Vangelis Kechriotis

‘Greece will reclaim its place among the nations of Europe’:
Images of Greeks and Turks in European public discourse at the turn of the 19th c.

i) Stereotypes, characterology and historical relations 

This paper consists only one part of a larger research project the purpose of which is to trace and describe the discourses involved in the representation of Greek and Turkish ethnie
, as they emerge already from the middle of 18th c and eventually culminate at the end of WWI. Within this context, we discuss the use of stereotypes pertinent to characterology and historic relations. The working hypothesis of this study is that in the period after WWI we come across the elaboration of discourses and stereotypes which have their roots at the end of the 16th c. when Europe starts embracing the image of a ‘tyrant’ and a ‘despot’ for the ‘Grand Signiore’, an image that prevailed in the period of Enlightenment, when especially through Montesqieu’s works these ideas were disseminated. Stereotypes have been used as an analytical tool frequently in an a-historical manner, in order to demonstrate the irrational character of ideologies, national ones in particular, and thus were projected as false convictions, deconstructed and discredited as such, a process which despite its sophistication does not necessarily contribute to our understanding of the cultural underpinnings of their formation. What we are interested in pointing out instead, are the discourses in which these stereotypes are involved and thus suggest a genealogy
. This allows us to disentangle from the tedious investigation on the righteousness of the depictions, which for us is beside the point.

With this respect, I would like to refer particularly to two studies which has been a source of inspiration of me, ‘Venise et la sublime Porte. La Naissance du Despote’ by Lucette Valensi 
. What is important in such an approach is that apart from demonstrating that certain concepts develop in a particular historical context, it also argues that it is not enough to trace the changes of the representation of an institution or an idea at the very transformation of this institution or this idea only. In the case of the Venetian reports on the Ottoman state, a crucial aspect of the transformation of the charm and fear that the might of ‘Grand Signiore’ exerted on the emissaries of the Serenissima to a contempt for the ‘Oriental Despot’ is very much related to domestic affairs and the domination of a more radically republican form of rule. Accordingly, I follow a conceptual intellectual approach that does not aim at describing a reality that exists beyond interpretation or outside the text. Instead, I opt for an ‘inter-textual reading’ of these accounts, and the way that they respond to each other or they respond to claims that already belong to the past rather than a reading that converts “the context into a fully unified or dominant structure saturating the text with a certain meaning”, as La Capra would put it
.
Another important methodological guideline is provided by the late Skopetea in her work Η Δύση της Ανατολής, (The Sunset of the East), Athens, 1992. : In three chapters referring to the end of the Ottoman Empire, the author describes the images of the East among Westerners, the images of the West among Easterners and the interaction between the two. Being fully aware of the perplexity of identifying such vast geographical as well as cultural and historical categories such as East and West, she particularly focuses on the perpetuation of ready-made images. In her own words ‘the ability of a Westerner to recognize the alien, the inappropriate, the untimely, in what he comes across, presupposes perceptions of the East available and within the context where they were produced. There are things that he expects to see and either he refuses to see anything else or he is surprised when he sees it. He has ready made images about every nation separately and about the whole of the East and this is what he reasserts, enriches or destroys when the time comes for him to shape his personal view’
.  

It might well be that Europe as an economic and political project has been the outcome of two world wars in the 20th c.; as a cultural project, however, it dates back to the early modern period. At the turn of the 19th c. the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars did not only involve all major European powers in what could be considered a European civil war for the first time since the Thirty Years War. It also consolidated a sense of sharing a common cultural and historical fate. Even if the warfare did not reach the European dominions of the Ottoman Empire, the ideas it brought along and the reactions it generated acted as a catalyst in the local socio-political conditions. This paper will focus on the cultural dimension of this impact and trace concepts and stereotypical representations concerning the Greeks and the Turks in texts of that period. Using as a point of departure important texts by Greek scholars such as the Apology (1780) by Moisiodax or the Memoir (1803) by Korais whose ideas had a significant impact, we will also tackle ‘An essay on certain points of resemblance between the ancient and the modern Greeks’ (London, 1813) by Frederick Sylvester North Douglas. This text deriving from the British production, stems from a solid ground of liberalism and positivism, it criticizes, however, the ideas of French Revolution and denounces any revolutionary course of action. Despite its ideological tensions, which can be easily be explained by the French-British controversy, the author advocates the need for Europe to remember Greece, presumably the source of European political inspiration and culture. This process relied heavily upon cultural arguments which apart from the impact they entailed for domestic identity consideration, were articulated in a dialogue with the real or imagined ‘other’, in this case the Turks. In that period, the term itself would mean hardly anything as a self-identification for anyone in the Empire. Nevertheless, the consolidation of the bipolar Greeks-Turks, will have far reaching repercussions again both for Greek domestic politics and, more importantly for our purposes, for European public opinion. Interestingly, however, as we’ll see in this text, national political considerations can compromise cultural notions and lead to the rejection of Greek independence. 

ii) Western ‘lights’ on a ‘dark’ land?
The support that the Greeks, long before their uprising, expected to receive from Europe was not only political but also cultural. Therefore, the development of a Greek national identity even before the foundation of the Greek state was intimately related to Western ideas introduced to the Greek-Orthodox literate audience by scholars and merchants who traveled abroad. Moldavia and Wallachia, the autonomous Danubian principalities under Ottoman suzerainty, were at the core of this activity. Starting from the early 18th century and as a result of their increasing influence in Istanbul, the office of hospodar (prince) was offered to members of Greek-Orthodox Phanariot families (who received their name from the Phanar region on the Western coast of the Golden Horn), thus depriving the local boyar elites of the political power they previously enjoyed. Despite the resentment and hardships that Phanariot rule entailed for the local population, the 18th century witnessed a gradual increase in contacts between the Danubian Principalities and the West. Young people coming to the capitals Jassy and Bucharest were provided with an opportunity to familiarise themselves with Western ideas. Attendance at the courts of the Phanariot princes also made it easier for them to visit the leading cultural centres of Central and Western Europe
. This environment had a special attraction for ambitious and educated young Orthodox Greeks from all over the Ottoman Empire, who sought to pursue a successful career while at the same time contributing to the ‘awakening’ of their nation. Disenchanted with the precarious social conditions in their homelands and having already received a primary education in one of the few prosperous towns in the region, they followed the commercial roads used by merchants who travelled from the southern Balkans westwards to Trieste, and Vienna or northwards to Jaşi and Bucharest. There, they continued their studies, served as secretaries to merchants or were employed by the princes themselves. Thus, over the course of time they came to form a Greek-speaking Balkan Diaspora, which would play a prominent role in the diffusion and proliferation both of new social concepts and of national ideology and thus fertilise the discontent of their compatriots towards their Ottoman rulers
. 

This influence took a more systematic form during the last fifty years before the Revolution. The economic take-off triggered by the Küçük Kainarca treaty (1774) was accompanied by an unprecedented educational and intellectual activity. Seamen and merchants took advantage of the beneficial conditions both for the navigation in the Mediterranean and the Black sea and the trade with Central Europe. As a result, they now came into direct contact with the West and brought with them not only ideas and knowledge but also an increasing eagerness for education and the transference of those ideas to the indigenous populations. Moreover, they founded institutions and funded students to travel abroad, enabling a new familiarity with European culture which led to the cultural regeneration which has been described in Greek historiography as ‘Neohellenic Enlightenment’
. The last two decades of the 18th century witnessed the translation of philosophical and scientific texts, and the foundation of new schools in the prosperous towns of Jannina (in Epirus), Ambelakia (in Thessaly), and elsewhere. In 1791, the Markidis-Poulios brothers published the first Greek newspaper in Vienna. The scholars of this early period, most of them clergymen, were familiar with the content of the Encyclopédie of Diderot- D’Alembert, the writings of Voltaire and Rousseau and the scientific ideas of Newton and Copernicus. The primary necessity they encountered was the translation into Greek of the major works of these figures. Such endeavours were welcomed and funded by patrons of the arts who saw in this process an opportunity to establish a cultural as well as political hegemony over the Greek-Orthodox population.

The most typical among the early examples of the newly emerging socio-cultural attitudes can be found at the works of Moisiodax, a Greek-Orthodox clergyman and scholar of Vlach origin who wished to introduce novel ideas in his teachings in the Phanariot Academy of Jassy. When he was attacked for supporting heretical and catholic ideas he felt obliged to ‘defend both the Philosophy of the Moderns and my own innocence’. Thus, he started writing the series of pamphlets which will constitute the body of the volume he will publish under the title ‘Apology’ in 1781. In the first part of the pamphlet, Moisiodax discusses the quarrel of the ancients and moderns. In the second part, he elaborates on the broader consequences that such a quarrel could have beyond the scientific level. He is praising modern civilization and the technological achievements of the Moderns. In his view, the enmity of the traditionally minded Aristotelians was due to their ignorance and self-interest since they were trying to exercise ideological control over society. Eventually, he fully shares the admiration for the developments in ‘Europe’, whereas he declares that ‘Greece’ was lagging behind in every respect. Apart from the obvious radical step of confessing the inferiority of indigenous education and culture vis à vis a different society, the use of the two terms ‘Greece’ and ‘Europe’ is noteworthy for two reasons. Firstly, Moisiodax conceptualizes two geographical entities, which at that time had just started to symbolically emerge. Secondly, he refers to ‘Europe’ in positive terms, whereas his contemporaries would contemptuously refer to the ‘Franks’. This is how he describes his anxiety:
‘Old failings are never cured by being concealed but by being revealed and controlled. This is what I wished to do in that preface. Yes, Your Reverence, nor do I hesitate to say that Greece needs Europe, because while Greece lacks everything, Europe has everything in abundance… The truth is that we do not even have comprehensive dictionaries, while the grammar books, of which we boast, we have not faithfully learned, and why is that? Because we learn them mechanically, that is to say we seek merely to understand the authors and the material linking of words. But when it comes to the writing style, to Longinus, to Falireus, to the arts of Dionysus of Halicarnassus, we never hear of them in the schools, nor have we any hope of hearing of them if we are not helped by the Europeans….’
.

The result of all these transformations was a desire for a new awareness of the ancient Greek past, so deeply appreciated by the Europeans. It has been argued that modern nationalism has always emphasized the glorious past of a particular community which even if, in its historical development, it cannot always be described as a coherent nation, it has certainly the characteristics of an ethnie. It has been also argued that ethnic groups in Eastern and South Europe, under the spell of Western European Enlightenment, described themselves as ‘backward’ and aspired to cover the distance and catch up with Western standards. Consequently, in their agenda, a national revival presupposed the cultural awakening It was their need both of self-awareness and self-confidence
.. 

A good example in this respect is the Phanariot bureaucrat and scholar Dimitrios Katartzis (1720?-1807), who taught for years in the academy in Bucharest. Katartzis in his ‘Advice to the Youth’ (1783) claims, that not only does Greek – Grekiki or Romeiki – and European education share the same origins, but the former has recently been promoted by important scholarly figures. Consequently, he attributes the lower level of Greek education to the choice of language and he suggests that education should be offered in the present-day Greek language: Romeika. Apart from education, however, Katartzis gives his own definition of the nation. He uses alternatively and interchangeably the terms genos (stock) and ethnos (nation), namely the pre-modern and modern denomination of the nation. Most importantly, he builds a scheme for the continuity of the Hellenic nation. He applies the same concept to language as well. However, he makes a distinction between origin and identification. Roman Christians –Romei hristiani – (i.e. Modern Greeks) are considered the descendents of the ancient Hellenes –Ellines-, a term which, in his view, predominantly describes the pagans
. 

 These cultural awakenings had been fostered by increasing literacy and by a new awareness of the great historical events and of the great writings of the past, translated to the modern tongue. Similarly, during the first decades of the nineteenth century, we witness among the Greek-Orthodox population the development of ‘ancientmania’ (obsession with antiquity). This renewed ‘sense of the past’
, manifested itself in a number of ways. There was, for instance, an impressive increase in the publication of books on the history, language and civilisation of the ancient world for a specific literate audience. Throughout this period, Adamantios Korais (1748-1833), a prominent scholar who lived in France and  played a key role in the attempt to revive an interest in the classical past, sought to raise the cultural level of his compatriots taking as a model that of the French -whom he considered, among contemporary Europeans, to resemble more the ancient Greeks. In 1803, he delivered a lecture introducing to the French public the idea of the rebirth of a nation, rightful heir of Hellenic culture. The crucial point was the progress in the field of education, the result of a ‘révolution morale,’ which had taken place in Greece. Korais adopted a moral stance, especially against pejorative views on the Greeks frequently expressed in European circles. By presenting evidence of Greek achievements, he sought to justify the Greeks’ claim to be considered a ‘civilised’ European nation appropriating thus fully the Western discourse on civilisation
. Besides its significance for Greek nationalist ideology, the Report is a very early statement of themes that would recur later on in many similar manifestos in Europe, Asia and Africa
.  On the evidence of this text, Greek nationalism may be considered the first expression of nationalism to appear outside Western Christendom among a community ruled by non-Christians and itself hitherto hostile to Western notions. As in other such texts, the crucial elements are the appeal to a glorious past, a belief in an even more glorious future, and the call for the radical reform of present institutions. At the same time, this essay eloquently introduces most of the stereotypes which were to dominate Greek historiography until very recently: the dark years of the Ottoman yoke; the awakening of the nation through its contact with the European Enlightenment; the intimate relation of modern Greeks with their ancient past; the progressive character of the bourgeois mercantile groups; the heroic character of the Greek people
.

On the other hand, Rigas Velestinlis (Fereos) (1757-1798), the most emblematic figure of a Balkan intellectual and activist, championed a multinational state based on democratic principles. In his view, the Balkans were considered as a single entity – a concept dating back to the Byzantine Empire – where people had always lived together in peace. In this scheme he also included the Muslims, and it is important to stress that this was the only collective entity he recognised other than that of the Christians, since he saw them both as suffering equally under the tyranny of the Ottoman Sultan. In his ‘Revolutionary Proclamation’ and the ‘War March’ Rigas called for the liberation of the Balkans and Asia Minor from the Ottoman ‘tyranny’
. Liberation, though, would come about only when the enslaved people would unite their forces. For the first time in the Greek context we come across an appeal not to the Great Powers, but to the ‘creative power’ of the people
.
iii) Western responses to Eastern awakening or how Europe claims its own borders 

As David Roessel has pointed out the 1770s, despite the fact that the stillborn Greek revolt, known as the ‘Orlof events’ and treated as an episode of the broader Russian-Ottoman conflict, had not a national character whatsoever, ‘marked a watershed in how Western Europeans perceived the Modern Greeks’
. The Gentleman’s Magazin of London for July 1770 announced: ‘On the first appearance of the Russian succours, the Greeks, who had long groaned under the tyrannical yoke of the haughty Ottomans, assumed for the moment the appearance of the manly bravery of their renowned ancestors and fell upon their oppressors with all the violence of vindictive rage’…adding however that ‘their first attacks discovered the womanly spirit by which they were inspired’ describing thus the eventual disappointment the Greeks triggered among Western observers
.  Voltaire wrote his ‘Ode Pindarique à propos de la guerre présente en Grèce’, as the revolt was in progress where it becomes clear, as Roessel points out, that for Western Europe ‘a necessary corollary of the resumption by the Modern Greeks of the mantle of their famous ancestors would be the revival of the ‘Arts aimables’ of antiquity from the deplorable ruins of the present’
. As Olga Augustinos has argued, in the case of Voltaire, Greek liberation meant ‘not the creation of independent Greece but the victory of reason and human rights’
. The same is true for Lord Byron for whom in Childe Harold (1812), the renewal of Greece as a political entity becomes an ‘objective correlative’ to the renewal of the value of the individual person. Therefore, the revival of the Greeks, unlike that of other nation such as the Serbs, the Bulgarians or the Arabs, was considered as a force that would change lives and art of the Western world, it would entail ‘a solution to the cultural malaise of the individual in industrial society’
.  
The text we draw upon has been published within this atmosphere and despite the fact that it shares several of the above assumptions, it takes a different direction and it seems to be one of the least known parts of the relevant literature. We are still within the turmoil of the Napoleonic Wars. The French, after their defeat from the British, had been compelled to abandoned Egypt which they had occupied in 1798, Between 1806-1812, the Ottomans were involved once more in a war against the Russians. The British, as an ally of the Russians, against Napoleon, made an impressive demonstration of their power, when a naval force under the commands of Sir John Duckworth would intrude the Dardaneles and reach Istanbul in February 1807 terrifying the Ottomans. Eventually, with the help of the French ambassador Sebastiani, the Ottomans rebuilt their fortifications and the British withdrew without achieving their goal.

The author of the text is Sylvester North Douglas
, member of the Parliament who traveled in the Levant in 1810 after he graduated from the Christ Church in Oxford. The importance of the text is multiple. Firstly, as we said, it is not among the well known texts of European travelers that have been used extensively, Tournefort, Chateubriand, Sonnini etc. Secondly, the author provides an interesting critical account of these texts in the form of a review article, Thirdly, it is one of the first European accounts that is not inspired by the ancientmania of the time but it sets as its task to deal with moderns Greeks in particular and the resemblances they bear with their ancestors. Last but not least, this investigation leads to a very political argument about the European duty towards this suffering nation.
  Actually, any relevant account was inevitably under the spell of the central figure of European philhellenism, Lord Byron. The famous romantic poet, though, is criticized by the author for considering the research for the genealogy of nations an ‘insignificant research’. Moreover, Douglas cannot help imagining that ‘that noble lord,… must have felt the inexpressible delight of realizing in Greece itself some vision of what it was ’
.  Douglas, on the contrary, declares that the aim of his account is to ‘exhibit the little that still exists of the most splendid of people, to point out to other nations the cause of their fall and to canvass the possibility and means of their restoration. The degeneration of the descendant may be traced to the corruption of his ancestor and Greece where all our brightest instances of excellence are drawn, may still be an example even in her decay’
 or elsewhere ‘to mark some of the most striking correspondences of feature in character and in manners, between the ancient and modern inhabitants. Happy indeed, will he consider himself (the author), if the points of resemblance he has endeavored to exhibit, should invite some distinguished scholar to unite a more extensive and accurate knowledge of the language  and history of the ancient Greeks, with personal observation of their descendants’
. From the very start, we come across the conceptual preconditions of the national revival pattern as described by Korais. A bright past followed by degeneration, corruption and decay. Then again, all this becomes meaningful as long as they lead to the possibility of a restoration.  
As far as the way that this bright past is described, here the main reference is David Hume, as a clear celebration of Moisiodax’s support of the Moderns. Hume in his ‘Essay on the Rise of Arts and Science’ describes how ‘those little commonwealths, all striving against each other, yet all concurring in one aim, the general good and the glory of Greece, elicited such vast exertions of genius and of excellence in every branch  as have been scarcely equaled by the age that have followed’
. As far as the corruption and degeneration is concerned is described as a state ‘where every feeling is subdued and blended by the indiscriminating weight of despotism’ and this being as ‘the first and one of the most efficient causes of the inferiority of the modern Greek’
. As for the demography of ancient Greece, again the main reference is Hume, more particularly, his ‘Essays on the Population of Ancient Nations’ where he refutes account on the ancient Greek populations as rather exaggerating
. 
Restoration, however, is not an easy task. Douglas addresses his compatriots, actually the whole of European public opinion, in a reprimanding tone, Greece, no matter how unique value it might carry, ‘it had been forgotten by the rest of Europe’
. Greece, therefore, is considered as part of Europe that has to be remembered. ‘While our countrymen have been traversing the world for the purpose of observing human nature in its various forms, we have neglected to make inquiries into the actual state of a country whose history forms the principal study of our youth in the earliest stages of education’
.
Greece as humanist ideal, as an intellectual reference was very present in the hearts and minds of young Europeans who used to spend a couple of their years after graduation in traveling to the East in order to discover for themselves their sources of inspiration. Yet, the ‘actual state of the country’ had only recently begun to attract their interest. The political circumstances following the French revolution and the Napoleonic Wars had led many British in particular to the shores of the Mediterranean and Greek lands had been visited by more British than had ever approached them before. He is fully aware that this shift owes much to those who had engaged in ‘political speculations’. He addresses however those who were too young to view modern Greeks from the point of view of a Russian or a Turkish partisan. The motivation of these travelers is splendidly described by Douglas in his claim that ‘In the Levant it is true we find nothing of what is termed society but the most ignorant and careless person cannot pass through Greece without …(feeling the) desire of research and information’.
 
How orientalising is such an attitude. Certainly, by definition the interest in the Orient could not develop otherwise. Both orientalist and exotic. When it refers to the Aegean islands, or the islands of Archipelago as they are known at the time, his description is idyllic: ‘These islands, of which one has so enchanting and idea before visiting them, are all very similar in appearance; a narrow ridge of hills running from north-east to south-west, is their usual character,…..it is only in the variety of habits and manners exhibited by their natives, that we may find those charms that which have induced some travelers to forget their country and their friends, and have chained them among these domains of Calypso’ and he adds in a footnote: ‘if the dreams of ambition have vanished, if long absence from home has weakened the ties of affection and patriotism, it is difficult to fancy a life more attractive than that which has been selected by a countryman of ours among the islands of the Archipelago’
.  Yet, his critical account of the major historiographical accounts as well as the travelogues of the time, testify both about his erudition and his militant devotion to empirical approach. He criticizes Gibbon who in his ‘Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire’ made several mistakes in the description of the Ottoman Constantinople but he also declares that eloquence of Gibbon (together with the accuracy of Tournefort) have left us nothing to desire’
 He refers to Mary Wortley Montague whose ‘brilliant picture of Adrianople’ was his motivation for visiting the city’. However, he does not help pointing out that ‘she described the impression as she felt it without perceiving the fancy and enthusiasm through the medium of which it was received’

Douglas is familiar with the work of Korais, as he refers to the Diasporic Greek intellectual in this words: ‘doubtful passages in ancient writers have been elucidated, peculiar customs have found their explanation, and the learned Koray has shown the true sense of many ancient words from the actual meaning of the same of similar words in Romaic’ and in a very interesting footnote he adds ‘I have called the present Greek language Romaic, the term by which the modern Greeks distinguish themselves on account of their titular character of Romans, in distinction to Hellenic, by which they designate their ancestors’
.  This note is a clear reference to the cultural dilemma that Greek-speaking scholars in the Ottoman lands, Dimitrios Katartzis among them, had already dealt with, namely how can a genealogy that builds upon a pagan past can be accepted among a predominantly religiously minded Christian population. This dilemma was solved, as we have seen, by describing ancients Greeks as the ancestors of modern day Romaic Greeks (Rum) and not identifying the two.

What is of particular interest for our purposes is the way he conceptualizes the Greeks and the Turks. First of all, with respect to the French scholar Villoison, the author points out that the latter had visited ‘the greatest part of Greece and Turkey’
 two terms that at the time once can hardly say what they describe in geographic, let alone in political terms. The author suggests his own perception of these terns. He argues that among the relevant authors there are two basic approaches. The first one restricts Greece to those commonwealths that took part in the Peloponnesian War, the second one excludes only the barbarians (βάρβαροι). There, Douglas argues, there is the ‘danger of confounding with the descendants of the Hellenes, many nations of perfectly different origin, but whose religion and habitual language have embodied them with the Greeks’
. As an example, he refers to the Wallachian colony in Epirus and the Albanian colonies in the Peloponnese and elsewhere to which he allocates a brief paragraph.  He, clearly, rejects this approach and he gives us one more clue about his hybrid conceptualisation of the Hellenic nation. Romaic, on the one hand, might refer to the whole Orthodox populations of the Empire as described by Katartzis, on the other hand, it might describe in Late Enlightenment terms, a whole set of different ethnicities distinguished according to language. This approach can be inscribed within the British positivist tradition which very far from German or French philhellenism, does not seek to promote an idealist version of the Hellenic nation based on culture, but rather one based on history and demography. He even reaches to the conclusion, based on Gibbon’s description of several raids of Sclavonians into the country already in the 8th c., to claim that ‘at present the majority of the smaller villages is certainly occupied by the Sclavonians, (which, however, he seems to confuse with the Albanians), and the pure Greek blood is more likely to be found in the Archipelago than upon the continent, except in some singular cases’
.  With respect to his own investigation he claims that ‘the Greek blood in the greatest part of the peninsula, is now so corrupted by intercourse with foreigners, that we may be rather surprised at finding so many of its ancient characteristics, than disappointed at discovering them all’
.  
Douglas is fascinated with demography. Hume’s estimation of ancient Greek population is a total of 1.290.000. He draws upon the ‘harach papers’, without giving more specific information (obviously the tahrir defteralri) to argue that the population only in Peloponnese seems to be 500.000. Therefore, he concludes the present inhabitants of the peninsula by far surpass their ancestors in numbers
. However, he will argue ‘this computation will include all the natives of the country, whether Mussulmans or Christians, of whom the pure Greek race assuredly does not compose above a third’
 Three decades later this thesis was brought to its extreme with the claim by the German liberal historian Jacob Philip Fallmerayer who argued that the ancient Greeks had been annihilated during the Slavic invasions of the Greek lands and the creation of new settlements in the 7th century A.D. By this account, the so-called Neo-Hellenes were actually nothing more than a mixture of Slav and Albanian populations. Not surprisingly, at that moment, this theory disturbed the Romantic stream of European philhellenism. It was, still a convenient argument for those Europeans who found it hard, especially after the pathetic scores of the newly-established Hellenic state, to accept that these illiterate peasants were the descendants of the glorious Hellenic nation.

Yet, in the 1810s, when there is not yet such a state, such a claim can very well find it place within a similar account. Yet, Douglas’ sentiments, as we said, rely on a solid positivism. As he describes the poll-tax as a misleading means of computation, he refers to the ‘careless ignorance of the Turk’ as well as the ‘impudent exaggerations of the Christian’.
 Moreover, Greeks are considered dynamic and mobile as ‘the same spirit of commerce and adventure that crowded Rome with Greeks, conducts multitudes of that nation to the various markets of the Mediterranean’
. The qualities of the Graeculus as described by Juvenal, ‘activity of mind and body, the same acuteness, levity and cunning’
 can be found among the islanders of the Levant. But at the same time, vanity ‘the most remarkable feature in the disposition of the Greeks’
 Physical identity of the ancient and modern Greeks is claimed to be even more pronounced than the moral one. Hydriot sailors are compared with the ‘Καρήκομόωντες Αχαίοι’ (Long-haired Greeks) of the Homeric epics, Continental Greeks are claimed to resemble to those of Xenophon and Alicibiades
. As for women, Douglas warns us that ‘we should not form our ideas of Grecian women from the wives of the Albanian peasants’ and that ‘the expression of vivacity, which seldom plays upon the downcast countenances of the men, is never absent from the girls of Greece. In them the fire of genius and of nature supplies the place of education
’.   

Detrimental to the creative spirit of the Greek is claimed to be the ‘capricious despotism of Turkish Pachas’
. The exception in that seems to be Ali pasha Tepelenli who ‘though naturally as cruel and avaricious as his son (Veli Pasha who dominated the Peloponnese), is rendered more tolerable by superiority of genius and security of possession’
. Douglas after referring to the famous image described by Montesquieu in the ‘Esprit de Loix’ according to which it is important, in this case the Greek, to be ‘certain that though the fruit be plucked the tree will be left to produce again’ as an allegory of the acclaimed ‘rule of law’, he concludes that ‘wicked as the Pacha himself may be, his despotism is all they have to sustain, and that Turk and Christian,….are equally subject to the same iron sway. The oppression of an able tyrant is always much less galling than the caprices of a weak one’
.  We are again within the realm of Late Enlightenment, as the despotic Pasha is clearly distinguished from the Turkish population and very much as Rigas described in his March song, Muslims and Christians were equally suffering and should join forces in removing the despotic rule of the Sultan. 

Despite the validity he recognizes in comparing modern Greeks with the ancient ones, and the recognition of the cultural originality of the contemporary inhabitants of the region, Douglas, partly as a result of his positivist approach and clearly as an outcome of political considerations, will reach a surprising conclusion. In his view, the restoration of Greece which is so fervently advocated by several authors, the call to a crusade against the enemies of Christendom, justice that induced Europeans to safeguard for the Greeks their old possessions and the policy that ‘encourage us to drive from the finest provinces of Europe (and by this he means basically Constantinople and the Straits), a people, whose weakness invites, and whose tyranny justifies invasion’
 might entail serious dangers. He openly declares his belief that both England and the other Europeans states, will support the Turks in the possession of Constantinople. ‘Should the Greeks rise suddenly to independence, the first consequence, as has been well observed, would not improbably prove a religious war, and the annals of Moldavia and Wallachia may convince us that a Turkish Pacha might be soon regretted by the subjects of a Greek Voyvode. No tyrant is so terrible as an enfranchised slave’
. The independence of the Greeks should alert the English a state that would unite Constantinople and the Archipelago ‘under the governments of an active and commercial people’
, would represent a great danger the British naval might. Douglas realizes probably that he falls in the same trap that he has accused other authors of doing, namely judging Greek future out of political considerations. He admits that ‘these may be considered as only national and British arguments: but while the weight of ignorance and superstition continues to oppress the Greek, in vain may you confer upon them nominal freedom: they cannot feel the value of the gift you bestow. An infant may be more safely entrusted with a sword, than the ignorant and the bigoted with the sacred weapon of liberty and domination’
.
Obviously, he draws his arguments on the outcomes of the French revolution where ‘liberty and domination’ seem to have been misused. That experience, he claims, has shown that a gradual procession is necessary, and that ‘the seeds of rational liberty will never prosper in a soil antecedently prepared by proper cultivation to prepare them….by education is to be learned the value of liberty, and it is liberty alone which can give vigor and energy to the mind’
. 
So, does that mean that he is against Greek independence? Can he be categorized among the Turcophiles? Revolutions happen, successful or not. What was more important, though, for a nation was to achieve maturity and the moral level that would allow it to take full advantage of the gift of liberty. For Douglas, obviously, Greeks were not yet ready for that. He concludes his text with the following words: New revolutions may happen, and whole generations pass away, before the modern Greeks shall find themselves in this situation. They have commenced however with moderation and wisdom, and if the wild fancies of politicians and enthusiasts do not hurry them out of the course in which they are advancing with cautious and accelerated steps, another  may witness the glorious period when the torch of knowledge shall conduct the Greeks to the enjoyment of happiness and freedom’
  
The Napoleonic wars would soon come to an end. They had proved profitable for Greek-Orthodox artisans, seamen and merchants who had settled in south-east Russia and the Danubian principalities. The continental blockade imposed by the British offered to courageous entrepreneurs ample opportunities to be involved in smuggling. However, Napoleon’s defeat put an end to these favourable circumstances and drove these groups to bankruptcy.   It was under these social and economic conditions that in 1814 in Odessa three bankrupt merchants – Nikolaos Skoufas, Andreas Tsakalof and Emmanouil Xanthos – founded the Philiki Etairia. The three merchants were members of a bourgeois stratum which no longer found it sufficient to entrust intellectuals such as Korais or Rigas with the task of enlightening their compatriots in the areas under Ottoman rule. Influenced by French revolutionary ideas, they decided to become more active in order to liberate their motherland from the Ottoman ‘yoke’ and create a nation-state conforming to their aspirations. Few years later, in 1821, the Greek uprising, envisaged by the secret society, would break out. The British as indeed all European powers considered that such a development would not serve their interests. Already at the beginning of the uprising, however, the news of the massacres in Chios and the heroic achievements of the Greek warriors generated a significant wave of philhellenism throughout Europe. Lord Byron, himself, not only composed hymns for the Greek uprising; he also lost his life in the town of Messolongi in 1824. As a result, the mobilisation of European intellectuals instigated an increasing movement of romantic volunteers who rushed to fight on the side of the revolted Greeks. This support that the Greek uprising enjoyed among European nations eventually had an impact on the policies of their governments. Finally, the Great Powers came to an agreement, known as the London Pact (1826), which eventually led to the battle at Navarino, where the Egyptian-Ottoman fleet was destroyed. This battle marked the definitive shift of European official policy towards the Greek uprising. 
v) Concluding remarks: between cultural regeneration and political considerations 
Douglas is among these interesting cases that can be described as both philhellenic and turcophile. There is no doubt that he appreciated Hellenic culture and, more importantly, that he sees modern Greeks as the heirs to this culture. There is not doubt that he identifies Turkish rule with oriental despotism. However, there are two points that need to be made. The first is that he clearly makes the distinction between the Turkish rule and the Turcs as a people, without, though, going further than stating that the latter equally suffers under the former. The second is that he abstains from using terms such as ‘barbarians’, ‘infidels’ etc. This text, as we have seen, stems from a solid ground of liberalism and positivism. It criticizes, however, the ideas of French Revolution and denounces any revolutionary course of action. Despite its ideological tensions, which can be easily be explained by the French-British controversy, the author advocates the need for Europe to remember Greece, presumably the source of European political inspiration and culture. Interestingly, however, national political considerations can compromise cultural notions. For instance, it was crucial for British policies that Greeks should not take over Constantinople as this would endanger British interests in the region. Does this cynical confession of political realism diminishes the vigor of the cultural arguments? Certainly not. What it reveals, though, is the obvious, namely that European attitudes towards different national movements are mainly dictated by domestic political concerns. Thus, we can claim that liberalism and positivism, in this particular case, facilitates the rejection of Greek independence not on the grounds that it does not form a part of the liberal project but on the grounds that the Greeks have not yet achieved the necessary level of maturity. Europe as a cultural project and as a model for the newly socially mobilized nations coexists with Europe as political and military authority and eventually as a threat. Ideas and concepts can be utilized in serving diverse purposes.
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