
Summary and comment:  This submission concerns French military withdrawal and Armenian 
civilian evacuation from Cilicia as territory handed over to the Turkish government in 1921, in 
the aftermath of World War I, and several years after the Armenian Genocide.  Ultimately, albeit 
abruptly, the French military would help evacuate 20,000 Armenians from Cilicia and relocate 
them to Lebanon and Syria.  The author presents this “as a case study to establish humanitarian 
evacuation as an object of historical inquiry” (p. 2).  “The history of humanitarian evacuations 
largely remains to be written.  This case is an early milestone: it predates by decades the 
examples  addressed in the existing social science literature” (p. 3). 
 
The brisk introductory section (pp. 1-3) tell us little more than this -- that the reader shall be 
presented with an unstudied historical precedent of humanitarian evacuation.  The bulk of the 
submission constitutes a detailed narrative (from page 3 onward) of the planned and unplanned 
portions of the French military’s evacuation of Armenians.  Specialist readers might be intrigued 
in the regional history or the humanitarian history, but the vast majority of the AHR’s distinctive 
comprehensive readership spanning all fields of historical inquiry would most likely have felt 
alienated and deterred from reading very far into the piece. 
 
That would be something of a mistake, because hints of analytical payoff begins to appear on 
page 27, when the author address a theme briefly broached in the introductory section, namely 
the status of archives, and the author’s detection of refugee agency in the historical record. 
 
This interval leads into third section of the submission, which situates this particular case study 
within a “longer and larger history of population displacement and state formation in the Middle 
East and in the world” (p. 31).  The submission is strangely reversed, revealing its conceptual, 
methodological, and analytical stakes only toward the end.  This back-loading of the stakes 
undermines the previous narrative, which is wholly descriptive and sometimes plodding, absent 
any analysis. 
 
(It must be noted that the submission uses section headings, which the AHR does not use in favor 
of more organic transitions and flow; the section headings would have to be eliminated and prose 
adjustments made accordingly.) 
 
On pages 31-32 the author invokes a sizable existing historiography on the global history of 
refugees -- although one which has not yet had much coverage of the Middle East.  “Historians 
of the Middle East are now also beginning to add to that literature....” (p. 32).  An additive 
contribution seems more suitable to a more specialist scholarly venue, as the AHR’s readership 
expects the kind of conceptual or analytical innovation that can transfer across fields of historical 
inquiry.  The AHR must always consider:  How might the author’s analysis provide new research 
tools for readers which they might apply to the study of other places and other times?  This kind 
of cross-fertilization is the fundamental mission of the AHR. 
 
Key to the author’s story is not refugee flight, common enough in history, but refugee 
evacuation.  The author’s case study becomes in this light an early instance of “how 
humanitarian evacuation emerged and developed as a practice” (p. 35).  But the reader still has 
not encountered a clear and forceful historical argument based not on the mere occurrence of the 
historical case study, but on its actual substance. 



 
Finally, the author shifts on page 36 from promising to telling.  The 1921 case was early in the 
history of humanitarian evacuations (this emphasis is repeated more than once in the 
submission).  The 1921 case confirms Watenpaugh’s argument that humanitarian transfers tend 
to benefit the powerful (this does not bespeak analytical innovation).  The 1921 case reveals the 
importance of public pressure (in addition to the refugee agency already noted).  The 1921 case 
can be compared to other similar/dissimilar historical instances in the ensuing years (these 
comparisons are too brisk to bear much fruit). The 1921 case corrects a 1978 letter to the editor 
(this paragraph, on pp. 40-41 offers little).  The 1921 case reveals biases in the archive which 
must be overcome (okay, but how are these biases different from the many other archival biases 
that historians have long grappled with?).  The 1921 case offers lessons for the present (this 
paragraph, too, on pp. 43-44 offers little). 
 
The concluding section reads a bit thin and, without preceding analysis, unconvincingly.  But can 
the author front-load in the submission a decisive argument that bespeaks an original and 
innovative contribution to the historiography on humanitarianism, beyond simply the addition of 
the factor of evacuations earlier than expected?  The introductory section was evasive and 
concluding section wan in this regard.  But can the author draw out more from the subject and 
the case study?  What happens to our understanding of humanitarianism in this era when 
evacuation is made part of the story?  The author does not really engage with Watenpaugh and 
others on a conceptual level.  Positioning the case study simply as earlier and as additive is not 
sufficiently innovative for the AHR.  Even if this is an early instance of evacuation, there is 
indeed a longer and larger historiography on humanitarianism which should be addressed in 
sophisticated fashion -- if the author is interested in addressing more of the AHR’s readership, 
and in offering more conceptual, methodological, and/or analytical innovation that readers might 
apply to their own subfields and subjects.  If anything, that historiography on humanitarianism 
has become increasingly vibrant, and requires careful differentiation in order to offer proper 
innovation. 
 
As it stands, the submission is more suitable for a more specialist scholarly venue than the AHR.  
But, might the author revise it, from the foundation of this case study and the topic of evacuation, 
to be more ambitious?  This would require serious rethinking and significant rewriting, so that 
the narrative of the case study can be enlivened and enriched with incisive analysis for the 
benefit of both non-specialist as well as specialist readers. 


