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|. THE REPORT UPON SYRIA

The American Commissioners of the projected InteonaliCommission on Mandates in Turkey,
herewith submit their final report upon the Syrian portdf their task.

The Commission's conception of its mission was defing¢le following statement, which was given to
the press wherever the Commission went:

"The American Section of the International Comnausasbn Mandates in Turkey, in order that their
mission may be clearly understood are furnishing to tesspthe following statement, which is intended
to define as accurately as possible the nature of #ekr &s given to them by President Wilson.

"The American people-having no political ambitions in Eagror the Near East; preferring, if that were
possible, to keep clear of all European, Asian, or Afrigaianglements but nevertheless sincerely
desiring that the most permanent peace and the largelts fes humanity shall come out of this war-
recognize that they cannot altogether avoid responsifolitjist settlements among the nations following
the war, and under the League of Nations. In that $hei approach the problems of the Near East.

"An International Commission was projected by the Cowfdiour of the Peace Conference to study
conditions in the Turkish Empire with reference tegible mandates. The American Section of that
Commission is in the Near East simply and solely tcageaccurate and definite information as possible
concerning the conditions, the relations, and the desirall the peoples and classes concerned in order
that President Wilson and the American people mayabtfull knowledge of the facts in any policy

they may be called upon hereafter to adopt concerningrtdi#ems of the Near East-whether in the Peace
Conference or in the later League of Nations.

"This statement of the mission of the Commissioin somplete harmony with the following paragraph
from the Covenant of the League of Nations, partityla@ferring to portions of the former Turkish
Empire:

Certain communities formerly belonging to the Turkishiire have reached a stage of development
where their existence as independent nations can be praaligirecognized subject to the rendering of



administrative advice and assistance by a Mandatorlysuath time as they are able to stand alone. The
wishes of these communities must be a principal coradiderin the selection of the Mandatory." "

The Commission had in its survey of Syria the assistah Dr. Albert H. Lybyer, Dr. George R.
Montgomery, and Capt. William Yale, U. S. A., as adsssof Capt. Donald M. Brodie, U. S. A., as
secretary and treasurer; of Dr. Sami Haddad, instructivei School of Medicine of the Syrian Protestant
College of Beirut, as physician and interpreter; of Mruitence S. Moore as business manager; and of
Sergt.-Major Paul O. Toren as stenographer. The adwhsadrall been previously connected as experts
with the Peace Conference in Paris, and had been stuafehe special problems of the Near East.

The report naturally falls into three divisions: Da&gneral, Considerations, and Recommendations .

The Commission had already familiarized itself befeeving Paris with the full and varied reports and
material coming into the office of the Western Asiaiflon of the experts of the American Section of the
Peace Conference, and with considerable other literb&ameng on the Near East. The survey of Syria
was made in the light of all this previous study.

The method of the Commission, in its inquiry in Sym&s to meet in conference individuals and
delegations who should represent all the significant groufieivarious communities, and so to obtain as
far as possible the opinions and desires of the whole @ebipe process Itself was inevitably a kind of
political education for the people, and, besides actbailhging out the desires of the people, had at least
further value in the simple consciousness that theshed were being sought. We were not blind to the
fact that there was considerable propaganda; that ofteh pnassure was put upon individuals and
groups that sometimes delegations were prevented Tommgdbki Commission, and that the
representative authority of many petitions was questionBbolkethe Commission believes that these
anomalous elements in the petitions tend to can@ehaonther when the whole country is taken into
account, and that, as in the composite photograph, cgriat, common emphases are unmistakable.

The Commissioners were struck, on the other hand,thatliarge degree of frankness with which
opinions were expressed to them, even where there wasiefade of consequences. In this respect the
American Section had an evident advantage, which codldan@ held for a mixed Commission.
Moreover, the nearly universal recognition of the taet America sought no additional territory was
favorable to a frank expressed of opinion.

The direct data, furnished by the inquiry in Syria, aregyim a series of tables, prepared by the Secretary
of the Commission, and based immediately upon the Gamfes of the Commission and the petitions
there presented.

The area and towns covered by the Commission's inquargteawn in the following itinerary for June 10
to July 21, 1919, and in the table of the towns, classifiedrding to the different divisions of the
Occupied Enemy Territory Administrations-British, fcé, and Arab These tables show that the
Commission visited 36 of the more important towns oféiacattered through all the military areas, and
heard delegations from other important centers. It shioelinoted that the list does not include at all the
names of hosts of villages in the vicinity of townsteid, which were also represented by delegations
before the Commission. Our records show that there Ww&20 such villages. Cilicia was briefly
included in the Syrian inquiry, because it is disputedtteyrclaimed both by Syria and by the Turkish-
speaking portion of the former Turkish Empire

THE ITINERARY

June 10 Commission arrived in Jaffa.
11, 12 Interviews at Jaffa.
13 By auto to Tel-a-Viv, Richon-le-Sion and



July

14
15
16

17

18
19, 20
21

22

23

11

12
13

14
15
16

17
18, 19
20
21

Jerusalem.

Jerusalem. Official calls.
(Sunday)

Jerusalem. Interviews

To Bethlehem, Hebron and Beersheba by
auto. Interviews at Bethlehem and Hebron.
Interviews at Beersheba, including Gaza
delegations. To Jerusalem by auto.
Jerusalem. Interviews.

By auto to Ramallah and Nablus. Interviews
at both places.

By auto to Jenin and Nazareth. Interviews
at Jenin.

Interviews at Nazareth. To Haifa (Mt.
Carmel Monastery) by auto. Interviews.

To Acre by auto. Interviews. To Nazareth
by auto.

To Damascus by auto via Tiberias
Capernaum

Damascus. Official calls.

Damascus. Interviews.

(Sunday).

Damascus. Interviews

To Amman and Dera by train. Interviews at
both places.

Damascus. Interviews

To Baalbek by auto

Baalbek. Interviews. To Beirut by auto.
Beirut (Alieh)

Beirut. Interviews

To Jebeil, Batrum, and Bkerke, by auto.
Interviews at each place

To Sidon and Tyre by auto. Interviews at
both places.

To Ainab, Baabda, and Zahle by auto.
Interviews at each place.

To Tripoli by yacht. Interviews.

To Alexandretta by yacht. Interviews.

To Ladikiya by yacht. Interviews. To Tripoli
by yacht

To Homs by auto

Interviews at Homs. To Hama by auto.
Interviews. To Aleppo by tram

Aleppo.

Aleppo. Interviews

To Adana by train

Adana. Interviews To Mersina by train, via



Tarsus. Interviews at Tarsus and Mersina.
Commission left Mersina on U. S. Destroyer
"Hazelwood" for Constantinople.

CITIES AND VILLAGES OF SYRIA AT WHICH DELEGATIONS VERE RECEIVED BY THE
AMERICAN COMMISSION

[-O. E. T. A. (South)-Under British Military Adminisition-Comprises Palestine west of Jordan line.

Acre.
Beersheba-(Gaza).*
Bethlehem

Halifa

Hebron

Jaffa (Ludd, Ramleh)
Tenin.

Jerusalem

Nablus

Nazareth (Safed, Tiberias).
Ramallah.
Richon-le-Sion.
Tel-a-Viv.

[I-O. E. T. A. (East)-Under Arab Military Administtian-Comprises all of Syria east of Jordan line and
Lebanon boundary

Aleppo.

Amman (Es-Salt)
Baalbek
Damascus.
Deraa.

Hama.

Homs.

Moalaka

lI-O. E. T. A. (West)-Under French Military Admirtimtion-Comprises Lebanon and Coastal Regions
north to Alexandretta.

Ainab.
Alexandretta (Antioch).
Baabda.
Betrun.
Beirut.
Bkerke.
Tebell
Ladikiya.
Sidon.
Tripoli.
Tyre.
Zahle.



IV-O. E. T. A. (North)-Under French Military Admirtimtion-Comprises Cilicia.

Adana.
Mersina.
Tarsus.

*Delegations were received from cities and villages namparenthesis.

The Secretary's Summarized Statement | of Significantlusions brought out in the Tables of Petitions,
gives added information and discussion, greatly neededpiaper interpretation of the petitions and of
our entire survey; and is therefore made the conclusingon of the Secretary's presentation of data.

POPULATION ESTIMATES

An estimate of the population of the different digris added at this point, for a better understanding of
the tables and discussion which follow. The figureslicades must be regarded as only approximate, but
may be taken as giving a fairly accurate view of the ptapt of the population.

O.E.T. O.E.T.A.O.E.T.
A. South West A. East

Moslems 515,000 600,000 1,250,0002,365 000
Christians 62,500 400000 125,000 587 560
Druses 60,000 80,000 140,000
Jews 65,000 15,000 30,000 110,000
Others 5,000 20 000 20000 45,000
Totals 647,500 1,095,009 1,505,000
Grand

Total

Totals

3,247,500

CLASSIFIED LIST OF DELEGATIONS RECEIVED

The tables showing the classes and number of delegatetisy the Commission, should make clear
how varied the population is, and also that no vitar@seor element of the population has been omitted
in the inquiry. At the same time it should be cargfblbrne in mind that the number of delegations is no
proper index of the proportions of the population. Theigbihn population is divided into so many small
groups that it is represented in the tables by a largeb@&uaf delegations than the Moslem majority.

O.ET.A

South East West Total
I-Political Groups:

1. Mayors and Municipal Councils 12 9 13 34

2. Administrative Councils 2 7 6 15

3. Councils of Village Chiefs 22 20 23 65

4. Arab Sheikhs 6 22 2 30

5. Arab Societies 2 1 2 5

6. Moslem Christian Committees 3 1 0 4
Total Political Groups 47 60 46 153

[I-Economic and Social
Groups:
1. Professions and Trades 1 6 10 17
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Farmers, etc.

Young Men's Clubs
Chambers of Commerce
Miscellaneous Groups

Total Economic and Social
Groups

llI-Religious Groups:
-Christians-

General Christian Groups
(Composite)

General Catholic Groups
Christian Ladies
Protestants

Latins

Greek Orthodox

Greek Catholic

Maronites

Armenians (general groups)
Armenian Catholics
Armenian Orthodox
Syrian Catholics

Syrian Orthodox
Chaldean Catholics
Copts

Abyssinans

-Moslems

Muftis and Ulema
Moslem Notables
Moslems (Sunnites)
Shiites

Moslem Ladies
Turkish Moslems
Ismailites
Dervishes
Circassians

-Other Religious Groups
Jews

Druses

Samaritans

Persians

Nusairiyeh

Total Religious Groups
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Grand Totals 140 139 163 442

*The simple statement that the women of the EastHeit historic seclusion to appear before a Commissidmwrican men
is a revelation of the new role women are playinth@nationalistic movements in the Orient.

PETITION SUMMARIES-SYRIA COMPLETE

The tables of summaries of petitions made to the Cssiam, written or oral or both, reveal the range of
the discussions in the conferences, and the chief ositaken by the people. They are given by Military
Districts, as well as for Syria as a whole, becdheeetitions vary considerably with the Districts.

Total Number of Petitions Received: 1863.

Per
No. Cent.
A -Territorial Limits
*1 For United Syria 1500 80.4
2 For Separate Palestine 6 0.32
For Separate Palestine under
3 British if French have Syrian 2 0.1
Mandate
4 For_Autonomous Palestine within 24 1.29
Syrian State
5 For Independent Greater 203 10.9
Lebanon
Against Independent Greater
6 Lebanon 1062 57.0
For Autonomous Lebanon within
! Syrian State 33 1.76
8 For Inclusion of Bokaa with 4 0.21
Damascus
9 For Inclusion of Bokaa with 11 0.59
Lebanon
For Inclusion of Cilicia within
10 Armenian State 3 0.16
11 For Inclusion of Cilicia with Syrian 5 0.1
State
B -Independence:
1 For_Absqute Independence of 1370 735
Syria
For Independence of Iraq
2 (Mesopotamia) 1278 68,5
3 For Ind_ependence of ail Arab 97 59
Countries
C -Form of Government
1 For Democratic Kingdom 1107 59.3
2 For Emir Feisal as King 1102 59

3 For Democratic Representative 34 1.82



**e

Government

For Guarding of Rights of
Minorities

Arabic to be Official Language 5
For Abolition of Foreign

1023

Capitulations 10
For Autonomy of all Provinces of 19
Syria
-Choice of Mandate
British-
For British Mandate 66
For British Mandate if Mandate is 0
obligatory
For British "Assistance" 4
Total British First Choice 70
For British Mandate as Second

) 41
Choice
For British "Assistance" as
Second Choice 1032
French-
For French Mandate 271
For French Mandate if Mandate is 1
obligatory
For French "Assistance" 2
Total French First Choice 274
For French Mandate as Second 3
Choice
For French "Assistance" as 0
Second Choice
American-
For American Mandate 57
For American Mandate if 8
Mandate is obligatory
For American "Assistance" 1064
Total American First Choice 1129
For American Mandate as 8
Second Choice
For American "Assistance" as 3
Second Choice
Choice of Mandate left to
Damascus Conference 23
-Zionist Program
For Complete Zionist Program 11

(Jewish State and Immigration)
For Modified Zionist Program 8

54.9
27
53

1.02

3.53

0.21
3.75

2.19

55.3

14.52
0.05

0.1
14.68

0.15

3.05
0.4

57.0
60.0

0.4
0.15

1.23

0.59
0.4



3. Against Zionist Program 1350 72.3

F -Protests and Criticisms:
1 Anti-British-
General Anti-British Statements 3 0.15
Specific Criticisms of 0
Administration

Protests against Interference with
free access to Commission

2 Anti-French-
a General Anti-French Statements 1129 60.5
Specific Criticisms of

0

Administrations 24 1.29
Protests against Interference with
¢ free access to Commission 11 0.59
3 Anti-Arab-
a General Anti-Arab Statements 35 1.87
Specific Criticisms of
b Administration 4 0.2
c Protests against Interference with 0
free access to Commission
Against 22d Article of League
*%%
4 Covenant 1033 55.3
5 Against Secret Treaties, 988 52 9

especially treaties dividing Syria

*"United Syria" means a Syria without Palestine tréate a separate country. In effect, it is intended aslard&on against
Zionism.

**The high figures given for American and British "assistancather than for a mandate, are because the peopleshdérf
complete independence.

***The reason for opposition to Article XXIlI is set forthy the secretary later in the report.
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT CONCLUSIONS.

|. The Value of the Petitions as an Estimate of Public Opinion im:Syri

The 1863 petitions received by the American Commissioniia@yd the summary tables prepared from
them cannot of course be regarded as a mathematicellyaée analysis of the real desires of the peoples
of Syria. There are at least five unavoidable diffieslthat have qualified their accuracy.

1. The number of the petitions from the differentis&s of Syria is not proportional to their respective
populations, e. g., O. E T. A. [Note: These initialsdtéor "Occupied Enemy Territory Administration,”
but are commonly used as a word, "Oeta," as "Britista® "French Oeta," or "Arab Oeta."] South, with
thirteen cities at which delegations were received iesgmted by only 260 petitions, while 1,157
petitions were received from O. E T. A. East, in whbcil eight cities were visited. As the Commission
progressed northward the petitions became more numerous theeincreased time afforded for
knowledge of the Commission's coming, for the preparatigrettions, for the activities of propaganda
agents, and for the natural crystallization of public .



2. The number of petitions from the different religiauganizations is not proportional to the numerical
strength of the religious faiths. This Is especially wiithe verbal requests made by delegations. In O. E.
T. A. South, for instance, on account of the numlbeeots of the Christian faith, 53 delegations of
Christians were received, and only eighteen delegatiok®slems, whereas the Moslem population is
fully eight times as large as that of the Christiinis disparity does not, however, hold for the total
number of petitions, verbal and written, as it was abeckin part by the large number of petitions from
Moslem villages presented to the Commission at Aleppatret northeastern points.

3. A number of petitions show clearly the influence of aiged propaganda. This is sometimes
evidenced in the petitions themselves by numerous siti@gaf phrasing, by many identical wordings,
and by a few instances in which printed forms, obviougbnided as models for written documents, have
been signed and given to the Commission.

In addition to the internal evidence, there were alaayrexternal indications of systematic efforts to
influence the character of the petitions. The sanabAgent was observed in four cities of Palestine,
assisting in the preparation of petitions. Similanaitéis on the part of French sympathizers were
observed In Beirut.

4. In addition to this general propaganda, which was entegliimate as well as natural and inevitable, it
is certain that a small number of petitions were fraewhly secured. In two cases the signatures were in
the same handwriting. Three instances of "repeatemasiges were discovered. In addition, the seals of
new organizations, purporting to be Trade Unions of Beirute wecovered to have been ordered by the
same propaganda agent a few days before the arrival Gbtienission. All possible precautions were
taken to insure authenticity of petitions and signatunasinbview of the character of the Commission's
survey and the limited facilities for close checking ¢fenuineness of all cannot be guaranteed.

5 The value of the individual petitions varies also whte number of signatures, although mere numbers
cannot be taken as the only criterion. For examplaegoetitions signed by only a small Municipal
Council may represent a larger public opinion than a petsigmed by a thousand villagers. The number
of signatures is 91,079;* 26,324 for the Petitions of O. E..TS&Auth, 26,884 for the Petitions of O. E. T.
A West, and 37,871 for the Petitions of O. E. T. A. E&BIs represents a general average of 49
signatures for each petition. The number of signatuaass/widely from this average, but the totals for
the different programs are fairly well equalized.

Yet despite these five qualifications, it is believed thatpetitions as summarized present a fairly
accurate analysis of present political opinion in SyFlae great majority of irregularities offset one
another. The preponderance of Christian petitions liesHae is balanced by the flood of Moslem appeals
at Aleppo. The activities of French sympathizers in Tripadbably did not influence the character of the
petitions presented much more than the contrary effdttse Independent Program representatives in
Amman.

The petitions are certainly representative. As thesdiad list of delegations received by the Commission
clearly indicates, the petitions came front a wide rasfgmlitical, economic, social, and religious classes
and organizations. It was generally known throughoutStat the American Commission would receive
in confidence any documents that any individual or groupldhzaue to present. In the few cities in

which the military authorities sought to exert contdmectly or indirectly, over the delegations, without
exception the opposition parties found opportunities to présem ideas to the Commission, if not
always orally, at least in writing.

*NOTE These figures indicate the magnitude of the popularastén the Commission's work and the vast amount ofrrahte

it had to handle. The reader should again be reminded th&t "D A. South" was British, or Palestine, "O. EAT West"
was French, or Syrian; "O. E. T. A. East" was Aratgl 0. E. T. A. North" was French.

ll. Definite Programs Revealed in the Petitions



Before considering the special requests contained in th®pg, it is advisable to present the six distinct
political programs that were clearly revealed in thatipas, and that in some instances were developed
during the investigation of the Commission. Of the 1,863ipes for Syria, 1,364 are exact copies of
some of these programs and many others have closelblasess. They are:

I. The Independence Program. The first petitions recddyeatie Commission, those at Jaffa on June 11,
except in the case of the Zionist statements, doiwetayidence of any agreed and elaborated policy for
the future of Syria. The petitions varied greatly in eobiand wording. There were, however, four of the
twenty petitions at Jaffa that contained what may bedd an Independence Program with three "planks"
in its platform:

(a) The Political Unity of Syria, including Cilicia ohé north, the Syrian Desert on the east, and
Palestine, extending as far as Rafa on the south

(b) Absolute Independence for Syria;
(c) Opposition to a Zionist State and Jewish Immigmatio

This program became the dominant note in the petitionsmmiess in O. E. T. A. South. At Jerusalem
eight of the twenty-three petitions received contaitedmndependence Program with practically identical
wording. At Haifa and Nazareth, two of the last citiessted in the district, it constituted 35 and 10
respectively of the 60 and 18 petitions presented. Of the 2@@petrom O. E. T. A. South, 83, or 32

per cent, were simply the Independence Program, whitg/ wihers closely resembled it. One printed
form of this program was received by the Commissiontigion at Jenin, June 22, and doubtless other
printed copies had been models for many of the petiteceved in the last cities visited.

2. The "Damascus" Program: The original Independence &rogas expanded on July 2 by the General
Syrian Congress' meeting at Damascus into what cabye koown as the Damascus Program. This
program contained the three points of the Independemggd® modified by asking "assistance" for the
Syrian State from America, or, as second choicen fBryeat Britain, and expanded by adding:

(a) A rejection of Art. 22 of the League Covenant;
(b) A rejection of all French claims to Syria

(c) A protest against secret treaties and private agresrfigninference the Sykes-Picot Agreement and
the Balfour Declaration);

(d) Opposition to independence for Greater Lebanon;
(e) Request for a democratic, non-centralized governovetdgr Emir Feisal; and

() A request for the independence and economic freeddiesopotamia.

Three petitions with the Damascus program in full haghlyeceived by the Commission prior to its
adoption by the Syrian Congress. After that date 1,04feot,473 petitions received during that period
contained this program. Of that number 964 were on printe&glahwhich there were seven distinct
"forms" with the program printed in full.

3. The Lebanon Programs: There are three distinct tflesbanese programs that appear in the
petitions:

(a) The French Independent Greater Lebanon. This proggksifor complete independence and
separation from Syria for the Greater Lebanon, inolyithe Valley of Bekaa and in some instances
Tripoli. France is asked for as the mandatory Power. 18%dl46 petitions received in O. E. T. A. West
contain this program, with practically identical worglirOf these twenty are on three varieties of printed
forms.



(b) The Independent Lebanon Program. Another distingram asks for the same points with the
exception of a French Mandate. 33 of the 36 petitions th& wording of this program are on two
varieties of printed forms. In eight instances requiesta mandate are added in writing.

(c) The Autonomous Lebanon Program. This program asks doeater Lebanon as an autonomous
province within a United Syrian State. No mandate is meetio49 petitions are copies of this program,
three of them on a printed form.

4. The Zionist Program: Eleven petitions with varying eog favor the Zionist Program of a Jewish
State and extensive Jewish immigration. These arsall Jewish delegations. Eight other petitions
express approval of the Zionist colonies in Palestinkowit endorsement of the complete program. :Four
of these latter are statements by Arab peasantththatare on good terms with the Jewish colonies.

F-Protests and Criticisms

Another distinct classification is that of protests anticisms. Criticisms against nations have been
divided into: (a) General statements criticising natiet@ms, character or policies, without making
specific references, b) specific criticisms, usuallgltdged mismanagement or corruption in the local
military administration (c) protests against the irgerfhice of the local military authorities with free
access to the American commission.

1. Three general anti-British statements were predente

2. The general anti-French statements were much nionenous, 1,129 (60.5 per cent) due largely to the
fact that such a protest is included in the Damascus progitaene were also 24 specific criticisms of
French administration in O. E. T. A. West, and 11 ptstagainst deportation, armed guards, threats, and
intimidation said to have been used by the French admaitie authorities in O. E. T. A, West, to

prevent individuals with anti-French views from appeahaépre the commission.

3. General criticism of the Arab government appeared pe8&ons, always from Christian sources, and
expressing fear as to the fate of the Christians underdapendent Arab rule. In addition the
administration of O. E. T. A. East is criticizedfour petitions.

4. The Damascus program protest against applying Articlé 2 &Covenant of the League of Nations to
Syria is included in 1,033 (55.3 per cent) petitions. This arsitdtes that "certain communities formerly
belonging to the Turkish Empire have reached a staleva&lopment where their existence as
independent nations can be provisionally recognized, subjéloe rendering of administrative advice and
assistance by a mandatary, until such time as thegbdedo stand alone.” This protest is in line with the
Damascus program plea for complete independence anelthelfeady referred to that a mandate might
impair the full freedom of Syria. It is interestingriote that this protest did not appear until after the 22nd
Article had been published in a statement given by thariesioners to all the newspapers in Damascus.

5. One more protest is a part of 988 (52 per cent) petitgopsytest against secret treaties, treaties
dividing Syria without the consent of the Syrians, andgbei agreements. The Sykes-Picot agreement and
the Balfour declaration are not mentioned, but it is lsuaderstood that they are referred to. This

protest is included in the Damascus program and also eecsipport from other elements

These statements-chiefly tabular- prepared by the segref the results of the inquiry into Syrian
opinion, need to be supplemented by a historical accountrpcepg the General Adviser Dr. Lybyer.

This account will help to put concretely the entireadion, and to give the atmosphere of our inquiry, and
so complete the basic data as presented in the field.

THE STORY OF THE TOUR



The whole area visited by the commission during the 42 fdaysJune 10 to July 21 is Occupied Enemy
Territory under the supreme authority of General Allefthe administration is conducted under the
Turkish laws, with small local modifications, in margses continuing in office part or all of the offisial
left behind by the Turks. A system of military governord afficers assigned to special duties, such as
financial and medical advice, liaison work, etc., datakhe civil administration. The whole area is in
four portions, known respectively as O. E. T. A. (Occuedmy Territory Administration) South,

West, East and North, and administered under the guidasgeatively of English, French, Arab, and
French officers. The order of description followed kels by these areas, and is nearly coincident with
the itinerary of the commission, the only exceptiom@pehat much of O. E. T. A. East was visited before
O. E. T. A West. Fifteen days were spent in the Saathin the West fifteen in the East, and two in the
North.

THE GEOGRAPHY OF THE CLAIMS
l1I-Specific Requests as Given in the Tables:
A-Territorial Limits:

1. The largest percentage for any one request is thai@d petitions (80.4 per cent) for United Syria,
including Cilicia, the Syrian Desert, and Palestine. Btwendaries of this area are usually defined as "The
Taurus Mountains on the north- the Euphrates and Khalberdkiand the line extending east of Abu
Kamal to the east of Al Juf on the east; Rafa anditkerunning from Al Juf to the south of Akaba on the
south, and the Mediterranean Sea on the West." lii@utb being the first plank of the Damascus
program, a United Syria received strong support from manigt@ms in all the O. E. T. As., as the
number of petitions indicates.

2. In opposition to Syrian Unity, six of the nineteen pianist petitions ask for a separate Palestine, and
presumably it is implied in the others.

3. In addition, two Christian groups in Palestine asked fegparate Palestine under the British, in
preference to a United Syria under the French.

4. Twenty-four petitions, chiefly from Christian source®©. E. T. A. South, asked for an autonomous
Palestine within the Syrian State. For many other dategathis was doubtless implied in the general
request for independence and a non-centralized government.

5. In opposition also to a United Syria are the 203 petiti@6.9 per cent) asking for an independent
Greater Lebanon. One hundred and ninety-six of these tamd.ebanon and 139 are copies of the
French-Lebanon program.

6. The request for a United Syria is made even more diofdyathe 1,062 protests against an
Independent Greater Lebanon. These include the Damasgurarmrpetitions and some from Protestant
and other Christian sources in Lebanon.

7. Thirty-three Lebanese delegations representing botelhs and Christians, fearing the economic
future of a separate Lebanon, asked for autonomy witBiyrian State. Others also regarded autonomy as
implied in the request for independence and a non-camddagjovernment.

8-9. The Valley of Bekaa is usually regarded as an intpgralof Greater Lebanon. Eleven petitions,
however make especial reference to its inclusion, vengat ask that the Valley remain in the Damascus
area.



10-II. Similarly, while Cilicia is definitely included ithe demand for a United Syria made by 1,500
petitions, two petitions asked specifically for it, whiteee requested that it be given to the Armenian
State.

B-Independence:

1. The second largest percentage of all, 1,370 (73.5 pernseiot),'Absolute Independence,” the second
cardinal point of the Damascus program, supported genbsayl Moslem delegations. It is certain from
the oral statements that accompanied the petitionshiaaetm "Absolute Independence” was seldom
used in the sense of an entire freedom from any foigigiance, such as that of a mandatory under the
League of Nations, inasmuch as the request was frequemtlgined with a choice of mandate, and in all
but a few cases with either a choice of mandate egaest for foreign "assistance." While a few of the
Young Arab clubs certainly desired freedom from all fgnecontrol, the great majority asked for
independence and defined a mandate to mean only economic amdakabsistance, because of a
widespread fear that the mandatory arrangement would daastak colonial annexation.

2-3. Only a slightly smaller number, 1,278 (68.5 per cesRed for the independence of Iraq, or
Mesopotamia. To these should be added 93 of the 97 petitiotiefmdependence of all Arab countries
as in only four petitions do both requests appear, and tbadg@wludes the first. The phrasing "for all
Arab countries” was first used in Palestine, and droppetthdospecial mention of Iraq in the Damascus
program. A total of 1,371 petitions, therefore, asked fortiependence and economic freedom of the
Iraq regions.

C-Form of Government;

1-2. The establishment of a "democratic, non-centilicenstitutional” kingdom is one of the points of
the Damascus program, as the number of petitions #9107 (59.3 per cent), indicate. All but five of
these petitions, also, ask that Emir Feisal be maglkitiy. These petitions were especially numerous in
O. E. T. A. East, where 1,005 of 1,157 request both a kingddrtharEmir as king. This part of the
program had apparently not been developed when the comngas in Palestine, as only five of 260 O.
E. T. A. South petitions referred to a kingdom, and only teentioned Emir Feisal.

3. Arequest for a democratic representative governmessyumiably of a republican character, came to
the commission from 26 Christian groups in O. E. T. A&stVand eight groups in O. E. T. A. East, a total
of 34 (1.8 per cent) . This request was usually made insitppoto the Moslem idea of a Syrian

kingdom under Feisal.

4. The request for proper safe-guarding of the rights ofntie® included in the Damascus program was
also made by many of the Christian groups in the Lebanmntotal is 1,023 (54.9 per cent)~ This
request received a more united support from both Moslem€lamstians than any other, except anti-
Zionism.

5-6. Five requests for the retention of Arabic as thieiafflanguage (rather than Hebrew) and ten
requests for the abolition of foreign capitulatiooffiCially annulled by the Turks, but without sanction of
the Powers), came from scattered points in O. . Bouth.

7. Nineteen (1.02 per cent) petitions were received ®atlionomy of all the provinces of Syria. This is
in addition to the separate requests for autonomy odm@d and Palestine. Once more it should be said
that many regarded a large measure of local autonomypéisiirm the general idea of a democratic.
non-centralized government, but these nineteen groups macialseference to it.

D-Choice of Mandate:



With regard to choice of mandate, five classes of reqghest$o be distinguished, as shown in the tables.
In addition to definite requests for a given nation asithaedatory power, a few groups gave their
preference, "if a mandatory is obligatory," i. e., eatander protest, while the great majority asked for
"assistance" rather than a mandatory, because ofumadeisstanding, and the fear referred to above that a
"mandate" is a convenient cloak for colonial aggres$etitions of these three classes have therefore
been grouped in the summary as "Total first choiceddidition preferences for second choice of
mandate and "assistance" have been tabulated.

1. The total of the petitions asking for Great Britasnfirst choice is 66 (3.5 per cent). Forty-eight came
from Palestine; 13 are from Greek Orthodox delegatamnd,four from the Druses. The second choice
total is 1,073 (57.5 per cent), due to the 1032 requests for Bagsistance" if America declined, in
accordance with the Damascus program.

2. The French total for first choice is 274 (14.68 per calithut 59 of them from the Lebanon district.
The second choice total is three.

3. The 1,064 requests for American "assistance " accotalithge Damascus program, with 57 selections
of America as mandatory power, and eight more if adatnis obligatory, make up the first choice total
of 1,129 (60,5 per cent). The second choice total is 11.

4. Twenty-three petitions received at Jenin, Haifa, aarbketh just before the Damascus program was
adopted, left the choice of mandate to the Syrian Ceagiiehis means, therefore, an additional 23 for
American first choice and British second choice total.

E-Zionism

1-2-3. The petitions favoring the Zionist program have lagstyzed above in the discussion of
programs. In opposition to these are the 1,350 (72.3 pérpetitions protesting against Zionist claims
and purposes. This is the third largest number for any onegudirepresents a more widespread general
opinion among both Moslems and Christians than any oflmer anti-Zionist note was especially strong

in Palestine, where 222 (85.3 per cent) of the 260 petitiazlardd against the Zionist program. This is
the largest percentage in the district for any one point

I-THE AREA UNDER BRITISH OCCUPATION
(O.E. T. A. SOUTH)

1. Narrative.-Owing to changes of plan at a late date, the commissioved in Jaffa at a time when the
British authorities were not expecting it, and the progfallowed there was arranged mainly without
their help. The endeavor was made to ascertain theoopiaind desires of every important group, sect,
and organization, of a few well-informed representatidviduals, and of significant minorities or sub-
divisions, especially in cases where there seemed tspesiion, for any reason, to suppress these.
Because of the numerous sub-divisions of the Christadgarticularly of the Roman Catholics, it was
inevitable that from the beginning the commission would gidesproportionate number of interviews
and amount of time to them. The commissioners had prpastatement of their purposes, to be found
elsewhere in this report, which was read to importantggpand given to the press in lieu of interviews.
Care was taken to make it clear, in response to frequestioning, that the policy of the United States in
regard to accepting a mandate anywhere was unformed and iotadyieq] and that the commission had
no power of decision. Automobiles were secured fromAtierican Committee for Relief in the Near
East, in order to be as little as possible dependent ahens than Americans. Word was given out that
the commission would not accept general social ingiator consent to demonstrations.



On leaving Jaffa the commission stopped at two Jewistodshand took luncheon at the Hichon-le-Sion
colony, where it met the chief men of several Jewdbnies, as well as the members of the central
Zionist Commission.

A week was spent in Jerusalem, with two days out fatingsBethlehem, Hebron, and Beersheba. A
limited amount of hospitality was accepted in a quief fmam the British and French officials. In order
that none might be offended the heads of the vareliggous groups were received, although some of
them, as for instance the Copts and Abyssinians hidtbtsay along the line of the inquiry

After leaving Jerusalem, a rapid journey was made througheara Palestine, delegations being received
at Ramallah, Nablus, Jenin, Nazareth, Haifa and Adrendst of these places groups came in, not only
front the surrounding country, but from other administeatignters which it was impossible to visit.

2. THE ATTITUDE OF THE OCCUPYING GOVERNMENT.-The Bish officials, from Major General
Sir Arthur Money, who was in command of O. E. T. Augh, down to the youngest officer, were
courteous, obliging, and helpful. Most of them had hathimdEgyptian, or Soudanese experience before
the Great War. As a body they gave an impressiobibtya efficiency, and a serious effort to administer
the country for the good of the people.

It should be noted here that General Allenby detaileddorapany the commission as aid Lt. Col. J. K.
Watson, who had served for years in a similar capagtty Lord Kitchener and later with the Khedive of
Egypt. His thoughtfulness, kindness, and efficiency thahglcircumstances of travel were often trying,
were unfailing, and the comfort, good health, and sucods$® iinvestigation of the Commission were
largely furthered by him.

3. Wishes of the Peopidhe Moslems constitute about four-fifths of the acpagdulation of Palestine,
according to a recent British census. Except for cedfficial groups they were practically unanimous
for the independence of United Syria, and were respotsive current political influences. The
organizations met at Jaffa took the position that Sgreapable of self-government without a mandatory
power, but if one should be insisted upon by the Peace @ooterthey preferred the United States.

At Jerusalem, however, and in all other places indfiake, the program of independence was affirmed.
For the most part, the question of a mandate wagedfegither in writing, or more often in response to
guestions, to the approaching Syrian Congress at Damaseuschtthey would have representation.
Some Moslems, especially in the South, maintained atigally that they could accept no mandate
whatever. It is evident that since the Damascus Contatessdeclared for American assistance, with the
British as second choice, and emphatic refusal offtbach,: this is the program to which the great
majority of the Moslems of Palestine are committ&abably most of them had it in mind when they
declared for reference to Damascus.

The Christians of Palestine, who altogether constiegs than ten per cent of the population, showed
more difference of opinion. Some groups in the nortlh@d atin Catholics of Tiberias and Haifa and
most of the Christians of Nazareth, were with thesMms for independence and the reference to
Damascus. Maronites and Greek Catholics, and usually tire@atholics, were for a French mandate.
The Greek Orthodox everywhere, according to an agreedgmogrere for a British mandate, as were
several scattering groups. None asked directly for theetdiSitates, though the opinion was expressed
that if there were assurance that we would come if askest, Christians would favor this solution. The
Christians were in general strongly in favor of a mamggpower, which should exercise a real control.
The Jews, who constitute a little more than ten pat of the population, were all for Zionism, under a
British mandate. The Moslem and Christian populatios practically unanimous against Zionism,
usually expressing themselves with great emphasis. This@uess closely connected with that of the
unity of all Syria under one Government.



4. Zionism-The Jews of Palestine declared themselves unanimeuslyar of the Zionistic scheme in
general, though they showed difference of opinion in reatide details and the process of its
realization. The elements of agreement may be ssastéallows:

(a) Palestine, with a fairly large area, to be seleaat once as a "national home" for the Jews.
(b) Sooner or later the political rule of the landlw#écome organized as a "Jewish Commonwealth,"

(c) At the start authorization will be given for thhee immigration of Jews from any part of the worlaf; f
the unrestricted purchase of land by the Jews, and foethgnition of Hebrew as an official language.

(d) Great Britain will be the mandatory power overeBahe, protecting the Jews and furthering the
realization of the scheme.

(e) The Great Powers of the world have declared inrfakthe scheme, which merely awaits execution.
Differences exist especially along two lines:
(a) Whether the Jewish Commonwealth should be set upasaafter a considerable lapse of time.

(b) Whether the chief emphasis should be upon a restom@tihe ancient mode of life, ritual,
exclusiveness and particularism of the Jews, or uponogaic development in a thoroughly modern
fashion, with afforestation, electrification of weqgower, and general full utilization of resources.

5. The Custody of the Holy Placd=or four centuries the Turk has served as guardiameqgi¢ace

between Moslems, Christians and Jews, and even betheelifferent sects of each, in the Holy Land.
Nor has his function been merely nominal: being reaftyraigner and having upon himself the
responsibility of government, he has on the whole mealintained the status quo, or policed slow and
delicate changes in one direction or another. Nowttisaauthority is gone, a substitute must be provided,
whatever be the new regime. This might be the mangatower. If, however, any Roman Catholic

power should receive the mandate, trouble would arise therfact than at present the Catholics feel
unfairly treated and claim increase of privilege at tkige@se of the Greek Orthodox. A Catholic power
would be tempted promptly to disturb the equilibrium, esplyailalring the eclipse of the power of

Russia.

There is already a "Custodian of the Holy PlacestiHerRoman Catholics. Might not this idea be
extended to the constitution of a permanent Commissiotiné Holy Places, on which might be placed
this man, and representatives of Greek Orthodox Cimisgj Protestant Christianity, Sunnite Islam,
Shiite Islam, and Judaism? The Commission might bengauthority and means to guard and care for all
the places in Palestine that are sacred to the thligens, and to adjudicate all disputes about their
custody. Its composition should ensure conservatism amdgbe harmony.

II-THE AREA UNDER FRENCH OCCUPATION

1. The Commission reached Beirut after having visited thageand the southern half of the territory
occupied by the Arab forces. Two days were spent in igewrvin the city, and visits were paid by
automobile to points from Tyre to Batrun. General Allemias kind enough to place his yacht the "Maid
of Honor" at the disposal of the Commission, and Tsoli, Alexandretta and Ladikiya were seen.
Delegations were thus heard from every part of O. K. West. Arrangements as to program,
demonstrations, and the like, were in general mairdaasen other areas. The French officials were at
great pains to arrange suitably for the hearings ofthamission, and to provide for its comfort and
well-being.



The women of the Moslem Trades School at Beirut hackwa rug for presentation to the Peace
Conference, which is interesting as being a map, pattsmad to show the area claimed by Syrian
Nationalists for United Syria.

2. Wishes of the Peopkn general the situation was in accordance withithBalestine and the
Damascus area. With few exceptions the Moslems wergnferican or British assistance according to
the "Damascus Program"; the Druses were for an Englestdate, the Maronites and all varieties of
Catholics were for France. But the Greek Orthodox weneled, instead of standing for a British
Mandate as usually in Palestine and Damascus. The lansailiere mostly for France, and the
Nusairiyeh were divided.

Those who stood for a French Mandate were of diffespmions as regards the place and relationship of
Lebanon in Syria. From Tyre to Tripoli they mostiyldaved a rigid formula which calls for a Greater
Lebanon, absolutely independent of the rest of Syriapyaddr France; the supporters of this view
showed no response to the idea of Syrian national warityapparently wish to become French citizens at
an early moment.

Others desire the unity of Syria under the French Mangaeferring ordinarily that the Lebanon District
should be enlarged and given a high degree of autonomy.

In the Lebanon proper the majority is probably sincei@iya French, as opposed to a British mandate.
The Commission could not inquire whether those whdaded for France were well disposed toward an
American Mandate, in case this were possible and a FManbate for any reason undesirable; but there
were a number of emphatic assurances that the grgattgnaf the population, including even the
Maronites, prefers America to any other; this is saibet®ased upon America's unselfish part in the war,
her generosity before and after the armistice, ang@ehsonal relationships established by the large
number of Lebanese who have gone to live for shortlemger periods in the United States and to return
home loyal.

The Druses ask emphatically to be left out of thealbelm in case it be given to France,

But outside the Lebanon proper, in the areas whichpitoiposed to include in the "Greater Lebanon,”

such as Tyre, Sidon, "Hollow Syria," and Tripoli, atitist majority of the people is probably averse to
French rule. This includes practically all the Sunnite Iglms, most of the Shiites, a part of the Greek
Orthodox Christians, and the small group of ProtestMust of these ask earnestly for America, with

Britain as second choice; the balance for Britairnwimerica as second choice.

In the rest of the O.E.T.A. West, north of the pragab&reater Lebanon, the majority is probably against
a French Mandate in any circumstances. A considerabp@pion of the remainder are averse to a
separation from the interior of the country, and plleeunity of Syria above their preference for France.

It is worthy of note that whereas the Syrian natlisteeverywhere distinctly and by name rejected the
assistance of France, no one who supported France defdarespecific rejection of England or
America. In a number of instances, however, theviear expressed by Christians that England, if made
the mandatory power, would show more favor to Moslemas th Christians.

3. The Lebanon--The mountainous area set off in 1861 to be under timenad protection of six

European powers, with a Christian governor, has beertiaytar interest of France ever since. The
population is largely Maronite and Roman Catholic. Athencase of all regions that have been removed
from the direct jurisdiction of the Porte, progress baen comparatively rapid; roads have been built,
trees planted, and a large number of stone houses ergicieely earned in America has helped greatly in
these improvements. The Maronite ecclesiastical amthst@ organizations have increased greatly in
wealth in these years



The Lebanon has been freed from the burden of milgaryice, and taxes have consequently been light.
The area has been predominantly Christian and thet@hsshave enjoyed rather more than their
proportion of the offices. Druses on the other hane I®nown a tendency to emigrate to join their
brethren in the Hauran, and they resent the inequadifiereatment to which they have been subjected.

The French policy of "colonization” shows its frumsmany inhabitants of this area, as well as of Beirut
and other parts of Syria, who feel that they know &éndretter than Arabic, and who are apt to hold
themselves as of a distinctly higher order of civii@athan the people of the interior. It is among these
that the idea of a complete political separatiorhefltebanese area from the rest of Syria has taken root.

The propinquity of this area led the Turkish governmengettebient and favorable to Christians and
others in adjacent regions, so that no very sharpofindference of prosperity is visible. Nevertheldss t
appeal of lighter taxes and military service, greateurssy and opportunities for office-holding has an
effect upon Christians in neighboring areas, so thatyro&them incline toward a Greater Lebanon under
a permanent French mandate. But there is a considgyatil, even among the pro-French, who are
opposed to becoming a part of France. This is in faabffi@al Maronite position.

Any revision of the situation should not diminish thews@y of the inhabitants of the Lebanon, but
should raise the rest of Syria to a like security. This be provided for in a United Syria by a sufficient
measure of local autonomy. Care should be taken to a@ithh this portion of the country in a position
of perpetual special privilege, in which the common burdemddwest more heavily on other areas.

I1I-THE AREA UNDER ARAB OCCUPATION

1. The Commission spent nine days in Damascus, six ohwiece filled up with interviews, held with
representatives of religious and political groups, couacitsboards of the Government, and prominent
officials and other notable persons of every grade, includiag the Emir Feisal and General Allenby.
More time was spent here than anywhere else in Syg@use Damascus will he the capital of United
Syria, if such be created, and an Arab government over ©. A. East is already in operation there,
showing much activity and endeavoring by accomplishmemnilagisand intrigue to prepare the way for
the larger unity. During the Commission's visit, the "&yrCongress" met, whose charter and program
are described below. The bazars were placarded wiighs "We want absolute independence," and
these were removed by government orders. The intervigied@ommission with the Mufti, Radi, and
Ulema was published with considerable accuracy in the tevespapers (of course by no act or
permission of the Commission) and this gave rise to dathdiscussions on the part of the people and
the press. The Commission accepted hospitality frorkthie Feisal on two occasions.

In the midst of the stay in Damascus a trip wasrtakeithward to Amman and Deraa for the purpose of
conferring with people from the edge of the desert. The received from all Moslems was for complete
independence without protection or a mandatory power; bagn&ing that they need financial and
economic advice, they proposed after the recognitiomd&pendence to ask advisers from America.
Eloquent Arab orators appealed to America, as having freed tbeuphold their independence before
the Peace Conference, saying that they hold our counpgneible before God for completing the work
we have begun. The Christians, who are few in thesesawere in great fear. They desire that a strong
mandatory power be appointed over Syria, so that thgyhanze full protection; they prefer that Britain
be that power, and that the area be annexed to and gdweithh Palestine.

After leaving Damascus, a day was spent at Baalbek, we@ncountered first the struggle for and
against annexing "Hollow Syria" (known as the Bekaa) ¢oGheater Lebanon. After ten days in O. E. T.
A. West, the Arab area was entered again by the roadTrgoli to Homs. Delegations were heard at
Homs and Hama, after which three days were spent in Aléggsides hearing delegations of all
important Allepine groups and opinions, visits were paid @ccmters of relief for refugee Armenians.



The claim for the independence of Mesopotamia was pegs@ary vigorously in the north. Certain
groups at Aleppo were much interested, however, in pushingptiredary of Syria well to the east, so as
to include the Syrian desert.

2. Attitude of the Occupying GovernmetTthe higher Arab officials include a number of mewlighity,
ability, intelligence, and apparent honesty and patnotBractically all are Syrian born. Some of them, a
General Haddad Pasha, chief of police and gendarmeri§aatdPasha Zoucair, financial adviser, have
been trained under British Administration in Egypt, arftetd, as Col. Yussef Bey, aide-de-camp of the
Emir Feisal, General Jaafar Pasha, Military Goveaidkleppo, and lhsan Allah Djabri, Mayor of

Aleppo, have had their education and experience in the Tgérsite. Most of the lower officials in this
area (as well as in the other O. E. T. A. regionsglsamply been continued from the Turkish regime, and
in many cases are said to practice extortions and nsahi@ns much as under the former Government.

Every effort was made to do honor to the Commissimhexecute its wishes. Sometimes ostentatious
attempts were made to give the impression of absolutemerference with freedom of access to an
expression before the Commission.

3. Wishes of the PeopleThe declarations in O. E. T. A. East were muchergarunanimity than in the
South or the West, as may be seen by a glance @abiies of "Petition Summaries." The greater part of
the declarations both oral and written. conformed ta¢kelutions of the Syrian Congress at Damascus,
which is discussed separately below. This program wakedduy the action of conflicting forces, in the
presence of a general feeling that it was overwhelmimgpportant for reasons of national safety to reach
unity of expression. The pressure brought to bear by ther@Gment and the different political parties
was of undoubted weight in bringing into line opinions ofi@e extreme sort, such as those in favor of
independence in the highest degree and those which callagp&petual strong mandatory control. But
on the whole there can be no doubt that the mamegles of this program represent the popular will as
nearly as that can be expressed in any country.

The people of the area declared themselves almost unaynfmugnited Syria, for its complete
independence, and against any help from France, and agaidsgirilst program. The Moslems were in
nearly unanimous agreement upon a request for Amerisstaxe. The Jews asked for autonomy for
themselves, and the Zionist scheme for their bretiw@alestine. The Druses were for the Arab
Government under a British mandate. The Christians digiged, partly by sects and partly by
geographical location. All of the few Christians in g#waith, including Latin Catholics were for a British
mandate, with America in case for any reason Britaimot come. So also were the Greek Orthodox of
Damascus and a portion of the Greek Orthodox fartheth.ndhe small groups of Protestants were for an
Anglo-Saxon mandate, some preferring America and saiterB The Orthodox Syrians were for
America. All the Catholics (except at Amman and Deeas) the Maronites were for France. Nearly all
of the Christians were for a strong mandatory control.

4. The Syrian Congress at Damasedgom the time of reaching Jerusalem, the Commidsgan to be
told of a congress that was in preparation, to be lweld at Damascus, which would for a large part of
the population determine the question of a mandate. Sesg@r held while the Commission was at
Damascus, and on the last day there, a deputation pgdgerthe Commission the program that had been
prepared.

The Congress was not elected directly by the peopley arfresh appeal to the people, the reason given
being that time was lacking to revise the voting list earry through a new scheme. At the last Turkish
election, before the war, electors were chosenléztsdeputies for the Turkish parliament. The survivors
of these electors chose the members of the Damasaggess. Criticisms were made against the plan of
choice to the effect that it was unconstitutional artta-constitutional, that the electors had mostly
belonged to the Party of Union and Progress, and thanehebers of the Congress were not distributed



in proportion to population. Sixty-nine members attended ahodt 20 others from the west and north
had been elected, but bad not arrived. There were a nuh@Géristians in the Conference, but no Jews,
though some Jews among the electors were said to havetgeieapproval. Much evidence goes to
show that the program prepared represents well the svigtibe people of Syria. The program is as
follows:

"We, the undersigned, members of the General Syrian €ssigmeeting in Damascus on Wednesday,
July 2, 1919, made up of representatives from the three Zameshe Southern, Eastern, and Western,
provided with credentials and authorizations by the inhalsitafndur various districts, Moslems,
Christians, and Jews, have agreed upon the followingvstateof the desires of the people of the country
who have elected us to present them to the Amerieatid® of the International Commission; the fifth
article was passed by a very large majority; all thero#iticles were accepted unanimously.

"1. We ask absolutely complete political independenc&yoia within these boundaries. The Taurus
System on the North; Rafeh and a line running from Aktduhe south of the Syrian and the Mejazian
line to Akaba on the south; the Euphrates and Khabur Ravers line extending east of Abu Kamal to
the east of Al-Juf on the east; and the Mediternameeathe west

"2. We ask that the Government of this Syrian countoykkhbe a democratic civil constitutional
Monarchy on broad decentralization principles, safegogrthie rights of minorities, and that the King be
the Emir Feisal who carried on a glorious struggle enddwse of our liberation and merited our full
confidence and entire reliance.

"3 Considering the fact that the Arabs inhabiting the &yai@a are not naturally less gifted than other
more advanced races and that; they are by no means \edspael than the Bulgarians, Serbians, Greeks,
and Roumanians at the beginning of their independence, watpagtenst Article 22 of the Covenant of
the League of Nations, placing us among the nations inrthiddle stage of development which stand in
need of a mandatory power.

"4. In the event of the rejection by the Peace Conéerefithis just protest for certain considerations that
we may not understand, we, relying on the declaratioRsesident Wilson that his object in waging war
was to put an end to the ambition of conquest and cotwmzaan only regard the mandate mentioned in
the Covenant of the League of Nations as equivaletetoendering of economical and technical
assistance that does not prejudice our complete indepeadAnd desiring that our country should not

fall a prey to colonization and believing that the AmanidNation is farthest from any thought of
colonization and has no political ambition in our coynive will seek the technical and economic
assistance from the United States of America, providaedduch assistance does not exceed twenty years.

"5. In the event of America not finding herself in aipos to accept our desire for assistance we will
seek this assistance from Great Britain, also providatdstuch assistance does not infringe the complete
independence and unity of our country, and that the duratismobf assistance does not exceed that
mentioned in the previous article.

"6. We do not acknowledge any right claimed by the Frenclefawent in any part whatever of our
Syrian country and refuse that she should assist usveraahand in our country under any circumstances
and in any place.

"7. We oppose the pretentions of the Zionists to cred@vish commonwealth in the southern part of
Syria, known as Palestine, and oppose Zionist migrati@my part of our country; for we do not
acknowledge their title, but consider them a grave peoutr people from the national, economical, and
political points of view. Our Jewish compatriots shaljog our common rights and assume the common
responsibilities.



"8. We ask that there should be no separation of tiao part of Syria, known as Palestine, nor of the
littoral western zone which includes Lebanon, fromSlggan country. We desire that the unity of the
country should be guaranteed against partition under wdratéeumstances.

"9. We ask complete independence for emancipated Mesopaacdhthat there should be no economical
barriers between the two countries.

"10. The fundamental principles laid down by President Wilsccondemnation of secret treaties impel
us to protest most emphatically against any treaty timatigtes the partition of our Syrian country and
against any private engagement aiming at the establistohginism in the southern part of Syria,
therefore we ask the complete annulment of theseetions and agreements.

"The noble principles enunciated by President Wilsaengtthen our confidence that our desires
emanating from the depths of our hearts, shall be ttiside factor in determining our future; and that
President Wilson and the free American people willugpsrters for the realization of our hopes, thereby
proving their sincerity and noble sympathy with the aspinadf the weaker nations in general and our
Arab people in particular.

"We also have the fullest confidence that the Peacde@mnce will realize that we would not have risen
against the Turks, with whom we had participated in wil, @olitical, and representative privileges, but

for their violation of our national rights, and so vghant us our desires in full in order that our political
rights may not be less after the war than they Wwefere, since we have shed so much blood in the cause
of our liberty and independence.

"We request to he allowed to send a delegation to representthe Peace Conference to defend our
rights and secure the realization of our aspirations."

The program mostly speaks sufficiently for itself. \dais points in it are commented upon elsewhere in
this report. It is the most substantial document presetat the Commission, and deserves to be treated
with great respect. The result of an extensive and archalitisal process, it affords a basis on which the
Syrians can get together, and as firm a foundation feyrian national organization as can be obtained.
The mandatory power will possess in this program a comemnit to liberal government which will be
found to be very valuable in starting the new statberright direction.

CILICIA

1. General

(a) The Commission did not endeavor to give thoroughrgsm this region, feeling that it is not
seriously to be considered a part of Syria, and desirintprapen up as yet the question of the Turkish-
speaking portion of the former Turkish Empire.

(b) The population statistics vary considerably, butdlwan be no doubt of a marked Moslem majority in
Cilicia before the war, now probably somewhat incrdase
2. Wishes of the People

(a) The Turks here, like most of those heard previouwssh to retain Turkish unity under the house of
Osman, and leave the question of what shall be the Namyd@ower, if any, to the Turkish Government
at Constantinople.

(b) The Arabs (who are mainly Turkish-speaking, butchiefly Nusairiyeh or Alouites) ask for union
with Syria under a French mandate.

(d) The other Christians, a small minority are mokityFrance, particularly the Greeks who are working
in close relation with the French in the northemjoas of Turkey.



(c) The Armenians (who are also chiefly Turkish-speakas) for the union of Cilicia with Armenia
under an American mandate.

(d) The other Christians, a small minority, are moft France, particularly the Greeks who are working
in close relation with the French in the northemjoas of Turkey.

MESOPOTAMIA

It was impossible for the Commission to visit Mesopagaat this time. Earnest requests to make such a
visit were presented at Damascus and Aleppo, accompaniedanpadats that the British occupying
forces are restricting freedom of speech, movement, ditglaaction, and that they show signs of an
intention to allow extensive immigration from India,the great detriment of the rights and interests of
the inhabitants of the region.

A committee at Aleppo presented a program for Mesopotaimizh parallels closely the "Damascus
Program" for Syria. An abstract of their claims folk

1. Mesopotamia should be completely independent, includindp&ka, Deir-ez-Zor, Mosul, Bagdad, and
Muhammerah.

2. The Government should be a constitutional civil kingdom.

3. The king should be a son of the King of the HejahgeiAbdullah or Zeid.
4. Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Natiengrotested against.
5. No outside government should interfere in the country.

6. After the recognition of independence technical andaoaral assistance is to be asked for from
America

7. Objection is raised to all immigration and especiallthat of Hindus and Jews.
8. The complete independence of Syria is asked for.
9. It is asked that there be no interference of FranSgria.

It will be noticed that conformably to the custom ofralkcent nations, wide boundaries are claimed,
which would involve difficulties with adjacent areasich as Deir-ez-Zor with Syria, Diarbekir with
Armenia, and Muhammerah with Persia.

The Orthodox [Nestorian?-Ed.] Syrian Patriarch, froem Bafran, near Mardin, met the Commission at
Homs. He stated that 90,000 of his people were slain in 18ién the British came in 1918, all were
willing to submit to their rule; but emissaries camarfrGonstantinople to stir up the Kurds and Arabs in
favor of independence, and now the situation is muatseyahe area occupied by his people should go
with Mesopotamia, under the mandate of either Amenidaribain.

The entire data have been given, thus so fully as k@ mgossible to test at every point the legitimacy of
the inference drawn from the data, and of the finalmeaendations for action by the Peace Conference.

Further data from our final inference and recommendati@ne afforded by comprehensive reports of
the entire survey, made by all three advisers. The neayaations of the Commissioners have thus been
shaped in the light of surveys made from different pahtgew, and taking into account a wide range of
considerations-local, national racial, and religioossiderations both of principle and of practical policy;
and of the world's dire need of a peace everywherly pusti so permanently based.



II-GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

The Commissioners have sought to make their surveyraf,&nd the report upon Syria now submitted,
in the spirit of the instructions given them by theu@al of Four, and especially in harmony with the
resolutions adopted on January 30, 1919, by the RepresentdtiiedUnited States, Great Britain

France, Italy and Japan, and with the Anglo-Frenctiddation of November 9, 1918, both quoted at
length in the Commission's instructions. The second, ttutdith, fifth, and sixth of the resolutions
adopted on January 30th are particularly pertinent toepisrt, and should be here recorded. The general
purpose of the Peace Conference Concerning these ateadonmer Turkish Empire is here clearly
disclosed.

2. For similar reasons, and more particularly becatifeechistorical mis-government by the Turks of
subject peoples and the terrible massacres of Armeniarstiad in recent years, the Allied and
Associated Powers are agreed that Armenia, Syria, MemotPalestine and Arabia must be
completely severed from the Turkish Empire. This isault prejudice to the settlement of other parts of
the Turkish Empire.

3. The Allied and Associated Powers are agreed that aty@ehould be taken of the opportunity
afforded by the necessity of disposing of these colameserritories formerly belonging to Germany
and Turkey which are inhabited by peoples not yet able na stathemselves under the strenuous
conditions of the modern world, to apply to thesetwmias the principle that the well-being and
development of such peoples form a sacred trust ofzatitin and that securities for the performance of
this trust should be embodied in the constitution olLiegue of Nations.

4. After careful study they are satisfied that the beethod of giving practical effect to this principle is
that the tutelage of such peoples should he entrustativeced nations who, by reason of their
resources, their experience or their geographical posjtman best undertake this responsibility, and that
this tutelage should be exercised by them as mandatorieshalf of the League of Nations.

5. The Allied and Associated Powers are of opinion tietcharacter of the mandate must differ
according to the stage of development of the peoplgdbgraphical situation of the territory, its
economic conditions, and other similar circumstances.

6. They consider that certain communities formerly bgilog to the Turkish Empire have reached a stage
of development where their existence as independeoinsatan be provisionally recognized, subject to
the rendering of administrative advice and assistancengraatory power until such time as they are
able to stand alone. The wishes of these communitiesbauws principal consideration in the selection of
the mandatory power....

In every case of mandate, the mandatory state lmaler to the League of Nations an annual report in
reference to the territory committed to its charge.

The Anglo-French Declaratiompte This Charter of Freedom, issued a few days prior té\thestice,
is the standard by which the Near East judges the postsiceconduct of Europe.] was spread
broadcast throughout Syria and Mesopotamia, and, as beaeagy upon our problem, may also well
be called to mind at this point:

The aim which France and Great Britain have in vieprosecuting in the East the war let loose by
German ambition is the complete and final liberatiothefpeoples so long oppressed by the Turks and
the establishment of national governments and admindstsadleriving their authority from the initiative
and free choice of the native population.



In order to give effect to these intentions, Franak @reat Britain have agreed to encourage and assist
the establishment of native governments and administeatioSyria and Mesopotamia already liberated
by the Allies, and in the territories which they aregaexding to liberate, and they have agreed to
recognize such governments as soon as they are effg@stablished. So far from desiring to impose
specific institutions upon the populations of these regibes; sole object is to ensure, by their support
and effective assistance, that the governments and sthatiions adopted by these regions of their own
free will shall be exercised in the normal way. Timection which the two Allied Governments claim for
themselves in the liberated territories is to insure mgdand equal justice for all; to facilitate the
economic development of the country by encouraging lod#dtive; to promote the diffusion of
education; and to put an end to the division too long explbieturkish policy.

Of this Declaration, M. Pichon very properly said ia #rench Chamber December 29, 1918: "Of course
we admit the complete freedom of the Conference,tamijht to give these agreements their proper
conclusions, but these agreements are binding both ugdarieirand upon us." This statement is the
more significant because it is exactly these two psapfi¢he Allies who are immediately related to the
problems in the Arabic-speaking portions of the Turkish iEgn®ur survey made it clear that this
Anglo-French Declaration and similar utterances efRleace Conference, and President Wilson's
Fourteen Points, had made a deep impression upon the Bgople and lay in the background of all
their demands. The promises involved not only canndy/jbstignored by the Peace Conference, but
should be faithfully fulfilled. This is particularly trugf the British-French Declaration; for it is
completely in accord with the repeated statementiseodims of the Allies, and was expressly directed to
the Arabic-speaking portions of the Turkish Empire esfig&yria and Mesopotamia.

It is noted that these resolutions of January 30, 1919 hmB®éclaration of November 9, 1918, clearly
look to complete separation of the Arabic-speaking dreas Turkey propose that Syria and
Mesopotamia shall not be colonies in the old sensé; ahall not be exploited for the benefit of the
occupying power; but shall rather be directly encouraged amtes in developing national
independence as quickly as possible. And the Declaratioasiihk promises equally binding for Syria
and Mesopotamia.

The resolutions and declaration invoked in the instructgwven to our Commission thus form the basis
of the whole policy of sending a Commission, and o&esining the desires of the people.

The sincerity of the professed aims of the Allies mrar, therefore, is peculiarly to be tested in the
application of these aims in the treatment of thabda-speaking portions of the former Turkish Empire.
For the promises here made were specific and unmistakiablevorth consideration, too, that the whole
policy of mandatories under the League of Nations migtd be worked out with special success, and
success here would encourage the steady extension of ihyegiséwhere, and do something so
significant for world progress as to help to justify imeneasurable sacrifices of the war. There is also
probably no region where the Allies are freer to dethié& course in accordance with the principles they
have professed.

The gravity of the Syrian problem is further to be searertain well-known facts. The fact that the
Arabic-speaking portion of the Turkish Empire has beerbitthplace of the three great religions:
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, and that Palestinéagtnplaces sacred to all three, makes inevitably a
center of interest and concern for the whole cigdizvorld. No solution which is merely local or has only
a single people in mind can avail.

As a portion of the bridge-land uniting Europe, Asia, and Afrioo-where in a peculiar degree the East
and the West meet-Syria has a place of such strategartance, politically and commercially, and from
the point of view of world civilization, as also to makemperative that the settlement here brought about
should be so just as to give promise of permanently gesadts for the whole cause of the development



of a righteous civilization in the world. Every parttbé former Turkish Empire must be given a new life
and opportunity under thoroughly changed political conditions.

The war and the consequent breaking up of the TurkishrEmporeover, give a great opportunity-not
likely to return -to build now in Syria a Near Easatgton the modern basis of full religious liberty,
deliberately including various religious faiths, and esplogalarding rights of minorities. It is a matter

of justice to the Arabs, in the recognition of the Apeeople and their desire for national expression, and
of deep and lasting concern to the world, that an Atatle slong modern political lines should be formed.
While the elements are very various, the interesenativisive, and much of the population not yet fitted
for self-government, the conditions are nevertheledaarable as could be reasonably expected under
the circumstances to make the trial now. The mixedvandd populations have lived together with a fair
degree of unity under Turkish domination, and in spite @dikisive Turkish policy. They ought to do

far better under a state on modern lines and with agreehed mandatary.

In any case, the oversight of a mandatory power, atitedieague of Nations, would prevent this attempt
from taking such a course as that taken by the Young TorkeMent. The Arabs, too, will know that this
is their best opportunity for the formation of an Afstiate, and will be put on their mettle to achieve a
distinct success. The insight and breadth of sympathwaledéy Emir Feisal make him peculiarly well
fitted, also, for the headship of a State involving bothrdaleand Occidental elements. The trial at least
could safely be made under a sympathetic mandatary Pameemade with good promise of success. If
the experiment finally failed division of territory coustill follow. But to begin with division of territgr
along religious lines is to invite increasing exclusivenessyunderstanding, and friction. As Dr. W. M.
Ramsay has said concerning certain other portionsedftinkish Empire:

"The attempt to sort our religions and settle themffier@nt localities is wrong and will prove fatal. The
progress of history depends upon diversity of populatioadh @istrict." And there is real danger in
breaking Syria up into meaningless fragments.

Any policy adopted, therefore, for Syria should look tee"#stablishment of a national government and
administration deriving their authority from the initisgiand free choice of the native populations," and
should treat it as far as possible in harmony withatsiral geographic and economic unity. This is the
natural course to be taken, if at all feasible. ttiigctly in line with the expressed purpose of the Peace
Conference.

And it is the plain object of the desires and ambitioire large majority of the population concerned.

It is interesting, also, to find that both British @Agnch officers in Syria seemed agreed in the bdiadf t
the unity of all Syria under one mandatary was desiraiole that there were certain to be constant
friction and dangers to peace among British, FrenchAaalds, if both British and French remained in
the country.

On the other hand, the practical obstacles to the ahByria are: The apparent unwillingness of either
the British or the French to withdraw from Syria-Btish from Palestine, or the French from Beasat
the Lebanon; the intense opposition of the Arabs an@linstians to the Zionist Program; the common
Lebanese demand for complete separate independenceptigefeeling of the Arabs of the East against
any French control; the fear on the part of many Garistof Moslem domination; and the lack of as
vigorous a Syrian national feeling as could be desired.eltlestacles will be discussed in the
recommendations of the Commissioners.

In the light, now, of these practical obstacles ®uhity of Syria, of the general considerations favoring
that unity, and of the wide range of data secured by ourysumeeturn to our recommendations.

[I-RECOMMENDATIONS



The commissioners make to the Peace Conferencelkheifg recommendations for the treatment of
Syria:

We recommend, as most important of all, and in stactmony with our Instructions, that whatever
foreign administration (whether of one or more p@yés brought into Syria, should come in not at all as
a colonizing Power in the old sense of that term, butMaralatary under the League of Nations with the
clear consciousness that "the well-being and develofroétite Syrian people form for it a "sacred
trust.”

(1) To this end the mandate should have limited terntjrtieeof expiration to be determined by the
League of Nations, in the light of all the facts esught out from year to year, in the annual reportsef th
Mandatary to the League or in other ways.

(2) The Mandatary Administration should have, howeagyeriod and power sufficient to ensure the
success of the new state, and especially to make possislying through important educational and
economic undertakings, essential to secure foundingedbtéite.

(3) The Mandatary Administration should be characterizom the beginning by a strong and vital
educational emphasis, in clear recognition of the imperaecessity of education for the citizens of a
democratic state, and for the development of a sounghaspirit. This systematic cultivation of
national spirit is particularly required in a countigel Syria, which has only recently come to self-
consciousness.

(4) The Mandatary should definitely seek, from the beginafrits trusteeship, to train the Syrian people
to independent self-government as rapidly as condititmw,aby setting up all the institutions of a
democratic state, and by sharing with them increasingiytbrk of administration, and so forming
gradually an intelligent citizenship, interested unselfisiithe progress of the country, and forming at
the same time a large group of disciplined civil servants

(5) The period of "tutelage" should not be unduly prolongatiindependent self-government should be
granted as soon as it can safely be done, rememberingehatimary business of governments is not the
accomplishment of certain things, but the developmeaitiaéns.

(6) It is peculiarly the duty of the Mandatary in a cioyike Syria, and in this modern age, to see that
complete religious liberty is ensured. both in the dangin and in the practice of the state, and that a
jealous care is exercised for the rights of all mires. Nothing is more vital than this for the enduring
success of the new Arab State.

(7) In the economic development of Syria, a dangerowsianof indebtedness on the part of the new
state should be avoided, as well as any entanglemeatsially with the affairs of the Mandatary Power.
On the other hand the legitimate established privilegésreigners such as rights to maintain schools,
commercial concessions, etc., should be preservedybicsto review and modification under the
authority of the League of Nations in the interestyis& The Mandatary Power should not take
advantage of its position to force a monopolistic adrgt any point to the detriment either of Syria or of
other nations; but it should seek to bring the new Statemdly as possible to economic independence as
well as to political independence.

Whatever is done concerning the further recommendatiotiee dommission, the fulfillment of at least
the conditions now named should be assured, if the Raaderence and the League of Nations are true
to the policy of mandataries already embodied in "Taee@ant of the League of Nations." This should
effectively guard the most essential interests oféGyrowever the machinery of administration is finally
organized. The Damascus Congress betrayed in many vaysmtense fear that their country would



become, though under some other name, simply a colorsaégsion of some other Power. That fear
must be completely allayed.

B. We recommend, in the second place that the unByn& be preserved, in accordance with the earnest
petition of the great majority of the people of-Syria

(1) The territory concerned is too limited, the populatmmsmall and the economic, geographic, racial
and language unity too manifest, to make the setting up of indepestates within its boundaries
desirable, if such division can possibly be avoided. Thmtry is very largely Arab in language, culture,
traditions, and customs.

(2) This recommendation is in line with important "geheomsiderations” already urged, and with the
principles of the League of Nations, as well as in @answ the desires of the majority of the population
concerned.

(3) The precise boundaries of Syria should be determinegspgaal commission on boundaries, after
the Syrian territory has been in general allotted. Tommissioners believe, however, that the claim of
the Damascus Conference to include Cilicia in Syrieotgustified, either historically or by commercial
or language relations. The line between the Arabic-spgaind the Turkish-speaking populations would
quite certainly class Cilicia with Asia Minor, rathigian with Syria. Syria, too, has no such need of
further seacoast as the large interior sections @ kor.

(4) In standing thus for the recognition of the unity ofi&ythe natural desires of regions like the
Lebanon which have already had a measure of indepesdghrauld not be forgotten. It will make for
real unity, undoubtedly, to give a large measure of locahaumy, and especially in the case of strongly
unified groups. Even the "Damascus Program™ which preesegraestly the unity of Syria, itself urges a
government "on broad decentralization principles."

Lebanon has achieved a considerable degree of prosperitytand@y within the Turkish Empire. She
certainly should not find her legitimate aspiratiorsslpossible within a Syrian national State. On the
contrary, it may be confidently expected that both senemic and political relations with the rest of
Syria would be better if she were a constituent membignedState, rather than entirely independent of it.

As a predominantly Christian country too, Lebanon natufalys Moslem domination in a unified Syria.
But against such domination she would have a fourfold safégliar own large autonomy: the presence
of a strong mandatary for the considerable period inlwthie constitution and practice of the new State
would be forming, the oversight of the League of Nationt) its insistence upon religious liberty and
the rights of minorities; and the certainty that Arab Government would feel the necessity of such a
state, if it were to commend itself to the League didys. Moreover, there would be less danger of a
reactionary Moslem attitude, if Christians were presethe state in considerable numbers, rather than
largely segregated outside the state, as experience ddlétions of different religious faiths in India
suggests.

As to predominantly Christian country, it is also tono¢ed that Lebanon would be in a position to exert a
stronger and more helpful influence if she were withanSyrian state, feeling its problems and needs and
sharing all its life, instead of outside it absorbed syniplher own narrow concerns. For the sake of the
larger interests, both of Lebanon and of Syria, tHemuhity of Syria is to be urged. It is certain that

many of the more thoughtful Lebanese themselves holdigws A similar statement might be made for
Palestine; though, as "the Holy Land" for Jews ands@ans and Moslems alike, its situation is unique,
and might more readily justify unique treatment, if strelatment were justified anywhere. This will be
discussed more particularly in connection with the reoendation concerning Zionism.



C. We recommend, in the third place that Syria be dlaceler one Mandatary Power, as the natural way
to secure real and efficient unity.

(1) To divide the administration of the provinces ofi&S@mong several mandataries, even if existing
national unity were recognized- or to attempt a joint ratany of the whole on the commission plan: -
neither of these courses would be naturally suggeste@ &eshway to secure and promote the unity of
the new State, or even the general unity of the whedle. It is conceivable that circumstances might
drive the Peace Conference to some such form of dividedate, but it is not a solution to be

voluntarily chosen, from the point of view of thedar interests of the people, as considerations already
urged indicate.

(2) It is not to be forgotten either, that, howeventhre handled politically the people of Syria areghe
forced to get on together in some fashion. They argedblio live with one another-the Arabs of the East
and the people of the coast, the Moslems and the @ahasWill they be helped or hindered, in
establishing tolerable and finally cordial relations, byngls mandatary ? No doubt the quick mechanical
solution of the problem of difficult relations is tplis the people up into little independent fragments.
And sometimes, undoubtedly, as in the case of the Tuk&amenians, the relations are so intolerable
as to make some division imperative and inevitable. Bgémeral, to attempt complete separation only
accentuates the differences and increases the antagdhisiwhole lesson of the modern social
consciousness points to the necessity of understandiagther half," as it can be understood only by
close and living relations. Granting reasonable locarauny to reduce friction among groups, a single
mandatary ought to form a constant and increasinglyteféebelp to unity of feeling throughout the
state, and ought to steadily improve group relations.

The people of Syria, in our hearings, have themsalftes insisted that, so far as unpleasant relations
have hitherto prevailed among various groups, it has begrargely due to the direct instigation of the
Turkish Government. When justice is done impartiallyltondnen it becomes plain that the aim of the
common government is the service of all classes alidetheir exploitation, decent human relations to be
secured-a foundation which could not be obtained by dividieg off from one another in antagonistic
groups.

The Commissioners urge, therefore, for the largestdujaod of all groups and regions alike, the placing
of the whole of Syria under-a single mandate.

D. We recommend, in the fourth n place, that Emis&ldde made head of the new united Syrian State.

(1) This is expressly and unanimously asked for by the reptas/e Damascus Congress in the name of
the Syrian people, and there seems to be no reasioolbd that the great majority of the population of
Syria sincerely desire to have Emir Feisal as ruler.

(2) A constitutional monarchy along democratic linesnse naturally adapted to the Arabs, with their,
long training under tribal conditions, and with theiditenal respect for their chiefs. They seem to need;
more than most people, a king as the personal symbloé gfdwer of the State.

(3) Emir Feisal has come, too, naturally into his prep&te of power, and there is no one else who
could well replace him. He had the great advantage of bengan of the Sherif of Mecca, and as such
honored throughout the Moslem world. He was one optbeninent Arab leaders who assumed
responsibility for the Arab uprising against the Turks, andlsared in the complete deliverance of the
Arab-speaking portions of the Turkish Empire. He was apresatly hailed by the "Damascus Congress"”
as having "merited their full confidence and entire rekahHe was taken up and supported by the
British as the most promising candidate for the headdtipeanew Arab State-an Arab of the Arabs, but
with a position of wide appeal through his Shefifian cotinacand through his broad sympathies with
the best in the Occident. His relations with thebArto the east of Syria are friendly, and his kingdom



would not be threatened from that side. He undoubtedly duiesake so strong an appeal to the
Christians of the West Coast, as to the Arabs oEdst, but no man can be named who would have a
stronger general appeal. He is tolerant and wise,dkiiidealing with men, winning in manner, a man of
sincerity, insight, and power. Whether he has thesfudéingth needed for his difficult task it is too early to
say, but certainly no other Arab leader combines so manyegits of power as he, and he will have
invaluable help throughout the mandatary period.

The Peace Conference may take genuine satisfactiba fiadt that an Arab of such qualities is available
for the headship of this new state in the Near East.

ZIONISM

E. We recommend, in the fifth place, serious modikicaof the extreme Zionist program for Palestine of
unlimited immigration of Jews, looking finally to making €stine distinctly a Jewish State.

(1) The Commissioners began their study of Zionism withds predisposed in its favor, but the actual
facts in Palestine, coupled with the force of the garminciples proclaimed by the Allies and accepted
by the Syrians have driven them to the recommendatienrhade.

(2) The commission was abundantly supplied with liteeatur the Zionist program by the Zionist
Commission to Palestine; heard in conferences muatecning the Zionist colonies and their claims;
and personally saw something of what had been accomgli¥hey found much to approve in the
aspirations and plans of the Zionists, and had warm appogcfor the devotion of many of the colonists
and for their success, by modern methods, in overcomingat@bstacles.

(3) The Commission recognized also that definite encouragielnad been given to the Zionists by the
Allies in Mr. Balfour's often quoted statement in its appidoy other representatives of the Allies. If,
however, the strict terms of the Balfour Statemeatamhered to -favoring "the establishment in Palestine
of a national home for the Jewish people," "it bedtegarly understood that nothing shall be done which
may prejudice the civil and religious rights existing anrflewish communities in Palestine"-it can hardly
be doubted that the extreme Zionist Program must bel\greatlified.

For "a national home for the Jewish people” is nothvadent to making Palestine into a Jewish State; nor
can the erection of such a Jewish State be accdragliwithout the gravest trespass upon the "civil and
religious rights of existing non-Jewish communitie®alestine." The fact came out repeatedly in the
Commission's conference with Jewish representatilasttie Zionists looked forward to a practically
complete dispossession of the present non-Jewish tah&of Palestine, by various forms of purchase.

In his address of July 4, 1918, President Wilson laid ddwridllowing principle as one of the four great
"ends for which the associated peoples of the world figineng"; "The settlement of every question,
whether of territory, of sovereignty, of economicaagement, or of political relationship upon the basis
of the free acceptance of that settlement by the pemphediately concerned and not upon the basis of
the material interest or advantage of any other natiqggeople which may desire a different settlement
for the sake of its own exterior influence or mastefthat principle is to rule, and so the wishes of
Palestine's population are to be decisive as to whatis ttone with Palestine, then it is to be
remembered that the non-Jewish population of Palestiadyrn@ne tenths of the whole-are emphatically
against the entire Zionist program. The tables showttieaé was no one thing upon which the population
of Palestine were more agreed than upon this. To subpsEg@e so minded to unlimited Jewish
immigration, and to steady financial and social pressusert@nder the land, would be a gross violation
of the principle just quoted, and of the people's rightajgh it kept within the forms of law

It is to be noted also that the feeling against the Zigmegram is not confined to Palestine, but shared
very generally by the people throughout Syria as ourecentes clearly showed. More than 72 per cent-



1,350 in all-of all the petitions in the whole of Syware directed against the Zionist program. Only two
requests-those for a united Syria and for independencelaegka support This genera] feeling was only
voiced by the "General Syrian Congress," in the séyemhth and tenth resolutions of the statement.
(Already quoted in the report.)

The Peace Conference should not shut its eyes todhth& the anti-Zionist feeling in Palestine and
Syria is intense and not lightly to be flouted. No Bhtbfficer, consulted by the Commissioners, believed
that the Zionist program could be carried out except efof arms. The officers generally thought that
a force of not less than 50,000 soldiers would be requuexd t® initiate the program. That of itself is
evidence of a strong sense of the injustice of the Zipnigiram, on the part of the non-Jewish
populations of Palestine and Syria. Decisions, requininges to carry out, are sometimes necessary, but
they are surely not gratuitously to be taken in the@sts of a serious injustice. For the initial claim,

often submitted by Zionist representatives, that the laairight” to Palestine, based on an occupation of
2,000 years ago, can hardly be seriously considered.

There is a further consideration that cannot justhgbered, if the world is to look forward to Palestine
becoming a definitely Jewish state, however graduallyrtizey take place. That consideration grows out
of the fact that Palestine is "the Holy Land" fowdeChristians, and Moslems alike. Millions of
Christians and Moslems all over the world are quitmash concerned as the Jews with conditions in
Palestine especially with those conditions which taymtn religious feeling and rights. The relations in
these matters in Palestine are most delicate andudiffiwith the best possible intentions, it may be
doubted whether the Jews could possibly seem to eithiesti@hs or Moslems proper guardians of the
holy places, or custodians of the Holy Land as a whole

The reason is this: The places which are most sagrétristians-those having to do with Jesus-and
which are also sacred to Moslems, are not only noeddorJews, but abhorrent to them. It is simply
impossible, under those circumstances, for MoslemCanidtians to feel satisfied to have these places in
Jewish hands, or under the custody of Jews. Thereilaoglstr places about which Moslems must have
the same feeling. In fact, from this point of view, Meslems, just because the sacred places of all three
religions are sacred to them have made very naturalbhrmore satisfactory custodians of the holy
places than the Jews could be. It must be believedhgirecise meaning, in this respect, of the
complete Jewish occupation of Palestine has not fodlgrsensed by those who urge the extreme Zionist
program. For it would intensify, with a certainty likete, the anti-Jewish feeling both in Palestine and in
all other portions of the world which look to Palestinéthe Holy Land."

In view of all these considerations, and with a deepesefisympathy for the Jewish cause, the
Commissioners feel bound to recommend that only a gnesttliced Zionist program be attempted by the
Peace Conference, and even that, only very graduallgteuti This would have to mean that Jewish
immigration should be definitely limited, and that thejgcb for making Palestine distinctly a Jewish
commonwealth should be given up.

There would then be no reason why Palestine could nochealed in a united Syrian State, just as other
portions of the country, the holy places being caredyoan International and Inter-religious
Commission, somewhat as at present under the oveesighdpproval of the Mandatary and of the
League of Nations. The Jews, of course, would have m=u@sn upon this Commission.

The recommendations now made lead naturally to the sigce§recommending what power shall
undertake the single Mandate for all Syria.

(1) The considerations already dealt with suggest thefigasibns, ideally to be desired in this
Mandatary Power: First of all it should be freelyicss by the people. It should be willing to enter
heartily into the spirit of the mandatary system, asigossible gift to the world, and so be willing to
withdraw after a reasonable period, and not seek sglfisldxploit the country. It should have a passion



for democracy, for the education of the common peoplef@rnthe development of national spirit. It
needs unlimited sympathy and patience in what is practicathain to be a rather thankless task, for no
Power can go in honestly to face actual conditioke (and-ownership, for example) and seek to correct
these conditions, without making many enemies. It shioaN@ experience in dealing with less developed
peoples, and abundant resources in men and money.

(2) Probably no Power combines all these qualificatioadainly not in equal degree. But there is hardly
one of these qualifications that has not been moleserdefinitely indicated in our conferences with the
Syrian people and they certainly suggest a new stage detleopment of the self-sacrificing spirit in

the relations of peoples to one another. The Poweutitiertakes the single mandate for all Syria, in the
spirit of these qualifications will have the possibilitiigreatly serving not only Syria but the world, and
of exalting at the same time its own national lifer E would be working in direct line with the high aims
of the Allies in the war, and give proof that thosghh&ims had not been abandoned. And that would
mean very much just now, in enabling the nations to kespftith in one another and in their own
highest ideals.

(3) The Resolutions of the Peace Conference of Januaf¥®30, quoted in our instructions, expressly
state for regions to be "completely severed fromrlidish Empire," that "the wishes of these
communities must be a principal consideration in thecieleof the Mandatory Power." Our survey left
no room for doubt of the choice of the majority af Byrian people. Although it was not known whether
America would take a mandate at all; and although the Gssion could not only give no assurances
upon that point, but had rather to discourage expectatioartheless, upon the face of the returns,
America was the first choice of 1,152 of the petitiorespnted-more than 60 per cent-while no other
Power had as much as 15 per cent for first choice.

And the conferences showed that the people knew the groundsviyprh they registered their choice for
America. They declared that their choice was due to lkeayd of America's record, the unselfish aims
with which she had come into the war, the faith infe#rby multitudes of Syrians who had been in
America; the spirit revealed in American educationatitutions in Syria, especially the College in
Beirut, with its well known and constant encouragenoéi@yrian national sentiment, their belief that
America had no territorial or colonial ambitions, anoiud willingly withdraw when the Syrian state was
well established as her treatment both of Cuba and thpgtines seemed to them to illustrate; her
genuinely democratic spirit, and her ample resources.

From the point of view of the desires of the "peoplecesned,” the Mandate should clearly go to
America.

(4) From the point of view of qualifications, too, alreatigted as needed in the Mandatary for Syria,
America as first choice of the people, probably needeastcareful testing, point by point, by the
standard involved in our discussion of qualifications, thalghhas much less experience in such work
than Great Britain, and is likely to show less patiearod though her definite connections with Syria have
been less numerous and close than those of Franeevciiid have at least the great qualification of
fervent belief in the new mandatary system of the LeadNations, as indicating the proper relations
which a strong nation should take toward a weaker ond.though she would undertake the mandate
with reluctance, she could probably be brought to see,|dgieally the taking of such responsibility
follows from the purposes with which she entered theamdrfrom her advocacy of the League of
Nations.

(5) There is the further consideration that Americal@é@robably come into the Syrian situation, in the
beginning at least, with less friction than any oth@wér. The great majority of Syrian people, as has
been seen, favor her coming, rather than that of ey power. Both the British and the French would
find it easier to yield their respective claims to Ammaithan to each other. She would have no rival



imperial interests to press. She would have abundamtiness for the development of the sound
prosperity of Syria, and this would inevitably benefit ireaandary way the nations which have had
closest connection with Syria, and so help to keepisalmamong the Allies cordial. No other Power
probably would be more welcome, as a neighbor, to thesBrwith their large interests in Egypt, Arabia
and Mesopotamia; or to the Arabs and Syrians in thesense@r to the French with their long-
established and many-sided interests in Beirut and thenbaba

(6) The objections to recommending at once a single BareMandate for all Syria are: first of all, that
it is not certain that the American people would biing to take the Mandate- that it is not certain that
the British or French would be willing to withdraw, andwd cordially welcome America's coming, a
situation which might prove steadily harassing to an Asaeradministration; that the vague but large
encouragement given to the Zionist aims might provequéatly embarrassing to America, on account of
her large influential Jewish population- and that if Aiceewere to take any mandate at all, and were to
take but one mandate, it is probable that an Asia M#amdate would be more natural and important.
For there is a task there of such peculiar and worldsigigficance as to appeal to the best in America,
and demand the utmost from her, and as certainly toyjustifin breaking with her established policy
concerning mixing in the affairs of the Eastern hemisphEhe Commissioners believe, moreover, that
no other Power could come into Asia Minor, with hasddree to give impartial justice to all the peoples
concerned.

To these objections as a whole, it is to be said thiegtare all of such a kind that they may resolve
themselves; and that they only form the sort of oletsabat must be expected, in so large and significant
an undertaking. In any case they do not relieve the Gssioners from the duty of recommending the
course which, in their honest judgment, is the bestsesuand the one for which the whole situation calls.

The Commissioners, therefore, recommend, as involvdteifogic of the facts, that the United States of
America be asked to undertake the single Mandate f&yet.

If for any reason the mandate-for Syria is not giweAnerica, then the Commissioners recommend, in
harmony with the express request of the majority oSyr@an people, that the mandate be given to Great
Britain. The tables show that there were 1,073 petitioadl Syria for Great Britain as Mandatary, if
America did not take the mandate. This is very greatgxcess of any similar expression for the French.

On the contrary-for whatever reason -more than 6@@atrof all the petitions, presented to the
Commission, directly and strongly protested against aagdh Mandate. Without going into a discussion
of the reasons for this situation, the Commissioaeegeluctantly compelled to believe that this situatio
itself makes it impossible to recommend a single Frereshdaie for all Syria.

The feeling of the Arabs of the East is particularigisg) against the French. And there is grave reason to
believe that the attempt to enforce a French Mandatddwprecipitate war between the Arabs and the
French, and force upon Great Britain a dangerous alteendthe Commissioners may perhaps be
allowed to say that this conclusion is contrary tortbain earlier hope, that-because of France's long and
intimate relations with Syria, because of her unptenged sacrifices in the war, and because the British
Empire seemed certain to receive far greater aceessiderritory from the war-it might seem possible to
recommend that France be given the entire mandatyf@a. But the longer the Commission remained in
Syria, the more clear it became that that courselamutl be taken.

The Commissioners recommend, therefore that if Ataerannot take the mandate for all Syria, that it be
given to Great Britain; because of the choice ofbeple concerned; because she is already on the
ground and with much of the necessary work in hand; becdnez trained administrators; because of

her long and generally successful experience in dealitigl®@ss developed peoples; and because she has
so many of the qualifications needed in a Mandatary Pasene have already considered them.



We should hardly be doing justice however, to our sensespbnsibility to the Syrian people, if we did
not frankly add some at least of the reasons and vimggi, variously expressed and implied in our
conferences, which led to the preference for an Amerntamdate over a British mandate. The people
repeatedly showed honest fear that in British handmd@atary power would become simply a
colonizing power of the old kind; that Great Britain webéihd it difficult to give up the colonial theory,
especially in case of a people thought inferior; thataheld favor a civil service and pension budget too
expensive for a poor people; that the interests of Syoidd be subordinated to the supposed needs of the
Empire; that there would be, after all, too much expioiteof the country for Britain's benefit; that she
would never be ready to withdraw and give the countryine@pendence; that she did not really believe
in universal education, and would not provide adequately fand,that she already had more territory in
her possession-in spite of her fine colonial recordrtlias good either for herself or for the world.

These misgivings of the Syrian people unquestionably hegedlain their demand for "absolute
independence,” for a period of "assistance" of only tweegys; their protest against Article 22 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations etc. They all meahwhatever Power the Peace Conference shall
send into Syria, should go in as a true mandatary undéetgue of Nations, and for a limited term.
Anything else would be a betrayal of the Syrian people.

It needs to be emphasized, too, that under a true mandat&yria, all the legitimate interests of all the
nations in Syria would be safeguarded. In particularetigeno reason why any tie that France has had
with Syria in the past should be severed or even weakender the control of another mandatary power,
or in an independent Syria.

There remains only to be added, that if France feeilstansely concerning her present claims in Syria, as
to threaten all cordial relations among the Alliess ibf course possible to give her a mandate over the
Lebanon (not enlarged) separated from the rest of &gis, desired by considerable groups in that
region. For reasons already given, the Commissiaraamnsot recommend this course, but it is a possible
arrangement.

Respectfully submitted,

CHARLES R. CRANE,
HENRY C. KING.

II-THE REPORT UPON MESOPOTAMIA

In view of the Resolutions, passed by the Peace Confeoendganuary 30, 1919, and of the Anglo-
French Declaration of November 9, 1918-on the eve oAthastice-both of which documents class
Syria and Mesopotamia together to be treated in the sayeand make to them the same promises and
assurances, the Commissioners recommend that the Eeaterence, adopt for Mesopotamia a policy in
general parallel to that recommended for Syria, in digdrthe Anglo-French Declaration may not
become another "scrap of paper.”

1. We accordingly recommend, as most important o&ad, in strict harmony with our instructions, that
whatever foreign administration is brought into Mesop@ashould come into Mesopotamia not at ail as
a colonizing power in the old sense of that term, butraaradatary under the League of Nations, with
clear consciousness that "the well-being and develogroétite Mesopotamian people form for it a
sacred trust. To this end the Mandate should have a liteited the time of expiration to be determined
by the League of Nations, in the light of all the faa$grought out from year to year, whether in the
annual reports of the Mandatary to the League or in ethgs.

The entire text of the first recommendation for &ywith its subordinate recommendations, applies point
by point to Mesopotamia as truly as to Syria.



If the Peace Conference. the League of Nations, and thensgbMandatary Power loyally carry out the
policy of mandataries embodied in the Covenant of geglie of Nations, the most essential interests of
Mesopotamia would be fully safeguarded-but only so.

2. We recommend, in the second place that the unityesbigotamia be preserved: the precise boundaries
to be determined by a special commission on boundariestlatenandate. has been assigned. It should
probably include at least the Vilayets of Basra, BagdatiMosul. And the Southern Kurds and

Assyrians might well be linked up with Mesopotamia. Thedem of a united country needs no argument
in the case of Mesopotamia.

3. We recommend, in the third place, that Mesopotamjadsed under one Mandatary Power, as the
natural way to secure real and efficient unity. The egovaopolitical, social and educational
development of the people all call for such a unified mandanly waste confusion, friction, and injury
to the people's interests could come from attempting a divasid "spheres of influence" on the part of
several nations. But this implies that the Mandatanyét shall not itself be an exploiting power, but
shall sacredly guard the people's rights.

4. Since it is plainly desirable that there be gertaahony in the political and economic institutions and
arrangements of Mesopotamia and Syria, and since the pghepiselves should have chief voice in
determining the form of government under which they shadlwe recommend that the Government of
Mesopotamia, in harmony with the apparent desires peitple, be a Constitutional Monarchy, such as
is proposed for Syria; and that the people of Mesopothengiven opportunity to indicate their choice of
Monarch, the choice to be reviewed and confirmed by #ague of Nations. It may be fairly assumed
that the 1,278 petitions from Syrians for the independehiesopotamia-68.5 per cent of the total
number received-reflects the feeling in Mesopotamiafjtaatl such contact as we have been able to
secure with Mesopotamians confirms the assumption, add te the belief that the program, presented
at Aleppo by representative Mesopotamians, headed by Paediaa, Military Governor of the Aleppo
District, and practically parallel to the DamascusgPam, would be generally supported by the
Mesopotamian people. Whether this support extends to emshntthe program alike, and so to the
naming of a King from the sons of the King of the Hedyaz have not sufficient data to determine, and
so have recommended that a plebiscite be taken uporoihtgdthough there is British evidence that
many Mesopotamians have expressed themselves in favoe aff the sons of the King of the Hedjaz as
Emir.

5. The Mesopotamian Program expresses its choice ofi¢ares Mandatary, and with no second choice.
Undoubtedly there has been a good deal of feeling in pi¢amia against Great Britain, and the petitions
specifically charge the British authorities in Mesopatamith considerable interference with freedom of
opinion, of expression, and of travel,-much of whichhmhige justified in time of military occupation. But
feeling so stirred might naturally breed unwillingnessxpress desire for Great Britain as Mandatary.

On the other hand, the material in the pamphlet callegi&S and Translations of Declarations and other
Documents relating to Self-Determination in Iraq" (Mestamia) was called out by an attempt on the
part of the British Government in Mesopotamia to sedugeopinions of leading men of all groups
concerning "self-determination.” This material just beseateported directly to British officials, is
doubtless somewhat more favorable to the British thewoulld otherwise be; hut it gives unquestionably
good evidence of much opinion likely to choose a Britishdaten And after all the range of choice of a
mandatary, of sufficient power and experience anésdémtial justice, is decidedly limited, and it is by no
means improbable that if the Mesopotamians were confidyte refusal of America to take a mandate
for Mesopotamia, they would make Great Britain at lsasbnd choice, as the majority of the Syrians
did. There is supplementary evidence also upon this point.



Now it seems so unlikely that America could or would takeandate for Mesopotamia, in addition to the
possible consideration of Syria and Asia Minor, that@lommissioners recommend that the Peace
Conference assign the mandate for Mesopotamia to GrigainBbecause of the general reasons already
given for recommending her as mandatary in Syria ieAca does not go in there, because she is
probably best of all fitted for the particular task invaay in view of her long relations with the Arabs; in
recognition of the sacrifices made by her in delivering Mesamia from the Turks, though with no
acknowledgment of right of conquest, as her own statenexpressly disclaim; because of the special
interests she naturally has in Mesopotamia on accout# méarness to India and its close connections
with Arabia; and because of work already done in thé&deyr

These reasons make it probable that the largest itderiethe people of Mesopotamia as a whole will be
best served by a British Mandate, in spite of thé tlaat from the point of view of world-interests, ireth
prevention of jealousy, suspicion, and fear of domimalbip a single Power, it were better for both Britain
and the world that no further territory anywhere be addéldet®ritish Empire. A British mandate

however, will have the decided advantage of tending tmgi® economic and educational unity
throughout Mesopotamia and Syria whether Syria be undat @ritain or America-and so will reflect
more fully than ever before, the close relationmnguage, customs, and trade between these parts of the
former Turkish Empire.

In a country so rich as Mesopotamia in agricultural jpdgges, in oil, and in other resources, with the
best intentions there will inevitably be danger of ekpt@n and monopolistic control by the Mandatary
Power, through making British interests supreme, and edlydtirough large Indian immigration. This
danger will need increasingly and most honestly to be guagkedst. The Mesopotamians feel very
strongly the menace particularly of Indian immigratieven though that immigration should be confined
to Moslems. They dread the admixture of another peometotly different race and customs, as
threatening their Arabic civilization.

Respectfully submitted,

HENRY C KING,
CHARLES R. CRANE

II-REPORT UPON NON-ARABIC SPEAKING PORTIONS OF FOR MER OTTOMAN EMPIRE

The method of inquiry, in making our survey of the Asim® portion of our task has necessarily
differed from that followed in the study of Syria. Feur ultimate duty, according to our instructions, is
"to form an opinion of the divisions of territory andigament of mandates which will be most likely to
promote the order, peace, and development” of the peopiesroed.

Now we faced in Turkey a unique situation as to mandat&yria we were in a region already virtually
separated from the Turkish Empire, a region whose boi@sdaere in general clear, and a region
recognized as under a temporary government In such agriitwas entirely feasible to go from
community to community to seek the desires of the peapleserning a mandate. -None of these
conditions held for Asia Minor.

For in the case of the proposed State of ArmeniagXample, the territory was not yet set off, nor its
boundaries even approximately known; the Armenians werkamggly present in any of the territory to

be assigned; the wishes of the Armenians themsedviesraandates were already known, and the wishes
of the rest of the population could not be taken primamtlo account, since the establishment of the
Armenian State would be in a sense penal for the Turkisplgeand naturally to be accepted only as a
necessity.



If a Constantinopolitan State were to be set off laindifficulties, in getting the wishes of the people
upon a mandate, would be encountered. For the primaryshiersuch a State is a world interest, rather
than a local one; the population would be likely to stofisiderably with so new a policy, and so the
choice of the present population, especially in such troskimes, would not be particularly significant;
and the fact that a large element of the populatiomisldo the official class would make an unbiased
opinion hardly possible.

Even in the portions of Asia Minor sure to be lefthwtihe Empire, an inquiry for choice of mandate, like
that conducted in Syria, was not practicable. For tlee€€onference had not declared-at least up to the
present-that Turkey must have a mandatory power oveahérconsequently it was largely within her
own choice whether she should have any mandatory &halhad also long been an independent
country, so that the mandate would be inevitably somembdified and adjusted through agreement
with the mandatary.

Moreover, even if an inquiry for choice of mandataerevfeasible, It would be most difficult to get
trustworthy results. For it is perfectly clear thatropn in Constantinople is not free to express itSéie
Government pressure in various forms upon individuals angbgr@and the partisan censorship of the
press, are both manifest. In the case of an Ameriedate, too, it was not known whether America
would take it at all, so that there was fear of punistifiem some other power, if declarations were
made for America and she did not actually accept thalatanLike conditions held in the interior, and
there is even less understanding there of the polgitation, so that it was felt that there would net b
much gain from further inquiry in other parts of the Empin addition to the frequent reports by various
investigators to which we already had access.

The plainly imperative need of the whole countrydemprompt a settlement as possible of its fate also led
the Commission to give up visits to various parts of th@iEamin order not to defer its report and so
possibly delay action by the Peace Conference. The Caomess have had the less hesitancy hastening
their report, because it was believed that the esddatits upon which recommendations must be based
were already in hand.

In this situation, the method for our inquiry in Asiandr has been: To build, first of all, on our two
months' study in Paris of the Turkish problems in thes® of which we used the reports and other
material of the Western Asia division of the Ameniexperts, and had many conferences with experts
there, and with able authorities coming direct from Turkeyake full advantage of all the general work
done in the survey of Syria, as part of the former iBlarEmpire, with its fundamentally similar problems
and its incidental side-lights; especially to seenasy representative groups and individuals as possible
in Constantinople, and so to get reports on all phasagronquiry, and from all parts of Asia Minor; to
supplement the information so received with reportsigoent months, of the American Embassy and
Consular Offices (through the kind co-operation of AgnBristol and Commissioner Ravndal ) and to
supplement still further with reports of personal inigggtons by American Missionaries knowing the
country thoroughly, and by representatives of the Amer@ammission on Relief in the Near East, and
of American business corporations.

In this way a large mass of valuable material has bemrght together and studied by all three advisers-
Dr. Albert H. Lybyer, Dr. George R. Montgomery and Caftlliam Yale, U. S. A.-who summarized
their inferences from it, and reported on special phasg®e common problem. To test our conclusions,
expert advice at all possible points was also sought Am@rican and other leaders -many of them
personally known by members of the Commission. The tefdhe Commissioners is based on the
whole of the resulting evidence.



Our report falls naturally into five divisions; Pertinetion already taken by the Peace Conference
dangers from a selfish division and exploitation @& Tlurkish Empire; considerations looking to a proper
division of Turkey; resulting problems; and the Commissicetemmendations.

I-PERTINENT ACTION ALREADY TAKEN BY THE PEACE CONFE RENCE

To begin with, the action creating the Commissiornwloith the Commissioners now reporting make the
American Section, was taken by the Council of Four. i@atructions were called: "Instructions for
Commissioners from the Peace Conference to make ynguaertain portions of the Turkish Empire
which are to be permanently separated from Turkey and put thedguidance of governments acting as
mandatories under the League of Nations." The Instrigctivan go on to say: "It is the purpose of the
Conference to separate from the Turkish Empire certassacomprising, for example, Palestine, Syria,
the Arab countries to the cast of Palestine and Sviegppotamia, Armenia, Cilicia and perhaps
additional areas in Asia Minor, and to put their develepinunder the guidance of governments which
are to act as mandatories of the League of Nations."

So far as concerns Asia Minor, this commits the Qemiee to two courses of action: Permanent
separation from the Turkish Empire of "Armenia, Ciliaad perhaps additional areas in Asia Minor";
and dealing with these territories under the mandatotycalonial system.

That this is the deliberate purpose of the Council i©é&rshown by the added statement: "It is expected
that this will be done in accordance with the followiegolutions, adopted by the representatives of the
United States, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japarcanference held at the Quai d'Orsay on January
30, 1919."

1. Having regard to the record if the German administratidine colonies formerly part of the German
Empire, and to the menace which the possession by Gemhanobpmarine bases in many parts of the
world would necessarily constitute to the freedom and ggafrall nations, the Allied and Associated
Powers are agreed that in no circumstances shouldféing German Colonies be restored to Germany.

2. For similar reasons, and more particularly becatifeechistorical mis-government by the Turks of
subject peoples and the terrible massacres of Armeniarstiad in recent years, the Allied and
Associated Powers are agreed that Armenia, Syria, MemotPalestine and Arabia must be
completely severed from the Turkish Empire. This i®ault prejudice to the settlement of other parts of
the Turkish Empire.

3. The Allied and Associated Powers are agreed that ay@ehould be taken of the opportunity
afforded by the necessity of disposing of these colameserritories formerly belonging to Germany
and Turkey which are inhabited by peoples not yet able na stathemselves under the strenuous
conditions of the modern world, to apply to thesetwmias the principles that the well-being and
development of such peoples form a sacred trust ofzatitin and that securities for the performance of
this trust should be embodied in the constitution olL#egue of Nations.

4. After careful study they are satisfied that the beethod of giving practical effect to this principle is
that the tutelage of such peoples should be entrustativemced nations who, by reason of their
resources, their experience or their geographical posjtman best undertake this responsibility, and that
this tutelage should be exercised by them as mandatorieshalf of the League of Nations.

5. The Allied and Associated Powers are of opinion tietcharacter of the mandate must differ
according to the stage of development of the peoplgdbgraphical situation of the territory, its
economic conditions, and other similar circumstances.



6. They consider that certain communities formerly bgilog to the Turkish Empire have reached a stage
of development where their existence as independeninsatan be provisionally recognized, subject to
the rendering of administrative advice and assistancengnaatory power until such time as they are
able to stand alone. The wishes of these communitiesbauws principal consideration in the selection of
the mandatory power . . .

In every case of mandate, the mandatory state lmaler to the League of Nations an annual report in
reference to the territory committed to its charge.

The resolutions clearly assert several things:

(1) That in settling the issues of the Turkish Empaegount may rightfully be taken of any "menace" to
"the freedom and security of all nations";

(2) That "the historical misgovernment by the Turks ofactipeoples and the terrible massacres of
Armenians and others in recent years" constitute aapeaison for separation of territory, but "without
prejudice to the settlement of other parts of the ThrEispire";

(3) That this separation of territory should be takea sigecial opportunity to apply "the principle that the
well-being and development of subject peoples form a saarstof civilization and that securities for
the performance of this trust should be embodied indhstttution of the League of Nations";

(4) That this principle should be carried out throughrtfaendatory system which the remaining
resolutions carefully define.

The instructions of the Commission then continue: "Ansl agreed that the administration of these
mandates shall be in the spirit of the following docoimehich was formally presented to the President
of the United States on behalf of the Governmentsre&tBritain and France":

The aim which France and Great Britain have in vieprosecuting in the East the war let loose by
German ambition is the complete and final liberatiothefpeoples so long oppressed by the Turks and
the establishment of national governments and admindstsadleriving their authority from the initiative
and free choice of the native populations.

In order to give effect to these intentions France aregh{PBritain have agreed to encourage and assist the
establishment of native governments and administratin8gria and Mesopotamia already liberated by
the Allies and in the territories which they are pextiag to liberate, and they have agreed to recognize
such governments as soon as they are effectively estedhliSo far from desiring to impose specific
institutions upon the populations of these regions, Hw& object is to ensure, by their support and
effective assistance, that the governments and astnaitions adopted by these regions of their own free
will shall be exercised in the normal way. The fumietihich the two Allied Governments claim for
themselves in the liberated territories is to ensurerti@band equal justice for all, to facilitate the
economic development of the country by encouraging lod#dtive, to promote the diffusion of

education, and to put an end to the divisions too long exglbitel urkish policy.

This is as admirable a statement of the spirit in Wwinnandates should be administered as could be asked,
and reflects honor on the two great Allies from whoworiginally came.

Taken as a whole, the action of the Peace Confergnadnich all the Allies have shared, reflected in the
forming of the Commission on Mandates and embodied ifln8teuctions to the Commission, form a
solid basis for the policy to be adopted in Asia Mirbis no sentimental program, but it is just on the
one hand, and considerate on the other. If the Confefaoceeds, in its further dealings with Turkey,
honestly and strongly and consistently to build on thundiations so prepared, essential justice will be



done to all the peoples concerned, rankling wrongs witlebeight, and the purposes of the Allies will be
just so far vindicated.

And the Peace Conference should not shut its eyes fadhhat vindication is greatly needed just now.
For there are set directly over against such a proceduhatinow outlined and to which the Peace
Conference is in principle and in all honesty committed,still active policies of the old diplomacy of
secret treaties and understandings and of division osspmibng victors. The direct consequences of
such selfish and ultimately self-destructive policiestarbe seen in all the world today. It is to be feared
that some of the highest aims of the Allies in tlae Wvave already been well nigh lost because of these
policies creeping in, in all manner of "settlementscaicerns the Peace Conference to decide whether
the same fateful method is to be followed in Turkey.

II-THE DANGERS OF A SELFISH DIVISION AND EXPLOITATI ON OF THE TURKISH
EMPIRE

In considering recommendations concerning the future astration of large parts of the former Turkish
Empire, involving millions of people, it is imperativeatithe Peace Conference should make clear to
itself from the beginning the serious dangers involvetienselfish and divisive national and corporate
policies into which the Allies have been drifting in theeatment of the Turkish Empire and should
squarely challenge that drift at once.

No doubt this policy of selfish exploitation in Turkesyin its entirety not the deliberate aim of any Power.
Much confusion has unavoidably prevailed. The demands updllie and upon the Peace Conference
have been beyond human power wholly to meet. Undgsrdssure of immediate necessity for some kind
of action, many steps have been taken in good faith, Wisiel later proved temptations to selfish
advantage, and provocations to jealousy and suspicion.itlibéan, too, has been most complex, by
reason of previous engagements, and of countless indicna of interest-private, party, national and
international. This complexity has often made it hdgesfficult to disentangle exactly the right course

But, however the drift toward selfish exploitationtbé Turkish Empire has come about, there should be
no mistake about the fact or its dangers. It needs $aideand heeded that Constantinople is once again a
nest of selfish, suspicious hateful intrigue, reachirtgoear the whole Empire, if not the world. What

will it mean if this policy is allowed to prevail? In daifely raising this question, the Commissioners are
not for an instant supposing that there is any easyrexgpeénsive solution of the Turkish problem. The
justest solution at best will not be wholly welcoroeTurkey, and will encounter her opposition. But in
such a solution the Allies could at least know thait thecrifices were being; made for the establishment
of progressively righteous relations among men, not fairgpthe seeds of endless and bitter discord. In
seeking, then, a practical plan for the righteousrreat of the Turkish Empire, the Allies should bear
clearly in mind that their fidelity to their announced gim the war is here peculiarly to be tested; and
that, in the proportion in which the division of the Kish Empire by the Allies is made a division of
spoils by victors, and is primarily determined by the seligtional and corporate interests of the Allies,
in just that proportion will grave dangers arise.

(1) Such a division, in the first place, would have todredd upon the peoples concerned-not chosen by
them. Every separate occupation of territory woulddsented, and felt to be a constant injustice. The
feeling of the Turkish people concerning the occupationeftimyrna region by the Greeks is

illustrative. They cannot be convinced that such seiziterotory can be harmonized with the professed
principles of the Allies in the war. In such a cdsereé is no possibility of laying the foundations of truly
cordial relations with the Turkish people.

(2) In the second place, just because these occupafitesitory have to be forced upon the Turks, a
large number of troops would be required to establish anctamaieach occupation. With the intolerable
burdens which the war has brought upon all the natiowswéth the insistent demands for the



demobilization of troops, this would be certain to provénareasingly serious situation. The number of
troops required for an occupation looked upon as temporaripapdlice purposes, is no measure of the
forces required to maintain an aggressive and permaneuatesef territory, as the Turks themselves
proved to their sorrow both in Macedonia in 1903-06 and in Yetm®ugh a series of years. The
selfishly divisive policy will go far toward turning Turkéyto an armed camp, and breeding a constant
state of brigandage.

(3) It should not be forgotten, either in the third plabat this selfishly divisive policy would naturally
provoke violent retaliation, as in the whole regiorsafyrna. Such retaliation, too, is likely to be visited
not only upon the immediate aggressors, but also uponhtigti@n populations generally. For a selfish
division and exploitation of territory may easily in@ua the Turks the attitude, that, since the worst from
outside is probably to come upon them in any case, thgyamaell take the occasion to rid themselves
entirely of those whom they look upon as internal aaenin that case, the Allies would have to share the
guilt of the Turks.

(4) Such selfish exploitation of Turkey, also, would nolyaertainly call out the resentment of the most
solid portion of the American people, as emphaticaillyifustrating the ends for which America came
into the war, but would also tend to alienate the estiment among all the Allies. To eliminate from the
cause of the Allies this weight of moral judgment woulbive a loss of influence in the world-already
greatly diminished-not lightly to be faced.

(5) Such exploitation would mean, too, the deliberatargpwf dissension of the gravest kind among the
Allies themselves, threatening the moral unity of tbaiise and entailing serious world consequences.
This situation has already come to pass in no smalede@nly moral blindness can deny it. Suspicion
and distrust are rife, and the meanest kind of intrggagnst one another has been seen in not a few
situations.

It may be doubted if the moral unity of the Allies ismathan a fraction of what it was in the war or in
the early days of the Armistice. Now that is a catgnvell nigh immeasurable and it can be cured by no
mechanics. Are the Allies to go on increasing this mdisgension among the world's leaders, and
deliberately inviting the moral shipwreck of the world byitip®licies in Turkey?

(6) Coupled with similar decisions already reachedis$etfivision and exploitation in Turkey would also
go far to convince men of independent moral judgment all the world-including many previously
ardent upholders of the cause of the Allies-that the aihthe Allies had become as selfish and ruthless
as those of the Germans had been. That would carnyitwis own fateful consequences.

For example, no thoughtful man who had the opportunityai€hing in France the stream of American
officers and soldiers and of able men enlisted for uarforms of service to the soldiers, as they came
and went, could fail to see among those men, as thées#icenwent on, the spread, like a contagion, of
depression and disillusionment as to the significanceeolvelr aims, because of the selfish wrangling of
the nations.

The fact should be squarely faced that thousands of Aamsriwho served in the war have gone home
disillusioned, greatly fearing, if not convinced, that ftees had not been true to their asserted war aims,
and have been consequently driven to an almost cynicalofiehe entire conflict-cynicism that made
them feel like withdrawing all further American help, drhceforth washing their hands of the whole
European imbroglio. This attitude has been reflectedainynother American citizens who had been
devoted supporters of the Allied cause. Now that is mutoal result for America, for the Allied Powers

or for the world.

But that situation, and similar situations among th¢ inesll the Allies, can be changed only by some
clear demonstration that somewhere and on a largergessive scale, the often asserted high and



unselfish aims of the Allies have been honestly edrout. That would come like an invigorating breeze
out of the North, bringing new faith in men and in gauineness of human ideals and endeavor. That
opportunity is offered, in a peculiar degree, in theteghs settlement of the problems of the Turkish
Empire.

No namby-pamby, sickly sentimental treatment is dditbe here. There are great and lasting wrongs in
Turkey which must be set right. And there are world i@tatand interests honestly to be recognized and
permanently to be satisfied. For the sake of justideutééey herself and to all her subject peoples; for the
sake of the honor of the Allies and the renewed condelef men in them, for the stemming of the tide of
cynicism and selfish strife; for a fresh and powerrindnstration of moral soundness in the race; the
Allies should recognize the grave danger of all selfigiiaatation of Turkey, and turn their backs on
every last vestige of it.

[l CONSIDERATION LOOKING TO A PROPER DIVISION OF T HE TURKISH EMPIRE

But if a selfishly exploiting division of the Turkish Emgiis not justified it may be asked: Why is it
necessary to divide Asia Minor, at least, at all? Boch a division there are at least two, great reasons:
First, the hideous misgovernment and massacres of the fuulles and second, Turkey's utter
inadequacy to the strategic world position in which shéaisepgl.

l. In the first place. there cannot be left out ofaaot the hideous mis-government of Turkey for
centuries, even for citizens of the Turkish race.

(1) One may recognize fully the agreeable and attrapgveonal qualities of the Turks that commonly
make them the best liked, probably, of all the peopléseoEmpire, and that almost unconsciously turn
most foreigners who stay long in the country into puok®. One may recognize, too, that there has long
been in the Turkish Government a kind of negative, indatderance of other peoples, that allowed them
much of the time to go on in their own ways, thoughstantly despised, robbed, oppressed. It may be
granted, also, that the Turks have been successful ilmkgeéprough long periods, widely scattered areas
together and giving them a sort of unity, by the methddiefde and rule," of leaving regional
governments pretty largely to themselves so long asuhash revenues were obtained, and of using
other races very largely as officials. It is only failso, to remember the very considerable amount of
demoralization caused by the perpetual intriguing of Europeaernsan Turkish affairs.

(2) But while all this may be freely admitted, it mgstl be clearly seen that the Government of the
Turkish Empire has been for the most part a wretchkddain spite of generally good laws. For that
Government has been characterized by incessant corruplimder and bribery. It might almost be
called a government of simple exploitation. So than&ay, who judges the Turk leniently, feels obliged
to say: "The Turk is not naturally a good officer or a gofitial.... Bribery is the universal rule." And he
speaks of the deep-seated mingled hatred and fear on tlev@af the Turkish peasantry for
government officials. In fact it is hardly too much ty faat Turkish history shows gross neglect of the
most ordinary and essential duties of a government ienf@re as a whole.

(3) And the treatment of the other subject races has dideworse than that of the Turks. For them
nothing has been secure-whether property, lives, wivesiildren. To all this have been added the
horrible massacres of the Armenians, especially sitezdwk-Hamil's time, and somewhat similar
deportations of the Greeks. Both races have proved thesasbler, more industrious, enterprising, and
prosperous than the Turks, and so have made themselvesderdreated doubtless not altogether

without some provocation on their part in certain sag@d these massacres have been due to deliberate
and direct government action, in which the Turkish peti@enselves have been too willing to share.
They have not been crimes of the passion of the mbrAed they have involved cruelties horrible

beyond description.



For it must not be forgotten that this thing was not dorgecorner. The evidence for few events in
history has been more carefully gathered, sifted and atdéhe Bryce report upon "The Treatment of
Armenians in the Ottoman Empire 1915-16," leaves no roomduabt of the essential facts. It is idle to
attempt to deny it, or appreciably to mitigate its force.

Lord Bryce, himself a trained historian, says of thgore "Nothing has been admitted the substantial
truth of which seems open to reasonable doubt.” And imatshg the value of the evidence, he calls
attention to these Facts: (1) "Nearly all of it cenmfrom eye witnesses”, (2) "the main facts rest upon
evidence coming from different and independent sources"fg@f of the same, or of a very similar
nature, occurring in different places, are deposed to Breift and independent witnesses," -including
Danish and German witnesses; (4) "the volume of tmswwent evidence from different quarters is so
large as to establish the main facts beyond all quéstis) "in particular it is to be noted that many of
the most, shocking and horrible accounts are thoseHmhwhere is the most abundant testimony from
the most trustworthy neutral witnesses. None of thesates rest on native evidence alone." And, he
adds: "A recollection of previous massacres will shioat such crimes are a part of a long settled and
often repeated policy of Turkish rulers.... The attemmpade to find excuses for wholesale slaughter and
for the removal of a whole people from its homes lsaxe@room for doubt as to the slaughter and the
removal. The main facts are established by the confessitwe criminals themselves.... The disapproval
of palliations which the Turks have put forward is as detepas the proof for the atrocities themselves."

Mr. Moorfield Storey, ex-president of the American BasAciation, records the natural verdict of one
skilled in the weighing of evidence, when he writes todBryce: "In my opinion, the evidence which
you print is as reliable as that upon which rests oligftia many of the universally admitted facts of
history, and | thins it establishes beyond all reasonahlbtdbe deliberate purpose of the Turkish
authorities practically to exterminate the Armenians,thed responsibility for the hideous atrocities
which have been perpetrated upon that unhappy people."”

It is not pleasant to call these dark facts to mind, butrturately there is only the slightest evidence that
the Turkish Government of people as a whole have recaboizeepudiated the crime of the Armenian
massacres, or done anything appreciable to set them3mine small groups of Turks have characterized
these crimes aright, but there is almost nothing tevaiepentance or the fruits of repentance on the part
of the great majority of the people or of their leagderdo give reasonable hope that the massacres might
not be repeated; though there is doubtless some excube fmymparative indifference with which these
massacres have been regarded by the Turks, because @irma®ount of revolutionary activity on the
part of Armenians in some cases, and because of thepugdel wretchedness and want and sufferings of
the whole Turkish population in ten years of war andrdisio

Now these crimes-black as anything in human history-cdmetmply forgotten and left out of account
in seeking a righteous solution of the Turkish problerthéfrankest conceivable wrongs are not to be
passed over in silence, it is inevitable that any justism of the Turkish problem must contain that small
measure of justice which it is now possible to rendéhnigicase.

It is strange that Lord Bryce in reviewing all the evideomecerning the Armenian massacres of 1915-16
should feel compelled to say: "The record of the ruléfuokey for the last two of three centuries, from
the Sultan on his throne to the district Mutessaritaken as a whole, an almost unbroken record of
corruption, of justice, of an oppression which oftergigito hideous cruelty.... Can anyone still continue
to hope that the evils of such a government are curable®&3rthe evidence contained in this volume
furnish most terrible and convincing proof that it cannogé@rbe permitted to rule over subjects of a
different faith?"

Is it strange that he should be unable to shake offdheiction that these facts are inevitably knit up with
a proper solution of the problem of Turkey? "It is evided#girable,” he writes, "that the public opinion



of the belligerent nations-and, | may add, of neutrapjes also should be enabled by knowledge of what
has happened in Asia Minor and Armenia, to exercigadtgment on the course proper to be followed
when, at the end of the present war, a politicaktdesnent of the Nearer East has to be undertaken."

Surely the Peace Conference was justified in its rasalutmore particularly because of the historical
mis-government by the Turks of subject peoples and theleemassacres of Armenians and others in
recent years, the Allied and Associated Powers aredghat Armenia must be completely severed from
the Turkish Empire."

That the formation of a separate Armenian Stateeigldtiberate intention of the Peace Conference seems
further indicated in the later actions of the Confeeeconcerning Armenia, like the appointment of
Colonel Haskell as High Commissioner in Armenia on Bedfahe four Great Powers, and the
appointment of Major General Harbord by President Wilsoinvestigate conditions in Armenia. Many
incidental things also indicate the general expectatiothe part of the Allies that an Armenian State wil
be formed.

(4) The great and primary reason for this decision by dae& Conference, is undoubtedly to be found in
the Armenian massacres which have just been reviewedt might still be asked whether the situation
created by the massacres could be met only by the fomaitia separate Armenia. For such a separation
it must be admitted, involves very difficult problemshyVthen, is it necessary to set off an Armenian
State? What are the reasons?

The only possible substitute for a separated Armenigenharal mandate by one of the Great Powers
over all Asia Minor, which should ensure equal rightalt@lements of the population-to all races, and to
all religions. If such a mandate were honestly cdroet, we should certainly hope for a far better
government on modern lines. But under the proposed mandgsbeyrsof the League of Nations, it is
intended that the mandate shall be for a limited perigdnH that period were considerably prolonged,
what would happen when the Mandatary withdrew ? It pogsible to be sure, if the Turks still
constituted the majority, that the state would not glinack into many of its old evils including
oppression of other races. The history of the Turks, unfatély) gives all too small reason to hope for
more.

The reasons for a separate Armenia then, may be sbé&lliecause of the demonstrated unfitness of the
Turks to rule over others, or even over themselvesusecaf the adoption of repeated massacres as a
deliberate policy of State; because of almost comgdeteof penitence for the massacres, or repudiation
of the crime-they rather seek to excuse them- becaastqgally nothing has been done by the Turks in
the way of repatriation of Armenians or of reparatitmghem-a condition not naturally suggesting a
repetition of the experiment of Turkish rule, becawsethe contrary, there is evidence of intense feeling
still existing against the Armenians, and implicit thegéiig of massacre, because there has been
sufficient proof that the two races cannot live peageabtl decently together, so that it is better for both
that they have separate states, because of conglete bf the strong clauses of the Treaty of 1878 to
protect the Armenians; because the most elementadiggistiggests that there must be at least some
region in Turkey where Armenians can go and not havieg¢aihder Turkish rule, because nothing less
than that could give to the Armenians any adequate guam@gatety, consequently, nothing less will
satisfy the conscience of the world upon this pointabse in this day of opportunity for small nations
under the League of Nations, the Armenians have suratg@ahe right, by their sufferings, their
endurance, their loyalty to principles, their unbrokemitspnd ambition, and their demonstrated industry,
ability and self-reliance, to look forward to a natiolif@ of their own; because such a separate state
would probably make more certain decent treatment of Alame in other parts of Turkey; and because
there is no adequate substitute for such a state. Intdrests of the Armenians, of the Turks, and of the
peace of the world alike, the formation of a separateehian State is to be urged.



Il. But the reasons for some righteous division of Turtteyot lie simply in that "historical mis-
government." which justly challenges her rule over ahgiopeople; but also in her utter unfitness for the
strategic world position in which she is placed. The Yacy of her age-long misrule, coupled with her
occupation of territory of critical significance to thverld, constitutes her a "menace to the freedom and
security of all nations," and makes unusual restrictidreincase necessary, for the greater good of the
world and of her own subject peoples

(1) For Turkey is held, as Dominian has said, by "a peoplsevimrompetence to convert nature's gifts
into use or profit is historically patent.”[ Dominidlisrontiers of Language and Nationality In Europe,” p.
236.)] But striking as has been their economic failurefaihgre of the Turks has been far more than
merely external or material. She has acted ratharkasd of blight upon all the peoples she has
conguered. As Ramsey-possibly too strongly-puts it: "Thiemof the Turks in every department of life
has simply been to ruin, never to rebuild.... Theyrdgetl the intellectual and moral institutions of a
nation, they broke up and dissolved almost the ertic@kfabric; they undermined every educating and
civilizing influence in the land, and they brought back atgoea of the country to the primitive
simplicity of nomadic life.... There is hardly acsal institution in Asia Minor, showing any degree of
social constructiveness, that is not an older Anataliaation, Moslemized in outward form, and usually
desecrated in the process."[ Ramsey, "Impressions &EyuUmpp. 264.]

(2) Now the evil of this blighting influence of Turkish euk vastly increased because of the critical
significance of the territory which she occupies.tFafsall, in the words of another, "Turkey is before
everything else a roadway-a bridge-land.... No solutioh@fpblitical problem involved can be attained
without full consideration of its geographic aspects...k&yhas been a highway of commerce and
civilization between Europe on the one hand and Asia dndafon the other.... The through roads
converging into the Turkish territory are probably tlhegest commercial routes of the world. At any rate
they connote the sites on which the most ancientzatibn rose."

By position, then, Turkey lies "at the junction of #ai@ntinents, and therefore on the main field of
history," and is "the site of convergence of the maemaes of continental travel'; and becomes, thus, in
a peculiar degree, "the meeting place of races whichearerally associated with the three continents
which the country unites. Aryan, Tatar, and Semitic pexghlerefore are strongly represented in the
land."

With this advantage of position her remarkable topographyteed to "create Turkey's relation with the
world beyond its borders." "This relation was facibby the admirable set of natural routes which lead
in and out of the country”, by the Mediterranean Semjean Sea, Turkish Straits, and the Black Sea, "the
shores of which are closely dotted with the termio&lgreat avenues from northeastern Europe as well as
all of northern and central Asia . . . and by 'theV\fdlley of Syria." Hence "the Eastern questionsi®kl

as the history of civilization on this particular spotlod inhabited world"-always "this momentous
international problem of determining which people or nasioall control the Straits between Europe and
Asia, who shall get toll from the enormous transite of the region.” [See Dominian, pp. 248, 222, 228
230, 231]

Now under the new conception of a League of Nationspénthndatory powers who are to think of the
"well-being and development" of peoples temporarily plaseder their care as a "sacred trust of
civilization," it is proposed to change this age-old Eastgiestion from one of a selfish scramble among
the nations to one of recognizing here a great and distinternational or world interest; to make
definite provision for this world interest, and yet not omith full justice to the Turkish people more
immediately concerned, but to their greater advantage ecept for a practically all-powerful nation, a
position like that of Turkey, makes the land inevitabpegpetual prey of warring powers, so that
Dominian could say quite truthfully of Turkey: "The lastéhggers under the load of misfortune which its



central position in the Eastern Hemisphere has heapeditigde situation has been inevitably one of
exceeding difficulty for Turkey.

Is it not high time, then, in this crisis of the wsl history, and after the immeasurable sacrificeseof th
Great War, that intelligent men should recognize tapidtfutility of the old method of incessant political
and commercial national strife, and face this age-lcagjdfn question in a totally new spirit?

(3) But because Turkey has been so markedly a "bridge-lam&tame also "the debatable land"; so that
Ramsey can say that at the present day the centvamamnt in Asia is, what it always has been, a
conflict between the Eastern and Western spirit. 'Ad®70, most of Asia Minor became Oriental in
language and in Government." "For near]y eight centtine©riental element reigned supreme, in Asia
Minor and swept far into Europe.... But step by step Aasaldeen driven back, and in Asia Minor the old
struggle has recommenced.” "On the west coast of Asiarthe Greek element has increased
enormously in strength while the Turkish element has/gneeaker.” The Oriental element "dies out in
these parts by a slow but sure decay." "A revival of @alesm" was planned and directed by Abd-ul-
Hamid and by the later Young Turk movement." "But evethénEastern part of Asia Minor, the Oriental
spirit is doomed." "Orientalism is ebbing and dying in¢bantry."[Ramsey, "Impressions of Turkey,"
pp. 127, 129, 131, 157, 158.]

Ramsey's analysis is probably correct and importantisBbere not something far greater to be looked
for, than that gradual driving out of the "Oriental spiit'Turkey? In one sense, doubtless, that spirit is
doomed and must go. We are to be done with Oriental dtionna Turkey, it may be hoped, when we
get states which know in their citizens no privileged anatiuiteged classes, but only equals before the
law. But are we not also to he freed from Occidental datimn? Was it not one of the greatest of the
convictions of the Allies in the war, that no natioo, "Kultur," however great and fine it might be, was
good enough to blot out all others ?

Are there not priceless Oriental values, gratefullpgaecognized and sedulously to be preserved? And
may not Turkey, just because she has been, throughyeke "dridge-land" and "debatable land," become
in some rich and high sense mediating-land as well legtwes Occident and the Orient, teaching the
nations how to combine the quietism of the East, aagthgmatism of the West; the religious
dependence of the East, and the scientific mastargitafal forces of the West- the mental and spiritual
fellowship of tie East, and the mental and spiritual inddpace of the West?

As illustrative of the spiritual values still residentislam, for example, may be mentioned the remaekabl
and inspiring achievements of the Senussi sect, in es$talgl a vast state in a most barren, unpromising
land, and in up-lifting, organizing, and harmonizing a most backaad degenerated population in the
heart of Africa within a comparatively few years, amdler influences purely Moslem. Such a state
should not be needlessly encroached upon. It ratr@edafample warrant for expecting that under new
democratic processes and in due time the Moslems witepteemselves able to build up and manage
their own states in the Arabian and Anatolian penirssufahe Entente powers are sincere in their
declarations not further to harass the Moslem world argl& excuse for a pan-Islamic movement, they
should also at once definitely and publicly renounceuathér political encroachments on that world, and
outline a clear policy of uplifting the Moslems, alrgadibject to their control, by enlarged opportunities
both in education and in public service.

(4) With the vision of such larger possible goals for thigdge-land" and "debatable land" of the Eastern
Hemisphere, one approaches the problem of the cont@dmdtantinople and the Straits in a different
spirit. The situation is so unique, the relations smmlex and far-reaching, the responsibilities so heavy,
and the possibilities so enthralling, that no one nat@nbe equal to the task,-least of all a nation with
Turkey's superlatively bad record of misrule. No situatiotihe world demands so compellingly



international rule-not only to put an end here to thigsstescramble and perpetual intrigue of the nations,
but also, above all, to rise to the possibilities of giategic opportunity, for the benefit of all the race.

This calls for a Constantinopolitan State, directlgt paermanently vested in the League of Nations, but
best managed probably through a single mandatary as {rsisgtaeily responsible to the League and
removable by the League.

Such a solution, at first sight, will undoubtedly be efe@me to most Turks. But Turkey is simply not
conceivably equal to a great world responsibility- anddlger world interests must prevail. Moreover it
is certainly better for Turkey herself to be deliverexhfrthis intolerable responsibility, and to have her
own government taken out of the midst of what has be®ugh the centuries a center of boundless
intrigue. The common people of Turkey would lead a much kaflife in a state freed from outreaching
imperialism, and at liberty to devote itself to the wadfaf its own citizens.

lll. If one turns aside now for a moment from themediate problem of Asia Minor to that of the former
Turkish Empire as a whole, other reasons for divisiath@fTurkish Empire may be suggested.

(1) For one thing, there would be real danger, even undandate, in keeping intact the Turkish Empire
as a whole-the danger of a later revival of the TarkEmpire and a repetition of its past history, on
account of the often revived jealousies of the Powerat @anger is not to be lightly regarded.

(2) The Turkish Empire, too, as it has existed, is not &ulyit from any point of view,-certainly not the
Arabic and the non-Arabic-speaking portions. Its interestept those of good government-are not one.
It is hardly too much to say that however much the leaglbeen a single unit with reference to
intercontinental travel and trade, the fact remaias itthas been clearly subdivided within itself. There
would probably be distinct gain. consequently, in simildiyiding its problems, and seeking separate
solutions for them. Syria, Mesopotamia, and Arabia, ¥an®le each has a kind of unity of its own.

It was natural, therefore, that the Peace Confersimaeld have resolved that Syria, Palestine,
Mesopotamia, and Arabia should be completely severedtermurkish Empire. The first three have
already been dealt with in the preceding reports ofGhimmission. It may be briefly pointed out here,
however, that these areas are naturally cut off ffonkey, because of their different language, customs,
and civilization that the people do not wish further @ation with Turkey, but were rather greatly
rejoiced to be freed forever from the Turkish yoke; drad there is opportunity in the Arabic-speaking
portions of the former Turkish Empire for at leasbtstrong national states- Syria, including Palestine,
and Mesopotamia, in accordance with the hopes of theeR&anference and the desires of the people
themselves. Both Syria and Mesopotamia should be, of caunder mandatories for a time.

IV. The considerations now dealt with looking to a tegfus division of the Turkish portion of the former
Ottoman Empire, clearly involve the setting off ofAmabian State, and of a Constantinopolitan State;
but as clearly imply the continuance of a distin@tlykish State, with guarantees of justice to all its
constituent peoples. The resulting problems, now to bsidered. therefore, naturally become: The
problem of a separate Armenia; the problem of an intemmaltConstantinopolitan State; the problem of a
continued Turkish State, the problem of the Greeks anthef minority races.

I-THE PROBLEM OF A SEPARATE ARMENIA

(1) The reasons why it is necessary that a separaterdan State should be set up, have already been
fully given. They need not be restated.

(2) The conception of such a Stalteis well to have in mind the exact nature of that&proposed in this
report in order to prevent misunderstandings on any side.



It is not proposed in such a state to establish tleeafuh minority of Armenians over a majority of other
peoples. That would inevitably seem to the Turks to be venstjgnd would at once excite resentment
and unremitting opposition. Moreover, such an arrangemeuld be unfair to the Armenians as well.
For it would place them from the start in a false an@nable position. It would put them, too, under
great temptation to abuse of power. And it would be narairof a truly Armenian State. It would of
course, also make any mandate mean little or nothingt ifhake it entirely impossible.

But such a separated State should furnish a definite acealich Armenians could go with the
complete assurance that there they would never be put tivedeule of the Turks. It should be also a
region in which Armenians could gradually concentrate, somt fvhich the Turkish population might
tend increasingly to withdraw; though no compulsion shbelgut on any people.

All this necessitates a strong Mandatory Power. Thte®ould not even start without such help. This
separated State should be therefore a state definneér whe rule of a Mandatory Government,
organized on modern lines to do justice to all elementiseopopulation: and a state from which the
Mandatory should not withdraw, until the Armenians coustd an actual majority of the entire
population, or at least until the Turks were fewer th@Ahmenians. This would necessarily mean that
full Armenian self-government would be long delayed. And thet should be definitely faced as
inevitable. The conditions are such that there is nondéfe alternative.

(3) The term of the Mandate is practically involvedha conception of the State, which is forced upon
us. It cannot be a short-term mandate, not because/ oémictance to withdraw on the part of the
Mandatory, but because under the peculiar circumstaadase Armenian State cannot be established in
a brief period of time, however ardent the desireotti the Armenians and the, Mandatory Power. For
the Armenians cannot safely undertake the governmerpemdently, until they constitute an actual
majority. There is also the added consideration oh#taral need of considerable time for the
amalgamation and consolidation of the Armenian peoplagamst some tendency to split up into
fragments. The mandate must be long enough, too, to makedple thoroughly ready for both self-
government and self-protection, through an increasing udenanians in the government even from the
beginning.

(4) An American Mandate Desirelt seems universally recognized that the Armenians thleesdesire
an American Mandate. And this choice is apparently gdlgeapproved by America's Allies. The Turks,
too, though not wishing any separate Armenian State, would pyofsablr an American Mandate for
Armenia, if there must be an Armenia at all.

(5) The conditions upon which America would be justifiedaking the mandate for Armenia may be said
to be: The genuine desire of the Armenians; the cordigdlnsapport of the Allies in carrying out the
mandate; willingness on the part of the Armenians to Wwéhra pretty long mandatory term, for the
reasons already stated, and to give up all revolutioc@mmittees that Armenia should have territory
enough to ensure a successful development; and that theggdifficult mandate for Armenia should
not be the only mandate given America in Turkey. Ndrt@&se conditions, perhaps, call for comment,
except the last, which will come up for later consitiera

(6) The Extent and Boundaries of the Armenian State Géweral Adviser, Dr. Lybyer, has expressed so
exactly the conditions of the Commissioners concertiirgextent and boundaries of the Armenian State.
that his statement may well replace any other discosHithis question:

1. The Armenians should be provided with a definite territang organized as soon as practicable into a
self-governing independent state. Otherwise the questidhsiobafety and of their ceasing to be a
center of world disturbance cannot be answered.



2. This area should be taken from both Turkish and Russiatoty. The wars of the Nineteenth century
divided the proper Armenian land between these two empires

3. The Armenians are entitled to an amount of Turkislitdéeyrwhich takes into account their losses by
the massacres of 1894-6, 1908-9, and 1915-16. These losses mamaedsat one million. [This
estimate of Armenian losses by mandate in the pasy tfaers is especially valuable in the light of
conflicting statements]

4. They should not be given an excessive amount of Tuté&rsitory, if their state is to be practicable.

a. The Turks, Kurds, and other races should not be dftanjust grievance, since that would solidify
their traditional hostility, and embitter them agaith&t League of Nations.

b. It has been questioned, even by many of themselveshertthe Armenians are ready for self-
government at present; certainly an imperial rule byntbger other people should not be thought of for
the present or the future.

c. Itis too much to ask of the League of Nations or adatory power that they undertake to hold down
and perhaps squeeze out a large majority, in order Smaalh minority may have time to multiply and fill
the land.

d. There is a limit beyond which the project of everdpi@ng an Armenian majority is actually not
feasible; that is to say, if the Armenians are assigtoo large an area, they will never be able to occupy
and hold it.

e. The idea has been suggested that Armenia should bepblalw a wall of separation or a buffer state
between the two Moslem areas occupied by Turks and Araissmight be done by a compact,
homogeneous state with considerable population and respbrdet is a burden which the Armenian
state cannot be expected to bear within a conceivalde tim

5. The proposed large Armenia, to extend from the Blaekt&&he Mediterranean, is probably
impossible of realization, and therefore should ngtlbened for. It encounters all the objections
previously mentioned.

a. In 1914 and before 1894 the Armenians were in a smalrityimo such an area, probably never
exceeding twenty-five per cent. If they should he givendontrol, the majority populations would be
injured, in violation of all "Wilsonian principles" andawaims. With allowance for the estimated million
who perished, and assuming that all these could havegla¢iegred into the territory, the Armenians
would still now number only about one-third of the total pofioia

b There never was an Armenia which ruled all thisttawri The real Armenia, as maps and records show,
was a highland country which at one time reached thei&aSea, which came near to the Black Sea
without reaching it, and which never came to the Megitezan Sea. The Lesser Armenia of the Middle
Ages in the Cilician region was the result of thpudgion and flight of Armenians from further east,-a
process which scattered them over a large area, iy have ever since been in a minority almost
everywhere. The demand for both areas is therefoiraerialistic claim, based historically upon an
overstrained interpretation of facts.

c. The Armenians are reduced, allowing for the return eiwuns, to about ten per cent of the population
in the large area proposed. Assuming an optimistic anafuntgration of other Armenians into, and of
Turks and Kurds out of the land, the Armenians still wowoldstitute only about one-fourth of the
population (See appended table of estimates of populafiba.$ituation of mandatory power would be
extremely difficult in defending this minority, which winl as future owners and rulers of the land, be
much more obnoxious to the majority than at present.



d. No European power will undertake so difficult a taskl & must therefore be left to the United States.
If the American people should be induced to begin the psp@ad this should turn out to be
fundamentally unjust, they would modify their intemtid’he chances are considerable that the large
Armenia would never become an Armenian state at alia Iooiked state, composed of minorities of
Armenians, Turks, Kurds, etc., which would not maintaierimal order or security against external
aggression without the support of a strong mandatory power wiould disappoint both the Armenians,
who could never control the government, and the mandptwer, which could never leave the country.

6. On the contrary, an Armenia reduced to the Armeniamdmgs in both Turkey and Russia, with an
outlet on the Black Sea, would have a good chance dflisstament and continuance. The Turkish area
which the Russians held in 1917 may be taken approximatete dsutkish portion of this "small
Armenia," and the present territory of Russian Armesitha remainder. Engineers could overcome the
physical obstacles to internal and external communication

a. The Turks and Kurds could not rightfully complain of sanharea, because it is the historical Armenia,
and because if the million dead Armenians could be ex$t@nd brought into the land, the Armenians
would have about one-half the population (see table). bagraf Turks and Kurds from this area can be
more easily accomplished than from the larger landnmeh as a considerable proportion of them fled
before the Russians, and thus are in a dislocated aomditi

b. The Armenians might become the majority of the aqgtojpulation within a few years, and with that in
view, and with the smaller area, they could be giveargel share in the administration from the stad, an
trained more rapidly to self-government,

c. The duration of the mandate would be materially ened, with a solider ethnical foundation and a
more compact area. The mandatory would need far fea@pdr and would be put to much less expense.

d. The doubts as to the possibility of erecting an Anane state in the larger area are reduced for the
smaller land. The mandatory power could with a prospesticfess, keep in mind the giving of control
to the Armenians, since they would after a time nad b@nority, causing trouble by incessant pushing
for special privileges of an economic and political natlut a majority with a just right to a larger place.

e. This land having secure frontiers, as was tried oubtigbry during the great war, gives promise of
self-defensibility. A state reaching to the Mediterranisaa far more difficult matter, with its long
frontiers, containing each a number of vulnerable spotsitaipermanent difficulties of internal
communication, due to the broken configuration of the l#adiery existence might moreover be
regarded by the Turks and Arabs as a provocation.

f. The economic opportunity of an Armenia on this basiald/be ample; all essentials for food, fuel, and
shelter can be obtained locally, and surpluses arg/ ¢adie produced which can be exchanged for other
wares .

I. In Turkish Armenia the Armenians were able to live aftdn to prosper, and yet they paid
considerable taxes and were subject to frequent robbery.

il. In Russian Armenia the Armenians have thriven dyeahder only moderately favorable conditions.

iii. This area is crossed by commercial routes of imiaeal importance, notably through Erzingan and
Erzerum between Anatolia and Persia and Trans-Caueasiahrough Trebizond toward the Persian
Gulf. This guarantees the importance of several towns@sl points, such as Sars, Erivan, Erzerum,
Mush, and Van, and suggests valuable possibilities in thetain of transportation, trade, and
manufacture for export.



7. All this is argued with the best interests of the Amimes in mind, on the basis of genuine friendliness
toward them, and of concern to give them a real andmiiiiaory opportunity. They are in genuine
danger of grasping at too much and losing all.

If they establish themselves securely in the moreicestirarea, and if Anatolia fails to develop as a well
knit and successful states there is no reason why th&éayuskould not be resumed later of connecting
Cilicia with Armenia.

ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF AN ARMENIAN STATE

The appended tables are the result of an effort to centparpopulation of Armenian areas to two plans.
That which includes a "Larger Turkish Armenia" was workedoyuthe American Division of Western
Asia at the Peace Conference, and can be examinedutigria the records of the Conference. It
represents probably subject to minor alterations, ¢isé fiossible arrangement on the basis of giving an
outlet on both the Black and Mediterranean Seadrdin¢iers follow natural features, and the connection
with Cilicia is made as narrow as practicable. ThedlBanTurkish Armenia" suggested in the text cuts
off for Armenia in Turkey substantially that portiontbé Armenian plateau which was held by Russia in
her period of advance during the great war. The phrasestBiffial Area" was chosen to represent what
is left after subtracting "Smaller Turkish Armenia" fr@barger Turkish Armenia," and extends from
Mersina to Kharput and north to the Black Sea.

A. Before 1914. This table is estimated from the stasigitepared by Drs. Magie and Westermann.
Percentages are attached. The Moslems are not sepiatatgroups, they include about 400,000 Lazes
on the Black Sea coast between Trebizond and Baturat abe half are Turks: most of the remainder
are Kurds, some of whom are Shiite or Kizilbash, andeh&inder Sunnite. Dr. Magie's figures may
under-estimate the Armenians in some areas. Certailityever be attained as to the numbers of the
different elements in Turkey until a scientific ethnadadj survey has been made under disinterested
control.

Area % Moslems % Armenians%  Greeks % Others Total
Larger

Turkish 71 3,073,00021.5 933,000 6.5 289,0001 34,000 4,329,000
Armenia.

Sr'(‘;fzre”“a' 73 1,697.00020 461,000 6 136,0001 18,000 2,312 000
Smaller

Turkish 68 1,376,0002354472,000 7.5 153,0001 16,000 2,017,000
Armenia

B. In 1920. It may be assumed that in 1920 order will be megtso that all survivors can return, of the
Armenians who were deported or who fled into Russid,cdrthe Turks and Kurds who fled from the
territory occupied Dr. threatened by Russia. An eserf@tows, in which it is guessed that in the
"Smaller Turkish Armenia" 50 per cent of the Armenians ayrh8 Christians have perished, and 20 per
cent of the Greeks and Moslems. The Armenians ofiifeetential Area" had not the same opportunity
to escape into Russia, and it is guessed that 75 per dietsefhave perished.

Area % Moslems % Armenians%  Greeks % Others Total

Larger
Turkish 80 2,459,00011 351,000 8 2320001 17,000 3,059,000
Armenia



Er'gzre”“a' 85 1,358,0007 115000 7 110,0001 9,000 1,592,000
Smaller

Turkish 75 1,101,00016 236,000 8 122,0001 8,000 1,467,000
Armenia

Estimated

losses in 615,000 582,000 57,000 17,000 12,270,000
whole area

C. In order to give the Armenians the benefit of thetire losses in Turkey during the war, one million
may be added to the numbers of Armenians according to &achljis of course has no relation to the
practicability of established an Armenian State, butspldiys the justice, on the basis of majority, of
assigning them the "Smaller Turkish Armenia."

Area % Moslems % Armenians% Greeks % Others Total
Larger

Turkish 60 2,459,00033.5 1,351,000 6 232,0002 17 000 4,059,000
Armenia.

Smaller

Turkish 45 1,101,00050 1,236,000 5 122,000 8 000 2467000
Armenia

D. In 1925.-It may be assumed that on either plan, dsawgl take place between 1920 and 1925 in the
following manner: 20 per cent of the Moslems will leaaed 300.000 Armenians will come from other
parts of Turkey and the world. No account is taken of naitcedase, but this would act against the
percentage of the Armenians, because they lost man grdater proportion than women, and because
they are less numerous than the Moslems, particuldr®n the larger area is considered. It appears that
in normal times before the war Armenians increasecemapidly than Moslems, because of differences
in social systems and military service; condition probably reduce these differences in the future.

Area % Moslems % Armenians% Greeks % Others Total
Larger 5451 .967,00023 651,000 8 232.0000.5 17,000 2,867,000
Armenia

Differential 1,086,000 115,000 110,000 9,000

area

Smaller

Arera 57 881,000 35 536,000 8  122,0000.5 8,000 1,547,000

E. It remains to add Russian Armenia to the Turkish areasidered. The assumption has been made that
Russian Armenia will contain in 1920, after the Turkisima&nians have gone home, a population of
about one and one half times as great as that estirogtér. Lynch, in his "Armenia," Vol. |, p. 451. His
actual figures, as of about 1890, for the Russian pareoAtimenian plateau, are: Armenians 519,238,
Moslems 459,580, Greeks, 47,76S, others 69,129, total 1,095,710.

Area % Moslems % Armenians%  Greeks % Others Total
Russian
Armenia 40 600,000 50 750,000 3 50,000 7 1000001 500 000

Larger

) 67 3,059,00024 1,101,000 6 282,0003 117,0004,559,000
Turkish



Armenia
with
Russian
Armenia
Smaller
Turkish
Armenia
with
Russian
Armenia

F. Finally it may be assumed between 1920 and 1925, 250,000 Arsiéoianthe remainder of Russia
and from other parts of the world, and that a like nurob&toslems will emigrate. Again no account is
taken of natural increase, which might make a smaltiaddio the Armenian percentage.

57 1,701,00033 986,000 6 172,0004 108,0002,967,000

Area % Moslems % Armenians%  Greeks % Others Total
Russian

Armenia 23 350,000 67 1,000,000 3 50,000 7 100,0001,500,000
Larger
Turkish
Armenia
with
Russian
Armenia
Smaller
Turkish
Armenia
with
Russian
Armenia

53 2,317,00038 1,651,000 6.5 282,0002.5 17,000 4,367,000

40 1,231,00050 1,536,000 6  172,0004 108,0003,047,000

The whole calculation then shows a possibility urfdeorable conditions that by 1925 the Armenians
can be in a small majority in an Armenia erected orsthaller basis. They would constitute about two-
thirds of the population in the Russian portion, andla litver one-third in the Turkish portion.

In an Armenia on the larger basis they would not exd@epler cent for the whole area in 1925, and
would then constitute about two-thirds of the populatiothe Russian portion, and not over one-fourth in
the Turkish portion.

II-THE PROBLEM OF A SEPARATE CONSTANTINOPOLITAN STA TE

(1) The Conception of such a State. In facing the probleanseparate Constantinopolitan State, there
should be, first of all, a clear understanding of tature of the state proposed.

The definite plan for a League of Nations with its maodasystem, it should be noted gives new help in
the solution of this difficult question. It is proposédtthe Constantinopolitan State, as a great
international interest, should be directly in chanfehe League of Nations for the good of all the nations
in the sure conviction that even "national interestsadten promoted better by international cooperation
than by international competition."



The State would be administered through a mandatoihéoteague-a Mandatory appointed by the
League, responsible to the League, and removable atltlof thie League, but held permanent except for
cause,; for it is plain that there should not be any cesgary shifting in the administrative power.

The Mandatory, moreover, should be a real mandatomphékeague, a trustee for international interests,
not a power using its position to advance its own natimmatests. To this end, the Mandatory should be
territorially and strategically disinterested.

The Constantinopolitan State could be administered bgtamational CommissionNJOTE This plan

bas proved a war-breeding failure] like the notably sisfue€ommission on the Danube; but the
problem here is more complex, and the single Mandatonidiseem to have some decided advantages
over the Commission plan. In the case of the Cohsizpolitan State, for example, there would be actual
governmental functions to be exercised, as there arie tlte same sense in the control of traffic an th
Danube. These could be better handled by a regularlypiaeghgovernment. The Mandatory, too, as
directly controlled by the League of Nations, would benewere truly international than an international
commission of the old kind. And, practically, a singlendatory would naturally be better able to avoid
friction, wrangling, and divided counsels, and so to prevesdperating and dangerous delays. It would
also have more immediate power behind it.

Such a State should include Constantinople, and have ablatgeadministration. This is the more
demanded, for Constantinople is a markedly cosmopdlitgnwhere the Turks are probably not even in
the majority. This state should also have a reasomatsleory on; either side of the Straits. All
fortifications should be abolished. This internatioreafitory would of course be open to all people for
any legitimate purposes. Like the District of Columlinighmerica, it would be a natural place for great
educational and religious foundations, so that such Maisistitutions could remain and be further built
up. The Turkish population, equally of course, would be frestayp. But Constantinople would not longer
be the capital of Turkey. In the administration ¢f 8tate, however, all possible consideration should be
given to Moslem sentiment, and reasonable practigattrdents arranged. The Sultan might even
conceivably continue to reside at Constantinople if Wexe desired under the conditions named.

(2) The Reasons for such a Statéhat are the reasons which make the establishmemt international
Constantinopolitan State, as now conceived, imperatvie final settlement of this war?

(i) President Wilson himself, in the twelfth of histteen Points, made much of by the Turks, points at
least in this direction, when he writes: "The Dardi@seshould be permanently opened as a free passage
to the ships and commerce of all nations under intematguarantees.” It would seem that that end
could be accomplished in no way so surely and so perntgnasty an International State under the
League of Nations. The need at least, of some suchanienalization is manifest, when it is

remembered that the Straits hare been closed almatstwously since 1911.

(i) Woolf hardly overstates the need of drastic@tiin this matter, when he says: "Constantinople and
the narrow straits upon which it stands have occasidredorld more trouble, have cost humanity more
in blood and suffering during the last five hundred years amy other single spot upon the earth.
Certainly during the last hundred years it has been tle¢ Ebropean center of international unrest. From
it, and about it, have radiated continually internadlaivalries and hatreds and suspicions. It was the
direct origin and cause of a large number of the ¥earght in the nineteenth century. It is not improbable
that when Europe in her last ditch has fought the kiskelof the Great War, we shall find that what we
have again been fighting about is really Constantinoplew, this perpetual centre of intrigue and
endless cause of trouble must be done away with.

(i) The close of this greatest of wars, with itsnyanew adjustments and particularly with the break-up
of the old Turkish Empire, gives an unrivaled opporturatglear up, in a permanent way, once and for
all this great plaguespot of the world. If this opportunity i& meglected, or grasped only in nerveless



vacillating and selfish fashion we shall have againolantolerable situation. We are confronted by a
great challenge. Timid counsels should not prevail. A&N\ts it: "Constantinople is the test of the
Great War's result. If it can be, and is, given to @my State, it means the rule of the world by war- if
it be administered by all for all, Constantinople methe rule of the world by peace."”

(iv) The responsibility for so fateful and strategic @rld-center is also too heavy for any single power,
however great, to carry; least of all Turkey with tegrible record of mis-government and massacre. It
would be hard to choose out of any list of leading nat@gonation less fitted for this world task than she.
She has completely forfeited any claim to such a respititysi

(v) Moreover, as we have already seen, it would libedlistinct advantage of Turkey's own new
democratic government to be definitely withdrawn from tleister of intrigue. Thoughtful Turkish

leaders already realize the evils which have come fhasrntrigue, and might well welcome-even
though with natural reluctance-the kind of surgery whiadughsever their State from such a seat of
infection. At the same time, the Turks remaining wittie bound tries of the International State, under a
competent mandatory, would certainly have the best gowrthey have ever had.

(vi) The situation, furthermore, cannot be dealt wdbguately or with any final satisfaction, except
internationally and through an international stated #re League of Nations and the Mandatory System,
as planned by the Peace Conference, would seem to suggestrigsttand stable method for establishing
and administering such a state, and a method growinglgicedtof the Covenant of the League of
Nations. Until such an International State is defigiedtablished, there will be endless intrigues on the
part of various Powers to possess or control the Stf&it long as a state as weak as Turkey has any kind
of hold upon this critically significant territory, ingues will be encouraged. The Greeks, for example,
have already declared their ambition to have Consiaple in their hands, and are conducting a
campaign of propaganda to that end. That is typical of wlag be expected to go on, until a thorough-
going and permanent solution of the problem of the Stea@idopted, in an International State.

(vii) It deserves to be especially emphasized thatehson for the establishment of an International
Constantinopolitan State, is not to humiliate Turkegmy Moslem interest, but simply to face squarely
and honestly a situation which is a constant menadetbdhe peace of Turkey and to the peace of the
world; and, deceiving ourselves no longer with vain makeshd determine upon the only fundamental
solution. No such fundamental readjustment can be ndaddgtless, without some disturbance and
sacrifices, but it can be counted certain that aditeel interests-economic, political, social and religio
will in the end gain from a permanent solution of thiging world-question.

(3) Extent and BoundarieJ he discussion of the extent and boundaries of tmst@otinopolitan State is
by the General Adviser, Dr. Lybyer, and puts clearly teenehts of that problem, anticipating a complete
study on the ground by the special Boundaries Commissenr&atommended.

1. The primary reason for the setting off of a sepaaeta at Constantinople, to be forever under a special
regime controlled by the League of Nations, is thasthaits between the Black Sea and the
Mediterranean, being a concern of many nations, who taemain satisfied with the ownership of any
one power, should be permanently and freely open.

2. Inasmuch as the Sea of Marmora is small, and é@msesmay be regarded as simply an enlargement of
the Straits, a minimum boundary must include not ordywthole of both sides of the Bosphorus and the
Dardanelles, but also the entire shore of the S&&aomhora. The American experts in International Law
at Paris pronounced that serious complications migée #ran independent state should reach these
waters at any point.

3. Constantinople is also the place where railwagkenthe crossing between Europe and Western Asia,
arrangements for the stations and yards of these adedtaken into account.



4. On account of the ready access by water and ragicweomic support of the city does not need to be
provided for completely within the boundaries of the stakxeept as regards the water supply. It would be
convenient, of course, to have room for dairy and vegefabigng, in view of the trouble of crossing
frontiers.

5. Inasmuch as the population has always been greatly radahdition which will undoubtedly
continue, and since it may be assumed that the Leadu&tiohs will provide for the security of all
elements without privilege or favor, there is no needdjost the boundary to racial groups.

6. On the European side, it is better, all things congigd¢éodeave with Constantinople the present
remnant of Turkey in Europe, accepting the Turco-Bulgdr@mtier of 1915 subject to minor
modifications. The Constantinople area needs no taockthan is included in an adjustment of the Enos-
Midia line, as shown on the accompanying map; but the questidisposing of the remainder of

"Turkish Thrace" is so acute, that the best solutido lsave this also with Constantinople

I. This area was ceded to the Balkan Allies early in 1848,assigned to Bulgaria, but it was recovered
by Turkey after the second Balkan war If Bulgaria connioebe kept out of her rightful lands in
Macedonia, she has some ground for claiming Turkish Tlaseeregion for the settlement of refugees.
As regards Turkish and Bulgarian Thrace, there has beensiderable exchange of population since
1915, so that few Bulgarians remain in the area, whileineber of Turks has been increased .

il. Greece has claimed the territory, but statistigigmitted by the Greeks do not estimate that before 1912
the Greek population of the territory between the Bvi@ia line and the present Bulgarian frontier was
more than 147,000, or 42 per cent of the whole. Their oatersents show that a large proportion of this
number migrated between 1912 and the Great War. They dtatetlse reciprocal fact that an
approximately equal number of Turks migrated from territoguaed by Greece in 1913 and settled

here, so that there was not a mere expulsion ofkSyéait a fair exchange of population. The Greek
population was then probably not over 25 per cent of tredenh 1914. It is less at present, but changes
during the Great War should hardly be taken into accouna.claims of Greece to this area cannot be
justified.

iii. On the basis of population, Turkish Thrace waslyeRlrkish in 1914, the proportion reaching at least
60 per cent.

iv. There is no prospect that, without violent changeg,other element than the Turkish will become a
majority of the population within a considerable timec#ése this should ultimately happen, in such a
way as to make alterations of boundaries desirabld,gague of [Nations could transfer a portion of
Thrace out of the Constantinople area.

7. On the Asiatic side, the frontier beginning on thacBISea coast a short distance east of the mouth of
the Sakaria River might run east of the river to Ak Sodigh, cross to Geuk Dagh, pass southwestward to
the ridge between Isnik and Yeni Shehir, and proceed westwagl the heights south of Mudania, and
Pandernwa as far as the boundary of the Sanjak of Bighah it might follow to the sea south of Mt.

Ida.

i The line between the Black Sea and Ismid is locatstlofdhe Sakaria, including the marshy area near
the river's mouth, in order to facilitate engineering pFotd of drainage, and provide an area suitable for
dairy farming within the reach and control of Constaoptie.

il. Brusa would better be left to the Turks, becausastio relation to the defense of the Straits; because
the local population is predominantly Turkish; and becalusd urks are sentimentally attached to this as
the first Ottoman capital. To take from them all hoapitals, Constantinople, Adrianople, and Brusa,
would be very severe.



iii. The Troad Peninsula, while predominantly Turkish,st@gates such a separate physical area that it
cannot well be divided. Therefore, for the defense oDiduelanelles, it must all go with the Straits.

8. The total population of this area would be at the oatsett two millions, of whom about 60 per cent
would be Turks, 25 per cent Greeks, and 10 per cent Armeniaagrdportion of Turks would be likely
in time to decrease, and that of Greeks and Western Ean®pe increase, especially in Constantinople
and the smaller cities of the area.

I1I-THE PROBLEM OF A TURKISH STATE

We have now frankly recognized the necessity, in juetice to the Armenians, for an Armenia separated
from Turkey, and the equal necessity for a separated &uaimgipolitan State, in response to a just and
imperative world interest

Turkey is thus called upon to surrender her sovereigntyceréain modest portions of Asia Minor, but in
no way treated as her own conquerors treated territwoesn war.

(1) General ExtentBut in pursuance of this different spirit shown imgoest, if the principles of national
unity and of self-determination are to be truly applieth®oTurkish people, Anatolia, the bulk of Asia
Minor remaining, with ample outlets to the sea, shoultttvdor a Turkish State, but under such
conditions as may sacredly guard the rights of albmities, whether racial or religious. This would give
to Turkey a comparatively very large area-larger than lerameving a population one-fourth that of
France-of approximately ten millions, of whom some eighlions are Moslems (about seven millions
Turks) and one and one-half millions Greeks. This showdrado the new Turkey an ample opportunity
of development. In the interests of a reasonableds¢éfrmination for some of the smaller racial groups, it
may be also necessary to allow their transfer ey t¥o choose, to Syria or Mesopotamia, or to grant the
at least local autonomy.

(2) Reasons for a Mandate for the Turkish State. thsde be generally recognized by the Turkish
people themselves, that the surest and speediest roattloeir @resent evil conditions is way of a
mandate under the League Nations, and so shifting from@erimmtistic state to a democratic one. And
from every point of view that appears desirable. Indeegeiins impossible to expect any satisfactory
change in the government of Turkey by any other method.i#Ahe Turks had not themselves suggested
a mandatory, the Peace Conference might well haveldédfed to require one.

This general statement, indeed, may be said to includ@dodis reasons why Turkey should have a
mandate; to secure genuinely good government, without cp@nesribery, or corruption, for the Turks
themselves; to guarantee the rights of all minoritiasial or religious; to deliver Turkey from the
demoralization of incessant intrigue from outside; to ssonithout selfish exploitation by the

Mandatory or any other outside Power, Turkey's economnvelaiement and economic independence, for
there is not the slightest doubt that she has beimg lfar below her material possibilities; in line witleth
Allied settlement with Germany, to disband the moshefTurkish Army and do away with all military
conscription, depending upon a well organized gendarmerieddairter police duties of the State,-all
this for the better good of the common people and to likeagower of intriguing imperialists over them,
to put beneath all Turkish life a national system o¥ersal education that should lift her entire people, to
train the various peoples of the State steadily infegseernment; in a word, to make of Turkey a state
of a high order on a modern basis of equal rights toeddire the law, and of full religious liberty. This
would inevitably result in a state not purely (though predontipanurkish in race and in control, a
cosmopolitan state in which various racial stocks wergained and in whose government all
representatively shared.

(3) Turkey's Desire for An American Mandak®r the reasons given in an earlier section ofepert-
especially since the Peace Conference had not declatetutkey must herself have a mandate, and



because a free expression was not allowed-it has leegmlificult to get clearly decisive evidence of the
desires of the people of Turkey upon the choice of manBatanany indications tend to confirm the
opinion that the great majority of thoughtful Turkishdees sincerely desire an American mandate.

That a nation so long independent should seek a mamuatey sense of the term, is sufficiently
remarkable, and it tends to confirm the opinion of a trustwand university-trained Turkish journalist,
who wrote: "The Turks have been so hardly tried by thateva the past, that most of them are ready to
submit themselves to some regular schooling, instead kahgiany hazardous experiments with new,
ignorant leaders.” And he thus sums up Turkish public oprameerning a mandate for Turkey:

The following divisions can be noticed: (1) the large mgjavhich realizes that the country has only the
choice between an American mandate and an eteraascboupled with foreign occupation and the loss
of national unity; (2) a minority which does not likeediscuss any settlement which implies a theoretical
restriction of sovereignty; (3) a minority of suppostef an English solution.

As giving an idea of the strength of the American mgjphie calls attention to "The elements which
make it up™:

The National Congress, a body formed in Constanteeeleral months ago by the delegates of fifty-
three different Turkish societies and organizationsnesaf the chief supporters of the American
mandate. As all the Turkish intellectual organizatiomsrapresented in the Congress, it may almost be
considered as representative of the educated classesnalgdime National League, containing about
forty of the most respected citizens and Senatalsasfor the American mandate. This means at the
same time, the majority of the Senatu The "Natiotiaftarty in Anatolia in general are in favor of the
American mandate. The professors of different faesilbf the university favor the American mandate. So
do most of the lawyers, teachers technicians, and mescltrpresent, most of the papers with large
circulations are taking the same view of things. Ttasesof things is very surprising, because there is, on
the one hand, a very active propaganda for the Englisldaie; on the other hand the Americans do not
make any propaganda.

Another journalist gave detailed corroborative evidenokifg in the same direction. For example, he
said that he had been carrying on a campaign in his &uamsiple paper for three months for an
American Mandate, and that this campaign had calledmdyttwo letters protests while, on the contrary,
many words of approval had come from men of all parties.

The delegations who have met the Commission, whequéstion of mandate was taken up, have
generally favored an American Mandate. A delegation seprténg the intellectual leaders among the
women, including presidents of educational institutions dmétonal and provincial educational
associations, were especially emphatic in declaringriohmerican Mandate. The general judgment of
the most trustworthy observers whom the Commissiare &ble to consult confirmed these results. The
delegates of a Congress held a few months ago at Smgcheg@esenting 1,800,000 people, have
declared for an American Mandate. The Congress as &ia on the 20th of August, probably the most
representative recent gathering of the Turkish peopépected by those in closest touch with the
movement for which it stands, to declare for an Anagridandate.

On the whole, it is highly probable that a large majasitthe Turkish people, wishing a mandate at all,
would favor the American Mandate.

(4) Territorial Conditions in Anatolia. To completestBurvey of the problems involved in a reconstitution
of the Turkish State in Anatolia, a general discussiohrief summary, of territorial conditions in
Anatolia-touching also upon various subject races-sealiezldor. This is also furnished by the General
Adviser.



|. After setting off definitely from the Turkish Empias it was in 1914 all the Arabic-speaking areas,
Armenia, and the Constantinopolitan State, there msyalarge mass of territory, in which the greatest
single element of population is Turkish (this word beingtéd to those persons whose mother tongue is
Turkish and who profess the Mohammedan religion). Gdiave been advanced toward setting off
portions of this remaining area, by Kurds for "Kurdistahy,'Greeks for "Pontus,"-an area along the
Black Sea coast from Sinope to Batum; by Syrians foci@jlby Italians for Adalia and the whole
southwest, and by Greeks for Smyrna and the west. filii@oe of these portions that is advisable, in the
opinion of the Commission, actually to handle sepératiepresent, is "Kurdistan." All will be discussed
briefly in the order named.

lI. Kurdistan The Kurds claim a very large area, on the basis afdrstribution, but since they are
greatly mixed with Armenians, Turks, and others, and divisceong themselves into Kizilbash, Shiite
and Sunnites it seems best to limit them to the nag@@jraphical area which lies between the proposed
Armenia on the north and Mesopotamia on the south,thdlilivide between the Euphrates and the
Tigris as the western boundary, and the Persian fraadi¢éhe eastern boundary. A measure of autonomy
can be allowed them under close mandatory rule, thétobject of preparing them for ultimate
independence or for federation with neighboring areadargar self-governing union. It is possible to
shift most of the comparatively small numbers of bothk$@and Armenians out of this area by voluntary
exchange of population and thus obtain a province containog almillion and a half people, nearly all
Kurds. Full security must needs be provided for the Syfidnaldean and Nestorian Christians who dwell
in the area. This plan would probably provide for allhef Sunnite Kurds in Turkey, and the Kizilbash
group lies almost wholly to the west. The area coptatad looks more to the south than the west and
lies wholly about the upper waters of the Tigris andribaitaries. It would seem better, therefore, unless
the population itself strongly prefers the other plamlage it under the control of the power which cares
for Mesopotamia, than to connect it with Armenia asttb® mountains at the north, or with Anatolia with
which it would have only narrow contact at the west.

[ll. "Pontus."About one-half of the area asked for by the Greeks @fitl3" should be included in the
Armenian State, in order to give it access to the seard@mainder is needed by Anatolia for the same
reason. There were approximately 200,000 Greeks in eachsgf plortions in 1914. This would seem to
he too small a minority in both Armenia and Anatolia ¢oelpected into an autonomous province. The
rights of these Greeks can in each state he provatddify by general laws, enforced in each case by the
mandatory power until such time as the states areg feadelf-government with adequate protection of
minorities.

IV. Cilicia. Cilicia is claimed by both Armenians and Syriangach case by a minority which did not
exceed 25 per cent in 1914. Reasons are stated above fovingtitgio the former. It is unimportant to
Syria as an outlet, since that area has many portst Butery valuable to the areas both at the northeas
and the north. It should not be separated economicalty Anatolia at present. and if at any future time
the Armenians should receive it, provisions would haveetmade for the use of its ports by the interior
regions of Anatolia from Kaisariyeh to Konia.

The region between Cilicia and Armenia, containing AimstMalatia and Kharput is claimed by the
Armenians, but should also be left with Anatolia.dbtained in 1914 a mixture of Turks, Kizlbash,
Armenians, Sunnite Kurds and others, proportioned appareritig iorder named. Strong mandatory
control would be difficult because of the distan@efrthe coast across rough mountainous country but it
would be very necessary, lest the region become a hugrtngnd for Turkish, Kurdish, and Armenian
bands, each anxious to acquire the territory for its people

V. Adalia and the Southwesdtaly's claim to the southwest of Asia Minor restsmupothing that is
compatible with the principles of the Commission's indions. There are no lItalians native to the
country, and no evidence exists that the population ddtafgsas a mandatory over them. In this region



the Moslems are to the Greek Orthodox Christiangrasat one. None of this area should be separated
from Anatolia.

VI. Smyrna and the Westhe problem of the west coast is a difficult ora, lmecause of the intrinsic
situation, but because of the persistency of the G&mslernment in demanding an area there, and of the
fact that a Greek army is in occupation.

Nowhere except perhaps in the Sanjak of Smyrna andrtedastal Kazas is the Greek Orthodox
population in a majority, and the complete proof that ih majority there awaits an impartial census. If
any question existed previously as to the unwillingnesseofrthjority of the population in the area now
occupied by the Greeks to be annexed to Greece, or to hasee@®a mandatory, the question has been
answered by the circumstances of the occupab@ilE This is an allusion to the massacres of Moslems
by Greeks, and subsequent atrocities upon the occasibe lainding at Smyrna May 15, 1915. An

official Inter-Allied inquiry has confirmed the fact tife atrocities.] The question has also been answered
as to whether the Balkan State of modern Greece halae such a degree of civilization that it can be
entrusted with mandatory rule over a people of diffefaitih and hostile feeling.

The Greek army and all authority of the Greek Governmaght to be withdrawn from an area where
better order was kept by twelve British officers than be maintained by one hundred thousand Greek
troops. There can be no settled peace until either kGoegjuest has swept far to the interior, with great
destruction of property and life, or until the Greek poiwevholly removed. In the latter case the
guestion would still remain: Should an area in Westesia Minor be set off as a special Greek region
and placed under a separate mandate? The answer isxegttese for the following reasons:

(1) The character of the country is such that no gotataeboundary can be found except high up in the
hills If such a boundary be traced, the population withimoitild be so markedly Moslem (about three to
one) that the area could have no special Greek characte

(2) If, on the other hand, a more or less arbitrary ba drawn farther west, it would not constitute a good
barrier for defense against smugglers or brigand bands.

(3) Any line drawn now would be regarded, more or less, @@momic barrier, cutting off Smyrna and
other coast cities from some of the trade with therior, to mutual disadvantage.

(4) Neither Greeks nor Turks in Western Asia Minor woudtidve anything except that it is the intention
of the League of Nations to permit Greece later toatime territory set off, and perhaps to extend her
holdings further. The elements would therefore be prdesest Macedonian system of sustained brigand
warfare, which could be kept down only by more militafpefand expenditure than any mandatory
power cares to assume.

Shall any measures be taken then to develop a specid &esein Asia Minor? The maximum that

would seem to be advisable at the present would be thaing standatory power should be entrusted
with a single mandate for all Anatolia, and should tgxecial pains to protect Greeks and Turks alike and
preserve order in the west, with the possibility afratéd locally autonomous Greek area. The question
of a future separated Greek area could then be left iraabeyto be brought up again if circumstances

justify.

VII. A Mandate for Anatoliawhile the instructions of this Commission do not disegtention the
assignment by the League of Nations of a mandatory ntiassist the Turks, many of the Turks
themselves have suggested such a plan, and some haveéguoresgant requests for America as the
mandatory power. The need of supervision over finance,qwbliks, education, internal order, and all
the processes of government is hardly less for the Tddspite their centuries of political experience,
than for the Armenians, Syrians, and Mesopotamiafsirtfact impossible to discern any other method



of setting Western Asia in order. The Turks if lefthemselves in a condition of poverty, ignorances and
general exhaustion, with a feeling that they had beentlynjusated and then abandoned by all the world,
could not fail to be a source of trouble and disturbancéandther crisis, with perhaps another great
war, would necessitate some such solution as is now seddast under conditions less favorable to
success.

VIII. The Desirability of a Single Mandatory for Armenia, Anatolia, and Constaple While it is
desirable that Armenia, Anatolia, and Constantinopleilshioe placed under separate mandates, and
governed by separated administrations, it is also destiadti¢he three mandates should be held by one
great power.

(1) Those areas have been held together for severariesniand have a great number of close ties of all
sorts, the delicate adjustment of which can be beshagueshed under one power.

(2) Unity of economic control, with similar commeindaws, coinage, weights, and measures, and
language of business is advantageous to all concerned.

(3) Problems of repatriation and exchange of populat@arspe arranged more justly and promptly under
one mandatory.

(4) The adjustment of the public debt will be easier.
(5) The building of railroads and the improvement of esudf travel can be better arranged.

(6) Police control and repression of brigandage will besifapler. On the contrary the holding of the
three areas by separate powers permits the takingugferdly bandits and criminals across the borders.

(7) Unity is urged by many well-informed foreigners, lookirgm various points of view. Many of these
favor not merely a single mandatory power, but a singladate. Practically all the benefits can be
obtained by the first plan that could be obtained by tbergk and many serious difficulties can be
avoided, such as arise from persecution of Armeniansfaréace with navigation, and complications of
intrigue.

(8) Friction which might arise between three mandespiand which might conceivably lead to a great
war, could be eliminated.

(9) The transition would be more easily acceptable by thikish people, than if two or three powers
should take control of the three areas. The factttigamandatory would probably establish a central
control in Constantinople would aid the transitiol &trther.

In the foregoing discussion of Territorial ConditiansAnatolia, various minority people have been
briefly studied. It seems necessary to consider furtltehis point, only the rather pressing problems of
the Greeks.

IV-THE PROBLEM OF THE GREEKS

(1) The situation of the Greeks is not that of the &nrans. The Greeks have suffered much in
deportations by the Turks, but there have been no suehsax¢ massacres of the Greeks as of the
Armenians. The Greeks, too, in the adjacent Greekdsl|ehave a possible congenial refuge within
former Turkish territory, such as the Armenians do not.hélie Greeks also have, in territories recently
acquired by Greece, opportunities for settlement on Gragkmsowhich there is no parallel for the
Armenians. The general situation of the Greeks, toommghed numbers, is much less desperate than
that of the Armenians. Moreover, the Greeks are madelyscattered in small groups through Turkey



than the Armenians. The drastic remedy of establishstgta for the Greeks completely separated from
Turkey, seems, therefore, both less possible and very lesEllesirable.

(2) The Results of the Greek Occupation of Smyrna do ot $e indicate that the Greeks of Turkey
should now be given rule over others or be granted e full independence. Local autonomy in a
territory strictly confined to a district in which theyere in a decided majority would seem the most that
could be recommended at present.

(3) The ability of the Greeks is not in question, nairtenthusiasm for education. On the contrary, both
factors make it the more probable that they could naatto hold their own within the Turkish State.
Indeed, the special gifts of the Greeks generally makm tharticularly successful as colonists. The
probability is that they would lose on the whole ratian gain, in being completely set off from Turkey.
In spite of the violent antagonisms of recent yelaesnsey may well be right in saying: "The Turks and
the Greeks will united make a happier country than erdnss could by itself.” The two races supplement
each other.

(4) There is to be added, that the apparent purpose ©titke to ask for a mandate, and of the Peace
Conference to appoint such a mandate, gives promiseast urkey, in which the rights of the Greeks
would be fully guarded at least for the terms of the mandat

A trial certainly should be made by the Greeks of hf¢hie Turkish State under the new conditions,
before further independence should be sought. The coistitafta new Turkey on modern lines, the
steady watchers and influence of the Mandatory, andupervision of the League of Nations and the
right of appeal to it-all combine to give the Greeks ewmsurance of fair treatment and equality of
opportunity, at least during the term of the mandateilllbe the business, too, of the Mandatory to do all
possible to develop the whole people into capacity filgeeernment. The help of a national system of
education, too, would do much to assure that the abuses oltthime would not return, and the term of
the mandate would naturally continue until there was goorhige of Turkey's success as a modem state.
Even after the mandate had expired, the League of Nataurid still act, upon necessity to prevent all
gross invasions of the rights of minorities.

In the light of all these considerations it could sdxst not to set off any independent Greek territory for
the present, in the belief that in the long run tétdy good both of the Greeks and of the Turks is to be
found in their union in one cosmopolitan state.

V-RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations, dealing with mandates in the AswmiMiortion of the former Ottoman Empire,
follow naturally upon the preceding discussions of penmtiaetion already taken by the Peace
Conference; of dangers arising from a selfish divisiosh @ploitation of Turkey; of considerations
looking to a proper division of Turkey; and of problems radtyrresulting. For the recommendations
built directly on foundations already laid by the Pe@oaference. They aim to prevent a selfish
exploitation and division of Turkey. They intend not Isagely to ground such division of Turkey as is
recommended solely upon considerations of justice anglaibe of all men. And in this spirit they
endeavor honestly to face the grave problem arisingtaaselek their solution in the light of the full
discussion which precedes. That discussion has been,gbdtithe Recommendations of the
Commissioners need do little more than summarizelgsions, except upon two points-the reasons for a
general American Mandate, and the conditions upon whichassuedndate might be taken by America.

The Commissioners Recommend

1 The formation, under a Mandatory of an Armenian Statepletely separated from Turkey, as defined
in the preceding section of the report, for reasorsdir fully given.



It is consequently recommended that Cilicia should noteparated from Anatolia at present.

2. The similar formation. under a Mandatory, of anrimdéonal Constantinopolitan State, completely
separated from Turkey, as defined in the preceding seat&@mfor reasons already fully given.

3. The appointment of a Mandatory for the continued Barkstate, in line with the apparent wishes of

the majority of the Turkish people; the major termghef Mandate to be defined by the Peace Conference
or the League of Nations, and further adjustments triamged between the Mandatory and Turkey. The
reasons for the Mandate and its necessary scopebbhawealready fully given.

4. That. for the reasons already stated, no indepeteteindry be set off for the Greeks; though local
autonomy be granted to that portion of the Sanjak of Bawuhich has a decided majority of Greeks, but
under the general mandate for Turkey.

5. That a commission or commissions on boundariesia Kinor be appointed to study on the ground
and to exactly define the boundaries of the states namnted first three recommendations, and the
precise limits of any locally autonomous area in SmyfTitee definition of the boundaries of the Turkish
State would require the study and definition of the nontheundaries of Syria and Mesopotamia as well,
with special reference to allowing to the Kurds a meastiaetonomy under close mandatory rule,
possibly in connection with Mesopotamia, and with theraleaerstanding that the rights of the Syrian,
Chaldean, and Nestorian Christian minorities in thel region shall be carefully guarded.

6. A general single mandate for the whole of Asia Mifmmt assigned to Mesopotamia or Syria) to
include under it the mandate for Armenia, the mandatdhéCbnstantinopolitan State, and the mandate
for the continued Turkish State, each with a goverhas@wn to insure full attention to its particular
interests besides a governor-general over the whbkevarious interrelations and common concerns of
the constituent states would thus be studied and caredfaellbas their individual needs. The reasons
for such a general mandate have been fully given andnuogdat repeated here.

7. That the United States of America be asked to takgémeral single mandate, together with its
inclusive mandates for the Armenian State, the Constgtlitan State, and the continued Turkish State.
This recommendation is made for the following reasomsvneed to be developed in full:

(1) As already pointed out, it seems to be generallyetbtitat America should take the mandate for
Armenia. In this, both the Armenians and the Allies segneed-and even the Turks, if there must be an
Armenian State at all. Nevertheless, America cannalwtake this mandate without at the same time
taking a mandate for the rest of Asia Minor as well.

For, in the first place, this Armenian mandate wouldnomany respects the most difficult of all: because
it would begin in relations of bitter hostility; becauke State would have to built from the bottom under
most peculiar circumstances; and because the mandate veweldo be prolonged against the impatience
of the Armenians. And these difficulties would alldmeentuated, if the surrounding conditions could not
be determined. It concerns the world that this ArmentateShould clearly succeed. its mandatory
should not be needlessly handicapped.

In the second place, the problems of the differerteSta Asia Minor are too closely related to be wisely
entrusted to entirely different Powers, with differ&igals and methods. That situation would inevitably
tend to produce friction, waste, and bad feeling, and uresetiosf/ conditions in one state would naturally
spread to other states also.

In the third place, if the rest of Turkey, outside ohadest Armenian State, were divided into spheres of
influence and exploitation areas, the direct hindraad¢be working out of a truly conceived mandate in
Armenia would be well nigh insuperable.



The American mandate for Armenia, thus, calls for egdmandate over all of Asia Minor.

(2) America is also the most natural Power to takerthedate for the International Constantinopolitan
State as well as for Armenia, for the simple reabahshe is the only Great Power territorially and
strategically disinterested. The mandatory for thigmagonal state should be herself strong, to
discourage any further intrigue for control of the Sstadisinterested, to command the confidence of all
the nations concerned, and in unmistakably earnest sigynwéh the aim of such a state, and with those
international means by which this aim is to be achietlesl]-eague of Nations and its mandatory system.
These needed qualifications are best met by America.tNevull fruits of such an international state
cannot be secured unless the rest of Asia Minor is méitleravironment for such a state, practically
embodying the same great principles

The mandate for the Constantinopolitan State alds foala general mandate over all Asia Minor.

(3) It is to be added that America is also the most abRower for the mandate over the New Turkish
State, because the Turkish people want her, and geneusliyner, as the evidence previously given
indicates, and because America is peculiarly preparedeotime needs of the Turkish people in this
crisis in their history, as the reasons to be giverafgeneral American mandate will later bring out.

The desired American mandate for the new Turkish State, calls also for a general mandate over all
Asia Minor.

(4) The best solution for mandates in Asia Minor woelers then to be, to combine all three mandates in
a composite mandate, which would be put in the hands efigaas the single mandatory

The general reasons for a single mandatory for all WMawr, already given are not to be lightly
regarded. They give solid grounds for a composite supervisangate.

The further direct reasons for making America thaglsimandatory should now be considered. To begin
with, there is the recognized fact that all the othexaBGAllies are already heavily loaded with colonial
responsibilities, which of itself suggests a specialgaiion here for America. But the positive reasons-if
there are any-lie necessarily in some special fitoégsnerica for the particular task in hand-a fitness
growing naturally out of her experience as a great gmpaemocracy, largely freed hitherto from
European entanglements. Those reasons, that iselréably in certain dominant national convictions of
America, in a certain idealistic international faitfvher record in these international relations, artthen
indications of her duty at this critical point in hunfastory. All of these considerations concern the
Turkish situation.

In the first place, we have found both the Syrian amdi¥h peoples recognizing that at the foundation of
the common life of America were to be found certagatjdominant convictions. They saw that she had a
passion for peace and for the possibility of its attamtima spite of all sordid manifestations to the
contrary, and that to bring such a righteous peace nsaeegntered this war. They saw that she had a
passion for democracy, for the common man everywlrespite of inconsistencies at home and abroad,
and could treat men of all races with a genuine reseatof some insight into their own individual

gifts. They felt sure that she would not go into amyation simply to dominate, and to stamp American
customs on a people. They knew that, because she bbelyed in democracy, she had also a passion
for universal education, as possible for the rank and fievefy nation, and as absolutely essential to a
democracy. They believed, therefore, that as a mandstarywould gird herself to help a people fulfill its
own highest possibilities. They believed, indeed, thatrsd a passion for the development of a national
spirit in every people, not as narrow conceit, buadh in a divine individuality, to which the people

must be true, if they were to be significant membethaif larger fellowship of nations for which the
world longs. They instinctively felt, thus, that shentned in a way fairly unique, educational emphasis
with respect for the values of another people. They ktmoy that with a high religious idealism,



America somehow combined belief in the principle ofg@paration of Church and State in governmental
administration, for the highest good both of religiowl ®f the state, and was thus especially fitted to
render help to a state like Turkey at so peculiarly ctiigaoint in her transition from an imperialistic to a
democratic state on modern lines and with completgioels liberty.

In the second place, with these mastering convictitiesSyrians and Turkish people believed that
America combined a certain idealistic internationahfain her stubborn belief in the League of Nations
and in the possibilities of its mandatory system, wine@mestly carried out. She was naturally prepared,
therefore, they believed, to throw herself into tbgponsibilities of a mandate; steadfastly to seetato t
the people entrusted to her care into self-governmentném@conomic independence; and promptly to
withdraw when that task was complete; for she would oreafie success of her stewardship by both the
completeness and the promptness with which her taskaeasnplished.

In the third place, both the Syrian and the Turkish peaplexpressing their desire for an American
mandate, have laid steady emphasis upon the assurarmdecame from America's record in dealing
with other peoples. They believed in her unselfish aimkarwar and that she was now seeking for no
share in the spoils of the war. They believed thathstoeno territorial or imperialistic ambitions. They
believed in her high and unselfish aims in dealing with&and the Philippines. They believed that she
was not involved in any joint plan for an exploiting digisiof either Syria or Turkey. They believed in
the high quality of her relief service and especially ofdgicational service in both countries-a service
so fine, that so competent and impartial an observenas&y can say: "l firmly believe that Robert
College has done more to render possible a safe solidtiba &astern Question' in Turkey than all the
ambassadors of all the European Powers have succeeatt@dgrio render that solution difficult."” They
believed that, so far was America from scheming toinlatanandate in Asia, she was honestly reluctant
to undertake such a mandate of any kind.

In the fourth place, America is peculiarly fitted tothe single Mandatory Power for all Asia Minor, not
only because of her national convictions, her internati@ith, and her record, but also because the
course of duty for her would seem to lie in this dirattio

It is no part of the task of the commissioners toraetee whether America is now willing to accept the
general single mandate for Turkey, with its three inedIgsubordinate mandates. It is their business to
point out where, in their honest judgment, that mandakengs (if proper conditions can be fulfilled) and
SO given an opportunity to the Peace Conference to pueshéing obligation squarely up to the
American people.

Can America deny all obligation in this matter of a maadar Turkey? She has believed perhaps more
than any other people, in the high possibilities of taadue of Nations: but, if the League of Nations is
not to be a sham and a delusion, all nations must bagnib bear their share in the resulting
responsibilities. America, certainly, cannot be arepkion. She came into the war, too with the ardent
faith and hope that a more democratic world might teishe willing to carry those war purposes
through to the end? Here in Turkey is an unrivaled oppoyttmitry these purposes out, for the good not
only of a single people, but of the entire world; forenm Turkey has been through centuries a center of
intrigue and strife that has engulfed all nations inatssequences. Moreover, America's intervention in
the war went far to determine the war's issue. Wasntetwention justified? America must still do her
utmost to complete the proof.

But America's obligation goes still deeper, in this despdratir of human need. Men still need peace-
long deferred. They need far better provision for bodéyts. They need simple, homely happiness. But
beneath all this, they need renewed faith in one anatitem one another's honest purposes of good.

The war destroyed that faith between the hostileelrthe settlements of the war, it is to be fednade
gone far to destroy that faith among the Allies thewesellt is not roseate dreaming, but practical politics



of the most imperative sort, to do something to bring lmaek's faith in men. If we can see the radical
necessity of such faith, to prevent or break a findpaaic are we to see less clearly in times like these
of a moral world panic? Cynicism and disillusionmentwashave seen, are rife. Can they be conquered?
Only by indisputable examples to the contrary. It magdagbtful, then: if America could do anything so
significant for the human race today, as to provesha had not forgotten her own ideals and purposes in
the war, but was willing to give a new and even grgateof of them in undertaking unselfishly a

difficult and distasteful, but highly important and faaching task-by taking on the general mandate for
Turkey (as well as for Syria, if the Peace Conferehoeadht best). In fidelity to herself does not America
owe that demonstration to the world ? It is hard to estirtted immense effect of so important a mandate
under the League of Nations being carried through with aledplnbnest unselfishness. It would make a
reality of the League of Nations; it would make a tgalf the mandatory system. It would set a new
standard in international relations. It would renew miitk in one another. It would help to save
America herself from a disastrous reaction fromdenuinely high aims in the war.

Nothing has been said of America's ment of Turkey's largeiress, though it is not suggested that the
financial relations of Turkey to America should be finather than those of self-respecting
independence. Turkey's present condition, however, is ssigus in a thousand ways, that very large
amounts of capital would be initially required, and nme$uat first would be small and slow. But before the
mandate ended a fair return on capital, put into direlge@@ublic improvements and the development
of natural resources, might properly be expected ataime sime that Turkey's own interests were
guarded against selfish and monopolistic exploitation. lampeans for the economic develop America
should not come into the Turkish Mandate with the ebgiemn of large financial profits. But if even so
favorable a result as that indicated proved quite implesshmerica might well spend millions to insure
relations of peace and good will among nations, rdtteer the billions required for another war, sure to
come if the present cynical national selfishness arkddagood will are not checked.

As against the considerations now presented, it mightdgezluhat the very suggestion of so large and
significant a mandate for America is itself proof tAaterica too is grasping imperialistic power. The
answer is, that America's idea of a mandate is engaliigtthat a mandate is for limited term (so that

even if a mandate for Syria were added to the mandaiaif&ey the whole would mean no long

retention of power by America, except as the Leagidatibns should continue her as mandatory over
the Constantinopolitan State, that she literally doesvant this mandate, except to meet her fair shiare
responsibility in the world today; that she would havbd@ersuaded by a campaign of education to take
it on; and that she ought not to take it at all, if aart@portant conditions cannot be fulfilled.

(5) Considerations on which America would be justifiethiking a composite general mandate for Asia
Minor. Those conditions are: That she is really wdriy the Turkish people, that Turkey should give
evidence that she is ready to do justice to the Armenmm®nly by the allotment of the territory within
her borders, recommended for the Armenian State, lubglencouraging the repatriation of Armenians,
and by seeing that all possible just reparation is madeto &s they return to their homes; that Turkey
should also give evidence that she is ready to beeomedern constitutional state, and to abolish
military conscription; that Russia should be ready touece all claims upon Russian Armenia; that the
Allies should cordially welcome America's help in th#ficult situation in Turkey, and especially that all
plans for cutting up Turkey, for the benefit of outside pesphto spheres of influence and exploitation
areas should be abandoned.

These conditions are necessary to a successfulsohitihe Turkish problem. Unless they are fulfilled,
America ought not to take the mandate for Asia Minod &re Commissioners do not recommend that
the mandate be given to America if these conditions@ibe essentially met.

Respectfully submitted,



HENRY C. KING,
CHARLES R. CRANE.

Confidential Appendix
Prepared By The Commission For Use of Americans Only

Originally printed inEditor & Publisher,V.55, No. 27, 2nd Section, December 2, 1922

Since the Commission was the American Section obgegted international Commission on Mandates in
the Turkish Empire, it has seemed best to prepare ploetrie such form that copies could be furnished to
representatives of all the Allied Powers, if thatrevdesired. The body of the report, therefore, though
trying squarely to face all the facts, has been writtigh that possibility in mind.

At the same time there was material involving criticehour Allies, that: ought not to come into a report
to be put into their hands, and yet that the Americdeda¢ion to the Peace Conference and our own
State Department ought to have, as involved in a coeptatement of the case. That material prepared
by Dr. Lybyer has been gathered into this Confidential Adpe

The opportunity has also been taken to bring in some supptary discussions that treat with a little
more detail certain important aspects of our inquiry smthrow light on the broader bearings of our
report.

1. The Interference of the Occupying Governments with td Commission's Inquiry

1. O. E. T. A. South-the Britisim each area the policy of the occupying governmentlszecial effect
upon the course of the inquiry.

At Jerusalem and Jaffa the British military governoeserconsulted in the preparation of the
Commission's programs. At the other places they preplageghtire program themselves. No attempt was
discerned to hinder any groups which desired to meet the Ceimmialthough there were a few
complaints as to restricting the size of the delegatitn one or two cases it was necessary to request a
governor to leave the room, since it was the uniform talallow no officials (nor indeed anyone besides
the Commission, a delegation, and perhaps an intergteisen by the delegation) to be present during
interviews.

There was some evidence that attempts had been madieiémaef opinion in favor of a British mandate,
though with no great amount of success. The "Moslems@dmni Committee” and the officials of Jaffa.

the Kadi of Jenin, and some groups of Acre, were saidte bheen chosen by the occupying government
and were declared not to represent the people. Two @& mitgary governors seemed to have taken
some action to procure votes for Britain. Orders had @seled at Jaffa against declaring for complete
independence.

Evidence appeared of some French activity in this akeayike with little success. There was much
enterprise on the part of members of the Arab Governatddamascus. Such persons were not hindered
by the British authorities from moving about freely, digitibg printed forms and giving instruction
according to definite programs'

It may be remarked that a number of British offigia€luding some at Jerusalem, were proceeding as
though expecting that Britain will remain permanently intcol of Palestine. For instance, they were
planning for the growth of cities, the building of roads eafivays, and the construction of harbors. On
the other hand, some expressed a desire that Amerighl €fmme as mandatory power. There was a



general agreement that France could come to the conftatlSyria only with a great show of force, and
the probability of considerable fighting.

2.0. E. T. A. West-the French was too evident that in all O. E. T. A. West, tench military

governors had worked with varying energy and success tmabeareality or at least the appearance of a
desire of a French mandate. Their propaganda, some of thieizlcarried on directly, and some through
native officials and agents, took many forms.

The Commission saw inspired articles in the newspagitempts at browbeating and espionage, the
hindrance by French soldiers of the attempts of indivglaatl groups to reach the Commission, and the
ushering in of officials, manifestly unsuited to theirigoss, freshly appointed in the room of others who
had been removed because they had declined to support a Femndite.

Authentic information came to hand of threats and brépeseven imprisonment and banishment for the
same purpose. The management of the sessions at Batedd and Tripoli was so bad as to be insulting
to the intelligence and almost to the dignity of the @ossion, and was saved from this at other places
only by the greater intelligence and natural politenessoife French officers who kept their methods out
of sight.

Agents of Prince Feisal were also working in a limited/ in O. E. T. A. West, in support of the program
of the Syrian Congress at Damascus. There was no eeidéirect action by the British in this

territory. Perhaps there was an ulterior motivehm special and somewhat conspicuous kindnesses which
they showed the Commission during these days.

3.0. E. T. A East-the Arabk O. E. T. A. East there were evidences of condideaessure exerted by
the Government to secure the union of all elements umoprogram. This took the form for the more
intelligent groups of the declaration of the Syrian Cesgrat Damascus. For others, as the Circassians
and Bedouins, who appeared at Amman, a selection ofesimpd more easily comprehensible points
from this program was emphasized.

In that area in particular government agents tried hapetsuade, cajole, or threaten all, Christians and
Moslems alike, into subscribing. No good evidence appeared arg/owhactual violence, imprisonment,
or banishment with a view to influencing declarations leetbe Commission. The Emir Feisal had
concluded agreements with the Druses and the Greek Oxti@dstians, as represented by their
patriarch, in which these agreed to support his governmeaturn for a measure of autonomy and
promises of proper treatment. It is noteworthy theséhagreements involved a request for a British
mandate, which the Druses and the Greek Orthodox stoodtile/tive Congress went over to asking for
an American mandate by preference.

Some British officers showed signs of disappointméthedeclaration in favor of the Americans as first
choice. One of them in consequence recommended to fesrgo@nt to decline a mandate over Syria,
and the Commission was informed that Mr. Balfour saneasage to this effect, which General Allenby
conveyed to the Emir Feisal.

Evidence was presented that the Emir had tried immdyliag¢éore the arrival of the Commission in
Damascus to secure the support of certain councils fegueest for a British mandate, and that he had
failed. While he stated personally to the CommissionAlm@erica and England are equally satisfactory to
him it may be that because of the benefits he has/egtand continues to receive from England, and
because of the better prospect of a speedy larger Arab ifir8yria and Mesopotamia and other areas are
under the same supervision, he prefers in his inmost theamandate of Britain.

Il. Summaries of Arguments Presented to the Commission



1. For and Against Zionism

The arguments in favor of Zionism as presented by its stgggdrave often been stated and need not now
be presented in detail. The chief elements are thatftad belonged once to the Jews, and they were
driven out by force; for two thousand years they haen bbenging and praying to come back; while the
Jews of the world are now far too numerous to be cellert Palestine, they are entitled to have
somewhere a state which can be a refuge to the opprassed) them, and an expression of their
continuance and unity; despite proposals at Paris th@ersecution of the Jews in Poland at the present
moment, there is a prospect of a disintegration odéwes in western civilization and their coalescence
with the nations where they reside; they should laavepportunity to restore their ancient language and
culture and preserve them in the old environment; there reeed of displacing the present population,
for with the afforestation, modern methods of agriaelf utilization of water-power, reclamation of wast
lands, scientific irrigation and the like, the landh c@ntain several times its present number of
inhabitants; if some of the present population desireltthsd lands they will receive a good price and
there is plenty of room for them in other Arab coiastrthe Jewish colonies have been a great benefit to
the native Arabs by teaching methods of agriculture, impgosamitation and the like; the unfolding of
the Zionistic plan would bring great prosperity to allhe tand, both present population and immigrants.

The native Arabs and Christians, who so unitedly opgossism, urged the following principal
considerations: The land is owned and occupied by themsAvale there before the Jews came; the
Jews were immigrants, who treated the former inhabitaiisthe greatest crueltyJOTE This alludes

to the wars by the Children of Israel when they "possEshe Land of Promise] and who remained a
comparatively short time; they were unable to maintamtrol over the whole land or even union among
themselves; they were expelled by the Romans and foperedanent residence elsewhere 2,000 years
ago; the Arabs conquered the land 1,300 years ago, and haiegdmver since; it is their actual home,
and not merely a residence of long ago; as Christiashd/mslems, they can honor all the holy places,
whereas the Jews can honor only their own; the degva religion and not a nation; they will, if given
control, forbid the use of the Arabic language, the meastich caused the break between the Young
Turks and the Arabs; the Jewish colonies have shownmevbkence to the Arabs in their neighborhood;
it is denied that their activities have influenced the Araward progress; the Jews have much money,
education and shrewdness, and will soon buy out and mam@away the present inhabitants; the Arabs
are friendly toward the Jews long resident in thel laho use the Arabic language; they will resist to the
uttermost the immigration of foreign Jews and theldistament of a Jewish government.

2. Arab Feeling Toward the French

While the Commission was prepared beforehand for sosmectination toward France in Syria, the
strength, universality and persistency of anti-Frenehrfg among practically all Moslems and non-
Catholic Christians (except a division of the Greek Quftix), came as a distinct surprise.

Friends of the French affirmed that it is due to Geranaoh Turkish, succeeded by Arab and British
propaganda, and that it is not deep-seated. The Comnwgsidrio great pains in testing these
affirmations by questioning. Germans and Turks did conduct aotiggropaganda during the war
against the French, and against the other Allies as Wedke was no evidence found of direct
propaganda by the British against the French, and frequertisler@re made that the Arabs had worked
thus.

It was said several times that the French had theesebnducted an anti-French propaganda by their
actions since the Armistice. On the other hand it veasged that some Arabs were working against the
French, and also against the British and all foreigrigiends of France say that the Moslems of Syria
resent the just punishment which the French gave thd®6i, and their disposition to treat the native
Christians as fully equal to the Moslems an attitude wthe British do not take in Egypt and India.



Apart from the questions of process and recency, thdeertich feeling does seem to be deep-rooted in a
large proportion of the Syrian population. This appeaaemniexamination of the principal reasons given
by the Syrians for their opposition to all French ifgegnce in their affairs. They say:

i. The French are enemies of religion, having none mteh@and supporting Roman Catholics abroad for
purely political motives.

il. They disapprove of the French attitude toward women.

iii. The French education is superficial and inferiociaracter-building to the Anglo-Saxon. It leads to
familiarity with that kind of French literature whichirseligious and immoral. The Moslems recognize
that the time has come for the education of their wgraed they say that those who receive French
education tend to become uncontrollable.

iv. The French have not treated the natives as equAlgémnia and Tunisia but have imposed differences
in office holding and in various civil rights. This argumh&vas presented very often and developed in
some detail.

v. The French have shown a marked tendency to givedreyroportion of offices, concessions, and the
like, to the Christians of Syria. Non-Catholics compthat the same discrimination is shown in favor of
Catholics and Maronites.

vi. By this discrimination, and by various intrigues sitloe occupation, the French have increased the
religious divisions in Syria, which had been reduced grelatting the war. They thus endanger the
possibility of Syrian nationalism on a non-religidugsis.

vii. The French are inclined to a policy of colonizatiby which they wish to substitute the use of the
French language for native tongues, and make the peoplEreichmen. The Syrians wish to preserve
the use of the Arabic language, and to retain their segpeesg. Furthermore, it is inherent in this policy
that the French would never leave Syria

viii. The French have lost so many men in the war iy are unable to give needful protection or
adequate administration. This is illustrated by the fewied and the inferior type of French officers and
officials now in Syria. (Friends of the French denyt#heance lacks good officials, and blame the French
foreign office for choosing badly those who are srrit Again, while for the English the Eastern service
is a career and draws the best of the young men @dfrénch it seems a kind of exile and the best prefer
to remain at home). It was affirmed that bribery andgoe are worse in the French area now than under
the Turks.

ix. The French have suffered financially in the wasuch an extent that they have not the means to
restore France itself or to develop what possessi@yshidve already. They cannot therefore give Syria
the financial and economic support she needs.

X. The French are inclined toward financial exploitatid subject areas, and would govern Syria not for
its own development, but for the profit of Frenchmen

It is not necessary here to try to estimate the areas truth that lies behind these statements. It is
sufficient to note that most of the Syrians belisubstantially the whole of this, and are thereforg ver
strongly against French control of the country.

Much feeling persists in connection with the executibArabs by Jemal Pasha, and this acts against the
French. Despite the fact that France was intrigwith the Arabs against the Turks before the Great Warr,
the knowledge that M. Picot, upon leaving his position ass@lan 1914, failed to secure his
correspondence, so that fatal evidence fell into Thrka&nds, has played into position so that France is



held responsible for the hangings. Every referencket8Arab Martyrs," by subscriptions for their
orphans, exhibitions of these children, meetings ofdlaives-the "Unfortunate Syrians,"” now not only
strengthens the sentiment for Arab independence, bufestinsg against France.

3. The Request for an American Mandate

Four possibilities were seriously contemplated by the sugsoof a United Syria: Absolute
independence, the mandate of Britain, the mandate of&@rd the mandate of America. The only
considerable groups that favored division were those who deppmiseparate Palestine for Zionism
under Britain, and a separate Lebanon, whether or ragexl, under France in case the rest of Syria is
under another mandatary.

Only Jews supported the Zionistic scheme, except that &feistians were willing to entrust the
guestion to the mandatory power. The Jews are distifwectBritain as mandatory power, because of the
Balfour declaration though many think if the scheme goeaghAmerican Jews will become its; chief
promoters. France is felt to be against it, and Amendéferent.

As regards the Lebanon the official Maronites and Giathwho support a separation scheme are
undoubtedly sincere. Not only have they many sentimeetatdward France, but they realize that no
other Power than France will support them in their @geld situation.

Many of their followers, especially those who have peasties with the United States, would rather have
the United States than France. Those outside the bal@ea who are undoubtedly for France as a
mandatory power are comparatively few. They include mibdte Catholics of every description, and a
section of the Greek Orthodox who would have been Russian mandate had Russia not collapsed. The
latter group prefer France to Britain but there was ezdeéhat many of them would prefer America to
France, if there were a certainty of acceptance.

In all Syria surprising few, aside from the Druses, dedidor Britain as first choice-not nearly so many
as for France. The fact is that Britain and Amewegie classed together, with a distinct preference for
America, but both were greatly preferred to France.JBwes and the majority of the Greek Orthodox and
some of the Protestants, were for Britain. The gregority of the Moslems were for Britain as second
choice. Most of those who made Britain their firsbicle were for America as second choice. Practically
no one was for America or England as first choiak Farance as second choice.

Practically all of the Moslems, who number about fbftins of the population of Syria, are for America
as their first choice. It is true that there wadelitlirect expression of this in Palestine, sincer afteir

first declarations at Jaffa, the question of choicemahdate was held up and referred to Damascus.
Possibly this was done under instructions from the Eeigal, who may have been trying to hold the
field for Britain. If so, the evidence of sincere deataim for America is all the stronger, since the
Congress reached unanimity for America.

As for the Christians, while comparatively few decthdirectly for America as first choice-only a part of
the Protestants and Syrian Orthodox and Armenians-tkey bound by old ties and recent agreements to
declare for Britain or France, but a large proportie@ntioned America as second choice, and 2 stated
that they would welcome her while there were abundssiurances that an American mandate would be
satisfactory to practically all.

The members of the Commission can entertain no ddubéa@enuineness of the desire for the United
States as mandatory power, in view of the countlesestappeals, both by individuals and groups, and
of the manifest enthusiasm shown on many occasiosgjti of the Commission's discouragement of
demonstrations and avoidance of every form of ostemtalti was furthermore always possible to ask
why a group or individual objected to France or Englandnbtito ask why a group failed to declare for



the United States. It is of course, also a fact thatde, and only less openly England, were making bids
for the mandate, while the United States was not.

The principal reasons advanced for desiring an Americardate were as follows:

I. Confidence in President Wilson as mainly respondineéhe freedom of Syria, and as championing the
rights of small and oppressed peoples.

il. Gratitude to America for relief of the starving and rk&hanks to President Wilson and America was
expressed in a thousand forms and with the greatestoaamotilependently of the desire as regards a
mandate.

iii. The feeling that America came into the war forgelfish reason, and could be trusted to take care of a
small people in an unselfish way.

iv. The knowledge that America is not a colonizing powegking to govern for the advantage of its own
people, and to exploit the governed. The examples abs @nd the Philippines were frequently cited.

v. The feeling that America can be relied upon to withdraww the country when her work is done,
which is the case with no other power. The experiefi€iba was contrasted with that of Egypt and
Algeria.

vi. The feeling that America is rich, and abundantly adladvance the means for the desirable speedy
development of the country economically.

vii. A hearty approval of and desire for the extensioAmwierican education in the country. England has
done little educationally for Syria. While France hasedomch, she seeks to denationalize the native
peoples and make Frenchmen of them. America, espediadiygh the Syrian Protestant College, has
taught Syrian nationalism. The American training and thglgx®axon literature and civilization, are
regarded as morally superior to the French.

viii. A conviction that America will be absolutely faand just as between the different religions and sects
France would be expected to favor Christians especialtyaRdCatholics, and England to favor
Moslems.

ix. America is abundantly supplied with trained meapfrvhom experts can be supplied in "various
branches of science, industry, administration, abdya all, education.”

x. The Americans are "lovers of humanity."

Many British officials, not excepting General Allenby,thithe best solution to be an American mandate
over the whole of Syria. England might be very gladet out of the difficulties of the situation in this
way. As for France, she cannot desire to take the wdidgria, when so much of it is utterly averse to
her. She also may ultimately conclude that the Wwastout is complete withdrawal. This would, perhaps
not hurt her pride seriously if at the same time Ergyjlaare to withdraw and if her special pre-war
relationships be scrupulously continued.

lll. Special Discussions
1. French Feeling Toward the British

[NOTE It should not be overlooked that the first seriousimifAnglo-French relations since the war
occurred over Syria. It has since grown to a chasnthhadtens to engulf world peace; but the beginning
was in the Near East.]



It is evident that the French feel resentment tolaedBritish as not having played a fair game in the
Syrian area. Without going into historical details, 8y&es-Picot agreement provided that France should
have ownership or influence in a large area, including Deusasnd Cilicia, and extending to Sivas and
Harpoot, while England should be in a similar positionaathe former Turkish area southeast of this.
At the present moment France is threatened withodgedf all her sphere, while England complacently
holds all that was then assigned to her, and extesrdisfluence toward much of the rest.

America, by showing interest in Armenia, and even bys#haing of the Commission on Mandates to
Syria, seems to the French to be an accomplicenglaiad in despoiling France. The French feel that the
English took advantage of their dire necessity, by reasevhich they were obliged to keep practically
all of their men in France, to occupy more than a daeesbf Syria and to seduce the affection of the
Arabs.

They also resent the payment by the English to the Eemsal of a large monthly subsidy, which they
claim covers a multitude of bribes, and enables thesBriti stand off and show clean hands while Arab
agents do dirty work in their interest. They feel thaarming the Arabs the British are again working
against the French. They claim further that the Britise more or less directly responsible for the
undeniably strong anti-French feeling shown by practicallthae] Moslem and non-Catholic Christian
elements of Syria. They feel that Britain has beefblen® resist the desire to connect Egypt with
Mesopotamia under one control as a bulwark of Indiaaaral new field for profitable commercial
exploitation.

It cannot be denied that some of the French contersiuendifficult of refutation, and that the whole
situation is such that British honor would seem cle#rrtain were to withdraw wholly from Syria.

Yet the aversion of the people to France, howevmai have arisen, is so great and deep-seated that
England cannot leave Syria to France without seemiagpaodon her friends to their enemies, a process
which would probably react strongly in Egypt and elsewiethe Moslem world. There is good reason
for the position of many Englishmen, who are stromtggirous that America should take the whole
situation off their hands, including with the French andbAentanglements the promises to Zionism.

2. French "Rights"

The denial in the "Damascus Program” that the Fraagk "rights” anywhere in Syria leads to an inquiry
into the bases on which such rights might be claiaIT[E France was given, and now holds, a man
date over Syria, Including Damascus. She held Cilicia fame, but surrendered it to the Nationalist
Turks.] In brief, there have been in Syria Roman Qatmissionary workers, using principally the
French language, for several centuries. These havéogedean extensive system of churches, schools
and monasteries. France has had commercial relam@hsmall groups of resident citizens since the
Middle Ages. French has long been the principal westagukege used in Syria. France has taken a
special interest in the Maronites, and intervened an bedalf in the Lebanon in 1860.

None of these relationships, however give the l&agit" to claim territory or mandatory control.
Otherwise, it could be held that America, through hessiahary work and business relationships, had
acquired a measure of political rights in India, Ch®awth America and Syria itself. France herself could
claim all of Turkey with nearly the same justification

It would compromise all the missionary work in the woflthe doctrine were admitted that such work
established political claims. No doubt the French hageiesd many personal relationships and
sentimental attachments. But there is no reason whyi@that France has had with Syria in the past
should be severed or even weakened under the contradtbiemandatory power, or in an independent
Syria.

3. The "Greater Lebanon"



The latest policy pushed by the French in the Lebarnginomeeontemplates complete separation of the
country from Tyre to Tripoli, as far inland as the cr&sthe Anti-Lebanon, to be given to France in case
the remainder of Syria should go to another mandatorgpdsuch a plan is objectionable for many
reasons:

I. It is apparently contrary to the wish of the méajoof the people m the area itself.

il. The Syrians outside the area are so opposed tdghep to be inclined to make war rather than accept
it.

iii. If put into effect by overwhelming force a statesettled equilibrium could probably never be

attained, because of such questions as the just cohttdbllow Syria," where the Christians by their

own figures own 65 per cent of the property, but have only A0 of the population: the water supply
of Homs which comes from territory claimed for the é&er Lebanon"; the commercial access to the sea
of the regions of Damascus and Aleppo. In short, theitatab small, and too intimately connected, to be
capable of satisfactory division.

iv. The separation off of the Greater Lebanon, espgdiaccompanied by a separation off of Palestine,
would intensify the religious differences in Syria, whitis most desirable to diminish in favor of the
growth of national feeling. The tendency would be fori§fan Syrians to concentrate in the Lebanon
Jews in Palestine, and Moslem Syrians in the remairfdae @ountry.

v. The government in each area would countenance andlpyatonduct intrigue in the other regions.

vi. The three areas would be implicitly hostile, andstither carry heavy burdens of armament against
each other or be protected at great expense by the manpateers.

vii. The mandatory powers would themselves be in dangeosiility over the questions which would
inevitably arise between the portions of a country apdaple thus unnaturally severed.

A plan which would add to the Greater Lebanon the rereaioflO. E. T. A. West, extending from
Tripoli to Alexandretta, and give the whole to Francel at the same time give the interior to Britain,
would intensify all the above difficulties, and would ides cut off Aleppo and western Mesopotamia
from access to the sea.

4. The Emir Feisal's Position

Unless the attempt be made to rule Syria as a conqueuethy, or unless the experiment of republican
government be tried in the old land, the obvious plahasthe Emir Feisal should be head of the State,
Third son of the Sheriff of Mecca, Hussein, who waegnized during the war as King of the Hejaz, the
Emir Feisal led the Arabs in co-operation with thaesllagainst the Turks, and entered Damascus in
triumph. He spent several months in Paris, and reduarfew weeks before the arrival of the
Commission. He had agreed with Clemenceau to labolagireg the Arab feeling against the French, but
believing after a time that the French were playing faitle him, he ceased his efforts. Shortly before the
arrival of the Commission in Damascus, he endeavaredtain declarations in favor of a British
mandate. He assured the Commission that he will lzs@dewith either Britain or America as mandatory
power.

The British Government has been advancing money to hismgoeat for a long time, and at present
allows it $750,000 per month (£150,000) Of this Feisal draws aboutGE®DPer month for his personal
expenses, staff, propaganda agents, etc. The balanceti®spka administration and the army of 7,000
and gendarmerie of 4,500, in supplement to the inadequate sefteipttaxation.



The estimate was made that the Prince could manage settled conditions with a salary of $125,000
per year, and that after a few years the country cauly d@self by taxation, maintaining a very small
army. This does not allow for carrying a portion of thieo@an debt, nor for large expenditure on needed
public improvements.

The present attachment of the population to Prince Reasils in the different regions. Not many
Christians declared themselves positively in favor of l8ome others said he is a good man, with bad
advisers. Others fear him because of his membership in @fubMoslem family. The Moslems of
Palestine made almost no declarations in his favaradt said that if he would come to Palestine, all
Arabs would be enthusiastically for him. In all theED.T. A. East, and among the Moslems of the West,
he was asked for, often with enthusiasm. An exceptias found in some Moslems of the North, who
said they do not know him.

Emir Feisal gave the impression of being kindly, gertitel wise. Whatever be the case previously, he
has had during the past two years in the desert and addgamand Paris an excellent political education.
He desires the friendly co-operation of the Moslent @hristians of Syria, and wishes to promote the
education of Moslem women. Some say that he is nstrasg as the men around him, but he gave the
impression of being able to maintain his leadership. dmiges well as a constitutional monarch, who
could work amicably in coordination with a mandatory power

It should be provided in case he remain the head of tharSstate, that he renounce all rights of
inheritance of the crown of the Hejaz, otherwise sermomplications might arise in the future.

5. The "Rights of Minorities"

One clause in the Damascus program promises fulgrgtaon of the "rights of minorities” in the Syrian
constitution. On account of the evident fears of mahgisfians, based on the policy of massacre that has
been employed so often in Turkey, the Commissionetspams to inquire of many Moslem groups

what they propose to do to ensure the rights of thdlesnsactions of the population. The answer was
sometimes given, logically enough, that there woulddeninorities, since all would be absolutely equal
in the new state. But ordinarily, the promise was n@dm®nstitutional guarantees.

There was discussion in the Damascus Congress opagaiao grant Moslems one-half of the seats in
the future legislative assembly while the other half wdad distributed among the rest of the population.
What method might be used in apportioning seats to diffgrenis and sects, as the Druses, Maronites,
Shiites, Nusairiyeh, Ismailians Turks, Jews, Greek Odkp@reek Catholics, etc., was not discussed; the
mere enumeration suggests the difficulty of the problem.

Mention has been made already of the agreements mdelenog Feisal with the Druses and the Greek
Orthodox. He promised in return for the Greek Orthodgpsrt that he would govern under seven
conditions:

(1) He would rule in the fear of God without despotism.

(2) He would establish constitutional government.

(3) He would respect all religions.

(4) Equal rights should be enjoyed by all.

(5) Public security should he guaranteed for all; the mrieatrying of rifles should be prevented.

(6) Public instruction should be equal; Greek Orthodox@ishehould be on the same basis as Moslem
schools.



(7) No one should hold office because of family or influgticeg only because fitted for the place.

These conditions are superior in form from the standpadfia modern state to the Turkish system of
recognizing a certain measure of autonomy and self-govetnmearious religious groups, thus
perpetuating differences and making concessions whichbateme privileges and the source of friction.
It would be better to aim at one system of educatidw@rain certain hours each week should be set aside
for religious instruction under special teachers fahegroup, than to have several state-supported school
systems. But these are details for future adjustmenficSitfto say that great readiness was shown by
the majority group to provide adequately for the protectimhraghts of the other groups, and it remains
only to bring this purpose into action.

It is desirable to bear in mind that the Moslem and Dnaiserity in the Lebanon is also in need of
protection, and that in the event of a Jewish majamifpalestine, Moslems and Christians would need
protection there. A former governor of the Lebanotestéhat a large part of his work was given to
watching lest the Maronites and other Christians infrihgerights of the Moslems and Druses.

6. "Complete Independence”

One item in the Damascus program deserves special@tteas going below the problem of a mandate,
namely the request for "complete independence.” The pramjasist the application to Syria of Article 22
of the Covenant is closely related to this. Theifgethat the Syrians are in at least as advanced a
condition as were the different Balkan States wheir thdependence was arranged for was present in the
first Moslems whom the Commission met in Syria, #r@lsame note was sounded everywhere by some
of the delegations. The groups which were inclined to supipsrview in an extreme form were
Bedouins, villagers of the south and east, and some gbtlrgger Moslem men. The Syrian Union Party
declared in this direction, and the few but prominent em@hwomen related to the "Arab Martyrs"-the
men who were executed by Jemal Pasha for intrigues ag@nsurkish government-were very emphatic
against any form of relationship to another nation, th@aB8yJnion Party ask that the League of Nations
guarantee the independence and the Constitution of Syadeclaration was made that when Syrians
now abroad return, there will be a sufficiency of etedand trained men to govern the country well.

On the other hand, a large proportion of the learnedandrof others from the older and wiser among the
Moslems, recognized fully that some form of mandatontr@d is necessary, since the Syrians have long
been in subjection few of them are educated, and thergasmoor and backward in its development.
The Christians, and most other non-Moslem groups, aeimous in the belief that a strong mandate is
necessary for a considerable time, because they deeta@onfidence in an Arab government, which in a
country four-fifths Moslem might be too favorable to thajority.

The nations in forming the League have pronounced in ther@ow that Syria should be under
mandatory control. The Commission did not find reasoretommend modification of this decision but
abundant cause for holding it to be just. The failurtnefyoung Turkish attempt to conduct a self-
governing state in which Moslems and Christians should bd ewkes it especially desirable that the
new Syrian state should in its first years be watdteskly, since it has the additional difficulty to be
overcome of emergence from subjection

The 4th Article of the "Damascus Program” provides Hiergossibility of a mandate, defining it "as
equivalent to the rendering of economical and technicdtasce that does not prejudice our complete
independence." Here also the restriction may be too greatmandatory power should have a real
control over the administration, so as to eliminadaa as possible corruption, waste, inertia, serious
errors of judgment, etc.

In spite of all that was said in favor of complatdependence, it is altogether probable that either
America or Britain would be allowed without resistaasemuch control as the Council of the League of



Nations judges to be wise. In fact, assurance was giverrgrhigh authority that the demand for
complete independence is to an extent artificial, beirngart motivated by the fear of a French mandate,
and in part by apprehension of the conversion of mandatotyol into permanent possession. If
adequate assurances be had against both these possithitiebjectors to a mandate, limited so as to
secure its exercise in the interests of Syria, valfeduced to a small and impotent group. In time when
all things are ready, a true and lasting "complete indep®®i can be awarded by the League of Nations.

7. Syrian Nationalism, Pan-Arabism, and Pan-Islamism

The programs presented to the Commission by all thedviesbnd about two-thirds of the Christians of
Syria were nationalistic; that is to say, they ahfier a United Syria under a democratic constitution,
making no distinctions on the basis of religion.dsponse to repeated questions in many places, it was
steadily affirmed by the Moslems that they had no dedra&tever for Moslem privilege in the
government, nor for political union with the Arabs of tHejaz, whom they felt to be in another state of
civilization. They asked regularly for the independenicel@sopotamia, and a few of them hoped for
some form of political union with that area. A fevwked for the independence of all Arab countries.

The Commissioners often asked the question of Moskhether they considered the Gliphate to be at
Stamboul or at Mecca. With very few exceptions thepfied that it belongs now to King Hussein in
Mecca. One or two said that it belongs still to thekish Sultan, and cannot be changed except by an
agreement of all the Moslems in the world. All affednthat King Hussein is in no sense their political
head, but only their religious head. Prayers are sdiginame, and certain seals for public documents
bear his name.

Certain Christians, on the other hand, affirmed thatsentiment of Syrian Nationalism is new and feeble,
and that the expressions of it made before the Conamiggve a false impression. They claimed that the
Christians who adhere to this view do so as making a despeffort to live on good terms with the
Moslem majority, and that the Moslems much prefer aAvaiic or Pan-Islamic scheme, and would
quickly abandon Syrian nationalism if they saw a chdoc the success of either of these ideas. It would
seem safe to assume that those who speak for themsglitenearer the truth than others who assume to
speak for them. Nevertheless, it is worth while to gmesaderation to the criticism.

Pan-ArabismINOTE This is the portentous programme set forth in the ThrMigtionalist Pact. It would
apparently eliminate both France and Great Britain fiieenconfines of the former Ottoman Empire] in a
narrower sense would unite under one independent govertineeAtab-speaking portions of the former
Turkish Empire. This would not necessarily be a thaohMoslem state, though the large majority would
belong to the different Moslem sects. It is hard tols®e such a federated state, with its territory largely
desert and lacking a center and speedy communicationd, m®uhore of a danger to the world than the
Turkey of which it formed a part.

In a larger sense Pan-Arabism would wish to add atsé\thb-speaking belt across North Africa. Since
this is held by three great powers, each of whom hagearlpopulation and infinitely greater resources
than the Pan-Arab area contains, its accomplishagginst their will is a mere dream.

Pan-Islamism in a narrow sense would re-establish onergoeat in the former Turkish Empire by
agreement of the two Moslem groups of north and sduhT tirks and the Arabs. The Commission found
no sign of a desire for the re-establishment of tiee of Turkey over the Arabs. One former deputy in the
Turkish Parliament did indeed suggest that an Ottoman pmigig be chosen as king of Syria, but this
was an individual opinion. On the other hand, there wemey expressions of joy and ,thankfulness
because of the end of Turkish rule. If there is any thbafh federation of Arabs with Turks, or of a
political union of any sort, the Commission saw naéraf it. Still less was here any sign of movement
toward the realization of a larger Pan-Islamic idé@e Turks had some thought of this early in the war,



but it disappeared in favor of a Pan-Turanian idea onial @ linguistic rather than a religious basis,
from the time when Jemal Pasha hanged the lead#ne Slyrian Arabs.

One may conjure up the picture of an attempt at resttie&aracen Empire, by the stages of Syrian,
Arabian and Mesopotamian independence, followed by federal imm strong conquering state, which
would then become imperialistic in the directions efdfa, Armenia, Turkey and North Africa; but the
Commission discerned no trace of such a notion, nbprsctically conceivable under present world
conditions.

If the European civilization has sufficient wisdom t@i@vfurther extensive self-destruction, it can with
the greatest ease control the Moslem world, it isnecessary for those who labor to establish the League
of Nations to contemplate the opposite possibility.

The fundamental question in this connection, and, indeedvieral other great immediate problems, is
the basal attitude of the Christians toward the Mostemid: Shall this be friendly or hostile? In the war
now ending, Christian governments gave their Moslensgtliemises of fair treatment and full rights.
Now the Moslems of Syria offer their hands to thmn-Moslem fellow-citizens with the promise of
putting religious separation out of sight. Shall theyaben at their word? Or shall they be told: We do
not believe what you say; we do not trust you, we thinkst teebreak our word with you, so that you
may not have the opportunity to break your word with us?

The western world is already committed to the attemfivé in peace and friendship with the Moslem
peoples, and to manage governments in such a way as tateguaitics from religion. Syria offers an
excellent opportunity to establish a state where mendiehe three great monotheistic religions can live
together in harmony; because it is a country of onguage which has long had freedom of movement
and of business relations through being unified under the TutkishSince now the majority declare for
nationalism, independent of religion, it is necessany to hold them to this view through mandatory
control until they shall have established the methodpaactice of it. Dangers may readily arise from
unwise and unfaithful dealings with this people, but tiegFeat hope of peace and progress if they be
handled frankly and loyally.



