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remain bankers; and they object to the priest’s [i.e. the Patri-
arch] doing it himself; or sending in any of these numerous 
complaints and petitions which have come to him from the in-
terior, lest the blame should fall on themselves. And thus na-
tional religious interests become sacrificed to [the] monied in-
terest of the nation; and the people suffer.116 

The Armenian historian who first reported this same incident was a 
former secretary of the Patriarchate and was, therefore, well informed. He 
stated that the number of Armenian youth brought to Istanbul the first time 
was five thousand.117 Then he lamented: “no one among our leaders was able 
to remove this troublesome danger from our nation; we ask for the Lord’s 
assistance to them and to us.”118 Even as late as 1871, this Armenian writer 
dared not openly criticize the amiras, but was satisfied to repeat a pious 
imploration. The American missionaries, on the other hand, do blame the 
“bankers” for not intervening and protesting against the measures ordered. In 
this incident one may observe not only the amiras’ silence, but also their 
ability to silence the Patriarch. In their eyes, the security of their economic 
interests far outweighed the communal gains that any attempted intervention 
might produce.119 This was typical of the amiras’ leadership of the Armenian 
millet. As the historian Varantian put it, “[the amiras were] humble servants 
when with the Turkish grandees, and arrogant and commanding [while] in 
their own milieu.”120 In fact, the Patriarch and his subordinate bishops were 
nothing but “tools” in amiras’ hands.121 
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