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Prcface

DIMITRI GONDICAS

ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES OFTEN tend to be as fiercely indepen-
dent in their intellectual pursuits as nation-states are in asserting their
territorial integrity and national identity. Accordingly, departmental
boundaries in universities can be as impervious and rigid as national
frontiers and linguistic barriers. To a great extent shaped by Cold
War politics and policies and generously funded by United States
government agencies and private foundations, area studies programs
in American universities have competed with one another as they
stake out territory -on the intellectual map of university curricula,
research programs, and scholarly publications. In recent years, in-
creasingly scarce resources and challenges to the intellectual and in-
stitutional autonomy of area studies departments have led to a re-
examination of their role in the academic world and to a rise in
cross-cultural and comparative work.'

In this context, the present volume of essays attempts to break
down the traditional barriers of academic discipline, language, and
ethnocentric discourse in Greek and Ottoman studies by providing a
forum for exchange among Greek, Turkish, English, and American
scholars working on the political, economic, and social history of
modern Greece and the Ottoman Empire.

For decades, American institutions have promoted programs of
research and teaching in Ottoman and modern Turkish studies. Typ-
ically, such programs are in “Near Eastern” or “Middle Eastern
Studies” departments, and have focussed on diplomatic affairs as well
as the political, economic, or institutional histories of states and elites
in the area. In large measure, scholarship has drawn upon Ottoman
and Turkish archives and on monographic studies written in Turkish
and thus accessible only to area specialists.

Scholarly interest in the social and economic life of the non-
Muslim peoples who lived in the Ottoman Empire is fairly recent. A
turning point was the 1978 Princeton Conference on the millet system,
the proceedings of which were published in Benjamin Braude and
Bernard Lewis, eds., Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire.* This
work was the first systematic attempt to examine the social structure
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of the different religious, linguistic, and ethnic communities that made
up the empire. Similarly, Charles Issawi’s The Economic History of Turkey
1800-1914% is a fundamental study of these ethnic groups and their
religious, economic, and communal life. However, neither of these
works dealt in any depth with the Greek millet, which, by virtue of its
Orthodox Christian faith and the Greek language of the Constan-
tinopolitan Patriarchate, was the legatee of the Byzantine tradition.
Despite the central role of the Greeks in Ottoman society and espe-
cially during the last century of the empire’s existence, the Ottoman
Greek community has not been studied systematically by Ottoman
specialists in Europe or the United States. At the same time, ground-
breaking work by Greek historians* of the period remains largely
inaccessible (due to both linguistic and cultural-institutional barriers)
to their colleagues outside Greece, while few historians of modern
Greece have published studies in English on the Ottoman Greek
communities.’

This situation is hardly surprising given that the field of Modern
Greek Studies is a relative newcomer to the American university. Long
under the shadow of the Classical tradition, this young field has yet
to find a secure departmental “home” in academic institutions.
Neither “Middle Eastern” nor “Western (or eastern) European,”
modern Greek culture cannot fit neatly within the contours of existing
area studies departments or any one academic discipline. Thus, neo-
hellenists in America are forced to be comparatists with a theoretical
bent. Their institutional “insecurity” within academia may turn out
to be an asset in the long-term as they seek to avoid the isolation and
introversion that area studies programs are often criticized for, by
seeking to engage intellectually colleagues in related fields.

In this spirit, the Program in Hellenic Studies initiated the 1989
Princeton Conference on “The Social and Economic History of the
Greeks in the Ottoman Empire: The Greek Millet from the Tanzimat
to the Young Turks”® from which the present volume derives. The
idea of a gathering of neohellenists and Ottomanists—two scholarly
communities involved in complementary activities—was conceived by
Thanos Veremis, University of Athens, who was Visiting Professor
at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs
during the spring term of 1988. Charles Issawi was receptive to the
idea and helped identify potential participants, including both estab-
lished scholars and young historians. The success of the conference
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was a manifestation of the cross-fertilization that occurs when different
fields of scholarship turn to one another for mutual enrichment.

Organized under the joint auspices of Princeton University’s Pro-
gram in Hellenic Studies and the Department of Near Eastern Studies,
this conference was the first collaboration of its kind in the United
States.” The editors express their special thanks to their respective
chairmen at the time, Edmund Keeley and Avrom Udovitch, as well
as to the Council of the Humanities, the Council on Regional Studies,
and the Department of History, all of which were co-sponsors of this
event. In the actual planning of the conference, we were joined by
our then Princeton colleagues Cemal Kafadar and Ahmet Kuyas, and
our then graduate student and now colleague, Molly Greene. We are
grateful to them for their good counsel. The administrative support
of Mrs. Claire Myones of the Hellenic Studies office was indispensable
to the success of the conference.

For the preparation of the manuscript, this editor would like to
thank former graduate student Sara Monoson, as well as Princeton
students Ta-Tanisha Payne, Christine Philliou, Lisa Marie Priddy,
and Ipek Yosmaoglu. We also thank our Princeton colleague M. Stikri
Hanioglu and Sia Anagnostopoulou (University of Cyprus) who
helped us with the final review of the manuscript. Messrs. Ed
Breisacher and Albert McGrigor, our publisher and editor, respec-
tively, at Darwin Press, were instrumental in helping us bring together
the collection of essays in its present form. Both editors would like to
express our gratitude to the Program in Hellenic Studies and the
Program in Near Eastern Studies and their respective chairmen, Alex-
ander Nehamas and Heath Lowry, for their support of this volume.
Finally, we owe thanks to the authors for their contributions and
patience. The process of editing this volume may have taken longer
than we would have liked, but we very much hope that the result will
have been worth the wait and that this work will help open new
avenues of academic collaboration among ‘scholars of Greece and the
Ottoman Empire.?

NOTES

1. See P. A. Hall and S. Tarrow, “Globalization and Area Studies:
When Is Too Broad Too Narrow?” Chronicle of Higher Education, 23 January,
1998.
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2. Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis, eds., Christians and Jews in the
Ottoman Empire (New York: Holmes and Meier, 1982).

3. Charles Issawi, The Economic History of Turkey, 1800-1914 (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980).

4. See the important series of publications of the Center for Asia Studies,
as well as the notable book by Sia Anagnéstopoulou, Mikra Asia, 190s ai.~1919:
Hoi Hellenorthodoxes koinotétes, Apo to Millet ton Romion sto Helleniko Ethnos [Asia
Minor, 19th century—1919: The Greek Orthodox Community. From the Mil-
let of Rum to the Hellenic Nation] (Athens: Hellenika Grammata, 1997),
and the sources citeéd there. Other important recent publications in Greek
include Haris Exertzoglou, Ethniké Tautoteta stén Konstantinoupole ton 190 Aiona
[National Identity in Constantinople in the 19th Century] (Athens: Nephele,
1996), and Paraskevas Konortas, Othomanikes Theoréseis gia to Oikoumeniko Patri-
archeio [Ottoman Perspectives on the Ecumenical Patriarchate] (Athens: Ek-
doseis Alexandreia, 1998).

5. Notable recent exceptions include works by Alexis Alexandris, The
Greek Minority of Istanbul and Greek-Turkish Relations (Athens: Centre for Asia
Minor Studies, 1983), Gerasimos Augustinos, The Greeks desia Minor: Con-
fession, Community, and Ethnicity in the Nineteenth Century (Kent, Ohio: Kent State
University Press, 1992), Elena Frangakis-Syrett, The Commerce of Smyrna in
the Eighteenth Century (1700-1820) (Athens: Centre for Asia Minor Studies,
1992), Paschalis Kitromilides, Enlightenment, Nationalism, Orthodoxy: Studies in
the Culture and Political Thought of Southeastern Europe (Aldershot, Hampshire:
Variorum; Brookfield, Vermont: Ashgate Publishers, 1994), and Richard
Clogg, Anatolica: Studies in the Greek East in the 18th and 19th Centuries (Aldershot,
Hampshire: Variorum; Brookfield, Vermont: Ashgate Publishers, 1996).

6. A reprint of the conference program can be found at the end of this
volume, immediately preceding the index.

7. Since the 1989 conference, the Program in Hellenic Studies and the
Department of Near Eastern Studies have collaborated in two other joint
colloquia: “The Business of Change: Merchants and the Fall of Constan-
tinople” (1995), and “Religion and Democracy in Greece and Turkey” (1996).

8. In this direction, the Program in Hellenic Studies and the Department
of Near Eastern Studies are establishing a joint graduate program that is
already attracting interest on the part of many young scholars.



A Note on Transliteration
and Place Names

IN TRANSLITERATING GREEK proper names, place names,
authors and titles, we have tried to follow, as consistently as possible,
the guidelines established by the Library of Congress. Though this
may be sometimes awkward, it is hoped that readers will be able to
look up references without confusion, especially if they are not familiar
with Greek spellings. Whenever appropriate, names and places are
given in their standard English form (e.g., Constantinople, Lycia,
Cavafy, etc.). ~—

All titles of works (books or articles) written in Greek or Turkish
have been transliterated into English (in the footnote sections).

There are many place names that have both a Greek and an
Ottoman or Turkish equivalent. We have not tried to be consistent
throughout the book by opting for one or the other version. Rather,
we have kept each author’s usage, recognizing the fact that “Smyrna”
or “Trebizond” may be more appropriate in a certain context than
“Izmir” or “Trabzon” respectively, and vice versa. These place names
are cross referenced in the index.
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Introduction

CHARLES ISSAWI

THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE was ruled by Turks and other Otto-
manized Muslims, including the Janissaries. Muslims commanded
the armies and constituted the bulk of land forces. They governed the
provinces (eydlets or pasaliks) and dispensed justice in the gadi courts.
They formed the overwhelming majority of the timariots and zd’ims,
who, in return for assignments of land, administered the countryside,
raised taxes, and provided military service. They staffed the bureauc-
racy and controlled and dispensed Muslim education. Lastly, and
most important, it was from their ranks that the sultan chose his
advisers and m1n1sters In short, in more ways than one, the Ottoman
Empire was what the Greeks called it—a Tourkokratia.

Rulers often have neither the aptitude nor the inclination to pur-
sue other activities besides government, however, and, like others
before them, the Turks delegated many economic, social, and cultural
activities to their millets: the Orthodox, including the Greeks, the
Armenians, the Jews, and those of other minorities.

The role of the Greeks in the empire shows a clear trend: a slow
rise followed by a somewhat swifter decline. Whereas, at all times,
the Greeks were the most numerous non-Muslim millet in the empire,
in the 'second half of the fifteenth and during the early sixteenth
century, the Jewish millet was the most prominent, though the part
played by Bosnians and Serbs should not be underestimated. Tens of
thousands of Jews immigrated from the Iberian Peninsula and Italy
to Constantinople, Thessaloniki, Smyrna, Adrianople, and elsewhere,
and many were relocated by the sultan to other parts of the empire.
Many of these immigrants possessed valuable skills that enabled them
to achieve a measure of success. For example, European-trained
Jewish physicians rose to positions of distinction; some even served
as personal physicians to the sultans. Jewish printers set up the first
presses in the empire and, starting in 1494, produced texts in European
languages as well as in Hebrew but not in Arabic or Turkish, as the
printing of texts in these languages was prohibited by Bayezid II in
1485.

Since these infmigrants knew European languages, and the sul-
tans often regarded them as more trustworthy than Christians, they
were sent abroad on diplomatic and other missions. Many Jews also
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2 Introduction

set up banks and shops and at times controlled the customshouses
and the mint, and, as they often had good foreign contacts, they played
a leading role in foreign trade. The appointment of Joseph Nasi as
“Duke of Naxos,” with the rank of sancak beyi, marks the apogee of
Jewish influence.? Jewish influence declined sharply in later years.
One reason was possibly Sabbatai Sevi’s (1626—76) messianic claims,
which prompted many Jews to sever their contacts with European learn-
ing and technology. Another was the increasingly strict enforcement
of the empire’s policy of Muslim control over dhimmis (non-Muslim
subjects). In addition, other Europeans, protected by the Capitula-
tions, were gaining influence in certain economic sectors and thus had
developed a bourgeoisie well before the Ottoman communities.

The vacuum left by the Jews was, in due course, filled mostly by
the Greeks, the most active group within the Orthodox millet. A
number of factors can account for this. The Greeks were a highly
urbanized community. They formed a large proportion of the popula-
tion of the biggest and most active towns, notably Constantinople,
Smyrna, and Thessaloniki. Their position on either side of the Aegean
put them athwart the busy trade route connecting Constantinople
and the Black Sea with the Mediterranean and Europe. Because of
the paucity of natural resources in mainland Greece, Greeks had
become over the years deeply engaged in commerce and shipping and
thus had developed a bourgeoisie well before other communities. In
addition, the empire prohibited Europeans from doing business in the
Black Sea area. Most of the merchants in the Black Sea area were
Muslims, but the Greeks soon gained a prominent role in that trade,
especially in the wheat supply of Constantinople. When Russia began
trading through the Black Sea, moreover, it was largely in Greek
ships, sailing under the Russian flag, and through Greek merchant
houses.? The large Greek diaspora, first in Italy and the Balkans, then
in Russia, Egypt, central and western Europe, and, finally, in the
Americas, also provided this community with a flow of ideas, funds,
and various other kinds of support that helped their kin in the empire.

Together with the Armenians, Greeks were far more educated
than other communities. From the sixteenth century on, graduates of
the Greek College in Rome and the schools set up by Greeks in Venice
returned home bringing with them elements of European culture and
Greek books published in Venice and elsewhere—an estimated 2,500
titles between about 1750 and 1821.* This was followed by the found-
ing of Greek schools and the setting up of printing presses in Constan-



Introduction 3

tinople and elsewhere.> Greeks also had contacts with the Western
world through the Venetians (and later French, Russians, and
British), who controlled the Ionian Islands.® The Patriarchal
Academy, founded in 1454 in Constantinople, was also an important
resource for the Greeks of the empire. It trained the Phanariots (rich
Greek merchants of that city who played a leading part in the church),
staffed the upper ranks of the Foreign Ministry (Dragoman to the
Sublime Porte), provided the governors (hospodars) of Moldavia and
Wallachia, and supplied influential interpreters (dragomans) to foreign
embassies.”:

The international prominence of the Greek language also was a
significant factor in the rise of the Greek millet. The Greek language
provided a link with Byzantium (and later in the form of archaizing
kathareuousa with Classical Hellas), giving the Greeks a prestige and
inspiration unavailable to any other millet. It also provided them with
a more immediate advantage. “Thousands of Albanians and Vlachs
became Hellenized tHrough their membership in the Greek Orthodox
Church,” including the many Albanians who migrated to Greece in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.® In addition, “Greek was
the commercial lingua franca of much of the Balkan mercantile
bourgeoisie.”®

Greek influence in the Ottoman Empire probably reached its
peak in the first few decades of the nineteenth century, just before the
War of Independence. The war and its aftermath led to a sharp decline
in the Greek population, as the paper by Ilber Ortayli in this volume
shows. First of all, the new Hellenic state accounted for perhaps
800,000 Greeks, or about a quarter of the estimated number of Greeks
in the empire. This proportion rose steadily thanks to both a high
birth rate and reunification, which more than offset emigration from
Greece to the Ottoman Empire and elsewhere. By 1907, the population
of independent Greece was 2.6 million, a figure that exceeded that of
the Greeks in the empire (about 2 million).”® Secondly, the war in-
flicted large losses of lives and property on the Greeks, as well as on
the Turks. Thirdly, the Porte was severely shaken by the Greek War
of Independence and never again permitted its Greek subjects to
exercise the kind of power they had once enjoyed.

The Greeks’ loss of power coincided with, and was facilitated by,
the rise of the Armenians, who held considerable influence until the
end of the nineteenth century. Like the Greeks, they also had estab-
lished contacts ;’lth Europe, sent young men to be trained in Italy
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and elsewhere, set up printing presses, promoted education, and
profited greatly from their diaspora, which gave them contacts not
only with Europe and Russia but also with Iran and India." It ap-
pears, moreover, that Armenians spoke Turkish at home more often
than the Greeks. This may have helped them in their dealings with
Turks and enabled them to play a more active role in the cultural
affairs of the empire.

The part played by Greeks and Armenians, and to a lesser extent
by Jews, in the economic life of the empire was enormous.'? In certain
fields, this was already apparent at the beginning of the nineteenth
century. For example, the overwhelming majority of sarrafs (money-
lenders who also often acted as tax-farmers) were members of these
groups, trade between the Balkans and Austria was largely in Greek
hands, and Greeks played a part in Ottoman sea trade with Europe.'
In industry and other branches of trade, the influence of the millets
increased steadily up to the First World War. Table I shows the ethnic
distribution of bankers and bank managers in 1912.

TABLE I
Ethnic Distribution of Bankers and Bank Managers in 1912
Total Other
No. of and
Place Bankers Greeks Armenians Jews Turks Unidentified
Constantinople 40 12 12 8 0 8
European
Provinces 32 22 3 3 0 4
Anatolia 90 40 27 0 2 21
162 74 42 11 2 32

SOURGE: P. Marouche and G. Sarantis, Annuaire Financier de la Turquie (Constantinople:
Impr. du Levant Herald, 1912), pp. 137-40.

The role played by Greek banks and more generally by Greek
capital in banking and other activities is the subject of Haris Exert-
zoglou’s paper contained in this volume. We should add that Greeks
continued to be influential at both ends of the scale. On the one hand,
some of the Galata bankers, such as the bankers Zariphés and
Zographos, worked directly with Sultans Abdiilhamid IT and Murad,
for example. And, on the other hand, many remained active as money-
lenders and tax-farmers in the villages. 5

The situation in industry was similar, but here one cannot be so
precise, since many establishments, especially the larger ones, were
listed under the name of the firm, not that of the owner. A perusal of
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the 1913 census returns shows that Turkish Muslims appear much
more frequently here than in finance, but still constitute a small minor-
ity. In the silk industry, Armenian names prevail, whereas in the
cigarette-paper industry, the Jews are most prominent. In other
branches of industry, the predominance of Greeks is very clear.”* A
study by the Turkish scholar Tevfik Gavdar puts the distribution of
284 industrial firms employing five or more workers as follows: Greeks,
50 percent; Armenians, 20; Turks, 15; Jews, 5; and foreigners, 10.
Their labor force was 60 percent Greek; 15 percent Armenian; 15
percent Turkish; and 10 percent Jewish.”® A breakdown of firms in
‘industry and crafts in 1912 (6,507) shows that 49 percent were Greek;
30 Armenian; 12 Turkish; and 10 other.'s

The predominance of the millets in the industrial labor force was
reinforced by the fact that their women, unlike Turkish women,
worked in factories. In Bursa in 1872, only 4 percent of workers in
silk-reeling plants were male. These men were foremen, engine drivers,
and packers. The rest of the work force was made up of women and
girls, 95 percent of whom were Greek or Armenian. “The authorities
endeavor to discourage and prevent the employment of Turkish
women in factories,” a report from the period advises. Turkish women
sometimes found the wages tempting and later did join the labor force
in increasing numbers.”” Workers from the millets formed a large
proportion of the skilled labor force and also played a leading role in
organizing workers in large enterprises in Constantinople, Smyrna,
and Thessaloniki. They played leading roles in the strikes that broke
out in these cities after the promulgation of the 1908 Constitution.'®

In the nineteenth century, Greeks became prominent in foreign
trade. In the 1830s, Greeks opened offices in England. By the 1850s,
they had 55 firms in Manchester and 14 in London; by 1870, there
were 167 Greek firms in Manchester.” These firms were probably
engaged in exporting textiles, and some remained prominent until the
outbreak of the Second World War. A list of the large importers of
textiles in Constantinople in 1906 shows 26 Armenian names,
5 Turkish, 3 Greek, and 1 Jewish, In 1910, of 28 large firms in Con-
stantinople importing Russian goods, 5 were Russian, 8 Muslim, 7
Greek, 6 Armenian, and 2 were Jewish; almost all large traders with
Russia in the eastern provinces were Armenians.? In 1912, of 18,063
firms engaged in internal trade, 43 percent were Greek, 23 Armenian,
15 Muslim, and 19 other.?’ Of the membership of the Chamber of
Commerce of Constantinople, Turks and foreigners each formed about
25 percent, “the balance, often exceeding 50 percent of the total,” was
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composed of members from the Greek, Armenian, and Jewish minori-
ties.”” In Smyrna, at the turn of this century, as Elena Frangakis-Syrett
shows in her essay in this volume, “Greek merchants made up between
40 and 50 percent of the city’s merchants, Ottomans and Westerners
included,” and were particularly prominent in the cloth, wine, and
liquor trade, as well as in that of the main export items, such as figs,
raisins, and olive oil. In addition, as early as 1896, the Greeks of
Samsun controlled 156 businesses out of a total of 214.?® Lastly, in
Trebizond, in 1884, of 110 merchants listed as engaged in foreign
trade as commission agents, exporters, and importers (there was some
overlap in these categories), 48 had recognizably Greek names and
40 Armenian.* /

As already noted, Greeks of course also played an important part
in navigation, particularly in coastal shipping. During much of the
nineteenth century, many Greek ships sailed under either Ottoman
or Hellenic flags. For example, in 1850 Rhodes and its three tiny
neighbors (Kasos, Castel Rosso [Kastellorizo], and Symé) had 142
locally built vessels aggregating 27,000 tons under the Ottoman flag
and 54 aggregating 12,000 under the Greek.® The growth of steam
navigation in the eastern Mediterranean adversely affected Greek sail-
ing ships, however, and several islands lost much of their population.
“The crisis was overcome when wealthy overseas Greeks began to
purchase old steamships in England and to lease them to captains in
Greece” and, we may presume, to Ottoman Greeks. “Large profits
were made during the South African War, and the capital was used
to buy still more steamships.” By 1915, there were 475 steamers,
aggregating 894,000 tons, under the Greek flag alone.” Several Greek
or Ottoman Greek lines were actively engaged in the trade of Izmir
(e.g., Papayanni Brothers, Pantaleon Oriental Navigation Co., etc.),
according to Elena Frangakis-Syrett. As early as 1842, Greek flag
steamers were also plying along the Black Sea coast as far as Samsun,
and, in 1896, two out of ten steamship lines calling at Trebizond were
Greek.” In the fiscal year from 1912 to 1913, over 10 percent of the
ships calling at Constantinople were under the Greek flag. Presum-
ably, a large part of the 11 percent under the Ottoman flag was
Greek-owned.” Needless to say, the Greek lines employed Ottoman
Greeks as agents, as did certain other lines.? -

Greeks were also well-represented in the professions up to the
First World War. In 1912, Greeks accounted for 52 percent of physi-
cians (Armenians 17, Turks 10); 52 percent of architects (34 and 5);
49 percent of pharmacists (25 and 11); 37 percent of engineers (11
and 2); and 29 percent of lawyers (21 and 38).%
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Within the government bureaucracy, after 1821 Greeks never
recovered the influence that the Phanariots had enjoyed before that
date. They were, however, well-represented in those branches where
their skills were needed, notably the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
the Ministry of Agriculture. I suspect that many Greeks served in the
Public Debt Administration, but-I have not been able to locate any
relevant evidence.*

Largely due to the excellent studies by Carter V. Findley, abun-
dant material is available on the ethnic composition of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and on the education and career patterns of its

‘officials. In the sample he studied, the share of Greeks rose from

4 percent in 1850 to a peak of 10 in 1882 declining to 7 by 1908 as

the number of qualified Turks increased. The Greek component was

consistently smaller than that of the Armenians (11, 18, and 13), but
much - higher than that of the Jews.*? Here, too, a key reason for the
better showing of the Armenians was likely to have been their greater
knowledge of Turkish: 85 percent of Armenians claimed proficiency
in Turkish as compared to 77 percent of Greeks. Conversely, Greeks
seem to have endeavored to master European languages, most signifi-
cantly French.® Another factor is of course the clannishness of
minorities and their tendency to appoint, suppport, and promote their
own members. Thus, Armenians were heavily concentrated in the
Foreign Correspondence Office and Office of Legal Council, which
had been headed at an early stage by prominent Armenians.** Greeks,
however, were prominent in the diplomatic, consular, and commercial
departments. For illustration we can mention I6annés Aristarcheés,
who served for a long period as ambassador to Berlin; or Konstantinos
Mousouros, Konstantinos Anthopoulos, and Stephanos Mousouros
who, among them, headed the embassy in London from 1856 to 1901
and, most surprising, became ambassador to Greece itself. Alexandros
Karatheodorés was ambassador in Rome and a leading Ottoman
delegate at the Congress of Berlin; he rose twice to ministerial rank,
serving, at different times, as Minister of Foreign Affairs and Minister
of Public Works. There was also a Greek member in all the Young
Turk cabinets, from 1908 to 1912, usually in one of the more technical
ministries such as Mines, Forestry, and Agriculture.®

In the Ministry of Agriculture, however, Armenians seemto have
played a much more prominent part than Greeks. In the 1870s, two
Armenian Agriculture Directors were appointed and soon after were
joined by other officials. A list of Agricultural Inspectors serving in
Anatolia in the period from 1883 to 1908 shows 4 Armenian names
as against 2 Greek and 6 Turkish, with 2 uncertain.®
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The high position occupied by Greeks (and Armenians) in busi-
ness, the professions, and government service was due to their ad-
vanced educational level. Findley’s breakdown of Foreign Affairs
Ministry officials shows that some 63 percent of Muslims obtained
their elementary schooling in Quranic schools, where they received
poor training. The schools attended by minorities were distinctly bet-
ter. The same discrepancy held at all subsequent levels and was par-
ticularly marked at the higher ones. Table II gives a breakdown of
Foreign Affairs Ministry officials.

TABLE II
Foreign Affairs Ministry Officials (in Percentages)

Muslims Greeks Armenians

Studied in Higher and

Professional Schools 50 77 50
Completed Higher Education 20 50 19
Studied at University 4 27 14
Received University Degree 2 10 : 10

SouRck: C. Findley, Ottoman Civil O fficialdom (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989),
Table 4.7, p. 162).

As in the past, Ottoman Greeks continued to go abroad for a
university education, often to the Kingdom of Greece. In addition,
from the middle of the nineteenth century, efforts were made to expand
and improve Greek schools within the empire. By the 1870s, there
were 105 schools in Constantinople, including 22 girls schools, with
15,000 pupils, entirely supported by private funds.®” By 1920, the
Greater Constantinople area had over 30,000 pupils—some 10 percent
of the total Greek population.® In these schools Greek children learned
foreign languages (mainly French) and business skills that enabled
them to compete successfully with other groups.

So far I have focused on Greeks living in urban areas, but 70 to
75 percent of all Ottoman Greeks lived in the countryside.®® The
situation of these rural Greeks was very different. The bulk of the
agricultural land belonged to Muslims, and large properties were,
with few exceptions, in Muslim hands.* Most of the land was (and
still is) planted with cereals and farmed by Muslims. In the farming
of cash crops, however, the millets played an important part. In the
words of an acute observer: “Their [Greeks and Armenians] broader .
[ganzer] mind, which is more oriented toward gain, leads them in mass
to the cultivation of cash crops and also fruits. Thus they frequently
prefer the cultivation of vegetables, tobacco, mulberries, and other
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fruit to that of cereals because the former present greater prospect of
gain (of course that does not prevent the Greeks or the Armenians
from stepping in after the harvest, buying the Turkish peasants’ crops,
and conveying them to the towns) [footnote in original]. And through
this greater sense of profit they usually push out of agriculture those
Turks whom they find in their way. ...”* In fruits and cash crops
the leading role in western Asia Minor was played by Greeks, further
east by Armenians, and to a small extent in Palestine by Jews. In the
growing of mulberries (for silkworm breeding) the leading groups in
western Asia Minor were the Armenians and the Greeks, in Syria the
Christian Arabs. It may be added that in the most rapidly expanding
sector of agriculture, cotton, the main thrust came from Greeks. In
the Smyrna region, cotton farms belonged “mostly to Greeks, but also
to Turks,” whereas in Adana, of the large landowners using modern
methods, “few are pure Turks, but rather Greeks, Armenians, Syrians
and so on.”* Greek predominance was even more apparent in spinning
and weaving, and cottonseed oil pressing in Adana, the development
of which must have stimulated cotton growing.

The progress of Greeks and Armenians in agriculture was helped
by their greater access to the judicial system after the Tanzimat reforms
and their ability to take advantage of the introduction of Western
concepts of land property. Another great advantage was their exclu-
sion from the army. Consider three examples. In Erzurum, in 1848:
“The Armenians have more hands, the Mussulman youth being taken
for military service. The Mussulmans do not hire labor and they are
unable to cultivate the extent of land they possess.” In Biga in 1860:
“Their [Christians’] pecuniary means being larger than those of the
Mussulmans, they are constantly purchasing property from the lat-
ter”; in the past this had been prohibited. In Smyrna, at the same
time, “The Christian races are buying up the Turks; the Turks, hand-
icapped by conscription, fall into the hands of some Christian usurious
banker (Armenian, Greek, or occasionally European) to whom the
whole property or estate is soon sacrificed.”* As a British diplomat
observed: “But when force does not rule, when progress, commerce,
finance and law give the mixed population of the Empire a chance of
redistributing themselves according to their wits, the Turk and the
Christian are not equal; the Christian is superior. He acquires the
money and land of the Turk, and proves in a lawcourt that he is right
in so doing.”* The advance of the Greeks into western Anatolia was
noted by many observers. “Everyone who has any familiarity with
the Aeolic and Ionian coasts knows of many a flourishing Greek vil-
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lage, which not so many years ago was empty or peopled only by
Turks. The Turks are losing, or have in places lost, their hold on the
coast and on the valleys that open on the coast. . .. As the railway
goes inland, the Greek element goes with it and even in front of it.”*

This feeling of being overwhelmed and driven out of the coun-
tryside caused much resentment among Turks and helps to account
for the intense bitterness and violence in the struggle among Turks,
Armenians, and Greeks in the period from 1895 to 1923.*

Nowhere else in the Middle East, except in Egypt, did the Greeks
occupy a position commensurate with the one they had in Turkey.
Unlike other minorities (Copts, Syrians, Armenians, and Jews), the
Greeks in Egypt were never in a position to influence Egyptian politics
or contribute to Arab culture, though they did produce a large number
of minor scientists as well as prominent physicians, engineers, and
lawyers in the Mixed Courts, where the language was French. They
can also boast of modern Alexandria’s most distinguished son, the
poet C. P. Cavafy. In the economy, they operated at every layer, from
large-scale banking and cotton exporting (Salvago, Benaki, and
others) through internal trade to village grocery stores. They played
a leading part in the development of long staple cotton, commem-
orated by such varieties as Sakellarides, Zagora, Yannovitch, Pilion,
and others; and they reintroduced vine growing (Gianaclis). They
were prominent in cotton ginning, cigarette manufacturing, and other
industries and played an active part in construction work, hotels, and
Nile transport. Lastly they were well represented among the employees
and skilled workers not only of Greek but of other firms.*

The Greeks played a similar, though distinctly smaller, role in
the Sudan. They first penetrated the country in the middle of the
nineteenth century, during the Egyptian occupation, and reentered
literally on the heels of the British army of reconquest, to Lord
Cromer’s amazement and slight amusement.® However, they were
less prominent in the upper social strata, though they did have some
leading merchants and contractors such as Kontomichalos.

In Iran, the main Greek interest consisted of firms established
in Tabriz conducting trade through Trebizond, the main outlet for
Iran’s foreign trade.* Of these, the main one was the Ralli and
Agelasto firm, connected with the well known Ralli Brothers (Adelphoi
Rallé), which had been established in London in 1818 and had
branches in Marseilles, Odessa, and Constantinople and, by the 1850s,
in India. The owner of the Tabriz firm was a Russian national who
later became a British subject. There was also another Greek firm in
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Tabriz. At the Trebizond and Constantinople ends, all non-Persian
firms trading with Iran seem to have been Greek.” Ralli and other
Greek firms also played an important part in the silk trade of Gilan,
advancing funds to growers, buying their crops, and, when the mus-
cardine blight struck in 1864, introducing disease-resistant eggs, first
from Japan and later from Bursa.*!

In Iraq, Greek firms played a minor role in foreign trade. We
know of two in Baghdad in 1857 and two in Basra in 1891. I am
confident that research will reveal the presence of Greek merchants
and shipping agents in various parts of the Arabian Peninsula. In
‘Syria, however, I have not come across any signs of Greek trading
activity. A few Greeks settled along the coast, such as the Katzeflis,
Katafago, and Augerinos families, but they intermarried with local
Christians and most were soon assimilated. The only Greek economic
activity I have come across was sponge fishing. In 1839, it was reported
that some 300 divers from the Castel Rosso archipelago came to
Tripoli each year and fished for sponges; by 1912, their number had
fallen to 80, the divers having migrated to the United States.” Of
course, there was also much Greek shipping calling at the Syrian
ports. In 1899, for example, 55 ships, aggregating 15,000 tons, entered
Beirut under the Greek flag, and a substantial proportion of the 2,739
vessels (143,000 tons) carrying the Ottoman flag must also have been
Greek-owned.*

Mention should also be made of the role of the higher Greek
clergy in the Syrian Orthodox Patriarchate, a matter that attracted
much attention and controversy at the end of the nineteenth century.

So far, I have dwelt on the role of Greeks in the economic life of
the empire. This is partly because I am most familiar with this aspect
of Greek history during this period, partly because it lends itself, more
than others, to quantitative analysis. I will conclude my introduction
with some discussion of the culture and politics of the region during
this period.

First of all, a distinction must be made between the cultural
advance of Ottoman Greeks and their influence on Turkish cultural
development. On the first matter, in addition to the schools mentioned
earlier, there were the syllogoi (societies), of which there were 26 in
Constantinople alone in the early 1870s, and more later.” In addition
to their educational, literary, and social work, these associations were
active in disseminating Hellenic ideals. They were supported exclu-
sively by private funds. '

Greek contribution to the development of Turkish culture, though
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considerable, seems to have fallen short of that of the Armenians.
Here, again, one gets the impression that, through language, the
Armenians were closer to the Turks and therefore could more easily
pioneer and participate in such activities as theatre, journalism, and
music.® Prominent among Greek contributions were translations from
European languages, even after their monopoly as dragomans was
broken following the Greek Revolution in 1821; here again one may
mention Alexandros Karatheodérés. In journalism, in the 1870s,
Theodore Kassape edited Diyojen, which published some of Namik
Kemal’s articles; he also edited the satirical journal Hayal in which
he published a translation of Moliére’s L Avare. One may also mention
Alexander Istamatyadi, who wrote a patriotic play, Gazi Osman
(1878).5" Of course, Greeks exercised a much wider, though much
more difficult to trace, influence through such aspects of social life as
dress, manners, and life-style.

As regards politics it is tempting, but ultimately misleading, to
think of the Ottoman Greeks purely in terms of modern nationalism
and the desire for unification with the Kingdom of Greece. Two essays
in this volume show the complexity of the issues. The one by Para-
skevas Konortas points to the dangers of identifying Orthodoxy with
Hellenism or the Roman (Rumi) religious community with the Greek
nation. The changes in the title of the Ecumenical Patriarch of Con-
stantinople between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries show both
the complexity of the evolution of relations between Greeks and other
Orthodox Ottomans and the shifts in the attitude of Ottoman au-
thorities towards these relations. The essay by Richard Clogg in this
volume explores a fundamental fact of Middle Eastern politics, the
primacy of religion. The Turkish-speaking Karamanh Christians of
Anatolia wrote in the Greek alphabet but do not seem to have con-
sidered themselves Greeks. They conducted at least part of their
liturgy in Greek, but otherwise used Turkish. Efforts were made by
various Greek societies, in both the kingdom and the empire, to re-Hel-
lenize the Karamanlis by sending them teachers and books and
educating their young men in Athens, but they “met with mixed
success,” and the increasing number of translations into Karamanh
Turkish from both European languages and Greek shows that the
Karamanlis continued to cling to their tongue. Not surprisingly, in
1923, at the time of the exchange of populations, both the Greek and
Turkish governments agreed to consider them Greeks and transferred
them to Greece. Surely, this was prudent; in the Middle East, it is
much easier to change one’s language than one’s religion, and the
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Karamanlis in Greece, however much discrimination they may have
encountered, probably fused more easily with the Greeks than they
would have done with the Turks.

Pending studies on the attitudes taken towards various questions
by the Greek deputies who sat in successive Ottoman parliaments,
and of content analyses of Greek publications in different parts of the
empire, it is difficult to make definitive statements about the political
views of Ottoman Greeks. One point brought out in Thanos Veremis’s
essay in this volume is certainly important. Not all Greeks, whether
in the empire or even in the kingdom, thought in terms of unification.
Partly because of growing tensions with the Bulgarians and other
Slavs, and partly because of the favorable position of Greeks in the
empire, some Greeks aimed for a state that would guarantee the rights
of all the ethnic communities in the empire. The Society of Constan-
tinople propagated such views. According to Thanos Veremis (p.
187), “During the first years of its operations, the organization made
considerable headway in the middle-class community of Constan-
tinopolitan Greeks, but there is little evidence of its impact on the
lower middle class, the working class, and the population of the coun-
tryside.” Ultimately, it foundered on the intransigence of Young Turk
nationalism and on the increasing tensions brought about by succes-
sive wars between Greece and Turkey.*® Among the features of these
wars were the actions taken by irregular bands of armatoles and klephis,
who combined insurgency with brigandage. The development of such
activities in Epirus and Thessaly in the years between 1853 and 1908
forms the subject of the essay by John Koliopoulos.

The Greek community in the Ottoman Empire was shattered by
the disastrous war of 1918-1922. However, the survivors—more fortu-
nate than some other peoples—found a new home in the Kingdom of
Greece. Their contribution to the development of their new homeland
falls outside the scope of this book.*
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The Economic Activities
of the Greek Community of Izmir
in the Second Half of the
Nineteenth and Early
Twentieth Centuries’

ELENA FRANGAKIS-SYRETT

IN THE SECOND half of the nineteenth century, Izmir (Smyrna)
continued to be one of the principal economic centers in the Ottoman
Empire!' and the major exporting port involved in trade with the
West—a position it had held since the middle of the eighteenth cen-
tury.? It exported tothe international market large quantities of Otto-
man foodstuffs and raw materials and imported various Western tex-
tiles and other goods, some of which were necessary for industry, such
as coal,® as well as an array of consumer goods. These goods were for
distribution not only in the immedjate western Anatolian hinterland
and the Aegean Islands, but throughout Anatolia. With the exception
of consumer goods, Izmir was carrying on a pattern of trade that had
essentially been going on since the seventeenth century. Nevertheless,
certain changes had taken place: the volume of trade had increased ~
tremendously since the earlier period; the Izmir hinterland had ex-
panded considerably and the city-port had come to dominate the
Ottoman Empire’s trade with the West. Western mercantile com-
munities first established in Izmir early in the seventeenth century
grew in numbers and flourished considerably during the second half
of the nineteenth and in the early twentieth centuries. These were
centuries that saw Izmir become cosmopolitan and “Frankish.” The
Greek community of Izmir, which had been prominent in the economy

* The research for this esséy was supported in part by a grant from The
City University of New York, PSC-CUNY Research Award Program.
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of the city-port at least since the eighteenth century,* maintained its
predominancé in certain sectors, such as trade, and an active presence
in a number of other sectors of the city’s economy during the period
under study.

From the period of the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic
wars, Greeks were already participating on a large scale in the inter-
national trade of Izmir—the most dynamic sector of the city’s econ-
omy—often coordinating their efforts with their kinsmen abroad.® The
Greeks managed to accumulate enormous capital from their participa-
tion in maritime transportation, privateering, piracy, and arbitrage,
besides trade, during the forty years or so preceding the end of the
Napoleonic Wars. In the decades following the return of peace to
Europe, the economy of Izmir continued to grow, and Great Britain
became its principal trading partner.®

The signing of the 1838 Balta Limam Trade Agreement between
the Ottoman Empire and Great Britain, and subsequently between
the empire and other European countries (as well as the expansion
of the world economy in the early nineteenth century), gave new
impetus to the trade of Izmir. Following the signing of the Trade
Convention, as western European merchants started penetrating the
interior of western Anatolia commercially, they found Greek mer-
chants already established there and, indeed, controlling, to varying
degrees, local trading networks.” Although Western traders managed
to gain a foothold in the interior of western Anatolia, in accordance
with the free trade provisions of the treaty, they did not succeed
completely in ousting the Greeks from the local trading networks.®?
Other countries besides Britain became important trading partners
of Izmir during the second half of the nineteenth century, and the
city-port maintained an active trade in the international market,® part
of which remained in Greek hands, thus making the Greeks important
competitors of western traders.

The Greeks, whether as Ottoman citizens, European-protected
subjects, or Hellenes, predominated in all sectors of trade—from large-
scale international trade to medium-scale intraregional trade and from
small-scale local trade in the interior to wholesale and retail trade in
the stalls of the city’s bazaars. At all times they successfully met the
competition of other Ottoman merchants, Muslim and non-Muslim,
inside and outside the empire, such as the Armenians,'® Turks, Jews, .
as well as the British." Towards the end of the century, they fought
against the the relentless efforts of the French and the Germans to
win over the Levantine market.'? Still strong at the end of the
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nineteenth'® and in the early twentieth centuries,' Greek merchants
made up between 40 and 50 percent of the city’s merchants, Ottomans
and Westerners included." Greeks accounted for a similar percentage
of the merchants who specialized in one product only, such as figs,
raisins, or olive oil.'" In addition, Greeks were particularly predomin-
ant in the cloth, wine, and liquor trade. They had been leaders in the
cloth trade already since the middle of the eighteenth century,'’ ini-
tially as distributors of cloth in Izmir and in Anatolia at large and
subsequently as importers of cloth from the West. In both these areas
of trade they met strong competition from the Armenians'® and the
British," respectively. By 1905, they owned more than two-thirds of
all the wine and liquor stores in the city, as well as several wine and
liquor-making concerns.

Greek‘ Commercial Organization

~There are many reasons for the commercial successes of the
Greeks. One of them was the Greeks’ tightly knit kinship organization
that linked together'Greek commercial houses. This enabled them to
establish their businesses not only within the Ottoman Empire, but
throughout the Mediterranean as well, and, by the second half of the
nineteenth century, throughout the world. For example, we can iden-
tify the truly international network of the Ralli Brothers, which started
from the Chiot community of Izmir at the beginning of the century
and then spread over Europe, the Middle East, India, and the United
States by the 1860s.?’ Other important families with international
trading networks include the Argenti,?* the Rodocanachi,” the Da-
miani,?* and the three lesser-known Barry brothers—one a naturalized
British subject residing in Britain, one a naturalized American estab-
lished in the United States, and the third a Hellenic subject resident
in Izmir—who carried on very extensive trade with one another.?
Their trading contacts with Izmir, and with the rest of the Otto-
man Empire, constituted an important conduit for Western capital
that could make its way to the Levantine market. Such networks also
offered to the Smyrniot Greeks an international array of contacts and
intimate, confidential knowledge of the market from the most remote
areas of the Anatolian hinterland to London or Calcutta; this knowl-
edge could be, at times, as important as availability of credit.
Moreover, Greek capitalists resident in the West had access to Western
capital and technology and could, potentially, bring such resources
to the Greek capitalists in Izmir. Although it is difficult to quantify
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the scale of such transactions or their relation to the overall Greek
capital in Izmir, they were, no doubt, important. Moreover, they bear
some similarities with the cases of naturalized American citizens of
Greek origin, who came back to trade in Izmir at the turn of the
century, as part of the rising activity of American capital in western
Anatolia. Although their links with local Greek capital in Izmir were
not as close or as clearly defined as those of Greeks in western Europe,
their activities must have added to the Greeks’ economic strength in
the city and its environs. Of course, Greeks were not the only ones
with such economic links to the West. For instance, Armenian com-
munities resident in Manchester were actively exporting British cloth
to Izmir. Yet, it would appear that other ethnic groups did not estab-
lish economic links with the West as strong as those established by
the Greeks.

There was also close cooperation between Greeks in Izmir and
their compatriots in other economic centers in Anatolia, such as in
Bursa,” as well as with the Ottoman capital.” In fact, there were very
strong ties between Greek entrepreneurs in Izmir and those in Istan-
bul: Profits that were generated from trade by one branch of the family
or partnership in Izmir were invested in banking activities by the
Istanbul branch and vice-versa. The Greeks also enjoyed a certain
advantage over other local non-Muslim communities of the city: the
relatively easy acquisition of European status, through the Greek state,
and an almost interchangeable identity between Ottoman Greek and
Hellenic Greek.” The latter identity afforded them European status
and protection, whereas the former was sometimes necessary to bypass
certain regulations. And, of course, they could get Hellenic nationality
more easily than any other Western nationality. Certainly, there could
also be problems for Hellenic Greeks whenever relations between the
Ottoman Empire and Greece deteriorated as, for instance, during the
Cretan War of 1897 when they faced temporary expulsion.® Yet, on
the whole, the advantages they enjoyed outweighed the disadvantages.

Another important factor that contributed to the Greeks’ pre-
dominance in Izmir’s trade was their intimate knowledge of the Anato-
lian market—of the customs and tastes of the local population—and
their ability to tap even the smallest corner of this market through
an elaborate network of agents and subagents who sold imported
goods or bought Ottoman goods for export and who operated on both
a large and small scale. So widespread was their network that by the
end of the nineteenth century, the British consul in Izmir observed
that “the principal language of the people directly or indirectly en-
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gaged in trade is Greek.”® Greek merchants, working on their own
account or as agents, bought goods both from the place of production,
sometimes contracting for them in advance,® and from intermediary
markets to which the producers themselves brought their goods.* The
merchants either sold the goods they bought from the source on the
spot to speculators, or brought them to the city to sell them to exporters
at higher prices.

Sometimes the merchants continued buying from local markets
until a large enough cargo was collected to be sent to the city-port
for export abroad. Collecting such a cargo could, however, be a slow,
piecemeal process liable to be affected by the considerable variation
in the prices on the market so that it could be risky to accept a large
order from Europe. Therefore, the tendency was to sell the goods from
the interior to different exporters in [zmir. In fact, there was a distinc-
tion between those merchants and agents who brought the goods from
the interior to the city-port and those who exported them.* Whenever
a merchant combined both activities and went himself to intermediate
markets in the interior to purchase goods, such as figs, valonia, or
cotton, he often sent an agent to more remote markets to complete
the firm’s purchases, the agent usually buying the goods from the
local producers directly.* Sometimes Greek merchants acted as pur-
chasing agents for Greek commercial houses based abroad, such as
those based in Britain or elsewhere in the West.* These agents were
sometimes independent Greek firms established in Izmir in their own
right.*® At other times they were single merchants working on a com-
mission basis.

Very often Greek merchants were hired by Western firms based
either in Izmir or abroad, especially towards the end of the century.”’
In particular, even when they were actually based in Izmir, British
firms hired Greek merchants as their agents to trade in the interior
to a far greater degree than any other western European-nation. It
should be remembered that British merchants seldom went into the
interior. These agents’ scale of operations could be quite large. For
instance, in the late 1880s, the British firm of Messrs. Creswell of
London was making very considerable purchases of sponges through
their Greek agent.* It was usual for the agent to get up to one percent
from his principal on anything purchased for him—and an equal
amount from the seller.®® The agent could also be a businessman who
was of considerable standing in western Anatolia, active in other
sectors besides trade, and who frequently had power of attorney over
his client’s concerns.*
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Large British firms sometimes nominated a Greek merchant as
their Director of Interior Business, who then hired a network of sub-
agents. The director was paid on a commission basis and the subagents
were paid on a monthly salary by the British firm.* Of course, British
firms were not the only ones hiring Greeks as their agents or exporting
goods to Izmir through Greek agents or correspondents. Other West-
ern firms did so too.* Although the Greeks were predominant in the
field, there were also Armenian and Jewish agents in izmir.** More-
over, there were Greek firms in Britain, based in London, Liverpool,
Manchester, and other centers, which had very respectable British
merchants as their representatives in Izmir.*

Whether as agents of Western exporting houses or as importers,
the Greeks themselves were particularly strong in the import trade.
This was a sector dominated by a large number of small-scale
businessmen, where local merchants were active and competition was
intense. In fact, the eagerness of the many firms from the United
States, Canada, Russia, India, and other places besides Western
Europe to do business with the Ottoman market often led them to
send goods to western Anatolia on credit, sometimes overestimating
the credit-worthiness of their newly contracted correspondents.* Yet,
the Levantine market was so competitive and demand for an agent
so strong towards the end of the nineteenth century that any agent
who offered a low commission, or other favorable terms, was bound
to get business. Giving credit remained, moreover, an important way
of doing business due to the chronic monetary shortage in the Ottoman
economy. The British Consul in Izmir advocated doing a credit check
on prospective agents through the British Chamber of Commerce in
[zmir.* However, only one serious case of fraud is known from this
period.” L
The British had difficulty bypassing this intricate web of Greek
agents and brokers. For when Western houses based in Izmir tried
to establish branches in the interior to deal directly with the producers
and do away with local agents, they found that the mere establishment
of such a branch raised prices on the spot. Moreover, their branch
managers had neither the contacts nor the knowledge of how to deal
with the locals.®® This strengthened the position of the Greeks, espe-
cially in the importation of British goods into the Ottoman Empire.
Hence, in the course of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
trade came increasingly into the hands of important, longstanding
local Greek firms that had branches in Britain. The Greeks also proved
to be more reliable than the agents sent into Anatolia by Western
trading houses based in Austria, France, and Germany.* By the early
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twentieth century, the import trade of Izmir was completely domi-
nated by small-scale Greek importers.® Yet, it would be misleading
to consider the Greeks as all-powerful and able to keep Western mer-
chants out of any branch of trade, including the import trade. There
existed Western entrepreneurs who carried out their commercial op-
erations in the interior without Greek or other local intermediaries,
by going there themselves or by employing other Westerners as their
agents or managers. This was the case particularly in the export trade.

Besides working as agents, Greeks also acted as brokers for West-
ern firms in the import and export trades. There was a hierarchy of
such brokers, all with different titles according to their field of expertise
and all paid at different rates. For instance, there were house brokers
and street brokers; sales of imported goods were made by the house
or merchant’s broker to the street or buyer’s broker.*' The top broker
working for a firm could get as much as 2 percent per month on the
value of the transactions he effected, while a lesser broker might be
gettlng as little as 5 percent per year.*

Izmir’s export trade to Britain remained, on the whole, in the
hands of a few large British firms, some of which used Greek agents
to purchase these goods. Nevertheless, Greek merchants, trading on
their own, remained active in all branches of the export trade: opium,*
madder roots,* licorice roots,” olive 0il,® wheat, barley,*” and in other
goods already mentioned, such as valonia and raisins. There were
some Greek merchants in Izmir and its environs who traded with
Britain through British firms established in the Anatolian city-port.*
There were some Greek merchants in Izmir who sold goods to Britain
directly.* Such operations could be speculative. By the early twentieth
century, bank credit made it pbssible for a Greek merchant to expand
his business, at the risk, however, of overextending himself. The mer-
chant contracted crops and sold them in advance, in some cases before
they were even produced. Some also used bank loans to buy more
goods for export. The profit margin on each transaction was small
and, therefore, one aimed to undertake as large a number of transac-
tions as possible. However, even a slight ﬂuctuatlon in the market
price could mean heavy losses and financial ruin.’

Western firms, disposing of considerable capltal resources and
operating on a large scale, aimed at dominating certain branches of
the export trade but were constantly challenged by local Greek mer-
chants, in particular, as the following example shows. A leading Brit-
ish firm in Izmir, MacAndrews Forbes & Co., established operations
in western Anatolia in the 1850s using, apparently, Western personnel
in its operations. Over the next twenty-five years or so, this firm
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expanded its business in the Meander Valley, becoming the chief
licorice root and paste exporter in the area. In order to get a firmer
foothold in the trade, MacAndrews Forbes & Co. leased the ground
(where licorice root grew naturally) from the owners and paid laborers
(usually migrant) to dig the root out. The cost of leasing was offset
by the very low prices paid to the diggers—the company paid 2 paras
per okka, whereas their competitors paid 15. They were able to pay
such low prices because, by leasing these lands in advance for a decade
or so, they were in effect the sole purchasers.®

In the process, however, they faced serious competition from
Greek dealers who did not have the same operational costs and were
probably prepared to accept a lower margin of profit. In 1878, for
instance, a Hellenic merchant named Varipatis disputed the tenancy
rights of the British firm over a certain area near Soke (Sokia). As a
result, a large quantity of licorice root was claimed by both parties
and, according to MacAndrews Forbes & Co., sequestered by the
Hellenic merchant. According to the latter, the goods had been duly
purchased by offering a substantially higher price to the root diggers
than MacAndrews Forbes & Co. Varipatis was not the only com-
petitor. During the previous years, MacAndrews Forbes & Co. had
faced serious competition from petty Greek traders in Soke and Aydin
who, by offering higher prices, induced villagers to sell to them licorice
roots already leased by the British firm. Varipatis, who represented
a company, was the strongest of these rivals, especially because of his
European status.* The British company’s problems did not end there.
A year later, two small rival manufacturers, by the names of Abajoglou
and Seferiadi, who had been in business for quite a while, were creating
enough competition for MacAndrews Forbes & Co. to ask them to
Join them. The offer evidently was not accepted, for several years later
Abajoglou, in concert with a new rival, this time the German company
of Simon & Co., once again disputed the British company’s tenancy
rights.®® The British company survived the competition to emerge in
the early twentieth century as tenants of considerable lands for the
digging of root in western Anatolia. In areas where they were not
dominant, they procured the root from leaseholders, who were con-
tracted for their entire licorice crop to MacAndrews Forbes & Co.
These leaseholders, who included Greeks backed by the powerful
British company, were themselves monopolizing (on behalf of Mac-
Andrews Forbes & Co.) the trade in licorice root and fought, with
varying success, other Greek competitors who tried to lure away their
tenants by offering them better prices.®
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Finally, in the new developments regarding business organization
and financing of trade and other sectors that developed in early twen-
tieth-century izmir, the Greeks played an active, although not a lead-
ing, role. Western companies, disposing of considerable capital re-
sources, led the way in the formation of liability companies and trusts.
The Smyrna Fig Packers, Ltd. was an amalgamation of a large number
of local and Western companies exporting figs from Izmir; this firm
was formed with the purpose of decreasing the competition that was
resulting in higher fig prices in Izmir than on the international market.
It was the second British registered trust launched in Izmir and the
first in the export trade. Greek firms were represented in it, although,
interestingly enough, other Greek companies initially stayed out. The
success of the trust, after its first twelve months of operation, led other
companies, including Greek ones, to join it.”

To conclude this section on Greek commercial organization, it
should be stressed that, although Greeks predominated, they did not,
at any time, monopolize the sector of trade and did not eliminate
competition from Western and other local capital.

~ Shipping

Shipping, a sector complementary to trade, was another area in
which the Greeks had been traditionally active. A series of events
initially led the Greeks to lose their hold on the Mediterranean ship-
ping trade.® These events included the onset of peace after the
Napoleonic Wars, which put an end to piracy and privateering; the
Greek War of Independence of 1821-28, which ravaged the Greek
merchant marine; and technological changes in maritime transporta-
tion from sail to steam, which the Greeks found difficult to follow. By
the second half of the century, however, they rebounded even though
they continuously faced strong competition from Western shipping.
Already from the 1840s and 1850s, Chiot entrepreneurs from Izmir,
who had established family branches in London, were involved in
shipping.”’

By the 1860s, a Greek shipping firm out of Liverpool, Papayanni
Brothers, was doing considerable business in Izmir. They employed
as their agent one of the most prestigious British mercantile houses
in the city-port, the firm of Paterson.® It remained as one of the
principal British-based Greek shipping companies until the early
twentieth century.® In the 1890s, they had a fleet of nine Lloyd’s-in-
sured steamships.” Another Greek shipping company of equal capac-
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ity at the time was the Pantaleon Oriental Navigation Company em-
ploying ten steamships. In the midst of the anti-Greek boycott of 1911,
the owners of the shipping company applied to become a British
limited-liability company, not only because its ships were remaining
idle due to the boycott but also because they wished to expand the
company’s activities. Expansion would have been possible with an
infusion of British capital, although the Pantaleons were to keep the
larger portion of the company shares.”

The British consul, in support of the application, cited the good
business reputation of the owners, the Pantaleons, as well as the
owners’ substantial fortune independent of the steamers. Its rival, the
American Archipelago Steamship Company, a Syrian-owned com-
pany, had come under American protection in 1909, exchanging its
Ottoman flag for the American one.”? There were also Greek shipping
companies with Greek personnel and flying the Greek flag but which
were financed by British capital,” carrying on a trade in British goods
with the leading British houses in Izmir.™

The carrying trade between Izmir and the islands and along the
western Anatolian coast,” as well as with Greece,” was largely in
Greek hands. Although the number of ships involved was considera-
ble, their tonnage was very small. Usually, they carried the Ottoman
or the Hellenic flag.”” During the time of the anti-Greek boycott, Greek
coastal shipping suffered considerably, but so did the western Anato-
lian coastal area and the islands.” It was probably due to the tenacity
of Greek shipping and trade that the anti-Greek boycott, in the end,
apparently affected Turkish more than Greek economic interests:

It was the shipping that suffered most openly, but most of
the boycotted lines of navigation have since established profitable
services elsewhere: while Greek merchants were but little affected,
as they either found means of trading through others or changed
their nationality to Austrian or Italian. Within the last year Greek

tonnage itself increased . . ..”

Greeks were also active in the lighter trade,” easing the congestion
of traffic in the harbor of Izmir. In the early twentieth century, the
Smyrna Lightermen’s and Barge Owners’ Company, Ltd. was formed,
following a growing trend of setting up limited liability companies in
Izmir and registering them in London. Its directors were all well-
known Izmir men connected with local shipping.® Greeks were also
involved in shipping as agents on behalf of Western shipping lines
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operating in Izmir.® Although there had always been Greeks em-
ployed as agents for Western insurance firms® operating in Izmir®

and elsewhere on the western Anatolian coast and the Aegean Islands,

by the early twentieth century, they were markedly improving their
position in this trade-related sector, too.*® By 1921, there were four
Greek insurance companies listed in Izmir, all originating in Greece
and having branches in the city-port.®

Mining

Greeks were also’engaged in mining, a sector not as closely related
to trade as shipping. They were active in finding, mining, and export-
ing minerals from western Anatolia, particularly emery and chrome,
the two most important minerals mined in the area. As early as 1862,
before mining got under way on a large scale, a Greek entrepreneur
had acquired from the Ottoman government “the sole and exclusive
privilege of shipping and exporting emery stone” from extensive areas
in ‘western Anatolia, which he subsequently sold to a major British
mining concern owned by the house of Paterson.®” Greek entrepreneurs
also mined other minerals such as lignite, manganese, aritimony, zinc,
and silver lead. Although their scale of operations did not equal that
of the “giants” in western Anatolian mining, the British houses of E.
Abbott and D. & E. Paterson, which dominated the sector, the Greek
mining enterprises disposed of considerable capital resources.* Such
an entrepreneur was Manopoulos, who, besides working a lignite
mine, built an 8 km-long railway to transport the coal to the nearest
port of shipment and set up the machinery necessary for turning coal
into transferable units. He also owned or operated, either in partner-
ship or on his own, several other mines in the area.”

Co-ownership of mines was typical in this sector. Greeks fre-
quently co-owned mines with other Greek, Turkish, or Western en-
trepreneurs.” The high degree of Turkish co-ownership, not only with
Greeks but also with Westerners, raises the question of its authenticity.
Although several such partnerships may have been genuine, the many
difficulties experienced by entrepreneurs—Westerners and locals
alike—with the government bureaucracy, from the time they dis-
covered a mineral deposit until they acquired the concession to exploit
it on a permanent basis may have made such co-ownership the expe-
dient policy to facilitate the acquisition of such a concession.”’ Mining,
like trade, was an intensely competitive sector with the tendency, by
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the early twentieth century, of forming trusts. In 1900, some Greek
emery mine owners contracted their entire output in advance to an
American emery trust, only to be induced subsequently to sell to
another purchaser, who offered them a higher price.”? A decade later,
this American trust joined its assets with some of Abbott’s as well as
with another British entrepreneur, forming an even stronger trust,
Abbott’s Emery Mines, Ltd.*® Greeks were mostly involved as clients
of such mining cartels rather than as organizers.

Commercial Agriculture

Besides mining and exporting minerals, Greeks were active in
large-scale landownership and in producing goods for the interna-
tional market.** Some of the most successful Greek entrepreneurial
families, such as the Baltazzi® or the Amira,* as well as some British
consular officials of Greek origin, were amongst the largest local land-
owners.” There were also Greek entrepreneurs cultivating medium-
scale land holdings.®® On the whole, commercial agriculture on a large
scale was not as widespread as was Greek participation in trade.
However, the same can be said of Western entrepreneurs among whom
few were owners of large estates.” One reason for this was the lower
rate of return in landowning compared to that of other economic
sectors. Another factor was continuous brigandage in the environs,
which made security of property and the lives of such property holders
particularly vulnerable.'® In addition, even when they had European
protection and enjoyed considerable economic standing, Greek land-
owners could at times still be obstructed from cultivating their lands
by local Ottoman officials.'” The vulnerability of even medium-scale
Greek landowners was evident during the periodic anti-Greek boycotts
from 1909 to 1911. During this period Greek landowners became targets
of local hostility on the part of boycott committees that were active
in the environs of the city.!®? Ultimately, as the British consul in Izmir
warned British and British-protected merchants, landownership in
western Anatolia could be an insecure and hazardous investment.'®®

Banking and Finance

The worsening condition of Ottoman finances during the nine-
teenth century led to the state selling an increasing number of tithes



‘The Economic Activities of the Greek Community of Irmir 29

and other dues as tax-farms, for increasingly greater amounts of money
to Ottoman administrators or private entrepreneurs—in fact, to
whomever would offer the highest bid. Growing venality on the part
of state authorities'® enabled the purchasers of such tax-farms to
collect ever-increasing amounts of money to be compensated for their
initial capital outlay. The cultivators, who were usually the ones who
had to pay, rarely had any other alternative but to submit to such
increases. The only recourse, in fact, was the moneylender. Ironically
enough, he was often also the tax-farmer, lending the peasants money
so that the latter could pay the very tithes they owed him!'®

The cultivators were not the only ones who had to submit to
growing tithes and other dues. Merchants, both foreign and Ottoman,
often found themselves in the same position.'” For instance, in the
1850s, the powerful mercantile and banking house of Baltazzi of
Smyrna and Constantinople were tax-farmers for the customshouse
of Izmir. Besides making large profits from the increasing volume of
trade that passed through the city-port, they also wielded significant
political power, which they used to promote their own economic inter-
ests. In agreement with the Ministry of Finance they found ways,
time and again, to increase the customs’ revenue. Neither the governor
of Izmir nor the mercantile body of the city, Western merchants
included, could succeed in eliminating such increases.'”’

In addition, tax-farmers were well-versed in the complexities of
the monetary system of the Ottoman Empire and knew how to take
advantage of it in order to augment their profits from their tax-farm
deals. For instance, when purchasing a tax-farm, they used their con-
nections at the Porte and bribed the right officials, so that they could
outbid offers made in cash and could pay the government in paper
money, thus causing it to lose 25 percent from the deal. Moreover,
by immediately reselling the tax-farm for cash, they made for them-
selves at least a 25 percent profit, in addition to any increase in the
resale price.'”®

Like moneylending, tax-farming in western Anatolia was prac-
ticed by western European,'® as well as Ottoman Muslim'* and non-
Muslim, entrepreneurs.!"’ Abbott tax-farmed and lent money to the
Ottoman government in the 1840s, whereas forty years later Mac-
Andrews Forbes & Co. tax-farmed the dues in licorice as part of their
commercial operations.'? Nevertheless, extensive large-scale tax-
farming, when it took placc, was the near-preserve of Greeks and
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Armenians. Greeks in 1zmir worked closely with their compatriots in
Istanbul, who usually financed these ventures or used their contacts
with the Porte to see them through.'”® The latter were active in the
banking network of the metropolis, advancing short-term loans to the
Ottoman government.''*

Although it was the Greeks of Istanbul who were particularly
active in lending to the government, Izmir Greeks also invested in
speculative monetary activities such as arbitrage, money-changing,
and moneylending. Profits from such activities were invested in trade
and vice-versa. Such activities were the result of the monetary crises
of the Ottoman economy. In fact, at least since the second half of the
eighteenth century, the Ottoman economy had suffered from chronic
monetary shortages, and an official monetary policy that led to fre-
quent depreciations and to the weakening of its currency in the inter-
national exchange as well as inside the Ottoman Empire, with the
result that foreign currencies circulated side by side with Ottoman
currency in the large urban centers of the empire. Not as merchants,
but as arbitrageurs and money-changers, the Greeks turned to their
advantage the fluctuations in the rate of exchange of the Ottoman
currency, as well as the differences in the value of local currencies
that circulated in different parts of the empire, lending money or
collecting debts in the currency that was most favorable to them at
any particular time.'"” They also speculated on the varying rates of
bills of exchange made out in different foreign currencies.

The Greeks were also \/fery active in banking. In the early 1860s,
a small number of Chiots in Izmir tried to set up a merchant-banking
operation, working on behalf of a number of mercantile houses in the
city-port. One of their aims was to alleviate seasonal specie shortages,
which were most acute during the first half of the year when most
purchases were made and Izmir’s exports had not yet reached the
market. They thus bought paper money on three to four weekly install-
ments, reselling them at a profit and charging a 1/4 percent brokerage
commission on the transaction."® It was not until quite late in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, however, that credit became
available, particularly for the businessman, through an organized
banking system.""” In fact, banks in Izmir eventually got to the point
of advancing money to entrepreneurs without collateral security. Such
a “liberal” practice did not bring about the collapse of the banking:
system, not even at a time of grave financial crisis, such as that of the
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Balkan Wars, which the Izmir bankers were able to weather particu-
larly well given the circumstances."® Certainly the extension and re-

_ lative generalization of the credit system greatly aided merchants and

other businessmen alike.'"*

By contrast, credit was not as generally available in the interior,'*
where it failed to alleviate monetary shortages. Throughout the second
half of the nineteenth and in the early twentieth centuries, small-scale
cultivators (including Greek cultivators) suffered from extremely
usurious interest rates and from the double exploitation of the tax-col-
lector-cum-money lender.'” The need for adequate security made it
difficult for them to get credit from banks.. This situation was not
much changed with the establishment of the Agricultural Bank, even
though it had been set up with the explicit aim of helping the producers
and for which purpose 2 percent per annum was apparently levied
on all agricultural produce. For the cultivator, the result was to con-
tinue borrowing money at interest rates varying from 20 to 60 per-
cent.'”? Those peasants who were lucky enough to get a loan from the
Agricultural Bank but had subsequently defaulted in their payments
saw their property mortgaged to the bank being sold for sums exceed-
ing the debt, though the surplus was apparently never given to them.'”

Greeks, like other entrepreneurs with cash took advantage of the
situation. The Greeks of Izmir also remained actively involved in the
banking networks of the city-port throughout the second half of the
nineteenth and in the early twentieth centuries. In 1889, of the forty
private bankers listed in Izmir, two-thirds were Greeks.'** The same
ratio emerges from the lists of bankers and money-changers in the
city during the years 1904 to 1905.'® Moreover, out of five banks listed
in Izmir in 1904 to 1905, two were Greek—the Bank of Athens and
the Bank of Mytiléné.'*® In 1921, out of a total of nine banks in the
city, three were owned, in full or in part, by Greek capital: the National
Bank of Greece, the Bank of the Orient, and the Bank of Athens. The
Bank of Piraeus also had a representative in Izmir. Furthermore,
many of the management positions in all the city’s banks, including
non-Greek banks, were held by Greeks.'”

. Light Industry

Traditionally, Izmir was a city of international trade and banking
and thus occupied a major position in these sectors of the empire’s
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economy from at least the middle of the eighteenth century. However,
by the end of the nineteenth and in the early twentieth centuries, as
the economy of the city-port became further integrated into the world
economy and increasingly modernized'®® and its internal market con-
siderably expanded,'® a sector of light industry grew, mainly food-
processing and textiles, catering primarily to the domestic market. It
exported part of its surplus to the islands in the Aegean and to western
Anatolia. There was a considerable output from the textile mills mak-
ing yarns for carpets, bath towels, shawls, socks, underclothing, and
bed covers, which mainly supplied the lower end of the domestic
market.”® Despite competition from cheap British imports, factories
for spinning and weaving cotton and woollen cloth in such traditional
textile centers like Manisa and in the islands in the Aegean increased
in number in the early twentieth century. The Greeks were particularly
active in this sector, dominating these local textile centers.”*' Hellenic
and Ottoman Greek-owned cotton-spinning factories were also ex-
tending their operations in the city.”? Nevertheless, Western capital
also played an especially important role in this sector. There were
British-owned dye works, dyeing British-imported yarns.'®® The chief
cotton-spinning factory was the Belgian Compagnie Industrielle de
Filature et de Tissage du Levant, which produced one-third of the
total local demand,'**

On the eve of the Balkan Wars, an anonymous Ottoman company
registered in the empire was formed: the Société Anonyme Ottomane
de Manufacture du Coton, which was considered an offshoot of the
Amalgamated Oriental Carpets Manufacturing Company, Ltd., a
British trust.” The latter company dominated the carpet industry.'*
Izmir served as the center for the carpet industry in the Ottoman
Empire, although the industry was increasingly organized and run
by Western entrepreneurs, particularly British.'®” As most of the carpet
industry was still organized on a putting-out system, the Greeks, along
with other local Muslim and non-Muslim entrepreneurs, acted as
agents in the interior for Western firms. They were in charge of the
manufacture and remittance of carpets to Izmir on behalf of their
principals.'®®

The milling industry was foremost in the food-processing industry
of 1zmir. Its steam flour mills had up-to-date machinery, organized
in either the British or the French systems and by the early twentieth
century had converted Izmir from an importer into an exporter of a
considerable surplus of flour to the islands in the Aegean and to the



The Economic Activities of the Greek Community of Lzmir 33

Asia Minor coast.'” Greeks were especially prominent in this sector.
In 1921, nine out of ten flour mills in izmir were owned by Greeks.'*
They were also active in the confectionary industry and in the making
of cardboard and wooden boxes for the export of dried fruit, figs, and
raisins. They also owned the majority of soap factories in Izmir.
Mytilene had an important soap industry. They were also dominant
in the part of the wine industry that catered to the domestic market.
The Samos Wine Company, Ltd. was a partly Greek company regis-
tered in Britain and had considerable capital resources at its dis-
posal.’® There were also 20 Greek concerns active in the tannery
sector and in extracting olive oil from olive pits. Two out of the three
ice factories in Izmir were owned by Greeks, the third ice factory
being American.'*? Although Greek participation in this sector was
considerable, light industry, with the exception of carpet making,
never attained the economic importance of trade and banking in Tzmir.
Yet, it is important to recognize Greek participation in the light indus-
trial and mining sectors, for it shows that Greek entrepreneurs did
not engage exclusively in trade and monetary speculative activities,
but diversified their investment and economic practices, presumably
financing them with profits from their other, more traditional activities
and were thus capable of responding to new economic opportunities
as these emerged in the second half of the nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries.

There were certain sectors where Western capital and technolog-
ical know-how were dominant, despite the existence of some local
capital, such as the building of infrastructure—from the laying of
railways in the interior of western Anatolia to the construction of the
quay in the harbor of Izmir.'* Another such sector was public utilities,
funded principally by British, French, German, and Belgian capital.
The city was lit by gas supplied by a British company, while its
tramway system was controlled by a Belgian company. By the early
twentieth century, British and French companies were undertaking
surveys for the canalization of rivers and land irrigation in the princi-
pal valleys in the city’s hinterland. Electricity and telephones were
installed in the environs of Izmir by British firms.'**

As further evidence of the Greeks’ considerable economic and
social standing in the city; however, we should cite their high degree
of participation in the professions. A half to two-thirds of all the
lawyers and half the doctors of the city were Greek, with the numbers
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growing as both the community and the city grew.'* Greeks were
prominent in the legal profession. Greek lawyers not only handled
legal disputes involving Greeks, but also suits among Europeans as
well as among other Ottoman subjects, Muslim and non-Muslim."*

Finally, the Greeks of Izmir enjoyed certain demographic advan-
tages over other communities, including the Ottomans, in the city.
As the second half of the nineteenth century progressed, the number
of Greeks both in the city itself and in its environs'*’ increased as
people from other areas of the empire, as well as from the Greek state,
migrated to Izmir.

We can conclude, therefore, that Greeks participated in a large
number of sectors of the city’s economy, and their economic activities
were diversified, demonstrating an economic predominance probably
exceeding their relative demographic strength.'* They were important
in trade, particularly the import trade, which was a traditional sphere
of activity for them, and in coastal shipping, and were equally promi-
nent in banking, tax-farming, and other speculative monetary ac-
tivities, thus continuing a pattern of economic activity they had started
in the eighteenth century. But they also responded successfully to new
economic opportunities. Their activities in the mining and light indus-
trial sectors and their participation in the formation of limited-liability
companies testify to this. Right until the end of the second decade of
the twentieth century, the Greeks of Izmir remained not only an
economically vibrant and dynamic community, but one that continued
to grow economically.
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The Greek Census of Anatolia
and Thrace (1910-1912):
A Contribution to
Ottoman Historical Demography

ALEXIS ALEXANDRIS

THE ECONOMIC AND cultural flourishing of the Greeks in the
Ottoman Empire, particularly during the second half of the nineteenth
century, has recently been the object of notable scholarly research.
Various aspects of the manifold contributions of the Greeks to the
development of the multinational Ottoman state have come to light'
as more research centers, like the Center for Asia Minor Studies in
Athens, seek to promote the study of the Greek presence in Ottoman
Anatolia.? Indeed the Greek presence, both in Anatolia and the Bal-
kans, was so marked that some scholars have gone so far as to argue
that the Greeks, far from being an ethnoreligious minority group, were
one of the two founding peoples of the Ottoman Empire.®* Though
debatable, such theories reflect the importance of Ottoman Greeks
and reaffirm the powerful position within the Empire attained by the
Millet-i Rum at the turn of the twentieth century.

While schdlarly interest so far has centered around cultural,
economic, ethnological, and religious aspects of Greek activity, re-
search on the demography of the Ottoman Greek millet has been
lacking. As a result, most studies on the Greeks of the Ottoman Empire
depend on obsolete statistical data published mainly between 1919
and 1922; these data are tainted by the intense Greek-Turkish national
antagonisms in the aftermath of World War I.* In contrast, an impor-
tant new trend in Ottoman Turkish studies focuses on the historical
demography of the empire as a whole.

A number of Turkish and American scholars have attempted in
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recent years to reconstruct the evolution of the population in various
parts and provinces of the empire. The importance of these studies
lies in the new documentation they bring to light from the generally
inaccessible, at least to Greek scholars, Ottoman archives.® Through
such authoritative studies as Kemal Karpat’s Ottoman Population 1830
1914: Demographic and Social Characteristics, Ottoman census data, par-
ticularly of the post-1880s period, attained considerable respectability,
reversing, to a large extent, the hitherto widely held view regarding
the unreliability of Ottoman population records.®

In this way, it is possible to document the historical demography
of more recent times, especially of the nineteenth century, on the basis
of official Ottoman censuses and other population registers. However,
the perspectives of the scholars, as well as the types of sources used,
tend to detract from the rigorous demographic analysis expected in
such studies. As a consequence, we observe a general trend to overes-
timate the Turkish population at the expense-of other ethnic com-
munities in the Ottoman Empire. In other words, Ottoman demo-
graphic studies produced valuable results in determining the size of
the Ottoman Muslim population, though they proved less trustworthy
in calculating the exact proportion of non-Muslim communities. This
tends to be even more pronounced in demographic studies regarding
politically more sensitive times, especially the period of the dissolution
of the Ottoman Empire, extending roughly from 1878 to 1920.

In the case of Ottoman Greeks, the difficulty inherent in any
attempt to determine numbers is primarily connected with the ten-
dency of these populations to avoid registering with Muslim civil
authorities. Thus, even after the establishment of the Hamidian com-
pulsory system of registration between 1881 and 1882, there is strong
evidence indicating that the Greek community used records to show
numbers as low as possible so as to avoid military service and minimize
its tax burden.” Reluctance to register is illustrated by the fact that
as late as the 1920s only some 30,000 Constantinopolitan Greeks had
registered with the civil authorities and had received their Ottoman
identity cards. The vexing question of the établis of 1923 and 1924
should be chiefly attributed to the nonregistration of some 70,000
Istanbul Greeks with Ottoman officials.® If this is the case for the
Ottoman capital where the official registration system was supposed
to have yielded the best results, one can imagine its success in regis-
tering the Greeks of the sparsely populated Orthodox villages of the
Pontic Alps or those of the overwhelmingly Greek coastal towns and
villages of the Cesme Peninsula.
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At any rate, in 1909 the Young Turk administration publicly
acknowledged the inability of civil authorities to get Ottoman Greeks
to register. In an attempt to justify the striking underrepresentation
of the Ottoman Greek element in the Young Turk parliament after
the elections of 1908, the Sublime Porte stressed that a large number
of Greeks were not allowed to vote because they had never registered
as Ottoman citizens or applied for a fezkire (identity card).®

In considering Ottoman society, we must keep in mind that the
Ottoman population was made up of a multitude of largely self-ad-
ministered ethnoreligious groups, each one living in distinct com-
munities, using—though not necessarily exclusively—its own lan-
guage, while exhibiting its own traits and jealously preserving its own
individuality and ideals. It is because of this idiosyncrasy of Ottoman
society that historians studying the Greek population of the Ottoman
Empire must consult the records of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and
of local dioceses, now kept at the patriarchal archives at the Phanar.
These include substantial collections of population data from every
Anatolian and Balkan Orthodox diocese, since, in accordance with
the millet system, it was with the patriarchal authorities rather than
with the civil government that Ottoman Greeks registered every birth,
marriage, divorce, death, and change of domicile (parish).

The Greeks remained strongly attached to the millet system and
reacted vehemently to any attempt by the Sublime Porte to curtail
their traditional privileges, some dating back to the fifteenth century.
For example, in the early 1880s, when the centralizing policies of the
Hamidian regime-affected millet privileges, the popular Ecumenical
Patriarch I6akeim III resigned in protest. The rift between the Porte
and the Phanar culminated in November 1890 when patriarchal au-
thorities resorted to the extreme measure of closing all Greek Orthodox
churches in Istanbul. This dramatic manifestation of protest attracted
international attention, forcing Sultan Abdiilhamid II to issue a proc-
lamation restoring the traditional rights and privileges of the Greek
millet.” Likewise, despite the more rigorous efforts and ethnocultural
policies of standardization pursued by the Young Turks, the millet
system survived almost intact until the signing of the Treaty of
Lausanne in 1923.

Within this sociopolitical context and primarily because of prac-
tical administrative, judicial, and fiscal considerations, patriarchal
authorities maintained population records. The first concerted at-
tempt by the Phanar to gather standardized population data on its
entire Ottoman Greek flock appears t6 have taken place in 1891, soon
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after the resolution of the millet question. A patriarchal encyclical
instructed all Greek Orthodox dioceses to adopt a uniform registration
system updating the alreadyexisting parish registers. The same en-
cyclical stressed that the population registers would be available not
only to the patriarchal authorities but also to the competent Ottoman
government offices as well as to insurance companies."! Accordingly,
Greek Orthodox parish authorities throughout the empire provided
population data on Ottoman Greeks to Ottoman government au-
thorities for purposes of census-taking, military conscription, sanitary
administration, taxation, food, and relief distribution.

The fact that we still do not have scientifically rigorous demo-
graphic analyses based on Ottoman Greek sources has prompted a
number of leading Ottoman social historians to question the very
existence of such sources. Thus, Karpat maintained that “the birth,
death, and marriage registers supposedly kept by some Ottoman non-
Muslim communities, to my knowledge, have never been un-
earthed.”'? Another scholar, in his determination to prove that “there
were in fact no usable population records for the Ottoman Empire
other than the Ottoman records,” contended that “common sense
should indicate to any researcher the unlikelihood of any army of
Greek census-takers running across Anatolia and Thrace, counting
all the inhabitants.”"

Yet, the archives of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the histor-
ical archive of the Greek Foreign Ministry provide substantial evi-
dence that between 1910 and 1912 Greek consular authorities in the
Ottoman Empire, in close cooperation with the Greek Orthodox
ecclesiastical authorities in Anatolia and Thrace, carried out a detailed
census of the Ottoman Greek population. These data were first pre-
sented in the Deltio [Bulletin] of the Center for Asia Minor Studies
in 1986."* Evidence of a major Greek statistical source, independent
of the official Ottoman censuses and sdlndmes (yearbooks), could
gradually lead to a reappraisal of an earlier thesis advanced by schol-
ars on Ottoman demography that “there were no usable population
records for the Ottoman Empire other than the Ottoman records.”*
In fact, the Greek census of 1910-12 and its wider relevance to the

“historical demography of the Near East is the subject of a recent study
by G. Tenekidés.'

Until very recently, the data from the 1910-12 census were scat-
tered in various files, under different titles and varying dates. Most
of the documents were placed in the files for the years 1919-20. It

/
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was during this period that the yields of the census were carefully
consulted by Premier Eleutherios Venizelos and his close associates
and publicists D. Kalapothakes, Georgios Sotériades, Leon Maccas,
and D. N. Botzaris."” The first attempt by the Greek government to
obtain reliable statistical records on the Ottoman Greek Orthodox
took place during the premiership of Stephanos Dragoumes, and it
appears to have been prompted by the striking underrepresentation
of the Greek element in the Ottoman Parliament following the
November-December 1908 Young Turk elections (only 23 Greeks
managed to get elected to the 288-member House). In view of the
ensuing debate over the proportional representation of the com-
munities in the Ottoman Parliament, the government in Athens, in
close agreement with the Phanar, decided to determine the exact size
of the Ottoman Greek community. Further, with the introduction of
compulsory military service for non-Muslim citizens of the empire by
the Young Turks, the Athens government had an additional interest
in determining the size of the Greek presence in the Ottoman army.

In 1910, Foreign Affairs Minister D. Kallerges instructed all
Greek consular authorities in Anatolia and the Balkans to conduct a
detailed census of Ottoman Greek nationals throughout the empire.
The census was to be conducted in close cooperation with Greek
Orthodox ecclesiastical authorities in every district. Thus, mixed com-
mittees formed by consular employees and clerics would visit every
single Greek or mixed village in Anatolia and Thrace and get in touch
with local notables, priests, doctors, and teachers, who in turn would
furnish them with relevant statistical materials. For the determination
of the non\-Grleek population, the minister suggested basing their data
either on local information or on the Turkish salnimes. Above all,
Kallerges stressed the sensitive nature of the undertaking and in-
structed them to discharge their task as discreetly as possible.'

In another note dated July 1910, the consul general in Istanbul,
Konstantinos Kypraios, was instructed to form a central committee
that was to direct and coordinate the whole enterprise. Soon thereafter,
Kypraios organized a team of experts that included a number of
Ottoman Greeks who had previously served in the Ottoman civil
service." .

Meanwhile, responding favorably to an invitation by the Athens
government to assist in the conduct of the census, the Ecumenical
Patriarchate instructed its dioceses in Anatolia and in the Balkans to
furnish the census-takers with the necessary local records and statis-
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tical data. To make sure that Greek census-takers would obtain from
the local clergy the required data, representatives of Phanar were also
included in the census central committee.®

Eventually, the census was taken on the basis of the following
questionnaire.?

What is the name of the town or village that you inhabit?

To which kazd does it belong?

How many inhabitants does it have (men, women, children)?
How many Greek Orthodox are registered with the ecclesiastical
authorities?

How many Turks reside in your town or village?

How many Armenians?

How many Jews?

How many of other nationalities?

What language do the Greek residents speak?

How many Greek Orthodox churches, chapels, and monasteries
do you have in your town or village?

11. How many Orthodox priests do you have?

12. How many of them are educated?

13. How many boys schools do you have in your town or village?
14. How many girls schools?

15. How many classes does each of them have?

16. What is the number of teachers employed in each of them?

17. What is the expenditure of the schools in your town or village?
18. How many missionary schools do you have in your district?
19. How many Greeks study in missionary schools?

20. How many Turkish schools do you have in your town or village?
21. How many Greeks study in them?

22. What other additional information can you give us?

B po

SoeNow

The Patriarchate distributed the questionnaire to all the heads
of the Greek Orthodox dioceses in Anatolia and the Balkans. Table
I shows 38 dioceses covering a major part of the Anatolian peninsula
and roughly modern-day Turkish and Greek Thrace, extending over
nine vildyets and three independent sancaks. It can be therefore argued
that the Greek census of 1910-12 was a full-scale survey of almost the
entire Greek Orthodox population of Anatolia and Thrace. Table 11
shows the 14 Greek diplomatic and consular missions participating
in the census-taking.

A new boost to the Greek census effort was given by Eleutherios
Venizelos, who became prime minister in November 1910. In a tele-
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TABLE I

Greek Orthodox Dioceses of Asia Minor and Thrace Instructed by
the Ecumenical Patriarchate to Assist the Greek Consular Authorities

in the Census of 1910-1912

Constantinople (Istanbul) Philadelpheia (Alasehir)
Chalcedon (Kadikéy) Nicomedia (Izmit)
Derkos (Terkos/Tarabya) Dardanelles (Ganakkale)
Sylivria (Silivri) Imvros (Gokgeada)
Metrai (Gatalca) ?{m_yrfla Egmlr) )
Adrianople Edirn rene = C3me
Hérakleizl EMarme:ra Ereglisi) LPhesus (Efes/Selcuk)

o Thyateira (Akhisar)
Ainos (E?ez) Helioupolis (Aydin)
Vizya (Vize) Ikonio (Konya)
Tyroloi (Gorlu) Caesarea (Kayseri)
Ganos (Sarkay) Pisidia (Antalya)
Myriophyto (Miirefte) Angora (Ankara)
Saranta Ekklésies  (Kuirklareli) Trebizond (Trabzon)
Lititsi (Ortakdy) Amaseia (Amasya/Samsun)
Prousa (Bursa) Rodopolis (Macka/Cevizlik)
Nicaca (iznik) . Chaldeia (ijmﬁghane)
Cyzicus (Erdek) gf)(l)gs?as o E I;;lt:isr?g.rahisar)
Kydoniai (Ayvalik) .
Proikonésos (Marmara Adast)

*The census extended to the rest of the Balkan vildyets of the empire (Epirus, Northern
Epirus, Macedonia, Greek and Bulgarian Thrace, as well as Ottoman-held Aegean Islands),
but its results are not included in this study.

TABLE II

" Greek Authorities in Anatolia and Thrace
Participating in the Census of 1910-1912

Greek Embassy Constantinople / Istanbul
Greek Consulate General Smyrna / Izmir
Greek Consulate Trebizond / Trabzon

Greek Consulate Adrianople / Edirne

Greek Consulate Kydoniai / Ayvalik

Greek Consulate Ikonio / Konya

Greek Vice Consulate Amissos / Samsun

Greek Vice Consulate Prousa / Bursa

Greek Vice Consulate Raidestos / Tekfurdag
Greek Vice Consulate Saranta Ekklésies / Kirkkilise
Greek Vice Consulate Helléspontos / Ganakkale
Greek Vice Consulate Vrioula / Urla

Greek Vice Consulate Magnésia / Manisa
Greek Vice Consulate Attaleia / Antalya
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gram dispatched to all Greek consular authorities in the Ottoman
Empire, Foreign Minister I6annés Grypares underlined the impor-
tance of expediting the census for Greece’s national interests. These
interests, he explained, necessitated the acquisition of accurate figures
concerning the real strength of the Ottoman Greek element throughout
the empire, since any future Greek policy towards the Sublime Porte
would be based on the findings of this census.*

The task proved, however, to be colossal. A series of consular
reports reveals details on the difficulties encountered in carrying out
the census, including the suspicious attitude of Greek Orthodox
ecclesiastic authorities. There was widespread fear that the Ottoman
administration might get hold of the records and use them as evidence
to increase taxation and impose an army draft on Ottoman Greeks.
Thus, the consul in Izmir complained that the notables of the Greek
villages in the area of Mentese refused to cooperate with the consular
or ecclesiastic authorities.”?® Others, like the consuls of Konya and
Ayvalik, complained about the indifferent attitude adopted by some
of the senior clergy in their districts.*

The vastness of the area under the jurisdiction of the few Greek
consuls in Anatolia and the Balkans added to these difficulties. It is
clear that almost no consul was able to furnish statistical material on
any but the Ottoman Greek population. In calculating the numbers
of non-Greeks, the more enterprising consuls relied exclusively on
contemporary salndmes, while the overwhelming majority did not
include in their reports any information on the other millets. Predict-
ably, the census concentrated solely on Ottoman Greeks and has no
practical value in determinating the other racial, linguistic, or religious
groups of the empire.

From consular reports accompanying the statistical data, some
fairly large population movements of Ottoman Greeks can be detected,
reflecting the broader social and economic trends in the Empire at
the close of the nineteenth century. Thus, the Greek consul of Konya
pointed to the large-scale migration of Cappadocian Greeks towards
the big coastal urban centers such as Samsun, Adana, Izmir, and
Istanbul. For instance, of the 320 Greek families in Phlaviana-
Zincidere, 80 were made up of women and children, whereas their
men had settled in coastal cities. Other purely Greek villages, such
as Molon of the kaza of Kayseri, were totally abandoned in the 1890s.
Yet, the Greek consul of Samsun mentions the crucial role played by
the Turkophone Cappadocian Greek entrepreneurs in transforming
the port into the main commercial center of the Ottoman Black Sea
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coast.” Unlike the sancak of Canik, neighboring Trabzon experienced
adecline in its Greek population at the turn of the century. A migratory
trend of the Black Sea Greeks towards the Caucasus and other parts
of Tzarist Russia affected mainly the Pontus Greek mining com-
munities; originating from the region of Giimiigshane, they could be
found as far west as the village of Karatepe in the kazi of Izmit and
Yashgecit of Adapazari. Another interesting development was the
transfer of a number of historical seats of Greek Orthodox dioceses
to the now-flourishing urban centers. Thus, in Izmir and its suburbs,
there were the seats of three archbishops, those of Smyrna, Ephesus,
and Kréné. The archbishop of Ikonio had left Konya and settled
‘almost permanently in the commercial town of Nigde, whereas most
of the Pontic bishops had moved their seats to the coastal towns of
the Black Sea.”

Another interesting aspect of the census is the valuable informa-
tion that it provides on such matters as the numbers of churches and
schools, as well as the language or dialects employed by the Greek
Orthodox population in every single Anatolian and Thracian city,
town, or village. A study of the documents reveals, for instance, a
very high number of Turkophone Greek Orthodox villages not only
in central Anatolia but also in regions close to the Marmara, Aegean,
and Mediterranean coasts.

Finally, by the end of 1912, Athens was able to obtain a full-
fledged statistical report on the Greek population and ecclesiastical
institutions. As may be seen in Table III, the Greek population of
nine vildyets and three independent sancaks amounted to 2,008,402
people. This census did not include the Ottoman Greeks of southeast-
ern (Adana-Iskenderun) and eastern (Erzurum) Anatolia, who be-
longed to the Patriarchate of Antioch.

Partial overlap of Ottoman administrative divisions and Greek
Orthodox archepiscopal boundaries makes it difficult to compare the
results of the 1910-12 census with data in Ottoman archives. This is
particularly so because a large number of Thracian and Anatolian
village names were altered after the Kemalist revolution. In Table
II1, an attempt is made to place this new picture in a comparative
perspective by juxtaposing the data of the 1910-12 census, on the one
hand, against the Ottoman population returns of 1914 as provided
by Karpat,” and, on the other, against the population figures ad-
vanced by spokesmen for Greek claims in Anatolia and Thrace at the
end of World War 1.2 Ottoman population returns of 1914 cited by
Karpat put the Anatolian and Thracian Greek population at 1.5 mil-
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TABLE III

Total Population Figures for the Greeks
of Anatolia and Thrace

Greek Census Karpat
Vilayets 1910-1912 (1914) Soteriades
Istanbul '
(Constantinople)* 378,605 242,171 64,459

Edirne (Adrianople)** 290,690 200,012 265,515
Hiidavendigar (Prousa) 262,319 184,424 278,421
Konya (Ikonio) 74,539 65,054 66,895
Trabzon (Trebizond) 298,183 260,313 353,533
Ankara (Angora) 85,242 77,530 66,194
Aydin 495,936 319,019 622,810
Kastamonu 24,349 26,104 24,937
Sivas 74,632 75,324 99,376
Izmit (Nicomedia) 52,742 40,048 73,134
Biga (Dardanelles) 31,165 8,541 32,830

2,068,402 1,498,540 1,948,104

*Includes the independent sancak of Gatalca.
**Roughly the section of the vildyet that forms part of modern Turkey.

lion people—half a million less than the yields of the 191012 Greek
census. In contrast, the population figures on which Greek claims
were based after 1918, as presented by Sotériadés, appear to be inflated
by nearly 250,000 people.

Western Anatolia

The greatest concentration of Greeks in Anatolia was to be found
in the western and northwestern coastal regions of the peninsula, from
the Sea of Marmara to Kerme Gulf, extending inland along the
riverine valleys of western Anatolia. The ancient, densely populated
Greek settlements on the littoral were reinforced even further over the
course of the nineteenth century by migration from the Aegean Is-
lands, the Peloponnese, and continental Greece. Moreover, the influx
of Greek settlers was not confined to seashore towns such as Izmir
and Ayvalik, but extended into the fertile hinterland, especially to
such towns as Manisa, Aydin, and Aksehir. Curiously, the migration
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process was strengthened after the creation of the independent Greek
state in the early 1830s.

This phenomenon was closely connected with the economic de-
velopment experienced by major Ottoman seaports after the Balta
Liman1 Trade Agreement signed in 1838 between Britain and the
Ottoman' Empire. This agreement coupled with the proclamation of
Hatt-1 Serif of Giilhine in November 1839 provided the impetus for
an unprecedented Greek economic expansion, with Izmir as its me-
tropolis and the coastal and inland cities of the region as its epicenter.
The Greek-led economic boom expanded to the interior with the con-
struction of the Aydin and Kasaba railways in the late 1860s. The
development of the port cities created needs in manpower, and, ac-
cordingly, Anatolian Greeks, often from Karamanli Turkophone vil-
lages of the interior, migrated to the flourishing urban centers from
the 1860s onwards. This affected significantly the linguistic behavior
of many rural migrants, who on the whole were natives of Karamanl
villages. Thus, in a report from Izmir, the Greek consul general
pointed out that in the overwhelming Hellenic environment of the
city, Turkophone Greek Orthodox migrants gradually adopted Greek
as their main language of communication.”

The Ottoman administrative division of western and north-
western Anatolia comprised two provinces, the vilayets of Aydin and
Hiidavendigir, and two independent subprovinces, the sancaks of
Izmit and Biga. However, the boundaries of the Greek Orthodox
ecclesiastical dioceses were not identical with the Ottoman provincial
units. Only in broad terms, therefore, did the Ottoman administrative
units of the region correspond to the Greek Orthodox dioceses given
in Table IV. While the archbishop of Smyrna had the overall super-
vision of the census from the ecclesiastic viewpoint, the Greek consular
authorities of Izmir, Ayvalik, Bursa, Canakkale, Urla, and Manisa
participated in the census of 1910-12. The task of coordinating the
census effort throughout the entire region was assumed by the Greek
Consulate General in Izmir, the most important Hellenic consular
authority in Ottoman Anatolia.®

In an effort to compile uniform statistical data, the Consulate
General of Greece in Izmir developed a standardized registration form
based on the Foreign Affairs Ministry questionnaire of 21 July 1910.
With the approval of Athens, Consul General Xenophon Stelakes
dispatched the forms to the dioceses of Smyrna, Ephesus, Helioupolis,

Ny
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TABLE IV

Greek Orthodox Dioceses Belonging to Ottoman
Vilayets Participating in the Census of 1910-1912

Vilayet Diocese

ISTANBUL Constantinople
Chalcedon
Derkos
Sylivria
; Metrai
EDIRNE Adrianople
Herakleia
Ainos
Metrai
Vizya
Ganos
Myriophyto
Saranta Ekklesies
Lititsi
BURSA Prousa
Nicaea
Cyzicus
Kydoniai
Proikonésos
Philadelpheia
IZMIT (independent sancak) Nicomedia
v Nicaea
BIGA (independent sancak) Dardanelles
Imvros
AYDIN Smyrna
Kréné
Ephesus
Philadelpheia
Thyateira
Helioupolis
Kydoniai
KONYA Ikonio
Caesarea
Philadelpheia
Pisidia
ANKARA Angora
Caesarea
TRABZON ) Trebizond
Amaseia
Rodopolis
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TABLE IV (continued)

Vilayet Diocese

TRABZON (continued) Chaldeia
Neocaesarea
Kolonia

KASTAMONU Nicomedia
Amaseia

. Angora

SIVAS Amaseia
Neocaesarea
Kolonia
Rodopolis
Chaldeia

and Kréné on 8 August 1911.% By the beginning of 1912, the first set
of completed population data from the dioceses of Helioupolis and
Ephesus, (section Vrioula-Urla) were received in Athens.* Soon after,
population records of the dioceses of Philadelphia, Kréné (Gesme
Peninsula), and Annea (kazé of Seferihisar-Sivrisarion) were compiled
and dispatched through [zmir to the Greek Foreign Affairs Ministry.*
Concurrently, the consul general outlined the serious problems of
communication within the vast area covered by the Greek vice-consul
at Aydin. Stressing the divisions in Aydin between Greek Orthodox
ecclesiastics and the lay leadership, he contended that a Greek consu-
lar agent would play a unifying role and would bring together the
local elements.*

The consul of Ayvalik, Marinos Sgouros, faced similar difficulties
with the local religious dignitaries. Having sent to Athens the set of
population records of his area of jurisdiction as early as November
1911, he needed almost another year to obtain from the bishop of
Adramytti (Edremit) the additional comparative data he requested.”
From his telegram to the Foreign Ministry on 22 May 1912, it becomes
clear that the vice-consul of Bursa, S. Konstantinides, faced problems
of cooperation with the archbishops of Prousa and Nicaea.®

The population data so painstakingly gathered by Greek consular
officers in western and northwestern Anatolia are given in Table V.

Central Anatolia

The second largest ethnographic entity of Asia Minor Hellenism
was the Orthodox Christian population of the interior of the penin-
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TABLE V
Greek Population in Western and Northwestern Anatolia:
Census of 1910-1912
1. VILAYET OF AYDIN
Administrative Greek Administrative Greek
Districts Census Districts Census
Sancaks 1910-1912 Sancaks 1910-1912
A. Manisa (Magneésia) 22,455  E. Izmir/Karsiyaka)
Kasaba 4,298 (Smyrna/Kordelio) 208,478
Salihli 1,722 Bergama
Alasehir (Philadelpheia) 3,170 (Pergamos/ Dikeli) 15,398
Kula 3,140 Menemen 6,994
Esme 750 Urla (Vrioula) 38,082
Demirci 340 Cesme (Kréne) 34,555
Gordes 765 Foca (Phokaia) 10,825
Karaagac 2,984 Kusadas: 10,252
Soma 1,890 Seferihisar (Sivrisarion) 2,454
Akhisar (Thyateira) 9,306 Tire (Theirai) 5,000
Total, Manisa (Saruhan) 50,820 ~ Baymdir 6,250
Odemis 7,700
Nazilli 6.800 Karaburun 9,765
Bozdogan y Total, Izmir 360,792
%‘?ke 99519  Total, Vilayetof Aydin 495,936
ine ’
Karacasu
Total, Aydin 55,101
C. Denizli 1,940 ;
é:;’as — 2. VILAYET OF
Buldan 400 HUDAVENDIGAR
Saraykdy 2,273 Administrative Greek
Garbikaraagag — Districts Census
Total, Denizli - 4,613 Sancaks 1910-1912
A. Bursa (Prousa) 48,135
D. Mentese (Mugla) 3,305 Gemlik (Kios) 8,657
Marmaris 730 Karacabey (Michalitsi) 10,739
Kéycegiz 900 Mudanya (Moudania) 16,003
Fethiye 8,215 Kirmasti (Kermast€) 1,215
Bodrum 5,060 Orhaneli . —
Milas 6,400 Uluabat (Apollonias) 6,165
Total, Mentese 24,610 Total, Bursa 90,914
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TABLE V (continued)

Greek Population in Western and Northwestern Anatolia:

Census of 1910-1912

2. VILAYET OF

3. INDEPENDENT SANCAK

HUDAVENDIGAR (continued) OF izMiT
Administrative Greek Administrative Greek
Districts Census Districts Census
Sancaks 1910-1912 Sancaks 1910-1912
B. Ertugrul/ Bilecik 11,057 izmit (Nicomedia) 6,010
Sogiit 2,316 Adapazan 11,929
Inegol 60 Karamiirsel 6,370
Yenigehir 4,360 Kandira 5,100
Total, Ertugrul/Bilecik 17,793 Geyve 9,325
Yalova 11,020
C. Kiitahya (Kotyaion) 6,400 lznik (Nicaca) 2,988
Gediz 1,352  Total, Sancak of Izmit 52,742
Usak 2,500 -
Simav 250
Total, Kiitahya 10,502
D. Afyonkarahisar 164
Dinar 387 4. INDEPENDENT SANCAK
Bolyadin/Sandikl OF BIiGA
izi ' 436
éf\lziﬁle ’ 930 Administrative Greek
Districts Census
Total, Afyonkarahisar 1,217 Sancaks 1910-1912
. Y 4.35 Canakkale (Dardanelles) 6,000
E. Eskisehir ,350 Exine 11,250
Total, Eskisehir 4,350 Ayvacik 2,673
- . Bayramig 1,400
F. Balikesir/Karesi } 15847 Biga 7,622
Balya Lapseki (Lampsakos) 2,220
Edremit (Adramytti) 9,850 -
Erdek (Artaké)/ Total, Sancak of Biga 31,165
Marmara (Proikoneésos) 48,485
Ayvalik (Kydoniai) . 45,925 -
Bandirma (Panormos) 10,405 Gokgeada (Imvros) 8,125
Burhaniye 346] Bozcaada (Tenedos) 3,752
Sindirgr 850
Goénen 2,700
Total, Balikesir/Karesi 137,523
Total, Vilayet
of Hiidavendigar 262,319
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sula. The population was dispersed over a vast geographic area en-
closed by the great rivers of Anatolia: to the east of the fertile riverine
valleys of the Aegean region, to the south of the rivers flowing into
the Black Sea (Kizil Irmak and Sakarya), and to the west of the region
of the sources of the Tigris and Euphrates. Isolated by mountain
ranges, deserts, and plateaux on all sides, bordering to the east on
the vastness of the Asiatic continent, this region has its only outlets
to the south, where the valleys of the Taurus Mountains and of the
highlands along the Mediterranean coast provide throughways to the
sea.

The area is a classic case of the strong impact of geography on
collective life in Mediterranean society, as has been argued by Fernand
Braudel.”” In the hinterland of Anatolia, the presence, location, and
natural formation of mountain masses influenced, to a considerable
extent, the collective destiny of local populations. This is made plain
by the survival of Christian populations from Byzantine times into
the twentieth century in the isolation of the mountain valleys of central
Anatolia. Thus, the natural features of the region turned it into a
closed and self-contained world that preserved over time the essential
characteristics of its society and culture.

In central and southern Anatolia, the Christian Orthodox pres-
ence in modern times was limited in numbers but historically signifi-
cant and, ethnographically, uniquely interesting.® If the dense Greek
settlements of the western regions of the peninsula had been, by and
large, the product of relatively recent immigration, the sparse Ortho-
dox communities of the interior Anatolia, Greek-speaking or Turk-
ish speaking, constituted direct survivals from the medieval Byzan-
tine presence in the region. The most incontrovertible sign of the
Byzantine origin of the local population, especially in Cappadocia
and Lycaonia, was offered by the highly peculiar Greek idioms spoken
in some of those communities. These bore unmistakable resemblance
to Medieval Greek, despite the heavy Turkish influence, especially in
diction. Geographical isolation and the cutting off of these Christian
communities to the east of the confrontation line between Byzantines
and Turks in Anatolia during the centuries of Turkish conquest
(eleventh to fifteenth) spared them the physical extinction or the cul-
tural absorption through Islamization that had eliminated most of
the medieval Christian population of the peninsula.®®

In the midst of the Muslim population, Christian subjects consti-
tuted a minority, which under the pressure of the conquest and of the
exigencies of social survival had substituted Turkish for Greek as its
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TABLE VI

Greek Population in Central Anatolia:
Census of 1910-1912

1. VILAYET OF KONYA

2. VILAYET OF ANKARA

large, e.g., Pherteki, Tanai, Telmissos, etc.

Administrative Greek Administrative Greek
Districts Census Districts Census
Sancaks 1910-1912 Sancaks 1910-1912

A. Kon&a (Ikonio) 7,001  A. Ankara (Angora)
Aksehir 2,106 Beypazan
Beysehir/Seydisehir 100 Haymana ] 3,318
Ilgin 691 Nallihan ‘
Bozkir 315 Yabanibad/Bala
Karval'nap 713 Total, Ankara 3,318
Eregli . 504
Kochisar 50 - Goruh 543
Total, Konya 11,480 Iskilip —
Sungurlu 827
. Burdur/Tefenni 3,105 Osmancik } 961
Total, Burdur/Tefenni 3,105 Mecit6zi
N Total, Coruh 2,331
. Isparta (Sparta) 9,020
Uluborlu .. 1,494 . Kirsehir 195
Egridir (Nésion) 1,362 Keskin 3,071
Total, Isparta 11,876 Total, Kirgehir 3,266
. Nigde (Nigdé)* 32,918 . Yozgat 4,524
Bor (Poros) 1,747 Akdagmadeni 11,145
Total, Nigde 34,665 __ Bogazlyan 1,337
Total, Yozgat 17,006
. Antalya (Attaleia) 7,150
Elmal p 333 . Kayseri (Caesarea) 18,093
Alanya (Alaia) 1,575 Develi 4,853
Akseki Incesu 7,193
Kas (Myra/Antimyra) 1,119 Biinyanihamid 1,114
Manavgat Total, Kayseri 31,253
Finike (Phoinix) 2,012 o, Raysert 2
Kalamaki 1,224 p. Nevsehir (Neapolis) 10,200
Total, Antalya 13,413 Urgiip (Prokopi) _ 8,350
Total, Vilayetof Konya 74,539 . ‘Aksaray 3,525
Ulukisla 5,993
*The kaza of Nigde included twenty-two -
Greek-Orthodox villages, some of them fairly Total, Nevsehir 28,068

Total, Vilayet
of Ankara 85,242

T EV LT RUANE T




62 Ottoman Greeks in the Age of Nationalism
language. The adoption of the language of their conquerors by the
subject people was a mechanism of survival through the partial inte-
gration of Turkish-speaking Christians into local society. The collec-
tive identity and the cultural particularity of the minority nevertheless
was secured and preserved by the Orthodox Church. Orthodoxy be-
came the hallmark of identity and the framework of collective con-
sciousness. In the midst of that Turkophone Christian society there
survived a few scattered and isolated linguistic islands, where Greek
was preserved in the the local idioms. These islets of Greek language
were located in Makré and Leivision on the Lycian coast, in Sylle
near Konya, in Lycaonia, and especially in thirty-two Grecophone
out of the eighty-one Orthodox communities in Cappadocia.*

At the turn of the twentieth century, the Greek Orthodox of
central and southwestern Anatolia were under the civil jurisdiction
of Konya and Ankara vildyets, while ecclesiastically they fell in the
administrative jurisdiction of the dioceses of Caesarea, Angora,
Ikonio, and Pisidia. Within this large area, there were two Hellenic
consulates located in Konya and Antalya. It was these two consulates,
in cooperation with the ecclesiastic authorities, that compiled the
population data of the region. This was by no means an easy task.
As late as March 1912, K. Kypraios, Greek consul in Konya, warned
that, due to the vastness of the region he was assigned to cover,
population figures were, in many instances, based on data compiled
by church authorities in 1909. He also pointed out that his communi-
cation with the archbishop of Ikonio was quite difficult since the see
of the diocese was at Nigde,* where the largest concentration of Greek
Orthodox population in central Anatolia was to be found. His col-
league at Antalya did not seem to encounter such difficulties, and, by
25 August 1911, he was able to dispatch the figures he compiled, in
cooperation with the diocese of Pisidia.”? As indicated in Table VI,
there were 159,781 Greek Orthodox in the dioceses of Ikonio, Pisidia,
Caesarea, and Angora, corresponding roughly to the area under the
Ottoman civil jurisdiction of the Konya and Ankara vilayets.

Northern Anatolia

Pontic Greeks formed the third major ethnographic component
of the Hellenic presence in Anatolia. With their vivid recollections of
Byzantine splendor and their traditions of resistance, the Greeks of
the Pontos occupied the northern region of the peninsula, extending
from the mouth of the Sakarya River along the Black Sea coast to the
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edge of the Caucasus. Pontic presence further inland in central
Anatolia, especially in Cappadocia, was the product of the migration
of mining communities from their base in the region of Giimiighine
to other areas where their skills were in demand. Fortified by geo-
graphic isolation, Greek society in the Pontos managed to preserve
its social cohesion and ethnic continuity. In the Pontos, the Ottoman
conquest came late, and local Greek society remained intact and en-
‘trenched in its mountain strongholds. The most convincing evidence
of its ethnological vigor was the preservation of its archaic language,
a genuinely Greek, though highly idiomatic, dialect. The Pontos was
the foremost area in which linguistic continuity uninterruptedly trans-
mitted the ancient Hellenistic and Byzantine cultural heritage to its
inhabitants.*® Thus, Pontic Greek society preserved, to an even greater
extent, the same features of Byzantine culture as the Greek-speaking
villages of Cappadocia.*

In its isolation and self-containment, Pontic society constituted
a whole Greek world of its own, which, after meeting successfully the
challenges of conquest and survival, capitalized on the economic op-
portunities of the nineteenth century and achieved remarkable mate-
rial prosperity and cultural progress. The Greek population in the
Pontos was primarily rural, living in the highlands, where the structure
and cultural traditions of a closed, tightly-knit society sealed it off
from the outside world.

" In the course of the nineteenth century, the overland trade of the
Middle East and Central Asia, which used the Pontic port cities as
their terminal points prior to the opening of the Suez Canal, and the
exploitation of the natural resources of the area contributed to
economic and social changes that resulted in the creation of an impor-
tant urban stratum in Pontic society, especially in such cities as Trab-
zon, Samsun, and Giresun. This group provided the leadership, which
spearheéded the local nationalist movement and the abortive attempt
to create the republic of the Pontos in 1919-22.* By the early 1910s,
the main bulk of the Black Sea Orthodox population was concentrated
in the Samsun region, with a heavy Greek presence throughout the
coastal towns, from Sinop to Trabzon. In the Pontic interior, the
mining districts of Giimiishane and Karahisar, or tobacco regions
such as Bafra, were major Pontic-Greek centers.

Pontos was divided into the following six dioceses: Trebizond,
Amaseia, Rodopolis, Chaldeia, Neocaesarea, and Kolonia. This area
covered the entire vildyet of Trabzon and parts of those of Sivas and
Kastamonu. During the economic boom of the Black Sea ports during
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TABLE VII

Greek Population in Northern Anatolia:
Census of 1910-1912

1. VILAYET OF TRABZON

2. VILAYET OF SiVAS

Total, Vilayet of Trabzon 298,183

Administrative Greek Administrative Greek
Districts Census Districts Census
Sancaks 1910-1912 Sancaks 1910-1912

A. Trabzon (Trebizond) 25,816  A. Sivas*

Ordu (Kotyora) 18,933
Of (Ophi) 1,855 B. Amasya (Amaseia)** 24,844
Akcaabat (Platania) 6,327 Havza 293
Tirebolu (Tripolis) 11,875 Koépriu (Vezirk6prii) 2,425
Siirmene (Sourmena) 9,715 Giimushacikoy —
Giresun (Kerasus) 30,950 Mecidéziu —
Magka (Rodopolis/ Merzifon 675
Matsouka) 12,224 Ladik | 660
Total, Trabzon 117,695 Total, Amasya 28,897
B. Lazistan (Rizous) 1,424 C. Tokat 10,862
Atina 287 Erbaa —
Hopa 103 Zile —
Total, Lazistan 1.814 Niksar (Neocaesarea) 4,901
’ Resadiye 993
. Glimiighane Total, Tokat 16,756

(Argyroupolis)
Torul 60,529  D. Karahisar-1 Sarki

Siran (Karahisar) 13,856
Kerkit Alucra 601
. Mesudiye 6,984
Total, Gimtshane 60,529 Susehri 6,808
. Canik/Samsun Koyulhisar 730
_ (Sampsus/Amissos) 76,379 Total, Karahisar 28,979
Unye (Oinog) 6,203 Total, Vilayet of Sivas 74,632

Bafra (Paphra) 27,414
Fatsa 2,973 *Sancak of Sivas is not included in the Greek
Garsamba . 4,385 5?3;;152%65 of the entire district are given
Terme (Thermai) 791 under the kazi of Amasya. Statistical data
Total, Canik/Samsun 118,145 collected by Greek vice-consul in Samsun

Adamidés in cooperation with the arch-
deacon of the Amaseia diocese.
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TABLE VII (continued)

Greek Population in Northern Anatolia:
Census of 1910-1912

3. VILAYET OF KASTAMONU

Administrative Greek Administrative Greek
Districts Census Districts Census
- Sancaks 1910-1912 Sancaks 1910-1912
A. Kastamonu 2,009 - C. Cankin }
Inebolu 3,125 Cerkes 1,003
ngranbolu 3,793 Total, Cankin 1,003
Cide 233
Tosya , 599 D. Sinop (SinGpé) 5,238
Total, Kastamonu 9,759 Ayancik 1,050
’ Gerze 1,201
B.Bolu = 93 Total, Sinop 7,489
Eregli (Heérakleia) 3,500 T
Diizce 570 Total, Vilayet
Devrek 935 of Kastamonu 24,349
Zonguldak ’ 1,700
Total, Bolu 6,098

the second half of the nineteenth century most of the inland Orthodox
dioceses of Pontos transferred their seats to the flourishing commercial
coastal towns. Thus, the diocese of Amaseia was established at Sam-
sun, Neocaesarea moved from its historic see at Niksar to Ordu
(Kotyora), Rodopolis from Macka to Cevizlik, a suburb of Trabzon,
while the bishop of Chaldeia spent most of his time at his summer
residence at Giresun. The metropolitan of Trebizond remained in his
historic see, and only the landlocked diocese of Kolonia continued to
be at $ebinkarahisar. Two Hellenic consulates located in Trabzon
and Samsun assumed responsibility for the preparation of the census
for the entire Black Sea region. Consul Seléniadés (Trabzon) collabo-
rated with the Trebizond, Rodopolis, and Kolonia dioceses, while his
colleague at Samsun, P. Adamidés, prepared the census lists in coop-
eration with the bishops of Amaseia, Chaldeia, and Neocaesarea.*
The task of census-taking in the fiercely independent and geo-
graphically inaccessible Greek villages of the Pontic Alps presented
almost insurmountable obstacles, while the census committees of the
archbishopric of Trebizond found’it extremely difficult to penetrate

T N - LE LT R T e




66 Ottoman Greeks in the Age of Nationalism

and overcome the suspicions of the crypto-Christian Black Sea vil-
lages. Nor was communication with Athens easy. Statistical data dis-
patched from Samsun to Greece by the Austrian postal services in
January 1911 never reached their destination.”” Thanks to the well-
organized dioceses of Trebizond and Amaseia, however, the Greek
government was able to receive detailed and reliable data on the
Pontic Greeks,* though no conclusive figures on the actual crypto-
Christian population were ever published.” Likewise, the Greek com-
munities of Kars and Artvin were not included in the census, whereas
villages of the interior, especially those of the dioceses of Neocaesarea
and Kolonia, were undercounted. The final figure for the entire Greek
population of the Black Sea, according to the census of 1910-12,
amounted, as illustrated in Table VII, to 397,164 persons (vilayets
of Trabzon, Sivas, and Kastamonu).

Greater Istanbul

The Greeks are one of the earliest ethnic groups to have inhabited
the area of Constantinople. They alone can justifiably claim kinship
with the original founders of the great metropolis of the Near East,
who, in fact, colonized it as early as 658 B.C.E., when it was known
as Byzantium (Vyzantion). Similarly, members of this community are
considered as Romioi (Romans), the direct descendants of the citizens
of classical Constantinople (or New Rome), the capital of the Byzan-
tine Empire. With the appearance of the Turkish element, after the
Ottoman capture of Constantinople in 1453, one of history’s most
intensive cultural symbioses was inaugurated. Under Ottoman rule,
Istanbul (Constantinople) became the center of a Muslim-Christian
coexistence that lasted for over 500 years.

In accordance with the millet system, the Ecumenical Patri-
archate was the center around which the spiritual, political, and social
life of Ottoman Greeks converged. The Phanariot clerical and lay
leadership set the pace of the highly developed corporate life of the
entire Millet-i Rum through the Ottoman realm. A cohesive Greek
entrepreneurial class of traders, industrialists, brokers, moneylenders,
and commissioners appeared in Istanbul especially with the large
influx of foreign capital to the Ottoman Empire during the post-1838
era. Greeks not only staffed the liberal professions but also formed,
to a very large extent, the salaried middle class and the skilled urban
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working force of the city. Through private donations of wealthy Con-
stantinopolitan Greek philanthropists, a wide educational network
was maintained in the Ottoman capital. Thus, by 1912, there were
105 schools (of which 10 offered high school and one higher religious
education) with 15,000 students in Greater Istanbul, while the city
boasted 26 literary-educational societies or associations (syllogoi) and
numerous Grecophone newspapers and journals. Benefactors gener-
ously contributed to the foundation and maintenance of a sizable
number of Greek pious establishments throughout the city, the single
most important of which was Balikli (Valoukli) Hospital, considered
to be one of the most advanced hospitals in the Near East until the
1910s.

The impressive socioeconomic progress achieved by Constan-
tinopolitan Greeks during the second half of the nineteenth century
should be seen against the background of a steady demographic re-
surgence. The urbanization following the increase .of trade and
economic ties with Europe after 1838 produced a population shift
from the rural interior towards the coastal towns. The censuses of
1844 and 1857, for instance, indicate that the majority of migrants in
the Ottoman capital were non-Muslims. Significant Greek emigration
to Istanbul originated not only from the Anatolian interior but also
from Epirus, the Aegean Islands and even from the independent Hel-
lenic Kingdom.* ’

The main concentration of Greeks was to be found in the Euro-
pean commercial quarters of the city, namely, Beyoglu (Pera), Ttinel
(Staurodromi), and Karakdy (Galata), whereas Greek tradespeople
and laborers made up almost the entire population of the Kurtulug
(Tataula) sector. Across the Golden Horn, in the old sections of Istan-
bul, there was a densely occupied Greek area, the Fener (Phanar),
clustered around the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Patriarchal
Greek Lycée, the only educational institution dating back to the
Byzantine era. Away on the seaward face there were the crowded
districts of Samatya (Hypsomathion) and Kumkap: (Kontoskalion),
with large concentrations of Karamanli (Turkophone) Greeks. Out-
side the Byzantine walls, down the Marmara shore, through Bakirkdy
(Makrichori) and Yesilkéy (San Stefano), to Lake Cekmece and the
Catalca lines, there were sizable Greek communities. Likewise, along
the Bosphorus, the four greatest centers of population—Arnavutkdy
(Mega Reuma), Yenikdy (Neochorion), Tarabya (Therapia) and
Biiylikdere (Vathiryax)—were inhabited by Greeks.
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With regard to ecclesiastic affairs, the entire area from the Pro-
pontis to the Golden Horn, as well as the modern European sectors
of the city, were administered by the dioceses of Constantinople (patri-
archate) and Derkos. The Greek inhabitants of the Prince’s Islands—
Biiyiikada (Prinkipos), Heybeliada (Chalké), Burgazada (Antigone),
and Kinaliada (Prote)—fell under the jurisdiction of the diocese of
Chalcedon, whose seat was at Kadikdy, along the Asiatic coast. But
large Greek populations were to be found throughout the Asiatic
suburbs as far as Pendik (Panteichion) and Kartal (Chartalimé).
Table VIII shows the general picture of the Constantinopolitan Greek

population in 1910-12.>
The population data for Greater Istanbul, compiled by two teams

of expert Ottoman Greek civil servants (Skalierés, Chamoudopoulos,
Vaianos), clerics, parish and school board trustees and officials of the

TABLE VIII

Greek Population in the Vilayet of Istanbul and the Independent
Sancak of Catalca: Census of 1910-1912

Administrative Greek
Districts Census

Sancaks 1910-1912
Istanbul 66,443
Beyoglu (Pera-Galata-Tataula) 128,412
Bakirkoy (Makrichori) / Kiiglik Cekmece 4,870
Total 199,725
Uskiidar (Skoutari) 16,310
Adalar (Prince’s Islands) 11,854
Kartal (Chartalimé) 16,600
Beykoz 2,500
Sile 8,500
Gebze 8,200
Total ’ ‘ 63,964
Catalca (Metrai) / Terkos (Derkos) 29,864
Biyik Gekmece 9,005
Silivri (Sylivria) 16,047
Total 54,916

Total, Vilayet of Istanbul and Sancak of Catalca 318,605
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Greek Embassy, are comprehensive and reliable. Some 65,000 Con-
stantinopolitan Greeks held Hellenic nationality and were registered
with Greek consular authorities in Istanbul. The findings of the Greek
census are particularly useful, since Istanbul Greeks were notorious
for not registering with Ottoman civil authorities in order to avoid
paying taxes and escape the Ottoman military service. Because of this
nonregistration, many Istanbul Greeks did not possess identity cards
and thus were not eligible to vote. Hence, they were able to send only
two deputies to the Young Turk parliaments of 1908-14.

Finally, Table VIII comprises the independent Ottoman ad-
ministrative district of Catalca, with a Greek population of 54,916
who fell under the ecclesiastical domains of the dioceses of Derkos,
Sylivria, and Metrai. This figure includes 10,461 Greek inhabitants
of the European suburbs of the Bosphorus belonging to the Derkos
diocese whose see was situated at Tarabya (Therapia). According to
the census data, the diocese of Metrai had eleven settlements, three
of which had mixed populations, including Catalca, with 1,299 Greeks
and 1,350 Twurks. Silivri, on the other hand, where the ecclesiastical
seat of the diocese of Sylivria was to be found, had a population of
2,239 Greeks, 1,832 Turks, and 2,817 others (mainly Bulgarians). The
census mentions another eleven settlements in the same dioceses, nine
of which were totally Grecophone and the rest mixed.

8

Eastern Thrace

Before the Balkan Wars, the population of eastern Thrace was
divided by race and creed. It was divided according to ethnoreligious
affinities into Muslim Turks, Albanophone Muslims, Gagauzes, Mus-
lim Pomaks, Greek Orthodox, Bulgarian Orthodox, Armenians, Jews,
and Gypsies. Roughly speaking, prewar eastern Thrace might be de-
marcated ethnographically as follows. The triangle of land—the base
of which has Istanbul to the east, Silivri on the Marmara Sea to the
west and Istranca at its apex—had a population in which the Greek
element was predominant. Prosperous Greek villages such as Epivatai,
Phanari, Emasterou, and Dellionai belonged to the diocese of Sylivria,
whereas Sinekli, Terkos, and Hamidkdy also had a relatively substan-
tial Bulgarian Orthodox population.

The coastal regions both on the Black and Marmara seas sur-
rounding this triangle were inhabited l‘argely by Greeks, except in the
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kazi of Tekirdag (Raidestos), where the seat of the ancient diocese
of Heérakleia was to be found. The kazis of Aktebol (Agathoupolis)
and Kiyikdéy (Midia) had few, if any, Turks, while the proportion of
the Greek population was substantial along the Gallipoli Peninsula.
This was particularly so in the dioceses of Ganos (Sarkdy) and
Myriophyto (Miirefte). Bounded by this coastal Greek layer, the heart
of the eastern Thracian plain was mainly Muslim. Yet, by means of
occasional Greek pockets, such as Scholario, Tsanto, and Kymvaion,
Greek coastal settlements were loosely connected to a Greek popula-
tion centered around Edirne and Kirklareli, the seats of the Adrianople
and Saranta Ekklésies dioceses, respectively.

Ethnically, the combined Greek and Bulgarian elements formed
a clear majority of the population. Both on the plains of eastern Thrace
and in the coastal towns of the Black Sea and the Sea of Marmara,
the Greek element, rural or urban, formed the most lively and produc-
tive component of the local population and by all accounts shaped
the character of the region.”? The economic and demographic upsurge
of the eastern Thracian element was reflected in the multiplication of
the dioceses of the Ecumenical Patriarchate in the region in the early
twentieth century.’® Thus, on the eve of the Balkan Wars, there were
eleven dioceses in eastern Thrace (Adrianople, Saranta Ekkleésies,
Heérakleia, Ganos, Myriophyto, Tyroloi, Vizya, Ainos, Metrai, Syliv-
ria, and Derkos). Table IX illustrates this vital Greek presence in
eastern Thrace.

Concurrently, however, the Muslim population received a signifi-
cant boost with the settlement in the Thracian interior of Balkan
Muslim refugees (muhdcir) after the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78.
The settlement of such refugees, especially in the kazas of Kesan,
Corlu, Hayrabolu, Vize, and Lilleburgaz, reinforced significantly the
Muslim element at the expense of the indigenous Greek population.
This tendency was accelerated by the Balkan Wars. Finally, with the
evacuation of the entire local Greek population following the Lausanne
Treaty of 1923, eastern Thrace became a homogeneous Turkish reg-
jon. Yet, some 256,635 eastern Thracian Greeks were to be found in
Greece in 1928.% If one takes into account the 1914-18 deportations,
natural mortality, and re-migration from Greece between 1922-28,
one would get the figure 290,690 cited in the Greek census of 1910-12,
reflecting the fact that Thracian Greeks were spared the massacres
and violence endured by their brethren in Anatolia.
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TABLE IX

Greek Population in the Vilayet of Edirne:
Census of 1910-1912

Administrative Greek Administrative Greek
Districts Census Districts Census
* Sancaks 1910-1912 Sancaks 1910-1912
A. Edirne (Adrianople) C. Tekirdag (Raidestos) 34,310
Mustafa Pasa Saray ' —
Seymenli 50,067 Corlu (Tyroloi) 16,782
Lala Pasa Malkara 13,563
Uzunképrii Hayrabolu
(Makra Gephyra) 12,211 (Charioupolis) 3,972
Total, Edirne 62,278 Total, Tekirdag 68,627
B. Kirkkilise/Kurklareli - D. Gelibolu (Kallipolis) 19,613
(Saranta Ekklésies) 28,314 Eceabad (Madytos) 13,212
Pinar Hisar Kesan - 15,312
Lileburgaz 9,471 Sarkéy (Ganos) 14,287
Babaeski 5,270 Miirefte (Myriophyton) 18,811
Vize (Vizyot) 15,958 Inos (Ainos) } 10,132
Demirkéy (Samakovion)/ Ipsala (Kypsala)
Kiyikdy (Midia) 9,405 Total, Gelibolu 91,367
Total, Kirkkilise 68,418 Total, Vilayet of Edirne 290,690
Conclusions

The significance of the Greek census of 1910-12 is twofold. First,
the census reveals a new demographic perspective on the Millet-i
Rum, independent of the official Ottoman population data. In fact
the census, entitled the “Greek Patriarchate Statistics of 1912,” was
first brought to light in 1919 at the negotiating table of the Paris Peace
Conference, when the yields of this census were used and misused by
many Greek political figures to promote their foreign policy goals. At
the Paris Peace Conference, however, it was common practice to pro-
duce statistical data enhancing the demographic presence of one or
another ethnic element. This practice was followed not only by Greek
Premier Eleutherios Venizelos butalso by the representatives of the
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Ottoman government, as well as by Armenian, Kurdish, and Arab
nationalist organizations at the Paris negotiations.” Nor was this trend
of number-boosting limited to the “Eastern Question.” It was, in fact,
a common phenomenon in all territorial disputes that emerged with
the redrawing of the political map of Europe following World War I
(Fiume, German-Polish, German-French, Polish-Russian, Serbo-Bul-
garian disputes).

Inevitably, therefore, the Greek census of 191012 was entangled
in political propaganda, and this has led scholars unsympathetic to
Greek claims to question its very existence. Yet, this evidence requires
that some basic issues in the historical demography of Anatolia and
eastern Thrace in the closing decades of the Ottoman Empire be
reconsidered. A reevaluation is especially needed to understand the
factors that initially led the Greek side to undertake the task of con-
ducting a census. As the Greek Foreign Minister [6annés Gryparés
pointed out, Athens wished to obtain as precise and comprehensive
a picture as possible on the Ottoman Greek presence since the results
of this census were to be taken into account in shaping Greek policy
not only in regards to the Young Turk elections but also on the wider
issue of Greek-Ottoman relations.® Thus, Greek consuls in Anatolia
and Thrace did not have any reason to mislead their government by
dispatching inflated or inaccurate figures.

Second, the census brings to light a glaring discrepancy between
the yields of 1910-12—when the Greeks were still living peacefully in
Anatolia and Thrace—and those of 1924-28, which recorded the re-
fugee population in Greece after the Greek-Turkish War and the
Lausanne Convention on the exchange of Greek and Turkish popula-
tions. This issue, however, is the subject of another study, which
demonstrates the significant contribution of the Greek census in deter-
mining the human cost involved in the Greek-Turkish confrontation
of 1912-22.>
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Fconomic Foundations of a
Civil Society: Greeks in the Trade
of Western Anatolia, 1840-1876

RESAT KASABA

CIVIL SOCIETY” IS ONE of those hotly contested concepts that
provoke discussions and arouse passions in the social sciences. There
is little agreement regarding its validity, its significance, and its role
in the historical transformation of Europe, let alone in the rest of the
world. The development of civil society is supposed to define what is
unique about the historical transformation of western Europe and
thereby serve as a benchmark separating this privileged region from
the rest of the world.! According to this perspective, the crucial differ-
ence between the historical patterns of transformation in Europe and

“those in Asia and the Near East is that the latter did not culminate
in a conceptual or real break between a political and acivil society.?

The idea of civil society grew out of Europe during the Enlighten-
ment. Most often, it is used to refer to autonomous organizations,
transformations, and struggles that define and limit the extent and
effectiveness of state power in definite historical contexts. Accordingly,
the arguments about the uniqueness of Europe contain the assumption
that what is missing in the “East” is not merely a civil society but its
constitutive forces, processes, and struggles. The main purpose of this
paper is to question this assumption by focusing on the western Anato-
lian region of the Ottoman Empire, an area where civil society was
supposed to be conspicuous in its absence.?

Even though our purpose is not to elaborate on the concept of
“civil society,” we will need a working definition. The following defini-
tion, which was recently used in a Latin American context, will serve
our purposes well.* According to Stepan, civil society refers to that
arena in which manifold social movements and civic organizations
from all classes attempt to constitute themselves as an ensemble, so
that they can express themselves and advance their interests. It is the
contention of this paper that such an arena developed in the Ottoman
Empire during the late eighteenth and first three quarters of the
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nineteenth centuries and that the Greek community played a key part
in its formation in western Anatolia.

Our working definition specifies three conditions that need to be
satisfied before a civil society can be said to exist in a given context.
The first of these is the presence of a space in which its constituent
forces can be located and take root. “Space” refers not only to an area
in the physical sense but also to the presence of an environment that
is conducive to the effective organization of these forces. The second
condition is that the groups that constitute civil society need to “con-
struct” an image of themselves in social, political, and cultural terms
and find means of asserting their existence and interests. The third
condition is that the people who are to constitute civil society have
access to sources of power that are beyond the immediate reach of
state authorities. This is necessary because, no matter how it is de-
fined, the term “civil society” is meaningful only when used in relation
to and especially in opposition to the “state.”

In the Ottoman Empire, the first of these three conditions we
have identified was relatively easy to satisfy. Historically, Izmir and
other port cities provided a setting where groups could exist and
interact in an environment that was relatively free from close govern-
ment supervision. This was partly because the Ottoman government
had left the administrative status of these places deliberately vague
in an effort to encourage the continuation of trade, especially in the
Mediterranean basin. Izmir, in particular, had a long history of such
close connections with other parts of the Mediterranean. Even though
some of these connections predated the Ottoman presence in the area,
they remained strong throughout Ottoman rule, earning the city the
reputation for being a “liberal” place where people of all nations freely
congregated to pursue their interests.’®

The reform measures of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
and the commercial agreements in which the Ottomans took part
provided guarantees for the continuing existence of such places in
the dissolving Ottoman Empire. In particular, through a series of
international treaties, the Ottoman state explicitly undertook not to
interfere arbitrarily with the commercial activities of local and foreign
merchants in the Ottoman Empire. Questionnaires conducted by dif-
ferent embassies in the late 1830s and the early 1840s reveal that,
except for occasional usurpations by local officials, the provisions of
these treaties were followed quite closely by all the parties involved,
including the Ottoman government.® Thus, it appears that “space”
for the effective organization of civil society existed in the Ottoman
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Empire during the latter period of its history, if not earlier. There is,
however, a potential problem with defining this space as “nonpoliti-
cal” and even “non-” or “antistate” while conceding at the same time
that its existence was essentially guaranteed by the Ottoman govern-
ment. This is why the satisfaction of the other two conditions becomes
crucial for the establishment of a civil society—the groups, relations,
and arenas that were beyond the strict supervision of the central
government.

In the Ottoman Empire, the transformation of commercially ac-
tive regions from relay points in an imperially controlled trade system
to sources of wealth for private entities occurred as a result of the
empire joining the capitalist world economy after the middle decades
of the eighteenth century.” In addition to linking the Ottoman regions
and networks to the circuits of global trade, such a move entailed
substantive changes in the organization of production and in regional
and social hierarchies. ‘

In western Anatolia, as in other similarly situated regions, the
move towards a world economy manifested itself above all in increas-
ing trade. Between 1840 and 1873 alone, the total value of trade
conducted at the port of Izmir increased fourfold. In contrast to the
Ottoman Empire as a whole, Izmir’s trade balance was generally
positive. At the peak of the cotton boom, in 1865, the export surplus
reached a high of £3.2 million. In the thirty-six years between 1840
and 1876, Izmir’s trade generated a cumulative surplus of £16.6 mil-
lion, compared with the total deficit of £69.4 million for the Ottoman
Empire in its entirety.’

Even though Izmir had a long history of commercial importance
that began, according to some accounts, in the sixteenth century, the
nineteenth-cegitury boom was qualitatively different. In earlier
periods, the port had served rather as a staging point for goods and
merchandise in transit from Asia, whereas in the nineteenth century
the majority of the goods that were exported from Izmir were locally
produced. It was in these years that Bursa’s silk and Izmir’s cotton
definitively replaced Persian silk and Ankara mohair as the leading
exports shipped from the port of Izniir. The shift in the region’s status
from being primarily a transit port to a site of cultivation of cash
crops for export is demonstrated by the increase in production of
certain kinds of crops around Izmir. It has been calculated that agri-
cultural crops in western Anatolia expanded by about 400 percent
between the 1840s and 1870s. In certain types of cash crops, such as
cotton and raisins, the rate of increase was even higher.’
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The expansion of production and trade under conditions of grow-
ing demand and increasing prices generated a significant amount of
new wealth in western Anatolia. Contrary to common assumptions,
it seems that most of this wealth was actually retained in the region
of its creation. This money could be channeled out of western Anatolia
through several conduits, such as profit transfers, personal savings,
import payments, and collection of taxes by the central government—
either directly or through contractors. But a close examination reveals
that none of these routes served to transfer a significant amount of
the newly created wealth out of the region.

In the first half of the nineteenth century, except for railroads,
foreign capital had not invested heavily in the region, and railroads
did not attain a comfortable level of profitability before the 1870s."
There was some movement of personal funds through family relations
that extended into distant parts of the globe. But these could not have
amounted to much during this period when there was, as yet, no
significant wave of emigration; in fact, if anything, the flow of people
was in the other direction, as people retreated into the shrinking
borders of the empire."" There was also a net inflow of funds through
private channels: Many of the local bankers widely borrowed in Euro-
pean money markets so as to be able to lend to government officials
on a short-term basis at attractive rates.'?

Payments for imports did not constitute a major outflow either.
As we have already noted, the port of Izmir enjoyed a consistent
surplus in its trade account. Furthermore, while most of the import
trade was conducted on credit, the exporters insisted on prompt pay-
ment in cash. This was partly due to the length of the chain of inter-
mediaries they had to work with. As goods moved from the interior
to coastal cities, they changed hands so many times that the exporting
firms could ensure the operation of this vast network only by paying
most of the intermediaries promptly and in full. Thus, while it was
possible for payments of imports to be frequently in arrears, this was
rarely the case in exports. If we take into consideration the actual
length of time it took for funds to be transmitted in payment for
imports, we can see that, at any point in time, the net gain from
export trade might have been even larger than the one suggested by
the annual foreign trade figures of I1zmir.

As for taxes, western Anatolia continued to be among the highest
contributors to the treasury of the central government in the
nineteenth century. But during this period, the rate of increase in the
revenues generated in western Anatolia does not seem to have been
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commensurate with the rate of expansion of commercial activity in
the region. To give but one example, in 1872 about 37 million kurug
were collected as tithe in Izmir; and, in 1879, Izmir’s contribution
was estimated to be about the same. Yet, from 1870 to 1876 alone,
the volume of agricultural production in western Anatolia increased
by about 20 percent.'”® The rate of growth of tax collection would
appear even further behind if we allow for the probable overestimation
of tithe revenues that resulted from inadequate information received
from the tax-farmers and their subcontractors.

A growing part of the wealth that was thus retained in western
Anatolia fell into private hands because, for the most part, nineteenth-
century trade was organized and conducted through private channels.
This amounted to a substantial change in trade patterns from earlier
periods. With respect to the sites of production, by the 1840s the
power of the d’dn (local ruling elites) had already waned, and small
holdings had become the prevalent form of production in agriculture.
While the legal status of these lands was not entirely clear, in practice,
they were held and cultivated privately by peasant households. This
type of organization was prevalent in the production of major articles
of export such as opium, raisins, figs, and natural dyes. The network
_ that connected these sites of production to Izmir was controlled by a
succession of private concerns that included tax-farmers, caravan trad-
ers, merchants-moneylenders, agents of wholesalers, export firms, gov-
ernment purchasers, and representatives. ‘

In 1853, at its terminus, the culmination of this trade was de-
scribed as follows:

In the fruit season all is animation and activity at Smyrna,
when strings of camels tied head to tail arrive from all parts of
Asia Minor. They are generally in lots of five or six, seldom more
... as string upon string of these singular quadrupeds enter the
streets leading to the Bazaar, the whole town is filled with their
tinkling noise. Arrived at the merchants yard, the camels kneel
down to deposit their loads (which are quickly disposed of)—
gangs of men, women, and children being employed the live-long
day in packaging the fruits for exportation. The operation in the
case of figs is very interesting and full of bustle. The ripe but still
green fruit is picked from the branches and leaves and then packed
in drums, handful by handful, being arranged in a circular form
so as to suit the shape of the drum. ... The figs being packed,
the lids of the drums are nailed down to prevent the fruit from
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swelling . . . and are immediately shipped for exportation. They
ripen and become coated with saccharine bloom on the voyage.
It is said that a prize of £30 is given to the first ship which arrives
in London with the new fruit.!

By the middle of the nineteenth century, the ability of Ottoman
authorities to administer the various aspects of this commercial activ-
ity had been significantly reduced. This was due in part to material
limitations that resulted from the financial difficulties of the Porte. It
is well known that, in an effort to alleviate some of these difficulties,
the Porte continuously expanded the scope of tax-farming; this move
cut further its ability to supervise production and trade. Thus, the
circumstances under which commercial activities expanded in the
Ottoman Empire during the nineteenth century made it possible for
private entities and groups to gain access to independent sources of
power, such as sources they could use to enhance and assert their
autonomy vis-a-vis the central government.

This brings us to the third condition necessary for the emergence
of a civil society. Our main concern at this point is to see who in the
“nonstate” sector came to control this wealth and whether and to
what extent it was used to defend their interests and to set limits to
the sphere of influence of the central government.

Geographically, a disproportionate amount of the newly created
wealth was concentrated in coastal cities such as Izmir. This was
primarily due to the many key commercial activities carried out in
coastal areas, which further heightened their importance. During the
second half of the nineteenth century, contemporary observers were
describing Izmir as the “ queen of the cities of Anatolia, the crown of
Ionia, and the gem of Asia.”'® Occasional attacks, robberies, lootings,
and kidnappings by bandits was a persistent menace to commercial
activity in and around Izmir throughout the nineteenth century. While
these were unarguably detrimental to the continuing growth of com-
merce, they also served a more useful function by helping to redis-
tribute in the interior some of the wealth that concentrated on the
coast, because many of these bandits were rural in origin and they
based their activities in the hinterland. Nevertheless, the geographical
concentration of commercial wealth in port cities such as Izmir was
the predominant tendency, and this was an important factor that
strengthened the foundations of civil society in the Ottoman Empire
during the middle decades of the nineteenth century.
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In terms of its effects on social hierarchies, the mid-nineteenth
century boom represents the culmination of a process that had begun
in the late eighteenth century. In this period, the Ottoman Empire
went through extensive social restructuring that had important impli-
cations for the relative position of different ethnic groups. To the
extent that we can talk about an ethnic hierarchy in the Ottoman
Empire, this was the period when a substantial part of the Greek
community enhanced its position, primarily at the expense of Jews
and to some extent of Muslim peasants who had lost most of the
imperial protection that had been so vital to them.

Among the many activities the Greeks were involved in, the one
that gave them a controlling power was trade. As members of families
with connections abroad, as sailors, itinerant merchants, agents of
European houses, and retailers, they served in all branches of com-
merce.'* Many of the Greek-owned financial houses of Istanbul and
Izmir began as merchant firms and subsequently invested their ac-
cumulated resources and activities into banking."” Eventually, the Greeks
became the perennial intermediaries between the Ottoman Empire
and the world economy. More than the Armenians, Jews, Levantines,
or European nationals, they dominated the non-state arena that we
have shown to have expanded in the mid-nineteenth century.

The origins and growth of the privileged position of the Greeks
occurred in a way that was independent not only of the Ottoman
government but also of the policies of the European states. The Greeks
owed this prominence not so much to the help they received from
foreign powers but to the way in which they were situated in the
eastern Mediterranean and within the Ottoman Empire. Their pres-
ence throughout the area provided them with a vast network of natural
conduits and enabled them to take advantage of opportunities in the
domestic and world markets. In this sense, the support that the Greeks
eventually received from the outside was the result rather than the
cause of their prominence. ,

In fact, when the British were making their initial entry into
western Anatolia, they did not perceive a natural ally in the Greek
community. On the contrary, their initial design was to undermine
the “native merchants” directly and, failing that, to supplant them
with members of other, weaker, communities, such as the Jews. For
example, in 1809, as a testimony to the independent strength of the
Greek community, Sir Alexander Bell, governor of Malta, sought to
persuade a group of Greek merchants who had taken refuge on his



84 Ottoman Greeks in the Age of Nationalism

island to stay there and turn Malta “into the emporium of Levant.”®
Thus, at the turn of the nineteenth century, the Greeks of western
Anatolia were well established in an environment that allowed them
considerable freedom in acquiring and utilizing wealth.

The movement for Greek independence constitutes the best exam-
ple of how this wealth became a vehicle for cementing a civil society
within the Ottoman Empire. The organized activities of the merchant
communities scattered around the Aegean and the Black Sea played
a decisive part in determining the outcome of this movement. The
well-known result of their activities was the establishment of a new
polity, the Kingdom of Greece. The same movement also served to
divide the higher echelons of the Orthodox Church and the elite
members of the Greek community in Istanbul into different camps.
Some supported the idea of maintaining the Ottoman Empire as a
unified entity with the hope of one day resurrecting the Byzantine
Empire with Istanbul as its capital. Others were drawn to the project
of creating and strengthening the independent Kingdom of Greece.
This latter policy would gain a growing number of adherents as the
nineteenth century progressed. For the Greek community as a whole
and especially for its laypeople, however, the status quo (as it existed
in the middle of the nineteenth century) was still the most preferable
of all options.*

During the nineteenth century, the activities of the Greeks in
western Anatolia exhibited all the elements of civic life. There were
newspapers, schools, professional associations, social clubs, and politi-
cal organizations that addressed the various concerns of their commu-
nity. Most of these institutions were administered by autonomous
local councils. The events of 1819 provide a good example of the
divisions within the Greek community and how local councils were
used to advance the interests of different sections of this community.
During that year, there occurred in Izmir riots organized by the newly
rich merchant classes who wanted to break free from the ecclesiastical
authority of the local church and its leaders. As riots spread, the
merchant community was divided between those who served only the
local markets and those who were involved in foreign trade. The
former rallied the members of local guilds to their cause and moved
closer to the conservative positions advocated by the Church hier-
archy, whereas the latter, with the aid of some intellectuals, helped
in the creation of a new school, the Gymnase Philologique. This school
was to specialize in the instruction of “philosophical modernism,” a
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curriculum developed as an alternative to the conservative teachings
of the church.® The Gymnase Philologique came to symbolize the
growing power of the more cosmopolitan merchants and businessmen
in the Greek community.

Various segments of the Greek community fought against each
other as they rose against the Ottoman government in Epirus, Thes-
saly, and western Macedonia during the Crimean War; in Crete from
1866 to 1868; and in Bosnia from 1877 to 1878.” However, these
episodes of armed insurrection were exceptional. For the most part,
the Greeks adopted a quieter approach in their relationship with the
Ottoman government. In large part, this was due to the watchful eye
of the Ottoman state, which was suspicious of its Greek subjects,
especially after the establishment of independent Greece. Any sign of
unrest on the islands or in regions of Greek plurality was used as a
pretext for confiscating property or for forcing individuals into exile.”
Under such circumstances, methods such as hoarding money, pre-
emptive purchase of crops, cajoling the peasants into cooperation,
circumventing the newly established branch banking, transferring
funds within families but across long distances proved to be as, if not
more, effective than armed insurrection in defending the newly consti-
tuted space against encroachments by the central government.

The growth of a non-stat¢ arena with autonomous means of
wealth and mobilization, was an important factor that undermined
the effectiveness of many of the reform measures that the Ottoman
government tried to implement in the nineteenth century. Originally,
many of these measures were conceived and enacted by a central
bureaucracy that continued to perceive itself as the sole source of
power in the empire. But the continuing growth of a non-state arena
gradually left its imprint not only by preventing the full realization
of some of the Tanzimat reforms, but also by forcing the government
to recognize, at least implicitly, that circumstances had changed fun-
damentally and to alter its policies accordingly. This is reflected in
some of the reforms, such as separate constitutions for non-Muslim
communities, the law of nationality, the issuing of passports, and most
importantly, recognizing and regulating the right of ownership of
land.” The turning point in the transformation of the Ottoman Empire
should be sought not in the institutional changes that affected Otto-
man bureaucracy, but in the development of this qualitatively new
relationship between the Ottoman state and the non-state arena that
can be characterized as a nascent civil society.*
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While it is true that non-Muslim communities in general, and
Greeks in particular, were the most prominent actors of this newly
developing arena, other, less visible constituents of civil society should
not be ignored. Among these, two groups were of particular signifi-
cance. The first were the partially dispossessed temporary migrant
workers who became the mainstay of Ottoman agriculture during the
nineteenth century; the second were the Sufi brotherhoods who offered
people an alternative world-view to the increasingly secular and alien
ideology of the reforming bureaucrats.” In the long run, the activities
of these groups were at least as important as the Greek merchant
communities in shaping a non-state arena and effectively limiting the
power of the central government.
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IV
The Development of a
- Greek Ottoman Bourgeoisie:
Investment Patterns in the

Ottoman Empire, 1850-1914

HARIS EXERTZOGLOU

THE TERM “GREEK OTTOMAN BOURGEOISIE” needs care-
ful definition. In the second half of the nineteenth century, the Greek
Ottoman business community consisted of various groups, each one
with a different occupational orientation and business mentality. Yet,
these groups were not isolated from one another, but often had ties
of business, marriage, culture, and religion. The development of the
Ottoman economy during the same period strengthened these ties
and led to the formation of a business community that developed its
own social hierarchy based on wealth, status, and business success.
The economic activities of this community expanded throughout the
empire, from the western shores of Asia Minor, Constantinople and
its surroundings, Macedonia and the Aegean Islands, to the northern
shores of the Black Sea, eastern and western Thrace, as well as the
Danubian principalities and later the Romanian state. The business
activities of the Greek Ottoman bourgeoisie also varied substantially
over time, from region to region. Eventually, Greek Ottoman entre-
preneurs became involved in almostevery sphere of economic activity,
from grain to crop cultivation and small-, medium-, and large-scale
commerce and shipping, to banking, mining, and industry. These
activities, however, were not undertaken simultaneously and not by
all groups.

Broadly speaking, commerce was the major, if not exclusive, field
for investment of Greek business capital in the first half of the
nineteenth century. Although trade remained a priority, Greek entre-
preneurs shifted some of their capital to other sectors as well. In the
years between 1850 and 1881, Greek capital showed signs of invest-
ment diversification, as banking, mining, and industry came to assume

89
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some importance. Following the Crimean War and the first attempts
of the Ottoman state to borrow from European money markets, for
example, Greek capital, especially that of Constantinople, shifted to
banking. In the same period, some industrial and mining investments
were made in Smyrna, Constantinople, and elsewhere. The activities
of Greek capital entered a new and profoundly different phase in the
period that followed the establishment of the Ottoman debt adminis-
tration in 1881, a turning point that led to increased European finan-
cial penetration. We can, therefore, distinguish three periods in the
evolution of the activities of Greek capital in the Ottoman Empire:

1. A period of almost exclusive involvement in trade and ship-
ping.

2. A period in which commerce continued to be a first priority,
but other activities, banking in particular, were also of importance.

3. A third period in which Greek capital developed a business

profile whose main feature was investment diversification, with entre-
preneurs getting involved in almost every sector of the Ottoman
economy.
‘ Capital accumulation was strongly, if not exclusively, rooted in
shipping and commerce.' It is unnecessary to repeat here the conclu-
sions of the relevant historiographic literature. One point does require
clarification: the importance of commercial organization and the pro-
liferation of trade networks that were by far the most significant factors
in the impressive development of Greek trade in the nineteenth cen-
tury.? '

The transition from the status of small merchant who most of
the time acted as a representative of foreign houses and who was
under European protection, or small shipowner who only partly con-
ducted trade on his own account, to the foundation of large indepen-
dent houses with their own capital resources, prestige, and credit
facilities, was the result of an elaborate organization based on extensive
commercial and business networks that provided commercial informa-
tion, credit facilities, and a climate of mutual trust. This process could
also apply to Greek business activities in Egypt, southern Russia,
western and central Europe, and the Balkans during the nineteenth
century.’ It was the elaborate and sophisticated business network
system that allowed Greek mercantile capital to disengage itself from
the crumbling Ottoman command economy and escape its final col-
lapse in the first decades of the nineteenth century, enabling it to take
advantage of the commercial boom of the mid-nineteenth century.
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After the introduction of free trade in the area, the commercial
organization of Greek capital expanded substantially, thereby provid-
ing Greek merchants with an important advantage in an era when
trade was largely affected by increasing competition. Thus, in the era
of free trade, berdts (permits, licenses) and European protection be-
came, if not useless, unnecessary. If holding a berat was an important
factor for conducting business under the system of the strictly regula-
tive Ottoman command economy, after the introduction of free trade
and the improvement of the position of non-Muslims (initiated in
1839, but taking its final form after the declaration of Hatt-1 Hiimaytn
in 1856), it was no longer an asset. Credit facilities in Europe and
skillful exploitation of trade networks within or outside the empire
were far more valuable for the conduct of business than holding a
berdt. We can observe that the large majority of Greek bankers and
merchants in Constantinople in the latter part of the nineteenth cen-
tury never attempted to acquire European passports and place them-
selves under the protection of European embassies. Many of them did
not even seek Greek nationality, which in no way provided the same
sort of “protection” afforded by, for example, French or British nation-
ality. Instead, they followed a friendly policy towards the Ottoman
state without provoking it and always kept a low political profile even
when important issues, such as the Cretan revolt, in 1866, surfaced.*
In fact, this attitude allowed them to gain much more prestige and
power in the Ottoman capital than if they had sought the protection
of one of the European powers. )

It is not sufficient to connect the emergence of Greek capital in
the Ottoman Empire with trade and increasing commercial oppor-
tunities with the West unless the importance of commercial organiza-
tion is stressed. Availing itself of the increasing economic opportunities
in an era of free trade, Greek traders in the Ottoman Empire was in
a position to accumulate sufficient capital in a relatively short period
of time. It is not an exaggeration to suggest that by the 1840s, Greek
merchants had regained much of the ground lost since the Greek War
of Independence and the persecutions they suffered at the hands of
the Ottoman state.® At that time, it became possible for some Greek
capitalists to shift capital resources from trade to other sectors. It was
the increasing wealth and the social and political security that stem-
med from contacts with the West and the modernization process that
encouraged them to do so. Greek banking in Constantinople offers
the best example. A shift of capital-from trade to banking was the
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major feature after the Crimean War. Earlier attempts by Greek mer-
chants to become involved in banking never really succeeded until
the 1850s.° This development first took place almost exclusively in
Constantinople, but in later years banking came to be a major concern
of Greek businessmen in other areas of the empire.’

The main aspect of Greek banking in Constantinople was not
the financing of trade, as one might expect, but the financing of the
Ottoman Treasury, mainly through the floating debt and to a lesser
degree through the Ottoman debt. It is impossible to analyze here
the policy of Greek banking in Constantinople in great detail. Suffice
it to say that through banking, Greek capital soon became an impor-
tant factor in Ottoman finances and eventually played a major part
in the settlement of the Ottoman public debt. Through some of the
major banking establishments in Constantinople, such as the Société
Générale de ’'Empire Ottoman, the Banque de Constantinople, the
Société Ottomane des Changes et Valeurs, and a network of large,
medium, and small private banking houses, Greek bankers were in a
position to improve their financial status immensely.® The mechanism
responsible for this was the difference between interest rates of capital
borrowed by the bankers from European money markets and those
they charged the Ottoman Treasury. Short-term advances to the Ot-
toman state, with relatively high interest rates, provided enough
profits and at the same time secured a substantial circulation of cap-
ital, which, in its turn, assured proper conduct of business.®

The financial situation in the Constantinopolitan money market
was, however, unstable and created serious difficulties for both Greek
and non-Greek banking establishments, mainly because of credit re-
striction from European money markets due to numerous factors—in-
cluding financial crises, wars, fears of Ottoman insolvency, and the
precarious state of Ottoman finances. This unstable situation lasted
from the early 1860s to October 1875, when the Ottoman government
suspensed payments on its public debt. In that period, the develop-
ment of Greek banking followed the cycles of credit supply and credit
restriction from European money markets. As expected, some houses
suffered more than others. During the major crises that befell the
money market of Constantinople, namely those of 1861, 1866, 1869,
1871, and 1873, a number of commercial and banking houses suffered-
great losses and some even had to suspend payments.'® Overall, however,
and despite periodic crises that the bankers eventually learned to deal
with, Greek banking in Constantinople proved a major success."
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From the Ottoman suspension of payments up to the final settle-
ment of the Ottoman debt in 1881, Greek and other Galata bankers
were caught in the vicious circle of lending more money to the govern-
ment in order to reinforce their position vis-a-vis the other rival group
of creditors: the committees of European bondholders. It is important
to note that Greek bankers did not suffer great damage from the
Ottoman suspension of payments because their main interest con-
cerned the floating debt, the service of which had not been suspended.
This proved to be both an advantage and a disadvantage. The bankers
suffered relatively little, but at the same time found themselves tied
to the Treasury to an extent they did not wish. Their only way out
was to keep contact with the government, avoid hasty actions, and
renew their credit to the Treasury in order to get better guarantees
for their old advances and keep themselves ahead of their European
rivals. During this period, the Galata bankers rallied with the Ottoman
Bank to protect their common interests against European bond-
holders. This alignment, however loose, soon proved fruitful, as the
Ottoman state in its direst need negotiated a settlement with the
bankers, which, in December 1879, led to the establishment of the
Direction of the Six Revenues.? Two years later, and after increasing
European pressure, the Galata bankers and the Ottoman Bank came
to an understanding with European bondholders and granted them
their privileges,a having of course secured their own interests to their
satisfaction.® 4

The period following the establishment of the Public Debt Admin-
istration (PDA), a turning point in Ottoman economic history in its
own right, was one of intense commercial and economic activity.
During this period the major features of the Ottoman economy took
shape: cash crop cultivation experienced large growth; new trade'
opportunities emerged (despite the negative effects of the Great De-

_pression in Europe); traditional industry tied to guild practices rapidly
lost ground to new types of industrial organization; modern industry,
however small, emerged; mining® increased considerably; and the
empire experienced an impressive development in transport through
new railway and shipping lines, roads, and port facilities.'® Greek
capital participated in these developments, considering them both a
challenge and an opportunity to ‘enhance its position and economic
power.

Following the establishment of the PDA, Greek bankers in Con-
stantinople were faced with the question of how to consolidate their
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position. The improvement of Ottoman finances, due to sound man-
agement, cut the bankers off from their major source of profits, namely
the Ottoman floating debt. In the long run, however, this disadvantage
was met with a diversified investment policy that differentiated both
risk and profit sources. This becomes clear if one examines the course
of business conducted by the major banks in which Greek capital had
an interest, namely, the Banque de Constantinople, the Société Ot-
tomane des Changes et Valeurs, and the Société Générale de I'Empire
Ottoman. It is also worth mentioning the Banque de Mytilin, which
was founded in 1891 by a group of Galata bankers and local entre-
preneurs of Mytiléne.”” This bank, to the best of my knowledge, did
not attempt to undertake contracts with the Treasury, concentrating
instead all its efforts on the development of the two ccmpanies under
its control, namely, the shipping company Aegean Sea and a coal
mining company in Heérakleia.'®

The investment policy of the other three banks was mainly con-
cerned with the opening up of new areas of investment in the Ottoman
Empire and abroad. It was a policy that intended to counterbalance
the sudden and substantial contraction in their affairs with the Treas-
ury. On the one hand, the banks participated in almost every business
group that undertook the major enterprises in the country: public
works, banks, railways, commerce, mining, industry, etc. On the
other, they expanded their affairs in many other countries, mainly in
Greece and Egypt, but also in Latin America, the Balkans, Russia,
China, France, and Germany. The case of Latin America is particu-
larly interesting because the banks invested comparatively large
amounts of capital there (see Appendix II). In addition, all three
banks followed an intensive portfolio investment policy, and, as can
be seen from their balance sheets and annual reports, for some of
these banks such investments achieved special importance (see Appen-
dix II).

These policies enabled the banks to consolidate théir position in
the market and keep business going. Although investment differenti-
ation was the main feature of their business profile, some banks be-
came involved in new fields of investment more than others. In the
case of Greek investments, for example, the Banque de Constantinople
had a much greater stake than the other two. This heavy involvement
was responsible for the serious damage inflicted on the bank when
the Greek suspension of payments was declared in 1893. This, along
with the losses suffered from the Barring crisis two years earlier, put



The Development of a Greek Ottoman Bourgeoisie 95

this institution in a critical situation and led its bondholders to decide
on its liquidation and its incorporation into the Société Ottomane des
Changes et Valeurs.”

Similar remarks could be made about the private Greek banking
houses in Constantinople. That should be expected after all, since
most of their owners were also on the boards of directors of the afore-
mentioned major banks and were responsible for their investment
policies. Bankers such as Georgios and Leonidas Zariphés, Theodoros
Maurogordatos, Ulysses Negreponte, Stephanos Skouloudés, Eugen-
ios and Démosthenés Eugenidés, Stefanovich-Skilitzi, as well as
others, are to be found on the boards of directors of various joint stock
companies in the Ottoman Empire. Their presence there usually indi-
cates that they held a good part of the companies/ capital (see Appen-
dices I and III).

In the period following the settlement of the Ottoman debt, Greek
banking capital in Constantinople faced a policy dilemma. Instead of
following their older practices of short-term advances to the Treasury,
which had become more difficult since the Ottoman Bank and the
PDA left no room for such activities, the bankers preferred a diversified
investment policy that relied upon the opening up of new areas of
investment. Undoubtedly, this period was not without problems for
the bankers, as increasing European penetration, financial and com-
mercial crises, as well as political turbulence often led to critical situ-
ations. In addition, the profits of the banks experienced a substantial,
and in some cases sharp, decline (see Appendix IV). This decline can
be easily seen by comparing profits in the period 1871 to 1975, for
example, with those in the period 1881 to 1892. This is not to say
that profits in this latter period were not high. But they were not as
substantial as those of the period 1871 to 1875, which of course was
by far the most exceptional and highly profitable of the late Ottoman
era. Yet, it is not possible to say whether Greek banking capital in
Constantinople experienced a serious profit contraction overall, since
both the activities and profit sources of the bankers were diversified
to a considerable extent. Though not low, declining profits may indi-
cate the problems of banking in an era of increasing European pene-
tration, but cannot provide .a full picture of the position of Greek
banking capital. For this we need to consider the involvement of Greek
bankers in other sectors of the economy, as well as the business per-
formance of private banking houses.-

In addition to Greek banking in Constantinople, there are other
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examples that illustrate the diversified investment policy of Greek
capital. Industry in Smyrna in the years between 1880 and 1912 offers
such an example. Here, of course, reference is made to modern indus-
try, namely, the form of productive organization that employs wage
labor, as opposed to activities based on guild practices.

Evidence suggests that Greek capital played a vital role in the
emergence of modern industry in Smyrna.” The number of industries
there experienced a rapid increase from the 1850s onwards, peaking
in the years preceding the Great European War. In the period 1850
to 1910, at least 2,000 industrial plants of various sizes were estab-
lished by Greek capital, the large majority of them (1,508) in the
period 1880 to 1910.2" A study prepared by G. Trakakés in 1920 on
behalf of the National Bank of Greece estimates that the number of
industrial establishments in 1919 in the vildyet of Aydin stoodat
5,308, including home industry and small manufactures, as well as
medium and large industries. Of the total, 4,008 were in the hands
of Greeks. In this case, the Greek share is even higher than the pro-
portion of industrial plants held by Greek capital in the same period
on a national scale.?? The Ottoman industrial statistics for the years
1913 and 1915% indicate an equally high share of Greek-held industries
in the Ottoman Empire.*

By contemporary western European standards, industry in Smyrna
may appear small in size and limited in capital assets. Trakakes him-
self acknowledges that “large-scale industry does not exist in the vjl-
ayet of Aydin . .. however, all the other forms of industrial activity,
namely, home industry, small manufacturing, and industry (obviously
of small and medium size) are well represented.”” He also deplores
the lack of joint-stock industrial companies, of which only a few
existed, and the reluctance of Greek industrialists to combine forces.
This does not, however, diminish the importance of what already
existed. Considering the emergence of modern industry in Smyrna
and the relatively short period in which it took place, its general
condition in the first decades of the present century is hardly surpris-
ing. What is more important is that modern industry, however small
and badly organized, made its appearance at the expense of guilds,
giving rise to relatively high industrial investments and to an industrial
work force. According to the same source, the number of workers in
the vilayet of Aydin stood at 37,185, half of them employed in Smyrna
itself. Twenty-nine thousand were working for industries held by
Greeks. Only the value of industrial plants was estimated at 3,854,980
gold TL, and some 3,100,000 gold TL were invested by Greeks.*
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Trakakeés reports the existence of 48 branches of industry in
Smyrna, but he examines in some detail only carpets, cotton, flour,
beer, soapmaking, beverages, wine, alcohol, sugar products, and tan-
ning. Some of these industries were dominated by joint-stock com-
panies (Oriental Carpet Co., Ottoman Cloth Co., Compagnie Indus-
trielle de Filature et du Tissage du Levant, Société Anonyme de Manu-
facture du Coton, Brasseries Bomonti-Nektar, and the Ottoman Oil
Co.). The Greek share in these companies—with the exception of the
Brasserie Bomonti-Nektar, which was a Swiss-Greek concern, and the
Ottoman Oil Co., which was founded by Greek, Armenian, and British
capital—appears to have been negligible.

In other industries, however, Greek capital was dominant. The
flour industry, for example, was almost entirely in the hands of Greek
capitalists. This sector consisted of 15 factories, which represented a
value of 1,194,000 paper TL (=426,000 gold TL). The same appears
to be true in the beverage, wine, brandy, and alcohol industries, which
represented a value of 400,000 paper TL. The Greek share in the
sugar products industry and tanning industries was equally important.
In the first case, 8 out of 9 factories belonged to Greeks and, in the
second, 4 out of 7. Unfortunately, Trakakes provides information on
only a fraction of the factories that existed in the vildyet of Aydin,
namely those he apparently regarded as more important. Accordingly,
although he goes into great detail regarding the number of factories
and plants in each of the 48 branches of industry, he provides no
information about the name, nationality, or origin of their owners or
about their capital resources, apart from the tables that show the total
number of each branch in each area.”

It is possible to speculate that local industries in Smyrna were
restructured in the face of European competition by eliminating guild
organization and recapturing a large part of local consumption. One
should not forget that local consumption was also rapidly increasing,
due to the large increase in Smyrna’s population as well as the increas-
ing wealth of the city and its hinterland. Otherwise, the rapid increase
in the number of industrial plants in the region cannot be explained.

With regard to the emergence of modern industry in Smyrna,
many questions remain concerning managerial and industrial organi-
zation, level of technology used, various labor problems, and, above
all, the way these industries were able to secure sufficient capital. Was
there any connection between them and the various banks that oper-
ated in the region, or was industry in Smyrna essentially self-financed?

These and' other questions may arise when one examines the
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process of industrialization in the Ottoman Empire. Similar questions
may also arise concerning the involvement of Greek capital in the
other fast-developing sectors of the Ottoman economy. Most likely,
such an investigation will reveal the restructured investment profile
of Greek business activities, which was the main feature of Greek
capital in this latter period.

The purpose of this essay is not to reiterate the well-known thesis
that Greeks and other non-Muslims dominated Ottoman economic
life. Rather, it deals with Greek capital and the Greek Ottoman
bourgeoisie as such and analyzes its activities. The cases presented
should illuminate the way some of its segments reacted to existing
circumstances.

In the long term, one must recognize that Greek capital did not
ignore any possible area of investment. The examples cited in this
essay illustrate that some segments of Greek capital showed a good
sense of business adaptability. This fact challenges the conventional
view that regards Greek capital as part of the “comprador” bourgeoisie
which, instead of advancing productive forces, played the part of
intermediary for the benefit of European capitalism.?» Drawing upon
dependency theory, this view considers the Greek bourgeoisie in the
Ottoman Empire as an almost static social stratum with a predefined
character, dependent upon European capitalism and serving its inter-
ests, without any intention of transforming itself into a “national”
bourgeoisie; such a bourgeoisie would have made industrial and other
“productive” investments instead of paving the way for the Europeans.
This approach, apart from the fact that it is based upon normative
rather than historical considerations and that it uses modern instead
of contemporary criteria, fails to acknowledge that investments, and
industrial investments in particular, are not just the result of entre-
preneurial decisions, but depend upon various factors that facilitate
or impede certain decisions. Leaving the factor of political stability
aside, factors such as levels of profit, cost considerations, existing
taxation, credit availability, competition, and market opportunities,
along with social and economic structures, were always seriously con-
sidered not only by Greek capitalists but by all investors. Thus, any
study of investment practices in the Ottoman Empire has to draw on
a historical analysis of these factors and the ways in which native and
European capitalists reacted to them. '
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In addition, these factors did not remain static, but underwent
rapid and not always predictable change. Accordingly, the investment
behavior of Greek capital underwent a similar change. It cannot be
maintained that this change applied individually to each member of
the Greek Ottoman bourgeoisie to the same extent. Some changed
their attitude towards new types of investment less rapidly than others,
and some even did not change their practices at all. Overall, however,
a new business mentality took hold of Greek entrepreneurs, whether
out of conviction or necessity, with the result that they became in-
volved in areas of investment that would have been unimaginable to
them a few years earlier.

One must also remember that we are dealing with people who
had a good knowledge of how vulnerable their markets were and who,
therefore, almost by nature one might say, tended to be conservative
in their business outlook. They attempted to manage their capital
resources, their own capital as well as available credit, avoiding un-
necessary risks and searching for secure investments, yielding
sufficient profits to keep business going. In other words, they reacted,
by and large, in the manner any businessman would react under the
then existing circumstances. One could also say that these investments
were not equally important to Greek capital and that not all sectors
of the economy received the same attention. Thus, such sectors as
trade or banking were of paramount importance if the activities of
Greek capital are considered as a whole. Yet, one ought not to forget
that the factors that mainly determine investment priorities are also
complex and tend to change continuously. What is important is that
Greek capitalists considered these factors and reacted accordingly.
Investment diversification reveals their disposition to invest in indus-
try and mihing, although, overall, such investments may have rep-
resented a small portion of their capital.

In particular cases, such as the Greek banks in Constantinople,
the links between Greek capital and European capital were strong.
Credit facilities in European money markets, for example, were always
important for the bankers in Constantinople in order to conduct bus-
iness. In addition, collaboration of Greek with European capitalists
in the establishment of various joint stock companies was not an
exception. Some of the most successful joint stock companies, such as
the mining company of Balia Karaidin for example,” were based upon
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similar collaborations. One also finds cases where Greek businessmen
participated, to a lesser or greater extent, in companies founded by
European capital, and vice versa. :

To conclude, some comments on the final decline of the Greek-Ot-
toman bourgeoisie are in order. It is well-known that the vast majority
of Greek enterprises in the Ottoman Empire faced severe difficulties
during the second decade of the twentieth century and were eliminated
after the end of the bitter Greek-Turkish war in the early 1920s. Yet,
was this the result of economic and financial crises, of European
competition and conservative investment mentality, that is, the
economic collapse of once healthy enterprises? Or was it the result of
specific political disturbances in the first decade of the twentieth cen-
tury? It is my belief that the latter is most definitely the case. Following
the Young Turk Revolution in 1908 and up to the conclusion of the
Treaty of Lausanne, Greek capital in the Ottoman Empire faced an
extremely difficult economic and political environment. The anti-
Greek boycott that lasted almost two years, from 1909 to 1910,% the
Balkan Wars, the repressive policies of the Young Turk government,
which attempted to create a “national” bourgeoisie,* the economic
policy followed during the Great War, the massive exodus of Greeks
in 1914,% and finally the bitter outcome of the war between Greece
and Turkey—Iled to the final and irrevocable decline of the Greek
Ottoman bourgeoisie.

In a way, the Greek business community paid the price for not
having established adequate political leverage with the Ottoman state
except for certain personal, and sometimes intimate, relations that
Greek entrepreneurs like Georgios Zariphés and Chrestakes Zo-
graphos had with Ottoman officials and even with the sultan himself.
Similarly, political relations with the Young Turk regime were, due
to mutual distrust, limited and deteriorated even further as a result
of successive crises in the relations between Greece and the Ottoman
Empire. Eventually, the fate of the Greek Ottoman business commu-
nity was closely tied to the fate of the Greek Orthodox population in
the Ottoman Empire and its eventual uprooting in 1922-23.

NOTES

1. There is an extensive literature on these issues. See, for example, T.
Stoianovich, “The Conquering Orthodox Balkan Merchant,” jJournal of
Economic History 2 (June, 1960); N. Svoronos, Le Commerce de Salonique au XVIII®
Siecle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1956).
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2. The history of Greek commercial networks has only lately been under-
taken. See E. Frangakis, “Greek Economic Development in the Mediterra-
nean with Particular Reference to the Italian Ports, 1780-1820,” paper pre-
sented at King’s College, London, January, 1986. See also M.-Cr. Chatzioan-
nou: “La casa commerciale Gheroussi,” in Economies mediterranées: equilibres et
intercommunication, XIII siécles. Actes du II° colloque internationale d’histoire, Athénes,
18-25 Septembre, 1983 (Athens: Centre de Recherches Neohelleniques, Fonda-
tion Nationale de la Recherche Scientifique, 1985), as well as P. Herlihy,
“Greek Merchants in Odessa in the Nineteenth Century,” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies I11/IV, 1979-80 and S. Chapman, “The International Houses: The
Continental Contribution to British Commerce 1800-1860,” Journal of Euro-
pean Economic History 1 (1977).

3. There is interesting literature on aspects of the history of the Greek
diaspora. See, for example, Katsiarde-Hering, Hé Hellénike Paroikia tés Tergestes
1751-1830 [The Greek Community of Trieste] (Athens: Ethniko kai Kapodis-
triako Panepistémio Athéndn, 1986); V. Karidis, “A Greek Mercantile
Paroikia, Odessa 1774—1824,” in R. Clogg, ed., Balkan Society in the Age of
Greek Independence (Totowa, N.J.: Barnes and Noble Books, 1981). S. Phokas,
Hoi Hellenes eis tén Potamoploian tou Kato Dounaveds [The Greeks in the Shipping
Business in the Lower Danube] (Thessaloniki: Hidryma Meleton tes Cher-
sonésou tou Haimou, 1975); D. Mankriotes, “He Paroikia tou Londinou”
[The (Greek) Community of London], Ta Historika 6 (1986).

4. It is worth mentioning that Georgios Zariphés, one of the most in-
fluential Greek bankers in Constantinople, refused to undertake the public
subscription of the 1867 Greek loan to the Ottoman Empire on the grounds
that the loan was destined to cover military expenditures. Apparently,
Zariphés feared that such an act would undermine his excellent relations
with the Sublime Porte. Similar indifference towards this loan was shown by
most of the important Greek merchants and bankers in Constantinople. See
H. Exertzoglou, “Greek Banking in Constantinople 1850-81,” Ph.D. diss.,
King’s College, University of London, 1986, pp. 237-39.

‘5. M. A. Ubicini, Letters on Turkey 1856, vol. 1I, 217-18 (London: J.
Murray, 1856).

6. The first known attempts of Greek capitalists to involve themselves
in banking can be traced to the 1840s, when Th. Baltazzi along with L.
Alleon, a Jewish financier, were granted permission to establish the Bank of
Constantinople for the purpose of regularizing commercial transactions. Due
to the strict control of the Ottoman state, this bank failed miserably. Greek
merchants also participated in the establishment of the Bank of Smyrna in
1843, an institution that attempted to eliminate commercial abuses and re-
duce rates of interest. This attempt also failed. In the 1850s, Greek capitalists,
among others, presented the government with various projects regarding the
establishment of a bank with the purpose of withdrawing paper money and
dealing with devalued coinage. Although in one case the government allowed
the establishment of a bank (Bank of Turkey) in 1856, this institution was
short-lived and was liquidated a few years later. See H. Exertzoglou, “Greek
Banking,” pp. 116-30. .
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7. In the first decade of the twentieth century, many Greek banking
houses were in operation in various Ottoman cities. For example, the List of
Greek Commercial Houses (1912 edition) cites 9 banking houses in Thessaloniki,
3 in Adana, 16 in Smyrna, and 5 in Trabzon. This is a valuable source,
published annually by the Greek Chamber of Commerce in Constantinople.
The 1912 edition includes more than 2,000 Greek business establishments in
the Ottoman Empire, Egypt, Bulgaria, Romania, Russia, India, Great Bri-
tain, France, Germany, Belgium, North Africa, and Greece. In my opinion,
it includes only a fraction of the Greek houses operating worldwide at the
time. See Deltion tou en Konstantinoupolei Hellenikou Emporikou Epimelétériou . [Bul-
letin of the Greek Chamber of Commerce in Constantinople], 1912.

8. Greek capital in Constantinople played an important part in the
establishment of these banks. The Société Générale de ’Empire Ottoman
was founded in 1864 by a group of Greek and other Galata bankers that
included G. Zariphés, G. Zapheiropoulos, Chr. Zographos, K. Karapanos,
- Cammondo, Stefanovich-Skilitzi, and A. Vlastos and a group of European
capitalists, with a nominal capital of 2 million TL. The Ottoman bank had
a large share in the company’s capital from the start. Although the exact
amount of the Greek share cannot be estimated, it seems that it was quite
substantial, if we judge from those who constituted the board of directors.

The Banque de Constantinople was founded in 1872 by A. Syngros, E.
Skouloudes, and G. Kéoronios, with a capital of 1 million TL. Other Greek
bankers must have had a large share in the banks capital. In 1875, the bank
was strengthened when G. Zariphés and his son-in-law, U. Negreponte,
joined the board of directors. This institution remained entirely under the
control of Greek capital.

The Société Ottomane des Changes et Valeurs was founded in 1872 by
E. Eugenidés, P. Klados, and the British capitalist A. Barker, with a nominal
capital of 660,000 TL. This bank had an important interest in the promotion
of merchant banking, although finally it did not avoid the temptation of
involving itself deeply in Ottoman finances. Eventually, it proved the most
successful of the three, but was liquidated in 1899, when the imperial govern-
ment refused to renew the bank’s permit.

What is interesting is that these banks, apart from an important and in
the last two cases dominant Greek share, had a common interest in the
Ottoman floating debt and entirely avoided investing in tax-farming, which
was the favorite field for investment of the Armenian sarrafs who dominated
Ottoman finances up to the 1840s and who were eclipsed after the rise of
modern banking. See H. Exertzoglou, “Greek Banking,” pp. 112-15, M.
Sturdza, “Haute Banque et Sublime Porte,” in P. Dumont, ed., Contribution
a Uhistoire economique et sociale de ’empire Ottoman (Leuven: Editions Peeters,
1983).

In addition to these banks, there were a large number of private Greek
banking houses in Constantinople with involvement in Ottoman finances and
commerce. According to one source, out of a total number of 47, the number
of Greek banking houses in 1868 stood at 16 [see Appendix I]. This account,
however, seems to be incomplete as some private bankers, such as Syngros
Kamaras, and Klados are not included. See the “Liste des Principaux corps



The Development of a Greek Ottoman Bourgeoisie 103

des banquiers commercants arts et metiers de la ville de Constantinople,”
Indicateur Constantinopolitain 1 (1868). The number of Greek banks and banking
houses increased during the early 1870s, when business prospects appeared
excellent, and the Constantinople money market experienced an unpre-
cedented influx of capital.

9. See H. Exertzoglou, “Greek Banking,” pp. 132—47.

10. Ibid., pp. 164-77.

11. The combined profits of these banks in the period 1871-75 was as
high as 1,500,000 TL [see Appendix IV].

12. The group of Galata bankers was represented by G. Zaripheés, Th.
_ Maurogordatos, Z. Stefanovich, P. Stefanovich-Skilitzi, A. Vlastos, A.
Barker, S. Fernandes, B. Tubini, L. Zariphés, G. Koronios, and U. Neg-
reponte. The Ottoman bank was represented by M. Foster, E. Deveaux, and
J- Von Haas. The bankers received permission to collect the stamp and spirit
taxes of Constantinople and the silk tax of the districts of Constantinople
and Edirne, Bursa, and Samsun. In addition, they were given the administra-
tion of the salt and tobacco monopolies in the empire for a period of 10 years.
The annual revenue deriving from these taxes would be used to pay back
the advances made to‘the government by the bankers in the period 1875-79;
see. “Convention entered between the Imperial Government and certain
Banks” in A & P (1880) 82, Turkey, no. 20, “Correspondence respecting
Ottoman loans,” pp. 72-75. The convention did not settle the entire debt as
it included advances up to 8,725,000 TL. In April 1879, the total amount of
money that the Ottoman state owed the bankers was 12,675,259 TL. It is
quite unlikely that under the circumstances of extreme financial penury, the
Ottoman state was in no position to repay 4 million TL in a period of eight
months; see H. Exertzoglou, “Greek Banking,” pp. 187-188. The reason why
some bankers preferred not to take part in the convention must lie in the
relatively low rate of interest (8 percent), which, it appears, they found
insufficient.

13. H. Exertzoglou, “Greek Banking,” pp. 306-9.

14. On these issues, see H. Quataert, “Ottoman Reform and Agriculture
in Anatolia, 1876-1908,” Ph.D. diss., University of California, 1977; J.
Thobie, Interéts et imperialisme frangais dans I’Empire Ottoman, 1895-1914 (Paris:
Imprimerie Nationale, 1977); C. Issawi, An Economic History of Turkey, 1800
1914 (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1980); and R. Owen, The Middle
East in the World Economy, 1800-1914 (London; New York: Methuen, 1981).

15. Greek investments in mining, which increased rapidly from the 1880s
onward, are still under study. Here, I will mention the participation of Greek
capital in some of the major joint-stock mining companies in the Ottoman
Empire: The Société des Mines d’Heraclée, the Société Balia Karaidin, the
Société de Kassandra, and the Société de Karassou. In addition, there was
an increasing number of Greek capitalists who acquired and operated mines,
especially coal mines, in various areas. In 1909, for example, 30 percent of
the coal in the Herakleia coal fields was produced in mines held by Greeks;
see the Deltion tou en Konstantinoupolei Hellénikou Emporikou Epimeleteriou, 7 Nov.
1909. -

16. Commerce remained a favorite area of investment for Greek entre-
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preneurs. Existing mercantile networks and favorable trade opportunities
allowed a considerable expansion of Greek-controlled trade in that period.
Although it is not possible to estimate the exact Greek share in Ottoman
trade, it seems that Greek houses were mainly involved in-import rather than
export trade. The British Vice Consul wrote, in 1898: “In process of time
Armenians and Greeks, previously perhaps in the employ of British merchants
here, obtained the agency of British firms and entered into competition with
their former employers. They then conceived the idea of establishing them-
selves in England, or of replacing their correspondents there by agents of
their own nationality, and now many of the native houses here are represented
by Armenian or Greek houses in the United Kingdom, while British importers
here have almost entirely disappeared”; see A&P, “Diplomatic and Consular
Reports, Annual Series, Turkey, Trade of Constantinople, Scutari and Dur-
azzo” (1893-97) no. 2196. Similar remarks could be found in the following
reports: Annual series, no. 2650 (1899-90), p. 39; no. 3776 (1906), p. 26; and
no. 5043 (1912), p. 8-9. In this context, it is interesting to mention that in
1912 there were at least 80 Greek business houses in Great Britain, most of
them involved in the Levant trade; see List of the Greek Commercial Houses (1912
edition), fn. 7 above.

17. The Bank of Mytiléné was founded by a group of Greek bankers and
merchants of Constantinople and Mytiléné with a capital of 264,000 TL.
Among the founders were Leonidas Zariphés, Vasileios Sgontas, and the
influential merchants and industrialists of Mytiléné, viz., Th. and D.
Kourdjis. :

18. The shipping company Aegean Sea and the coal mines in Hérakleia
represented important shares in the company’s capital. In 1892, the value
of the shipping company was estimated at 96,936 TL and that of the coal
mines at 69,630 TL (see the Annual Report of the board of directors for the
year 1892, in Neologos, 11 May 1893). In 1899, the share of the shipping
company increased to 138,923 TL and that of the coal mines to 80,130 TL
(see the Annual Report for the year 1899 in L’Economiste d’ Orient, June 1,
1899). Even in 1911, when the bank suspended payments, due to the restric-
tion of European credit during the Ottoman-Italian War, the position of the
bank had been badly affected by the 1907 Egyptian crisis and the bankruptcy
of the House of Zervoudakés—these two assets representing value of well
above 100,000 TL; see Oikonomiké Hellas, 26 Nov. 1911 and the A&P Annual
Series, no. 4385, 1910-11.

19. For the merging of the Banque de Constantinople into the Société
des Changes et Valeurs, see Neologos, 19 April 1894; Oikonomologos, 16 Sept.
1894; and Oikonomologos, 26 April 1895.

20. The main source used in this paper is the unpublished study of G.
Trakakes, He Vioméchania en Smymé kai en tz Hellenike Mikra Asia [Industry in
Smyrna and in Greek Asia Minor] prepared in 1920 on behalf of the National
Bank of Greece (Historical Archive of the National Bank of Greece), file 41
(1486). Trakakés went to Smyrna himself and completed his research using
first-hand information. Also of interest are the following: E. M. Dermizakeés,
“Viomechaniké Paragogé Nomou Aidiniou” [Industrial Production in-the
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vilayet of Aydin), Mikrasiatika Chronika 12—-13 (1965); and A. Panayotopoulos,
“On the economic activities of the Anatolian Greeks,” Deltio Kentrou Mikrasia-
tikon Spoudon 4 (1983).

21. G. Trakakés, He Vioméchania en Smyrné, pp. 7-8. If the total number
of industrial plants is considered, including home industries, small workshops,
manufacturers, and factories, the total number rises to 5,308. Trakakes also
provided the following information with regard to the distribution of indus-
trial plants according to nationality in 1919:

Greek: 4,008
Turkish: 1,216
Armenian: 28
Jewish: 21
British: 13
French: 8
Austrian: 6
Italian: 3
American: 2
German: 2
Belgian: 1
Total: 5,308

22. The Greek share in industry and crafts in the Ottoman Empire has
been estimated at 49 percent of the total; see C. Issawi, Economic History of
* Turkey, pp. 13-15.

23. This fact has already been pointed out by Turkish historians; see H.
Gillow, “Les statistiques Industrielles en Turquie,” in Revue de la Faculté des
sciences économiques de I’Université d’Istanbul, October-July, 1953, no. 14, pp.
75-78.

24. See Giindiiz Okgﬁn, Osmanly Sanayi Istatistikleri, 1913, 1915 [Ottoman
Industrial Statistics, 1913, 1915] (Istanbul: Hil Hayin, 1984). The Greek
share in industry can be easily estimated by the identifiable names of indus-
trialists cited in these statistics. See Food industries, 4748, 58, 61-62, 68,
72, 74; ceramic industries, 84, 87, 91; timber industries, 112, 115, 117; cotton
industry, 140-41; cigarette paper industry, 158; printing industry, 161-62;
chemical industry, 172, 175, 178; and metal industry, 183-84.

25. Trakakes, He Viomechania, p. 4.

26. Ibid., pp. 282-83.

27. Unfortunately, Trakakés was not so much interested in presenting a
detailed record of industry in Smyrna for the use of future historians. He
rather thought it his duty to provide sufficient information about industry in
the area for the purpose of helping the National Bank of Greece and Greek
authorities in Smyrna with their economic and financial policies. For this
reason, general information about industry is much more complete. Although
this report is not complete, as far as the detailed record of the Greek share
in industry is concerned, it is, to the best of my knowledge, the best available
material on this subject.
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28. Dependency theories have influenced both Greek and Turkish histo-
rians to an extent. See, for example, N. Psyroukes, Neoelleniko Paroikiako
Phenomeno [The Diaspora Phenomenon] (Athens: Epikairoteta, 1974); K.
Tsoukalas, Exartésé kai Anaparagogé [Dependency and Reproduction] (Athens:
Ekdoseis Themelio, 1977); K. Vergopoulos, Kratos kai Oikonomike Politike ston
190 Aiona [State and Economic Policy in the 19th Century] (Athens: Hexantas,
1977); G. Dertilés, Koinonikos Metaschematismos kai Stratiotike Epemvase [Social
Transformation and Military Intervention, 1880-1909] (Athens: Hexantas,
1977); G. Giannoulopoulos, “Beyond the Frontier: the Greek Diaspora,” in
R. Browning, ed., The Greek World (New York: Portland, 1985); G. Karpat,
“The Social and Economic Transformation of Istanbul in the Nineteenth
Century,” Istanbul & la jonction des cultures balkaniques mediterrannées, slaves et
orientaux XVI-XIX siécles (Bucharest: Association internationale d’études du
Sud-Est européen, 1977); U. Turgay, “Trade and merchants in 19th century
Trabzon,” in B. Lewis and B. Braude, eds., Christians and Jews in the Ottoman
Empire, vol. 1 (New York: Holmes and Meier Publishers, 1982); and Dogu
Ergil, “A Reassessment: The Young Turks and Their Anticolonial Struggle,”
Balkan Studies 16 (1975). For a critical review of some of these theories, see
P. Pizanias “‘Kentro kai Periphereia’: Theoria kai Historia” [‘Center and
Periphery’: Theory and History], Mnémon 11 (1987); and the interesting
article of Resat Kasaba, “Was there a Comprador Bourgeoisie in the Mid-
Nineteenth Century Western Anatolia?,” Review (1988, no. 2). See also my
article “Hé Helléniké Historiographia kai to Homogeneiako Kephalaio: Pro-
vlémata Methodou kai Herméneias” [Greek Historiography and the Diaspora
Capital; Questions of Method and Interpretation], Synchrona Themata 35-37
(Dec. 1988).

I would like to point out here that I deliberately avoid the use of the
term “intermediary.” This term, the use of which is so common, seems to
me misleading. If by this term we mean merchant, that is, the capitalist who
acted as the link between local producers, Muslims and non-Muslims alike,
and the market, I have no objection to using it. But one has always to keep
in mind that being an intermediary was not the privilege of Greek or other
non-Muslim entrepreneurs in the Ottoman Empire. The same term could
also apply to the British, French, Austrian, and other merchants who con-
ducted trade there. My view, however, is that the term “intermediary” is
used to define the subordinate position of the Ottoman bourgeoisie vis-a-vis
European capitalism rather than to describe a business occupation. I have
already pointed out that the Ottoman bourgeoisie had its own motives and
its own diversified economic activities. These were different from and more
complicated than those of an “intermediary.”

29. This company was founded in 1892 by a group of Greek bankers and
banks (E. Eugenidés, Th. Maurogordatos, Banque de Constantinople, the
Laurium Company) and a group of European, mostly French, financiers,
with a capital of 4.5 million fr. In 1904, the company issued 15,000 new
shares of 100 fr. each. The company’s profits increased annually and in 1907
reached 165,358 TL. See E. Pech, Manuel des Sociétés anonymes Fonctionnant en
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Turquie (Constantinople: Impr. Gerard fréres, 1906), pp. 135-38; also J.
Thobie, Interéts et impérialisme frangais dans L’Empire Ottoman, 1895-1914, pp.
404-5. See also the Athenian Weekly, 12 July 1908, 25 Dec. 1908.

30. See the articles published in the journal of the Greek Chamber of
Commerce in Constantinople (in Greek): “The Devastating Boycott Against
Greeks,” 17 June 1910; “Turkish Hamals and the Anti-Greek boycott,” 6
Nov. 1910, “The Effects of the Anti-Greek Boycott on the Ottoman Eco-
nomy,” 4 Dec. 1910; “Statistics and the Anti-Greek Boycott,” 29 Jan. 1911.
It is interesting that the main argument used in these articles is that the
boycott would harm Ottoman more than Greek interests. See also the British
report on the trade and commerce of Smyrna for the year 1910 in Oikonomike
Hellas, 12 Nov. 1911.

31. See Accountant and Papers, Annual series, Report on the Trade of
Constantinople, Scutari and Durazzo,” no. 5043 (1912), pp. 5-6 and no.
5374 (1913), pp. 3-4.

32. See Dogu Ergil, “A Reassessment: The Young Turks,” pp. 61-65.
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APPENDIX I

Greek Bankers in Constantinople, 1868

Ath. Adamantides

G. Athénogenés

E. Valtatzes

M. Konstantinideés

Ch. Eliaskos

Clavany Sons and Co.
Icovanomides Bros.

A. Maurogordatos
Nahmias and Bajonas Bros.
N. Nikolaidés

E. Papadakes

S. Ralles

L. Perdikares

J. Thalasso

D. Theodorides

G. Zariphés and L. Zariphés

Source: Indicateur Constantinopolitain 1, 1868.

APPENDIX II

Investment Profiles of Constantinopolitan Banks, 1882—1897

Société Générale de ’Empire Ottoman

1882

Participations: 1883 Greek loan, 1883 Ottoman Loan, Régie Cointeressée
des Tabacs.

Portfolio investments: 450,000 TL.

1883
Participations: none.
Portfolio investments: 434,715 TL.

1884

Participations: 1884 Japanese loan (13,197 TL), 1884 Greek loan
(43,233 TL), Volos-Larissa Railways, Piraeus-Patras Railways.

Portfolio investments: 434,825 TL.

1885
Participations: Greek advances (45,981 TL).
Portfolio investments: 466,059 TL.
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1886

Participation: Greek short-term advances (46,338TL), 1886 Portugese
loan, Société des Eaux de Constantinople (20,594 TL), Thessalian
Railways (52,653 TL), Railways of Peloponnese (3,852 TL).

Portfolio investments: 337,953 TL, Egyptian shares and bonds
(75,683 TL Greek bonds (38,990 TL), Ottoman bonds and shares
(66,787 TL) Société des Tramways (23,219 TL).

1887

Participation: 1887 Greek loan, Greek advances (500,000 fr.).

Portfolio investments: 214,347 TL, Ottoman bonds, Greek bonds,
Egyptian values, Laurium shares, Rumelian railway shares.

1888

Participation: 1888 Ottoman loan, Cretan loan, 6 percent Greek loan,
Greek advances.

Portfolio investments: 212,250 TL.

1889
Participations: 21,183 TL
Portfolio investments: 305,240 TL.

1890
- Participations: 120,255 TL.
Portfolio investments: 401,382 TL.

1891
Participations: 62,277 TL.
Portfolio investments: 444,382 TL.

Banque de Constantinople

1882

Participations: none.

Portfolio ‘investments: 142,000 TL plus Ottoman bonds of Prioi ty
(A series) to the value of 148,850 TL.

1883

Participations: 1883 Greek loan, Régie Cointeressée des Tabacs.

Portfolio investments: 637,283 TL (611,035 TL held by the bank’s
branches in London, Paris, and Athens).

1884
Participations: 1884 Greek loan.

1885
Participations: 42,063 TL.
Portfolio investments: 260,653 TL.
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1886

Participations: 1886 Greek loan.

Portfolio investments: 287,241 TL, Laurium, Banque d’Epiro-Thessalie,
Société des Tramways, Land Company of Santa Fe Nacupai
Venezuelan Railways. /

1887
Participations: Greek loan of 135 million fr.
Portfolio investments: 633,368 TL.

1888

Participations: Company of the monopolies (Greece 2,500 shares), Greek
advances (5,500,000 fr.), Thessalian Railways (9,907 shares), World
Bank of Berlin.

1889

Participations: Anatolian Railways, Yedi Kiile spinning factory, 1889
Greek loan.

Portfolio investments: 762,714 TL.

1890

Participations: Conversion of the Ottoman Priority bonds, Portugese loan
of 5 percent, Serbian loan of 5 percent, 1890 Russian loan,
Romanian loan of 4 percent, Mexican loan of 4 percent, loan of the
city of Bucharest, Western Brazilian Railways, Athena Insurance:
Company (Greece).

Portfolio investments: 1,250,382 TL, Argentinian bonds and shares
(82,000 TL).

Argentinian advances: 60,000 TL.

1891
Participations: 151,085 TL.
Portfolio investments: 695,665 TL.

1892

Participations: Greek advances (32,000 TL and 7,300,000 fr.), Société des
Mines Balia Karaidin, Thessaloniki-Monastir Railways.

Portfolio investments: 955,914 TL.

Société Ottomane des Changes et Valeurs

1882
Participations: Thessalian Railways (6,000 TL).
Portfolio investments: 211,790 TL.
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1883
Portfolio investments: 254,603 TL.

1884

Participations: 1884 Greek loan (597,237 TL), Greek advances
(600,000 fr.).

Portfolio investments: 216,723 TL.

1885
Portfolio investments: 261,815 TL.

1886

Participations: Greek advances

Portfolio investments: 259,159 TL, Ottoman Defense loan, Egyptian
Unified Debt, Lottery bonds of the National Bank of Greece, Athens-
Piraeus Railways, Ottoman Debt, A, B, and D series.

1887

Participations: Greek loan of 4 percent.

Portfolio investments: 315,212 TL, Ottoman bonds, 1871-77, Ottoman
Debt series A, B, and D, Greek lottery bonds, Egyptian Unified

Debt, Athens-Piraeus Railways, Laurium, Société des Tramways.

1888
Participations: Greek advances (2,000,000 fr.), Thessalian Railways (6,697
shares), Cretan loan (60,000 TL).
Portfolio investments: 178,440 TL, Egyptian Unified, 1871 Ottoman loan
' Greek monopoly, Ottoman Unified Debt A, B, and D series, Greek
lottery bonds, Société des Tramways, Smyrna-Kasaba Railways.

1889

Participations: Greek advances (40,000 TL), Greek loan of 4 percent,
Bulgarian loan of 4 percent, Anatolian Railways, Messolonghi-
Agrinio Railways (Greece), Italian Railways, textile factory in
Constaninople.

Portfolio investments: 279,408 TL 1871 Ottoman loan, Italian 5 percent,
1884 Greek loan, Thessalian Railways, Greek loan of 4 percent,
Athens-Piraeus Railways, Greek company of the monopolies, Régie
Cointeressée des Tabacs.

1890

Participations: Argentinian advances (13,000 TL and 100,000 fr.),
Egyptian Daira loan, Rumanian 4 percent, Northeastern Argentinian
Railways (8,900 shares)

Portfolio investments: 529,250 TL, 1871 Ottoman loan, Thessalian
Railways, 1890 Portugese loan, Greek loan of 4 percent, Régie
Cointeressée des Tabacs, Italian 5 percent, Athens-Piraeus Railways,
Ottoman Imperial Bank.

|
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1891
Participations: Great Eastern Uruguay Railways, Mexican Pacific
railways
(2,250 TL) La Plata and Ensenadas Railways (5,500 TL).
Portfolio investments: 322,800 TL.

1892

Participations: Greek advances (15,000 TL and 2,000,000 fr.),
Thessaloniki-Monastir Railways.

Portfolio investments: 2 12,403 TL.

1893

Participations: Yedi Kiile Spinning factory, Société des Mines de Balia
Karaidin, Société Générale d’assurances Ottomanes, Turkish Régie
Export Co., Salonique Dedeagac Railway.

Portfolio investments: '

1894

Participations: Rumanian 4 percent, Norwegian 5 percent, Mexican
3 percent, Russian 6 percent, Extension of the Smyrna-Kasaba line,
Metatroph Egyptian.

1895

Participations: Chinese loan (guaranteed by the Russian government), -
issue of Spanish Treasury Bonds, conversion of the Tramways bonds.

Portfolio investments: 751,281 TL.

1896 -

Participations: Agrarian Bulgarian loan of 5 percent (135,000 fr.), Kabin
Mines (Kingdom of Siam), 1897 Chinese loan, Cuban Bonds (Bons
Hypothecaires Cubaines), Lignes de Raccordement de Chemin de
Fer Orientaux.

Portfolio investments: 446,036 TL.
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APPENDIX III

Participation of Greek Bankers in Boards
of Directors of Ottoman Joint-Stock Companies, 1906

E. Eugenideés: -
Société de la Régie Cointeressée des Tabacs de I’Empire Ottoman,
Société du Chemin de Fer d’Anatolie, Société Imperiale Ottomane
du Chemin de Fer de Bagdad, Société Anonyme Ottomane de Balia
Karaidin.

L. Zariphes:
Société des Chemin de Fer Ottoman Salonique Monastir, Deutsche
Orientbank Aktiengesellschaft, Banque de Mytilin, Société
d’Heraclée, Société Ottomane des Mines de Karassou, Compagnie
des Eaux de Constantinople. : |

Th. Maurogordatos: u
Société Anonyme Ottomane de Balia Karaidin, Société des Mines de
‘Kassandra, Société Ottomane des Mines de Karassou.

P. Chatzélazaros:
Banque de Salonique.

'D. Sgoutas:
Banque de Mytilin, Société Anonyme des Mines de Kassandra.

Ch. Eliaskos: -
Sociétés du Port et des Quais de Chio, Société Générale d’Assurance
Ottomane.

A. Agelastos:
Compagnie Ottomane du Chemin de Fer Mersin-Tarsus-Adana.

S. Siderideés:
Société des Tramways de Smyrne-Goztepe Tepe.

Source: Pech, E.: Manuel des Sociétés Anonymes Fonctionnant en Turquie, 1906.
Note: This Appendix includes only the better-known Greek bankers and not all Greek
capitalists. 5 S
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APPENDIX IV

Bank Profits in Constantinople, 1871-1898

Société Banquede Société
Générale* Constantinople Ottomanet

1871 182,818 — —
1872 221,780 — —
1873 216,842 120,848 84,787
1874 162,714 178,207 94,700
1875 94,924 217,126 64,508
1876 (losses) 44,529 27,037
1877 49,275 79,582 49,474
1878 29,319 185,260 45,847
1879 21,175 130,066 37,627
1880 61,364 164,287 29,812
1881 61,120 174,878 25,672
1882 39,457 117,767 31,751
1883 29,565 65,470 20,369
1884 40,017 (losses) 29,346
1885 35,397 52,697 23,766
1886 33,361 53,474 24,484
1887 26,419 122,588 35,390
1888 26,280 106,837 32,268
1889 25,707 81,376 34,580
1890 49,249 54,718 41,729
1891 182 (-71,423) 12,323
1982 — 29,215 28,448
1893 — (-169,012) 34,083
1894 — — 70,054
1895 — — 70,968
1896 — — 32,082
1897 — — 23,964

*Société Générale de L’Empire Ottoman.

tSociété Ottomane des Changes et Valeurs.

+Up to 23 Oct. 1897.

Source: Annual reports of the Boards of Directors of these banks.



V
A Millet Within a Millet:
The Karamanlides*

RICHARD CLOGG

IN JANUARY 1923, “a compulsory exchange of Turkish nationals
of the Greek Orthodox religion established in Turkish territory and
of Greek nationals of the Moslem religion established in Greek terri-
tory,” was signed by Eleutherios Venizelos and Ismet (Inénii), the
principal Greek and Turkish negotiators. This exchange was part of
the settlement reached at Lausanne following the Greek-Turkish War
of 1919-1922, which had culminated in the catastrophic defeat of
the Greek armies in Asia Minor in September 1922. There had been
a surprising degree ‘of agreement on the part of the British, Greek,
and Turkish representatives at the Lausanne negotiations that the
Turkish-speaking Greeks of Asia Minor, the Karamanlides,' should be
- exempted from the exchange. Lord Curzon, the British foreign secre-
tary, for instance, after deploring the proposed exchange, was of the
opinion that what he termed “the reconciled Ottoman Greeks, num-
bered at about 50,000 persons,” would remain in situ. Ismet Pasa,
for his part, spoke approvingly of the case of the “Orthodox Turks
who had never asked for treatment differing in any respect from that
enjoyed by their Muslim compatriots, and it was most improbable
that they would ever make such a request.” Venizelos, whose terminol-
ogy was perhaps the least ambiguous, talked of the “Turkish-speaking
persons of the Orthodox faith ... who would stay in any case.” In
the event, however, these Turkish-speaking Greeks, or Orthodox
Turks as Ismet Pasa insisted on regarding them, who numbered many
more than the 50,000 of Curzon’s estimate and perhaps as many as
300,000, were included alongside their Greek-speaking co-religionists
in the great uprooting of populations that followed the Treaty of
Lausanne.

*An earlier version of this paper was published as “Anadolu Hiristiyan Karin-
daslarimiz: the Turkish-speaking Greeks of Asia Minor” in John Burke and
Stathis Gauntlett, eds., Neohellenism, Australian National University, Human-
ities Research Centre Monograph no. 5 (Canberra, 1992), pp. 65-91.
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At the outset, it should be clear that I do not intend to debate
the ethnic origins of these Karamanlh Christians—whether they were
indeed, as Greek scholars declare, Turkicized Greeks, or, as their
Turkish counterparts insist, Hellenized Turks.* This debate arouses
fierce emotions. Some years ago, in an article on the activities of the
British and Foreign Bible Society in distributing Bible translations in
karamanlidika (karamanlica), that is to say, Turkish written with Greek
characters, I stated that the question of the origin of the Karamanh
Christians was a matter of controversy and was likely to remain so.
“Greek scholars incline to the view that the karamanlides were of
Greek descent and adopted Turkish as their vernacular, either by
force or as a result of their isolation from the Greek-speaking Orthodox
Christians of the coastal regions. Turkish scholars regard them as the
descendants of Turks who had migrated to Byzantine territories before
the conquest or had served as mercenaries in the Byzantine armies
and who had adopted the religion but not the language of their new
rulers.” This seemed, and seems, to me to be a relatively unobjection-
able statement, not of opinion, but of fact. Nonetheless, shortly after
the publication of my study an (anonymous) article appeared in the
refugee newspaper Prosphygikos Kosmos [Refugee World], which found
a sinister parallel between my views on the origins of the Karamanh
Christians and those of the Yugoslav Communist Party newspaper,
Borba, which was of the firm opinion that the Karamanlides were of
Turkish origin.® )

While the Greeks seem, at an early stage, to have numbered the
Karamanlh Christians among their compatriots, it appears that only
at a relatively late stage did Turkish nationalists begin to argue their
essential Turkishness.” The controversy as to the ethnic origins of the
Karamanlides has some parallels with the furious controversy that
dominated the intellectual life of the Greek state during its first dec-
ades, arising from the assertion of the Austrian Hellenist Jakob
Fallmerayer that not a drop of pure Hellenic blood flowed in the veins
of the modern Greeks and that they were in fact Hellenized Slavs.®

This debate, by its nature, must necessarily be inconclusive and
appears to me ultimately unprofitable. For what is important is that
the modern Greeks perceive themselves as the lineal descendants of
the ancient Greeks. Whether they are or not is beside the point.
Likewise, in the controversy over the origins of the Karamanlides
what is important is not so much the reality as how they perceived
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themselves. But here I must confess that it is not always clear what
the Karamanlides did think themselves to be in terms of ethnicity.

For most, it was clear that the crucial distinction was that they
were Orthodox Christians. I6akeim Valavanés, writing in his Mik-
rasiatika [Studies on Asia Minor], published in 1891, at a time when
considerable effort had been expended in inculcating in the Orthodox
Christians of the interior of Asia Minor an awareness that they were
Greeks, records that even the Christian who spoke Greek after a
fashion, “is ignorant of the very name of the race to which he be-
longs. . .. For if today you ask a Christian, even one speaking a
corrupted Greek: ‘What are you?’ ‘A Christian (Christianos),” he will
unhesitatingly reply. ‘All right but other people are Christians, the
Armenians, the Franks, the Russians....” ‘I don’t know,’ he will
answer, ‘yes, these people believe in Christ but I am a Christian.’
‘Perhaps you’re a Greek?” ‘No, I’'m not anything. I’ve told you that
I’m a Christian, and once again I say to you that I am a Christian!’
he will reply to you impatiently.”®

It should be kept in mind that not only were many Asia Minor
Greeks Turkophones but so, too, were many of the Armenians of the
region.' Indeed, it is said that when the American Board of Commis-
sioners for Foreign Missions became active in Asia Minor in the later
nineteenth century, one might find on one side of a Prottestant church
Greeks using hymn books printed in Turkish with Greek characters
and Armenians on the other, using hymnals likewise printed in Tur-
kish but with Armenian characters, and the same sounds emerging
from both sets of congregants. In European Turkey, some of the Slav
populations were Turkish-speaking and used Cyrillic characters to
write Turkish."! To compound this linguistic potpourri, one might
also mention the small groups of Armenian-speaking Greeks to be
found in the eparchies of Nicaea, Nicomedia, and Chalcedon who
apparently used Greek characters to write Armenian,'” or the Phranko-
levantinoi, the Greek-speaking Levantine Catholics, who wrote Greek
in Latin characters and for whom prayer books and catechisms in
Phrankochiatika, or Greek written with Latin characters, were being
published at least into the fifties of the present century.”

Then there were the Greek-speaking Jews of Constantinople who
used the Hebrew alphabet to write Greek. Somewhat paradoxically,
the first Greek text to be printed in Constantinople was a modern
Greek version of the Pentateuch printed with Hebrew characters, as
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part of the famous Soncino Polyglot of 1547. This version, published by
Jewish printers who had been driven out of Spain and Portugal, is of
considerable interest to linguists for it was made directly from the
Hebrew and not from the Septuagint Greek and reflects the spoken
Greek of Constantinople in the mid-fifteenth century.'" The Soncino
Polyglot contained, inter alia, a Spanish version of the Pentateuch in
Hebrew characters, that is to say in Ladino, the lingua franca of many
of the Jews of the Ottoman Empire. In the largely Jewish quarter of
Haskéy, in Constantinople, there were also Greeks who customarily
spoke Ladino.”” One could multiply examples of these linguistic
curiosities in that extraordinary agglomeration of peoples and faiths,
the Ottoman Empire, but I hope that the examples I have adduced
will indicate that the phenomenon of karamanlidika was by no means
an isolated one. Moreover, it provides further evidence, if such were
needed, that language is by no means a necessary criterion of ethnic
identity.

The existence of Turkophone Christians in Asia Minor is attested
at an early date. One of the earliest written attestations is contained
in a document prepared for the Council of Basel (1431-38) and based
on a report prepared by three emissaries to the Greek lands. This
recorded that it was noteworthy that in many parts of Turkey (i.e.,
Asia Minor) there were to be found clergy, bishops, and archbishops
who wore the clothes of the infidel and spoke their language and
“knew how to pronounce in Greek nothing else than to chant the mass
and the gospels and epistles. Other prayers they say in the language
of the Turks.”

By the mid-sixteenth century, communities of these Karamanli
Christians are also recorded in Constantinople. By the time of the
visit of the German traveler Hans Dernschwam to the city (1553-54),
they had established their own distinctive quarter in the Yedikule
district: “They are Christians, they have the Greek faith . . . their
language is Turkish™ (“seind cristen, haben den krichischen glauben . . . Ir
sprach ist tirkisch”)."” Somewhat later in the sixteenth century, Stefan
Gerlach noted the presence in Constantinople of Christians who, like
those that he had encountered in the region of Philadelpheia, “all
speak, as do all Christians, who live so far into Asia, Turkish” (“reden/
wie alle Christen/so weit in Asien wohnen/alle Tirkisch”). They were appar-
rently well-to-do and numbered among them many goldsmiths.'®
Another sixteenth-century traveler likewise noted that the “Caram-
anians,” who lived ’neere unto the 7 towres’ (i.e., Yedikule), were
“verye ingenious,” “specially in goldsmith’s work.”'
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Manouel Gedeon, the historian par excellence of “our (Greek)
East” (hé kath’ hémas Anatole), has written that in the eighteenth century
there were few among the Orthodox Christians of any part of the
Ottoman capital who could understand the Holy Scriptures or
ecclesiastical encyclicals in Greek. Until the 1830s, the Great Church
had to translate ecclesiastical documents into Turkish for the inhabi-
tants of the parish of St. Constantine of Karamania or of the Kara-
maniots in Yedikule.? Substantial communities of Karamanli Chris-
tians were to be found in Constantinople throughout the nineteenth
century, mainly although not exclusively concentrated in the Yedikule,
Samatya, and Narlikapr quarters. Their favored burial ground was
between the Silivrikap: next to the walls of Constantinople and the
monastery of the Zoodochos Pégée at Balikly, to the courtyard of which
a number of gravestones were subsequently moved and where they
remain to this day, a mute witness to a centuries-old symbiosis of
Greek and Turk in Constantinople that has now all but vanished.?

Although substantial communities of Karamanlides were settled
in Constantinople throughout the period of the Tourkokratia, many
of these were composed, as the epigraphical evidence attests, of mi-
grants from Cappadocia. The regions of Kayseri, Nevsehir, and Nigde,
~ in particular, always appear to have had the largest concentration of
Karamanlides, while they were also to be found in substantial numbers
in the neighborhood of Konya, Isparta, Burdur, and Antalya. There
were also scattered communities in European Turkey and in the
Crimea. A representative of the British and Foreign Bible Society, the
Reverend Robert Pinkerton, for instance, during the course of a visit
to the Crimea and the Sea of Azov in the early nineteenth century
found the Greeks of Mariupol to be in “a most lamentable state of
ignorance; very few of them, comparatively, understand the modern
Greek. The Tartar, which they brought with them from the Crimea,
is the only language which is generally spoken among them.”? In
fact, however, these Karamanli Greeks of the Crimea, who appear to
have migrated to the region, presumably from Asia Minor, in the
years between 1775 and 1778, spoke a Crimean variant of Ottoman
Turkish,” and books printed in Karamanlidika for the Karamanlides
of Asia Minor circulated among them.

Although the evidence is somewhat contradictory, it would ap-
- pear that even where a community was wholly Turkish-speaking, the
liturgy would be celebrated largely in Greek, even if the local priest
could do no more than chant the text without understanding its mean-
ing. The Gospel and Epistles were read in Turkish as well as Greek
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throughout much of Asia Minor, with the local schoolmaster or the
priest sometimes translating or explaining the meaning of passages
read in Greek.?*

During the early part of the present century, R. M. Dawkins, the
great authority on the Greek dialects of Asia Minor, heard a sermon
in Turkish preached at Fertek, as did Henri Grégoire in- Pharasa,
although both these villages were Greek-speaking.?® A Russian trav-
eler, P. A. Chikhachev, recorded his astonishment during a visit to
Isparta in 1853 at hearing the Gospel read in Turkish, “the language
of Mohammed [sic] the arch-enemy of Christianity.”* Elsewhere,
Chikhachev writing of an earlier visit to Isparta in 1847 recounted
that in their church services the Greeks of the town employed exclu-
sively Turkish.?” Such assertions are made by a number of other writers
and travelers. That great traveler, geographer, and acute observer of
the Greek world, W. M. Leake, writing of his visit to Konya (Ikonio)
in 1800, noted that Greek was “not even used in the church-service.”?
The Reverend Robert Pinkerton, who, although well informed about
the condition of the Karamanlides in the Crimea never, so far as I
know, traveled in Asia Minor, claimed that “in a great part of Anatolia
even the public worship of the Greeks is now performed in the Turkish
tongue.”” A German traveler in Asia Minor during the early years
of this century observed that “even Church services were held in
Turkish” before a greater awareness of their Greek heritage manifested
itself among the Karamanlides in the decades following the Crimean
War.*

Two sources attest to the celebration of the Orthodox liturgy in
Turkish in the isolated community on an island in the Egridir golu
(Egridir Lake). The first is from A. Baumstark, a noted liturgical
scholar. He did not visit the island, however, and gives no source for
his assertion, which may have been oral information.”’ The British
archaeologist D. G. Hogarth did visit the Egridir Lake in the early
1890s and noted that the village on the island contained about fifty
Greek families with a church and two priests. “No service is held
except on the greatest festivals, and then in Turkish, for neither priest
nor laity understand a word of Greek.” The priests told Hogarth and
his companion that the families were becoming fewer and fewer by
the year: “The fathers could teach their children nothing about their
ancestral faith, for they knew nothing themselves; the Moslems were
‘eating them up.’ »%

It could be that these various observers, not being themselves
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Greek, may have had difficulty in distinguishing those passages in the
liturgy that were undoubtedly celebrated in Turkish and those in a
Greek parroted by priests who had no knowledge of its meaning, but
even some Greek sources testify to the entire liturgy being celebrated
in Turkish. V. A. Mystakideés, for instance, in the 1890s noted that
this had been the practice in the villages of Sapanca and Adapazari,
near Nicomedia (izmit). Now, however, Greek was used, although
the congregation became annoyed if, on Holy Days, the Gospel was
not also read in Turkish so that they could understand it.** Although
Ottoman Turkish was used as a liturgical language among certain of
the Jacobite (Monophysite) Christians, and although parts of the
Orthodox Liturgy undoubtedly were celebrated in Turkish by the
Karamanlides, it seems unlikely that the Liturgy was ever celebrated
wholly in Turkish.

It is noteworthy that no manuscript or printed book reproducing
the entire liturgy in karamanlidika appears to have survived.** Certain
of the service books, such as the Psalter and the Gospels, were trans-
lated into karamanlidika and enjoyed a wide circulation, but it appears
unlikely that the whole of the Euchologion to Mega, containing the
liturgies of St. Chrysostom, St. Basil, and of the Presanctified, ever
~ was. Although no translation of the Liturgy into Turkish, so far as I
know, appears to survive, detailed expositions of the meaning of the
Liturgy were published. These included the Leitourgika yini Serif-i
Leitourgianin Tefsiri published in Constantinople in 1898, a translation
of Ioannés E. Mesoloras’s Encheiridion Leitourgikés tés Orthodoxou
Anatolikes Ekklesias [Liturgical Manual of the Orthodox Eastern
Church] (Athens, 1895).% Similarly the Elenchos Diamartyromenon yahud
Tekzib-ul Protestan [Rebuttal of the Protestants] contained a brief
exegesis of the Liturgy.*® This was published in Athens in 1876 and
represented an attempt to bolster the faith of the Orthodox in the face
of the proselytizing activities of American Protestant missionaries.

Moreover, just as a number of travelers assert that the Karaman-
lides celebrated the Liturgy entirely in Turkish, so others maintain
that, even in wholly Turkophone communities, the Liturgy was cele-
brated in Greek, although the priest might not understand a word of
it. Richard Chandler, for instance, in his travels in Asia Minor between
1764 and 1765 on behalf of the Society of Dilettanti recorded an
encounter with the protopapas (highest-ranking priest) of Philadel-
pheia, who knew only Turkish. Chandler was assured that “the clergy
and laity in general knew as little of Greek as the protopapas; and
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yet the liturgies and offices of the church are read as elsewhere, and
have undergone no alteration on that account.”” Three quarters of a
century later, C. F. M. Texier found that among the Greeks of Urgiip
there was not one who knew Greek and that their priests made use
of it only in the Liturgy.® A number of other sources testify to the
fact that even where the priest could not understand what he was
chanting, Greek was nonetheless the basic liturgical language.® Ed-
mund Naumann was assured by Dr. Isaakidés, a Greek of Kermir,
that nowhere in Turkey was the whole Liturgy celebrated in the
Turkish language, for it was in the interests of all the Greeks of the
Ottoman Empire to employ Greek as widely as possible, even in
Turkophone regions.* One British traveler in the earlier part of the
nineteenth century, G. T. Keppel, recorded that in the Turkish-speak-
ing Orthodox villages in the region of Sart and Kula prayers were
recited “in an odd medley of both languages” so that the beginning
of the Lord’s prayer ran “Patir bizim ho en tois ouranois (our Father who
art in heaven).”*

Even in the darkest years of the Tourkokratia, the Ecumenical
Patriarchate seems to have been aware of the need to maintain the
liturgical use of Greek among the Karamanlides of Asia Minor. During
the patriarchate of Hieremias III (1716-26; 1732-33), for instance,
arrangements were made for young Greeks from the Kayseri region
to study at the Megalé tou Genous Scholé (Great School of the [Greek]
Nation) at Kurugesme in Constantinople for a period of four to five
years so that they could read and understand well and correctly the
Holy Scriptures and the various liturgical books.*

Above all, perhaps, there appears to have existed a belief that it
was somehow sacrilegious to translate the deepest mysteries of the
Orthodox faith into Turkish. A passage in the anonymous Apanthisma
tés Christianikés Pisteds yani Giilzdr-1 Iman-1 Mesihi [Compendium of the
Christian Faith] makes precisely this point: “If you ask why these
morning and evening prayers are written solely in Greek, you should
know that the mysteries and rites of our religion may not be translated
into common Turkish . . . these prayers are written in Greek only, so
that the Christian who reads them does not blaspheme against God.”*
Although much of the text is given in both Greek and Turkish, this
particular passage is printed in Turkish alone. The book, significantly,
was reprinted in 1803 at the very fount of Orthodoxy, at the press
of the Ecumenical Patriarchate (Asitinede Patrikhinede olan Basma-
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hanede), newly reconstituted by the Patriarch Grégorios V in 1798.
The preface states that the book had been prepared for those Chris-
tians to be found in the East who had been deprived of the Greek
tongue and who found themselves in profound ignorance and precious
little understood the true teaching of “our Holy and Orthodox faith.”

Just as the Karamanlides during the long centuries between the
adoption of Turkish as their vernacular and the exchange of popula-
tions (1923-24) seem to have clung tenaciously to a liturgy that was
at least in part celebrated in Greek, so they clung equally tenaciously
to the Greek alphabet for the writing of Turkish. Although a consid-
erable proportion of the Karamanlides, scattered as they were for the
most part in isolated communities in the interior of Asia Minor, must
have been illiterate, a substantial printed literature in karamanlidika
nonetheless came into existence.* The first work to be published in
Turkish with Greek characters was printed in Martin Crusius’s Turco-
graecia in Basel, in 1584. This was a translation made by Ahmet, the
gad: of Verroia, of Georgios Gennadios Scholarios’s Peri tes Hodou tes
Sotérias ton Anthropon [Concerning the Road to the Salvation of Men],
a declaration of the Orthodox faith presented to Sultan Mehmet the
Conqueror in 1455 or 1456 by his new patriarch. But this was more
of a scholarly curiosity than a work designed for circulation among
the Karamanlides.

Gennadios Scholarios’s confession of the Christian faith was,
however, included in the book already quoted, the Apanthisma, the
first book printed in karamanlidika (in 1718) specifically for circula-
tion among the Karamanlides. It is not certain where this crudely
printed work was printed, but it appears likely that it was prepared
for printing by Neophytos Mauromateés, the metropolitan of Naupak-
tos and Arta, and printed at the Armenian press in Constantinople,
for, in the early eighteenth century, there was no Greek press in the
city.*®

The Apanthisma was representative of what was to follow, for most
books printed in karamanlidika were religious or didactic in character
and usually consisted of translations or compilations from Greek orig-
inals. In the eighteenth century, some 30 books were published; in
the nineteenth, some 300. Books in karamanlidika continued to be
printed in substantial quantities during the first two decades of the
present century. Indeed, publication in karamanlidika continued in
Greece for some years after the exchange of populations. The Aziz
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Alexiosun ve ciimle Azizlerin . . . nakliyyitlan ve . . . nasihétlen [Sermons
and Advice of Saint Alexius and all other Saints] was published in
Thessaloniki as late as 1929, while the last book in karamanlidika
appears to have been published in Paphos, Cyprus, in 1935.% Only
one of these books, a short history of the monastery of St. John the
Forerunner, Zincidere (Moné Phlavianén), actually appears to have
been printed in Cappadocia itself, apparently at the press installed
in the monastery in 1837 by the Metropolitan Paisios of Kayseri. The
rest were printed in Constantinople, Athens, izmir, and, during the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, like many Greek books
printed for a Greek audience, further afield—in Venice, Vienna, Leip-
zig, and Bucharest.

The staple of karamanlidika literature was made up of prayer-
books, the psalms, catechisms, translations of the Bible, hymns, lives
of the saints, homilies such as those of St. Basil, St. John Chrysostom,
and guides to the Holy Land and Mount Sinai and to centers of
pilgrimage nearer to hand, such as the monasteries of Athos, Kykkos,
and Soumela. Undoubtedly, the largest single publisher, in terms of
copies printed, was the British and Foreign Bible Society (Ingiliz ve
Ecnebi Kitab-1 Mukaddes Sirketi), much of whose printing was car-
ried out in England.*” The Bible Society’s edition of the complete New
Testament, Kitdb-1 Serif [Holy Book: Bible] and the Palaia Diathéke
yani Eski Vaziyet ki Tevrdt-1 Serif de denilir [Old Testament, also known
as Holy Talmud], was published in Athens in 1838, in an edition of
2,500 copies, a substantial number for its times.

Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the
Bible Society was a prolific publisher of Bible translations in what it
termed “Greco-Turkish.”* Its activities, and those of Protestant mis-
sionaries, latterly principally American, working among the Turko-
phone Greeks (and indeed Armenians) of Asia Minor, provoked the
publication of a number of books compiled to bolster the faith of the
Orthodox and to help them resist the proselytizing activity of the
missionaries. These included the Elenchos Diamartyromenin yahud Tekzib-
il Protestan (Athens, 1876) already mentioned; the Hami-i Ortodoksia
[The Defender of Orthodoxy]; (Constantinople, 1883), and the Plan-
ontes kai planomenoi yini aldatanlar ve aldananlar [The Leaders Astray
and the Led Astray]; (Constantinople, 1898).%

While religious literature always predominated, a considerable
amount of secular literature was published in Karamanlidika during
the nineteenth century. One of the most characteristic features of the
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intellectual revival that preceded the outbreak of the Greek War of
Independence was a revival of a “sense of the past”—of an awareness
on the part of the Greeks that they were heirs to a heritage that was
universally admired throughout the civilized world. One aspect of this
awareness of their heritage was the publication for a Greek readership
of a whole stream of works about the history, literature, and language
of ancient Greece, many of them translated from Western sources,
together with editions of the ancient authors. One such, an edition of
the Physiognomonika incorrectly attributed to Aristotle, was translated
first from ancient into modern Greek and then into simple Turkish
(“eis ten Tourkikén haplen dialekton”) by Anastasios Karakioulaphes, of
Kayseri, and published at the press of the Ecumenical Patriarchate
in Constantinople (Islambolda) in 1819: Aristotelesin insan sarraflamast
Yunaniden héliven ki Yunaniye ve dahi lisin-v Tirkiye terciime olup. . . . This
was intended by Anastasios as a small gift to the “heteroglot sons”
of his “most beloved Motherland, Greece,” an unusually explicit refer-
ence to Greece in a karamanlidika text of this period. Another man-
ifestation of this revived sense of the Hellenic past was the adoption,
or the use in baptism, of Ancient Greek names, a practice that scan-
_ dalized the hierarchy of the Orthodox Church. It is therefore interest-
ing that one of the two copies of the karamanlidika version of “Aris-
totle’s” Physiognomonika formerly in the possession of R. M. Dawkins,
and now in the Taylorian Library in Oxford, belonged to one “De-
mosthenés Haci P. Kemaloglu Alasehirli.”

This was one of the many karamanlidika editions that, like many
other books printed for a Greek readership at this period, was printed
by subscription. A total of 319 subscribers bought 851 copies of the
book; 22 of the subscribers were from Nigde; others were from Kayseri,
Corlu, Fertek, Bafra, Dilmosun, Incesu, and Isparta, which was de-
scribed as “the Asiatic Sparta.” The systematic study of these sub-
scription lists could shed considerable light on the social, intellectual,
and religious history of the Karamanlides.

The Orthodox catechism of the Metropolitan Platon Levshin, of
Moscow, first translated into Modern Greek, incidentally, by Adam-
antios Koraés in 1782, was printed in Constantinople,” in 1839, in
an abridged version as Dogru Dinin Tdlimi [Education in the True
Religion] by Paisios, the metropolitan of Kayseri. Appended to the
book is a list of several hundred subscribers from many of the areas
of Asia Minor where the Karamanlides were particularly concen-
trated. These included Kayseri, Kermir, Tavlusun, Talas, Edirlik,
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Zincidere, Stephana, Erkilet, Molu, Nevsehir, l"Jrgiip, incesu, Sille,
Karacaéren, Pharasa, Vexe, Amasya, Bafra, Tokat, Niksar, and Fin-
dikl.

Sometimes the costs of publication were undertaken by local
notables. An example of this kind of subsidized publication is the
Synaxarion [Book of Saints] published in Venice in 1818. Translated
by Zacharias of Incesu, a monk of the Dionysiou Monastery, on Mount
Athos, it was published by Anastasios, the son of Hac1 Yanni, head
of the guild of barrel makers (varilci bagi), at the expense of Haci

Savvas and of his brothers Hoca Anton and Dimitri, the son of Nikola,

of the guild of moneylenders (sarrafesnafindan), of the village of Hagios
Georgios in the Eparchy of Theodosioupolis, for the salvation of their
father Nikola and their mother Haci Maria. Whoever read the book
was asked to say a prayer for Nikola and Haci Maria, when they
would find the mercy of God (ve okuyanlar rahmet bulsun Allahdan).>'

Toward the end of the nineteenth century, translations were made
of a number of French novels, including Dumas’s The Count of Monte
Cristo (Constantinople, 1882) and Xavier de Montepin’s Les filles de
bronze (Tungdan Kizlar: Constantinople, 1891). Xavier de Montepin
was a particular favorite, with three of his novels being translated.
Ahmet Midhat’s novel Yenigeriler was also published in Constantinople
in 1891.% A text on the philosophy of Confucius was published in
1851 and a collection of the stories of Nasrettin Hoca in 1912. Works
of more practical use were also. published, such as newspapers, dic-
tionaries, grammars, and compendia of laws. Much literature in kara-
manlidika, of course, never reached printed form, and numerous
manuscripts in karamanlidika survive.

Although the Greek alphabet was better suited to reproducing
the sounds of Turkish than was the Arabic, it could still not cater for
all the sounds of Turkish, and some modification of the Greek char-
acters was found to be necessary in order to produce an accurate
phonetic rendition of Turkish. Initially, no special characters were
used, but modified characters were used as early as 1784.>* The first
serious attempt to represent accurately, through a combination of
Greek characters and special diacritical points, the sounds of Turkish
came with the British and Foreign Bible Society’s 1826 Constantinople
edition of the New Testament, Rabb-i Isq el-Mesihin Ahd-i- Cedidinin
Tercimesi.** 'The system was continually refined. The Bible Society’s
1838 edition of the New Testament contains a key to the special letters

)



A Millet Within a Millet 127

and signs utilized, whereas the most refined phonetic system was that
employed in the publications of the American missionary societies
towards the end of the nineteenth century.*

Few of these karamanlidika texts appear to have had much in
the way of literary merit. Their greatest value appears to be for Turk-
ologists, for they give a fairly accurate indication of the way in which
Turkish has been pronounced at various stages during the past three
centuries.” Most karamanlidika books appear to have been written
in a rather unpolished form of Turkish, and Janos Eckmann has cited
Chrysanthos Papamichaéloglou of Kermir’s Tefekkiir-i Ruhdni [Spirit-
ual Thoughts] printed in Constantinople in 1836 as a rare example
of a karamanlidika book written in a correct and stylish Turkish,
devoid of “sprachlichen Barbarismen.”*

An interesting aspect of these Karamanh texts is that the
Karamanlides are seldom referred to as Rumlar (“Greeks”), at least
by themselves or those who wrote on their behalf. A characteristic
appellation was Anadolulu Huristiyan kanndaglarimiz, “our Anatolian
Christian brethren.”*® Elsewhere, they are referred to as Anadolu’dan
olan Ortodoks dindar Huristiyanlar (“pious Orthodox Christians from
Anatolia”)*; Anadolulu Huiristiyanlar (“Eastern Christians™); Anadolulu
* Ortodoks Huristiyanlar: (“Eastern Orthodox Christians™); Yunan lisamim
bilmeyen Dogulu Huristipanlar (“Christians from the East who do not
know the Greek language™); sometimes as Anadolulular (“People from
Anatolia”).®

Interestingly, one of the earliest usages of the term “Orthodox
millet” (Ortodoks milleti), to describe the gathering of the Orthodox
populations of the Ottoman Empire into a single “nation” for the
purposes of administration, is to be found in a karamanlidika text.
The title page of the Didaskalia Christianike tes Orthodoxou hemon Pisteos
. . . Ortodoks imammzin . . . talim-i mesihi [Christian Teachings of our
Orthodox Faith], published in Bucharest in 1768, records that it was
printed “at the new press of the Orthodox millet” (Ortodoks milletin
yeni basmahdnesinde). The Greek title page refers to the press “tou Ortho-
doxou Genous ton Romaion” [of the Orthodox Nation of the “Romaioi”
(=Greeks)].”

To what extent the Karamanlides looked upon themselves as
Greeks and not simply as Orthodox Christians during the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries is not easy to ascertain. Anastasios
Karakioulaphés’s 1819 translation of “Aristotle’s” Physiognomonika ap-
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pears to have been a rare effort in the years before the establishment
of the independent Greek state to instill into the Karamanlides some
awareness of their Greek lineage.

Nor is it easy to say what echo the stormy events of the struggle
for independence in the 1820s had on the Karamanlides. R. M.
Dawkins published a translation of a ballad in thirty-two stanzas on
the patriarch and “ethnomartyr” Greégorios V from a collection of folk
songs in karamanlidika made by A. M. Levidés during the long period
in which he was gymnasiarchés (headmaster) of the school at Zincidere.®'
It tells the story of the execution of the patriarch in 1821 in reprisal
for the outbreak of the Greek War of Independence. Far from being
charged with nationalist emotion, the poem is, as Dawkins pointed
out, curiously resigned and submissive: “there is no suggestion of
national freedom for Greece and the Greeks.” It is the Armenians
and Jews who are held responsible for Grégorios’s fate. The sultan
throughout is referred to as pdshsihimiz (our sultan) and with the
execution of the patriarch is seen as a terrible deed, it is also seen as
but part of the immutable order of things, which must be accepted,
not challenged.® .

But if there was little developed sense of a specifically Greek
national consciousness among the Orthodox Christians of Asia Minor
at the beginning of the nineteenth century, after the establishment of
the Greek Kingdom and particularly towards the end of the century,
strenuous efforts were made to re-Hellenize these populations. School-
teachers, themselves frequently of Anatolian origin, trained at the
University of Athens, zealously sought to impart the gospel of Hel-
lenism,® a task in which they were largely unhindered by Ottoman
authorities. Not until 1894, indeed, did the teaching of Turkish in
minority schools become a legal requirement of the Ottoman state.
To use the graphic words of Charles Tuckerman, the first American
minister in Athens and an acute observer of Greek society, the stream
of the University of Athens was allowed to meander more or less
unimpeded through the Greek provinces of the Ottoman Empire.*

Numerous educational, literary, and cultural societies, known as
syllogoi (societies), were engaged in this effort to inculcate a sense of
Greek identity in populations widely scattered through European Tur-
key and Asia Minor. At the time of the Congress of Berlin in 1878,
for instance, there were some twenty such syllogoi in the Ottoman
capital alone, the most important and wealthy of these being the Greek
Literary Society of Constantinople (Ho en Konstantinoupolei Hellenikos
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Philologikos Syllogos), which founded some two hundred schools
throughout the empire.*

Particularly active among the Greek populations of Asia Minor
was the “Society of Anatolians, the East” (Ho Syllogos ton Mikrasiaton
hé Anatole). It was founded in 1891 and was supported by banks in
Greece, by the municipality of Athens, by the University of Athens,
by subsidies from the Greek state, and by the prosperous Greek com-
munities of Egypt, which included many who had migrated from Asia
Minor. The basic objective of this society was the education of young
Greeks from Asia Minor, either at the University of Athens or in
Greek theological colleges, or in one of the numerous Greek schools
and colleges of Constantinople and Smyrna. It was intended that,
once they had graduated, the holders of scholarships funded by He
Anatole should return to their native communities in Asia Minor,
thereby enabling their fellow villagers both to become superior to
those of other races and to retain this superiority.®® Among its other
activities, He Anatolé published an excellent journal, Xenophanés, which
is a mine of information on the Greek communities of Asia Minor
during the later nineteenth century.

The manifold activities of these syllogoi enjoyed the full support,
~and also the financial backing, of the Kingdom of Greece. Indeed,
the prime minister of the day, Alexandros Koumoundouros, spoke of
the re-Hellenization of “our brethren” in Asia Minor as being “our
chief and most feasible duty” in a circular letter of 22 May 1871,
which was addressed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to Greek
consuls in the East. “Hellenism,” he wrote, whose promotion was the
duty of the consuls, was not the exclusive preserve of the Greek king-
dom but was the symbol “of the true civilization of the East.”

The first duty of the consuls was to set up primary schools, with
more advanced schools and gymnasia being established where practic-
able, with the larger centers employing teachers educated in Greece.
The circular called for local notables—the clergy, the overseers of the
schools, the various kinds of teachers, “the educated and cultured
citizenry” (ekpaideutoi kai philomousoi politai)—to rally under the aus-
pices of the school, the church and, above all, the consulate so as to
advance the cause of national education. It commended the establish-
ment of libraries, reading rooms, clubs where reading material would
be available, and, where this was practicable, a local syllogos. It urged
the collection of books, of archaeological works and of objets d’art,
vividly calling to mind the image of the motherland. The ministry
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had drawn up a list of suitable textbooks, and the careful study of the
catalog of these was urged. The ministry had full confidence in the
Athens Society for the Propagation of Greek Letters (Ho en Athénais
pros Diadosin ton Hellenikon Grammaton Syllogos), which was to be con-
sulted over the dispatch of teachers and on whose behalf inscriptions,
etc. were to be recorded, together with records of local dialects, songs,
and folklore.® .

These efforts directed at the “re-Hellenization” of the unre-
deemed Greeks of Asia Minor met with mixed success. One British
traveler, who traveled shortly after the Koumoundouros circular,
found that Greek schools had recently been opened in Isparta to teach
“the rising generation their ancestors’ language.” The schools were
very well attended, and younger Greeks could now speak Romaic
[Greek]; he was told, however, that the bishop of Antalya was opposed
to these schools for fear of corrupting the Orthodoxy of his flock.®
The spread of educational facilities among the Karamanlides some-
times had the paradoxical result that a Turkish-speaking Greek child
would learn French before he learned Greek.® One of these educa-
tional propagandists argued that the primary duty of Orthodox par-
ents was to imbue their children with “the divine language of Plato
and Aristotle.”” Yet a realistic and careful observer of the Karaman-
lides could write, in the early 1890s, that the Anatolian Greek had
not the least idea of Greece, Athens, or the Parthenon.”

One major obstacle in the way of inculcating a knowledge of
Greek into the Karamanlides was the insistence of almost all these
educational missionaries on teaching the kathareuousa, or “purified,”
form of the language fashionable among the intelligentsia of the king-
dom, an insistence that simply compounded the linguistic confusion.
A French traveler, Georges Perrot, noted that, in the wake of the
Athenian newspapers, books, and schoolteachers that arrived in Cap-
padocia, came

le pédantisme et le purisme. On abandonnera, comme impropres et bas, les
vieux termes locaux, qui, méme sous la forme barbare que souvent ils ont
prise, ont toujours tant d’interét. ... On cherchera a y substituer. . .
cette gauche et plate contrefagon du grec ancien qui est maintenant de mode
a Athénes.™

One zealous advocate of the purified form of the language enthusias-
tically recorded at the end of the nineteenth century that the Greek
taught in the Kayseri region was mercifully free “of the foreign usages,
mutilated words, and barbarous phrases with which the language of
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the uneducated free Greeks [of the kingdom] is unfortunately re-
plete.””

These educational endeavors, indeed, not only appear to have
met with relatively little success in inculcating a knowledge of Greek
among Turkophones, but also to have failed, in many instances, to
stem the transition from Greek to Turkish that occurred during the
nineteenth century in a number of communities where the Greek
language, albeit in a pronounced dialect, had survived. R. M. Dawkins
has written that the Greek dialects of Cappadocia were always fighting
“a very uphill battle against Turkish on the one hand and the Greek
of the schools (i.e., the kathareuousa) on the other.””* Paulos Karo-
lides, writing in the 1880s, noted that, in many formerly Greek-speak-
ing communities, only elderly women or grandmothers spoke Greek
and knew no Turkish. He feared that this process would manifest
itself sooner or later in all the Greek-speaking communities.” When
in 1907 Henri Grégoire visited Pharasa, an ostensibly Greek-speaking
village, he noted that all the women spoke Turkish: “ce qui est mauvaise
signe.”’ For the women, who had far fewer contacts with Turks, tended
to retain the use of Greek longer than the men. N. S. Rizos recorded
that, in 1856, Lemnos, to the west of Suvermez, had contained about
~one hundred Greek-speaking households,” but, by the early years of
the present century, the language was understood only by the aged.”

Some foreign travelers, however, took a more optimistic view and
argued that education was not only stemming the advance of Turkish
but was actually leading to the spread of Greek in communities where
previously no word of it had been spoken.” Whether the tendency for
Turkish to displace Greek in the interior of Asia Minor would have
continued unabated had not the exchange of populations supervened
is difficult to say. Moreover, ignorance of Greek was not in itself an
obstacle to the emergence of a strongly developed Greek consciousness.
Arnold Toynbee, for instance, in the course of his travels in Asia
Minor during the Greek-Turkish War of 1919-1922, heard of a
Karamanh Christian from Nazilli who had told a Greek officer, per-
force through an interpreter, that “though my tongue is Turkish, my
heart is Greek.”®

A possible solution to the special problems of the Karamanlides
emerged during the Greek-Turkish War of 1919-1922 when Papa
Eftim (Karachisaridés, subsequently Hisaroglu, , and latterly
Erenerol), an Orthodox priest from the village of Keskin, near Ankara,
established his Turkish Orthodox Church. This was intended to pro-
vide a spiritual home for the Karamanlides; by identifying them with
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the Turkish nationalists under Mustafa Kemal (Atatlirk), he envis-
aged that they would be allowed to remain in their ancestral lands.

Some contemporary observers saw in Papa Eftim’s movement
great potential. The American journalist Clair Price, for instance,
regarded “Papa Eftim Efendi,” the acting metropolitan of the Turk-
ish Orthodox Church, as “a subject to be approached with all caution
for he may yet develop into a phase of the new Turkey, more important
for Christendom than Kemal himself,”® Moreover, the Ecumenical
Patriarch Meletios IV was prepared to meet Eftim’s demands to the
extent of setting up “a special ecclesiastical province, autonomous but
subject to the Ecumenical Patriarchate, in which the liturgical lan-
guage would be Turkish.”® But Eftim wanted a complete break with
the Patriarchate, and his extremism, indeed, proved an embarrass-
ment even to the Ankara government.

The Turkish authorities, nonetheless, continued to tolerate Eftim,
who was subsequently to style himself Tiirk Ortodokslar: Reis-i Rihdnisi
Episkopos (Bishop Spiritual Leader of the Turkish Orthodox), and
from time to time used him as an instrument to harass the Ecumenical
Patriarchate. His flock.always remained negligible, although he was
able to seize two old ¢hurches in Galata in the 1960s, one of them the
Panagia Kaphatiang, to add to the jurisdiction of his Tirk Ortodoks
Patrikhdnesi (Turkish Orthodox Patriarchiate), which so far as I know
still survives, one of his sons having assumed the title of Turkish
Orthodox Patriarch with the title Eftim II1.%

The “Turkish Orthodox” solution, if promoted more sensitively,
might conceivably have provided an answer to the problem of the
Karamanlides. As it was, however, they were included in the exchange
of populations, an upheaval whose tragic personal dimensions are not
easy for the outsider to comprehend. Few of these displaced people
would have had any notion of the Greece to which they were compul-
sorily moved. Moreover, their reception at the hands of mainland
Greeks was not always a happy one. Among other epithets they were
derisively referred to as “giaourtovaptismenoi,” or baptized in yogurt, a
reference to their use of yogurt in their cuisine, and there were com-
plaints of the “ogloukratia,” the predominance of those with names
ending in the Turkish suffix 0g/u.** A nativist reaction of this type was
perhaps predictable, and, after the passage of some sixty years, these
Karamanl refugees are well integrated into Greek society. Until re-
cently, however, and perhaps even now, cinemas in predominantly
refugee quarters of Athens such as Nea Smyrné would show Turkish-
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language films for the benefit of those who retained a knowledge of
Turkish, a poignant reminder of a chapter in the history of the Greek
people that is now effectively closed.
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University of California Press, 1971). On the Karamanlides, see pp. 452-59
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V1

Brigandage and Insurgency
in the Greek Domains of the
Ottoman Empire, 1853-1908

JOHN KOLIOPOULOS

BRIGANDAGE IN THE AREA considered in this essay, was as old
as recorded history. Thucydides believed that, before walled and pro-
tected cities were built in Greece, “men plundered one another,” and
in their everyday life “they regularly went armed just as the Barbarians
did.”! The area under discussion is a wide strip of land to the north
of the 1830 northern boundary of Greece and to the south of a linguistic
and cultural frontier that ran through Epirus in the west and
Macedonia in the east. The region is dominated by a number of
mountain ranges flanked by lowlands, and was thus suitable for sheep
breeding.

The pastoralists of the region practiced the transhumance of
sheep and goats, moving large herds of these animals in late April
from the lowland pastures to the mountain pastures, returning to the
lowlands in October. Their real home was Mount Pindus, easily ac-
cessible from the plains and valleys of the region. The mountain
ranges and the adjacent lowlands provided the suitable combination
of summer and winter pastures for the shepherds, who avoided the
summer heat of the lowlands and the winter snow of the highlands
and exploited the grass of both plain and mountainside. Some pastoral
groups moved their flocks longer distances, sometimes across the Bal-
kans, but most groups practiced a less far-reaching transhumance, a
migratory cycle based on the turn of the seasons in more or less the
same mountain districts and lowland winter pastures.

This practice contributed to the growth of a relationship of com-
plementarity between large estate owners of the plains and migratory
shepherds, but did not reduce the competition, tension, and conflict
characterizing pastoralist societies; on the contrary, it accentuated
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those features as well as the antagonism between animal husbandry
and agriculture—that unmistakable incompatibility of the two modes
of rural life, characteristic of the whole Mediterranean region.?

Competition, conflict, sheep stealing, robbing, and arms- bearing,
in turn, contributed to the development of a military class with its
own ethos. This class grew not outside but within the Ottoman se-
curity system. Unable to place this mountainous region under effective
state control and station military garrisons at strategic points, the
Ottomans licensed bands of Christian irregulars, generally known as
armatoles (harmatoloi), and entrusted them with the task of keeping
away brigands, known as klephts (klephtes), from the villages and vul-
nerable mountain passes. The klephts and armatoles were the product
of a basic insecurity of life and property: conquest and lawlessness in
general and brigandage in particular. They were mountaineers, pas-
toralists most of them, and usually predatory in their habits. The
armatoles were former outlaws who had been amnestied and employed
to suppress outlawry. They operated in bands and under a captain,
who was usually chosen from among the ablest and most dangerous
outlaws and received his authority from the Turkish authorities in
the presence of Christian notables. The captains and their armatoles
were charged with the safety of mountain passes and the maintenance
of law and order in the districts of their jurisdiction, the armatoliks.’

The klephts were mainly fugitives, debtors, outlaws, misfits, ad-
venturers, and victims of oppression. They were men not attached to
the land by property or other obligations who took to the hills. A real
or imagined injustice and infraction of the law, or merely family tra-
dition, were enough to send a young man outside the bounds of lawful
society. In a world in which the line separating legality from illegality
was blurred, crossing that line did not always involve a serious in-
fringement of the law. Klephts, as members of a band of outlaws,
were driven by two primary considerations: survival, which was not
an easy matter, and amnesty, which often entailed enlistment in a ~
band of armatoles to achieve recognition. Klephts had to prove their
worth to the authorities: Through violence and terror they made them- -
selves dangerous and feared, and, at the same time, they discredited
their adversaries on the right side of the law. The most enterprising,
cunning, and dangerous survived and attained legitimacy as ar-
matoles. Once amnestied and invested with authority, they used all
means at their disposal to stay in power; when they were deposed, as
most ultimately were, they reverted to brigandage and tried through
violence and guile to reemerge as armatoles.
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While armatoles were officials in the service of the authorities
and klephts were outlaws, in practice, and in a security system that
essentially aimed at relative, not absolute, security, the two elements
often colluded and merged. As the former were often engaged in
brigandage and extortion or joined the ranks of outlaws they sought
to suppress in order to increase their bargaining power vis-a-vis the
authorities, so the outlaws sought to discredit and depose their adver-
saries or collaborated with them in robbing and plundering defenseless
folk with impunity. It was a game that required guile, calculation,
acceptance of the rules by everyone concerned, and carefully measured
defiance. It also involved, besides klephts and armatoles, a weak cen-
tral authority that was obliged to tolerate a measure of lawlessness
and a populace at whose expense this lawlessness was practiced, which
essentially had no effective means of defense short of taking to the
hills. That some klephts were crushed when they became more defiant
than the system of relative security and lawlessness allowed goes to
prove that klephts had to operate within the undefined but unmistak-
able limits of calculated lawlessness at the expense of the weak.

Born into military life and conscious of their power, the armatoles
and klephts represented a potential threat to the security of the state.
The vested interest they had in the particular regime and the network
of social relationships already described prevented them, however,
from aspiring to national leadership. When they actually rose to such
leadership in the 1820s, they did so quite reluctantly, in circumstances
that favored their involvement in national affairs. The vacuum of
power in southern Greece following the outbreak of the Greek War
of Independence in 1821 and the slaughter of those Turkish authorities
who were slow in withdrawing to places of relative safety was a great
temptation for the military of the region. In search of paid military
service and booty, and while fighting to secure what they considered
their due, captains and their men fought the war to a successful end,
undermining all the while, unintentionally but irrevocably, the very
foundations of their class in the areas that were eventually included
in the first Greek nation state.

Transhumance, brigandage, and a military class were formative
legacies in the new Greek national state. Equally formative was a new
force—nationalism. In view of the inability of Greece to use her regular
armed forces to fulfill her national aspirations on account of British
and French opposition to actions directed against the territorial integ-
rity of the Ottoman Empire, nationalism favored the employment of
irregular forces to stir revolt in the Greek irredenta.
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Most Greeks viewed the territorial settlement of 1830 as nothing
more than a temporary arrangement. Successive Greek territorial
gains were expected to keep pace with Ottoman decline, subject of
course to the fluctuating interests and influence of the European pow-
ers in the Balkans and the Near East. Those, however, were variables
that were subject to divergent interpretations and ignored the objec-
tives and requirements of the Greek state, as well as those of the
Christians in the sultan’s domains. The more sober and responsible
social elements in both realms were understandably reluctant to dis-
turb the peace in the area and thus undermine the fragile security in
both countries. But there were many others who seemed to thrive on
such upheavals. To the captains and their military clientele, who
needed suitable occasions to exercise their particular talents, as well
as to other parties that derived a political profit from band activity,
such disturbances were more than welcome. When disturbances were
slow in materializing, they were readily incited in the name of the
unredeemed brothers across the border. Ottoman misrule could al-
ways provide the necessary occasion for a call to arms, while grie-
vances related to the particular political game that had developed in
the Greek state contributed to the outbreak of such disturbances in
more than one way.

I6annés Kolettes, prime minister (1844—47) and recognized pa-_
tron of the captains, allowed them to pursue their interests relatively
freely but mostly across the border. In that way, Kélettés satisfied a
potentially dangerous social element without burdening state finances,
while creating the impression that Greek national aspirations were
not being abandoned. Koélettés manipulated the traditional military
element without precipitating a break with Turkey.*

Another major factor was the formation of a sizable and distinct
social group of refugees from the neighboring irredenta. Waves of
refugees, corresponding to the irredentist upheavals of the period,
added to the initial stock of refugees who had settled in the Greek
state during the War of Independence. Refugees from Epirus usually
settled in western Greece, while those from Thessaly and Macedonia
usually settled in eastern Greece. Missolonghi and Karvassara, in
western Greece, and Lamia, Atalanté, northern Euboea, Skiathos,
and Athens, in the eastern part of the country, received successive
waves of refugees who formed, along with their descendants, a power-
ful social group that could be described as a “refugee interest.”
Prominent members of that group were to be found in the armed
forces, the press, the political world, and the semiclandestine patriotic



Brigandage and Insurgency in the Greek Domains 147

societies; that is, in the sectors of public life in which irredentist
excursions and risings of the period were hatched. The refugee interest
became gradually so influential and powerful that no Greek govern-
ment dared to curb its activities, which at times amounted to action
carried out by an authority independent from, or, in lieu of, state
authority.

The political turmoil of the late 1840s was followed by the irreden-
tist upheavals of the mid-1850s occasioned by the Crimean War. Even
before the outbreak of hostilities between Russia and Turkey in the
autumn of 1853, nationalist feeling was rising in Greece, as a result
of the celebration of the 400th anniversary of the fall of Constantinople
to the Ottoman Turks in May 1453. There was much talk about the
establishment of a “Greek Empire” on the ruins of the Ottoman Em-
pire and the liberation of their brothers in the irredenta who were
expected to rise in arms at the first signal from Greece. By January
1854, Greek nationalists were able to incite revolt in Epirus and Thes-
saly and to send across the border several thousand volunteers to
support the rebels.®

In January 1854, the notables of the mountain district of Rado-
vitsi, in Epirus, across the border from western Greece, signed a
proclamation by which they solemnly swore to take up arms and fight
the Turks until they gained their freedom. Among those who had
signed the proclamation were local Greek captains in Turkish employ-
ment until the previous autumn, Skaltsogiannés, Kotsilas, Katsi-
kogiannés, and Tsigaridas. At the time, Radovitsi was a complex of
some sixteen villages hidden away in wild forest, where some 1,500
predatory Christian families lived on the borderland of legality. The
district produced wool, cheese, and some cotton, saffron, silk, tobacco,
and nuts, but mostly brigands. People usually reared sheep and goats
in the rich pastures of the area, or took to robbery and sheep-stealing.
Radovitsi, like the neighboring districts of Agrapha on the Turkish
side of the border and Valtos and Xeromero on the Greek side, was
a haven for brigands and outlaws of every description. Brigandage in
this border district was endemic and part of everyday life.®

The appointment of a new chief of armatoles (dervenaga) the pre-
vious year had caused great alarm among the captains in the service
of the outgoing dervenaga. The incoming Albanian chieftain,
Stleyman Frasheri, was returning to a familiar post with quite a
crowd of clients expecting employment. Another member of the family,
Ismail Bey, was also reappointed dervenaga of Thessaly. Particularly
alarmed were the captains and irregulars of Radovitsi; because, in
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addition to the real danger of dismissal and the consequent need for
renegotiation of employment, the Radovitsi captains and their men
had not been paid for the past several months and had reason to
doubt that their claims against the outgoing dervenaga had any chance
of being treated favorably by the incoming one.’

The most important military families in the district, which were
customarily commissioned by the dervenaga to keep the peace, were
those of Skaltsogiannés, Kotsilas, Bakolas, Katsikogiannés, and
Tsigaridas. They constituted a local military aristocracy that lived off
revenues derived mainly from flocks of sheep and goats and from
quasilegal extortion and plunder. As commissioned captains to keep
law and order, they received an agreed number of monthly salaries
for the maintenance of an equivalent number of armed men, 40 to 50
or more each. Appropriation of salaries was one source of illegal
revenue, but not the most important. Commissioned captains received
a share from the booty carried off by brigands in their protection and
operating usually on the Greek side of the border to avoid compromis-
ing their patrons. Another lucrative practice was sheep-stealing, exer-
cised mainly to the detriment of unfriendly migratory shepherds or
rival captains on either side of the border.

Developments on the Radovitsiot uplands acted as a catalyst in
a much wider area, which included Souli, Tzoumerka, Agrapha, and
other districts of Epirus and western Thessaly. But defiance of estab-
lished authority was not as widespread as Greek patriots across the
border wished to believe. The provocative attitude of the captains,
who were in Ottoman service, should not necessarily be interpreted
as proof that they espoused the objectives of Greek nationalists, not-
withstanding the nationalist rhetoric of revolutionary proclamations,
which were supplied from Athens, anyway. Far from being determined
to follow the road of war to the end, the captains and their followers
perceived the events that led to the outbreak of open hostilities with
the Turks in the light of time-honored ways, whereby pressure could
be exerted on the authorities to make them less intransigent and agree
to share power and the benefits deriving from the exercise of power.
Reinstatement in the kaptanliks and eviction of the Albanian an-
tagonists from the coveted posts were weighty considerations; so was
the opportunity for legalized plunder offered by the uprlsmg and the
attendant relative freedom of action.

The display of national flags and slogans did not really prove
very effective in warding off the predators: The enemy was essentially
everyone with cash, sheep, or other movable possessions. Moreover,
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for the captains of Radovitsi who had been prevented for a while from
enjoying the benefits that derived from service in the security system,
as well as for the brigands who collaborated with the captains and
were left without effective protection, the revolt was useful as a chal-
lenge and as an effort to place pressure on local authorities to make
the latter conciliatory and amenable to the demands of the former.

In Epirus and Thessaly, not long after the irredentist distur-
bances, local observers were in a position to follow from close quarters
and record a familiar phenomenon: the submission of many outlaws
to the Albanian dervenagas and their incorporation in the security
forces operating in the frontier zone. By the end of December 1855
some 220 brigands had submitted to a new dervenaga of Thessaly,
Asim Zavaliani. Around the same time, the captains of Radovitsi were
Skaltsogiannes, Kotsilas, Katsikogiannés, and several more who had
taken part in the events of 1853 to 1854. They had all submitted to
the dervenaga of Epirus in April 1854, not long after the collapse of
the rising they had helped so much to bring about. Among them they
had some 150 men under arms, the pick of the local outlaws.?

In July 1856, rumor went round that the strength of the new
dervenaga’s armatoles was reduced from 1,500 men to 700 or 500.
Soon the captains were informed by the dervenaga that they should
reduce drastically the strength of their bands. They responded by
threatening to bring brigandage to a boil. The dervenaga accepted
the challenge and sent in a strong detachment of Albanian irregulars,
but both sides avoided an open clash. Indeed, the two sides reached
an agreement by which the commissions of the captains were renewed.
The renewal was agreed upon at a conference at which a representative
of the dervenaga, the captains themselves, and the notables of
Radovitsi were present. It was a regular and solemn investiture held
according to custom. .

The brigands of the region and their brethren from Greece made
their appearance again on the occasion of another irredentist upheaval
in the second half of the 1860s. A stillborn uprising in Thessaly in
1867 and an uprising-in Crete the previous year provided the armed
host of central Greece with an opportunity to exercise their talents
and prove once more the dominant role they played in Greece and
the Greek domains of the sultan in the southern Balkans. The uprising
in Crete in 1866 and the stirring in Agrapha seem to have been related,
in the sense that a tense situation in the Radovitsi-Agrapha region
similar to that of 1854 began to subside as soon as bands of outlaws
were shipped to Crete to help the insurgents on the island. Indeed,
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it seems that one of the main reasons for the collapse of the mainland
insurrectionary movement was the prospect of better returns for many
mountaineer warriors of the region, outlaw or not.

Events on the Ottoman side of the border after late 1866 followed
an established pattern: the coalescence of disaffected or threatened
local armed elements associated with the security system and insurrec-
tionary tendencies incited by irredentist apostles and bands from
Greece. By January 1867, insurgent bands in the two border districts
of Radovitsi and Agrapha were strong enough to attract the attention
of foreign representatives in the region. A well-informed report from
Valtos has as the main reason for the recruitment of outlaws for service
away from the region an unusually high brigand activity there. Ac-
cording to the same account, “government officials” contacted the
outlaws, who first gathered outside the Greek frontier town of Karvas-
sara and then moved eastward to Eurytania, where more bands con-
verged from other parts. From Eurytania, an unknown number of
outlaws moved to Phthiotis, where they boarded boats that took them
to recruiting centers in Attica for transfer to Crete. Others converged
on Attica directly, where they drove a hard bargain for their passage
to Crete, which George Finlay felt at the time was used by the Greek
government as if it were a “penal colony.”®

Another crisis of the Eastern Question ten years later produced
a new wave of irredentism and brigandage. In the beginning of 1878
and as the Russian army headed for Constantinople, the hotheads of
the “party of madness,” as a Greek deputy called all those clamoring
for war against Turkey (against the “party of peace”)," had become
very influential—too influential for the government to disregard their
calls for action. In that state of affairs, the call for “revolutions” in
Thessaly, Epirus, and Macedonia proved a useful safety valve. The
Greeks across the border were strongly urged to take up arms against
the Turks and thus “prove” that they really wanted to get rid of
foreign rule, while their brethren in Greece were advised to prepare
for action in support of the “revolutions.” Radovitsi was up in arms,
and revolts were incited on Mount Olympus, Mount Pelion, and in
mountainous southwestern Macedonia. )

Officers and their men deserted to join the bands. A good number
of deserters came, or their parents had come, from the lands of their
destination. According to one report, out of some 300 deserters in
February 1878, the overwhelming majority came from Thessaly,
Epirus, and Macedonia. Well-known chiefs were commissioned to
recruit large bands of up to 300 men—captains like Lazos, Olympios,
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Tzachilas, and Vlachavas, scions of famous klepht families. By 1878,
a certain pattern had been established in forming and leading bands
of irregulars, and participants played prescribed and expected roles.
Recruits were not difficult to come by. Contemporary figures and
estimates are scarce; but when available, they explain the influx of
volunteers in times of increased political tension. According to such
an estimate, Radovitsi alone could put forward no fewer than 1,500
warriors, and nearby Tzoumerka and Souli 2,800 and 2,000, respec-
tively. Refugees were always plentiful and their residence was known.
The Macedonians of Atalanté, Lamia, northern Euboea, and Skiathos
could put forward several hundred prospective irregulars. There was
a report even of a “Macedonian phalanx” of 500 men, which perhaps
was no more than a loose collection of men awaiting captains with
funds or promises of rich returns. According to another report, a large
number of refugees from Crete, Epirus, and Thessaly, who lived tem-
porarily in Patras, “volunteered” to fight for the nation.!

Captains were at hand in the expected places. Mountainous
Radovitsi and Agrapha, never really pacified, became once more the
meeting ground of numerous bands led by captains with names
familiar from the previous rounds of irredentist activity. To the east,
on mounts Gkoura and Pelion, other captains, bearing equally familiar
names, headed hundreds of irregulars, recruited either in Greece or

locally. In southern Thessaly, easily accessible from eastern Greece,

a host of captains, local or from Greece, led several hundred irregulars.
In more distant southern Macedonia, particularly in the districts of
Kateriné and Grevena, captains with similar local attachments took
to the field. From February until May 1878, when the leadership of
the irregulars agreed, with British mediation, to lead the bands back
to Greece, the would-be liberators roamed the mountainous districts
 of Epirus, Thessaly, and Macedonia more or less at will and without
any central direction or unified command.

The same districts were, in addition, plagued by hordes of Greek
and Albanian irregulars, who had fallen on the region since the pre-
vious year and could not be easily driven back to their mountain lairs.
In western Macedonia alone, according to one estimate, no fewer than
5,000 outlaws, the majority former irregulars of every description,
competed with each other to secure what little the peasantry of the
region could spare. Grouped in bands of 50 to 80 men and armed
with an assortment of weapons, these outlaws imposed various mone-
tary burdens on the peasants and exercised a parallel authority to
that of the official masters." \
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Some of the most active brigand chiefs of the post-1878 period
in western Macedonia were Zourkas, Dalipés, and Kole Ghizas (or
Kordistas), who had between them in the spring of 1878 some 300
outlaws and acted like the real authorities in the Korestia group of
villages in the district of Kastoria. They had taken part in the rising
of 1878, independent of any coordinating effort emanating from Greece
and exercising their special skills to their particular ends. Following
the collapse of the uprising, they were ready to follow orders from the
Greek consul at Monastir, a connection the latter wished to avoid at
all costs. Zourkas, Dalipés, and Ghizas even claimed that their pres-
ence in the area was necessary, if only to protect Christians from
Albanian predators, particularly from a notorious brigand chief
named Abedin, who proved a terrible scourge of the Christians, both
as outlaw and as captain in the service of the authorities.

In the same area, as well as in that to the southwest, another set
of outlaws operated, most of them also former irregulars. They were
led by Lednidas, Davelés, and a host of powerful chiefs who terrorized
the region for many years. Leonidas was a Vlach from Samarina. He
is said to have taken part in the events of 1878 at the head of a large
band of Vlachs sporting a flag and trumpet. Davelés, the scourge of
the Zagori villages for many years, led an equally large band of outlaws
and achieved some fame and a considerable sum of money. Another
brigand active in the area at the same time was Katarrachias, an
associate of Davelés and compatriot of Leonidas, but who reportedly
recognized no one as his better or equal in the art of robbing. He
signed all his demands to his terrified subjects as “Captain Katar-
rachias” and acted like a monarch conscious of his power. From
Monastir to Vlacholivado on Mount Olympus, no village was without
a story connected with one of Katarrachias’s exploits. He is even
reported to have killed three Turks who dared to cross his path while
he was visiting a village with a large band of outlaws and some 40
pack animals laden with stolen goods.'

Other brigands operated in the area of Mount Olympus, a tradi-
tional outlaw preserve. Kalogeros, who plagued the lowlands of
Kateriné and northern Thessaly from the adjacent highlands, was a
classical example of a brigand joining the national cause to go back
to brigandage as soon as the uprising had been suppressed. Also
reported in the same area around the same time are Stratsos, leader
of an irredentist band in 1878, and Karampatakeés, an associate of
Kalogeros who split from him in March 1878 to form a band of
his own made up not only of local outlaws but also of a number of
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seasoned brigands from Roumelé (Central Greece). Following the
suppression of the uprising in Thessaly and Macedonia, Kalogeros
was in the company of another brigand chief, Chostevas. Between
them, Kalogeros and Chostevas led some 90 outlaws in the Vermion
region. The Greek consul at Thessaloniki believed that this band was
in fact the nucleus around which an irredentist band had formed in
early 1878 and that it was not without some value to local Christians
as a counterweight to Albanian irregulars plaguing the region since
the beginning of that year.

In the same region operated two more notorious brigand chiefs,
Zarkadas and Trompoukes, who maintained that they had been sent
to Macedonia by the Greek government so that local Christians would
think of them as “rebels.” They were not brigands, they explained to
the Greek consul, who was convinced that they were a worse scourge
than common brigands; they remained in Macedonia to keep alive
the hope of freedom among Christians. They lacked supplies and went
without shoes and shirts, forsaken by those who had sent them across
the border as “rebels”; they robbed in order to keep body and soul
together."

In the early months of 1880, some 150 outlaws in the Olympus-
Vermion region formed a loose federation of fifteen bands that re-
frained from committing sensational robberies so as not to provoke
the authorities. The reason for this attitude was that, at the time, they
were negotiating with the Turkish authorities at Thessaloniki their
submission and appointment to the frontier guards. In a letter to the
military governor of Macedonia, the “Olympus captains,” as the chiefs
of the outlaws styled themselves, wrote that they agreed to submit to
the authorities and give up “that disreputable profession cir-
cumstances had forced upon them,” provided that the authorities
would be prepared to satisfy certain terms, the most important of
which was their appointment to the frontier armatoliks. If appointed,
the chiefs promised not to allow a single robbery in the region. This
and other terms, which the outlaws presented to the Turkish au-
thorities, reflected, more than any Greek consular interpretation of
their activities, their real motives and perception of their particular
profession and role in society.'

The new frontier, besides attracting the outlaws of the region,
separated the winter from the summer pastures of most Pindus mig-
ratory shepherds and dealt their fortunes a heavy blow. Finally, no
sooner was the new border drawn and frontier guards posted on both
sides of it than new groups of refugees from southern Macedonia
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settled on the Greek side. Along with passing migratory shepherds,
mobile outlaws, stationary frontier guards, and customs officials, vis-
iting authorities and the fleeing fugitives and draft evaders, shuttling
refugees gave new life to the region. But those with most to lose were
the migratory shepherds, who saw their flocks become the prey of all
those who crossed the border every spring and autumn; and, as might
be expected, they were the ones least happy about the cession of
Thessaly to Greece.

Equally dispossessed by Turks and Albanians in this case, and
more likely to dispossess others rather than lose more themselves,
were refugees from Macedonia, precariously settled after 1881 in such
Greek border villages as Kazaklar, Kesserli, and Rapsang, all in the
district of Tyrnavos. They were mostly idle and did odd jobs for those
few who had jobs to offer, but, occasionally, they went on small-scale
raids across the border. Frontier authorities, when not looking the
other way, tried to follow their movements, but found it practically
impossible.'®

That particular district became a busy recruiting center of bands
as soon as another round of irredentist activities broke out on the
occasion of the union of eastern Rumelia with Bulgaria in 1885. Bands
of “brigand-rebels” were reported in the Olympus region, while other
bands crossed from Greece into the same region. Patriotic societies
in Athens and their agents in Thessaly were again busy recruiting
volunteers for action in Macedonia. Irredentist activities were soon
suspended, however, and were not followed by another bout of lawless-
ness as on previous occasions. Brigands, it seems, were transferring
their activities to Macedonia, where they would soon share the field
with Bulgarian brigands. .

The resurgence of nationalist feelings in 1896, which was fanned
by the powerful Ethnike Hetairia (National Society) of Athens and
which led a year later to the disastrous and humiliating war with
Turkey, revived irredentist pressures. Macedonia, even more than
Crete, became the target of irredentist circles associated with the .
powerful patriotic society and the bands that were called forth by
these circles. Throughout the summer of 1896, bands of irregulars in
the pay of the Ethniké Hetairia crossed into southern Macedonia to
incite revolt against the Turks. The bandsmen were mostly refugees
from Macedonia and Epirus, but there were also many Thessalians
and Roumeliots.

Most refugees from Macedonia were recruited either in northern
Thessaly, where, as already seen, they had been living since 1881, or
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in Lamia and Athens, where they were trying to make a living as
masons or lived on handouts from irredentist circles. Some of the most
active and best-known refugee captains of the time were Athanasios
Brouphas, a mason from southwestern Macedonia who lived in Athens
less by the tools of his trade than on the returns from an occasional
raid; he recruited a large band from among his fellow Macedonian
or Epirot refugees settled in Thessaly or attracted there by the prospect
of incursions in the neighboring Ottoman domains; Goulas Groutas,
who also formed a large band of irregulars from Macedonia and
Epirus; Naum Spanos, another adventurer from southwestern
Macedonia, an itinerant tailor who made irredentist activities and
dealings his second profession; and no less professional irredentist
chiefs like Papadémos, Beloulias, Vrakas, Lachtaras, Alamanos, and
Ververas."” ’

It is not clear how many bands were formed, and it is almost
impossible to arrive at the exact number of bands that actually crossed
the border and took the field against the Turks in the summer of 1896.
Irregulars were not hard to come by: In the border districts alone
upwards of 2,000 refugees from Macedonia provided a ready pool of
men from which the agents of the Ethnike Hetairia and the captains
in its service recruited bandsmen with little hindrance from the au-
thorities. Rifles and ammunition were also easy to come by. In July
1896, seasonal agricultural laborers from Macedonia working in Thes-
saly were reported carrying rifles, which they bought in Greece, osten-
sibly for their safety but really to form bands for an occasional robbery
on the way back.”

The collected bands were the first to cross the border to Mace-
donia and the first to be repulsed and cross back to Greece. Following
the defeat of the army in 1897, irredentist circles in Greece were forced
to change tactics with respect to the liberation of Macedonia. The
operation of Bulgarian bands, in particular, and their gradual en-
trenchment in the bilingual zone of the disputed region forced an
adjustment of band warfare objectives.

Each of the rival nations counted its captains and its recruits, its
heroes and its victims. In this new and final round of irredentist
activity in Macedonia, not long after the disastrous war of 1897, the
Greeks were faced with the old dilemma of using the regular army
and causing perhaps another war with Turkey or allowing instead
irregular bands to take the field against the new enemy and reap the
usual consequences. The new undertaking was essentially a com-
promise forced upon Greek irredentists by realities and a tradition
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that was dying hard. Like the Bulgarians before them, the Greeks
were not slow to realize that local klephts and other freebooters were
the sole medium through which to reach the people and make some
progress. Much as they disliked associating with these local predators,
young Greek officers sought and secured their services even when
irregulars from Greece came forward to take their place.™

Brigands and their special talents did influence the struggle in
several ways. For one thing, their sheer numbers always guaranteed
a ready supply of armed men to draw from, in order to replenish
bands thinned out by death or desertion. Paulos Melas, a young
Athenian officer, for example, reported having expressed relief when
he was told that his band was followed in March 1904 by no fewer
than five brigand bands. Unbending officers made poor captains of
irregulars. Ziakas (Phaléreas), for example, resented the reluctance
of his brigands to expose themselves in armed encounters, their unwill-
ingness to compromise themselves in the eyes of local men of power
and influence, and their refusal to come out in wintertime and keep
away from the flocks of sheep. Unlike his brigand associates, he refused
to see his mission as a seasonal undertaking, with the result that his
band was never anything more than a precarious and loosely held
collection of armed men always on the lookout for a more understand-
ing captain.?

Recruitment of outlaws was never meant to be more than an
expedient; that is, something everyone condemned in principle, but
which almost all resorted to in practice. More than just employing
brigands, captains in Macedonia had their men operate like bands of
brigands. They slept during the day and marched at night. Likewise,
they were obliged to adopt local klephtic dress, which, although less
practical than the army uniform, was considered preferable because
it was identified by local people with the klephtic tradition. In the
same klephtic outfit, Melas felt more comfortable and part of the land,
even as he suffered under the heavy shepherd cloak, which was made
heavier by the rain, and dragged the heavy local shoes.?

More than anyone else, Captain Kotas personified the klephtic
tradition of the region and was one of the last of a kind. Much as
Greek patriotic officers and other officials resented his opportunism
and elusiveness—and some were no doubt more relieved than distres-
sed by his capture and execution by the Turks—captains of every
description recognized him to be the undisputed leader of irregulars.
Melas was captivated by his personality and could not hide his admi-
ration and respect for the man. The idealistic officer from Athens had
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to put aside whatever he had learned about the Greeks of Macedonia
and see the problem and his role in the struggle through Kotas’s eyes.
However, by espousing the Greek national cause to the extent and
for the reasons that he did, Kotas placed himself outside the customary
lawlessness and world in which he operated. Like scores of military
men of his day and the particular region, Kotas admitted, by identify-
ing himself with one cause and one side more than was customarily
allowed his class, that it was no longer possible to play the role of the
traditional captain. Indeed, his departure from the scene had been
long overdue.?

Less known but equally representative of the vanishing captain
class of the region was Naum Spanos. In 1903, he crossed alone to
Macedonia, where he collaborated with the Turkish authorities, who
allowed him to bear arms. He was also in contact with Karavangeleés,
metropolitan of Kastoria, who sympathized with Greek interests. The
following year, Captain Vardas (Tsontos) tried to put him under his
command, but without success. “After all these years as a captain,”
he told the committee that advised him to put himself and his followers
under the command of the Cretan officer, “I can’t possibly become
Vardas’s pallikar. Can I possibly turn a donkey to lead camels? I am
a horse, I kick and jump.” He then returned to Athens, where he
gave up the life of adventure and took up again the tailor’s trade.”

Not so ambitious and mobile as Spanos but no less important to
the struggle were some local men of arms. These men operated in the
same area and did well by professing a patriotism that only the more
naive agents of the Macedonian committees took at face value. Such
was Demoulios Zésés of Lechovo, a village of hellenized Albanians in
the Phlorina district. He had permission from the Turks to bear arms
and keep a small band of six men. Zéses attached himself and his
men to Melas in September 1904, however, because he could no longer
operate independently, on account of Bulgarian harassment. Other
local captains were Kole Pinas of Negovani (another village of hel-
lenized Albanians in the same district) and Tsaousés of Belkameni,
who became a guide for Vardas. After 1908, Tsaousés went over to
the Turks and again sold his services as a guide. Also from the same

~district, Dalipes of Gabresh was a shepherd who attached himself to
Kotas in 1903, when he was also sworn in by a Greek agent in the
Greek cause.®* L

No less enterprising and mobile was another captain,
Karalivanos, a noncommissioned officer. from Thessaly who served in
the Greek frontier guards before he took to brigandage in western
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Macedonia. In 1900, he was granted amnesty by the Turkish au-
thorities and was asked to join their frontier guards. By the following
year, however, he had transferred his services, if not his loyalties, to
Karavangelés. In 1904, he attached himself and his small band to
Melas. Karalivanos joined the patriotic officer from Athens in July of
that year, along with another brigand chief, Captain Visvikés, after
Melas agreed to secure their families in Thessaly and get them an
amnesty if they proved their steel against the Bulgarians. But cooper-
ation with Melas did not materialize. Karalivanos proved more de-
manding than the officer’s funds could permit.?

Equally representative of the local professional men of arms were
such captains as Andreas of Kleisoura, a Vlach village in the Kastoria
district, who placed himself under various leaders from Greece but
who operated rather independently; Anténés of Morichovo, who could
find no employment that suited his tastes and talents after the end of
the struggle and took to drugs; or Groutas, Kordistas, and Mauro-
matés, all of whom went back to brigandage when the struggle was
over; and Poutetsés, who operated mainly in Epirus. When asked
after 1908 to dissolve his 30-man band with the promise that he and
his men would be able to enlist in the Greek army, he found it difficult
to give up the life of adventure and freebooty. He continued to go on
an occasional raid in Epirus to punish “enemies” and encourage
“friends,” as he explained his actions to disapproving Greek officers
who wanted to end such activities without estranging the proud cap-
tain.®

By the time of the Young Turk revolution in 1908, which prom-
ised equal treatment to non-Muslims under a constitutional govern-
ment and essentially put an end to the fighting in Macedonia, Greek
bands more than met the Bulgarian challenge, at least in southern
Macedonia. This region was eventually won by the Greek regular
army in the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913. The wars also removed some
of the factors that had sustained the traditional military element of
the region. Captains and bandits of all descriptions were at last rele-
gated to the past. Some brigands survived until the end of the 1920s,
but they were never more than hunted outlaws, survivors of an era
that had come to an end. The growth, around the same time, of a
popular literature based on the lives and exploits of brigands was a
fitting tribute to an unforgotten national pastime and a nostalgic
gesture for a world that had outlived itself by almost a century.

N
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VII
Greeks in the Ottoman
Administration During
the Tanzimat Period

ILBER ORTAYLI

EVEN THOUGH THE GREEK War of Independence was not the
first successful national revolution within the empire, it had a shock
effect on the Ottomans. The Serbian uprising had paved the way for
other Balkan peoples to revolt and had increased their hopes for
national revival; but the Greek revolution directly accelerated the
Balkan nationalist movements. After the foundation of the Kingdom
of Greece, the Greek nation all at once faced organizational problems
that elicited both hope and despair. After the Greek revolution, the
Ottoman Empire developed a consciousness of decline and im-
mediately tried to change its administrative, educational, and military
structures. Even though Austria and Russia had long favored Greek
independence, they soon gave up their philhellenic policies out of fear
of potential unrest among some of their own national minorities, such
as the Hungarians and Poles, who also claimed a glorious past.
One of the most striking consequences of the Greek revolution
was that the Ottomans began to eliminate Greeks from important
positions in the bureaucratic and social structure of the empire. As is
well known, the Phanariot dragomans in the Sublime Porte were
replaced either by converted Christians, such as Bulgarzade Yahya
Efendi, or by Armenians, such as Sahak Abro Efendi. Some of the
Phanariots, however, remained faithful and favored subjects of the
empire (with some exceptions, such as Maurogordatos and Hypsé-
lantés).' Musurus Pasa was sent as the first ambassador to Athens in
1840 and was hated intensely by Greek nationalists, who attempted
to assassinate him. As a result of this attempt on his life, he suffered
permanent injury to his left hand.? Fotiadi Bey, his successor as am-
bassador to Athens, Kalimaki Bey, the ambassador to Vienna, and
Sava Pasa (who compiled a manual of Islamic law) are other promi-
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nent figures in the Ottoman administration. But these men are the
exceptions. In fact, Greek supremacy in the Ottoman Empire was in
decline. The Ottomans took measures in order to prevent further
uprisings of Greek subjects in the Balkan Provinces of the empire and
the islands.

In the following decades, Ottoman administrative policies to-
wards the Greeks were ambivalent: reforms and grants of concessions
to the Greek communities, on the one hand, coexisted with distrust
and intervention, on the other. One of the most remarkable cases of
countermeasures taken to prevent a nationalist revolt concerned the
island of Samos. The Sublime Porte granted autonomy to this island
by a special concession decree (imtiydz fermim) issued in 1832 and
named it “Sisam Emareti.” The islanders almost gained a constitu-
tional structure. The waves of uprisings had forced the Ottoman ad-
ministration to create such a special status. A native bey was ap-
pointed as the governor of Sisam (Sisam Beyi), and elected represen-
tatives from among the notables formed a meclis (council), which was
responsible for making decisions on matters related to navigation, tax
collection,’ public works, school instruction, and even church affairs.
The Ottoman army evacuated the island, while public administration
and security functions were left to the islanders. Sisam had to pay a
certain annual tax to the Sublime Porte.

In 1861, Miltiadi Bey was granted a new fermdn (imperial decree),
which regulated the functions of the meclis, defining the legislative
period and matters of tax collection and the budget of the emdret
(autonomous province). The annual tax was set at 400,000 Ottoman
qurush and had to be paid to the Sublime Porte in two portions. The
Ottomans, however, retained the right to keep a small body of gendar-
merie consisting of twenty men with their commander. As jurisdic-
tional authority, a judge had to be appointed by the Sublime Porte,
who then would have to work with a court whose members were
elected from among local notables. The first provincial newspaper in
the Ottoman Empire, Vildyet Ceridesi [Provincial Journal], was prob-
ably published in Samos even earlier than that of the Danubian
Principalities. It was probably written in two languages: Greek and
Ottoman Turkish. Even though I found an irdde (imperial decree) in
the archives,* I have not yet been able to locate a copy of this news-
paper. The constitutional status of Samos in a way challenged the
Ottoman Constitution, since it remained in force even after 1878,
together with Mount Lebanon, Crete, and Eastern Rumelia. Yet, fear
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of revolutionary activities abroad, as well as in the Kingdom of Greece,
caused a certain decline of the Greek element in the bureaucracy and
social life of the empire, and Greeks were subjected to greater control
than in the past. ‘

The affairs of the patriarchate also became a matter of contro-
versy. Certain circles in the Kingdom of Greece criticized the patri-
archate for being too conservative, while the Sublime Porte suspected
it of being a spiritual and national center. Russia had an ambivalent
attitude towards the patriarchate, supporting it as it did formerly and
yet hesitating because of the conflict with the nationalist demands of
the Bulgarian Church movement. In spite of this, Russia made a
substantial effort to maintain the representative functions and protec-
tive role of the Greek Orthodox Church in the empire. For instance,
it became customary around this period for members of the Romanov
family to visit the Ottoman Empire about every two years, with visits
to Constantinople and Jerusalem, kissing the hands of the patriarch
in public. Grand Duke Constantine’s visit to Jerusalem in 1859 is a
striking example of this. Russia continued to sponsor Greek Orthodox
schools, defended the rights of Greek subjects, and turned some cases
of conversion into a diplomatic issue.’

After the draft of the general educational law, Greek schools, like
others, were put under the control of the Ottoman Ministry of Educa-
tion. The books used in these were subject to scrutiny. Occasionally,
even some Greek subjects informed the Porte of the “dangerous”
contents of these books. Such a case happened in 1860. Some school
books brought from foreign countries to be used in these schools were
found to contain “harmful” material, and a petition was signed by
Ottomans belonging to different millets,® including Greeks. They de-
manded that these books be rewritten and corrected. The decision of
the Sublime Porte was that the history books had to contain the lives
of the Apostles. These petitioners, mostly mu’allims (school teachers),
requested twelve years to rewrite these books. They suggested Bibli-
cal history for primary schools, and ancient Greek history, general
history, together with Ottoman history and hagiography, for secon-
dary schools.

Others, such as a professor named Filippaki from the Halki Semi-
nary (Heybeliada) informed the Sublime Porte that the professors in
the seminary were teaching the students harmful ideas. Filippaki was
sent to Europe with a salary of 300 franks.” Also, the newly founded
Ottoman high schools, such as Mekteb-i Tibbiye-i Sahine (Imperial Medi-
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cal School), Mekteb-i Miilkiye-i $ahéne (Imperial School of Administra-
tion), veterinary schools, etc. granted a quota of 33 percent to non-
Muslim students of Ottoman subjects. That quota caused both unrest
and a struggle among different non-Muslim communities. In 1857,
the medical school, following a petition from the Armenian com-
munity, reduced the number of Greek candidates from 55 to 50, in
favor of Armenian candidates. That case indicates a general trend in
the Tanzimat Period, when the Greek element in the empire began
to lose its former privileged status among the non-Muslim communities.®

Certainly the reaction of the elite Ottoman Greeks indicates an
attempt to forge an alternative strategy for the Ottoman Empire.
Some of the Phanariots during this era tried to impose a confederative
administrative structure for the safety of the empire and their own
community. One of them, André Coromélas, proposed a Turko-Greek
empire and suggested that the “sultan should have the title of Sultan
of the Turks and King of Greeks.” Another, Stephanos Xenos, em-
phasized “the common interests of the Turks and Greeks in the em-
pire” during the days of the Bulgarian revolt and anti-Turkish dem-
onstrations in London.® Another, Pitzipios Bey suggested in a book
the adoption of Byzantine institutions, equality of two religions, and
the coronation of Sultan Abdiilmecid as Emperor of the Byzantines.
The church had to fight on one side against the secularist tendencies
of some modern Greeks and on the other to oppose the demands of
Bulgarian nationalists, who sought to have a national independent
Bulgarian church.

The Ionian Islands, a joint protectorate of the Ottoman and
Russian empires and later Britain, and Crete were strictly controlled
by the Ottomans. Whenever the General of the Ionian Islands
(“Cezair-i Sab’a Generali”) visited cities like Preveza on the continent,
the Sublime Porte was informed by agents." And the missionary ac-
tivities of British Protestants in the islands were stopped by efforts on
the part of the Sublime Porte, the Greek patriarchate, and Russia.
An irade of 1839 is a clear illustration of this policy."

A report of the Ottoman ambassador Musurus Pasa in London
informed the Sublime Porte that the Kingdom of Greece enlisted the
local people of Crete for the Greek army (28 March 1861). Musurus
Pasa learned about this from his agents in London; he then met with
Lord John Russell, and the Sublime Porte pressured Great Britain to
prevent the Greeks from implementing this policy. Some Cretans reg-
istered in the islands belonging to the Hellenic kingdom had become
Greek subjects. Musurus Pasa demanded, however, that they should
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not be entitled to claim Greek citizenship if they had migrated to one
of the Ottoman Dodecanese Islands or Anatolia.'? Actually, the small
Greek kingdom was in need of population and migration from the
Ottoman continent and islands. It was not rare, nevertheless, for
many of these immigrants to try to return to the Ottoman Empire in
disappointment. The Ottoman government, favoring this movement,
exempted them from the capitation tax (cizpe) for 8 to 10 years, and
sometimes subsidized them in agriculture. In May 1850 alone, 90
families came from Greece back to their home.” During these years,
even the regulations of the tithe (a’sdr nizamndmesi) had been translated
and issued in the Greek language."

Armenians, Jews, and Maronites were heavily favored over
Greeks in public office. In fact, Greek intellectuals had been suffering
from a gradual brain drain, though in certain professional branches
of the army, officers and sailors of Greek origin continued to be em-
ployed. In the Easter season the navy had to anchor in certain ports
because of the Greek crews,'® while in the naval academy (Mekteb-i
Bahriye-i Sdhdne) the Greek language was taught to all the students.
In 1858, a certain Kostaki Bey was appointed to the academy as
instructor of the Greek language.'

During these years, it would be hard to claim that the Ottoman
political mind could grasp the nature of Greek nationalism. Nationalist
movements and the activity of bands are usually cited in contemporary
sources as egkiyd (brigands) and eterya (committees), but countermeas-
ures were not taken at the time.'” Both official documents and Ottoman
historiography reveal limited understanding on the part of Ottoman
authorities of the political background and character of these move-
ments and their position toward other Balkan nationalist movements.

The activities of Greek nationalist bands spurred Ottoman au-
thorities to take some drastic countermeasures. In Thessaloniki alone,
five leaders were arrested in 1852. Thereafter, merchants and priests
coming from Greece to Ottoman ports were subjected to investigation.
Suspected of subversive activities, some Greek neighborhoods in Istan-
bul, such as Tatavla and Pangalti, were subjected to military control
in January 1854, and Izzet Pasa was appointed as military commander
of Beyoglu."® In the same year, the Greek colony of Beirut was put
under strict control. Nationalist ideas spread widely among the Greeks
of the empire, leading the authorities to control every publication and
newspaper from Greece.

Greeks in the Aegean region and Trebizond were enjoying an
economic renaissance. Kydoniai (Ayvalik) and Smyrna had been
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transformed into cultural centers of Hellenism in Asia Minor, and a
rich merchant class as well as one of rich Greek farmers emerged in
small towns like Phokaia (Foga). Greeks were represented in provin-
cial councils (Meclis-i Idare-i Vildyet and Meclis-i Idare-i Liva), but now
they had to share this new privilege with other non-Muslim millets.
At times, Muslim members of these councils subjected the Greeks to
abuse that was repeatedly protested by the patriarchate.™

Administrative policies during the Tanzimat Period also had a
cultural dimension, especially in the Balkan provinces. A good number
of Ottoman officials had a knowledge of Greek and Bulgarian. As
Ahmed Midhat Efendi, a noted writer of the Hamidian era, mentions
in one of his books, “European children have to learn foreign languages-
in school, but Ottoman children [Turks], Armenians, and Greeks of
Istanbul pick up their languages by playing with others....”” A
book, Tuhfet’iil Ussak [A Present for Children], by Fevzi, teaches Greek
vocabulary in verse form to the Turks?!:

Nam-1 Hudddir Teos, ddeme de antropos
Dervige der asketis, evliyd adi ayos

[The name of The God is Theos, and man is anthropos
Dervish is askétés, and evliya is hagios.]
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- VIII
F rom T12a’ife to Millet:

Ottoman Terms
for the Ottoman Greek
Orthodox Community

PARASKEVAS KONORTAS

THIS ESSAY ATTEMPTS to identify the groups of people that
were, according to Ottoman authorities, under the jurisdiction of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. This question is part of
a broader juridicopolitical problem: that of the jurisdiction of Or-
thodox churghes under Ottoman rule. Three factors determined this
jﬁffsﬁiction:@the enduring Byzantine tradition of the Orthodox
Church (fourth to fifteenth centuries), which we know through

ecclesiastical canons and Byzantine-Roman law; (E))the Islamic @
()

that was the official juridical system of the Ottoman Emplre, and
the pohtlcal decm}oqs taken at speci times by the Ottoman admm-
istration cor concerning the Orthodox Chl;I‘Ch Consequently, one must
focus on Orthodox or other Christian sources (travelers’ journals,
archives of the Western powers, etc.), as well as.on Ottoman materials.
For example, as far as identifying the groups that were under the
jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarch, the Ottoman point of view
did not always coincide with that of the Orthodox church. Research
must address the often conflicting points of view of the sultan and the
patrlarch This essay approaches the problem by examining the Otto-
man terms concerning the groups that were under the jurisdiction of
the Ecumenical Patriarch. The terms used by Ottoman rulers very
often betray their ideology, as well as their pofitical positions on these
matters. My sources include published Ottoman documents, particu-
larly those concerning the Orthodox flock, and especially those con-
cerning the power of the patriarch and the metropolitans. These docu-
ments were called by the Czech historian Joseph Kabdra “ecclesi-
astical” berdts or fermdns.
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Before examining the sources, I want to review briefly the estab-
lished theory on this subject.? It is usually thought that the Ecumenical
Patriarch of Constantinople was the chief of all the Orthodox faithful
of the Ottoman Empire. These peoples would be organized—as were
other non-Muslim subjects of the sultan (Armenians, Jews, etc.)—in
their own religious communities, that is, in their respective millets, a
Turkish term that actually means “people” or “nation.” The Ecumen-
ical Patriarch was a milletbag, that is, the head of the Orthodox millet
called in Ottoman Rum milleti or millet-i Rum. The Ottomans used the
term Rum (“Romans”) to identify all the Orthodox, Greeks and non-

_Greeks, of the empire. The patriarch of Constantinople was respon-

sible to the Ottoman administration for all matters concerning the
Orthodox religious community. This last point drove Greek scholars
of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to name the patriarch
Ethnarches, that is, “nation-leader.” Influenced by the nationalist ideals
of the time, they identified the Greek nation with the “Roman” (Ortho-
dox) religious community.* 77

This view that identifies Orthodoxy with Hellenlsm has two sig-
nificant flaws. First, it ignores the historical evolution of the Ottoman
Empire (from the fifteenth to the twentieth centuries) and the pro-
gressive decline in the power of the sultan’s central administration at
the end of the sixteenth century and, particularly, the nineteenth-
century transformations that the Tanzimat effected over Ottoman
state and society The Ecumenical Patriarchate’s role, of course, did
institution of the church changed as much as the Ottoman government
did, reflecting the evolution of the sultanate. Furthermore, this conven-
tional view does not answer an essential question; How could the
patriarch of Constantinople be the leader of all the Orthodox peoples
when the Orthodox Church had been governed for centuries by more
than one authority, each independent from one another? In the six-
teenth century, there were five patriarchates and five autocephalous

archbishoprics. The patriarch of Constantmople for example, ha
authority over the rﬁ?:?ropohtan of Berat (whose office was actually
in Albania), who, in turn, was dependent on the archbishop of Achris.*
In this case, then, what was the meaning of the term Rum milleti?
The commonly accepted view seems to express only the re;hty,
and this only partially, of the second half of the eighteenth century
as well as that of the nineteenth century, when the Ecumenical Patri-

archate succeeded both in absorbing the independent archbishoprics
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of Achris and Ipekion in the Balkans and in controlling de facto the
patriarchates of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem, as well as the
autocephalous archbishoprics of Cyprus and Sinai. Only during this
last era of the Ottoman Empire did the Church of Constantinople
succeed in exercising authority over the whole Orthodox community
of the sultan’s empire. To clarify the jurisdiction of the patriarch of
Constantinople, as it was conceived by the Ottoman administration,
it is useful to consider four concentric circles. Beginning from the
outermost, the first circle included all the sultan’s subjects; the second
represented the total non-Muslim population of the empire; the third,
the Orthodox subjects; and the fourth, the Orthodox who were under
the jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarch. According to the com-
monly accepted view, non-Muslims were, at least from the period of
Mehmed IT (1451-1481), divided into different religious communities,
the millets. The head of each of these millets, the milletbagi, was their
religious chief. Thus, the head of the Orthodox was the Ecumenical
Patriarch and the head of the Armenians (millet-i Ermeni), the Arme-
nian Patriarch of Constantinople, a position that was created ad hoc
by Mehmed II. Finally, the head of the Jews (millet-i Yahudi) was the
Great Rabbi of the Ottoman capital.

Analysis of Ottoman “ecclesiastical” documents shows that the

term millet ' was first used at the end of the seventeenth century to .

refer to non-Muslim religious communities (and did not become pre-

enth century). Instead, during
thé first period of Ottoman rule, we find the term “44’ife” (pl. tevd’if;
in Greek sources taifas),’ which in Ottoman Turkish generally means
“group”; “td’ife” was used not only to refer to religious communities
but to groups in general, for instance, the guilds.® The absence during
the fifteenth to the seventeenth centuries of a specific Ottoman term
used to refer to a religious Community creates additional problems

his authority not over one ta’ife but over numerous Orthodox teva’if.
Consequently, we should say that even if fifieenth- and sixteenth-
century sources on this matter are scarce, according to the Ottoman
point of view, the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople would not
have extended his authority over a unified Orthodox community.
Instead, he was the head of many, different Orthodox groups of the
empire.

Thus, we are confronted with a division in the empire’s Orthodox
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community effected by the Ottoman administration. This seems to
have taken place because of three factors. First, prior to the fall of the
Byzantine Empire, the patriarchate was not yet under the sultan’s
authority. In fact, during that period the sultan exercised his authority
only over metropolitans and bishops in Asia Minor as well as in the
Balkans. Each metropolitan or bishop was the chief of a separate
Orthodox group (ta’ife). Second, the Ottoman administration lacked
familiarity with the Orthodox ecclesiastical tradition. Third, the polit-
ical tendency of the Ottoman central authorities during the sixteenth
century was to divide the orthodox subjects in order to exercise a
more effective control over all the levels of their ecclesiastical hier-

, archy. One thing seems certain: During the three centuries that fol-
i lowed 1453, according to ecclesiastical berats or fermans, the Ecumen-

ical Patriarch of Constantinople was defined neither as ethnarchés

! nor as milletbasgi.

Two further questions arise from the above points: F irst, at what
moment did the Ottomans pass from the numerous teva’if to one
ta’ife? Second, at what moment was the term “t4’ife” (group) replaced

by “millet” (religious community)? As far as the.first question is

concerned, it seems that already during the last quarter of the sixteenth
century the Ottoman administration recognized a single t4’ife. The
era of Ottoman decline had already begun. As for the second question,
the term “millet” does not seem to have prevailed before the nineteenth
century: The Tanzimat era paved the way for the triumph of
nationalism in the empire.® Only from this moment on can one speak
of a “patriarch-head of a religious community” or even a “(Patriarch)-
leader of the (Greek) nation.” ,

I turn now to the third circle, that of the empire’s Orthodox
community. Itincluded a number of ethnic groups: Greeks, Albanians,
‘Wallachians and Moldavians, Slavs, as well as Turkish-rs[;;king
(Karamanli) and Arabic-speaking Orthodox. Even if the heads of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate were—with one exception that lasted no
more than a year (1475-76)°—Greeks or Hellenized subjects of the
empire, the Orthodox high clergy, knowing that the church’s mission
is ecumenical, very rarely used the term “Greek” in its official ecclesi-
astical documents. In order to define their own flock, patriarchs,
metropolitans, and bishops used such terms as “people having the name
of Christ,” “Christians,” “Orthodox,” or “Orthodox Christians.”!

Conventional theory, based on the conditions of the nineteenth
century, claims that, on the contrary, already in the fifteenth century
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the Orthodox community was known as Rum milleti. Thereafter,
ecclesiastical berats and fermans show that the term “Rum” does not
mean Orthodox before the end of the eighteenth century." In fifteenth-
century Ottoman documents, they are called “Nasrdni,” thatis, “Nazo-
reans” (Christians).'? During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
the more commonly used term “kefere” (pl. of “kafir), meaning “in-
fidel.”® It seems that the Orthodox were called “infidels” because
they were the most numerous non-Muslims (i.e., infidels) of the em-
pire. The other religious communities were defined by their own
names: Ermeni (Armenians), Yahudi (Jews), Efrenci (Franks, i.e., Cath-
olics), etc. The passage from Nasrani (fifteenth century) to kefere
(sixteenth century) could be explained by the increasing attachment
of the Ottoman administration to the classical Islamic tradition. This
change, already in evolution during Bayezid’s II reign (1481-1512),
was intensified after the conquest of the Arab Middle East by Selim
I (1512-20)* and reached its apogee under Sileyman I (1520-66)."
Yet, the passage from kefere (sixteenth and seventeenth centuries) to
Rum in the eighteenth century could be explained by three factors:
the progressive influence of the Greek element (Phanariots) in the
Orthodox church as well as in the Ottoman court during this period;
the gradual decline of the central Ottoman administration, which
gave the cpportunity to the Orthodox high clergy to acquire more
political, administrative, judicial, and economic privileges; and the
infiltration of nationalist ideas in the empire towards the end of the
gighteenth century. ~

I turn now to the fourth and last circle, that of the Orthodox
peoples of the empire who were under the jurisdiction of the patriarch
of Constantinople; in other words, the question of the patriarch’s
territorial jurisdiction. Initially the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s juris-
diction was limited, even during the late Byzantine period, to well-
‘defined areas of the Balkans and Anatolia and to the Ukraine and
Russia. Many parts of the Balkans (actually the territories belonging
to present-day Albania, Bosnia, Serbia, the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, and a large part of Greek Macedonia), Cyprus, Trans-
caucasia, Cilicia, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, and many areas of Anatolia
lying approximately east of the Adana-Trabzon line, were under the
jurisdiction of other Orthodox patriarchs and also under several
autocephalous archbishops. The Ottomans preserved the preexisting
‘traditions in many fields of social and institutional organization in
order to facilitate the integration of their new subjects. This tendency



174 Ottoman Greeks in ‘the-Age‘ of-Nati'o};dlism

is attested by the reconstitution of the Ecumenical Patriarchate in
1454, by the existence of Christian timariots,"” and even by the re-
vitalization of the activities of the provincial communities. Similarly
with the hierarchy of the Orthodox Church: The Ottomans neither
abolished its polycephalous system nor modified the traditional ter-
ritorial jurisdiction of the patriarchates and autocephalous arch-
bishoprics. For example, in the ferméns given in 1544 to the arch-
bishop of Achris, the sultan calls him “Patriarch” (Ohri Patrigi, that
is, “Patriarch of Achris”)," a title attributed also to the Ecumenical
Patriarch during the same period (Istanbul Patrigi, that is, “Patriarch
of Constantinople”)." The fact that the Ottomans placed on an equal
level the heads of the Church of Constantinople and the Church of
Achris suggests that the Ecumenical Patriarch was not yet a milletbasi,
that is, leader of the whole Orthodox community of the empire.

The last point to be made concerns the title of the Ecumenical
Patriarch accorded to him by the sultans through ecclesiastical berats
and ferméans and the eventual evolution of that title. The sources
provide the following examples: in 1525, “Patriarch of the groups of
the infidels” (“Patrik-i tevd’if-i keferenin”)®; in 1544, “the actual pa-
triarch of the well-guarded Istanbul and of the countries and areas
that depend on it, the monk called . .. ”%; in 1574, “. .. who is the
actual patriarch of the infidels who reside in Istanbul the ‘well-
guarded’ ”%; in the seventeenth century, “The monk called . . . who
is the actual patriarch of the infidels of Istanbul and of its dependen-
cies.”?; from 1700 to 1750, “the ‘Roman’ patriarch of Istanbul and
its dependencies”®; from 1750 to the nineteenth century, “the pa-
triarch of the ‘Romans’ of Istanbul and its dependencies, the example
of the heads of the Christian community, let his end be felicitous, the
patriarch called. . .,.”%

The difference between the conditions of the sixteenth century
and those of the nineteenth century is dramatic. After 1750, the title
of the Ecumenical Patriarch brings to mind the titles granted by the
sultan to the highest dignitaries of the empire.

Also, the “dependencies” or “the countries and areas that depend
on the patriarch of Constantinople” coincide with the territorial juris-
diction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, as it is described by ecclesias-
tical sources, that is, the notitiae episcopatuum. Only after the eighteenth
century does the order of precedence of the suffragan metropolitans
and bishops mentioned in the berats coincide with official ecclesiastical
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precedence.?”® Concerning the identity of the Ecumenical Patriarch’s
flock, according to the Ottoman point of view, as seen through the
ecclesiastical berats and fermans, we can observe that the terms used
by the sultans in these documents evolved from the fifteenth to the
twentieth centuries in accordance with the political changes of the
times: During the three centuries that followed 1453, the Ecumenical
Patriarch of Constantinople seems to be neither head of a nation nor
head of a religious community. In other words, he exercised his author-
ity over only a part of the Orthodox community of the Ottoman
Empire who is not yet defined as “Romans.” The members of this
community are still “Nazoreans” (fifteenth century) or “infidels” (six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries).

The powers of this patriarch were exercised only in a well-defined
area of the empire, having no national character. The Ecumenical
Patriarch, just like other Orthodox patriarchs or the autocephalous
archbishops, exercised his authority over many Orthodox linguistic
groups: Greeks, Rumanians, Slavs, Arabs, etc. The powers of the
patriarch of Constantinople seem to have been progressively extended
over the whole Orthodox community of the empire in two ways: de
jure and de facto. It was de jure, when the Ecumenical Patriarch
succeeded in obtaining Ottoman documents issued in 1766 and 1767
allowing the abolition of the autocephalous archbishoprics of Achris
and Ipekion, as well as the incorporation of their suffragan metro-
politans to his own jurisdiction. It was de facto, as soon as this same
patriarch began to interfere in the internal affairs of the three other
Orthodox patriarchs residing in the empire, as well as the autocephal-
ous archbishoprics of Cyprus and Sinai.?” This is primarily due to the
fact that the Ecumenical Patriarch was seated in Constantinople,
where the sultan also resided, and also because according to ecclesias-
tical tradition dating to the fourth century, the patriarch of Constan-
tinople was primus inter pares since he was at that time physically
near the Vasileus, the sole Christian and Orthodox emperor.

This essay has a two-fold aim: first, to present some hypotheses
on the Ottoman point of view concerning the powers of the patriarch
of Constantinople over his flock, as well as over the other Orthodox
ecclesiastical authorities in the sultan’s empire; second, to try to dem-
onstrate the importance of the Ottoman perspective in arriving at a
more coherent understanding of this issue. Even though the published
sources of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries are scarce, we can
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confidently claim that the patriarch of Constantinople (backed by the
very powerful Phanariot aristocracy) succeeded in having the Ortho-
dox community of the empire be defined by the Ottomans as Riim
milleti and was able to exercise fully his authority over the whole
Orthodox community of the empire only in the eighteenth century.
Moreover, we can see that Patriarch Grégorios V, who was hanged
by the Ottomans in 1821 and who suffered martyrdom as a victim of
the sultan’s reactions to the Greek national revolution, was surely a
milletbagi. This last title seems to have been granted neither to Gen-
nadios II, the first Ecumenical Patriarch after 1453, nor to his succes-
sors until the second half of the eighteenth century.
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IX
The Hellenic Kingdom
and the Ottoman Greeks:
The Experiment of the
“Society of Constantinople”

THANOS VEREMIS

THREE YEARS BEFORE the turn of the century, a military defeat
at the hands of Ottoman forces in Thessaly discredited the Greek
state as the sole champion of the Greek nation. Three years after 1900,
the dynamic presence of Bulgarians in Ottoman-held Macedonia con-
vinced the Greeks that the Slavic challenge required a drastic revision
of Greek-Turkish relations. These events generated a new outlook
among the policymakers of Greece and a new trend in the content of
its nationalism. :

No individuals better represent the generation that experienced
the humiliation of 1897 and the threat of 1903 than I6n Dragoumes
and Athanasios Souliotés-Nikolaidés. These two men, one a diplomat
and the other an officer of the army, became the harshest critics of
the state and eventually attempted to divorce the fate of their nation
from what they considered to be the hopeless incompetence of the
Hellenic Kingdom. Seeking an alternative to the irredentist spirit that
had created 1897, each one turned to the prosperous Greek millet of
the Ottoman realm. Both placed their hopes for Hellenism in a multi-
ethnic state in which equal rights would be granted to all citizens
irrespective of their creed and race.

Ion Dragoumes’s idiosyncratic nationalism must be understood
in its Western context. The offspring of a prominent family that had
produced several public figures, he belonged to a social elite whose
hallmark was education rather than wealth. He spoke several lan-
guages, traveled in western Europe, and corresponded with some of
the luminaries of his time. He was, moreover, an exponent of the
Nietzschean revolt against rationalism; in his diaries, he often referred
to Hippolyte Taine, Herbert Spencer, and Maurice Barrés. The cult
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of the individual, the veneration of will and power, the primeval
struggle for survival, and the mystical properties of soil and climate
are ideas he borrowed from his Western mentors. Absent from his
work, however, are the racial overtones of Barrés and his contem-
poraries. Instead, Dragoumés emphasized the force of culture as a
primary factor determining communal behavior. He was a critic of
Western rationalism; nevertheless, his nationalist reaction to Euro-
pean influences in Greece was indebted to Western ideas. ‘

The Macedonian struggle and nationalist strife inspired him with
a sense of mission and became his escape route from the inertia and
mediocrity of public employment. He longed for a return to nature
in a country that did not suffer from the negative effects of industriali-
zation but rather from rural underdevelopment. He sought to revive
traditions of communal life long ago abolished by the centralizing
impact of the modern state.

Not unlike the times in which he lived, there is considerable
mobility and change in Dragoumés’s convictions. He began his career
as an exponent of traditional irredentism but gradually realized that
the strength of the nation was not synonymous with the aggrandize-
ment of the state. His term in Macedonia convinced him that the.
state he represented was incapable of unifying the imperiled nation,
and he blamed the “unredeemed” Greeks for expecting everything
from Greece. Instead of trying to revive ancient Greece and the Byzan-
tine Empire, he felt that the state ought to frame its boundaries accord-
ing to the whereabouts of the nation.' After 1908, he noted in his diary
that “the Great Idea was finally abolished. . . . The political orienta-
tion of Hellenism is now the union of the nation in a state more
confined than the Byzantine.”?

Although it is unclear what Dragoumés meant by a “more con-
fined” state, it is certain that since his experience in Constantinople,
he began to move closer to Soulidtés’s multiethnic Eastern ideal. He
was nevertheless concerned that submitting to a multiethnic state
would entail the loss of national consciousness, as exemplified by the
Levantine inhabitants of Ottoman ports.3

Dragoumes’s flight from state-sponsored irredentism did not lead
him to embrace the spiritual authority of the Constantinopolitan pa-
triarch as an alternative source of leadership for the Greeks. His
regard for the church was limited to a mere cultural affinity, and his
secular nationalism was at odds with the ecumenical spirit of the
Orthodox patriarch. “Prelates of the church are not Greeks, they are
Christians . . .,” he wrote.* Whereas Ioakeim III viewed all Orthodox
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people as his flock, Dragoumés as well as Souli6tés appeared to believe
that the Greeks were more compatible with Muslim Turks than with
Orthodox Bulgarians.

Athanasios Souliotés, an officer with a romantic inclination for
adventure, spent most of his years in active service setting up clandes-
tine organizations, first in Thessaloniki, then in Istanbul.> His main
preoccupation was with the Slavic threat to Hellenism, and he believed
that Greeks and Turks could collaborate in a multiethnic empire to
stem the Slavic tide. He was sent to the Ottoman capital early in 1908
by the Eastern Section of the Macedonian Committee in Athens, to
coordinate Greek activities against the Bulgarian Committee in
Thrace.® That same year the independent-minded officer, posing as
an insurance dealer, founded with the supportof Athens, the Organdsis
Kanstantinoupoleds (Society of Constantinople [S.C.]) and gradually
developed his own blueprint for action.

Although it is certain that during its initial years the S.C. kept
the Eastern Section posted on all its activities, the official Greek view
on relations with the Turks remains unclear. According to the Greek
Military Attaché in Istanbul, a Greek deputy arrived in 1907, bearing
propositions for a Greek-Turkish alliance that proved to be without
substance.” There is also evidence that, during 1907, members of the
Young Turk movement, as well as officials of the imperial government,
approached Greek diplomats and Orthodox prelates in order to secure
support against each other. It appears that the Greeks failed to encour-
age either side and remained neutral in this conflict among Ottomans.?

The S.C. was a hybrid of certain official views in Greece and the
initiative of individuals whose perceptions had been formed during
the Macedonian struggle. Souliotés cooperated with Dragoumés while
the latter was serving in the Greek embassy of the Ottoman capital.
They discovered that they shared their faith in the individual and a
dislike for the leveling effect of socialism. Furthermore, they believed
that the nation was a catalyst of all social action and an “instrument
for the perfection of the individual.”® Their relationship with the East-
ern Section (later, Pan Hellenic Organization) was smooth. Colonel
Danklés admonished them against the use of violence, and they man-
aged to allay official fears that they were distributing firearms to their
members.”® Yet, they never managed to convince either the Greek
Ambassador in Istanbul or the Greek Foreign Affairs Ministry that
they were not acting on their own initiatives."

The original mission of the S.C. was to combat the Bulgarian
threat in Thracian cities and towns in the Edirne region and diminish
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its propaganda in areas devoted to the patriarchate. Souliotés’s move-
ment towards the “Eastern” ideal was no doubt caused by the festive
spirit that prevailed during the first weeks of the Young Turk revolu-
tion and the promise of a constitutional regime. “The fact that a
promise that was not particularly sincere could cause people of differ-
ent nations that used to look at each other with suspicion to fill the
streets holding hands convinced me that nations with so much in
common could find ways to cooperate, join forces, and live in amity.”!?

The differences between Souliotes and Dragoumés over the na-
ture of the future state that would host the Greek nation were less
subtle than their friendship allowed them to appear. Souliotés clearly
favored a merger of Balkan peoples to form a single “Eastern not
Turkish state.”'®* He went as far as to profess the assimilation of all
nations into a new race of “Eastern” peoples defined by the common
features of their cultural backgrounds."* Dragoumés was less en-
thusiastic about such a prospect. Even when he agreed to consider
the possibility of a multiethnic state as one of several alternative
solutions,” he maintained that Greeks would also offer their culture
as the catalyst in a union of peoples and would be the heart of a state
that would also include Balkan and Anatolian elements. He insisted
that recipients of “Greekness” were all the beneficiaries of the particu-
lar culture as well as of the geographic and climatic factors that
influenced its development.

According to both men, it would be necessary to persuade the
Young Turks to accept the scheme of a state that would guarantee
the rights of all ethnicities in the empire. If this failed, Souliotés
proposed an alignment with other Turks—be they liberal or Muslim
in their priorities. Once differences among ethnic communities were
resolved, he felt that the states could begin to merge into federal or
confederal entities.' :

Shortly after the proclamation of the Ottoman constitution,
Dragoumeés and Souliotes sent a letter to Greek Foreign Minister G.
Baltatzés urging him to work towards an alliance with the Ottoman
state under the following terms. First, Greece would surrender any
future claims on Ottoman territory. Second, the Ottoman state would
guarantee the rights of Greeks as citizens. Third, the Greeks, as an
ethnic community, would be responsible for their own religious prac-
tice and education.'” They received no reply, but official relations
between the two states improved dramatically in 1908, with exchanges
of official visits and the circulation of Greek newspapers in Istanbul.
Yet, this new liberalization was laden with dangers for the Ottoman
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Greeks. Once they expressed their sentiments towards Greece openly,
they ran the risk of being accused oflack of dedication to their Ottoman
fatherland. The Cretan issue, moreover, soon became another cause
of friction between Greece and Turkey and exposed the Ottoman
Greeks to abuse by the Turkish authorities. Souliotés, who had advised
his government to maintain the autonomous status of Crete and dis-
courage pleas for unification with Greece, complained that he was
being ignored.’® .

The Ecumenical Patriarch was traditionally the spiritual leader
of all Greeks in the empire and, as milletbagi, continued to feel respon-
sible for their welfare. The Patriarchate had never viewed the secu-
larizing effect of the nineteenth-century Tanzimat reforms with favor
and on various instances had been at loggerheads with the priorities
of the Greek state. Since the influence of the patriarch diminished
with every enlargement of Greece, he had little incentive to identify
with Hellenic irredentism.

I6akeim III was no ordinary patriarch. During his first term in
office (last quarter of the nineteenth century), he had favored cooper-
ation among the Orthodox people of the Balkans and had opposed
Greece’s efforts to mend its differences with the Ottoman Empire in
order to create a barrier against a Slavic incursion in Macedonia and
Thrace. True to his ecumenical mission, Ioakeim strove to bring the
Bulgarian Exarchate (which had acquired its independence in 1870)
back into the fold of the Great Church. He failed to appreciate the
significance of rising Balkan nationalisms and was forced to retire in
1884, after being exposed to official Ottoman displeasure.”® He as-
cended the throne again in 1901 and expressed his opposition to the
Young Turk revolt in 1908. Given his past history, it was natural that
I6akeim should view any secular intrusion into his authority over his
flock with hostility and even more so an intrusion by the S.C., an
organization that he considered to be an instrument of the Hellenic
Kingdom. Souliotes took pains to convince the obstinate prelate that
their objectives were complementary and went out of his way to en-
hance the patriarch’s image and even to avert demonstrations by
Ioakeim’s opponénts in the Ottoman Greek community.” The division
of the Ottoman Greek community of Istanbul into supporters and
enemies of Ioakeim was significant. The seeds of communal disarray
had already been planted in the late nineteenth century. The intrusion
of Greece’s policy in the Ottoman realm and the armed struggle in
Macedonia among peoples of the same religion diminished the con-
ciliatory role of the patriarch and increased the prestige of activist
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clergymen who upheld their right to promote Greek nationalism over
ecumenical Orthodox values.

The letters of Chrysostomos, metropolitan of Drama, to Ion
Dragoumeés in 1908 exemplify the most open form of rebellion against
the patriarch and betray Chrysostomos’s willingness to follow instruc-
tions from the “national center” rather than the authority of his
superiors.”" I have been unable to locate any of Dragoumeés’s replies,
but the metropolitan no doubt assumed that his friend was a loyal
servant of the state he represented. Unlike his devotion to the nation,
Dragoumés’s loyalty to the state was, at least in philosophical terms,
questionable. ‘

Dragoumeés had a keen eye for identifying elements in Ioakeim
that defied his own nationalist imperatives and made the following
observations about the shepherd of the Greek Orthodox: “He does
not identify himself with Hellenism more than is necessary to secure
his high office. He has his own grand priorities. He is the patriarch
of the Orthodox and claims all the Orthodox flock as his own or would
like to dominate it spiritually. He is a Byzantine Greek. In order to
maintain himself in his throne he is capable of sacrificing many Greek
interests without an afterthought.”? '

Thus, we can see that the antagonism between nationalism and
the ecumenical spirit embodied in the institution of the patriarchate
would have threatened to divide Ottoman Greeks even further if
it had not been for the Young Turks themselves, who unwittingly
prompted most factions to gradually unite.

It was the intransigence of the Committee of Union and Progress
(C.U.P.) that was ultimately responsible for the rapprochement be-
tween the patriarch and the S.C. In the summer of 1908, the S.C.
founded the Greek Political League (Politikos Syndesmos) to promote
its goals openly and prepare Greeks for the first Ottoman elections
in the autumn of that year. The task of the league was to campaign
for particular candidates and alert the voters to their rights. Eman-
cipating Ottoman Greeks from the ¢’dyé (non-Muslim subjects) men-
tality was no easy task. Moreover, C.U.P. backstage scheming and
intimidation, and to a certain degree compliance on the part of the
ethnic communities, resulted in a predictable electoral outcome.? In
the course of the elections, the league succeeded in persuading the
Ottoman Greek constituency not to abstain, and Idakeim declared
his detachment and referred representatives of the C.U.P. to the Polit-
ical League for consultation.?
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Out of the 253 deputies in the Ottoman parliament that convened
in December 1908, 23 were of Greek ethnic background, and 15 were
members of the S.C. They met regularly with Souli6tes at his office,
or at the adjacent offices of the league, and exchanged views with
Dragoumes there until his departure in February 1909. Although both
Souliotés and Dragoumes were employed by the Greek state, they
could hardly be considered its mouthpiece. The Greek minister’s fail-
ure to respond to their advice® and the candidacy of historian Paulos
Karolidés as deputy of Smyrna indicated their loss of favor with the
national center. A celebrity of Greek academia, Karolidés became the
choice of the Greek Foreign Affairs Ministry to represent its views in
the Ottoman parliament. Failing to understand Ottoman reality, the
opinionated and self-centered Karolidés hardly promoted the mini-
stry’s objectives and merely obstructed the work of the S.C. At various
times, he favored the executive authority of the sultan, a centralized
Ottoman state, the C.U.P., a Greek-Bulgarian alliance, the formation
of a Greek political party in the Ottoman parliament, and cooperation
with the liberals.?

There are no indications that the Greek Foreign Affairs Ministry
had a clear view of the success of the S.C. with the upper and middle
bourgeoisie of Istanbul. During the first years of its operation, the
organization made considerable headway in the middle class commu-
nity of Constantinopolitan Greeks, but there is little evidence of its
impact on the lower middle class, the working class, and the popula-
tion of the countryside. The membership list of the organization (al-
though the professions of more than half of its 370 members are not
stated) indicates that the most numerous occupational groups were
industrialists and merchants (37), doctors (32), lawyers (21), clergy-
men (17), and teachers (12). Clerks (10), pharmacists (5), journalists
(5), engineers (2), coffee shop owners (3), moneylenders (4), sailors
(2), bank employees (3), employees in shipping firms (2), and one
tailor are the other occupational groups listed.?”’

Although Dragoumes’s and Soulioteés’s vision of an Ottoman state
in which all ethnic groups would enjoy equal rights was never fully
developed in theory, it appeared compatible with Prince Sabahed-
din’s® liberal philosoi)hy. In the Congress of Ottoman Liberals held
in Paris 4-9 February 1902, he invoked alleged past practices of Ot-
toman rule to justify his own egalitarian designs,* but his attachment
to decentralization and individualism were clearly based on Western
prototypes. Sabaheddin’s League of Private Initiative and Decentrali-
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zation would promote the kind of regime that would “assure the rights
of Muslim and Christian alike to participate in local government.”*
The prospect certainly struck a cord with prominent Ottoman Greeks.
As the C.U.P. made its intention of opposing the rights of the millets
increasingly clear, members of the S.C. and the patriarchate began
to close ranks in support of the liberals and Sabaheddin.

Georgios Skalierés, the son of a prominent banker in Istanbul
with contacts in Greece, provides evidence of official Greek preference
for the prince. Throughout his correspondence with Stephanos
Skouloudeés (former Constantinopolitan banker and later deputy in
the Greek parliament and prime minister briefly in 1916), Skalierés
insisted that the liberals and Sabaheddin constituted Greece’s best
hope for friendly relations with the Ottomans. Although it is not clear
if the Greek government responded to Skalierés’s pleas for financial
support to the liberals, there is little doubt that Skouloudés shared
his views fully.* Furthermore, in a report to Geérgios Streit, a promi-
nent Greek banker and politician, Skalierés pointed out that when
the Liberal (Ahrar) Party was founded in 1908, the government of
Theotokés as well as the leaders of the opposition parties, Rallés,
Mauromichalés, and Stephanos Dragoumés, all agreed to support it.*?

The patriarch, who had initially failed to see eye to eye with the
S.C. on issues that required rallying the Ottoman Greeks, was even-
‘tually obliged to seek the S.C.’s support. In July 1910, the Ottoman
parliament passed a law concerning the churches of Macedonia, mak-
ing new concessions to the Bulgarian Exarchate. I6akeim responded
in anger and summoned a national assembly of Ottoman Greeks to
decide on the issue.” The assembly, lacking official permission, was
dissolved by the authorities, but the incident pushed the patriarchate
further in the direction of political activism. In 1911, an able priest,
Chrysanthos Philippidés (later metropolitan of Trebizond), was ap-
pointed director of the Patriarchical Archives and editor of Ekklésiastike
Alétheia [Ecclesiastic Truth], a weekly published by the Great Church.
Chrysanthos became a close friend of Soulités and a member of the
S.C.* In an editorial in Ekklesiastiké Alétheia of 10 September 1911, he
warned the Ottoman government that the intransigence of the Young
Turks and their failure to recognize the rights of Ottoman ethnic
communities were driving the Greeks, Serbs, and Bulgars together.
He castigated the C.U.P. for following the German rather than the
Austrian example of statecraft and predicted that, like the Germans
of Austria, “the Turks under the pressure of the coalesced ethnicities
will feel obliged to recognize their rights.”?



The Hellenic Kingdom and the Ottorﬁan Greeks 189

The mounting nationalism of the C.U.P. became increasingly
evident after 1910. According to British Ambassador Sir Gerald
Lowther, “that the Committee has given up any idea of ‘Ottomanizing’
all the non-Turkish elements by sympathetic and constitutional ways
has long been manifest. To them ‘Ottoman’ evidently meant “Turk’
and their policy of ‘Ottomanization’ is one of pounding the non-
Turkish elements in a Turkish mortar. .. .”%

It is clear from Souliotés’s papers and correspondence that the
plan of cooperating with other Balkan peoples to put pressure on the
C.U.P. began to acquire momentum in 1910, but his set of priorities
did not change. These priorities can be outlined as follows®”:

1. To persuade the Ottoman Greeks to take full advantage of
the constitution in order to achieve equal political rights with the
Turks and to strive to attain positions in the administration of the
state in accordance with their numbers in the empire.

2. If that failed, the Greeks were to cooperate with other ethnic
communities of the empire and strive to convince the Young Turks
to accept them as full citizens and acknowledge their rights as ethnic
groups. “If either of the above efforts succeed, an alliance between
Greece and Turkey would be possible. This alliance would become
the nucleus of a Balkan federation.”*

3. If all else failed, the Balkan states should exert pressure on
the Young Turks to recognize the rights of their ethnic brethren. War
against the empire would be the last resort of the Balkan states with
the ultimate aim of including the Ottoman state (as well as Romania)
in a Balkan federation.

In another part of this manuscript he noted, “the federation will
be to our best advantage if it begins with an alliance between Greece
and Turkey. This alliance would be possible if political equality and
recognition of their ethnic status is granted to the (Ottoman) Greeks
and also if Greece and Turkey truly recognize the autonomous status
of Crete.”®

The heyday of Souliotés’s dream for a multiethnic “Eastern Em-
pire” was brief; it was quickly followed by a period of inflamed and
conflicting nationalisms in the Balkans. After the outbreak of the first
of a series of wars that would change the political map of the region
(18 October 1912), Souli6tés wrote to his lifelong friend Dragoumes:
“It’s a pity and a waste of all that we’ve done.”
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X
The Greek Millet
in Turkish Politics: Greeks
in the Ottoman Parliament

(1908-1918)

CATHERINE BOURA

THE YEARS BETWEEN 1908 and 1918 mark the transition from
a multinational Ottoman Empire to a national Turkish state. Charac-
terized by growing national awareness and conflict, those years are
of significance as much for the Greeks under Ottoman rule, as for the
Turks, who were then undergoing their first constitutional experience.’

During the years of opposition and exile (1878-1908), the Young
Turks were divided between two tendencies: the liberals, who were
in favor of some degree of decentralization and cooperation with the
religious and national minorities in the Ottoman Empire, and the
nationalists, who favored a central authority and Turkish domination.
The latter’s instrument was the Committee of Union and Progress
(C.U.P.). With the proclamation of the constitution in 1908, they
became the unchallenged masters of Turkey, and, until the defeat of
the Ottoman Empire in 1918, remained, except for a brief interval,
the dominant political group. Between 1908 and 1918, general elec-
tions were held in the years 1908, 1912, and 1914. All three parliaments
were dominated by the C.U.P.

According to the electoral law of 1908, all male Ottoman citizens
who were over 25 years of age were entitled to vote. Suffrage was
restricted to taxpayers only. The law provided for a system of indirect,
or two-stage, elections in which the electorate would vote for electors
(one for every 250 to 750 voters), who, in turn, would elect the deputies
for parliament. Each sancak formed a constituency, and each sancak
returned a number of deputies according to its population. There was
one parliament seat for every 30,000 to 70,000 men.? Residence was
no precondition for candidature in a constituency.

Elections took place amidst a climate of tension and confusion.

193
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Neither the Young Turks nor the Ottoman administration had any
experience in electoral matters, the electoral law was full of am-
biguities, and all parties involved expected to exploit the situation for
their own ends. The Young Turks were, at the same time, facing
enormous difficulties at home and abroad: the hostility of the sup-
porters of the still-powerful regime coupled with the antagonism be-
tween factions within the C.U.P. itself’; the declaration of Bulgarian
independence, followed by the Cretan decision to unite with Greece;
and the annexation of Bosnia Herzegovina by Austria-Hungary.

The C.U.P. aimed at gaining control over the situation by win-
ning a sufficient number of seats in the chamber of deputies. They
were successful in conducting the electoral campaign throughout the
empire by setting up a network of committees in the provinces. Can-
didacies and platforms were determined after negotiations with the
C.U.P. To be elected, deputies almost always had to win the approval
and support of the C.U.P.*

The turn of political developments had found the Greeks unpre-
pared to face the electoral challenge. Before the 1908 Revolution, the
Greeks had established connections with Turkish reformists abroad
and had considerable contacts with their organizations, particularly
in Macedonia.’

After elections were proclaimed, the Greeks set the immediate
task of securing representation in the assembly that would enable
them to demand a proportional number of appointments in the gov-
ernment and provide them with the means to exert some influence
on the affairs of the country.

Greeks in the Ottoman Empire constituted a substantial minor-
ity® of high economic standing and had a long tradition of municipal
politics.” However, achieving electoral agreement with the C.U.P. did
not prove to be an easy task: the unionists did not accept Greek
demands on proportional representation; they counterproposed that
an equal number of Greek and Turkish deputies be elected in con-
stituencies where Greeks formed the clear majority of first degree
electors.®

The Cretan problem, along with the outburst of nationalism and
religious fanaticism incited by the Turkish press, did not bode well
for the Greeks in their electoral negotiations.® Furthermore, the con-
duct of elections on the part of the C.U.P. fell far short of what could
be considered as fair. Their electoral strength and influence being so
dominant, they could, as a rule, ensure the election of their candidates
for all vacancies. They communicated their intention to the com-
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munities concerned and exerted their power and influence to secure
the election of the names they had put forward."

The elections generated controversy throughout the last months
of 1908, particularly as the unionists failed to persuade the Greek
electors to support candidates among the few Unionist Greeks."

As a matter of fact, the course of elections disclosed an antagonism
between the traditional organization of the Ottoman Empire, based
as it was on the millet system, and the new order of things resulting
from rising Turkish nationalism. The ideal of “Ottomanism,” through
which the Young Turks had hoped to inspire a new loyalty from the
subject peoples and achieve political unity,' was incompatible with
the existence of “national centers” in their realm. They were, therefore,
reluctant to consent to what seemed only natural in the old regime:
the extensive role of consular officers and prelates in the political
affairs of the Ottoman Greek communities. The C.U.P. was exas-
perated when the Greek newspapers in Constantinople wrote that the
Greek ambassador, I6annés Gryparés, had visited the patriarchate in
order to settle disputes among Greek candidates; in fact, when Greek
consuls visited Greek candidates in Samsun and Trabzon the day
before the election, their visits served as a pretext for the C.U.P. to
withdraw the promised Turkish votes that the Greek candidates
needed in order to be elected.”

The Greeks, for their part, complained that Ottoman authorities
concealed the actual numbers of non-Muslims, consequently reducing
the number of their votes.'* They protested strongly but ineffectively
against alleged electoral irregularities at their expense. They even
considered abstaining from the elections.' Finally, reconciliation be-
tween the Greeks and the C.U.P. was achieved through the good
offices of the Greek patriarch.’ So, rather than not being represented
at all, the Greeks reached a compromise and agreed to vote into the
Ottoman Parliament 24 Greek deputies. Part of the deal was the
election of two Greek deputies from Constantinople, proposed by the
patriarch and supported by the C.U.P., and the election of Paulos
Karolidés, a professor of history in Athens University, as deputy of
Izmir. Although born an Ottoman subject, Karolidés had acquired
Greek citizenship and had been deprived of his civil rights in the
Ottoman Empire as a result of his long residence in Greece.

In six constituencies (Idannina, Kozané, Lémnos, Mytiléné,
Chios, and Rhodes), only Greek deputies were elected, as the over-
whelming majority of the population was Greek. The Greek deputies
were mostly professional men: nine lawyers; five merchants and
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businessmen; one doctor; and three senior government officials (see
Appendix I)."7

The Young Turks aimed at a constitutional government that
would soon remove all elements of internal strife and fuse the various
nationalities into an Ottoman nation. Bestowing equal rights to all
subject peoples, they expected from them, in return, to abandon their
communal traditions, which had flourished within the framework of the
millet system, and offer their allegiance to the Ottoman government.

The Ecumenical Patriarch I6akeim III, a charismatic personality
and a champion of the traditional values of the Greek Orthodox
Church, had clearly perceived the threat posed by the new regime on
the privileges of his community. His fears were soon to prove right.'®
The question of communal. privileges became the fundamental issue
of many parliamentary debates. After the suppression of the counter-
revolution of 1909, the C.U.P. embarked upon a policy that reflected
the cultural and political aspirations of Turkish nationalism, with
measures and legislation that hindered the opposition and curtailed
the ‘politicial and cultural autonomy of the millets. C.U.P. policies
nourished dissension and brought about its alienation from the various
ethnic communities of the empire.

Over the years, the power of the C.U.P. became increasingly
based on brute force, and opposition to their methods grew steadily.
The promises of equal treatment to all subjects of the sultan became
an empty letter. The situation was ripe for the opposition to challenge
the power monopoly of the C.U.P." ’

Greek deputies tended to form a “national” entity, by voting en
bloc in what concerned their constituencies’ common interests; on
other matters, each one of them decided and voted individually. Aris-
tidés Georgantzoglou, deputy for Izmir, was considered the leader of
the Greek group.”

Some of the Greek deputies were members of the C.U.P., whereas
others were adhering to the decentralization policy of the liberals.
Despite their different political affiliations, the body of Greek deputies
constituted the first official collective participation of the Greek nation
in the political affairs of the Ottoman Empire. It was through this
function that political antagonisms, this time within the Greek com-
munity itself, assumed a new dimension, reflecting the different per-
ceptions of national policy among Greeks still living in the Ottoman
Empire. With the aim of coordinating Greek political activities to
meet the challenge of the emerging force of Turkish nationalism, two
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chief architects of the Greek Macedonian struggle, I6n Dragoumés,
a Greek diplomat, and Athanasios Souliotés-Nikolaidés, a former offi-
cer of the Greek army, formed a secret society named the “Society of
Constantinople” (S.C.). Exerting some influence through their con-
nections in the Foreign Affairs Ministry in Athens, they succeeded in
getting involved in matters of policy concerning the Greek com-
munities in the Ottoman Empire. They set up a covert organization
called the Politikos Syndesmos (Political League), and, through it, they
managed to direct the political activities of Ottoman Greeks for about
four years.” Their tactics were to challenge the authority of the pat-
riarchate, whose ecumenical tradition could not be accommodated
within the values of a national state and secular nationalism, and to
generate disruption and disunity among the Greeks in the Ottoman
Empire. The conflict escalated during the years from 1910 to 1911
and culminated in 1912, when the Greeks contested the elections,
themselves divided into two groups representing two contradictory
policies. ,

Towards the end of 1910, at the insistence of the Politikos Syn-
desmos, a Greek political party was organized in the confident antici-
pation that it would become the pole of attraction of all disillusioned
nationalities. The formation of the “Greek Party” (Hellenikon Politikon
Komma) divided the Greek parliamentary group, as only 16 out of the
24 Greek deputies agreed to become its members.?? The Greek Party
gave its support to the liberals, who, in November 1911 organized
themselves into the heterogeneous opposition party of “Freedom and
Understanding” (Eleutheria kai Synennoésé).”® Cooperation between the
Political League and the new party reached its peak during the 1912
elections.

The new party was virtually the only credible opposition to the
C.U.P. The Unionists were still, however, the undisputable masters
of the situation. In January 1912, they hastened to dissolve parliament
and proclaim new elections. With their nationwide organization and
tight control over the administration, they were in a position to win
a comfortable victory that would again permit them to dominate the
assembly. ‘

After the dissolution of parliament, the C.U.P. took the initiative
to negotiate for Greek support in the forthcoming elections. C.U.P.
ministers Tal’at and Halil undertook to visit the patriarch and offered
to raise the number of Greek deputies to 45, while they also proposed
to come to an agreement with the patriarchate on the issue of millet
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privileges and promised to appoint a number of Greeks to government
positions and the civil service.”

There is no evidence that the C.U.P. intended to fulfill those
promises. Neither is there any indication that the patriarch believed
those promises when he advocated electoral cooperation with the
C.U.P. The fact remains that this cooperation did not materialize,
since the Political League eventually enforced cooperation with the
liberals. This policy could not be unanimously accepted by the Greek .
electorate. There were Greek deputies who were already members of
the C.U.P. (Narlés, Orphanidés, Kophides). Others (Karolideés, -
Emmanouélidés, Savvopoulos) opted for cooperation with the C.U.P.
simply because they believed that the Unionist Party, being a solidly
organized political force, would use all possible means to secure re-
election; cooperation with the opposition would, therefore, only reduce
the possibilities for a fair Greek representation in the Ottoman
Parliament.?

Disregarding differences of opinion, the Political League under-
took to conduct the electoral struggle against the C.U.P. It decided
that only the sixteen deputies who were members of the Greek Party
should be supported as candidates, excluding from its ballot those
who did not adhere to its policies.” Kophidés, Narlés, Michaélidés,
Savvopoulos, Emmanouélidés, Orphanidés, Artas, and Karolides
Joined the G.U.P. ballot. The electoral campaign did not escape per-
sonal antagonisms and individual quarrels. Often contrary to the
recommendations of communities and metropolitan bishops, and even
of a few consuls, the Political League preferred to jeopardize the
election of Greek deputies rather than accept the Greek candidates
supported by the C.U.P. The Greek policy was therefore entangled
in the priorities set forth by the Society of Constantinople and even-
tually turned the issue of the election of Greek deputies into a question
of antagonism within the Greek community.

The Political League was able to enlist certain Bulgarian and
Armenian factions in its electoral campaigns.? Nevertheless, being
the dominant party, the Unionists used every means to succeed in
having their candidates elected. ‘

Ultimately, a few opposition members were elected. The Greek
party fared worse than in 1908; the overall number of Greek deputies
elected was reduced to 16 and almost all of them were elected on the
Unionist ballot. Only four candidates of the Political League were
elected: two in IGannina; one in Gelibolu; and one in Serres. By
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contrast, the number of government officials among Greek deputies
increased: three deputies were employees of the Tobacco Régie; one
was a district attorney. The rest came from the class of professionals:
five lawyers; one doctor; and one businessman (see Appendix II).

The sweeping victory of the C.U.P., though morally disputed by
the opposition, raised many doubts about the effectiveness of the
Politicial League’s policy, as it allegedly divided the Greeks and caused
a deterioration in intercommunal relations. The elections of 1912 were
by all means a futile effort as the parliament of 1912 was only a
short-lived one. In August 1912, a few months after the elections, the
C.U.P. was temporarily ousted from power. The Balkan Wars that
followed a few months later created a new situation of unrest.

Yet, the end of the war called for a return to normal politics. For
the Unionists, triumphantly back in power after a few months interval,
this meant the restoration of the parliament and a parliamentary
regime.

In the midst of a climate of suspicion, elections were held during
the winter of 1913-14 with the C.U.P. as the only organized political
party to contest them.? Without having been officially dissolved, the
liberal party of Freedom and Understanding had ceased to exist.
Opposition groups were persecuted and leaders were exiled. The So-
ciety of Constantinople and the Political League, sharing the fate of
the opposition, were also dissolved. Its ardent supporters, Bousios
and Kosmides, deputies that did not return to the 1912 parliament,
were deported. They took refuge in Greece, as did the deputy of Tzmir,
P. Karolidés, who was reelected despite the polemics of the Society
of Constantinople against him. As the Ottoman Empire had lost most
of its European provinces, deputies from Macedonia, Epirus, and the
islands could no longer serve in the Ottoman Parliament.

It was at that time that the death of the Ecumenical Patriarch
I6akeim IIT deprived the “unredeemed” Greeks of a leading figure
who imposed his authority on Turks and Greeks alike. His successor,
Germanos V, was an able man, but lacked his predecessor’s political
astuteness and qualities of leadership.

Negotiations concerning the Greek deputies in the 1914 elections
were held between the patriarchate and the C.U.P. The Greeks sought
again to achieve proportional representation, only to have their de-
mands rejected. Considering the situation, however, they thought it
best to cooperate with the Unionists. After long and protracted discus-
sions, the C.U.P. accepted that the Greek deputies be persons ap-
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proved by the Greek communities provided they were not ardent
communalists and were approved by the committee before they stood
for election.® The Greek demand for three deputies from Constan-
tinople was met this time. Election of two Greek deputies from Trab-
zon was also accepted. Though the matter was resolved behind the
scenes, not all the 16 Greek deputies elected were Unionist nominees.
The outstanding majority this time were government officials; there
were also two lawyers, three businessmen, and one senior official of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate (see Appendix IIT). ,

The fortunes of the Greeks in the Ottoman Empire deteriorated
rapidly during the Great War. From 1914 on, the C.U.P. completed
and speeded up the process of transforming the multinational empire
into a national Turkish state, a process that had started in 1908 with
the Young Turk Revolution. Determined to secularize the empire, the
Unionists passed a series of laws abolishing the collective national
representation of the different ethnic-religious communities. The pa-
triarchate’s privileges were sei/erely curtailed.”

When Greece threw in its lot with the Entente Powers in 1917,
the Istanbul government took draconian measures against the Otto-
man Greeks. Massive deportations of Greeks from strategically sensi-
tive areas took place, while a severe commercial boycott was used to
destroy the Greek merchant class in Istanbul and Izmir.® With the
outbreak of the war, the Military Service Law providing for conscrip-
tion of non-Muslims, which the Greek deputies had welcomed in 1909
as a step towards the peaceful association of the peoples of the empire,
was turned into another means for their persecution.

There was very little the Greek deputies could do to improve
Greek fortunes in the Ottoman Empire between 1914 and 1918, It
was only after the armistice of 1918 that they spoke in the assembly,
giving details of the persecutions against their community and de-
manding that those responsible be condemned.*

With the signing of the Mudros Armistice (30 October 1918),
the Ottoman Empire, and with it the C.U.P., passed into history.
The antagonisms between Greece and Turkey that climaxed in the
years between 1919 and 1922 ended with the triumph of Turkish
nationalists in Asia Minor. The state that emerged was a modern
national state whose foundations had been laid by the C.U.P. during
the years between 1908 and 1918,

In the general elections of December 1919, the victors were the
two groups that did not officially participate: the C.U.P., which had
dissolved itself a year earlier, and the nationalists, who had already
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prevailed in Anatolia. The Greeks, too busy with the Peace Confer-
ence, did not take part in these elections. Their decision to refrain -
from participation in the general elections of 1919, coupled with their
proclamation of releasing themselves of their Ottoman civic respon-
sibilites, mark, perhaps, the formal demise of the Greek millet.®

The attitude of the Greeks towards Unionist politics was not
monolithic. Many of them believed that compromising with the new
trends of the C.U.P. would give them a chance to survive and develop
within the framework of the political realities offered by the new
regime. Others believed that they should struggle to preserve their
long-standing communal rights; in their view, these rights could be
accommodated only within the politics of decentralization offered by
the liberals, who favored the multinational nature of the empire.

The Young Turks’ early principles had been those of the French
Revolution; they had sought to reconcile the peoples of the empire,
aiming at maintaining its integrity. But now, any national ambitions
that non-Muslim and non-Turkish peoples might have nourished were
incompatible with the new conception of state and had to be aban-
doned. Similarly, the “national centers” that had developed within
the framework of the millet system could not be accommodated within
the new nation and were to be destroyed.
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APPENDIX I

Greek Deputies (24) in the Ottoman Parliament 19081912

Istanbul:

Thessaloniki:

Argyrokastro (Dryinoupolis):

Monastir:
I6annina:

Serres:

Kozane:

Gelibolu:
Catalca and Silivri:
Lémnos:

Mytilene:

Sporades and the

Dodecanese Islands:

Chios:
Smyrna (Izmir):

Ayvalik, Balikesir:

Nigde:
Izmit:
Trabzon:

K. Konstantinidés, lawyer
P. Kosmides, lawyer
G. Artas, lawyer
G. Chonaios, interpreter at the
Greek Consulate
I. Mamopoulos, lawyer in Constantinople
Tr. Narlés, lawyer
D. Kinkos
K. Sourlas
D. Dinkas, lawyer at the
Greek Consulate in Thessaloniki
G. Bousios, landowner, merchant
K. Drizés, lawyer (in the summer of
1909, he resigned; Ch. Vamvakas,
lawyer, was elected in his place
in December 1909)
S. Narlés, physician in Constantinople
D. Zapheiropoulos, merchant
M. Stelios, assistant mutessarif
of Lemnos
M. Saltas, landowner
P. Bostanés, landowner and merchant

Th. Konstantinidés

M. Tselempidés

P. Karolidés, professor of history,
Athens University.

A. Gedrgantzoglou, assistant of the
vali of Sivas (Sevasteia)

Georgantzoglou became senator
toward the end 0f 1910. His nephew,

E. Emmanouelidés, lawyer, was elected
in his place.

K. Savvopoulos, employee of the
Tobacco Régie

G. Kourtoglou, merchant

A. Michaélidés, merchant

M. Kophideés, employee of the
Tobacco Régie
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Greek Deputies (16) in the Ottoman Parliament 1912-1914

Istanbul:

bl

Thessaloniki:
Monastir:
I6annina:

Serres:
Gelibolu:
Mpytiléne:
Chios:

Izmir:
Ayvalik, Balikesir:
Nigde:

Izmit:
Trabzon:

G. Artas, lawyer

V. Orphanidés, employee of the
Tobacco Régie

K. Kotsanos

T. Nales, lawyer

D. Kinkos

K. Sourlas

D. Dinkas, lawyer

S. Narlés, physician in Constantinople

D. Savvas, lawyer

Apodiakos*

P. Karolides, professor of history

E. Emmanouelidés, lawyer

K. Savvopoulos, employee of
Tobacco Régie

A. Kalinoglou, district attorney

A. Michaélides, merchant

M. Képhides, employee of Tobacco Régie

*From the list of Ahmad and Rustow, “Ikinci Mesrutiyet.”
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APPENDIX III

Greek Deputies (16) in the Ottoman Parliament 1914—1918

Istanbul:

Gelibolu:

Tekirdag:

Catalca and Silivri:

Izmir:

Ayvalik, Balikesir:

Nigde:
Izmit:
Trabzon:

Samsun:
Karahisar:

V. Orphanidés, employee of the
Tobacco Régie

V. Tsormpatzoglou, senior government
official (administrative)

I. Charalampidés, lawyer

D. Phytos, senior employee of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate

Th. Eukleideés, public inspector

Th. Démétriadés, senior government
official

E. Emmanouélidés, lawyer

S. Symeonoglou, merchant

E. Meimaroglou, engineer

K. Savvopoulos, employee of the
Tobacco Régie

A Kalinoglou, district attorney

A. Michaélidés, merchant
M. Kophidés, employee of the
Tobacco Régie
G. I6annidés, employee of the
Tobacco Régie
Th. Arzoglou, merchant
I. Gevenidés, senior government official

*From the list of Ahmad and Rustow, “Ikinci Mesrutiyet.”
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Cappadocian Greek, 52
Epirot refugees, 155
Epirus, 13, 148, 149, 150, 151
district of, 151
refugees from, 151
Ermeni (Armenians), 173
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Greek, 120, 122
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171
Great War. See World War I
Greater Istanbul, 66-69 passim
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See also Hellenic Kingdom
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armed insurrection, 85
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community conflict, 85
with Ottoman government, 85
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in mining, 27
firms, 22
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independence movement, 84
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language, 3, 61, 62, 115, 165, 166
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millet, 3, 47
demise of the, 201
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nationalists, 148
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of Owtoman Empire, 47
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trade, 28
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Russian sponsorship of, 163
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deportation of, 200
diaspora of, 2
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in fzmir, 30, 31, 33, 34
trade, 26
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millet system of, 47
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privileged position of, 83
privileged status of, 164
professions of, 6, 33
Smyrniot, 19, 30
in the Sudan, 10
Tracian, 70
and trade, 26, 83
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Unionist, 195
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3, 25, 125, 145, 146, 161
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Gregorios V, Patriarch, 123, 128, 176
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158
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as foreign minister, 52, 72
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46
regime, 47
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Hatt-i Serif of Giilhine, proclamation
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“Heé Anatolg,” society, 129
Hellas, 3
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Hellenic
ideals, 11
irredentism, 185
new state, 3
Hellenic Kingdom, 67, 164, 181, 185.
See also Greece, Kingdom of
Hellenism, 181
in Asia Minor, 60, 166
Pontic, 62
Slavic threat to, 183
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irredentism
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Consulate General of Greece in, 55
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financial activities in, 29-31
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Greek-owned financial houses of, 83
importance of, 23
international trade with, 18
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mining companies in, 27-28
port of, 78, 79, 82
riots in (1819), 84
shipping, 2, 25-27,90
trade at, 26, 78, 79
trade of, 6
and trade surplus, 80
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pire, 4
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“kefere” (infidels), 173
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Karalivanos, captain, 157, 158
Karampatakes, outlaw, 152
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Greeks, 115, 116
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ployment, 147
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minister, 129
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roots, 23, 24
light industry, in fzmir, 31-34 passim
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liberation of, 155
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refugees from, 154
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refugees, 155
struggle, 182
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Macedonians, 151
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Makre, 62

Makrichari, 67
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technology, 25
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markets, international, 28
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migration, 63
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element, 146
Military Service Law, 200
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Greek, 47, 181
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demography of, 45
system, 47
Greeks in the, 47
as term, 67, 171, 172 .
milletbasi, 170, 172, 174, 176, 185
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millets, 170, 171
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7
Mousouros, Stephanos, ambassador, 7
Mudros Armistice (1918), 200
mulberries, 9
Murad, sultan, 4
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161, 164
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Napoleonic Wars, 18, 25
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Nasrani. See “Nazoreans” (Christians)
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nationalism, 145
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Naumann, Edmund, 122
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Negreponte, Ulysses, banker, 95
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New Testament, 126
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non-Muslims, in election of 1908, 195
non-Muslim students
Greek element among, 164
quota, of Ottoman subjects, 164
non-state arena, 85, 86
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Office of Legal Council, 7
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opium, 23, 81

Organdsis Konstantinoupoleds (Society
of Constantinople [S.C.]), 183,
186, 187, 188

Oriental Carpet Cloth Co., 97
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Orthodox Christian(s), 60

populations, 57
“Orthodox Christians,” as term, 172
Orthodox Church, 84, 169-76
hierarchy of, 84, 125, 174
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Orthodox Liturgy, 121
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Orthodox Turks, 115

Orthodoxy, 12, 122
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Ottoman
archives, 46
army, 9
Greeks in the, 49
census, 46
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debt administration, 93
demographic studies, 41
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finances, 28-29
government rule, 78-79
Muslim population, 41
population registers, 46
Ottoman Bank, 93
Ottoman Empire, 78-79
decline of Greek supremacy in, 162
ethnic hierarchies in, 83
transformation of, 85
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bul, division of, 185
“Ottomanism,” ideal of, 195
Ottoman Oil Co., 97
Ottoman Parliament, 49
Greeks in, 195
Ottoman parliament of 1908, 187
Ottoman state, alliance with, 184
Ottoman Treasury, 95
financing of, 92
outlaws, recruitment of, 150, 156

Paisios, Metropolitan of Kayseri, 124,
125
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Pan Hellenic Organization, 183
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pany, Greek shipping company, 6,
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Papademos, irredentist chief, 155

Papayanni Brothers, Greek shipping
firm, 6, 25

Paris Peace Conference (1919), 71

“party of madness,” 150
“party of peace,” 150
pasaliks (provinces), 1
Paterson, British-based Greek shipping
firm, 25-26
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Constantinople.
patriarchal
authorities, 47
encyclical, 48
Patriarchal Academy (founded 1454), 3
Patriarchal Greek Lycée, 67
Patriarchate. See Ecumenical Patriar-
chate of Constantinople
Patriarchate of Antioch, 53
patriachates, 170, 174
Patriarch of Constantinople. See' Ecu-
menical Patriarch of Constantinople
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patriotic societies in Athens, 154
peasant households, 81
peasants, 31
Pendik (Panteichion), 68
Pentateuch, 177-78
Perrot, Georges, French traveler, 130
Phanar, 47, 49
rift with the Porte, 47
Phanariot
aristocracy, 176
dragomans, 161
leadership, 66
Phanariots, 3, 7, 161, 164, 173
“philosophical modernism,” 84
Phlaviana—Zincide_re, 52
Phrankochiotika (Greek in Latin char-
acters), 117 :
Phrankolevantinoi  (Greek-speaking
Catholics), 117
physicians '
Armenians, 6
Greeks, in 1912, 6
personal, 1
Turks, 6
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Pinas, Kole, captain, 157
Pinkerton, Reverend Robert; 119
piracy, privateering, 18, 23
Pisidia, diocese of, 62
Pitzipios Bey, phanariot, 164
Platon Levshin, Metropolitan, 125
“Political League,” 107, 186, 197-99
policy, 199
political views, of Greeks, 13
Pontic-Greek centers, 63
Pontic Greek Society. 63
Pontos
dioceses of, 63, 65
Greek society in the, 63
Pontus Greek communities, 53
population numbers, of non-Greeks, 52
population records, 47, 57
populations, exchange of, 12
port city, port cities, 78
development of, 55
Izmir as, 78, 79, 82
Pontic, 63
Porte, 47, 162, 163, 164
financial difficulties of, 82
Greek policy toward, 52
rift with the Phanar, 47
and tax-farming, 82
Poutetses, captain, 158
Price, Clair, American journalist, 132
Prince’s Islands, 68
printers, Jewish, 1
proclamation of Hatti Serif of Giil-
hime (1839), 55
proportional representation of 1914
elections, 194
Prosphygikos Kosmos (refugee newspa-
per), 116
Psalter and the Gospels, translated into
karamanlidika, 121
Public Debt Administration (PDA), 7,
93, 95
public utilities, 33
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purchasing agents, for commercial
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qadi courts, 1
Qurinic schools, 8

Radovitsi, mountain district, 150
captains of, 147-49, 151
notables of, 147
warriors of, 151
Radovitsi-Agrapha region, 149-50, 151
railroads, 80
railway, 10
raisins, 19, 23, 79, 81
Ralli and Agelasto, firm, 10
Ralli Brothers, 10, 19
raw materials, 17
re’dyd mentality, 186
reconciliation, between Greeks and the
C.UP., 195 ,
“refugee interest,” social group, 146,
147
refugees, 146, 151
Balkan Muslims as, 70
regional culture and politics, 11-13
registration
records, 46, 47
standardized forms, 57
system, 46, 48
religious communities, 170
“revolutions,” call for, 150
Rhodes, 6
rights of ethnicities in the empire, 184
Rizos, N. S., writer, 131
Rodocanachi family, 19
Rodopolis, diocese of, 65
Roman (Rumi) religious community,
12
Romanov family, visit to Ottoman
Empire, 163
religion, primacy of, 120
Rome, 7
Romioi (‘Romans”), 66
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“Rum,” 173
Rumanian state, 89
Rumeli, outlaws in, 152
Rum milleti, 170, 173, 176
Rumelia, eastern
union of, with Bulgaria, 154
Rumi (Roman), religious community,
12
Rumlar (“Greeks”), 127
Russia, 2
Russian goods, 5
Russo-Ottoman War (1877-78), 70 .
Sabaheddin, Prince, 187, 188
Sahak Abro Efendi, 161
Sakellarides, cotton variety, 10
Sélndmes (yearbooks), 48, 49, 50
Salvago, 10
Samatya (Hypsomathion), 67
Samos Island, autonomy of, 162
Samos Wire Company Limited, 33
Samsun, 6, 52, 63, 65, 66
Saranta Ekklesies, diocese of, 70
sarrafs (“moneylenders”), 4
Sava Paga, 161
S.C. See Organdsis Konstantinoupoleds
Scholarios, Gedrgios Gennadios (Peri
tes Hodou tes Soterias ton Anthro-
pon), 123
Seferiadi, Greek company, 24
Selim I, 173
Sevi, Sabbatai, 2
Serba, 1
Sgouros, Marinos, counsul of Ayvalik,
57
Shepherds, migratory, 143
shipping, 25-27
Silivri, 69
silk
from Bursa, 79
industry, Armenian names in, 5
trade of Gilan, 11
silk-reeling plants, 5

silk-worm breeding, 9
Sille, 62
Simon & Co., German company, 24
Sisam Beyi, governor, 162
“Sisam Emareti” (1832), 162
Skalieres, Gedrgios, 188
Skaltsogiannes, Greek captain
family of, 148
in Turkish employment, 147
Skouloudés, Stephanos, banker and
deputy, 188. See also Skouloudi,
Ettiene, banker, 95
Skouloudi, Ettiene, banker, 95. See also
Skouloudgs, Stephanos
Slav populations, Turkish-speaking, 117
Slavs, 13
Smyrna (Izmir), 6, 9, 20, 26-27
bankers, 31
industry in, 96, 97-98
region, 9
trade at, 81
Smyrna Fig Packers Ltd., Western
company, 25
Smyrna Lightermen’s and Barge
Owners’ Company, Ltd., 26
social hierarchies, 83
Société Anonyme de Manufacture du
Coton, 97
Société Anonyme Ottomane de Manu-
facture du Coton, Ottoman com-
pany, 32
Société Générale de 'Empire Ottoman,
92, 94 /
Société Ottomane des Changes et
Valeurs, 92, 94
“Society for the Propagation of Greek
Letters,” 130
“Society of Anatolians, the East,” 129
“Society of Constantinople” (S.C.), 13,
183, 186, 187, 188, 197, 198
Society of Dilettanti, 121
Soke (Sokia), city, 24
Soncino Polyglot of 1547, 118
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Spanos, Naum, adventurer, 155, 156

specie shortages, seasonal, 30

Spencer, Herbert, writer, 181
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sponges, 21

statistical data, consular reports of, 52

steam navigation, 6

Stefanovic-Skilitsi, banker, 95

Stelakes, Xenophon, consul general, 55

Stepan, Alfred, 77

Stratsos, leader of irredentist band, 152

Streit, Gedrgios, banker and politician,
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Sublime Porte. See Porte
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suffrage, 193

Sufi brotherhoods, 86

Siileyman I, 173

suspension of payments, 1893, 94

Sylivria, diocese of, 69, 70
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Synaxarion (Book of Saints), 126
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Syrian
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Orthodox Patriarchate, 11
Syrians, 10

Tabriz, 10, 11
Greek firms in, 10, 11
taifas (“group”), 171
td’ife, Ottoman term, 171, 172
Taine, Hippolyte, rationalist writer,
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Tal’at, C.U.P. minister, 197
tannery, 33
Tanzimat Period, 172
bureaucracy in, 166
Greek element in, 164
Tanzimat reforms, 9, 85
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Armenian, 30
Greek, 30
Tekirdag (Raidestos), 70
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Tenekides, G., writer, 48
Texier, C. F. M., writer, 122
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Thessaly, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152
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refugees from, 151
uprising in, 149, 152
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Trabzon, 53, 63, 65. See also Trebizond
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European protection of, 91
foreign, 5, 10
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nationalists in Asia Minor, 200
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nationalists, 131
Patriarch, 132
solution, 132
Turkophone Christians, 118
Turkophone Greek Orthodox
migrants, 55
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Turkophone Greeks, 52, 124
Turkophone Karamanli villages, 55
Turkophones, 131

Turks, 7, 10, 18
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Tyroloi, diocese of, 70

Tzachilas, captain, 150

unification, 13
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Unionist Party, 198
Unionist politics, 200
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Vardas (Tsontos), captain, 157
Varipatis, 24
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vine growing (Gianaclis), 10
Visvikes, captain, 158
Vizya, diocese of, 70
Vlachavas, captain, 150
Vlach, Vlachs, 152
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Vrakas, irridentist chief, 155

War of Independence. See Greek War
of Indepedence
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shipping lines, 27
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traders, 18
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in Austria, 22
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in Germany, 22
western Anatolia. See also Anatolia,
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and agricultural production, 83
British entry into, 83
divisions within Greek community
in, 80
taxes, 80
Westerners, in mining, 27
wheat, 23
wine, 19
industry, 33
women
in labor force, 5
Turkish, 5
workers
Armenian, 5
Greek, 5
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skilled, 10
Turks, 5
world economy
capitalist, 79
in trade, 79
World War I (Great European War or
Great War), 96
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fortunes of Greeks after, 200

Xenophanes (journal), 129
Xenos, Stephanos, Phanariot, 164

Yahudi (Jews), 173
Yannovitch, cotton variety, 10
Yedikule, 118, 120
Yenikdy (Neochorion), 67
Yesilkdy (San Stefano), 67
Young Turk
administration, 47
cabinets, 7
elections, 49
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Revolution (1908), 100, 158, 184,
185, 200
regime, 100
Young Turks, 47, 49, 186, 193, 194,
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nationalism of, 13
1908 election of, 49
Parliament of, 47

zd’tms, 1
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Zariphes, Gedrgios, banker, 4, 95, 100
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Zourkas, brigand chief, 152
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