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Origin of the Concept of “Ottoman Genocides”

In the midst of World War I, and after decades of violent and political internal con-

lict, the Young Turk regime recently in control of the Ottoman Empire rounded up 

the political, religious, and intellectual leaders of the Armenian community and exe-

cuted most of them. housands of Armenians were arrested, 2,345 in Constantinople 

alone.1 hus commenced a process that would lead to the deportation, massacre, and 

ultimate destruction of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire. At the time the mass 

deportation and killing of the Armenians began, observers were keenly aware that it 

was not the Armenians alone who were being targeted. As early as March 7, 1915, the 

German vice-consul in Alexandretta had written:

During the last few days house-to-house searches took place at all the 

homes of the Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire residing here—

Armenians, Syrians, Greeks—on order from higher up (most likely from 

Constantinople). In some houses, papers were coniscated, apparently 

only because they were in a foreign language, as well as books, especially 

English ones. Nobody has been placed under arrest because of these oc-

currences so far. As far as I know about the character and doings of the 

small local population, I do not believe that they would commit treason. 

For this reason, many of the local foreigners who were not afected by 

these measures shook their heads in disbelief…

As I heard from the military, these actions were taken because of the rising 

mistrust which has largely been growing in government circles against the 

Christian (and especially Armenian) elements of the population in Syria 

and Cilicia—and I am sure elsewhere—and which has been fanned here 

and in the surrounding area by a few small incidents…2

As Armenians and Greeks began to be deported from their homes en masse, it was 

obvious to contemporaries that the deportations were not intended merely to relocate 
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the Christian minorities from strategic areas for military reasons, as the government 

was claiming, but to exterminate them under the guise of wartime necessity. Already 

by June 22, 1915, Rev. Johannes Lepsius wrote from Potsdam to the German Foreign 

Oice in Berlin:

According to information from the Imperial Ambassador in his telegram of 

31 May, Enver Pasha plans “to settle in Mesopotamia those families from 

the currently insurgent Armenian centres who are not irreproachable.”

As I have already stated in my letter dated 18 June, this is not a case 

of deporting individual families, but rather of mass deportations of large 

parts of the Armenian population from Anatolian areas and from Cilicia 

to various districts, especially to Mesopotamia.

hese measures cannot be justiied for military reasons. hey are out of all 

proportion to the unimportant reasons which motivated them. hey are 

also in contradiction to the oicial statement made by the Turkish Gov-

ernment on 4 June (W.T.B. [Wolf’s Telegraph Bureau—GNS] to Con-

stantinople) that “the Armenians from Erzerum, Derdjan, Egin, Sasun, 

Bitlis, Mush and Cilicia were not subjected to any measures whatsoever by 

the Imperial authorities because they had committed no acts which would 

disturb the public law and peace.” For mass deportations have also taken 

place in these areas and they are gradually being extended to all the Ar-

menian areas. Even the passage, “If certain Armenians had to be removed 

from their places of residence, this was done because they lived in a war-

zone,” cannot be used as a lever, for generally speaking this concerns areas 

which lie in central Anatolia, far from the war-zone.

he news so far is that until now about 200,000 Armenians have been 

afected by the deportation measures … As the Greek population in the 

villages of hracia between Adrianople and the Sea of Marmara was also 

deported, this is obviously an attempt to decimate the Christian popula-

tion in the empire as far as possible under the veil of martial law and by 

putting to use the Muslim elation aroused by the holy war, abandoning it 

to extermination by carrying it of to climatically unfavourable and unsafe 

districts along the border.3

In fact, the Greeks had been targeted even earlier, in 1913 and 1914, with an eco-

nomic boycott, violent persecution, and deportations.4 Due to German pressure, the 

Young Turk regime temporarily suspended the deportation of the Greeks, but in the 

meantime, once the deportation and killing of the Armenians was in full operation 

in 1915, it was often said that the Greeks would be next.5 On July 21, 1914, the 

Ottoman government declared a general mobilization of all men aged 19 to 45. he 

Greek conscripts were not provided with uniforms, hats, or shoes and received only 

a single ration of bread per day.6 With the Ottoman Empire’s entry into World War 

I on October 28, 1914 and a series of military defeats in the irst months of the war, 
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the Young Turk leadership blamed the Christian minorities for their military failures. 

hey disarmed the Armenian and Greek conscripts and formed them into labor bat-

talions under very harsh working conditions designed for their ultimate demise due 

to exposure, hunger, exhaustion, and disease. As a consequence, some chose to survive 

and deserted the army, further fueling the authorities’ suspicion about their loyalty.7

he needs of the army were used to justify the Ottoman government’s requisition-

ing of food, textiles, and all manner of goods from Greek businesses, paying them 

little or nothing, while taking much less from Muslims. On the pretext of tracking 

down robbers and deserters, local authorities took advantage by seizing the wealth 

of the Greeks. he Ottoman Parliament enacted special laws and then proceeded to 

strip the Greek rural populations of their property. With farm workers drafted into 

the army and removed from the land, there were food shortages, and the coniscation 

of private property contributed additionally to the ruin of local economies. In Oc-

tober 1915, a new law to deter deserters provided for their families to be deported.

In April 1915, the inhabitants of Matsouka, for example, were ordered to abandon 

their homes and were deported across the Pontic Alps to the interior of Asia Minor, 

most of them to the Erzerum plateau. he suferings they underwent in the region’s 

chill April weather were indescribable. he freezing cold was the main cause of death 

among deportees. Starvation and infectious diseases would deal the inal blow. Any 

who survived were forced to convert to Islam. In some locations, such as the Pontos 

region, the oppressed people created partisan groups to rescue Greeks in rural areas.

he Assyrians, too, were targeted for deportation as early as October 26, 1914.8 

he Assyrian Genocide was part of the same process of dealing with the Christian 

minority, with massacres sometimes taking place in the same locations and at the 

same time as the Armenians.9

As the US Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, Henry Morgenthau, later noted,

he Armenians are not the only subject people in Turkey which have suf-

fered from this policy of making Turkey exclusively the country of the 

Turks. he story which I have told about the Armenians I could also tell 

with certain modiications about the Greeks and the Syrians. Indeed, the 

Greeks were the irst victims of this nationalizing idea … It was probably 

for the reason that the civilized world did not protest against these depor-

tations that the Turks afterward decided to apply the same methods on a 

larger scale not only to the Greeks but to the Armenians, Syrians, Nesto-

rians, and others of its subject peoples. In fact, Bedri Bey, the Prefect of 

Police at Constantinople, himself told one of my secretaries that the Turks 

had expelled the Greeks so successfully that they had decided to apply the 

same method to all the other races in the empire.10

For this and other reasons, some scholars today feel that the term “Armenian 

Genocide” does not capture adequately the intent and breadth of the Young Turk ex-

terminatory campaign against all the Christian minorities from 1913 to 1923.11 hus, 
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the term “Ottoman Genocides” was introduced in a resolution passed by the Inter-

national Association of Genocide Scholars in 2007,12 and has begun to catch on.13

here are many beneits to studying the genocidal experiences of these three peo-

ples together. he social and political environment of the Ottoman Empire inlu-

enced the development of the Christian minorities similarly, setting them apart from 

and subordinate to the ruling Muslim majority, leading to violence against them, 

both individually and collectively, on numerous occasions. he extreme nationalist 

policies of the Young Turk regime also impacted the Christian minorities similarly. 

We can understand better the causes, methods, and impact of the extreme violence 

against each of these groups when we study them together, holistically, within that 

broader context. Tragically, extermination of Christian populations in the Middle 

East has resurfaced recently on a large scale, and the lessons that can be drawn by 

studying the twentieth-century Christian genocides will help us better contextualize 

and understand current events, and hopefully ofer insights into how to prevent cur-

rent or future crimes against humanity.

Along with the many similarities, however, we must also be conscious and re-

spectful of the diferences between each of these cases. It is for this reason that we 

use the term “Ottoman Genocides” in the plural, because each case has its signiicant 

particularities that must be examined and appreciated.

Why Did the Events of 1915 Become Known as “he Armenian 
Genocide?”

he genocidal experience of the Armenians, Assyrians, and Greeks during the inal 

years of the Ottoman Empire and beginning years of the Turkish Republic ought 

naturally to have been studied together as an integral part of Ottoman history. here 

are several reasons this did not happen.

he Issue of the Armenian Reforms

he issue of reform in the Ottoman Empire was promoted by the European Powers 

from the early 1800s. he idea of Tanzimat, a program of reorganization, gave them 

an instrument to intervene in the governance of the empire, ostensibly to protect 

the Christian minorities, but also to insinuate their control. While this intervention 

was unwelcome to the Ottoman leadership, they shrewdly accepted Tanzimat for its 

ability to help them modernize the system of government, army, and economy and 

make them better able to cope with pressures, both internal and external.

he reforms legislated in 1839 and 1856 largely failed. his was due to their 

being implemented half-heartedly by a conservative ruling class, and being not well 

thought out in the irst place. he introduction of reforms for the Armenians, in par-

ticular, during the peace negotiations following the Russo-Turkish War of 1877–78 

(the Treaty of San Stefano and the Treaty of Berlin), was again used by the European 

Powers as leverage over the sultan. his time, the Armenians had been singled out. 
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Dissatisfaction with Sultan Abdul Hamid II for his handling of that war and its peace 

negotiations resulted in harsh criticism from the Ottoman Parliament. In 1878, Ab-

dul Hamid suspended the constitution, dismissed Parliament, and reasserted his role 

as monarch and caliph. He did not comply with the Armenian reforms required by 

the Treaty of Berlin.

he Armenians were singled out for annihilation in 1915 not only because they 

challenged their inferior status as Christians, but also because the Young Turk regime 

was convinced that the Armenian reform issue, which was very much alive and be-

ing pushed by the European Powers in 1913–14, would lead to the break-up of the 

empire.14

he Armenians Were the Primary Target

Morgenthau suggested that up to the time he wrote in 1918, the deportation of the 

Greeks was not as destructive as that of the Armenians, and that may also help ex-

plain why the genocide is more identiied with the Armenians.

Everywhere the Greeks were gathered in groups and, under the so-called 

protection of Turkish gendarmes, they were transported, the larger part 

on foot, into the interior. Just how many were scattered in this fashion is 

not deinitely known, the estimates varying anywhere from 200,000 up 

to 1,000,000. hese caravans sufered great privations, but they were not 

submitted to general massacre as were the Armenians, and this is probably 

the reason why the outside world has not heard so much about them.15

Indeed, the measures taken against the Armenians were explicitly not to be used 

against the other targeted groups. he Turkish Minister of the Interior, Talât Pa-

sha, sent a telegram on July 12, 1915 to the local authorities in Diarbekir ordering 

that “the disciplinary and political measures taken against Armenians should abso-

lutely not be extended to other Christians. Any measures threatening the lives of 

local [non-Armenian] Christians are to end immediately and should be reported.”16 

On September 9, 1915, the German vice-consul in Samsun wrote to the German 

Embassy in Constantinople: “… some Armenian mothers had hidden their children 

with Greek families. Upon threat of heavy punishment, these poor creatures, among 

them babies, were torn away from their foster parents who showed only Christian 

kindness! he Greek Christians are trembling, and with good reason, for at the irst 

opportunity they are sure to sufer the same fate as the Armenians.”17 An Ameri-

can report in December 1915 stated that many Armenians were hiding in Greek 

villages.18 Such reports show that Greeks were not under attack at the time. In an-

other example, some Armenian women from Adapazar, visiting Egin in 1915, were 

caught up in the deportation there. hey were speaking Greek to each other, which 

they had the habit of doing when they didn’t want others to know what they were 

saying. When the guards heard the women speaking Greek, they reacted by saying 

that Greeks were not supposed to be deported. When asked if they were Greek, the 
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Armenian women readily claimed they were, and they were allowed to stay in Egin 

until the matter could be conirmed.19

he Turkish State Policy of Historical Revisionism and Denial

When Kemal Ataturk established the Republic of Turkey in 1923, part of his plan 

for building a new nation was to dissociate the ledgling republic from the negative 

aspects of its Ottoman past. He thus took measures to ensure the history of the end 

of the Ottoman Empire and the birth of the Turkish Republic was told from an ex-

clusively lattering, Turkish point of view.

As part of that efort, Ataturk oicially replaced the Ottoman alphabet, which 

had been based on a Turkish form of the Arabic script, with one based on the Latin 

alphabet. his was a high personal priority for him, and he engaged himself in the 

alphabet’s development directly. He enacted legislation on November 1, 1928, which 

came into efect on January 1, 1929. While the stated goals were to rid Turkish 

culture of Arabic inluence, enhance Turkish nationalism, and modernize Turkey, 

a by-product of the alphabet reform was that all the books, newspapers, and oi-

cial documentation of the time describing the mass deportations and killings of the 

Christian minorities would become inaccessible to future generations, allowing this 

history to become malleable and ultimately forgotten.20

A couple of years later, in 1931, Ataturk established the Turkish Historical Insti-

tute (Türk Tarih Kurumu). his oicial government agency had the task not only 

of writing oicial Turkish history to promote Turkish nation-building, but also of 

rewriting history to ingrain selected national myths that Ataturk wanted to pro-

mote about the end of the empire and the founding of the republic. According to 

one of those myths, there was no such group in Turkey as Armenians, and therefore 

there could not have been an annihilation of them. hus, an attempt was made to 

write not only the Armenians but also the Assyrians and Ottoman Greeks out of 

history.21

he Diferent Circumstances and Responses of the Armenians, Assyrians,  
and Greeks

It was as a response to that oicial policy of selective historical amnesia and denial 

that the Armenians began, in April 1965—the iftieth anniversary of the start of 

the Armenian deportations and massacres—to call attention to what had by then 

become the “Forgotten Genocide.”22 here was a massive public demonstration of 

some 100,000 people in Yerevan on April 24, 1965 calling for the Soviet government 

to recognize the Armenian Genocide, to build a memorial to it, and for the return of 

land in Turkey to the Armenian people.23 his public outpouring of nationalism is 

remarkable, considering that it was totally contrary to Soviet nationality policy at the 

time, and it has inspired such demonstrations around the world annually ever since.

he Armenians, absorbed in trying to survive and perpetuate their culture in the 

aftermath of such devastation, as well as in dealing with their own psychological 
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trauma arising out of a genocide actively denied by Turkey and its supporters and 

unacknowledged by most of the world, inevitably focused on their own identity pol-

itics and engaged in reconstructing their own history. Owing to the fact that many 

Armenians had settled in Western countries by the late 1970s, their eforts at cultural 

preservation were informed by the languages and cultures of such places as Australia, 

Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, where there was a 

strong political and academic tradition. he Armenians found a fertile environment 

in those places for their political and academic activities, organizing political parties 

and lobby groups, and by the 1980s they had invested in Armenian Studies chairs 

and departments in several universities. he Armenians were thus able to start pro-

ducing a body of political activity and scholarly work that promoted awareness and 

understanding of the Armenian Genocide. he inluence of the Armenian terrorist 

movement in the 1970s to the mid 1980s must also be taken into account in this re-

gard.24 hat movement did garner coverage in the international press, but also caused 

the Turkish state to escalate its genocide denial eforts, which, in turn, only further 

motivated Armenian eforts to produce scholarship countering it. Despite the lack of 

greater political success in genocide airmation, the Armenians, along with non-Ar-

menian scholars, have been efective in establishing a solid, academic basis for the 

acknowledgment of the Armenian Genocide through the ields of Armenian Studies, 

Genocide Studies, and Comparative Genocide Studies.

he Assyrians and Greeks had to deal with such post-genocide problems as well, 

but did so diferently. Few Greek historians in the diaspora have pursued the study 

of the destruction of the Ottoman Greeks. here are important studies produced in 

Greece, but they remain inaccessible to those who do not know the Greek language, 

and, moreover, the Greek government has not been supportive of promoting aware-

ness of this subject. Some feel it is because it exposes errors in Greek foreign policy 

at the time; others feel it is so as to not strain already diicult relations with neigh-

boring Turkey, which is also a NATO partner, with all the political considerations 

that entails.

here are still only a handful of studies in Western languages on the Assyrian 

experience of genocide. hroughout the twentieth century and into the twenty-irst, 

the Assyrians have sufered repeated persecution in Turkey, Iraq, and elsewhere in the 

Middle East. hey are now in the process of reorganizing in the diaspora and some 

ine scholarly work is being produced on their history by both Assyrian and non-As-

syrian scholars.

he subject of why the Armenians, Assyrians, and Greeks responded to the Ot-

toman Genocides diferently is an interesting one, larger and more complex than 

can be examined within the limits of this brief introduction. We can say that it is 

understandable if one group tends to focus more on its own genocidal pain and 

not on the pain of others. Regardless of the full explanation, it is clear that these 

three victim peoples did react to their genocidal experiences largely in isolation of 

one another.
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he Legacy of the British “Blue Book”

Another factor contributing in some measure to the genocide of the Christian mi-

norities being identiied primarily with the Armenians was the publication in 1916 

of the inluential British parliamentary “Blue Book,” he Treatment of the Armenians 
in the Ottoman Empire 1915–16: Documents Presented to Viscount Grey of Fallodon, 
Secretary of State for Foreign Afairs, by Viscount Bryce.25 It reproduced, among its 

many documents, reports from the American Committee for Armenian and Syrian 

Relief.26 Yet, while the massacre of Assyrians is reported in the book, the Assyrians 

were omitted from the book’s title.

he Inluence of Raphael Lemkin

It is worth noting that Raphael Lemkin, the man who coined the term “genocide” 

and made its study and prevention his life’s work, had extensive notes for a separate 

publication on the Armenian Genocide and spoke publicly about it. He also planned 

signiicant chapters for his magnum opus on the Assyrians and Greeks,27 but it is likely 

that one of the reasons he did not write on the Assyrians or Greeks by the end of his 

life was the lack of material available in the languages he knew.

he Availability of Published Information in Western Languages

A substantial body of primary source material and secondary literature on the Arme-

nian Genocide has been published in the major languages of Western scholarship. 

his is much less the case for the Assyrian and Greek Genocides. One of the objec-

tives of this book is to help redress this imbalance and to view these three related cases 

through a single lens, as a shared experience.

he Beneits of Studying the Late Ottoman Genocides of the Christian 
Minorities as a Whole

he logic of approaching the genocides of the Christian minorities in the late Otto-

man Empire as a whole, rather than as completely separate case studies, is clear. To 

a large extent, the experiences of these three peoples took place in the same country, 

during the same period, as part of the same historical, social, economic, and political 

forces, involving a continuity of perpetrators with the same motive. here are signif-

icant beneits to a collective, comparative approach to the Late Ottoman Genocides.

From a theoretical perspective, comparative scholarship in the humanities and 

social sciences is valuable because one cannot derive general truisms from only a 

single case study. Individual case studies are by nature narrow, self-contained, and, as 

such, are of limited value if one wants to build a theory of how recurrent, predictable 

patterns emerge. In their general thrust, individual case studies are descriptive, and 

inherently do not allow us to see patterns, which are underlying generalizations based 

on common denominators of several cases.
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Comparison, on the other hand, is essentially an analytical task. he character-

istics of genocide can be brought out in the interplay of such common denomina-

tors. Only the comparative approach can yield carefully delimited generalizations 

about the nature and mechanics of genocide as a general problem of humanity. Even 

though generalizations distilled from comparative studies relect the common fea-

tures and characteristics among the cases being compared, their elaboration does not 

need to exclude other features that are not common. Each case of genocide has its 

own contribution to make to our understanding. One need not limit one’s self to the 

quest for common denominators in order to do justice to the comparative method. 

By taking into account those factors that are particular to each case, one may in fact 

underscore the importance of the common features.28

By approaching these three genocides chronologically, in a single, interwoven 

narrative, rather than separately by ethnicity, we can see the development of the 

common historical, political, economic, and social processes taking place in the Ot-

toman Empire that led to the Young Turks’ destructive policies and a common, tragic 

outcome. Such an approach will be utilized in the irst chapter in the present volume, 

“he Background to the Late Ottoman Genocides.”

he Studies in this Collection

he studies in this collection cover a wide variety of subjects and can be seen as part 

of the extremely dynamic paradigm of Genocide Studies. Five of them are explicitly 

comparative in nature, and three treat the three Ottoman Genocides together in a 

holistic way. Other studies examine the particular cases of the Armenians, Assyrians, 

and Ottoman Greeks, but make reference as appropriate to the other cases.

he irst chapter lays out the historical, social, political, and economic background 

of the Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth and early twentieth century and the situ-

ation of the Armenians, Assyrians, and Greeks within it. It attempts to explain why 

these three ethnic minorities were targeted for destruction by the Young Turk regime, 

and also the expulsion of the Greeks by the Kemalist regime.

Dikran Kaligian provides a historical background to the conditions of insecurity 

in which the Ottoman Armenians and Greeks lived. After the Young Turk revolu-

tion in 1908 and the restoration of the constitution, personal security for the Chris-

tian minorities improved. However, the government’s policy of resettling embittered 

Muslim refugees from the Balkan Wars into the areas inhabited by the Christians 

caused renewed clashes. Also, after the defeat of the Ottomans in the First Balkan 

War in 1912, there was a wave of persecution and forced emigration of Greek villages 

in Eastern hrace. he Westenenk Commission, created to investigate complaints of 

violence against the Armenians in the eastern provinces, was the last straw for the Ot-

tomans, who perceived it as the inal step that would lead to the partition of Turkey 

by the Europeans. his was a key factor in the Young Turks’ decision to enter World 

War I and commit the genocide.
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Anahit Khosroeva makes a new contribution to the small number of studies in 

English on the Assyrian Genocide. Such descriptive accounts are essential to lay the 

groundwork for more analysis that will begin to answer such questions as why the 

Assyrian Genocide took place, how it was implemented, and what its impact has been 

on the Assyrian people. Most especially, it is indispensable for understanding the 

characteristics the Assyrian experience has in common with the Armenian and Greek 

cases, as well as how it may difer.

Paul Bartrop analyzes an example of a survivor memoir from each of our three 

case studies. Survivor memoirs are a special kind of historical source. hey convey 

the sense of the genocidal experience on a very personal and detailed level for those 

who read them. hey are also cathartic for those who write them. In the case of the 

Armenian Genocide particularly, because of the aggressive and ongoing denial by the 

Turkish state, they have not been well incorporated into the scholarly literature nearly 

as much as, say, Holocaust survivor memoirs. Nevertheless, they can contribute to 

our understanding of how genocide takes place and its impact on the victims in a 

unique and invaluable way. he importance of survivor memoirs is seen in several of 

the studies in this collection.

Stavros Stavridis describes the successful approach taken by Armenian, Assyrian, 

and Greek scholars in Australia to promote awareness of the Ottoman Genocides. 

hey have told this story through the lens of Australian sources, thereby making 

these genocides a part of Australian national history. here is a rich source of infor-

mation in the letters and memoirs of ANZAC soldiers who were prisoners of war 

in the Ottoman Empire during World War I. he Australians and New Zealanders 

are particularly interested in this subject because of their great sacriices at Gallipoli, 

Palestine, and Syria. Stavridis illustrates how the Assyrian issue was represented in the 

Australian press and oicial documents.

Robert Shenk, using the letters and memoirs of courageous female American mis-

sionaries, recreates vividly some of the scenes of violence between Turks and Arme-

nians and Turks and Greeks. He illustrates the anti-Armenian attitude of American 

oicials Admiral Mark Bristol and General James Harbord and contrasts it with the 

more balanced and often pro-Armenian and pro-Greek perspectives of the American 

missionaries.

Ellene Phufas shares the story of the Greek journalist Kostas Faltaits, who col-

lected Greek survivor accounts and published them as a book in 1921. Once again, 

these survivor testimonies provide invaluable information on the Greek experience 

during the period of the Great Catastrophe.

Tehmine Martoyan reconstructs the infamous destruction of the Armenian and 

Greek communities of the cosmopolitan city of Smyrna. Drawing on archival sources, 

she represents this genocidal event as a single, shared history. Utilizing eyewitness 

testimony, she makes clear that the burning of the Armenian and Greek sections of 

the city was done deliberately by the Turkish army. She is able to conclude that the 
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destruction of Smyrna by the Kemalists was a continuation of the Young Turk policy 

of genocide.

Steven Jacobs looks at Raphael Lemkin, who invented the term “genocide,” de-

voted his life to its study and the establishment of an international law for its pun-

ishment and prevention, and may be considered the father of Genocide Studies. As 

noted earlier, Lemkin had planned an extensive publication of the history of geno-

cide, and Jacobs examines Lemkin’s notes on the genocide of the Armenians, Assyr-

ians, and Greeks.

Gevorg Vardanyan gives an innovative comparative analysis of the similarities and 

diferences between the Armenian and Greek cases of genocide. While the active 

killing was more extensive among the Armenians, large numbers of both Armenians 

and Greeks died of starvation, exposure, and illness during their deportations and 

sufered just as painfully. He notes that the role of the Kurds was major in the case of 

the Armenians, but was mostly absent in the case of the Greeks.

hea Halo observes that beside the denials of the Armenian Genocide, the geno-

cide of the Greeks of the Ottoman Empire during the same period is even more 

widely misrepresented, when mentioned at all. She re-evaluates various assumptions 

used to discount the brutal treatment of the Greeks during the period of the Great 

Catastrophe and ofers valuable correctives.

Georgia Kouta’s chapter discusses the role of the Anglo-Hellenic League in Lon-

don in shaping Western public opinion and British policy on the Ottoman govern-

ment’s treatment of its Greek minority. he League collected valuable documentation 

on the atrocities through Greek and non-Greek eyewitness reports, church and news-

paper accounts, and published pamphlets. Other groups and writers in London are 

also examined. Kouta traces the attempt to promote the Megali Idea and a national 

consciousness among Greeks, at the same time describing the growth of Turkish na-

tionalism and the ensuing conlict between them. It is an interesting study of how a 

diaspora group tried to inluence its host country’s policies in favor of its homeland.

Hannibal Travis takes a legal approach in considering the role of deportation in 

the genocide of the Ottoman Christians from 1914 to 1924. His chapter compares 

the indings of diplomats and other contemporary reports on the deportations to 

the jurisprudence of international and domestic criminal tribunals concerning de-

portation as a genocidal act. He challenges in impressive detail those scholars who, 

in recent years, have made their academic reputations by staking out a middle po-

sition on the Armenian Genocide—somewhere between the traditional Armenian 

Genocide story and the “Armenian allegations” narrative propounded by the Turkish 

government. Examining in depth the legal basis for treating the partial destruction of 

a group by deportation as genocide, he concludes that there is important evidence of 

genocidal intent to be found in the strains of extremist ideology that emerged in the 

Ottoman Empire during the last quarter of the nineteenth century and irst quarter 

of the twentieth century.
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Suren Manukyan explores the question of how an ordinary Turk could become 

a mass murderer. Drawing on social and psychological theory, and making com-

parisons with Nazi Germany, he discusses the diferent classes of perpetrators and 

examines their various motivations. He argues that the ability to participate in mass 

murder is not inherent in the human character, but is developed socially. He illus-

trates how the Ottoman state conditioned its majority population to be able to mur-

der its Christian minorities.

Taken together, these studies provide valuable historical, comparative, and the-

oretical insights into the Armenian, Assyrian, and Greek Genocides and contribute 

towards the growing view that the events of this historical period can be better un-

derstood when these three cases of genocide are examined together. It is possible to 

see more clearly, for example, the importance of the subordinate political and social 

position of the non-Muslims within the Ottoman reality, a condition that holds true 

in other cases of genocide. his enabled a pattern of violence against all three millets 
(i.e., ethnic or religious groups) prior to 1912, though at diferent times and under 

diferent circumstances. his repeated violence and its impunity made the genocidal 

actions of 1912–23 not only possible, but even likely. hus, a comparative study 

shows that violence against these three ethnicities was governmental policy, whether 

the government was that of the sultan, the Committee of Union and Progress, or the 

Kemalists.

We see the cumulative efects of the policies of the European Powers, as they 

played up to each of the three millets and played them of against the Ottoman 

state and against their rival European Powers. It is possible to understand through 

a comparative study that it was neither ethnicity nor religion alone that made the 

ruling Turkish majority see the Ottoman Christians as the “other,” but their relative 

prosperity and the envy that it generated. It helps illustrate and solidify the intent, 

motivation, and strategy of the perpetrators through a consistent policy against all 

three. Establishing intent is useful as a tool to ight revisionism and denial, if intent 

and motive are clearly illustrated across multiple groups. Comparative study allows 

us to see patterns and adaptation of violence both chronologically and regionally.

A comparative study of these three cases also sheds light on themes that require 

further study and analysis, such as the role of the Kurds as an instrument of govern-

mental policy against all three millets. his only begins to explore what we can learn 

from the comparative study of these three cases of genocide. Because the necessary 

details to go deeper are still lacking in the English language, we hope that these 

studies will contribute towards a deeper knowledge of this history, which can enable 

deeper analysis, not only of these cases themselves but also of their relation to other 

cases of genocide, and will be of value to the broader ield of Comparative Genocide 

Studies.

Finally, as mentioned earlier, with the extermination and depopulation of Yezidis 

and Christians in the Middle East resurfacing through the actions of the Islamic State 

since 2014, the lessons that can be drawn by studying the genocides of late Ottoman 
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Christians can help us better contextualize and understand contemporary identi-

ty-based violence in the region, and hopefully ofer insights into how to recognize 

and prevent current or future crimes against humanity.
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