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Abstract: This article examines the activities of the Azerbaijani government
against the territorial claims of the Republic of Armenia in 1918-1920.
Armenia s ongoing territorial claims and provocations on the front increase
the relevance of the issue raised in the article. The documents in English
newly included in the article are of scientific and practical importance in
terms of supporting Azerbaijan’s position against territorial claims.

Due to the political considerations at the end of the First World War, the
search for allies, the liberation of Baku and the protection of territorial
integrity, the prevention of massacres, and social and political problems
that could arise in the future, the Azerbaijan Democratic Republic (ADR)
was forced to give approximately 10,000 km?’ of the territory of the former
Iravan Khanate to the Armenians. However, the Armenian state nevertheless
began to make claims to the other territories of Azerbaijan (Zangezur,
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Karabakh, Nakhchivan, Kars, part of Gazakh district). Armenians nominated
territorial claims on the basis that the Armenian population settled in the
indicated areas. Nevertheless, the Armenian population was scattered in the
territories they claimed and did not have an absolute majority.

The government of Azerbaijan struggled diplomatically against the territorial
claims and military aggression of the Republic of Armenia in three directions:
1) Correspondence and meetings with representatives of foreign countries in
the South Caucasus, 2) Bilateral correspondence and meetings with the
Armenian state; 3) Struggle in the international arena — the Paris Peace
Conference.

Despite the policy of ethnic cleansing committed by Armenian forces in order
to occupy the territory, as well as the diplomatic struggle, none of the disputed
territories of Azerbaijan were officially given to Armenia, except Erivan, which
was compromised during the existence of the ADR. Additionally, none of the
major powers of the time or the Paris Peace Conference officially recognized
Armenia s territorial claims.

Keywords: Azerbaijan, Armenia, Zangezur, Karabakh, Nakhchivan,
Caucasus, Iravan, territorial claims

Oz: Bu makale, 1918-1920 yillarinda Azerbaycan hiikiimetinin Ermenistan
Cumbhuriyetinin toprak taleplerine kars yiiriittiigii faaliyetleri incelemektedir.
Ermenistanin giiniimiizde devam eden toprak talepleri ve cephedeki
provokasyonlari, yazida giindeme getirilen konunun onemini arttirmaktadur.
Makalede yeni sunulan Ingilizce belgeler, Azerbaycan in toprak taleplerine
kars1 benimsedigi tavr desteklemek agisindan hem bilimsel olarak ve hem de
uygulamada éneme sahiptir.

Birinci Diinya Savast sonundaki siyasi degerlendirmeler, miittefik arayisi,
Bakii 'niin kurtarimasi ve toprak biitiinliigiiniin savunulmasi, katliamlarin
engellenmesi ve gelecekte ortaya ¢ikabilecek toplumsal ve siyasi sorunlardan
dolayr Azerbaycan Halk Cumhuriyeti (AHC) eski Revan Hanligimin yaklagsik
10.000 km? sini Ermenilere vermek zorunda kalmistir. Buna ragmen Ermeni
devleti yine de Azerbaycan’in diger topraklarina yonelik (Zengezur, Karabag,
Nahg¢wvan, Kars, Kazah il¢esinin bir kismi) hak iddia etmeye baslamistir.
Ermeniler, Ermeni niifusunun belirtilen bolgelerde yerlesik olmasina
dayanarak toprak talebinde bulunmuglardir. Ancak bu taleplerin aksine Ermeni
niifusu iddia edilen topraklarda daginik bir sekilde yasamaktaydr ve mutlak
cogunluga sahip degildi.
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Azerbaycan hiikiimeti, Ermenistan Cumhuriyetinin toprak taleplerine ve askeri
saldwrganlhigina karsi diplomatik olarak ii¢ alanda miicadele etmistir: 1) Giiney
Kafkasya’daki yabanct iilkelerin temsilcileriyle temaslar ve toplantilar; 2)
Ermeni devleti ile ikili temaslar ve toplantilar,; 3) Uluslararas: arenada, yani
Paris Baris Konferansinda miicadele.

Ermeni birliklerinin bélgeyi isgal etmek amaciyla uyguladigr etnik temizlik
politikasina ve verilen diplomatik miicadeleye ragmen AHC 'nin varligi
sirasinda anlasma sonucu verilen Erivan disinda Azerbaycan’in tartisma
konusu olan topraklarimin hi¢biri resmen Ermenistan’a verilmemistir. Ayrica
ne donemin biiyiik gii¢leri ne de Paris Barig Konferanst Ermenistan’in toprak
taleplerini resmen kabul etmemistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Azerbaycan, Ermenistan, Zengezur, Karabag, Nah¢ivan,
Kafkasya, Erivan, toprak talepleri
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Introduction

As a result of the 44-day Patriotic War (Second Karabakh War) between the
Republic of Azerbaijan and the Republic of Armenia in September-November
2020, which ended with the mediation of the Russian Federation, the issues of
border delimitation and regulation of interstate relations have become more
urgent. The establishment of a joint working group (commission) for the
purpose of demarcation and delimitation of the borders between Azerbaijan
and Armenia has also been planned.' The scientific investigation of the
territorial claims of the parties against each other with the new documents
included in the article can contribute to the precise definition of the borders
between the two countries, finding ways out of the conflict situation, and
speeding up the peace process.

Towards the end of the First World War, the political processes occurring in
the South Caucasus created conditions for the emergence of independent states.
Observing the successes of the Ottoman state on the Caucasus front, Armenian
political leaders appealed to the Ottoman ruling circles and asked them to help
in the creation of their state. The information received by the Ottoman state
from Tehran embassy noted that “Armenian committees and parties declare
that they will fight against Russia if an Armenian state is created by the
Ottoman government wherever it is.”?> Due to the political considerations, the
search for allies, the liberation of Baku and the protection of the territorial
integrity, the prevention of massacres, and, social and political problems that
could arise in the future, the Azerbaijan Democratic Republic (ADR) stated
that it would not object to giving approximately 10,000 km? of its Erivan
territory to the Armenians.’

As a result, in May 1918, three republics were established in the South
Caucasus: Azerbaijan, Georgia and Armenia (Ararat). However, the Armenian

1 “Rusiya Prezidenti, Azorbaycan Prezidenti vo Ermonistanin bas naziri motbuata boyanatla ¢ixis ediblor
(26 noyabr 2021)”, President.az, accessed January 13, 2022, https://president.az/az/articles/view/54424
; “Azorbaycan Respublikasi ilo Ermonistan Respublikasi arasinda dovlet sorhodinin delimitasiyast tizro
Dovlat Komissiyasinin yaradilmast haqqinda Azarbaycan Respublikasi Prezidentinin Sarancami (23
May 2022)”, President.az, accessed January 31, 2023, https://president.az/az/articles/view/56129

2 Qiyas Siikiirov vo Vasif Qafarov, Azerbaycan Cumhuriyeti 1918-1920 (Osmanli Arsiv Belgeleri)
(Istanbul: Bilnet Matbaacilik ve Yaymeilik. A.S., 2018), 29.

3 Comil Hasonli, Azarbaycan Xalgq Ciimhuriyyatinin xarici siyasati (1918-1920) (Baki: GARISMA, 2009),
78-79 ; Iravan xanhg. Rusiya isgali va ermanilarin Simali Azarbaycana kégiiriilmasi (Baki: CBS, 2010),
26 ; Kepum llyktopoB, Azepbaiioscan ¢ cucmeme mexncoynapoonuvix omuouwenui: 1648-1991.
Jloxymenmor u mamepuans (baky: Dnwm, 2020), 381

4 The state established in the South Caucasus on May 30, 1918, known mainly as the “Republic of Armenia”,
was mentioned in a number of sources (Tenerpamma. [Ipencenarento Cosera Munctpos. Ot xureneit
Aryama (Araam: 15 mons 1919) // Azorbaycan Respublikasi Prezidentinin Islor darosinin Ictimai-Siyasi
Sonadlor Arxivi (ARPIIISSA), Fond Ne 277, siyah1 Ne 2, is Ne 41, voraq — 36; Azorbaycan Xalg
Ciimhuriyyati. Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori (Baki: Casioglu, 2008), 104-112, 198; Anapanux
Oszansn (Jloxymentsl u Marepuanst) (Epesan, 1991), 18, 296; FO.I". bapceros, Haeopneiti Kapabax 6
MedNCOYHapoOHOM npase u Mupoeoli nonumuxe. Komenmapuu k ooxymenmam (Mocksa: Menmxoso, T. 2,
2009), 183 and etc.) as the “State of Ararat™. Its population mainly referred to this state as “Ararat”.
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state started to make claims to other historical territories of Azerbaijan
(Zangezur, Karabakh, Nakhchivan, Kars, part of Gazakh region). It should be
noted that when the ADR was created, its area was 113,900 km?. The Republic
of Armenia made territorial claims to 16,600 km? of this territory.’> Territorial
claims were linked to historical and ethnic reasons. Thus, the Armenians who
wanted to create “Greater Armenia”, claimed a large territory from the Black
Sea to the Caspian Sea as belonging to them based on ancient times and
intended to establish their state in those claimed territories. Armenians lived
in a scattered fashion in these areas, and they made territorial claims based on
the settlement of the Armenian population.

Some Armenian authors argue that the emergence of territorial disputes should
be attributed to the failure of Tsarist Russia to follow the national-ethnic
principle during the administrative division. These authors note that the
majority of the population of Nakhchivan, Zangezur, and Karabakh consisted
of Armenians, and the number of the Armenian population decreased as a result
of the Baku operation by the Turkish army in 1918.¢ However, English sources
confirm that the majority of the population in Nakhchivan, Zangezur, and
Karabakh were Muslims’ and as a result of ethnic cleansing policy adopted by
Armenian political circles, the number of Muslims in Zangezur decreased.
However, the complete destruction of Azerbaijanis in Nakhchivan and
Karabakh was prevented.

Armenian authors consider that the military operations accomplished by the
Turks against the Armenian political circles to prevent the destruction of the
local Muslim population and the protection of territorial integrity were related
to the ideas of pan-Turkism. These authors accuse the Turks of implementing
an ideology aimed at obtaining an ethnically homogeneous territory, in other
words, aimed at the destruction of the Christian Armenian population (because
they were allegedly viewed as a “foreign element”) that separated the Turkic
world geographically.® In their scientific works, however, Azerbaijani

5 Ismayil Hactyev, Ermoanilarin Azarbaycana qarsi arazi iddialar: va ganli cinayatlori (Naxgivan: Ocomi,
2012), 48

6 A.D. XauuxsH, Ucmopus Apmenuu (kpamxuii ouepx) (Opesan: Daut Ilpunt, 2009), 176-178; T.M.
Acosiz, Teppumopuanshsie npobnemut Pecnyonuku Apmenuu u Bpumanckas nonumuxa (1918-1920 22.)
(Mockaa, 2005), 78 ; IO0.I. bapceros, Hacopnuiii Kapabax 6 mednucoynapoonom npage u Muposou
nonumuxe. Komenmapuu x ooxymenmam (Mocksa: MenuxoBo, T. 2, 2009), 13

7 Siikirov vo Qafarov, Azerbaycan Cumhuriyeti 1918-1920..., 1 ; Hdoxymenmsr bpumarckoeo
HayuoHanibHo2o apxusa no ucmopuu FOxcnoeo Kaskasza 1918-1920 20006 (baky: Typxau UIIO, T. 1, u.
2,2020), 149-151 ; Jokymenmor bpumarckoeo nayuonanwbrozo apxuea no ucmopuu IOsxcnozo Kaekasa
1918-1920 20006 (baky: Typxau UIIO, 1. 1, u. 1, 2020), 188, 129-130 ; Armenia in documents of the
U.S. Department of State 1917-1920 (Yerevan: Institute of History NAS of Armenia, 2017), 350 ;
Azarbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyoti. Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori (Baki: Casioglu, 2008), 128-137

8  AcosiH, Teppumopuanvusie npobremvt Pecnybonruxu Apmenuu u bpumarnckas nonumuxa... ; C.1O.
AxorsiH, [ enoyuo apmsn 6 nepuoo Ilepeoii Mupogotl 6otiHbl U €20 cogpeMeHHble IMHONOTUMUYECKUE U
MedncOyHapooHo-npagossie nociedcmsusi (Pocros-na-Jlony: CKHI] BIII, 2006), 22 ; 10.I". Bapceros,
Haeopnwiii Kapabax 6 medcoynapoonom npage u muposou noaumuxe. Komenmapuu k 0oxymenmam
(Mocksa: Menuxogo, T. 2, 2009), 63.
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researchers’ have demonstrated that it was in fact the Armenian political circles
who implemented such an ideology (in a sense; “pan-Armenianism’) against
the Turks and were able to create a mono-ethnic territory in and around Erivan
by committing systemic ethnic cleansing.

In our opinion, the claims of Armenian authors that the Christian population
hindered the geographical unity of the Turkic world are subjective in nature.
The Georgians in the South Caucasus were also Christians and, as is known
from history, despite having territorial claims against each other (Batum,
Akhalsikh, Akhalkalaki, Borchali, Zagatala), they chose to be mainly
collaborators with the Turks.

The territorial claims of the Armenian ruling circles, which are considered as
being expansionist politics in modern times, served to strengthen the Armenian
state. This policy was accompanied by the systemic ethnic cleansing and
military aggression of the state of Armenia against the local Azerbaijani people.

The government of ADR fought diplomatically against the territorial claims
and military aggression of the First Republic of Armenia (FRA), mainly via
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and foreign representatives, the organization
of alliances and military formations, and through the implementation of defense
measures. The government of Azerbaijan was engaged in diplomatic activities
related to the settlement of territorial disputes mainly in 3 directions: 1)
Correspondence and meetings with representatives of foreign countries in the
South Caucasus; 2) Bilateral correspondence and meetings with the Armenian
state; and 3) Struggle in the international arena.

Relationships with representatives of foreign countries

In diplomatic negotiations and correspondence with the Turkish, English,
American and Italian representatives in the South Caucasus, the Azerbaijani
government argued that the demands of the Armenian authorities on the
territorial issue were unfounded.

As soon as the news was received that Kars was ceded to the Armenians by
the British, the Azerbaijani government immediately intervened. The appeals
of the people of Kars and the government of Azerbaijan were considered.
British representative Arthur James Balfour reported in a letter from Paris that

9 V.S. Abisov, Azorbaycanlilarin soyqirimi (1917-1918-ci illor) (Baki: Nurlan, 2007) ; K.N. Ismayilov,
Zongoazurda Azarbaycan xalqina qarst soyqurimi (1918-1920) (Baki: Turxan, 2014) ; H.H. Mamenzaze,
Tenoyuo asepbaiiodcanyes 6 Kapabaxckom pecuone Aszepoaiioscana (1918-1920) (baky: Typxan UI1O,
2014) ; U.B. Hudranues, I enoyuo azepbaiioscanyes ¢ Upesanckoii eybepnuu (1918-1920) (baky:
Typxan, —2014) ; N.Y. Mustafa, “1918-1920-ci illorde iravan quberniyas1 orazisindo azorbaycanlilarim
soyqurimi”, Nazimmustafa.info, Baki, 2010, http://nazimmustafa.info/?p=251
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“General George Milne’s intention to transfer power in Kars to the officials of
the Republic of Armenia was not realized.”!® After the British left the South
Caucasus, Kars was temporarily captured by the Armenians, but was recaptured
by the Turkish army in October 1920.

On November 18, 1918, in the meeting of representative from Azerbaijan
Alimardan bey Topchubashov with the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
Ottoman Empire in Istanbul, he announced Azerbaijan’s position on the
Karabakh issue, and indicated that the Armenians were raising the Karabakh
issue not just for 5-10 villages, but for 4 districts (Shusha, Javanshir, Jabrayil
and Zangezur). He mentioned that although the number of Armenians and
Muslims was not equal, Armenians did not necessarily have a majority, and
moreover, they were not a local population but were transferred from the
Ottoman Empire and Iran after the war with Russia (in the 19th century). Then,
in that meeting, Topshubashov stated: “Armenians live mixed with Muslims
in Karabakh. However, we support a peaceful solution of the problem.”"!

ADR Deputy Foreign Minister Adil Khan Ziyadkhanov asked British General
William Thomson to liberate Azerbaijani lands occupied by Armenian military
units in Yeni-Bayazid district, the southeast side of Goycha lake and Gazakh
district from invaders and to return refugees to their lands.!> Thomson
considered these requests and instructed on the liquidation of the Armenian
gangs that invaded the territory of Azerbaijan. However, returning the
population was not possible to under the then present conditions, as military
clashes were still underway.

Armenians were dissatisfied with the positive attitude of the British, especially
Thomson, towards Azerbaijan. The representative of Armenian nationalists,
Tigron Nazaryan, expressed his objection to Ronald McDonnell, the British
representative in the Caucasus after Thomson, against the liquidation of
Andranik Ozanian’s gangs, the transfer of Karabakh to the administration of
Azerbaijan, and the disregard of the Erivan government’s claims to Karabakh.
In response, Macdonell stated in his report to his government that the Karabakh
Armenians were different from their brothers in the Republic of Armenia, that
the Karabakh Armenians were a fighting people. He answered Nazaryan that,

“Thomson respected all the wishes of the Karabakh Armenians, and as
for the disarmament of Andranik’s gangs, this was his personal loyalty

10 Hoxymenmur bpumarcrozo nayuonanvrozo apxusa no ucmopuu FOoxcnozo Kagxasa 1918-1920 20006
(baky: Typxan UIIO, . 1, u. 1. 2020), 264.
11 Mawmenzane, I'enoyuo azepbaiioxcanyes 6 Kapabaxckom pecuorne Azepbatioxncana..., 11.

12 Tocnonuny Komannyromemy CorosneiMu Cusamu B rop. baky I'enepans Tomcony. 3a MunucTpa
Wuoctpannsix [en 3usaxanosa (baky: 24 ¢espans 1919) // Azarbaycan Respublikasi Dovlot Arxivi
(ARDA), Fond Ne 970, siyah1 Ne 1, i Ne 41, voraq — 13.
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and his request to Karabakh Armenians not to remain under the control
of the authorities [Azerbaijan] that Thomson considered appropriate.
In addition, a conference was called to resolve all these issues
peacefully.” 3

In his response, Nazaryan stated that there were no representatives from the
disputed territories at the conference and that they were controlled by a “fake”
parliament and ministers. Macdonell noted that he tried to satisfy Nazaryan,
but it did not help.

Five members of the Muslim Committee complained about the attack of
Armenians on Muslim villages in a telegram sent to the British representative
in Tehran. This situation caused additional difficulties for the Allied troops
using the Alexandropol (Gumru)-Julfa railway.'*

The High Commissioner of the Allies in the South Caucasus, Colonel William
Haskel’s attempts to create a neutral zone and hand over Nakhchivan to the
administration of Armenians also failed because of the efforts of the ADR
government. Thus, on August 29, 1919, at a conference in Baku, Haskel
proposed the creation a neutral zone in the districts of Sharur-Daraleyaz and
Nakhchivan. The American governor appointed by Haskell was tasked with
managing the neutral zone. The interests of Azerbaijan and Armenia would be
equal in the neutral zone, the Baku-Julfa railway would be under the control
of the Azerbaijanis, and both sides were obliged to withdraw their troops."

Haskel considered that Azerbaijan had provided the strategically important
Alat-Julfa railway to the Italians, therefore he was politically pressuring
Azerbaijan by expressing his desire to settle the neutral zone in favor of the
Armenians. The Azerbaijani government did not approve of Haskell’s
interference in its internal affairs. Haskell’s neutral zone proposal was
considered as an interference in the borders by the Azerbaijan state. In order
to prevent the intervention, the government of Azerbaijan initiated a diplomatic
struggle. Azerbaijan’s Foreign Minister Mammad Yusif Jafarov, who was
concerned about deviations from the agreements, called British High
Commissioner Oliver Wardrop in Tiflis (Tbilisi) on October 9 and stated that
“Alat-Julfa railway is being repaired by the government and providing the road
to the Italians under a contract is incorrect information.”!¢

13 [Joxymenmor Bpumarncko2o HayuoraibHo2o apxusa no ucmopuu FOxcrnozo Kaskaza 1918-1920 20006
(Baky: Typxau UIIO, T. 1, 4. 2. 2020), 260-261

14 Azorbaycan Xalq Climhuriyyati, Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori (Baki: Casioglu, 2008), 174

15 Or nonkoBuuka Bumsma H.Iackenst Coroznaro Bepxosunaro Komwmccapa. Ipencenarento Cosera
Munucrpos Azepoaitpkana (Tudumuc: 1 centsaops 1919) // ARDA, Fond Ne 970, siyahi Ne 1, is Ne 93,
voraq — 3-4.

16 Azorbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyati. Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sonadlori (Baki: Casioglu, 2008), 388
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In October 1919, the government of Azerbaijan proposed to transfer the
administration of these territories to Azerbaijan. However, the Azerbaijani side
also noted that the mentioned areas were part of Azerbaijan, and although
Azerbaijan agreed to the creation of a neutral zone, it demanded Haskell to
defend the annexation of these territories to Azerbaijan at the Peace
Conference.!”

As a result of Azerbaijan’s strict objections and, the government’s political
maneuver to irritate the American officials by negotiating with the Italians
about the Alat-Julfa railway, Haskel accepted the indicated territories as the
territory of Azerbaijan. The protests of the local Turkish-Muslim population
also played a major role in making this decision. This development of events
contributed to the dissatisfaction of Armenia. On October 24, 1919, Lieutenant-
Colonel Daly went to Nakhchivan to serve as military governor. In
Nakhchivan, Daly faced Armenian protests, and he was informed that an
agreement had been reached between Colonel Haskell and the Azerbaijani
government, which controlled this area until the decision of the Peace
Conference.'

Bilateral correspondence

The government of Azerbaijan was able to achieve superiority in territorial
issues by establishing relations with representatives of foreign countries in the
South Caucasus. Thus, the idea of creating an Armenian administration in the
Karabakh, Zangezur, and Nakhchivan regions, which were considered
controversial, was not realized, and the British, Turkish, American and Italian
representatives demonstrated support for the position of the Azerbaijani
government. As stated above, Haskel’s plan to create a neutral zone in
Nakhchivan and Sharur-Derelayaz region also failed as a result of the
opposition of the ADR government and the local population.

In order to prevent possible provocations and repressions against Azerbaijanis
in the Republic of Armenia (Ararat), and to raise awareness of the events
occurring in Armenia and the territories bordering Azerbaijan (Zangezur,
Nakhchivan, Karabakh, Kars), contacts and correspondence were constantly
established with the representative office of Azerbaijan in Erivan. The
telegrams sent by Muhammad Khan Tekinski (the representative of the ADR
government in Erivan), to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, the Prime Minister,
the Minister of Defense of Azerbaijan, and the representative in Tbilisi

17 T. Coro3nomy Bepxosrnomy Komuccapy nonkoBuuky I'ackens. Munucrep Muocrpannsix nen (baky: 4
okTsi0pst 1919) // ARDA, f. 894, siy.10, sv.99, v. 8-9

18 Azorbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyati. Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sonadlori (Baki: Casioglu, 2008), 263-264
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(Mohammad Bey Aliyev) reported on many issues: the military situation in
Nakhchivan, Karabakh, Kars, and Zangezur, the number of troops, the military,
financial and food aid of the Allied Powers to Armenia, news distributed by
Armenians about the presence of “subversive” Muslim committees in Erivan,
the massacre by Armenians against Muslims in the Boyuk Vedi, and the actions
of the British and American missions."”

On June 23, 1918, Azerbaijani representative M.Y. Jafarov officially appealed
to the Armenian National Council regarding the organization of the
commission on the delimitation of Azerbaijan-Armenian borders.?’ However,
as none of the parties made a compromise, the commission was not created,
and after long negotiations, conferences on border issues were finally held in
Baku and Tbilisi in 1919-1920. At the meeting of the South Caucasian
Conference held on April 11, 1920, the following decisions were adopted: 1)
All armed conflicts in Gazakh, Nakhchivan, Ordubad, and Karabakh were to
be immediately stopped; 2) The governments of Azerbaijan and Armenia would
immediately prevent possible future clashes between Armenians and Muslims
in these areas; and 3) The decision of the conference would be immediately
communicated to both governments. At the meeting held on April 12, a
commission consisting of 6 people was elected to implement the above
decisions and supervise them on the spot, restore the status quo, and investigate
the initial causes of conflicts.?!

The local Turkish population also sent letters to the Armenian government
protesting territorial conflicts and military aggression. In the letter dated May
15, 1919, sent by the Muslim population of Nakhchivan to the Prime Minister
of Armenia, it was noted that the violence against the Muslim nation was
triggered due to the transfer of the Nakhchivan-Sharur-Ordubad regions to the
administration of the Republic of Armenia, and the legitimate protest was
reported to General Thomson. The letter finally stated: “As a representative of
the Republic of Armenia, we inform you that you should not agree with this
violence and you cannot enter our regions until this issue is resolved at the
conference.”?

On June 15, 1919, residents of Aghdam, who expressed their complete
preparedness to protect Karabakh and Nakhchivan as integral parts of
Azerbaijan, wrote to the Council of Ministers: “Ararat [Republic of Armenia]

19 Azorbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyati. Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv senadlori (Baki: Casioglu, 2008), 199-202

20 IO.I. Bapceros, Haropubiii Kapabax B MeXyHapOIHOM IpaBe ¥ MUPOBOM MOIUTHKE. JJOKyMEHTHI 1
Komenrapuii: [B 2 Tomax] (Mocksa: Kpyrs, T. 1. 2008), 234

21 Azarbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyati, Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlari, 563.

22 Tlpembep Munuctpy Pecrybmnku Apmennn. Ot Mycynsman Haxuesana (Haxuesans: 15 mast 1919) //
ARPIIISSA, Fond Ne 277, siyahi Ne 2, is Ne 57, voroq — 14.
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can acquire Karabakh and Nakhchivan only by force of arms or without
Muslims [after killing all Muslims].”*

Territorial disputes could lead to conflicts and instability in the South Caucasus
region, reducing defenses against foreign invasion. That is, during this period,
there was a threat of invasion from the north by the Russian army led by Anton
Ivanovich Denikin. On June 16, 1919, a defense agreement was signed between
the governments of Azerbaijan and Georgia in Tbilisi. Armenia did not join
this agreement. The lack of Armenia’s participation in this agreement was
based on the hope that the Allied Powers’ support would maintain Armenia’s
independence and, furthermore, that territorial disputes would be resolved in
Armenia’s favor. Mika(y)el Papajanov (Papajanyan), one of the representatives
of Armenia at the Paris Peace Conference, explained the reason for not joining
the Georgian-Azerbaijani alliance as follows:

“Erivan and Kars provinces are not economically and strategically
important for Russia. Denikin convinced the Armenian government that
the new Russian government to be established under his authority can
recognize the independence of the Republic of Armenia if the
independence of Armenia is defended by the conference of the League
of Nations.”*

This also indicated that there could be a secret separate agreement between
Denikin and Armenian officials. O. Wardrop’s coded telegram dated November
11, 1919, stated that Denikin was propagating information in Azerbaijan and
pressuring Armenia to create disturbances in Zangezur in order to facilitate the
occupation of Baku by dividing the Azerbaijani forces into two parts.?> The
government of Azerbaijan would be forced to direct a part of its military units
to this region to prevent a possible military intervention in Zangezur. In this
case, the defense of the northern borders of Azerbaijan was complicated due
to the deficiencies of the army.

The government of Azerbaijan created conditions for the Armenian population
to be represented by deputies in the parliament to defend their interests. In
December 1919, the Armenians had 10 seats in the parliament (4 seats for the
Armenian Nationalists party headed by Barunyan, 6 seats for the Dashnak party
headed by Arshak Malkhazyan).?

23 Tene.rpamma‘ Ipencenarenio Cosera Munctpos. Ot xurteneir Arnama (Argam: 15 uious 1919) //
ARPIIISSA, Fond Ne 277, siyahi Ne 2, is Ne 41, voraq — 36.

24 Azerbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyati, Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori, 335-336.
25 Azarbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyati, Béyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori, 342.

26 Hoxymenmor bpumanckozo nayuonanvrozo apxusa no ucmopuu FOocnozo Kasxkaza 1918-1920 20006
(baxy: Typxan UIIO, 1. 1, u. 2. 2020), 199.
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Bilateral negotiations and connections to regulate relations between Azerbaijan
and Armenia did not yield positive results since the parties mainly resorted to
military force in territorial issues, and this situation generated negative socio-
psychological effects on the civilian population.

Struggle in the international arena

Territorial issues were observed to be important in the international agreements
regarding Armenia and Azerbaijan. Thus, when the Batum contracts were
signed in June 1918 between the Ottomans and three countries of the South
Caucasus (the terms of the agreements were also acceptable for the Ottoman
allies Austria and Bulgaria®’), the territories of Nakhchivan and Surmali were
united to the Ottomans by being agreed with Azerbaijan.?® The conditions also
stipulated that the Republic of Armenia would withdraw the Armenian military
forces in Baku.”

The government of Armenia was attempting to resolve territorial issues in the
international arena for its benefit. At the Paris conference, Armenian political
circles planning the creation of a great and united Armenia proposed 3 schemes
regarding the borders of the Republic of Armenia: 1) Boghos (Pogos) Nubar
Pasha’s “Greater Armenia” project, starting from the Black Sea and extending
from Iran’s borders to Alexandretta through the Mediterranean Sea (Armenians
made up only 3% of the total population in this area); 2) The “six provinces”
project, which represented the entity called Armenia together with Sivas,
Erzurum, Kharput (Mamurat-al-Aziz), Diyarbakir, Bitlis and Van provinces;
3) The “Erivan project”, that is, Armenia, which includes Erzurum province, a
part of Trabzon province in the east of Giresun, approximately a part of Bitlis
and Van provinces, the territory up to the 30th parallel of north latitude.*® Later,
the document stated that the 3rd project was the most modern and was defended
by the leaders of the Republic of Armenia in accordance with the present
situation of that time.

At the second congress of Western Armenians held in Erivan on February 6-
13, 1919, they announced the creation of a united Armenia together with the
immigrant Western Armenian government established by Nubar Pasha in Paris.
On May 28, the act on “united Armenia” was adopted.’! The Azerbaijani

27 Sikirov ve Qafarov, Azerbaycan Cumhuriyeti 1918-1920..., 283.

28 Siikiirov ve Qafarov, Azerbaycan Cumhuriyeti 1918-1920..., 220-222; Illyktopos, Azepbaiiddncan 6
cucmeme MexcOyHapooHelx omuouwtenuil: 1648-1991..., 383-385.

29 Siikiirov ve Qafarov, Azerbaycan Cumhuriyeti 1918-1920..., 233-236; 1llyktopoB, Azepbatiodcan &
cucmeme mevucoynapoonvix omuowtenuil. 1648-1991..., 388-395.

30 Azarbaycan Xalq Climhuriyyati, Boyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori, 222.
31 Qafqazda ilk respublikalar (1918-1921) (Baki: 1deal-Print, 2021), 232-233.
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government immediately implemented countermeasures and held meetings
with the British, one of the leading states of the Paris conference, and officials
delegates represented in the South Caucasus, where they announced the
position of the Azerbaijani side on territorial issues. Thus, ADR delegates
agreed to the representation of Armenians in the government and stepped
towards establishing normal neighborly relations with the state of Armenia.
On May 23, Topchubashov, in his meeting with Louis Malet, a member of the
British delegation at the Paris Peace Conference, stated about the settlement
of the territorial conflict with the Armenians that “if they leave the borders of
Azerbaijan [that is, stop military aggression] the Armenians will be represented
by 3 ministers in the government of Azerbaijan and 20 deputies in the
parliament.”?

The meeting with Malet in Paris resulted in the British determining
decisions in favor of Azerbaijan. Thomson, the head of the British mission
in the Caucasus, supported the idea that Karabakh should be part of
Azerbaijan. On May 19, 1919, Mallet replied to the Armenian
representatives who protested at the Paris Peace Conference that “any
solution can only be temporary.”

At the Paris conference, Armenian representatives commenced to propagate
allegations about the massacre of the Armenian population in Karabakh by Kh.
Sultanov. In June 1919, Priest Vahan and M. Bahaturyan, both members of the
Karabakh Armenian National Council, presented a memorandum expressing
the intentions of the Armenians in Karabakh to General Thomson in Baku. The
memorandum objected to the existence of the governor general representing
the government of Azerbaijan in Karabakh and indicated 4 ways to solve the
problem: 1) Reunification of Karabakh with Armenia pending the decision of
the Peace Conference; 2) Re-establishing the Karabakh government that
existed before the capture of Karabakh by the Turks; 3) The appointment of a
British governor-general who would ensure the interests of local Armenians
and Muslims in the Armenian part; 4) The appointment of the British governor-
general by providing the right of self-government to all of Karabakh meaning
both Armenians and Tatars (Azerbaijani Turks).** The offer of the Armenians
was not accepted.

Armenian government representative Vardanyan stated in his epistle that the
Prime Minister of Azerbaijan reported to the representatives of the Republic

32 Azorbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyoti, Boyiik Britaniyanmin arxiv sanadlori, 301-302.

33 Jlokymenmel bpumanckozo nayuonanvHozo apxusa no ucmopuu FOxcrnozo Kaskasa 1918-1920 200os
(Baky: Typxau UIIO, T. 1, u. 1. 2020), 305.

34 Joxymenmuvl Bpumanckozo nayuonaivbnozo apxusea no ucmopuu FOocnozo Kaskasza 1918-1920 20006
(baky: Typxan UIIO, . 1, 4. 1. 2020), 369.
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of Armenia in Baku that the British had provided Karabakh to Azerbaijan and
thus there could be no other questions about this issue. Vardanyan also added
that they would never agree to transfer Karabakh to Azerbaijan.*®

Territorial disputes were the main reason why the Armenian representatives at
the Paris conference did not respond positively to Azerbaijan’s proposal to
establish a confederation. Thus, the Armenian representatives who participated
in the Paris conference stated that they could join the confederation only in the
form of the entire Armenia, which included the territories they claimed in the
Caucasus and the Ottoman Empire.3¢

On January 11, 1920, the Supreme Council of the Paris Peace Conference
adopted a decision on the de facto recognition of Azerbaijan and Georgia as
new independent states.’” Earl of Derby from Paris emphasized in his telegram
to Lord Harding that the de facto recognition of Georgia and Azerbaijan did
not apply to their present and future borders, and even the slightest prejudgment
could not be made about this issue.*

The recognition of Armenia was to be combined with the agreement with the
Ottoman Empire. The de jure recognition of Armenia was confirmed by the
Treaty of Sevres in 1920 and the treaty signed on the same day between the
Allies and the Republic of Armenia (signed by Avetis Ahoranyan, head of the
delegation of the Republic of Armenia in Sevres).*

According to the agreement, the Allied Powers and the Ottoman government
recognized Armenia within the borders established by the US President W.
Wilson (which were canceled as a result of the vote on June 1, 1920). The
territory of Armenia defined as 150,000 km? (160,000 km? as indicated in T.M.
Asoyan’s dissertation*’) included the regions of Van, Bitlis, Trabzon, and
Erzurum. However, the agreement did not specify how these territories would
be provided to Armenia and the obligations of the Allies.*' It is clear that the
terms of this agreement concluded with the Ottoman Empire (based in Istanbul)
were not accepted by the new Turkish government (based in Ankara) and
therefore the terms of the agreement were not accomplished. Consequently,
the solution of the issue of de jure recognition and borders of Armenia was
practically not implemented.

35 Jlokymenmel bpumanckozo nayuonanvHozo apxusa no ucmopuu FOxcrnozo Kaskasa 1918-1920 20006
(Baky: Typxaun UIIO, T. 1, u. 1. 2020), 369-370

36 Olimoardanboy Topcubasov, Paris maktublar: (Baki: Azarnasr, 1998), 16-17.

37 Azarbaycan Paris siilh konfransinda (1919-1920) (Baki: Ozan, 2008), 5-8.

38 Azorbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyoeti, Béyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori, 407.

39 Azorbaycan Xalq Ciimhuriyyeti, Béyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sonadlori, 45-46.

40 AcosiH, Teppumopuanshsie npobremol Pecnyonuku Apmenuu u bpumanckaa norumuxa..., 209.

41 XauuksiH, Ucmopus Apmenuu..., 182.
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The Paris Peace Conference left the issue of borders to the three republics
(Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia) unresolved and postponed it until an agreement
was reached between them. After the agreement was reached, a commission
for the delimitation of borders had to be created.*?

The affiliation problem of the territories of Nakhchivan, Zangezur, Karabakh,
which are considered disputed between Azerbaijan and Armenia, was not
resolved definitively in the international arena either. As a result of the activities
of the representatives of Azerbaijan at the international conference in Paris,
the solution of territorial issues considered controversial were left
unimplemented and was transferred to the responsibility of these parties.

Conclusion

Consequently, the territorial issues that led to disputes and wars between
Azerbaijan and Armenia in 1918-1920 were not definitively resolved, and this
situation caused the civilian population to face social and psychological
problems that are still observed today. The affiliation problem of Nakhchivan,
Zangezur, Karabakh regions, and part of Kars and Gazakh districts was
attempted to be resolved via consultations with representatives of states with
conflicting interests in the South Caucasus region, bilateral negotiations
between Azerbaijan and Armenia, and international conferences and
agreements.

The facts presented in the article suggest that British, Turkish, American, and
Italian representatives in the South Caucasus region demonstrated support for
the position of the Azerbaijani government. The ADR government agreed only
with the fact that Erivan was provided to the Armenians, and at the international
conference it was agreed that future territorial disputes should be resolved as
a result of negotiations between the parties. The territory of Zangezur and a
part of Gazakh province were provided to the Armenian Soviet Republic in
late 1920 after the collapse of the ADR. In summary, the diplomatic activity
of the ADR government on territorial issues can be considered as a historical
experience that should be considered as a guiding experience for the
normalization of relations between Azerbaijan and Armenia.

As a result of the diplomatic activity in the direction of resolving border
disputes in 1918-1920, Azerbaijan agreed to transfer Erivan and surrounding
territories to Armenians. Later, Soviet Azerbaijan (founded on April 28, 1920)
did not object to the transfer of Zangezur and a part of Gazakh district to

42 10.I. BapceroB, Hacopnwiii Kapabax 6 meacoynapoonom npage u Mupogol norumuxe. JJoKymenmol u
Komenmapuii: [6 2 momax] (Mocksa: Kpyrs, T. 2. 2009), 190.
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Armenia. However, these territorial concessions led to larger social (refugees,
massacres of civilians), economic (crisis, famine, epidemic) and political
(occupation or total dependence) problems. To prevent the re-emergence of
socio-political problems in modern times, both sides can agree to resolve
territorial issues at the level of international law without claiming territories
against each other.

The results of diplomatic activities in 1918-1920 demonstrated that the military
solution damaged both states politically, economically, and militarily, and
decelerated the general development of the South Caucasus region. Today, both
sides regularly hold meetings with the participation of the European Union
(EU), Russia, and Turkey in order to delimit and demarcate the borders, as well
as resolve relations by peaceful means. In these meetings, Azerbaijan and
Armenia put forward their conditions and, as in 1918-1920, the parties still
cannot not reach an agreement on the Karabakh issue. In the current case, that
is, in the background of the complicated political and military situation between
EU countries and Russia, it seems more appropriate to leave the border issues
to the responsibility of the two countries, as it was in 1920. Currently,
commissions have been created and negotiations are underway to resolve
border issues within the interests of Azerbaijan and Armenia.

174 | Review of Armenian Studies
Issue 47, 2023



Diplomatic Activity of the Azerbaijani Government against
the Territorial Claims of the Republic of Armenia (1918-1920)

BIBLIOGRAPHY
a. Archive Documents

Armenia in documents of the U.S. Department of State 1917-1920. Yerevan:
Institute of History NAS of Armenia, 2017.

Azarbaycan Paris siilh konfransinda (1919-1920). Baki: Ozan, 2008.

Azorbaycan Xalq Climhuriyyati. Béyiik Britaniyanin arxiv sanadlori. Baki:
Casioglu, 2008.

Stikiirov, Qiyas ve Qafarov, Vasif. Azerbaycan Cumhuriyeti 1918-1920
(Osmanli Arsiv Belgeleri). Istanbul: Bilnet Matbaacilik ve Yayincilik. A.S.,
2018.

Topgubasov, Olimardanbay. Paris maktublar:. Baki: Azornosr, 1998.

I Coro3znomy BepxoBHomy Komuccapy monkoBHUKy [ ackens. Munucrep
Wuocrtpannsix aen (baky: 4 oktsops 1919) // ARDA, f. 894, siy.10, sv.99,
v. 8-9.

locnonuny Komannyromemy Coro3nsimu Cunamu B Top. baky I'enepans
Tomcony. 3a Munncrpa Muocrpannbix Jlen 3usiaxanosa (baxy: 24 ¢peBpas
1919) // Azarbaycan Respublikasi Dovlat Arxivi (ARDA), Fond Ne 970,
siyaht No 1, is Ne 41, varoq — 13.

Hokymenmor bpumarcroeo Hayuoraivro2o apxusa no ucmopuu IOdxcrnozo
Kaexasza 1918-1920 20006. Baxy: Typxaun UI1O, . 1, u. 2, 2020.

Hoxymenmur Bpumanckozo nayuonanviozo apxuea no ucmopuu FOoxcnoeo
Kasraza 1918-1920 20006. baxy: Typxan UIIO, 1. 1, 9. 1, 2020.

Ot nonkoBHuka Bunsma H.'ackens Coroznaro BepxoBnaro Kommccapa.
[pencenaremto CoBera Munuctpos AzepOaitmkana (Tuduuc: 1 centsadps
1919) // ARDA, Fond Ne 970, siyahi Ne 1, ig Ne 93, voraq — 3-4.

IIpembep Munuctpy PecmyOmmkn Apmenwu. Ot Mycynsman HaxdeBana
(Haxuesanp: 15 mast 1919) // Azorbaycan Respublikasi Prezidentinin Islor
Idarasinin Ictimai-Siyasi Senadlor Arxivi (ARPIIISSA), Fond Ne 277, siyaht
Ne 2,1 No 57, voraq — 14.

Tenerpamma. Ilpeacenarento CO};;Ta Munctpos. Ot xurteneir Armama
(Armam: 15 urons 1919) // ARPIIISSA, Fond Ne 277, siyahi Ne 2, is Ne 41,
varaq — 36.

Review of Armenian Studies : 175
Issue 47, 2023



Nigar Jamalova

[yxropos, Kepum. Azepbatioscan 6 cucmeme mesncoyHapoOHbIX OMHOUEHUL:
1648-1991. Jloxymenmol u mamepuanst. baxy: 2mm, 2020.

b. Copyrighted Works

Abisov, Vaqif. Azarbaycanlilarin soyqirimi (1917-1918-ci illor). Baki: Nurlan,
2007.

Haciyev, Ismayil. Ermoanilorin Azarbaycana qarsi arazi iddialart va ganli
cinayatlori. Naxg¢ivan: Ocomi, 2012.

Hasonli, Comil. Azarbaycan Xalg Ciimhuriyyatinin xarici siyasati (1918-1920).
Baki: GARISMA, 2009.

Irovan xanlig1. Rusiya isgali va ermanilorin Simali Azarbaycana ké¢iiriilmasi.
Baki: CBS, 2010.

Ismayilov, Kamran. Zangazurda Azarbaycan xalqina qarsi soyqurimi (1918-
1920). Baki: Turxan, 2014.

QOafqazda ilk respublikalar (1918-1921). Baki: ideal-Print, 2021.

AxoristH, Codbst. [enoyuod apmsn 6 nepuod Ilepsoii mupogotl 6oliHbl U 2o

CO8peMeHHble  IMHONONUMUYECKUEe U MeNCOYHAPOOHO-NPABOBbLLE
nocnedocmsusi. Pocro-na-/lony: CKHL] BIILI, 2006.

Acost, Turpan. Teppumopuanvhsie npobnemvr Pecnyonuxu Apmenuu u
bpumanckas nonumuxa (1918-1920 22.). Mocksa, 2005.

Bapceros, Opuii. Hacopnwiti Kapabax 6 mexcoynapoonom npase u Muposgoti
noaumuxe. /loxymenmot u Komenmapuii: [6 2 momax]. Mocksa: Kpyrs, T.
1. 2008.

bapceros, FOpuii. Hacopnwiti Kapabax 6 mexcoynapoonom npage u Muposgoi
noaumuxe. [lokymenmol u Komenmapuii: [6 2 momax]. Mocksa: Kpyrs, T.
2.2009.

Mawmenzane, Harur. 'enoyuo azepbatiooicanyes ¢ Kapabaxckom pezuone
Asepbauiodcana (1918-1920). baxy: Typxan UIIO, 2014.

Hudramues, Unrap. ['enoyuo azepbaiioscanyes ¢ Upesanckoi eybephuu
(1918-1920). baky: Typxan, —2014.

176  Review of Armenian Studies
Issue 47, 2023



Diplomatic Activity of the Azerbaijani Government against
the Territorial Claims of the Republic of Armenia (1918-1920)

XaunksiH, A.D. Hemopus Apmenuu (kpamkuil ouepk). DpeBan: Oaut [puHT,
2009.

c. Internet Resources

“Azorbaycan Respublikasi ilo Ermenistan Respublikasi arasinda dovlot
sorhadinin delimitasiyasi lizra Dovlot Komissiyasinin yaradilmast haqqmda
Azorbaycan Respublikasi Prezidentinin Soroncami (23 May 2022)”.
President.az, accessed January 31, 2023,
https://president.az/az/articles/view/56129

“Rusiya Prezidenti, Azorbaycan Prezidenti vo Ermonistanin bas naziri motbuata
boyanatla ¢ixis ediblor (26 noyabr 2021)”. President.az, accessed January
13, 2022, https://president.az/az/articles/view/54424

Mustafa, N.Y. “1918-1920-ci illordo Irovan quberniyasi orazisindo
azorbaycanlilarin soyqirimi”. Nazimmustafa.info, accessed April 5, 2018,

Baki, 2010. http://nazimmustafa.info/?p=251

Review of Armenian Studies : 177
Issue 47, 2023





