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Abstract 
 
The present thesis offers an innovative perspective analysing the perception of Turkish atrocities 

against the Ottoman Greek communities during the temporal period May 1919 – December 1922 

through the Athenian newspapers Estia and Empros, which were committed to the ubiquitous 

Greek irredentist vision of the Megali Idea. Delving into theories which emphasize on the 

political nature of nationalism, on national mobilisation and on the exploitation of mass 

communication by the elite, this thesis attempts to elaborate on the inclusion of the Ottoman 

Greeks into an expanded Greek nation-state, based on the principle of self-determination. Hence, 

from the Greek Press’ perspective, the presented Turkish atrocities against a part of the Greek 

nation and potential subjects of a broadened Greek state had been contextualized on the basis of 

Greek nationalism. The study shows that, despite the widespread and divided Greek communities 

in the Ottoman Empire/Turkey, Estia and Empros were declaring that their common 

denominator had been their Greek self-determination and the fact that all these communities 

were viewing the Greek state and the Greek army as their guarantors for their safety. Adding to 

the agents of Hellenism also the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Estia and Empros were highlighting 

the crucial role of these agents towards the endangered Ottoman Greek communities. Thus, the 

presentation of the respective information in the newspapers was leaning on this theoretical 

schema. 

 

Keywords: Ottoman Greek communities, Perpetrators, Victims, Bystanders, Greek Elite, Megali 

Idea, Venizelos, Young Turks [CUP],  Mustafa Kemal Pasha1, Estia, Empros 

 
  

                                                
1 He adopted the surname Atatürk after 1934 when the Surname Law was institutionalized in Turkey. Thus, in the 
present study the author uses the name Mustafa Kemal Pasha when referring to Atatürk, which was defining him 
officially before 1934. 
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Introduction 

“The idea that the Turk is the enemy of the Greek still persists, along with the denial of 

recognition of common cultural denominators between the two nations”.2 Departing from this 

observation stated by Theodossopoulos in his research study about “The ‘Turks’ in the 

Imagination of the ‘Greeks’”, it is evident that this view was constantly cultivated by the Greek 

elite in order to reinforce the Greeks’ nationalistic feeling on the basis of a clear distinction 

between “the peaceful self” and “the ferocious other”. Despite several contradictory views of the 

Greek refugees who were settled in Greece through the Treaty of Lausanne, the Greek state and 

the representatives of the Greek elite managed to disseminate the view that the Greek refugees, 

who used to be Ottoman subjects, were considering the Turks as the “enemy”.3 

This post-1922 context definitely constitutes a representative sample in terms of how the elite 

of a relatively new state was trying to homogenize its subjects creating a strengthened notion of 

their common national identity. Delving into the turbulent years of the Asia Minor campaign 

(1919-1922) when the Greek army and the Greek authorities were present in Anatolia (Asia 

Minor), the existence of Ottoman Greek communities had been the main argument of the Greek 

elite in order to stabilize their formal presence in the Ottoman lands. Hence, based exclusively on 

Turkish atrocities committed against the non-combatant Ottoman Greeks, who were considered 

by the Greek state as potential members of it, the Greek newspapers which were committed to 

the Greek irredentist vision of the Megali Idea were constantly transmitting to the Greek reading 

audience information regarding the suffering of their unredeemed brothers, who were viewed by 

the Greek elite as individuals with Greek self-consciousness. As a matter of fact, these 

nationalistic newspapers had been a part of the Greek elite, which was launching the vision of the 

Megali Idea. 

By using the Athenian newspapers Estia and Empros, the present study attempts to reveal 

patterns of the Greek nationalistic vision through the presentation of the Ottoman Greeks’ 

suffering during May 1919 – December 1922. While many academic studies have attempted to 

prove the extermination of the Ottoman Greeks by the Turks,4 this study aims at presenting the 

perception of atrocities through a biased source material. 

 

 
 

  

                                                
2 Theodossopoulos, 2009, p. 13.  
3 Hirschon, 2009, pp. 61 – 78; Doumanis, 2013, p. 166. 
4 For this purpose, see: Fotiadis, Constantinos (ed.), 2004: The Genocide of the Greeks in Pontus (14 vols.); Bjørnlund, 
Hofmann, Meichanetsidis (eds.), 2011: The Genocide of the Ottoman Greeks; Shirinian, George N. (ed.), 2017: Genocide in 
the Ottoman Empire; Morris, Benny and Ze’evi, Dror, 2019: The thirty-year genocide. 
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Historical Background 

George Horton, the American diplomat and consul of Smyrna during the second decade of the 

20th century, testified that “the Greeks, for whom a deeper hatred existed [than for the 

Armenians], were reserved for a slower and more leisurely death”.5  

Starting from the Young Turks’ era, the loss of the European provinces in combination with 

the mass influx of Muslims in the remaining Ottoman Empire already since the Balkan Wars 

rendered the Ottoman Christians immediate victims of the Ittihad’s violent Turkification policies. 

In this context, the US ambassador in Constantinople, Henry Morgenthau, confessed that the 

first victims against the violent policies of the Young Turks were the Ottoman Greeks, who were 

persecuted already before the beginning of the First World War from Thrace and from the 

Aegean region in order for the Muslim refugees of the Balkan Wars to settle in the abandoned 

Greek properties.6 While the Greek communities had been widespread within the Ottoman 

Empire,7 the basic and broad areas of the Greeks’ persecution were the following: a) Eastern 

Thrace, b) Asia Minor (widespread Greek communities) and c) Pontus (a peculiar Greek 

community in Asia Minor) during the entire period between 1914 and 1922. 

Dealing with the Ottoman Greek inhabitants of Eastern Thrace, their mass persecutions 

began to take place during the spring of 1914 under the auspices of the central government 

which accelerated the process of the Greeks’ persecution from Eastern Thrace as it approved the 

use of violent practices (i.e. threats, attacks, sporadic killings) in order to intimidate the Greek 

residents and to force them to migrate.8 

The second wave of violence took place in the western coastline of Asia Minor since 1914 

where atrocities took the form of organized campaigns culminating in plundering, burning and 

onslaught against the Ottoman and non-Ottoman Greeks. The worst example of this kind of 

atrocities was the case of Phocaea, a city near Smyrna, whose Greek inhabitants were terrorized 

with every method by Turks in order to leave.9 

As the persecutions of the Greeks from the western Asia Minor stopped for a while during 

1916, the third wave of violence broke out in the region of Pontus in the summer of 1916 where 

entire regions consisting of Greek people had been depopulated as the Greeks were deported 

into the interior (death marches).10 

The final and more aggregate wave of violence took place after the end of the First World 

War and it was executed by Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces whose aim was to exterminate every 

trace of the Greek population in the nascent Turkish nation-state. From 1919 to 1922 the Greeks 

                                                
5 Meichanetsidis, 2015, p. 110. 
6 Schaller and Zimmerer, 2008, p. 10; Kaiser, 2010, pp. 370 – 371; Akçam, 2013, p. 94; Meichanetsidis, 2015, p. 114. 
7 Sjöberg, 2017, location 616 – 622 (kindle system). 
8 Bjørnlund, 2008, p. 42; Akçam, 2013, p.69; Travis 2014, p. 180; Majstorovic 2018, pp. 32 – 35.   
9 See the testimony of Félix Sartiaux about Phocaea, June 1914; Bjørnlund, 2008, pp. 46 – 47; Hofmann, 2011, p. 52.  
10 Hofmann, 2011, pp. 56 – 57. 
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of Pontus and generally of Anatolia had experienced excessive practices of brutality by the new 

nationalist government of Mustafa Kemal Pasha as retaliation for the violent attitude of the 

Greek army during 1919-1921 while the Greek population in Eastern Thrace had already started 

to evacuate the region fearing the arrival of the Turks. This time the fate of the Ottoman Greeks 

was sealed; mass executions of the members of the Greek elite, conscription of the male 

population in labour battalions (Amele Taburlari), incarceration of Greek villagers, massacres 

against the Greeks and burning of entire Greek villages.11 The last chapter of violence was written 

in the city of Smyrna in September of 1922 where the Greek bourgeoisie had flourished. Adding 

to the Greek upper class the Greek refugees who managed to survive from the Turkish atrocities, 

Smyrna was set on fire by Turkish nationalists in order to cleanse the city of every element that 

reminded the Greek presence.12 

In contrast to the Armenians residing in the Ottoman Empire, the Ottoman Greeks had 

already, in the beginning of the persecutions, a formal, internationally recognised state in the 

background which was considered as the protector and the guarantor of the Greek presence in 

the Ottoman Empire. Certainly, this aspect was also embraced by the CUP which was viewing 

the Ottoman Greeks of the western Asia Minor as traitors who could be used as a springboard to 

potential attacks of the Greek state in the Ottoman Empire.13 In this context, the Ottoman 

Greeks constituted a crucial component in the diplomatic relations between Greece and the 

Ottoman Empire. 

Focusing on the Greek perspective, the established Greek state had been ideologically and 

politically nurtured by the concept of the Megali Idea (the Great Idea) already since 1844, namely 

a nationalistic idea which was aiming at the expansion of the Greek state in territorial areas which 

used to be part of the glorious Byzantine Empire and now these areas were still inhabited by 

Greek people. This idea was uniting all the politicians and, on the basis of an elite project, it was 

trying to permeate every Greek person’s mind.14 In this context, the persecutions and the 

atrocities, which started to take place against the Ottoman Greeks since the second decade of the 

twentieth century, were combined with the notion of the Megali Idea in the Greek Press as, 

according to the Greek nationalistic agenda, the Greek presence is not restricted in the borders of 

the Greek state but it can be found beyond of this.15 As a matter of fact, the suffering of this 

Greek “brethren” constitutes a crucial matter for the elite of the Greek state. 

                                                
11 Hofmann, 2011, pp. 67 – 77; Kaloudis, 2014, p. 76. 
12 Schaller and Zimmerer, 2008, p. 10; Hofmann, 2011, p. 85; Kaloudis, 2014, p. 71; Georgelin, 2005, pp. 201 – 224. 
13 Bjørnlund, 2008, p. 43; Akçam, 2013, p. 68. 
14 Paparrigopoulos, 1978, p. 486; Clogg, 1992, p. 48. 
15 Sjöberg, 2017, location 636 (kindle system). 
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Aim and Research Questions 

Taking into account the existence of the Greek state, the aim of this study focuses on the 

presentation of the Ottoman Greeks’ fate during the years 1919-1922 through the Greek 

nationalistic newspapers Estia and Empros. Specifically, these two chosen newspapers deal with 

burning Greek national issues concerning the period 1919-1922 analysing in different articles the 

post- World War I circumstances in Greece and in the Ottoman Empire having as a main axis for 

this analysis the unredeemed Ottoman Greeks who had already experienced the violent 

behaviour of Young Turks during the First World War and they were now subject to another 

cruel Turkification policy, which was carried out by Mustafa Kemal Pasha since 1919.  

Focusing on the Greek nationalistic perspective, which was connected with the Megali Idea, 

the expansion of Greek borders and the broadening of Greek nationhood had been the desire, 

sometimes obvious and sometimes latent, of both Venizelos and of the royalists.16 

Based on the irredentist goals of the Greek state between May 1919, when the Greek military 

campaign started to take place in Asia Minor for the protection of the Ottoman Greeks as well as 

of all the Ottoman Christian communities, and December 1922, when the destruction of Smyrna 

and the definite loss of Eastern Thrace erased totally the vision of the Megali Idea, I will examine 

the perception and representation of the Turkish atrocities against the Ottoman Greek 

communities through the nationalistic Greek newspapers Estia and Empros of the period May 

1919- December 1922. The hypothesis is that the violent events against the Ottoman Greeks 

cannot be described in the Greek Press based entirely on the objective report of the facts. Rather 

from the nationalistic Greek Press’ perspective, which was absolutely connected to the political 

arena of the era, we would expect to identify traces of the irredentist plan of the Megali Idea 

beyond the humanistic ideals that they are common in the foreign Press. 

Overall, the chosen Greek nationalistic newspapers of the era May 1919- December 1922 will 

operate as a vehicle in order to examine the presentation of the Ottoman Greek communities’ 

suffering in the official Greek state whose insatiable desire was to expand its territories and to 

create a great Greece including the unredeemed population of the other side of the Aegean. 

Specifically, the research questions will focus on the following points: 

 

 How were the newspapers Estia and Empros of the period May 1919- December 1922 

presenting the Turkish atrocities against the Ottoman Greek communities? 

 Which actors presented in the newspapers were perceived as perpetrators and bystanders 

and how are the victims depicted? 

                                                
16 Llewellyn Smith 2006, pp. 152 – 153; Panagiotarea, 2008, p. 60; Christopoulou, 2014, p. 257, 259, 263.  
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 How is the role of the Greek elite, which initiated the vision of the Megali Idea, portrayed 

in the Greek Press regarding the Ottoman Greeks’ suffering?  

 How does the nationalistic plan of the Megali Idea affect the presentation of the events 

related to the Ottoman Greeks’ suffering through the Greek Press? 

Previous Research 

By choosing to analyse Greek newspapers a new perspective is inaugurated which is associated 

with the representation and perception of Turkish atrocities against the Ottoman Greeks. Both 

the Greek newspapers Estia and Empros have not yet been examined regarding the suffering of 

the non-combatant Ottoman Greek population and this lacuna in the historical research may 

exists due to the biased character of the Greek newspapers. In this context, the characterization 

of Estia and Empros as “nationalistic newspapers” emerges because of the strong ideological 

support for the Greek irredentist plan to the extent that they were trying to implant nationalistic 

feelings to the Greek audience. Trying to combine the fields of a) war and propaganda with b) 

media studies, the previous research related to this study generates a rich catalogue of academic 

works that are divided in the above-mentioned two sections. 

 

a. War and Propaganda 

Delving into the field of propaganda and atrocity there is a significant amount of studies that 

concentrates on the way propaganda was organised by the nation-states during the First World 

War. Specifically, World War I constituted a period during which the belligerent nation-states (or 

upcoming nation-states, e.g. Ottoman Empire/Turkey) took advantage of media in order to 

launch propaganda campaigns. Focusing on the concept of “demonizing the enemy”, Steffen 

Bruendel in his article “Othering/Atrocity Propaganda” (2017) analyses how propaganda is able 

to dehumanize the enemy in the context of a war in order to foster the national feeling and to 

affect also the international public opinion. However, using several examples of nation-states in 

his study, such as Britain, France and Germany, Bruendel shows through his comparative analysis 

that the concepts of “self-imaging” and “othering” led the belligerent nation-states to launch 

“counter-propaganda” as an answer to the enemy’s propaganda. Thus, depending on propaganda 

actors, the depictions of the enemy present differences. This pattern is explicitly observed by 

David Welch in his article “Depicting the enemy” (2014) where he presents cases of nation-

states’ propaganda during World War I showing the way the enemy was perceived. Categorising 

the cases on the basis of the Great War’s alliances, Welch refers, on the one hand, to “German 

depictions”, which emphasised on British atrocities in order to justify the defensive nature of 
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their warfare and, on the other hand, to “British and French depictions” which demonized the 

Germans exploiting among others the German atrocities in Belgium. 

Leaning on the concept “Atrocity Propaganda” Çetinkaya elaborated on his research study 

“Atrocity Propaganda and the Nationalisation of the Masses in the Ottoman Empire During the 

Balkan Wars (1912-1913)” that, despite the fact that this concept was coined for the period of the 

First World War, it was practically implemented before this period in the Ottoman Empire. 

Recognising the lacuna in the historical academic research in Turkey and abroad regarding the 

representations of violence and the atrocity propaganda in the Ottoman Empire and later Turkey 

among the Muslim and non-Muslim communities,17 Çetinkaya managed to present the efforts of 

the Ottoman political elite in order to influence through their organised propaganda the Muslim 

population residing in the Ottoman Empire and to intensify their feeling of resentment and 

hatred against the Greeks and the Bulgarians. In this context, the Ottoman state along with the 

Ottoman military units in combination with the Ottoman Press and certain civil associations 

comprised the Ottoman nationalistic elite which orchestrated the atrocity propaganda in order to 

strengthen the nationalistic feeling of the Muslims in the Empire leading them to a gradual 

Turkification.18  

Going further, Paddock’s collective volume World War I and propaganda delves into the 

subjective point of view during the Great War in different geographical areas. In this volume, Elli 

Lemonidou examines the way propaganda was organised by the royalists, on the one hand, and 

the Venizelists, on the other, in order to launch mobilisation campaigns for keeping Greece 

neutral during the War (the side of the royalists) or a valuable ally for the Allied Powers (the side 

of the Venizelists). Referring to the World War I period, Lemonidou takes into account that she 

focuses on the Greek national context and thus she understands that the political complicity of 

the Greek newspapers with Venizelos or with King Constantine during the turbulent period of 

the National Schism was able to offer substantial data for the purposes of the research. As a 

matter of fact, Lemonidou’s chapter called “Propaganda and Mobilisations in Greece During the 

First World War” analyses the internal political situation in Greece, the route to the National 

Schism and Greece’s entry in the First World War in the Allies’ side, through different Venizelist 

and royalist sources which reveal how a neutral state can face a well-organised political 

propaganda in the basis of its ideological lines. At this point, the use of the politically involved 

Greek Press helped, among others, Lemonidou to examine propaganda and mobilisation 

campaigns from both the political sides showing that the Press facilitated the already strained 

political atmosphere trying to affect the Greek public opinion.19 Moving on the same axis, the 

national one, the newspapers serving opposite political fronts were viewing the “national 

                                                
17 Çetinkaya, 2014, p. 761, 774.  
18 Ibid, p. 774. 
19 Lemonidou, 2014, p. 276, 280 – 281, 283.  
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advantage” from a different aspect. Thus, in order to strengthen the Greeks’ national feeling for 

their own purposes, the respective newspapers did not hesitate to use certain characterizations 

for the “common political enemy”.20 

Considering that the field of propaganda is closely associated with the nationalistic Press, we 

do not mean that propaganda is necessarily disseminating lies and fake news. By using the term 

“propaganda” we mainly mean that the information and news presented were accompanied by a 

specific point of view with ideological colourisation and subjectivity. In the sense that 

propaganda was able to create general polarisation in a society despite the high percentages of 

illiteracy, Samuel Foster decided to delve into the field of propaganda in the Balkan region 

analysing in different Balkan countries to what extent propaganda was launched within the 

borders of the countries during the First World War. In his article Propaganda at Home and in Exile 

(South East Europe), Foster uses as a point of departure the Balkan Wars that had already formed 

local narratives by each country participated in the wars serving its own purposes. In this context, 

the usual tendency for each Balkan country to emphasise on national identity’s issues in 

disputable geographical regions with mixed population in favour of their borders’ expansion led 

propaganda campaigns to use the violent incidents against their ethnic population in the context 

of the nationalistic rhetoric as they had the chance to present the brutal side of the perpetrator 

and the tragic fate of the victim.21 Analysing the Greek case, Foster observes that the Greek Press 

had a major role in the propaganda campaign led by the two political fronts during the First 

World War.22 Despite the ongoing process which overwhelmed the European continent, namely 

the First World War, Greece was facing a political struggle and division in its internal borders 

having the issue of Greece’s participation in the Great War as the common denominator. As a 

matter of fact, propaganda was serving internal political goals and ideological aspects. Definitely, 

propaganda and national narrative facilitates the further dehumanisation and demonisation of the 

“common enemy”. 

b. Media Studies 

In Christos Alexandrou research The Asia Minor campaign in the Cypriot Press: The testimony of “Neo 

Ethnos”, November 1918-September 1922 in Greek, the basic source material is a Cypriot newspaper 

with royalist orientation in order for the researcher to write down information related to the Asia 

Minor campaign perceived by a specific point of view. As a matter of fact, the analysis of an 

important historical period for the Greek nation through the Greek-Cypriot Press which is 

influenced by the political atmosphere of the era can reveal how this vital Greek campaign in 

Asia Minor was perceived in a daily level in a Greek-speaking island which was following the 

                                                
20 Ibid. 
21 Foster, 2019, p. 2.  
22 Ibid, p. 4. 
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political division of the Greek mainland.23 Despite the fact that the examination of the Turkish 

atrocities’ perception against the Ottoman Greeks was not the aim of his study, Alexandrou 

culminated in the association of the Asia Minor campaign with the fate of the Ottoman Greeks. 

As a result, his study constitutes a general point of reference for the post-World War I period in 

the Aegean region which focuses on the examination of the Asia Minor campaign through a 

Cypriot newspaper presenting a holistic view of the political, diplomatic and the ideological 

background disseminated by the specific Cypriot newspaper. 

The book Two Dictatorships and One Scandal: Media in Unpropitious Conditions, volume 1 written by 

Anna Panagiotarea is circulating in Greek and deals with the association of Greek Media with the 

Greek political system. Specifically, the book covers a broad period in this first volume starting 

from 1917 and concluding in Metaxas’ dictatorship of 1936. In this context, the initial chapters of 

the book constitute a significant contribution for the period 1919-1922 of the Greek Press as 

Panagiotarea asserts the division of the Greek population into two basic and distinct political 

parties, Venizelists and Royalists, emphasizing on the impact of National Schism in subsequent 

years. Declaring explicitly the newspapers that had been connected with Venizelos, on the one 

hand, and with King Constantine, on the other, the author focuses on the expression of the 

Megali Idea mainly in Athenian nationalistic newspapers that were connected with the 

aforementioned political fronts. Through Panagiotarea’s analysis it is obvious that the “national 

vision in Press”24 could only be served by Greek nationalistic newspapers as, despite political 

differences between Venizelos and the King, the demand for supporting the Megali Idea had 

been broad and thus it was fully embraced by Greek nationalistic newspapers.25 

Since Panagiotarea’s research focuses on Athenian nationalistic newspapers, this interests the 

present study because the chosen source material is the Athenian nationalistic newspapers Estia 

and Empros. In her study Panagiotarea presents several examples of the Megali Idea in different 

Athenian nationalistic newspapers giving basically attention to the Asia Minor military campaign 

of 1919-1922 revealing nationalistic outbreaks in the newspapers. Greek army’s landing in 

Smyrna in May 1919 was such a major event for Greek nationalistic aspirations that it constituted 

a significant watershed in the publication of the news. Specifically, Athenian newspapers decided 

to follow the objective way of media report based on the example of the British Press. Hence, 

Greek newspapers started to publish news leaning on political editors’ fieldwork beyond the 

telegrams which continued to receive from external media agencies.26 

Another important study which deals with the Greek Press is Katerina Mystakidou’s work The 

Megali Idea in the Nation’s Press: Press in Greece and in the Ottoman Empire (1800-1923). Starting from 

the major role of Greek newspapers regarding circulation of liberal ideas in view of Greek 

                                                
23 Alexandrou, 2013, pp. 10 – 11, 15. 
24 Panagiotarea, 2008, the title of the first chapter. 
25 Ibid, p. 60. 
26 Ibid, p. 66. 
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Revolution’s preparation, Mystakidou asserts that the cultivation of the Megali Idea took great 

dimensions after the institutionalisation of the independent Greek state when certain regions 

inhabited by Greeks remained outside the borders of the Greek state.27 As such, Mystakidou 

argues that the relatively low-advanced and scattered Greek national consciousness started to 

increase inside the Greek borders embracing more and more the concept of the Megali Idea and 

the liberation of the unredeemed Greeks. Generally, Mystakidou’s work covers a broad period 

trying to deal with Greek national consciousness through diverse newspapers published in 

Greece and in communities where Hellenism had been adequately advanced. All in all, 

Mystakidou makes a historiographic analysis of Greek newspapers and certain foreign language 

newspapers edited by Greeks assessing the cultivation, the rise and the collapse of the Megali 

Idea through different regions and temporal periods. 

Finally, a great example of mass media analysis is the collective volume Mass Media and the 

Genocide of the Armenians: One Hundred Years of Uncertain Representation edited by Joceline Chabot, 

Richard Godin, Stefanie Kappler and Sylvia Kasparian. This specific book examines the 

representations and perceptions of the Ottoman Armenians’ extermination through media. The 

various authors emphasise on the international Press, films and other records in order to analyse 

the way the news about the extermination of the Armenians had been disseminated to the public 

taking into account the national context of each country in which the circulation of the news 

were taking place. By focusing on the representation perspective, the authors of this volume have 

attempted to bridge the past with the more recent years in order to examine the field of historical 

memory. As the regional context in which the representation of the Armenians’ annihilation is 

different in every country, the authors try to capture this context in order to fit in this context 

their analysis.  

Focusing on the examination of media, either on national or on international context, permits 

to the researchers to understand the prevailing atmosphere and to what extent media were trying 

to form the public opinion. Hence, the present study aims at covering the lacuna of Greek media 

representation regarding Turkish atrocities against the non-combatant Ottoman Greeks taking 

into account the local/national context of the era on the basis of theories of nationalism which 

are applied in the contextualized source-material.  

Theoretical Perspectives and Hypothesis 

Associating the suffering of the Ottoman Greek population of the period May 1919- December 

1922 with the irredentist plans of the Greek state, the presentation of the Ottoman Greek fate 

could be examined from a nationalistic point of view. Specifically the Press, serving the ideas and 

                                                
27 Mystakidou, 2005, pp. 110 – 111. 



12 

programmes of the Greek political life, is possible to build the publication of the articles on the 

nationalistic agenda, which had been a crucial part of the Prime Minister’s and the royalists’ 

political plan. In this context, theories of nationalism would be the most appropriate solution for 

the planned research. 

Focusing on the irredentist goal of the Greek state, we have to mention that the realization of 

the plan was based on different political choices of the Prime Minister’s environment, on the one 

hand, and of the royalists, on the other; while Eleftherios Venizelos was a realistic politician, 

King Constantine and his environment were more romantics and idealists.28 However, the 

implementation choices differ far less from the origins of the idea. As Alexis Dimaras notes, “the 

ideological differences in the Greek world of consciousness are not much and not even 

significant”.29 At this point, the idea that unredeemed territories and population in the Ottoman 

Empire had to be part of a larger Greek entity bringing in the surface the Byzantine Empire had 

been a major Greek nationalistic goal. 

Studying the irredentist plan of the Megali Idea from a contemporary and more analytical 

perspective, our approach would be more meticulous and academic than the utilitarian 

perspective which was used by Eleftherios Venizelos in the Peace Conference of Paris in 1919. 

His aim was to incorporate significant Ottoman territories with Greek communities in the Greek 

state expanding its boundaries and thus he was based on the idea of consciousness and the 

principle of self-determination. Influenced by Ernest Renan (1823-1892), Venizelos emphasized 

on the conscious choice of the Ottoman Greek population to be incorporated in a national unit.30 

In this case, we understand that the common heritage and culture of the Greek state with the 

unredeemed Ottoman Greek population was smartly associated with the “national 

consciousness” component proving in fact that the pre-existing common historical culture still 

had an impact on the Ottoman Greeks.  

 

Political Nationalism 

Kedourie’s view that the nation consists of a group of people who claim for political 

representation is further associated with the explanation of a new style of politics which focuses 

on a group of people who demand their political sovereignty and have the right to replace the 

political authorities, if these do not satisfy their national claims. As a matter of fact, Kedourie 

argues that, in order for a state to succeed in its cohesion, a beneficial reciprocation between the 

rulers and the subjects is needed. Drawing on this political explanation of nationalism, we expect 

to find elements connected with the Ottoman Greeks’ demands for political sovereignty. Besides, 

having on mind that during the Paris Conference in 1919-1920 the principle of people’s self-

                                                
28 Christopoulou, 2014, p. 257, 259. 
29 Paparrigopoulos, 1978, p. 486. 
30 Llewellyn Smith, 2006, p. 159; Christopoulou, 2014, p. 264. 
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determination stated by Wilson in his Fourteen Points had been dominant in the governmental 

representatives’ demands, we could certainly find traces of the Ottoman Greek communities’ 

demands for replacing the official political authorities, namely the Sublime Port, which tolerated 

the destructive action of Kemalist forces; rather, the most appropriate political representation for 

the unredeemed Ottoman Greeks would be a Greek political authority which could be able to 

satisfy the Ottoman Greeks’ national claims, their salvation from violent Turkification policies 

and their union with the independent Greek state under one Greek political authority.31 Defining 

the state as “a collection of individuals who live together the better to secure their own welfare, 

and it is the duty of rulers so to rule as to bring about – by means which can be ascertained by 

reason- the greatest welfare for their inhabitants of their territory”32, Kedourie draws upon the 

principles of the French Revolution and of Enlightenment. As a matter of fact, the main axis of 

Kedourie’s view is the willingness of the individuals regarding their political representation and 

on this basis he emphasizes on philosophical arguments in order to elaborate on the 

indispensable need for a satisfactory reciprocation between the individuals (subjects) and their 

rulers, which is the most crucial component for the success of a state. 

Beginning from Kant’s view of freedom, Kedourie asserts that the free will of a person derives 

from their inner self and since this independent and free will of the individual define themselves, 

then it will lead them to political decisions, such as the principle of self-determination.33 

However, in order for this highest principle of “self-determination” to be meaningful and to 

cultivate a successful relation between the rulers and the subjects Kedourie broadens his 

philosophical view embracing Fichte’s points. According to Fichte, “the universe is an organic 

whole, no part of which can exist without the existence of all the rest”34 and this view is 

incorporated by Kedourie in the above-mentioned schema of the “freedom of will”. In other 

words, the independent will of the individual is crucial only when it coincides with the whole and 

it is expressed in a collective level. This collective level for Kedourie is the state, where the will of 

each individual corresponds to the will of the state.35 Nevertheless, Kedourie wants to show that 

the individuals who form a nation are not identical with the other forming groups as each of the 

nations/forming groups attempts to create a state on its own. Hence, the notion of “the whole” 

is interpreted in terms of diversity; each group of individuals presents its own characteristics. 

Drawing on Herder’s aspect concerning the language, Kedourie highlights that through the 

language, the individual can reach their self-realisation based on their independent will which is 

associated with the whole. In that way, each group of people, each nation, has its own language, 

something which accelerates the nation’s political expression, namely the state. 

                                                
31 Kedourie, 1961, pp. 12 – 18. 
32 Ibid, p. 10. 
33 Ibid, p. 23, 29. 
34 Ibid, p. 37. 
35 Ibid, p. 38, 47. 
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Focusing on the construction of states Kedourie believes that “the true and lasting state is one 

where a nation is formed through natural kinship and affection”36 and since there is congruency 

between the geographical borders of the state with the nation, this nation’s natural kinship is 

successfully expressed through the interaction of people who speak the same language. The 

importance of language is evident in Kedourie’s theoretical view as it constitutes the vehicle for 

the internal cohesion of a nation in its defined geographical area, the state.37 

Additionally, in our study, the significance of language for the nation is not restricted only to 

the members that constitute a part of the nation-state; rather, Kedourie states that the 

geographical congruency of the nation with the state in which one language prevails usually “acts 

as a magnet for groups speaking the same language outside [the nation-state’s] boundaries, who 

are tempted to throw off allegiance to their state…”38. According to this view, the concept of 

Greek irredentism which was considered as an idea that had affected the Ottoman Greeks’ 

national self-determination, is expected to dominate in the relevant articles of the chosen 

newspapers leaning on the fact that since language defines nationality determining the group’s 

identity and continuity, this group of people constitute a nation which has to be associated with a 

sovereign state and this sovereign state would be sustainable if all the members of the nation 

communicate in the same language creating a national identity which reveals that the individual’s 

freedom of will and desire for self-determination is now expressed in the collective sphere.39 

Hence, the Ottoman Greek population could be presented in the newspapers as the Greek nation 

which speaks the same language with the members of the Greek state and thus its union with the 

Greek state is indispensable in view of nation’s and state’s congruency.  

On the same basis, John Breuilly complements the view that nationalism constitutes a political 

doctrine. Specifically, the principle of diversity which was supported by Kedourie is expressed by 

Breuilly through the statement “there exists a nation with an explicit and peculiar character”.40 

Taking into account this peculiarity of the nation, Breuilly then highlights that “the interests and 

values of this nation take priority over all other interest and values”.41 Hence, Breuilly summarizes 

Kedourie’s point that the individual’s freedom is important only if it coincides with the collective 

sphere, the state. As a third point, Breuilly has stated that “the nation must be as independent as 

possible. This usually requires at least the attainment of political sovereignty”.42 Neglecting the 

philosophical arguments Kedourie has used in order to elaborate on the political nature of 

nationalism, Breuilly referred directly to the necessity of the principle of “political sovereignty” in 

order for the nation to be independent. Nevertheless, this view automatically leads us to the 
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39 Ibid, pp. 71 – 73. 
40 Breuilly, 1993, p. 2. 
41 Ibid. 
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further analysis of Kedourie which defines that the achievement of independence and of the 

political sovereignty requires the existence of the individual’s free will. Overall, through a 

comparative perspective, it is evident that Breuilly builds on Kedourie’s arguments for the 

association of nationalism with politics, but from the reverse side. In other words, Kedourie’s line 

–a) political sovereignty/self-determination b) importance of the collective level c) diversity 

of each distinct nation–  is used by Breuilly from the reverse side starting from the point (c) and 

concluding to the point (a) in his definition about the political nature of nationalism.  

According to Breuilly “nationalism is treated as a state of mind, as the expression of national 

consciousness, as a political doctrine elaborated by intellectuals. Nationalism is, above and 

beyond all else, about politics and that politics is about power”.43 By putting the movement of the 

Greek Revolution in the category of separatist nationalist movements in Europe during 

nineteenth century Breuilly refers to the low-developed Greek national consciousness; he claims 

that the idea of a Greek sovereign state was not dominant in the Greeks’ mind during the 1820s. 

Taking into account every category of the Greek nation, from religious leaders and local chiefs to 

bandits and the elites, no one could imagine the creation of a sovereign Greek nation-state.44 

Thus, in the case of the Greeks, we first encounter the creation of the nation-state and through 

its existence the Greek national consciousness was constantly cultivated. In this context Breuilly’s 

assertion “but ethnic nationalism was the product rather than the cause of the Greek nation-

state”45 confirms the developing Greek national consciousness since 1830. However, the 

cultivation of the Greek national consciousness could not be confined in the restricted borders of 

the newly-founded Greek state. Defining “Greek” as those who shared the Hellenic heritage or 

those who belonged to the Orthodox Church, these were characteristics which accompanied the 

Greek Question even before the institutionalisation of the Greek state46 and now had been re-

activated in order to build the political project of the Megali Idea intending to expand the Greek 

borders and to include all the unredeemed Greeks who had been subordinates to other state 

entities. 

National Mobilisation 

Departing from Breuilly’s assertion that “nationalist politics is always mass politics”47 the need of 

national elites to strengthen their bonds with the mass population and to foster this population’s 

sense of a common national identity is called national mobilisation. In Hroch’s terms this stage of 

“national mobilisation/mass mobilisation” constitutes one of the outcomes of a successful 

national movement when it is in its final phase, the third phase. 

                                                
43 Ibid, p. 1. 
44 Ibid, pp. 141 – 142. 
45 Ibid, p. 142.  
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Being familiar with making categorizations, Hroch articulates three phases of nationalism in 

order to elaborate the beginning of the national movements, their evolution and the completion 

of their final goal which was associated with the development of the national consciousness. 

According to Hroch, the efforts for reaching successfully the ultimate level of national 

consciousness started to take their initial shape since the phase B when certain activists-bearers of 

the national seed began to express their vision of forming a nation to members of the ethnic 

group. Finally, in the last phase, phase C, the seed of nationalism was gradually growing in the 

ethnic group’s mind and they realised that they belong to a nation obtaining, in this way, a well-

founded national consciousness.48 

Explaining the four types of national movements, Hroch makes a comprehensive 

categorization in which the three above-mentioned phases take place. Specifically: 

i) the phase B of “national awakening” took place during absolutism and it obtained a mass 

character of the national movement (phase C) during the rise of labour movements (cases of 

Bohemia, Hungary and Norway) 

ii) the phase B of “national awakening” took place during absolutism and it obtained the mass 

character of the national movement (phase C) after constitutional emergence (cases of the Baltic 

States, Slovenia, Croatia, Slovakia, Ukraine) 

iii) the national movement obtained a mass character (phase C) already during absolutism and 

before the institutionalisation of a Constitution (cases of Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria) 

iv) the phase B of “national awakening” took place after the emergence of a constitutional and 

capitalist order (cases of the Basques lands, Catalonia, Flanders, Wales, Scotland and Britanny).49 

Focusing, among others, on the Greek case, his categorization of national movements in 

Europe in four types led Hroch to examine the Greek Revolution of 1821 as a national 

movement belonging in the third type of movements, which obtained a mass character before the 

emergence of constitutional order and which was heading (1) to the institutionalisation of the 

Greek culture and the Greek language in every aspect of the public domain, (2) to political self-

administration and (3) to the construction of a social national structure.50 Besides, the Greeks had 

been aware of the uniqueness of the Greek language and this could be easily used as an argument 

by the Greek elite for the cultivation of a national consciousness. However, the fact that different 

Greek social groups were serving conflicting views regarding the institutionalisation of a Greek 

national identity with the Phanariotes, on the one hand, to see themselves as the basic 

representatives of the nation and the intellectuals, on the other hand, as the adherents of all the 

Greeks’ unification in one state,51 shows that the emergence of the Greek state took place in an 

early phase since its Greek citizens-members of the elite continued to represent competing and 
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opposing views concerning the Greek political structure while the majority of the Greek mass 

had been totally indifferent about the form of the Greek political entity. Considering the Greek 

Revolution as the threshold in which national consciousness received mass dimensions, the 

process of cultivating the national feeling was still under processing even after the construction of 

the independent Greek nation-state in 1830. As a matter of fact, the sense of national 

consciousness was in question even after 1830 and in this context, the emergence of the Megali 

Idea in 1844 by the elite of the Greek state attempted to ideologically mobilise the Greek civilians 

in order to stabilize their Greek national consciousness and to define their Greek identity.  

Focusing on Greek liberal nationalists who had been disappointed by the emergence of a 

small Greek nation-state under King Otto’s ruling excluding the majority of the Greek nation out 

of the state’s borders, the vision which was constructed in 1844 by the Greek elite claiming the 

expansion of the Greek borders had been by the time the dominant and stable ideological 

movement which will accompany the Greek state until the destruction of Smyrna, in September 

1922.52 Departing from Hroch’s view that a national movement can be successful only if the 

concept of national consciousness penetrates “a sufficiently numerous group of members of the 

oppressed nationality”53  concluding in the final independence of this oppressed nationality, in 

the case of the Greeks who obtained their independent nation-state in 1830 the development of 

national consciousness had not yet embraced adequately the Greek mass and this explains the 

elite’s efforts to cultivate a strong ideological and political base for the entire Greek nation.  At 

this point, the Greek Press which was serving this ideological plan is likely to present information 

on the basis of Greek irredentism. 

 

Mass Communication 

In order for the political and generally the national elite to disseminate the ideas, which lead to a 

successful national mobilisation, a system of a well-organised mass communication is crucial. 

Taking into account that the ideas and practices for strengthening the population’s national 

identity and the sense of national solidarity and unity originate from a small percentage of a 

national population, namely the elite, it was of vital importance for this part of the population to 

find ways in order to transmit the nationalistic ideas and influence the rest of the population, 

which constituted the majority.54 

Delving into functionalist theories which elaborate on the connection of the nation with the 

era of modernity, Gellner is interpreting “nationalism” on the basis of the “nation’s” and the 

“state’s” overlapping.55 Introducing the idea of a standardized communication Gellner 
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emphasised that “in principle one single language describes the world and is internally unitary”56 

portraying a modern society. Thus, Gellner’s argument about the association of nationalism with 

the modern societies is based, among others, on the idea that the use of a common language 

within a nation-state leads to the formation of a culturally homogeneous community where 

everyone understands each other and where this homogeneity is strengthened by the state itself 

through the control of education.57 As a matter of fact, Gellner asserts that in the modern society 

“the nation is now supremely important, thanks both to the erosion of sub-groupings and the 

vastly increased importance of a shared, literacy-dependent culture”.58 In other words, the elite is 

not anymore culturally distant from the majority of the population (nation) as the cultivation of a 

standardized and common vernacular facilitates the circulation of ideas, basically those that 

follow the schema top-down. 

Following Gellner’s point of defining the “nation” as a modern phenomenon, Anderson 

articulates the nation as a restricted and sovereign political community which emerged in the 

modern era as a result of the Latin language’s gradual trivialization along with the dominance of 

print-capitalism and the institutionalisation of vernaculars.59 In this imagined community – the 

nation– where it is impossible for all of its members to know the rest of the nation,60 the effects 

of mass communication become obvious to the extent that the “print-languages laid the bases for 

national consciousness”.61 As Anderson states explicitly:  

 
These fellow-readers, to whom they were connected through print,  
formed, in their secular, particular, visible invisibility, the embryo  
of the nationally imagined community. Second, print-capitalism  
gave a new fixity to language, which in the long run helped to build  
that image of antiquity so central to the subjective idea of the  
nation. Third, print-capitalism created languages-of-power of a  
kind different from the older administrative vernaculars.  
Certain dialects inevitably were ‘closer’ to each print-language  
and dominated their final forms.62 

 

Dealing with a population which was largely unlettered, namely the Greek citizens residing in the 

Greek state, the Greek elite was struggling to transmit the constructed nationalist/irredentist 

ideas in the Greek nation-state, which was still trying to institutionalise a solid form of Greek 

consciousness within its borders since 1830. Despite the high level of illiteracy among the Greek 

citizens, the Greek elite decided to use the method of “print-capitalism” in order to bring the 

citizens close to the elite’s nationalistic programme. Since a few Greeks had the ability to read 
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these messages, it is presumed that the use of the Greek vernacular in the Press could lead these 

few Greeks to disseminate the ideas of the Greek elite to the rest of the population through oral 

discussions. As a matter of fact, the Athenian newspapers Estia and Empros are expected to 

publish direct and simple messages on the basis of the elite’s nationalistic aspirations hoping for a 

widespread dissemination of the news in the Greek state. 

Source Material and Method 

The chosen newspapers constituted moderate supporters of the respective political fronts 

without presenting elements of extreme political fanaticism which would probably result to the 

distortion of the facts and to the loss of the newspapers’ credibility.63 Dealing with Greek 

nationalistic newspapers for the examination of Turkish atrocities it will not permit the objective 

report for proving the crime of the Greek Genocide. Besides, the subjectivity of the Greek 

newspapers had also been acknowledged by Estia’s and Empros’ editors and in order to eliminate 

this reputation, the newspapers started to send correspondents in Asia Minor since May 1919 in 

order to base their information on eye-witness reports and accounts.64 

Generally, nationalistic newspapers in the Greek state during the turbulent post-World War I 

years are associated with the presentation of Turkish atrocities against the non-combatant 

Ottoman Greeks, as they serve the ideology of irredentism. On the other hand, socialist Press in 

Greece avoided presenting cases of violence against the Ottoman Greeks as their basic 

ideological line, which transformed later the socialist party into a communist one, was advocating 

the doctrines of peace and reconciliation between Greece and the Ottoman Empire and it was 

committed in criticizing the Greek military campaign in Asia Minor as a highly risky, imperialist, 

military adventure.65 In this context, we consider that socialist-communist newspapers had mostly 

been focused on ideological differences with their political opponents in Greece trying to 

stabilize their relatively new political dogma in the Greek state, namely socialism-communism. As 

a matter of fact, they were basically leaning on the Greeks of the Greek state and not on the 

unredeemed Greeks. While the socialist-communist party and its journalistic vehicle recognised 

the fact that Greek communities in the Ottoman Empire constituted an enslaved population in 

the other side of the Aegean, their basic ideological dogma did not permit them to refer to 

national claims, as the Megali Idea, and to the suffering of the Ottoman Greeks in a specific 

way.66 Phrases such as “the deliverance of the enslaved brethren in Asia Minor is an act of 
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chauvinism”67 reveal that Greek socialism-communism would not offer the chance to associate 

Greek national claims with Turkish atrocities against the Ottoman Greeks. 

In order to understand the national and political context of the subsequent analysis certain 

points have to be presented regarding the newspapers’ background. To begin with, Estia was an 

Athenian newspaper which was first published on March 6, 1894 and it was founded by G. 

Drosinis. A few years later, Adonis Kyrou became the owner of the newspaper and, since the 

emergence of the Greek National Schism between Venizelos and King Constantine in 1915, 

Kyrou’s British-friendly bias determined Estia’s pro-Venizelist stance which is obvious in all of 

the journalists’ comments.68  

On the other hand, the newspaper Empros was an Athenian newspaper whose owner was 

Dimitrios Kalapothakis and was first circulated on November 10, 1896.69 Being exceptionally 

popular to the Greek public, Empros was one of the newspapers with the highest circulation in 

Athens which did not support a specific political line since the outburst of the First World War. 

Specifically during the initial stages of the Great War Empros was supporting the Allied Powers 

but since the emergence of the National Schism it was totally integrated in the anti-Venizelist 

side.70 Although, since its initial concern seemed to be Greece’s national asset, its political 

preference to the King and his adherents was not so explicitly presented mainly during the 

periods in which the Allied Powers were treating Greece in an unfavourable way71 (i.e. the 

plebiscite which restored King Constantine in power in 1920). As a matter of fact, being aware 

that Greece constituted simply a pawn in the diplomatic arena of the post-World War I, Empros 

did not openly express its anti-Venizelist character as this was sometimes contradicted to its 

explicit commitment to the Megali Idea. 

The fact that Venizelos had institutionalized censorship since the first months of 1919, in 

order to avoid the publication of negative comments for his irredentist politics by the anti-

Venizelist Press which could possibly damage Greece’s requests in view of the Paris Conference’s 

decisions, had a limited implication in the newspaper Empros regarding the comments about 

contested areas inhabited by unredeemed Ottoman Greeks.72 In other words, the initial 

unbelievable and unrealistic vision of the Megali Idea started to soften the strong anti-Venizelist 

sentiments and as they lacked in arguments against the vision of Venizelos, the journalists of 

Empros were committed to the great nationalistic vision facing in a neutral way Venizelos’ 

politics.73 
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Estia and Empros, being aware that they were addressing to a Greek audience and that they 

were also trying to externalise their perspective to foreign agencies, were representing and 

symbolising events through constructing a mirror of reality which was about to influence an 

audience or the public opinion via their biased perspective.74 Since “the ideologies and opinions 

of newspapers are usually not personal, but social, institutional or political”75, the presented 

information have to be related with the social, political or local context.76 Taking into account the 

national context of the examined era, despite the publication of foreign agencies’ and foreign 

correspondents’ information for the reinforcement of their credibility, Estia and Empros were 

constantly making value judgments showing in that way the Greek journalists’ and 

correspondents’ opinion. Definitely the use of values and norms in these newspapers turns them 

into evaluative and not factual without connoting that “evaluative” means “false”;77 simply the 

representation of events through a specific angle or perspective is certainly biased. In this 

context, the use of certain words in the newspapers’ articles which shows ideological views and 

opinions is never innocent; depending on the perspective of the newspaper either Estia or 

Empros choose carefully the appropriate framework for the publication of the information.78 

Thus through different political lens but common ideological lines (the Megali Idea), Estia and 

Empros were preserving and cultivating a major Greek nationalistic vision and as a result the 

common pattern of a positive ingroup description (the Greek nation) in sharp contrast to a 

negative outgroup description (the Ottoman Turks) is expected.79 

Access to source material is gained through the digital portals of the Hellenic Parliament and 

of the National Library of Greece. The documents are scanned and the research is based on the 

reading of the entire material available from May 1919 to December 1922 in order to collect the 

relevant information about the fate of the Ottoman Greeks. The analysis is based on 163 articles 

from Empros and on 110 articles from Estia. Given that Greece adopted the Gregorian calendar 

in 1923, the source material of the period 1919 – 1922 was circulating on the basis of the Julian 

calendar. However, in order for the reader to orientate themselves properly in the present thesis, 

the author has chosen to convert the dates from the Julian to the Gregorian calendar in the main 

text, while in the references the source material appears in the Julian calendar’s form, as it can be 

traced in this way in the digital portals. 
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Content Analysis 

The method of qualitative content analysis has been chosen in order to analyse the large-scale 

source material.80 Generally, in order for the method of content analysis to work successfully, a 

predetermined theoretical approach is indispensable to give a specific direction to the research 

plan and to the analysis of the material.81 Departing from Harold D. Lasswell’s schema of mass 

communication “who says what to whom and with what effect”, we observe that content analysis 

can reveal much information regarding media studies.82 

The identification of units of analysis in the material is based either on the syntactic level, in 

which the units are clarified by words, sentences or areas, or on the semantic level, in which the 

units depend upon statements and meanings. Subsequently, the basic idea of content analysis is 

the use of categories and coding. Categories constitute more general components in which the 

units of analysis have to fit in. The significant role of categories in content analysis is obvious 

because their formation has to take place before coding the units of analysis.83 

Emphasising on the research question, Kracauer supported strongly qualitative content 

analysis rather than the quantitative one claiming that counting cannot reveal interesting patterns 

in interpretation.84 In this theoretical assumption, Mayring comes to shed light on the method of 

qualitative content analysis by presenting the analytical tools of summary, explication and 

structuring that can be used in combination or separately in academic studies. In the present 

study, the procedures of summary and explication will be used for the analysis: Summary is 

indicated when there is a large-scale source material permitting to the researcher to generalise or 

reduce the original material but still reflect it and explication will offer the chance for narrow and 

broad context analysis.85 

In order to answer the research questions for this study and to apply the theoretical 

perspectives, the coding is based on the following categories:86 a) “Perpetrators”, b) “Victims”, c) 

“Bystanders”, d) “Greek elite”, e) “Megali Idea”. The categories attempt to facilitate the analysis 

of the Greek Press in terms of depicting the enemy (Perpetrators), of self-imaging (Victims), of 

presenting the spectators (Bystanders), of articulating the bearers of Hellenism (Greek elite), and 

of presenting explicit references regarding the Greek irredentist vision (Megali Idea). Regarding 

the triangular scheme “Perpetrators-Victims-Bystanders” there are certain characteristics which 

define each category. While the “perpetrator” is considered as the actual “murderer”, whether 

they are part of a leadership or of paramilitary groups executing orders, Ehrenreich and Cole 

have highlighted in their study that “the perpetrator side of the triangular model also 
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encompasses the involvement of accomplices, or individuals or groups that are not part of either 

the perpetrator or victims groups per se (e.g. foreign national or allied countries)…”.87 Focusing 

on “victims”, they constitute the group which lacks power and control in a region, as these 

characteristics are attributed to the perpetrator.88 Finally, “bystanders” refer to the spectators, “all 

people in the region who are not directly involved in the destruction process”89 and who can 

easily shift their position.  

Dealing with a large-scale source material, the division of chapters is based on the years from 

1919 to 1922 in order to apply the coding.90 Specifically, the first chapter covers the period 

between May-December 1919 constituting the initial period of the Greek authorities’ presence in 

Anatolia; the second chapter covers the period of 1920 which had been a crucial year for the 

territorial and demographical fate of Greece and of the Ottoman Empire depending on the 

decisions of the Paris Conference and of the Sèvres Treaty; the third chapter covers the period of 

1921 during which the representatives of the Greek nationhood managed to go further into the 

lands of the emerging Turkey, reaching distant regions of the Ottoman interior. Finally, the last 

chapter, which covers the period of 1922, marks the process of the final Ottoman Greeks’ 

uprooting and the collapse of the Megali Idea. 

In all of the above-mentioned four chapters there are references to geographical regions/cities 

in order to help the reader to understand the widespread presence of the Greek communities 

inside the Ottoman Empire as well as the movements of the Greek army in Anatolia. As we are 

dealing with a vast territory (i.e. Ottoman Empire) during the period immediately after the end of 

World War I, Estia and Empros emphasise on the location of the Greek communities inside the 

Ottoman Empire because the local context and the diplomatic background in the region, which 

had been the apple of discord among the Allies, differs from westwards to eastwards in the 

Ottoman Empire. As Llewellyn Smith asserts: “The Anatolian Greeks were not in the nineteenth 

and early twentieth centuries a homogeneous community”;91 they also differed from the Ottoman 

Greeks of Eastern Thrace. Characteristically there existed: 

a) the Ottoman Greek community in Western Asia Minor (Smyrna, Aydin vilayet, etc.): 

this community had been closer to the Greek state and it was known for its successful and 

widespread commercial activities as well as for the high level of education. The fact that it 

maintained close relations with the Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople and with the 

Greek-educated circles there made this community the core of Hellenism in Asia Minor, where 

the Megali Idea could be more easily adopted.92 
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b) the Ottoman Greek community in Pontus: isolated from the rest of Asia Minor, the 

Pontic Greek community managed to maintain its distinct Greek dialect and tradition which 

separated this group from the other Ottoman Greek communities, as it was the only one which 

preserved its perennial Greek cohesion.93 

c) the Ottoman Greek community in central and south Anatolia: including the regions of 

Cilicia, Antalya, Cappadocia and others, the Greek-Orthodox population there were far from the 

Greek state and had usually replaced the Greek language by the Turkish one or by an Arabic 

form. However, the fact that they had consciousness of their Greek-Orthodox religion turned 

them into a challenge for the bearers of Hellenism in order to disseminate to them the Greek 

language.94 

d) the Ottoman Greek community in Eastern Thrace: living in a contested area among 

the Ottoman Empire, Bulgaria and Greece, the Greek community in Eastern Thrace managed to 

be only a few months under the Greek authorities’ control during the implementation of the 

Sèvres Treaty in 1920.95 

In order to realise the importance of dividing the Ottoman Greek communities, it could be 

mentioned that there is also a division in the public debate in Greece when it comes to the 

discussion about the Greek Genocide. Nowadays, there is a tendency to “regionalize” the 

phenomenon of the Greek Genocide in the context of memory politics: a) Genocide of Pontic 

Greeks, b) Genocide of Greeks in Asia Minor, c) Genocide of Greeks in Eastern Thrace. 

Limitations: The region of Asia Minor is represented through certain areas in the empirical 

analysis in each chapter depending on the information of the source material.96 Taking into 

account the limited scope of the present thesis, certain cases of villages in Asia Minor are 

neglected when they present the same patterns with the analysed ones. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
93 Kitromilides, 1990, p. 5.  
94 Llewellyn Smith, 1973, pp. 26 – 27; Kitromilides, 1990, pp. 4 – 5; Sjöberg, location 618 – 624 (kindle system). 
95 Malkidis, 2015, p. 74, 96 – 98. 
96 Krippendorff, 2003, p. 84 (Method of Sampling). 
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Empirical Analysis 

1. 1919: The Greek Authorities’ Presence in Anatolia 

On May 15, 1919, the Greek army landed in the region of Smyrna after the decision of the Allied 

Powers. However, the status of the region was ambiguous because the typical dominion was 

under the Sultan’s authority but the actual administration was given to a Greek High 

Commissioner appointed by the Greek state. 

 
“Perpetrators” 

Smyrna:  Recognising the fact that also Greek acts of brutality took place, as this was also 

reported by foreigners,97 the Greek newspapers Estia and Empros emphasised on the fact that 

Greek army’s actions took place in the context of defence. Leaning on this aspect both the 

newspapers assessed the facts on the basis of the pre-May 1919 Young Turks’ atrocities against 

the Ottoman Greeks presenting the Turks as “murderer conquerors”98 or simply as “murderers” 

and “perpetrators”.99 As a matter of fact, the roles and the labels which were attributed to the 

Turks and to the Greeks by the Greek nationalistic newspapers derived from the First World War 

era when several Ottoman Greek communities had the same fate as the Ottoman Armenians. 

The fact that certain elements of the Young Turks’ organisation had still remained in Turkey 

serving CUP’s ideology of pan-Islamism and Turkification led the columnists of the Greek 

newspapers to label these Turks as the perpetrators of the violent attacks in Smyrna, 

remembering the CUP’s guilty past.100  

From the columnists’ point of view, the zone of Smyrna also constituted a significant 

geographical watershed in order to compare the Turkish atrocities inside the region under the 

Greek army’s control and outside of that. Several Turkish Çete advanced their activities outside 

the military zone of Smyrna leading the Greek Prime Minister Venizelos to try for further 

expansion of the Greek army in Anatolia.101 Reporting the situation beyond Smyrna as “Anarchy 

in the Interior”, the columnist of the newspaper Estia asserts that this anarchy takes place 

“constantly against the [Greek] expatriate population” and that “in the rural area the Turkish 

attacks against the Greek expatriates are very dense”.102 In this context, Venizelos’ desire to 

protect the Ottoman Greek communities of the interior and of regions close to Smyrna is 

realised by the Greek army which moves beyond the zone of Smyrna, in neighbouring areas, in 

order to terminate the terrorist anti-Greek actions on behalf of the bands.  

                                                
97 Llewellyn Smith, 2006, p. 161; Stewart, 2011, p. 251. 
98 Estia, May 7, 1919. 
99 Empros, May 5 & 6, 1919. 
100 Empros, May 4, 1919; Estia, May 4, 1919. 
101 Llewellyn Smith, 2006, pp. 161 – 162. 
102 Estia, May 8, 1919. 
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The fact that Smyrna was transformed into an open battlefield and a theatre of atrocities 

between the Greeks and the Turks since the Greek army’s landing, forced the Allies to send a 

Committee in Smyrna for investigating the atrocities. This triggered Empros to present the Turks 

as “liars” arguing that their points collapsed when the Committee collected material which 

proved the Turkish crimes and mainly that 500 prisoners were liberated in order to terrorize the 

Greeks.103 Besides, the emergence of Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s gangs, which are depicted as 

“Ittihad’s organisation”, has to be faced by the Greek army since these gangs attempted to 

penetrate the Greek zone of Smyrna in order to continue their task of slaughtering Greeks and 

Armenians.104  

 
Aydin:  Focusing on the vilayet of Aydin in Asia Minor during June 1919, in which the majority 

of the inhabitants were Ottoman Greeks, the region was set on fire by the Turks while it was 

reported that the Greek population, along with other Christians, had been massacred by Turkish 

gangs. These gangs were forcing the Christians to reassure the Allied Powers for their safety 

under Turkish authority while in parallel they were committing their crimes.105 At this point, the 

Greek newspapers declare that this information is based on Greek correspondents, who are close 

to the referred region or on foreign correspondents of external agencies in order to give a sense 

of credibility to the news.106 Besides, Empros focuses on the case of Aydin to such extent that it 

also presents an article of the Italian newspaper Tempo in which the main issue is the Turks’ 

atrocities as a result of the Allies’ inability to impose on Turkey.107 Taking into account that the 

Italians had been presented as “guilty” in the Greek Press, because of their tolerant behaviour 

towards the Turkish bands in the Italian-occupied zone of Asia-Minor, this information about 

the destruction of the Ottoman Greeks in Aydin -confirmed by an Italian source- shows the 

broad publicity of the specific case and the willingness of the Greek Press to persuade the Allies 

for the Greek army’s expansion in the Ottoman lands in order to protect the unredeemed 

Greeks. 

 

Eastern Thrace: The region of Eastern Thrace, which had not yet been officially assigned to the 

Greek state,108 was also of significant importance as a crucial percentage of the Greek nation was 

based there.109 Already since June, Empros mentioned that certain conspiratory actions are 

observed in Adrianople between the Turkish governor Sait pasha and the editors of the Young 

Turks’ newspapers, on the one hand, while, on the other hand, the prefect of Adrianople was 

                                                
103 Empros, August 22, 1919. 
104 Empros, October 12, 1919. 
105 Empros, June 26, 1919; Estia, June 25, 1919; Paparrigopoulos, 1978, p. 121.  
106 Estia, July 17, 1919. 
107 Empros, June 23, 1919. 
108 See the map in Paparrigopoulos, Istoria tou Ellinikou Ethnous, volume 15, p. 135. The region of Eastern Thrace was 
assigned to the Greek state with the Treaty of Sèvres (28 July/10 August 1920). 
109 Sjöberg, 2017, location 616 – 622 (kindle system). 
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invited in Constantinople by the government intensifying in this way the suspicion for a plan 

regarding the extermination of the Greeks in Eastern Thrace.110  Worrying about the Greek 

population of Eastern Thrace Empros describes the situation there as a “Hell” for the Greeks 

because the Turks along with the Bulgarians committed atrocities against the Greek population.  

Describing the way Turkish propaganda took place in Eastern Thrace for the persecution of 

the Greeks, the Greek correspondent of Empros reports that “Turkish authorities armed Turkish 

populations giving them generously grenades” but due to the Turkish villagers’ ignorance about 

their use “in Kessani [region in Eastern Thrace], one Turkish residence full of grenades was 

exploded together with the tenants”.111 Additionally, Empros reports that beyond the explosions, 

Turkish gangs and gendarmes were so influenced by the Turkish propaganda that they were also 

physically killing the Greeks of Eastern Thrace, mutilating their bodies.112 In this context, the 

newspaper, making a comparison of Eastern Thrace and Asia Minor, realises that the Greek 

population will again be the scapegoat for the expected Turkish defeat in the Paris Conference 

and, thus, in order to avoid a repetition of the massacres as those in Asia Minor, an effective 

removal of the Turkish gangs is needed in Eastern Thrace in view of the Paris Conference’s 

decisions.113 While Mustafa Kemal Pasha had already started his actions in Anatolia, leading the 

nationalist movement of resistance,114 Empros is based on information from Eastern Thrace 

reporting that Turkish officers lead organised Turkish gangs similar of those of Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha’s revolutionary movement in Asia Minor and that Ottoman Greeks are disarmed. In this 

context, the disarmed Ottoman Greeks are referred in parallel with the militarily equipped Turks, 

trying to mobilise the Greek citizens to protest for their brethren’s fate in order to influence the 

Allies’ decision.115 

 
Pontus: Based on an Armenian correspondent in Trebizond, Empros reports that “many of the 

Greek and Armenian notables are arrested with every chance, they are imprisoned, beated 

fiercely, robbed and abused in every way…”116 by Turkish bands using the example of a Pontic 

Greek doctor named Chrysochoidis, who was murdered in front of his daughter’s eyes by 

Turkish gangs. The fact that the Armenian correspondent referred to the Turkish government’s 

complicity regarding the situation in Pontus117 is partially based on the fact that Damat Ferit 

pasha’s government had been so moderate and willing to cooperate with the Entente that it was 

not considered as the actual Turkish government; the role of the perpetrator was implicitly 

attributed to Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s movement who had the power to influence the government. 

                                                
110 Empros, June 16, 1919. 
111 Empros, July 3, 1919. 
112 Empros, July 17, 1919. 
113 Empros, July 25, 1919. 
114 Zürcher, 2004, pp. 142 – 143; Zürcher, 2010, p. 222. 
115 Empros, September 1, 1919. 
116 Empros, August 7, 1919. 
117 Empros, August 7 & 13, 1919.  



28 

Through Estia’s perspective, the persecution of Pontic Greeks is presented in an aggregated 

way on November 21 mentioning details about the villages, the number and the way the Greeks 

were murdered or plundered by the Turks.118 While Estia is using the word “Turks” for the 

perpetrators broadening in that way the scope of guilt to almost the entire Turkish population, 

Empros is more specific in its descriptions referring to the names of the Turkish bandits, who 

were terrorizing the Pontic Greeks and were forcing them to leave from a region which was 

viewed as part of the Greek nation.119  

“Victims” 

Aydin: Closely associated with foreign agencies, Estia published a foreign correspondent’s 

telegram addressed to E. Venizelos describing the suffering of the Greeks in Aydin. The 

correspondent visited Aydin and his estimation was that “the number of the murders exceeds 

2,500”.120 The vivid description of the correspondent turns the audience speechless due to 

phrases such as “Hearing the heartbreaking moans of the victims, I fainted twice”, trying to 

strengthen the Greek citizens’ emotional complicity for their brethren’s destruction. On the other 

hand, Empros was mostly based on its own correspondents on the other side of the Aegean as a 

primary source for the report of the events. Thus, Empros states that the Committee for 

Investigations in Aydin noted that “the Turkish district was intact [except three residences which 

were burnt because of the existent Turkish ammunition that exploded] and on the contrary the 

Greek part of the town was turned into ruins”.121 In this context, Estia also sent correspondents 

in September, specifically in Aydin, in order to enrich the columns with credible information 

based on eyewitnesses. The correspondent R.K. confirms Empros’ correspondent’s information 

that the Greek district in Aydin was totally ruined while he reports that all the well-known Greek 

notables were massacred, the women and children were abducted and transferred to other 

regions while the churches had been desecrated.122 The fact that during the fieldwork the 

correspondent was accompanied by Greek survivors from Aydin helps the Greek audience to 

understand the Greek journalist’s topographical description, as these Greek inhabitants knew 

how to guide him in the town. 

“Bystanders” 

Smyrna: During June 1919, the newspaper Empros emphasised on regions beyond the Greek 

military zone of Smyrna (connoting the great value of the Greek army’s presence there for the 

Ottoman Greeks’ protection) and basically on the region of Sokia, which was under Italian 

occupation. Due to that, Greek correspondents basically blamed the Italian officers who did not 

                                                
118 Estia, November 8, 1919. 
119 Empros, July 22 & November 3, 1919. 
120 Estia, July 17, 1919. 
121 Empros, September 7, 1919. 
122 Estia, September 23, 1919. 
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intervene in order to stop the military preparation of the Turks against the non-combatant 

Ottoman Greek villagers, merchants, women and children.123 

Moreover, in its effort to expand the Allies’ culpability, Estia attacks the humanitarian feeling 

of the Allies through a rhetorical question: “how will the [American] missionaries appear 

tomorrow again in the Greek Smyrna, when its inhabitants will know that they did everything in 

order to remain under Turkish tyranny?”.124 This is certainly an attack to morality and to ethics 

which, if it will be combined with Empros’ claims for justice and liberation regarding the Greek 

and Armenian victims,125 is able to influence beyond the Greek reading audience, also the general 

international public opinion.  

“Greek Elite” 
Pontus: Taking into account the Turkish atrocities committed against the Greeks of Pontus in 

1916-1917126 and sporadic violent actions since the end of the Great War, Empros and Estia 

present the request of Trebizond’s metropolitan, namely Chrysanthos, to President Wilson for 

the institutionalisation of an Independent state for the Pontic Greeks under Greece’s or under 

the USA’s administration, claiming that he represents the desire of all the Pontic Greeks.127 

    Despite their isolation, the Pontic Greeks are presented in the Greek Press as people 

influenced by the Megali Idea and they used their official representative, the Church, in order to 

ideally obtain a form of Greek administration in their lands. Being disadvantaged by their distant 

position from the Greek state, Estia and Empros took the responsibility to inform the Greek 

audience for their “brethren’s” fate. In this context, Empros reported that the Greek city of 

Trebizond in Pontus is in danger because the Turkish gangs, which emerged in Asia Minor and in 

Eastern Thrace, attempted to terrorize also Pontus, something which immediately alarmed the 

Allies in order to protect the region from the repetition of previous atrocities.128 The fact that the 

Greek government sent a Greek mission for nursing the Ottoman Greeks in Pontus shows to 

what extent the Greek state wanted to take the responsibility of this Greek population.129 As the 

Pontic Greek communities were far from the Greek state, Empros reports that the Greek 

mission in Pontus attempts to protect these people.130   

 

Eastern Thrace: Aiming at alarming the Greek audience, Empros started on June 2 to refer to a 

Turkish proclamation which was calling the Turks of Adrianople to massacre the Greeks of 

                                                
123 Empros, June 3 & 9, 1919. 
124 Estia, December 3, 1919. 
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126 Hofmann, 2011, p. 109.  
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Thrace under the auspices of the Turkish administration. This report seems more like a plea to 

the Greek state/army in order to intervene in Eastern Thrace and save the Ottoman Greeks as it 

concludes with the phrase “The Greeks are waiting anxiously their liberation by the Greek 

army”.131 Moreover, in order to emphasise on the continuous persecution of Greeks, Estia was 

based on the testimony of Adrianople’s metropolitan in Eastern Thrace, as the Church had been 

the official representative of the Greek community in the Empire.132 

 

Aydin: While all of the regions beyond the Greek zone in Asia Minor are mentioned in the 

Ecumenical Patriarchate’s Black Book, the catastrophe in Aydin had been of major importance 

because of the Greek army’s retreat from the region, which was immediately occupied by the 

Turks.133 Comparing the situation in Aydin before and after the invasion of the Greek army in the 

end of June, Estia and Empros highlight the difference between the “criminal” Turkish bands 

and the “peaceable” Greek army134 while they felt the need to glorify the decision for further 

advance of the Greek army in the Asia Minor interior under the auspices of the Allied Powers. 

Thus, the newspapers claimed on June 27 that the Greekness of Asia Minor is proved because of 

the major sacrifices of the Ottoman Greeks for the obvious fact, their right to be included in the 

Greek political roof.135 Generally, the impact of the events in Aydin had been so crucial that Estia 

reported on July 17 that the Greek bookstore “Eleftheroudakis” will exhibit images proving the 

destruction in order to show to the unsuspecting Greek audience one “heartbreaking summary of 

the perennial suffering of the Nation”.136 

 

Smyrna: From the nationalist Greek journalists’ perspective, the desire of the Greek army for 

protecting the unredeemed Ottoman Greek communities seem so natural as the Greek soldiers 

fight in the name of the Greek state in order to integrate the “enslaved” Greek brothers in the 

official Greek nation-state. Waiting for the condemnatory decision for the Ottoman Empire, the 

Greek Press seemed disappointed by certain French circles, which supported the Turks, and by 

the Allies’ procrastination regarding the final Treaty. In this context, Empros declares, on the one 

hand, to the Entente that its support for the right and the liberation of people should also apply 

to the Ottoman Greeks and Armenians while, on the other hand, reassures the Greek public that 

                                                
131 Empros, May 20, 1919. 
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Greece, which is represented in Smyrna with its army, is not willing to depart from the Anatolian 

lands.137  

“Megali Idea” 
Smyrna:  Identifying themselves with the unredeemed Ottoman Greeks, as “Greece does not 

inherit Turkish property; [rather Greece] simply regains her inheritance, which was unfairly 

usurped…”138, Greek journalists believe that Greeks from both the sides of the Aegean sea are 

ancestrally related and that the lands inhabited by Ottoman Greeks had always been Greek 

property, which is about to be incorporated in the Greek state. Constantly dedicated to the 

concept of the Megali Idea, the columnists of these Greek newspapers emphasize on the 

Greekness of the Ottoman territories that are inhabited by a significant number of Greeks 

highlighting the need to expand further in the Ottoman interior the Greek army’s authority in 

order to protect the Ottoman Greek communities.  

The fact that Empros deals with the Turkish-controlled region close to Smyrna, presenting to 

the Greek reading audience the tragic fate which holds for their Greek brethren there,139 can be 

associated with Kolettis’ assertion of 1844 that “a native [of Greece] is not only someone who 

lives within this kingdom, but also one who lives… in any land associated with Greek history or 

the Greek race”.140 Thus, the information presented in the newspaper’s articles about the 

suffering of the Ottoman Greeks in various regions close to Smyrna attempts to show that 

Greeks were residing in many parts of the Ottoman Empire beyond the already known (Smyrna, 

Constantinople). As “the Greek-Orthodox of the Ottoman Empire lived scattered across a vast 

territory”141 it is difficult to define precisely all of the vilayets and the villages where the Greek 

presence existed. As a result, the revealing information of the correspondents for the Turkish 

actions against the Ottoman Greeks shed light on the demographic presence of Greek 

communities in Turkey reinforcing Kolettis’ vision of the Megali Idea, as the plan was to 

integrate in the Greek state the entire Greek nation, expanding the borders in these regions. 

 
Eastern Thrace: From Estia’s perspective, its absolute trust to Venizelos’ politics that Eastern 

Thrace would be added to the Greek state led the newspaper to comment that emergent 

measures are needed for the rescue of the remaining Greeks in Thrace, otherwise “Greece will 

get certainly a Thrace empty of people and [a Thrace] of ruined buildings”.142 As Thrace had been 

a contested area with multiple ethnicities since the Balkan Wars,143 the necessity of proving the 

dominance of the Greek population, mainly in Eastern Thrace, was of great significance for the 
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Greek nationalistic Press,144 as in that way the Allied Powers would be persuaded for the 

Greekness of the region and they would assign Eastern Thrace to Greece, since it fits to the 

definition of the Megali Idea.145 Besides, the demographical situation in Thrace was so blurry that 

the correspondents were suspecting that the violent conscription of Christians as Turkish 

civilians, in order to be presented as Muslims by Tayar bey,146 could be easily believable by the 

Allied Powers, since the demographical statistics were unclear.147 

By giving the names of the Greeks who had been murdered in the forests of Strantza by 

“convicts and bandits, adherents of Mustafa Kemal Pasha”, in combination with details about 

Turkish atrocities close to Catalca and information regarding Turkish gangs’ actions in Saranta 

Ekklisies against the Ottoman Greeks, Empros makes a plea to the Allied Powers in order to 

accelerate the Conference’s decision for granting Eastern Thrace to the Greek state.148 In this 

context, by using testimonies of Ottoman Greeks who fled Eastern Thrace to save their lives, the 

newspaper claims implicitly the necessity for the region’s incorporation to the Greek state as the 

Ottoman Greeks claim that “we never imagined that after the victorious end of the War the 

Turks’ knives would continue to murder the Greeks”.149  

 Despite the newspapers’ political differences, the request to support the national vision was 

dominant and information concerning the suffering of human beings, which would be the vehicle 

to realise the Megali Idea, coincide in the newspapers.150 Besides, Estia was so obviously 

associated with Venizelos’ vision of the Megali Idea151 that it was declaring the need for the 

Greeks’ return in Eastern Thrace, namely the Greeks who had been displaced from their homes 

by the Turks in collaboration with the Bulgarians.152 At this point, Estia’s persistence for 

transforming the demographical landscape of Eastern Thrace into the pre-1913 period, before 

the persecutions against the Ottoman Greeks,153 dominates the articles for Eastern Thrace, which 

are reinforced by Venizelos’ reassurances concerning the Greeks’ dominance in Ottoman regions, 

albeit the persecutions.154  

In anticipation of the Paris Conference’s decisions regarding the Ottoman Empire, Estia 

attempts to show that there are several foreign supporters of the Greek cause, who try to alarm 

the Allied Powers in order to save the Greeks of Eastern Thrace from the atrocities. Thus, 

referring to a foreign correspondent, Estia presents his telegram to the American delegation 
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reporting that “taking into account this [Turkish] majority it would mean the confirmation of the 

exterminating methods, which the Turks used against the peaceful Greek populations”.155  

2. 1920: Under the veil of the Sèvres Treaty 

Since the signing of the Sèvres Treaty was about to be realised during 1920, the initial unrealistic 

goal for the Megali Idea’s implementation was about to be reified.156 Interweaving the 

international diplomatic field with the Greek internal political situation, the Greek Press had to 

deal with Venizelos’ defeat during the Greek elections of November 1920; the basic Greek 

concern was: is the unredeemed Greek population, along with the unredeemed territories, going 

to be integrated into the official Greek state? 

 

“Perpetrators” 

Eastern Thrace: Empros was based on the Allies’ procrastination to report the Unionists’ 

actions in Raidestos, which resulted in massacres against Greeks and Armenians after the pro-

Kemalist rally in Adrianople.157 Using the title “They Are Also Slaughtering in Thrace” the Greek 

newspaper attempted to alarm the public opinion and the members of the Paris Conference for 

the dangerous position of the Ottoman Christians in Thrace by equating the Unionists with the 

Kemalists (the adherents of Mustafa Kemal Pasha). This association was constantly expressed 

generally in the articles of Estia and Empros because the Turkish resistance movement, which 

started to rise in Anatolia’s interior already since May 1919, was organised by CUP members. The 

fact that Mustafa Kemal Pasha was participating in the CUP during its early period, without being 

involved in Enver’s and Talaat’s extermination policies,158 did not exonerate him in the eyes of 

the Greek nationalistic elite; since the CUP was synonymous with “murder” for the Greeks, 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s early relation with Ittihad, in combination with his leading role in the 

movement of Eastern Anatolia, seems adequate for the Greek journalists to equate CUP with 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha.  

Aligned with Empros’ question and surprise regarding the Allie’s debate about Eastern 

Thrace, Estia condemns Entente’s tolerance towards the defeated Turkey, claiming that this 

tolerance triggered Turkey’s recruitment and its preparation for a new wave of terrorism and 

massacres against the Ottoman Christians. In this context, Estia used the aforementioned 

massacres in Raidestos as an example for the upcoming fate of the Greeks and the Armenians of 
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Eastern Thrace.159 Devoting much attention to the Eastern Thracian question, due to the 

unfavourable diplomatic background, Empros is based on correspondents’ telegrams to 

disseminate details regarding the situation in Eastern Thrace. Specifically, it’s the first time that 

Tayar pasha concerns to such extent the Greek Press and this happens because the 

correspondents were informed about the institutionalisation of Tayar’s dictatorship in Adrianople 

and about his alliance with Mustafa Kemal Pasha and the Bulgarians; this was viewed as an event 

which intensified the fear of the Ottoman Greeks and thus their evacuation from the region.160  

Concerning Tayar’s movement, Estia refers to a broad mutiny by Turkish officers, who 

managed to abolish the political administration in Eastern Thrace in order to replace the crucial 

administrative positions. As the above-mentioned mutiny was associated with the presence of 

Tayar pasha in Thrace, Estia reports that the measures already taken against Greek foundations 

and Greek populations in Thrace was just the beginning.161 At this point, Empros expresses the 

same concern for the fate of the Ottoman Greeks in Eastern Thrace because of the incidents 

against the Greek foundations and people.162 Reporting the same event, both the newspapers 

present respective information in an alarming way connoting a sense of emergency.  

Examining the nature of the perpetrators in Eastern Thrace, Empros had presented a chain of 

Turkish alliances, which were acting against the Ottoman Greeks in the region. Agreeing with 

Estia regarding the equation of the CUP with Mustafa Kemal Pasha, Empros is based on its 

correspondents’ information from Constantinople to report that the action of the Kemalists in 

Raidestos was subsidized by the Turkish government which had sent 180,000 (Turkish) pounds 

to the Ittihad of the region.163 The value of this information was certainly significant for the 

Greek journalists as, in their effort to alarm the Entente Powers in Paris for the Thracian 

question, the connection of the Turkish government with the Unionists/Kemalists would plant 

the seed for a centre-organised plan for the Greeks’ extermination in Eastern Thrace, as it 

happened some years ago with the Armenians. Certainly, the existence of two Turkish 

governments, the formal (Sultan’s government in Constantinople) and the informal one (Mustafa 

Kemal Pasha’s government in Ankara since April 1920), does not help to clarify which “Turkish 

government” is meant by the Greek Press as the one which was subsidizing the 

Unionists/Kemalists in Eastern Thrace. However, the willingness of the Greek newspapers to 

present constantly the existence of a Turkish centre-organised plan for the Greeks’ annihilation in 

combination with Zürcher’s point that “the fact that the empire was still formally independent 

gave Ottoman officials sympathetic to the nationalists all kinds of opportunities to aid the 
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Anatolian movement by sending information, supplies, arms and people”164 can lead to the 

assumption that, along with Mustafa Kemal Pasha, the legitimate Turkish government in 

Constantinople was also presented guilty. Hence, despite the Allies’ control, the complicated 

structure which was introduced in the region of Constantinople since March 1920 could leave 

space for further Turkish terrorist actions anywhere,165 which could possibly culminate in the 

destruction of the Greeks of Eastern Thrace in order to cancel the Greek plans for territorial 

expansion. 

 
Constantinople: In view of the occupation of Constantinople by the Allies in March 1920, Estia 

and Empros focused on this city, as it was considered the basis of the Turkish resistance 

movement’s sustainability. As the occupation of the city by the Allies was proved a spasmodic 

move in order to intimidate the Turkish nationalists regarding their intentions,166 the Allies were 

eager to pressure Turkey, something that triggered the reactions of the Greek journalists 

regarding the perpetrators.  

Already since late February 1920 the British decision for occupying Constantinople with the 

participation of the Greek troops encouraged Estia and Empros to glorify the decision which 

“terminates the persecutions and the slaughter” and “it will remove the knife from the hands of 

the executioners”.167 Although the Allies occupied Constantinople, Estia was constantly reporting 

news regarding the Turks’ preparation against the Greeks, giving emphasis on the distribution of 

arms and propagandistic proclamations inside the city, which defined that the day of the massacre 

against the Christians will be the 16th March.168 As a matter of fact, this was used as a trigger by 

Estia and Empros in order to reassure the Greek reading audience that the presence of the Allies 

and of the Greek army in Constantinople constitutes guarantee for the safety of the Ottoman 

Greeks, who pour in the city from the interior to save their lives.169 Despite this guarantee for the 

Ottoman Greeks, Estia and Empros did not attempt to hide information regarding the Turkish 

fury against the Ottoman Greeks in the region, as they wanted to alarm the Paris Conference for 

the necessity of stricter measures against the Turks. For this purpose, the tragedy of the Ottoman 

Greeks in the island of Marmaras was used by Estia and Empros in order to show that the Allies’ 

navy opposite of Constantinople was not adequate to stop the cruel attacks of Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha’s adherents. At this point, Empros published an Ottoman Greek’s testimony who survived 

from the massacres but he lost his family by the adherents of Mustafa Kemal Pasha.170 

Demonizing the figure of Mustafa Kemal Pasha, Empros reported on August 22 that he was 
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exterminating the Christians close to the Greek zone of occupation with the blessings of his 

“relentless friends in Constantinople”,171 stating that Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s action was centre-

organised. 

 
Pontus: Moving further to the interior of Turkey, the situation of the Ottoman Greeks was 

presented more desperate, as the closer to Turkish Resistance movement’s core, the worse the 

fate of the Greeks. Certainly, this was the case for the region of Pontus, for which the newspaper 

Empros was publishing details about the terrorist activity of Topal Osman aga based on reports 

which were addressing to the Ecumenical Patriarchate from the interior, since the Greek 

correspondents did not have access there. Dividing the cities of Pontus, which were suffering 

from the gangs’ terrorist activities, the Greek journalists publish information about the 

conscription, the arrests and the boycott against the Ottoman Greeks in Giresun, the murder and 

the looting in Bafra, as well as the murder of 20 Ottoman Greeks in Samsun and in other 

regions.172  

Since June 1920, Estia and Empros have published numerous articles with details regarding 

the suffering of the Pontic Greeks and the common denominator of all these articles was the 

same perpetrator, namely Topal Osman aga. Through the description of the massacres, the 

looting and the rapes committed by the Lazi tribe, which corresponded to Osman aga’s calling 

for annihilating the Christians (Greeks and Armenians),173 the reader can be shocked by the brutal 

acts mentioned in the newspapers, such as the incident concerning the family of the widow 

Foteini Chatzistefanou in Giresun, whose members had been abducted by a gang consisting of 

“15 monsters [sic]” in the mountains “where they slaughtered her daughter-in-law, they raped her 

two daughters and her two grand-daughters”174 or another incident in Giresun again, which was 

circulating among the Greek circles in Smyrna, regarding Osman aga’s way to conduct 

investigations. Specifically, the information that he was looking for two Greeks named 

“Panayiotis”, arresting and slaughtering all the Greek men named “Panayiotis” in Giresun [60 in 

total, as it is mentioned] in order to be sure,175 attempted to show that the killing of the Pontic 

Greeks was conducted in a more rapid way in the regions where the presence of the Greek army 

had been anywise forbidden. 

While Estia and Empros had been publishing incidents of violence and deportations against 

the Pontic Greeks in Trebizond, Samsun and elsewhere in Pontus during 1920, the situation in 

Giresun and in its environs was depicted even more tragic because of the presence of Osman aga. 

In this context, through focusing on the region of Giresun and characterizing Osman aga 
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ironically as “famed” or “new Kemal (Mustafa Kemal Pasha)”176 because of his brutal methods 

that were exceeding even those of Mustafa Kemal Pasha, Estia and Empros managed to profile 

the leader of the larcenous bands in Giresun through their horrifying descriptions. Analysing 

Osman aga’s personality, the Greek historian Fotiadis concluded that Osman aga was considered 

as the most brutal band leader, since he had gained much experience in exterminating the 

Ottoman Christian element during the World War I, something that made him a trustworthy ally 

for Mustafa Kemal Pasha in Giresun and in the Pontic environs.177 

 
“Victims” 

Eastern Thrace: In the atmosphere of fear and impatience for the Paris Conference’s decision 

there were references for arrests and murder of Greeks in Adrianople by Turks. However, the 

worst events were presented to take place in the countryside of the region of Saranta Ekklisies in 

Eastern Thrace by Turks who were influenced by Tayar pasha and committed to plundering and 

murdering “always Christians and especially Greeks”.178 The same events had been presented by 

Empros in its front page of June 9 reporting details about the murder of the nine Ottoman 

Greeks in Adrianople, who were conscripted in the Greek army, and also about the terrorism and 

murder against the Ottoman Greeks in Saranta Ekklisies; the concluding phrase “Let the 

Conference consider its tremendous responsibilities”179 in the article shows to what extent the 

newspaper tries to create a sense of guilt to the Allies. 

Despite the constant reports for the danger of the Ottoman Greeks, Empros makes a 

surprising statement which addresses the sense of hatred against the Turks, who were influenced 

by Tayar pasha, exculpating “the peaceful Muslim population” which had also been victims, as 

the Ottoman Greeks. In this context, the spirit of nationalism, which had permeated the 

consciousness of the Greek elite showing that it was also embracing the Ottoman Greeks, as it is 

observed through the Greek Press, attempted to distinguish nationality/ethnicity from religion. 

As a matter of fact, the old order of the Ottoman Empire, which was based on the system of 

millet establishing a religious administration of the communities, seems that it was definitely 

collapsed in view of Turkish nationalism’s rise and of the non-Muslim minorities’ self-

determination.180  

On July 1920, Empros publishes the involvement of Adrianople’s mayor in Tayar’s 

movement, who was threatening specifically the Greek element of the city. It also refers to the 

Greek villages of Eastern Thrace, which were threatened, and to regions which were burnt, as 

well as to the conscription of Greek men aged between 18 and 36 years old.181 Based on these 

                                                
176 Empros, July 22, 1920; Estia, August 23, 1920. 
177 Fotiadis, 2015, p. 335. 
178 Estia, May 27, 1920.  
179 Empros, May 27, 1920.  
180 Llewellyn Smith, 1973, p. 28; Abu Jaber, 1967, pp. 222 – 223. 
181 Empros, June 20 and July 2 & 6, 1920. 



38 

references, Empros attempted to mobilise the Allied Powers for the Turkish effort to eliminate 

the Greek element and thus, the Greek demands in the region. 

 

“Greek elite” 

Constantinople:  During February 1920, the decision of the Entente Powers to keep the Sultan’s 

authority in Constantinople led Empros to express its concern about the fate of the Greeks and 

the Armenians, believing that the Sultan’s presence would not solve, but it would perpetuate the 

atmosphere of oppression against the Ottoman Christians.182 Besides, the newspaper’s fears were 

aligned with the Patriarchate’s disappointment regarding the Sultan’s maintenance, albeit it was 

trying to encourage through a plea the unredeemed Greeks to continue their struggle for 

liberation as a major need in order to save the Greek nation. This view was elaborated on 

information received by the Patriarchate for the constant suffering of the Ottoman Greeks in the 

areas under Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s authority.183 

 

Pontus: Interweaving the humanitarian aspect of Trebizond’s Metropolitan Chrysanthos for the 

rescue of the Pontic Greeks, which was expressed in Estia,184 with the Greek nationalistic vision 

served by both newspapers, Empros and Estia show the extent of Kemalist atrocities against the 

Pontic Greeks through the initiative of Pontic representatives and Pontic Greek refugees-

survivors in Georgia towards the Greek government for representing their demands in the Paris 

Conference.185 While the statement for Pontus independence is published, the newspapers 

connote that the Greek government was the only one to protect these people, something that 

was also known to them as they addressed to the Greek state for a diplomatic/political 

representation abroad. Besides, the fact that Venizelos was not specifying in his statement to the 

Morning Post what did he mean by “the right [of Pontic Greeks] to obtain their liberty after so 

many tortures, which they had experienced by the Turkish thrall”,186 the word “liberty” in 

conjunction with the word “expatriates”, which was used by Estia and Empros to describe the 

Pontic Greeks of Giresun who had been victims of Topal Osman aga’s terrorism,187 create 

implicitly the notion that this liberty claimed by Venizelos would come only if these “expatriates” 

become “in-patriates”, according to the newspapers’ view. 

Although the fate of the Pontic Greeks was ambiguous, the publication of the Sèvres Treaty 

confirmed the official annexation of Pontus to Turkey. Thus, on September 13 Empros 

published an article showing the willingness of the Greek government to save the Pontic Greeks 
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presenting them as “national power” which has to be saved, as their Greek national 

consciousness would lead them “to constitute a new greek army, which will finally liberate this 

land from the hordes of the slaughterers and arsonists”.188 Definitely, the fact that the Pontic 

Greeks constituted a perennial community in the Black Sea area189 led Empros to characterise the 

land as “homeland” because of the existence of the Pontic Greeks who constituted members of 

the entire Greek nation, something which is also expressed in Estia in view of the Pontic Greeks’ 

destruction.190 

On the very opposite, the major call for protecting this national entity seemed that it was not 

affecting the Greek labour movement, as it was reported in Estia and Empros.191 Specifically, 

Estia was confronting another kind of conflict with the socialists than the one with the anti-

Venizelists and, as a matter of fact, a more severe one; the anti-nationalistic character of the 

Greek socialists led Estia to accuse the Greek labour movement of lack of interest “for all the 

Greeks that are slaughtered… [and] for all those Christian populations who are threatened to 

remain again under the rage of the Turkish barbarity!”192 to the extent that the Greek socialists 

were represented more indifferent than the British socialists for the massacres against the Greeks 

and the Armenians in Pontus and elsewhere. Definitely, the Greek labour movement could easily 

be condemned as a national traitor by the Greek nationalistic elite, because it constituted the 

broken circle of the essential chain of Greek unity. 

 

Cilicia: As Estia was depending more on foreign correspondents and agencies than Empros, 

which was mostly based on its own correspondents, the amount of information regarding Cilicia 

was larger in Estia than Empros, since this region was occupied by French troops and the 

dissemination of information was based exclusively on foreign journalists through telegrams. 

Thus, Estia was informed that in northern Cilicia, close to the borders with Cappadocia, six 

villages inhabited by 1,500 Orthodox Greeks were destroyed by Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces. 

While it is reported that this Greek community addressed to the Patriarchate for its rescue, Estia 

reported that also Venizelos was informed by this community because he was “the Leader of our 

nation”.193 This shows the definite inclusion of this Ottoman Greek community to the entire 

Greek nation presenting the community as self-ascribed to the Greek nationhood, something 

which was supported by the Greek elite. 

The most interesting fact is that the same telegram was published in Empros the next day, 

although slightly different: its anti-Venizelist inclination did not permit the publication of the 
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above-mentioned phrase “the Leader of our nation” reporting only the community’s hope “for 

the liberation of the over-thousand of our remaining poor brothers”194 to the Patriarchate, which 

still constituted the official Greek-Orthodox representative of the nation in the Ottoman Empire. 

One way or another, both newspapers connected this Ottoman Greek community with a form of 

Greek political representation, albeit on different grounds. 

 
Eastern Thrace: While there was information regarding the Allies’ willingness to integrate 

Eastern Thrace to the Greek state,195 the lack of a formal treaty as a confirmation was the major 

concern for Estia and Empros, which were supporting the necessity for the expansion of the 

Greek army in the entire Eastern Thrace as soon as possible in order to save the Greeks from 

Tayar’s actions.196 

However, Estia and Empros, beyond the description of Turkish atrocities in Eastern Thrace, 

they also wanted to encourage the Ottoman Greeks of this area.197 Definitely, the power of the 

Press in Greek politics was crucial, as it was the intermediary between the Greek public/reading 

audience and the Greek political parties and thus it could influence political decisions.198 

 
“Megali Idea” 

Eastern Thrace:  Empros refers to the persecutions and slaughters against the Ottoman Greeks 

of Eastern Thrace since 1913 in order to elaborate its arguments regarding the “liberation” of 

these people. Based on this argument and on the claim that the Ottoman Greeks of Eastern 

Thrace “demand with eagerness to be united with mother Greece”199, the newspaper expresses its 

question about Entente’s procrastination concerning the official annexation of Eastern Thrace to 

Greece.  

Certainly, the Press managed to influence the reading audience, something which is viewed 

after July 27, when the newspapers reported the occupation of Adrianople in Eastern Thrace by 

Greek forces.200 Specifically, Empros glorifies the power of the Greek army “through which we 

can only secure the reparation of all these destructions which emerged for the Greeks of Turkey 

through constant deportations and lootings during the last war and [during] Kemal’s action…”201 

stating that the Providence decided finally to realise the Greek goals. As the major Greek goal 

was the realisation of the Megali Idea, Empros found necessary to report the enthusiasm of the 

Ottoman Greeks of Eastern Thrace who “cheering in favour of Greece and of the greek army, 
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[they] started to gather together towards the bridge”, as they were waiting for the Greek army to 

enter the region.202 In this context, the newspaper tries to consolidate that the Megali Idea was a 

plan embraced by the entire Greek nation and, in favour of this nation, the Greek administration 

of Eastern Thrace had the responsibility to punish the perpetrators who tried to turn against the 

Greeks of the region.203 

 
Constantinople: As the region of Constantinople was closely associated with the Patriarchate, 

Estia was trying to prove the Greekness of the city204, due to the perennial presence of the Greek-

Christian leadership in Constantinople, by publishing the Patriarch’s plea to Lloyd George in 

order to save the “purely Greek Constantinople”, as the Christian population of the city was 

significantly disappointed by the news.205 Entering the sphere of nationalism, the separatist Greek 

nationalism, which emerged inside the borders of the Ottoman Empire transformed the official 

religious-administrative representative of the Rum-millet, namely the Patriarchate, from a crucial 

and essential cooperator of the Sultan206 to an enemy defending its subjects on the basis of 

nationalist criteria. In this context Estia, which was British-friendly, was expressing its hope for 

the mobilisation of the British humanitarian feelings in order to abolish the Sultan’s authority in 

Constantinople, where the Turkish government seemed to favour the action of Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha in the interior, as it was presented by the correspondents’ information in Constantinople.207 

The threat of Mustafa Kemal Pasha seemed to be the major concern of the Ecumenical 

Patriarch, whose reaction that “the Patriarchate stands above [political] parties and that it wishes 

only the realisation of the perennial desires of the Tribe…”,208 published by Empros after 

Venizelos’ electoral defeat, shows that the newspaper was trying to keep alive the Greek 

nationalistic vision. On the other hand Estia, considering its pro-Venizelist inclination, presented 

the reaction of the Greek community in Constantinople more alarming regarding the fate of the 

Ottoman Christians, due to the King’s return in Greece, fearing that the Megali Idea would 

collapse.209 

 

Pontus: While the information of Empros are structured in similar way to the Ecumenical 

Patriarchate’s Black Book, revealing its basic source for the distant region of Pontus, Estia was 

devoted to a practical matter, which emerged as urgent outcome of the already known atrocities: 

the independence of Pontus. Taking into account Venizelos’ proposal to Lloyd George for 

establishing a new state of Armenia in order to incorporate, among others, the Pontic Greeks 
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who were far from the Greek state and were calling for protection, the unwillingness of the 

Conference to realise this proposal led Estia to support the Pontians’ struggle for protection 

through creating their own state, which would have close bonds with Greece as their common 

denominator would be the Greek language, albeit in a different form, and basically the 

Patriarchate.210 Thus, although following Venizelos’ realistic plan regarding the Megali Idea’s 

implementation, its rejection by the Allies led Estia to focus on the possibility of Pontus’ 

independence, foreseeing the chance of the Greek state’s intervention in the inner Asia Minor, 

given the weakness of the Pontians in terms of administrating a state. 

In every case, no matter what was the plan for the political administration of the Pontic 

Greeks, both the newspapers were viewing these people as unredeemed Greeks, who needed the 

immediate protection of the Greek state. In this context, Estia focused on the urgent need for 

the Pontic Greeks’ protection, publishing the plea of Trebizond’s Metropolitan Chrysanthos to 

the Allies.211 Since the basic prerequisite for the implementation of the Megali Idea was the 

existence of unredeemed Greek communities that have to be under a Greek political authority, in 

the case of Pontus the major concern for Estia and Empros was not the clarification of the 

Pontic Greeks’ self-determination, which was taken otherwise for granted, but the rapidly 

increasing suffering of these people,212 whose total annihilation would result to a partial collapse 

of the major and unrealistic dimension of the Megali Idea; in other words, the total extermination 

of the Pontic Greeks would erase Greek demands and intervention in the region. 

 
Cilicia: Taking into account the massacres of Marash in January 1920 against thousands of 

Armenians,213 the Greek Press started to report news about the suffering of the Ottoman Greeks 

of Cilicia, whose advancing Greek consciousness could result to a similar fate of the Armenians’.  

During April and May 1920, Estia was publishing information from British and French 

correspondents, presenting the Ottoman Christian communities as unified214 since “all of the 

Christian population in Cilicia, independent of tribes, is in [a state of] frustration and terrorism 

fearing the possibility to surrender again in the Turkish administration”.215 At this point, the main 

concern of the newspaper was not to differentiate the Greek from the other Ottoman Christians 

but to show that all the Ottoman Christians expected their liberation through the efforts of the 

Greek government that Estia presents as the guarantor of the Ottoman Christians in general.216 

As in the regions with dubious and mixed ethnic-demographic background the Megali Idea could 

not be easily implemented, the presentation of the Ottoman Christians as an aggregated 
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community, having faith on the Greek state, could justify a potential expansion of the Greek 

army in the interior of Turkey, as it is connoted in Estia’s articles. However, the constantly 

increasing dream of a broader Megali Idea, which attempted to dismantle Turkey’s territorial 

integrity, constituted one of the main driving forces for the ferocity of the Turks against the 

Ottoman Greeks specifically.217 Devoted to the Greek elite project of the Megali Idea, Estia was 

disappointed by the fact that the Treaty of Sèvres did not manage to protect the Greek 

community in Cilicia and thus it tries to influence Venizelos’ government to intervene in order to 

save the remaining Greeks and their properties.218 

3. 1921: Penetrating into Anatolia and Eastern Thrace 

How did Estia and Empros deal with the fact that the Sèvres Treaty was about to be 

reconsidered, leading to the abandonment of the Ottoman Greeks in Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s 

nationalistic aspirations?  

“Perpetrators” 
Pontus:  The collaboration of two revolutionary forces, acting in the hinterland of Turkey, would 

certainly lead to a strengthened military preparation. Hence, the financial and military aid of the 

Bolsheviks towards Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces, which had been official since the signing of 

their friendship accord of March 16, 1921 reinforced Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s movement in order 

to turn more easily against the Ottoman Greeks of the interior.219 In this context, Estia and 

Empros were constantly publishing information regarding the situation of the Pontic Greeks. 

Already since January 1921, Empros was presenting the larcenous action of 15 Kemalists in 

Trebizond accompanied by many unarmed “hanim” (women of the Turkish harem) against the 

Ottoman Greek nobility’s houses during Christmas’ night.220 Given that the information is based 

on telegrams from the interior, the publication depends on the dissemination of the information 

from place to place until its arrival in Athens. At this point, the focus could not be the date of the 

presented incident; rather, the focus should be on the gender perspective. In the general 

atmosphere of fear and intimidation against the Pontic Greeks, the Greek correspondent wanted 

to show that the Kemalist propaganda for exterminating the Greeks was so widespread that it 

influenced even women.  

In contrast to the newspaper Estia, which was not dealing with the suffering of the Pontic 

Greeks to a great extent during the first half of 1921, as the potential destructive amendment of 

the Sèvres Treaty was monopolising the columns of the newspaper,221 Empros was publishing 
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details about the situation in Pontus based on the correspondents’ telegrams. Describing a 

climate of terror, the correspondent in Constantinople was informed by a Pontic Greek fugitive 

that in Samsun Lazi volunteers (who were associated with Mustafa Kemal Pasha) were taxing, 

looting and terrorizing the Ottoman Greeks to such extent that “after the sunset no Greek 

expatriate dares to go out of his house, because there is danger for their immediate 

disappearance”.222  

Although they were not present during the reported crimes, the Greek newspapers were 

viewing certain Allied circles as “diplomatic perpetrators” because of their unwillingness to 

intervene in order to save the Pontic Greeks. Hence, since August 1921, the newspapers’ 

common point of reference was the culpability of the European Powers; Empros was 

commenting that “Europe was tolerating this situation apathetically for two whole years” under 

the title “Curse to the Protectors of the Beasts”223 while Estia highlighted that “The tragedy of 

Hellenism in Pontus was heard by the indifferent Europe of bankers and entrepreneurs, who 

only see in Turkish Asia the milk cow that they have to milk”.224  

 
Antalya: Although the Europeans’ stance was strongly criticised by the Greek newspapers, the 

label of the perpetrator was still a unique privilege for the Turks. This was explicitly stated in an 

article of Empros of April 22, when it was describing the desperate situation of the Ottoman 

Greeks, stating that “The Turkish mob of Antalya, fanaticized by the ulama and the other 

rhetors, attacked with rage with cudgels and weapons against the christian residences and tried to 

commit general massacres of the Greeks”.225 In this article, the journalist was highlighting the 

Italian effort for peacekeeping in the region, showing to what extent the massacres intended to 

annihilate the Greek presence of this region, too. 

Emphasizing on the continuing presence of the Italian navy in the region without accusing 

them openly of the atrocities committed against the Greeks, Estia reported that Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha’s forces were still applying their brutal methods, namely the arrests and deportations in the 

interior, this time of 60 Ottoman Greek nobles of Antalya.226 With this alarming report, Estia 

wanted to show the potential ending of the Greek community of Antalya.  

 
Eastern Thrace:  The “new history of blood and martyrdom” started to be reported by Estia 

and Empros concerning Eastern Thrace since April 1921, presenting now the forces of Mustafa 

Kemal Pasha in the role of the perpetrators. Both newspapers published information regarding 

the destructive actions of Turkish gangs close to Catalca; Estia was mentioning that this gang 

“consists of remnants of Tayar’s army and of volunteers… [and] continues the Turkish-German 

                                                
222 Empros, February 8, 1921. 
223 Empros, August 12, 1921. 
224 Estia, August 14, 1921. 
225 Empros, April 9, 1921. 
226 Estia, July 11, 1921. 



45 

program of 1914 concerning the extermination of the Greek population in Thrace”227 and 

Empros was stating that the Turkish gangs’ organisation in Catalca was “under the surveillance of 

the [Turkish] political Authorities and of the direction of the military governor in the boundaries, 

Keramedin-bey”, forcing the Greek inhabitants to leave in order to save their lives.228  

For Estia and Empros, the publication of the Turkish gangs’ actions in Eastern Thrace 

constituted an important argument for influencing the public opinion. Specifically, Estia was 

based on Times’ network to confirm that the forces of Mustafa Kemal Pasha were organizing an 

attack against Eastern Thrace, starting from the Greek villages of Derkos.229 In this context, 

through the telegrams, Estia had collected enough material in order to present the Turkish 

centre-organised effort of the gangs regarding the extermination of the Thracian Greeks as 

retaliation for Eastern Thrace’s incorporation to the Greek state. Making a summary of the 

Turkish gangs’ actions against the Greek villages of Eastern Thrace, Estia was aligned with 

Empros in emphasizing on the Turks’ equipment by the Turkish authorities, highlighting one 

more time the unsafe position of the Greeks if the whole region of Eastern Thrace would be 

annexed by Turkey. 

 

Nicomedia (Izmit): Focusing on the region of Nicomedia (Izmit), the presence of the Greek 

army gave the chance to Greek correspondents to organise a communicating network in order to 

inform the public about the Turkish atrocities against the Ottoman Greeks of the wider region. 

While Estia was based on the publication of current information, originating basically from 

credited international newspapers proving that the character of the specific newspaper was trying 

to remain as less biased as possible, Empros was serving the “proximity” principle: the closer the 

reporter/agent to the described event, the more reliable the information presented.230 Thus, 

Empros started to publish, since April 1921, information based specifically on Kostas Faltaits, 

who stayed in Nicomedia for a few months and who managed to report the Turkish actions 

through his own eyes and through the survivors’ testimonies in the broadened region of 

Nicomedia. 

In his descriptions regarding the Ottoman Greeks’ suffering, Faltaits was emphasizing on the 

role of the perpetrators, who were responsible for the Ottoman Greeks’ destruction. Faltaits was 

reporting the impertinence of Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces in Nicomedia who “Under the 

residence where the [mixed inquisitional] committee was residing there were gathered 15 

thousand women and children of 30 Greek villages of the province of Nicomedia, who were 
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burnt by the hordes of Kemal [sic]”, noting the shocking reaction of the Committee for the 

Turkish outrageous crimes.231  

Overall, the role of the perpetrators was attributed to the Kemalists, who were perceived as 

the enemies of the Greek nation. In this context, Faltaits was describing the destruction of 

Neochori in Nicomedia by the Turks as a case which reflected the general destructive methods 

used in the whole region: 

 
“Unique levelers [as they are] the Turks, after depopulating a village from the 
residents that they kill, from the furniture that they carry in their region, from 
the windows and the doors of the houses which they need for their nests, they 
try afterwards the completion of their work with the fire… Four days and four 
nights lasted the seizing and the plunder of Neochori by the invaders, who did 
not let either the boards of the floors, either the windows and the doors of the 
houses, and one by one district which was looted, was surrendered to fire…”232. 

 

During July 1921, the retreat of the Greek army from the region led Estia to present a 

comprehensive catalogue of the Greek villages destroyed by Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces under 

the title “Fire and Blood in the Province of Nicomedia”,233 attributing to Turks invaders the role 

of the perpetrator.   

“Victims” 

Pontus:  Receiving information also from Constantinople, Estia was alarming the Greek reading 

audience about the severity of the Pontic Greeks’ fate through a summarizing article, which was 

based on the Patriarchate’s information and which was mentioning the looting of the Church in 

Samsun by Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces and the torture of the bishop Zinon in Amasya, as well 

as the arrest of 25 Pontic Greek nobles.234 At this point, it is obvious that Estia was basically 

emphasizing on the destruction of the Ottoman Greek elite in Pontus as a starting point for an 

upcoming destruction of the entire Greek community. While Empros was bombarding the Greek 

public with details, names and catalogues of the destructions, the victims and also the 

perpetrators, Estia attempted to show with the above-mentioned short article that the destruction 

of the Ottoman Greek elite agents, namely the Church and the nobility, could signify the 

beginning of the end of the Pontic Greek community, given that the annihilation of the Ottoman 

Armenians in 1915 began on the basis of a similar pattern with the initial arrest and deportation 

of the 235 members of the Ottoman Armenian elite by the CUP.235 In that way, Estia created an 

implicit parallel of the Ottoman Christian communities. 

Within this multiple source background, Empros added one more: testimonies. Specifically, 

Greeks coming from Samsun informed the Greek correspondent in Constantinople that the 
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village Ada was set on fire by Turks, who were shooting anyone who was trying to escape, while 

they also reported that Mustafa Kemal Pasha commanded the authorities in Pontus to annihilate 

the Greek population with every means, including the deportation of Pontic Christians (Greeks 

and Armenians) aged between 15 and 60 years old to unknown destinations.236 However, beyond 

the Greek testimonies, the foreigners’ testimonies could be even more valuable. Through the 

American travelers’ testimonies, the “infamous” Osman aga expanded his actions beyond 

Giresun and he managed to exterminate the Greeks of Samsun by murdering 10 women upon his 

arrival in the town, by arresting more than 500 Greek workers, aged between 14 and 48 years old, 

deporting them in the interior along with other 1,500 Pontic Greeks. As for the villages close to 

Samsun, the residents of 30 villages were slaughtered after a 4-hour march and in order to prove 

the scale of the tragedy the correspondent managed to publish the travelers’ comment that 

“because the rivers were full of corpses the governor of Samsun prohibited the drinking of the 

rivers’ water for ten days”.237  

The extent of the tragedy in Pontus and the desperate situation of the Pontic Greeks were 

expressed in Estia through the reference to the telegram of the Pontic Greeks’ President in 

Constantinople Mr. Thoidis towards the Greek Parliament, presenting the Pontic Greeks’ torture 

and asking for their rescue.238 This telegram is of great importance because it gives the chance to 

the newspaper to confirm the sense of kinship between the Greek state and the unredeemed 

Greeks. Hence, Estia and Empros continued to report in lengthy articles the cruel methods of 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s adherents in Pontus showing that Thoidis’ plea for help was not baseless. 

Both newspapers reported, on the basis of Smyrna’s telegrams, that the Greek residents in 

Samsun live in a state of terror. Specifically, Empros reported the confiscation of Greek 

properties and the rape of the virgins in Samsun in front of their parents’ eyes while it mentions 

the names of certain Pontic Greeks who were murdered.239 A few days later, Estia also presented 

the same list of the Pontic Greek victims and the rape of the girls, reporting also that the 

bombardment of Inebolu in Pontus by the Greek navy constituted a trigger for Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha’s forces to deport the Pontic Greeks under harsh conditions.240 Through this information, 

Estia attempted to show that as long as Pontus was under Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s control, the 

Pontic Greeks would constitute the scapegoat for Mustafa Kemal Pasha in every attempt of 

Greek or foreign intervention in the region. Definitely, the telegrams from the other side of the 

Aegean seemed so horrifying for the Greek journalists that a columnist in Empros took the 

chance to forward the view that “the occupation [of Pontus] has to be done as soon as possible 
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not only for the completion of the military blindness of the enemy [i.e. Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s 

forces] [sic], but also for the rescue of the remaining Greeks still in life”. 241  

In order to sensitize the Greek reading audience, Estia published the plea of the “Giresun’s 

Association”, consisting of Pontic Greek refugees who wanted to publicize the Turkish atrocities 

which were perceived as continuous since the outbreak of the First World War and had now 

resulted in the presence of just 3-4 thousand Greek women and children in Pontus, since the 

male population had been deported in the interior.242  

September 1921 marked the institutionalisation of “Independence Courts” in Amasya by 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha, where the Pontic Greeks were condemned by nationalist Turks starting 

from the Pontic Greek nobility.243 According to Estia and Empros, the death sentences, which 

were almost always the only verdict for the Pontic Greeks by these courts, concerned initially the 

nobles of Samsun and Bafra; they were justified by the Kemalists as a punishment of the Pontic 

Greeks’ actions to create a Pontic Greek Republic. Afterwards, they refer to the remaining male 

population, whose extermination was chosen in terms of a slower death –labour battalions 

(Amele Taburlari) – and to the next step which was the deportation of the Pontic Greek women 

and children of Samsun and Bafra.244 Later on, Estia was informed from Constantinople that the 

Independence Courts were condemning the Pontic Greeks because they were “bandits and 

rebels” for their homeland [i.e. Turkey] and, thus, they were viewed as traitors.245 This 

information derived from Turkish newspapers, as it was mentioned, and Estia took the chance to 

show that even the Turkish newspapers admitted the crimes committed against the Greek nation, 

albeit in a different sense.   

Within this climate of horror, Estia and Empros were concerned about the Pontic Greek 

community, as they were publishing telegrams from Turkey showing the organised campaign for 

the destruction of the Pontic Greeks. Based on the fact that 101 Pontic Greek women and 

children, who escaped from Bafra found refuge in the Greek-occupied region of Midia in Eastern 

Thrace, Empros described these people as “pitiful corpses” constituting “the terrible proof of the 

Kemalist beasts’ [sic] atrocity and of our national annihilation”.246 

 
Antalya: Moving to the region of Antalya, Estia reported the first alarming article on February 1, 

stating that the bishop of Patara Meletios was deported while all the Greek and the Armenian 

schools and properties were seized and the taxation was continuing.247 This general report of 

Estia constituted an introduction for the general fate of the Ottoman Christians in a region which 

                                                
241 Empros, July 19, 1921. 
242 Estia, September 15, 1921. 
243 Estia, October 22, 1921 (names of the Pontic Greeks who were condemned by the Independence Courts); 
Fotiadis, 2015, pp. 430 – 431.  
244 Estia, September 20, 1921; Empros, September 21, 1921; Fotiadis, 2015, p. 431.  
245 Estia, November 20, 1921. 
246 Empros, October 1, 1921. 
247 Estia, January 19, 1921. 



49 

was under Italian occupation. However, the emphasis on the Ottoman Greeks among the 

Ottoman Christians had also been Estia’s strategy, since the vision of the Megali Idea concerned 

these communities that had Greek consciousness. As a matter of fact, on March 4, Estia 

elaborated further on the aforementioned information based on the testimony of the doctor 

Skevos Zervos, who described the torture of the bishop Meletios until his deportation by the 

Turks, the seizure of the Greek schools and, moreover, the conscription of the young Greeks for 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s army, as well as the hard taxation to the remaining Greeks.248 

In order to confirm the credibility of the presented telegrams, Empros elaborated the 

suffering of the Ottoman Greeks on a Turk’s testimony, who arrived in Smyrna from Antalya 

verifying the information of the telegram concerning the Ottoman Greeks’ deportation.249 On the 

other hand, Estia was describing the emergent situation in Antalya through information received 

by Ottoman Greek refugees established in Rhodes, stating that only 150 Greek families managed 

to flee from Antalya because the Turks had forbidden the approach of ships in order to isolate 

the rest and execute their destructive plan.250 On the same basis, Empros was also using refugees’ 

testimonies to describe the Turkish crimes in regions close to Antalya, emphasizing on the 

deportations of the wealthier Greeks, the murders, the looting and the rapes.251 

 

Eastern Thrace: From the Greek perspective, the region of Eastern Thrace was threatened 

because of the London Conference and the Greek newspapers were highlighting in every way the 

upcoming disaster of Eastern Thrace’s potential loss. Taking into account the diplomatic and 

political context of the era, the decision of the London Conference to send an International 

Committee for demographical investigation in Eastern Thrace triggered Estia and Empros to 

focus on the past atrocities, committed by the CUP before 1919, in order to show that in case of 

finding Greeks in minority in Eastern Thrace “the researchers… have to calculate also the 

graves”.252 Being aware of Eastern Thrace’s significance to the Greek state, Estia and Empros 

were publishing the alarming atmosphere inside the Greek Parliament, where the Thracian 

plenipotentiary N. Constantopoulos was addressing to the Greek delegates describing the horror 

that he experienced in Saranta Ekklisies where he lost all the members of his family by the Turks; 

he was arguing that his case was the rule in Eastern Thrace and not the exception.253 In this 

context, Constantopoulos’ testimony was a watershed for the Greek political elite in order to 

focus on the CUP’s atrocities in Eastern Thrace during the First World War showing a) the 

reason why the Greeks constituted a minority in Eastern Thrace with Empros publishing names 
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and photographs of some of the victims in order to prove the arguments254 and b) the 

unredeemed Greeks’ fear of getting under the CUP’s successor authority, namely Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha, something which was explicitly reported by Estia based on the testimony of the Thracian 

teacher L. Pegiadis: “And the Thracians… just starting to breathe free air, do not want in any way 

to write a new history of blood and martyrdom”.255 

 

Nicomedia (Izmit): The overwhelming catalogues of the Turkish atrocities in Nicomedia’s 

region based on Faltaits’ observations were published by Empros as they were received, 

resembling to personal diaries’ notes. Hence, noting the place and the date, Faltaits was so vivid 

in his descriptions, forcing in that way the reader to follow his own emotional complicity. As he 

was conducting his fieldwork, Faltaits addressed to a survivor from the city of Nicaea in order to 

publish the names of the Greek victims, emphasizing that this person-source was the only one 

survivor of the city after the massacres committed by the Turks against the Greeks and noting 

that “…the fact of the slaughter within a few hours of all the residents of a city, without 

exception, is one of the most unique that the chronicles of the human atrocity have to show to us 

[sic]”.256 The slaughter of Nicaea of the previous year seemed so neglected by the Greek Press 

and the officials in the eyes of Faltaits that he himself focused on this incident one year later [i.e. 

1921], in order to cover this lacuna. Besides, the testimony of Nicaea’s survivor was so significant 

that he published it in detail in his personal published account of 1921, showing that the 

survivor’s hiding spot on the ground made this survivor a witness of the Turkish rapes and other 

atrocities against the Greek women of Nicaea.257 

Staying in the city of Nicomedia, Faltaits had the chance to come across many people who 

survived from the Turkish rage in neighbouring areas. Beyond the survivor of Nicaea, Faltaits 

mentioned also the survivors of Fulacik, who were gathered in Nicomedia singing all together a 

song for the victims of the region under the melody of Valtaris’ [a Greek warrior and singer] 

violin. Faltaits published the lyrics of the song: 

        
“The Kemalists came down from the threshing floors and day Tuesday 
they set foot in Fulacik. They picked the beautiful [women] and they 
putted them naked in the dance. They buried our kids alive, they burnt 
the men in the church and they passed a bridle in the mouth of the 
priest. Come, my Greece, come, I don’t have help. [sic]”258 
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Certainly, the last sentence of the lyrics constituted an indication that the Ottoman Greeks of the 

Turkish military zone, who were suffering from the Turkish actions, were viewing the Greek state 

as their savour that would liberate them from the Turkish yoke.  

Since June 1921, Estia also started to report information from the region of Nicomedia, 

because of the Mixed Inquisitional Committee’s information to the agencies located in 

Nicomedia. Thus, on June 17, Estia reported the names of the Ottoman Greek women who were 

slaughtered (3 women), as well as the 7 Ottoman Greeks who were imprisoned in 

Constantinople.259 Despite the fact that Estia was concentrated on the current atrocities (title of 

the aforementioned article: They Started Again the Atrocities), Empros was leaning almost 

exclusively on Faltaits’ accounts for the region of Nicomedia and, since this correspondent was 

interviewing survivors, the reports published usually concerned past Turkish atrocities. In this 

context, Faltaits mentioned that he collected so much information from the survivors of the 

broadened region that 

 
“if our Church and the government managed to publish the one per cent 
of these [atrocities] to the people of Europe and America, all the consciousness 
of the civilized world would certainly revolt against Turkey… [but] the former 
and the current Greek government are not aware even of the names of many 
slaughtered Greek villages… [and] the Patriarchates published a silly black 
bible, which says nothing…”.260 
 
 

As a matter of fact, Faltaits was viewing himself as a researcher, who was trying to enlighten the 

public opinion about the Ottoman Greek victims, acting in favour of the Greek government in 

order to provide it with as much information as possible regarding the high extent of the Turkish 

ferocity. Moreover, in this article he used, as an example, the testimony of one of the few 

survivors of the 5,000 Greek-populated city of Lefkes, called Eleni Vafeiadou. 

 
Cilicia:  This region had a mixed demographical background, composed mainly by Armenians 

and Greeks, and it was the centre of attention of Estia and Empros, after the signing of the 

French-Kemalist Treaty, which signified the end of the French presence in Cilicia replacing the 

French authorities with Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces.261  

Even within this mixed demographic background, Empros and Estia managed to focus, 

sometimes exclusively, on the Ottoman Greeks’ suffering. Specifically, on May 10, Empros 

reported the uprooting of 1,500 Ottoman Greeks from Cilicia, who found refuge in Mersin and 

asked from the Greek government to send a ship and transfer them to Piraeus.262 Through the 

alarming descriptions, Empros found the chance to connote that these Ottoman Greek survivors 
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trusted only the Greek state for their rescue. On the other hand, Estia was describing the 

European discussions regarding the evacuation of the Ottoman Greeks of Cilicia, who were 

sending pleas to the British and the French governments under the title “The Martyrdoms of the 

Greeks of Cilicia-Plea towards England and France”.263 The fact that it was mostly focusing on 

the Ottoman Greeks is associated to the natural kinship between the Greek state and the 

unredeemed Greek communities.264 

In both newspapers, the 9th November was totally devoted to the publication of the Ottoman 

Christians’ uprooting from Cilicia. On behalf of Estia, there was a call towards the European 

people and governments that still had humanitarian feelings, in view of this humanitarian crisis in 

Cilicia,265 and there was an alarming emphasis on the Ottoman Greeks of Cilicia who were 

leaving in masses the region, fearing of the arrival of Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces.266 From the 

other perspective, Empros was accusing in its front page France for the aforementioned treaty, 

justifying the panic-leaving of the Ottoman Christians as follows: “The Christian minorities are 

surrendered to the protection of the blade of the Kemalist hordes [sic]”.267 Being aware that the 

front page was devoted to the publication of the most urgent national issues, Empros published 

on November 10 an article under the title “The Government Has to Rescue One and a Half 

Million of Greeks”,268 where the journalist was reassuring that the ramifications of the terrible 

treaty between France and Mustafa Kemal Pasha had influenced all the Greeks. 

During this turbulent atmosphere of the Ottoman Greeks’ uncertain fate, Estia was glorifying 

the Greek community of Cilicia, mentioning its vital importance for the region’s prosperity which 

was about to disappear, since all these Ottoman Greeks –faithful to the Greek state– were asking 

for their transportation to the Greek state’s soil.269 In order to give substance to the above-

mentioned theoretical concerns for Turkish atrocities, Empros and Estia were based on the 

Ottoman Christian refugees’ testimonies from Cilicia, who were arriving in Smyrna; Empros was 

reporting that “Gangs of Turkish bandits were destroying the countryside, robbing the convoys 

of those Christian refugees moving to the sea. The gangs, becoming more audacious expand the 

plunder inside the towns”270 and Estia was mentioning the deportation of many Ottoman Greeks 

and Armenians in the interior.271 In this context, Estia and Empros were promoting as much as 

possible the Cilician cause for the preservation of this Ottoman Greek community, showing that 

the Turkish danger was real and that the Greek state was struggling to save its potential subjects. 
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Based on a Times’ report, as usual, Estia wanted to show that the fear of the Ottoman Greeks 

for retaliation was realised since “the Government of Ankara condemned to death many Greek 

and Armenian nobles, who had supported the French in Cilicia before the signing of the 

treaty”.272 

“Bystanders” 

Antalya: Despite the mixed demographical background also in Antalya, the doctor Skevos 

Zervos in his testimony focuses on the fact that “Antalya, which yesterday still constituted the 

home of [the] vivid Hellenism, is now laying devastated and almost dead”, accusing the Italians 

for their collaboration with the Turks and comparing them with the Germans during the World 

War I.273 Generally, despite Estia’s European inclination, the collaboration with the “enemy” for 

the realisation of the Ottoman Greeks’ uprooting could not be forgiven by a Greek newspaper, 

which was advocating the rescue of the Ottoman Greeks in order to incorporate them in a Greek 

state. 

However, from another point of view, one of Empros’ journalists stated that the Italian 

administrator’s humanitarian intervention wouldn’t be necessary if he hadn’t permitted the 

expansion of the propaganda among the Turks of Antalya and their fanaticism against the 

Ottoman Greeks that concluded to the death of 150 Greeks.274 Generally, Estia and Empros 

constituted the voice of these Ottoman Greeks and they were serving their rights, even if this 

meant that they would accuse a European power. Nevertheless, thinking about the dominant 

perspective of Orientalism’s inferiority in comparison to Western civilization’s superiority,275 the 

brutal perpetrator for the Greek side was only one, no matter their alliances; the Turks. 

 
“Greek elite” 

Pontus: Following the diplomatic background, the London Conference, which started on 

February 1921, constituted a crucial watershed for the implementation of the Greek irredentist 

plan, something that led Empros to present the reactions of both the Greek politicians and of the 

Ottoman Greeks, in view of their potential extermination by Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces. The 

fact that the Entente invited in London two delegations from Turkey, one from Ankara and one 

from Constantinople,276 reinforced the fear of the Greeks for a potential settlement of the Allies 

with Mustafa Kemal Pasha. In this context, Empros presents the decisiveness of the Pontic 

Greeks’ representatives to send a memorandum to the London Conference, “asking for their 

liberation from the Turkish thrall”277 while it was publishing certain speeches from the Greek 

Parliament in view of the legalization of Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s government, which was 
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continuing the destructive actions against the Ottoman Greeks under the Allies’ auspices. 

Specifically, the deputy Chr. Vasilakakis referred to the deportations and the arrests in Samsun 

and to the hanging, the strangulation, the abduction and the murder of several Pontic Greeks, 

mentioning also the names of the victims. By publishing this speech, which was based on a 

foreigner’s testimony from Samsun who arrived in Constantinople, as it was elaborated, Empros 

was trying to alarm the new Greek government of Rallis in order to support the liberation of the 

Ottoman Greeks, “because the Kemalists, once they have become audacious, they will try today 

to improve even more perfect the statistics in favour of them, since this way has already been 

recognised as legal”.278  

Specifically, for the suffering of the Pontic Greeks, Fotiadis claimed that the Athenian 

newspapers started to concentrate on the Pontic Greek case only since May 1921, “when the 

desperate cries of Pontian Greeks affected the Athenian press”.279 Although this statement was 

true for Estia, Empros had already delved into the Pontian Greeks’ torture covering the Athenian 

media lacuna before May 1921. However, we could partially agree with Fotiadis that May 1921 

constituted the threshold for an organised and aggregated attempt on behalf of the Athenian 

Press to inform the public.  

Hence, during March and April 1921, Empros was trying to persuade the reading audience in 

the Greek state that the Ottoman Greeks had been a vital part of Hellenism280 and that their 

annihilation by the forces of Mustafa Kemal Pasha should concern the entire Greek entity, whose 

solidarity could influence the Allies towards a positive deal for the Greek nationhood. In this 

context, and bearing in mind Kolettis’ declaration that, among the unredeemed regions, 

Trebizond in Pontus constituted also a part of the Greek nation,281 Empros was publishing 

information about the deportation of the Pontic Christians in the interior,282 showing to the 

Greek reading audience and to the foreign agencies that these deportations had been the centre 

of discussion and concern for the Greek elite which was summoned in the room of the 

Archaeological Company along with Alexandria’s Patriarch Mr. Fotios. Based on the atrocities 

committed in Pontus during the World War I, the Greek elite is presented as already alarmed 

about the upcoming fate of the Pontic Greeks, given that “now the Turks started to deport also 

the coastal population, any who still existed”.283 Certainly, the Greek elite’s interest is mostly 

proved through the Greek Parliament’s references to the annihilation of the Pontic Greeks 

already since the First World War. Especially through the deputy Tsoukala’s speech, published in 

Empros,284 the destruction of Hellenism in the Ottoman Empire is presented as a process which 
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started already since 1914. Concerning the region of Pontus, the aforementioned atrocities by 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces in conjunction with the incidents presented since Ittihad’s era, the 

persecutions and deportations were perceived as a continuing plan of the Turkish nationalist 

spirit. 

Despite the separation of the Greek state’s Orthodox Church from the Patriarch’s authority in 

Constantinople in 1833, which was recognised by the Ecumenical Patriarchate in 1850, the 

“spiritual authority” of the Patriarchate in the former “unredeemed lands” was taken for granted. 

Thus, the sense of religion was accompanying the Greek nation-state, which was keeping solidary 

relations with the Ecumenical Patriarchate,285 taking also into account the continuous exchange 

of information regarding the fate of the Ottoman Greeks. Hence, Kedourie’s point that “the true 

and lasting state is one where a nation is formed through natural kinship and affection”286 can be 

identified in the fact that the Greek state made the Orthodox Church as one of the basic 

institutions of the state, hoping that the unredeemed Ottoman Greek communities, which were 

still under the Patriarchate’s millet-administration, would be added in a church-led Greek state 

uniting the Orthodox Greek Church with the Ecumenical Patriarchate and proving this natural 

kinship of the entire Greek nation through the continuity of the religious bonds in state terms. 

This significance of the Greek Orthodox faith is presented in Empros’ article “The Kemalist 

Sprees of Good Friday” on May 7, which informed the Greek reading audience that their Pontic 

Greek brothers in Neochori had been intimidated by 30 bandits who were blackmailing them for 

money during one of the most important Greek Orthodox religious days.287  

Since May 1921, Estia was also mobilised regarding the fate of the Pontic Greeks, reporting 

that in Samsun and in Trebizond the Ottoman Greeks were robbed and slaughtered by Turks to 

the extent that “the bodies of the Greeks remain unburied on the roads”.288 It seems that since 

the second half of 1921 there was an organised campaign on behalf of the agents of the Greek 

nationhood to publish a significant amount of information regarding the situation in Pontus in 

order to mobilise the Greek and the international public opinion. As a matter of fact, Empros 

was based on its correspondents’ telegrams, whose source of information was the Patriarchate, 

reporting the hanging of Amasya’s bishop Mr. Gibbon, as well as the willingness of all the 

Patriarchates to forward a protest démarche to the Sublime Porte.289 On the other hand, Estia 

was based on telegrams from Smyrna, given that its correspondents were also leaning on foreign 

agencies, publishing that “the residents of Pontus had been entirely deported, with this 
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flourishing Greek population being rooted out in the entire broad region by the known infamous 

Osman Aga”.290 

In their overwhelming articles both newspapers had as point of departure the blossom of the 

Pontic Greek community in the Black Sea since antiquity, in order to reach Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha’s era which was proved devastating for the preservation of Hellenism in the region. In this 

context, Empros was more specific than Estia in presenting numbers, statistics, names of the 

victims and of the destructed villages, based on former testimonies and telegrams, and Estia, on 

the other hand, seems that it exploited Empros’ idea in order to mobilise the Greek government 

to externalise the annihilation of the Pontic Greeks, believing that “they could provoke in Europe 

an explosion of Philhellenism, similar to the one that the massacres of Chios provoked [during 

the Greek Revolution of 1821]”.291 

While Empros kept collecting information, based on testimonies, in order to show that also 

other cities of Pontus, beyond the already mentioned, had the same tragic fate,292 Estia was trying 

to be more optimist for the preservation of the Greek nation, hoping that the meeting of 

Trebizond’s Metropolitan Chrysanthos with the Greek Prime Minister Gounaris and with the 

Greek Foreign Minister Baltazzi would be effective for the Pontian Question in combination 

with the fact that French newspapers started to publish information about the massacres in 

Pontus.293 In this context, it is obvious that the preference and inclination of Estia to the Allied 

Powers –a dominant remnant since Venizelos’ governance– still had an impact on the published 

articles as, despite the unpropitious diplomatic stance towards Greece, there was still faith for a 

positive evolution, something that was not apparent in Empros, which was openly blaming the 

Entente Powers for the destruction of Hellenism by Mustafa Kemal Pasha.  

Alarmed by the possibility that the vision of the Megali Idea was collapsing, provoking the 

reverse outcome, namely the mass influx of Ottoman Greek refugees in the relatively limited 

Greek state, Empros was trying to mobilise openly the Greek government to act more drastically. 

On the other hand, Estia was publishing the increased level of the Turkish propaganda in Pontus 

referring to a “Turkish (Film) Direction”, in order to force the Greek government to take drastic 

measures to terminate the Turkish immunity in Pontus. Specifically, Estia mentioned that 62 

carriages full of Pontic Greek women’s and children’s corpses were presented in Samsun by the 

Turks as Turkish corpses, given that their appearance was tainted. However, the correspondent 

confirmed that this attempt was not positively embraced by the foreigners in Pontus, since they 

knew about the Pontic Greeks’ deportations,294 and this was perceived as a trigger by the Greek 

government to collaborate with the foreigners for the rescue of the Pontic Greeks.  
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Focusing on Empros, the newspaper did not lose the opportunity to publish exclusive 

information. Thus, on November 27, it published the letter of the “Central Council of Pontus” 

addressed to Empros in order to show that all the attempts of the Patriotic Foundation of 

Nursing, of the Near East Relief and of the Greek Red Cross to take care of the Pontic Greek 

orphans collapsed because of “child-murderer Osman”, who looted the orphanage abandoning 

the orphans or leading them to Islamisation.295 Based on these atrocities, Empros published the 

organised protest of famous Greek writers and artists towards the civilized world of Europe and 

America, announcing the same pattern of looting-raping-deporting-slaughtering in Giresun, 

Ordu, Oenoe, Samsun, Bafra and other Pontic regions, in order to show that prominent Greek 

civilians were condemning on their whole these atrocities and that it was time for the Europeans 

and the Americans to take action in the name of humanity.296 

 

Eastern Thrace: While the region of Eastern Thrace westwards of Catalca was officially 

assigned to the Greek state through the Sèvres Treaty, Estia published an article on May 14 

showing that the Ecumenical Patriarch was still representing the Greeks, albeit they were now 

included in the Greek state, as he took the responsibility to inform the British High 

Commissioner about the actions of the Turkish gangs in Thrace.297 This shows the Greek 

national character which was accompanying the Ecumenical Patriarchate as, despite the existence 

of a separate official Greek church, the Orthodox faith was associated with the Greek 

nationhood, since the second half of the 19th century. 

The reference to the process of censorship in the Turkish part of Eastern Thrace regarding 

these news298 shows that Estia wanted to mobilise the Allies about the known and tested Turkish 

methods of extermination, which were based on a secret communication network away from the 

public view, connoting the Armenians’ annihilation.299 On the very opposite, the process of 

censorship was not applied in Estia and Empros regarding information about the Greeks’ 

suffering, as the publication of Turkish atrocities served the Greek propaganda. At this point, 

Empros did not only publish the horrific action of the Turkish-Bulgarian gangs in Scopos, “this 

purely greek citadel of the north-eastern part of Greece”, but it also published the names of the 

slaughtered Greeks in the region of Saranta Ekklisies, which was a part of the Greek Eastern 

Thrace.300 Exploiting its anti-Venizelist direction, Empros emerged through this article as the 

voice of the Thracian Greeks, in order to influence the Greek government to take more effective 

measures for their protection since it was officially responsible for them. 
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Nicomedia (Izmit):  Concerning Nicomedia, the most interesting report of Faltaits was the one 

written on May 24 and published by Empros on June 2 accusing agents of the Greek nation as 

“Monsters Worse than the Kemalist Herd [sic]”. Taking into account the implementation of 

censorship in Greek newspapers during the Asia Minor campaign, it is indeed surprising that 

such negative characterizations were published in Empros regarding the behaviour of 

Nicomedia’s Metropolitan and of the members of the Committee of Nursing towards the 

tortured refugees, given that the Church and the representatives of the Greek state were 

constantly presented as the guarantors of the Ottoman Greeks’ safety. Stating that these Greek 

agents were facing the gathered Ottoman Greek refugees in Nicomedia “with insults, with brutal 

expulsion, with vulgar physical repulsion, with real hunting”, Faltaits mentioned that these agents 

constituted “the biggest Greek criminals that the annals of our Homeland have to show”,301 even 

worse than Mustafa Kemal Pasha. This report of Faltaits constituted a plea to the Greek 

government in order to take effective measures for the preservation of Hellenism there. 

Stating that “the journalistic curiosity wins the feeling that the danger and the ruins 

provoke…”302, Faltaits was determined to publish all the unknown details that would facilitate the 

duty of the Greek government in the London Conference and that would inform through 

specific incidents the international public opinion. 

However, the retreat of the Greek army from Nicomedia in late June 1921 led both the 

newspapers to focus on the fate of this city. Firstly, Estia expressed its disappointment for the 

Allies’ stance, which permitted to Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces to turn into “half-burnt ruins… 

[this] beautiful Greek city”,303 and later Empros published Faltaits’ telegram, describing the mass 

exodus of the Ottoman Greeks after the Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s forces’  invasion,304 transmitting 

the feeling of an upcoming humanitarian crisis that Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s army caused with the 

uprooting of the Greek communities. In this context, presenting the catalogue of the Greek 

villages of Nicomedia that had been destroyed by the Turks, Faltaits was committed to his Greek 

nationalistic view and he was hoping for revenge against these Turks, a “revenge coming from 

God”.305 

 

Aydin: The preservation of Greek consciousness was obvious in an article of another 

correspondent of Empros in Smyrna during the summer of 1921, reporting that certain survivors 

from Aydin’s destruction in June 1919 were based now on Smyrna and, in view of the second 

anniversary from the destruction of the city, these representatives of the Aydin community 
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invited members of the Greek state’s elite (hierarchs, politicians, journalists) in order to 

participate in this organised memorial, accompanied by a visit in Aydin. In this context, Empros’ 

correspondent, El. P. Voutieridis, followed this Greek procession publishing the results of his 

fieldwork and the horrifying narrations of the survivors.306 Using the title “National Pilgrimage in 

the Graves of Heroes and Martyrs of the Greek Idea”, Empros declared explicitly that the Greek 

elite embraced this anniversary in the major events that strengthen the Greek nation; the 

presence of the Greek authorities there symbolized the unity of the Greek state with the 

unredeemed Greeks. Besides, this was expressed by the delegate Stratos in the Greek Parliament 

stating that “the martyrdom of this city gives us the right to demand its restoration, mostly the 

National one, more than any other region in Asia Minor”.307 

 
Antalya: Using an alarming tone, Empros was trying to mobilise the Greek government to send 

the Greek navy in Antalya, because there was also a significant Ottoman Greek presence there, 

thinking that only the Greek navy would be able to protect its brethren there. Occasioned by the 

published telegram that “the Turkish authorities listed 680 Greeks in order to deport them to an 

unknown direction”308, Empros’ journalist was addressing to the Greek authorities using the title 

“Also Antalya”, in order to highlight that Antalya constituted one more case where the Greek 

element was perishing.  

 

Cilicia: Certainly, the persecution of the Greeks of Cilicia was a crucial concern for the Greek 

government and both Estia and Empros were presenting how significant was this issue for the 

Greek state. While Estia was focusing on the Greek government’s démarche in France through 

its representatives, protesting for the lack of assurances regarding the fate of the Ottoman Greeks 

in Cilicia after the French troops departure,309 Empros was more cynical towards the behaviour 

of the financial circles in France, who were the driving force of the country’s decision, stating 

that “… the gold of its [i.e. Turkey’s] minors [was] enough in order to erase with its sparkle in 

their eyes the uncountable graves of the Christians”.310 In view of the French-Kemalist treaty’s 

implementation both newspapers were focusing on this Ottoman Greek community which was 

far from the Greek state, but still it constituted a potential part of it, so Estia with Empros did 

not lose the chance to elaborate on that. 

Specifically, Empros was delving into the Greek self-consciousness of the Cilician Greeks, 

proving it through the Committee’s expression of gratitude to the King and to the Government 

for their effort to rescue them, hoping that “the Greek flag will reinstate us in our 
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homelands…”.311 In this way, Empros was showing that the King was also aware of the 

unredeemed Ottoman Greeks, caring for them through his willingness to give them asylum for a 

while, as the major goal was to reinstate them in their lands under Greek rule. 

 
“Megali Idea” 

Cilicia: Emphasizing on the Greek government, Empros presented the declared willingness of 

the Prime Minister Gounaris to the correspondent of Daily Telegraph in Athens, setting the 

following rhetorical question to the journalist: “Don’t you think that also these massacres [of 

Cilicia] are one further crucial reason forcing us to continue the struggle and to win in order to 

not leave our brothers, who tasted the freedom in favour of our army, to be the prey for the 

atrocity of Kemal’s Turks?”.312 Leaning on this question, it is obvious that, despite the limited 

commitment of Gounaris’ government to the Megali idea, in contrast to Venizelos, the presence 

of the Greek army, which managed to set under its protection many Ottoman Greek 

communities, had been the vehicle for a further spreading in the interior in favour of the Greek 

state’s expansion, even if this practice was totally on the opposite of the anti-Venizelists’ 

proclamations. 

 

Nicomedia (Izmit): Through the description of the atrocities, the newspaper Empros found an 

additional way to strengthen the nationalistic vision of the Megali Idea, showing the Ottoman 

Greeks’ self-consciousness. Besides, the correspondent Kostas Faltaits was serving the Megali 

Idea to such extent that the preservation of the Greek communities and the rescue of the 

Ottoman Greeks was the first priority, in order for the Greek state to justify its demands upon 

the lands of the interior Anatolia. Combining his humanitarian feelings of rescuing the Ottoman 

Greeks through the publication of the Turkish atrocities with his Greek nationalistic view that 

the Greek army would manage “to rise the freedom and the happiness of the Great Homeland”, 

Faltaits was fulfilling his reports with intensive emotions, in order to keep alive the vision of the 

Megali Idea, something which was a reason for Empros to feel proud of its journalistic status.313 

4. 1922: The beginning of the end 

In the eve of 1922, the final countdown of the Ottoman Greek communities had started, as the 

survivors were intertwined with the Greek troops’ retreat and they were trying to arrive in 

Smyrna in order to cross the Aegean and to reach the Greek state. 
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“Perpetrators” 

Pontus:  Making the profile of Turkey as the slaughterer of the enslaved Greeks first and 

foremost, Estia concluded that Turkey was protecting its subjects by stating theoretically their 

safety while it massacres the non-Turkish minorities. In this context, Estia tries to prove to the 

Allied Powers that the relation between the rulers [Turkey] and the minority subjects is 

destructive with obvious results, since there is not a kinship between the rulers and the 

subjects,314 and in this sense it connotes a comparison with Greece: the Greek state could never 

treat as such the minorities. Moreover, in its effort to present the crime of the Kemalists against 

the entire Pontic Greek population as more certain, Estia was also leaning on testimonies of 

American eyewitnesses, presented first of all in Times. Under the title “The Turkish Atrocities in 

Pontus- Objective Testimonies of Americans”, Estia attempted to emphasize on the fact that the 

Greek nationalistic inclination of the newspaper was not undermining its credible status, 

regarding the suffering of the Pontic Greeks. As a matter of fact, the journalist stated that 

“Americans arrived from the interior describe with the darkest colours the behaviour of Turks 

towards the deported Greeks of Pontus”,315 continuing with the presentation of the already 

known Kemalist pattern of tortures. 

In order to show the extent of the Kemalist brutality against the Pontic Greeks, both 

newspapers deal with the Kemalists’ new method to exterminate the Greeks of this region. First 

of all, Empros presented details through the article “New Kind of Death-The Executioners of 

Greeks”, stating that information regarding the killing of Greeks in Pontus with the use of 

poisoned injections were mentioned in the Ecumenical Synod.316 On the other hand, Estia 

referred to that fact with even more details later, on June 21, noting that in the region of Samsun 

the Kemalist doctors and other private doctors were vaccinating the residents “with poisons 

instead of anti-choleric drip!”317 in order to entirely exterminate the Greek population. This 

information, coming from Constantinople, attempted to alarm the Allied Powers about the 

murderous nature of Mustafa Kemal Pasha.  

Moreover, Empros emphasised on the culpability of the Turkish authorities in Constantinople 

and in Ankara, who attempted to present in the Investigation Committee documents signed by 

Pontic Greeks for their “humane deportation” by the Kemalists318 and, in this context, Empros 

referred to a letter, written by a Pontic Greek widow to one of her relatives in Paris, stating that 

Mustafa Kemal Pasha forced the Pontic Greek widows to sign a statement, in which they declare 

the voluntary character of their husbands’ deportations.319  
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Smyrna: Empros reported on September 15 that it was based on the testimony of the American 

consul mr. Horton, in order to accuse the Turks of Smyrna’s burning. Noting that “the fire was 

set by the Turks intentionally in order to eliminate the concrete traces of the massacres, of the 

lootings, of the rapes and of the other atrocities”,320 Empros used Horton’s narration in order to 

explain that the fire started from the Turkish neighbourhood and, since the Turks were aware 

that the wind was south-west, they were certain that the Turkish district would remain intact and 

that the fire would certainly destroy the western districts, namely the Armenian, the Greek and 

the European districts. Empros was aware of the importance of Horton’s testimony, as Ureneck 

had stated in his research study about Smyrna; Horton’s 29-year experience as a consul and his 

multi-year presence in Smyrna’s consulate made him worry and express his concerns towards 

Washington, regarding the Ottoman Christians and basically the Ottoman Greeks, with whom he 

was closely associated.321 However, the newspaper was not restricted on this testimony and 

managed to present on September 16 also other testimonies of Americans, who were arriving at 

Piraeus port and revealed to Empros’ journalist the atrocities against the Greeks and the 

Armenians in Smyrna by the Turks.322 

“Victims” 

Pontus: Based on correspondents’ telegrams, Empros presented the decision of the Kemalist 

government to deport entirely the Greek male population of Pontus, on the basis of their anti-

Turkish actions, as well as the deportation of 500 women and children from Samsun in the 

interior and the preparation of other 300 for deportation.323 The newspaper was presenting the 

Kemalist atrocities in chronological order: the first and more difficult target was the rebellious 

armed male Pontic Greek population, which was serving the Greek consciousness, and the 

second and less time-consuming was the Pontic Greek women and children and also the elderly. 

At this point, the official written protest of the Ecumenical Patriarchate against the excuses of the 

Kemalist government for the annihilation of the Pontic Greeks, accompanied by details, 

attempted to confirm the above-mentioned scattered information presented by Empros. 

Specifically, this written protest attempted to show that the Kemalist excuse of deporting the 

Pontic Greek men, aged between 18 and 50, in the interior, fearing for terrorist actions, was 

baseless. Thus, it presented information about slaughters and deportations against the remaining 

unarmed Pontic Greeks under the title “They [i.e. The Kemalists] Exceeded Everyone in the 

Atrocities”.324 Certainly, this protest was used by the Patriarchate and the Greek Press as an 

alarming signal towards the Allied Powers, who were willing to negotiate with the Revolutionary 

                                                
320 Empros, September 2, 1922.  
321 Ureneck, 2015, pp. 53 – 60. 
322 Empros, September 3, 1922.  
323 Empros, January 8, 1922.  
324 Empros, January 25, 1922.  



63 

government of Mustafa Kemal Pasha. Besides, beyond the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the 

newspaper Empros, newspaper Estia was also leaning on the Kemalist proclamation in Samsun, 

which was calling all the Pontic Greeks, who were hiding in the mountains, to surrender “in 

order to avoid the bloodshed”325; this was presented by Estia as contradictory to the Kemalist 

actions in Pontus against the Greeks and it managed to translate this proclamation as: 

“Christians, Come Voluntarily to Slaughter You!”.326 

Given that the newspapers were circulating to the public, from a Greek perspective there was 

much effort to focus on revealing the Kemalist propaganda, which was trying to justify the 

deportations and killings against the Pontic Greeks. As a matter of fact, Empros used the title 

“Turkish Lies for the Annihilation of Pontus” on February 23, making an overall presentation of 

the Kemalist destructive action against the Pontic Greeks since May 1921, based on examples. 

Using the phrase “it is known to everyone that the Kemalists since previous May… put in 

practice the inhuman plan of extermination of the remaining Hellenism from the previous 

persecutions of Pontus [sic]”327, Empros was describing the Kemalist actions as “known” and 

confirmed facts that the public opinion should be aware of, in order to reach the current period 

of 1922 and explain that the presence of the Pontic Greek survivors constituted a desperate 

move of defence against the slaughterers and not an organised armed campaign against the 

Kemalists. Definitely, the newspaper was leaning on last year’s examples and on the Central 

Pontic Council’s plea towards the Christian world “for the rescue of the few remaining Greeks in 

Pontus and in the interior of Anatolia”328 in order to show to the Allied Powers that their new 

affiliate, namely Mustafa Kemal Pasha, was continuing the destruction of the Pontic Greek 

community, taking advantage of the fact that this Christian community was far away from the 

Greek state and thus an easy target for total annihilation.  

Given that the year 1921 constituted a devastating period for the Pontic Greek community, 

the main focus during 1922 was the publication of international accounts, including those of the 

representatives of the League of Nations and of the Near East Relief located in the interior,329 in 

order to emphasize on the international perspective, showing that the crime against the Pontic 

Greeks had an impact on the international community; it was not a product of imagination. Since 

the regions of Pontus were mainly Greek-populated, it was an easier task for Estia and Empros 

to focus on the Christian Greek-speaking group in relation to other areas (i.e. Cilicia, Antalya). 

Following the temporal evolutions, Estia and Empros were reporting the international protest 

through referring to international testimonies and discussions. Hence, Empros was describing the 

increased concern of the British Press and Parliament regarding the Pontic Greeks’ suffering 
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while it was also focusing on the concern of the French and Italian ambassadors and of the 

American government.330 During the course of May 1922, Empros dedicated significant space in 

glorifying the Western Powers for recognising the Kemalist crime against the Pontic Greeks. 

Specifically, on May 21, Empros referred to Chamberlain’s support towards the Pontic Greeks, 

who stated that “These political desires [of Pontic Greeks] cannot justify the annihilating and 

barbaric deportations of women and children…”,331 showing that the desire of the Pontic Greeks 

to establish a sovereign Greek republic inside Anatolia was approved by the British. 

Estia was always leaning on British sources to publish the Ottoman Greeks’ suffering, so the 

reference to Daily Telegraph’s information about British eye-witness accounts332 attempted to 

strengthen the proceedings of the British Parliament mentioned in Empros. Generally, the 

international source background of Estia led this newspaper: 1) to publish Greek pleas from 

abroad, and 2) to delve into the American correspondent’s testimony for the News of Chicago in 

order to confirm the deportation of the male population, aged 17-50 years old, and the general 

deportations of Pontic Greeks from Samsun and Trebizond that reached about 30.000. Despite 

the fact that the correspondent mentioned briefly the multilateral massacres among the tribes of 

Turkey, accusing also the Greeks for sporadic violent incidents against Muslims,333 Estia had 

chosen to present the entire view of the correspondent, in favour of the newspaper’s credibility, 

given that the comparison between the Turkish and Greek perpetrators are certainly resulting to 

the presentation of Ottoman Greeks as victims. 

The newspapers were usually avoiding commenting on the western sources presented in the 

Greek Press, in order to show the credibility of the information. Thus, Empros presented the 

testimony of a British observant in Trebizond, who testified that “All the Greeks of the villages 

of Trebizond’s province were exterminated”334, after his fieldwork in the region, as well as the 

testimony of the American doctor Ward, who assisted the work of the Near East Relief close to 

Harput, stating that “20,000 Greek refugees passed through Harput during the previous month” 

and that “Some dignitary Turks told me that when they finish with the Greeks they will focus on 

the Armenians, those who survived the terrible massacre of 1915”.335  

For the newspaper Empros, the Kemalist atrocities in Pontus constituted a living tragedy, 

which had to be disseminated to the public through the lens of the Pontic Greek survivors 

themselves. Based on the narrations of 21 Pontic Greek refugees from Bafra, who arrived in 

Midia, Empros’ correspondent stated that the arson of the villages of Bafra and “the 

extermination of the greek element was executed by the Government of Ankara through system 

                                                
330 Empros, May 4, 1922. 
331 Empros, May 8, 1922. 
332 Estia, May 6, 1922.  
333 Estia, May 26, 1922. 
334 Empros, May 18, 1922. 
335 Empros, May 21, 1922. 



65 

and through planning as follows…”,336 making a comprehensive summary of the Kemalist 

brutalities in Bafra. Through the cynical description of these atrocities (hanging, slaughters, 

arsons, looting, deportations and rapes), the correspondent emphasized on the organised aspect 

of the crime, fearing for a general extermination of the entire Pontic Greek community and of 

Hellenism. 

In this context, Estia and Empros were focusing on the last chapters of the Kemalist brutality, 

showing that in many regions of Pontus, the Greek population was totally annihilated. For this 

purpose, they mentioned that even the young children from the age of 10 were deported from 

Trebizond337. In parallel, Estia was leaning on Turkish protests regarding the deportations and 

confiscations of properties in Samsun and in the broader region, mentioning also the name of 

one of the Turkish informants, who presented some of the Greeks who were hanged in Amasya 

last May.338 Furthermore, Empros was also finding it interesting to lean on Turks’ testimonies and 

thus it reported their confirmation for the atrocities against the Ottoman Christians in Pontus 

through the presentation of statistics, among others.339 However, one incident which proved, 

according to the newspapers, the tragedy of Pontus was the suicide of a 32-year old Pontic Greek 

woman, who found refugee in Piraeus and who hanged herself when she found out that her 

family was brutally murdered by Mustafa Kemal Pasha. Thus, Estia used the title “Kemal Hangs 

also in Piraeus [sic]”340 and Empros presented the suicide of ms. Velona with the title “Another 

One Victim of Kemal!”341; this incident constituted the common denominator for both 

newspapers to show that Hellenism was in danger even inside the Greek borders, in order to 

alarm the Allied Powers for taking drastic measures. 

 
Smyrna: Given that Britain was known for its humanitarian interventions in the region of Asia 

Minor and beyond, already since the late nineteenth-century,342 the British-friendly Estia was 

crucially optimist in February 1922 regarding the rescue of the Ottoman Greeks in Smyrna and 

the preservation of Hellenism there, based on Britain’s liberal and humanitarian feelings towards 

the Ottoman Christian minorities. Hence, on February 1, Estia reposted an article of Westminster’s 

Newspaper, stating that “no English Government would be able to abandon these populations in 

the discrimination of Turks, as the miserable Christian populations of Cilicia had been 

abandoned”.343 Despite the fact that M. Tusan explicitly states in her study the organised 

humanitarian aid by Britain towards the Ottoman Christian minorities through missions and the 

mobilisation of diplomatic officials, Estia’s journalist L.L.K. was wondering about the binary 
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view of the Europeans who, on the one hand, recognised the Turkish plan for the Greeks’ and 

generally the Christians’ annihilation and, on the other hand, they decided to leave the Greek 

populations of Smyrna and of its suburbs to the “Turkish knife”.344 Generally, despite the fact 

that Estia and Empros were viewing all the Ottoman Greek communities as the same Greek 

unredeemed nation with Greek self-determination, the geographical division is evident to the 

extent that Britain and the USA had been accused for their anti-Greek feeling in Smyrna while 

simultaneously they had been glorified for their pro-Greek feelings towards the Pontic Greek 

community (see the region of Pontus 1922). 

The fear for a Christian slaughtering was increased when the Turkish offensive, starting on 

September 8, managed to cut the rail link to Smyrna, leading numerous Greek soldiers and 

Ottoman Greek residents to Smyrna’s quay begging the Allied Powers and the foreign navy for 

their rescue.345 In this context, the 11th September constituted the day during which both Estia 

and Empros started to report the tragic fate of Ottoman Greeks in Smyrna. Specifically, Estia 

was describing the day of September 10 in its front page of September 11 with the heartbreaking 

message “Smyrna [Became] Turkish”, transmitting to the Greek reading audience the situation of 

their brethren: “Demented also now, but because of horror, of anxiousness and disappointment, 

they were scattered in the roads asking to leave, to leave their home behind, their home-Gods, 

the bones of their fathers, and to leave! To leave!...”.346 This climate of horror was definitely 

compared by the pro-Venizelist Estia with the optimist and favourable climate of May 1919, 

when the same city was assigned to the Greek army’s administration, accusing the current 

government for its incapability to protect the unredeemed Greeks.347 On the other hand, Empros 

managed to influence the current Greek government through its article “The fate of Christians in 

Smyrna” to take measures in order to protect the remaining population in Smyrna since many 

Greek refugees from the city, already arrived in the Greek state, confirmed that the majority of 

Ottoman  Greeks in Smyrna decided to stay in the city following the European consuls’ view that 

they were not in danger because of the Turks, given that the European troops and navy 

constituted their life-guarantee.348 Certainly, Empros’ dubious stance towards the Allies was once 

more expressed in this article, showing that the only guarantor for the Ottoman Greek brethren 

was the Greek state and this was the reason for addressing to the Greek government. 

Since September 15, Empros was devoting significant space in its papers to present 

testimonies, in order to confirm publicly the Kemalist atrocities. To begin with, by using the title 

“French and Italians, Enjoy! The Greek Smyrna in Flames!...”, the newspaper presented an 

account based on the American daughter of the headmaster of the American orphanage in 
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Smyrna, referring to women’s and children’s slaughtering on the roads and to the burning of 

Smyrna, which started from the Armenian neighbourhood.349 Combining this testimony with 

other testimonies of refugees in Piraeus, Empros published this article emphasizing on the 

desperate voice of Ottoman Greeks and Christians, in general. 

Beyond the foreigners’ testimonies, Empros attempted also to show the view of the Greeks 

who had experienced this tragedy. In this sense, on September 16, it published the testimony of 

an employee in Smyrna’s Greek consulate, George Alexakis, confirming that the Turkish ferocity 

was so evident in Smyrna against the Christians that “the barbaric [Turk] grabbed the infant from 

the swathes and he hurled it towards the sea”,350 when he referred to an incident where he was an 

eye-witness. Additionally, the Greek refugees’ testimony in Thessaloniki about the looting and 

the killing of the Ottoman Greek men and the raping of the women in Smyrna was accompanied 

by the testimony of the rescued Metropolitan of Ephesus, which transfused a crucial credence, 

given his religious status.351 

 

Eastern Thrace: Being closer to the Greek state’s mainland and a region which was assigned to 

the Greek state recently, Eastern Thrace constituted the point from where the Greek troops left 

at the latest along with the residents.352  

Definitely, a taste for the Thracians’ fate was depicted in one of Empros articles from the 

correspondent Kostas Faltaits, who had left Nicomedia and who was based now on 

Alexandroupolis. Specifically, Faltaits described the revealing of a Turkish conspiracy, which 

attempted to mobilise the entire Turkish population of Thrace from Saranta Ekklisies till 

Gioumoultzina [Komotini in Greek] in order to massacre the Greeks with every means and the 

Greek army and to unite the region with Mustafa Kemal Pasha.353 This is definitely a warning sign 

for the upcoming fate of the Thracian Greeks, as Turkish attempts for their destruction had 

already emerged even before the official annexation of Eastern Thrace in Turkey, which would 

come through the Lausanne Treaty. As the Greek army remained in Eastern Thrace until 

October 18,354 Estia was receiving telegrams by the Greek army regarding the Thracians’ fate. 

Thus, on October 20, general Nider’s telegram stated that Turks murdered some refugees 10km 

northwestern of Harioupolis.355 In this context, the “Thracian Exodus”, as it was called, was 

described by the Norwegian diplomat Nansen as the most tragic exodus of population in history 

confirming that “The terrorism of the Greek population by the Turks reached the furthest 
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limit”.356 Elaborated further on Nansen’s view, Estia was based on its correspondents’ telegrams 

from Adrianople in order to explain how this “tragic exodus” was conducted: several Thracian 

Greeks from the villages Amygdala and Makra Gefyra were attacked and looted by armed 

Turks.357 At this point, Empros did not report information regarding specific incidents of the 

Thracian exodus, compared to Estia. Nevertheless, even Estia’s information cannot be compared 

to Ernest Hemingway’s eyewitness accounts for Eastern Thrace’s evacuation by the Greeks.358 

This lacuna in Estia and Empros could be attributed to the fact that all the agents of Greek 

nationhood started to evacuate anxiously the region, fearing the arrival of the Turks, including 

among the Thracian Greeks and the Greek army also the Greek correspondents. 

 

“Bystanders” 

Smyrna: Indeed, the Allies had not taken any practical measures for the rescue of the Greek and 

Armenian population, in case of a brutal Turkish invasion and slaughtering.359 Hence, on 

September 15, the journalist of Empros E.L. took the chance to accuse openly the military 

Christian navies, which were standing in the port of Smyrna just watching the slaughtering. 

Referring to the fact that the Greek army had already left Smyrna, the journalist was committed 

to the presentation of Smyrna’s atmosphere through a heartbreaking article of sorrow: 

 
“When the liberator and protector Greek army retreated… The infamous, the 
cowardly, the ferocious Turkish hordes started their horrific act, according to 
Kemal’s command, for a complete consummation of the predetermined plan 
of Ankara, of the thoroughgoing extermination of the Greek population. Act 
of arson, and slaughter, and looting and dishonor… The entire Smyrna was 
burning… and the sea was coloured thick lake of blood, and the scads of bodies 
were piled up in horrific pyramids, and the Greek Metropolitan Chrysostomos 
was dragged in the roads and was butchered, and women and children were 
sobbing… lanced in the air and smashed in the walls and there was no assistant, 
and there was no rescuer”.360 

 

Circulating in the Greek state, this front page was proving to the Greek reading audience the 

value of the Greek army in Smyrna (in contrast to the Allies,) whose retreat rendered the “infidel 

city” into bloodshed for the Ottoman Greeks and other Christians. 

Focusing on Estia, its official leaning on British-source information was not absolute during 

all the time periods. Referred already to the situation in Smyrna through its correspondents, Estia 

stated on September 12 that “the English wireless is not well-informed”, when it states that “until 

now there have not been noted serious upheavals there”.361 Hence, during September and 
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onwards, Estia managed to show both to the Greek reading audience and to the Allies/the 

European public opinion that the slaughtering of Christians of Smyrna was real. Disappointed by 

the West’s betrayal, Estia published an article under the title “Shame on Christianity!”, stating that 

“Thirty two Christian ships English, French, Italian, American were in the port of the tortured 

city. And the wave… was red from the blood of Christian women and children…”.362 Definitely, 

all these Powers were summarised in the word “Christianity” in Estia’s attempt to show the fact 

that the Western Powers were sharing the same religion with the Ottoman Christians, in contrast 

to the Turks, but this was proved not enough to protect the minorities.  

As the Greek Press had already commented on the barbaric and ferocious nature of the 

Kemalists, the other culprit for this tragedy was the Western countries. Nevertheless, in the 

presentation of testimonies, Empros recognised that there were also prominent Western figures, 

who were willing to admit that this catastrophe was taking place under the Allies’ eyes and did 

not hesitate to testify the situation in details.  

Feeling betrayed by the Western Powers, an interesting report by Empros informed the Greek 

reading audience that the Japanese ship “Tocei-Marou” managed to save 825 Ottoman Greeks 

from the Kemalist rage, connoting the indifference of European Christian countries towards the 

Greek minority in comparison to the unexpected Japanese humanitarianism.363 Focusing on 

European individuals and not on governments, the correspondent of Estia L.L.K. was based on a 

French prominent, a familiar person for him in Smyrna, in order to present the “Vicious 

Propaganda [of the Kemalists] to Conceal the Orgies in Smyrna”. Specifically, L.L.K. noted that 

the Kemalists had created a network of Kemalist agents in every port of Turkey, in order to 

blackmail the Europeans who were arriving from Smyrna either through using threats for 

physical abuse or through using threats for losing their assurance rights for their destroyed 

property in Smyrna.364 In this way, Estia managed to explain the great extent of the European 

governments’ indifference for Smyrna’s Holocaust, because the European refugees from Smyrna 

had been victims of the Kemalist propaganda and could not openly disseminate information 

about Turkish atrocities.  

On the other hand Empros, through its journalist, who used the nickname “Hiker [Pezoporos 

in Greek]”, was unwilling to justify in every way the European indifference and reported a 

statement of an eye-witness in Smyrna, in order to confirm the European culpability: “-It is 

impossible to live anymore among white people. I will go to live the rest of my life in a country 

[resided] by black barbarians. They will have more humanitarianism… [sic]”.365  
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“Greek elite” 

Pontus: Through the emphasis on the British and American solidarity, a journalist of Empros 

reported in the front page of May 25 the gratitude of the Greek state towards the supporters of 

the Pontic Greek community’s preservation, given that the international protest had received 

broad dimensions.366 In this context, the accounts presented in the British parliament triggered 

the British demand for sending an Investigation Committee, in order to confirm the Kemalist 

atrocities, and Empros stated that representatives of the Greeks nationhood should accompany 

this Committee, as this was primarily a matter of Greek consciousness.367 Nevertheless, Greek 

government’s procrastination to publish a comprehensive account of the Turkish atrocities in 

Pontus was in the centre of Empros’ negative criticism, regarding the urgent case of Pontus.368 

Empros made an essential effort to elaborate the Pontic Greeks’ suffering on the testimonies 

of the international observers while Estia managed to emphasise also on the fact that the foreign 

observers recognised the Greek state as the guarantor of the Pontic Greek community, stating 

that Manchester Guardian referred to the twofold duty of the Greek navy in Pontus: a) 

humanitarian, because it was saving the Pontic Greeks and b) utilitarian, because it was 

conducting a fieldwork regarding the extent of Turkish atrocities for the proof of the crime.369 

Focusing on the role of the Patriarchate, the willingness of Mustafa Kemal Pasha to organise a 

Turkish-Orthodox Patriarchate in the interior of Anatolia led by the Pontic-Greek Turkish 

speaker papa-Efthym was condemned by Estia and Empros as a means for facilitating the 

Kemalist propaganda. The claim that this “fake” Patriarchate constituted a spasmodic move in 

order to cover the atrocities against the Greeks and to force them to Turkification was presented 

by both newspapers,370 which recognised the Ecumenical Patriarchate as the only bearer of 

Hellenism. Besides, Empros attempted to elaborate the Ottoman Greeks’ self-determination on 

the following rhetorical question: “if indeed the Christian residents in the interior of Turkey are 

Turks and they don’t have any common [element] with the Greeks, as papa-Efthym asserts, then 

why [takes place] against them the ferocious persecution of the Kemalist government?”.371 

In the Greek official level, Empros published the speech of Gelibolu’s plenipotentiary, 

Constantine Spyridis, who stated that he was representing the entire Greek nation, emphasizing 

on the destruction of the Greek communities in Turkey but mainly on the Pontic Greeks.372 The 

fact that a Greek plenipotentiary from Eastern Thrace was focusing on the Pontic Greek 

community’s suffering, glorifying the actions of Britain and of the United States for the 

recognition of the Turkish atrocities, shows that the widespread Greek communities were 
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presenting a sense of solidarity, given that they have suffered by the Turks. Through Spyridis’ 

speech, this was the common denominator for the Greek communities to strengthen their sense 

of Hellenism.   

Finally, beyond the broad international publications regarding the extermination of Pontic 

Greeks, which had already been mentioned, Empros emphasised on the effort of the University 

of Athens, as “the representative throughout free Greece of the spirit of the tortured and long-

suffered brothers”373 towards the civilized world. Certainly, the University of Athens was viewed 

as the agent of Hellenism’s spiritual heritage and the fact that it was protesting for the rescue of 

the nation constituted definitely a more significant effort than the international ones, which were 

based on humanitarian aspects. Although recognising and glorifying the international protests, 

Estia managed to present further proof of the Kemalist crime, since the international protests 

were not enough for the Allied Powers to stop negotiating with Mustafa Kemal Pasha. At this 

point, Estia’s journalist published an extract of major Melas’ book, testifying that “Fethi bey in 

Bafra… asked in person the heads of the older Greeks to be cut and shown to him in order to be 

persuaded that no one escaped”.374 It is obvious that the Greek militaries were committed in 

gathering proof regarding the Turkish atrocities. 

 

Eastern Thrace: Occasioned by Turkey’s protest regarding the annexation of Eastern Thrace to 

the Greek state, Estia published the official Greek view that, due to the pre-World War I 

persecutions of the Greek element of Eastern Thrace, Turkey claims the region as a Muslim-

populated area. However, the newspaper calls the Thracian Greeks to remember their previous 

suffering by the Turks, in order to mobilise themselves and to expel the Muslim settlers in favour 

of their brethren’s sustainability in Eastern Thrace,375 something which would render the region 

undoubtedly Greek, based on the Thracian Greeks’ self determination. On the other hand, 

Empros attempted to prove the Thracian Greeks’ self-consciousness, based on protestations of 

Thracian Greek plenipotentiaries towards the Allied Powers, who were presented as the 

representatives of Hellenism in Eastern Thrace. As a result, on April 1, Empros presented the 

first telegram protesting about Eastern Thrace’s annexation by Turkey, stating that “[people of 

Thrace] for no reason would want to be detached by the mother Homeland and they are 

determined to die than to live through a new exterminating enslavement”376 while on April 9 it 

presented an additional telegram towards the Allied Powers, showing explicitly that the Thracian 

plenipotentiaries’ committee “was carrying out the command of Adrianople’s Metropolitan and 

of the Greek communities of Adrianople’s province [who] are horrified in the idea that similar 
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calamities will be revised [first of all in Thrace but also in Asia Minor]…”.377 In this context, 

Empros was based on these telegrams-protestations to show the self-determination of the 

Thracian Greeks, which was aligned with the Greek Orthodox Church, having as a springboard 

the previous Turkish atrocities. 

 

Smyrna: It is obvious that the strength of nationalism can prove significantly more strong than 

religion, in terms of solidarity, and this is observed in Estia’s description of the Smyrna victims’ 

commemoration in the church of St. George in Athens, where many prominent Greek figures of 

the Greek political arena were also present: “This moment in the church resounded all barely 

restrained sobs of the congregation. The tears flowed uncontrollable…”.378 Thus, in a second 

plan, Estia compares the Western countries’ indifference regarding the Ottoman Greek pain of 

Smyrna with the Greek state’s compassion towards their suffering brethren. Emphasizing 

exclusively on the Greek state’s and citizens’ reaction, Empros wanted also to show the extent of 

Smyrna’s tragedy for Greece, stating that “Heavy mourning is spread towards the entire 

Greece”379 confirming this view by the reference to Greece’s shops shut down for two hours, as a 

reaction for the Kemalist massacres. 

Even on September 18 the testimonies of the Greek and Armenian refugees, who were 

arriving in the Greek state, continued to report in the newspapers the latest news about the 

Ottoman Christian fate. These continuing testimonies triggered a Greek woman, miss Ath. 

Athanasiadou, to express revenge feelings against the Turks, representing an aggregated Greek 

voice. Through the rhetorical question “Which Greek’s heart was not beating strongly when it 

was informed about this tragedy, which eye was left without tears? [sic]”380 this Greek lady 

attempted to mobilise with her statement the Greek reading audience to defend their brothers, 

who suffered in Smyrna and to take revenge for the destruction of Smyrna’s Hellenism. 

The statement of the French politician Franklin Bouillon that the Greek army set fire in 

Smyrna during its retreat, triggered even further the anti-French feeling of Empros, which was 

based on the speech of the Greek ambassador in Paris, Romanos, in order to attack Bouillon’s 

view, who was claiming the innocence of the Kemalists in Smyrna’s destruction, showing in this 

way the official line of the Greek state; this speech was also presented by Estia. Among others, 

the fact that the fire emerged in Smyrna 5 days after the Turkish army’s invasion in the city381 is 

an element which is used by several academics in their research about Smyrna’s fire.382 Since the 

Greek national prestige and pride was in danger because of the Kemalist propaganda, Estia called 
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all the Asia Minor Greek survivors from Smyrna to send their eye-witness accounts in the Greek 

newspaper N. Imera, in order to publish also in French and English their suffering for the 

enlightenment of the European public opinion regarding the destruction of Hellenism.383 

 

“Megali Idea” 

Pontus: It is not random that both newspapers started to pay more attention to the Pontic 

Greek community’s suffering since the mass murderous events in Pontus during 1921, realizing 

that this community, which was Greek, was close to total extermination and it didn’t have an 

official public voice to promote externally its destruction. As a result, the dedication to the Pontic 

Greek community by Estia and Empros was more intense during 1922, in comparison to 

previous years, as the telegrams were alarming for a total destruction of a Greek community; it 

was clear that the newspapers were giving space and attention to a community which was also 

included in the Greek vision of the Megali idea. Triggered by the publication about the Pontic 

Greeks’ suffering in Geneva, Empros posed the rhetorical question “How is it possible [for us] to 

ignore one of the greekest asia-minor provinces [sic], which has been destined to stay under an 

unbearable sovereignty as the current of Turkey?”.384 At this point, Empros wanted to show that 

the case of the Pontic Greeks was of such significance that it mobilised the international public 

opinion. 

On June 10, Empros presented the bombing of the Kemalist fortresses by the Greek navy in 

Samsun as an act of retaliation for the murder of the Pontic Greeks, stating that “Greece… 

cannot stay anymore just a spectator with folded hands of its slaughtered children, who ask for 

help from their Mother [i.e. Greece] with their lifeless voice…”.385 As a matter of fact, Empros 

embraced the action of the Greek navy as a proof for the Greek vision of the Megali Idea. 

Generally, the newspapers had already stated that the larger part of the Pontic Greek community 

had perished, alarming the Greek nation for a potential, partial or entire, collapse of the Megali 

Idea. In this context, Estia was based on Turkish information in order to elaborate on its article 

“The Ethnological Damage of Pontus is Taking Place- Thousands of Muslims from Crimea [Are 

Settled]”,386 showing that Mustafa Kemal Pasha’s goal was the destruction of Hellenism in order 

for the Greek state to abstain from territorial demands there.  

 

Smyrna: During the course of 1922, the Allied Powers expressed the proposal to assign Smyrna 

to Turkey, something that mobilised even the British-friendly Estia to turn against Britain. In this 

context, Estia’s journalist was calling this case as “a matter of life and death for Hellenism”,387 
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which led prominent Greeks to organise an Assembly in order to promote to the external world 

the Greek perception and the unity of Hellenism, considering as “dishonesty” the surrender of 

hundreds of thousands living Ottoman Greeks and Christians to the Turks. 

Reaching September 1922, the irregular departure of the Ottoman Greek population took 

place in all the regions of Asia Minor towards the western shores of Turkey, since the Kemalists 

committed violence and organised deportations in Smyrna and in its environs.388 Since the results 

of the Kemalist advance were obvious in the destruction of Asia Minor’s Hellenism, it is apparent 

that the expansion of the Greek state in Greek-populated areas of Turkey started to collapse in 

the Greek Press; now the only concern was the rescue of the Ottoman Greek survivors. 

Certainly, the extent of Smyrna’s tragedy was so crucial that Empros started already since 

September 23 to signify the necessity of a memory-construction, regarding the annihilation of 

Hellenism from Asia Minor and the destruction of Smyrna in order for the upcoming Greek 

generations to have a point of reference for the origins of Hellenism.389 As a matter of fact, 

Smyrna and western Asia Minor, which had been Greek-populated in their majority, would 

always constitute a crucial area for the Greek nation. 

 
Eastern Thrace: The great calamity in Smyrna triggered Estia and Empros to report their 

concern about the final bastion of Hellenism, which was claimed by Turkey. Since the spirit of 

nationalism had proved so destructive for the Ottoman Greek minority, the Greek Press had 

reasons to believe that in the name of Turkish nationalist aspirations, the Thracian Hellenism 

would have the same fate as the one of Asia Minor. As a matter of fact, Estia was stating that 

“After Smyrna one further contentious point remains towards which the annihilating fury of 

Turkism is directed: Thrace…”390 while Empros was leaning on Thracian plenipotentiaries 

telegrams towards the Allied Powers, who were alarmed by Smyrna’s destruction, in order to 

express their fear about the upcoming fate of the Thracian Greeks.391 In general, Estia and 

Empros were strongly elaborating on the Ottoman Greeks’ Greek self-determination and for this 

reason they seem significantly alarmed about their brothers’ fate who would be preys on 

Kemalists’ hands. 

After the final decision of the Allies to give Eastern Thrace to Turkey on mid-September 

1922, the newspapers devoted their attention to Eastern Thrace as the Greek presence there was 

in danger. Proving that the Greek nation is unified in every part of the world, Empros published 

the plea of the discharged lieutenant-general Ioannis Giannakitsas towards the young Greeks of 

the Greek state to go to fight for Thrace and to save the Greek population from the disastrous 
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fate392, as their existence would facilitate the final incorporation of Eastern Thrace in the Greek 

state.  

 

Conclusions 

Assessing the data, both the newspapers Estia and Empros have dealt extensively with the 

presentation of the Ottoman Greek communities’ suffering during the period of the Asia Minor 

campaign (1919-1922). 

The claim that all the presented suffering Ottoman Greek communities had cultivated a high 

level of Greek self-determination was the basic factor for dealing on a great scale with the 

Turkish atrocities against the Ottoman Greeks within miscellaneous parts in the Empire. Thus, 

the presentation of the Turkish atrocities was dependent on the local context of the Ottoman 

regions where Greek communities were residing. Focusing on the Greek communities of Eastern 

Thrace, of western Asia Minor (Aydin vilayet, Smyrna), of southern Asia Minor (Antalya) of 

southeastern Asia Minor (Cilicia) of northeastern Asia Minor (Pontus), and on regions where the 

Greek army was present (Nicomedia), the Greek newspapers did not give the same emphasis on 

the region of Cappadocia, which was also Greek-populated. This could not be attributed to the 

fact that the Greek Cappadocians were mainly Turkish-speaking Orthodox populations, but 

basically to the fact that the region of Cappadocia was under Turkish authority and the Greek 

along with the foreign correspondents did not have access to this region in the Turkish interior. 

Hence, the extremely limited information for Cappadocia made the newspapers to concentrate 

less on this Greek community, which was also included in the Greek irredentist vision.  

Regarding the depiction of the perpetrators, in the beginning of the Asia-Minor campaign 

(May 1919), the Turkish atrocities against the Ottoman Greeks had been associated by Estia and 

Empros with the action of the Young Turks and not yet with the advance of Mustafa Kemal 

Pasha, as the Young Turks had already been famous about their extermination campaigns during 

World War I. During this initial phase, Estia and Empros were showing that the Young Turks 

had been collaborating with the Turkish government in order to highlight that they were 

continuing their centre-organised plan for the Ottoman Greeks’ annihilation. 

Being in the frontline of the Greek newspapers’ discussion, Kemalist forces were presented as 

the Turkish group which picked up the torch by the Young Turks in order to continue their 

annihilating plan. Hence, Estia and Empros tended to equalize the Kemalists with the Young 

Turks showing their criminal nature. In order to equalize these groups, Estia and Empros 

emphasised once again on the nationalistic spirit and not on the religious one; the newspapers 

were separating the Muslim religion by the Turkish nationality. Recognising that the spirit of 

nationalism had been the advancing force towards the suffering of the Ottoman Greeks, they 
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were presenting as perpetrators the “Turkish/Unionist/Kemalist nationalists”. Overall, both 

newspapers presented the danger of the Turkish propaganda trying to show to the Europeans 

that the institutionalisation of a Greek administration would be the solution for peacekeeping in 

Eastern Thrace and Anatolia (Asia Minor). 

Examining the Allies’ stance, Estia and Empros were obfuscating the role of the perpetrator 

with the bystander. Specifically, they tended to accuse the Allies of procrastination regarding the 

implementation of the Sèvres Treaty and of indifferent behaviour towards the Ottoman Greek 

victims, mainly during 1921-1922. Based on the fact that Estia had a British-friendly inclination, it 

was more moderate regarding the accusations towards the Allies, while Empros adopted a more 

aggressive stance. However, no matter how the newspapers were accusing the Allied Powers, 

both Estia and Empros did not equate them with the brutal perpetrator, namely the Turks, and 

this connotes a sense of division between the Western civilization’s superiority against 

Orientalism’s inferiority. Nevertheless, the presence of Western diplomats and militaries in 

regions of Anatolia, which had been assigned to the Allied Powers after World War I, was 

negatively criticised by Estia and Empros when this presence was tolerant regarding the Kemalist 

atrocities. As a matter of fact, the role of bystander was implicitly attributed to these forces. 

In relation to the victims, it is common in both newspapers to come across the term 

“Ottoman Christian minorities” referring to a broader group of Christians residing in the 

Ottoman Empire and who had been victims of the Turkish nationalistic policies. Bearing in mind 

the systematic extermination of the Ottoman Armenians during 1915-1916, Estia and Empros 

were trying to equate the Ottoman Christian minorities in order to mobilise the public opinion, 

the Greek state and the Allies for the protection of the Ottoman Greeks. 

Nevertheless, the reference to the Christian religion was not the watershed for Estia and 

Empros. Although presenting humanitarian aspects, the basic concern for the newspapers was 

the widespread Ottoman Greek group and thus both Estia and Empros were usually isolating it 

in their articles from the other Ottoman Christians. 

Emphasising on the role of the Greek elite, the Greek army is presented as one of the 

guarantors of the Ottoman Greeks and Ottoman Christians in general, given that in regions with 

multi-ethnic background it was difficult to present claims of Greek self-determination. Thus, the 

concept of a general Greek protection for the Ottoman Christians would be more properly 

elaborated. The Orthodox Church, and basically the Ecumenical Patriarchate, did not have 

anymore a religious character which was defining the Balkan Christian minorities included in the 

Ottoman administrative pattern of the Rum millet. On the contrary, the advancing spirit of 

nationalism during the 19th-20th centuries led Estia and Empros to view the Patriarchate as a basic 

agent of Greek nationalism, giving exclusive importance to the Greek group and neglecting the 

other groups (Serbs, Bulgarians, Orthodox Albanians, Vlachs, and other Christian groups). 



77 

Generally, through the publication of the unredeemed Ottoman Greeks’ pleas towards the 

Greek state for their rescue, which shows their national commitment to the Greek state, Estia 

and Empros took the role of the intermediary and of the unredeemeds’ voice to address to the 

Greek state. Hence, beyond the Greek army, the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Greek 

government, which were considered as the protectors of the Greek nation, the Greek 

nationalistic Press had also taken this role.  

Finally, the vision of the Megali Idea was ubiquitous in both the newspapers, despite their 

opposite political lines. Estia and Empros had been in total accord regarding the establishment of 

Greek administration in Asia Minor as this fact triggered them in comparing the “peaceful” 

Greek behaviour in Smyrna with the “ferocious” Turkish one in the region beyond the Greek 

control. Occasioned by this comparison, Estia and Empros had been further supporting the 

Greek state’s expansion in the Ottoman interior, as there were many unprotected Ottoman 

Greeks beyond Smyrna. Generally, in regions which were distant from the Greek state, the 

Megali Idea was associated with the actions of the Greek elite connoting the necessity of the 

Ottoman Greeks’ inclusion in the borders of an expanded Greek state, based on the population’s 

Greek self-determination. 

As the basic issue was the danger of Hellenism, the Greek internal political polarisation was 

not in the first plan. Mainly since August 1922, the desperate published messages and pleas by 

Estia and Empros were showing that the only concern was the rescue of the Ottoman Greek 

survivors who were trying to escape from the Kemalist troops. As a result, the vision of the 

Megali Idea stopped monopolizing the articles regarding the fate of the Ottoman Greeks, since it 

was obvious that this vision was collapsing. 

To conclude, the stated effort of Estia and Empros to launch the construction of a memory 

field already since 1922 regarding the Greek presence in Turkey and its uprooting had a major 

implication in the following Greek generations who were raised with the hope that “[these lands] 

in the passage of years and times will be again ours” (in Greek: pali me hronia me kairous, pali dika 

mas tha ‘nai). Associating the remnants of the Megali Idea with the Greek state’s effort to promote 

the Pontic Greeks’ extermination in the recent last decades, we observe that the division of the 

Ottoman Greek communities still accompanies the Greek consciousness along with the nostalgia 

for the Greek irredentist vision.  
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Appendix  

Appendix A: Maps 

Note on maps: In the present study, which presents geographical regions, the reference to 

specific toponyms does not follow a single linguistic pattern. Rather, it is based on the most 

widely known uses of the toponyms on the international level as well as on the references of the 

Greek newspapers regarding towns and villages that are not broadly discussed. Given that Enver 

Pasha began the effort of the Ottoman Empire’s toponyms’ Turkification through his decree to 

the Turkish authorities on January 5, 1916, it is evident that the advancing Turkish nationalist 

spirit attempted to penetrate to the Ottoman society also in its linguistic form already since the 

Young Turks’ era.393 

 

 

Map 1: Bjørnlund, Matthias, Hofmann, Tessa and Meichanetsidis, Vasileios (eds.), 2011: The 
Genocide of the Ottoman Greeks: Studies on the State-Sponsored Campaign of Extermination of the Christians 
of Asia Minor (1912-1922) and Its Aftermath: History, Law, Memory, Published by Aristide D. 
Caratzas: New York & Athens, p. 508. 

                                                
393 Sahakyan, 2010, pp. 13 – 15. 
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Map 2: Llewellyn Smith, Michael, 1973: Ionian Vision: Greece in Asia Minor 1919-1922, London:    
Lane, p. 63. 
 
 

Map 3: Akçam, Taner, 2007: A Shameful Act: The Armenian Genocide and the Question of Turkish 
Responsibility, Picador Paper, p. 10 (in the Greek version). 
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Appendix B: Glossary 

Amele Taburlari -Ottoman and Turkish labour battalions connected with the 

  extermination practices against the Ottoman Christians. 

Çete  -Muslim armed convicts, famous already since the Young Turks’ era,  

  murdering and plundering the Ottoman Christians of Asia Minor 

Hanim  -Turkish-Muslim women, sometimes belonging to a harem. 

İttihad ve Terakki  -Usually mentioned as Ittihad (the Young Turks), it’s the Ottoman 

term for the Committee of Union and Progress [CUP in 

abbreviations]. 

Philhellenism  -A 19th century movement referring to the adherents of the Greek 

Independence [e.g. Lord Byron]. 

Rum millet  -A religious administrative system in the Ottoman Empire including

  the Orthodox Christians from the Balkan peninsula under the 

  Ecumenical Patriarchate’s administration. 

Sublime Porte -The central government of the Ottoman Empire. 

Teşkilât-ı Mahsusa -A military unit, the Special Organization, which was receiving 

  commands by the War Ministry annihilating the Ottoman Christians 

  during the First World War in the Ottoman interior. 

Ulama   -Prominent figures in the Islamic religion interpreting the Islamic 

  tradition and law. 

Vilayet   -It was the largest administrative division in the Ottoman Empire’s 

  lands which was further subdivided into more and smaller 

  administrative units [sanjak, kaza, nahiye]. It resembles to a province.  
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