Armeniana in June, 1923, living in khans. They were
shortly obliged to move, as funds no longer remained to the
A.N.U, to pay the rent, and at the end of August, 1923, Hekimian
reportod® that the various khans rented by the A.N.U. hed boen
eaptied, and the refugeea were building mud-brick huts in the
oanps of Ram and Maidan outside the aity, S8hirajian, in April,

1925, noted in 11 khans only 1,600 rot‘ng«a.‘ Clearly, the
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establishment of Armenians in khans in the commercial quarter
of the city would involve some dispersal from an ideal pattern
of ethnic negx;ogutlon. The settleaent of Armenians in these
khans might represent some gravitation towards employment, dut
more likely it represented a regponse to the availability of
cheap acocommodation. Other Araenians settled ¢a waste-ground
within the city, like those from Gurin, who rented land direct
from the owner in the quarter of Kastal-Harami on the north of
the oity, below Hamidie Street] (Theirs is the cnly camp which
still remains to this day). Others lived in rented houaes,
Ygeveral fanilies wniting to rent a house, one room being
deemed gufficient for a family, although in some cases two or
even as many as five families are crowded into the same room."S
These were, in general, “des artisans, commercants ou ouvriers
qui cnt des moyens d'existence leur permettant de payer un loyo:."
Otherwise thcy_ were lodged dy their employer, this being
especially the case for the women employed as domestic servantd?
The distridution of these refugees, housed in private
accoamodation, is obacure. nmior"notu thea in all quarters
of the city - an impression of disgpersal which aight have
resulted froa the distridbution of some Armenians in the khans
in the commercial quarter - dut this seems unlikely. The
migration of nuabers of the more wealthy Christian populatiom
to Asisieh and other developing quarters of the west would have
left acoommodation availadle in the old Christian quarters on
the north of Aleppo in the vicinity of the long-eatadblisghed
Araenian church, and it might de expected that most of the
Araenian refugees within the oity were to be found here amongst
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their compatriots.
e Cam

Within the camps a total population of the order of 15,000
refugees is generally quoted for the neriod before the
resettlement process began (see Table 7.1). The subsequent
diminution of the porulation of the camp was 1nteprupted by
the new arrivals of 1929, many of whom settled in Zeitoun
(Zeytun) Khan12 (Essad Pasha Camp), by the arrivals from the
San jak in 1938-3;? and by refugees who moved from the city
to the camp, such as those expelled from the city khans. The
bulk of the refugees appear to have been allocated vacant land by
the French authoritie;?' to the north-west of the old city, close
to the Christian quarters and the o0ld Armenian churches. This
land belonged to private owners, who seem to have been obliged
by the French to receive the refucees, The Armenians were to
be charged rent for this land, apparently of only two Syrian
piastres per square metre per year. The Municipality appears
to have been charged with the responsibility of collecting the
rent. This arrangement, it seems, had the approval of the
French authorities, although initially they intervened to stave
off the olaims of the owmers. The Camp of Giirin, within the
city, was apparently an exception, in that the refugees thore
paid their rent direct to the owner, without the intervention
of the Muniocipality. The location of the campa, close to the
Christian quarters and the Armenian churchos, suggeats that the
desire to locate the refugee Armeniana close to the indigenous
community may have been a primary factor in the location of the

campa. Although such conaiderations of gecurity and solidarity



Table 7.1

LOO

Armenian Refugees in Aleppo Camp before its

Demolition

TOTAL DATE Source and Comment

16,100 1925 Shirajian Report, April,10, 1925, (F.A.,
no. 97, L], 1925, p.15) Author's summation;
excludes 1,600 refugees in Khans. Shirajian
an Armenian Protestant Pastor in Aleppo.

>15,000 1926 Sisag Manoogian (Armenisn evangelist),
(P.A., no.100, 3Q, 1926, p.1b.§

¢15,000 " Edith Roberts (British phil-Armenian
philanthropist working in Aleppo), (F.A.,
no 101, 4Q 1926, p.10}.

e12,200 " Burnier (19026) 101

28,000 " Johnson Report, (N.A. C1429) This figure
undoub tedly refers to gl] refugees in
Aleppo although the camp is cited.

17,000 " Karen Jeppe to Albert Thomas, Feb.26, 1926
(N.A., C1430)

3,000 " Duguet, "Programme Géneral*ete (N.A.,C1429).

families

3,799 " "Rapport" (1926)

families

Nota: As there were geveral camps, 1t is unfortunately not

always clear whathar the sources include all ths smalloer
camps as well as the prinoipal camp within their totalas.
Some totals may alao inalude the Syriac refugees in the
Barakat quarter, who are not conaidered in this theaia.
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may have deen important, such an explanation in itself is
facile, and a fuller enquiry should take account of the land-
hclding situation, and the relations between the immigrant
and indigenous Armenian communities. While the camps were
not therefore disadvantageously situated oan the north-west of
the town with respect to the commercial-industrial sector of
the town,compared with any other location on the urtan periphery,
commerce being concentrated especially to the weat of the
Citadel, there is no evidence to suggest, in the adaence of
documentation, that the location of industrial employment
played any part in the choice of location. There was
subsequently a concentration of industry in the area to the
north of what was the camp, but this concentration, a feature
of the establishment of modern industries, postdated the
construction of the camps. Industry had not yet bvecome

segregated into special quarters.

Shira jian describes the distribution of the Armenians
within the cemps in 1925.'3

"About one half of the refugees live in the city....
The other and poorer half live in camps on the
outskirts of the city, the largest of these being on
the north side, and known as the Suleimanie, Hamidie
or Ram Camp. This has a population of more than
13,000 and is divided into six sectionas, Nos. i, 2,
4, with 1,900 huts occupied by refugees from Narach,
Kilis, Jibin, eto. Nos. 3 and 5 with 1,348 huts
ooonpied -} 4 6urtn prefugees. One mile north of this
large camp is Geul-Meydan Camp with 900 people from
Harpout, Erzroum, etc., living in the ruins of some
0ld military barracks. Of the famous and valiant
natives of 2eitoun, a dispirited and brokon reanant
of 500 live in some half-built, doserted wrataohed
buildings with the lordly name of Essad Pacha Camp.
Bagdad atation camp is made up of Syrians froa
Ourfa. In addition to these there are four saaller
camps with a total number of 1,700 people from Aintab,
Harpout and Qurun, Also i Khana, each one shaltering
from 500 to 22 persona, in sll 1,600, benido."levornl
small groups numbering 15 or 20 persons ench,
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This picture is confirmed by other sources, notably by
ché}iantswho also describes the distribution of the Armenians
by campas. The ared indicated to the writeér7as forming the
area of the old camps in Aleppo is marked on Fig 7.1, a broad
belt on the northern outskirts of Aleppo extending from
Suleynanig Street in the west to the Turkish Military Hospital
in the east. Zeitoun Khan and the Meidan building were to

be found further to the north. The camp of Gurun, as already
observed, lay within the city. A more precise indication of
the location of the camps may be obtained from the French map
of Aleppo prepared in 1931, on which buildings nhde of wood
are distinguished from others. (See FPig. 7.1) The area of
wooden construction marked is considerably smaller than the
area of the camp indicated above, dbut it is clear from the
sources that even at an varly etage, parts of the camp were
constructed in brick or stone (see below), while tne 1951 map
must exclude those huts demolished at the time of the movement
to the first sector of the new Meidan quarter (see below), which
is slready marked on the map. Another indication of the area
of the old camp emerges from a comparison of the French maps of
1931 and 1941 (Pig. 7.2). This comparison now reveals a
larger area of camp (though still smaller than that indicated
to the writer), and this should again be extended by the
addition of the area of the huts demolished to make way for the
rfirst sector of Meidan, and by the area of ground formerly
occupied by huta but subsequently bduilt-over, for examplo {n
the north of Suloynnnié camp. It ia evident, however, that
the wedga-ghaped quarter of Djnbrig should be oxcluded from

the area of the camp, this apparently being constructad by
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indigenous Christians, before and simultaneously with the
establishment of the Armenian camps.18

Social Structure of the Camps

The most remarkable feature of the distribution of the
Armenians within the camps, which emerges from the deascriptions
of 8hirajian and ué&éiian. wag the exiastence of spatially
distinst communities based on town or diatrict of origin.

There seems in addition to have been socme grouping of Catholic
refugees around the Franciscan Yonastery of Ranm, This was in
proximity to the camp of lurag. fron whence had come a
relatively large number of Catholic Armenians. According to
lé@é}ia;? those of Latin rite were permitted to support their
huts against the wallas of the enclosure of the Franciscans.
Community reconatitution itself is indicative of some degree

of segregation from the indigenous Armenian community, and

more light may be cast on the degree of segregation by an
investigation of the distribution of Armenian churches and
schools in Aleppo. Integration seoms to have been especially
lacking within the Armenian Catholic and Protestant communities,
Thus there was a separate wooden Armenian Protestant church-
school ("Bethel") to serve the camp, while the reconstructed
Protestant churoh in Asisieh ("Kmmanuel") appears to have
served only the Protestants in the oiw.zo The division was
more marked within the Catholic community, for the indigenous
Arabophone Armenian Catholics were unable to look after the
Turkish-and Armenian-spesking migrants. In thease circumstanaes
the Jesuits stepped 133‘ They recanstituted their expelled
"Miggion d'Arménie" in Syria, and established a chapel and
school near to Ram, in Suleymunié camp, which served as parish

church for the Catholic Armenians of the camp, while the old
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Armenian Catholic church in Salib: continued to serve the
Arabophone indigenous comounity. An Armenian, as distinct
from Latin, Catholic presence was not egtablished in the camp
until the Jesuits surrendered their camp chapel (St. Barbare)
to the Armenian Catholics, when they themselves acquired
impressive new premises in Bustan Pasha (1936). Apart from
their intrinsic value, the provision of such church and school
facilities reflected a certain competition between Catholics
and Protestants for the allegiance of the refugees, with
consequent influence on community structure. The situation
regarding the Armenian Apostolics is more obscure, dutl the
compunity division within the camps appears to have been
reinforced by the provision of, for example, a wooden church
for the Armenians from Iara;.a2 There were spparently
separate priests for the refugees from Gaziantep and Iara;?’
and the refugees from Gaziantep were able to use the chapel

in the grounds of the old Armenian church in Snlib‘ which they
had dbeen using for years bdefore the troublen.Zk Such a
regrouping on community lines obviated the necessity for a
more complete integration between migrant and indigenous
Armeniana. It is not known how clearly the refugees within
the oity were related to the indigenous community. An
exanination of their relations also with the Armenians of
the camps would be particularly interesting dbut information is

lacking.
n th

Within the campa, living conditions were unsatisfactory,
even dangerous, and remained so aa long as there remained any

huts (see Plates 7.1 - 7.4) Poor housing, poor roads, poor
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drainage, poor water, formed the background to life in the
greater part of the camps. It 15 apparent that housing
conditions were not uniformly bad, but it is never made cléar
exactly how many refugees enjoyed the better gonditions.25
Initially, some at least were housed in tents, which
suffered particularly in the harsh Aleppo climate, bLut in

1925, for most, home was a hut built of wood or earthen bricks.
"The largest is 4.50m (long) x 3.50m. (wide) x 2.60m.(high);
the smallest 3 x 2.50 x 2.25m. There are an average of five

people per hut."26

These dwellings were not only cramped,

but the more flimay structures were vulnerabdble to the Aleppo
climate, the winter rains penetrating the roofe, entering the
huts and cauaing earthen walls to crumble. In the winter of
1923-4 in particular, a number of refugees were caught with
the roofs of their mud-brick houses incomplete, In summer,
the refugees baked under their low overheated gheet-iron roors.
Some of the worst conditions were to be found in Zeitoun Khan,

where in each of the rooms four or more families made their

homes,

Although certain sections of the campas were relatively
well laid-out, with large and well-aligned roads, the winter
rains could turn the camp into a vaot sea of aud, making the
paths almost impassable. Dr. Duguet noted this inadequacy in
October, 1926, but the Muniocipality objooted to undertaking the
nacossary improvements. Instoad, Duguot was obliged to
suggest to tho Armenian notables that thay organisoe in the
camp rosd-maintenance teams, constituted by the inhabitants
thomaalves, This was apparently done, but the effecta do

not appear to have lasted until 1929, 47
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Sanitary conditions within the camps were clearly
inadequate t00.28 There were only 165 W.C.'s for 13,000
peoprle, and the camps were’aerved only by an open-sewerage
gystem, This deficiency was also obgserved by Duguet, who
indicated that the open-sewers already laid down should be
repaired and the network linked to the large collector-sewer
of the town. Again, it appears that nothing was done, the
Municipality again raising objections, as no doubt they were
concerned that such measures would implant the Armenians
permanently on the land they had occupied. Thus the health
menace remained, and as late as 1937, Shirajian could report
that there were no proper drains in the surviving camp?9 The
Armenians were not alone in this, however, Outside the new
quarters, like Azizieh, the sewerage system of Aleppo remained
very primitive until the end of the Ottoman period, and although
under the Mandate an effort w;s made to provide an adequate
system, by 1938 one third of the houses of the town were still
not cmnecmds.o Consul Hough could well report in 1926 that,
while sanitation was the blackeet spot in the housing situation,
sanitary conditions in the Muslim quarters were hardly much

betier, ’1

As regards water-supply, it appears that at firat the
campa were relatively woll supplied, receiving water from the
supply which served the city, "but this waa cut off on account
of non-payment and wolls aro now uaod."32 Qertrude Patterason,
of the Prienda of Armenia, speaks of the resulting probleam of

water-supply for the inhabitants of Zoitoun Khan; 33

". ... they have to walk a long distance for their
water, as the well on the grourd {8 of such a depth
that with the primitive arrangements for drawing the
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waler, 1t takes such a long time to get a small
supply, and in this one building there are between

200 and 300 people."
‘Dr. Kennedy, the representative of the Lord Mayor's (Armenian)

Fund, who reported on conditions in the camp in December, 1927,

noted the danger to health:- 34

"eeo the water gsupply consists of surface wells of
vhich there are over 200 in the arca... These are nod

springs, just holes in the ground where water accumulates
by percolating from the surrounding soil. The situation
is very disturbing, and the camp remains a menace to the
communi ty."
In view of the inadequate drainage of the camp, these wells
clearly 4id constitute a serious health mcnace, They
represented one traditional method of water-supply in Aleppo
which waa to tap the gubterranean nappe under the town, itself
supplied by the Kouek, which was again itself a receptacle
for effluent. By the opening of the Mandate period, ev=n
with this source of supply, the other sources serving Alsppo
(the HevlAne canalisation system and Ain Tell) were already
inadequate to meet the city's needs, and despite the efforts
of the Electricity Company to improve the aituation, Aleppo
experienced a water-deficiency throughout the Mandate per1od.3’
Tﬁii was, of courss, fslt mostly by those who could not afford
to be linked to the Afn Tell aystem, as the refugees clearly
could not, so to the insanitary state of the water-supply was
added water-deficiency. Clsarly, onace the decision had boen
taken to transfer the Armenian refugees, the authorities would
not spend money on remedying this situation, and tho aysten
remained inadequate and unhealthy until the ond of the pcriod?‘

In view of the insalubrity of the water-aupply and sewerage

syatem, and the poor housing aonditiona, it ias not surprising
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that there was a high incidence of disease in the camps. 37
Particularly important were consumption (pulmonary tuberculosis)
and trachoma, an eye-disease which could entail complete
blindness., The situation was exacerbated by undernourishment
amongst the poorer refugees, the babies especially suffering
from lack of milk from their &2bilitated mothers, g0 that
infant-mortality was high. The secretary of the "Friends of
Armenia" reported that in 1923, amongst the refugee babies,

500 cases of ratal dysentery occurred in three months. Soup-
kitchens were established at times of particular hardship to
combat hunger, notably by Karen Jeppe and the Action Chrgiienne
en Orient, while to combat diseases, aid came from various
philanthropic organisations. Particular notice should bve

made of the clinic run by the Armenian Red Crosas, the help
provided by the A.C.0., and the Milk Depot run by Mrs. D.S.

Altounyan, with the aid of the "Friends of Armenia."

The philanthropic sncieties had also to cope with the
social problems endemic to the harsh living conditions of the
camﬁ%‘nervoua maladies, alcoholism, delinquency, political
extremism, as a partial romedy to which a summer ocamp was
eatablished by the A.C.0. at Aatik in the Amanus
mountaina. Delinquency was one result of the lack of schooling
available, The schools serving the camp ohildren, which have
been desoribed adbove, were by no means adequate to meet the
necd.39 There was not the school scoommodation availabdle to
adnit all the refugee children, nor wore thera the funds
availabla to permit free entry. Consaquontly thero ware
hundreds of ohildren (over 1,000 in the year 1923-24, scaording
to Hekimian t 2,000 in 1925, socording to Shirejian ) who

received no schooling and, if unemployed, had no alternative
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to roaming the streets except their miseradble huts. Even

the existing schools were described as “inadequately equipped

and under-staffed." 4o

Ihe persigtence of the Campg

Why then 4i1d the refugees remain 4n the "“camps" in these
conditions? Initially one may assume (though information is
lacking) that accommodation within the city for such a large
number of refugees at rents they (or their sponsors) could
afford was simply not available. Subsequently the camps
appear to have peraisted partly by choice, partly by necessity.
It seems that in general the refugees in the camps formed the
poorer part of the refugee population, that is those unable to
rent accommodation in the town, or for whom accommodation was
not provided by their muplcx,ver..M As obaserved, the Armenians
living in khans within the city itaelf soon found themselves
expelled to the camps once the Armenian National Union was no
longer able to pay their renta. By ecmtrast, in the camps,
the rent had apparently been fixed at a nominal rate, while
the French authorities were initially prepared to stave off
the claima of the land-owners. Thus the camps provided an
insecure refuge for the poorer Araenians. Evidently toc, ss
the tranafer of population from the camps to the new quarters
went ahead it was inoreasingly the poorest refugees who were
lef't behind in the caml.u Howaver, in 1926, Burnier felt that,
“Beausoup 4es habitants du camp pourraient aussi vivre en ville,
mais preférent y habiter pour dconomiser les loyors ot vivre au
milieu de leurs oou\pntriotoa...."u No doudbt, at the time,
this suggestion that the Armenians were reoluotant to pay rent

by living in the oity was in some case true, but the sooial
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constraints on movement are also understandable. The
Armenians probably saw security in their ccncentration in the
camps, and especially in their commuhity récanstitution. Such
a community structure would in any case tend to inhibit
individual movement, leading to inertia in the settlement
proceas as long as the bulk of the community saw advantages

in the maintenance of the status quo. Furtherzore, Burnier's
comments were made at a time of relative prosperity for the
refugees; a prosperity which was not constant. and which could
chan ge rapidly with each fluctuation of the economy, to which
the refugees were extremely vulnerable. Moreover, 1t was

the economically weakest who suffered amost from the crises

in employment and the rise in the cost of living, and it was
the economically weakest who tended to be concentrated in the
camps. Purthermore, as the process of transfer went ahead,
it was these people who increasingly came to constitute the
core of the camp population, that is, those who were least
able to move; those who were genuinely condemned involuntarily

to unaccep table conditions of social deprivation.

Ihe Tranefer to lNew quarters

Between 1928 and 1938, the campa of Aleppo were virtually
completely demolished and their inhahitants moved to new
quarters in the north.““‘ By the end of this period there
were barely a hundred huts left atundinkps Por the moat
part this movement was not voluntary, but was the result of s
demolition policy oarried out on the orders of the ¥unioipality.
Where movement was voluntary, this seems to have been morely
t0 avoid forced demolition. At other times, the demolitione

actually left some refugees homeless or with their new homes
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incomplete. In particular, in 1935, some families whose
houses were demolished by order then experienced delays in
obtaining building permita for their new homes, a case of
particular lack of foresight and consideration. While delays
in demolition were occasicnally granted, Isabel Merrill, a
member of the American Mission in Aleppo, describes just how
callous the demolition procedure could be:-"6

"Only yesterday I heard that the men appointed to

tear down a bakery came while dough was in the

kneading trough and bread in the oven. The baker

begged for delay, but it was not granted, and thc

walls soon came tumbling down over everything... A

grocer who had ob jected to having his large shop

torn down was rewarded for his delay by having the

police thrust his walls through and through with

spears until they fell in."

It is spparent that the real motive behind these
demolitiona was the desire of the landowners to regain their
property, on which the Armenians through their inability or
unwillingness to pay rent, had become in effect de facto
squatters. The insecurity of the Armenians had, in fact,
aslready been demonstrated before 1928, In 1926, the
refugees in Zeitoun Khan were at least threatened with
oxpuloion? 7wh110 interesting correspandence in the archives
of the Armenian Catholicossate of Cilicia concerna the proposed
explusion of Araenian refugees in 1925 froam an unfinished
building in the Meidan anaf“ which was required dy the
OQendarmerie. Towarda the end of 1926, some refugees from
Gasian tap were threatened. Miss Edith Roberts, a British
philarmenian relief worker, ocbsarved that the Armenians
concerned had apparently been living without paying any rent
for theipr land, that the owmner had previously sgitated for
rent, but that the Prench authorities had ataved off his claim,
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The owner, however, had appealed to Paris, and the decision

had been given in his favour. The rent was 33 Syrian
Plastres per square metre, and the rent for the whole of the
past three and a half years was being claimed. The claim

was being made upon the camp quarter by quarter, and a

quarter in which there were gome very poor families had been
started upon.l‘9 Previous to this legal decision the refugees
had apparently been protected by the French authorities, in
case of arrears, but Burnier observed, in October, 1926 ,5° that
the camp refugees would henceforth have to pay rent,

presumably as a result of this decision. The landowners would
then be able to take action against them over arrears, and
indeed Burnier foresaw difficulties when the question of the
ownership of the land on which the camps were situated should
be determined by the courts, and when the inhabitants would
have to reach agreement with the owners. The question seems
to have come to a head at the end of 1927, when certain quarters
of the camp under private ownership were required to be

evnonnted?1

A letter writton by Burnier on 6th Aoril, 1928
put clearly the attitude of the owners and the authori ties. 52
He observed that the Armenians had settled on land bdelonging

to individuals who had been forced to receive them for an
insignificant rent. This situaticn had lagted fcr seven ynars
and no refugeo, whatever his financial situation, hed made the
loast efrort to find lodgings outside the ocamp. The
government could not oblige the landowners to keep the
Armenians indefinitely for this would be simply thaft. Moreover,
the quarter, which had originally been only a provialonal
inatallation, and which cne had thought would be absorbed

quiokly, had been constructed contrary to all laws of hygienae,
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cleanliness and urbaniam, so that to retain 1% in its

present gstate was impossidle, The competent authorities, he
continued, had not yet taken any obligatory measures, but had
made it clear to the refugees that this situation could not
continue indefinitely, in order to persuade them, or at least
those possessing the means, to go to live eleevﬁere. This

had had no results as the refugees had an interest in remaining
in the camps as long as possible as they were then adle to pay
only a derisory rent and escape taxation. We have already
commented upon the extent to which the Armenians were capable
of moving out of the camp by their own means and on the social
constraints involved, Here, it ia important to observe that,
whatever the concern of the authorities for the poor conditions
of the camps, the determining factor in their taking action was
the desire of the landowners to evict the refugees. The sane
desire seems to have been behind all the subsequent demolitions
carried out by order of the Municipality. It has bdeen
observed, indeed, that one of the interested landowners was a
senior memder of the Municipal Couneild3 A delay in demolitions
between 1932 and 1935 was apparently due to a legal action
brought by the refugees against the landowners, during which
time they were not able to demolish the huts. But in 1935,
the court ruled that the Armenians ghould have one year to bduy

l1and and leave the huts, and after this, the demolitions ronune&P

Thus the refugees, who in many oasec had not the reasources
to escape from the environment of the ocamps, found themasel ves
obliged to move in the face of a government demolition policy.
Had they been completely alono,the socidconsequences might have

been apalling. Portunately aolutions were already deing put
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forward in 1925 by various relief agencies to the question of
the camps at Aleppo, encouraged by the employment crisis of
that time, Drawing on the example of Karen Jeppe's work in
establishing acricultural colonies for Armenian refugees in

the valley of the Nahr el Belkh, they advocated colonisation

of the unemployed refiugees on the land.55 When, in 1926, the
Nansen Office took the problem of the settlement of Armenian
refugees in Syria under its wing, this idea was retained.

WWhen Ma jor Johnson, the Assisztant High Commissicner for
Refugees, visited Aleppo, he reported that the soluticn to the
problem lay there in improvements to the camps and the
colonisation of 800 agricultural families on the land, after
which "the problems of the Armenians in the Aleppo camp could
be pregarded as solved,” and this view was restated by Duguet
(although he envisaged the settlement of not 800, but 1500
agricultural familieg). Significantly, Johnson's vigit was
made at a time of economic recovery for the refugees in Aleppo,
following the crisis which had provoked the rather more strident
calls for agricultural settlement dy the philanthropic
organisations in 1925 and early 1926. 8ignificantly too,
neither Johnagon nor Duguetyet envisaged the tranafer of the
refugess en masae from the campe to now quarters : any tranafers
tc be made would be to agricultural settlements. A plan was
congidered involving the aettlement of Armenian agriculturalists
on state domain land at Qirate, nocar Qalaat el Mudik in the
vilayet of Aleppo, but this came to nought through opposition
from an important Armenian orgsnisation. At this point, at

the end of 1927, the rirst refugees in the ocamps were obligad

to loave their howes. They acaordingly addressed themselves
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to the representative of the Nansen Office in Syria?s who
inaugurated the first negotiations by this Office for the
purchase of land within Aleppo itszelr. Hencefcrth the problen
for the Office became one not of colonisation of an agricultural
minority, dbut of the large scale resettlement of Armenians

within Aleppo.

Purchaaes of land by the Office were made in 1928, 1930
and 1931 in the Meidan area of Aleppo?’! and agreement reached
wheredby the refugees should construct their houses themselves,
and pay off the price of the land by annual instalments. Later
the Office confined itself to making loans for house-building.
Meanwhile, the refugees endeavoured to meet the crisis by their
own means, however limited these might be. A Voluntary
Settlement Committee was rormed?a and the refugees alsc formed
themaslves into compatriotic unions, based on their town of
origin. A number of agreementa with the Office were made by
these unions such that some, at lesst, of the reaonstructed
communities of the camps were transferred en masse {0 continue
their separate exigtence in the new quarters. Thus the
Office's purchases of 1930 were made jointly with refugees from
Inru,. from Urfs and from Gaziantep, and the land designsted

to receive refugees from these coamunities.

Cheapnoss and administrative case were primary
conasiderations in the purchase of land by the Office. Once
the decieion to tranafer the refugecs had bdoen takon, thare
waa danger of spoculation in land, a danger identiried clearly
by Dr. Altounynn,59 who wrote advocating that the authorities
take an agtive part in securing a largs traot of land on the

basis of a flat rate, to be reserved for the refugees to
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purchase in lots as money became available. Burnier too

was well aware of this orcblem, but was unable in 1929 to
take advantage of an offer from the Vali and the Director of
the 'Waqf Property Administration' to facilitate the purchase
of some Waqf land at exceptionally favourable prices, as there
was no finance availadle at that time from the Office. The
lands neighbouring the tract dought in 1928 had meanwhile
quadrupled in price. Administrative inconvenience and expense
led to the rejection of the initial proposals for purchase by
the refugees who originally asked for settlement. The tracts
of land purchased in 1928 instead, for which title deeds are
available, presented fewer administrative problems. They
were olassed as "amirye" land, and were transferred to the

Office from the possession of a group of private owners.

These purahases by the Office were made in the initial
stages of transfer. When, in 1935, the process had to begin
again, and the Office was no longer able to purchase land, a
nuwber of purchases were made by individual Armenian notablea,so
the land to bde allotted to the refugees under rent-purchase
agreements similar to those of the Refugees Orrice. Thege
purchases inoluded Cheikh Maksoud and Davidie (Achrafié). Other
refugees reached agreeaments direotly with individual landowners
without the intervention of an intermediary such as the Nansen
0ffice or one of their own notabloa.s1 Some of these refugoes
risked beooming heavily indebted in the crisis provoked by the
fall of the tnnc.62 This was inoreasingly the ocase too as the
refugees remaining in the cemps in tho later stagaes wore the
9ooro.t;63tholo who had been unable to move earlier. In fact,

the last 200 families to be moved were all conaidered destitute,
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and their settlem=nt was left, at the end of 1937, in the
hands of the Armenian General Benevolent Union,6k the
organisation which progressively tdok over the work of the
Nansen Office, The process had been prolonged by the
setfl?ment in the camps of poor families who previously lived
in the city (presumably because they were now unable to pay
rent), as well as young couples founding their hcmes there.65
When the refugees arrived from the San jak of Alexandretta in
1938 and 1939, therefore, the final settlement had not been
attained. Some of the poorer refugees had meanwhile found
escape by taking accommodation as sub-tenants (see Table 7.4)
among the newly-settled future-owners in the new quarters, an
arrangement which also helped the future-owners to pay off the
debts they had contracted for the purchase of their plots. As
in the earlier purchases by the Office and the Compatriotic
Unions, the poverty of the retugees again dictated thal Lhe
sites dought should be cheap. By the end of the period,
speculation had sent land prices soaring, and it was necessary
to buy sites relatively far removed from the city centre. Thus,

amongst the cheapest sites were Dlvidié and Cheikh llnknoud.‘6

both situated on small hills far removed from the town centre.

Tables 7.2 and 7.3 show the development of the new quarters
between 1930 and 1937. Tadble 7.4 shows, in more detail, the
situation at November 18, 1936. It showa, in particular, the
significant nuaber of sudb-tenants who oame to live in the
quarter. It also indicates the huts still standing in Navember,
1936. This is no indication of the situation at the olose of
the atudy-period, however, for, as will be apparent froa Table
7.3, there was at that time aanasiderable movement in progress,

following the recommenaement of expulaiona after 1935. On
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Table 7.2

Armenjan pefugees gettled in the new quartere of Aleppo, 1930-1937.

DATE 1930 } 1931 {1932 | 1933 | 193L |1936 [937
PUTURE [éersona ? L,416 ? 7,680 8,400 {9,354 {15,996
OWNERE |pamilies uso| 870{ 1,200 ¢ t |2,069 )
8UB- Persons ? 2,743 ? L,u38| 5,800 16,310 | 4,885
TENANTS {Families 200] u10| 700! ¢ r |1,052 1

Persons 3,000 7,159 | 9,417 {12,118 [ 14,200 |15,664 |20,881
| TOTAL {Pamilies 700] 1,280] 1,900' ? T |3,121 *

Bources: Nansen Office Reports in N.A., C1583, C1584, C152, C1598, and8.R M8 Vol1216
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Table 70)

Progress of the Settlement Nork in the pnew gnarters of Alepro

At Nov.15, 1936 At end of 1937
QQARTER Houses Persons |Houses [Perscns
Meidan 1 u60 | L,u50 460 | 4,400
"2 200 | 1,850 200 | 1,865

" 3 177 1,410 177 1,u62
"y 366 | 3,200 366 | 3,212
Bustan Pasha 180 1,115 232 1,165
Parcelle 2896/7 267 | 1,335 308 | 1,538
Cheikh Maksoud 30 150 200 1,037
Cabbabe 14 600 207 | 1,043
Davidié 65 350 uel | 2,433
Myasaer - - 100 506
Obegi - - L8 243
Dr. Subai 104 635 163 821
Viator Gurulli 106 700 215 | 1,053
Brimo ? - 22 103
Ad jour - - - -
Diverse - - - -

Sources: Tables in N.A. Ci152L, C1598

these tadbles a number of lots are registered under the names
of their previous owmers. Tho namea dy which the new quurters
ware known by the Armenians, howaver, wore quite different,

and it has unfortunately not been posaible to matah the lots

recorded under previous owners' names againat tha map.
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Table 7.4
ta f ge ent operatio Aleppo at Nov,15, 4
LOCATION Houses  Future-Owners|Sub-tenants |Ttal Rpulation
, m ig- an.ﬂieqr Pop. Families| Pop. Pacflies Pop.
eidan 1 460 - | w0 2,200 | uso 2,250 | 910 4,450
eidan 2 200 4L | 200. |1,000| 170 | 850 | 370 |1,850
Meidan 3 177 - | 177 | 885 105 | s25 | 282 |1,u10
Meidan 4 366 3| 366 1,800 | 270 l1,400 | 636 {3,200
pusten 180 43 | 180 | 900 | 43 | 215| 223 1,115
Dr.Subai 104 - |1ou | 520 23 | 115| 127 | 635
V.Gurulli | 106 - {106 | s30| 34 | 170] 1L0 | 700
arc 2896 40 - uw | 200 - - Lo | 200
arc 2897 | 227 15 | 227 h,135 ] - - 227 1,135
2;:5& 30 W0 | 30| 150 - - 30 [ 150
abbabe 114 28 | 114 | 600 | - - 114 | 600
Davidie 65 | 215 | 65 | 350 | =~ - 65 | 350
Myasser - - - - - - - -
Obegi - - - - - - - -
Jeppe - - - - - - 50 200
%eillnrda - - - - - - - L2
.C.0. - - - - - - 6 | 30
t. Oregoird - - - - - - 16 8o
amidie - - | - - | - - 65 | 325
jabrie - - - - - - | 160 | 800
uleymanie | - - - - - = | 305 1,550
Ourfalbted'| - - - - - - 30 | 1%
Ramazents - - - - - - 33 170
odrin - - - - - - | 180 | 900
TOTAL 2,069 | 356,069 |9,354]1,052 | 6,310] 3,956 19, 911
i
f

SOurce: N.A., C1524
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Two oblique aerial views of Aleppo, dating from about
193h§7shov the progress of the construction of the Xeidan
quarter to that date (see FPig 7.2), this being the quarter
purchased by the Office and the Compatriotic Unions. Pig 7.2
shows areas of northern Aleppo built-up between 1931 and 1941,
and these areas represent approximately the extent of the new
Armenian quarters. The greatest concentration of new dbuilding
is still in the Meidan quarter, of which the first sector was
already built by 1931 and is marked as such, To the east
are a number of new quarters, while to the north lies Bustan
Pasha. Across the river to the north-west are the two
eccentric quarters of Cheikh Maksoud and Davidie, both
constructed on small hills far removed from the city centre.
To these should be added the far northern quarter known as
"Heulluk" or "Kermanik", beyond Bustan Pasha on the road to
Ain-Tell. A large-scale plan of a sector of the Davidie
quarter bought dy the A.C.0, is availadble (Pig 7.3), and its
location within the quarter marked on Fig 7.2.

a ot 0 he New arte

One notable characteristic of the new quartera was the
reconstitution of the community structure. Ag has bdeen
observed, the Armenians in the camps had been groupoed scocording
to town or district of origin and Compatriotic Uniona were
formed to aid the poorer memdbers of the community. Whon the
movement to the new quarters took place, tho Compatriotic
Unions played an important role in the tranafer prooess, At
least initially, a0 that land waa purchased in the Meidan area

for the refugees of Maray, Upfa and Gaziantep, for example,
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In this way the former grouping by town or district was at
least partly re-established. As the huts were gradually
demolished, so too were the old camp school-and church-huts.
The churches were then re-established in the new quarters and
reinforced the process of community reconstitution. Ultimately,
for the Apostolic community, specific churches with schocls
attached were to be created for the various communities, for
example St. Krikor (the church of Urfa), with ita school
"Sahagian". Throughout the study-period, however, St.Krikor
was the only Armenian Apostolic church in the Meidan quarter,
and probably served all the local refugees. Apostolic
schools were established more quickly , but a considerable
number of the children of all denominations were still obliged
to seek their schooling in the old town (see Table 7.5). The
Catholic and Protestant churches were also transferred, the
Protestants moving to a new church-school near the old camp
of Bulqymanig and just south of the new quarters, so that the
Protestant community would appear to have remained divided
between old town and new qunrterl?a (Even the community in the

new quarters was actually split by faction )§9

Table 7. 5
-] the apte
Apostolic 3 schools L.12h pupils
Protestant 1 . 360 "
Cathollo 1 L & "

Froquenting the schools of the town| 323 "
TOTAL H,887 pupils

Source : Report in N.A., C1584
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The division of the Catholic community seems to have broken
down somewhat, however, The Jesuits did indeed move from the
old chapel-schcol to impressive new premises in Bustan Pasha.
But the old chapel (St. Barbare) was ceded to the Arzenian
Catholics, whe also ultimately opened chapels in Heulluk and
Davidid,’thus breaking down the division between the Jesuit-

administered Catholics of the camp and the Armenian-administered
Catholics of the city.

ing C tio the New Quarte

The 1living conditions of the Armenians were not, of ccurse,
transformed overnight with the transfer to the new quariers.
The refugees had atill, in many cases, to be aided in building
their houses. The sources abound with references to refugees
facing winter in unfinished houaen?.1 and the Nansen Office and
the Action Chrétienne made many loans to refugees for building
materiala. Again, this seems to have been more necessary in
the later stages, after 1935, when the transfer involved the
poorer refugees, than in the earlier atages when the relatively
wealthier or better organised refugees moved in anticipation of
damolition, By this time, the Nangen Office was waiting for
the reimbursement of earlier loans before consenting to further
loana, 80 it was the poorest refugees, those who had remained
in their huta as long aa posaidble, who were loaat aided, 72
Navarthelesa thoe small houses which were put up were considerably
more habitable than the ramshackle hutas which wore ovacuated

and deatroyed, (Plates 7.5 = 7.8).

It was atill imposaible to admit children free to the
schools, despite the oreation of new schoola in the quarters,

80 a number of children aontinued to receive no achooling, or
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or to leave school early in order to learn a trade and
suwport their parentsJ3 1In the Meidan quarter, sewerage
appears to have improved on the camp, for, by the end of 1933,
the inhabitants of the quarter had installed a complete
network at their own expense but under the supervision of the

Hunicipality:Th Water was once again initially obtained by

:ellgﬁsthich, as in the camps, clearly risked contamination as
long as the open sewerage-system remained. Once an adequate
sewerage-system was provided, the problem was no longer as
serious as it had been in the camps but, at the end of 1934
(six years after building began), the Meidan quarter was still
not supplied with piped water although the question was under
review;76 Of the peripheral quarters, information i3 available
concerning the situation at Davidie, and it is apparent that in
terms of sewerage and water-asupply, Davidieé was even less
privileged than Heidanz? According to Paul Berron, the Director
of the Action Chretienne, the Municipality initially desired
to avoid responsibility for this peripheral quarter. This
desire appears to have been overcome but, because of the

rocky nature of the terrain at Davidi&, the provision of an
adequate gewerage system was conasidered too costly. By
contrast, water was initially supplied free to a contral supply
point in the quarter, piped from the neighbouring dbarracks of
the Fronch spahis (Quartier Vingt), dbut this arrangoment came
to an end whon the spahis found their reservoir emptying too
quickly. The water company waa thon asked to inatall a
eanduit to Davidia and to aconatruct a reservoir there, but
refused to do 30, fearing non-payment from tha impoverished

refugees of’Dnvidtf. In responae to thia, tha Action
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Chr;tienne had the conduit and reservoir constructed at their
own exvense, but the waper-company 8till cut off the supply
because of non-payment of bills. Thus the refugees at
Davidig were obliged to turn to a single well forty-five metres
deep, which, even when deepened, was not adequate for the
population. Furthermore, as there was still no ndeqﬁate

sewerage system, there was a constant danger of contamination.

It was the inhabitants of the peripheral quarters, such
as Davidié, who also suffered most from the dlstance between
the new quarters and the centre of Aleppo which, if it extended
to all quarters, was at least relieved in the more
advantageously located Meidan quarter by the provision of a
regular auto-car service between Aleppo centre and Heidan.Ta
Thus another vicious circle of social deprivation was
eatabliched, It was the relatively wealthy and better
organised refugees who were able to settle first. The poer
refugees, who werc gettled later, were obliged to accept the
cheapest{ land, which was then further out from the city centre,
as at Davidis or Cheikh Maksoud., They thus became relatively
under-privileged in terms of distance, and because they could
not then afford to pay for amenities whose provisicn waa made
more expenaive by the diatance from the tom. This was all
the more so because they wers the poorest refugeea in the
firat place. A self-perpetuating process of social deprivation

waa oatablished.

alt n

The Armenian refugeea who arrived at Alappo seottled par:ily
in the oity, partly outaide. It is not poaaibla to judge the
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exact proportional distribution. Within the city they
occupled rented khans and houses, or vacant tracts of land,

or were lodgzed by their employer. Outside the city they were
lodged in "camps" which effectively developed into shanty-towns.
Here the most remarkadble feature of their distribution was the
existence of spatially diatincﬁ communities based on towmn or
district of origin. Living conditions in the cCamps were
unsatisfactory, even dangerous, but the refugees appear to

have been confined there by both economic and social constraints.
Bectween 1928 and 1938 the camps were virtually completely
demolished and the inhabitants transferred to new quarters in
the North. This was the result of a demolitions policy carried
out by the Municipality often under unnecessarily harsh
conditions. The real motive behind the demolitions was the
desire of the landowners to evict the refugees from the property
on which they had become de facto squatters. To meet the
crisis, purchases of land in the NMeidan area of Aleppo were
made by the Nanaen Office and the Armenian Compatriotic Unions,
in which cheapness and administrative ease were primary
conaiderationa, Later, after 1935, the purchases were made

by Armenian notables, while other refugees reached agreements
directly with individual landowners. The aitea bought in thia
latter stage of development were also required to be cheap and
consequently were far removed from the town centre, Within
the new quarters the community structure was reacnstituted.
Living conditions were improved, but not completely transforaed.
Information from Dnvidi‘ suggosts that particularly deprived
ware the pooreat Armenians who had been settled last in the
peripheral quarters. Ona may conclude of the resettlement

process that it waa not voluntary, except in so far as it was
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a voluntary anticipation of compulsory demolition. It was
not a carefully planned resettlement operation by an
international agency, but a aponfaneoua response to an
emergency situation. For the Armenians, it could be said to
have been yet another forced or induced migration, of which

they had alréady had too much experience since 1915.



431

Chapter 8

attlem : Bei

Beirut received refugees in 1920 and at the end of 1921
from Cilicia, and also in 19:.:2 and 1923 by transfer froa
Alexandretta and Aleppo. More came as a result of the troubles
at Damascus in 1925-26. Again it is difficult to reconcile
the estimates of migrants arriving at Beirut with the total

nuaber of refugeses recorded there.

Distrivution

The refugees were divided between town and "cup"". but
the relative proportion in each cannot be easily uoortninod;
Poidebard (1926) assigns 10,000 to the town itself and 12,000 to
the camps of the Quarantine; Fox (?13924) 10,000 to the torz.
and 7,000 to the camps (within the oity=-limits).

The 1932 Census sheds some light on the distridution of the
Araenians within the adainistrative limitas of the city and their
degree of segregation from the rest of the population. (Tadles
8.1 - 8.5, Pigs. 8.1,8.2) The Census yields an Index of
Dissimilarity of 52.1 detween the Armenians and the non-
Araenian population, but this figure rises to 72.0 betveen
Araenians and non-Christians and falls to L5.1 between Araenians
and non-Arsenian Christiana. Relative to the non-Armenian
population, the Armenians were over-represented in three
quarters; Medawar, Achrafié and Remeil (and also in the
group "Diverse"). Medawar alcne contained 4B.0K of the
Araenian population, and all three quarters lay on the
cast of the oity. The Armenians were noderately (bdut
under-) represented in three quarters of the
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Table 8.1

stributicn of Armenians 4 eirut acc i

to _the 1932 Census of Lebanon

Quarter hemenians gg;:iation 2:2321:22
Pooulation
Moussaytbeh 592 17,122 3.6
Bac houra 1,014 10,486 9.67
Ras Beirut 175 6,480 2.70
Zokak el Biat 1,454 7,778 18.69
Achrarie 2,870 12,4180 23.56
Ain-el-Nreisse 327 3,605 9.07
Remeil | 1,900 8,008 23.73
Nazraa 259 17,084 1.52
Minet el Hoen 52 6,197 8.62
Port 389 3,026 12.86
Ea Saife 725 4,306 16.84
Medawar 10,493 14,275 73.51
Diverae 1,159 2,860 40,24
l'rom. 21,883 |113,hoh 19.30 y

’
Note: The tabla conceama only those inacribed as “"Ppragonta"
in the Censua.

SouraeiArch.Dip., Dossiera in courae of alasaification.
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Table 8,2

ercentage distribution of population groups in Beirut guarter, 1932,
E— — ———
: E e Bl LR | e
E g £ s iz sa £ 3
<] E H 4+ 1+ E-—l =0 Ev-!
[ 1) | | Pl ] = o [+ o
Quarters 5 < > S 2] £Eo €5
= = =] = < o - B < - |
o oD (& ] (&) <€ o0
= = =
Moussaytbeh 2.7 18.06 14.48 20.42 3.L3 2.54% 757
Bachoura L.63 10.35 6.56 12.84 8.21 3.82 10.54
Rae Beirut 0.80 6.89 L.28 8.60 1.13 0.72 3.14
Zokak el Blat 6.64 6.91 3,09 9,42 5.32 6.95 L.2%
Achrarie 13.12 10.17 | 20.33 5.50 | 22.10 | 11.07 14,78
Ain-el-Mreisse 1.49 3.58 2.03 .69 1.11 1.58 2.71
Remeil 8.68 6.67 16.37 0.30 8.95 8.62 17.03
Mazraa 1.18 18.38 5.19 27.05 3.06 0.76 2.65
Minet el Hoen 2.LL 6.19 5.54 6.61 2.37 2.5 7.73
Port 1.78 2.88 0.93 L.16 1.68 1.80 1.09
Es Baife 3.3 3,91 9.05 0.54 8.55 2,12 14,06
Medawar L47.95 L4.13 8.78 1.08 28.19 52,15 10.50
Diverse 5.26 1.87 3.36 0.88 5.91 5.11 3.95

SBource: as Table &.,1
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Table 8.3

Location quotients for different population groupe in Beiprut, 1932,
= z= % = ™

=2 |g2 2| ¢ _|g2.5| 22 | 2z
>3 (87 5| | a|S_ s3] .5 =
e 6 |§ 858 ol 8358 | gat el e
- 28 |Eask|2d82] Raun | Hag | 53
.{5 £ < < aoz CECE® <.=.cf> £ 5-3
o* E & g & £ E:S& éﬁ%é E:é s&é
< §F JE5 B[RSRAIE0 5| 888 | B38|
Moussaytbeh 0.150 0.709 1.348 0.352 0.190 0.141
Bachoura O.LlL7 0.511 2.148 L.209 0.793 0.369
Ras Beirut 0.116 0.498 1.566 0.576 0.165 0.105
Zokak el Blat 0.961 0.228 | 0.766 | 2.262 | 0.770 | 1.005
Achrarié 1.290 | 5.809 | 1.997 | 0.569 | 2.173 | 1.028
Ain-el-Mreisse 0.416 | 0.L44 0.701 2,034 | 0.310 | o0.uu2
Remeil 1.301 |s5u.567 | 1.037 | 1.085 | 1.341 1.293
Mazraa 0.064 0.192 L.037 0.340 0.166 0.041
Minet el Hosn 0.394 | 0.838 | 0.953 | 2.3u0 | 0.382 | 0.397
Pert 0.618 | 0.224 | 0.931 1.391 0.582 | 0.625
Es Baire 0.847 |16.759 L4.032 3.578 2.187 0.542
Medawar 11.610 | 8.130 | 0.537 1.494 | 6.826 | 12.700
Diverse 2.813 | 3,818 | 1.157 | 1.425 | 3.163 | 2.733 |

Scouree: as Table 8.1
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Tﬂble BIL'

Indices of Diesimilarity between the djetribution of population proupe jn Eeirmt, 1932,
&
= Lo
o o ::
5 83 -]
2 | 22 | g3
e | Bz | £z
< = B
Non-Armenians 521 LE.o S5kl
Non-Armenian Christians L5.1 28.4 50.1
Non-Christians 72.0 67.4 73.1
Armenian Apostolics - 25.9 =
Armenian Catholics - - 25.9
Fon-Armenian Catholics - 29.0 us.5
Fon-Armeniesn,
non-Catholic Christians - 39.0 55.4

Bource: as Table 8.1
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Table 805
ce i at 8 eir
zone, 1932
East | Centre? SBouth & West?
Armenians 69.75° 18.81 6.18
Non-Armenians 20,98 30.24 L46.91
Arm. Caths. 59.24 26.12 8.72
Arm. Apontol:cq 72.14 17.14 5.60

Source: as Table 8.1
Note: 1. East = Medawar, Achrafie & Remeil
2. Centre = 3achoura, Zokak el Blat, Minet el Hoasn,

Port and Es Baife.

3, South & West = Moussaytbeh, Ras Beirut, Ain-el-lreiase,
and Mazraa,
"Diverse" excluded

centre (Zokak el Blat, Es Saife and Port), and 1little
repreaented in the othera, especially the outer quarters of

the south and west., Significantly, the eastern quarters
(Mcdawar, Achrafi® and Remeil) were all dominantly Christian
quarters. In the centra, however, the pioture waas more complex.
While non-Armenian Christiana were cortainly hoeavily conocntrated
in Es Saifo, neithor Zokak el Blat nor Port ware quurters
favoured by them. Apart from Ea gaife they prefarred in the
centre the quartera of Bachara and Minet el Hoan, neither of

which were favoured by the Armeniana. Thus, within the qentre
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there was little correspondence in residence betwsen the

Armenians and the non-Armenian Christians.

Segregation between Armenian Apostolics and Catholics was
low (I.D. = 25.9), but there were variations between the
distributions of the two groups. Thus, in the eastern quarters,
relative to each other the Apostolics were more highly
concentrated in Medawar, the Catholies in Achrafi? and Rem=il.
In the centre, the Apostolics were more highly concentrated in
Zokak el Blat and Port, the Catholics in Es Saife and Bachoura.
Overall the Catholicas were less concentrated in the east than
the Apostolics, particularly so in Medawar., Compared with
the non-Armenian populatiocn the Armenian Catholics (I.D. = 46.9)
were slightly less segregated than the Apostolics (I.D. = 54.4).
Both groups were highly segregated from the non-Christian
pooulation (I.D. = 67.4 for Catholics, 73.1 for Apostolics), but
in relation to non-Armenian Christians the Armenian Catholics
(I.D. = 28.4) were significantly less segregated than the
Apostolics (I.D. = 50.1). Interestingly, while there seems to
have been greater segregation between Armenian Catholics and
non=Catholic non-Armenian Christians (I.D. = 39.0) than between
them and non-Armenian Catholics (I.D. = 29.0), segregation
between Armenian Catholics and all non-Armenian ChristianJ was
still lower than that between them and non-Armenian Catholisca.
The lower sogragation batween Catholic Armanians and non-Armenian
Christians (compared with that of Apoatolics) seems attributabdloe
to their lesser aoncentraticn in the eastern quarters

(ﬂlvﬂ°1nlly Medawar) and their concentration within the centre,
in quarters of high Christian

Ea Saife and

relative to the Apoastolics,
representgtion (1.o. Es Saife and Bachoura).
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Bachoura were both in fact also areas of high non-Armenian

Catholic representation. But the same correspondence was

not true of the eastern quarters wshere Armenian and non-Armenian

Catholics displayed opposing preferences with regard to Madawar

and Achrarig.

How should these figures be interpreted? It is apparent
that of the three eastern quarters, Medawar contained the two
principal refugee camps (of which the western one was already
depleted by 1932), as well as the n»r Armenian quarter of Nor-
Had jin (see below), accounting together for its Armenian
population. Remeil on the contrary contained no camps, and
cannot have contained mcre than atout 150 Armenians settled
by the Nansen Office, Achrarié} by cantrast, contained a
number of Nansen Office quarters established by 1931 which must
account for at least 2,000 of its Armenian population recorded
by the Census. If the Armenians knowm to be living in camps
or new resettlement quarters are then deducted from the 1932
total, the calculation reveals that less than half the Armenians
were actually living in the city, i.e, that the relative
proportions suggested by Poidebard vis-a-vis the carps and the
towmn may have been cloee to reality. Such a deduction alaso
then reveals that the Armenians who lived in the oity rather
than in tho campa or the resettloment quarters ware actually
more highly concentratad in the aity contro than in the eaatern
quartars. This ias partly explained by the presence of the
indigenous Armenian population, dominantly Catholic, which no
doubt helps to explain the greater goncantration of Armenian
Catholics than Apoatolics in the central quartera recorded by

the Census. Otharwise, in the abaence of any further evidence,



Ll

it is difficult to comment on the reascns for the location of
the Armenians within the town. Their quarters of pesidence
were mixed in social status, though the quaftera of the c;ntre
centained much housing in course of deterioration. It seens
quite possible that many Armenians, like impoverished migrants

elsewhere, occupied run-down residential accommodation in tre

inner-city.

The Camps

The various estimates of thc number of refugees who settled
in the camps are presented in Table 8.6. Land anpears tc have
been designated by the au?.l'.v:u-it..‘um.,2 and tents provided by the
French nilitnrw.5 The refugees were settled mostly on vacant
land to the north-east of the town. According to one source
it was owmned by the Maronite church!‘ and was apparently
obtained for the refugees by Dr. Melconian of the local
5

Armenian National Union.,” Without documentary evidence it is
difficult to attribute much significance to the location of the
camps next to quarters dominantly Christian, although the same
phenomenon was observed at Aleppo. Similarly, while the
eaatern quarter of Beirut contained already in 1922 an
aasortment of industrial establishmenta, there ia no ovidcnce
to suggest that this industry played any rolo in the cheolce of

location,

According to lﬁairiln.s the limits of the camp wore; to
the wast the headquarters of the Tramways Company, to the eaat
the Maronite ahurch of St. Michel and the railway station, to

the south the road from the town to the bridge of Betrut, and



Table 8. 6

Eatimates of Armenjan Refugee P@g}aiim in Beiput camp

Date | Estimate

Source

1922 | ¢.5,000

1923 75,000
1924 | 12-15,000

1924 | ¢. 8,000

1924 13-14,000
1924 7,000
1926| 7,000
1926| 22,000
1926| 2,%00

1926| 12,000
1926| o. 15,000
1928| . 9,000

1929| 15,000

Arthur A.Bacon, Beirut Chapter, American
Red Cross, Nov.28, 1922 (Arch. A.R.C.)

E.S8t. John Ward, n.d. (1923) (Arch. A.R.C.)

Jean Coomber, Friends of Armenia, Jan.21
1924 (LAL: 91, 2Q, 1924, p.8)

Mary G. Webb & Hilda B. Phelps, Central
Turkey Mission, May 2, 1924 (F.A.,92, 3Q,
1924, p.4)

Basil Matthews, 1924 (S.P. P.F.M.A, Syria
8/3)

Marshall Pox, in comment on above, (8.F.
F.F.M.A. Syria 9/3)

Berron Report

Johnson Report, Dec.18, 1926, loc.cit. This
figure prodbadly represents in reality all
Araenian refugees in Beirut

families. Duguet, “"Programme General etc,,’
Dec.29, 1926 (N.A. C1429)

Poidedard (1926)16
*Rapport" (1926) 102

Niss Patterson, Friends of Armenia (F.A.,
106, 1Q, 1928, p.2)

Ross, Pry & 8idley (1929)263
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tc the north the sea and the quarantine buildings. This
description 1s rather ambiguous. Photographic evidence confirms
the existence of a large camp to the east of the Tramways Co.
in 1925.7 Referring to Fig. 8.3, this would occupy the vacant
land shosn on the 1922 map between the Tramways Co. and St.
Michel. This camp was separated by houses (marked on the 1922
map) from a second camp to the north, between the railway
station and the quarantine buildings. The ex%tent of this

camp is indicated on the 1935 map, where the representation of
the Armenians' huts is unmistakable, and ﬁn alr photographs

of 1934, but new building in this area since 1922 suggests that
the camp was originally even more extensive, The area of both
these camps is embraced by Mécerian's description, and other
descripotions confirm that the camp by the sea was in fact

divided into two scparate parta.a

I+ would appear that a large
number of the Armenians in the Quarantine camp (i.e. the
eastern part of the sea-shore camp) were only settled there
c.1924. These were the Armenians from the Amanus mountains,
who settled initially on tho hill of Achrarié,’ which dominates
the camp, and which is also described aas housing a party from
Alexandretta and &leppo.1° The Amanua Armenians would
presumably have been umongst those diaspersed from Alexandretta.
Their camp was at firat losated on rented land in the
neighbourhood of the Army Convalesconco Hospitala. Under
pressure from the Service de Santé, the Municipality obliged
the camp to move, and they then settlad near the aea, apparently
forming a large part of the Quarantine camp. Near to them, by

the swa, were installed, at about the same time, the Arneniana

from Yozgat, that ia in May = June, 1924, Carle's Report,
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although presented in 1925, would appear, in describing two
camps by the sea and one on a hill, to reflect the situation

a short time before 1925, that is before the movement of the
Amanus camp from Achrnrig. If the later arrivals from
Alexandretta and Aleppo were in this wuy accommodated in the
eastern part of the main camp (Quarantine camp), it seems
logical to infer that the western half, nearer to the city

(Camp St.Michel), contained the migrants who arrived earlier
direct from Cilicia. Other refugees are descridbed living under

the railway viaduct,11

and established across the Nahr Beirut
in a camp known as "Tiro" after its location near a shooting=
range ("Tir aux Pigeona“)tz This camp is also marked on Fir.83.
It 18 not known how early it was established. When the
refugees from the Damascus troubles arrived they were settled
initially in the huts of the Quarantine Service and in tents

supplied by N.E.R. and the military in the camp.'3

The situation of the camps with respect to rent and tax
is rather obscure, It appears that in 1925 the French High
Commission decided to make the refugees themselves pay for the
measures of improvement necessary for their 1nntnllntion.1u The
camps were then placed under the administration of the town, and
a decrea was passed to oblige the Armenians inatalled in the
camps to pay the rent for the land on which they had bullt their
huts, as well as a municipal tax to cover the exponaes of
improvement., The collection of this money by the municipal
authorities, apparently retrospective, enoountered aome
difficultios (aseebelow) and it was necessary to redudd the

amount demanded by half.
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Social Structure of the Carms

The sources do not tell much about the community structure
of the Beirut camps.. There was, however, certainly some
community reconstitution, as in the case of the Amanus Camp,
which grouﬁed the refugees from the villages of Kharne, Hassan-
Beyli and Lapache in the m:mnua.‘I5 That such grouping did
exist elsewhere in the camps is suggested by the subsequent
development of the new quarters on community lines. As at
Aleppo, schools and churches werc established by the various
deonominations, reinforcing the community structure within the
campa. Apostolic churches were established in the main camp,
in Amanus camp and in "Tiro", with schools attached caring for
about 1,200 pupils in about 1931!6 Two schocl-huts, with 300
pupils in 1923, were run by the Armenian Protestant Mission in

i7 The

the camp, where Protestant services also took place.
Jesuits appear, as at Aleppo, to have been charged with caring
for the Catholic Armenianas of the canpa.13 They at first used
the Maronite church (St. Michel) next to the camp, then, in
1923, a hut built on land let by the railway company, and
finally a new church which opened in 1924, Parallel to this
the Jesuits opened a double school (icole at. Oragoiro) next

to the church, which in 1928 provided education for 527 children,
of whom over 300 were Catholics. The camps would appear then
te hava had their own religious inatitutiona, plus some achool
facilities., Howevar, numercus children attended the achoola

of the varioua derominations within the otty}s so that, as in
Aleppo, in thia respect the town and camp communitles ware at
loast partly integrated, Whare achools, ohurches and

reconstituted communities did exiat in the campa they would



Lu7

clearly provide considerable constraints on individual
movement. These constraints would be reinforced by the
establishment of shops in the t:am:pa?’o the beginnings of a

rudimentary economic system providing even more social cohesion

and vested interests in inertia.

Living Cond

Living conditions in Beirut camp were comparable with
those in Aleppo.21 The tents rotted and soon gave way to the
same ramshackle huts. (Plates 8.1 - 8.2) According to Joseph
Burtt, the refugees were not permitted to erect any permanent
buildings on the camp-site, even if they had the means to do
so. Roads were narrow alleys, clogged with mud in the winter
rains. In 1924, the authorities opened some principal arteries
across the camp, such that many huts were torn down, but the
aituntlonlor the mass of the refugeea was scarcely thereby
imnroved. Drainage and sanitary conditions were appalling.
By contrast, the queation of water-supply did not draw the
attention it did at Aleppo.

The incidence of digease, however, certainly did draw
comment. When tho migrants arrived by sea from Cilicia at tho
end of 1921, they wore automaticully showered, deloused and
vacoinated on thair nrrivnl.aa Thaoge energotic moagurea takon
by the French authorities could not, howaver, offaset the
ultimate effeat of poor housing, poor nutrition and poor
sanitation, The discases commonly experienced were the samo
as those in Aloppo;a, tubereuloaia, eye-diseases, and the
effeata of undarnourishment, espeaially on the children, and

more particularly on the babiea with debilitated mothera.
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More spectacular were the three cases of plaguezhreported

in October, 1926, and a case of cholera at the end of 1927. 25
However, the medical problem facing Beirut in particular was
mnlaria.as This was especially fierce in the summer of 1923,
and affected in particular the refugees coming fron
Alexandretta. No doubt this was in large measure due to
their stay in the malarial marshes there. But the valley

of the Nahr Beirut, before its improvement, was a breeding-
ground for malaria, and the original camp of the refugees frem
Alexandretta, before their move to the Quarantine Camp, was
situated on the eastern slopes of Achrafie overlooking the
river valley. The malaria was therefore partly generated and
gustained by the malarial conditions of the camp-sites in
Beirut. The Prench military were ultimately cbliged to
~yacuate their happacks next to the camp each gummer tn avoid
the danger of an epidemic. To meet the medical neede of the
refugeeg two clinics were initially eatabliched in the camps
by the Armenian Red Cro||?7aubaidinad by Near Sast Relief, bul
these were unable to continue beyond 1923, They were
supergeded by a clinic eatablished by the Jesuita at their
Migsion in 1923, uend one establighed by the Near Zaat Relier,
financed by the Protestant "Beirut Reliaf Committea", in
premises obtained directly opposita the Jooult Mission !
Danioch Protestant workers also maintained a amall clinic in the
oamp, while there was also a olinia in the Amanus Carp, both
before and after its move from Aahrafid, where anti-malarial
injections were given. A sanatorium at Madmeltelne,

established in 1923 with the aid of N.E.R., accommodated about

thirty sufferers from tuberoulosis, However, this site was
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not suitable and the air was unhealthy for the patients, and

*>
-

was not until 1938 that the sanatorium could be moved to a

healthier site at Azounieh.

As at Aleppo, the Christian and philanthropic organisaticns
had also to combat social disease. Prostitution, begging, and
crime attract attention in the sourcea,zswhile in Aleppo
attention focusses on nervous maladies, alcohoiism and
delinquency:- perhaps the more cosmovolitan port of Beirut
provided more social traps than Aleppo. belinquency was,
however, a problem at Beirut, exacerbated again by the lack of
school facilities available?g Common to both cities also were
the embarrassing excesses of political violence. In February,
1929, the Armenian Catholicos,Sahag II, wrote despairingly to
the French High Commissioner and to the President of the
Lebanese Republic begging them "ne pas tenir responsable tout
le peuple arménien pour un c¢rime de vengeance personelle ou

n30 Much ot the expressed concern for social disease

de parti.
and decline in moral standards at Belrut seems, however, to have
been in reality based on a fcar of communian?‘nnd thio fear

was great cnough in official circlea to influence government
policy towards the camps. The High Commigsioner, Henri Ponaot,
wrote in January, 1931 that it was noovassary to deoongoest the
Armenian quarters ao soon a3 poasidle as Communism was finding

2
thera in moast ardent nropagandinta.s

The economic weakneas and vulnerability of the Arma:ians
at Reirut has already been deacribed, and again it appears to
have been the poorer refugees who wore concentrated in the
ﬂﬂlpa?s On November 28, 1925, Catholicos 3ahag II wrote to

the Governor of Lebanon ddsaribing the difficulty encountered
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by the Armenians in paying their rent and tax. He complained
that the collectors, aided by the police, were using undue
severity towards the Armenians of the camps in demanding from
them sums of 10, 20, 30 or even 60 Syrian pounds per faaily.

He complained that if all the sums demanded above were really
collected they would easily surpass the expenses due, i.e, the
rent for the lands for the years 1924 and 1925, the contribution
to the cost of improvements, and the wages of the clerks and
supervisors. That at least was the conviction of most of the
inhabitants quite apart from their complaints concerning the
unfair distribution of the payments demanded, which bore no
relation to the capacity of each person to pay. Those who
asked for the slightest explanation on this subject or those
not quick to pay were being maltreated and even 1npriscned?u To
help relieve the distress, the NER establiched a Girls'
industrial establ 1ahment5,5 which employed 469 girls in
needlework at the end of 1928, The Jesuits also ran a workshop
for young Armenian girlaes their embroidered productas to be sold
to women of French and Lebanese society. They also ran an
employment bureau, placing refugees as domesstic-servants, in
the factories of Lebanon and France, and exercising some
surveillance over emigration. The work of the NER in placing

orphana in France has already deen cbserved.

he T o o Naw Quarte

Rotween 1928 and 1939, as at Aleppo, the groater part of
the Armenian refugees were transferred from the campa to new
Armenian quarters, The reaaons for this move were saimilar,

but not identical., The question of a landowmer -refugee
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cenfrontation, which appears to have been dominant at Aleppo,
does not appear to have been the initial mo4ive behind %he
transfer in Beirut. It is true that in May, 1926, Burnier
observed that the necessity to move the Armenians from the
Beirut caap had arisen becauce the railway ccmpany desired

the land for the extension of the statlom437but this is the
sole reference to such a motive at this stage. The initial
moves would appear to have been influenced rather by political
motives, and made by the French authorities who, as observed,
had an interest in stabilising the Armenian population of
Lebanon. Within Beirut, such a stabilisation would necessarily
involve the transfer of the refugees from the squalid conditions
of the camps, from which there was considerable emigration, to
new quarters presenting more satisfactory conditicns for
perzancnt occupaticnes Such a gecheme agpears %2 have been
envisaged even before the intervention of the Nansen Office.
Furthermore, even after the Nansen Office had become involved,
the finance for the initial settlement at Beirut came from the
French High Commission, again suggesting a streng political
commitment to the scheme, The motive was not, however, wholly
political., The authorities were undoubtedly afraid of
Gpidulina.sa a fear which in Beirut had the additional
inconvenience of threatening the summer-holiday trade, woalthy
Eqyptiana apparently refusing to come to Beirut for fear of
1nrout1an?9 There seems to have been also s fear of disorders
in the oupnl,‘o no doubt to some extent disguicing the fear

of communism, expressed above by the High Cemmisaioner,

M., Ponsot, in 1929, Whatevar the motive, the result waa that,

in the case of Beirut (unlike Aleppo) the initlative for the
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new settlements seems, in the early stages, to have lain

with the Settlement Committee rather than with the Municipality,
such that more consideration could be shown in the transfer,
since demolitions could be co-ordinated with housing available,
The sine qua non of this arrangement was the early commitment

of finance to the scheme,

Initial plans, i1t will be recalled, established by the
Nansen Office in co-operation with the Mandatory authorities,
envisaged the transfer to the land of about 1,000 "agricultural"
ramilies}" As at Aleppo, this scheme ultimately came to nought.
Alongside agricultural settlement there would, however, be a
reorganisation of the Camp, involving the creaticn of rocads and
sewers and the decongestion of the overpopulated quarters. The
inhabltants dislodged by these operations would be transported
to a new quarter to be allotted to them. In the event, even
in Beirut, the first transfers were to take place in a crisis
situation. An outbreak of plague on October 12, 1926, led to
the burning of 150 huts in the camp on the orders of the Health
Service., The unfortunate inhabitants were temporarily lodged
in the dbuildings of the Quarantine Station (as distinct from
the Quarantine Camp). They joined there a numder of widows,
orphmns and old folk without shelter, as well apparently, as
the remaining refugees from Damascus. Such a situation could
not last as the Station was required for the ecarly summer to
acoommodate the Mecca pilgrims. Nething had been achiaved by
that time, so the inhabitants of the Station wera temporarily
tranaferred to tents on Achrafié in the summer, before being
readmitted, Their permanent settlement maanwhile became a

priority for the Settlement Committee, Purchases of land were
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made 1n February, 1927 ("Pavillons" and "Parcelle 603") and

in April, 1928 ("Gebeili"), all three plots being situated on
Achrafi€, overlooking the valley of the Nahr Beirut. Nothing
is knowmn concerning the previous ownership of the plots
purchased in 1927, but the Gebeili Plot was in private
ownership (Gebeili Fr;rea). On the larger plot purchased in
1927, twenty large dbuildings ("Pavillons") were constructed

to be 1st to a total of 160 refugees, that is eight in each
building. This form of arrangement was later abandoned in

the other two quarters, and a rent-purchase agreement
substituted, under which the refugees would build their own
homes, albeit with some financial assistance from the Office;
i.e. the arrangement pursued at Aleppo. The “"Pavillons" were,
in fact, virtually the only houses actually built by the Office
in urban settlexents in the whele pericd., The abandenment of
conagtruction work resulted rfom its high cost, and from the
preference of the refugees to live in their own individual
homes rather than in rented npnrtmenta.ha Priority in settlement
was naturally to be given to the plague victims. Parcelle 603,
however, appears to have been regerved exclusively for Armenian
Catholica. In view of the fact that the money for the purchage
of this plot came from the French High Commigsion a certain
favouritism towards the Catholic Armenians may have been
involved, If 80, it had the offoct of formalising tho asplit
batween tha roligious communities dby planned spatial segregation.
It 1a not olear what bocame of the poor widowa and old-folk who
had been housed in the Quarantine Station. In a lotter written
on June 5, 1928?’ Burnier refers mysterioualy to 250 widowa,

old=-folk and children settled in huta to the west of the
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"Pavillons" quarter, beside the railway. Such a location,
as is evident from the map, is impossidle. unless for "oueat"
should be read "est." Elsewhere, Surnier refers to five huts
for 250 people beside the Nansen Office quarter}d* Now, it 1is
apparent that by the end of 1931 there existed in Gebeild
quarter, 5 "pavillons" for widows and old-folk established by
the British and Swiss Priends of Armania.us It is tempting to
explain Burnier's earlier references in terms of these
buildings in the Gebeili quarter, as there is no evidence of
the establishment of similar homes anywhere els= on Achrafie
before 1936, except the small homes -of the Armenian Catholic

quarter,

From 1929 onwards, the Settlement Committece appears to
have lost the initiative in the resettlement process. The
Municipality then appears to have begun to implement a
systematic demolitions policy, to be carried out quarter by
quarter, beginning in August, 1929."6 Aacording to Suzanne
Ferriere of the International Red Cross, these demolitions
were t0 take place because the landownera concemed wished to
evict the refugoen!" There ia no other confirmation in the
written sources (not even in the Nanaen Archivea) of this
aitnation, but Perricre had just viaited the Beirut camp, in
May 1929, in the presonce of M.Burnier, so she ought to have
been well informed. If 30, thon the aubsoquont rosettlement
in Boirut becomes a copy of the parallel resettlement in Aleppo.
Certainly the refugoes were faced with the same determined

implementation of the demolitiona policy as at Aleppo.

The demolitions procesa was hastened by one avent,

exveptional but not unforeseen, On the evening of January 30,
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1923, fire broke out in a bakery in the camp,ha and within
five hours had burnt down about 450 huts (Other reports claim
600 huts destroyed, and 3,000 made homeless). The flames
destroyed the whole of the remaining part of the Camp St.Mich=l,
that 1s the western secticn ad joining the buildings of the
Tramways Company. Miraculously there was no locs of 1ife, ard
the authorities were thereby saved considerable embarrassment.
Some of the victims found shelter with friends in the city;

the renainder, about 1,800, were housed temporarily in the
Quarantine Station, continuing its role as an emergency reliaf
camnp. But because the arrival of the Meccca pilgrims was
imminent a rapid solution had to be found to their s=tilement.
Fortunately, this part of the camp was in any casc apparently
due to be demolished, and a site had been purchased by the
Office for the refugees there., The demolition of their huts
had already been delayed by the intervention of the Armenian
religious authorities, concerned for the plight of the
unemployed. Two months after the fire, therefore, all the
vietims had been installed in the new quarters either as
sudb-tenanta, or in houses built by the Office.

Apart from the exceptional clearance brought about by the
rire, the domolitiona, as remarked, wers carried out ayatcematic-
ally sector by sector. The arca destrayed by the fire ia
deaorided as the last remaining nart of the Camp St.Nichel, and
its approximate extent ia marked on Fig.8.,3. It follows that
the large area of the eamp to the east of this had been already
demolished, that is by about the end of 1932, By aontrast, the
Quarantine camp appears to have been still largely atanding in

1935, so that it seems that the demoliticna began in the east
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of the Camp St. Michel, were completed in that camp by the

fire of 1933, and were only extended to the QJuarantine Camp
afterwards. A table drawn up in November, 1926 shows the

huts remaining at that date (Table 8.7). Some of them (in
Nor-Had jin, Nor-Marach, Trad, Nor-Sis, and Nor-Aduna) were
within the new quarters, but by far the greatest number were in
the Quarantine camp. There were smallef numbers in "Tir aux
Pigecns," and in quarters described as "Shell", "Senn-el-fil"
and "Dahr cl-Djéﬁar. It has not been posaibls.to locate
precisely the huts of Senn-el-fil, but they must have been
across the river and possibly represented huts transferred
under threat of demolition. The same might be true of "Shell":
hut-1like buildings appear on the 1935 map to the south of the
Shell Depot, east of the river. Of the original camps within
the ecity limits, huts remained standing only in the Quarantine
camp. By June, 1938, the situation had not greatly improved,
ag 1s evident from a table drawn up by Burnier representing the
situation of the huts at that date (Table 8.8). Amenus Camp,
as observed, formed a part of the Quarantine camp. The camp
of "Tir aux Pigeons" was, according to Burnier, inatalled on
rented land in Bourj-Hammoud, and there was no disagreement
batween the refugees and its owner "£9 As long ag the
domolitions were confined to the limits of the Municipality of
Beirut, therefora, thece refugees were ralatively secure in
their huta. Tha sume would presumably be true of the "Shell"
camp, Howaver, when the procoss of demolitiona in Bairut
Munieipality was nearing completion, with the notable exception
of the Amanus Camp, the Municipality of Bourj-Hammoud was by

the end of 1937 likewiae requiring the demolition of "Tir aux

Pigeons" for reasons of hygiene and urban improvement., Aa 1is
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Table 8.7

Huts remainihg in Peiruvt,

iov.©, 1935

QUARTER Osners Tenante Total
Families | Percons | Families | Persons Farili=s | Persons

Had jin 10 53 - - 10 53
Marach L5 218 - - L5 218
Quarantine n82 2L411 96 Leo 578 2871
Trad 2 9 - - 2 9
Bis 2L 150 - - 24 150
Adana 10 L9 - - 10 L9
Benn-el-fil & Dahrel-

D;le’:al 32 15¢C - - 32 150
Tir auvz Pigecns 140 314 3 115 174 L29
Bhell 16 6€ - - 16 66
TOTAL 761 3L2C 120 575+ 891 3995

Source: N.A., C1524 ¢ 578 on original %ahle,
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Table B8,R

Huts remaining in Beirut, June 20, 1938,

PAVILIES Total FAVILI=S
Camp Huts Orners Tenants Families | prospercus; poor lestitute
Amanus 301 301 50 351 gs 162 103
Senn-el-fil L5 L3 2 L7 2 20 25
"Tir avx Pigeons" 125 125 Le 173 19 63 a1
TOTAL L71 L71 100 571 107 2L5 219
8ource: Nansen Arch., C1598.
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apparent from the table, nothinz had been achieved in this
respect by J'mne, 1938, ard both "Tir aux Pizecns" and "Shell"
camps are both still marked as standing on a French map ofq
1945 (Piz 8.4). As repards the Amanus Camp, Annie Davies,
of the Friends of Armenia, wrcte on Cctober 17, 1938,50 that
a few menths previously an order had beer given that all the
0ld huts in the camp should be demolished. This order had
been obeyed, but about a month ago, woerd had been giver that
the refugees might stay for another six months. Directly
those who had pulled down their huts heard this news, they
started to re-erect them again in the old camp. Thus the
Amanus Camp survived into 1239, by which time new refucees

were arriving from the Sanjak. Again, there are still huts

shown standing on the French map of 1945.

The response to this enforced demolition policy was similar
to that in Aleppo.s1 The refugees formed Compatriotic Unions,
for example from Harag, Had jin and Adana, and made purchaaes
direct from private-landowners on the outskirts of Beirut. In
general, these purchases were mado without the intervention of
the Office, although in the case of Hadjin the Office was
inacribed as owner of the new land having contributed a
aubatantial amount of tho purchage nriae., The Orffice limited
itgelf to loana to the refugees for the purchage of proporty,
or, moat froquontly, for the conotruction of thoir hcusea. Other
purchasos were made by groups of rafugees {rreaspuative of origin,
for example the Trad quarter. A number ware made by individual,
more proaparous, refugemea, so that already, before 1929, when
camp alearance began in earnns?, Armenian homes had been

5
constructed in the neighbourhood of the new quartera of Achrafie,
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The Armenian General Benevolent Union, acting either through
the Office, or on its own accord, con‘ridbuted substantially

to the transfer of population, providing funds for the
quarters of Gullabach®ne and Parachine.’> It was in one of
these quarters, Oullabachéne, that the Office built 26
apartments for the refugees, the only venture by the Cffice

in construction after the heavy expense of the "Pavillons" of
Achrafi&. The intervention of the Office had to ceace on
December 31, 1927. On that date the work for the poor and
destitute refugees was transferred to the A.G. B.ll., an
organisation which had already provided a substantial amount
of the finance received by the Office, and which was to work in
close collaboration with Jacob Kinzler, of the Swiss Friends of
the Armeniang, who had already provided a number of small
hcuses for widows with children in the new quartura.5h It
appears that Kinzler was then able to purchase a piece of land
in Bourj-Hammoud, on which he constructed 101 simple "pioneer
houses." Not all the refugees were able to move smoothly to
their new quarters, however., The delay in moving the
inhabitants of the Amanus Camp has already been noted.’5 Thege
refugees had paid the deposit on a piece of land in 1935, dut
were unable to take possession of it as a neighbour was

claiming the right of pre-emption. When, in 1937, the demoliticn
of the camp was due to take place, they still had not obtained
poasesaion of thair land, and on tha intervantion of the
Armenians, supported by their ecclesisstical authoritiea, the
Lebanage government annullad tho municipal decision and put

back the demolition until later, The refugeas then won their

case on March 1, 1938, but an appeal was made against thia
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decision, which then had to return to the courts. Meanwhile
the carp was again threatened with demolition, but again the
Armeniar. religious authorities intervened and a further delay
of six months was accorded, as has been described. Az at
Aleppo, those refugees who were not able to build a house for
themselves in the new quarters were in many ca ses able to
rent accommodation from the newly settled owners and future-

owners. (Table 8.9). Jalabert describes how this arrangement

benefitted the ruture-ownera:-56

"Avolir une maison a etage est le réve de tout nouveau

proprietaire' car, du jour ol 11 y a loge un locataire
tout souci d'a gir est &carte, 1l'amortissement de la

maison est assur ce sera le locataire qui aura payé
pour le propriftaire.”

In November, 1936, out of 14,759 refugees installed in the new
catie N

Table 8.10 showa the progress of the settlement work in
the new quarters up to the end of 1937, the last date for which
reliable data are available, To aid in the identification of
these quarters on the ground, three useful aids are available,
There is, firatly, a map drawn up by Burnier, showing the
outlines of the quarters construoted (and projocted) at the
end of 1931, to accompany his annual report on the installation
of the rorugenlpa This indispensable map is not alwayas accurate,
but may be usefully employed in conjunction with a seriea of
vertical air photographs of the new quartors contained in an
1llustrated album presentad by Burnier to Marshall Fox of the
Society of Prtandasg This album contains also Burnier's annual
report on the inatallation of the rafugees to the end of 1934,

and it is apparent that the aerial photographa are contemporary.
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Table 8.9

Sub-tenants in the Armenian onarters of 3eipnt, Nov,, 1936

Ruarter p ' owners" sub-tonants
(Persons) (Perscnc)

Nor-Had jin 772 823

Khalil Badaouy 203 ' 27

Nor-Marach 2906 1185

Gebeill 1603 223

Parcelle 603 196 72

Pavillons 701 105

Les Pentes 62 31

Quarantine & Diversd 387 166

Trad 1150 Lu61

Gullabachene L63 99 i

31is 513 93 E

Parachene 212 150 |

Adana 815 163

Gullabachene 2 314 -

Tomarsa 183 >

Aghabios L1 -

Sﬂnn-!ﬂ-fialtngg::l 257 ==

Tir aux Pigeons - w

Sholl - -

Nec jib Araman 16 -

TOTAL 11,164 3,598

Note: Paraons inhabiting huta axcluded.
Sourceias Table 8.7
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Table 8.10

Erogregg Of the Settlement Work 45 the New Quarters of Reirut.

No. of persens installed
QUARTER . AL w9
1931 1932 1933 | 1934 [ 19967 1937
Pavillons 607 | 607 650 | 674| 806 | 700
Gebeili 1248 | 1371 [ 1400 1439 | 1826 | 2034
Parcelle 603 322 352 350 2139 268 292
Nor-Marach 2193 | 2704 | 3000 | 3625| L091 | 3751
Trad 578 | 1125 | 1225 [ 1586| 1611 | 1302
Nor-Adana 64| 396 | 500 | 656| 978 | 505
Nor-Had jin 203 | 876 | 1243 | 1354 | 1595 | 1752
Khalil Badaouwy 131 | 182 | 190 61| 230 56
Les Pentes - 35 50 80 93 | 113
Nor Sis - 763 | 836 | 978| 606 | 275
- Parachéne - 287 | us6 | su7| 362 | u99
Gullabachene - - L8s | s539| %562 | 589
Diverge - - 127 | 110 58 | 153
Norachene - - B - - 597
Senn-el-fil - - - - | 257 | 163
Tomarza - - - » 183 | 19N
Yozgat - - - - - | 364
Qullabachena No 2 - - - - 3N -
Ned §jib = Araman - - = = 16 4
Aghadbioa - - o = L1 =
Quarantine - - - i NGRS
TOTAL 5346 | 8698 (10512 11888 | 1759 |33133

Sources: Nansen Office Reporta and Tables in N.A., c1584
C1524, C1598 and 8.F., M.S3. Vol 216
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Thirdly, in the archives of the Nansen Office are available
large-scale plans of the quarters of "Pavillons", Trad, and
Gullabachene,60 Used in conjunction these three scurces

enable the precise location of the new Armenian quarters
constructed in Beirut by 1934. These quarters are ideytified
on Fig 8.3 which shows the extension of the built up area of
east Beirut between 1922 and 1935. It is less easy to locate
the quarters built after 1935, but they are probably
represented by all the new constructions to the east of the
Nahr Beirut marked on Fig 8.4. With the exception of the
houses grouped as "Diversc", which appear to have been grouped
in or near the Quarantine Camp, the only new quarters built

by 1934 which were actuvally within the city limits were
Pavillons, Parcelle 603, Gebeili, Khalil Badaouy and Les Pentes.
All tha others were in the limits of the Municipality of Bourj-
Hammoud., Thus the transfer of the refugees from the camps

to new quarters to the east involved the transfer of the bulk
of them across the Nahr Beirut to the neighbouring municipality.
Of the new quarters in Bour j-Hammoud, the location of one,
Parncﬂhno, is uncertain, but the most likely location has dbeen
indicated, ascertained by process of climination. It is not
certain whether the area of building to the south-west of
Plrnah;no and to the west of Nor-Sis, adjoining both quarters,

forma part of Paruohhne or of Nor-81is.

It i3 clear from tha Nansen Archives that, ss at Aleppo,
in the purchase of the Office quarters, cheapnesa was a primary
canaideration. The eaonomic plight of the rofugees, and their
receipt of loana from the Office towards their owmn purchases and

the conatruction of their houaee indicates that this eriterion
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remained important throughout the transfer process. This
may explain why again, as at Aleppo, the new quarters were
constructed at a considerable distance from the centre of the
city, in the Municipality of Bour j-Hammoud, with the exception
of those on Achrafié and near the Quarantine Camp.
Significantly perhaps, while the initial purchases by the
Office, drawing on finance provided by the French High
Commission, were made at Achrafie, the refugees turned to
Bour j-Hammoud when purchasing for themselves. The Achrafi€
sites could, however, be purchased relatively cheaply for
another reason. The new gettlements straddled the malarial
valley of the Nahr Beirut, and the eastern slopes of Achrarie/.
where the first Nansen quarters were established, were
orecisely those slopes from which it had already been necessary
to move the Amanus refugees to the Quarantine Camd. The siting
of the new quarters was therefore not without criticism on
these grounds.s1 Burnier was aware of this situation, dut
stresaed that the river was due for improvement, subsequent to
which the quarter of Achrafi® should become one of the
healthiest in the ciw.& Thus the Office was wisely duying
malarial land cheaply in anticipation of urban improvement.
This did not come soon enough to prevent a violent epidemic

of malapia in the Osbeili quarter in 1930, which extended to
all the quartors of Beirut under construction at thnrig. and
held up building and lattingP3 By 1932, malaria had
aonsiderably diminishad, owing to preventive moasurea taken by
tha authoriuou.su but there wera atill sporadic outbraaka up
to 193663 Apart from cheapnass, another motive for the

purahase of land in Bourj-Hammoud may have heen thay, resicing
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then outside the Beirut city-limits, the refugees would gain
inmunity from Hpnicipal demolitions policy and would be able
to put up thelr huts again until they were able to afford to
build more substantial homes. 1In November, 1936, there
still remained a large number of huts in the new quarters 66
(45 containing 218 inhabitants in Nor-Marach alone), and it
wa3 not until a year later, as has been seen, that the

Hunicipality of Bour j-Hammoud began to require their demolition.

A remarkable feature which emerges from Table 8.10
showing the progress cf the settlement work, is the apparent
decline in numbers settled between 1936 and 1937. This
immediately casts doubt on the validity of the figures, pocsibly
reflecting errors of tabulation, differences in the classes or'
inhabitants rocardod, or tho possible exclusion of scm= gquarters
from the 1937 totals. Otherwise, the decline would imply
some movement out of the new quartera, vossibly of those
refugees now sufficiently wealthy to live in the clity. An
analysis of the development of the individual quarters throws
more 1ight on the nature of this decline. (Table 8.11, Fiz 8.5)
A numter show the expected continuous increase in pooulation.
The othora aro axamined uaing the information avallahle
aoncerning the number of houses bduilt, and the number of
families and persons of both owner-coccupiora and aub=tenantad.
Thoe apparently aerratic Aevelopment of Nor-Adana (aftaer 1934),
of "Rhalil Badaouy", and of tho housea liated under tha title
"Diverasa" defies axplanation without further information. In

Purachena, the anomalously low population total in 1936 1a not

explained by the small reduction in the number of houses

It muat rather be explained in terms of a reduation

standing,
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?ig. 8.5. Development of the new Armenian Juariers of

ut 1931-37
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The Developpent of the New Quarters of Beiryt

| Nov.9
Quarter 1931 [1932 1933 1934 '1936 11937
! |
(Nop-Adana
grmne- 0 | $11 | 1953 142 90 ?
Owners (persons 50 | ¢ t 502 815 | 374
Er.nnu 3 10 23 Lo 37 ?
Tenants (porecms W | T T 54 163 | 134
Families 13 | 121 | 138 152 207 | ¢
Total i Persons 64 [ 396 | 500 656 978 | 505
Houses built 10 | 114 | 115 112 170 | T7
EKhalll-Badaouy {
!
{rmnu 33 ] 431 &5 ' At 35 2
Owners  (persons 131 [ 182 | * 56 203 | 56
!r-unn 0 0 15 1 5 0
Tenants Persons 0 0 ? 5 ! a7 0
Families 33 | L3 60 | 12 | Lo ?
Total  {perscns 131 [ 182 | 190 | 61 | 230 | 56
Bavillons
Families 155 | 155 | 155 | 145 | 143 t
Owners !Pl!‘lml 555 | * T | 564 | 701 | 6kO
Families 10 10 20 a8 29 *
Tenants zp.r.m. 52 ? ? 110 105 60
Yamilies 165 | 165 (175 | 173 | 172 | ?
Total srouonl 607 | 607 | 630 | 674 | 806 | 700
&unn built 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 161 | 160
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lNOch

|
i

Juarter 11931 | 1932 [ 1933 | 1934 1936 1937
Nor=Narach I :

Families ! LOO | 512 | 515 €21 583 ?
e sPeraons 1604 | 9 2 | 2500 2006 5

500 ' 2906 |2476

G EFamiliea 15| 233 | 285 250! 2u0 | ¢

Persons 589 ? ? 1125i 1185 | 1275
- éFamillea 545 | 745 | 8co| 871 823 | ¢

Persons 2193 | 2704 | 3000 | 3625 | L091 | 3754
Houses built 250 | 275 | 390 561; 583 | 502
Trad

Families 131 166 ? 237| 250 ?
Owners {Peraona 500 | 2 ? |1132] 1150 | o055

Families 23 | 135 ? 95 Q5 ?
Tenants zperaona 69 | 2 ? | ush| ué1 | 3u7

Families 154 | 301 | 320 | 332| 35 | °
Total tPcraona 578 {1125 [1225 | 1586 | 1611 | 1302
Houses built 130 | 166 | 176 | 2u8| 250 | 206

verss

Families . - ? 21 g h T
Ownuste sParsma - - ? 691 3u | 121

Families - - ? 15 5 ?
Tenants {Peraona - - ? US ] 20 32

Families - - ? 36 12 ?
Total sParuonn - - 127 | 110 58 | 153
Housea built - - 35 21 7 30
Papaohsne

Familios - s8 | ¢ 82 76| *?
Ownera EPG!COHI - ? ? 370 | 212 | 341

Families - 10 ? L8 33 ?
Tonanta iPoraonn - ? ? 177 | 150 | 158

Families " 68 17108 | 1301 1931 %
Total tp“w,, - | 287 | u56 | 547 | 362 | 499
Houseg built » 58 n 8% Lo 84
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T .
Ruarter 1931 11932 [1933 193] 1932 | 1037
Parcelle 603 ' : i
Families 63 63 60 ' 52 59 ! ?
vners zpersons 300 ¢ R a5
75( 19 | 237
S e gPamilies 5 5 15 : 15 17 ?
Persons 22 ? ? €L 2 55
Families €8 68 75 67 76 ?
s gPerauns 322 ' 352 | 350 | 239| 268 | 292
Houses built 55 , 60 60 52 59 53
Nor-Sis
Families - 1 1701 487 | 919711 121 ?
Ownera {Persma w'dr @ ? | 885| s12 | 239
Families - 24 28 26 26 ?
Tenants zperama : ? ? 93| a3 | 36
Families - 194 | 245 | 223 | 147 ?
Total sPerama - 763 | 836 i 978 | 606 275
Houges built fir i 59 66 ' 193 121! 5L

Sources : ag Table 8.10

in mean family-aize from 4.2 (1934) to 3.3 (1936), posaidbly
résulting from a tadbulating error. In fact, according to the

data presented, mean family-gize for owner-occupiera in 1936

was only 2.8 ! (c.f. 4.5 in 1934). Similarly, in the case of
"Parcalle 603", thers doos appear to have been a reduction in
the number of houses ostanding in 1934, but thia slone cannot
oxplain the docrease in population in 1934, which again muat be
axvlained in terms of a dramatic dearease in moan familly aize
batwoen 1933 (4.7) and 1934 (3.6) and 1936 (3.5). Such a
dramatic decrease might posaidbly have resulted from a malaria

epidemic, but may more likely be attributed to inaccuracies in
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the figures. The anomalously high populaticn of "Pavillons"
also reflects a change in mean family size from 3.9 (1934) te
4.7 (1936), and might again be attributed to inaccuracies in

the figures. In three quarters, however, (Nor-Marach, Trad

and Nor-8is) there does seem to have been a decrease in the
number of houses standing sufficient to account for the fall of
population in these quarters towardis the end of the period, that
in Nor-Sis being particularly dramatic. With the streng
reservation that the figures may be misleading, it does seenm
that there was an exodus in the latter part of the period froa
these quarters, possibly a result of the more wealthy refugees
(those perhaps who had been profiting longest from sub-tenants)
moving out of Bourj-Hammeonud into the city. The economic status

of the refugees in the new quarters will be discussed skortly.

Social Structure of the New Juarters

A remarkable feature of the structurc of the new quarters
was the reconatitution of communities based on town or district
of origin, as a result of the participation in the resettlement
procegs of the Compatriotic Unionss This was even more marked
in Beirut than in Aleppo, the names of the new Armenian quarters
(Had 3in, Marach (Marag), Sis, Adana eto.) reflocting the town of
origin and astriking the attontion of the obaarvor§7 The
community structure was reinforced by the opening of churchea
and schools in the now quartera. Table 8.12 lists the ghurchea
eatabliched in the naw quarters. A distinction may be drawn
batwaen the quarters in DBelrut city whose inhabitanta did not
conatruct their own churches but used the churchas of tha town,
and those naw quarters in Bourj-Hammoud possesaing their own

churches, The diatination ia not absolute, Within the city,
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The cgng;:pgtinn_gg_churches in _the New quaprterg of Beiput

!

Quarter

1930 | 1934 1932

1933

1936

Pavillens
Gebeill
Parcelle 603
Nor-Marach
Trad
Nor-Adana
Nor-Had jin
Khalil Badaocwy
Les Pentes
Nor-Sis
Parachéne
Gullabachéne
UDiverse
Senn-el-ril
Tomarza
Gullabachene 2
Ned jib=-Araman
Aghablos
Quarantine

2(A?)

3(ACP)
1(P)

1(A)
1(A)

1(A)

Explanation : A
c
P

Armenian Apostolice
" Catholic
" Protustunt

Sources: Nanuen Office Reporta in N.A., C1584, C1524,
and 8.F., M.8. Vol 216
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the quarters of Quarantine, Gebeili and Nor-Hadjin had their
om churches, while within Bourj-¥ammoud, no church existed
2t Nor-Adana by 1936, and the inhabitants of Trad used initially
the churches of nearby Nor-Marach, until 1933 the only Armenian
churches in Bourj-Hammoud, The most recently established
quarters in Bourj-Hammoud also still had no churches. It is
interesting to note that, as at Aleppo, the Armenian Catholic
church, which had previously ceded care of the Catholic
Armenians to the Jesuits, succeeded in establishing itself in
Nor-Marach in Bourj-Hammoud. Tha opening of schools in the
new quarters resembles that of the churches (Table 8.13), with
the same distinction between the quarters of Beirut city and
Bour j-Hammoud. In general, however, schools were opened firat
and sometimes =xisted (as at Nor-Adana) where churches did not.
It is interesting to otserve that, when the refugees moved frcm
the "Camp St. Michel", the Jesuits moved their schools from
the camp to Achrafie, that is near to the new Armenian Catholic
quarter ("Parcelle 603")§a 14 18 clear, as regards schools
and churches, that the transfer of the refugees from their high=-
dengity concentration in the camps to more ~xtensive and more
scattered quartera required the provision of an increased
numbapr of 'both.s9 A further indication of community structure
comea from an index of retail-proviasion which may de calculated
for each of the now quartera in 1936 (Table 8.1
In general, the highest index valuea (denoting low rotail-
provision) ara racorded by the quartera in Beirut oity,
suggesting tha uge of exiating rotail facilitiea in the olty.
The exceptions to this rule are Gebeili, Quarantine and Nor-

Had Jin quarters, all of which alao had greater provision of

churches and schools than other quarters in Bairut oity,
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The constpuction of schools in the New Quarterz of Beirt

Quarter 1930 | 1934 1932 F 193% | 1934 | 193¢
Pavillons - - - - - -
Gebeill - - 3(acP)| 2(AP) [2(AP) |3(AP?)
Parcelle 603 - - - - - -
Nor-Marach - |u(AcPX)| 3(ACP)| 3(AcP) | 3(ACP) | 3(ACP)
Trad [ [1(A) [1(A) [2(AP) [3(AcP)|1(?)
Nor-Adana - [1(A) |1CA)  [1CA)  [1(A)
Nor-Had jin 1(?) |2(AP) [1(F) |2(P?) [1(7)
Khalil Badaouy - J1(A) [1(A) - [1(A)
Les Pentes - - - -
Nor Sis 1(A) [ 1(a) [1(a) [1(a)
Parachéne - - - -
Gullabacheéne - - -
Diverse - ad -
Senn-el=-fil 2(??)
Tomarza 5
Gullabachene 2 -
Ned jib=Araman =
Aghabios 1
Quarantine | 1(2) i
Explanationt A Armenian Apoatolic

c " Catholic

P " Protoastant

X Private

Sourcest as Table 8.12



Table 8.14

uarters of Beirut,

The Provie of Wop hoo d varkeries in the New Armenian
1930 "‘L‘B1 aﬁjl\ n1 934 1936
o 2] %) =
& o & H B ° B H g ° -
§ 0 & 9 o 1 5 9 L s 0 % g o n e
i g8 | E82|£8% (285 |£8 35| 3|85
£ o £ o 3
Som S oa | Sooom 2 5 & e o m| o|SRE
Pavillons T 3 T 2 % s S A ¢ -, P g 6 - 6 [134.4
Gebeill 5 67 2 T 2 % ? 35 ¥ - 35 3 29 5|34 53.7
Parc=lle 603 2 T 2 T T 9 v i P - 3 9 3 - 3 89.3
Eor-¥erach T 2 2 792 ¢ ? 50 10 2120 10 329 10 Hnsg 29.L
Trad 130 T oAy 3 - 27 ¥ 15 3|19 84.8
Kor-Adana T T 7 T 13 1 ?13 2 9 3|12 81.5
Nor-Had jin T T % T45 3 ? L6 3 59 L |63 25.3
EKhalil-Badaouy MG (b e S - B B - T ¥ 2 = 2 |115
Les Pentes T T % - 9 ®° - - - ?
HDP—B!Q ? 10 1 - 16 7 16 3 (19 31.9
Pl!‘lchGnE. T 15 2 T 11 2 1y 2113 27.8
Gullsbachene y A S - 8 2 19 3|22 | 25.5
Diverse T 1 9 - ® % - - - ?
Senn-el-ril 54 7 | 36.7
Tomarza 2 1 2 61
Gullabackene 2 3 - 3 |103.7
KEed jib-Aranan - - - ?
Aghabios v W S T
Juarantine 9 110 | 49.5
Scurcee: as Table 8.12

Yotes o populaticn of quarters
o Index of Fetali-frovision = total( chcpe+bakeries) in quarters

9ln
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suggesting more segregated communities, High index wvalues

are also reccrded for the most recently established quarters

in Bourj-Hammoud, where presumably an adequate re4sil structure
had not time to be established. By contrast,low index

valves '(denoting high retail-provision) characterise the long-
established quarters of Bour j-Hammoud suggesting the necessity
of establishing adequate retail provision in quarters far
reaoved from the pre-cxisting retail facilities of the city.
The‘axcaptiona in Bour j-Hammoud are the quarters of Trad and
Nor-Adana. It 18 interesting that both of these quarters

were also underprivileged in terms of church and school
provision. One must assume that their inhabitants used the
churches in the neighbouring Armenian quarters cf Bouri-Harmcud,
rather as the Armenians in Beirut city used the existing
facilities there, Only Nor-Marach was under construction in
Bourj=-Hammoud before these two quarters, and its role in retail
provision as in church and school provisicn would therefore
appear very important. One may conclude as regards the
apatial structure of the new quarters, that the quarters within
the city were in general lese segregated from the indigenous
population than the quarters in the Municipality of Bourj-
Hammoud, where the communities were in general more gelf-
sufficient, by implication more segregated, sand whern community

reconoti tution reached itas fullest expresaion,

n aw Qunprte

Az at Aleppo the living ccnditions of the refugeos did not

change overnight with their move to the new quartara, Refugeea

0
are reported falling into dabt;r being obliged to borrow money

to build their houses, according tc Berron often at 10 to 208
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interest. Ellen Chater of the "Save the Children Fund" wrote

in August, 1930)'"I heard cnly praise of the urben settlemente
from Armenians themselves sxcept cnce or twice a statement
that the houses were costing the refugees more than was really
necessary.” The Armenians, in fact, continued to be vulnerable
to economic fluctuaticns, leading to some delay in the payment
of rents to, and the recuperation of loans from, the Nanasen
orric-." This, at least, is the more generous view of a
situation which was also bdlamed on communist propumh-’;nd
economic shrewdness. Burnier reported at the end of 1932 that
a certain number of the Office's tenants, though Poasessing
sufficient resources, were making difficulties or even refusing
to pay the amount due, They wighed to pass as indigent and
profit from the facilites which it was necessary to make
available to those in trouble. At Beirut certain quarters had
even wished to suspend all payments until an improvement in the
situation. There was a propaganda campaign to persuade the
tenants not to pay. This action was hardly succeeding, dut it
had been necessary to take action against sixteen of the moat

troublesome offenders for considerable delay in their payments.'’

In view of the difficulties of finance encountered by the
refugees in duilding their houses, it is not surprising that
these should have been subject to oriticisa. Nr. Hary R.
Aldridge, a contributor to "The Illustrated Carpenter and Builder"
visited firset the ready-built apartments of "Pavillons", then a
quarter containing houses built by the refugees themselves: "I
was duly asked to approve of this as an excellent example of
thrift, But, instead I noticed the poverty of the conceptiona
of the pnoplo....ooncmin?;s the value of the two types of
dwelling I had no doubt,” ~This is rather wnfair to the
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Armenians. The ready-built "Pavillons" proved unpooular,

while the new houses built by the Armenians (Plates 8.3 - 8.6)
were consideradbly more substantial than the ramshackle huts

from which they had moved. A number of them did, however, as
~observed remain in huts even in the new quarters, until at least
as late as 1936. Information conceming water-supply, sewerage
ard health in the new quarters is unfortunately minimal, dbut
this probably reflects the absence of criticism of arrangements
which appear to have been relatively aatisractory.75 The
exception was, as noted, the malarial nature of the sites chosen,
excusable on financial grounds. Otherwise, by 1236, all the
new buildings were rrovided with septic ditches, a complete
network of piped water was established in &chrarig‘by the end

of 1933, and even by the end of 1931 the new quarters of Nor-
Marach and Trad were receiving pviped water from public
fountains supplied by the Water Company. The supply of piped
water, in particular, enabled the avoidance of the excesscs

of Aleppo, where an inadequate sewerage system existed slongside

wells tapping groundwater.

Conolugiong

To conclude, then, the settlement experienao of the
Armonian refugoes at Beirut mirrors that of tho refugees st
Aleppo, with minor differences, Whareay at Aleppo the
transfors from campa tO now quartera were the result of a
confrontation with the landowners, at Beirnt thay appear initially
to have been planned as a reaponae to aonsiderationa of politica

and hygiena. At this stage the gattlement. Committee ahould
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have held the initiative, but in the event the initial
trancsfers were made as a response to the need to rehouse
refugees temporarily lodpged in the Quarantine buildings. After
1929 the Settlement Committee appeara anyway to have lost this
initiative, the Nunicipality now carrying throurgh, as at Aleppo.
a systematic demolitions policy. Within the new aquarters,
communi ty reconstitution was even more marked at Beirut than
Aleppo, and living conditions were more satisfactory, the
provision of a piped water-supply at Beirut avoiding the most

obvious risk of disease at Aleppo.
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Chaptep 9

Urd ettlement : Damascus, Alexand etta nd Conclusions

Damascug

Damascus received Armenian refugees from Beirut, in 1921,
and from Aleppo and Alexandretta in 1923. Subsequently there
was a mass exodus of refugees to Beirut at the time of the
Druse revolt, whose effects were as significant for the
distribution of Armenians within the city as they were for the
numbers remaining. In this respect the settlement of the
refugees at Damascus differs from that at Beirut and Aleppo;

in other regpects it was similar.

Distrivution

Once again, the Armenians settled partly in rented houses
and khans in the city, and partly in camps on the outskirts.
(seo Fig 9.1). There is some doubt, however, about the
relative proporticns in town and cnmpa: Burtt (1925) notes
5,000 in the camps, 8,000 in the city, Consul Vaughan-Russell
(1926), 6,500 in each, while other sourcea note only about 10%
of the refugees in houases, the rest in tents and huta.
Information on the installation of the refugeesa ia again
inadequate, Tents appoar to have been provided by the Prenoh?
but thare i3 no information on the extent of official
participation in the establishment of the ocampa. Within the
aity, Armenians are noted settling in Bab Touma, and in Bab
Charki near the Armenian churoh? both quarters lying in the

Christian sector in the east of the old town. Vaughisn=Ruseall

deascribes the distribution of the refugees bafore the eventa
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Armenian 'quurlgrs’ in Damascus 1920-1939
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of 1925 (Table 9.1).

Table 9.1
D ibution of Armenian Refu eeg agcus, 1025
Bab Charki (Outside the East Gate) L,200
Kadem (South of Damascus) 1,000
Soufanié (East of Damascus) 800
Bustan el Salidb (East of Damascus) 500

The remaining Armenians were scattered
throughout the city in rented houses

or Khans ..Jiaﬁgg
13,000

Source: Report by Consul ?aughan-Ruaaeil, Damascus,
May 31, 1926 (FO371/11550)

Hibé}ilnkdaacribeu Armenians also in the area of Baramke on
the wegt of Damascus. The Bab Charki camp was located cloase
to the Armenian church; the others close to the Christian
quarter outside Bab Touma, The exceptions are Baramke (about
which little is known except that it was the station for the
railway-line from Beirut) and Kadem, by the first railway-
station south of Damascus, on a site which had previously been
used ag a trane-shipment point during the deportationa of 1915.
At the time of the troubles, thooe campa were abandoned, the .
Armeniana taking refuge inside the oity, or fleeing to Beirut.
aournnis'onnp, however, was not totally abandecned; out of 800
Armenians, 200 = those who were too poor to leave - remained,

to be joined by several others when barbed wire defences were

eraated around the aity.
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Soc tructure and Living C ditions

Living conditions in the camps resembled those in Aleppo
and Beirut.? Their community structure is more obscure, but
it 1s 1nterest1g5 that within the city there was again a strong
Jesuit presence alongside the Armenian Catholics, the Jesuits
running a boys' achool.a The camps on the east of the city
were close to the old Armenian Church of Bab Charki, and partly
for this reason, and partly because most of the camps were
soon extinguished in the troubles, the camps do not appear to
have developed strongly their own community institutions. Shops
were, however, established in the camps at an early date.

e Nansen O ce arte

Mout of the camps, as observed, disappeared with the
troubles, but a number of Armenians remained in camps in the
Kassaa district. In 1929 over 100 families from Kassaa were
tranaferred to a new quarter purchased by the Nansen Office.
The circumstances of this transfer are relatively well
documented. Joseph Burtt had already, in 1925, obaerved that
in ocne (un-named) camp st Damascus, the "Arad owner wants to
turn out Armenians now they have put up housea." 9 In Dogember,
1927, Consul Parr at Damascus received a letter from the
lawyers of Mr. Phillip Habra, a naturalised British subject,

in reference to certain lsnd owned by Habra in Kasssa near

Bad Tounnfo

" ots us that he let this land to an
i;;nggl:n;::“aultivntion purposes some yoara ago,
but shortly afterwards hu:adw:;eozgzgtzﬁngggzzsn
and these huts were ogoupile s hav;

client has proteated more hu
ﬁ:nha:g?lgu:nd oocupied and at the present momen t
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there are about fifty huts on the land o d
by different families of Armenians. S

"Our client has made repeated a licat
Possession so that he can bﬁild on ige 1:né°2:dror
develop the sane, Proceedings were taken on his
behalf in the Local Courts and we understand an
order has now been made directing the occupiers to
give"poaaeaaion on the 1st March next,

Our client instructs us thai representaticns
have now been made by the Armenians to the French
High Commissioner who has instituted enquiries
locally..." (The Consul was then asked to protect
the interests of Mr. Habra in the matter).

The reference to "repeated applications for possession"

surgesta that Mr. Habra is the same owner as described by Burit
in 1925. He was not apparently the sole owner requesting
eviction, but according to Purnier, he was the most 1ntranaigentt1
It appears that the British Consul did intervene on his bhehalr,
and as the Armenians had also appealed to the High Commission,
the local delegate of the High Commission asked the government

of the State of Syria to take measures to enable these families
to establish themselves on domain land fulfilling the necessary
conditions of hygiene and security. While the eviction of

the refugcos appears as a result of this intervention to have
been held in temporary abeyance, the government of the SBtate

of Syria set up a committee charged with finding a solution.

This committes was slow in coming to a decision, but following
the pergonal intervention of M.Burnier, the Nansen Office
delagate, who had an interview with the Syrian hoad of state,
Cheikh Taje ed Dine, on July 17, 1928, the committee reached a
deoision on July 21. It wag regolved, firstly, that thero waa
no land belonging to the stato which would fulfril the

necessary conditions (an opinion with which Burnier agroed),
8o that, secondly, the

the Christian quarter, from

government would buy the neqessary lard in

an owner who would be prepared to
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sell. The land would therafore be bought for the refugees

by the Syrian state. Tc ald in the establishment of the new
quarter, Burnier sucgested to Geneva the allocation of £300
sterling for the construction of housesz2 Ar immediate
decision a% Geneva was not possible, however, given the
unfavourable views previously expressed by the settlement
committee towards the settlement of refugees in the Damascus
region.'3 The grant was not approved until Burnier could
report to the settlement committee direct on August 31.1h
According to the report presented by Duguet and Burnier to
this meeting the land envisaged was ncar the Christian gquarter,
and very close to the Armenian church and schools!? Ultimately
the Syrian government did not itself make this purchase, as it
was not able, for political reasons, to concern itself
specifically with the Armenians while being at the same tire
materially unable to respond to the requests from thouaand;

of local families who had suffered grave losses during the
Druse revolt. The money was therefore put at the dicposal of
H.Burnlege and a title-deed rocords the purchase cf land in
Damagous by Burnier on January 17, 1929!7 This land, outside
the city walls, just south of Bad Charki, doeg appear to de
the iand originally envisaged by the Syrian government, (See

Pig 9.1)

By the timo that this purchase was made, the refugecs
wore being threatoned with expulalon:a'but the refugeos were

slow in leaving the Habra landa. Up to June 25, 1929, only

: 19
three refugees had rented lots on the Nangen land,” It appears

that thay were gonaerned about security, for on June 25 an

Armenian deputation approached Consul Parr and protested that



L87

they were afraid to settle on the land outside the town limits

allotted to them by the Government, because many of them had
acsisted the French during the rebellion ard they feared the
vengeance of the Syrians.20 This feeling of insecurity was
also reported by Dorothy Redgrave of the "Friends of Armenia."@
Burnier took a more cynical view,22 The delay, he argued, was
caused by the hope of more favcurable terms, which was held out
by a priest and others coming from the Gregorian bishoo, and

by a certain individual (no details given). All this time,
the eviction of the Armenians was belng postponed by the
Prench authcrities. 1In these circumstances, Habra's lawyers
again urged action by the British Conaul.23 Degpite the
purchase of nuew land for them, they insisted that the Armenians
were still in occupation of the Habra land and had paid no rent
or compensation for the use and occupation of the land to their
client, Their client therefore desired to claim compensation
in regpect of the loss he had sustained by reascn of the
refusal of the French authorities to comply with the order

made by the Courts. Such action was not, however, necesassry.
The Damascus Police Commissioner was eventually given
inotructions to eviet the Armenians from Habra's property on
July 15, 1929?“ According to Burnier?’tnoed with this deadline
the refugees asked those who had fed them promiges to fulfil’
them. They were unable to do 8o, and within a week all the
lots on the Nansen land were taken. An additicnal bnnua_to
the scheme came later when a aurvey made of the extent of the
property revealed that an error had bean made in its

moasuremant and an additional tract of land was obtained in

compensation from the former owners, which was made available

for the settlement of sixty more families who were svioted from
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another quarter of t 26
of the town. Table 9.2 shows the progress
of settlement in the Nangen Office quarter,

Table 9,2

gggg:egg of Sett;emegg in the Nangen Office

uarter of Bab Chark Damascu

1931 1932 | 1934 |1937

Families 110 109 107 ?
Future-owners

persons 353 ? 550 6l4

Families 68 76 52 ?
Sub-tenants

persons 256 ? 150 163

Families 178 185 162 ?
Total

versons 609 137 700 aoy

Sources : as Table 7.2

Apart from the Nansen Office quarter, there was another
notable attempt to provide accommodation for the refugees
which, however ,ia lesg well documented. Mr, Hatcher Guend jian
rented land in Zadblatani on behalf of hia refugee compatriots,
and then sub-let it to the refugees such that thic camp was
named after hin.a7 In the annual report by Burnier for 1230,
refarcnce is made to one camp atill providing accommodation
for about 70 families who are likely to be turned out'.za It is
1ikely that this statement refers to the refugees in Hatcher's
camp, which waa however atill atanding at the end of the period.

Conditio in the Nansen Offioce
Qun:ta:

struature and living

Social Stpruoture and vi

80 little is known about the community
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conditions of the Armenians in Hatcher's Camp and within the
city that comments should be confined to those within *he
Cffice quarter. Even this quarter has not attracted in the
literature as much comment as the major centres of Aleppo and
Beirut, but in the absence of crificism, it may be assumed tc
have been relatively successful. The site of this quarter,

as has been noted, was close to the Armenian church of

Damascus in the east of the Christian quarter of the old town,
(see Fig 9.1) but too much significance snould not be attached
to this, as the criteria of purchase of the Srrian government
are not known (Burnier's purchass being apparently merely

the purchase foreseen by the Syrian government), The agreement
made between the Office and the refugees was the rent-purchasec
agreement familiar from Aleppo and Beirut. Although the £3C0
intended to aid the Armenians in building their news hcuses seesms
never to have urrived,29 loans were made for building purposes
to the most unfortunate Armenians, as "it was found that, for
the most part, the population were in a very poor state due

to the hardships they had suffered during recent yaara."’o As

in the new quarters of Aleppo and Beirut, the new houges were

a great improvement on the ramshackle huts. (Flate 9.1) By

the end of 1931 too water wus supplied by three public-fountaina
and most of the housss were supplied by the Dapaacus Electricity
conplny.31 There were no schoola and churches in the quarter,
the inhabitants using the nearby schoola and church in the old
town (as did the inhabitants of Achrafié in Beirut). Basia
services were however assured by the eatablishment of shopa

32
within the quarter, twenty being liated in 1930.
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Conclusion

To conclude, the situation of the refugees at Damascus was

fundamentally similar to that at Aleppo and Beirut, thcugh at

Damascus most of the camps were actually vacated during the

troubles of 1925. A new quarter subsequently establithed by

the Nansen Office was created in response to the eviction of
Armenians remaining in the camps who had become de facto

squatters as at Aleppo. Otherwise, in the establishment of
Hatcher's camp, there is evidence of the same inter-Armenian

a3sistance already witnessed in Aleppo and Beiput.

Alexandr=tta

Alexandretta, which had a substantial indigenous Armerian
population, received refugees in 1920 and 1921, dbut many of
these refugees were dispersed elsewhere in 1922, so that, as
at Damagcus, a large section of the camps disappeared soon

after their cstablishment.

al ¢ i i

It is apparent that in 192C, there was official participation
in the installation of the Armenians, a speciul camp being
ereated for the re:usuel.35 Among these refugnes were thoue
from Xkbes, in Cilicia, whose Lazarist pricst, Vincent Paskes,
has left an account of their leztlanont.’u' Thay were initially
made to camp outside the town nesr a large spring, the Military
Governor of the town, Colenel Mensier, putting large military
tents at their disposal, Later, the local autherities asked

that the refugees leave this location for reasons of hygiene,
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and they were moved to a new camp to the east of the railmy
station where a dozen huts, 30 metres long, were precvided for
them. When, in 1921, the number of refugees in Alexandretta
increased dramatically, the newcomers seem to have practically
all settled in cacps surrounding the town. Unlike at Beirut
and Aleppo (where the evidence is still weak), at Alexandretta
there are no references to refugees living inside the town

immediately after their arrival.

The cundilions under which Lhe Armenians at Alexandretta
were expected to live were appalling, even after the French-
encouraged dispersal of refugees elsewhere. (Plate 9.2) The

refugce camps had, in fact "the disadvantage of being

n 35

situated on a malarial swamp, a state of affairs which

applied as much to the camp constructed in 1920 as to the
others eatablished 1ater.36 While the French had prcvided tents
and then huts for the arrivals of 1920, it appears that they
provided virtually nothing for the arrivala of 1921. This was
deapite the appeals of Rev. W, Lytle of tho Irish Migeion at
Alexandretta, of the British Conaul, petitioned by Annie

Davies of the "Priends of Armenia," of the Near Eact Relier,
and also apparently despite the ingtructions of the High
couiuioner.n Unable to find acccamciation in the town, the
Armenians camped in the surrounding marshas, in the middle of
the winter rains. Shelter was improviaed, with tents gometimes
made out of blankets. The "Frienda ol aArmenia" provided
wooden boards to put under mattrasses to keop them dry, dut

8 .
some refugees lacked oven & uttresu.’ Paator Yanocogian

; 39
desoribes the scene in April, 19221~
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"esesthe Armenian refugees....had to pitch tents
and build petty huts in the muddy ,swampy plain
arcund. ...Any small pieces of boards have been
used to build the skeleton of these huts. Scme

with reeds or just anything to give some support.
Any large or small piece of canvas, or commog

waterproof, or dirty sack or rusty tins have heen
good enough to cover parts of the huts. MYost of
the, refugees have covered the roof as well as the
side walls with reeds, or tied hay together or
patched with canvas. You have to jump across

or walk around a pool of green water in order

to go from cne tent to the other. To make passage
from one hut to the other, several stones or boards
or rusty tin water dottles of the soldiers have
been placed to step on. If you stoop low enough
to enter one of the huts you may see several
boards used as a floor to save the bedding from

+he mud. Even ncw the ground of the tents is so
near water that if you dig only one-third or two-
thirds of a yard you reach it.

Such conditions appear to have persisted among the refugees in
the camps as long as they were built on the marshes. There
were still Armenians lodged in miserabla reed-huts in
February, 1929,h2h113 in 1930 there were at Alexandretta
"wretched housing conditions relieved by space and air lacking
in other onups.“h1 As late as 1932, the majority of the
refugees at Alexandretta were still installed in these camps .42

"L'etat sanitaire est bon," reparted M.De Caix in April,
1922.43 This extraordinary statement is contradicted by
virtually overy report on conditions in Alexandretta, which
are unanimous in condemning conditions there as the most
unhygenic in any of the urban camps in Syril.u‘ Camped on the
warshy mvound surrounding the town, the refugees not only
auffered from fover and rhoumatism, but were axtremoly
suageptible to malaria, for which the marshes provided an ideal

This malaria was of a particularly virulent
hildren.

breeding ground.
kind which asometimes proved fatal, expecially to 0
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Births were in any case reduced by the debilitating effect

of malaria on the women. Some medical car: was provided

in the early days by the Armenian Red Cross, and the Friends

of Armenia. The camp appears to have remained in this
unhealthy state at least until {930, 45

Information is lacking on the community structure of the
camps, S0 it is not possible to evaluate the social constraints
involved. The economic constraints confining the Armenians
to the camps appear to have been considerable. Unlike at
Beirut, Damascus and Aleppo there seems to have been virtually
no available accommodation within the town of Alexandretta
which the Armenians could lffbrdmhs Confined therefore almost
all to the camps, they could anticipate 1little iaprovement in
their condition. Alexandretta town seems to have been quite
unable to provide work for the thousands of refugees who
descended on it, and this was one reason for the subsequent
dispersal of refugees from the town. Even after this, however,
out of 1350 refugee families in Aloxandretta in 1927, LLO

were described as destitute and 650 in neoed of aid.

Regettioment

Thers is no reference found to any rent paid by the
Armenians for their land at Alexandratta, but they appear to
have been at least partly settled on private land, unoccupied
and marshy. Problema arose when this land was scheduled for

roclamation. In December, 1926, Duguat noted the precarious

situation of the refugees. One part of them was situated on

the large marsh to the cast of the town. Rcalamation work

in
was due to begin in 8Spring, 1927, on this marsh, which waa
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private ownership, By contrast, the south-west marsh, where

other refugees were camped, was not vet under regular

ownership, and this would fall to whoever should carry out the

reclamation, When Major Johnson, of the Nansen Office, visited
Alexandretta on his tour of inspection he considered an
arrangement offered by the French Delagate to the Sanjak,

M. Durieux, whereby the Office and the government would each
contribute 508 to the cost of this reclamation, dbut no prompt
action was tnkem‘.l'la Thus, by May, 1927, when the works of
reclamation were under way, the situation, as elsewhere, had
become one of crisis. The reclamation of the marshes was
obliging the refugees either to move their homes or to pay

rent to the owners of the reclaimed land. This was creating
endless difficulties and discussions which were embittering
relations between the locals and the refugees. Burnier
therefore submitted proposals for an urban quarter at
Alexandretta, which had clearly been drawn up in close
co-operation with the French :utharitias.us The quarter would
be constructed on the site of the former military camp known

as the "Camp des Marais," which had already been reclaimed.
The land, of 75,000 square metres, would be made availadle by
the town for the price of 375,000 francs, represcnting the

coat of reclamation. But this plan could not be approved by
Geneva, given that Alexsndretta lay within "une zfne dent la
situation n'est pas abasolumont nette au point de vuo polttiqua.“5°
despite the faot that such objeationa wore not only rejected

by 3urnier, but also by Duguet, on behalf of the Mandatory
ean dropped until

1928, which

Power, Tha quastion appears then to have b

fresh proposala were preaented by Bumier in May,
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were again given lowest priority by Geneva. Notwithstanding

this decision, however, this time Burnier went ahead and made

the purchase, without the prior approval or Geneva. Again,
this was as a response to a crisis created by the process of
urban improvement. In accordance with its policy of improving
the salubrity of the tomn, the Municipality was plamning to
dam the stream which ecrossed it. This operation would
necessitate the expulsion of 200 families whose huts were
constructed on the banks of the strean, and who would thken only
be able to settle in the middle of the marshss. Burnier's
cmergency action was eventually approved by the Geneva
committee., The land acquired was on the periphery of the

tom and bordering the roads from Aleppo and Arsouz. This

wag the only settlement work in Alexandretta undertaken by the
Office, for in 1931 it was decided that urban settlement would
henceforth concern only Beirut and Alexandretta, the refugees

of Alexandretta "se trouvant actuellement dans des conditions

relativement favorables." H)

The refugees wore slow to take possession of their plots
in the Nansen Office quarter, claiming that they were too poor
to dDuild new houses with their omn resources, and colloction of
rent was initially difficult. This reluctance waa overcome
by August, 1930 but “the gource of this dirridence was nover
satisfactorily trncad."’a It may posaibly have been politlical.
Table 9.3 showa the progress of the settloment work at
Aloxandretta., Although the new quarter appoara to havae been

flooded during the winter rains of 1928, 1living conditions wore

with more aubatantial dwollinga‘replnuins the rformer
though the

improved,

huts, Information on amenitiecs 13 lacking,

quarter had its own school and churah by 1930. A number of
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Table 9.3

Progress of the Setqlgmeng Work in the Napsen

Office Quarter of Alexandrettg

1928 | 1930 | 1932 | 1936 | 1937

Families ? ? 57 ? ?
Future owners

Pergons ? ? ? s 4 295

Families T ? 2 ? ?
Sub tenants

Persons ? ? ? ? 34

Families ? 63 59 6L ?
Total

Persons 137 ? 211 277 } 229

Sources: Nansen Office Reports in N.A., C1429,C1583,C1584,
R5638,C15938.

shops were also established in the quarter, but the economic
situation of the Armenians did not improve overnight. In
mid-1938, out of the 64 heads of families in the quarter, 20
were unemploysd, although by that time the economic situation
in the Sanjak had, of course, been digturbed by political
uncertainty. The parallel hiatory of the remaining camp is
rather obsoure. There were certainly huts atill ctanding in
1938 .5 3 though there is wome evidenae of participation by the

authorities in reclamation and even gettlemont work."‘ But all

f the
was, in any case, to no avail. With the cosaion o

Sanjak to Turkey, its Armenian populatiocn, inoluding that of
Alexandretta town, fled southwards to gconstitute a new rofugee

problem elsewhere, among them the inhabitants of tha Nanaen

Office quarter.
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Conclusiopn

The refugees to Alexandretta had, it appears, initially
settled virtually entirely in camps outside the town, there
being no references to initial settlement inside the town. It
seems that, as the 1nflu.x.or Armeniana to Alexandretta was
greater in proportion to the number of inhabitants in the town
than at Beirut, Aleppo or Damascus, there was no accommodation
availatle to lhe refugees within Alexandretta itself 2quivalent
to that offered at the other three centres. Conditiona in the
camps were the worst encountered in any of the urban refuge=
camps in Syria and Lebancn, due to their situation on malarial,
marshy land. These conditions persisted even sfter ihe French
dispersed some refugees from Ale=xandretta in 1922. A new
quarter was founded for the Armenians by ‘h= Nansen Office in
1928 in order to mccommodate families threatened with expulsion
by Municipal drainage operations, while other Armenians shifted
their homes as the progressive reclamation of the marashes
obliged them either to move or to pay rent to the owners of the
rcolaimed land., Thua, Alexandretta demonstrates once again
the involuntary movement of the Armenians cuused by Muniecipal
improvement (as at Beirut) and the demands of the landowners
(as at Aleppo and Damascus). The flight of the Armeniana from
Alexandretta upon the cession of the Sanjak ultimately rendered

uselesg the work there of tha Nansen orfice,

Urba ettlemontt: C |

led at Alappo, Beirut, Damascua and

atributed initially almost

The rafugeea who sott

Alexandretta seem to have been di

eaise figures are
evenly between town and "gamp", though pr
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lacking. The exception would appear to have been Alexandretta

where it seems that, the influx being greater in proportion %o
the number of inhabitants than in other centres, there was no

comparable accommodation available in the tomn itself, so that
virtually all the refugees were obliged to sattle in camps.
Information is very limited on settlement within the towns.

The Armenians found accommodation there in rented khans or
houses or were housed by their employers. There may have been
a tendency to occupy run-dosn accommodation in the city-centre.
Much more infcrmation is available on those who settled in the
camps which provided the most apectacular manifestation of the
Armenian presence and attracted most attention. Here a
remarkable feature of their soclal structure was the existence
of spatially distinct communities based on town or region of
origin whiah wapra wmoat noticeadla in tha campas of Aloppo, dut
also of Beirut, Living conditions in the camps were
ungsatisfactory, even dangerous, reaching their wcrat expression
on the malarial marches of Alexandreita. While information

on the formation of the camps is acutely lacking, settlement in
these conditions appears to have resulted from the absence of
avallable accommodation in the town at rents which the
Armenians (or their sponsora) could afford. Subasquently the
refugees appoar to have been confined to the camps by both
economic and soolal constraints. In general the rofugees in
the campa appear to have formed the poorer part of the rofugee

population, that is those unable (or possibly unwilling) to

rent acgommodation in the town and who enjoyed tha freedom from

rent and ta; whioh thelir situation in the campa a3 de faato

squattera initially gave them. Their attachment to the

and b,
campa waa reinrorued by their gommunity recanstitution v



L99

the provision of basic services in the camps, that is the

beginnings of rudimentary economic systems, providing even

more social cohesion and vested interests in inertia.

During the inter-war period, the great bulk of the refugee
population in the camps of Aleppo and Beirut was transferred
from the camps to new quarters on the outskirts of the towms,
while new quarters were established also in Damascus and
Alexandretta. The transfers resulted from the desire of the
landowners to evict from their property those refugees unable to
pay rent, and from municipal improvement schemes. Only the
initial transfers in Beirut could be regarded as part of a well
co-ordinated demolition and resettlement secheme. Elsewhere
the transfers often involved unnecessary hardship. Avart
from the participation of the Nansen Office, one notable
feature of the transfer process was inter-Armenian aid,
especially the participation of Compatriotic Uniona. One
result of this was that the community reconstitution apparent in
the camps was re-eatablished in the new quarters, receiving itas
clearest expression in Beirut. The land acquired for re-housing
the Armeniane was required to be inexpensive, and consequently
at Aleppo and Beirut was often far removed from the lown centra.
Living conditions were improved, although, particularly in
Aloppo, some of the new quarters remained deprived of urban
amonities. In the tranafer of the quuriers the economig
status of the rafugoces was not tranasformed, and the deprivation

they had previously experienced in torms of the squalid living

conditions of the oamps, was now expresaed in terma of distance

from the town centre and lack of urban amenitiea.
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Conolusions

This final section brings together the conclusions of
the individual chapters of the thegis to produce a model of
the processes invoived in Armenian settlement. This model
forms the basis for a discussion of the ideas put forward in
the Introduction concerning the significance of economic,
social and political contraints on settlement and the extent
of their interdependence. The principal weaknesses of the
study are then discussed and proposals made as to how it might
be improved or extended. Pinally, the npglicability of the
conclusions of the study to other cases is considered, and
suggestions are made regarding the approach to research in
the general field of minority settlement in the Middle East.

Pirst, however, it is necessary to recapitulate on the
approach adopted to the study. The thesis has investigated
the gettleament of Armenian refugees in Byria and Ledanon
between 1915 and 1939. It was conceived not 80 much ae a
refugee study, dut as a study of the procesees of minority
settlement in the Middle East, for while the importance of the
ethnioc mosaic pattern in the area has long deen recognised,
there have been few studies of the processes involved in the
evolution of this pattern. A study of the processes of
Armenian settlement would enadle an assessment of the relative
signifiocance of ethnicity, eaonosio status and political
manipulation in deteraining the settlement pattern ng well
as tost the writer's assumption of the interdependence of
these constraints. It was Judged impracticadle to use field-
survey techniques in the study and it was ndcessary %0 rely

esaentially on the dogumentary sources, which are numerous
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but in some cases of doudbtful relisdility. The approach
adopted was part deductive - part inductive, involving the
investigation of the sources for respectively econoaic,
social and political contraints on the settiement process.
In this investigation the Armenians were treated as a
homogeneous unit although internal differences in settlement
preferences wexre identified when revealed in the documents.
While for purposes of analysis the principal contraints on
gettlement were investigated separately, and regicnal and
urban patterns were differentiated, the object of the study
was not to teat one by one the gignificance of the various
contraints discussed, dut to contruct an overall picture of
the processes in operation against which their significancse
could ultimately bde tested. It is thia overall picture
which will now be constucted.

Armenian refugees arrived in 8yria and Lebanon in 1920,
1921, 1922-24 snd 1929. They came principally to the coastal
toms, especially Beirut, and to Alexandretta and Aleppo, the
first two large towmns on the routes from the north. Some of
the 1929 arrivals came, however, directly to the growing
settlements of North-East 8yria. Some of the 1921 arrivals
were disperged to the intesrior by the Prench High Coamisaion,
in order to relieve aongestion in the arrival points, and to
spread them acoording to the econoaic adbsorptive capacity eof
the country. PFor similar economic reascns, and poassidly sluo
to avoid offending Turkish susceptidilities, the Fraench
authorities dispersed more refugees fros Alexandretta in 1922,
and again dispersed some of the 1923-24 arrivals from Aleppo
to Beirut and Damsscus. This government-inspired dispersal



502

was largely responsible for such moveaent of refugees as

did take place from their arrival points during the period.

The pattern thus estadbiighed, with its strong relationship
to arrival points, its overwhelming conuentration of Armenians
in urban rather than rural settiements, and in pnrticular‘
their concentration in the principal centres of Aleppo,
Beirut, Damascus and Alexandretta, persisted to a large
extent for the rest of the study-period. This concentration
and lack of dispersal ceems to have been s function of both
econoxic status and ethniocity. The Arsenians had arrived
in an economy which simply was not adble to support theam in
the cities where emplayment in industry was actually deoreasing.
They were obliged there to accept employment, if availadle,
in joba of low economic status, where they were highly
vulnersdble to economic orises, and they seea to have been
unadle to afford the expense of movement and reinstallation
on the land where, given the capital, the real opportunities
lay. Within these cities, as an economically weak population
they were obliged to £ind accoamodation where they could.
Inside the towns they found acoommodation in rented khans and
houses. Those unadle or unwilling to dc this settled in
camps outside the towns which developed into shanty-towns
where living oconditions were unsatisfactory and even dangerous.
The Armenians who thus settled in the “caaps" sppear to have
formed the poorer part of the refugee population, that is
those unabdble to rent accommodation in the tomn and who enjayed
the freedom from rent and tax whioh their situation in the
"camps" ss de faoto squatters initially gave thea.

Concentration wea saintained by the Araenians'
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reluctance to disperse in small groups, due to their
preoccupation with security and their desire to oregerve
their culture and community structure, which was maintained
in the "camps™ by the reconstitution of communities of origin.
The provision of basic services in the "énnpa', that is the
beginnings of a rudimentary economic system, provided even
more social cohesion and vested interests in inertia. The
Armenians' need for security was increased bi local hostility.
The Armeniang had moved from one situation of competing
nationalisms in the Ottoman Empire to a country where they
once again found themselves emdroiled in a triangular
relationahip detween Prench, Arabs and Arneni ns, all with
conflicting national aspirations. In thess circumstances,
the Arad reaction to the Armenians was cool, sometimes openly
hostile, an attitude based on ethnic, political and econoamic
grounds which was partiocularly intenge when the Armenians
became identified with Prench interests. The relationaship
between Arabs and Armenians was consequently uneaay, although
not in general marked by violence. The most ditter clashes,
which occurred at Damascus and encouraged a mass movement of
Armenians from that city to Beirut, were stypical in nature and
effect. Generally, local hostility was more subtle in its
influence on Armenian settlement. By inoreasing the Araenians'
need to concentrats for security it helped to stress their
ethnic separateness, inoroase their impact on local economies
and inorease their dependence on French protection, all of
which increased local hostility still further so that, other

things being equal, the prooess of conaentration became selr-

perpetunating. Prench attempta to use the Armenians politically

increased Arab fears and exacerbated Arab-Arsenian hostility,
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thus acting indirectly as a catalyst to the procsess of

concentration and segregation.

One solution to the provlem of overconcentration in
urban “camps”was emigration, and a number of Armsnians took
this courss. i In adaition, various schemes were guggested to
sottle the Armenians on the land, but these met with little
success. Initial proposals of the Mundatory power,
envisaging the small-scale dispersal of the Armenians, were
frustrated by the Armenians' reluctance to diuperse. Karen
Joppe had more success with small-scale settlement, dbut to
solve the problem plans were required on a acale which would
require governmental action, and were persistently advocated
by the philanthropic societies. The Mandatory Power was
initially unwilling to commit finance to large-scale
agricultural colonisation, dut later accepted the co-operation
of the League 1n a settlement scheme, the critical faotor
being prodadly the provision of finance by the Leagus. Once
begun, however, the scheme, which envisaged largse-scale
agriocultural settlement, was inoreasingly retarded and
finally extinguished dy the aldoption of alternative schemes
of urban regettleaent, largely diotated by the development
of houaing orises in the prinoipal centres of Armenian
concentration. The scheme had anyway been hindered by lack
of finance. The Nigh Coamission had not the necessary
finannlel rosocurces to comait to tne scheme, while the lo0al
states had not the political will to comait them, even it
availsble. Agricultural colonisation was expensive, and

its absndonment in favour of ‘irban regettlcment came defore

a full programme gould be implemented. The soheme had been
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partly influenced by considerations of French policy, but
any ambitious schemes of population transfer were quickly
ruled out in order not to offend Arad susceptibilities and
ultimately, of course, by the gwitch to urban resettlement.
Thoae gettlements which 4id go auead were located according
to potential economic viability, and@ the Armenians' desire
for security. Thus the principal grouping of settlements
was in the 8anjak of Alexandretta, a coastal region which
was also an area of hisvorio Armenian settlement. These
villages were never an economic success, although ultimately
this proved immaterial as the villagers in the San jak were
obliged to flee with the cession of the region to Turkey.

Thus the problea of overconcentration in the main cities
continued, and indeed seems to have increased throughout the
~ period. In these circuastances the Armenjans in the "camps"
came under inoreasing pressure to move, either froa the
landowners, who desired to eviot froam their property those
refugees unadle to pay rent, or froa municipal improvement
schemes. There was also a fear on the part of the Mandatory
authorities that the squalid conditions under which the
Armenians were living in the caaps would ensourage the
growth of Communism. Thus the great dulk of the refuges
population in the “camps" of Aleppo and Beirut was transferred
from the "campa" to new qusrters on the outskirts of the
towms, while new quarters were established also in Damagcus
and Alexandretta. Only the initial transfers in Beirut
could be regarded as a well co-ordinated demolition and
resettlemant scheme., Elsewhere, deapite the partioipation
of the Nansen Office, the transfers often involved

unnegegaary hardahip. The land for re-housing the Araenians
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had to be inexpensive and consequently at Aleppo and

Beirut was often far removed from the town ceutre. Living
conditions were improved although, particularly in Aleppo,
some Of the new quarters remained deprived of urdban amenities.
In the transfer of the quarters the economic status of the
refugees was not transformed, for there was no real

economic progress made in the country to permit thig. The
transfer was no real solution to the problem, and the
deprivation which the Armenians had previously experienced

in terms of the pqualid living conditions of the "camps"

was now expressed in terms of distance from the town centire
and lack of urban amenitiea. One encouraging feature of the
transfer process, however, was inter-Armenian aid, notadly
the paricipation of Compatriotic Unions, which resulted in the
community reconstitution apparent in the “camps" being
re-cstablished in the new quarters, a tendency which received
its clearest expression in Beirut. While the transfer
process radically altered the position of the Armenians in
the cities, 1ts effect on the regional distridution was, of
course, to perpetuate the status quo, that is to saintain

the overwhelaing concentration of the Araenisns in the

prinnipal ocities.

What light does this model of the settlement process
shed on the hypotheses put forward in the Introduction
regarding the significance of economic atatus, ethnioity,
and political manipulation in determining settlemaont pattorns,
and their mutual laterdependence? It is evident that aevere
sconouic constraints were operating to ssintain ethnio

congentration by inhidbiting dispersal from the oitics, while
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within the cities poverty relegated many of the Armenians

to the "camps™ from which they were subsequently umnavle to
resist their expulsion and resettlement. Indeed it is
appropriate to compare the situation of the Armenians in
the "camps" not with the situation of an ethnic group like,
say, the Jews of Danmascus, but with the inhabitants of the
bidanvilles of Yrench North Africa who ironically were also
attracting attention for the first time froa French scholars
in tae 1930':.1 in almost every respect, the situation of
the Arnenians in the “camps" was a classic didonville
situation, with the same problems of insecurc or unregulated
tenure, dismal living conditions and forced resettlement
which have been observed in the Middle East and elsewhere in
80 many .1tuutiona.2 One may carry the comparison further
in noting that the concentration of the Armenians in the
cities msde their migration to S8yria and Lebanon, for a
substantial dbut indeterminate number, like that of the
inhabditants of the North African didonvilles, a rural-urdan
aigration. The migration appears in fact to have acted as
an agent for social change, accelerating and condensing into
a few years processes of urbanisation which would otherwise
have taken much longer to accomplish. Apart from their
larger urban component before migrating, only in the
oircumstances and manner of their arrival 4id the Araenians
difrer fundamentally froam the inhabitants of the bidonviiles.
Viewed in this light the settlement experience of the
Armenians was essentially a funation of their low econoaic
status within an economy whose ocapacity to support ita
aenbers was woak oven without their presence. This is, of

eourase, what one would reasonably expsct fros an impoverished
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refugee population. Whenever their "camps" became shanty-
tomns and part of the urban scene, whenever they ceased to

be "refugees" ani came to be regarded and regard themselves
as Syrian or Lebanese Armenians, are matters of individual
perception and pclitical definition. The point is that,
whatever the uniqueness of their titular status as "Armenians"
or "refugees”, from the moment of their arrival in Syria and
Lebanon the Armeniana were inextricadly linked to, and part
of, the economaic systeam of the receiving states, and subject

to the constraints imposed by that system.

The indigenous population of equivalent economic status
was of course sudbject to the same constraints. Thus to
commit finance to a scheme to aid the Armenians was to
accord them, in comparison with the pore impoverished membders
of the indigenous population, preferential status. S8een in
this light one may view with more understanding the reluctance
of the loocal population to allocate financial support to
Armenian settlement. Indeed, this raises an important
husanitarian question in cases of refugee relief. 8hould
one endeavour to raise the level of the refugee population
to that which it formerly enjoyed, possidly privileged in
comparison with the mean level of the receiving populationt
Or should one aim for a lowest common denominator, assuring
subaistence, but ensuring a harsh struggle for eoononmic well-
being? Or should cne give any tssistance at all? After
all, there ig something at worst hypoeritical, at dect
inconsgistent and irrational, in the selective compsssion
chown in refugee relief, when thougands may die anonymously
and uncared for from the Ealnutrition perpestuated bty the
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norsal operation of the world's economic aystea.

If economic constraints acted powerfully to inhibit
dispersal and maintain concentration, they were, af course,
not alone in this. As 1s apperent from the xodel presented,
social constraints were sperating in the same direction.

Both were restrictive. But while sconomic constraints were
wholly negative in character, social constraints exercised

a more positive function. Thus, in terms of continuity of
life-atyle and irter-aid the reconstiiution of old communities,
a charscteristic of the "camps” which was maintained and
solidified in the new quarters, was beneficial to the

members concerned. This positive force for social ccohesion
should be contrasted with another force, that of insecurity,
which also csncouraged concentration. While in the Compatriotic
Unions original regional or urban identity divided one
Armenian from another, insecurity was a property common to all ‘
Araenians irrespective of origin. Just as past persecution
had dDeen directed at all Armenians collectively, just as the
hostility of the local population wae not directed specifically
at the community from Marsg ar Gasiantep, but at all Arsenians,
80 insecurity was felt by all Arsenians coll:utively. There
were in the olustering of the Armsnians therefore two
dimensions; the fear felt by all Arsenians, and the inter-
aid and continuity offered by the Compatriotic Unioms.

Without detailed sociclogical research it is not posaidle

to assess the extent to which thesa dimcnsions were
interdependent, but it does seem likoly that the insecurity
felt by the Armenians collectively would have helped to
maintain the regicnal sud-grouwps, o indeed that the principal
vehicle by which the Armeniana sought the securily they all
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required was the regionally-exclusivs Compa triotic Union.
The relationship between allegiance to ethnic group and sudb-

group 1is a fascinating question worthy of more research.

The existence of community groupings was, one right add,
no£ an exclusive charateristic of the Armerians, but has been
observed in many other dbidonville situations. Once sgain
the relationship dbetween the Armenian gettlement and %he
"normal® processes of settlement of rural-urban migrants under
rapid urbanisation is empbagised. In the bidonville
situation "ethnic" sub-groups have been recognised as
transient features by some writers, characteristic of “rural"
life and disappearing with increasing urbaniution? Adopting
this viewpoint, the persistence of the Armenians' community
groupings after the resettlemer.t might de regarded perhaps
as an indicator of the additional cohesion provided by their
status as Armenians. An slternative view, however, ard that
preferred by the writer, would see these sudb-groups not as
transient features dus to disappear with the last vestiges
of "rural” 1ife, dut as a vital element in the process of
migrant adjustment, contriduting in time to a new urdan
synthesis, in which ethnic sud3groups persevere as long as
they have this useful "urdan" role to play.u This
contradiotion in views, of course, contains within it the
very basic question of how much the social organisation of
the immigrant ethnic group is conditioned independently dy
the decires of its meaders, how much by the constraints
inposed by the sooiety into whioh it moves. In fact, the
question is redundant when ethnic social organisation is
soen as the product of the interaction between the two, 1.6,

the agpirations of the minority group and the demands of the
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social environment. In the Armenian case, they imported
their own insecurity, nationalisam, culture and comcanity
structure, dbut within the host society they encountered
botk hostility and the prodlems of adjusting to a new life,
Their concentration and refusal to disperse was partly a

response to the interaction of these social forces.

Political manipulation, which the writer had posulated
as potentially vital in a situation of such conflicting
national aspirations, was less significant, being limited
by the necessity for the French authorities to pay due
regard to doth Arad susceptibilities and financial
congiderations. The possibility of population Juggling
was eventually ruled out by the adandonment of the plans for
agricultural resettlement and ty the adsption of alternative
schemeg of urban resettleaent. These schemes however at
least met French concern about the spread of Comauniss amongst
the Armenians in the squalid conditions of the camps,
considerations shich seem to have been partly responsidle

for theipr adoption.

Wnile eaonc.: constraints and ethnicity therefore
Played the dominant role in deteraining the Araenians'
settlement pattern, it is evident that these conatraints were
mutually interdependent. Both economis and social constraints,
by acting in the same direction to inhidit dispersal and
reinforce concentraticn, were mutually reinforoing. Thua,
increasing ocncentration helped to foster Arab hostillwy to
the Armenians not only as a oompact ethnic grouwp, dut algo
because being ooncentrated, the Arsenians had that much

greater effect on the 100al €QOROAY. As already observed
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Arad hostility perpetuated Acmenian insecurity and cmsequent
concentration. S8imilarly, inoreasing concentration
perpetuated the imbalance between the number of Armenians and
number of economic opportunities, and hence the operation of
econoaic constrainta. Ultimately it was this gituation
which led to the demolition of the “camps" and the transfer
of the Armenians to new quarters, a proceas which not only
solidified the gocial structure and concentration which
already existed, but also diverted funds froam proposed plans
of digpersal. In dbrief, while both economaic and social
constraints acted in favour of concentration rather than
digpersal, concentration itself reinforced doth constrainta.
8imilar interdependence extended also to political action
which as observed was severely curtailed by doth economic and
social contraints. Where attempted its effect was in
general to exacerbate Arsb-Armenian hostility (i.e. to
reinforce social constraints) and thus to increase the
desire for concentration and gegregation. Otherwise social
and eccnomic constraints seea to have partly dictated political
action, for it was partly fear of the growth of coamunisa in
the squalid conditions of the “camps" which prompted the
Prench to switch their settlement policy from agricul tural
to urdban gestlement. Thus in all respects the social,
economic and political constraints on settlement were
interdependent, and their principal effect was to aaintain

& self-perpetuating process of concentration and segregation.

The acknowledgeaent of this interdependence is related
to a way of conceptualising the gettlemont process in whioh
the Armenians are seen in their settlement as scoommodating

to the constraints and selective opportunitiss offered by the



513

socio-economic environment into which they moved, and of
which they formed a part. It is not intended here to ignore
the Armenians' decision-making process. It is
acknowledged that the Armenians, where they acted
independently, acted in accordance with their own
perceptions of the socio-econCaic environment. But it is
argued, through a study dbased where possidle on an
investigation of the decision-making process, that the mass
behaviour of the Armenians was essentially dominated bdy
certain constraints and opportunities generated dy the
interaction of all members of society as a whole. It is
clear that the initial settlement pattern of the Armenians,
being largely related to migration paths, was essentially
unrelated to the opportunities and constraints preaented by
the socio-economic environment. The sudbsequent intemal
ligution' history of the Armenians may be therefore viewed
as an attempt to achieve the most harmonious balance
between the distridbution of the Armenians and these
constraints. This dalance was not necessarily harsonious,
1t must be stressed, in terms of ethnic relaticns and
conflict minimisation. B8ince the aspirations of the
different decision-makers, Prench, Arad and Arsenian, were
to a certain extent mutually cenflicting, the dalance
schieved in response to their interaction aight in fact
satisfy few aspirations, and might even generate oocnfliot

itaselr.

The achievement of an optimal balance between the
distridbution of the Armenians and environmental oontraints

was not, in faot, a realisadle goal, for each time the
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Armenians moved location they modified the emvironment of
which they formud a part, generating new attitules and
aspirations which had to be accommodated by more change.
Change indeed was essential to the whole system. Thus,
while the system might de always moving towwrds an optimal
balance, this situation could never be attained. In the
Armenian case, this dynamisa was represented dy a self-
perpetuating movement towards increasing concentration as
time went on. While never static, therefore, the distridution
of the Armenians had schieved an element of stability in that
it was reinforcing iteelf. Thias 4id not mean that the
ultimate situation was one of 100X concentration and
segregaiion, however, for the degree of consentration might
generate new attitudes and constraints before this stage

wers reached.,

These, then, are our conclusions ccneerning the
processes of Armenian settlement in Syria and Lebanon. How
might they be refined? The major weaknesses of the study
have already deen acknowledged in the Introduction; the
inability to use field-survey techniques, the inadility to
use Araenian sources, and other sources lost or still closed,
and the weaknesses of the documents aonsulted in acourately
refleoting the decision-making pruceass. It is clear that
some, if not all, of these weaknesses could be eliminated
by future studsnts wurking in different cirouastances. The
major weakneas of the study ocnoeptually, however, seems
to be the assumption that th~ Armenians behaved as &
homogeneous unit. The danger of this assusption was

acknowledged in the Introduction, and indeed, where poasidle,

internal variations in gattleaent behaviour have been
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observed, based on politics, on religious divisicns, or on
regional aub-groups (Compatriotic Unions). However,
systematic inveastigation of sud group dbehaviour would only
have been possidle through the use of field-survey technigues,
ruled ocut as impracticadble. This is particularly
unfortunate in the case of socio-economic class groups.
While the conclusion that the Arzeniens were esgentially a
population of low economic status seems justified it must de
acknowledged tnat the data availadble are heavily diased
towards the Armenians in the "camps" or shanty-towns,
subsequently resettled in the new guariera. Thus the
effect of economic constraints on Armenian settlement may
have been overestimated. The Armenians clearly varied in
status, as labourers, skilled artisans, or even doctors and
dentists, for example, and it is unfortunate that it has

not been possidle to investigate the differential settlenent
preferencee of these groups, leaving unanswvered the queations
raised in the Introdustion regarding the assumed contemporary
tendency for segregation to break dowmn with inoreasing
sconomic status. It would also have been desiradle to
investigate the role of the family in settlement. Little
has been revealed beyond observations adbout the process of
physioal family reconstitution. The investigation of all
these facets of Armenian dehaviour would entail not only the
use of field-gurvey teohniques, dbut also & sharpening of
focus, so that it is suggested that the dest follow=up to
the present thesis would de a study of the proceises of
settlement in one oity (either Alappo or Beirut) paying
partioular attention to the internal variations in settlement
Yehaviour within the Armenian comaunity, through the use of
field-gurvey techniques.
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With regard to minority settlement in the Middle East
as a whole, it is really too early to generalise an the
applicability of the processes identified, The relationship
identified between ethnicity and economic status may occur
in other Middle Eastern refugee situations, but this remains
to be demonatrated. The study certeainly shows the
continued vitality of ethnicity as a social force in the
Middle East in the early twentieth century. Equally it
shows that the settlement pattern of a minority group must
also de related to the situation of the members of that
group within its regional economy. ‘What is moat important
is that the study 1llustrates the denefits of focuasing on
process, and shows how this may de investigated in terms of
the interaction of the minority group and the socio-economioc
environment into which it moved. More specifically certgin
useful aress for research might be identified.

Pirst and foremost, studies of minority settleaent
patterns should focus, through the study of process, on the
temporal development of thoso patterns. They should
investigate at what time, by what route, and in what
circumstances, the minority group in question arrived in
the study-area, and the processes involved in 1its subasequent
dispersal from its arrival points. They might consider if
an existing pattern is long-estadblished or not. If so they
might ask if the processes which sustain it are the same as
those whioh created it, or whether the same pattern remains,
but sustained by new processes. Studies of aontemporary
processes should revesl the direction in which the settlement
pattern is moving; whether it is in process of complete

transforsation or if it is stable and self-parpetuating. If
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it 1s stadble, they should ask if stadility is likely if
current processes continue, by investigating what counter-
processes current processes will generate in the future. It
seems doudbiful that the prozesses identified will dbe unique
to the Middle Ecst, dut cross-cultural comparisons are

essential to verify this agsertion.

In investigating process, studies should carefully
define the sxact dasis of ethnicity in question, de it
confessional group, tride, towmship or region of origin or
extended family. They should identify, where they exist,
ethnic units functioning at different levels and estadblish
how these are inter-related. The relationship between
socio-econoaic class, sthnicity and segregation should bde
investigated .nd how this changos with progressive improvements
in economic status. 8tudies should consider the
repercussiocns on settlement of the process of assimilation
or rejection, or of the emergence of a specifically local
(possidly national) minority-group identity, e.g. Lebanese
Araenian as ppposed to Lebanese Maronite or Soviet Aramenian.

Studies might also conaider the relationship detween
ethnic oconcentraticn, segregation and aconflict. They might
inveatigate which settlement situations are likely to
goenerate confliot, which to preserve peace, They might
ask whether segrogation is haraful or benefioial, whether it
is a response to confliot or a cause of osonfliot, or if the
same degree of segregation aould have the cpposite effect in
this respect. If a self-perpotuating situation of ethnio
ocongentration and segregation were harmful to comamuni ty

relations, one might study how 1t ocould be reversed, or
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indeed, if this has even been done successfully. Pinally
one might ask if meambers of mincrity groups concentrated
in large masses really are more secure than small dispersed

groupa.

The essential need in future studies, which underlies
all these questions, however, is the study of process. The
priority should de to investigate not past but current
trends, and attention might usefully bde directed towards the
Palestinians and the diverse groups in the Lebanon. These
studies of process should pay particular attention to the
exact ethnic dasis on which decisions are made, and should
therefors use where possible field-survey techniques to
investigate the decision-making process, and to enable where
possible statistical analysis using technigues applied in
social geographical studies outaide the Middle East. All
sorts of praotical prodlems however stand in the way of the
researcher trying to study contemporary proceases. Thus,
while it is dangerous to assume uniformity of process in
past and present, studies such as this one, on settlement 1in
the relatively recent past, may yield useful points of
compariscon and lines for investigation. In this reapect
attention may be drawn once again to the use in this study
of several documentary sources relatively unexploited by
geographers (and unavailable to the researcher working in the
present); the League of Nations archives and, in particular,
the records and archives of the various philanthropic and
religious societies involved in aid to the refugees snd
soncerned with the welfare of the Christian minarity

populations. These sources of course may have useful
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applications to other aspects ‘of social and economic

geography. Whatever the sources used, however, particular
attention should be focussed on investigating the vital
relationship between economic status and segregation which

8o far has attracted some comment dut l1ittle detaileld attention,
and on the permanence or otherwise of ethnicity as a social
force in the Middle East, a socioclogical question with
consideratle import for the geographer, who through hias

role in the gtudy of the relationship between segregation

and ethnic conflict maydbe adble to make gome contridbution

in this area.
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Arpendix
Orphanageg for Armenjians in Syria and Ledanon, 1920-1939

This list is not complete but contains the principal
institutions noted in the sources.

: Annie Davies of the "Priends of Armenia"
temporarily estadlished here an orphanage for children
she bdbrought from Alexandretta. In 1922 these orphans
were moved to Broumana (P,A., 84, 23, 1922, p.2 and 85,
3Q, 1922, p.1)

Aleppq : An orphanage for girls was run by the Armenian
Catholic Sisters of the immaculate Conception was
functioning in 1928 (Naslian, Vol 2, 675-6, Mecérian
(1928) (1) 161). The Armenian Natlonal Union supported
a large number of orphans in Aleppo immediately after
the migrations with the support of R.E.R. Many of these
orphans were removed to Lebanon by N.E.R. However a
number of orphans remained at Aleppo, and an orphanage
wvas certainly run by the A.G.B.U. until ca 1930, Other
institutions were "Badesparsn®™, a refuge for rescued
Armenian girls, and an orphsnage run by the Diyardakir
Compatriotioc Union. (Baurain, 274,277, PL.A. Dtssin,
Arch. A.U.B., PO 374/9098, Ross, Fry & 8ibley, 265,
Burnier (1926) 101, and personal communication).

Antélisa ¢ An N.E.R. orphanage functicned at Ant§liss between
1919 and 1928 ipor-onu communication, Burtt Report,
N.E.R. Report (1928) 16, Ross, Pry & 8idley, 270).

m‘mg t In 1924 Annie Davies moved her orphans froa

roumana to the Jessie Taylor Memorial Orphanage at
Beirut, which oon?in:od to rm)tctt;nh t:rwghoutatho
inter-war period « passia). ¢ Xelekian-8iss
Orglmup p':‘ nn&:'fnos vy A.G.B.U. (M8adrian ?928;(2)
112, Naslian, Vol 2, 350, Ross, Pry & 8idley, 203,
Krafft-Bonnard). An Arsenian Catholic orphanage also

funotioned at Beirut (Naslian Vol 2, 673-5, Ross, Pry
& S8idley, 270)

t Annie Davies housed her orphans from Ain Anoud
ere teaporarily defore their move to Beirut in 1924.

(F,A., passin).

! Refugee orphans from Cilicia were tempcrarily
oused u!\.“glouug by the Armenian Catholic church before
bveing transforred to the Kelekian Orphanage at feirut
(Naoiian, Vol 2, 345-50).

thig { An orphanage was run here by Miss M.W, Frearason
on 1920”mt11'|t least 1938 (F,A. pasainm)

D.Jm%gn ¢t An orphanage at Djounieh was run by the Armenians

emsclvas (Ross, Pry & 81dley, 265, psrsonal

communication). The N.E.R. alsoc supported an
orphanage there (N.E.R. Report 1922, and personal

communication).
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Joail : An N.E.R. orphanage functioned at Jbail until
1926. In 1928 the property was transferred to a
Danish M sgion which moved there ites orphanage froa
Saida (MEcerian (1925) 44O, Ross, Pry & Sidley, 270,
personal conunicntionf

E.Lg.lm*.‘ A N.E.R. training orphanage for days operated
at Madmelteine between 1922 and 1925 (N.E.R. Report
1922, and personal comaunication)

w : A N.Z.R. orphanage for boys functioned here
until 1924 when it was obliged to close due to a
malaria epidemic. The orphans were taken to Jbail

and Antélias (M&cérian (1925)440, N.E.R. Report 1922,
and personal communication)

Qagsaalh : After the closure of N, E.R.establishments in 1929
the Lepsius Deutache Orient Mission took charge of
about a hundred orphans who were still at Rhazir and
transferred them to Qassad in 1930 (Baszantay, 49)

Rhazir : The N.E.R. orphanage was founded in 1919. When the
orphanage was clogsed in 1929-30, the children who
renmained were moved to Jbail and to Qassad. (N€c&rian
(1925) 44O, Roas, Pry & 8idbley, 270, Naslian, Vol 2,
350, Burtt Report, Ila muidin, passim, N.E.R.Reports,
personal communication). The Swiass Friends of the
Armenians continued work at Rhazir for the dlind (

. 39 ¥ YO g;uil, Burtt Report, Pallis, Ilamuddin,

} Y ‘0‘."' 5“

Saida_t At Saida were two orphanages, one run by N.E.R. closed
by 1927, the other run by the Danish Mission. The latter
had bdeen tranasferved froa Zouk. In 1928 1t was once
more moved to the buildings of the former N.E.R.
orphanage at Jbvail (Ross, Pry & 8ibley, 270, Burtt
Report, Unicn ato., 93, N.E.R.Report 1922, personal
communication)

Zauk ¢ The Danish Mission temporarily estadblished an
orphanage here defore its transler to Saida.
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Abbrevil;ﬁ 28

A.C.A.S.R. Bulletin :AMERICAN COMMITTEE etc.

Arch, A.C.C. : Archives of the Armenian Catholicossate
of Cilicia

Arch., A.N.U. : Archives of the Armenian National Union of
Dama scus

Arch. A.R.C. : Archives of the American National Red Cross
Arch. A.U.B. : Archivas of the American University of Beiru

Arch, Dip. 8-L-C : Archives Diplomatiques, 3érie E, Levani,
Syrie - Liban - Cilicie

Arch. L.R.C.8. : Archivea of the League of Red Cross 8ocieties
B.C.R. Erzerum (1911) etc : GREAT BRITAIN. HOUSE OP COMMONB.

SESSIONAL PAPERS. Re o 1 e_Trade
of Rpzerun etc. (1.e. British Consular Repoz-t.ei

Berron Report ¢ Present 8ituation and Future of the Armenians
in 8yria. Report and Project to be sudbmitted to the
friends of the Armenian People by Dr. Paul Berron
(N.A. C1429)

Bryce Report ¢t GREAT BRITAIN. HOUSE OF COMMONS. SESS8IONAL
PAPERS (1916) Ihe Treatment of Armeniang ete.

Burtt Report t Preliminary Report on Armenian centres,
visited in 1925 by Joseph Burtt on dbehalf of the 8ociety
of Priencs (N.A. C1425)

Carle Report : LBAGUE OF NATIONS (1925) Report dy Dr.Pridtjof
Nansen etc. Appendix 1. Report dy Mr. Carle on the
Present Position of Armenian Refugees in Syria

"Commission" : LEAGUE OF RATIONS. Commission for the
Protection of Women and Children in the Near East

Deuxieme Bureau : FRANCE, COMMANDEMENT SUPERIEKUR eto.

LA, ¢ The Friond of Armenis
P.0. t GREAT BRITAIN. Poreign Office Racords

G.B. Correspondence etc. 1898 : GREAT BRITAIN. HOUSE QOF
COMMONS. BESSIONAL PAPERS (1898) Correspondence

reapooting eto.

G.B. Turkey No. J eta. i GREAT BRITAIN. HOUSE OF COMMONS.
S8ESBICNAL PAPERS. Turkey No. 3 eta.

Gracey Report s Report by G.F. Gracey on his mission to
‘%yu‘: as onrgon representative of the Lord Mayor's
émonun Fund and the 8ave the Children Pund, 1930

N.A. C15
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L.o.N. Doc. : League of Nations document. Yor full
refercnce see under LEAGUE OF KATIONS in the
bidbliography where League reports are followed by
their numdbers

M.A.E. : Ministére des Affaires Etrangeres

Min. Guerre ¢ FRANCE, MINISTERE DE LA GUEREE etc.
Murray's Handboock $ Handbook for iravellerg etc.
N.A. ¢ Archives of the Nansen Office for Refugees

N.E.R. Report : HNITED STATES SENATE. Report of the Near
Eaat Relief etc.

Nouvelles : "La detresse"...etc
0.J.L.N. : LEAGUE OF NATIONS. Official Journsl

H LEAGUE or MTIONS. Minutes of the Segalonas

"Rapport" t FRANCE. HAUT COMMISSARIAT etc.

S.F. : Archives of the Society of Friends

Weakley ; GREAT BRITAIN. BOARD OF TRADE (1911) etc.
¥.0. : Great Britain. War Office Records
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Refemoo.

Insroduction

1. For a general survey of the refugee problea in the
Niddle East, see (for the inter-war period) Bispscn
(1939) Chapters 2 - 4, nd 18, and (for the post-war
period) Holborn (1975} Pt 4, Ch.31, 804-822.

2. The literature on the Palestinian refugees is enoramocus.
Por geographical studies see Blake (1972), Bopst (1968)
and Hacker (1960). PFor geographiocal studies of the
resettlemsnt in Greece of “refugees” involved in the
Greek-Turkish population exchm ge see Kolodny (1974)
Vol 1, 201-227, and Pischer (1976). On the settlement
of Balkan Turks in Turkey see the studies by Adatepe
Altug, Ari, Bren and Turgay in Tva1 € (3}

1959;. as well as studies by Barksn(i949-50), Kostanick
1955) Schechtman (1963) Ch L, 54~67, Tanoglu (19%5),
and Tuna (1951-2)

On the Assyrisns, see Austin 19203, Bérard é1936 ,
Cuncliffe-Owen (1y22) Dodgo 1940}, Gracey (1935),

Husry (1974), Joseph (1961), Mar Bhimun (19%53), Thomson
(1934) and Wigres (1929). On the much earlier settlement
of Andalusian refugees in North Africa see Latham (1957).

3. "Ethnicity" is a tem which has been used freely dy
acadenics t0 emdrace allegiances based on tride, religious
sect, nationality, language, region of origin, and “oultare".
The tera is used in the discussion in thia droad senase,
from which it is clear that within Byria the Armsnians
would form a distinctd "ethnic" minority.

k. Bee Brice (1966) 64-6%5, Olarks and Pisher (1972) p. 22-23
Cocn f1°95§ 9.2), De Planhol (19%9) pp 80-100.

Por studies of the struoture of the Middle Easterm oity,
see Bonine (1977), Coatello (1977), De Planhol (195?)
13-14, ed.Hourani & Btera (1970), ed. Lapidus (1969),
lug‘ s (1945) 532, Von Orunedaum (1964) 1L47-148.

. Clarke (9 De Mawioy (1968) (1973
? :;68 39;;(8?:%%3-2;?‘9?; Vl:lll 219 ?-9{71
or ’ Odn,
Melanid ‘1'958). Weulersse (1940).

6. De Plendol (1939) 80-100.

7. De Planhel (193%9) 100,

y ther discussion of the position of ainarities

t:: muo Bast, see Hourapi (1952) ,(1961) , Baer 19613

p 70-118, and Harik 3972 . More -peop’tou on t.!ut
istians of the Middle Bast ses Romdol 195%5) and Betts

(1975),

De Planh

[ ]
1960
3?’22&:- (1987),
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8. S8ee the atandard gtudies of the Middle Eastern city,
listed adbove under note 4.

9. Hourani (1970) 21-22, Aubin (1970) 72-73, Lapidus (1967) 91
10. These studies are too numerous to mention here in toto, dut
those wishing to take & fresh look at the evolution of

ethnic "quarters" in Middle Eastern cities could 40 worse
than look at the following studies, some of which have deen
availadle for a good nusder of years; Adam (1972),Ben-Arieh
(1975), Benech (n.d.), Eickelmann (1974), Flamand (n.d.),
Goitein (1971), Vol 2, 289-93, Harrison (1967), Hill (1973),
Hirschderg, (1?7&) 193-?8, 204 ?70-71, 38?—91. Mansur
(1972), Marty (1948) (1), iwuﬁ; 2), (1949), Bebag (1959),
Thoumin (1931), Weulersse (1934

11. Adan S197h) 219-20, Baer (1964) 132. (1969) 216-18, Churchill
(1967) 35, Clark & Costello (1973) 108, De Planhol (1959)
39-40, 99-100.

12. e.g. Lee (1973)

13. Calef and Nelson (19%6), Collins (1970), Hart 81960),
Hartshorne (1938), Morrill and Donaldson (1972),
Perevedentsev (1965), Poulsen, Rowland and Johnstan (1975),
Wheeler & Brunn (1968), Zelinsky (1961).

4. Zelinsky (1961)

15. Ppice (1963), Hugo (197%), Peach (1366)

16. Jones & Eyles (1977) 165-184, ed.Peach (1975)

17. Boal (1969) (1970)

18. Connell (1973)

19, Jones & RByles (1977) 177

20. e.g. Burnley (1972), Rowlané (1972)

21. e.g. Roseman & Knight (1973), Rovley & Tipple (1974)

22. e.g. by Rosesan & !nigixt (1?75). Rowley & Tipple (1974),
Kearsley & Srivastava (1974

23, ed. Jones (197%) 9, Kosinski & Prothero (1975) 1=17

24, e.g. Morrill (1965), Rose (1970), Hansell & Olark (1970)

25. e.g. Burnley (1972), Kacdcnald & Mscdonald (196L)

Chapter 1

1« Nanaen (1928), Lang (1979)

tetan (1967) 34-37, Sarkisian &
2. 2‘.','.,?,&‘?}3%3‘a,‘;".‘{:?‘.a..u (1896) 229, Bee also in

particular the discussion in Lynon (1901) Vol 2, 4i1-15.



3.
b.
5
6.

8.

9.
10.
11.

12,
13.

k4.

15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20,
at.

a3.

L.
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Lynoh, loc.cit,
Hovannisian, loc.cit.
Hovannisian, loo.cit.
Lynoh, Vol.2, 79n

Garnett (1904) 176, Rryoce (1896) U63-66, Murray'
Handbook (14895) 75: carsou, 3L-i41 ’ rye

For a desaription of the ian
see especially Brészal (1911) 334-

8es e.g. Nin.Guerre (1916) 31-32, 210
Atamian (195%) 46

Atemian (1955) 59-60, Verney & Dembmann { 1900) 149, Lyneh,

Vol 2, 94, Maoler éwn 105-07, Barkley (1891) 327

l(hg:z '; :uoook 1895) 77-78, B.C.R. Erserua (1898) 15,
. ®

Lynch, Vol 2, 427

Curtis rsn 161-62, Choles (1892) 255, G.B. Poreign
Office (1919) 43, Verney & Dammann, 18, 149, Lyncd, Vol 2,
219, L26, B.C.R. Erserum (1893) 2, (1894) 7.

Macler (1911) 106, Gulesien (1897) 652-33, 659-60
Macler (1911) 106, B.C.R. Brserum (1901) 7, (1907)40
Nacler (1914) 106, B.C.R. Brserua (1908) 4, (1911)3,4

Meoler ( 9;3& 106, G.B. Poreign Ofrice (1919) 43, B.C.R.
Erserua 21 )9

, 896) 233,238-40, Buxton
& :322&‘??951?‘? ‘°f n‘.‘°%§:§2:.$1 ?1;013367268 ’

although there slready exiated the Armenian Catholio

Catholicossate of Cilioia, installed im Ledanon, the

£irst specifically Arssnian Catholic Catholicos deing
recognined by the Pope in 17UL2.

S8ee Arpee (15u6) en the Armenian Protsstants.

Buxton & Buxton, 81, Ohilds (1917)120, Cuinet (1896) Vel
3, 358, Uholed,i19. But note the importance of the
o;moﬁa Mekhitarists in the Armenian culturel movement

(Garmets,188)

Daniel (1970)116, Barkley,154, Lynoh, Vol2,153, Cuines,
loc.011.

De Contenson (1901) 67-68, Naslian (1955) Vol 2, k92-96,
ouu-:m: (1‘963175 ’

Cholet, 60,64

5zt.vpnhtica of Cilicia,
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25. limeh, Vol 2, 153

26. ¢ [r8ow, 34=38,39, Hodgetta, 40,116-20, Buxtor & lurten,
';l_.: ’2 n;at’(?&g;n:;z“: (1896 ; 5019;8—1..9, Muelle¢r-8imons &
CTe aungell Curtie,157-58, Barkl
52263 ,299-300, Bryoe (18963“1’;63-65, Lynoh, Vai 3, k25

27. canlet, 64,183,255, De Contenson (1901) 9,53, Lears (1913)
T Ti-67, Min. Querre (1916) 210, Carsou, ?b-ss 0, Hodgetts,

L ity Maaler (1911) 10305, De Contenian {1895) 1042,
“:eller-8imons & Ryvernat,237, Naunsell,229, Childs,tl,
)79=90, Hepworth (1898) 285-8¢, Bryse (1896} L6%-66.
W.?ey & Dambmann, 433, %01-02, Lynsh, Vol 2, 9C,172,
R~$30l1,338 ,Alishan (1899 322. Cuinet (1890-¢5) Vol 1,
:5_325311.;01 2,357, Weakley (1914) U4, B.C.R. Erserum

28. 3. Poreign Office (1919) 64, Hodgetts, 121, SBuene (1926)
1 <644, Aligshan, 323

29. Y:i.sxley, 35,180 ,Weskley,69,72. Th.s also seeas true of
| 1reiculture; ges Cuinet (1890-95) Vol 1, 674, aid B.C.R.

(i zerum (1909) 5.

30 4:a, Querre (1916) 31-32, Carsou,3i-35, Bell (1890)11?.
© ¥.uneell,229, Nurray's Handback (1395) 77-78, Cuinet (1890
'9’) Vol 1, 251,620, Vol 2, 530-31, Vol 3, 357, D3 Contenscn
| (~901) 9
3% | % .pzou, 21, 4O-41, Macler (1911) 107-08, Cuinei (1890-95)
791 3, 387. B8ee also Krikorian (1964)

33. | Jirsou, 3u4~35, De Contenson (1901) 53

32 " aelep (1911) 103-09, Carsou, 21, hO-41, Murrar's Mandbook
.1893) Tr-78.

3« | Evenel, 338

3. i odgets Buxton & Buxtom,iS-4f, Bell,126
! 5.‘2’;6“532{:\ ome:"(‘?hs) 43, B.C.R, Berun (1894) 3,
: (1 1.

3t+ . ( arsou,¥7,Barxley,277, B.C.R. Braerua (1894)2

3.3 ler-8 & Nyvernat,5>%,3u2, Buxton &
33:::’3-’-::‘:‘11.5-&.%.1:33013 3el1,187,140, éwm.u?‘
| darkler, 57180, Brive (1896] U3, Lyaek, a1 2, 137030,
L o8 Fetetan Ofrice (1919)43, B.0.0. Braorum (1894)3

3 j “apgon, 36-37, Buxton & Buxien, LS-UuA

T S -

| S'idnet (1890-95) Vol 2, 2u2, 636, B.C.R, Erse~ua (1894)3

o - Yerpey & Damlmann, 237,483, Childs
s‘gg%:. 6“&3:%:‘ 1901) 54,100, n.ofns.rc'u- the esstern

i wovtneue?1 89%-97/ and for Adana (1909



51.

s2.
53.
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Cuinet (1890-95) Vol 1, 154~55,636, Vol 2, 336,425,665

Woakley, LL-45, B.C.R. Aleppo (1896) 10, (1897)5, (1899)
11 (1 i ’ - [ 9
(1877 u,28, 5133:313 L, (1506) 5-8, Eraerun (1836)4,

Carsou,38, Hodgetts, 40,63, Buxton & Buxton, 45, Hepworth
23.285-86. Curtis,181-62,186, Barxley,327, 6:12:1-:3652-55,
59-60, Verney & Dambmann,18,149, Lynoh, Vol 2, 91,219,
426, Cuinet (1890+95) Vol 1,155,872, Vol 2,527,648, Vol 3,
357, Murray's Handbook (1895) 77-78, Bryce ?1896) Loy
g:ggi.;z,gog,ne.g;nr:ntg O{rag:g(a 12) L3-ul, Macler §1911)
+C.R, stantinople O, Erserum (18

(189uf 3,7, (1898)15 %90 20 (1093) 2,

Murray's Handdook (1895) 77-78

?;35333',""“' (1908) u, (1911)4, (1901)7, (1907)10,

S8ee e.g. Bryce (1896) L63 and Cholet,84
See e¢.g. Carsou, 34-35,39-41, and Garnett,176-79,185

Apart from Cuinet, jther sources sstimate the Armenian
opulation as follows; 4,000 (Pallis (n.d.) 3), 5,000
De Contenson (1901)23), 10,500 (v-.xlcy.uo).1§.ooo
De Vaumas (1955)533),20,000 (Min.CQuerre (1916)20%).

On the history of the Armenian community at Aleppo, see
San jian (1965) L6-53

The higher egtimates are cited dy Cuinet (s.zau) Kin.
Guerre (1916’ 201 (3-4,000), and Weakley,39 3.060) jthe
lower estimates dy Jaoquot ( 1931)313 (1,000), and

(110 familiestsee Tadle 1.6)

Jacquot (1931) 313-1k, Weulersse (1934)50, Brésol (1911),
us-us.us.sua-os.sss.in.:7s ’

Gee San jian,%6-57

See in particular Table 1.6. For the Jedel Movasa, other
eatimates are adout 8,000 inhaditants (G.B. Turkey NQ.8
(1896) No.163) and 1200 families (Bryce Report,521)}
for Qassad,700 families ( in Brésol,s4) 2 about
5,000 pers (a.B. ey No. ls&)m.ﬁ;’ and 6,500
inhadbitants (Naslian (19%5) 322); for lotllnf‘loontiietinc
estinates of 300-40O or 100 Armenian houses ( 1““{'323)
and a population of 2,000-5,000, half-Araenian, half-Turkish
(Min.Guerre (1916) 20&)3 for Kirik Khane, oonflioling
estimates of 20-29% enian families and 60 Armenian

housea (Brésocl,5u~35

forixean, 8.Bnagxarhik barsran (Armenian geographical
dgeumx'v ’ VJ“O.!.. 1903-03, 11,1907, quoted in
Kpikorian (1964) 191-92.



55.
56.

57.

65.

66.
67.
68,
69.

70.
71,
72.

3.

The

75,
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See Atamian (1964) VI

3:;1 8anjian,57-59, Krikorian,191-92, and Atamian (1964)
(Table 1575 600 (Gataesy, yo0' (Sasaey 3]) 369 ta caze
8ee¢ 8an jien, 61-66

Murray's Handbook (1895) 298

Ban jian,59-66, and Varsapetean, cited im Krikorian,192
8an jian,55-56

Brésol, 45-U6, Jacquot (1931) 31 B
Br xru':ounu,{m-s% ot (1931) 313, Banjian,46-69, Eprikean

8ee Krikorian
B.C.R. Aleppo (1902)5, (1913)7, Weaxley,69,72

8an jian,52. Baedekxer (1912)377 notes 2 photographers in
Aleppo, one of vhom was Armenian

Baedeker,280
Baedeker,377
Cuinet (1896) 128

Verney & Dambmann,18,Charmetant (1896)31. Por reports of
tension in these communitiesg, ses G.B., Turkey No.3 (1896)
No.111, Turkey No.6 (2896) Nos.182,234,356,L30,438,453,
500,504, Turkey No.2 (1896) Nos.80,134,143,172,233,272,435,
Turkey No.8 (1896) Noa.i2,118,136,138,147,163, Tarksy No.3
s:gsz ulg&gs. and G.5. Correspondence ete., 1598.1!0:.63.

[ ] ]

8an jian,280-81, Bréscl, passin
3.C.R.Adeppo (1909)3, (1910)3, Weakley,10

'1!';.1;‘ section is largely dased on Carsou, and Movannisian,

On the oconflios of opposing naticnalisas, see Chakmsd jian,
95-108, and on the prodleas ?t n.gu-ooaroutcnl societies
in the Middle Baass see Corm (1971), especially 207-30.

0.3, Turkey No.6 (1896) Nos 282,222-24, cited in Verney &
Arsen ian party structure, see also
X

Da 6. Om
.-223'21?63 42-47, Atanian (1953) 97-125, and
Naldbandian (1963)

See Dyer (1976)
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76. Bee Carsou, 109-56, Mecérisn (1959) 308-29. (196 im
?;'132;.1"3 21'9:3“ Roport: pasais, Roosnn (1212: -
Turkish viev see Armed Bon 5-9;2;1({3:551-' For o

77« PYor the movement of enisn departees into Syria, see
Bryce ntport.sh7-59.‘i:sl;nn, Vol 1, 332, m;ﬁ’.h:?'
421, Andonian, passim, Niepage (19177 passin,

1915-18, passim, Farr (1 24-27, Capt
8w » Farr (1973) 24-27, Captenian (194

Shanter 2

1. P.0. 382/2032, W.0.95/4372
2. P.0. 371/3657
3. ».0. 374/L177

4. F.0. 382/2032. Arch.A.U.B. Mss MEI, Pile 8 Report om
‘The Near East Relief in Syria' (n.d.)

5 Kerr, 43-L8

6. W.0. 9%/4373

7. Du Vaou (1937) 22-23,49, Naslian, Vol 2, 310-11,3L1,
Lh9-50,623-28

°o '000 371/“183‘8“0 mh.ni’o 8-3.70118,3—10-0, Vol ‘35
9. Arachives of the Armenian National Union of Damascus
10. Du Véou,u9
11. "Repport" (1922) ,(1922-23)17
12. 08e¢0¢ Banjian,284-85%, Naslian, Vol 2, 247,322,348
u‘o‘a-os.’ago'u lcpgb;.': 5313-15. &ga(:g;; &:;o (122&:2‘1:5-16.
oulerssy (1 e
1.9'&3 98, Néaérian {19&’107 ’
13.  , tion and evaocustion of Oiliocia see
) s:n:?lt::n '('?933‘."3- ou, De Remusas (1931), Bréacnd
(1921), Kerr, and Naslian, Vol2.

1he. A more detailed discussion of these fgures is aontained
in the following shapter

15. "Rapport" (1922-3)18,19
16. "Rappors" (1922-3)19,20

17. “Rapport" 81922-3)20. (1923-4)27, Aroh.Dip., Turquie,
Vols 58,29
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18. 1In "Rapport" (1922-3) 20, it is stated that, of th
, e 27,308

arrivals up to July, 1923, adout two-thirds were Arnen;.zno,
one-third Greeks, and 1,000 Assyro-Chaldeans. This
proportion of Armenians is zonfirmed by monthly figures of
immnigrant arrivals in Arch.Dip. Turquie Vol 258 which
record 6;&72 Arsenians out of a total of 9,817 Christian
imnigrants in the period July, 1923 to April, 1924.

19. De Caix to N.A.E. Ped.16, 1923 (Arch.Dip., Turquie, Vol 58)
20, :;%glnd to M.A.E., March 8, 1924 (Arch.Dip., Turquie Vol

29, PYor the cirocumstances of this migration, see; Burnier to
Johnson, Dec.k4 & Dec.22, 1929 (X.A., C1428), and
correspondence and reports in P.0. 371/1382‘{. Por
possidle political motives see Memo. by M.O'Molony (N.A.
C1583) and report from 8ir G. Clerk, Constantinople, March
6, 1930 (r.0. 371/14567).

22, MNonock-Mason to Henderson, Nov.il, 1929 (P.0. 371/13827),

23. 8tatement by M, Paghalian, representative of the Comite
Central des Refugies Ln(x‘xnna to the Nansen Office
Central Arsenian Committee, Aug.26, 1930 (N.A., C1586)

24. On arrivals from Anatolia in 1928, see "Rapport” (1928) 69.
The Nansen 0ffice assiasted the tranafer of a numder of
Araeniang from Greece to B8yria in 1930 and 1931, dut only
Arsenians with relatives or sponscrs in Syria wore admiaaidble

N. A., C1586). Pallis notes recent immigrants froam the
aucasus who had arrived via Persia, and states that these
refugees formed the dulk of the 4,000 refugees in Ledanon
said by the Armenian Archdbighop of Beirut not yet to have
taken Ledbanese citisenahip. Liepmann 11938), after
oriticising the figures of Pallis, estimates a total of
4,000-6,000 arrivals after 1931, froa Turkey and the
Caucasus, dut does not give a source for these figures.

In 1934, the Nansen Office representative at Beirut noted
that the very poor situation and the famine prevalent in
Soviet Armenia were provoking a fairly consideradle
emigration., At his Beirut office alane, 25 families had
asked for aid., lMost of these refugees were Armenians who
had deen tr....ported from Oreece or Sulgaria to Yerevan.
This observation does not confi™a a wigration of the order
of 44,000 and it is perhaps sign.fioent that the totals
ouo& by Pallis and Liepmann ar not repéated in other

aources.

25. Bee 2.0, 371/21913, P.0. 371/23281, P.C. 371/23302, N.A.,
RS5638, 01598, l:;’;uo ;!)u :;gc:::.:tug:::tﬁu( or w2

' b. e
P Tty 92 oa aaedon (1939 169-73, Foaws

Oot.
(1953) 83-80, Mecsrian (1965) 108
26, 2.0. 374/21913
27. Mécérian (1965)108
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29.

3.
32.
33.
3k,

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.
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s 7
P.0. 371/23302, Mecerian (196%5)108

On the situation when the allies overran 8yria, see
Reports by 8ir Mark 8ykes, Dec 2,1918 (P.0. 371/3405) and
by General Clayton, Dec.30,1918, with minute by T.E.
Lawrence (P.0.371/3657)

"Comnission"Reports, passim, and N.A. B3017

Report by Miss Jeppe, March 1L, 1929 (N.A.,R3017)

8ee regular reports in PF,A.

Lelevyent, 11e ann., no.7, juillet,1934,4

Pallis,i-6, "Rapport” (192%) 4L, Arch.Dip. Documents in
course of classification

References to emigration are too numerous to cite
individually, but for oftici-% statements see "Rapport"
(1924)50, (1926)104-105,132, (1928)69

Carle Report (192526, Johnson Repnrt,Dec.18,1926 (K.A.,
C1429), Poidetard (1926)16, Duguet (1928)54, Krafft-
Bonnard (1926)50, Bhirajian Report (R,A. ,102,1Q,1927,p.3)
Krafft-Bonnard (1926) 43-52, N.E.R. Report (1926)

Por outplacing from the Friends of Armenia Girls'Hostel
at Aleppo and from Miss K.Frearson's orphanage at Chealen,
ese regular reports in L. A.

, Yol L, no.2, Jan-Fed,1932,p.26, Vol5, no.1,March,
» P29, Also S8impson (1939 36

N.A., C1428

Duguet (1928)54, Statezent by Le Nail to Central Araenian
comtto(o, mg.aé.mo (X.A., C1586)

Poulleau (1930)62-63
Meodrian (1928)(1)146
Liepmann (1938)
a ation of the mortalities
3::4.::‘:::%::::;.9090%!:."’:“. situation of the Ngnesen

Office settlements in the Sanjak of Alezandretta,
contained in N.A., (1429, O143¢t.

Bartom (1930) 178
Barton,214
®gidebard ,20-21
Lispmann (1938)
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50. N.A. C1L429,C1434

51. N.A. C1428

52. Barton, 267-76

53. Prance, Ninistére du Travail (1923), 'Le recenseament'
etc. Asie Prancaise (1 ) apd Recensement de la Byrie
et du LIban (1927-22) Stabli & la date du 15 jutllet,
1923 (Arch.Dip., 8-L. Vol 256). There are inconsistencies
betwe these tadles, dDut the figures presemted dy the
Ninigtére du Travail and in the Arch. Dip. are identical
and have been accepted in preference.

S4. Bee the "Rapports", especially 1930 and 1931.

55. PYor another discussion of Armsnian population totals, see
Liepmann (1938)

56. D. Altounyan noted 8,271 Armenian Protestants in Syria in
1927 (m 106,1Q,1928,p.7)

Shapter 3

1. s T7,July, 1920,p.1,Iden,78,00t., 1920,p.1,8-9,

e A.U.B. Mas MRI, Pile 8. Others reached Kilis; see
¥.0. 374/50%0 & P.0. 371/5053

2. LA, 77, July, 1920, pp 1,7,15, Idem, 80, April, 1921,
p.5. In January,1921, there were under N.E.R. care at
Beirut 1,02% Arsenian orphans, chiefly refugees froa
Aintadbroh.A.U.B.Mas MEI JMiss Prearson brought 200 orphans,
subsequently settled at Chemlen.

3‘ u’ 79. :m.. 192‘. ’.10. APOhJoll.

. 8, Oot., 1920, p.16,Iden,79, Jan,1921, pp.1,7-8,10=-14,
h"‘u:Zo: April,1921.pp.2-3, Taon 83,10 1322'p.8. Refugees
eameé also froa hun&nd:nx. Zeytun, Narap.

Se Naslian, Vol.2, 202, aly, A 79, Jan 1921 ,pp.1,7,14

»~

€. See "Rapport” (1922-23) 18-20 and Arch.Dip. Araenis, Vol 0,
8-L~0. VclldJ?-ﬂd. 8-L Vol.}l.

. s are quoted; 16,300 ("Rapport* (1922-
T el olienios aad ieyuta (Aren,D 16,300 S vostmn T, 147835
gmu.n (X "Mo Vol ‘“03). “.‘5‘ (Arﬁh.nip.. G-L-O.

ol.142

8., 8ee Arch.Dip. 8-L-0. Vols 138-39

9. “Rapport® (1922-23)19

100 "oh.n”o G-X--O. Voll 139.1“.

11, Arch.Dip. 8-L-C. Vol 142
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Jeppe to Riggis, Jan.31, 1922 (N.A. R598)

Kerr, 247,251, Alemuddin (1970) 414-30, K.E.R.
(1921) (1922), F.A., 84, A, 1%22.“;?1' R Reparts

N.E.R. Report (1922) 16. The figure includ
Gaziantep, drought in in 1920, o cludes orphans from

See Arch.Dip.Turquie, Vols 57, 58, 256 and 8-L. Vols 174~
176. Also reports by British Consuls at Aleppo of Dec.13,
1922 (P.0. 371/7875), Jan.5, 1923 (P.0. 371/9091) and March
II:, ; 22;1; -gkoarjghg‘l gs&. 'Ahlco regular reports by

) (] LY - 99 eVe
Py - ich appear in P.0. 371/9098

Arch.Dip. Turquie, Vol 258

See F.A., 114, 1Q,1930,pp 1,8, Idem,115,2Q,1930,p.5,Idem 11
uQ, 1930,p.10, P.0. 374/13827 snd P.O. 371}1‘&553. B:hlz II T
to the Délégue-Adjoint du Haut - Commigsaire powle

Vilayet 4'Alep, Oct.30, 1929 (Arch.A.C.C.), ]_n,u.

Vol 1, no.12, Oet., 1929, pp 268-69, Vol 2, no.3 Jan,1930,pp
69-O,Vol 2, no.4, Ped.1930, p.ik, N.A., C1428,01430,C1584,
C1586, he Levant, 7e ann. no.3, jan-fev, 1930, pp L-5, Te
;;m; go. s Bars, 1930, pp 1-2,8, 7e¢ ann. no.%, avril, 1930,

Arch.,Dip. Turquie, Vol 258
Arch.Dip. Documents in course of classification

On the migration M'om the 8an jak see l{oo’nm (1965) 108
Puaux (19%2) 53-%6, Reports dy Jacod Kunsler, Nov.8, 1936
».0. 371/21913), by Consul Davies. Aleppo, July 6, 1939
?.0. 371/23281) and July 27, 1939 (?.0. 371/23302], and
by the Vicar=General of the Armenian Jatholiccssate of
Cilicia, Aug.i, 1939 (P.0. 371/233C2). Also correspondence
in P.0. 37'1‘,21915 and N.A., R5638, and reports and
correspandence in J,A. and Le Lavant for 1938-39

moipuuuph is based on information in Longrigg (1958)
passina

In the compilation of Tadle 3.10, the totals froam the 1926
"Rapport” have bdeen used. In faot, the totals for Ledanon
and Alawi Territory appeared also in the "Rapport” (1925).
A tabulation error involviang the casa of Nassiaf has veen
sorrected.,

The distridution may, however, be distarted dy the

presentation of totlio for apecifically Armenian Protestants
for Antioch casa only. It is possible that the Protestants
recorded in the other cazas may have been largely Araemian.

In a footnots to the figures for Dea.31, 1937 (Arch.Dip.,
Doocussnts in course of classification) 1t * stated:-

"Ces chiffres, fournis par_le Service de 1'Stats Civil

ne peuvent pas €tre considéres comme rigoureusenent exacts.
En effet, certaines {insoriptions ne correspondant pas & la
r6alitf, le Comseiller pour 1'Intérieur £it faire g; 1935,
une enquote aupres d4¢s offtoiers locaux d4de 1l'Etat
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Civil, des Chefs religioux, des Moukhtars, etG....,
pour savoir & quoi s'en tenir au sujet de certaines
insoriptions qui lui gemdlaisnt fantaigstes. Notamment
lea différences suivantos, eatres les chiffresde 1'état
civil pour 1937 et ceux ge 1'6tat 6tadli pour 1935, .a
la suite de la dite enquete, meritent 4'dtre signalees.”

(There follows a list of these Aifferences, including:-
Dassgous tomn Etat 1937 Btat 1935
Ara.Orth, 16,362 5,582 ).

25. B8ee gtatement dy Duguet to Armenian sudécommittee of
Nansen Office, June 17,1927 (N.A., C1430) Duguet also
presents a tadle in his text giving overall estimates of
Araenian refugeses in the separate states, which yield a
total of 88,200, However, using the population: family
ratio of 3.8 it ies possidle to derive a total dased an
the individual totals presented on his map 1i.e. refu
population of Alawi Torsitory (2,063), Lebanon (23,762)
and 8yria (3.8 x 13,506) less non-Armenian refugees cited
tn text (3.8 x 9358) and indigencus Araenians shown on map
83.6 x 480) = 71,680, 1.0. ©.71,500 Aram isn refugees in

ria.

26, Apart fros Table 3.39 see also Carle Report (1925)6, &
Khansadian (1926)uk.

27. It is strenge that after noting 5,000 refugees at Damascus
in his first tadle, Burnier should revert to this high
eatimate.

28. Ross, Pry & 8idley (1929)263-64

29. Bvidence fros Arch. A.X.U. suggests that there were, in
faoct, some deportees from Aleppo itself during the war,
or possidly some refugees who sought sscurity further
south,

0. Om Arsenians in Aleppo 4during the war see; Nasliaa
3 v01t?: h08-31 ",‘. llpo!t. 5“7‘55“. l.ﬂrltn (‘930) 11“".
Kerr,’ 24, 29-30, Capgamisn, 95-142, Jalsbers (1974) 13-17,

1915=-18)passin
Andonian plui:. (11!;:2’:;: passia, u‘n ? :; e v‘"_ ’

2%. Iu'l;i , and Dodge to viokrey, Dec.tit, 1920 (areh.

. £ refugees through and froa Aleppo
. :o“;u  { .:'."':';‘3.3- Bureau,8, Baurain,118, x.r;; Béﬁ N

peelian vor'a, 310211, ararat, Vel 6 (1$19) 308-09,360,

w.0. 95)&372-73. and references under note 2.8.

32. B8ee Aroh. A.U.B. ¥aa XBI, LA., 77-78, July-Oot, 1920, &
Kerr, 234, 247

33. See notes 3,11 3.12.

3“. See n".. :o‘a. 30"0

38, “Repport” (1922-23)22, (1923-24)27. Gee also the reports
of Hekimian, loo.eis.



36.

~

53.

33.
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Sh::gajhn Report, April 10, 1925 in P,A., 97, 4Q, 1925,
P .

“The Near East Relief in 8yria" (Arch.A.U.B. Mss XEI)

8eo note 3.417

See note 3.20

Boe above on the rescue work

Burnier to Johnson, April 10, 1928 (N.A. C1431)
According to Jacquot (1931) 582, there were 1,000-1,200
indigenocus Armenians in Qeénay$é, dbut these were almost all
of Latin rite and 0 would not appear as Armenians on the

Rogiltot{'. By sontrast a?out half the Armenians at
Yacoubi® were Apostolics (personal interview)

Charles (1942) 50-51 13¢ Ann., noe.6-7, juillet-
a ,193§,p.7, 4 nopc'»rwt byl"'}ompp;, Ped 21,1928 (N.A. ,C1431)

Charles (1942) 50-51,De Vaumas (19%6)71, Burtt Report,1925
(N.A., Ci42%), oo 122, April,1932,pp 5,12-13, Le ’
Passin, Naslien, Vol 2,32u-25, Poidedard (192752‘&'""3"‘". oo
also discussion of Karen Jeppe's colonisation schems and
the colony of Tell Brack in Ch.S5.

Poidedard (1927) 204

?;37mport froam Consul Hough, Aleppo, May17,1928(P.0.371/

See Oho5

Despite assertions t0 the eontnr! e.g. by Gen.Sarrail (Arch.
Dip. 8-L,Vol 177) snd by “Rapport” (1927).

Jalabdert (1934)112
8e¢¢ Arch.lLas.
8ee also 2. A., 89,4Q,1923,p.16

Poeaidly some of this population had settled during the
war. For concentration of deportees near Noms & NHama see
Kerr, 26-27, Araras.vel 3(1915)11, Vol L(1916)103, Vol 6
(1918) 219-30

Report Burnier, oa May, 1926 (N.A. C1L29), Io’co’riu
(1928) WLo, (1961) 153, Naslian, Vol 2,338, Bee also
Tablea in text.

!g.“. Vol 9, no. 1., Dec. 1936-Jan.1937, p.8, notes 23
enian fanilies at Selemiye, mnat of whom wure refugees
froa Gaziantey anéd Marag.

Arch, Las,
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56. France, M.A.B. (1922 )285, LA, , 127, Oct., 1933,p.6.

57. B8ee Ch.S,

58. “Rappart” (1922-23)22,8t.John Ward tc Bickn i1,Nov.2
(ATSRA.R.C. 35 T, 0.37 /8T p o s5e/Abng oo ;29,1923

59. B8ee "Rapport” (1925)76,(1926)103 ,uécer1an(1961)1
Pry & 8idley (1929 2662!3;%;6-:.“( 1'923)(1)11(‘7.1)\:21;22 1;;;553,
L.Ay 98,1Q,1926,p.5 and 99,2Q,1926,p.20. Also ?.0.31/11550

60. PFroa the Armenian bishoprie of Damascus, dated D 0
(Arch.A.C.C.),it notes 30 eal b
Bcueida and 15 atn:o:;oztur:“u“ 8t Dera’a i35 at

61 P.A.,77,July,1920,p.1

62. De Caix to M.A.E. (chh.lnp. 8-L-C.,Vol 141)

63. Arch.A.R.C. o LA ,84,2Q,1922,p.1 & LA 85,3Q,1922,p.7.

6“0 mlpport' 1922-23 22 . 8 [ .
H.min,(loc.cnz LA ,89,48,1923,p.19., & reporta of

65. Bacon to Porster,Nov.28,1922 (Arch.A.R.C.), Burnier to
Johnsoa, Oot.34 .1'926 (ll.'A. C1429) ,Lytle to'lmon,hbw.
1922 (7.0. 371/7874), Naclisn, Vol 2,358, and P,A.131, Ped,
1935,p.8

66. Apart from references previously cited ges Zartca (1930)
passin, K.R.R. Reports & Pallis, 28.

67. Dewdney (1972) 136

Shanter U

1. 8ee Nershlag (1964)2u9-56,04.M1nader (1936)passin,Longri
271-282,Weulersse 2 19&63,&1“ (1933). rhongriss,

2. Longrigg,27t

3. Generally speaking, Armeniasn nanes end in -IAK or -YAX, The
procedure followed has deea %o select all names with these
endings, from which have deen omitted thoee odviocusly aet
Araenian., 7This procedure can therefore only give an approx-
imate pieture, as Araenian names not ending ia =IAN or -YAN
are exocluded, while some names selected will elearly aot de
Arsa {aa, In particular the indigencus Araenian populasion
had often aoquired Aradised Arsenian names which would not
be selected.

be I.L.0.(1969)

5. The total numder of have been selected for Tadle 4.1.

Ia a nuader of cases entries are duplicated, Where this
oscurs, they have bdean acoumnted twice, Thig is decause, while
1% would bde possidle t0 eliminate awplication in a
consideration of eatries of Arssniuns aleme, tuz is clearly
en imprecticadle consideration when all entries (over 10,000
in 1928-9) are considered, as 1s Recessary for comparisom
with entries of Armenians,

The sub-classificaticn is the author'a and should de treated
with reserve given the complexi of Middle Eastern commerce.
A number of ocoocupational groups listed im the "Indicateur”
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8.
9.

10,

".
12,
13.
k.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

20,

21.
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have been excluded as they do not in genersl contain
names of individualg dut of dbusiness concerns. These
are; Abattoirs, Agenoes, Assurances f(Cies &'),
Bains de¢ Mer, Bains Turcs, quu.: Carés, Cafds-
Concerts et Bars, Casinos, Caisses 4'kpargnea, Cercles,
Cinematographes, Chemins de Fer, Coffres Forts (locatiom
de) Dispengaires, Baux, Fonderies do Carsctires 4'Iaprimeries,
Garages, itaux, Hospices, Asiles et Ouvroirs, 18,
Imprimeries, Jouraux et Revues, Lithographie, Maisons de
Sante, Navigatign (Cies de), Pétrole et Bensine, Pensions,
Restaurants, Théatres, Tir sux Pigeons.

Thoughout this chapter the term "preferred ocacupations” is
used in the sease of ococupations in which the Araenians
were disproportionately concentrated. It is not meant to
suggest that the Armenians were free¢ to choose their
occupation, or that they enjoyed a “preferred"” ocaupation
more than any other.

*Repport” (1937) 218-19. Unfortunately the "Rapport" does
not define what exactly is meant by "new” and "old" indus-
tries. One might cautiously assume a definition on the
basis of the mode of production as suggested in the
introduction. Again it is regrettable that emplayees of
the concessionary companies are not listed dy location so
that the picture is distorted,

Carle Report, 6, Berron Report.

Carle Report, 7, Jalabert (1934) 122-23, Berron Report,
Pallis, 9-10, Beremstein (1936) 715.

Carle Repors,7, Jude, Burnier & Lubet, 173-74, “Repport”
(1927)67. Meaceian (1928) (1) 1u6-7, Jelabert (1934)

122-23, Pallis,i0, Berron Report, Wﬂm Bess.,
11th Ming, June 28, 1930,107-08, LoX Docs. A.luk.1926,25-
27, A.48.1927.V1II,25, A.2k.1932,5

"Rapport” (1937) 26-27, Moussalli (1933)50

Jalabert (1934) 122-23, 2e Bureau,i3, NER Report 1921,8
"Repport" (1924)45, Pallis,10

Moussalli,%0

Moodrian (1928) (1) 1uS-47

Pallis, 4,7,9,10

mlilpﬁll. 8th Sess., 3rd Ming,Fedi? »1926,18 & 10th Bess.,
tag, Xov.15,1926,123

uo ) 101 .M.1926.’.1‘ . .

“Installations des Refugies Arméniens en 8yrie
2:“{:‘2;%‘.‘;; hp;en pour l'mo)i 1954" (N.A. C1584),

te. 193¢ " loa.ait. 8¢ Ann.,
:?:2?%%3;1: ;.1.9%0; Antie, Io.i. &i"a:19”0’03.

1] e, Duguet,$7., 2¢ Bureasu,
?;?trli':?lﬁ??gz Mm? z:‘g32) n ..m&.plutl,
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23.
24,

25.
26,
27.

28.
29.
30.

31.
32.

33,
34.
33.
36.

37.
38.
39.
Lo,
L.
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A., 101, bQ, 1926,p.10, 1den,102,1Q,1927,p.3, 1den,103,2qQ,
1927,p.12, 1den,122, April,1932,p.1. Prom 8.F. see letters
froa Marshall Fox, May 8, 1925 (8.7. ¥sC 8/L) and from
Rachel Rutter, Dec.29,1926 (8.P. M.8. Vol.174). In 7.0. see
reparts from Hekimian, loc.cit. In K.A. see "Installatioms
eto. 1931" & Idea 1932 (N.A., C1584), Report by Ellen
Chater of the "S8ave the Children Pund,” Aug. 1930 (X.A.
C1584), Burnier to Johnson, Oct.7, 1926 (N.A. C1429), and
Burnier to 8ec.-Gen. 2.I.N.R.,March23, 1932, (N.A. C1487).

Duguet to H.C.P., Dec.10,1926 (X.A. Ci429)
Hekizian Report, Oct.l, 1923,(P.0. 371/9098)

Keuroghlian (1970) 64-65, Carle (1926)198, Report by
Burnier for the year 1930 (N.A., C1583)

) Y Y 106,1Q,1928,p.8.
Mecerian (192h) 224
A Ao o bl FE I AR I A e L AR
(1931) 22-23, Pallis,9.

Ross, Pry & 8idley,264, F,A,, 114,1Q,1930,p.2.

uéofrian (1924)22l4, Report by Burnier,1930,l0c.0it.

62-63, Burtt Report, Thoumin (1931)109, Bee also
m%:.:; Ccnnls' Palmer, Dlll’lﬂ!l, Bept.8,1923 (P.0. 37V
9057).

Burnier to Johnsca, June 5, 1928 (N.A. C1L29)
De Yaumas {19%6) 76, Lewvis (19%5), Charles (1942) 50-51

Le Levani, 15¢ Ann. nos 7-8, asit-aept., 1938, .3
Gracey Repors (N.A. C1584)

Nouvelles, ete. (1932)37

Jaoquos (1931)162, 174=-73, Tallem (1932) 229, Jalabert
(1934) 113

"Enqudte” etc. (1933) 91-96.
Weulersse (1940) 72-73
Bacen $o FYorater, Fov.28,1922, (Areh. AR.0.)

8ee o.g. LA- & La Lavant, pasain

Burnjer & Lubes,173, Berron ]
J'ra:iert' 1924) 43, (192é) 104, (1
ets. by K.B. Satow, April, 1923,p.1

Berron Report, Mécérian (192:) (1) 146-47, snd stateaeat by
B.X.C. Jinntes

%, Carle Report,?
997) 36-87, snd Report
1

De Caix in Y 11th ..... 'a‘h '“‘. June 30'



L9.
50.
51.

52.

33.

Sh.

35.

57.
38.

39.

60,

5u0

1927, p.146. Also Burnier to Johnson, April 10, 1928
(X.A. C1431)

See ¢.g. 8t.John Ward to Bicknell, n.d. (1923) and Dodge
to A.R.C., Dec 22, 1923 (Arch.A.R.C.)

Burnier to Johnson, April 10, 1928 (N.A. Ci431)

S8tatement by De Caix, P.X.C. Minutes, 13th Se3s., 20th
Mtng, June 25, 1928, pp

Contained in N.A., C1583, C1584, and 8.F. N8B Vol 216. See
aleo L.o.N. Doc, ‘.12.193&,»11-12. and Burnier to 8ec.-
Gen. O.I.N.R., March 23, 1932 (N.A. C1u487)

Pallis,1}

N.A., R5638. 8ee also correspondence from Burnier to
Gensva, Feb.19, March 6 and April 17, 1936 (N.A. C1598)

Mo' 138. June, ‘,37’ P.h.
N.A., C1524

418th Bess., 11th Mtng, Jume26, 1930,
Pp.107-08,

R_Lfneﬁ. 2¢ Ann., no.%, Juin,1925%5, p.3, Shirajian Report,
ril 10, 192%, loc.cit., Marshall Pox, May 8, 1925 (8.
r., P.8.C.84hh

Neotrian (1928)(1) 146, Berron Report, and Le Levant, 3e
Ann., no.5, avril-sai,{926,p.2.

mﬂan!, 13¢ Ann., no.4, fev-mars, 1936,p.4, & 15¢ Ann.,
no.1, Oot, 1927,p.3

Nécerian (1928)(1)146, Jeppe to Thomas, Ped 26,1926( N.A.
c1430), n(umur to :o;uum. Oct.7, 192'6 (N.A.CQMS)

Ann. <2, nov=dec., 1928,p.2 Ana,, n0.7
W&;g'p.u 2 100 Aon., nos.d-7, juin-acds,1933:p.5,
Houvelles (4932)37

La Levans, 15¢ Ann, no.5-6, mai-Juilles, 1938,p.6

Ann., 20.2, BO™400.,1931, P.3, 9¢ Ann., BO.7,
RN ol "y das e i;?iii.}’i';"’iof-'gf'ﬁ;.
" (XX N [ ) ®
8::. .Ig..}?:};.‘tul‘:r:heu & Dec 28, 1932 Oﬂww

L! nm';l 14e Ann., n0.2, nov=deo,,1936, p.3,
:;P::l:.:’l:o. s RO ‘0. .‘9’7. s.’. ‘.1’. Ann. ..nookp-".

1938,p.4

° ° 'A' 1”5 ).3 ‘M. llod.
80!‘. i;ﬁ: ::7%’&::.3’::3::. no;-du.{sal:p.z. 60. Ann.,
no.l, uro-nvrh.1989. p.2, 9e¢ m.‘ ‘:°5‘ﬁ' n:t;::i.:;
1932,p.%, & 9¢ Ann., no.7, Juilles,193 ,3.13)

7.0 ‘Hartin, Nov.28,192i (8.7., M., Vol 2
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70.
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Méoérian (1926)537,(1928)(1)146, Shirajian Report, April
1051925. loc.cit. Lo Levant, 1e Ann., no.4, juillet-sept,
19 h’ po}. 20 .y no.S. ,m. 1925. pp.2-3, 2e m..
nO.G, 3“111.&. t. '”5.p.h. 3' mo. 50.5. ."11-.‘1,
1926, p.3, 9¢ Ann., no.2, nowdec., 1931, P.3, 96 Ann.
n°-7. 1“11.‘. 1932‘ poho S8ee also l.A‘. 10‘, th, 192
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loc.cit) & Deo.11, 1923 (F.0 371/1019%8), 8%t. John Ward to
Biocknell, Nov.29 & Deo.17, 1923 Arch.A.R.C.), & in K.A,,
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%o K.C.P., Dec.29, 1926 (1oo.01t.]
LiA. o 139, Oot., 1937, inside front-aover

Hanmide” (19%9) 136-40



31.
32.

33.
4.
35
36.
37.

38.

39.

556

Report by Consal Hough, May 20, 1926 loc.oit,
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