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Abstract: Nationalist revolutions claimed the secession of parts of the Ottoman territory 
and the establishment of sovereign nation-states. Greeks and Armenians were two among 
the biggest minority groups which straddled over a part of the Ottoman territory. They 
were both influenced by the presence of strong Diaspora communities in Western, Central 
and Eastern Europe (including Russia) that proved critical in the dissemination of nation-
alist ideas. Nevertheless, there is a striking difference in the way the two nationalist move-
ments unfold. This paper aims to discuss the reasons why Greek and Armenian national-
ism developed along different lines.  

 

Introduction 

The Ottoman Emirate came to existence in the early 14th century in the land of 
Bithynia. Within a few decades, it succeeded in consolidating itself in Western 
Anatolia and the Southeastern Balkans. By doing that, it included sizeable Chris-
tian populations, Armenian and Orthodox (Rum) which would form the bulk of 
the minority populations of the new state. By occupying Constantinople in 1453, 
it laid a claim on becoming an Empire. Soon further conquests in the Middle East, 
Central and Eastern Europe pointed at the rise of a formidable political, economic 
and military power. The two sieges of the Habsburg capital Vienna in 1529 and 
1683 marked the high point of Ottoman expansion in Central Europe. A long era 
of contraction was soon to follow. In fact, the second siege of Vienna became a 
watermark of the beginning of Ottoman decline. The Ottoman failure to keep up 
with economic, military and social developments in Europe eventually affected 
the Empire military capacity and performance. The Treaties of Karlowitz 
(Sremski Karlovci, Karlofça) in 1699 and Passarowitz (Požarevac, Pasarofça) in 
1718 did not only seal the loss of territories to the Habsburg Empire; they also 
became the harbingers of a long and protracted era of territorial losses. Both the 
Habsburg and the Russian Empires started reclaiming territories, and the once 
formidable Ottoman administration appeared unable to deliver solutions. The set 
of economic, social and political transformation that shaped the European conti-
nent in the 18th and 19th century and led to the rise of the modern state gave Eu-
ropean states a decisive military and economic advantage over the Ottoman Em-
pire. 
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Ottoman minorities were inevitably influenced by these processes. Subjugated 
to the Ottoman rule between the 14th and the 16th century, Ottoman Greeks and 
Armenians maintained privileged relations with the West through their diasporic 
communities and the establishment of trade networks. These allowed for the flow 
of Western ideas, in particular since the Enlightenment and the advent of moder-
nity reshuffled the political and ideological agenda. The Enlightenment set a new 
political agenda defined by republicanism, secularism and nationalism 
(Hobsbawm 1990, 14–45). The American and the French Revolutions also clearly 
manifested that revolutionary mobilization was not necessarily futile and raised 
optimism among revolutionaries throughout the European continent. Nationalism 
was one of the key innovations. As the decline of the Ottoman Empire accelerated 
in the 18th and 19th century, minority nationalist movements grew stronger. Dif-
ferent intellectual discourses emerged within Greek and Armenian intellectuals 
of the Ottoman Empire. The question of national awakening was addressed in 
different ways. This had major repercussions on subsequent historical develop-
ments. The position of primordial community institutions, religion, the choice 
between pursuing secession and independent statehood for the nascent nation or 
attempt to improve the relative position of minorities within the Ottoman Empire 
with the help of Ottoman reform were crucial questions. This paper aims to dis-
cuss the reasons why Greek and Armenian nationalism developed along different 
lines by focusing on the work of key scholars residing both in the Ottoman Em-
pire and in the European Diaspora (Kitromilides 1989, 151–59; Kitromilides 
1994; Panossian 2002, 125–39; Suny 2001, 886–88).1 The reason Greeks and Ar-
menians are selected and not Serbs or Bulgarians, for example, has to do with the 
long coexistence of Greeks and Armenians in the core Anatolian lands of the 
Ottoman Empire which inevitably affected their approach towards the new En-
lightenment ideas. Bulgarians, Serbs, Bosnians and Croatians were never as inte-
grated in the Ottoman state administration as Armenians and Greeks were. Ideas 
flowed on both ways from Western Europe to the Ottoman lands and vice versa, 
when it came to discuss the transformation of the Ottoman millets to modern na-
tion states. This became easier with the activities of intellectuals who travelled 
between the Western, Central and Eastern Europe and the Ottoman imperial do-
mains thus facilitating that crosspollination. 

 

 

                             
1 On Korais and his intellectual environment, see several chapters of the seminal Paschalis M. 
Kitromilides. Enlightenment, Nationalism, Orthodoxy: Studies in the Culture and Political Thought 
of South-Eastern Europe. Variorum, 1994. Collected Studies Series CS453. 
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Enlightenment and Ottoman Minorities 

Ottoman minorities were the first to be affected by this revolutionary wave. 
Through their extensive diasporic networks, Ottoman Armenians and Greeks be-
came influenced by the ideas that questioned the legitimacy of autocratic regimes 
and the primacy of religion in the public sphere, advocated popular sovereignty, 
liberty and equality of all citizens. Since the transformation of the whole Empire 
was soon understood as an unrealistic goal, nationalist movements aimed at the 
secession of parts of the Ottoman territory and the establishment of sovereign 
nation-states.  

Greeks and Armenians were two among the biggest minority groups which 
straddled over a part of the Ottoman territory. They were both influenced by the 
presence of strong Diaspora communities in Western, Central and Eastern Europe 
(including Russia) that proved critical in the dissemination of nationalist ideas. 
Nevertheless, there is a striking difference in the way the two nationalist move-
ments unfold. The emergence of the Greek nation-state because of the Greek War 
of Independence between 1821 and 1828 became a catalyst for the further devel-
opment of Greek nationalism, as well as attitudes towards the future of the Otto-
man Empire. Greek and Armenian nationalist movements remained in a dialectic 
relationship throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth century. As they oper-
ate in a common public sphere, Greek and Armenian intellectuals were informed 
about developments in both their respective and the other community. Positive 
and negative experiences were noted, although this may have not sufficed to 
change the status quo within their communities. 

 

Greek Debates on the Future of the Ottoman Empire 

Greek nationalism appeared willing to challenge Ottoman sovereignty and carve 
a Greek nation-state from the Ottoman territories already in the late 18th and early 
19th century. Two intellectuals made the biggest contribution to the cause, Ada-
mantios Korais and Rigas Velestinlis. Adamantios Korais, a medical doctor by 
profession, devoted his life to the publication of the works of ancient Greek clas-
sics and the proliferation of the Enlightenment ideals within the Ottoman Greek 
communities (Kitromilides 1994). In his writings, it was clear that he considered 
the restoration of the cultural links of Ottoman Greeks with their own classical 
past as sine qua non for their liberation from the Ottoman rule. The liberation of 
the Greek nation would in other words occur first at the mental and then at the 
political level. Korais’ secularism was a crucial aspect of his political message. 
He considered the Orthodox Church not as a liberating force but as part and parcel 
of the ancien régime, the Ottoman imperial autocratic order. The reduction of the 
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influence of the Orthodox Church and the Byzantine culture and the resurgence 
of the Hellenic classical heritage was seen as an essential step towards the true 
liberation of the Greek nation. While Korais lived for most of his life in Western 
Europe, his ideas had a profound influence upon the Ottoman Greek intellectual 
elites.  

Rigas Velestinlis (Feraios) was an emblematic figure of the Hellenic Enlight-
enment. Intellectual as Korais, as well as revolutionary, Rigas travelled between 
the Danubian provinces, the Habsburg and the Ottoman Empires and engaged in 
extensive publication activities, trying to propagate his ideas about a republican 
confederation of all Ottoman ethnic groups which would realize ideals of the 
French Revolution. While Rigas was eventually arrested by the Habsburg author-
ities, extradited to the Ottoman Empire and murdered in custody in Belgrade, his 
revolutionary message could not be suppressed. Even after the death of Rigas, the 
French Revolution generated repercussions within the Ottoman Greek commu-
nity. Two pamphlets published in the early 19th century manifested the divide 
between the views of the Orthodox Church and intellectuals (Grigoriadis 2012, 
17–21). In the first pamphlet entitled Patrikē Didaskalia (Paternal Instruction) 
authored by Patriarch of Jerusalem Neophytos,2 the author argued against the pro-
liferation of Enlightenment ideas and the French Revolution and defended the 
legitimacy of Ottoman rule (Clogg 1969, 94–97). In that view the demise of the 
Eastern Roman Empire and the Ottoman rule was a divine punishment for the 
sins of the Greek Orthodox3 which would cease as soon as they were able to re-
cover their moral stature. It stressed that the French Revolution had not delivered 
what it had promised. Instead it wrought havoc to the France and other European 
countries and comprised a much more venal threat against the Orthodox than the 
Ottoman rule. Considering that, it advised Ottoman Greeks to reject the revolu-
tionary messages that were circulated by leading diaspora intellectuals and pledge 
loyalty to the Ottoman order. In the author’s words: 

                             
2 It has been inconclusively claimed that the true author of this piece might have been Athanassios 
Parios, a major intellectual opponent of the Neo-Hellenic Enlightenment, or Ecumenical Patriarch 
Grigorios V himself. See Paschalis M. Kitromilides. “Imagined Communities and the Origins of 
the National Question in the Balkans.” European History Quarterly, vol. 19, no. 2, 1989, pp. 149–
94. It has been inconclusively claimed that the true author of this piece might have been Athanassios 
Parios, a major intellectual opponent of the Neo-Hellenic Enlightenment, or Ecumenical Patriarch 
Grigorios V himself. See ibid. 
3 On this, see Richard Clogg. “The 'Dhidhaskalia Patriki' (1798): An Orthodox Reaction to French 
Revolutionary Propaganda." Middle Eastern Studies, vol. 5, no. 2, 1969, pp. 87–115, and Paschalis 
M. Kitromilides. “Imagined Communities and the Origins of the National Question in the Balkans.” 
European History Quarterly, vol. 19, no. 2, 1989, pp. 149–94. 
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Brethren, don’t get distracted from the path of salvation, but as you al-
ways destroyed with bravery and steadfastness the tricks of the Devil, 
do the same now, as salvation lies closer to us. Shut your ears and don’t 
listen to these novel hopes of freedom, and be certain that the views and 
teachings of those, as far as we could understand from the nations that 
accepted them, are against the words of the Holy Bible and the Holy 
Apostles who order us to obey the authorities, not only the lenient but 
also the harsh, so we can sorrow in this world and present our senses 
clean to Jesus Christ. While being against the Holy Scriptures, they do 
not do any ephemeral good to our contemporary life, as they mischie-
vously claim, to fool you and deprive you of all heavenly and earthly 
wealth. Where is the glorious and graceful view of most beautiful Italy, 
which used to be coveted by all? Where is the unspent treasure of the 
most ancient and serene authority of the Venetians? This illusory system 
of freedom caused everywhere poverty, killings, damages, seizures, ab-
solute impiety, soul loss and useless regret. The teachings of these new 
free are erroneous and watch out. Maintain solid your traditional faith 
and as followers of Jesus Christ unchanged the obedience to the political 
administration, which not only gives you whatever is necessary in this 
life and most importantly does not pose any obstacle or damage to the 
salvation of your soul. Because what would be the benefit for one, if he 
wins the entire world and damages his soul? These novel teachings are 
against the Holy Scripture and the teachings of the Apostles and, even 
if it were possible to make you win all the wealth of the world, they are 
again abominable inventions of the evil devil that ambushes for the loss 
of Christian souls. Furthermore, since their promises are false and elu-
sive, and their consequences are not wealth and glory, but poverty, sor-
row, disorder and what this freedom really intends, an abominable oli-
garchy, as it becomes clear by experience.4 

The publication of this pamphlet generated a fervent response by the Enlight-
enment intellectuals. No less than Adamantios Korais responded to this pamphlet 
by issuing an anonymous counter-pamphlet called Adelfikē Didaskalia (Fraternal 
Instruction). Korais added that he could not believe that Patriarch Anthimos could 
have made such unfounded statements and argued that the real author of the pam-
phlet must be someone else. He then delivered a scathing attack against those 
who objected to the message of Enlightenment and obstructed the renaissance of 

                             
4 Patriarch Anthimos of Jerusalem. Didaskalia Patrikē. Constantinople, 1798. Translated from the 
Greek by the author. 
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the Hellenic nation. In effect, he identified priests who objected to the novel ideas 
with the Ottoman despots: 

It is easy to understand from these, that these greedy people must be 
afraid of the destruction of the Turks as their own catastrophe and of the 
freedom of Greeks as their unmitigated sorrow. In which free or even 
moderately law-ruled administration, can they fearlessly commit all 
these unlawful acts under the illegitimate authority of the Turks? When 
the laws and not the authoritative decisions of rulers govern the Greeks, 
the salaried pastors (and I do not mean all of them) can threaten without 
reason, torture without a crime, aphorize and excommunicate anyone 
they want without investigation and judgment, in one word do what the 
Turks do?5  

Korais’ views gained the upper hand within the Greek intellectual elite, and 
this facilitated the work of the ‘Filiki Etaireia’ (‘Society of Friends’), a clandes-
tine group established in Odessa in 1813, which brought together some of the 
most prominent Greek intellectuals, merchants and priests, and put forward rev-
olution plans. Underground activities by Greek merchants in the Ottoman Empire 
persisted, while the aim shifted from a multi-ethnic confederation to the estab-
lishment of a Hellenic nation-state. This organization advanced the goal of or-
ganizing nationalist mobilization throughout the diasporic centres and the Greek-
inhabited Ottoman provinces until a nationalist revolution broke out in early 
1821. 

The outbreak of the revolution exposed the delicate position of Orthodox in-
stitutions within the Ottoman world. One should not forget that the Greeks of 
Istanbul, Thessaloniki and other big Ottoman cities had paid a heavy toll during 
the Greek War of Independence. Prominent community leaders including the Pa-
triarch Gregory V were executed, while anti-Greek pogroms led to substantial 
casualties throughout the Empire (Mazower 2001, 125–32). The outbreak of the 
Greek War of Independence also led to the rapid loss of the influence of the Phan-
ariotes within the Ottoman administration, the Porte and the Danubian provinces.6 
The dilemma which Ottoman Greek elites, and the Phanariotes faced was dis-
played in a very lucid manner. The Ecumenical Patriarchate had to walk on a tight 
rope. On the one hand, some bishops and clergy sympathized with the revolution-
aries, following centuries of Ottoman rule upon Orthodox subjects. On the other 
hand, it opposed the advent of secularist and nationalist ideas, which were part 

                             
5 Korais, Adamantios. Adelphikē Didaskalia. Rome, 1798. Translated from the Greek by the author. 
6 Some of this influence was restored when Tanzimat permitted the rise of non-Muslim bureaucrats 
in the Ottoman administration. 
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and parcel of the revolutionary message, at least in its final version. The Greek 
nation-state to be built would not Orthodox but secular. The millet and its insti-
tutions would not fit the new national order. The Ecumenical Patriarchate, as well 
as the role of religion would be scrutinized and limited. The emergence of the 
Greek nation would pave the ground for the further fragmentation of the Ortho-
dox millet. 

While the Revolution was launched both in the Danubian provinces and the 
southernmost tip of the Balkan Peninsula, it only struck roots in the latter. The 
revolutionary forces quickly took control of the Peloponnese and several Aegean 
islands and struggled to expand their territory towards the north. The fortunes of 
the war seemed to change with the 1825 deployment of Egyptian troops under 
the leadership of İbrahim Paşa son of the Egyptian ruler Mehmet Ali who arrived 
to aid the Ottoman forces led to the virtual suppression of the revolution. Never-
theless, increased interest in the plight of Greek population by the European pub-
lic opinion contributed to the shift in the foreign policy of the European powers 
which demanded a cession of hostilities. This paved the way for the independence 
of the Greek nation-state. The military intervention of Britain, France and Russia 
with the aim to impose an end to hostilities led to the naval battle of Navarino, 
the destruction of the Egyptian fleet and the departure of Egyptian troops from 
the Morea. The independence of a small Greek nation-state in 1830 in the far 
south end of the Balkan Peninsula and some of the Aegean islands left the vast 
majority of Greek population still within the domains of the Ottoman Empire but 
critically changed the nature of the debate about the future of the Greek nation. 
While the big majority of Ottoman Greek population remained within the borders 
of the Ottoman Empire and maintained a clear cultural and economic lead, the 
establishment of the Kingdom of Greece was meant to upset that order 
(Koliopoulos and Veremis 2002, 249–62). The modern Greek nation-state posed 
a challenge not only to the Ottoman Empire but also to the Ottoman Greek elite. 
The Ottoman capital would cease to be the sole point of political and intellectual 
reference for the Greeks. Athens, nominated as the capital of the nascent Greek 
nation-state precisely because of its classical glory would soon emerge as a com-
peting centre of Greek nationalism. The intentions of the Greek state elite became 
clear already in 1833, when a royal decree declared the autocephaly of Church of 
Greece without any consent from the Ecumenical Patriarchate. This led to a grave 
ecclesiastical crisis, a schism that was only healed in 1845, when the Patriarchate 
decided to accept the fait accompli and recognize ex post the autocephaly of the 
Church of Greece. This would pave the way for the fragmentation of the Ortho-
dox into national churches in the Balkans, the Caucasus and beyond. This move 
reflected the views that had dominated in the bureaucracy of the nascent Kingdom 
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of Greece. The Ecumenical Patriarchate remained an Ottoman institution, and 
true sovereignty could not be established without full state control of the Ortho-
dox Church. The interests between the Athens-based and the Constantinople-
based Greek elites diverged further than the ecclesiastical order. Soon two diver-
gent nationalist visions would be suggested. Athens would soon rise into a com-
petitor against Constantinople 

While Athens was swiftly developing from an Ottoman provincial town to a 
capital of a small European state, the Greek minority of the Ottoman Empire also 
thrived due to the conditions of the Tanzimat. The modernization process of the 
Ottoman Empire, the first industrialization steps and its integration into the Eu-
ropean economic networks offered unprecedented opportunities to minority en-
trepreneurs. The existence of Greek and Armenian diaspora communities in all 
major European capitals and trading ports meant that they would enjoy a crucial 
advantage against their Ottoman Muslim or European competitors (Panossian 
2006, 75–100). In addition, the formal recognition of the equality of all Ottoman 
subjects regardless of their religion with the 1839 Imperial Rescript of the Rose 
Garden (Hatt-i Şerif-i Gülhane) and the 1856 Imperial Rescript (Hatt-ı Hümayun) 
removed another crucial barrier for the development of economic activities of 
minority entrepreneurs. In addition, the growing capitulations regime which en-
dorsed the subjects of the European powers with certain privileges and immuni-
ties within the Ottoman Empire gave in some occasions even an advantage to 
some Greek and Armenian merchants against their Ottoman Sunni competitors. 
Acquiring a passport of a Great European power enshrined key legal and tax priv-
ileges to its holder. This allowed Ottoman Greek and Armenian merchants to 
avoid taxation or enjoy special jurisdiction rights against their Ottoman Sunni 
competitors. This allowed for their faster economic growth which further consol-
idated their key role in Ottoman economy. 

Towards the end of the 19th century, strong competition between Athens and 
Constantinople was simmering (Veremis 1989, 140–46). Being the capital of the 
Greek nation-state, Athens was emerging as a competitor and disputed the lead-
ership of the Phanariotes. The Greek nations-state aspired to establish its own 
sphere of influence within the Ottoman Greek population sometimes comple-
menting and sometimes opposing the influence of the Phanariot elites. An area of 
competition was education. A large part of the Ottoman Greek community in in-
ner Anatolia was Turkish-speaking, using Greek only for ecclesiastical purposes. 
The proliferation of Greek language especially among the Turkish-speaking Or-
thodox of Anatolia (the Karamanli) proved a key priority of the educational ini-
tiatives of both Greek-government supported, Athens-based organizations and 
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Patriarchate- or Ottoman Greek association-supported, Constantinople-based or-
ganizations. The establishment of a network of educational institutions through-
out the Ottoman lands by associations linked with the Greek government over-
lapped with the existing and similarly growing educational network of schools 
belonging to Ottoman Greek communities. 

These activities may have apparently aimed at the same objective, namely the 
promotion of Greek literacy among the Ottoman Greek Orthodox populations, 
nevertheless it pointed at the crux of the question which was whether the interests 
and the strategic goals of Greece and Ottoman Greeks always coincided or not 
(Clogg 1969, 109–32). Setting the interests of the Greek nation-state above the 
interests of the Ottoman Greek elite was a crucial issue that did generate substan-
tial disconcert. Pushing for the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire made sense 
from the point of view of a small nation-state that aspired to expand its territory 
against a declining multi-ethnic, multi-religious empire. Nevertheless, such a 
strategy exposed the Ottoman Greek minority to substantial risks. Retaliation 
against Ottoman Greeks in the core provinces of the Ottoman Empire would be 
likely reactions by Ottoman authorities facing the risk of losing border provinces 
to Greece. In addition, Ottoman Greek elites greatly benefited from the opportu-
nities that the Westernizing and liberalizing Ottoman Empire availed in terms of 
freedom of trade and transport. Trading across the Mediterranean and the Black 
Sea was greatly facilitated by the existence of a common economic space which 
the Ottoman Empire could guarantee. In contrast to that, the fragmentation of the 
Ottoman Empire would destroy or disrupt trade networks and have multifold neg-
ative effects on the economic activities of these merchant elites and even put the 
Greek communities dispersed across the Ottoman territories to severe risk. 

The divergence of views, goals and even strategic objectives was best mani-
fested through the work of Ecumenical Patriarch Joachim II. Joachim II became 
a leading figure of the Ottoman Greek elites who struggled to protect the interests 
of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Phanariotes against the mounting nation-
alist pressure which originated from at least two different directions. On the one 
hand, the Bulgarian nationalist movement aimed to deprive the Patriarchate of its 
Balkan dioceses where Bulgarian was the main language of the Orthodox popu-
lation through the establishment of the Bulgarian exarchate. On the other hand, 
the Athens-based Greek nationalist movement aimed to become the new power-
house of Hellenism and impose its strategy and tactics on the Ottoman Greek 
community. Both Bulgarian and Greek nationalisms aimed to the fragmentation 
or the marginalization of the Greek Orthodox millet and its representative insti-
tutions within the Ottoman Empire. The interests of the Greek Orthodox popula-
tion in the preservation of Ottoman institutions and sovereignty would be either 
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instrumentalized or side-lined. Joachim II’s struggle required diplomatic skills to 
navigate between the divergent interests of the Ottoman Empire, the Balkan na-
tion-states, the Russian Empire and the other Great Powers. Joachim II realized 
how grave a threat nationalism comprised for the future of the Greek Orthodox 
millet and the Ecumenical Patriarchate. In the Patriarchal Synod of 1871, as the 
Bulgarian Exarchate was brewing, nationalism was described as heresy. This was 
meant not only to condemn the establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate but also 
all attempts to subordinate religion to the nation-state, in other words instrumen-
talize religion for nationalist aims. The diplomatic and political skills of Joachim 
II were not sufficient to change a tide that was sweeping over all European em-
pires. The Ecumenical Patriarchate would eventually face an existential threat 
because of the triumph of nationalism and nation-states against pre-modern iden-
tities and empires. 

Nevertheless, there were certain Greek intellectuals who did not subscribe to 
the mainstream nationalist view which envisioned the enlargement of the Greek 
nation-state against the Ottoman Empire until the final substitution of the latter 
by the former. Other intellectuals saw the impossibility of carving a nation-state 
out of the Ottoman Empire and endorsed a transformation of the Ottoman Empire 
to a multi-ethnic, multi-religious entity where the Greek Orthodox culture would 
rise to a dominant position as in the Eastern Roman Empire. Intellectual diplo-
mats such as Ion Dragoumis challenged the dominant view of Greek nationalism 
that reduced the renaissance of the Eastern Roman Empire to the expansion of 
the borders of the Greek nation-state and the ‘Megalē Idea’ (‘Great Idea’) 
(Koliopoulos and Veremis 2010, 86–87). This fell short of the ambitions of Greek 
nationalist to replace the Ottoman Empire with a Hellenic one (Veremis 1999, 
181–85). On the other hand, it was willing to tolerate Ottoman religious and cul-
tural diversity to the extent that the Hellenic culture would become dominant and 
would serve as a bridge between the Ottoman domains and Western culture. The 
Ottoman Empire would in other words only become Westernized and survive if 
it embraced the classical Greek heritage as its own. These views were closer to 
the vision of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Ottoman Greek elites, as it al-
lowed for an institutional framework guaranteeing the prosperity of the Greek 
communities throughout the Ottoman Empire. Dragoumis had the chance to elab-
orate on his views, as he served as Greek diplomat in several consular posts in 
the Ottoman Empire. While his views never had a wide popular following, they 
appealed to some Greek intellectuals and the leaders of the Constantinople Greek 
community. 

Such hopes and visions were dashed with the turn of events in the early 20th 
century. The nationalist vision of Europe emerged victorious against the imperial 
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order which the balance of powers system had maintained since the end of the 
Napoleonic Wars. In the case of the Ottoman Empire, the Hamidian administra-
tion continued paid lip service to Ottomanism, while it endorsed policies rein-
forcing the Islamization of the Ottoman state. Meanwhile, pan-Turkism gained 
strength both within the intellectual circles and the administration of the Ottoman 
state. These deliberations were in line with the argument developed by a leading 
Turkish nationalist ideologue Yusuf Akçura in his article Üç Tarz-ı Siyaset 
(Three Ways of Politics) published in the Cairo-based daily Turk in 1904. Akçura 
outlined and then compared the three ideologies, which the Ottoman Empire 
could endorse in order to survive in a highly volatile international environment: 
Ottomanism, pan-Islamism and pan-Turkism. Ottomanism aimed at the transfor-
mation of the Ottoman Empire to a constitutional monarchy, promoting a civic 
national identity for all citizens regardless of religious, ethnic or racial affiliation. 
Pan-Islamism aimed at bringing forward the Ottoman Empire as the Caliphate. 
Being the spiritual centre of the world’s Muslims, the Ottoman identity should be 
built around Sunni Islam, and the state policy should pursue the unification of all 
Muslim-inhabited territories under Ottoman sovereignty. Pan-Turkism followed 
the growing trend of ethnic nationalism throughout Eastern Europe and under-
scored common ethnic Turkic descent as the founding bloc of Ottoman identity. 
The Ottoman Empire should therefore pursue the unification under its sover-
eignty of all ethnic Turks in Europe and Asia. Akçura argued that Ottomanism, 
which remained the official state ideology in the Hamidian era despite the pan-
Islamist sympathies of the Sultan, was not a viable option not only because it did 
not serve the interests of the Ottoman state. Ottomanism had no future because 
even the Ottoman minorities had lost faith in it. In other words, Ottoman Arme-
nians, Bulgarians, Greeks and other minority groups chose to promote their own 
nationalist projects against the sovereignty and the territorial integrity of the Ot-
toman Empire. Akçura conceded that adopting pan-Islamism or pan-Turkism 
would inevitably lead to complications in the Ottoman foreign policy. Ottoman 
pan-Islamism would displease all European powers that possessed colonial em-
pires and ruled over millions of Muslim subjects. Britain, France and Russia were 
only the three biggest states that would consider this shift as a threat against their 
vital interests. On the other hand, Akçura understood that adopting pan-Turkism 
would turn the Russian Empire into an archenemy of the Ottoman Empire, given 
that most of the Turkic populations residing outside the Ottoman borders were 
Russian subjects. While clearly rejecting Ottomanism, Akçura avoided choosing 
between pan-Islamism and pan-Turkish in his essay. He later became an ardent 
supporter of pan-Turkism. 
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The 1908 Young Turk Revolution provided a brief glimpse of optimism about 
the revival of Ottomanism through the restoration of the Ottoman constitutional 
order (Ahmad 1982, 401–05). The end of Hamidian despotism was hoped to re-
store the faith of Ottoman minorities in Ottomanism and reinforce the stability of 
the declining Empire. Nonetheless, mutual distrust soon reigned. The Young 
Turk movement soon took a decisively Turkish nationalist shift, while the groups 
within the Ottoman minorities that supported secession and establishment of na-
tion-states took the upper hand. It became increasingly clear that the days of Ot-
tomanism were numbered. Developments in both the Crete and the Bosnia ques-
tions manifested that the interests of Ottoman minorities did not lie in the preser-
vation and reinforcement of the Empire but its partition. The Italian-Ottoman War 
in Tripolitania and the 1912–1913 Balkan Wars gave the final blow against Ot-
tomanism and led to the full endorsement of Turkish nationalism. The Young 
Turk triumvirate, Enver Paşa, Talat Paşa and Cemal Paşa would follow a policy 
of Turkification against the Ottoman minorities. 

 

Armenian Debates on the Future of the Ottoman Empire 

In contrast to Greek nationalism, Armenian nationalism appeared less willing to 
challenge Ottoman sovereignty in the short term (Suny 1993, 19–21). While 
Enlightenment ideas found appeal within Armenian intellectuals in diasporic 
communities across Europe, this did not translate to a major nationalist 
mobilization (Tölölyan 2000, 116–19). No revolutionary activities were recorded 
in the late 18th century, despite the thriving intellectual activities of Diaspora 
Armenians in Europe. The absence of an Armenian revolution, a war of 
independence and a nation-state also embedded the interests of the Armenian 
community to the future of the Ottoman Empire. This meant that the Ottoman 
Armenians appeared more willing to endorse or accommodate solutions 
involving the reform of the Ottoman Empire (Panossian 2006, 160–88). The 
Tanzimat heralded the era of the Ottoman reform, with the aim to transform the 
Ottoman Empire into a democratic entity recognizing equality of rights for all its 
citizens regardless of religion and ethnicity. It provided a great opportunity for 
all non-Muslim communities which saw the prospect of gaining equality for the 
first time in Ottoman history. Ottomanism as the ideology of Tanzimat reformers 
came to be called aspired to contribute to the establishment of a civic Ottoman 
national identity which would remain open to all Ottoman subjects. This served 
the interests of all Ottoman minorities, not least those that had no recourse to a 
“motherland” outside the shrinking borders of the Ottoman Empire. The absence 
of a nation-state outside the Ottoman borders harbouring irredentist claims 
against the Ottoman Empire turned into a major difference between the two 
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communities which had crucial consequences regarding the development of 
Greek and Armenian nationalism within the Ottoman domain. Armenian national 
movement grows in a more stochastic way. The absence of a national centre in 
the 19th century meant that the integration of the Armenian elites with the 
Ottoman state was stronger. Their interest in the success of the Ottomanist project 
was consequently stronger. The transformation of the Ottoman Empire into a 
liberal and possibly democratic polity, as promised by the Ottomanist reformers, 
appealed to the majority of the Armenian urban elites. 

The Armenian millet was famously called as ‘millet-i sadaka’, the ‘loyal mil-
let’, for failing to endorse any nationalist movement aiming to partition the Otto-
man Empire. Armenian elites served the Ottoman Empire through different of-
fices throughout the 19th century. Given the absence of an Armenian nation-state 
Armenian secularists could not establish themselves and struggle for their posi-
tions outside the realm of the Ottoman Empire. They had to fight for stronger 
influence within the Ottoman Armenian society. This was reflected in the con-
frontation between the Armenian secular elites and the Armenian Patriarchate 
regarding the right of representing the Armenian millet in front of the Ottoman 
authorities. 

Unlike in the Greek case, where secularist elites found refuge in Greece and 
attempted to weaken the influence of the Ecumenical Patriarchate through the 
bureaucracy of the Kingdom of Greece, Armenian secularists pursued their cause 
within the Ottoman Empire. The circle around the Armenian Patriarchate, which 
had already consolidated its spiritual power over Ottoman Armenians 
(Bardakjian 1982, 95–97) and business elites had a strong interest in the success 
of the Tanzimat and the consolidation of Ottomanism. The Armenian amira class 
played a particular role in that respect in light of their position in Ottoman society 
and economy. On the other hand, secular middle-class Armenian movements ob-
jected to their subordination to the ecclesiastical and business elites and claimed 
their own role in the management of community affairs. This objection distin-
guished the Armenian middle class from the Armenian Patriarchate which had 
consolidated its power because of the Ottoman state support. 

This was better expressed with reference to the rise of Armenian secular or-
ganizations which disputed the monopoly of representation in front of the Otto-
man authorities which the Armenian Patriarchate had traditionally enjoyed. Their 
lobbying activity bore fruit, and legislation on Ottoman non-Muslim communi-
ties was passed in the 1860s (Barsoumian 1982, 177–81). The representation of 
the Ottoman Armenians ceased to be a monopoly of the Armenian Patriarchate, 
as some functions were recognized to secular associations. Armenian secular as-
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sociations won such rights in contrast to Ottoman Greek associations whose po-
sition remained subordinated to the Ecumenical Patriarchate. Even the expansion 
of the Russian Empire in the Caucasus and its territorial gains against the Otto-
man Empire according to the 1881 Treaty of Berlin did not fundamentally alter 
good relations between the Ottoman Armenians and the Ottoman imperial admin-
istration. The Ottoman-Russian War of 1877–1878 and the 1878 Treaty of Berlin 
led to the annexation by the Russian Empire of Ottoman Armenian-inhabited ter-
ritories. The annexation of Batum, Kars, Ardahan, Artvin, Iğdır and Doğubeyazıt 
to Russia meant that substantial Armenian populations would now live under 
Russian sovereignty. This did not mean, however, that Armenian nationalists 
would then have a free hand. On the contrary, the Armenian revolutionary mes-
sage did not resonate with the autocratic tendencies of the Russian administration. 
Relations between Armenian nationalists and the Russian Empire were not cor-
dial. The former professed a set of ideas which the autocratic Empire fundamen-
tally objected to and they also envisioned an Armenian nation-state to be carved 
from the territories which belonged either to the Ottoman or to the Russian Em-
pire. Armenian nationalism was not endorsed by the Russian Empire which pur-
sued policies of Russification in the recently annexed provinces against Christian 
and non-Christian subjects and also attempted to play one community against the 
other. Only when it became clear that the Ottoman Empire and Russia would be 
in opposing camps in the First World War did Russia engage with Armenian na-
tionalists in the Ottoman Empire in the hope that they would stand by its side in 
the event of a war. 

Meanwhile, pursuing Ottomanism appeared less appealing or realistic a policy 
choice, following the advent of Sultan Abdulhamid II to power. The suspension 
of the Ottoman Constitution of 1876 and the pursuance of policies that stressed 
the Islamic character of the Ottoman Empire led to doubts about the viability of 
the aim to achieve full political equality under the Ottoman aegis. The rise of 
Armenian nationalist party Dashnaktsutyun raised some new discussions about 
the future of Ottoman Armenians (Nalbandian 1963, 151–78). What finally 
changed the convergence between Armenian elites and the Ottoman Empire, was 
the decline of Ottomanism and the rise of Panislamism and Panturkism into 
political significance. It also raised the stakes of the final confrontation between 
the Armenian and the Turkish nationalist project. This might have been one of 
the reasons for the brutal turn of the Ottoman-Armenian nationalist confrontation 
in Anatolia, which culminated with the outbreak of the First World War and the 
1915 Armenian Genocide. 

The parallel rise of pan-Turkism professing the annexation of all the territories 
inhabited by Turkic populations and the transformation of the Ottoman Empire 
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into a state whose identity would be defined by Sunni Islam became an additional 
reason for concern. Rising religious and ethnic tensions in different Ottoman 
provinces exposed Armenian populations to severe risks. The Adana Massacres 
of 1904–1905 reflected a shifting attitude of the Ottoman state towards its minor-
ities. The appeal of Ottomanism was decreasing, while viewing Ottoman Arme-
nians as security threats or second-class subjects became more common. The 
partnership between the Young Turks and Dashnaksutyun, established at the time 
of the Young Turk Revolution, did not last for long (Ahmad 1982, 418–25). The 
official endorsement of Ottomanism finally collapsed in the very last years of the 
Ottoman Empire, following the Young Turk Revolution, the outbreak of the Bal-
kan Wars and the First World War. A whole-scale Armenian insurrection in the 
eastern Ottoman provinces following the outbreak of Ottoman-Russian hostilities 
in 1914 paved the way to the events of the Armenian genocide. The decision on 
24 April 1915 to arrest prominent Armenians of Istanbul and deport hundreds of 
thousands of Armenians from the eastern provinces of the Ottoman Empire led 
to one of the most horrendous humanitarian disasters of the 20th century. 

The 1905–1906 and 1915 massacres were a sad testimony to the failure of the 
Ottoman Empire to transform into a state that would guarantee equal rights to all 
its citizens. It also pointed that the Armenian pledge on the successful transfor-
mation of the Ottoman Empire into a liberal constitutional monarchy was an un-
wise one. While fragmentation within the Armenian community was higher than 
the Greek one, a nation-state project outside the borders of the Empire was absent. 
This allowed for higher diversity but possibly also for lower effectiveness in pur-
suing the aims of the Ottoman Armenian community. This proved critical in the 
last years of the Ottoman Empire. What appeared as the inevitable end of the era 
of empires proved disastrous for the fortunes of the Ottoman non-Muslim com-
munity that had most closely knit its fortunes to that of the Ottoman Empire. It 
also triggered the eclipse of the Ottoman non-Muslim merchant elites that oper-
ated in a cosmopolitan economic and cultural environment and would face the 
direst consequences as a result of the end of the era of empires and the rise of 
nation-states in the position left by the Ottoman Empire. The establishment of the 
Greek nation-state in 1830 and the ensuing competition between the Athens-
based and the Constantinople-based elites made it possible that the interests of 
the Greek nation would be disconnected from those of the Ottoman Empire. The 
absence of an Armenian nation-state in the 19th century meant that the prosperity 
of the Armenian nation was closer connected with the fortunes of the Ottoman 
Empire. This paved the ground for an all-out struggle between Turkish and Ar-
menian nationalists during the First World War that resulted in the Armenian 
genocide. 
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Conclusion 

Comparing the debates within the Ottoman Greek and Armenian communities 
from Tanzimat to the end of the Ottoman Empire points at three main conclu-
sions. First, cosmopolitan elites of multi-ethnic Empires were doomed, as long as 
nationalism became the hegemonic ideology of Europe in the late 19th century. 
The partition of Empires and the establishment of nation-states would inevitably 
destroy both the cosmopolitan habitus and the networks that secured the flow of 
ideas, capital and goods. Second, the establishment of the Greek nation-state be-
came the intervening factor that contributed to the different development of the 
relations between the Ottoman Greek and Armenian communities and the Otto-
man Empire. Athens influenced the course of intellectual debate within Ottoman 
Greeks and had a crucial impact on the final result. Third, the intensity and the 
brutality of the Armenian-Turkish nationalist confrontation in the last years of 
the Ottoman Empire was also due to the fact that they were the last two Ottoman 
ethnic communities to link their interests and future to that of the ailing Empire. 
When it became clear that Ottomanism was defunct and nation-states would suc-
ceed the Ottoman Empire, their struggle for their jointly claimed motherland was 
ruthless with an enormous humanitarian cost. Fourth, Greek and Armenian na-
tionalist movements remained in contact, as ideas and practices travelled in both 
directions. Nevertheless, this interaction did not suffice to transform any of the 
communities and alter the existing state of affairs. 

 

Works Cited 

Ahmad, Feroz. “Unionist Relations with the Greek, Armenian and Jewish Com-
munities of the Ottoman Empire, 1908–1914.” Christians and Jews in the 
Ottoman Empire: The Functioning of a Plural Society, edited by Benjamin 
Braude and Bernard Lewis, vol. 1, Holmes and Meier Publishers, 1982, pp. 
401–34. 

Bardakjian, Kevork B. “The Rise of the Armenian Patriarchate of 
Constantinople.” Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire: The 
Functioning of a Plural Society, Vol. 1 the Central Lands, edited by 
Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis, vol. 1, Holmes & Meier, 1982, pp. 
89–100. 

Barsoumian, Hagop. “The Dual Role of the Armenian Amira Class within the 
Ottoman Government and the Armenian Millet (1750–1850).” Christians 
and Jews in the Ottoman Empire: The Functioning of a Plural Society, Vol. 
1: The Central Lands, edited by Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis, 
Holmes & Meier, 1982, pp. 171–84. 



 MINORITY DEBATES ON THE FUTURE OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE  253 

 
 

Clogg, Richard. “The 'Dhidhaskalia Patriki' (1798): An Orthodox Reaction to 
French Revolutionary Propaganda.” Middle Eastern Studies, vol. 5, no. 2, 
1969, pp. 87–115. 

--- “The Greek Millet in the Ottoman Empire.” Christians and Jews in the 
Ottoman Empire: The Functioning of a Plural Society, edited by Benjamin 
Braude and Bernard Lewis, vol. 1, Holmes and Meier Publishers, 1982, pp. 
185–207. 

Grigoriadis, Ioannis N. Instilling Religion in Greek and Turkish Nationalism: A 
'Sacred Synthesis'. Palgrave Macmillan, 2012. 

Hobsbawm, Eric. Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, 
Reality. Cambridge University Press, 1990. 

Kitromilides, Paschalis M. “Imagined Communities and the Origins of the 
National Question in the Balkans.” European History Quarterly, vol. 19, no. 
2, 1989, pp. 149–94. 

--- Enlightenment, Nationalism, Orthodoxy: Studies in the Culture and Political 
Thought of South-Eastern Europe. Variorum, 1994. Collected Studies Series 
CS453. 

Koliopoulos, John S., and Thanos Veremis. Greece, the Modern Sequel: From 
1821 to the Present. Hurst & Co., 2002. 

--- Modern Greece: A History since 1821. Wiley-Blackwell, 2010. 

Korais, Adamantios. Adelphikē Didaskalia. Rome, 1798. 

Mazower, Mark. Salonica, City of Ghosts: Christians, Muslims and Jews, 1430–
1950. Harper Perennial, 2001. 

Nalbandian, Louise. The Armenian Revolutionary Movement: The Development 
of Armenian Political Parties through the Nineteenth Century. University of 
California Press, 1963. vol. 1. 

Panossian, Razmik. “Between Ambivalence and Intrusion: Politics and Identity 
in Armenia-Diaspora Relations.” Diaspora: A Journal of Transnational 
Studies, vol. 7, no. 2, 1998, pp. 149–96. 

--- “The Past as Nation: Three Dimensions of Armenian Identity.” Geopolitics, 
vol. 7, no. 2, 2002, pp. 121–46.  

--- The Armenians: From Kings and Priests to Merchants and Commissars. 
Columbia University Press, 2006. 

Patriarch Anthimos of Jerusalem. Didaskalia Patrikē. Constantinople, 1798. 



254 IOANNIS N. GRIGORIADIS   

 

Suny, Ronald Grigor. Looking toward Ararat: Armenia in Modern History. 
Indiana University Press, 1993. 

--- “Constructing Primordialism: Old Histories for New Nations.” The Journal 
of Modern History, vol. 73, no. 4, 2001, pp. 862–96. 

Tölölyan, Khachig. “Elites and Institutions in the Armenian Transnation.” 
Diaspora: A Journal of Transnational Studies, vol. 9, no. 1, 2000, pp. 107–
36. 

Veremis, Thanos. “From the National State to the Stateless Nation: 1821–1910.” 
Eastern European Quarterly, vol. 19, no. 2, 1989, pp. 135–48. 

--- “The Hellenic Kingdom and the Ottoman Greeks: The Experiment of the 
'Society of Constantinople'.” Ottoman Greeks in the Age on Nationalism: 
Politics, Economy and Society in the Nineteenth Century, edited by Dimitri 
Gondicas and Charles Issawi, Darwin Press, 1999, pp. 181–92.



Studies on South East Europe

Dominik Gutmeyr, Karl Kaser (eds.)

Europe and the Black Sea Region
A History of Early Knowledge Exchange (1750-1850)

LIT



Dominik Gutmeyr, Karl Kaser (eds.)

Europe and the Black Sea Region



Studies on South East Europe

edited by

Prof. Dr. Karl Kaser

(Graz)

vol. 22

LIT



Dominik Gutmeyr, Karl Kaser (eds.)

Europe and the Black Sea Region

A History of Early Knowledge Exchange (1750-1850)

LIT



Cover image: Sotzmann, Daniel Friedrich. Charte von den oberhalb

und seitwärts dem Schwarzen Meere gelegenen Russischen und

Türkischen Ländern. Royal Academy of Sciences Berlin, 1788 (Detail).

This publication has received funding from the European Union’s Ho-

rizon 2020 research and innovation program under grant agreement

No. 734645.

Printed with support of

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek

The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the Deutsche

Nationalbibliografie; detailed bibliographic data are available on the Internet at

http://dnb.d-nb.de.

ISBN 978-3-643-80286-6

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

© LIT VERLAG GmbH & Co. KG Wien,

Zweigniederlassung Zürich 2018

Klosbachstr. 107

CH-8032 Zürich

Tel. +41 (0) 44-251 75 05

E-Mail: zuerich@lit-verlag.ch http://www.lit-verlag.ch

Distribution:

In the UK: Global Book Marketing, e-mail: mo@centralbooks.com

In North America: International Specialized Book Services, e-mail: orders@isbs.com

In Germany: LIT Verlag Fresnostr. 2, D-48159 Münster

Tel. +49 (0) 2 51-620 32 22, Fax +49 (0) 2 51-922 60 99, e-mail: vertrieb@lit-verlag.de

e-books are available at www.litwebshop.de



CONTENTS 

 

Introduction: Europe and the Black Sea Region.   
A History of Early Knowledge Exchange (1750–1850)    
Karl Kaser and Dominik Gutmeyr 9 

 
I. KNOWLEDGE IN MOTION 31 

A Voyage into Cultural Translation:  Oscillating between East and West  
in Lady Mary Montagu’s Turkish Embassy Letters (1763)   
Michaela Wolf 33 

The Prehistory of Knowledge Exchange between the Caucasus, the Black  
Sea Region and Central Europe: First Millennium BC   
Zaur Hasanov 51 

Itinerant Informants and Circulating Information:  
Insights into the Black Sea Region in Central-European Media   
Andreas Golob 81 

The Role of Trade in Macedonian Towns up to 1850:  
Modes and Methods for the Dissemination of Knowledge   
Vladimir Janev 101 

The Macedonian Traditional Knowledge System at the Crossroads of  
Imperial Influences  (from the early 18th to the mid-19th century)   
Biljana Ristovska-Josifovska 125 

 
II. MATERIALISED KNOWLEDGE EXCHANGE 153 

Decentring Innovation:  
Circulation of Knowledge and Early (Russian) Photography   
Dominik Gutmeyr 155 

The Depiction of the Western Black Sea Region in French Military  
Documents from the Napoleonic Era    
Wojciech Sajkowski 183 



6 CONTENTS   

Knowledge Transfer among Muslim Communities in Ottoman Balkan 
Society:  Cultural and Social Aspects based on the Case Study of Two 
Dictionaries from 1827 and 1836/37   
Dragi Gjorgiev 201 

Armenian Printing as a Means of Mastering European Thought and  
Knowledge (late 18th to mid-19th century)   
Gor H. Yeranyan 219 

 
III. COMMUNITIES IN EXCHANGE 235 

Minority Debates on the Future of the Ottoman Empire:  
Greek and Armenian Nationalist Thought    
Ioannis N. Grigoriadis 237 

The Activities of the Mekhitarist Congregation in Venice and their  
Literary Translations from French to Armenian  
(late 18th and early 19th centuries)   
Greta Nikoghosyan 255 

The Role of Diasporic Communities in the Development of the Odessa  
Region    
Yana Volkova 273 

The National Self-Determination Projects of Greece and Bulgaria:  
The Role of Ethnic Bessarabian Diasporas    
Svetlana V. Koch 289 

 
IV. INSTITUTIONALIZING EXCHANGE 311 

Academic Studies of the Black Sea Region and the Northwest Caucasus  
(second half of the 18th to the early 19th century)   
Stavris Parastatov and Alla Kondrasheva 313 

‘The Russian Saint-Cyr’ and the Beginning of Female Education in  
Russia: Institutes for Noble Maidens (1764–1796)   
Anastasiya Pashova and Petar Vodenicharov 337 

The Birth of the Archive in Bulgarian Society in the Framework of the  
Ottoman Empire  (late 18th century – end of the 1860s)   
Mariyana Piskova 353 



 CONTENTS  7 

The Habsburgs and the Black Sea Region:  A Continental Approach    
Harald Heppner 373 

The Adaptation and Localization of Modern Intellectual Experience by  
the Armenian Patriarchate of Constantinople   
(second half of 18th and first half of 19th centuries)   
Gayane Ayvazyan 391 

Contributors 409 
 

 


	Cover
	CONTENTS

