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In 1992, Greek historian Ioannis Hassiotis wrote that “[i]t is strange that both Greek
and Armenian historians should have treated the first persecutions of the Greeks in
1913–14 and the Armenian Genocide of 1915 as separate phenomena.”1 The
tendency to treat as separate phenomena various aspects of CUP policies of what
I would dub “violent Turkification”—interconnected policies of, for example,
ethnic cleansing and genocide aimed at the homogenization of the Ottoman
Empire—is not new, nor can it merely be seen in the writings of Greek and
Armenian scholars. Before, during, and after WWI, the wide range of mainly
Western diplomats, missionaries, etc. in the empire would primarily witness and
report on the specific aspect of CUP policies that was the Armenian genocide—a
fact that has often been reflected in scholarly accounts that have likewise tended
to focus on this event rather than on the persecution of other groups.2 Two main
reasons for this seem to be that: (1) before, during, and after the Armenian genocide
many such observers (especially missionaries) worked among Armenians rather
than among, for example, Greeks or Assyrians; and (2) these observers were there-
fore generally more receptive to the suffering of those they had often literally built
their lives around, and were placed at geographical locations where they could
mainly observe the destruction of the Armenians. A third reason is that many
saw the Armenian genocide, with its widespread, large-scale, and systematic
massacres and death marches, as more condensed in time and more radical in its
intent and execution than other campaigns of destruction.

But a number of observers did see other non-Turkish groups as targets of CUP
policies and would view these policies as connected. To name a few examples: in
the Ottoman Senate, Ahmed Riza would during WWI, as the only high-level and
vocal Turkish voice of dissent, criticize the persecution of Armenians, Greeks, and
Arabs and the confiscation of their property.3 Danish diplomatic minister at
Constantinople, Carl Ellis Wandel, reported on how the CUP would use extermi-
nation to bring a stop to what they considered as Arab, Armenian, and Greek
domination in the Ottoman parliament that would lead to their loss of power.4

George E. White suggested that the purpose of the CUP was to “create a
uniform state, one in Turkish nationality, and one in Moslem orthodoxy”
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through deportation of Armenians and Greeks and suppression of the “unorthodox”
Alevis.5 Member of the American Committee for Armenian and Syrian Relief,
William Walker Rockwell, stated that the number of Armenians and Syrians had
been severely decimated as a result of CUP policies and that there had been
“awful misery among the Palestinian Jews.”6 H. F. Ulrichsen, MP, member of the
organization Danish Friends of Armenians,7 and secretary to Wandel 1914–16,
contended that the CUP and the Kemalist “‘cleansing policy’ [‘Udrensningspolitik’]
[. . .] had as its aim the removal of all the foreign bodies—Christians and Jews—
which were influencing Turkey to such a large degree.”8

Such views have now begun to be reflected by researchers of the CUP and early
Kemalist periods who emphasize the role of “ethnic reconfiguration”9 or “demo-
graphic engineering,”10 the planned, interconnected, and proactive (as opposed to
“accidental,” isolated, or reactive) elements of these policies. While Turkish his-
toriography has traditionally denied or downplayed such policies, these scholars,
whether or not they use the “g”-word, now suggest that the Armenian genocide
was an aspect of a policy of Turkification, albeit usually described as its most
extremely violent aspect.11 According to Taner Akcam, the CUP had prior to
WWI “formulated a policy that they began to execute in the Aegean region
against the Greeks and, during the war years, expanded to include the Assyrians,
the Chaldeans, the Syrians, and especially the Armenians, a policy that eventually
became genocidal. [. . .] Detailed reports were prepared [by the Special Organiz-
ation] outlining the elimination of the Christian population. These measures were
implemented in the Aegean region in the spring of 1914.”12 This study aims to
take a closer look at these pre-war persecutions of Aegean Greeks as an aspect
of violent Turkification, i.e. as more than an isolated (series of) incident(s) with
little or no relation to other instances of CUP group persecution or to any
overall CUP goal of Turkification. The sources consist of published reports,
memoirs, etc., and scholarly works, with an emphasis on unpublished Danish
archival material that supplements existing knowledge of the events.

The beginnings of violent Turkification

Seen from the vantage point of observers in the major harbour city of Smyrna
(Izmir), and in Constantinople (Istanbul), the Ottoman capital, CUP policies of
group persecution began in earnest with the attempted ethnic cleansing of
Ottoman Greeks living along the Aegean littoral.13 Attempts at removing non-
Turkish influences from the economy had been initiated by the CUP after a
radical faction of the Committee had gained power in 1913, and this policy was
supplemented with the cleansing of more than 100,000 Greeks from the Aegean
and Thrace in the spring and summer of 1914.14 Papers reported that thousands
of Greeks in Thrace were forced by the authorities to embark for Greece or
convert to Islam,15 and that Greeks from around Rodosto were reported to be suf-
fering on the fields and roads while Muslim Albanians and Cretans were installed
in their houses.16 This was apparently the result of careful deliberations and pre-
liminary research by the CUP, though it was decided to hide the connection
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between, on the one hand, the CUP and government agencies like the Ministry of
War, and, on the other hand, the Special Organization (SO) that executed of the
operation.17

The main “Danish” witness to these events, Alfred van der Zee, Danish consul
at Smyrna, vilayet of Aidin (Smyrna) since 1910, was in fact Dutch.18 He was born
in the Netherlands, May 9, 1872, a businessman running the local offices of the
family business W. F. van der Zee, and who spoke Dutch, English, French,
Italian, German, Greek, and Turkish.19 Also, he was a shipbroker and an agent
for the Danish shipping company DFDS.20 Vice consul at the Danish consulate
in Smyrna at the time was Dutch Levantine John Atkinson de Jongh who had
held this position since 1877.21 In June 1914, Van der Zee reported to Wandel,
his superior in Constantinople, that a large-scale, systematic, and violent banishing
of “the generally peaceful and hard-working Greeks” was carried out on the orders
of the central government.22

This policy was partly dictated by perceived security concerns. The CUP
believed the Ottoman Greeks to be suspect on account of their alleged ties to
the Greek state, and, more specifically, they wanted to avoid that Greeks living
along the coastline could come to serve as a fifth column. The danger was believed
to be imminent as Greece, through the intervention of the European Powers, had
recently come to control the nearby islands of Chios and Mytilene (Lesbos). These
islands, it was stated, could be used to launch attacks.23 Also, the persecution of
Aegean (Ionian) Greeks could serve to put pressure on the Greek government to
solve the overall islands dispute in a manner beneficial to the Ottoman govern-
ment.24 But the islands dispute and security concerns were apparently not the
only reasons, as economic, political, and ethno-religious concerns seem to have
made the cleansing policy part of a larger project of Turkification. Van der Zee
reported that in March 1914, the valis of Smyrna and the nearby regions had
made inspection tours to the coastal towns and villages of the vilayets, “advising”
the local officials to force out the Greeks:

About three months ago the Governor General of Smyrna [vali Rahmi Bey], acting, as I
understand, on instructions from the Ministry, made an inspection in the small towns situated
on the coast of this province. It would appear that in the course of this tournée administrative
he gave semi-official orders to the sub-governors to force the Greek population resident
therein to evacuate these towns. No order of expulsion was decreed, but the Turkish officials
were to make use of tortuous and vexatious measures so well-known to them. The like
instructions were, I understand, given by the Governors of the other maritime provinces.25

This general interpretation is supported by Hans-Lukas Kieser, who quotes the
memoirs of Mahmut Celal Bey (Bayar), head of the Smyrna cell of the CUP in
1914, and later to become Turkey’s third president: “[. . .] CUP and the ministry
of war, run by [Enver Pasha] since 3 January 1914, were, parallel to the regular
activities of the government, working towards the liquidation of the ‘concentrations
of non-Muslims’ in the Aegean region [. . .]”26 According to Wandel, it was
Dr Nazim Bey, leading member of the inner circle of the CUP that would later
orchestrate the Armenian genocide,27 who during the Balkan Wars 1912–13 had
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developed a plan to settle Muslims, who had themselves been violently cleansed
from Macedonia, at various places in the empire from where non-Muslims would
be deported.28 The Ottoman diplomatic minister at Athens, Galip Kemali
(Söylemezoglu), even proposed to the Greek authorities that the Muslims of the
Greek administrative provinces of Macedonia and Epirus should be exchanged
with the rural Greek population of the Smyrna province and Ottoman Thrace.
Greek Prime Minister Venizelos seemingly approved of such an exchange around
the time of the 1914 cleansing operation, on condition that it would be voluntary
and that the persecution and forced migration of Greeks would cease.29

The outbreak of WWI prevented the exchange, but even before that the auth-
orities, represented by the ministry of interior’s Office of Tribal and Refugee
Settlement, had decided not to wait for the consent of the Greek government.30

So, in 1914, the plan was initiated in earnest in a decidedly violent and involuntary
manner that has been compared to the Nazi policy of “Aryanization”—defined as
the “reorganization of economic resources in favour of ‘ethnically-desirable’
citizens and therefore of the ethnically-defined state itself.”31 For the CUP, to
be “ethnically-desirable” meant to be Turkish as well as Muslim, as from 1914
onward, non-Turkish Muslims (e.g. Kurds) deported to areas previously occupied
by Christians were supposed to assimilate (i.e. Turkify) by giving up their ethnic
identity.32 Discriminatory policies had already been directed against Christians.
The electoral system, for instance, was designed to discriminate heavily against
Christians, and the authorities, despite their promises, did not return Anatolian
land to Armenians driven away during or after the Abdul Hamid massacres.33

Immediately after the 1913 coup, the new, more radical CUP leadership tried to
give the appearance that they continued efforts to “Ottomanize” and centralize the
empire in a peaceful and democratic manner. But, as Wandel and other observers
noted, if this had ever in reality been CUP policy it was no longer the case.34

Rather, as Feroz Ahmad puts it, repression and violence became the order of
the day.35 Although Wandel acknowledged that the extent of the radicalization
was partly caused by events outside CUP control, he emphasized that it was not
simply the result of defensive ad hoc measures against, say, Western imperialism,
but an integral part of an active, deliberate policy rooted in Turkist supremacist
beliefs that basically had as its goal to preserve power. Since it was no longer
believed that this could be reached by a multi-ethnic, multi-religious, Turkish-
dominated empire, it would be reached by somehow creating a “Turkey for the
Turks,” economically, politically, linguistically, and ethnically, increasingly com-
bined with an expansionist pan-Turkist vision of a Turkish Empire uniting ethnic
Turks from Asia and Russia.36

Wandel accordingly described the nature of the CUP by describing its members
not as great idealists or statesmen, but as organizers using every means to further
their organization, fighting for power rather than ideals: “For some there is no
doubt about their integrity, but it is the general understanding that [the CUP]
will continue to pursue the policy it has already initiated, a policy which has
led to so many conflicts.” He believed that this policy would eventually lead to
“national suicide.”37 In fact, though the costs were immense, it was an important

MATTHIAS BJØRNLUND

44



step leading to the creation of the relatively homogeneous, if unstable, nation that
is the modern Turkish republic.38 But, as Wandel also emphasized, although many
Young Turks were not “great idealists,” they did share some broad ideals that, if
nothing else, served to legitimize their power monopoly in particular and of ethnic
Turks in general, as well as to prevent the disintegration of the empire through cen-
tralization and homogenization.39

The nation, beginning with the areas of trade and language, was to be cleansed
from “foreign elements” in order to establish a national culture and economy.40 It
was nation-building through marginalization or destruction of the non-Turkish
components of first and foremost the age-old Anatolian multicultural make-up,
a process that required the rewriting of history and the definition of non-Turks
as the Other.41 In a lengthy report, Wandel described how it was only after the
CUP dictatorship had come to power that Turkish shops in Constantinople
would advertise that “This is a Muslim Business.”42 Not all Christians were
“loyal,” but according to the diplomat, while Christians were generally opposed
to the CUP system of centralization and to the principle “Turkey for the Turks,”
they saw it as necessary to work with the CUP rather than to break with it when
it came to improving their living conditions.43 This was despite the fact that the
Christians of the empire were subjected to what Wandel describes as a repressive
and xenophobic regime which systematically discriminated against them.44

From boycott to violent persecution

As noted, the 1914 cleansing was initially attempted through a severe economic
boycott and by other intimidating measures.45 As Van der Zee saw it, the
Aegean region was already sparsely populated and had plenty of arable soil,
with ample room for Muslim settlers even if the authorities had chosen not to
expel the Greeks.46 So in the sense that the cleansing was part of an economic
project, it was carried out as a means of creating a national economy dominated
by Turks/Muslims—political logic overtook economic concerns during the
1910s, as it has been put.47 The aim of economic Turkification was to create a
class dominated by Turks or Turkified Muslims who were perceived by the
CUP (and later by the Kemalists) as loyal, not only because of their ethno-
religious traits, but because they owed their position to those who had
“removed the competition.” Christian entrepreneurs, on the other hand, had
gained a degree of independence and had become a perceived obstacle, not just
because of their ethnicity and religion, but because of their perceived membership
of an economic class that was seen as having a limited allegiance to the state.48

Inga Nalbandian, a Danish writer and newspaper correspondent married to
Mardiros Nalbandian, an Armenian scholar from Galata, reported from Constan-
tinople that “agents” would walk into the ladies’ compartment on the Bosphorus
ferry and warn Muslim women not to buy from Christians. She also reported that
this was a small part of a large, chauvinist campaign that drove many Christians to
ruin. For instance, at the Constantinople University, all three Greek professors had
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been fired without warning or cause, together with three out of five Armenian
professors. Nalbandian stated on this policy:

It is a whole wave that comes and goes, the reason for the boycott is two-sided. The adoption
of “the reforms in Asia Minor” [the recent reforms imposed by the Western powers affecting
the Ottoman Armenian vilayets, MB]—the red cape dangling in front of the eyes of the
Turkish bull—must be punished, and punished severely, and since it is considered too
dangerous to initiate an unconcealed massacre, the Armenians must be struck in a pecuniary
manner. And regarding the Greeks—the Ottoman Greeks, that is—the still unsolved island
question plays a large role; furthermore, one must add the bitter grudge held by the Turks,
and not least by the all powerful Enver Pasha and through him the whole government,
against the Ottoman Greeks, as there are among these to be found a number of rich men
who have given and still give large sums to the Greek navy.49

But when the boycott did not have the desired effect—“[as] the rayah [‘cattle’]
Greeks clung, however, to their fields,” as Van der Zee expressed it50—the cleans-
ing of Greeks was attempted by violent persecution. As the consul reported June
19, 1914:

After open hints that it would be advisable for them to leave [Adramyt, MB], menaces that
they would be done to death were resorted to, and finally the threats began to take shape in
the murder of villagers returning from their fields and the waylaying of townsmen. A reign of
terror was instituted and the panic stricken Greeks fled as fast as they could to the neighbour-
ing island of Mitylene. Soon the movement spread to Kemer, Kilissekeuy, Kinick, Pergamos
and Soma. Armed bashibozuks [Turkish irregular troops, MB] attacked the people residing
therein, lifted the cattle, drove them from their farms and took forcible possession thereof.
The details of what took place [are] harrowing, women were seduced, girls were ravished,
some of them dying from the ill-treatment received, children at the breast were shot or cut
down with their mothers.51

These bashibozuks, alternatively called “Turkish gangs” or chetes in the reports,
numbered 8–10,000 in the vilayet of Aidin alone, and were according to Van
der Zee financed and run by the state.52 Many of these gangs consisted of
members of the SO and radicalized Muslim refugees from the Balkans or the
Caucasus, the so-called muhadjirs,53 who plundered and murdered “as many of
the hated Greeks as possible.”54 Subsequently, the gangs also attacked non-
Ottoman Greek citizens and their property in a systematic fashion, and the justi-
fication given by the authorities could indicate that the operation was not
simply meant as a security measure, but had an ideological, not to say xenophobic,
rationale: “‘let foreigners go and buy farms in their own lands.’”55 Hans-Lukas
Kieser contends that to the CUP, the cleansing was also “retaliation for the evil
which, according to them, the Muslims under Greek domination had been suffer-
ing since the Balkan Wars.”56 As the Danish paper København, June 17, 1914,
reported, after these wars, Greek “administrative harassment” had caused tens
of thousands of Muslims to leave their homes.57 Both the CUP and at least a
sizeable number of the muhadjirs had thus become radicalized to the point of
becoming anti-Christian, and although the Christians they now persecuted
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belonged to populations that had lived in Anatolia for several thousand years, they
were now not only designated as “infidel,” but also as “foreigners.”58

Ayhan Aktar describes the events in the Aegean region as “tension manifesting
itself in hostile mob behaviour and a more nationalistic state bureaucracy [. . .],”59

but fails to see a connection between these manifestations. But according to
Kuscubasi Esref, an SO leader, the cleansing was indeed a planned event.
He quoted Enver Pasha saying on February 23, 1914 that non-Muslims had to
be got rid of as they had proven that they did not support the continued existence
of the state, and that the salvation of the state was linked to stern measures against
them.60 And the Russian consul-general at Smyrna, Andrew D. Kalmykow,
recalled a talk he had around this time with Interior Minister Talaat Pasha in
the presence of Rahmi Bey. According to Kalmykow, the following exchange
took place between Rahmi and Talaat: “‘What can I do?’ asked the vali with a
smile. ‘We have sent Turkish farmers to colonize the coast, but the Greek peasants
simply won’t stay with them and move away of their own free will.’ ‘No, Rahmi,’
said Talaat Pasha, ‘the Greeks cannot remain. They are forced to leave. They must
go.’”61

The massacre of Phocea, north of the city of Smyrna, that began on the night of
June 12 was one of the worst attacks of the campaign. After having looted the
villages south of Menemen, causing the Greeks to flee, the bashibozuks attacked
the town of Phocea from three sides—according to Van der Zee, they were assisted
by Cretans working at the salt depots, referring to Muslim Cretans who had
previously migrated or been expelled.62 On June 25, the consul quoted an
eyewitness of the destruction of the town:

[W]ithin a quarter of an hour after the assault had begun every boat in the place was full of
people trying to get away and when no more boats could be had the inhabitants sought refuge
on the little peninsula on which the lighthouse stands. I saw eleven bodies of men and women
lying dead on the shore. How many were killed I could not say, but trying to get into a house
of which the door stood ajar I saw two other dead bodies lying in the entrance hall. Every
shop in the place was looted and the goods that could not be carried away were wantonly
destroyed.63

The authorities apparently tried to cover up the assault, but after two days a French
steam tug boat arriving at Smyrna conveyed the news.64 The crew had observed a
large number of people on the promontory and sailed some 700 “half starved
wretches” to Mytilene. The authorities there sent boats to rescue the remaining
5–6,000 to the island.65 According to French eyewitness Manciet, the town of
8–9,000 ethnic Greeks and ca. 400 Turks was methodically destroyed and plun-
dered by well-armed bands, and although the Smyrna authorities sent regular
troops to Phocea, ostensibly to restore order, these soldiers continued to destroy
the town. Manciet expressed the belief that the bashibozuks were organized and
armed by the authorities to expel the Christians.66 The simultaneous attacks
on the Greeks of the Kara Bournou peninsula, which coincided with the landing
of 600 muhadjir families at Kato-Panayia and with the landing of a number of
other such families at Chesmé who were to replace the Greeks of Alatsata, also
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indicate that a major, organized, and effective anti-Greek campaign took place.67

Greeks fled the region in their tens of thousands to avoid looting and murder, while
the muhadjirs were assisted by local authorities in driving them out and taking
over their properties.68

For instance, Ayhan Aktar describes how the Greeks of the coastal town of
Chesmé, opposite the island of Chios, fled immediately after Hilmi Uran was
appointed local governor of the town in May 1914: “just a few days after
[Uran’s] arrival, the Greek community in and around Cesme started to panic
and arranged the means of transport to the nearest island, Chios. Nearly forty thou-
sand Greeks migrated in two weeks.”69 The timing could be a coincidence, but it
seems more likely that it points to the organized nature of the cleansing, with local
officials being appointed by the central authorities to carry out the project. This
was seemingly also the case when in June 1913, radical Young Turk Mehmed
Reshid, an ardent nationalist with a religiously and racially inspired hatred of
Christians, was hastily installed as mutessarif of the northern Aegean sub-province
of Karesi where he dedicated himself to the expulsion of Greeks.70 As for Chesmé,
the Greeks fled so fast that their homes and possessions were left largely intact. As
local governor, it was Uran’s responsibility to arrange for the orderly redistribu-
tion of Greek property, but before he could fulfil his task it was plundered by
locals or by muhadjirs arriving from Salonica.71

Generally, the bashibozuks seem to have met little resistance, but at the village
of Serekieuy in the Menemen district, Greeks formed an armed resistance resulting
in fierce fighting lasting for four hours until the defenders ran out of ammunition.
Then the villagers, outnumbered and outgunned, fought a hand-to-hand combat
until they were killed.72 A few managed to escape to the nearby town of
Menemen, but as this had some 20,000 inhabitants, the bashibozuks shot any
inhabitants who left the town but did not dare to attempt an outright attack.
This could point to the fact that even though Turkification through persecution
was CUP policy, it was a policy that, at this point at least, could not be followed
too openly or with any widespread use of regular military forces.73 Stealth, “plaus-
ible denial,” and political concerns outweighed the desire to cleanse the area com-
pletely. Still, it is estimated that some 150–200,000 Ottoman Greeks left their
homes before the outbreak of WWI, either by direct force or, as it is put, “volun-
tarily,” i.e. by threats of force.74

1914: denial and significance

Despite attempts to keep the cleansing a secret and to deny both the existence of
and the responsibility for it, the Ottoman government soon had to change course,
especially under pressure from France. Also, the persecutions generated anger and
bitterness in Greece, which proceeded to mobilize its forces, as did the Ottoman
Empire, but the CUP were aware that they were not ready for the war that
many believed would break out if the cleansing did not stop.75 For instance, in
an interview with a Danish paper in June 1914, Greek King Constantine I stated
that peace could not be upheld as long as the persecution of the Greeks was
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continuing.76 In the Danish paper Nationaltidende, April 26, 1914, it was reported
that the Greek consul at Smyrna had tried to approach Rahmi in order to clarify the
matter of the expulsions, but had received the answer that he “had left for the coun-
tryside.”77 After consultations with the Austrian ambassador at Constantinople,
Johann Pallavicini, Wandel was convinced that although neither Greece nor the
empire were ready for war, such a war was inevitable in the near future, and he
was also convinced that the Anatolian Greeks would then be worse off than
ever before.78 This prediction was accurate, since during WWI even more
violent persecutions of Greeks took place on a regular basis.79 And in June
1917, Greece did finally join the war against the empire and her allies.

Regarding a developing CUP policy of denial, the official reactions to the 1914
events point toward aspects of the contemporary (as well as the present) denial of,
for example, the Armenian genocide: the claim that the government, when it came
to killings and persecution, had no control of local officials or of the designated
killer gangs, and the attempts to apply damage control through cover-ups, shifting
of blame, and propaganda. Talaat declared in June 1914 that the “regrettable inci-
dents” in the Smyrna region happened because many local officials still believed
that the orders they received from the government to protect the Greek population
had been issued under pressure from the Great Powers, i.e. not issued in earnest.80

Thus, according to Talaat, all responsibility for wrongdoings rested with Rahmi
Bey. American ambassador at Constantinople, Henry Morgenthau, related that
Talaat would not admit that government officials were entirely responsible for
what he called “uprisings.” This, incidentally, could be an implicit recognition
of the fact that officials bore the main responsibility for these events.81

Talaat even went on what Van der Zee calls a “farcical tour” of the towns and
cities of the Smyrna region, making speeches promising complete security while
local Greeks had to stay at home to avoid being beaten up or shot.82 According
to a telegram from Talaat to the Porte, sent during his stay in Smyrna, the court
martial in the city had sentenced 47 persons to three to five year prison terms for
plundering Greek property. This could indicate that the Interior Minister wanted
to send a message that the anti-Greek persecutions were, officially at least, not,
or no longer, acceptable. At the same time it was reported that two Greeks were
to stand trial since they allegedly had made Greeks leave the country by spreading
rumours of Turkish massacres.83 Talaat also claimed that Greeks from the region of
Chesmé had left voluntarily and that they had not been attacked at any point.84 It is
not possible from these sources to determine whether Talaat at this point really had
decided that the campaign inaugurated under his auspices now had to be terminated
or put on hold, but Van der Zee saw no reason to trust the authorities:

To add one more act to this pitiable farce the Imperial Government applied for the delegates
[drogmans, i.e. interpreters representing the major foreign embassies, MB] to show civilised
Europe that the work of the restitution is sincerely carried on and it is now promenading these
gentlemen in motor cars & special trains, giving them good dinners and fine wines, while the
victims of its atrocities are begged their bread or living on the charity eked out to them. What
these representatives of the Great Powers will have to tell them I know not but, in any case,
one thing is absolutely certain: that whatever their report is the tyrannous measures will not
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cease, though they may be carried on less openly, as the communication of the Grand Vizier
to the American Companies here conclusively proves. In his communication to the Singer
Co. at Smyrna the United [States] Consul General Horton says that “he is instructed by
[his] Ambassador to inform it that he has obtained the promise of the Grand Vizier that
for two months the Greek employees will not be molested but that at the expiration of
that time they must be replaced.”85

The consul’s (perhaps incorrect) assessment of the drogmans’ mission was shared
by British ambassador at Constantinople, Sir Louis Mallet, who told Morgenthau
that the European Powers were going to “whitewash” the empire as it did not suit
them to have a war now.86

While it was officially claimed that only 1,000 Greeks had left the empire and
that they had done so of their own free will and against the wishes of the auth-
orities,87 the Ottoman press acknowledged that persecution, albeit allegedly of
an unauthorized nature, was widespread. According to Wandel, Tanin reported
that while a gang of 8–10,000 robbers were continuing their violent acts around
Smyrna, the government had taken precautions that would undoubtedly restore
order.88 Another official paper, Tercüman-i Hakikat, claimed that the powers,
by not explicitly denouncing Ottoman policies regarding Greece and the
Ottoman Greeks, actually applauded the empire’s attitude.89 Whether or not this
was true mattered perhaps less than the fact that Turkish nationalists felt somewhat
encouraged by the lack of forceful outside intervention—after all, neither Greece
nor any other nation turned out to be willing to enter a war against the Ottoman
Empire to aid a persecuted minority.

But Ottoman papers also tried to give the impression that Greece or Greeks in
general were equally responsible for the “incidents,” as when they reported on
what they described as Greek bands of robbers that used Aegean islands as
bases for raids. This claim may be exaggerated if one considers that Stamboul
exemplified it by quoting a telegram relating an incident about a boat with three
Greek robbers who had presumably shot at persons near Chesmé.90 There is no
evidence, however, that Wandel, any more than Van der Zee, found the official
propaganda trustworthy. Wandel was satisfied with the consul’s reports on the
cleansing of the Greeks, as was expressed in a letter to the consul. Here,
Wandel mentioned the June 19 and 25 reports that, he emphasized, contrary to
regular procedure had been sent directly to the Danish Foreign Ministry.91

Concluding remarks

In 1914, the aim of Turkification was not to exterminate but to expel as many
Greeks of the Aegean region as possible as not only a “security measure,” but
as an extension of the policy of economic and cultural boycott, while at the
same time creating living space for the muhadjirs that had been driven out of
their homes under equally brutal circumstances.92 This policy was informed by
a radically exclusionist political ideology that has been aptly defined by Aktar,
albeit he seems to apply it to a post-WWI context: “The turkification programme
can [. . .] be defined in practice as a set of policies aimed at establishing the
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unconditional supremacy of Turkish ethnic identity in nearly all aspects of social
and economic life.”93 Wandel believed that the losses resulting from the persecu-
tions were irreparable, since “an industrious class of people have been expelled,
despite that the province was already thinly populated. It can be predicted that
the province will suffer from the results of this failed policy for years to
come.”94 This view is still shared by scholars today when assessing the conse-
quences of the virtual disappearance of Christians from Asia Minor.95 But the pos-
sibilities created for Muslims to take over where they left by becoming
entrepreneurs themselves; the practical experiences of ethnic cleansing; the
general impunity of the perpetrators; and the relative political “success” of the
cleansing—tens of thousands of Greeks fleeing, leaving their homes and posses-
sions to be taken over by Muslim refugees96—meant that even more radical
measures could be seen as not only possible, but as yet another extension of a
policy of social engineering through Turkification. Besides, as Talaat told
Morgenthau during the Armenian genocide, “We care nothing about the
commercial loss.”97

To the CUP, one of the major advantages of Turkification was that the European
Powers would be presented with a fait accompli. The Christians would be gone
who had served as an excuse for interference with what the CUP regarded as
the internal matters of the empire. The 1914 cleansing policy therefore points
toward the WWI policies of extermination, if not in the sense that these policies
were planned to be parts of a “grand scheme” of what have been called partial
and total genocides, then in the sense that they were connected in profound
ways.98 One should not ignore aspects such as the differences between the
intent and execution of the 1914 events and the Armenian genocide, or that the
late Ottoman Empire was in a difficult situation that could lead to decisions affect-
ing non-Turkish groups that were dictated more by circumstances than by commit-
ment to the principle of Turkification. But there is evidence to suggest that these
anti-Greek and Armenian policies to a large degree resulted from closely linked
“rational” and xenophobic deliberations that were inherently genocidal.99 There
were institutional links, from the CUP over the Office of Tribal and Refugee
Settlement to the Special Organization. There were more or less rudimentary ideo-
logical links—“Turkey for the Turks,” the identification of the “inner enemy”
(Greeks, Armenians) with the “outer enemy” (Greece, the Entente). There were
economic links, as the disappearance of “Christian competition” could presum-
ably pave the way for a national Turkish/Muslim economy.100 And there were
individual links, perhaps most strikingly personified in the abovementioned
Mehmed Reshid. In 1914 he was involved with the cleansing of Greeks, while
he directed the extermination of Armenians and Assyrians in the Diarbekir
region in 1915–16.101 Lewis Einstein, of the US Constantinople embassy,
wrote in his diary May 1, 1915 that even when threatened militarily on all sides
during WWI, the Ottoman government was bent on breaking the remnants of an
alleged political opposition: “They have crushed the Turkish opposition, they
expelled the Greeks, and now is the Armenians’ turn [. . .]”102 Wandel believed
that the reason for the CUP for such acts was basically to preserve power by
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any means, for themselves in particular and for Turks in general.103 But power can
be gained or preserved through a number of means, and evidence suggests that the
CUP rather consistently chose means that involved group persecution or destruc-
tion, leading to the perhaps most important link between the fates of Greeks and
Armenians: the almost complete disappearance of both groups from Ottoman/
Turkish soil.
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