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Introduction

Laying the Foundations for Future Instability

M. Hakan Yavuz and Peter Sluglett

As an attempt at a definitive solution to the Ottoman or “Eastern ques-
tion” in Europe, the Treaty of Berlin (1878) permanently transformed the
political landscape in the Balkans and the Caucasus. In addition, it planted
the seeds of future conflict, from World War I to the recent civil wars and
ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia. Indeed, 1878 was the defining
moment for the viability of the Ottoman polity. As the most powerful and
most developed Muslim state in the world and the seat of the caliphate,
it was the focus of political and religious allegiance and aspirations for
Muslims from North Africa to South Asia, Central Asia, the Malay pen-
insula, and the Indonesian archipelago. The magnitude of the defeat of the
Ottoman Empire by Russia and the human, material, and territorial losses
that followed proved fatal to the project of liberal reform and moderniza-
tion known as the Tanzimat launched in the middle of the nineteenth
century by Sultans Mahmud IT and ‘Abd al-Majid.

Under the cover of pan-Slavic solidarity, Russia had declared war on
the Ottoman state in the hope of extending its influence in the Balkans
and gainingaccess to the Mediterranean. The Russo-Turkish War of 1877—
78 resulted in the loss of nearly all Ottoman territory in the Balkans, the
cession of a large part of eastern Anatolia to the Russian army, and the
subsequent massacre or expulsion of millions of Balkan and Caucasian
Muslims. This in turn would lead to the adoption of pan-Islamic ideology
by the Ottoman state under Sultan Abdiilhamid I as a vehicle to resist
Western imperialism that still has resonance in the wider Muslim world to-
day. The main motive for Russian intervention in the Balkan conflict was
its pan-Slavic and pan-Orthodox Christian foreign policy. In practice,
Moscow’s main goal was to carve out a vast Bulgarian state as the center
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of pan-Slavic activism, consisting of most of Ottoman Macedonia with ac-
cess to the Aegean. Russian troops were to stay in Bulgaria in order to assist
in the consolidation of the newly established Bulgarian state. The terms of
the Treaty of San Stefano led to major concerns in London, because one
of Britain’s paramount strategic goals was to prevent imperial Russia from
gaining control of the Straits and having a base in the Mediterranean. In
order to temper the effect of the Russian gains and also to protect Istanbul
from further Russian expansion, the British Empire agreed to come to
the Ottomans’ aid and concluded a secret agreement under which Britain
would be allowed to occupy the strategically important island of Cyprus.

Habsburg Austria-Hungary was also deeply concerned by the rise of
pan-Slavism and Russian imperial gains in the Balkans. With the support
of Great Britain and other European powers, it pressed the participants
at the Congress of Berlin to revise the Treaty of San Stefano. The Treaty
of Berlin was signed at the end of the Congress of Berlin (June 13-July 13,
1878) by the major Continental powers — Great Britain, Austria-Hungary,
France, Germany, Italy, Russia, and the Ottoman Empire.

The treaty marked the end of Ottoman hegemony in the Balkans by
formally recognizing the independence or de facto sovereignty of Roma-
nia, Serbia, and Montenegro and the autonomy of Bulgaria. The sancaks of
Novi Pazar and Bosnia were placed under the administration of Austria-
Hungary. Macedonia remained under Ottoman rule, while Romania
received the Dobruja region, an important agricultural area between
the lower Danube and the Black Sea. Montenegro obtained most of the
Albanian-inhabited territories of Niksi¢, Podgorica, and Bar. The various
territorial concessions inflamed the Albanian and Slavic Muslim commu-
nities (Pomaks, Torbes, and Bosnians) against the sultan. They started
to develop their own separate nationalism outside the Ottoman state to
forestall further ethnic cleansing and subjugation. Eastern Rumelia, which
included large Muslim and Greek minorities, became an autonomous
province under a Christian governor. Russia retained southern Bessarabia
in the Balkans, as well as Ardahan, Batum, and Kars in eastern Anatolia.
Finally, the treaty did not address the question of the border between the
Ottoman Empire and the new Greek state. After the treaty, the Ottoman
state was too weak to defend itself in this region and was forced to cede
Thessaly to Greece in 1881. The treaty consolidated the principle of nation-
states in the diverse societies of the region and planted the future seeds of
tragic conflict in the Balkans, Anatolia, the Caucasus, and the Middle East.

Given the wide-ranging significance of the Treaty of Berlin, remark-
ably few studies have been written, particularly in English, on the treaty
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and its implications for much of the political, cultural, and territorial
structure of a significant part of the globe. Only three volumes have been
published on the Russo-Turkish War of 1877—78 and the Treaty of Berlin.
The first work, W.N. Medlicott’s The Congress of Berlin and After: A Dip-
lomatic History of the Near Eastern Settlement, 1878—1880, is a diplomatic
history entirely based on British sources which totally ignores the treaty’s
impact on the people of the region.

The second work, Der Berliner Kongress von 1878: Die Politik der
Grossmdichte und die Probleme der Modernisierung in Siidostenropa in der
Zuweiten Hilfte des 19. Jahrbundert, edited by Ralph Melville and Hans
Jurgen Schroeder, focuses primarily on southeastern Europe and is more
a top-down analysis of the Russo-Ottoman War than of the treaty itself."
It is also structured within the framework of European balance-of-power
politics and focuses on the interaction among the major Western actors
to the detriment of the Balkans, Anatolia, and the Middle East. This book
provides a rich diplomatic history of the activities of the Continental
powers but no clear analysis of the impact of the war and the subsequent
peace treaty on the Ottoman state itself or on the broader Muslim world.
Moreover, it does not discuss the impact of the war on the Caucasus and
especially on the Armenian issue in Anatolia.

The third work, The Ottoman-Russian War of 187778, edited by Omer
Turan, is very disjointed; it focuses on crisis diplomacy during the war and
was published in Turkey with very limited distribution. This study is also
more concerned with the short-term causes of the war and the diplomatic
negotiations preceding it rather than the treaty and its long-term impact.

Our volume, unlike these three earlier works, seeks to provide a mix-
ture of perspectives, both top-down (diplomatic) and bottom-up (social,
cultural, geopolitical), by emphasizing the role of social, cultural, and po-
litical actors at both the national and international levels. Its main strength
is that it is interdisciplinary and takes a broader perspective by compar-
ing and contrasting the different Ottoman and European policies. It also
highlights the seminal role played by this attempt at settling the “Eastern
question” in shaping the current international system, for better or worse.

THE ORIGINALITY OF THE COLLECTION

This book is the outcome of careful planning and a two-day intensive con-
ference of leading scholars at the University of Utah. We received the first
draft of the papers before the conference and asked a series of questions
of each contributor to bring their different perspectives together. Our
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approach was to compile an interdisciplinary and comparative examina-
tion of the treaty and its sociopolitical implications for the Balkans and
the Caucasus by utilizing the theoretical tools and approaches of politi-
cal science, sociology, history, and international relations. The papers also
include comparative dimensions of nation-state formation, ethnic cleans-
ing, transnational movements of identity and resistance, and the various
imperial policies that tried to contain or counter ethnic nationalisms in
Anatolia, the Balkans, and the Caucasus.

Our volume demonstrates that the destruction of much of the remain-
ing Ottoman political presence in the Balkans following the Treaty of
Berlin not only brought about the destruction of a multiethnic imperial
polity but also initiated widespread ethnic cleansing and the destruction
of a number of indigenous Muslim and Christian communities. It shows
how this attempt to resolve the Eastern question in Europe had broad ef-
fects on issues such as universal standards of human rights, the notion of
“humanitarian intervention,” and the future of Muslim-Western relations
both in the region itself and over a much wider area. In many ways it acted
as a template for ethnic cleansing and even for genocide in the first half of
the twentieth century and for many continuing geopolitical and identity
conflicts in the contemporary world.

A NEW PERSPECTIVE ON VITAL CONTEMPORARY ISSUES:
THE ORIGINS OF MODERN ETHNIC CLEANSING
IN EUROPE AND WEST ASIA

The papers underscore that the 1878 Treaty of Berlin provided a foun-
dational framework for the establishment of a new regional order in the
Balkans, Anatolia, and the Caucasus. It helped to codify and implement
the principles of “monoethnic” sovereignty and ethnicity in its attempt
to create homogeneous nation-states. The new principles of ethnic sover-
eignty and the establishment of nation-states resulted in a new compre-
hensive strategy of ethnic or religious cleansing that would have tragic
consequences both at the time and later. The lofty principle of national
self-determination collided with the reality that none of the newly inde-
pendent states were demographically homogeneous; this, in turn, led to
campaigns of major demographic reengineering. In short, the Treaty of
Berlin was based on the paradoxical foundations of progress (recognizing
national self-determination) and destructive regression (ethnically cleans-
ing multicultural communities).
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A CENTURY OF PEACE?

These papers illustrate very clearly that much of post-Napoleonic nine-
teenth-century Europe was not blessed with a long period of peace (1815-
1914) as has traditionally been claimed but rather was the fulcrum for a
century of ethnic and religious cleansing and of course for two world wars.
A number of chapters shed new light on these disturbing phenomena,
providing details of ethnic conflict and atrocities that speak directly to
present-day controversies and ethno-national conflicts in the Balkans, the
Caucasus, Anatolia, and the Middle East.

PAN-SLAVISM AND PAN-ISLAMISM:
THE RISE OF TRANSNATIONAL POLITICAL,
IDEOLOGICAL, AND IDENTITY MOVEMENTS

Like the “Jewish question,” the Eastern or Ottoman-Muslim question in
Europe and its attempted settlement at the Congress of Berlin proved to be
particularly tragic and vexing. Pan-Slavic and pan-Christian ideologies, in-
cludingliberal ones grounded in ostensibly universal standards of human
rights, presented the Ottoman territorial presence in Europe and its treat-
ment of minority communities as an abomination while simultaneously
pursuing destructive imperial expansion into the non-Western world and
laying the ground for charges of ethnic and religious double standards and
civilizational fault lines. This period also witnessed the rise of pan-Slavism,
pan-Europeanism, and pan-Islamism.

The dismembering of the Ottoman state and the ethnic cleansing of
the Muslim populations of the Balkans and the Caucasus further politi-
cized, radicalized, and mobilized transnational Islamic networks and lead-
ers to challenge Western imperialism. These events marked the origins of
the pan-Islamic policies of the Ottoman sultan Abdiilhamid II (r. 1876-
1909). Ethnic and religious mobilization had several social and political
implications —it enhanced ethno-religious fault lines and politicized
them, with tragic consequences in the wider region.

REFORMS

The reform policies that the European powers imposed on the Ottoman
state as a result of the Treaty of Berlin generally provoked the Muslim
populations against their Christian neighbors, which eventually led to
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the breakdown of communal coexistence in Anatolia. Reforms that were
supposed to calm ethno-nationalist conflict simply served to undermine
the framework of the millet system, which had facilitated multiethnic and
confessional coexistence for centuries. Non-Muslim ethnic groups began
to challenge the structure of the millet system, hoping to gain exclusive
sovereignty in territories that were still multiethnic and multireligious.
In order to receive the patronage of one or more of the major European
powers, they sought to secede or gain autonomy from the Ottoman state,
often by pioneering insurgent tactics and using terrorism to provoke a
harsh response from the state, as in the example of the Internal Macedo-
nian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO).

KOMITACILIK: COUNTERINSURGENCY WARFARE

The Ottoman state confronted a new form of warfare in the Balkans. Its
army was trained in the German military tradition of offensive and defen-
sive strategies, which generally held that encirclement and envelopment
were the best way to defeat the enemy. None of these strategies was useful
in coping with insurgent nationalist guerrillas, especially when they were
supported by the rival Balkan powers and Russia. Their goal was to rebel
against Ottoman authority and establish a communal power structure with
the purpose of transforming rural populations into ethno-nationalists pit-
ted against other ethnic groups. The revolutionary committees posed a far
greater threat to the Ottoman Empire than less unified and less ideological
insurgencies had presented in the past. These new structures were network
groupings with bases of support in the local society, consisting of educated
and well-to-do strata with links to external support. This new form of in-
surgency had both political and military wings and activities. In response,
the Ottoman state developed two divergent counterinsurgency strategies
in the Balkans and the Caucasus. A number of papers examine the origins
and purposes of these two divergent counterinsurgency strategies in terms
of the significance of territory and the lack of economic resources.

The gradual dismantling of the Ottoman state also had profound
consequences for the future development of Middle Eastern and world
politics. With the collapse of the Ottoman state, the Muslim world lost
its core hegemonic state and market institutions and was unable to emerge
successfully from Western imperialism, unlike China or India. Needless to
say, this circumstance, along with the creation of Israel, has contributed to
systemic regional conflict that has gradually spread outside the confines
of the area.
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This book will be of great interest for scholars who study these issues
as well as broader themes such as nation-state formation, nationalism,
population movements, ethnic cleansing, war and counterinsurgency, and
Western-Muslim relations in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

CONTENTS

Part I. European Diplomacy and

the Exclusion of the Ottoman “Other”

The book consists of four integrated parts, along with an introduction
and a conclusion. In the first chapter M. Hakan Yavuz sets out the social
and political context of the Ottoman state and society before the Treaty
of Berlin by stressing the penetration of European capitalism, ideas, and
institutions among the Ottoman elite. The Crimean War helped the
Ottoman state to be recognized as part of the European state system, and
its territorial integrity and sovereignty were fully guaranteed. Chapters 1
to 4 examine how this short-lived consensus came to an end and how some
European powers, especially Great Britain, concluded that the collapse of
the empire was inevitable. They also stress how the problematic of “Turkey
in Europe” underscored the cultural and religious basis of European trans-
national identity and how constructs of the “other,” such as Jews and Mus-
lims, proved to be particularly vexing. After examining the Russo-Turkish
War, these chapters examine the long-term and short-term implications
of the Treaty of Berlin as the foundational document of the regional sub-
system in the Balkans, Anatolia, and the Caucasus.

These chapters assess the foreign policies of the major European pow-
ers during and after the Treaty of Berlin by examining the nature of late
nineteenth century balance-of-power politics and the role of the major
powers in the establishment of a system of nation-states in the Balkans.
Even though the international peace conference sought to deal with the
messy social and political consequences of the last major Russo-Turkish
War, it created a new set of problems. Both the debates at the congress and
the limits on participation in it reflected the self-confidence of the Euro-
pean powers vis-a-vis the Balkan peoples.

Feroze A.K. Yasamee examines how the Ottoman state, especially
Sultan Abdiilhamid IT himself, tried to cope with the new external and
internal challenges stemming from major losses of territory and the expul-
sion of over a million Muslims from the Balkans.

Sean McMeekin’s paper takes up some of the general themes dis-
cussed by Yasamee by stressing the new “international order” through an
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examination of the assertive role of Germany and the policies of Otto von
Bismarck during and after the congress. He illustrates the gap between Bis-
marck’s rhetoric and Germany’s actual policies toward the Ottoman Em-
pire in general, and the Balkans in particular, through Bismarck’s notion
of Realpolitik.

Mujeeb R. Khan’s paper illustrates the new norms of this “interna-
tional” system that marginalized the minorities and denied rights to cer-
tain cultural groups in the Caucasus and the Balkans in the name of a
notion of a civilizational progress radiating out from Western Europe. He
examines the problematic origins of Western human rights and humani-
tarian interventionist policies in the various attempts to address the
Eastern question. Khan underscores how the tension between universal
standards and values on the one hand and particular identities and inter-
ests on the other lay at the very foundation of the nascent humanitarian
agenda and indeed continues to afflict world politics; compare the wide-
spread non-Western perceptions of double standards on Bosnia, Chech-
nya, Iraq, and Palestine. He also illustrates how the template for the ethnic
cleansing of the Ottoman Muslim “other” would directly shape Vernich-
tungspolitik (ethnic cleansing campaigns) against a whole host of popula-
tions in Europe, Anatolia, and the Middle East.

Part II. The Emergence of the Balkan State System

This section includes six chapters that examine how local populations
reacted to the Treaty of Berlin and how the newly independent states
sought to carry out the dual process of nation and state building. Mehmet
Hacisalihoglu examines how the treaty provoked a series of revolts among
Muslims and Christians in the Balkans. First he examines the Orthodox
Christian resistance to the treaty in Macedonia, using both Ottoman and
Macedonian archives. Then he discusses the second major reaction, by the
Pomak Muslim community in Western Thrace. In short, the treaty further
radicalized the local populations because the division of the region was
based on keeping the “balance of power” in the Balkans without paying
any attention to the actual social and political needs of ordinary people.
This was the beginning of mass mobilization in the Balkans, which would
gradually undermine long-standing communal ties and lead to a series of
conflicts.

Miroslav Svircevi¢ focuses on the impact of the Treaty of Berlin on
Serbia and provides a detailed analysis of how the Serbian state sought to
“nationalize” the population and the territories inhabited by the Muslim
population. Utilizing Serbian archives, he demonstrates the pattern of
Serbian state nationalization polices and forced population movements.
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Edin Radusi¢ examines how British policy ignored the needs of the
local people and largely developed within the framework of Continen-
tal balance-of-power politics. He analyzes the reaction from the Bosnian
Muslim community at the time.

Aydin Babuna further disaggregates the Bosnian Muslim community
and discusses the reasons why certain sectors of the population became
mobilized against the occupation of Bosnia by Austria-Hungary. His
paper, based upon original archival work, focuses on local agrarian and
economic conditions before and after the Congress of Berlin to indicate
the causes of Bosnian resistance and interethnic conflict.

Isa Blumi’s paper examines how ethnic identities translated into maps
and borders with collective violence. This mapmaking in the Balkans “en-
tails as much destruction as construction”; in particular, the introduction
of new life-worlds led to gradual mobilization and resistance by the local
population.

Giil Tokay examines how the European intervention under the guise
of reforms further enhanced the secessionist movements of different
Christian groups in Macedonia. This paper offers an interesting distinc-
tion between the two types of reforms in terms of their origins and impli-
cations: the first was undertaken by the Ottoman state for the purpose of
enhancing its territorial integrity; the second was imposed by the major
European powers to fragment the Ottoman state and enhance their own
national interests. Tokay succinctly argues that the issues that the Treaty
of Berlin covered “became major causes of regional conflicts.” The current
map of the Balkan nation-state system was first drawn by the Congress of
Berlin without much regard for the local needs of the population. Tokay
analyzes how the process of “mapmaking” through border demarcation
and the refugee problem further destabilized the region and “destroyed
the pluralist order: the newly independent Balkan states adopted the
idea of a single ethno-linguistic nation based on European models.” By
focusing on the European reforms of 1903 in Macedonia, she offers a con-
vincing narrative showing how the reforms provided the necessary legal
framework for the creation of a new “Macedonian” nation through the
amalgamation of different ethnic and religious groups.

Part III. The Beginning of the End

in Eastern Anatolia: The Massacres of Armenians

Most of these papers examine the context of the Armenian struggle for
self-determination. They provide both diplomatic and social history to
analyze the shift of the Armenian communities from being the most “loyal
community” of the empire to mounting an assertive national struggle to
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carve out an independent state. The process of this shift is an outcome of
the interaction between domestic and international factors.

Brad Dennis questions the contention in Turkish and Armenian his-
toriography that the Treaty of Berlin was the beginning of the “Armenian
question” as well as the idea of a linear connection between the Treaty of
Berlin and the massacres of the Armenians in the 1890s. Although article
61 of the treaty was instrumental in polarizing Armenian and Muslim
communal relations, many other social and political factors need to be
considered in order to provide a satisfactory explanation of the violence.
Dennis focuses on economic and social relations between Kurds and
Armenians at a local level to explain the causes of violence, utilizing the
Ottoman archives to provide a bottom-up reading of conflict and violence
in eastern Anatolia.

Garabet K. Moumdjian argues that territorial losses in the Balkans
shaped the way in which Abdiilhamid II viewed Armenian demands for
autonomy and European intervention on the Armenian side. He suggests
that the 1878 defeat provided an opportunity to bring the Armenian ques-
tion to the forefront. He rejects the argument that the Congress of Ber-
lin marked the beginning of Armenian separatism within the Ottoman
Empire while contending that the notion that foreign intervention led
the Ottoman Armenians to make political demands is inadequate. This
paper examines the connection between the politicization of the Arme-
nian communities and the internationalization of the Armenian question
after the Treaty of Berlin. Did this internationalization help or hinder Ar-
menian national aspirations? How did Abdiilhamid II react to the various
Armenian claims and the way in which Armenian communities reacted
to Ottoman policy?

The papers of Edward J. Erickson and Bayram Kodaman deal directly
with Ottoman polices toward Armenian demands after the Congress of
Berlin. Erickson argues that the Treaty of Berlin left indefensible borders
and furthered the nationalist aspirations of the non-Muslim minorities
in the Balkans and the Caucasus. After examining the new nationalist in-
surgency in the Balkans, he analyzes the causes of two divergent Ottoman
counterinsurgency practices, focusing on defense spending, manpower,
geography, and the importance of the region for the Ottoman State. Erick-
son argues that the Ottomans learned to cope with nationalist insurgen-
cies by studying the contemporary examples of the Boer War and the U.S.
campaigns in the Philippines and Cuba. He contextualizes Ottoman
counterinsurgency tactics within the larger context of Western imperial
pacification of indigenous resistance during the period. Erickson contends
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that Abdiilhamid IT’s policy of establishing tribal militias, the Hamidiye
Regiments, further increased the security concerns of the Armenian
communities.

Bayram Kodaman examines the factors that led to the establishment of
the tribal militia regiments and their transformation as a result of chang-
ing conditions. He argues that the Ottoman state’s purpose in establish-
ing these institutions was to ensure Kurdish loyalty, settle seminomadic
tribes, and organize more effective tax collection and also to use these
“militias” against pro-Russian Armenian insurgents. The Hamidiye Regi-
ments consisted mostly of Kurdish tribes, with some Karapapak and Arab
tribes. These irregular cavalry regiments were commanded by their own
tribal chieftains.

The leaders of the Armenian Church, like those of many other minor-
ity communities, came to the conclusion that the imminent collapse of the
Ottoman state was nigh. The leadership sent a delegation headed by the
patriarch, welcoming Russian expansion and actually asking the Russian
military command to support the creation of an autonomous Armenia
in eastern Anatolia. Indeed, article 16 of the Treaty of San Stefano was
slightly revised during the Congress of Berlin. In order to keep Russia out
of the Middle East, Britain pledged its support for the Armenian cause
and agreed to supervise extensive political reforms in those provinces in-
habited by Armenians under article 61 of the treaty. In fact, not only was
the Armenian question internalized by the Treaty of Berlin but the impact
of the counterinsurgency on the identity and organizational structure of
the army was so deep that it shaped the operational role of the Ottoman
army in World War L. The insurgency in the Balkans further channeled
the mindset of the Ottoman army in the direction of Turkish nationalism,
which became the dominant ideology among young Ottoman military
officers. Moreover, the counterinsurgency not only provided autonomy
to field officers but also undermined the hierarchical discipline of the
military.

Part IV. Ethno-religious Cleansing and

Population Transfers in the Balkans and the Caucasus

The four papers in this section examine the causes and processes of ethno-
religious cleansing of part of the Muslim population in the Balkans.
The authors address a number of vital questions. Why did the European
powers fail to protest against the killing and cleansing of Muslims in the
Balkans? Why was the Ottoman Muslim presence in Europe viewed as
being so problematic? Why was Muslim identity such a concern for the
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new Balkan states? What was the Ottoman reaction to this “othering”
of Islam and Muslim communities in the Balkans? What were the major
lessons and legacies of the Treaty of Berlin in the context of cosmopoli-
tanism, ethnic homogenization, and the interaction between religion and
nationalism?

Justin McCarthy provides detailed statistics on the major popula-
tion movements after the new boundaries were drawn at the Congress
of Berlin. His paper examines how the Congress of Berlin ignored the
basic human rights of the local people in the Balkans and Caucasus. By
analyzing the demographic data, he reveals the widespread ethno-religious
cleansing in the Balkans to create new, homogeneous states. Moreover, by
failing to establish a mechanism to protect the rights of minorities, the
Congress of Berlin planted the seeds of future wars and constant conflict
in the Balkans. McCarthy shows that the Treaty of Berlin sought to “solve”
the Muslim presence in the Balkans through religious cleansing and mas-
sacres. The last part of the paper examines the internationalization of the
Armenian question in Anatolia.

Mustafa Tanriverdi describes forced population movements and
ethnic cleansing in the Caucasus under Russian occupation. He exam-
ines the local conditions that led to major population movements from
Ardahan, Kars, and Batum to different Ottoman cities, arguing that
these forced population movements mobilized the Muslims of Anatolia
against both Russian and Armenian forces and communities, with fateful
consequences.

Tetsuya Sahara’s detailed and original examination of the Batak Mas-
sacre is very important in assessing the formation and utilization of anti-
Muslim agitation in the Balkans. The paper illustrates William Gladstone’s
political manipulation of the incident to promote a liberal Christian Euro-
pean identity. Sahara compares primary source material from the Batak
case with popular contemporary accounts in the British press.

Omer Turan’s paper focuses on the Pomak Muslim rebellion against
the dictates of the Treaty of Berlin. The Muslims of the Rhodopes used
arms, diplomatic initiatives, and the media to prevent the occupation and
partition of the region. Although they did not have the means to resist the
Russian occupation, they managed to prevent Russian penetration into
the Rhodopes. The lack of external support resulted in the dismember-
ment of the region from the Ottoman state, however, and the population
of the region became a permanent minority with no political rights. This
paper also indicates that the Congress of Berlin totally failed to take local
concerns and the basic rights of the Muslims into account.
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This volume concludes with Frederick F. Anscombe’s provocative
paper, which challenges many key arguments put forward by other con-
tributors. He argues that the 187578 period was less a major turning point
in Ottoman history than a way-marker for reversion to patterns seen ear-
lier in the nineteenth century. While conceding that the Russo-Turkish
War and the subsequent settlement resulted in aloss of vast territories and
a huge influx of Muslim refugees from the Balkans into what was left of
the Ottoman Empire, he contends that these cataclysmic events do not
seem to have caused a major shift in Abdiilhamid IT’s policies. Anscombe
provides an audit of the eighteen chapters in this volume that includes
reassessments of some key assumptions and conclusions. He concludes
that the Treaty of Berlin did not affect basic Ottoman political principles
because it did not alter the fundamental goal of reform: to strengthen
the state’s ability to defend itself against the European powers. We ask
readers to reassess the papers in light of Anscombe’s comprehensive essay
and draw their own conclusions.

NOTES

1. See also Richard Millman, Britain and the Eastern Question, 1875—1878; and
Michael R. Milgrim, “An Overlooked Problem in Turkish-Russian Relations:
The 1878 War Indemnity.”
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The Transformation of “Empire”

through Wars and Reforms

Integration vs. Oppression

M. Hakan Yavuz

As Carlton J. H. Hayes noted, “If before 1878 the ‘Eastern Question’ con-
cerned one ‘sick man, after 1878 it involved a half-dozen maniacs. For the
Congress of Berlin drove the Balkan peoples mad.”*

EMPIRE VS. NATION

Empires are different political systems than nation-states. They do not
seck homogenization or attempt to govern daily life; rather, they seek to
control diverse populations through cooptation, various institutions, and
webs of integration. Imperial institutions generally encourage social, po-
litical, and economic amalgamation. They reduce the cost of coercion and
provide a necessary sense of authority among their diverse populations by
creating order and predictability within diverse communities. Through its
institutions and practices, the Ottoman Empire was able to generate a dif-
fuse political legitimacy that allowed these communities to live together
by living apart. This sense of legitimacy helped unify the elite and the
people on the street through various means, including social and political
networks of incorporation and a sense of justice that the state provided.
Empires come to an end in unique ways and under varied conditions.
Some empires outlast others, and some select coercion over cooptation
(inclusion). The Ottoman case is important in understanding how empires
persist and how they come to an end. Empires generally collapse either as
aresult of a major military defeat or when their component parts (such as
peripheries) begin gaining independence, as seen in modern times. This

17
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was particularly true when nationalism as a political ideology reached
its zenith in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It became clear for
many an empire that maintaining control over diverse communities under
an imperial system was simply too costly.” The principles of nationalism
(homogenization and self-determination) are intrinsically in conflict with
the structure of empires; as nationalism became the worldwide vogue, the
imperial framework faced delegitimization. In this respect, the military
weakness of an empire provides the most opportune moment for periph-
eral agitation and secessionism. Both the Ottoman Empire and Habsburg
Empire, for instance, came to an end as a result of unsuccessful reforms,
wars, and nationalist agitations.3 For the Ottomans, the wars in the Bal-
kans (1878, 1896, 1912—13) not only resulted in the draining of an already
bankrupt state treasury and a great loss of manpower but also emboldened
the masses to take advantage of Ottoman weakness and European patron-
age. The state becomes ineffective when it is too enfeebled to resist internal
and external challenges, and more powerful groups begin to compromise
its autonomy. The balance of power gradually shifts to the detriment of
state autonomy. New social groups emerge with a whole spate of demands
to restructure the political system and even the political boundaries of the
state in question. The principles of self-determination and nationalism
are in direct conflict with the logic of empire. In this respect, nationalist
movements are very effective in delegitimizing the imperial system.

In this paper I argue that the Ottoman-Russian War of 1878 and the
Treaty of Berlin that followed were a “shock,” both at the level of the state
institutions and across the “collated” Ottoman society." It was the single
most devastating event for the late Ottoman state, with several detrimen-
tal social and political implications. The map that emerged after the Treaty
of Berlin ignored natural boundaries as well as land and trade routes, and
most of all it “recast the Ottoman Balkan possessions in such a way that
it was no longer militarily feasible to defend them against either foreign
aggression or internal insurrection.”® This vulnerable gcographic position
triggered long-lasting insurgencies and wars.’ Prominent Ottoman histo-
rians Stanford Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw sum up the outcome:

The Ottoman Empire was forced to give up two fifths of its entire
territory and one fifth of its population, about 5.5 million people of
whom almost half were Muslims. It also lost substantial revenues
though it was partially compensated by the tribute paid by the re-
maining vassals and the agreement of the newly independent states
to assume a portion of the Ottoman public debt. In so far as Eng-
land was concerned, the Russian threat had been weakened but for
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the Ottoman empire the Congress of Berlin was a terrible defeat,
deprivingit of territory, people and finances and making it difficult
for what was left to survive.”

In order to understand the sociopolitical implications of this devastat-
ing war, the first part of this paper discusses the political background of
the events and then the “making of the new polity” through the Treaty of
Berlin. The second part examines the political context of the war and the
treaty through an analysis of their major consequences. The last part ana-
lyzes the policies of the Ottoman state in coping with the challenges posed
by the homogenization of new states through forced population move-
ments, the search for legitimacy, and the separatist insurgency in Anatolia.
After the treaty, the Ottoman sultan was obsessed with the eventual and
gradual dismemberment of the Ottoman state because of the reforms that
were imposed in part to enhance separatist movements in the Ottoman
state by the European powers. In short, the Christian minorities, especially
Armenian communities, assumed that the Ottoman state was too weak
and that it was their turn to carve out a homeland through revolutionary
tactics; the sultan, in turn, overestimated their power and did not hesitate
to use all necessary means to suppress them.

By analyzing the Armenian issue, this paper challenges some dominant
theses of Turkish historiography about the role of Britain in the Armenian
question. After 1878 Britain became the “protector” of the Armenians
in order to counter Russian influence among them and also to prevent a
possible Russian penetration into Anatolia. Britain used the “Armenian
reform” issue to get more concessions from the Ottoman state and also
to win over public opinion among Armenians as well as in Britain itself.
Britain was only paying lip service to the issue of reform and the welfare of
the Armenians, however, because London did not take any concrete steps
to improve Armenian living conditions. By not providing any financial
support to the bankrupt Ottoman treasury, which could be used toward
reforms, and instead insisting on debt repayment, Britain made a mockery
of the reform talks. It would be a mistake to conclude from the British
initiatives that Britain was in favor of an independent Armenia.

THE SOCIOPOLITICAL BACKGROUND, 1838-1876

According to Engin Akarli, the Ottoman state confronted two major
problems during the period of Sultan Abdiilhamid II: pervasive foreign
intervention in every aspect of domestic and foreign policies and eco-
nomic failure due to the dire state of public finances, such as the monstrous
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public debt and the economic impact of the capitulations granted to major
European powers, which undermined Ottoman industrial activities.® As
a result, the government could not extract sufficient resources from the
population to pursue its goals. Abdiilhamid II tried to cope with these
challenges by developing relations with other states in order to counter-
balance British domination over the Ottoman state and by pursuing a
series of internal reforms in education, transportation, agriculture, and
the administration of tax collection.

The political rivalry between Russia and Britain restricted Abdiilha-
mid IIs geopolitical maneuverability.” The main goal of British policy
in the early nineteenth century was to prevent any power from taking
control of the Straits and Asia Minor, which would in turn endanger
British preeminence and interests in the Indian subcontinent, Britain’s
most important colony. London preferred weak and ineffectual Ottoman
control to Russian hegemony and therefore pursued a policy of maintain-
ing Ottoman territorial integrity; Britain already had full access to the
Ottoman market with the Anglo-Ottoman Convention of 1838."° This
convention was in fact the main reason why most British statesmen sup-
ported Ottoman territorial integrity. Without this British support the
dissolution of the empire would have been accelerated. The ensuing col-
lapse of the Ottoman state would have brought Russia to the Straits, Asia
Minor, and the eastern Mediterranean, thereby directly threatening Great
Britain’s access to India via the Suez Canal and also ending its “liberal”
trade with the Ottoman economic sphere. Thus, for economic and strate-
gic reasons, British policy was primarily concerned with the “protection”
of the Ottoman state as a shield against Russian expansion in the eastern
Mediterranean.

One of the fundamental unintended outcomes of the 1838 Conven-
tion was the weakening of local industry within the Ottoman Empire and
the conversion of the Ottoman state into a British “economic colony.”
This relationship of dependency between the Ottoman state and Great
Britain was in part regulated by Mustafa Resit Paga, who managed to at-
tain considerable influence with British support. The 1856 Crimean War
against the Russian menace further enhanced Ottoman-British relations.
The Ottomans allied with Britain and France against the Russian attempt
to change the balance of power in Europe, while Austria maintained a
neutrality detrimental to Russia. With the defeat of Russia, the Ottoman
state granted further capitulations to Britain in Serbia, Moldavia, and
Wallachia. Moreover, the Russian Black Sea fleet was destroyed; the
Black Sea was effectively demilitarized, and Britain was allowed access to
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the Danube. Some Ottoman statesmen as well as British prime minister
Lord Palmerston (1784-186s) firmly believed that free trade and Euro-
pean investment in the Ottoman state would help bring more resources,
along with tax revenues, to rebuild the Ottoman army." In following this
open trade policy, however, the British had the ulterior motive of em-
powering the Christian population of the empire with the goal of liberat-
ing it. In other words, a major contradiction existed between the British
policy of preserving the territorial integrity of the empire as a “free-trade
space” and the British commitment to the freedom of Christians from
Ottoman rule. In fact, the free-trade policy, which aimed to bring legal
and political equality between the Muslims and Christians, ultimately
empowered the Christian minorities and made them the brokers in eco-
nomic relations. Palmerston, for example, believed that free trade would
help create a new “class” with a European outlook and lifestyle.'” Indeed,
with the 1838 Convention, Christian merchants who benefited from and
were protected by these treaties became de facto agents of the European
powers and consequently provided the necessary support for the nation-
alist separatism in the provinces. Thus the British policy of protecting
the Ottoman territorial integrity and “strengthening” the Ottoman state
through “free trade” in fact further weakened the empire and enhanced
separatist nationalism.

As European goods began to invade Ottoman markets, new consulates
were also created in order to protect the legal and commercial interests of
Europeans in accordance with the capitulation treaties. European consuls
were stationed in nearly all major Ottoman cities and were “quick to take
up” any complaints against local officials “with the Bab-i Ali (the Sublime
Port), or government offices.”"> Many Christian communities did have
legitimate complaints about the local ofhicials, but European powers used
these communities for their own interests. As Donald Quataert observes,
the “West Europeans’ assumptions that Ottoman Christians — because
they were Christians —were somehow more trustworthy as business
partners than Muslims certainly played a role. As protégés of European
merchants, Ottoman Christians obtained powerful tax exemptions (in
the form of berats), that allowed them to buy and sell goods more cheaply
than Muslim merchants”** The consuls acted as another counterweight
to the power of the governors in cities and thereby created an alternative
source of protection for the Christian population of the empire."” These
consuls took the local complaints to their embassies in Istanbul, which
in turn were addressed to the Ottoman authorities; as a consequence
the Ottoman foreign ministry grew in importance. The locus of power
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eventually shifted from the imperial palace to the ministerial headquar-
ters, known as the Sublime Porte. After the Crimean War, the Ottoman
bureaucracy “borrowed heavily from London and even more from Paris,
mortgaging its land revenue to get the loans.”*® In order to pay his mount-
ing debts, the sultan had to increase land taxes. This either angered the
farmers or in some cases provoked the Orthodox Slav peasants, with the
help of some urban leadership, to revolt against the Ottoman authorities,
as happened in Bosnia and Hercegovina.

THE CONVERGENCE OF DOMESTIC AND
INTERNATIONAL FACTORS: TURMOIL

In April 1875 the Slavic Orthodox tenant-farmers in Hercegovina rebelled
against the harsh taxand tenure obligations. The Ottoman state suppressed
the rebellion with harsh measures, and many Orthodox took refuge in
Montenegro and Serbia.'” This population movement, in turn, mobilized
public opinion in Serbia and Montenegro against the Ottoman state; the
public, especially the church leadership, called for Serbia and Montenegro
to declare war against the Ottoman state.'® The Slavic Orthodox revolt
against the local Ottoman rulers also gained widespread sympathy among
the pan-Slavic circles in Russia. While the rebellion was spreading in the
Balkans in October 1875, the Ottoman state suspended the interest pay-
ment on its foreign debt, which in turn undermined Ottoman credibility
in many capitals, especially London. This anti-Ottoman sentiment was
combined with the horror over the reported Ottoman suppression of the
Bulgarian insurgency in Batak and surroundingareas (see chapter 17). The
European governments reacted negatively to these policies and called for
an international conference to discuss the situation of the Christians in the
Balkans. A major debate occurred in Britain over British policy toward the
Ottoman Empire. Although there was widespread public support (led by
former prime minister William Gladstone) for the liberation of Balkan
Christians, especially the Bulgarians, from Ottoman rule, current prime
minister Benjamin Disraeli was skeptical of Russian intentions and media
coverage of the events. It became too costly to “shelter” the Ottoman
state against Russia: it was time to rethink the British policy of protecting
Ottoman territorial integrity."” The future of the Ottoman state in the
Balkans became part of British domestic politics, as the two leaders took
opposing positions. This led to a major confusion in British foreign policy
that was subsequently reflected throughout the crisis.

This sociopolitical milieu resulted in the abdication of Sultan Ab-
diilaziz on May 29, 1876. Six days later he was found dead. Abdiilaziz’s



The Transformation of “Empire” through Wars and Reforms 23

brother, who was close to him, became Sultan Murad V. After having a
mental breakdown over the circumstances of the killing of his brother,
he was deposed on August 31, and Abdiilhamid II became the new sul-
tan. Both Serbia and Montenegro, with the support of pan-Slav circles in
Moscow, decided to take advantage of this deepening political crisis and
power vacuum in Istanbul and declared war against the Ottoman state in
July 1876. The Serbian forces were headed by the Russian general M. G.
Cherniav, a devoted pan-Slavist. Even though Istanbul was in political tur-
moil, it was still powerful enough to send its army to the gates of Belgrade
in October 1876, but a Russian ultimatum stopped the Ottoman advances.
The confrontation between the Ottoman state and Russia increased fear
over the prospect of a wider war and possible Russian expansion into the
Balkans. Under these conditions, Russian diplomatic pressures resulted
in the Istanbul Conference on December 23, 1876, in the assembly of the
Ministry of the Navy. In order to secure British support and overcome the
pressure exerted by the European powers on behalf of the Balkan Chris-
tians, Midhat Pasa decided to proclaim a constitution on the day of the
Istanbul Conference, much as the previous reform decrees of 1839 and
1856 had been declared for external reasons.*

Midhat closely cooperated with the Young Ottomans to counterbal-
ance the power of the sultan and enhance the power of the bureaucracy.”
Although the supposed purpose of the Istanbul Conference was to address
the political situation of the Balkan Christians, its main goal was to decide
the future of the Ottoman state in the Balkans. Britain, France, and Italy
joined the conference, which excluded Ottoman officials from the pre-
liminary discussions. The Ottoman state rejected the proposed terms at
the Istanbul Conference for several reasons. One of the critical factors was
ambiguity in the British position. Due to the rivalry between Disraeli and
Gladstone, the British policy was in confusion. Furthermore, the Foreign
Office played its “double” policy by not angering the Russians while also
showing that Great Britain was still on the side of the Ottomans. It was
the British delegation under Lord Salisbury which helped the Russians
prepare the terms of the conference in Istanbul. Sir Henry Elliot, the am-
bassador to Istanbul, encouraged the Ottoman state to reject the proposal.
The Ottoman statesmen interpreted his position as the true British policy
and rejected the proposals of the Istanbul Conference, finding them un-
acceptable because they violated the basic principles of a sovereign state.
Although some scholars present this genuine disagreement between Salis-
bury and Sir Henry Layard as a strategic plot, the two British officials had a
major disagreement due to their divergent understanding of the future of
the Ottoman state.?* Finally, the Ottoman bureaucracy thought that the
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major European powers would maintain their commitments under the
Treaty of Paris to guarantee the territorial integrity of the Ottoman state
against any Russian advances.*

When the Ottoman state rejected the proposal, the Russian govern-
ment approached the European powers with a draft protocol calling for
the implementation of reforms on behalf of the Christians of the Ottoman
Balkans. With the help of Britain, the terms of the protocol were watered
down. The revised protocol was signed by the British foreign secretary
and the ambassadors of the Great Powers to London on March 31, 1877.
This second attempt was also rejected by the Ottoman state for several
important reasons. The Ottoman state felt that the protocols were too
harsh and that it would be giving up its sovereignty by accepting them. The
Ottomans thought that Russia was lacking in resources and ill prepared to
launch an attack; even if Russia attacked, the Ottoman army was capable
of defending and containing the Russians. Britain was ready to provide
the necessary financial means, including military support, in the event of
defeat. More importantly, the Ottoman statesmen failed to understand
the gravity of the situation and the military leadership in Istanbul mis-
led the sultan over preparations. According to Mesut Uyar and Edward J.
Erickson, “war became inevitable and bad crisis management and public-
ity isolated the Ottoman Empire further.”**

THE WAR OF CHOICE?

Russia declared war against the Ottoman state on April 24, 1877, after
reaching an agreement with the Dual Monarchy and Germany.” Russian
victory was not swift, but it was devastating for the Ottomans. The ex-
pected aid from the British side never materialized: Britain only threat-
ened Russia when Istanbul, the Ottoman capital, was likely to fall into
Russian hands. After the Russian army had advanced to within seven kilo-
meters of Istanbul and almost all of the eastern Balkan provinces had been
invaded by Russian forces, the threat of British intervention finally halted
the Russian advance. Thus the government in Istanbul was a hostage to
British whims.

The Russian advances forced the Ottomans to sign the Treaty of San
Stefano on March 3, 1878. The Ottoman state agreed to cede most of its
territories in the Balkans and eastern Anatolia, which become almost a
“protectorate” of Russia. The most important stipulation established an
independent Bulgaria, which included most of Macedonia and extended
to the Danube and from the Aegean to the Black Sea. In establishing this
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new Bulgarian state, which seemed likely to become a Russian satellite,
St. Petersburg underestimated the fears of Great Britain, which did not
want to see an expansion of Russian power in the eastern Mediterranean.
Moreover, the Dual Monarchy feared that Russia might encourage Slavic
and Orthodox solidarity at the expense of Austrian influence in the Bal-
kans. In short, the terms of the Treaty of San Stefano created a situation
that was untenable for the other powers, thus threatening the balance of
power in Europe and causing the major powers to call for an international
conference. This conference was scheduled to meet in Berlin in June 1878,
and Britain tried to use this as an opportunity to enhance its position with
the Ottomans.

The Ottoman defeat was the beginning of the end for the Ottoman
state. Great Britain began to adjust its policy toward making the empire’s
dissolution as orderly as possible. During the Istanbul Conference, Britain
contemplated the occupation of Egypt but decided against it for the time
being because of potential conflict with France. Instead Britain focused
on Cyprus due to its strategic signiﬁcance for the eastern Mediterranean.
It became the “protectorate” in eastern Anatolia from which Britain
could watch Russian activities. On May 23, 1878, the British government
demanded that the Ottoman state sign on to British demands within
forty-eight hours. Thus the Ottoman state was forced to sign the Cyprus
Convention in order to acquire British support just before the Congress.*®

The Cyprus Convention stated:

If Batum, Ardahan, Kars or any of them shall be retained by Russia,
and if any attempt shall be made at any future time by Russia to
take possession of any further territories of his imperial majesty the
Sultan in Asia, as fixed by the definitive treaty of peace, England
engages to join his imperial majesty, the sultan, in defending them
by force of arms.

In return, his imperial majesty the sultan, promises to England
to introduce necessary reforms, to be agreed upon later by the two
powers, into the government, and for the protection of the Chris-
tian and other subjects of the Porte in these territories.”’

The sultan reluctantly accepted the demands with a few minor modi-
fications: Britain would support the Ottoman position at the Berlin Con-
gress, the occupation of Cyprus would be temporary, and Britain would
help the Ottoman state to carry out reforms in eastern Anatolia in order
to improve the situation of the Armenians.**
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The Ottoman delegation participated in the congress with expecta-
tions that the British would support the Ottoman aim to overturn Russian
gains. The Congress of Berlin convened on June 13, 1878, with an opening
speech by the Austrian foreign minister, Count Gyula Andréssy. During
the Congress, Britain did not fulfill any of its promises and focused on
maintaining the balance of power in Europe, especially keeping Russia
out of the Straits. Sultan Abdiilhamid II lost his faith in Britain after the
Treaty of Berlin, which resulted in the loss of most of the Ottoman Em-
pire’s Balkan territories; the loss of Cyprus to Britain and Bessarabia, Ba-
tumi, and Erzurum to Russia; and the occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina
by Austria-Hungary. Greater Bulgaria, which was created by the Treaty of
San Stefano, was divided into three parts: the Bulgarian Principality under
Ottoman suzerainty; autonomous Eastern Rumelia under Ottoman sov-
ereignty; and Macedonia, which was returned to the Ottoman state with
the condition of a series of reforms under European supervision. The
Treaty of Berlin also left Albanian-inhabited territories to Montenegro
and Serbia and divided Rumelia into two provinces. The independence
of Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania was recognized, and Romania was
compelled to cede southern Bessarabia to Russia, in exchange receiving
Dobruja from the Ottoman Empire.

The major loser of the war was clearly the Ottoman Empire. The major
European powers humiliated Russia, however, by reducing its initial gains
in the Treaty of San Stefano. Given the financial burden of the war on the
Russian economy and the death of 120,000 Russian soldiers during the
war, Moscow became the second loser of this costly congress.*” Ultimately,
the winners were Britain, Austria-Hungary, and some Balkan states.

This Russian move increased the anxiety in Berlin about the possibility
of an alliance between Russia and France over the division of the Balkans.
Thus Otto von Bismarck worked hard to bring Russia and Austria together
so that they could coordinate their actions in the Balkans, thereby allowing
Germany to maintain its policy of isolating France. But Austria-Hungary
did not want any Russian influence in the Balkans, fearing that Russian
influence would increase at its own expense. When it realized that war was
inevitable, however, the Dual Monarchy focused on Bosnia-Hercegovina
in order to enhance its influence. In fact, the Austro-Hungarian military
command convinced Emperor Franz Joseph I that possessing Bosnia was
vital for the defense of Dalmatia. Indeed, during his visit to Bosnia in
1875, the emperor received many petitions from diverse Christian com-
munities to expand his authority over them. After the visit, he developed
a set of strategies for invading Bosnia and Hercegovina.* In return for
Bosnia-Hercegovina, the Dual Monarchy signed an agreement with Rus-
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sia to become the “benevolent protector” of the western Balkan people
against the Ottomans.

Russian intentions were aimed at ending the post—Crimean War order
established in 1856 and enhancing its influence in the Balkans by using
pan-Slavism and rebuilding its fleet in the Black Sea. Russia behaved ex-
tremely cautiously to avoid alienating Germany and made an agreement
with the Dual Monarchy in its efforts to coordinate the policies of all
major European powers against Istanbul.’® Russia was also able to con-
vince Britain that its ultimatum would not threaten British interests in
the Middle East or routes to India. Great Britain was not inclined to trust
Russia, however, and thus pursued a policy of threatening Russia with war
and, at a few points, with the dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire on
its terms. Britain’s main concern was the alliance between Russia and the
newly emerging German state. Consequently, it used all the means at its
disposal to prevent alliances among the three European powers. Further-
more, the British would not commit themselves to Ottoman territorial
integrity as longas vital British interests were threatened by Russia. Instead
they developed a series of smaller tactics, which they could implement if
need be. The Ottoman higher bureaucracy unconditionally surrendered
itself to Britain in order to contain the Russian threat. But Abdiilhamid II
opposed this policy of ceding everything to Britain and wanted to pursue
a policy that would balance the European powers against each other.”

POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES:
HOMOGENIZATION, REFORM, AND LEGITIMACY

The Treaty of Berlin clearly demonstrates the shift in the constitutive rules
of the Eurocentric international system in terms of the acceptance and pro-
motion of the nation-state, the encouragement of population exchange,
and the conversion of the Ottoman state into a “protectorate” on the basis
of Christian rights. The treaty planted the seed of hope for diverse ethnic
groups by insisting on political reforms that eventually transformed the
center-periphery relations and encouraged these groups to win indepen-
dence from the “Sick Man of Europe.” The reforms (the process of decen-
tralization and localization of authority by building communal political
institutions) engendered fears among the European Muslim communities
that their position would deteriorate.

The Treaty of Berlin redefined sovereignty in terms of national homo-
geneity. The logic of the treaty played an important role in the subsequent
evolution of national mapmaking in the Balkans. It partitioned the
territories along ethnic, religious, and national lines and thus legitimized
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the forced deportation of “different” ethnic and religious groups under
the banner of nation-state formation. Under this new international sys-
tem, ethnic homogenization and the nation-state became the new found-
ing principles. Essentially this was a shift from the Vienna system of 1815,
which accepted and promoted multiethnic and multireligious empires and
states, to the Berlin system gua the Eastern question: a state is presumed to
represent a “nation” and becomes a nation-state through forced expulsion
of populations or violent ethnic cleansing. Thus the Treaty of Berlin marks
the beginning of the modern international system, not only by linking the
population to sovereignty but also by providing a framework in which
cleansing of the “religious Others” (Muslims) from Europe became pos-
sible. In this respect, J. A.R. Marriott’s definition of the Eastern question
in 1918 reflects the diplomatic logic of the time: “The primary and most
essential factor in the problem is, then, the presence, embedded in the liv-
ing flesh of Europe, of an alien substance. That substance is the Ottoman
Turk.”** Thus the target of European diplomacy in the nineteenth century
was to eliminate this “alien substance”: Ottoman Muslims. As Mujeeb R.
Khan aptly argues, “the Eastern Question was not simply about diplomacy
or border revisions, but about the cultural, religious, and even quasi racial
demarcation of Europe and the final subjugation of the non-West by the
West. Implicitly it also meant the ethnic cleansing and genocide of the
‘alien’ Ottoman Muslim presence in Europe.”** The post-Berlin period was
the beginning of the “ethno-religious cleansing” of Muslim Turks from
the Balkans.

Population homogenization thus came to be regarded as natural and
necessary for stability in the postimperial Balkans. Hence the post-Berlin
regional system celebrated and promoted the homogenization of popula-
tion through deportations, voluntary population exchanges, and massacres
of the undesirables embedded in the fabric of multiethnic and multireli-
gious societies. The post-Berlin order redefined sovereignty in terms of the
representation of the “collective will” via an ethnically and/or religiously
homogeneous population. In order to realize this nation-state goal, the
Balkan states became engaged in a series of wars with the sole aim of fur-
ther homogenization. It would not be wrong to treat the wars after the
1878 Treaty of Berlin as a function of the principle of homogenization.*

The origins of the Berlin system were rooted in the London Protocols
of 1830, which led to the independence of Greece. This was the first move
to link a specific population with the principle of sovereignty, in that the
Greek state was regarded as the sole representative of the Greek people. It
was not the patriarch but rather the “ethnic Greek” state that was regarded
as the representative of the Greek Orthodox population. After its inde-
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pendence, Greece used a series of strategies to achieve a Greek majority
in its territories, including the cleansing of the Ottoman Muslim popula-
tion.*® Although the London Protocols of 1830 recognized the rights of
Muslims in Greece, they provided no mechanism to protect them from
forced deportation. This principle, on which the independence of Greece
was based, was later utilized by the Congress of Berlin to carry out mas-
sive population cxchanges.37 Indeed, following the Balkan Wars (1912-13),
the countries in the region had to sign a number of treaties providing a
legal basis for this new international nation-state order.’® The Treaty of
Berlin and its implementation would also provide the basis for the Paris
peace settlement from 1919 to 1923 that shaped the post—World War I
system. The key principles of the establishment of nation-states, the link-
age between population and sovereignty, and the practice of population
exchange were all institutionalized within the Treaty of Berlin and later
fully implemented under the terms of the Paris peace settlement. In short,
the genesis of the current nation-state is very much rooted in the articles
of the Treaty of Berlin.

In August 1878 Sir Henry Layard, the perceptive British ambassador,
already foresaw the oncoming of further problems:

But we must not shut our eyes to the fact that the arrangements
come to at Berlin, so far from having “settled” the Eastern ques-
tion, may contain the seeds of future disorders and troubles, if
not of future wars. The impulse given to aspirations and preten-
sions of “nationalities,” and the sanction afforded to the new po-
litical doctrine of “autonomy,” are already producing their fruits.
Greeks, Albanians, Armenians, Pomaks, Bulgarians, Servians, and
the innumerable other races scattered over the Turkish Empire,
are encouraged to believe that they have each their special political
rights, and a future, which have been sacrificed, for a time, to brute
force or to political necessities. Those who think themselves strong
enough to support their aspirations by arms will be ready to rebel
against the authority under which they believe they have been
placed in violation of justice and of the principle of “nationality.”
Those who cannot recur to force will have recourse to intrigue and
conspiracy. Both processes have already begun. It would require
a wiser and stronger Government than that of the Porte, unless
some great change takes place in it and it is supported by Europe,
to arrest them. If foreign Powers interfere, as they will probably do
hereafter, it may be with the object of promoting their own special
and particular interests.”
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Nationalists in or outside of the empire came to believe that the impe-
rial system was doomed to collapse. Accordingly, they all sought ways to
carve out their own “ethnic” and “homogencous” territories. The defeat
of the Ottoman Empire was so deep and humiliating that it not only lost
large chunks of its territories in the Balkans and Caucasus but practically
became a “protectorate” of Britain.*° Perhaps the greatest loss, however,
was the legitimacy of the empire in the eyes of its multiethnic and multi-
religious populations. Having suffered an erosion of its legitimacy, the
Ottoman state pursued a number of strategies to restore and enhance
its power. But the lack of economic resources (because the Ottoman fi-
nances were under the tight control of European powers) and limited
manpower very much dictated limits to the policy options at the disposal
of the state.

THE DISCOURSE OF REFORM: EROSION OF LEGITIMACY

Faced with the major Ottoman military defeat that shocked both Muslim
and Christian subjects of the empire, the Armenian, Albanian, and some
Macedonian-Bulgarian revolutionary leaders were seeking to carve their
own piece from the collapsing empire. In order to contain these nationalist
aspirations, the Ottoman state introduced a number of reforms under the
pressure of the major European powers.

The attempts to reform the empire through the distribution of sov-
ereignty to ethnic and religious groups and the introduction of equality
to its subjects further intensified the crisis and gradually undermined the
legitimacy of the Ottoman state. The reforms exposed the question of le-
gitimacy and the feeble sense of belonging that existed among the diverse
populations. In other words, the reforms did not enhance the legitimacy
of the empire but rather reinforced the aspirations of Christian minori-
ties to carve out their own territory. When reforms were implemented in
Greece, Lebanon, Macedonia, and Anatolia, they followed trajectories of
their own, influenced by the preexisting norms, interests, and aspirations
of the local communities. Thus they were developing their own orienta-
tions that were usually at odds with Istanbul’s desire to enhance the power
of the state. Reform projects that aimed to contain nationalism bled into
conflict and eventually destroyed the empire. Even if the sultan issued the
reform project either voluntarily or under duress, local functionaries such
as governors and kaymakams decided whether projects of reform would
be implemented and, if so, where, when, and for what purpose. The degree
to which the reforms were implemented was very much determined by
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the local configuration of forces, illustrating the very limited power of the
central government.

The European economic penetration into Anatolia after the Ottoman-
British Trade Agreement in 1838 and the Tanzimat reforms of 1839 con-
tributed to the creation of socially differentiated and politically unified,
autonomy-seeking ethno-religious communities, such as the Armenians
and Macedonians. Jeremy Salt, aleading authority on Christian missionar-
iesand the Armenian reforms, argues that “pressure on the reform question
was serving only to inflame relations between Muslims and Christians.”*!
In other words, these reforms led to the evolution and strengthening of a
sense of political “difference.” That in turn provided the grounds for the
emergence of separatist nationalisms (for example, Armenian, Albanian,
or Macedonian). This was especially true as the center was secking to cre-
ate a new sense of political legitimacy based on Islam and Islamic identity
in order to hold the empire together, thus alienating the Christian periph-
ery, which was also searching for its own political destiny. Indeed, a parallel
search for legitimacy was occurring both at the center around Islam and at
the periphery among Armenians on the basis of “self-determination.” The
cultural and political distance between the center and periphery gradually
increased, and the inequality between the groups provided the necessary
source for agitation toward political autonomy. In short, the forced po-
litical reforms imposed by Britain strengthened the empire’s centrifugal
ethno-religious tendencies by weakening the central authority. Indeed, the
reforms of the Ottoman Empire promoted the separatist national identi-
ties and eventually led to the weakening of the center.

By analyzing the social and political impact of this military defeat and
the failure of the reform projects to recognize the political claims of the
various ethnic groups, we can understand when and under what condi-
tions the ethnic groups of the periphery came to the conclusion that living
within the empire was no longer feasible and that secession was the only
possible outcome. Scholars of nationalism and ethnic conflict maintain
that peripheral elites who are marginalized by the metropole and not re-
spected by the central authority turn to nationalism as a way of agitating
the masses for more political power.* These agitations, combined with
increasing state repression, encourage peripheral societies to think that
they would be better off separated from the imperial system. I would also
argue that the impact of war, if it results in a major defeat for the central
authority, opens an unexpected opportunity for peripheral actors to as-
sert their power. Thus the debacle of 1878 was not only the turning point
for the empire in terms of displaying its military and political weakness
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but also provided an opportunity for the peripheral actors to make politi-
cal claims and call for the redistribution of sovereignty along ethnic and
religious lines.

Shortly after the defeat in 1878, Armenian elites in eastern Anatolia
and Cilicia, just like the Albanians and others in the Balkans, played a
leading role in demanding political autonomy. When their demands were
not granted by Istanbul, they turned to nationalism in order to legitimize
their position and conversely to delegitimize the imperial framework.
The question, then, is: when did the Ottoman Empire lose its legitimacy
among the peripheral communities? The sociopolitical conjuncture of the
Treaty of Berlin was the beginning of the end of the Ottoman Empire.
British ambassador Sir Henry Layard aptly concludes in his memoirs that
“the year 1878 scaled the fate of the Ottoman Empire and proved to me
that all hope of restoring to it even something of its former power and
independence would have been to be abandoned. Its final dismemberment
was only a question of time.”*® Indeed, in order to avoid its dismember-
ment, Abdiillhamid II tried to address the destructive consequences of the
Treaty of Berlin by restructuring his foreign and domestic policies.

Great Britain capitalized on the Ottoman weaknesses and formally
occupied Egypt in 1882. Aware of the possibility of a similar fate, the sultan
pursued the primary foreign policy goal of enhancing the state and playing
one European power against another to protect the territorial integrity
of the empire. In some cases, such as the Dual Monarchy’s occupation of
Bosnia and Hercegovina, Abdiilhamid II grudgingly recognized the oc-
cupation in order to balance Austria-Hungary against Great Britain. The
Ottoman sultan also developed working and peaceful relations with Rus-
sia to counter British ambitions. In the economic domain, Abdiilhamid IT
believed in closer ties with Germany for the development of the empire’s
infrastructure. He was sensitive to the exigencies of legitimacy for the state
and used the limited means at his disposal to patch up the weakeningstate.
In this he was relatively successful. Furthermore, he used Islam as a new
source of solidarity to bring Muslims together and raise Muslim political
consciousness.

THE SEARCH FOR LEGITIMACY: ISLAMISM AS NATIONALISM

The simultaneous search for a new source of legitimacy both at the center
and on the periphery took place after a major military defeat and large ter-
ritorial losses in the aftermath of the Treaty of Berlin. This defeat not only
undermined the state’s legitimacy but also “transformed the Ottoman
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state into a largely Muslim one whose main territory lay in Asia Minor
and the Middle East”** This, in turn, forced the Ottoman state to search
for new sources of legitimacy to keep the Muslim majority together.

During the long reign of Sultan Abdiilhamid II, the Ottoman state
began to restructure Islamic practices and identity in order to construct
an Islamic nationalism. Profound social and political changes within and
outside the Ottoman state facilitated the promotion of this Islamic politi-
cal consciousness.” The cycle of wars and large population movements,
especially European-imposed reforms to alleviate the situation of the
Christians, gave life to religious-based identities: the nineteenth-century
Ottoman nationalist discourse was framed in terms of Islamic identity.
The Ottoman political elite utilized Islamic concepts to promote the idea
of territory as the new foundation for statechood and to disseminate the
view that the fatherland constituted the space that was necessary for the
survival of this Islamic community. By the end of the nineteenth century
the Ottoman elite had begun to use fragments of Ottoman-Islamic politi-
cal thinking to articulate new concepts such as homeland (vatan),*® nation
(millet), and public opinion (kamuoyu).”

These bureaucrat-led reforms, such as Tanzimat, sought to shift the
center of loyalty from the sultan to a more broadly based understanding
of legal citizenship and to promote the concept of “Ottoman” nation-
hood. Realizing the difficulty of creating a nation through strictly legalistic
means, the state bureaucrats stressed the necessity of a common cultural
axis for forming a nation. Islam was presented as a vital part of the cul-
tural glue that would hold the population together. The state invoked an
Islamic identity to blend various Muslim ethnic groups into a “Muslim
nation” after the 1877-78 War. This constituted a major revolution in the
Ottoman state tradition. The source of legitimacy began to move away
from the Ottoman dynasty and toward the caliphate and the Muslim com-
munity; a new center of loyalty began to develop, along with a more con-
crete concept of homeland. This feeling, in turn, gave impetus to the rise of
the notion of citizenship in the Ottoman state. The existence of the state
was rationalized by the need to ensure the survival of the Muslim nation.

The 1877—-78 War resulted in a massive influx of Balkan and Cauca-
sian Muslim refugees into Anatolia.*® The atrocities that these Muslims
described served as a catalyst for a new Islamic political and national
consciousness following the 1878 treaty. The treaty reduced Ottoman
territory by two-fifths and detached one-fifth of its subjects.*” The total
Ottoman population before the war “is estimated at 35 million-15 million
in Europe and 20 million in Asia and Africa. Muslims numbered 21 mil-
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lion compared to 14 million Christians.”*® After the Treaty of Berlin, the
population declined to 17.1 million, including approximately 12.5 million
Muslims and 4.5 million Christians.” The Treaty of Berlin left Muslims
as the clear majority in the Ottoman state, thus making its promotion as
the spiritual home of Muslims much easier. Over 4 million Muslims had
migrated from the Crimea, the Caucasus, and the Balkans to settle in Ana-
tolia and Eastern Thrace. The migrations from territories ceded to Euro-
pean powers under the Treaty of Berlin transformed the multireligious
empire into a Muslim country. This influx of migrants also required that
the Ottoman state provide some conceptual framework that would help
unite these newcomers, many of whom were non-Turks (Albanians, Bos-
nians, Circassians, Chechens, and others) speaking several different lan-
guages. The migrants, who had been expelled or forced to leave due to
their religion, found in Islam the source of their common bond with the
people of Anatolia. The sultan sought to strengthen this common bond
and to replace the various group loyalties and identities with loyalty to
and identification with an Islamic state apparatus — the institution of the
caliphate.”

Only British-Russian rivalry kept the Ottoman Empire from being dis-
membered totally in 1878. The sultan recognized that he needed to forge
strong political unity among the remnants of the empire in order to have
any chance of preservingit. In the aftermath of the treaty and following the
occupation of Egypt by the British in 1882, Sultan Abdiilhamid IT sought
to integrate the Anatolian, Arab, and Balkan regions of his state through a
series of new administrative, economic, and cultural programs. In particu-
lar, he tried to create among his Muslim subjects a political consciousness
and sense of unity based on the twin pillars of state (devler) and religion
(din). In practice, however, religion was subordinate to the state and acted
primarily as a shield for its preservation. Abdiilhamid II pursued his ef-
forts to create a form of Islamic nationalism through numerous avenues,
such as the centralization of authority and the building of schools; an
emphasis on the role of Arabic culture in the empire; the creation of new
communication and transportation channels, such as the Hijaz railroad
and telegraph lines; the provision of financial support to select Arabic and
Turkish newspapers; the retention of leaders of Sufi orders as advisors; and
investment in the protection and reconstruction of Mecca and Medina.>

Sultan Abdiilhamid II also took steps to form connections with the
widespread networks of Sufi orders and to emphasize the pilgrimage to
Mecca and Medina and the caliph’s role as organizer of this important
Muslim activity.’* He invited the sheikhs of the prominent Sufi orders to
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Istanbul and established a close relationship with the leaders of the Shazli
and Ritai orders, who became his advisors. He resumed use of the title
“caliph” to show Muslims around the world that he served as guarantor of
the holy places in Mecca, Medina, and Jerusalem.” But the sultan’s objec-
tive of reconstituting imperial society along Islamic lines and integrating
the Kurds into the system was in direct competition with the Christian
communities’ desire for political autonomy.

The Treaty of Berlin had introduced the political principle of the na-
tion-state that would become the new basis of mapping the Balkans and
the Caucasus. The treaty also sanctioned the deportation of populations
in order to create homogeneous nation-states. The forced migration and
deportation of large Muslim communities from the Balkans and the Cau-
casus and the indifference of the major European powers to the plight of
these people shaped the Ottoman perception about other future acts of
demographic engineering.

The treaty’s lack of concern for the welfare of the people caused a
series of reactions against it (see chapter 5). It forged a temporary Muslim-
Christian alliance in Bosnia as they rallied a stiff resistance against the
Dual Monarchy; the Albanians organized themselves and launched an
all-out rebellion against Montenegro’s government; the Pomak Muslims
resisted the Bulgarian occupation of their territories; and the treaty in-
creased the anxiety among Muslims in eastern Anatolia about the pos-
sibility of their territories becoming an Armenian state. In other words,
the Treaty of Berlin planted the seeds for a long series of future conflicts
and wars in the Balkans and eastern Anatolia. Stavrianos aptly sums the
long-term implications of the treaty: “The direct and logical outcome of
the Berlin settlement was the Serbian-Bulgarian War of 1885, the Bosnian
crisis of 1908, the two Balkan wars of 1912—1913, and the murder of Arch-
duke [Franz] Ferdinand in 1914.”° Indeed, the Berlin settlement not only
poisoned inter-Balkan relations but also provided the necessary condi-
tions for the formation of nationalist committees and serious bloodshed
in mixed Balkan communities.

SECURITIZATION OF MINORITIES
VIA INSURGENCIES AND OPPRESSION

After the Treaty of Berlin, the revolutionary Armenian committees orga-
nized a series of rebellions and insurgencies and even tried to assassinate
Abdiilhamid II. All of these Armenian actions were aimed at eliciting
foreign intervention against the Ottoman state. These acts resulted in the
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construction of a new political language that redefined the legitimate po-
litical community as “Muslim” by defining the Armenian Christians as the
“other” or the “fifth-column” of the major European powers. Furthermore,
not only had the definition of community been altered, but the politics
of the empire were redefined in Carl Schmitt’s terms of “enmity” and “ex-
clusion”: the state began treating the Christian minorities, especially the
Armenians, as an “existential threat.”®” The Ottoman state regarded the
stipulations of the Treaty of Berlin as the blueprint for the partition of the
state and, as such, the possible end of Ottoman sovereignty. Armenian
demands for autonomy threatened both the territorial integrity and the
sovereignty of the state. Ole Waever argues that “state security has sov-
ereignty as its ultimate criterion, and societal security has identity. Both
usages imply survival. A state that loses its sovereignty does not survive as
astate; a society that loses its identity fears that it will no longer be able to
live as itself.”*® In short, the Armenian insurgency, which aimed to bring
about European intervention, resulted in the securitization of the com-
munity during the reign of Abdiilhamid II. By referring to “securitizing”
Armenian minorities, I mean that the Ottoman bureaucracy began to con-
sider the Armenians “an existential threat, requiring emergency measures
and justifying actions outside the normal bounds of political procedure.”*
After framing the Armenians as a “security threat,” the state developed a
series of strategies to criminalize the political, civil, and religious activi-
ties of the group. In addition, through securitization, the state initiated
the mobilization of the Muslim population against the non-Muslims and
subsequently justified their actions.

The Ottoman Empire used a series of strategies (reforms or coercion)
to deal with peripheral mobilization for ethnic autonomy and well-
organized insurgency movements. Nineteenth-century Ottoman history
is the story of the mutually constitutive relationship between reforms and
increased insurgency. The reforms forced on the Ottoman Empire by the
European powers were not effective in controlling dissent and political
opposition. The gap between reforms and demands increased, and eventu-
ally the periphery started using all possible means to break away from the
center. The most critical factor for the failure of the reform projects was
the lack of resources. Very limited attempts were made to address the social
conditions that were generating dissent and revolt, and the Ottoman sys-
tem tried to address the issue in terms of law and order. It had only limited
resources, but it used them to assert control over rebellious peripheries
such as the Balkans and Caucasus. In addition, it used coercion in terms
of counterinsurgency tactics, new formal and informal institutions, and
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political reforms with the purpose of control and integration. Indeed,
the Ottomans were not the only ones who invoked counterinsurgency
tactics to maintain control over the periphery (see chapter 13). Although
coercion was very effective, it was ultimately very costly. Thus peripheral
resistance movements constantly changed their tactics to increase the
costs for the center. Michael Doyle argues that the metropole controls a
peripheral society when the periphery is politically divided and socially
integrated.®® Thus empires lose control when the periphery becomes so-
cially differentiated and politically unified. Therefore the reforms of the
Tanzimat era, along with the penetration of European capitalism, played
an important role in the growing gap between the center and the periph-
ery in the empire.

Ottoman counterinsurgency tactics and coercive politics did not bring
lasting peace and further radicalized the increasingly unified Armenian
communities across the Anatolian plateau. These tactics not only caused
huge costs for the state budget but also engendered long-term resentment
that created a unified sense of “us” against the oppressive state. Rather
than secking to diffuse Armenian discontent over a series of policies, the
Ottoman tactics of repression created more support among the periph-
ery for separatist movements. This does not mean that coercion was not
effective. In fact, coercion can be very effective if it is not arbitrary and
excessive. The failed reform policies in the Balkans, the European desire
to partition the Ottoman territories, and the activities of the Armenian
and Macedonian revolutionary committees radicalized Ottoman policies
toward the periphery. The relatively tolerant Ottoman attitude toward
non-Muslim communities gradually ceased after the Treaty of Berlin; the
Ottoman state started using coercion more than persuasion in regard to
the nationalist revolutionary movements.

Any form of revolt or insurgency was perceived by the metropole
as a threat to the territorial integrity and sovereignty of the state. Some
Ottoman bureaucrats had a sense that the empire had lost the Balkans
because of the political reforms made on the heels of the Tanzimat period.
Thus the empire opted for coercion rather than concession to deal with
the Armenian revolutionary organizations. With the excessive use of force
by the Hamidiye Regiments (irregular Kurdish tribal forces), the Arme-
nian communities came to the conclusion that the use of force by the
state to control and discipline communities was abusive, so the state lost
legitimacy among the Armenians.®® Although the Hamidiye Regiments
were generally successful in integrating the Kurds into the system, they
were also key to the erosion of Ottoman legitimacy and the Armenian
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rejection of imperial rule.®* Because of the lack of economic resources,
the Ottomans were forced to depend on irregular forces (Circassians and
Kurdish tribal militias). Indeed, due to financial constraints, the Ottoman
state had to relinquish its monopoly on state violence to these irregular
forces, which lacked discipline and ignored the traditional customs of war-
fare, thus becoming involved in a series of atrocities against the civilian
population.

THE SHADOW OF THE PAST: THE DIVERGENT STRATEGIES

Kurds

Yet the same empire that used coercion against the Armenian revolution-
ary organizations was able to develop a series of formal and informal in-
stitutions not only to co-opt the Kurds but also to integrate the Kurdish
tribes further into the system.®> Why were these diametrically opposed
policies used toward different imperial subjects? In order to prevent the
rise of centrifugal forces among the Kurds and gain their full loyalty, the
Ottoman bureaucracy engaged the Kurdish periphery by means of social
and political incorporation. Through a number of institutions, the Otto-
mans integrated the Kurdish periphery into the rest of the empire in order
to develop pan-Islamic identity.

Abdiilhamid IT emphasized both secular and religious education to
socialize the periphery into the empire; furthermore, he provided new
opportunities for secular and religious Kurdish elites to participate in
local political processes. The sultan used Islam, as a form of soft power,
to “make power seem legitimate in the eyes of [the] other”** Through
Islamism, the Ottoman state developed a new ideology that encouraged
the Muslim communities to follow the empire’s lead and remain loyal to its
institutions. The Kurdish periphery became integrated into the Ottoman
Empire through Islamism (recruitinglocal religious leaders and recogniz-
ing their authority), the Hamidiye Regiments (recruiting Kurdish tribes
as soldiers), and the educational system. Abdiilhamid II further managed
to socialize the Kurdish elite into his dominant Islamic-Ottoman system,
which in turn consolidated hegemonic Ottoman power. In short, when it
came to the Kurds, the Ottomans were willing to take risks and integrate
them into the system through a number of strategies, especially by stress-
ing the socialization of the elite into the imperial system. On the basis of
G. John Ikenberry and Charles Kupchan’s article examining the compet-
ing British policies in India and Egypt, I would argue that the Ottoman
state regarded the Kurds as an asset and “socializable” into the imperial
system.é'5 In contrast, after the Berlin Congress, it treated the Armenians
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asa “security concern,” which became a “threat” after the rebellion in Sasun
in 1894. Stephen Duguid argues that “the Armenians came to be seen asa
threat and a source of trouble” by 1894.°° Indeed, the Muslim population
and the Ottoman bureaucracy reached the conclusion that “all Europeans
were in league with the [Armenian] revolutionaries and were interested
only in overseeing the disintegration of the Empire.”

Abdiilhamid IT’s socialization policies for the Kurdish elite consoli-
dated the legitimacy of the Ottoman imperial system and served to con-
tain potential Kurdish nationalism. The Ottoman state used education,
ideology, and empowerment as effective methods for integrating the
Kurds into the Ottoman state. In addition to socialization, the second
most important strategy for integrating the periphery into the system was
political participation. The elite are the most critical force in the construc-
tion and dissemination of nationalism, so it was very important for the
empire to co-opt the peripheral elite into governance. The more members
of the peripheral elite were included in the decision-making processes and
recognized by the state in terms of rank or title, the more they would be in-
tegrated into the empire. If the empire isolated certain ethnic or religious
groups from the metropole, this would create conditions for the national-
ist discourse of secessionism. According to Michael Doyle, some empires,
including the Ottoman Empire, survived longer than others because they
were more successful in including the peripheral elite in political pro-
cesses. Moreover, Benedict Anderson locates the origins of nationalism in
Latin America because of the exclusion of the native and Creole elite from
the system. In short, the failure of the Spanish Empire to include Creole
and native elites in the political system gave rise to colonial nationalism
there. Although Michael Hecter calls for federalism and decentralization
to give recognition to the local elite and keep diverse groups within one
state, Doyle argues that too much decentralization is likely to fragment
the state and increase the appetite of local leaders for full independence.”
Doyle contends that the most successful way for the Roman Empire to
manage and contain its conflicts was to incorporate peripheral leaders
into the central government, not through direct rule, due to the lack of
modern technology and communication. Hecter argues that the source of
nationalism is “direct rule” resulting from the development of technology
and communications.®®

Armenian Nationalism and the Empire

Turkish historiography explains the Armenian rebellions and insurgency
activities in two ways. The “provocation” thesis suggests that the Armenian
rebellions aimed to bring about European intervention and provoke the
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Ottoman security forces. The other thesis is that the British, and in some
cases the Russians, engineered actions to weaken the Ottoman state by
advocating an independent Armenia. On the basis of my study, I have
found that the provocation thesis is partially useful to understand not so
much the sociopolitical causes of the revolts but rather their utilization.
The objective of some high-profile public attacks, such as the terrorist at-
tack on the Ottoman Bank and the attempt to kill the sultan, was to win
over European public opinion in hopes of triggering European interven-
tion. For instance, after the Hunchak Party demonstrations in Istanbul in
1896, British ambassador Philip Currie wrote to London, “There is good
reason to suppose that the object of the ‘Hindchag’ [Hunchak] was to
cause disorder and bloodshed with a view to inducing the Powers of Eu-
rope to intervene on behalf of the Armenians.”® This argument makes
sense in explaining some of the major urban terrorist attacks but does not
explain the rebellions in provinces and rural areas. In order to understand
these rebellions, we need to contextualize them by examining the socio-
political conditions under which Armenians were living. The problem
with the provocation thesis is that it ignores the largely miserable social
and political conditions of the Armenian communities in Anatolia. These
communities had good reasons to rebel against the corrupt and ineffective
authorities. As far as the second thesis is concerned, neither Britain nor
Russia wanted an independent Armenia. Britain worried that an inde-
pendent Armenia might become a Russian instrument and thus threaten
its interests in the region. The Russian Empire also was not keen to see an
independent Armenia because it did not want to set an example for its
own Armenians and other ethnic groups. The second thesis is helpful in
explaining the rebellions in terms of British and Russian policies, but it
ignores domestic factors and denies the Armenian communities as well as
the Ottoman officials any form of independent agency. The sociopoliti-
cal causes of these rebellions and their utilization by different groups and
states are not the same.

The Armenian communities were much better educated due to the
diligent work of the Christian missionaries. Moreover, Armenian mer-
chants were better integrated into the global economic structure than
their Muslim counterparts and were in full control of the trade within
and across borders. The work of Christian missionaries and the new eco-
nomic realities facilitated the formation of a new political consciousness
among the Armenian elite, who sought equality and recognition.”® The
same processes that facilitated the formation of a new Armenian political
consciousness also helped to create a series of social and political cleavages
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within the Armenian community, such as revolutionary versus religious,
nationalist versus conservative, and pro—Ottoman versus pro—Russian.
This evolving political consciousness coincided with the tectonic events
of wars, population transfers, and the worsening economic situation in
eastern Anatolia. When the new Armenian elite, educated in missionary
schools and European universities and influenced by Russian revolution-
ary anarchist ideology, started to make political demands and seck better
economic conditions for the peasants in Anatolia, the Ottoman state was
ineffective in meeting these expectations of equality and security. Thus
the mostly secular and revolutionary Armenian elite sought more radical
solutions in realizing their goal of autonomy and then independence.

Although the Armenian question did not start with the Treaty of Ber-
lin, this was a wake-up call for the Ottoman state in regard to the loyalty
of the Armenian leadership and communities. The Armenian mood was
already restless before the 1877-78 War.” They, like many other communi-
ties, had long-standing grievances over taxation, equality, land grabs, and
insecurity. But these were all common problems of nineteenth-century
Ottoman Anatolia. What really transformed the Ottoman perception of
the Armenians “as a security concern” was the occasional Armenian co-
operation with the occupying Russian troops and the active involvement
of Patriarch Nerses Varjabedian in the Congress of Berlin. He was active
in sending letters to Bismarck and Salisbury and also sending a delega-
tion to fight for an “autonomous Armenia.”’* The Treaty of Berlin not
only internationalized the Armenian claims for autonomy but also de-
stroyed the possibility of coexistence between the Muslim and Christian
communities.

Even though the Ottoman troops fared a little better in eastern Anato-
lia, they still lost the traditional Muslim cities of Dogu Beyazit, Ardahan,
Kars, and Erzurum. Some unruly Kurdish tribes and Armenian national-
ists, motivated by the expectation of better economic conditions, sup-
ported the Russian troops and even moved eastward with them as they
withdrew. Some Armenians, especially the peasants, allied themselves with
the Russian troops for a number of reasons: the grab of Armenian agrar-
ian land by the Kurds; the lack of security and the ineffective Ottoman
provincial bureaucracy; the heavy taxation of the peasants; and the Rus-
sian policy of defending Christian rights and freedoms in the Ottoman
state. Also, many Armenians lived in Russian territory in the Caucasus,
including some who were commanders of the Russian army. Beybut Shel-
kovnikov, Mikhail Loris-Melikov, Ivan Lazarev, and Arshak Ter-Ghukasov

all served as generals. Again Armenian political organizations based in
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Thilisi openly supported the Russian adventure in Anatolia.” The Russian
advance into both Anatolia and the Balkans encouraged many Armenian
intellectuals, religious leaders, and merchants to believe that the collapse
of the Ottoman Empire was imminent and that Russia was there to stay.
This belief that the Ottoman state could not maintain its sovereignty in
the larger Balkan and Anatolian landscape further motivated the Arme-
nian leadership to speak out against the Ottomans and become fully allied
with the Russians at San Stefano in 1878.

The defeat was so great that every group was seeking to save itself and
also benefit from the problematic situation in which the state found itself.
For instance, the Armenian delegation (headed by the patriarch Nerses
Varjabedian) went to San Stefano to welcome the Russians and ask Grand
Duke Nicholas for help in creating an independent Armenian state in
Anatolia. The grand duke did not bring the Armenian demand of inde-
pendence to the negotiation table, but he forced the Porte to undertake
massive political reforms in the provinces inhabited by the Armenians and
to protect them from the Kurds and Circassians. Article 16 of the Treaty
of San Stefano states:

As the evacuation of the Russian troops of the territory which
they occupy in Armenia, and which is to be restored to Turkey,
might give rise to conflicts and complications detrimental to the
maintenance of good relations between the two countries, the Sub-
lime Porte engages to carry into effect, without further delay, the
improvements and the reforms demanded by local requirements
in the provinces inhabited by Armenians, and to guarantee their
security from Kurds and Circassians.”

Before the Congress of Berlin, Patriarch Nerses visited British ambas-
sador Sir Henry Layard on March 17, 1878, and expressed the Armenian
demands:

Your Lordship [Lord Salisbury] will remember that last year his
Eminence [Nerses] was anxious to persuade me that they greatly
preferred remaining under it [Ottoman rule] to being transferred
to that of Russia. His Eminence admitted to me when I saw him
yesterday that such had been the case. But he said that since the
Russian success, and especially since it had become known that
Russia had stipulated in one of the Articles of the Preliminaries of
Peace for administrative reforms for Armenia, the state of affairs

had completely chamged.75
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Nerses lobbied for the autonomy for the Armenian people pointingout
that the Christian population of the Balkans had gained their autonomy
and independence. The patriarch informed Layard that “if they could not
obtain what they asked from the justice and through the intervention of
Europe, they would appeal to Russia, and would not cease to agitate until
they were annexed to her.” Indeed, Nerses asked for an autonomous Ar-
menia. When Layard asked him to define the borders of this autonomous
Armenia, the patriarch said that “Armenia should contain the Pashalics of
Van, Sivas, the greater part of that of Diarbekir, and the ancient kingdom
of Cilicia.” Layard informed Nerses that in all those provinces he asked
for “the very large majority of the population consisted of Mussulmans.””®
Even if the Armenians were in the majority in the eastern Ottoman prov-
inces, the British government was not in favor of any form of autonomous
Armenia because it feared that this entity might become a Russian post
in Anatolia, which would give Russia a great military advantage and thus
threaten British policies in the Middle East. (The belief that an autono-
mous Armenia would become an extension of Russia was widespread not
only among the Ottoman bureaucracy but also among the British elite.)
Thus the primary goal of the British policy was not Armenian autonomy
but rather the reversal and prevention of Russian gains within Anatolia.

The Treaty of Berlin reformulated the provisions of the Treaty of San
Stefano in relation to the Armenian question. According to article 61 of
the Treaty of Berlin, the Russian troops were to withdraw immediately
from eastern Anatolia without waiting for the implementation of reforms.
The Ottoman state would implement the reforms for the Armenians
under the loose supervision of the European powers, especially Britain;
the Ottoman state promised Britain that it would “introduce necessary
reforms” in Anatolia under the Cyprus Convention.”” In fact, article 16 of
the Treaty of San Stefano was almost identical to article 61 of the Treaty
of Berlin, which stated:

The Sublime Porte undertakes to carry out, without further delay,
the improvements and reforms demanded by local requirements in
the provinces inhabited by Armenians, and to guarantee their secu-
rity against the Circassians and the Kurds. It [the Sublime Porte]
will periodically make known the steps taken to this effect to the
Powers, who will superintend their application.”

The only change was the immediate withdrawal of Russian troops
from eastern Anatolia and the reassignment of Russian supervision to
the European powers to oversee the implementation of the reforms. The
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Treaty of Berlin was signed on July 13, 1878. It not only internationalized
the Armenian issue but also transformed it into a weapon in the hand of
the European powers, especially Britain, against the Ottoman state. The
Armenian delegation was not satisfied with the outcome of the Treaty
of Berlin, which did not include a “territorialized” Armenia.” Article
61 called upon the Ottoman state to carry out reforms in the “provinces
inhabited by Armenians” but did not specify the nature or the scope of
these reforms. Moreover, the treaty had also asked the Russian troops to
withdraw from the eastern provinces.

The Treaty of Berlin raised suspicion among Ottoman bureaucrats and
the sultan himself regarding the loyalty of some peripheral communities
such as the Armenians, who heretofore had been known as Millet-i Sadika
(The Loyal Millet). Armenian author Kevork Pamukciyan stresses that
“Patriarch Nerses Varjabedyan made a mistake by sending an Armenian
delegation to the Berlin Congress in 1878 since [this act] had damaged, in
the eyes of the Palace and the government, the eminence and reliability
of the Armenians, who up to that point had been known as a Loyal Na-
tion.”* Similarly Lord James Bryce, a devoted friend of the Armenians,
highlighted the critical role of the Berlin Treaty as alandmark in the dete-
rioration of the relations between the Ottoman state and the Armenians:

Before the Treaty of Berlin the Sultan had no special enmity to the
Armenians nor had the Armenian nation any political aspirations.
It was the stipulations then made for their protection that first
marked them out for suspicion and hatred, and that first roused in
them hope of deliverance whose expression increased the hatred of
their rulers. The Anglo-Turkish Convention taught them to look
to England, and England’s interferences embittered the Turks.*

The Treaty of Berlin gave rise to the rumor that the eastern Anatolian
provinces might become the basis for a new “independent Armenia,” thus
arousing the fears of the Muslim population in the region. Apprehension
about the future rather than the actual situation mobilized the local Mus-
lim notables into believing that they might lose their land and be forced
to live under the control of Russians or Armenians.*

The perceived conditions of the Treaty of Berlin and the transmuta-
tion of the Kurdish-Islamic movement are closely linked. The war not only
caused the collapse of security but also brought famine, migration, and
devastation to the region. Under these sociopolitical conditions Kurdish
Naksibendi Sheikh Ubeydullah said: “What is this I hear; that the Arme-

nians are going to have an independent state in Van, and the Nestorians are
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going to hoist the British flag and declare themselves as British subjects.
I will never permit it, even if I have to arm the women.”*? The Kurdish
notables were united in preventing the implementation of reforms for the
Armenians. In fact, a major Kurdish rebellion against the Ottoman state
occurred in 1880 as a result of security concerns after the 1877-78 War,
including the fear of an independent Armenia and the gradual destabili-
zation of the region.** The war not only interrupted regular agricultural
activity due to lack of rain, seeds, and labor but also played an important
role in transforming subsistence farming into cash crops such as opium
and tobacco.®”” Moreover, during and after the war, the trade links between
Trabzon and Tabriz and Diyarbakir and Batum and Van were interrupted,
creating a major economic problem.*®

The war and Russian occupation destroyed the local economy: crops
went unharvested, resulting in widespread hunger in eastern Anatolia.
These events not only interrupted routine agricultural activities but shat-
tered the normal situation of law and order. The region had devolved into a
state of anarchy, thus turning the raiding Kurdish tribes into a deadly force.
The Kurds, with the support of local officials, were “plundering the peace-
ful inhabitants of both Musulman Turks and Armenians, destroying their
villages and crops, and committing many instances of cruelty.”*” Although
the Ottoman government in Istanbul decided to take measures against the
Kurdish tribes and improve the security situation, not much was done;
“they had not the means at their disposal to enforce them against tribes
which had at all times maintained a kind of independence of the Porte
and had defied its ::1uthority.”88 Moreover, the provincial bureaucracy in
eastern Anatolia was beset by corruption and bribery, and its effectiveness
had been eroded by Kurdish tribal loyalties. Due to the lack of resources
and the political will of local functionaries, the Ottoman state failed to
improve the security situation of the Armenians. Thus a worsening social,
economic, and security context provided the necessary grounds for the
Armenian revolutionary organizations to challenge more cautious Arme-
nian groups and also to radicalize Armenian peasants. The provocation
of the Armenian revolutionary organizations against the Ottoman state
and the Muslim population resulted in a massive retaliation.*” The revolu-
tionaries had two aims: the mobilization and unification of the Armenians
against the Ottoman state and the solicitation of intervention by major
European powers by turning public opinion against the Ottoman state.”

In order to understand the tactics and strategies of the Armenian
revolutionaries in the second half of the nineteenth century, we have to
examine the processes of cross-fertilization of ideas and strategies between
Russian radicalism and the revolutionaries, who were mostly educated in



46 M. HAKAN YAVUZ

Russian universities. In short, the Armenian revolutionary movement
originated in the Russian Empire, especially among the Tbilisi Armenians.
Russian radicalism intensely shaped the Armenian revolutionary move-
ment in terms of ideas, organizational structure, and strategies of raising
the political consciousness of the masses. The radical ideas of Russian intel-
lectuals and activists such as Sergei G. Nechaev, Pyotr L. Lavrov, and Pyotr
N. Tkachev deeply shaped the Armenian revolutionary movement.”
Nechaev’s ideas of revolutionary organization, leadership, and tactics in
particular were internalized by Armenian revolutionaries, who stressed
sacrifice, responsibility, absolute devotion, and vanguardism in order to
free the Armenian people at any cost. For instance, in 1890 a group of
revolutionaries under the leadership of Russian Armenian Sarkis Gugu-
nian tried to enter Ottoman Turkey to prepare the peasants for rebellion.”
They were all killed by Ottoman forces. The imprints of Russian revolu-
tionary ideas on the evolution of the Armenian revolutionary movement
were ubiquitous. The founders and the first members of the revolutionary
and nationalist Hunchak (Bell) Party, established in Switzerland in 1887,
were Russian Armenians or were educated in Russian universities and in-
fluenced by the intellectual debates in Russia.” The leader of the party
(Avetis Nazarbekian) and his fiancée (Maro Vardanian) had connections
with the Russian revolutionary parties. According to Louise Nalbandian,
the most prominent authority on the Armenian revolutionary groups, the
main policy of the Hunchak Party was to use violence as a political tool to
raise nationalist consciousness among the “passive” Armenian peasants.
She describes the Hunchak strategies as “Propaganda, Agitation, Terror,
Organization, and Peasant and Worker Activities.” **Hratch Dasnabedian
argues that the party’s main goal was “inciting popular revolt” and “revo-
lution.””” Indeed, the Hunchak organized attacks and incited the people
to revolt in almost all towns where Armenians lived. When its leadership
was challenged from within, the Armenian community and some leaders
were exiled from the Ottoman state, the second Armenian revolutionary
and nationalist organization, Hai Heghapokhagan Tashnagtsoutioun (Ar-
menian Revolutionary Federation: Dashnaks), was established in Thbilisi
in 1890. These Armenian revolutionaries, just like the Russian populists,
thought that the peasantry had a potential key role in social change and
in the establishment of the “new system.””®

The initial goal of the Dashnaks was not independence but rather self-
rule for the Armenians in the Six Provinces (Vilayet-i Sitte) by arming
the Armenians, attacking state officials, and killing Armenian “traitors”
who were not followers. According to Benjamin C. Fortna, a leading
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Ottoman historian, these organizations” “extremely aggressive terrorist
policy intended to catch the attention of the Western powers ultimately
proved disastrous. Following the strategy of the Bulgarian nationalists
in the 1870s, the Armenian revolutionaries frequently incited violence
which was calculated to draw Muslim reprisals and trigger an interna-
tional intervention.””” After the establishment of these political parties,
Abdiilhamid II took a series of measures. In order to prevent the further
breakup of territories by Russia and also to contain Armenian national-
ism, he established the Hamidiye Regiments of irregular Kurdish troops/
militias in the middle of 1892.” These regiments were primarily composed
of Kurdish tribes and had a high degree of administrative autonomy. Their
main purpose was to establish law and order in the eastern provinces. The
regiments used violence against the Armenian population of the region,
which further alienated the two communities and consolidated Armenian
nationalism.

The fear of an independent Armenia gradually undermined communal
relations. When communal conflict turned into violence, Abdiilhamid IT
developed a number of strategies; their implementation was dictated by
the availability of resources.” The lack of resources forced him to rely on
the voluntary Kurdish tribal militias in order to protect the territorial in-
tegrity of eastern Anatolia and also to integrate the Kurds into the system.
Abdilhamid IT’s counterinsurgency policies toward the Armenians, pri-
marily based on the unruly Kurdish militias, further radicalized the Arme-
nian communities and resulted in a series of massacres. The major turning
point was the reaction to some radical Armenian provocation at Sasun and
Zeytun in 1894. The Hamidiye Regiments brutally suppressed the provo-
cation, resulting in the massacre of thousands of Armenians. This blood-
shed created a major reaction outside the Ottoman state. Foreign media
started to call Abdiilhamid II the “red Sultan.” A series of fact-finding
missions attempted to study the tactics of the Hamidiye Regiments. One
of the British reports detailed the gruesome tactics of the Hamidiye Regi-
ments and asked the sultan to dissolve them. The main purpose of these
rebellions was to trigger European intervention, so the British forced the
Ottoman state to establish a commission with some European representa-
tion. The government established a commission of inquiry on January 23,
1895, to examine the events.'”” When Armenian groups learned of the es-
tablishment of a commission, they reported the atrocities to the European
embassies, who informed their respective governments.'®! In response to
some of the bloody tactics of the Hamidiye Regiments, the British, French,
and Russian ambassadors asked the sultan to implement a reform package



48 M. HAKAN YAVUZ

for Armenians known as the “Memorandum and Project of Reforms for
the Eastern Provinces of Asia Minor” on May 11, 1895."°> The Ottoman
government rejected the memorandum and the “territorialization” of the
Armenian question in terms of the Six Provinces. In September 1895 the
Hunchak Party organized a mass demonstration of thousands of Arme-
nians at the Sublime Porte demanding the implementation of the May
Reform Project. This provocation and challenge to governmental author-
ity required a swift response from the Ottoman government: a number of
people were arrested and hanged.

In order to influence European public opinion and also push toward
the implementation of the 1895 Reform Project, the Dashnak leaders or-
ganized a major attack on Ottoman military headquarters in Van. It de-
generated into a civil conflict within the city, and many innocent people
were killed."” The most important Dashnak revolutionary attack took
place on August 16, 1896, in Istanbul. The revolutionary Dashnaks, under
the leadership of Papken Siuni, an eighteen-year-old student, engineered
the takeover of the Ottoman Bank. Siuni was killed during the takeover,
and Karekin Pastermadjian (known as Armen Karo) took over control of
the group. They wanted more European intervention against the Ottoman
state and also an end to the massacres of Armenians by Kurds and some
Ottoman troops in the eastern provinces.'”* The terrorist attacks in Istan-
bul further radicalized the Ottoman government, which started to use
more heavy-handed tactics against the Armenians. The Armenian com-
munities of Istanbul became a target of random attacks by state officials
and some local gangs. This radicalized the Armenian community and fur-
ther isolated it from the government.

The Armenian nationalist movement would gradually become seces-
sionist as the policies of Istanbul failed to meet its demands and would
become more dependent on Russia for a number of reasons. The Ottoman
policies against the Armenian revolutionary organizations forced the Ar-
menians to become more radical and also “collaborationist” against their
own state/sultan. The series of massacres and deportations alienated the
Armenian community from the larger Muslim society as well as from the
state under which they had lived for centuries.

Alexander Wendt, a leading political theorist of international rela-
tions, argues that “authority requires lcgitimacy, not mere influence or
power.”'* Indeed the Ottoman sultan lost his legitimacy among the Ar-
menians particularly because of the Hamidiye Regiments’ abusive policies.
The Armenian peripheral elite started to believe that the Ottoman state
had no right to control their society and thus justified all forms of violence
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against the state. Many Armenians came to the conclusion that they could
not go on living under the constant abuse of the Hamidiye Regiments.
The lesson from the interaction between the Hamidiye Regiments and the
Armenians was that the more coercive the empire became, the more the
Armenians rejected Ottoman legitimacy. (Of course, Ottoman coercion
might also be viewed as a response to Armenian radicalism.) We might
argue that the more the Kurds became integrated into the imperial system,
the more they identified with the empire and became its loyal citizens.
What took place in Anatolia after the Treaty of Berlin was the conflict
between the logic of empire and the logic of nationalism. The Armenian
tragedy was the ultimate outcome of this contradiction.

To conclude, the Treaty of Berlin had four major (un)intended impacts
on the social and political situations of the Ottoman society and state.
First, it exposed the military and economic weakness of the central gov-
ernment, which in turn undermined the legitimacy of the state. Second,
when the Armenian leadership tried to benefit from this “weakness” by
grabbing a share of their own from the failing Ottoman state, as Meger-
ditch Khrimian called for, “the most loyal nation” became a security “con-
cern” in the eyes of the Ottoman officials. This securitized nearly the entire
Armenian body politic and its activities.'*® Third, in order to protect the
eastern Anatolian provinces against Armenian “autonomy” and insur-
gency, the local Muslim population gradually became mobilized and radi-
calized against the Armenian communities. Fourth, the Ottoman state, by
arming the Kurdish tribes to protect the territories and also to bring law
and order, further increased the insecurity of the Armenians, who in turn
armed themselves against the Kurds and the central authority. In return
for their loyalty, the Kurds asked the state to look aside when they grabbed
Armenian land. This security concern and the lack of state loyalty created
afertile ground for Armenian radical groups to convert religious peasants
into revolutionaries and ultimately into militias.

CONCLUSION

The Treaty of Berlin triggered a series of processes that led to the demise
of the Ottoman Empire by weakening its institutions, undermining its
legitimacy, and creating an indefensible territory in the Balkans and Ana-
tolia. Moreover, the treaty exposed Ottoman weaknesses and encouraged
peripheral minorities to use them as an opportunity to carve out a state of
their own. This created a sense of anxiety among the Muslim population
over the future of the state and encouraged the search for a new source of
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legitimacy, which resulted in the construction of a Muslim-only nation.
The forced population movement of Muslims from the Balkans and the
Caucasus greatly transformed the Ottoman demographic structure, and
the Muslim migrants’ memories of war and exile provided a basis for re-
vanchist forces in Istanbul. The guarantee of war and the bankrupt state
of Ottoman finances forced the state to rely on the irregular militias and

led to acts that would further undercut the legitimacy of the state among
its Christian Armenian population. In fact, reforms in terms of centraliza-
tion and introduction of equality were detrimental to the existence of the
Ottoman state as an empire.
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European Equilibrium or

Asiatic Balance of Power?

The Ottoman Search for Security in the Aftermath

of the Congress of Berlin

Feroze A. K. Yasamee

I

The Treaty of Berlin was one of a series of international agreements con-
cluded between 1878 and 1881 by the Ottoman Empire and the six Euro-
pean Great Powers, which collectively formed the Berlin settlement.' The
settlement was a response to the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78 and also
to the Eastern Crisis that had preceded and provoked the war. The East-
ern Crisis had been driven by a chain of upheavals within the Ottoman
Empire, leading to European diplomatic intervention: Christian revolts
in Hercegovina, Bosnia, and Bulgaria; local wars with Serbia and Monte-
negro, both legally Ottoman dependencies; a constitutionalist revolution
that deposed two sultans in succession; the Ottoman treasury’s default on
its foreign debts; and proposals by the Great Powers for radical reforms in
the administration of the Ottoman Empire’s European provinces. These
events, and the subsequent defeat of the sultan’s forces in the war with Rus-
sia, destroyed European faith in the Ottoman Empire: it was now seen as a
failing state, whose demise could not be long postponed. Accordingly, the
Berlin settlement was designed with two purposes in mind: first, to deal
with the immediate consequences of the Eastern Crisis and the war; and
second, tacitly to prepare the way for the Ottoman Empire’s final dissolu-
tion and enable the European powers to stake out positions in anticipation
of that eventuality.

56
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The first of the agreements constituting the Berlin settlement was
the preliminary peace of San Stefano, concluded between Russia and the
Ottoman Empire on March 3, 1878; though soon revised by the other
European powers at the Congress of Berlin, the provisions of this peace
set the congress’s essential terms of reference, notably by establishing the
formal independence of Romania, Serbia, and Montenegro; granting au-
tonomous statchood to the Bulgarians; ceding substantial territories to
Russia in Bessarabia and eastern Anatolia; and providing for the imple-
mentation of internal reforms in Bosnia and Hercegovina, in other por-
tions of the Balkan peninsula remaining under direct Ottoman rule, and
in those provinces of Ottoman Asia inhabited by Armenians. The pre-
liminary peace also obliged the Ottoman Empire to pay Russia a large war
indemnity, intended to impede any future Ottoman recovery. To Britain
and Austria-Hungary, these terms represented an unacceptable increase
in Russia’s power and influence in the Near East, and the Russians were
quickly persuaded to submit them for revision at a congress of all the
Great Powers in Berlin. In anticipation, the British induced the Russians
to accept a reduction of their gains of influence and territory in Ottoman
Europe and Asia and offered to support Austria-Hungary’s acquisition of
the Ottoman provinces of Bosnia and Hercegovina, as a counterbalance
to Russian influence in the Balkans.

The British attempted to resolve the remaining problem of future Rus-
sian preponderance in Asia by inducing the Ottoman government to sign
the Cyprus Convention on June 4, 1878. This gave the sultan a unilateral
British military guarantee against future Russian aggression in Asia, sub-
ject to the conditions that the island of Cyprus be placed under British
administration and a British-approved program of internal reforms be
introduced in the sultan’s Asiatic provinces. The convention represented
a British bid to establish, if not a protectorate over the Ottoman Empire,
then atleast a preponderant influence in the affairs of its Asiatic provinces
and, by implication, in their eventual disposal.

The Congress of Berlin duly convened on June 13, 1878, and its delib-
erations were issued one month later in the Treaty of Berlin, concluded on
July 13. This confirmed the independence of Romania, Serbia, and Monte-
negro and reduced the territorial area in which the Bulgarians would enjoy
self-government and also the area to be ceded to Russia in Anatolia. It also
stipulated that Austria-Hungary should occupy and administer the prov-
inces of Bosnia and Hercegovina indefinitely, thereby asserting Austria-
Hungary’s right to a voice at least equal to Russia’s in any future revision
of the territorial and political settlement in the Balkan peninsula. The
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treaty confirmed the San Stefano provisions for reforms in the remainder
of the Ottoman Balkans and the provinces inhabited by Armenians but
made them subject to the approval and supervision of the Great Powers
collectively, rather than of Russia alone.

In addition, the Congress of Berlin expressed formal opinions on
three vital topics that were not included in the body of the treaty. First,
it recommended that the Ottoman Empire make a substantial cession of
territory to Greece. Second, it recommended the establishment of a finan-
cial commission of experts, to be nominated by the Great Powers, which
would examine the problem of the Ottoman government’s default on its
foreign debts and propose a remedy. Third, the question of the sultan’s
established right to control the passage of foreign warships through the
Straits of the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles was broached in an exchange
of declarations by the British and Russian delegations. The British indi-
cated that they would no longer be willing in all circumstances to respect
the Ottoman government’s right to close the Straits to warships, and the
Russians insisted that the closure of the Straits was a European principle
that could not be modified by unilateral British action. Finally, mention
must be made of certain informal understandings and suggestions. In the
course of the congress, German and British representatives privately en-
couraged France to seize the Ottoman dependency of Tunis—a check
that the French duly cashed in May 1881. In similar fashion, Germany’s
Chancellor Bismarck privately advised the British to help themselves to
Egypt—a suggestion that they were not disposed to take up, for the time
being.

The Ottoman Empire’s liability to pay a substantial war indemnity to
Russia was confirmed in a definitive bilateral treaty of peace, concluded
on February 8, 1879, while the terms of Austria-Hungary’s occupation and
administration of Bosnia and Hercegovina and its right to maintain mili-
tary garrisons in the adjacent Ottoman sazcak of Novi Pazar were resolved
in a bilateral convention dated April 21, 1879. Even so, a range of crucial
questions still awaited a definitive resolution: the new frontier between
the Ottoman Empire and Greece; a financial settlement between the
Ottoman Empire and its European creditors; the nature and extent of the
internationally approved reforms to be introduced into the sultan’s Euro-
pean provinces and those inhabited by Armenians; and the nature and
extent of the reforms to be introduced into the sultan’s Asiatic provinces
under the terms of the separate Anglo-Ottoman Cyprus Convention. Nor
were the full political implications of the settlement immediately clear. It
was widely believed that the Ottoman Empire was now so weakened at
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home and abroad that it would have no choice but to ke out its remaining
days as a client or pensioner of one or more of the European Great Powers.

The peace of San Stefano had conjured up the specter of Russian
domination, which was conjured away by the Treaty of Berlin; but the
Cyprus Convention represented a British counterbid for predominance
in Ottoman Asia. The British tried in vain to induce Austria-Hungary to
assume a similar role in respect to the sultan’s remaining territories in Eu-
rope. In reality, no European power would succeed in establishinga virtual
protectorate over the Ottoman Empire. None proved capable of achieving
this on its own. The evolution of the Great Powers’ mutual relations after
1878 precluded any combination that might have achieved this, and the
Ottoman Empire proved to be more resilient than had been anticipated.
At the time, however, none of this could have been foreseen.

II

For the Ottoman Empire, the terms of the Berlin treaty marked a massive
diplomatic defeat, whose implications were every bit as dangerous as those
of the preceding military defeat it had suffered at the hands of Russia. The
pledges of Ottoman territorial integrity enshrined in the 1856 Treaty of
Paris were set at naught, along with the assumption that the Ottoman Em-
pire had been accepted by the European Great Powers as a legitimate and
credible member of international society. The sultan was obliged to sur-
render considerable territories in Europe and in Asia not only to the victo-
rious Russians and their Balkan allies but also to Austria-Hungary, Greece,
and Great Britain (through the Cyprus Convention) in a form of com-
pensation arrangement that appeared to presage the Ottoman Empire’s
partition. Further, the treaty’s provisions for internationally supervised
administrative reforms in the empire’s remaining European possessions
and also on behalf of the Armenians of Asia Minor might yet open the
door to a system of provincial autonomies, leaving the sultan’s government
with no more than a nominal sovereignty in the regions affected.

Just as importantly, the withdrawal of European support symbolized
by the treaty was a blow to the prestige and authority of the Ottoman gov-
ernment in the eyes of its own subjects, which served to stimulate separat-
ism amongits Armenian and other Christian populations and also among
some Albanian and Arab Muslims.* The treaty’s one saving grace, in the
opinion of the Ottoman ambassador to Berlin, Sadullah Paga, was that it
had enabled the empire to ward off the threat of unilateral domination by
Russia and thus preserve its indcpcndencc.3 Even this was not certain, for
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the congress’s provision for an international commission to investigate
the empire’s foreign debts might open the way to a system of international
control of the state budget, similar to the one existing in Egypt, which
would effectively extinguish Ottoman political independence.

These were long-term issues. In the shorter term, the signature of the
treaty plunged the Ottoman Empire into a fresh period of crisis. Sultan
Abdiilhamid IT and his advisors had every reason to fear that the imple-
mentation of the territorial provisions of the treaty, and also its provisions
for measures of internal reform in the Balkan and Anatolian provinces,
might provoke an internal collapse or, conceivably, a fresh war with Russia
or Austria-Hungary. Either outcome would be fatal and open the way to
the empire’s definitive partition by the European Great Powers. In addi-
tion, the Anglo-Ottoman Cyprus Convention had imposed an important
change in Ottoman foreign policy, by drawing the empire into an exclu-
sive peacetime alliance with a European Great Power, for the first time
since the 1833 treaty of Unkiar-Skelessi. The British alliance was a new
departure and also an unwelcome one. For one thing, it restricted Britain’s
obligations to the defense of the empire’s Asiatic territories and offered
no guarantee of its European and African possessions. For another, it was
conditional upon the implementation of a British-approved program of
administrative reforms in those Asiatic territories that, in the eyes of Sul-
tan Abdiilhamid and his ministers, appeared to envisage a form of British
protectorate over the empire, or, just as bad, a British plan to sponsor the
development of an Armenian successor state in eastern Anatolia.

Not until the latter part of 1879 did these various dangers recede, as
the last Russian troops left the Balkan peninsula, thereby enabling Sultan
Abdiilhamid to escape from his unwelcome alliance with Great Britain
and reassert his diplomatic independence.* Even then, spontaneous local
resistance to the cession of Albanian-inhabited territory would delay a
settlement of the new Montenegrin frontier for a further year and of the
Greek frontier for six months after that. After 1880 the question of reforms
in the sultan’s European and Armenian-inhabited provinces slipped from
the diplomatic agenda, though it would eventually return. A final settle-
ment with the sultan’s European creditors was reached in December 1881,
on terms that did not place the empire’s finances under comprehensive for-
eign control; and the British made no fresh attempt to challenge Ottoman
rights at the Straits.

How did contemporary Ottoman statesmen explain the diplomatic
defeat registered by the Berlin settlement and assess their empire’s pros-
pects for recovery and survival in its aftermath? At issue were not simply
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the ambitions and attitudes of the various European powers and also of
the empire’s much strengthened Balkan successors, who now emerged for
the first time as a serious strategic threat in their own right. It was just as
important for Ottoman statesmen to assess the nature and dynamics of the
overall international system of which their empire formed a part and upon
which its fate depended. Certainly they were familiar with the notion of
a Concert of Europe (Ittibad-1 Avrupa), to which the Ottoman Empire
had been formally admitted in 1856. They were also familiar with the am-
biguous notions of the equilibrium of Europe (mivazene-yi Avrupa) and
the equilibrium of the Powers (miivazene-yi diiveliye) and used them in
both the senses identified by Paul W. Schroeder. On the one hand, they
designated a “balance of power” system of mutual security based on coun-
tervailing power and blocking coalitions. On the other hand, they desig-
nated a broader equilibrium intended to guarantee the independence and
security of all through a mutual consensus on norms and rules of behavior
and a balance of rights, status, and satisfactions rather than of raw powc:r.5
This paper attempts to explore these issues by examining the diverse re-
sponses of four prominent Ottoman statesmen to the situation in which
their empire had been left by the Berlin settlement.

III

In carly 1880, as the most pressing dangers conjured up by the Berlin settle-
ment appeared to recede and with his hands at last free, Sultan Abdiilha-
mid ITinitiated a series of consultations with serving and former ministers,
with a view to the determination of future policy in a range of areas. The
topics covered included a variety of internal administrative reforms, a pos-
sible revision of the 1876 Constitution and a recall of the parliament, sus-
pended since 1878, and an ambitious program of public works designed to
foster the development of the empire’s Asiatic provinces.® Foreign policy
was not overlooked. In February Abdiilhamid instructed two of his former
grand viziers, Hayreddin Paga and Safvet Pasa, to furnish him with reports
on the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, the Franco-Prussian War of 1870—71,
and the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78. Specifically, he wished to know
the causes and immediate sources of these wars, their consequences for the
belligerents, how they had reshaped Europe, and how they had been per-
ceived by popular as well as expert diplomatic opinion.” No true politician,
it has been said, asks a question without already knowing the answer, and
the questions that Abdiilhamid put to Hayreddin and Safvet were hardly
innocent. At the very least, they suggest that he had already concluded
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that the three wars in question had transformed the international system
in ways to which the Ottoman Empire would have to accommodate itself.
Clearly implicit, too, was the question of assessing the implications of the
emergence of a united and powerful German Empire in the heart of the
European continent. It can scarcely be a coincidence that within less than
two months of requesting these reports Abdillhamid had made his first
tentative steps toward a closer relationship with Germany, with a request
to Berlin for civilian and military advisors.*

Hayreddin Paga (18212—90), formerly chief minister of the Ottoman
dependency of Tunis, had been installed by Sultan Abdiilhamid as grand
vizier in December 1878 but dismissed within a few months after the two
men had quarrelled over their respective prerogatives and the question of
reconvening a parliament. Even so, Abdiilhamid evidently maintained a
high opinion of Hayreddin’s abilities and continued to consult him ad
hoc, on a range of domestic and foreign issues.” Hayreddin appears to
have submitted separate reports on each of the three wars specified by the
sultan, but only the report concerning the Austro-Prussian War can be
traced in the Turkish state archives. It is slight. Reduced to essentials, the
reportasserted that the states of Germany, if united, would naturally form
the strongest power in Europe; that Austria and Prussia had been engaged
in a contest for supremacy in Germany since the Congress of Vienna;
that Prussia had owed its eventual victory to its superior military organi-
zation and Bismarck’s diplomatic skill; and that the German Empire cre-
ated by the Austro-Prussian War and Franco-Prussian War was now the
dominant power in Europe, as confirmed by the role that it had played
at the Congress of Berlin."” The absence of Hayreddin’s reports on the
Franco-Prussian War and Russo-Ottoman Wiar is regrettable; the latter,
in particular, may have contained assessments of the Ottoman Empire’s
current international situation and recommendations for its future policy.

Some pointers as to Hayreddin’s views, however, are contained in a
further report, largely devoted to recommendations for domestic political
and administrative reform, which he submitted to the sultan less than two
months later, on May 3, 1880."" This report divided the European powers
into three groups: those that “will not cease to seek the Ottoman Empire’s
failure in its internal and external affairs, and the continuation of distur-
bance and revolution within its territories”; those whose interests in the
Ottoman Empire were essentially commercial, rather than political, and
therefore did not regard the empire’s interests and losses as a matter of
primary concern; and those that saw in the survival of the Ottoman state
“a firm barrier and strong divider” between themselves and Russia and
consequently sought its preservation.
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The danger was that the empire’s disorderly internal conditions were
undermining the confidence of this third group, who might otherwise
be regarded as well-wishers; they were already inclining toward viewing
the empire’s territorial integrity with indifference. Hence the importance
of internal reform: unless the “political and fundamental affairs of the
Imperial Sultanate” were placed on a firm and secure footing, it would
be impossible to forestall further European interference in the empire’s
internal affairs and, in case of need, to achieve an alliance with a Euro-
pean power that might protect the Ottoman state against attack by other
European powers and thereby place the empire’s external relations on a
secure basis. Hayreddin did not indicate which European power he saw as
a potential ally, but his reference to the Ottoman Empire’s role as a barrier
against Russia suggests that he had Britain in mind. This was the inference
drawn by an anonymous internal critic, who warned that the Ottoman
Empire must not tie itself to any single power but must “adopt policy in
accordance with time and circumstance, maintaining and strengthening
good relations with all the powers.”**

The second former grand vizier consulted by the sultan, Mehmet Esad
Safvet Pasa (1814-1883), unlike Hayreddin Paga, was a veteran diplomat
who had served on no less than six occasions as foreign minister and had
participated first hand in many of the events he was now called upon to
explain.13 Safvet’s report is very long and detailed.™ Superficially, it may
appear to be no more than a narrative history of events; but on closer in-
spection it reveals arguments, explicit and implied, of some sophistication
and originality. The report begins with the Congress of Vienna, which
concluded the Napoleonic wars. Safvet explained that the “diplomatic
equilibrium of Europe” had been established there, through a series of ter-
ritorial and political adjustments, freely agreed upon. Unprecedentedly, all
the powers of Europe were represented at the congress; only the Ottoman
Empire was not invited, although it was clearly a European power and
had participated in the Napoleonic wars. The equilibrium established at
Vienna was not a balance among particular powers but a general balance
and included both territorial and institutional elements.

One key element was the position granted to the Austrian Empire as
the dominant power in the Italian peninsula and, jointly with Prussia, as
the leader of the states forming the newly established German Confedera-
tion. The resulting equilibrium would last for halfa century, until Austria’s
position in Central Europe was successfully challenged. Austrian predom-
inance in Italy was challenged from 1848 onward by the kingdom of Sar-
dinia, to which France and then Prussia eventually gave decisive support.
It was challenged in Germany by Prussia, which (unfettered by Austria’s
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extensive commitments) had been able to build up its commercial, fi-
nancial, and especially military strength. The outcome was the Austro-
Prussian War of 1866, resulting in Austria’s ejection from Germany and
also from its remaining Italian possessions. This war was the true turning
point in recent international relations. As a result, “Europe’s established
equilibrium was entirely disrupted,” and not to the Ottoman Empire’s
advantage. It transformed Austria, stripped of its European role and re-
named Austria-Hungary, into an aggressive regional power that would
look southeast, to the sultan’s possessions, for compensation for its losses
in Central Europe.

Formally, the outcome of the Austro-Prussian War had preserved the
independence of the other German states. But in practice, Safvet noted,
they were henceforth no more than “privileged provinces” of Prussia, in
ade facto German Empire of 40 million people. The subsequent Franco-
Prussian War had merely rounded off this process. Launched by Napoleon
III in “an act of madness,” it resulted in France’s defeat and consequent
losses of territory and international influence, incidentally allowing the
new Italian state formed by Sardinia to establish Rome as its capital and
put an end to the temporal authority of the papacy. For the past ten years
France had been left “in a most unfortunate condition,” subordinate to
German influence, while the new German Empire had gained hugely in
influence and moral strength and was “the absolute arbiter of Europe,”
as demonstrated by the role Prince Bismarck had recently played at the
Congress of Berlin. In sum, the six years between 1865 and 1871 had seen
changes in Europe that had not occurred “in the course of several centuries.”

Safvet Paga’s account of the origins of the most recent Russo-Ottoman
War is noteworthy for its understanding tone toward Russia. Russia, he
conceded, had been an expansionist power since Peter the Great and under
Catherine the Great had conceived the ambition of overthrowing the
Ottoman Empire, seizing its capital, and freeing its Orthodox Christian
subjects. He noted, however, that it was Russia that had come to the sul-
tan’s aid against Mehmet Ali Paga of Egypt in 1833 and had offered the
Ottoman Empire the protection of an alliance at Unkiar-Skelessi; over the
next fifteen years (up to 1848) Russo-Ottoman relations had been marked
by friendship and mutual confidence. What had later undermined this
amity and trust was Russia’s apprehension that the Ottoman Empire was
falling under British and French influence, as manifested by the Porte’s
attitude in the Wallachian and Hungarian refugee crises of 1848—49 and
subsequently by a fear that Austria might challenge Russia’s own influence
over the Montenegrins and other South Slavs. The result was that Russia
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was tempted by the dispute between Catholic and Orthodox clergy over
the Christian holy places in Jerusalem into making an attempt to force the
Ottoman government to acknowledge Russia’s protection of its Orthodox
subjects, thereby provoking the Crimean War and its own defeat at the
hands of an Anglo-Franco-Ottoman-Sardinian coalition.

For the Ottoman Empire, Safvet continued, the Crimean War had
proved to be a pyrrhic victory, for the terms of peace imposed by the sub-
sequent Treaty of Paris were such that Russia would never be reconciled to
them: “every word of the said treaty was a stain and black spot on Russia’s
reputation, honor, and grandeur.” The treaty had destroyed Russia’s in-
fluence in the Orient and placed the Ottoman Empire under exclusive
Anglo-French influence. Yet it was natural that Russia, bound by ties of re-
ligion and ethnicity to millions of the Ottoman Empire’s subjects, would
wish to exercise a similar influence there and maintain its prestige among
the Orthodox, especially the Orthodox Slavs. Russia proved to have
little hope of persuading the other European powers to revise the terms
of the Paris settlement, at least until the Franco-Prussian War provided
an opportunity to denounce the treaty’s Black Sea clauses in 1870. In the
meantime Russia had set out to undermine the Ottoman Empire, and its
reputation in Europe, by promotingsedition and disturbances among the
Orthodox Greeks, Montenegrins, Serbs, and Bulgarians. In this respect,
Safvet conceded, the Ottoman government was not blameless: by failing
to honor the pledges of equality that it had made to non-Muslims in 1856,
particularly in respect to state employment, it inadvertently pushed its
Christian subjects into the arms of Russia.

The upshot, in 1875-76, was the disastrous series of Orthodox Slav
revolts in Hercegovina, Bosnia, and Bulgaria and the consequent armed
conflicts with Serbia and Montenegro. These events led to a major interna-
tional crisis and a confrontation between the Ottoman Empire and Rus-
sia, which resulted in the disastrous war of 1877—78. Even in this instance,
Safvet refrained from casting the whole responsibility on Russia. He con-
ceded that Russia had instigated or encouraged each of the revolts and
the conflicts with Serbia and Montenegro. But matters had gone further
than the Russians intended, confronting them with a crisis that they could
not control. For one thing, the revolts provoked a general loss of Euro-
pean confidence in the Ottoman Empire and led other powers to come
forward with radical proposals for internal reform in the affected regions.
For another, some provocative remarks by the British prime minister in
the autumn of 1876 prompted the Russians to order a partial mobilization,
with an implied threat of war against the Ottoman Empire.
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The Ottoman government refused the program of reforms collectively
presented by the European Powers in December 1876 — rightly, in Safvet’s
view, for no independent state could have submitted to them. The other
powers then refused a Russian proposal to impose the program through
coercion, resulting in the formulation of a much milder program in the
London Protocol of March 1877. This too was refused by the Ottoman
government. Russia had been backed into a corner, Safvet argued, for to
have submitted to this refusal and been left empty-handed would have
been a major blow to its prestige as a Great Power. For Russia, therefore,
the option of war with the Ottoman Empire had become “a vital issue.” If
the sultan’s ministers had grasped that Russia must be offered a way out
and themselves sought to develop a compromise, war might have been
avoided; as it was, they accepted war fatalistically, too confident in the
Ottoman Empire’s own military strength and in intervention by other
powers once hostilities commenced.

The Ottoman government had mishandled the Russians, failing to
understand that influence in the Near East and the Ottoman Empire
was crucial to Russia’s prestige and standing as a Great Power. In similar
fashion, Safvet Pasa argued, the Ottoman government had failed to take
account of broader European opinion, which had been badly alienated
by the Hercegovinian and Bulgarian revolts and also by the Ottoman Em-
pire’s simultaneous default on its foreign debt. In principle, the Ottoman
Empire had been entirely justified in rejecting the Great Powers’ various
reform proposals as unacceptable violations of its independence and sov-
ereignty. But in practice such European interference, particularly on behalf
of the sultan’s Christian subjects, was of long standing and had already
created an independent Greek state, a special form of administration in
Mount Lebanon, and an autonomous principality in Serbia. The true so-
lution was to forestall such interference through better internal govern-
ment and, where it could not be avoided, to manage it in ways that would
minimize the threat to Ottoman interests and authority.

Safvet’s report leaves much unsaid. It notably avoids any serious analy-
sis of British policy. This may have represented an act of political tact, for
Abdilhamid’s deep suspicions of the British were already well established;
but it may also have reflected a belief on Safvet’s part that the Ottoman
Empire’s external security essentially depended upon its relations with the
Continental European powers, primarily Russia and Austria-Hungary.
Nor did Safvet’s report make any explicit recommendations as to future
Ottoman policy. Some indication of his views, however, may be derived
from two further reports that he submitted in April 1880 on the subject
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of the Ottoman Empire’s remaining European territories."” These warned
that the recent Russo-Ottoman War, by abrogating the principle of the
Ottoman Empire’s territorial integrity previously secured by the Treaty
of Paris, had “rendered the Ottoman Empire’s existence and survival a
pending problem, dependent upon transitory requirements and the
achievement of unity between the Powers.” The securing of the empire’s
European provinces was vital, for “the continuance and survival of the
Ottoman Empire is limited to the time the region of Rumeli remains
under its administration.” Specifically, Safvet proposed various measures
ofinternal reform designed to render Ottoman rule acceptable to the ma-
jority Christian population of these provinces and also to strengthen the
Muslim population of Albania, who were now the main prop of Ottoman
rule in the Balkans.

Like Hayreddin Pasa, Safvet Pasa regarded internal reform as the key
to the Ottoman Empire’s credibility in the eyes of the European powers
and considered that credibility to be crucial to its external security. In a
private letter written some months earlier he had stated:

If the Ottoman Empire henceforth does not seriously and truly
embark upon the path of reform, as necessitated by the position
of its own territories, and if it does not fully accept Europe’s civi-
lization, and, in sum, if it does not cause itself to be considered an
ordered and civilized state, it will never be freed from the influence,
trusteeship, and interference of Europe, and losing its influence,
rights, and independence from day to day, it will descend to the
level of the Empire of Iran and facilitate partition, and there is no
need to explain what the result of such a state of affairs must be."®

Unlike Hayreddin, however, Safvet Pasa does not appear to have fa-
vored exclusive alliances with any of the European powers.

Iv

Hayreddin and Safvet were representatives of an older generation. Safvet’s
views, in particular, reflected the preoccupations of the preceding Tanzi-
mat era, with its belief that the Ottoman Empire’s survival depended
upon gaining acceptance by the European Great Powers collectively,
through reforms designed to bring the empire closer to European civiliza-
tion and more particularly through an amelioration of the conditions of
the empire’s Christian subjects. Though periodically consulted by Sultan
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Abdiilhamid, Hayreddin and Safvet would not hold ministerial office
again. Not so the third figure considered here: Kiigiik Mehmet Said Paga
(1838-1914). Kiiciik Said was a new man and a creation of Abdiilhamid."”
Having served as the head of the sultan’s palace secretariat and then as
minister of the Privy Purse, he was first appointed prime minister in Octo-
ber 1879 and would serve as Abdiilhamid’s prime minister or grand vizier
on a further six occasions.

Kiiciik Said had no direct diplomatic experience, but as head of the
palace secretariat from September 1876 to January 1878 he would have
seen all major papers on foreign affairs immediately preceding and during
the war with Russia; his views on the empire’s international position in
the war’s aftermath were forthright. He repeatedly warned that the Treaty
of Berlin had laid a basis for the Ottoman Empire’s partition and that
the Franco-Prussian War of 1870 had transformed the European equilib-
rium in ways that were highly dangerous to the Ottoman Empire. Since
that date European opinion had abandoned the notion of preserving the
Ottoman Empire and turned instead to advocacy of its dissolution. The
immediate source of danger, in the aftermath of the Treaty of Berlin, was
the Ottoman government’s weakness at home and the wretched state of
its finances and internal administration, which threatened to provoke a
scramble for advantage among the European powers. This could well end
in an agreement that would ensure the empire’s annihilation. Just as worry-
ing was the sharp impetus that the Treaty of Berlin had given to the aspira-
tions to provincial or regional autonomy of some of the empire’s peoples,
which, if realized, would prove to be no more than a stepping stone toward
a final partition of the sultan’s territories among the Great Powers."*

Kiigiik Said Paga concluded that the key to the empire’s external se-
curity and survival lay in internal reform and the strengthening of the
Ottoman state, though not primarily with a view to ingratiating itself with
European or local Christian opinion. In alengthy report submitted to the
sultan in August 1880, he asserted that a revival of the Ottoman Empire
would require the development of the three forces of “probity, education,
and justice.” An upright administration and an incorrupt judiciary were
the best means of appeasing local Christian discontents, far better than
the Tanzimat policy of bribing the Christian elites with government jobs,
which had been tried and failed. Education was “the first condition of sov-
ereignty”: a source of capable officials, effective institutions, and popular
prosperity. It was also essential to enable the empire’s Muslims to catch
up with the local Christians, who had overtaken them educationally and
economically in the decades since the Crimean War. With a properly or-
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ganized military, civil administration, and judiciary, the Ottoman Em-
pire could secure itself against the Great Powers: “These are the means to
prevent the formation of a concert against the Ottoman Empire, and to
secure its preservation as one of the powers of Europe.”

As long as the empire remained weak, none of the Great Powers was
to be trusted. It is striking that in his August 1880 report Kiigiik Said went
out of his way to warn Abdiilhamid against Germany, the very power that
the sultan was newly cultivating. Germany, in Kiigiik Said’s view, would
seek to secure its own European interests, and its hopes of further expan-
sion in Central Europe, by encouraging other European powers to com-
pensate themselves at Ottoman expense. Germany had facilitated Russia’s
war with the Ottoman Empire, had promoted Austria-Hungary’s acquisi-
tion of Bosnia and Hercegovina, and in all likelihood had also promoted
the Anglo-Ottoman Cyprus Convention. Germany would not oppose
Russia’s ambitions in respect to the Ottoman Empire and could also be
expected to continue to push Austria-Hungary forward in the Balkans,
thereby stimulating Anglo-Russian rivalry in Ottoman Asia and the am-
bitions of France and Italy. These perils were to be avoided not by seeking
alliances with powers other than Germany but by a combination of good
government at home and cautious and skillful diplomacy abroad: “acting
with the greatest prudence, giving no party justifiable pretext for quarrel,
refraining from things that cause mutual hostility between the Powers,
maintaining peace internally, and administering the country well.” Inter-
national politics, Kii¢iik Said argued, was at least partially regulated by
norms; any power that openly violated those norms by secking unjustifi-
able causes of quarrels would be bound to provoke the opposition of other
powers, if only “for the sake of their own influence and prestige.”

This was not Kiigiik Said’s final word, for in subsequent years he ap-
pears to have come to the view that a policy of isolation and nonalignment
could furnish the empire with no security. Possibly he was driven to this
opinion by the French seizure of Tunis in May 1881 and the British occupa-
tion of Egypt in September 1882. Weeks after the latter event he warned
the sultan that the Ottoman Empire was “squeezed between all the Chris-
tian powers and principalities” and that in this circumstance neither dip-
lomatic finesse nor military strength could provide security: the empire
must align itself with one or another of the Great Powers. Two months
later he warned that it was essential to “reform the Ottoman Empire’s for-
eign policy and adopt a principled and firm course of action. This appears
impossible unless we conclude an alliance with one or two Powers on the
basis of mutual interest.” He did not specify which powers he had in mind;
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but given his continuing mistrust of Germany and Austria-Hungary and
also of Russia, it is a reasonable surmise that he had come to favor an align-
ment with Britain.

A\

The fourth Ottoman statesman considered here, Kibrisli Mehmet Kamil
Pasa (1832-1913), like Kiiciik Said, was a member of a younger genera-
tion who owed his career in central government to Sultan Abdiilhamid.
It has been suggested that Abdiilhamid may have invited Kamil Pasa to
join Hayreddin and Safvet in assessing the causes and consequences of
the three recent wars; but if so, Kamil’s report remains untraced.'® Kamil
might seem an odd choice of advisor, for he had no diplomatic experience
and had spent his entire career up to 1879 in provincial administration.*
He took a serious interest in international affairs, however; unusually for
an Ottoman statesman of the period, he had learned English as well as
French. In the course of a future career that would include three spells
as Abdiilhamid’s grand vizier he would acquire a reputation as a foreign
policy specialist and a persistent and consistent advocate of a permanent
alliance with Great Britain as the only practical guarantee of the Ottoman
Empire’s security and survival.

How did Kamil Paga arrive at this conclusion? Hayreddin and Safvet
had stressed the importance of the Ottoman Empire’s moral credibility
in the eyes of the European powers and the need to gain acceptance as
a worthy partner in the European equilibrium. In contrast, Kamil Paga
took a “realist” view of international relations as being unconstrained by
moral or legal rules and governed exclusively by self-interest. As he noted
in February 1882:

In the belief of Europe there is no conscience in politics, and so a
European power, for the sake of gaining its interest, will not hold
back from implementing whatever is politically necessary, even if
it violates justice and rights and the rules of civilization in the eyes
of others, and even if crimes like the killing of populations and the
wasting of countries occur.”

The guarantees of territorial integrity extended to the Ottoman Em-
pire by the European powers under the treaties of Paris and Berlin could
offer no security against foreign aggression. Such treaties might have some
moral force in peacetime, but no judicial mechanism existed to hold an



European Equilibrium or Asiatic Balance of Power? 71

aggressor state to account. In wartime belligerents were guided by the rule
that “might is right,” and no third party could be obliged to deter or inter-
vene against an aggressor. “So the Ottoman Empire must rely on its own
diplomatic measures and material and moral force to preserve itself from
external blows.”*?

It followed that security for any state lay in a favorable balance of
power, to be achieved through the conclusion of exclusive alliances with

other states. In a report to the sultan in March 1887, Kamil explained:

As the rivalry that is natural between states impedes loyalty and
may even provoke hostility, even the friendly relations between
states in peacetime are a matter of official transactions, and a state
that adjusts its conduct to this natural rivalry may be secure against
aggression. It is necessary and inevitable, in order that a state may
be able to attack another state, that it rely upon the opinion and al-
liance of the two states that are its neighbors, and likewise, in order
that a state may defend itself against the aggression of another state,
that it rely on the union of neighboring states.... As true sincerity
and loyalty between states are impossible, a state, for the sake of
an alliance, without secking a friendly state, may even conclude an
alliance with a state whose attack it apprehends. The possibility of
achievingalliance between two such rival states derives from every
state’s need for allies to protect it from attack.”

It was, Kamil Paga noted, these self-interested considerations of the
balance of power that governed the attitudes of the European Great Pow-
ers toward the Ottoman Empire and that, in some circumstances, had
persuaded some of them to uphold and protect it:

For example, for a Russian attack and aggression against the
Ottoman territories to be permitted, in alliance, by neighboring
Austria and Germany, it must be conditional upon these two states
cach gaining a benefit in return for the advantage that Russia will
gain in the event of victory. For otherwise, i.., if Russia monopo-
lizes the benefit, its increase of power and aggrandizement will
threaten neighboring states, so it is natural that those neighboring
states will not permit such a dangerous state of affairs, which will
disrupt the balance between them, and in the treaties of Berlin as of
Paris, the Great Powers’ guarantee to uphold the territorial integ-
rity of the Ottoman Empire is based on this principle. Similarly, if
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the Ottoman Empire and Austria, and, from among the guarantor
powers, England, for example, ally to prevent Russia’s aggression,
the interest that these two powers will seek lies in the prevention
of conquest by Russia, for if that is not prevented, even if Russia’s
conquest of a portion of the Ottoman territories allows them and
even other states to take a share of the Ottoman territories for the
sake of achieving a balance, the greatest share and most important
positions in this partition will still fall to Russia, and a general war,
in particular, may arise out of a disagreement between powers over
this partition, and so every state, besides securing its own position,
will evidently deem the defense of the Ottoman Empire’s territo-
rial integrity to be a matter of common interest and seck no other
material advantage.”*

For the Ottoman Empire, the balance of power that counted was not,
in the first instance, between any of the Great Powers within Europe but
between the British and Russian empires in Asia. Russian policy was “the
driving force of political problems in East,” for Russia was a power that
had long been bent upon “world conquest,” as foretold in the alleged tes-
tament of Peter the Great. To be more precise, Russia’s ultimate ambition
was to wrest control of India away from the British; in order to approach
this goal, it was obliged to annihilate or subordinate all the intervening
independent Muslim states, including the Ottoman Empire. Through
conquests in Central Asia and the Caucasus, and through successive wars
that weakened the Ottoman Empire, Russia had steadily advanced toward
the realization of its ambition. It was idle to hope that friendly relations
might deter the Russians from their ambitions: the acquisition of Istan-
bul and the Straits, in particular, was a “national desire” that no Russian
government could withstand.”

Britain and the Ottoman Empire therefore had a common interest in
resisting Russian expansionism in Asia. The British must grasp that their
own interests, properly understood, required them to support and sus-
tain the Ottoman Empire. As Kamil noted in 1886, in a message evidently
intended to be passed on to the British prime minister, Lord Salisbury:
“In my opinion, Turkey and England are naturally bound by their com-
mon interests in Asia.... It is evident that if, through misfortune, at some
future time, India is conquered by the Russians, the Ottoman Empire will
no longer be able to exist; and just so England will not be able to prevent

Russia’s aggressions without the existence or assistance of Turkey.”**
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The difficulty, as Kamil acknowledged, was that the Ottoman Em-
pire was not a purely Asiatic state but also a European and North African
state. This meant that it was exposed in European regions where the Brit-
ish had no means of defending it and, judging by the refusal to guarantee
the empire’s European territories in the Cyprus Convention, less interest
in doing so. It also meant that the Russians had opportunities to buy off
other European powers, who might otherwise join the British in oppos-
ing the Russians, by offering them compensation at Ottoman expense:
Austria in the Balkan peninsula and France and Italy in the Mediterra-
nean. For these reasons, an Anglo-Ottoman alliance would prove inef-
fective without the participation of at least one other European Great
Power, France and Austria-Hungary being the obvious candidates in the
1880s. In other words, Russia must be diplomatically contained in Eu-
rope if it was also to be militarily contained in Asia: the balance of power
in Asia depended upon the balance of power in Europe. Unsurprisingly,
Kamil Paga was deeply alarmed by the Three Emperors’ Alliance of Rus-
sia, Germany, and Austria-Hungary, concluded in 1881, for this appeared
to point the way to a Austro-Russian partition of the Balkan peninsula
and also to offer Russia a free hand in Asia. He would subsequently iden-
tify the collapse of this alliance, and its replacement in 1887 by a system
of understandings involving Germany, Austria-Hungary, Italy, and Brit-
ain, as the greatest achievement of his own first grand vizierate. There-
after a revival of the Three Emperors” Alliance remained his permanent
nightmare.”’

As already noted, Kamil held that states had no natural sympathies;
a further reason for his advocacy of a British alliance was his fear that
the British might turn elsewhere. The reform provisions of the Cyprus
Convention, he argued, were a warning that the British, however mistak-
enly, had been seduced by the notion that an Armenian successor-state
in eastern Anatolia might offer an effective barrier to Russian expansion.
He detected signs of similar British thinking in respect to Syria.”* More
dramatically, he warned that, if the British ever lost confidence in their
ability to hold India, they might be tempted to look for compensation at
the expense of the Ottoman Empire, just as they had acquired India as a
substitute for their lost possessions in America:

for if the English, with all their wealth and means of trade, are con-
fined to the island of Britain, and unable, as now, to employ their
capital in eastern countries to gain entry there for the products
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of their factories, within a short time what they have will be de-
stroyed and they will be ruined; so it is obvious that they must take
necessary steps against these misfortunes while there is a chance
available. In that case, the countries to which England must pay

attention as alternatives to India could be the Arabian peninsula
and Africa.”

The practical lesson was that the Ottoman Empire could not afford to
remain passive in the face of the European powers’ rivalries: the British,
and also other potential partners like the Austrians, must be persuaded of
the Ottoman government’s readiness to stand up to Russia. Failing that,
they would be driven to settle with the Russians at the empire’s expense.

Finally, Kamil argued that entry into a Great Power alliance would
offer the Ottoman government important side benefits. One would be
financial: a stance of nonalignment or balancing among all the Great
Powers was already obliging the empire to maintain armed forces greater
than its financial resources could reasonably bear. An alliance, by en-
abling the sultan to transfer a portion of the burdens of defense and de-
terrence to his allies, would also bring relief to his treasury.’® Another
benefit would be greater internal security: the demonstrative support of
Great Powers would serve as a deterrent to foreign-inspired subversion
and also provide the empire with the diplomatic cover necessary for the
suppression of domestic disturbances and revolts without risking Euro-
pean interference.”

On the face of it, Kamil’s views on a British-led alliance as the means
to security seem consistent and clear; Sultan Abdiilhamid, however,
pointed to important ambiguities. For one thing, the sultan objected that
entry into an anti-Russian alliance might expose the Ottoman Empire to
the risk of a major war, whether provoked by Russia or by its own allies.
Kamil regularly insisted that the alliances he advocated were means to
preserve the peace; but in an exchange of views conducted through the
sultan’s principal palace secretary in August 1889 he did suggest that a
European war might be in the Ottoman Empire’s interest, for the alterna-
tive of a shift in European alignments that might entail a peaceful resolu-
tion of the Great Powers’ differences would expose the empire to the risk
of an agreed-upon partition.”> Was it perhaps Kamil’s real view that the
Ottoman Empire could not safely accommodate itself to the Berlin settle-
ment and that security would be best achieved not through the diplomatic
exploitation of the existing balance of power but through its overthrow in
a war that would leave Russia significantly weakened? In similar fashion,
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Abdiilhamid objected that entry into an alliance with a British-led coali-
tion of powers would amount in practice to acceptance of a protectorate:

Indeed a state cannot live in isolation, and it is obvious that it needs
to conclude alliances with powers that have common interests in
the questions that arise, but it is essential that its independence be
preserved in this, and it is utterly impermissible to choose to sub-
mit to another power’s protectorate and so His Imperial Majesty
seeks to the utmost to avoid entering on a path that may undermine
the preservation of the Ottoman Empire’s independence and will
under no circumstances accept the opposite course.”

The sultan’s concern was not unfounded, for in urging Ottoman adhe-
sion to the Anglo-Austro-Italian Mediterranean Entente in September
1888 Kamil had admitted that the empire’s prospective partners might
render their support conditional on the implementation of unspecified
internal reforms —leading an alarmed Abdiilhamid to foresee an imposed
system of provincial autonomies and provincial and imperial parlia-
ments.>* Did Kamil Paga regard a de facto British protectorate, or at least
a substantial measure of British influence in the empire’s internal affairs,
as a price worth paying for the sake of external security?

VI

I hope that this discussion has established the existence of a consider-
able diversity of views among Ottoman statesmen on the subject of their
empire’s prospects of external security in the aftermath of the Berlin set-
tlement, going beyond the conventional categories of “pro-British,” “pro-
Russian,” “pro-German,” and the like. The four statesmen considered here
were in agreement in regarding the Ottoman Empire’s situation as fragile,
but they differed in their assessments of the external challenges and oppor-
tunities that it faced. In their different ways, Hayreddin Paga and Safvet
Pasa held that the central problem was one of acceptance and moral cred-
ibility. The Ottoman Empire would survive only if the European powers
believed that it deserved to, and the key to winning their confidence was
internal reform. Kii¢itk Said Paga preferred to emphasize the importance
of material credibility and the need for a strong domestic administration
and armed forces: internal weakness invited aggression. Kamil Paga saw
salvation in alignment and the exploitation and fostering of the Great
Powers’ mutual rivalries: specifically, he proposed placing the Ottoman
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Empire at the heart of an anti-Russian coalition that would secure it
against Russia and also against its own coalition partners.
Asithappened, Sultan Abdiilhamid IT did not adopt any of these pre-
scriptions as a whole, though he adopted parts of all of them. His own
fundamental assumptions may be briefly sketched here.” First, he held
that the Ottoman Empire had a vital interest in the maintenance of peace
among the European powers. This ruled out any policy of alignments or
alliances (for example, with Britain or Russia) that might actually pro-
voke war. Second, it was vital that the Ottoman government maintain a
real measure of independence from the European powers. At home, this
implied a policy of reliance on the Muslim element and resistance to any
measures of reform or decentralization that might facilitate Christian
separatism and European penetration; abroad, it ruled out any alignment
or alliance that might enable a European power or group of powers to
establish a de facto protectorate over the Ottoman Empire. Both these
considerations explain Abdiilhamid’s decision, as of 1880, to cultivate the
closest possible relations with Germany, the newest of the European Great
Powers. On the one hand, Germany had no known designs of its own on
the Ottoman Empire’s territory and independence and no clients among
the sultan’s Christian populations. On the other, Germany in the 1880s
appeared to occupy the pivotal position in European politics and would
consequently be able to restrain those powers whose designs caused the
sultan most concern — Britain, Russia, and Austria-Hungary. A close rela-
tionship with Germany would enable the sultan to maintain a measure of
balance in his relations with all the other powers and thereby safeguard his
independence. This in turn would furnish him with a respite from external
problems and enable his government to devote its energies and resources
to the internal strengthening that alone could safeguard the Ottoman
Empire’s independence and survival in the longer term. Such, at least, was

Abdiilhamid’s hope.
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Benevolent Contempt

Bismarck’s Ottoman Policy

Sean McMeekin

The views expressed by Germany’s iron chancellor on the Eastern question
are justly notorious. Few students of diplomatic history have not heard
Bismarck’s bon mot that “the entire Orient [den ganzen Orient] is not
worth the bones of a single Pomeranian grenadier” — although many mis-
takenly believe that he was referring to the Balkans, full stop, rather than
the Ottoman Empire in its entirety.! Otto von Bismarck’s Machiavellian
“Reinsurance Treaty” of 1887 even contained a clause promising that the
Germans would remain neutral if the Russians again tried to seize Con-
stantinople as they nearly had in 1878. The chancellor’s dismissive view of
Turkey’s strategic importance seems of a piece with his only slightly less
famous disregard for Africa, expressed to the explorer Eugen Wolft: “my
map of Africa lies in Europe. Here is Russia and here is France, and we
[Germany] are in the middle; that is my map of Africa.”*

And yet, despite his supposed contempt for the Ottoman Empire and
Africa, Bismarck presided over two Berlin congresses dealing with one and
then the other, in 1878 and 1884. He not only went along with Germany’s
acquisition of African colonies in the 1880s but also approved the dis-
patch of a German military mission at Sultan Abdiilhamid IT’s request in
1882, which planted the potent seed of German influence in the Ottoman
army. Germany’s famous investment in Ottoman strategic rail began in
the Bismarckian, not the Wilhelmine, era: the first stretch of the Bagh-
dad Railway, from Istanbul to [zmit, was completed in 1872. The original
Anatolian Railway Company was incorporated in 1889, while Bismarck
was still in office.

What are we to make of Bismarck’s actual policies vis-a-vis the
Ottoman Empire, which seem to contradict his public statements so
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blatantly? This paper argues that, far from dismissing Turkey’s strategic
importance, Bismarck in fact felt it only too keenly. The key to the appar-
ent puzzle of Bismarck’s Ottoman policy is the vast gulf between what he
saw as Ottoman Turkey’s minimal importance for Germany and its colos-
sal importance for other powers — Austria, Russia, and France, which were
themselves deeply entangled with Germany. (Britain, like Turkey itself,
factored into German calculations only at second remove, via its rivalries
with Russia and France.) Bismarck’s genius, and his curse, was to perceive
sooner than anyone else the danger that a collapse of Ottoman authority
in the Balkans would provoke a general European war. Preventing such a
conflict was his overriding priority from the time of Germany’s unification
in 1871 until his fall from power in 1890. It is thus not surprising that Bis-
marck’s most famous diplomatic triumph came at the Congress of Berlin
in 1878, when he mediated a settlement that (for all its ugly horse-trading
at Turkish expense) helped preserve the Ottoman Empire —and the peace
of Europe — for a quarter-century.

Unlike his encouragement of German imperialism in Africa, which
truly was cynical, following the Berlin Conference Bismarck quietly but
genuinely promoted the expansion of German influence in Turkey. His
goal was to shore up its defenses in order to ward off the predatory inten-
tions of other powers. To do this while not alarming Austria and Russia—
France could easily exploit another eastern crisis to attack Germany — was
a difficult but not impossible task for Bismarck’s unsentimental Realpoli-
tik. It proved beyond the abilities of Kaiser Wilhelm IT, whose sentimental
attachment to the Ottoman Empire paradoxically led him to become an
unwitting catalyst in its destruction.

To understand Bismarck’s Ottoman policy at the Berlin Conference of
1878, it is necessary to examine his actions during the Balkan crisis that
led up to it. From what we know of the diplomatic fallout of the Berlin
Treaty — Russia’s notorious resentment at the overturning of its own vic-
torious Treaty of San Stefano with the Ottomans, a “defeat” that many in
St. Petersburg blamed on Bismarck — we might expect that the chancel-
lor had discouraged Russia from intervening.” This, however, is quite far
from the case. Bismarck in fact initially greeted the news of unrest in the
Balkans in 1875 as a welcome distraction from what he saw as an unhealthy
obsession in Europe’s chancelleries with the Franco-German question (it
is noteworthy that Bismarck himself, fearing just this, had not wanted to
annex Alsace-Lorraine in 1871: he was overruled by the military). In much
the same way in which he would later encourage colonial gamesmanship in
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the “Scramble for Africa” to keep France embroiled with Britain, Bismarck
believed that a Balkan crisis could lead to closer relations with London at
France’s expense. For this reason, after the first rumblings of an Ottoman
crisis in 1875 — the Bosnian uprising in the summer and the Porte’s default
on debt interest payments in October — Bismarck offered Germany’s un-
prompted endorsement of Britain’s buyout of the Suez Canal company in
November 1875 and instructed Lord Odo Russell, Britain’s ambassador, to
propose a sweeping agreement on Balkan issues to British prime minister
Benjamin Disraeli. The territorial details of this would-be settlement, Ger-
many’s chancellor informed Disraeli, mattered not at all: the powers could
agree on either the maintenance of the status quo on Ottoman Europe or
its ruthless partition: the important thing was that the powers reach an
agreement on “what was to be done with Turkey.”*

During the entire Balkan crisis that unfolded, Bismarck’s basic posi-
tion of disinterest toward territorial changes never wavered. With remark-
able prescience (and a dose of his famous cynicism) Bismarck’s “offer” to
Disraeli in January 1876 anticipated the basic Balkan settlement reached
two years —and two wars — later, with Russian gains in Bessarabia offset
by Austrian control of (though not sovereignty over) Bosnia-Hercegovina.
Whether Russia went to war with Ottoman Turkey or not was a matter of
equal indifference to Bismarck: in fact at one point in September 1876 he
all but encouraged St. Petersburg to attack, so long as this was done with
Austrian approval.” It was not that Bismarck particularly desired either
the preservation of Ottoman territorial integrity or its violent dismember-
ment through Russian aggression. In his view the principal German inter-
est, rather, lay in controlling the Balkan crisis so as to prevent the European
powers from going to war with each other. Because the state he served
had no natural frontiers offering a defense against invasion by any of the
potentially hostile powers encircling its borders (France, Denmark, and
Austria had all recently lost territory to Prussia/Germany), Bismarck was
willing to pay almost any price to avoid diplomatic perturbations that
might plunge Europe into war. As Lord Odo Russell explained Bismarck’s
Ottoman policy to London in 1877, “suflice it to say that he is quite ready
to divide Turkey for the sake of keeping Germany together.”®

To modern sensibilities, these episodes in Bismarckian Realpolitik
seem brazen, if not downright offensive. What business was it of Ger-
many’s chancellor to broach plans for partitioning Ottoman Turkey be-
tween Austria and Russia— to Britain’s prime minister? On what logical,
let alone moral or ethical grounds, did third-party Bismarck presume
the right to sanctify a Russian war of aggression mounted in the name
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of “Christianity” against Muslim Turkey, adding only the condition that
a fourth party, Austria, give its consent? Ccrtainly contempt is not too
strong a word to describe this sort of posture toward the fate of a large
multiethnic, multifaith empire that straddled Europe, Asian Anatolia, and
the modern Middle East. As Bismarck himself summarized his Ottoman
policy in October 1876, “the question as to whether we can come to an
agreement on the Oriental rough-and-tumble with England, still more
with Austria, and most of all with Russia, is for the future of Germany
infinitely more important than Turkey’s treatment of its subjects and its
relations with the European powers.”” Or as he notoriously told the Reich-
stag just two months later, “the entire Orient is not worth the bones of a
single Pomeranian grenadier.”

Unattractive as all this may seem to modern sensibilities, Bismarck’s
Ottoman policy contained much good sense. It was not that Bismarck
wished Turkey, or Turks, ill. Even as he was sounding out Disraeli on ways
in which the powers might agree on partitioning the Ottoman Empire,
the chancellor told Britain’s ambassador to Berlin that “he did not agree
with those who said: “Things are too bad to last so any longer’; in his
opinion Turkey might yet be kept together with a little good-will.”® The
coldness with which Bismarck viewed the diplomatic chessboard left him
immune to the fashionable anti-Turkish sentiments of the day. To Dis-
racli’s own distaste, English public opinion was falling hard for William
Gladstone’s famous pamphleteering against the Bulgarian Horrors. More
ominously, the Russian press was concocting that dangerous blend of Or-
thodox Christian “Second Rome” messianism and pan-Slavic irredentism
that convinced Tsar Alexander II that his throne would be in jeopardy if
he did not do battle for “Christendom,” just as Nicholas IT would later
fatefully believe that he could not fail to mobilize his armies for Serbia and
Slavdom in 1914. Bismarck, by contrast, remained largely unmoved by the
drumbeat of anti-Turkish horror stories coming from Bosnia and Bulgaria.
He saw easily through Russia’s efforts to invoke “Europe” and “Christen-
dom” to beatify its crude territorial ambitions in the Balkans, telling Kai-
ser Wilhelm I that any politician who used such abstractions to justify
wars was not to be trusted. Significantly, Bismarck cited the Crimean War
to illustrate his point, condemning in that case not the Russians but the
“Western powers” (Britain and France) for having sold the conflict as a
“European” crusade against Russian barbarism.” Although hardly a paci-
fist, Bismarck believed fundamentally that “any war, even a victorious war,
was a misfortune [ein Ungliick]. It is always a dangerous game to deploy
Beelzebub to drive out the devil.”*°
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It was particularly dangerous when Russia played the role of Beelze-
bub. Bismarck’s worst strategic nightmare was that Germany would have
to fight a war on two fronts against France and Russia. For this reason the
generals in Berlin were gravely concerned a7y time Russia mobilized its
army. A little-known aspect of the Ottoman crisis of 1877 is that in Janu-
ary and February, while Russia was mobilizing against Turkey, the Prus-
sian General Staff undertook intensive preparations for a two-front war.
With strategic insight no less prescient than Bismarck’s diplomatic antici-
pation, Helmuth von Moltke the Elder drew up a mobilization timetable
for knocking France out first before wheeling around to face Russia, which
was eerily similar to the modified Schlieffen Plan that his son, Moltke the
Younger, would actually deploy in 1914. The great Moltke, like the great
Bismarck, had the kind of wisdom born of a tragic sense of life, which led
them to prepare for the worst-case scenario in order not to have to live
through it."!

In an ideal world, Bismarck would rather that St. Petersburg had not
intervened in the Balkan crisis — or, even better, that the Bosnian and
Bulgarian uprisings of 1875 and 1876 and the vigorous Ottoman response
following the declaration of war by Serbia and Montenegro on June 30,
1876, and the refusal of the Turks to buckle to European pressure the fol-
lowing winter had never happened, giving Russia cause to do so. Failing
this, Bismarck would much have preferred that Disraeli mediate the bur-
geoning crisis himself — after all, keeping Russian imperial ambitions in
check had been a cardinal objective of British foreign policy for decades.
But the British response to Bismarck’s overtures in this direction in 1876
was “cool and dilatory.”" Playing his own version of Realpolitik, Dis-
racli was happy to watch from the sidelines. Why should a British prime
minister be obliged to solve Bismarck’s Balkan dilemmas for him? In the
end it would be up to the chancellor himself to navigate a path for Ger-
many between the treacherous shoals of Russian ambition and Austrian
jealousy.

Short of Germany itself declaring war on St. Petersburg, Bismarck
could have done nothingafter Russia declared war on Turkey on April 24,
1877, but wait and see what the clash of arms would bring. And nothing
is just what he did. One of the strangest facts of the entire Balkan crisis
is that the German chancellor who famously hosted the conference that
brought it to a close was on sick leave from April 1877 to February 1878,
ailing from his chronic neuralgia, rheumatism, shingles, and sleeplessness.
Bismarck was effectively out of action, that s, for the entire duration of the
Russo-Ottoman War. Whether he used ill health as an excuse to “hide”
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and wait out the war or not, it was clear that he wanted no part of Russia’s
“European” crusade."’

If Bismarck had first hoped the Balkan crisis would inject fresh new
obsessions into European diplomacy to replace the stale Franco-Prussian
antagonism, by the time the crisis came to a head in February 1878, with
the Russian army at San Stefano (today’s Yesilkdy) and the British fleet
poised menacingly in the Sea of Marmara, threatening to intervene if
they marched on Constantinople, he was thoroughly weary of the whole
thing. As Bismarck had told Lord Odo Russell following the collapse of
the short-lived Constantinople summit that had preceded Russia’s decla-
ration of war in April 1877, “he never liked conferences, he never expected
any useful result from them and as far as he was concerned he would never
go to a conference again”"*

While Bismarck’s health had improved slightly by the time the diplo-
mats descended on Berlin that June, it is a telling commentary on his con-
dition that each day of the conference he had to force down “two or three
beer mugs full of strong port wine” simply in order to “get his blood flow-
ing.” Bismarck in 1878 was almost a caricature of an Old World diplomat,
world-weary, arrogant, largely inebriated, and yet still able to lead complex
multinational negotiations in his own German and two foreign languages
(mostly French but also English, as Disraceli did not speak French) simul-
taneously, while constantly avoiding the merest hint of sentiment about
the matters under discussion. Above all, Bismarck insisted that the nego-
tiations be conducted speedily, with no time wasted on issues of less than
general interest: his health would not permit them to dragon indefinitely.
It is testament to the will of the iron chancellor that the conference was
confined to only twenty sessions, lasting one month (June 13 to July 13,
1878)."

The contrast between Bismarck’s sublime indifference to detail and
the passionate lobbying of the other diplomats was almost breathtaking.
Count Gyula Andrassy, representing Austria-Hungary, moved heaven and
carth to wrest Bosnia-Hercegovina from the Turks, whose own diplomats,
Alexander Karatheodori Paga and Sadullah Bey, sought desperately to sal-
vage some scrap of Ottoman Europe from the wreckage of San Stefano.
It is largely a matter of taste whether Bismarck showed more contempt to
Andriéssy or Karatheodori. On Andréssy’s cozying up to Disraeli in order
to win Balkan gains for Vienna hardly merited by Austria’s passivity, the
chancellor memorably told Lord Salisbury: “I have heard of people refus-
ing to eat their pigeon unless it was shot and roasted for them, but I have
never heard of anyone refusing to eat it unless his jaws were forced open
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and it was pushed down his throat.” As Salisbury interpreted Bismarck’s
latest bon mot, the chancellor’s objection was that “Andrassy insists not
only that the Turk shall cede [Bosnia], but that the Turk shall beg him as
a favour to take it. The poor Turks make a wry face.”'® As for the “poor
Turks” themselves, the iron chancellor told an aide at one point that they
were wrong to think that it would be advantageous for them if the confer-
ence broke off without result: whether it led to war or peace, “the powers
will reach agreement at the expense of the Turks.” Still crueler was Bis-
marck’s aside following a minor incident in which his own (rather large)
dog had growled at an unfortunate diplomat: “The dog has not finished
his training. He does not know whom to bite. If he did know what to do,
he would have bitten the Turks.”"’

Despite appearances, however, the month-long Berlin conference
of 1878 saw the first stirrings in Bismarck of a new posture toward the
Ottoman Empire. To begin with, although the chancellor had at times
seemed disrespectful of the Turkish delegation, according to Josef Maria
von Radowitz, director of Oriental Affairs at the Wilhelmstrasse, Karath-
eodori Paga had won Bismarck’s grudging respect for the “tact and intelli-
gent posture” with which he had defended an impossible position at the
conference.'® And it would be foolish to ignore Bismarck’s role in arrang-
ing the final Treaty of Berlin, which, of course, was far from unfavorable to
the Porte, breaking up the “Big Bulgaria” of San Stefano into two roughly
equal halves, one of which (Eastern Rumelia) was returned to Ottoman
suzerainty, along with Macedonia. True, along with Bessarabia the Rus-
sians gained Kars, Ardahan, and Batum — the lost provinces of Elviye-i
Selase that so animated nationalist Turks in 1914, much as the French
wanted Alsace-Lorraine back. But the Russian prize from the dikzat peace
of San Stefano that Alexander Gorchakov and Peter Shuvalov wanted
most to hold onto — control of the Straits or at least unfettered access to
the Mediterranean for Russian warships — was firmly denied them. Al-
though this diplomatic defeat for St. Petersburg owed at least as much to
British objections as to Bismarck’s machinations, in the coming years most
Russian nationalists and pan-Slavists directed their venom at Bismarck,
who in this case at least had proved as good a friend as the Turks could
have hoped for.

Too much should not be made of these hints of 2 more pro-Ottoman
stance on Bismarck’s part. Bismarck was not opposed per se to a partition
of the Ottoman Empire among the European powers, so long as it could
be arranged without provoking a European war — but this seemed unlikely
in light of the war scare of early 1878. Retaining Russia’s friendship, or at
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least its lack of hostility, indeed remained a higher diplomatic priority for
Bismarck over his last twelve years in office than relations with Ottoman
Turkey. Many volumes have been written on the delicate balancing act
between Austria and Russia involved in Bismarck’s revival of the Three
Emperors’ League in 1881 and his concoction of the Byzantine Reinsur-
ance Treaty of 1887, and for good reason. It was a virtuoso performance in
balance-of-power diplomacy, well worthy of the attention showered upon
it by diplomatic historians.

It is not always understood, however, how central the Eastern ques-
tion remained to Bismarck’s European balancing act and how much
his posture vis-a-vis the Ottoman Empire shifted after the Congress of
Berlin. It was not that his previous indifference turned into any kind of
sentimental attachment to Turkey. Rather, the Porte’s ability to survive
in the face of Russian aggression and European connivance impressed
him. Once Russian resentment over the collapse of San Stefano had been
temporarily put on ice by the renewal of the Three Emperors’ League in
1881 —which reaffirmed the ban on Russian warships entering the Straits
and guaranteed Turkey’s borders against possible Bulgarian aggression in
Macedonia, although leaving the door open for a possible union of Bulgar-
ian and Ottoman Eastern Rumelia— Bismarck worked to build German
influence at the Porte. It was an intriguing reversal when Radowitz, the
man Bismarck had dispatched 1875 as special emissary to St. Petersburg
charged with coordinating German and Russian policy regarding the
Balkans, was appointed ambassador to Constantinople in 1882, this time
charged with helping firm up Turkish defenses to ward off Russian aggres-
sion. Not coincidentally, this was the same year that Bismarck, upon the
request of Sultan Abdiilhamid II, authorized Gen.-Maj. Otto Kaehler’s
military mission to Turkey (taken over after Kaehler’s death in 1885 by
Lt.-Col. Colmar Freiherr von der Goltz, with whose name the venture is
usually associated). Bismarck wrote on one of Radowitz’s reports that this
mission would provide Germany “with influence and informants” in the
Ottoman Empire."”

Bismarck had good reasons for the shift in Ottoman policy. The
balance-of-power maneuvering that he had engaged in during the Balkan
crisis of 1875—78, by which he sought to supervise a peaceful multipower
partition of the Ottoman Empire, had been needlessly complex and had
ultimately failed to prevent a dangerous war. Although Russia had nearly
taken Constantinople in 1878, the effort had clearly exhausted its forces.
A repeat performance was not soon in the cards, as borne out by Russia’s
humiliation in the Bulgarian crisis of 1885—87, in which Russia failed to
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intervene even after its officers and advisors were recalled owing to in-
subordination by its ungrateful protégé Prince Alexander of Battenberg,
who had been placed on the throne by his own uncle, Tsar Alexander II.
Austria, meanwhile, had shown an appetite for Turkish territory far larger
than its waning military strength warranted. Rather than encouraging pre-
tensions of a sweeping partition of Turkey in Vienna and St. Petersburg, it
would be far simpler for the Germans to shore up the Ottoman Empire in
order to ward off Russian temptation and thereby prevent a great power
conflagration.

As noted above, Bismarck would ideally have preferred that the British
play this role, as they had in the past. By the early 1880s, however, it had
become painfully evident that this would not happen. Although he had
dispatched the fleet in 1878, just in time to prevent the Russian conquest
of Constantinople, Disraeli had pointedly refused to take up the Balkan
baton that Bismarck had offered him back in 1876, when decisive British
intervention could have prevented the Russian invasion that brought Eu-
rope to the brink of war. With the advent of the hysterically anti-Turkish
Gladstone government in 1880 as well as its invasion and subsequent oc-
cupation of Egypt in 1882, Bismarck’s last hope was dashed. It was obvious
that Britain would not soon return to its previous role as protector of the
Porte against Russian encroachment.

While not quite subscribing to the later pan-German embrace of Tur-
key (“Not a pfennig for a weak Turkey,” Paul Rohrbach vowed in his clas-
sic primer on The Baghdad Railway, “but for a strong Turkey we can give
everything!”),”® Bismarck made it clear that he would no longer easily ac-
quiesce in the destruction of the Ottoman Empire by any power that eyed
it covetously. This included not only Austria and Russia but also Britain:
at the height of the “Great Game” war scare in April 1885 a special German
commission was created to revamp Ottoman shore defenses and if neces-
sary mine the Dardanelles, in case the British fleet sought to attack Russia
via the Black Sea.”” Crowning the new fortifications would be state-of-
the-art German artillery, purchased from Mauser & Lowe, Schichau, and
especially Krupp, which sent 440 cannons to Turkey in 1886 alone. Most
of the guns reinforced shore batteries at the Bosphorus and Dardanelles;
several were also installed on land at the Catalca lines outside the capital.*

Itis true that Bismarck made gestures in the opposite direction toward
St. Petersburg, most notably in the Reinsurance Treaty of June 18, 1887,
which included a hidden clause promising German neutrality in case the
Russian tsar “judged it necessary” to dispatch a Russian fleet to “protect
the entrance to the Black Sea [e.g., through the Bosphorus] and thus to
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safeguard Russia’s interests.” It should be emphasized, however, that this
was a “very secret” protocol, dcsigncd more to appease Russian suspicions
than to commit Germany to any course of action.”’ Like the offers to Dis-
raeli that the chancellor had put on the table prior to the Russo-Ottoman
War of 1877, the Reinsurance Treaty cost Bismarck nothing: he was of-
fering things (such as a Russian right of intervention in the Straits) that
were not really his to give. Only the chancellor himself, of course, knew
which was the “real” Bismarck: the one who was quietly helping the Turks
strengthen their Straits defenses or the one who was (even more quietly!)
promising not to object if the Russians tried to seize the very same Straits.
While no one can possibly pretend to know what such a complicated
man truly believed in his heart of hearts, on balance the evidence suggests
that Bismarck was probably more sincere in his efforts to strengthen Ger-
man influence in Turkey than in purchasing Russian loyalty with specious
promises of blanket neutrality. As Herbert von Bismarck, the chancellor’s
son, who was Germany’s state secretary from 1886 to 1890, interpreted the
Reinsurance Treaty with a dose of his father’s arch-cynicism: “it should, if
matters become serious, keep the Russians off our necks six to eight weeks
longer than would otherwise be the case.”** From the German perspective,
the treaty was mostly about France and Russia, not Turkey: the clause
about Russian naval intervention at the Straits was thrown in at the special
insistence of Russia’s foreign minister, Nikolai Girs.” If Russia did try to
seize the Straits by force, after all, German opposition (or acquiescence)
would hardly matter: the Turks would defend the Bosphorus as best they
could (unofhicially helped by German military advisors). If they held out
long enough, the usual coalition of powers not wishing to see Russia con-
trol Constantinople would coalesce, doubtless including both Austria and
Britain. And all this presumed that the Russians would actually try to
seize the Straits, which its current limited naval and amphibious capabil-
ity in the Black Sea rendered virtually impossible.*® Bismarck’s promise
of neutrality in case of an operation that had such a small chance of ever
occurring does not tell us much about his real views on the matter.
Against these largely symbolic promises to the Russians, we must set
Bismarck’s real, if largely unpublicized, gestures indicating a commitment
to the defense of the Ottoman Empire. Under the able hands of von der
Goltz “Paga” (an honorific given to him in 189s, after ten years’ service to
the sultan), the Ottoman army was thoroughly reorganized along Euro-
pean and especially German/Prussian lines in the 1880s. The empire was
divided up into seven military districts, each assigned a separate numbered
army that handled conscription in the area. The first section of reserves
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(redif") was also structured along German lines to match the organization
of the regular army, to make them ready for absorption into the army dur-
ing wartime. A kind of national or home territorial guard (the Miistafiz)
was added to this, with an extended service term for draftees. All Ottoman
army and guard units were better armed now too: not only with Krupp
heavy guns but with “hundreds of thousands of modern Mauser rifles;”
which replaced the outdated inventory with which the Turks had tried
to hold off the Russians in 1877-78. Perhaps most importantly, von der
Goltz introduced rigorous ofhicer-training protocols in Turkey, assigning
German instructors to the Ottoman Harbiye Academy and sending the
most promising Turkish officer-students to the German war academy in
Berlin.”

In its first significant conflict following the reforms of Kachler and
von der Goltz Paga, the 1897 war with Greece, the Turks performed excep-
tionally well, defeating the Greeks decisively at Domokos (Démeke) and
advancingas far as Thermopylae by May. From there, Edward Erickson be-
lieves, the Ottoman army commanded by [brahim Fthem Pasa could, “in
all likelihood, have pushed on rapidly to Athens.”*® That it did not do so
was due entirely to European (particularly Russian) diplomatic interven-
tion. It was an ironic turnabout from 1878: this time it was the victorious
Turks who were forced to stand down under pressure from concerned out-
side powers rather than the seemingly unstoppable (but in fact exhausted)
Russians. Still, buttressed by the German-led military reforms inaugurated
under Bismarck, the Porte had its first real military-diplomatic victory in
four decades (much, much longer if we discount the Turks’ Crimean War
“victory,” which owed so much to Britain and France), gaining a small
part of Greek Thessaly and forcing Athens to pay heavy reparations. Few
could have foreseen such a rapid recovery of the Ottoman position after
the humiliation of 1877—-78.

Alittle-known factor contributing to the Turkish victory over Greece
in 1897 was the use of the German-built Anatolian railway to transport
troops from eastern Turkey to the western front. It is true that German in-
vestment in Ottoman rail had lain dormant for much of the period when
Bismarck was in office, following the completion of the Istanbul-Izmit line
in 1872 under the supervision of the Swabian railway engineer Wilhelm
von Pressel, known to posterity as the “Father of the Baghdad Railway.”
But this was the natural result of the Ottoman bankruptcy of 1875, which
dashed the hopes of Pressel and others that the Porte would be able to
finance construction of a line to Baghdad or Basra, on the Persian Gulf,
across the sparsely inhabited semidesert plains of Anatolia, two forbidding
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mountain ranges (the Taurus, north of Adana, and the Amanus range,
which guarded the entrance to the Hatay and Syria), and the malarial wet-
lands of Mesopotamia. In the 1880s German engineers and moneymen
had rediscovered the dream of a Baghdad railway, just as von der Goltz was
helping revive the Ottoman army. After Georg von Siemens of Deutsche
Bank gave Sultan Abdiilhamid IT an emergency loan of 30 million marks
in 1888, the Anatolian Railway Company was formed on March 4, 188 9.”
Within three years the Istanbul-Izmit line had been extended to Ankara,
which greatly accelerated the Turkish mobilization in 1897.*°

The key to Bismarck’s Baghdad railway policy, like the von der Goltz
military mission, was inconspicuousness. If we trace the early history of
the Baghdad railway concessions, it is remarkable how little attention they
received — outside St. Petersburg of course, where Russians viewed them
with predictable foreboding.* The completion of the [zmit-Ankara exten-
sion between 1889 and 1892, although entirely the work of the German-
dominated Anatolian Railway Company, was in fact largely financed by
bond issues in the City of London (although the Germans did later buy
out the British shares), which helped camouflage German intentions.*
This was classic Bismarckian policy: quiet, gradualist, inexpensive, and in
no way alarming to the other powers. So unconcerned were the Russians
about German investments in the Ottoman Empire that St. Petersburg
itself requested renewal of the Reinsurance Treaty in 1890.

Of course, Bismarck’s Byzantine pact was not renewed that sum-
mer — Kaiser Wilhelm IT had finally pushed the chancellor out of office
in March 1890, and the new chancellor, Leo Caprivi, found its terms not
so much offensive as beyond his capacity to understand. The speed with
which German foreign policy was transformed after this watershed event
has sometimes been exaggerated: the Franco-Russian alliance targeting
Wilhelmine Germany with Bismarck’s nightmare of a two-front war was
not fully ratified until 1894 —and even then Berlin remained on fairly
good terms with London, if not so much with St. Petersburg. When it
came to Turkey, nothing of substance changed on the surface: the von der
Goltz mission remained in place, and the Anatolian Railway Company
continued work on the Izmit-Ankara extension.

In terms of style, however, a tremendous revolution had taken place in
Germany’s posture toward the Ottoman Empire. In November 1889 the
new emperor Wilhelm II (who, at thirty, was then Bismarck’s junior by
fifty-four years) — over the stout objections of the iron chancellor —had
made a grand state visit to Constantinople, falling in love with the city and
Ottoman Turkey more generally. Taken into confidence by Sultan Abdul-
hamid I, who cleverly told the impressionable young Kaiser that “his visit
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would make the other powers nervous,” Wilhelm II began imagining him-
selfas the champion of beleaguered Turks against bullying Europeans.™

Just nine years later the German emperor made an even more famous
grand tour of Asiatic Turkey, where he memorably pledged himself to
protect Turks —and Muslims — everywhere. Wilhelm declaimed that
summer in Damascus with dramatic flourish: “May the Sultan and his
300 million Muslim subjects scattered across the earth, who venerate him
as their Caliph, be assured that the German Kaiser will be their friend for
all time.”** Thus was born Hajji Wilhelm, as the Kaiser was sometimes
called due to his pose as global protector of Ottoman (and even Persian
and Indian) Muslims against the hostile predations of the Christian colo-
nial powers. Britain, France, and Russia all ruled over millions of Muslim
subjects — the Raj alone counted nearly 100 million. Not surprisingly, dip-
lomats of the powers soon to coalesce into the Triple Entente were thus
greatly alarmed by the Kaiser’s speech in Damascus. The Kaiser seemed to
have substituted the gushing enthusiasms of a diplomatic amateur hour
for Bismarck’s posture of cool and calculated indifference toward the
Ottoman Empire.””

It was a new age in German diplomacy, and not only in the person of
Wilhelm II. Succeeding the subtle Bismarck fils as state secretary in March
1890 was Adolf Marschall von Biberstein, who, in a sign of Germany’s new
foreign policy priorities, would be appointed ambassador to Constanti-
nople in 1897 —a post he would hold for another fifteen years. Marschall,
unlike Bismarck’s man at the Porte (Radowitz), made no effort to hide
his partiality for Turkey — or, more precisely, for Germany’s primacy of
position in Turkey: not for nothing did he become known as the “Giant
of the Bosphorus.” Marschall, backed by Kaiser Wilhelm II, made very
clear his support for the sultan following the bloody Armenian uprisings
0f 189496, even as diplomats from the other powers were unanimous in
condemning Abdiilhamid IT. In August 1896 the Kaiser even sent a signed
photograph of himself in public celebration of the sultan’s birthday, just as
everyone else in Europe was condemning the Kaiser’s friend as “the bloody
Sultan” or “Abdul the Damned.”** Meanwhile, whereas Radowitz and the
two Bismarcks had ever so quietly signed off on German military missions
and declared that the Anatolian Railway Company would receive no of-
ficial support from Berlin, Marschall declared quite openly in 1899, on the
eve of the fateful signing of the first Baghdad Railway Convention:

To extend the railway from Haydar-Pasha to Baghdad...to build
this line with only German materials and for the purpose of bring-
ing goods and people to [Asia] via the most direct path from the
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heart of Germany...will bring closer the day when [Bismarck’s]
remark about the entire Orient not being worth the bones of a Po-
meranian Grenadier will seem like a curious historical memory.”

A more emphatic repudiation of Bismarckian Ottoman policy could
scarcely be imagined.

A brief glance at the particulars of the Baghdad Railway Convention
signed in December 1899 indicates just how serious the German commit-
ment to the Ottoman Empire — and the Hamidian regime — now was. As
early as June 1898 Abdiilhamid, through his ambassador to Berlin, had de-
manded that the Germans share intelligence on revolutionary opponents
of his regime and be ready to deport specifically named “agitators” from
Germany on request. In the years following the awarding of the Baghdad
concession in 1899, the Kaiser’s spies duly provided the Ottoman sultan
with regular reports on the whereabouts and activities of his “Young Turk”
opponents. In return, Abdiilhamid had secretly agreed to give German
prospectors working for the railway company generous exploration rights
inside his domains, including copper and coal mining grants and broad
excavation rights within twenty kilometers of the Baghdad line on either
side. A secret Ottoman imperial i7ade (decree) dated November 15, 1899,
further gave the Berlin Museum rights to keep artifacts that German
miners and archaeologists might discover while excavating on Ottoman
territory. The results were dramatic, as anyone who has visited the Museum
Island in Berlin knows. Finally, the Baghdad Railway Convention of 1899,
unlike the Anatolian Railway Company chartered a decade earlier in Bis-
marck’s last year in office, required a substantial and open-ended German
financial commitment — beginning with a straight-up bribe of 200,000
Turkish pounds (then worth $1 million, the contemporary equivalent
of over $100 million) deposited directly into the Ottoman state treasury
by Deutsche Bank. Poor old Bismarck (who had died the previous year)
would have rolled over in his grave if he had learned of this.*®

With the one-two punch of the Kaiser’s Damascus speech of 1898 and
the sweeping Baghdad Railway Convention of 1899, the die was essen-
tially cast for the (still unofficial) German-Turkish alliance: the Kaiser and
the sultan were now bound together against the rival European powers,
for better and for worse. So strong was the relationship that not even the
Young Turk Revolution of 1908 and the fall of Abdiillhamid after the
Otuzbir Mart Vakas (the counterrevolution of April 13, 1909, which led
to the sultan’s deposition following a Committee of Union and Progress
[CUP] countercoup) could dent it. In ironic testimony to the undimin-
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ished power of the colossal new German Embassy atop the hill of Taksim
in the era of Marschall, the Giant of the Bosphorus, Abdiilhamid’s secret
police chief Izzet Paga would seek refuge there from the mob during the
Young Turk Revolution of July 1908, even as the Speaker of the CUP-
dominated parliament, Ahmed Riza, sought refuge in a German Baghdad
Railway Company building during the Otuzbir Mart Vakast.*> Another
sign of the enduring strength of the relationship between Berlin and Con-
stantinople was the playing out of the controversial “Armenian reform”
campaign of 1913—14: Marschall’s successor, Hans von Wangenheim, kept
the Ottoman grand vizier, Said Halim Paga, informed on everything the
Russians were up to. Although the Germans ultimately agreed to go along
as part of a general compromise to cool tensions over the “Liman von
Sanders affair” (which broke in November-December 1913), Wangen-
heim left the grand vizier in no doubt that Russia was behind the Arme-
nian reform campaign and that Germany was going along only to keep the
peace. Viewing the campaign as essentially a Russian plot, Wangenheim
pointedly demanded that Russia’s ambassador, Mikhail Girs, personally
insist that the Turks agree to controversial points, such as the appoint-
ment of European inspectors in the six eastern “Armenian” provinces, so
that the Germans themselves could escape Turkish opprobrium. As Girs
complained to Wangenheim on October 17, 1913, “it would be dangerous
if we alone had to make this demand, as then all of Turkey’s exasperation
would fall exclusively on us [Russians].”** Due to German insistence, the
final terms of the reform agreement ratified in February 1914 did not even
mention “Armenians” or “Armenian provinces,” as both the Russians and
Armenian activists pointedly complained.* On this as on nearly every
important issue facing the Ottoman empire, Germany remained much
closer to the Porte than the other powers, as borne out by the signing of the
Turco-German wartime alliance on August 2, 1914 (after Vienna, London,
and Paris had all turned down Turkish alliance offers).*

The romance between Wilhelm II and Ottoman Turkey is oddly
appealing, even allowing for the hiccup in 1908-9 in which his friend
Abdiilhamid was replaced by the pseudo-constitutional regime of the
Young Turks. The Kaiser’s famous social awkwardness, born in part of
an inferiority complex due to his withered left arm (a legacy of a difficult
birth that his mother barely survived), lends a kind of pathos to his fit-
tul and ultimately doomed efforts at visionary statesmanship. It is hard
not to sympathize with the efforts of Hajji Wilhelm to champion Turkey
and the Muslim world, even if his understanding of Islam was necessar-
ily deficient. Compared to Bismarck’s cynicism and gestures of outright
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contempt toward Turkey and Turks, the Kaiser’s earnest love affair with
the Ottomans is far more attractive to modern sensibilities.

Whether the interests of Germany — and Turkey — were better served
by the Islamophilia and Turcophilia of the Wilhelmine era than by Bis-
marck’s cold Realpolitik is a very different question. Historians have long
speculated about the prospects for European war and diplomacy had Bis-
marck remained in office longer, with the obvious counterfactual being
better relations with Russia (thus preventing the two-front war night-
mare) and England (no “Kriiger telegram,” no German naval program,
thus no Entente Cordiale in 1904 and no Anglo-Russian Convention in
1907 to crown the Franco-Russian alliance as a Triple Entente). Of course,
the iron chancellor was a ripe old seventy-five when finally pushed from
ofhice in 1890 and lived only another eight years, with his ever-precarious
health declining rapidly all the time. After a reign in power lasting nearly
thirty years, it is hard to imagine that Bismarck’s successors would have
kept all of his policies: surely the Kaiser himself was not alone in wanting
meaningful change. The von der Goltz mission and the Anatolian Rail-
way Company had already pointed the way to a more pro-Turkish line
in Berlin by the time Kaiser Wilhelm II pushed the chancellor out of of-
fice, Bismarck’s Reinsurance Treaty of 1887 notwithstanding. It is hardly
surprising that these policies took on new meaning in a post-Bismarck
era, particularly after the Kaiser’s own appointees (like Marschall at the
Constantinople Embassy) began promoting them.

Ifitis clear that Bismarck’s careful Realpolitik could not have endured
unaltered, however, this does not mean that things needed to turn out the
way they did, with Germany foolishly provoking its own encirclement —
and helping push the Ottoman Empire into World War I. The key to any
sensible foreign policy in a multipolar world, as Bismarck understood, is
balance. Taking the enmity of France for granted, the goal of his diplo-
macy following German unification in 1871 was to postpone a Franco-
Russian rapprochement for as long as possible, to reverse the legacy of
the Crimean War. An essential corollary to this policy was to prevent a
serious clash between Austria and Russia over dividing up the Ottoman
inheritance in the Balkans, which might tip Europe into a general war
that could only end badly for Germany, surrounded as it was by jealous
neighbors. To stave off an Austrian-Russian clash, it was fine for Germany
to help Turkey shore up its defenses against possible encroachment — but
only so long as the policy did not tip over into outright partiality for Tur-
key against Russia, which would push St. Petersburg into the nightmare
alliance with France. Had the Reinsurance Treaty been renewed in 1890,
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had the Kaiser refrained from his ostentatious embrace of Islam (with its
implied rebuke of the other European powers as Christian oppressors of
Muslims), had Marschall not insisted that the Baghdad Railway Com-
pany be so exclusively German, the Franco-Russian alliance might never
have come into being. Once it did, Germany had no way of escaping the
dreaded pincers of a two-front war when the inevitable Ottoman or Bal-
kan “accident” occurred. Bismarck may or may not have sincerely cared
whether or not the Ottoman Empire survived long into the twentieth
century, but his policies, by postponing Europe’s Armageddon, gave it a
much better chance of enduring than did the Kaiser’s reckless romanti-
cism. Wilhelm’s repudiation of Bismarckian diplomacy led inexorably to
the German tragedy of 1914—18 and the collapse of the Ottoman Empire
in the wake of Germany’s defeat.
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The Ottoman Eastern Question
and the Problematic Origins of Modern
Ethnic Cleansing, Genocide, and

Humanitarian Interventionism in Europe

and the Middle East

Mujeeb R. Khan

INTRODUCTION

The Ottoman or Muslim “Eastern question” in Europe has been seminal
in shaping the course of modern history, often in a tragic direction. The
rise of this issue and attempts to resolve it directly shaped the problematic
and troubling emergence of modern ethnic cleansing, genocide, and even
liberal humanitarian interventionism in Europe and the Middle East. The
Eastern question emerged with Romanov Russian expansion south to-
ward the Balkans, Crimea, and the Caucasus, which accelerated following
Ottoman defeat and the Treaty of Kiiciik Kaynarja of 1774. This treaty was
seminal in that tsarist Russia’s claim of the right to represent and intervene
on the behalf of Orthodox Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire
would set a precedent for along series of such interventions by competing
European powers on behalf of other Christian minorities and subjects as
well as (in the case of the Balfour Declaration of 1917) Jewish immigra-
tion to Palestine." Napoleon Bonaparte’s landing in Egypt in 1798 would
further ignite the classical nineteenth-century balance-of-power struggle
on the European Continent, ultimately shifting to Ottoman Europe and
west Asia following the Congress of Vienna in 1815. Many historians have
viewed the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78 and the subsequent Con-
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gress of Berlin as marking the apogee of the Eastern question and classi-
cal nineteenth-century balance-of-power politics. Of course, the Berlin
Congress under the leadership of Otto von Bismarck was able to diffuse
the immediate international crisis surrounding the Eastern question, but
the outbreak of World War I proved that no permanent solution to the dis-
putes it had raised had been reached. It is not surprising that continental
war and diplomacy surrounding the Eastern question have also been fertile
ground for international-relations theorists; both the Realpolitik school
emphasizing raison détat and the constructivist school centered on the
role of norms and identities in international politics drew evidence from
it to buttress their theories.

This chapter secks to underscore the seminal role played by the East-
ern question in generating and shaping many of the structural issues and
conflicts of modern Eastern European and Middle Eastern politics. It also
illuminates how the emergence of modern ethnic cleansing and genocide
in Europe emerged with campaigns, primarily by tsarist Russia, not only
to conquer Ottoman territory in the Black Sea basin but also to expel
or exterminate Ottoman Muslim populations there as an “alien” pres-
ence in Europe. These tragic events occurred with the silent condoning of
many nominally Christian European states at the time and are a subject
that continues to be elided in most Western commentary and scholar-
ship on the modern origins of genocide and ethnic cleansing in Europe.
This is especially painfully ironic given that Europe’s first post-Holocaust
genocidal onslaughts targeted the very same last surviving pockets of in-
digenous European Muslims in the former Yugoslavia and the Caucasus.
Attendant upon the rise of modern ethnic cleansing and genocide has
been the problematic origin of humanitarian interventionism and the
discourse surrounding universal human rights that had its origins in the
European concerns for the welfare of Christian subjects of the Ottoman
Empire. At the time, however, these very same powers were in the midst
of brutal imperial expansions into often largely Muslim areas of Africa
and Asia, giving rise to charges of racial and religious double standards in
the Western claim of possessing higher and universal standards of human
rights and civilization. As we shall see, this divide between “the West and
the rest” is still with us in terms of the perceptions of Western foreign
policies in Asia, Africa, and Latin America and, in particular, controversy
surrounding Western policies in former Ottoman territories in Bosnia,
Palestine, Iraq, and Chechnya.

The dénouement of the Eastern question is usually marked by the
breakup of the Ottoman state at the end of World War I. As the examples
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cited above indicate, however, the legacies and unresolved conflicts from
this period continue to play a major role in shaping regional politics and
Muslim-Western relations more generally. As pan-Islamic movements
from Morocco to Indonesia feared at the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury, the breakup of the Ottoman state effectively extinguished Muslim

power and representation on the international stage and left a fragmented
and underdeveloped Middle East/West Asia in its wake.

THE MUSLIM AND JEWISH QUESTIONS
IN EUROPE IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

In accounting for genocide in the Western world, we must note that pre-
cisely those religious and ethnic minorities that have been historically pre-
sented as “alien” in a nominally Christianized European body-politic have
been most persistently vulnerable to this ultimate evil. In this sense, Jews,
Roma, and the Muslims of Iberia, the Balkans, Sicily, the Caucasus, and
Crimea have been recurrent victims over the longue durée of programs of
assimilation, expulsion, and/or extermination.

Indeed, the famous thesis of the Belgian historian Henri Pirenne was
that the very notion of “Latin Christendom” and the “West” first emerged
from the ruins of classical civilization due to the Carolingian Holy Ro-
man Empire’s crusades against northern pagans and Muslim infidels in the
south.” It is an often overlooked fact that the Islamic presence in Europe
was actually coterminous with the establishment of the Christian faith in
large areas of the European continent. Prior to this period, it should be
remembered, Christianity was largely a North African and west Asian re-
ligion. While pagan Celts, Saxons, and Wends were forcibly Christianized
and incorporated into the Germano-Latin cultural framework, monothe-
istic Muslims, like Jews, could not easily be converted and in the name of
cuins regio eius religio (whose realm, his religion) had to be forcibly assimi-
lated or massacred and expelled from Europe proper. This pattern, with
some pauses and interruptions, began under the Normans in Sicily in the
thirteenth century and continued recently with the Serbs.’ From the early
medieval period to today’s incendiary commentary surrounding Muslim
immigration, this “Other” has never been genuinely incorporated into Eu-
rope because it has been an essential antimony in the European construc-
tion of “Self” Edward Said and later Thierry Hentsch have pointed out
that the Islamic world is contiguous to the West both in imagination and
in geography: “Alternatively mysterious, menacing, enticing, or repulsive;
at once deserted and swarming, barbaric and refined; sometimes violent,
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sometimes indolent; a place of enchantment, escape, or exasperation — but
always present and always other.”*

While this paper emphasizes the problematic structure of the “Jew-
ish” and “Eastern” or Muslim questions in Europe over the longue durée,
some modern historians challenge both the possibility of making such
transhistorical claims and the conflation of medieval and modern forms of
identity and contestation. This critique is derived from earlier historicist
approaches associated with the nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
thought of Wilhelm Dilthey, Benedetto Croce, and R.]. Collingwood.
The rather eclectic term “historicism” has various connotations. As used
here it refers to the rejection of appeals to human nature, timeless values
or standards, fundamental problems, and overarching theories explicat-
ing general historical patterns and underlying causalities over the longue
durée. A revealing example would be the work of the historian/anthro-
pologist David Nirenberg examining the complex relationship of Mus-
lim, Jewish, and Christian communities in fourteenth-century Catalonia
and Aragon. He has challenged prevailing accounts of the breakdown of
Iberian convivencia and its relevance for understanding later pogroms and
“ethnic-cleansings” of European minority populations.” In rejecting such
metanarratives and transhistorical claims, Nirenberg limits his inquiry to
a detailed study of the outbreak of intercommunal conflict during the
Christian Holy Week celebration in Catalonia and Aragon through the
first half of the fourteenth century. His thesis is that violence of a limited
and structured sort was integral to sustaining the centuries-long coexis-
tence of the three communities in Iberia. He confesses, however, that he
cannot explain why this convivencia fifty years later, with the onset of the
Spanish Inquisition in 1391 (and especially in the immediate wake of the
conquest of the last Spanish Muslim city of Granada in 1492), led to
the eventually complete “cleansing” of the vast indigenous Iberian Muslim
and Jewish populations.

Nirenberg notes in his introduction, without acknowledging the dif-
ficulty that this presents for his overall thesis, that “[f ]ew today would
argue, for example, that the study of Jews and attitudes toward the Jews in
Germany tells us little about the formation of modern German cultural
and national identities. Nor in the wake of current attacks on Muslims
in the former Yugoslavia, on ‘foreigners’ (often Muslims) in Germany,
France, and Italy, or on Jews in Russia, is it possible to argue that episodes
of violence against minorities are part of a primitive European past which
modern societies have left behind.”® It is precisely the resilience of certain
constructs of Self and Other over the longue durée, such as the Jewish and
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Eastern or Muslim question in Europe, which begs for both a descriptive
and a theoretical account.

Similarly, recent scholarly work on the emergence of genocide in
twentieth-century Europe sees it commencing with the massacres of Ar-
menians in 1915 and continuing through the Nazi death camps and Soviet
gulags. It has tended to emphasize discontinuity with previous episodes
of mass killings and persecutions of minorities in insisting that, as a ma-
lignant mutation of modernity, modern genocide represents a radically
new phenomenon.” In insisting on the centrality of technological and
bureaucratic domination wedded to a modern instrumental rationality,
the sociologist Zygmunt Bauman has written that the Nazi Holocaust was
not only unparalleled in history but also largely disconnected from the
long history of European anti-Semitism.® The historian Omer Bartov, in
endorsing the Bauman thesis, has located the origins of modern genocide
in the vast mechanized destruction and trench warfare of World War L.°

This focus on fin de siécle Europe and the onset of World War I has
elided earlier instances of genocidal campaigns connected to European
imperial expansions that a number of important studies correctly view as
prefiguring the mass slaughter of European civilians in World War II. Fur-
thermore, the prevailing view that Vernichtungspolitik or deliberate exter-
mination policy directed against European civilians in the modern period
was a unique feature of “Totalitarian” systems under Adolf Hitler and Jo-
seph Stalin has completely failed to note that imperial Russian efforts to
solve the Ottoman Eastern question in southeastern Europe and the Cau-
casus entailed a deliberate process of “cleansing” European Muslim (and
also some Jewish) populations through a wave of genocidal massacres and
expulsions. In his fine study of the Circassian genocide Oliver Bullough
recently has underscored the point, which I first made, that the origins
of genocide in modern Europe predate World War I and the slaughter of
the Armenians and must be located in efforts to liquidate the Ottoman
Muslim presence in the Balkans, the Crimea, and the Caucasus.'®

THE “SICK MAN OF EUROPE” AND THE RISE
OF THE OTTOMAN EASTERN QUESTION

The nineteenth century marked the steady decline of the Ottoman Empire
under pressure from competing European powers. Much has been made
of the ostensible terminal decline of the “sick man of Europe” giving rise
to the Eastern question. While the Ottomans had to struggle to catch up
with the more advanced institutions and military technology pioneered
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by Western European states by the end of the eighteenth century, the de-
crepitude of the state and its inability to reform have been greatly exagger-
ated. From the defeat of Peter the Great at Pruth in 1711 and the legendary
defense of Plevna in 1878 to the defeat of Allied armies in World War I
at Gallipoli and Kut al-Amara, the Ottoman state and military showed a
resilience greater than that of corresponding rivals such as the Habsburg
Austro-Hungarian Empire. Its efforts at administrative and economic
reform would also likely have succeeded if the Sublime Porte had not
been faced with continuous military attacks from 1821 to the outbreak of
World War I and forced to grant capitulations and effective control over
its economy to erstwhile predatory allies like Great Britain and France.

As tsarist Russia sought to fulfill its cherished geopolitical and reli-
gious/ideological goal of capturing Constantinople and the Straits while
expanding south to the warm waters of the Aegean, its trump card was
its ostensible right to represent and seek freedom for Orthodox Chris-
tian subjects of the Porte. In playing this card various tsarist ministers and
adventurers not only had a seminal role in stirring up revolts in Greece,
Serbia, Bosnia, and Bulgaria but also effectively sought to present the
conflict to the rest of Europe as a case of Christian liberation from the
intolerable yoke of Islamic despotism. This religious/ideological dimen-
sion was absent from most European nineteenth-century Great Power
politics, as realist international relations theorists would attest. It played a
crucial and tragic role in the Eastern question, however, by ensuring that
the resulting conflicts and wars of liberation also became ethno-sectarian
campaigns of ethnic cleansing and mass slaughter of enemy civilian popu-
lations. Mass atrocities against Ottoman Muslim civilians by Balkan chezas
(irregulars) were central to this strategy and would in turn invite savage
Ottoman reprisals against Orthodox civilians, often by irregulars like the
bagsibozuks. Such atrocities, in turn, would form the one-sided grist for
the newly emerging popular press in European states, generating outrage
against “Turkey in Europe” while invariably ignoring atrocities committed
against Muslims, no matter how great.

This pattern commenced with the Serbian rebellions of 1804 to 1812
and continued with the Greek War for independence from 1821 to 1832,
in which 20,000 Muslims and 5,000 Jews were massacred in the Morea
at the onset of the campaign."’ The Ottomans responded with savage
reprisals of their own in the Aegean islands and by hanging the Greek
patriarch, Gregory V. The Greek rebellion aroused enormous passions
in the rest of Europe, which was increasingly coming to define itself in
exceptional religious, civilizational, and ultimately ethno-racial terms in
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order to rationalize its own imperial expansions abroad. The Philhellenes
were led by fabled figures such as Lord Byron and combined both secular
liberals and romantics and Christian Evangelical nationalists. The liberals
in particular were not motivated by religious chauvinism, but their one-
sided and enthusiastic campaign against “Asiatic despotism” exposed at
the onset the Western liberal double standards when it came to dealing
with the non-Western world, which many feel still afflict international
relations today. This was most apparent in their willingness to overlook
or excuse large-scale massacres of Ottoman Muslim civilians, which many
Philhellene leaders as well as Western reporters had witnessed firsthand.
Responding to both elite and popular pressure, Britain, France, and
Russia intervened to destroy the Ottoman fleet at Navarino Bay in 1827.
This combined European assault against Ottoman Muslim suzerainty in
Europe was especially notable in that it violated the ostensibly “realist”
conservative balance-of-power rules set in place by Lord Castlereagh and
Prince Metternich at the Concert of Europe in 1815. In his recent book
Freedom’s Battle, on the origins of human rights and humanitarian inter-
vention, Gary Bass also notes that they originated in attempts to address
the Ottoman Eastern question. He concedes that they initially emerged as
a defense of fellow European Christians ruled by a non-Christian empire
but asserts that these concerns became more universal in the course of
the nineteenth century. His examples of humanitarian interventions in
the Ottoman Empire, however, belie this contention. All his examples of
such ostensibly universal concerns for human rights, from the Greeks and
Bulgarians to the Maronites and Armenians, were solely directed at pro-
tecting Christian minorities even as the same Western empires engaged in
brutal colonial expansions against native populations on five continents.'
From the Greek rebellion to the Balfour Declaration of 1917, ceding
Palestine as a national home and invariably future state for European Jews,
the rights of indigenous Ottoman Muslim populations were ignored in
lofty European rhetoric concerning human rights and civilization. In the
case of Palestine, Syria, Eastern Rumelia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, Albania,
and eastern Anatolia, European powers repeatedly indicated their willing-
ness to sponsor the creation of independent states for Christian minori-
ties, even in territory where the significant majority of the inhabitants were
Muslim. The rationale of the various rival European powers was mixed.
The British, French, and Russians were interested in co-opting and patron-
izing various non-Muslim minorities for the sake of their own imperial
and commercial interests. But the powerful sense of religious and civiliza-
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tional solidarity that also fueled these policies to the detriment of native
Muslim populations should not be discounted. Left unsaid in all of these
cases, but vividly apparent in practice, was that such Western-sponsored
states for Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire (even where they
were clear minorities) could only come about through systematic ethnic
cleansing of native Muslims, which very rarely elicited outrage in the West.
As shown by continuing conflicts in the Balkans, the Caucasus, and Pales-
tine, as well as the Western support for despotic regimes from Morocco to
Brunei, this tension between universal values and particular identities and
interests still haunts international relations today, dividing what Samuel
Huntington has termed the “the West” from “the Rest.”*?

OTTOMAN EXCLUSION AND
THE BOUNDARIES OF EUROPE

At this juncture we should anticipate some potential criticism from the
standpoint of realism and balance-of-power politics, which many inter-
national relations theorists see as transcending claims of identity and ap-
peals to ideology. Balance-of-power politics were certainly also crucial in
determining international politics surrounding the Eastern question and
the stillborn attempts to resolve it at the Congress of Berlin by Otto von
Bismarck, the archrealist German chancellor and successor to Metternich.
In their rivalry to assert influence and ultimately possession of various
parts of the Ottoman Empire European states often sought favor with
the Sublime Porte as they sought to balance each other. As tsarist Russia
ascended to prominence following the defeat of Napoleonic France, its
potential overland threat to strategic approaches to India specifically chal-
lenged British imperial interests.

Thus at various times both the British and French were willing to but-
tress the Ottoman Empire in response to Russian threats. This was most
clearly seen during the Crimean War of 1853—56. The war itself, however,
involved the symbolic politics of control over the holy places in Jerusalem
and the right to represent Christian minorities as much as it did purely
geopolitical objectives. The Treaty of Paris in 1856 that ended the war
was also notable in first explicitly recognizing the Ottomans as legitimate
members of the European society of states, from which the Dutch legal
theorist Hugo Grotius noted they had long been excluded. This recogni-
tion was only provisional, however; strong resistance to full acceptance
of the Ottomans remained, as in the case of Turkey and the European



106 MUJEEB R. KHAN

Union (EU) today. Even though many Ottoman administrative prac-
tices were less draconian than those of their giant Russian rival, European
chancelleries repeatedly demanded that the Ottomans conform to Euro-
pean norms and undertake reforms to benefit the Christian subjects of the
empire. These reforms and the attendant capitulations allowed Christian
subjects and their European patrons to control the bulk of the empire’s
trade by the end of the nineteenth century. Needless to say, none of these
reforms were considered appropriate or necessary for the millions of Mus-
lims languishing under harsh Western imperial rule in Africa and Asia.
From the standpoint of realist theory, it might be expected that the
long European presence of the Ottoman Empire, which had been one of
the world’s paramount powers for five centuries, with its center of gravity
in the quarter of the European continent that it controlled, would have
entitled it to much earlier recognition as a member of the European soci-
ety of states. Yet the often overlooked reality is that the term “European”
has always had an overriding cultural and religious connotation as op-
posed to a geographical or even ethnic one. In an important constructivist
international relations article, Iver B. Neumann and Jennifer M. Welsh
have demonstrated how the dominant realist paradigm in international
relations theory often failed to account for linkages and barriers between
states that result from cultural differences.”* Their main example is the
position of the Ottoman Empirein the European society of states. Despite
great internal societal changes brought about by the Renaissance and the
growth of humanism and secular authority, European attitudes toward
their Muslim neighbors showed and continue to show a remarkable con-
tinuity with those of the medieval period. As Neumann and Welsh note,

the dominant Other in the history of the European states system
is “the Turk.” In contrast to the communities of the “New World,”
the military might and physical proximity of the Ottoman Empire,
combined with the strength of its religious tradition, made it a
particularly relevant Other in the evolution of European identity.
It can be shown that until the mid nineteenth century, contempo-
raries saw the frontier of Europe as stopping where the Ottoman
Empire began, and the Christians living within the Ottoman Em-
pire as Europeans in exile.”

The Ottomans, despite their geographical location and being for the
most part Caucasian, could not be considered “European” by many be-
cause they represented an essential antonym in this European construc-
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tion of Self. As noted, the continuity of this existential condition over
the long durée is evident even today. Despite its long service in Western
security and political institutions and the avid attempts to assert a Euro-
pean identity upon the part of its Kemalist elite, the Republic of Turkey
is no closer to attaining membership in the European Union than it was
three decades ago. Meanwhile East European and Balkan states who were
members of the Warsaw Pact and continue to lagbehind Turkey in politi-
cal and socioeconomic development have been assured full membership
in the near future.

Revealingly, this includes Serbia, which has been promised a path to
membership if it turns over Radovan Karadzi¢ and Ratko Mladi¢ to the
International Tribunal at the Hague for the crime of genocide. The In-
ternational Court in a highly dubious verdict ruled that it did not have
enough evidence to charge the Serbian state directly with the acts of
genocide committed in Bosnia-Hercegovina. The court admitted it had
not reviewed the reams of existing evidence proving that the forces led
by Karadzi¢ and Mladi¢ were organized, trained, and directed from Bel-
grade because of a political deal with Serbia. A number of observers have
pointed out that a verdict of genocide against the Serbian state would have
made it very difficult for Serbia to gain EU membership in the near future
and would also have revealed the close links between Slobodan Milosevi¢
and the French, British, and Dutch governments, which had shielded him
from military action while imposing an arms embargo on the Bosnian vic-
tims. Whereas Serbia has been officially absolved for the crime of genocide
for which a number of individual Serbian leaders stand accused, the nearly
century-old charge that Turkey committed genocide against the Arme-
nians and failed to acknowledge it fully and make amends has become a
major vehicle for the French and German governments in denying Turkey

full EU membership.

THE RUSSO-OTTOMAN WAR OF 1877—-78: THE TENSIONS
OF REALISM, IDEALISM, AND IDENTITY POLITICS

What is notable about the Eastern question is the extent to which realist
interests combined and clashed with those of idealism and identity poli-
tics. Uniquely, at times identity politics and pan-Christian European soli-
darity even trumped the pressing exigencies of raison détar due to strong
domestic pressure, as seen in the case of Greece in 1821 and the Bulgar-
ians in 1876—77. These wars in the Balkans and the Caucasus were also
unique in that they did not just result in the simple transfer of territories
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and the clash of professional militaries, as was the case in the rest of post-
Westphalian Europe. They also involved concerted efforts to change the
demographic balance via the wholesale targeting of Ottoman Muslims
for expulsion from Europe or extermination. Therein lies the origins of
modern genocide and ethnic cleansing in the European continent. In fact
this template would later extend to the Armenians in eastern Anatolia and
then to the Holocaust, in what Timothy Snyder has termed the “blood-
lands” of Eastern Europe contested between Hitler and Stalin.*® Sadly,
the assumption that the defeat of Nazi Germany had exorcised this evil
from Europe was proven stillborn with the return of genocidal onslaughts
against the few remaining indigenous European Muslim populations in
the former Yugoslavia and Chechnya at the end of the Cold War.

The Russo-Ottoman War of 187778 was triggered by Russia’s expedi-
ent use of the harsh suppression of Bulgarian uprisings (deliberately pro-
voked by the pan-Slavist Russian ambassador in Constantinople, Count
N.P. Ignatiev) to capture Constantinople and the Turkish Straits. The
deaths of 2,100 people from all communities in these uprisings, and in
particular accounts of the massacre at Batak spread by a British missionary,
launched a wave of fury against the “Turkish Horrors” in all of Europe,
as had similar events in Greece in 1821. British prime minister Benjamin
Disraeli clearly viewed a unilateral Russian solution to the Eastern ques-
tion as a grave threat but was unable to offer assistance to the Porte because
of the moralistic anti-Islamic crusade launched by his rival William Ewart
Gladstone. Gladstone also repeatedly used anti-Semitic innuendo to dis-
arm Disraeli, accusing him of insufficient compassion for Christians and
sympathy toward Turks. Gladstone uttered the immortal words that were
to be a guiding beacon for ethnic cleansing operations during the war:
“[The Turks] one and all, bag and baggage, shall I hope, clear out from
the province they have desolated and profaned.”"” The process of “clear-
ing out” was begun by the Russian army and its local Orthodox Christian
auxiliaries as soon as they entered Ottoman territory.

It should be noted that by 1870 Muslims constituted nearly half of the
population in the southeast corner of Europe controlled by the Ottoman
state and were descended either from indigenous converts or from mi-
grants who had settled there centuries earlier, thus making them native to
the corner of Europe from which they would be cleansed. While the Con-
gress of Berlin, like the Balfour Declaration of 1917, paid lip service to the
rights of non-Christian populations in the region, in practice very little
was done to oppose or even condemn the ongoing campaign of ethnic
cleansing. Nearly 300,000 Muslims were massacred during the 1877-78
war and its immediate aftermath, and s million were ultimately forced to
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flee to Anatolia by the turn of the century.'® As the historian Kemal Karpat
notes, “The war was in effect a religious war which aimed at destroying the
Muslim Ottoman society and replacing it with National states.... In prac-
tice the national identity of the new states established in the Balkans after
1878 rested on a religious basis and only secondarily upon language and
history.”"” Most of the victims of Serbian atrocities around Nig and Bulgar-
ian operations in the Rhodopes were Slavic Muslims whose dismal fate in
these “wars of liberation” did not deflate the sense of smug moral satisfac-
tion that prevailed in much of Europe at the time.*® In stark contrast to the
fate of the Balkan Christians, the fate of European Muslim populations
and their right to maintain a territorial presence on the continent were
only intermittently addressed and recognized at either the public or the
governmental level and seldom defended in practice. British, French, and
German consular reports were actively and accurately detailing the vast
atrocities being committed in the Rhodopes and Eastern Rumelia after the
Ottoman garrison at Plevna fell, yet this failed to generate any sustained
public or elite outrage. This was the case even when Queen Victoria her-
self, driven by the fear of Russian expansion toward India that Disraeli
had implanted in her mind, issued strident condemnations of Russian and
Bulgarian atrocities.

A revealing example of such atrocities is a report filed by the British
consul in Edirne, E. Calvert, to the British ambassador at the Porte, A. H.
Layard:

It would be a needless and painful task to collect, from the different
reports that have been addressed to this embassy, the numberless
cases of outrages, cruelty, rape and massacre committed during the
last few months by the Russians and Bulgarians upon the Mussal-
mans of Roumelia. It would scarcely be too much to affirm that
they exceed in horror and amount the accumulated misdeeds of
four centuries of Turkish misrule. Never, have the Turks, even
in the worst days of their history, been guilty of indiscriminate
slaughter, such shocking outrages on women and female children,
such universal destruction of property and such general religious
persecution. The deeds of the Bashi-Bazouk at Batah and in other
Bulgarian villages, immensely exaggerated by the thoughtless,
designing, or unscrupulous men and the consequence of a panic
which subsequent events have shown to have been justified, were
sufficient to arouse public opinion in England to such an extent
against Turkey, that a war unparalleled for its horrors and perhaps
for its consequences, has been the result.!
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Such double standards and indifference or willful ignorance of the fate
of Ottoman Muslims have continued even to this day in the historiog-
raphy of the region and more generally in academic writings on the ori-
gins of modern European genocide. For example, in his study of genocide
Ervin Staub uses the example of Gladstone’s interventions on behalf of
Balkan Christians as aleadingand commendable model for humanitarian
interventionism. Nowhere in the book, however, does he give any indica-
tion that in the end the vast majority of civilian victims of the Russo-
Ottoman War of 1877-78 were actually Ottoman Muslims.** If Staub
may be excused for not being a specialist on the Balkans, no such excuse
exists for Mark Mazower, a prominent historian of the modern Balkans
and European genocide. In his book Dark Continent and in a recent com-
parative article on ethnic cleansing and genocide, Mazower distorts and
downplays this seminal campaign of ethnic cleansing. Although he cites
Justin McCarthy’s assiduously researched and documented work on the
subject, Death and Exile: The Ethnic Cleansing of Ottoman Muslims, 1821—
1922, he is clearly uncomfortable with the ﬁndings.23 Mazower alludes to
McCarthy’s book as polemical and makes the absurd claim that the vast
migration of Ottoman Muslims following the 1877-78 War resulted from
refusal to live under non-Muslim rule, while in reality they were flecing
massacre and rape on a scale not to be seen again in Europe until World
War I1.** Such ethnic cleansing operations would continue during the Bal-
kan Wars of 1912-13, as documented by the Commission of Experts for the
Carnegie Foundation. A novel dimension of the second round of fighting
between erstwhile Balkan Christian allies of the “Holy League” during the
Balkan Wars was that Serbian and Greek forces readily employed the same
tactics of massacre and rape against Bulgarian and Macedonian Christians
when their alliance fell apart.

Prior to this catastrophic assault on Ottoman Muslims in the Balkans,
tsarist Russia launched an even greater genocidal onslaught, the first in
modern European history, against the Muslim highlanders of the Cau-
casus from 1862 to 186s. Russian expansion south to the Caucasus had
begun under Peter the Great, reaching the Terek River and the foothills
of the Caucasus by the rule of Catherine the Great. Russian expansion
galvanized the Muslim highlanders into resistance led by Sufi Naksibendi
tariqat (orders). It would last well over a century and continues even today
in Chechnya and Daghestan. Though resistance was initiated by Sheikh
Mansur Ushurma at the end of the eighteenth century, it received legend-
ary stature during the nearly thirty-year resistance of Sheikh Shamil. The
end of the Crimean War allowed the Russians to throw their full weight
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into ending the interminable resistance of the highlanders. They did this
through a scorched earth policy that systematically destroyed the zouls
(hamlets) of the highland tribes, enslaving and massacring men, women,
and children alike.

Oliver Bullough captures the nadir of this genocidal policy well in his
recent book on the tragic fate of the Circassian tribes, the first victims of
modern European genocide. The Russians followed the defeat of Shamil
by sending their army in three columns to drive the Circassians literally
into the Black Sea. Half of the population of about 2 million perished,
while the others were blown to the far edges of the Ottoman Empire as
1'f:fugf:f:s.25 This spectacle of genocide, far greater than any Ottoman atroc-
ities of the time, also aroused little indignation in Europe capitals, even
though their diplomats kept them well informed of the horrific events as
they transpired. The Circassian survivors, as Ottoman irregulars, would
play a prominent role in seeking vengeance against Orthodox Christians
in the Balkans as well as against Armenians in Anatolia. Indeed, the many
polemics surrounding the horrific deportations and massacres of the Ar-
menians in 1915 involving both Turkish and Armenian writers and their
supporters fail to note that these tragic events cannot be understood with-
out placing them in the broader context of the emergence of genocide as a
tool and template for resolving the Eastern question some decades earlier.

THE PERSISTENCE OF THE JEWISH AND
MUSLIM QUESTIONS IN TWENTIETH-CENTURY EUROPE

The “Jewish question” in Europe has also been central for much of the
Continent’s early modern history and for the intellectual inception of
the Enlightenment and modernity and their eventual disillusionment in
the death camps of World War II. For both French philosophes and the
German thinkers of the early Enlightenment, the inherent tension be-
tween the universal and the particular in human affairs was most vividly
exemplified by this issue and the need to abolish difference, tradition, and
superstition, which divided societies along numerable fault lines. The En-
lightenment and the modern state fully emerging alongside it in the course
of the nineteenth century saw the gradual attainment of societal harmony
in the abolishment of substantial legal and ascriptive differences among
citizens through the universalizing and homogenizing progress of capital-
ism, science, and positive rationality. In his controversial essay “On the
Jewish Question” Karl Marx saw the solution to traditional anti-Semitism
as being the assimilation of Jews and all other social particularities into a
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classless and postreligious society of equals.”® This “solution,” first hinted
at by Baruch Spinoza, was also central to the French Revolutionary decree
of Jewish emancipation.

The universalizing mission of the Enlightenment, its naive failure to
consider the instrumental and potentially ruthless aspects of human rea-
soningaside, obviously could not solve the contradiction between univer-
sal ideals and particular identities and interests for everyone. The deflation
of Enlightenment optimism in the Dreyfus Affair led Theodore Herzl,
Otto Pinsker, and other Jewish intellectuals to advocate the particular in
the form of Jewish nationalism and political Zionism. This “solution” itself
spawned a chasm between the secular worship of the “nation” and tradi-
tional Jewish faith, on the one hand, and what would eventually become
the moral dilemma of the perennial victims’ victimization of the native
Palestinian inhabitants of the yearned-for “Zion,” on the other.

As noted earlier, a number of important connections exist between
medieval and early modern anti-Semitism and anti-Muslim sentiments
in Europe. Allan and Helen Cutler have emphasized that medieval mas-
sacres against Jews were often tied to Crusades against Muslims in Iberia
and the Holy Land, the rationale being that it made little sense to toler-
ate the presence of those who denied Christ at home while combating
similar monotheistic rivals and heretics abroad.”” This linkage continued
even in early modern times with the spread of pogroms in the Pale settle-
ments and Black Sea region of tsarist Russia. Jonathan Klier Doyle has
convincingly demonstrated how pan-Slavic promotion of anti-Semitism
and pogroms in the late nineteenth century was intimately connected to
Russia’s great struggle against the Ottoman Empire and suspicion that
Jews sympathized with it. As in the case of Gladstone, many pan-Slav agi-
tators particularly blamed Disraeli’s Jewish heritage for his pro-Ottoman
sympathies during the war of 1877-78.°

Tragically, this persistence of the Jewish and Eastern or Muslim ques-
tions in Europe continued in the twentieth century, manifesting itself in
attempts at mass expulsion and extermination.” “Ethnic cleansing” (from
etnicko liséenje in Serbo-Croatian) was also a metaphor widely employed
by the Nazis in their campaign against European Jewry. They spoke of the
extermination of the Jews as being Gesundung (the healing of Europe),
Selbstreinigung (self-cleansing), and Juden Siuberung (the cleansing of
Jews). Fundamentally, the Judenfrage was, in the words of one German
foreign office press chief, “a question of political hygiene.”*

At this juncture it would be useful to consider causal explanations
for the persistence of the Jewish and Muslim questions in Europe over
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the longue durée at a deep structural level and separate them from more
contingent and proximate causal factors in explicating genocide in the
Holocaust and its shocking reemergence in Bosnia-Hercegovina. One use-
ful avenue to reference is the Historikerstreit (historians’ controversy) on
the Holocaust that raged in the 1980s.” The controversy centered on the
two camps of “intentionalists” versus “structural-functionalists,” divided
over the respective role of Hitler, structural factors, and the influence of
Stalin’s earlier Great Terror and mass killing program in the East. The tra-
ditional intentionalist view of the Holocaust emphasized it as a premedi-
tated central obsession of Hitler, dating back to his writings of the 1920s.”
This view, however, has been greatly modified by more recent research
based upon archival records. The decision to radicalize traditional anti-
Semitism into a full-blown genocidal campaign certainly did follow the
clearly articulated logic of Nazi doctrine, but its particular implementa-
tion was greatly influenced by Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union
and the lack of suitable territories into which to deport Jews. From the
September 1939 invasion of Poland to the fall of France in 1940, the Ger-
mans planned to solve their “Jewish problem” through mass expulsion.
The Reichsfithrer-SS Heinrich Himmler and his deputy Adolph Eich-
mann originally intended to “purify” German conquered territories by
sending the Jews to the Lublin reservation east of the Bug and Vistula
rivers. As German armies and horizons expanded farther east, Himmler
issued a memorandum calling for the expulsion of Jews from Europe to
Madagascar. It was only when setbacks in the war made such expulsion
plans unfeasible that the Nazis decided upon physical extermination in
the fall of 1941.%

The recent genocide against Bosnian Muslims also followed a “twisted
path”: traditional anti-Islamism on the part of Serbia and Europe proper
accelerated with the rise of immigration and the Iranian revolution and
melded with the geographical isolation of Bosnian Muslims and their re-
public between covetous Serb and Croat neighbors to render an attempt
at expulsion feasible and even desirable. But Serb nationalists did not
simply stop at achieving their political and territorial gains, which they
easily accomplished against the small and defenseless Bosnian Muslim
population in the spring of 1992. Rather, with the rest of Europe and the
West looking on, they embarked upon a systematic program to erase the
Ottoman Muslim historical legacy in Bosnia as well as physical extermina-
tion of much of the Bosnian Muslim population through mass murder and
rape. Balance-of-power politics and the fear of entanglement in a Balkan
morass did play a significant part in shaping Western inaction in response
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to the Bosnian conflict, but that does not invalidate the contention that
the Muslim identity of the victims also played a crucial role in develop-
ments at the regional and international levels.

Genocide in all of these instances resulted from the convergence of
proximate geographical and political factors with those of a much deeper
historical and structural/ideational nature. As in the case of the Holo-
caust, historical prejudice against an “alien minority” and the indifference
of many who felt no direct connection with the victims combined with
the practical exigencies of alliances, geography, and demographics to make
Europe’s second genocide in the twentieth century against a religious/
cultural minority possible at the “End of History.”

Genocide by one human population against another is an extreme
example of the treacherous path that the Hegelian dialectic of recognition
between Self and Other may take. The Other in G. W. F. Hegel’s dialectic
of recognition between master and slave presented in the Phenomenology
of Spirit (1807) was enslaved and not annihilated because his existence was
necessary for recognizing the master. If this Other transgresses definitional
boundaries and undermines the master’s certainty of Self, however, recog-
nition is muddled: he must either be expelled to a distance where practical
or eliminated when not. This has especially been the case where distinct
minorities like European Jews and Muslims find themselves stranded
across clearly demarcated frontiers such as the Mediterranean separating
Self from Other and “Orient” from “Occident” and thereby seem to un-
dermine the cohesiveness and ideological viability of the self-identity held
by the dominant group.

In terms of the modern “Jewish question” (which in the West has
abated at least for the time being because of the tragic “success” of the
Holocaust and Jewish emigration to Israel and the United States), Jews
were the “only non-national nation” to be found throughout Europe and
thus both in a religious/ideological and ethnic/national sense “contami-
nated” the “purity of the nation.” The paradox here is that as the leveling
process of modernity blurred historic cultural and religious distinctions it
undermined the certainty of Self held by the dominant group and spurred
still greater efforts at redrawing definitional boundaries and containing
this insidious infiltration. As Zygmunt Bauman notes: “In short, they un-
dermined the very difference between hosts and guests, the native and
the foreign. And as nationhood became the paramount basis of group
self-constitution, they came to undermine the most basic of differences:
the difference between ‘us’ and ‘them.”**

Muslim Slavs, similarly, always posed a very vexing problem for Serbian
nationalists. They were clearly descendants of fellow Slavic tribes in their
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very midst, but they espoused the faith of the accursed “Turks,” seen as the
foe that provoked the direct opposition through which modern Serbian
national consciousness first emerged. The mere existence of this South
Slav Islamic population problematized and undermined the basic truth
claims of Serbian nationalism. While the topic is beyond the scope of this
chapter, it should be noted that this problematic of the “Muslim question”
and the need for its elimination in the lands of the South Slavs was central
both to traditional Serbian epics such as the Kosovo Epic Cycle and 7he
Mountain Wreath of P.P. Njegos and to the writings of modern Yugoslav
authors such as Ivo Andri¢, Dobrica Cosié, and Vuk Draskovié.*® Further-
more, as is evident in statements given by high-ranking European officials
at the time, the existence of this “blond and blue-eyed” European Muslim
nation and the prospect that it could be the basis for a Muslim majority
state in the heart of Europe were also a source of profound discomfort for
many others in prominent positions on the continent.

THE POST—COLD WAR RETURN OF WAR AND GENOCIDE ON
THE OTTOMAN MARCHES: EASTERN QUESTION REDUX?

The indifference to the tragic fate of Ottoman Muslims in the nineteenth
century clearly continues to resonate in the recent horrific tragedies vis-
ited upon the Bosnian, Kosovar, and Chechen Muslim populations. The
decision of leading Western countries not to deter the Serbian invasion of
the Bosnian Republic and their concerted efforts to cover up the clear evi-
dence of the emergence of a Serbian ethnic cleansing campaign indicated
to Belgrade that physical extermination of a large segment of the Muslim
population and its historic legacy would not face a great deal of inter-
national resistance. This became apparent as the initial Serbian assault
and large-scale atrocities in the Drina Valley launched by paramilitaries
like Arkan’s Tigers and the White Eagles met with silence on the part of
Western governments, who did not want to be pressured into intervening
to stop ethnic cleansing on their doorstep in spite of having inaugurated
the “New World Order” to stop aggression in the heart of the Islamic
world with Operation Desert Storm a year earlier. It was then that Serb
nationalists decided to expand their campaign of territorial conquest to
a more final solution against a problematic Muslim Slav population that
posed not a physical threat but a symbolic/ideational one in terms of Ser-
bian national identity.

The Serbian leadership in Belgrade and Pale went to great lengths in
exploiting deeply ingrained anti-Islamic sentiments among a broad range
of Western societies (even though the Bosnians were the most secular and
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pacific Muslim population in the world and the only one in the three-
way conflict to have upheld the highest “Western” values of democracy
and pluralism). The existence of such animus and sinister feelings is not
usually made public and is of course dismissed in a barrage of pious pro-
testations by official spokespeople. Such sentiments did, however, play a
significant part in the calculations of some key policymakers. One high-
ranking French diplomat indiscreetly told John Newhouse of the New
Yorker that the Europeans “want to prevent a wider war or the emergence
of a rump Muslim state in southeastern Europe — one that might become
rich, militant, and an inspiration for ethnic or communal strife elsewhere.
Europeans also want to discourage a Bosnian Diaspora of the kind that
was generated by the war in Palestine half a century ago. ‘Our interests
are much closer to the Serbs than you think; a French diplomat says. “We
worry more about the Muslims than about the Serbs.”*¢

At the time I charged in an article in the journal East European Politics
and Societies that British and French policy was tantamount to complicity
in the genocide of the Bosnian Muslims and that their religious and cul-
tural identity played a major role in the lack of Western action to stop the
carnage.”’ The White House historian Taylor Branch recently confirmed
this at the highest level in his book 7he Clinton Tapes. In taped interviews
with Branch that were released after a ten-year hiatus, President Bill Clin-
ton recounted how the British and French insisted on maintaining the
embargo on the defenseless Bosnians:

They justified their opposition on plausible humanitarian grounds,
arguing that more arms would only fuel the bloodshed, but pri-
vately, said the president, key allies objected that an independent
Bosnia would be “unnatural” as the only Muslim nation in Europe.
He said that they favored the embargo precisely because it locked
in Bosnia’s disadvantage.... When I expressed shock at such cyni-
cism, reminiscent of the blind-eye diplomacy regarding Europe’s
Jews during World War II, President Clinton only shrugged. He
said that President Francois Mitterand of France had been espe-
cially blunt in saying that Bosnia did not belong, and that British
officials also spoke of a painful but realistic restoration of Christian
Europe.*®

As the Bosnian Muslims struggled to survive the genocidal onslaught
launched by Serbia, the Chechen Muslims of the Caucasus also found
themselves in a similar struggle for survival. While the West used its enor-
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mous leverage with Moscow at the end of the Cold War to help liberate
Eastern Europe and the Baltic states from Russian control, the bid for inde-
pendence by the Chechens, who had never ceased their struggle for inde-
pendence, was met with cold indifference. In spite of the carpet bombing
of Grozny and vast Russian atrocities against Chechen civilians, Western
criticism was lukewarm.” President Clinton hailed Boris Yeltsin’s ruth-
less actions as comparable to those of Abraham Lincoln. The charismatic
Chechen leader Dzhokar Dudayev was a moderate who sought to contain
bloodshed while secking independence. Like most other Chechens of his
generation, he was a survivor of Stalin’s attempted genocide in 1944. He
grew up to become a general in the Soviet Air Force and as commander of
the Tartu airbase played a key role in preventing Communist hard-liners
from using force against the nascent Estonian freedom movement cham-
pioned by the West. This called to mind the earlier fabled resistance of
Sheikh Shamil, which had also helped to protect the freedom of a number
of East European nations from Russian dominance.

Nonetheless, the favor was not returned in the case of the Chechens,
who found that most Western nations were quite willing to sacrifice them
and overlook massive atrocities in order to curry favor with Moscow.
Dudayev’s assassination by a Su-25 fighter-bomber firing a guided missile
in April 1996 was a particularly devastating tragedy, plunging the Chechen
freedom movement into anarchy and allowing warlords and militants to
undermine and discredit the cause, often with direct or indirect assistance
from Moscow. Compelling evidence indicates that American intelligence
agencies, and in particular the National Security Agency/National Re-
connaissance Office (NSA/NRO), played a central role in orchestrating
Dudayev’s assassination, which took place when Clinton arrived in Mos-
cow seeking to prop up Yeltsin from growing Communist opposition and
outrage over the bungled war and corruption. The knowledgeable former
NSA American electronic intelligence analyst Wayne Madsen has pointed
out that the sophisticated signals intelligence electronic intercept and tri-
angulation of Dudayev’s satellite phone (which had been provided by well-
placed Turkish supporters) was well beyond the technical capabilities of
the Russians. The very rapid and accurate signals intelligence intercept and
triangulation could only have been done by American Vortex or Orion sat-
ellites.* Another significant piece of evidence seems to point to American
involvement in the assassination of the Chechen leader. A few years later
I 'was at the prominent Central Asia/Caucasus academic conference held
annually at the University of Wisconsin-Madison and traditionally well
attended by analysts working for the State Department and the Central
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Intelligence Agency (CIA). In a conversation with me (I also happen to
be an American citizen) one CIA analyst indiscreetly bragged that the
NSA had used an electro-optical photo-reconnaissance satellite (probably
a KH-11 Keyhole Satellite) to photograph Dudayev’s body, head, and jaw
in fine detail immediately after the hit— “confirming the kill,” so to speak,
before he was retrieved by his bodyguards. Such timing would have only
been possible if the NRO electro-optical/photo-reconnaissance satellite
had been coordinated and tasked beforehand for the operation. As it was,
Dudayev was very careful in the use of the satellite phone and was lured
out ahead of time by a false promise of high-level peace talks mediated via
a prominent Russian politician.

Such skullduggery of course continued with the rise of Yeltsin’s suc-
cessor, Vladimir Putin. It is well known among academics and intelligence
officials that the Russian Federal Security Service (Federal’naia Sluzhba
Bezopasnosti: FSB) carried out a series of apartment-building terror
bombings in 1999 (including in the city of Ryazan, where it was caught
red-handed), in order to drum up popular outrage for the reinvasion of
Chechnya. FSB involvement in a number of other atrocities blamed on
the Chechens (such as the murder of Red Cross workers) has also been
recently revealed. Even as Moscow seeks to rule through the terror of
its psychopathic Chechnyan strongman Ramzan Kadyrov, resistance in
Chechnya and Daghestan by the indomitable highlanders is far from over.

THE TIES THAT BIND: THE CONSOLIDATION OF TURKISH
DEMOCRACY AND THE EMERGING RECONCILIATION
WITH THE OTTOMAN MUSLIM PAST

Much has recently been made about Turkey’s reorientation back toward
leadership in the Muslim world with the “Neo-Ottoman” foreign policy
of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) and its dynamic foreign
minister, Ahmet Davutoglu. A rising and democratic Turkey is seeking
to bring peace and political and economic integration and development
to the core region of the former Ottoman Muslim state and civilization.
Much of the fragmentation and internecine conflict that the Middle East
witnessed in the twentieth century can of course be traced back to the
dénouement of the Eastern question and its unresolved conflicts. While
Chinaand India emerged from Western imperialism with continent-sized
state and market institutions intact, allowing their respective states and
civilizations to develop and resume great power status, the Islamic world
has suffered over the last fifty years from the reinforcing variables of in-
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ternal fragmentation, local despotism, squandered resources, and highly
destructive foreign interventions designed to maintain the status quo. The
emergingleadership role of a democratic and economically and culturally
vibrant Turkey reconciled with its historic Ottoman Islamic history and
identity has garnered massive popular support throughout the Muslim
world. Turkish prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan handily wins public
surveys of the most esteemed and electable Muslim leader.

This reorientation and reconciliation in terms of Turkey’s national
identity and interests was not predicted by most scholars of Turkish for-
eign policy.* This has resulted from the emergence of a prosperous and
electorally dominant Anatolian Muslim bourgeoisie and from the legiti-
mation crisis that Turkey’s Kemalist elite suffered in its failure to be fully
accepted in the EU or effectively respond to the trauma felt by the Turk-
ish public over the terrible death and destruction in its historic Ottoman
Muslim periphery after the end of the Cold War. This failure of the secular
authoritarian elites to fill the regional vacuum left by the breakup of the
Ottoman state in terms of either socioeconomic development or politi-
cal legitimation has been particularly acute in the Arab world, leading to
the current crisis and growing popular mobilization for change. Along
with this has come a significant reappraisal of the shared Ottoman Islamic
past for many Turks and Arabs. While the post-Ottoman secular national
elites in both Turkey and the Arab world sought to deprecate one another
and their shared Ottoman past in order to foster a radically new basis of
legitimacy and identity, their efforts never garnered deep popular support.
As subsequent scholarly work by both Muslim and Western scholars has
shown, the Ottoman state actually enjoyed until the very end the deep
popular allegiance of Muslim (particularly urban) populations not only
among Arab, Kurdish, and Turkish citizens of the empire but as far afield
as North Africa, Central Asia, India, and the Malay Archipelago.* This re-
sulted in part, of course, from Sultan Abdiilhamid IT’s successful use of his
renovated title “sultan-caliph.” For most Muslims around the world, how-
ever, their avid interest in the survival and regeneration of the Ottoman
state stemmed not from dynastic loyalty but from their realization that its
extinction would mean the eclipse of Muslim power within the interna-
tional system and their own subjugation or worse.*

Of course, such developments shaped by the ongoing legacy and im-
pact of the Eastern and Jewish questions have not been universally wel-
comed, particularly among many Israelis and their supporters, who had
long counted on Kemalist Turkey’s alienation from the Muslim world to
endure. Going back to David Ben-Gurion’s peripheral strategy, Israel has
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long sought to keep the region weak and divided, while partnering with
Western Great Powers and local ethnic or sectarian minorities. Increas-
ingly, such a strategy and the fallout from Western military interventions
in the region are viewed by Turks of all stripes as unacceptable threats
to their own interests and region. The creation of Israel and the “Jewish
question” were intimately linked for centuries as a Schicksalsgemeinschaft
(community of fate) with the Ottoman Eastern/Muslim questions, how-
ever, which offers hope for reconciliation. A Turkey reconnected with
its Ottoman Muslim heritage and leadership role in the region not only
has the potential to serve as a successful model for democratic and socio-
economic development for the rest of the Muslim world but can also once
again be the nucleus for achieving regional integration and peace, as in
Europe after World War II. Most Turks today are proud of their history
of having been the main historic haven for Jews flecing ethnic cleansing
from Iberia to Eastern Europe. While there is strong opposition to a
far-right Likud agenda that secks to crush the Palestinians and promote
anti-Muslim bigotry in alliance with erstwhile Armageddon Evangelical
allies in the United States, Turkish political parties across the spectrum
accept the legitimacy of a Jewish state and its presence in the Middle East.
They seek to achieve its peaceful integration into the region while also
securing the legitimate rights of the Palestinians. While still far from cer-
tain, perhaps, such an enlightened rearticulation and reassessment of the
structural/ideational variables represented by the Jewish and Eastern/
Muslim questions may finally render them amenable to peaceful and just
resolution. This would allow the Middle East/West Asia to emerge from
the cauldron of systemic regional conflict, as Jean Monnet and Robert
Schumann’s European Community did in much of Europe.
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Muslim and Orthodox Resistance against
the Berlin Peace Treaty in the Balkans

Mebmet Hacisaliboglu

INTRODUCTION

The Treaty of Berlin led to different reactions by the population in the
central and western Balkans. It radically changed the status quo of south-
eastern Europe and affected different population groups in both a positive
and negative manner. Several examples of armed reactions in the Balkans
can be cited, as in Thrace, Macedonia, Albania, and Bosnia-Hercegovina.
We cannot put all these cases in the same category, however; aside from
the Treaty of Berlin, many other factors lay at the origins of these reactions.
It would be more precise to see these cases as reactions against a series of
developments in the 1870s, of which the Treaty of Berlin was one of the
most important triggering factors.

Some of the revolts dealt with in this paper have been well researched
in the national historiographies of the Balkan states.' The Albanian reac-
tion to the Treaty of Berlin has been studied in detail, particularly in the
context of the Albanian national movement. The revolts in Macedonia (in
Kresna and Razlog) have also been well researched in the context of the
Macedonian question in Bulgaria and Macedonia. The Muslim resistance
in Thrace has not been explored much in scholarly writing, however, with
the exception of some studies made in Turkey. This paper focuses on these
three cases of resistance. Because of its limited scope, it does not cover the
resistance in Bosnia and Hercegovina.

It is important to note that the Treaty of Berlin was the result of a
series of revolts, wars, and even treaties in the Balkans, which have been
called the “Eastern Question.” The revolts in Hercegovina in 1875, the
Serbo-Ottoman War of 1876, the Bulgarian revolt (the April Uprising) in
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1876, the Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78, and the Treaty of San Stefano
on March 3, 1878, are the major developments that took place before the
Treaty of Berlin. In all these cases the initiators were local powers. The
Treaty of Berlin had to bring this “great crisis” to an end by creating a new
order to bring stability to the Balkans. Therefore it has been seen asa turn-
ing point in the modern history of the Balkans. The initiators of this treaty
were not the local powers but the Great Powers, which were controlling
most of the world at that time. Therefore we must take into consideration
that the Treaty of Berlin was not alocal project of the Great Powers. It was
a step within the scope of their broader project to establish a world order.
Great Britain was the protector of the Ottoman Empire until this treaty.
Although France and Great Britain had been in colonial competition with
cach other in the rest of the world, they were still able to come together
in order to stop Russia in the Crimean War (1853—56). Interestingly, they
did not manage to do the same twenty-four years later, during the War of
1877—78. They intervened only at the end of the war. This indicated rather
conclusively that the British government was no longer interested in the
protection of Ottoman territorial integrity.

The power structure in Europe was not the same as it had been during
the 1850s. Only a few years before the Russo-Ottoman War, France had
been defeated by Prussia in the War of 1870-71. The Prussian king de-
clared himself emperor of Germany in the French imperial palace of Ver-
sailles in January 1871. Furthermore, the newly established German state
occupied the French territory of Alsace-Lorraine. For France, the new
German state became the most important threat and enemy. The emer-
gence of Germany as a Great Power was an enormous challenge for the
balance of powers in Europe. The leaders of the German unification under
Bismarck tried to keep good relations with Russia in order to prevent any
alliance between Russia and France. Hence in 1873 Germany, Russia, and
Austria-Hungary formed the League of the Three Emperors. In 1878 Ger-
many was the host of the congress in Berlin as a “neutral” power between
Russia and England. Thus Germany delved into Great Power politics. The
Treaty of Berlin brought not only a change in the status quo of the Balkans
but also a new era of relations among the powers. Only one year later, in
1879, Germany made a treaty of alliance with Austria. In 1882 Italy joined
this alliance. Within four years after the Treaty of Berlin, the Triple Alli-
ance was completed. Consequently we can see the Congress of Berlin asa
turning point in the relations of the Great Powers. At the same time, the
regulations of this treaty had to balance the interests of the Great Powers
in southeastern Europe.
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The main question discussed here is whether and to what extent the
Treaty of Berlin, which regulated the interests of the Great Powers, could
respond to the expectations of the population groups in the Balkans.
Other important avenues of discussion offer perspective on the reasons
behind these reactions and on the role (if any) played by the Great Powers
in the revolts through their consuls or agents. In many cases we know that
the local insurrections in the Ottoman Balkans involved the neighboring
countries or the Great Powers.

THE ALBANIAN REACTION TO THE
TREATIES OF SAN STEFANO AND BERLIN

The Russian advance in the Balkans by defeating the Ottoman military
forces affected the Muslim population of the peninsula negatively. A large
number of Muslims migrated, and many of them were killed by the Rus-
sian military and Bulgarian volunteers. When Russian troops moved up
to the Catalcaline and the Ottoman capital was threatened, the Ottoman
government was forced to accept the peace conditions dictated by Rus-
sia. The Treaty of San Stefano, signed on March 3, 1878, made Serbia and
Montenegro independent and established a new Bulgarian state. Some
Ottoman territories with dominant Albanian populations were ceded to
these Orthodox Balkan states. This provoked the reactions of the Alba-
nians of Kosovo and Albania.

The weakness of the Ottoman government regarding Russia and the
occupations led to reactions by the Albanian leaders and intellectuals.
They established the Central Committee for the Defense of the Rights
of the Albanian Nation (Komitet Qendror pér Mbrojtjen e té Kombésisé
Shqiptare). The committee made the following declaration on May 30,
1878: “We do not want anything except to live in peace with Montenegro,
Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece. We do not want or demand anything from
them. But we are determined to hold what belongs to us. Albanian land
must be left to the Albanians.”* As a result of the opposition to the Treaty
of San Stefano, the Albanian notables and intellectuals established the
Albanian League (Lidhja Shqiptare) in Prizren on June 10, 1878.

Despite the Albanian reactions, the Treaty of Berlin did not bring
any big change to the status of the occupied Albanian territories. The Al-
banians organized meetings and protested against the decisions of this
treaty, demanding that the Ottoman government form an autonomous
Albanian province (vilayet) including the vilayets of Ioannina (Yanya),
Skutari (Iskodra), Kosovo (Kosova), and Monastir (Manastir).?
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For its part, the Ottoman government was not willing to fulfill the
Albanian demands regarding the formation of an autonomous Albanian
province. When the Ottoman representative in Berlin, Mehmet Ali Paga,
traveled to Prizren and Yakova (Gjakové) in August—September 1878 in
order to meet the representatives of the Albanian League, he was attacked
and killed by the Albanian insurgents.* The government under Abdiilha-
mid II pursued a policy of pacification toward the Albanian population.
The demands of the Albanian League were perceived as separatist, how-
ever, and were rejected. The sultan sought to gain the trust of the Albanian
notables by giving them privileges. But this was not enough to prevent the
Albanian revolts that occurred during the implementation of the decisions
of the Treaty of Berlin.

In the following decades the Albanian movement became one of the
most important factors of the Macedonian question. In the beginning it
was a defense movement against the ambitions of the neighboring states
of Greece, Montenegro, Serbia, and Bulgaria in regard to the Albanian
lands, but it increasingly transformed into a national movement against
Ottoman rule.

The Balkan states, however, particularly Bulgaria and Serbia, perceived
this Albanian reaction as a combined aggression by the sultan and the
Albanians against the Christians in the Balkans. The newspaper Pro Ar-
menia, supporting the Bulgarian aims in Macedonia, wrote in 1900: “The
massacres of the Armenians were not sufficient for the Sultan. He is also
preparing atrocities in Macedonia.... Indeed, like the Kurds and the Cir-
cassians in Armenia, he uses the Albanians in Macedonia.”® Accordingto
the Bulgarian propaganda, the Albanians served the sultan as instruments
(as bagibozuks) to massacre the Christian Orthodox population in Mace-
donia. According to the same propaganda, the Orthodox population of
Macedonia was Bulgarian.

Article 23 of the Treaty of Berlin foresaw the implementation of re-
forms in Macedonia by the Ottoman government. Nonetheless, the sultan
was not willing to implement any radical reforms that would weaken his
authority in the region.

The armed or revolutionary movements of the Exarchist (Bulgarian
Church) groups in Macedonia, beginning at the end of the nineteenth
century, called the attention of Austria-Hungary and Russia to the situ-
ation of the Orthodox population in the Ottoman lands. At the end of
1902 both governments prepared a reform program, the “Vienna Points”
(Wiener Punktationen), and submitted it to the Ottoman government
in February 1903. The Ottoman government accepted this reform pro-
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gram under the pressure of the Great Powers.® Among the articles of the
program, for example, was the formation of the gendarmerie composed
of Muslims and Christians according to their population shares.” Thisand
other articles inflamed the Albanian resistance. They regarded this pro-
gram as a step toward the occupation of the Albanian lands by the Balkan
states.

Albanian nationalist Ekrem Bey Vlora gives the following comment
on the reform programs:

The central government in Istanbul decided also to implement
these reforms in the three vilayets (governments) of Salonica, Bi-
tola, and Kosovo under supervision of a General Inspector (Hiise-
yin Hilmi Paga) without taking into consideration that two-thirds
of these two last-mentioned provinces were inhabited by the Al-
banians, who had nothing in common with the mixture of people
in Macedonia and who could stop the Greco-Bulgarian bands in
their region without getting any help from the Turkish authorities.
These measures terrified and irritated the Albanians. One million
Albanians were put under a different regime, while another million
Albanian people were divided by a corridor (Sandchak Elbasan,
which belonged to Bitola). They resisted the implementation of
these measures in the Albanian lands, because they were convinced
that this implied a proposal to divide Albania according to inter-
ests of its enemies. The sentiments against the central authorities
became really hostile. The Albanians rightly feared that these re-
forms would again lead to cession of the parts of the Albanian
lands to Serbs, Bulgarians, and Greeks and succeeded in preventing
any commingling with the Macedonian Question. These intrigues
of certain European powers and their Balkan accomplices give evi-
dence again that the Turks did not understand anything of their
European possessions at all, and they became simply a cue ball in
the hands of their enemies.®

The sultan appointed Ferit Paga, an Albanian statesman, as grand vizier
in order to break this resistance against the reform program. This did not
pacify the armed Albanians. Only by using military force could Ferit Paga
overcome this resistance and begin the reform program in Albania.

A revolutionary Albanian Committee was established two years
later, however, in 190s. It began taking armed action like the Bulgarian-
Macedonian, Greek, and Serbian committees in Macedonia, which had
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been active since the beginning of the century.’ As a result we can state
that the Treaty of Berlin led to Albanian reactions that developed into a
national movement, which then aimed to establish an independent Al-
banian state.

THE KRESNA-RAZLOG REVOLT
OF THE ORTHODOX SLAVS IN MACEDONIA

The next group deeply influenced by the Treaty of Berlin was the Ortho-
dox Slav population in Bulgaria, Thrace, and Macedonia. The first major
Bulgarian national revolt took place in 1876 (April Revolt). This revolt
was suppressed by the Ottoman authorities, but the Russo-Ottoman War
of 187778 resulted in the establishment of a Bulgarian state. According
to the Treaty of San Stefano, the new Bulgarian state extended from the
Danube to the Aegean, including the port of Kavala. Thrace and Macedo-
nia were parts of a new Great Bulgaria. The treaty gave Russia an entry into
the Mediterranean Sea via Bulgaria. Indeed the new Bulgarian state was
occupied by Russia and could become a basis for further Russian opera-
tions. The Treaty of Berlin, however, changed this advantageous situation
for Russia. The European powers, particularly Great Britain, wanted to
secure the Mediterranean, protecting it from Russian interference. The
decisions in the Congress of Berlin were made on this basis. The most radi-
cal territorial change took place in the new Bulgaria. The northern part of
the Balkan mountains to the Danube became the Principality of Bulgaria,
with great autonomy. The southern part to Kircaali became an autono-
mous province named Eastern Rumelia (Sarki Rumeli Vilayeti), whereas
Macedonia and Western Thrace were left for the Ottoman Empire. This
prevented the entry of Bulgaria, and indirectly Russia, into the Aegean.
Moreover, Great Britain occupied the island of Cyprus in order to secure
control in the eastern Mediterranean and the route to India.

The defeat of the Ottoman Empire and the Russian occupation were
welcomed by a part of the Orthodox Slav population in Macedonia and
Thrace. Still, the decisions of the Congress of Berlin, according to which
the territories occupied by Russia were given back to the Ottoman Empire,
were very disappointing, at least for a part of the Orthodox Slav popula-
tion of the region. Many of them had been engaged into the War of 1877—
78 as volunteers against Ottoman rule. The Treaty of Berlin caused revolts
among this part of the population. The most famous were the Kresna and
Razlog (Razlik) Revolts in northern Macedonia in 1878, close to the bor-
ders of the Principality of Bulgaria.'
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These revolts were characterized as national uprisings in both Bulgar-
ian and Macedonian historiographies. Bulgarian historiography regards
them as a Bulgarian national uprising against Turkish rule. According to
this view, the Bulgarian population of the region wanted to be unified with
Bulgaria. The revolts against the Ottoman rule in 1878 usually have been
described under the heading “Resistance to the Decisions of the Congress
of Berlin.”"" A Bulgarian historian offers the following description of how
the Orthodox population perceived the Treaty of San Stefano:

The liberation of Bulgaria from the five-hundred-year-old Turkish
yoke is one of the happiest events in the history of the Bulgarian
folk [narod].... the signing of the San Stefano Peace Treaty was per-
ceived by the Bulgarian folk with great enthusiasm, with deep and
true gratefulness. The expressions of this were numerous demon-
strations and letters to the representatives of the Russian military
and civil authorities on the day of the signing of the Treaty.... The
happiness of the Bulgarian folk was short, however."?

His description of the Treaty of Berlin offers a sharp contrast: “So the
Congress of Berlin dismembered the Bulgarian state. It left under the yoke
of the Sultan’s rule a big part of the Bulgarian population.” The Treaty of
Berlin is also called the “Dictate of Berlin.” Under the title “The Kresna-
Razlog Uprising” we read: “The decisions of the Congress of Berlin were
perceived by the Bulgarian folk with pangs and outrage. In all Bulgarian
lands a large resistance movement was posed to fight against the unjust
decisions.”*?

Macedonian historiography, however, has characterized this as a na-
tional Macedonian uprising not only against the Turkish rule but also
against the Bulgarian aspirations. According to this view, the rebels aimed
to establish an independent state of Macedonia:

[The Kresna Uprising] was the largest and the longest uprising
against the Turkish rule in Macedonia during the Eastern Crisis....
The Kresna Uprising took place at a time when Macedonia was in
a serious political situation after the Congress of Berlin and was
subjected to ruthless pressure and direct interventions by the po-
litical representatives of the Bulgarian conservative bourgeoisie
whose purpose was to use the uprising toward the establishing of
a “Greater” or “San Stefano” Bulgaria [in the Balkans]. On the
contrary, the rebels fought for an independent development of the
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uprising and the creation of Macedonian state within or outside
of Turkey. These two opposite streams caused conflicts with heavy
consequences on the development of the uprising and brought
about its easy crushing by the Osmanli-Turkish arm. The crush of
the uprising had far-reaching and heavy consequences on the later
national and political development of the Macedonian nation.**

Although the Bulgarian and the Macedonian interpretations of these
revolts are contradictory in describing the people’s identity (Bulgarian or
Macedonian) and the enemy (Turks or Turks and Bulgarians), they share
the notion that the Treaty of Berlin caused this armed resistance of the
Orthodox Slav population.

The leaders of this revolt were the so-called voivods (voyvoda) from
the districts Petri¢ and Melnik, who were organized by Adam Kalmikoyv,
aRussian Cossack officer, for armed resistance to the cession of the region
to the Ottoman Empire. The insurgents joined by the rural population
attacked the Ottoman military base in Kresna in October 1878. By de-
feating the Ottoman posts in the region, they occupied the right side of
the river Struma. The Bulgarian Orthodox population of villages such as
Kresna, Ostava, Meckul, Senokos, Osikov, and Vrab¢a took an active part
in this revolt against the Ottoman authorities. The regular troops of the
Ottoman Empire suppressed the revolt in December 1878. Many insur-
gents took refuge in Bulgaria. At about the same time an armed group
of 376 men from Cuma-i Bala (Gorna DZumaya) attacked the town of
Bansko on November 8, 1878. The Ottoman forces, consisting of so men,
were defeated and killed. Neighboring villages such as Dolna Draglitsa,
Gorna Draglitsa, Godlevo, and Dobarsko began to revolt. They attacked
the Pomak village Banya. They also decided to attack Mehomiya (Razlog),
but the Ottoman forces countered the insurgents. The revolt was sup-
pressed within seven days."

In the course of the suppression of the revolts, many Christians in the
villages involved in the revolt fled to Bulgaria, mostly to Dubnica, a city
close to the Ottoman borders. Although the majority were given amnesty
by the Ottoman government and returned to their homes, a group of them
remained in Bulgaria. In retrospect, these migrants were an important core
that later evolved into a revolutionary movement against the Ottoman
Empire in Macedonia. The famous revolutionary leader Yane Sandanski,
for example, was the son of an émigré family from the village of Vlahi in
the District of Melnik."®
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The Kresna-Razlog Revolt was the first armed reaction of the Ortho-
dox population of Macedonia against the Treaty of Berlin. Later revolts
and revolutionary movements followed this initial revolt. After the estab-
lishment of revolutionary organizations, the first big revolt took place in
the district of Cuma-i Bala (close to the Bulgarian borders), in September
1902. One year later Macedonia experienced a great revolt, the so-called
llinden Uprising, which provoked the interference of the Great Powers
in favor of the Christian population through the Miirzsteg Reform Pro-
gram. The Ottoman government was forced to implement these reforms
in Macedonia under the inspection of the representatives of the European
powers.

These revolts or revolutionary movements indeed cannot be explained
as direct resistance movements against the Treaty of Berlin, but we can
categorize them as resistance movements against the status quo created by
the treaty. Article 23 of the treaty, however, was the basis of their demands
for reforms.

Asis well known, this process ended with the Balkan Wars in 191213,
in which the Balkan states defeated the Ottoman Empire and divided
Macedonia between themselves."”

THE RESISTANCE OF THE
MUSLIM POPULATION IN THRACE

Tevfik Bryiklioglu has done the most detailed research on the resistance
of the Muslim inhabitants of Thrace after the Russo-Ottoman War of
1877-78."* He dedicates approximately ten pages to the Muslim resis-
tance in Thrace against the Treaty of San Stefano, characterizing it as the
“first Turkish national struggle for freedom.” He views this revolt as the
source of the “Turkish National Struggle” after World War L."” According
to Biyiklioglu, the Muslims of the region benefited from the fight against
injustice and oppression and formed a provisional government. It was the
first time in history that ideas such as nationality, freedom, and resistance
to oppression were adopted en masse and expanded into a national move-
ment among the Turks of Eastern Rumelia and the Rhodopes.

This Turkish national movement became a tradition and continued
during the following decades. During the annexation of Eastern Rumelia
by the Principality of Bulgaria in 1885, the Muslim deputies of the parlia-
ment of Filibe (Plovdiv) attempted to meet as a separate parliament.*
After the Balkan Wars the Muslims of the region formed the Provisional
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Turkish Government of Western Thrace (September 1913). In November
1918, following World War I, the Muslims established the Association of
Thrace and Pagaeli.”!

Though Biyiklioglu views the resistance to the Russian-Bulgarian
occupation as being the source of all Turkish national movements, this
topic of Turkish history has yet to be studied in detail. The Turkish War
of Independence overshadowed the Balkan Wars among modern Turkish
historians, so it is not surprising that the local resistance movements could
not arouse interest.”*

Maria Todorova notes that the role of the Rhodope Muslims in the
suppression of the Bulgarian revolt of 1876 and their movement to resist
the Bulgarian authorities is a subject “less known and reluctantly dealt
with” in Bulgarian historiography.”

The military character of Muslim inhabitants in Thrace became popu-
lar before the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, during the suppression of
the Bulgarian Uprising. Rupgos, the southern subdistrict of the district
Filibe (Plovdiv), was populated by the Pomaks, Slavic-speaking Muslims
who identified themselves with the Muslim Ottoman rule. During the
Ottoman rule in the region, they sometimes acted as volunteers in the
operations of the Ottoman army (usually referred to as bagszbozuks or
“Bashi-Bazouks” in Western sources). The Pomak volunteers played an
important role, especially during the oppression of the April Uprising.
They were then accused of committing massacres in the Bulgarian villages.
The well-known Batak Massacre (Batagkoto Klane) was carried out by
Pomak volunteers under the leadership of a man called Ahmed Aga.**

The Batak Massacre and the myths surrounding it have an important
place in Bulgarian national consciousness.” But Bulgarian historiogra-
phers usually do not emphasize the Pomaks as the committers of the “mas-
sacre;” preferring to describe this incident as an act of Turkish cruelty. They
regard the Pomaks as “Bulgarians of Muslim faith,” and a case of Bulgarians
massacring Bulgarians is difficult to explain within the logic of national
history writing. Bulgarian historiography has preferred to conceal the
Pomaks and point fingers at “Turks” or “fanatical Muslims,” as they were
also called.”® Interestingly, within Turkish historiography, Biyiklioglu also
does not emphasize the role of the Pomaks in these historical processes,
which he calls a “Turkish national movement.”*’

The Pomak villagers and the Turks in Western Thrace resisted the Rus-
sian occupation fiercely during the War of 1877-78.°* When the Ottoman
government signed the Treaty of San Stefano on March 3, 1878, the area,
including the Rhodope Mountains, was given to the new Bulgarian state.
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The Muslim Pomaks showed resistance to the occupation of the region
beginningin April 1878, centered in the Pomak villages of the Rupgos sub-
district, the villages in the southern part of Tatarpazarcik district, Turkish
villages in the southern part of the Haskéy district, the villages of the Cir-
men and Ortakoy districts, and the mountainous district of Sultanyeri.
The Russian army tried to break this resistance by attacking the region
with machine guns, regular troops, and Cossacks. Despite great losses,
however, the Russian army could not gain control over the Rhodopes.
The resistance movement extended south to the neighboring district of
Giimiilcine (Komotini).?” The British consul of Adrianople describes the
reasons for this Muslim resistance:

All accounts agree as to the causes of its origin, namely, the in-
tolerable oppression of the Russo-Bulgarian régime, whose char-
acteristics continue to be the same now when a civil government
is organized, as they were at first, when the excesses committed
might with some plausibility have been attributed to the confusion
entailed by the movement of a victorious army. It was the attempt
to carry out in the hill districts the same pitiless system of spolia-
tion and outrage as elsewhere — by disarming the Mussulman in-
habitants and then leaving them to the mercy of Bulgarians — that
brought the movement to a head.*

The consul reports the following example for his statement:

It was only a day or two before it broke out that the two Turkish vil-
lages of Tchirmen-Karagatch and Bildir-Kioi, near Tchirmen, were
thus treated. The inhabitants were stripped of everything, even to
their very shoes, and two married women and one girl were car-
ried off from the latter village. The father of the girl gave proof of
growing exasperation by shooting the ravisher [to] death with a
pistol which he had concealed. The Bulgarian, with characteristic
cupidity, had offered to forego possession of the girl on payment of
4,000 piastres, a sum which the father did not possess.™

The consul argues that this kind of treatment provoked the armed
resistance of the Muslim population in that region. When the Russians
reminded the Muslim guerrillas of Sultanyeri of the Treaty of San Ste-
fano, according to which the Muslims had to give up their arms, they gave
the following reply: “We neither recognize your authority nor that of the
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Porte.”** In this way they made it clear that they did not recognize the
Treaty of San Stefano.

According to the reports of the consul, the Muslim guerrillas also in-
cluded Circassians, Albanians, and men wearing Ottoman uniforms as
well as 100,000 Muslim fugitives.”

Theleaders of this movement were of different origins. In the Rhodopes
one of the leaders of the insurgents was a local leader by the name of Haci
[smail. The other one was an Englishman, Saint Clair (“Senclair” in
Biyiklioglu/also “Sinclair”), who was named among the volunteers as Hi-
dayet Bey or Hidayet Pasa. The movement also had other local leaders.™
Because an Englishman played a leading role in this resistance movement,
Valeri Stoyanov describes it as a “resistance movement, inspired by Eng-
land and the Sublime Porte.”*> He writes that it was “a movement led by
British officers, headed by former consul of Varna and Burgas—D. B.
Sent-Kler (Hidayet Pasa).”*® Turkish historiography does not emphasize
the role of England in this resistance movement. Considering Britain’s
interests in the region, we can assume that the British government was in
favor of a Muslim resistance to Russian occupation. But the British role
does not seem to be as dominant as Bulgarian historians have suggested.

On May 4 and 16, 1878, the resistance leaders sent a memorandum to
the embassies of the states that had signed the Treaty of Paris.”” The memo-
randum, signed by the insurgents as hiikiimet-i muvakkate (the provisional
government), declares:

The European states have to examine why the people under our
temporary administration took up arms. We did not rebel against
any person. The only reason that we took up arms is to defend our
property, lives, and honor. We did not rebel against any legal gov-
ernment. In defending our personal rights we used our most natu-
ral rights. The Treaty of San Stefano is invalid so long as the states
that signed the Treaty of Paris do not ratify it. Instead of San Ste-
fano a new treaty must be made. The Bulgarian atrocities are huge
and indescribable. We cannot tolerate any armed forces advanc-
ing to our outstations. The population of our region is completely
Turkish and Muslim; furthermore there are a hundred thousand
Muslim fugitives among us.”*

The leaders also described the reason for the establishment of a provi-
sional government:
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After the Treaty of San Stefano, Russians and Bulgarians in-
vaded our lands. We were left without government. Although the
Ottoman government left us to the Bulgarian principality, we can-
not accept the Bulgarian government as a legal government as long
as the European states did not recognize it. Everywhere they went,
the Russians and Bulgarians committed innumerable atrocities
and unbelievable murders. We took up arms in order to defend
ourselves against the aggressors.”’

The memorandum ended:

We strongly protest against the Treaty of San Stefano.... We re-
quest you not to give any piece of land on the southwestern part of
Maritza to the new Bulgaria, because four million Muslims under
our government would prefer to die instead of obeying a govern-
ment that stained its name with indescribable murders and that has
always been our enemy.*’

The British consul of Adrianople, however, reported attacks by Muslim
insurgents against the Bulgarian villagers in the Rhodopes, forcing them to
flee. In particular the Pomaks in Rupgos destroyed the Bulgarian village of
Dospat and other villages above Batak in the district of Tatarpazarcik. The
centers of the Muslim movement were the villages of Leskova, Mihalkova,
and Devlen, near the Krigma (Kri¢ma) River in Rupgos. They attacked
the Bulgarian villages of Rahovo, Babalsko, and Ciralsko, forcing their
inhabitants to flee to Stanimaka.* These clashes in Rupgos proved that the
Treaty of San Stefano caused an ethnic-religious war between the Muslim
and Christian populations in Western Thrace.

The number of armed Muslim mountaineers in the area of Tatarpazar-
cik, Filibe, and Haskoy was estimated to be 30,000." An Ottoman-Russian
commission tried to pacify the Muslim population of the Rhodope dis-
tricts in May 1878; but in response the Muslim insurgents said that “so
long as the Porte is, as at present, necessarily powerless to afford them
valid protection they must hold themselves free to disobey its injunctions,
and continue to defend their lives and property and the honor of their
families.”*

According to a decision made on July 11, 1878, during the negotiations
in Berlin, a commission was formed to examine the situation of fugitives.
The commission visited Kircaali on August 3—4 and Karatarla on Augusts.
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Its report on August 27, 1878, described the Russian and Bulgarian atroci-
ties against the Muslim population and fugitives in detail.**

Biyiklioglu claims that the echoes of this Muslim resistance in Thrace
influenced the revision of the Treaty of San Stefano.”

According to the Treaty of Berlin, the main parts of the Rhodope dis-
tricts were left under the Ottoman Empire. But the center of the Pomak
resistance — the Rupgos subdistrict —became a part of the province of
Eastern Rumelia. The Pomak inhabitants of Rupcos rejected the idea of
joining this province and continued their resistance movement, because
they regarded Eastern Rumelia as an extension of the Bulgarian or Rus-
sian occupation. The Ottoman government signed the cession of this re-
gion to Eastern Rumelia, so they could not expect any Ottoman support.
Consequently they declared themselves to be an independent administra-
tion: some fifty villages began to act as a separate state, paying no taxes to
Eastern Rumelia or to the Ottoman government. The same took place in
Kircaali, where the population resisted the provincial administration.*®

In 1880 the representatives of the province of Eastern Rumelia and the
Muslims of Kircaali and Rupgos agreed that only Muslim officers would
be appointed for the administration of both districts. The provincial gov-
ernment tried to disarm the Muslim population of the Rhodopes, how-
ever, so the resistance movement continued.

The Ottoman government was asked to convince the Pomak inhabit-
ants to obey the provincial government, but this mediation was unsuc-
cessful. According to a report prepared on August s, 1881, sixteen villages
in Rupgos were refusing to obey the provincial government (see table s.1).

The report mentioned the following names as the notables from the
disobeying villages, who were mostly opposing the unification of their
district with the province: “Haci Hasan from Trigrad, Eyub Hoca from
Musla, Haci Mehmed from Beden, Hacioglu Ahmed Aga from Breze,
Mahmud oglu Eyub Aga from Trigrad, Ismail Aga from Tamras (originally
from Beden) or Kir Agas Ismail, brother of Ahmed Aga, ‘the well-known
hero of the destruction of Perushtitza.”*’

When the Bulgarians proclaimed the annexation of the province of
Eastern Rumelia in 188s, Serbia declared war. The Ottoman government
also protested against this annexation. At this time Bulgaria sent a delega-
tion to Istanbul to negotiate with the Ottoman government. In January
1886 it was agreed that the Ottoman government should relinquish its
right to occupy and to defend the borders of Eastern Rumelia (article 15
of the Treaty of Berlin); in return Bulgaria accepted the cession of Kircaali
and Rupgos to the Ottoman administration. This agreement was also con-
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TasLE 5.1. Villages in Rupgoz District That Refused to Obey the Provincial
Government

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

NUMBER NAME HouseHOLDS INHABITANTS RELIGION ORIGIN
1 Breze 130 1,050 Muslim Slavic
2 Beden 120 950 Muslim  Slavic
3 Leskovo 80 700 Muslim  Slavic
4 Mihalkovo 100 850 Muslim  Slavic
5 Curukovo 80 650 Muslim  Slavic
6 Tamrag 200 1,232 Muslim  Slavic
7 Ceregevo 28 113 Muslim  Slavic
8 Petvar 28 153 Muslim  Slavic
9 Osikovo 60 350 Muslim  Slavic
10 Nastan 70 350 Muslim  Slavic
11 Giovren 32 145 Muslim  Slavic
(Gékviran)

12 Grahotna 30 140 Muslim  Slavic
13 Balaban 210 1,950 Muslim  Slavic
14 Trigrad 300 2,400 Muslim Slavic
15 Mugla 320 1,000 Muslim Slavic
16 Kostencik 50 4,560 Muslim  Slavic
Total 1,838 13,283 [corrected as] 12,483*

Source: Report of D. H. Mitoff, August 5, 1881, FO 195/1366.
*Totals as in the original table (actual total 16,593).

firmed by the Great Powers in the Conference of Istanbul on April 5, 1886.
The borders of these districts were to be drawn by a mixed commission. In
May and June of 1886 a commission consisting of Bulgarian and Ottoman
officers determined the borders between the Ottoman administration and
Eastern Rumelia (which became a part of Bulgaria).**

Rupgos was formed as a district within the Vilayet Selanik (Salonika),
while Kircaali became a district of the Vilayet Edirne (Adrianople).”

During the First Balkan War this region was occupied by the Bulgar-
ian state. The Ottoman government organized a resistance movement in
1913 but left the region to Bulgaria after an agreement was reached by the
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MAP s.1. The Balkans in 1878

two governments. Despite the agreements, the Muslim inhabitants experi-
enced severe oppression by the Bulgarian administration, and a significant
portion of them migrated to the Ottoman state.

The Bulgarian government punished the Pomak population of Rupgos
in 1913 by forcing them to convert to Christianity and by changing their
personal names.*’

CONCLUSION

When we look at the respective cases in detail we see that two of the
resistance movements began before the Treaty of Berlin: the Albanian
resistance and the resistance of the Muslims in Thrace. These resistance
movements were aimed at the Russian occupation and the Treaty of San
Stefano. But they continued after the Treaty of Berlin, which makes it
possible also to categorize them as movements established to resist that
treaty. We see that the decisions of the Congress of Berlin did not satisfy
the Albanians and an important part of the Muslims ( Turks and Pomaks)
of Thrace, even if its decisions were much more favorable for them than
the regulations of San Stefano.

The revolts of Kresna and Razlog in Macedonia were directed against
the Treaty of Berlin. Although the Treaty of Berlin adopted the greater
part of the decisions of the Treaty of San Stefano, some regions with Or-
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thodox population were left to the Ottoman Empire. This provoked re-
volts among the Orthodox Christians, who saw Russia as their savior.

Another aspect of these resistance movements is that Britain and Rus-
sia were also involved in these revolts to some extent. The organizer of the
revolts of the Orthodox Slavs was a Russian Cossack, and one of the lead-
ers of the Muslim resistance in Thrace was an Englishman (Saint Clair).

Although these three cases are far too complicated to be categorized
as merely representing resistance to the Treaty of Berlin, they nevertheless
make it clear that the treaty could not meet the expectations of the vari-
ous ethnic and religious communities or organizations in the Ottoman
Balkans. Dissatisfaction among the Muslim and Christian populations led
to armed movements and revolts. This confirms the view that the Treaty
of Berlin was hardly an attempt to solve national problems in the Balkans;
rather, it was mostly an attempt to balance the interests of the Great Pow-
ers in Europe.
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The Establishment of Serbian
Local Government in the Counties
of Nis, Vranje, Toplica, and Pirot
after the Congress of Berlin

Miroslav Sviréevié

INTRODUCTION

Serbia acquired independence as a result of the wars of liberation against
the Ottoman Empire in 1876-78 and decisions of the Congress of Ber-
lin in 1878, although its sovereignty was limited. The Treaty of Berlin
stipulated six significant obligations for the internationally recognized
Principality of Serbia, which had to be fulfilled by the newly established
Serbian government. First, it established the effective constitutional equal-
ity of all citizens regardless of their religion. Second, Serbia did not have
a right to collect any transit fee for goods that were transported through
its territory. Third, Serbia did not have a right either to change the legal
regime of concessions established for foreign citizens or to alter consular
jurisdictions until they were changed by special agreement between Serbia
and concerned countries. Fourth, commercial contracts signed between
the Ottoman Empire and other countries could not be independently
changed by the Serbian government; Serbia was obliged to carry out these
contracts until new agreements were made with these countries. Fifth, Ser-
bia was obliged to respect the property rights of sipahis (Ottoman feudal
lords) and other Muslim landowners in the former Ottoman territory that
was annexed to it. Sixth, Serbia had to take over all Ottoman obligations
toward the Austro-Hungarian Society for Exploitation of Railways in
European Turkey.
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The Treaty of Berlin considerably expanded Serbian territory and in-
creased its population by 299,640." The major towns of the newly liber-
ated areas were Nis, Pirot, Vranje, Leskovac, Prokuplje, and Kur$umlija.
The so-called New Areas (novi krajevi) were given their final legal shape
under a special law.” They consisted of the counties of Ni§, Vranje, Pirot,
and Toplica.’ The process of establishing the state administration and local
government as well as incorporating the newly liberated areas into the
legal system of prewar Serbia took five years (1877-82). It was a complex
process, fraught with many difficulties. The intention was to bring stabil-
ity to a backward feudal milieu marked by a volatile political situation,
a specific population allocation in these areas, high population density,
intense migratory movements, ethnic and religious tensions, and a very
low level of economic development. Serbia also had to fulfill the obliga-
tions stipulated by the Berlin Treaty noted above. Establishing the state
administration and local government in the New Areas was thus a three-
fold process: (1) legal organization of new local institutions, (2) regulation
of agrarian relationships, and (3) colonization of the liberated areas.* This
paper is devoted to these questions.

THE LEGAL ORGANIZATION OF NEW LOCAL INSTITUTIONS

The Second Serbo-Turkish War broke out on December 1, 1877, and re-
sulted in significant successes within several weeks. Russia started a war
against the Ottoman Empire in April 1877 and emerged victorious in
January 1878. Excluding other participants in the war, the two sides ne-
gotiated a new political situation in the Balkans and signed the Treaty of
San Stefano on March 3, 1878. The Ottomans had to accept the creation
ofan autonomous Principality of Bulgaria controlled by Russia— in fact, a
“Greater Bulgaria” as an instrument of Russia’s domination in the Balkans.’

The Serbian army liberated large areas in the Juzna Morava and Niava
river valleys, virtually the entire area of southeastern Serbia. By the time
a peace treaty between Russia and the Ottoman Empire was signed at
San Stefano, the provisional Serbian authorities controlled the towns
and villages of Nis, Prokuplje, Kur$umlija, Leskovac, Vlasotince, Bela Pa-
lanka, Pirot, Kula, Gramada, Belograd¢ik, Caribrod (modern-day Dimi-
trovgrad), Ginci, Dragoman, Slivnica, Breznik, Trn, Radomir, Klisura,
Bosiljgrad, Vranje, Trgoviste, Bujanovac, Presevo, Gnjilane, Kamenica,
and Novo Brdo as well as the areas of the monasteries of Gracanica (in
Kosovo) and Prohor P¢injski (in Péinja). The Serbian army had also pene-

trated close to Pristina, Kumanovo, and Kriva Palanka; volunteer units
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fighting under its command apparently even entered Kustendil (medieval
Velbuzd).®

According to the decisions of the Great Powers at the Congress of Ber-
lin, a portion of the territory that the Serbian army had seized was assigned
to the Principality of Bulgaria (Kula, Gramada, Belograd¢ik, Caribrod,
Ginci, Dragoman, Slivnica, Breznik, Trn, Radomir, and Bosiljgrad with
its environs) and a portion was restored to the Ottoman Empire (Pristina,
Kumanovo, Kriva Palanka, Gnjilane, Lab District with Podujevo, and the
Bujanovac-Presevo area with Upper Péinja). At the same time, Serbian
rule began to be established in the internationally recognized areas. First,
many experienced officials serving in prewar Serbia were sent to the newly
liberated areas with the powers of county prefects to exercise their author-
ity in the provisionally constituted territorial units. They were followed by
other officials (such as magistrates, notaries, and local treasury officers) to
assist in establishing the new local government in accordance with Serbia’s
state policy.”

A project for establishing local government in the areas to be liber-
ated had been created in late 1875, simultaneously with Serbia’s war plan
(but could not be carried out because Serbia suffered defeat in its first
war against the Ottoman Empire in 1876). This may be inferred from a
military report on Serbia’s armaments dated 187s,’ which also contained
instructions for provisional institutions and officials and fixed the bound-
aries between the military powers of the Supreme Administration and the
civil powers of the Auxiliary Administration.’

The main role in establishing civil government was assigned to the very
skillful minister of education and religious affairs, Alimpije Vasiljevié.lo
As the government’s representative in the Supreme Army Command, he
was authorized to issue a range of legislation necessary to establish the first
domestic local institutions in the liberated areas. Vasiljevi¢ was assisted
by the highest-ranking military representatives, such as the head of the
General Staff and the commander of the division responsible for the ongo-
ing military operations. Serbia started implementing its war plan related
to civil-military separation as early as December 1877. With the war still
underway, however, the main duty of the civilian authorities was to collect
clothes and food for the army."

The process of establishing domestic civil government in the New
Areas and incorporating them into the legal system of prewar Serbia
passed through two phases: the establishment of provisional local institu-
tions and the establishment of permanent local institutions on the model
of those already existing in the Principality of Serbia. The first phase lasted
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one year: from the arrival of the first officials in December 1877 until De-
cember 17, 1878, when the Law on the Division of the Annexed Area into
Counties and Districts was passed, finally establishing the structure of
local institutions of the new administrative units. The second phase began
with the enactment of this law. The process of incorporating the liber-
ated areas into the legal system of prewar Serbia was a painstaking task:
it involved removing or at least modifying the effects of Ottoman rule,
such as an outdated system, underdeveloped economy, rudimentary state
administration, weak public finance, and feudal property relations.

First Period: The Provisional Organization of Local Government

Alimpije Vasiljevi¢ signed the first instructions for the provisional orga-
nization of local government on December 23, 1877, entitled Rules for All
Officials in the Seized Serbian Areas.'” These rules predominantly regu-
lated the conduct of all officials who had begun to work in the new Ser-
bian areas. They reminded the officials of the significance of their role in
establishing the principles of law and order. The officials were expected
to perform their duties in such a way that the people could feel “all the
benefits of a fraternal government,” although they were warned not to
permit “leniency”"* One of the interim instructions for the newly estab-
lished institutions was to settle all “disputes orally and promptly” and to be
of assistance to the Serbian army and the population in the New Areas."*

The Rules also regulated new local, district, and municipal govern-
ment bodies in the liberated areas. The new districts were administered
by a body of three members: “one for the Police, one for the Judiciary,
and one for Finance.” The chief of police was in charge of maintaining
law and order, the chief of the judiciary handled judicial proceedings, and
the chief of finance took care of the public revenue for the unit under his
jurisdiction.

The ofhicials initially dispatched by the Serbian government to admin-
ister the new districts became the heads of local administration.'® They
acted as a liaison with the government member in the Supreme Army
Command and answered to him."” These officials and their local adminis-
trations cannot be identified with real district prefects and prefectures for
two reasons. First, the territorial extent of the new districts corresponded
more to prewar Serbia’s counties than to the new districts. Second, the
newly established district administration differed both in structure and
in powers from the district prefectures of prewar Serbia (collective bodies,
chief of the judiciary, collective governing in the sphere of police, judicial,
and financial matters). Therefore the district administration should be
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viewed as a particular form of civilian government, which was necessary
under transitional conditions in the New Areas."®

District administrations had several concerns. The first was to make
a record of all municipalities, specify the district’s inner structure, and
establish municipal administrations."”

The Rules assigned the task of organizing municipal government to
the central government officials, who were to consult with distinguished
local citizens on the appointment of members to municipal councils; the
mayors were to be chosen from persons of “confidence and energy willing
and capable to perform their duties to the satisfaction of all.” Finally, every
municipality was to elect a municipal council of five to fifteen members in
accordance with its size and hire several salaried clerks.?

Yet the central government’s officials often left local institutions as
they had been under Ottoman rule. This is obvious from a report by
Alimpije Vasiljevi¢, revealing that the Serbian government found it easier
to preserve the existing institutions because the people were accustomed
to them. Thus the local population was likely to accept the new adminis-
tration more easily.”!

In the process of municipal organization, the most significant task of
the district administration was to group villages into municipalities and
carry out a property enumeration. Several important factors played a part
in this process, such as noting the natural boundaries of a municipality,
communal orientation points (such as schools, churches, wells, watermills,
and craft shops), and the occupations of the population (including farm-
ing, cattle-breeding, and crafts). Nevertheless, the procedure could not
be uniform for all the liberated areas: different situations in various areas
needed to be taken into account. Therefore the newly established authori-
ties had to rely on the advice and opinion of local household heads.”” It
was even more difficult to carry out the enumeration of property, which
required military support and assistance. The civil authorities were too
weak to prevent the widespread looting of the abandoned Turkish prop-
erty and frequent raids of armed Muslim Albanians from the Ottoman
Empire into the New Areas.

The implementation of the instructions contained in the Rules and
the experience gained from it led to the first regulation of the legal status
of municipalities and municipal authorities, passed by the National As-
sembly on January 3, 1878: the Provisional Law on the Organization of
Liberated Areas.”” This law defined the legal status of counties, districts,
and municipalities in all the liberated territory as well as the responsibili-
ties and procedures for their administrations. Although it made no change
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to the existing subdivisions, it left room for the district administrations to
institute changes “if necessary and in consultation with the distinguished
household heads;” but only before the process of reorganization was final-
ized. After that, any change to the structure and name of a municipality
required approval from the minister of the interior.”*

Under the Provisional Law on the Organization of Liberated Areas,
territorial subdivisions became typical policing subdivisions with some
judicial powers. To judge from its provisions, it was in fact the Law on
County Prefecture System and District Prefect Office of 1839 extended
to the annexed areas under a lex specialis. According to its article 53, every
county had its organs of government, such as the county prefect, county
treasury officer, and county judge.25

As the head of a county, the county prefect exercised police and some
judicial powers (in minor civil and criminal cases) in the area under his
jurisdiction, assisted by the necessary number of personnel. He was ap-
pointed by the prince at the recommendation of the minister of the inte-
rior. The prefect managed all county affairs through district and municipal
administrations, which he had the power to replace. If a county did not
have its military commander, the county prefect fulfilled those duties
as well.

The county treasury officer was in charge of economic and financial af-
fairs. He was appointed by the prince at the recommendation of the min-
ister of finance. Judicial power was embodied in the high judge appointed
by the prince at the recommendation of the minister of justice. The high
judge exercised judicial authority in accordance with his legal powers.*

According to article s1 of the Provisional Law on the Organization
of Liberated Areas, every county was subdivided into districts.”” Every
district had its government bodies, headed by the district prefect and the
district judge. The district prefect, appointed by the prince on the rec-
ommendation of the minister of the interior, exercised police and some
judicial powers (minor civil and criminal cases) in the area under his juris-
diction. He conducted district affairs through municipal administrations,
which he had the power to replace; if the district had no military com-
mander, the district prefect fulfilled his duties as well. Every district had
a district judge appointed by the prince on the recommendation of the
minister of justice. The judge exercised judicial authority in accordance
with his legal powers.*®

Under the Provisional Law on the Organization of Liberated Areas,
districts were subdivided into municipalities, which in turn were classified
by size into three groups: small municipalities with up to 200 taxpayers,
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medium-sized municipalities with 200 to soo taxpayers, and large munici-
palities with more than soo taxpayers.”” Every municipality had its organs
of government in the mayor’s office. At the second session of the National
Assembly in 1879, a member of the Serbian Parliament (Cirko Andreji¢)
described the procedure for the appointment of municipal mayors in the
New Areas: “At the outbreak of the second war [Second Serbo-Turkish
War], I was authorized by the commander to chose men in my district who
would work properly. And I did: I chose several mayors and they still are
mayors, and no one is unhappy with them.”*

A municipal mayor was aided by one or two assistants and several
clerks as well as the necessary number of policemen. None of these officials
were elected. The mayor was appointed by the district prefecture “from
among the distinguished household heads in a municipality.” Like county
and district prefects in their jurisdiction, he exercised policing and minor
judicial powers in his municipality and fulfilled the duties of a military
commander if the municipality did not have one. As the bearer of admin-
istrative powers, the municipal mayor was obliged to “deal with all affairs
of state as required of a municipality” As a judicial authority, he judged
civil cases of no more than fifty dinars and minor criminal cases where the
punishment was limited to five days in prison or a fifty-dinar fine. Even
these minor cases were not under the exclusive jurisdiction of municipal
courts, however; they could be assigned to district courts. Appeals against
the municipal court decisions could be lodged with district courts; the last
level was the so-called grand judge, whose decision was binding.*

It is important to note that all judges (municipal mayors, district
judges, and grand judges) tried cases not according to a written law but
based on “conscience, belief, and knowledge of justice and tradition.”**
They were advised on the local legal customs by councils consisting of local
community members. This procedure was practical, because trials were
quick, although it was more primitive than collegial judging in accordance
with written law.*®

Every municipality had a council consisting of five, ten, or fifteen mem-
bers, according to its size. This council was an advisory body, convened and
presided over by the mayor; it discussed a range of issues of importance
for the municipality.**

The administrative functioning of municipal (district and county)
government was overseen by the minister of the interior. Various “profes-
sional responsibilities” were under the control of the corresponding min-
isters. During the Serbo-Turkish War, however, all bodies were also subject
to the military authorities.”
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The relationship between the Provisional Law on the Organization
of Liberated Areas and the 1866 Law on Municipalities and Municipal
Government (passed under Prince Mihailo and amended by the Altera-
tion and Amendments Law passed in 1875) was regulated under article 87
of the Provisional Law on the Organization of Liberated Areas.’® If the
earlier law contained no provisions for a concrete case and no local custom
to abide by could be found, the 1875 Serbian law could be implemented in
order to bridge such legal lacunae.”

As can be seen, the Provisional Law on the Organization of Liberated
Areas envisaged subsidiary use of a Serbian law in effect, thereby paving
the way for the incorporation of the New Areas into the legal system of
prewar Serbia. The same law also ensured some essential values of civil
society, such as the principle of equality before the law and religious free-
dom. All citizens of the liberated areas were made equal with the citizens
of Serbia not only in rights but also in obligations (such as military service
and taxation).”®

Counties and districts were established under the Law on Provisional
Administrative Organization of the Liberated Areas of May 14, 1878.” All
the liberated territory was divided into six counties (Ni§, Kur§umlija, Les-
kovac, Vranje, Pirot, and Kula) with twenty-one districts.*® Each county
and district was allocated the necessary number of policemen as well as fi-
nancial and judicial officers to alleviate the lack of skilled staff in the newly
established local administration.*" At the same time, the administrative,
judicial, and financial professions were completely separated, which was
the last step in establishing a provisional domestic government when the
borders between the new Balkan states had not been drawn yet. Serbian
government extended to all the areas taken by the Serbian army, overcom-
ing (more or less successfully) many ethnic and religious barriers in the
process. For example, the borderland between Serbia and Bulgaria (espe-
cially in the Sop region) had many difficulties due to the unconsolidated
ethnic awareness of the local people, who were influenced by both Serbian
and Bulgarian national propaganda.”

The kojabashi (non-Muslim community leader) of the Ottoman kaza
of Trn, Arandjel Stanojevi¢, had a very important role in the establishment
of Serbian civil government in the liberated Znepolje.” He was appointed
first president of the local court and then head of the district of Trn. Under
the Provisional Law on the Organization of Liberated Areas of January 3
and the Law on Provisional Administrative Organization of the Liberated
Areas of May 14, 1878, Trn became the administrative seat of Znepolje,
the District of Trn included in the newly formed County of Pirot.** Panta
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Sre¢kovi¢ became the first prefect of the County of Pirot,” and Arandjel
Stanojevi¢ was appointed prefect of the District of Trn. Stanojevi¢ per-
sistently campaigned for international recognition of the sovereignty of
the Principality of Serbia over all areas taken by the Serbian army on the
border with Bulgaria.** He also energetically struggled against the pro-
paganda of the Bulgarian Committee from Sofia; against the Exarchate
bishops — especially Bishop Eustathius (appointed by the Exarchate on
the eve of the war against the Ottoman Empire, as head of the Eparchy
of Nisava);*” and against Pyotr Alabin, the Russian envoy to Sofia, who
demanded that the Serbian authorities leave the former sancaks of Nis
and Sofia so that they could be annexed to Bulgaria in compliance with
the Treaty of San Stefano.*® Bulgarians were aware that Stanojevi¢ was
prominent in the local community and that the annexation of the £2z4 of
Znepolje to Bulgaria would be difficult without Stanojevi¢ on their side.
Thus Stanojevi¢ was offered the role of serving as a deputy of the Bul-
garian Constitutional Assembly.”’ The assembly was to establish the first
domestic government after the departure of the Russians from Bulgaria.>
He declined the offer.” When the Congress of the Great Powers in Berlin
ended on July 13, the borders between the independent Principality of
Serbia and the autonomous Principality of Bulgaria were finally defined.
The District of Trn and Znepolje became part of Bulgaria, and Stanojevi¢
moved to Serbia. He is still remembered in the Pirot region as a man who
made personal sacrifices for his homeland.”

Second Period: The Permanent Organization of Local Government

As a result of the Berlin Treaty, new states emerged in the Balkans. Serbia
had to cede alarge portion of the liberated territory to Bulgaria or restore
it to the Ottoman Empire. Both the military and civil authorities of the
Principality of Serbia withdrew from the ceded and restored territories.
A good part of the local population also withdrew, unwilling to acknowl-
edge the new borders. Serbia retained the largest part of the former sancak
of Ni§, while the smaller part and the entire sancak of Sofia were annexed
to the autonomous Principality of Bulgaria. The sancak of PriStina was
restored to the Ottomans.

From that moment, the process of establishing permanent institutions
of local government in the New Areas began. The Serbian government
focused all its efforts in the constitutional and overall legal unification of
post-Berlin Serbia.

Even before Serbia’s legislature made the New Areas administratively
and legally equal with prewar Serbia, the government had decreed their
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political unification by extending voting rights to the new citizens of Ser-
bia, who voted in the parliamentary elections of October 28, 1878. The
government’s position was that the New Areas had not been conquered
butliberated: consequently they should enjoy all constitutional and politi-
cal rights from day one.>® The opposition suspected the government of
havingbeen guided by party political motives. Indeed, the fear of authori-
ties was greater in the politically uneducated New Areas than in prewar
Serbia. The prime minster, Jovan Risti¢, could rely on his party’s candi-
dates in the New Areas, who firmly supported his government after the
elections.”*

Political unification was followed by administrative and judicial uni-
fication. On December 17, 1878, the National Assembly passed the Law
on the Division of the Annexed Areas into Counties and Districts.”
Under this law, the annexed areas were divided into four counties (Nis,
Vranje, Pirot, and Toplica) and fifteen districts.>® In addition, several im-
portant provisions of the Provisional Law on the Organization of Liber-
ated Areas of January 3, 1878, were revoked (articles 22, 23, 51, and 52).
These mostly regulated the grouping of municipalities into districts,
districts into counties, and the seats as administrative centers of districts
within counties. This question was settled by a decree issued by Prince
Milan Obrenovi¢ on February 6, 1879, finally defining the boundaries of
districts and counties and the seats of local administration and listing all
the villages included in their inner structure (1,001 villages in fifteen dis-
tricts).”” Thus the unification, which had been carried out de facto even
before the state borders in the Balkans were finally drawn, got its legal
framework, resulting in the administrative unification of the whole of the
Principality of Serbia.

Judicial unification was carried out under the Law on Legal Proceed-
ings in the Annexed Areas of December 31, 1878.>° The Serbian laws con-
cerning the judiciary and civil and criminal law (material and procedural)
were extended to the New Areas. The only exception was the legislation
on immovable property and the Law on Lawyers. The most important
exception resulted from Serbia’s international obligations as stipulated by
the Berlin Treaty. Domestic legislation on the immovable property was
not extended to the New Areas because the Great Powers at the Congress
of Berlin had met some demands of the Porte and the Ottoman land-
owners. The limitations imposed on Serbia concerned the obligation to
award compensation to the holders of former spahiliks in the liberated
areas. Spahiliks were estates in possession of sipahis. They had two forms:
timars and zeamets.
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REGULATION OF AGRARIAN RELATIONSHIPS

Article 39 of the Treaty of Berlin stipulated that the Principality of Serbia
must strictly respect the property rights of the Muslim-Ottoman land-
owners. According to this article, Muslims who were in possession of lands
in the territories annexed to Serbia and wanted to settle outside the Princi-
pality of Serbia had the right to keep their own immovable property. They
could lease their lands or authorize other persons to manage them. A spe-
cial Serbo-Turkish committee would be formed in order to investigate all
the circumstances regarding the civil trading of the immovable property.

The Berlin Treaty stipulated the monetary compensation for the im-
movable property of the Muslims who did not want to stay and live under
the Serbian government but moved or intended to move to the Ottoman
Empire. The Serbian government formed two special committees for this
purpose. The first committee had the task of investigating the state of
property rights in the liberated areas. The second committee was a special
agrarian body of the Serbian government, which consisted of two depart-
ments (one department for the counties of Ni§ and Pirot and the second
department for the counties of Vranje and Toplica). The main purpose of
these committees was to prepare necessary legal sources and make a draft
for a Law on Agrarian Relationships in the New Areas and a Law on Set-
tling in New Areas.

It should be noted that the Serbian army found a specific feudal sys-
tem in the New Areas. The chief of the Supreme Army Command, Gen.
Kosta Proti¢, sent areport on the agrarian relationships found in the New
Areas to the Serbian government. According to this report, the main type
of spahiliks in the area of Leskovac was a ¢iftlik (¢itluk) (privately owned
farm).” Available literature shows that this type of Ottoman feudal prop-
erty was also present in the areas of Pirot, Vranje, and Toplica.*® Ciftliks
were special kind of lands with a determined size, constructed buildings,
cattle, and agricultural inventory. According to General Proti¢’s report,
two kinds of titleholders existed: landlords (holders of village lands in the
area of Leskovac) and ¢ifchies (¢ifcije), that is, kirayjies (kirajdZije) (peas-
ants or settlers on other people’s lands). Only landlords could be treated
as real landholders, while ¢ifchies had only several rights derived from the
right of property. Landlords usually divided their lands into small pieces
and gave them to ifchies (usually heads of households or nuclear families)
to live and work there. Cifchies were obliged to pay a special tax called a
ninth (devetak) to landlords as a special compensation for a transferred

lamdholding.61
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(Cifchies had holding and some rights coming from the right of prop-
erty, predominantly sus utendi (the right to use something) and zus fru-
tendi (the right to enjoy its fruits), rarely ius abutends (the right to put it
on the market) over movable and some immovable estates. They had a
right to make buildings on a ¢iftlik, to perform daily domestic odd jobs
(agricultural works, cattle-breeding, fishing, fruit growing, viniculture),
and to leave the ¢if#lik or landlord.*

The report shows that peasants in the New Areas resented their obli-
gation to pay compensation for ¢iftliks because this kind of property was
peasant land that had been confiscated during the Ottoman rule. Hence
many conflicts broke out between peasants and former Ottoman holders,
especially when former landlords wanted to sell their lands or to get paid
their agrarian claims.®’

The Serbian soldiers found that landlords of villages and ¢iftlik-
sahybias (actual, not legal, holders of ¢iffliks) lived in towns in the New
Areas, while gifchies were found only in villages and the suburban part of
agricultural areas of Ni, Leskovac, Pirot, and Vramjc:.64

The committee for investigating the Ottoman property and the com-
mittee for investigating agrarian relationships did their duty and sent a
report to the Serbian government, which examined it in detail. Based on
this report, the Serbian government formulated a special agrarian policy
for the New Areas in order to carry out its obligations stipulated by the
Treaty of Berlin.

The process of regulation of agrarian relationships in the New Areas
after the Serbo-Turkish wars had two phases. The first phase lasted approx-
imately ten years (1880—90) and was marked by the efforts of the Serbian
government at uniform regulation and resolution of all kinds of agrarian
relationships between ¢ifchies and Muslim holders (landlords and ¢if#lik-
sahybias); in this phase the Serbian Assembly passed two very important
laws that regulated obligations of peasants in the purchase of lands from
sipahis and ¢iftlik-sahybias: the Law on Agrarian Relationships of 1880
and Law on Agrarian Loan of 1882. The second phase lasted seventeen
years (1890-1907). It was marked by the passage of several legal acts and
measures for elimination of many negative (predominantly economic)
consequences that had appeared after the implementation of the laws in
the first phase. The next two laws were passed in this phase: the Law on
Protraction of Agrarian Loan in New Areas of 1891 and Law on Amend-
ments on the Law on Protraction of Agrarian Loan in New Areas of 1907.

The most important of these laws was the Law on Agrarian Relation-
ships of 1880, created by minister of justice Vojislav \/'cljkovic’.65 According
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to this law, peasants would became owners of the lands they had cultivated
only if they would pay compensation to their former Muslim landlords
(articles 5 and 7). The prices of compensation were determined by agree-
ment between interested clients (article 13) or by decisions of the state
committees (article 26). The deadline for paying the estimated compen-
sation was five years (article 8). Purchase of land was obligatory for both
sipahis and peasants. The legislature obviously wanted to eradicate the
feudal-¢ifilik system in the liberated areas. Therefore it encouraged peas-
ants to pay their purchase price even in situations when they did not want
to do that. After political and legal assimilation of the New Areas into
prewar Serbia, the social assimilation was also carried out.®®

The Porte in Istanbul did not accept this model of resolving the agrar-
ian question in the New Areas. It pointed out that Muslim landowners in
the counties of Nis, Pirot, Vranje, and Toplica were simply blackmailed
and their immovable property was confiscated. The Porte had many objec-
tions concerned with the final solution of the agrarian question in the New
Areas. One of them was certainly valid. Peasants paid their compensations
to former Muslim landlords inaccurately and in an untimely fashion, with
fights and tensions. The whole misunderstanding was apparently due to
incorrect interpretation of the legal norm from article 8, which prescribed
that the compensation had to be paid within five years. This rule was not
interpreted as the peasants’ obligation to pay the purchase over a period of
five years but as an obligation to pay the whole amount of the compensa-
tion at the end of fifth year. This situation led the former landowners to a
state of hopelessness and despair.

Under the strong pressure of international circumstances, the Pro-
gressive Serbian government had to find a solution in order to improve
the social status of sipahis. The Serbian Assembly passed the new Law on
Agrarian Loan in 1882, which should have guaranteed more regular pay-
ment by peasant-gifchies. According to article 1 of this law, the government
took over the obligation to pay the compensation to former landowners,
and it really did so. The state became a loan holder for redeemed peasants
who were obliged to give annual payments within the due date of fifteen—
twenty-five years (articles 2 and 3). The Law on Agrarian Loan of 1882
prevented economic disaster for former landowners but at the same time
created a very bad position for peasants. All the negative consequences of
this law were eliminated in the next two decades. Several laws were passed
in the Serbian Assembly in the period from 1890 to 1907, in the second
phase of solving the agrarian question in the New Areas.
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COLONIZATION OF THE NEW AREAS

The wars in the Balkans in 1877-78 (Serbo-Turkish War and Russian-
Turkish War) resulted in fundamental changes in the demographic, eth-
nic, religious, and social structure in the main part of the Mutasarriflik
(sancak) of Ni§ and Mutasarriflik of Sofia. After the Congress of Berlin
and marking of the new state boundaries of Serbia, Bulgaria, and the
Ottoman Empire, this new configuration of the people and nations was
ofhcially sanctioned. The number of inhabitants in some areas was crucial
for establishment of the domestic local government in the New Areas,
but it often changed due to the devastations of war and its consequences
(including diseases, hunger, poverty, and bad sanitary conditions). The
Serbian government took care to strengthen the Serbian ethnic presence
in the liberated areas. It passed various legal acts within the clearly formu-
lated agrarian and population policy. Although this chapter is devoted to
the population policy of the Serbian government in the New Areas, it also
examines the ethnic-religious structure of the sancak of Ni§ on the eve of
the Second Serbo-Turkish War in order to see all consequences of migra-
tions that radically changed the configuration of populations and nations
in the central Balkans.

According to the official Statistical Review, created on the eve of the
liberation (1878), the Mutasarriflik of Ni§ had a total of 150,413 male in-
habitants.”” This included 110,386 Christians (73.4 percent) and 40,027
Muslims (26.6 percent) (Turks, Albanians, and smaller numbers of Cir-
cassians, Kumans, and Tatars).®® The whole population was divided into
town dwellers and people in rural areas. The male rural Christian popula-
tion was more numerous than the male Muslim population. The num-
ber of male Muslim town dwellers was larger than the Christian urban
population. This means that the Christians predominantly lived in villages
whereas Muslims lived in towns, although larger mixed ethnic-religious
towns also existed, such as Nis, Pirot, Leskovac, and Vranjc:.69

The Statistical Review shows that the kaza of Ni§ was 77.7 percent
Christian and 22.3 percent Muslim; the k424 of Leskovac was 66.6 percent
Christian and 33.4 percent Muslim; the kaza of Vranje was 70.6 percent
Christian and 29.4 percent Muslim; the kaza of Pirot was 83.6 percent
Christian and 16.4 percent Muslim; the £aza of Prokuplje was 42.6 per-
cent Christian and s7.4 percent Muslim; the £4za of Kur§umlija was 11.3
percent Christian and 88.7 percent Muslim; and the kaza of Trn was 97.9
percent Christian and 2.01 percent Muslim.”
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It is important to point out that the data on linguistic affiliation of
inhabitants are only for the male population. The Albanian-speaking
population was dominant in towns, except in Ni§ and Pirot, where people
equally spoke Albanian and Turkish. The Albanian male population spoke
exclusively Albanian in Prokuplje and Kur$umlija. These historical data
give a notion of the ethnic structure of the Muslim male population in the
liberated areas on the eve of the war in 1877-78. It should be noted that
the zone of dispersion of the Albanian ethnic element in the Mutasarriflik
of Ni§ reached Trn, although it was present only in towns. In the town of
Trn Albanians represented 2 percent of the whole male population.”

This was the overall demographic, social, ethnic, religious, and linguis-
tic structure of the Mutasarriflik of Nis on the eve of the wars of liberation
and independence. It completely changed during the war and especially
after the international recognition of Serbia and its territorial enlarge-
ment. During the Serbo-Turkish War many massive groups of the Serbian
population from the Ottoman Empire escaped to the conterminous areas
under temporary Serbian military and civil rule. In the fall of 1878 even a
family from the nabiyes (districts) of Bitola (Manastir, today in the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) took refuge in this area, away from the
Turkish violence. The Serbian government organized a special department
to accept and aid the refugees from the Ottoman Empire. Meanwhile
30,000 Muslim inhabitants left their homes and escaped toward Pritina,
Mitrovica, Vuditrn, Djakovica, Drenica, and Prizren. Most of these people
were Albanians from Toplica, Kosanica, Gornja (Upper) Jablanica i Donja
(Lower) Jablanica, and Masurica Gornja and the towns of Nis, Prokuplje,
Kur$umlija, Leskovac, and Vranje.

These Albanians participated on the Ottoman side as irregular mili-
tary troops (basibozuks) during the Serbo-Turkish War. The majority of
the Muslims, including Albanians, did not want to live in a Christian state.
Fearing Serbian revenge due to the violence they had done against the
Serbs before and during the war, they withdrew to areas that remained in
the Ottoman Empire. But a number of Albanians remained in the New
Areas. Albanians who decided to stay in Serbia continued to live in three
enclaves: in nine villages of Masurica, in several villages of Gornja Jab-
lanica, and in several villages on the right bank of the River Toplica and
on the Kur$umlija-Prokuplje road.”

The Ottoman government attempted to locate these escaped Alba-
nians (mubacirs) in the new conterminous areas near Serbia, bordered by
the Jablanica and Kriva rivers in the south, the Jablanica and Lab rivers in
the west, and the Jablanica and Kosanica rivers in the southwest. In plan-
ning to locate the muhacirs in this way, the Ottoman government wanted
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to strengthen the new state boundary with Serbia. At the same time, the
rest of the Serbian population in this area was subjected to intensive mis-
treatment by the Muslim population. After the signing of the peace agree-
ment between Serbia and the Ottomans, a number of escaped Albanians
went back home to villages in the area of Gornja and Donja Jablanica at
the invitation of their tribal heads and the Serbian government. Albanian
Sahit-Pasa Sailovi¢, originally from the village of Lapastica (Gornja Jab-
lanica), served as a military commander of the sancak of Sofia. He sur-
rendered to the Serbian lieutenant Dragutin Arandjelovi¢ and said that
he would not fight as a soldier of the Turkish army anymore. He once dis-
cussed this with Prince Milan Obrenovi¢ in Nis. Sailovi¢ expressed his loy-
alty to the Serbian government and accepted cooperation. He went back
home and appealed to Albanians not to leave Gornja Jablanica. Due to
this appeal, many Albanian families stayed in villages of Gornja Jablanica
(Lapastica, Tupale, Kapit, Svirce, Djulekare, Dedi¢, and Grbavee). Sahit-
Pasa Sailovi¢ also had an important political role in the area of Gornja
Jablanica and became a close friend of Prince Milan Obrenovié.” In spite
of that, some of the Albanians from Gornja Jablanica definitely moved to
Turkey later.

Similar processes can be noted in the £aza of Pirot in the sancak of Nis.
Withdrawal of the Ottoman army from the Pirot area brought about mas-
sive flight of the population in the conterminous area toward the town of
Pirot. Marking of the new state boundaries between Serbia and Bulgaria
and withdrawal of the temporary Serbian military and civil administra-
tion led to new migrations. The Serbian population left the areas of Trn,
Znepolje, Kustendil, and Vidin and moved to Serbia. Some of these people
went to central Serbia: Sumadija, the Resava valley, and the Danube re-
gion. Others settled in the area along the Serbo-Bulgarian border. These
Serbs had to leave their homeland, fearing Bulgarian revenge. They actively
assisted the Serbian temporary administration (like Arandjel Stanojevi¢,
kojabashi of the kaza of Trn) during the war and did not want to deny their
Serbian origins. Thus they could be attacked by Bulgarian political leaders.
A small number of the Serbs from the villages and towns along the border
moved to Bulgaria for different reasons: to save their lands, which were cut
by the boundary line, or to improve their trade. But there were political
immigrants too: some of them decided to become Bulgarian citizens and
identified themselves as “real Bulgarians.””

The complete demographic, ethnic, religious, and social structure of
the former Mutasarriflik of Ni§ changed in this way. The committee in-
vestigating the state of property created a report on settled, moved, and
displaced populations, immovable property (especially abandoned houses
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and lands), agrarian relationships, all ethnic changes that came about dur-
ing the war of liberation and independence, and the possibilities of receiv-
ing the new immigrants from Turkey and other countries.” This report
was a basis for the legal regulation of settling in the New Areas. The Law
on Settling was passed by the Serbian Assembly on January 3, 1880. Ac-
cording to this law, each agricultural family had a right to hold four hect-
ares of cultivable land and 2,000 square meters for a homestead, if the head
of a family submitted a timely request to the minister of finance (articles 3
and s). If this kind of request was submitted by a houschold, it would also
have the right to hold two additional hectares for each male older than
sixteen (article 5). Craftsmen had a right to hold two hectares of land,
including an additional plot for a house and other buildings. The right of
property in regard to assigned lands was being acquired after fifteen years
of constant holding (article 6).

Due to implementation of this law, the Serbian government success-
fully controlled the influx of new immigrants from Bulgaria, Montene-
gro, and the Ottoman Empire. The law had the goal of strengthening the
Serbian national presence in the New Areas, enabling the consolidation
of the Serbian legal-political order, and ensuring more practical organiza-
tion of the local administration in those areas. This task was successfully
completed by the progressive government of Milan Piroc¢anac.

CONCLUSION

The incorporation of the newly annexed areas into the legal system of
postwar Serbia was successful. According to the norms of the Treaty of
Berlin, the Serbian government carried out three reform policies: legal-
judicial, agrarian, and social-demographic. These efforts were marked by
many difficulties, but they resulted in establishment of the first stable do-
mestic local administration in the New Areas. The newly formed counties
of Ni§, Pirot, Vranje, and Toplica relatively quickly acquired the same legal
form as other local units within the united legal-political order of Serbia.
The Treaty of Berlin was of great importance in this regard.

NOTES

1. Before the wars, the Principality of Serbia enjoyed autonomy under the Ottoman
suzerainty and consisted of the pasalik of Belgrade and the areas that it had ac-
quired by the sultan’s decree (Hatt-i Serif) of 1833: Kljug, Krajina, Crna Reka,
Gurgusovac, Banja, Svrljig, Aleksinac, RaZanj, Paracin, Krugevac, Jadar, Radjevijna,
a smaller portion of the region known as Stari Vlah, and the zahiye of Novi Pazar.
Milan Dj. Miliéevi¢, Kraljevina Srbija— Novi krajevi, 16.
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. The New Areas were incorporated into Serbia after the wars of liberation against

the Ottoman Empire and the Congress of Berlin, and the term came into official
usage immediately after liberation in December 1877 and January 1878. Ibid., 1s;
Stenografske beleske o sednicama Narodne skupstine za 1879-1880.

. In Serbia the county (okrug) was the largest unit of local self-government, followed

by the district (s7ez) as a medium-sized unit and the municipality (opstina) as the
smallest.

. For more on the resettlement of Albanians from these areas to Kosovo and influx

of Kosovo Serbs into these areas, see Dusan T. Batakovi¢, The Kosovo Chronicles,

II1—1I2.

. The provisions of the treaty, however, were significantly modified by the Treaty of

Berlin of July 13, 1878, which did recognize an autonomous but much smaller Bul-
garia within the Ottoman Empire.

. Kustendil is a town in southwestern modern Bulgaria. Vladimir Stojancevi¢,

“Jugoisto¢na Srbija u vreme oslobodjenja 1877-1878.”

. Ruzica Guzina, Opstina u Srbiji 1839-1918, 235.
. Vidosava Nikoli¢-Stojanéevié, Leskovac i oslobodjeni predeli Srbije 187778, 2.6.

Ibid.

. Alimpije Vasiljevi¢ (1831-1911) was a Serbian politician, member of the Liberal

Party, writer, and professor of philosophy at the Great School in Belgrade. His
most significant work was The History of Education in Serbia. He served several
terms as minister of education and religious affairs (including the period of the
Serbo-Turkish Wars, 1876-78) and was appointed Serbian diplomatic envoy to
Russia twice.

A letter from the chief of the General Staff to the minister of the interior on De-
cember 11, 1877, shows the most important reasons for civil-military separation.
Guzina, Opstina u Srbiji 1839-1918, 237; Nikoli¢-Stojanéevi¢, Leskovac i oslobodjeni
predeli Srbije 187778, $8—59.

“Pravila,” 239—41.

Ibid., 239.

Ibid.

Ibid., 240.

Slobodanka Stoji¢i¢, Novi krajevi Srbije 1878-1883, 41; “Pravila,” 239.

Ibid.

Stoji¢i¢, Novi krajevi Srbije 1878-1883, 41.

“Pravila,” 241.

Ibid., 240—41.

Guzina, Opstina u Srbiji 1839-1918, 239.

Ibid., 239.

“Privremeni zakon o uredjenju oslobodjenih predela,” 251-70.

Ibid., articles 1, 2, and 3 on 251.

Ibid., article 53 on 261.

Ibid., articles 55—57 and 62 on 261-63.

Ibid., article 51 on 261.

Ibid., articles 25—29, 33, 34, and 36 on 255—57.

Ibid., article 18 on 254.

Stenografske beleske o sednicama Narodne skupstine za 1879—1880, 1063—6 4.
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“Privremeni zakon o uredjenju oslobodjenih predela,” articles 4-8, 11, 13, 37, and 66
on 251-53, 258, 26 4.

Slobodan Jovanovié, Vlada Milana Obrenoviéa II, 13.

Ibid., 13.

“Privremeni zakon o uredjenju oslobodjenih predela,” articles 18 and 19 on 254.
Ibid., articles 71 and 73 on 265.

Prince Mihailo Obrenovi¢ (1823-68), son of Prince Milo§ Obrenovi¢, ruled 1840—
42 and 1860-68. His rule may be described as enlightened autocracy.

“Privremeni zakon o uredjenju oslobodjenih predela;” article 87 on 268.

Ibid., articles 75—77, 80, and 81 on 266-67.

“Zakon o privremenom upravnom podeljenju i snabdenju sa vlastim oslobodjenih
predela” 308-1s.

Under article 2 of the law, the six counties were Nis: Ni§, Koprivnica, and Bela
Palanka districts; KurSumlija: Prokuplje, Kur§umlija, Ibar, and Vuéitrn districts;
Leskovac: Veternik, Vlasina, and Pusta Reka districts; Vranje: Vlasina, Poljana,
Morava, and Pé¢inja districts; Pirot: Viroski, Breznica, Ni$ava, Tin, and Leskovac
districts; and Kula: Kula and Novo Selo districts.

. “Zakon o privremenom upravnom podeljenju i snabdenju sa vlastim oslobodjenih

predela,” article 3 on 310-11.

The Sop region (Sopluk or Sopsko) is a mountainous area on the modern-day
borders of Serbia, Bulgaria, and Macedonia, whose boundaries are quite vague.
The term “gop” has always denoted the common people, highlanders. See Petko
Hristov, “Granicite na §0pluka i/ili §0pi bez granica,” 67-83.

A Serbian popular leader and representative before the Ottoman authorities,
Arandjel Stanojevi¢ was considered one of the most distinguished figures from Ni§
to Sofia and from Pirot to Kustendil. Moreover, as a cattle trader he was one of the
richest men on the boundary between Znepolje and Vidin (today in Bulgaria). He
was respected by the Turks as well. Stanojevi¢ spoke Turkish, French, and Greek.
After the arrival of the Serbian army he assumed an active role in establishing Ser-
bian rule in the sancaks of Ni§ and Sofia. See Vladimir Stojanéevi¢, “Kodzabasa
trnske kaze Arandjel Stanojevi¢ i srpsko-bugarski spor oko Trna i Znepolja 1878
1879, 195-96.

The national feelings of the local population of Znepolje were a highly important
matter for the Serbian government and its claims on the liberated areas. Based on
field reports, the government was quite confident that the people of Trn, Klisura,
and eighty other villages of Znepolje thought of themselves as Serbs. See ibid.,
199—-200.

Panta Sre¢kovi¢ (1834-1903) was a professor of history at the Great School in
Belgrade and a politician. His historical writing on Serbia’s past is somewhat
uncritical.

Arandjel Stanojevi¢ was the representative of the k4za of Trn in a deputation to
St. Petersburg in April 1878 to petition the Russian emperor for the right of the
people of Pirot, Trn, Vranje, and the neighboring areas of Old Serbia to be consid-
ered Old Serbs and consequently to remain in Serbia. See Borislava Lili¢, Iszorija
Pirota i okoline (1878-1918), 2.46.

After the abolishment of the Patriarchate of Pe¢ in 1766 and the Archbishopric of
Ohrid in 1767, all Bulgarians and Serbian bishoprics came under the jurisdiction
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of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, which replaced almost all Slav bishops with
ethnic Greeks. This was opposed by all Orthodox Slavs (Serbian and Bulgarian)
who strove to emancipate their respective churches from the Greek Patriarchate.
Backed by Russia, Bulgarians succeeded in establishing their autonomous church
organization. On February 28, 1870, by the sultan’s decree, the Bulgarian Exarchate
was established; its jurisdiction also extended to many Serb-inhabited areas, in-
cluding the counties of Nis, Pirot, and Vranje. In the areas under the Exarchate’s
jurisdiction, Greek bishops and teachers were replaced with Bulgarians.

There was a significant gap between Pirot’s urban population and its rural sur-
roundings. Many members of the Pirot elite, known as ¢orbacz (chorbaji), accepted
both the Exarchate and the Bulgarian idea and were unwilling to break their busi-
ness relations with the markets of northern Bulgaria, Thrace, and Constantinople.
The rural people of the Pirot area, by contrast, accepted hardly any change in their
life, upheld their customs and traditions, and supported the unification of Pirot
and Serbia. The Exarchate sought to exploit this gap, especially under Jordan¢a-
Paga Bakalov, the mutasarrif (governor of a mutasarriflik [sancak)) of Pirot. Lili¢,
Istorija Pirota i okoline (1878-1918 ), 2.47.

Stojanéevi¢, “KodZabasa trnske kaze Arandjel Stanojevi¢ i srpsko-bugarski spor
oko Trna i Znepolja 1878-1879,” 209-10.

Stationed in Bulgaria during the war, Russian army officers and soldiers behaved as
a domestic government.

Stanojevi¢ was warned that he would be tried by the people’s court if he did not
declare himself a Bulgarian, which really meant that the Bulgarian Committee
would have him executed. Stojancevié¢, “Kodzabasa trnske kaze Arandjel
Stanojevid i srpsko-bugarski spor oko Trna i Znepolja 1878-1879,” 211.

Ibid., 209-16.

53. Jovanovié, Viada Milana Obrenoviéa II, 14.

s4. Jovan Risti¢ (1831-99) was one of the most important Serbian politicians of the

SS-
56.

57-

nineteenth century: a historian, diplomat, and statesman and the unquestionable
leader of the Liberal Party. He was a member of the Regency for underage Prince
Milan Obrenovi¢ (1869-72) and underage King Alexander Obrenovi¢ (1889-93).
Risti¢ successfully completed long negotiations on the withdrawal of the Ottoman
troops from Serbia under Prince Mihailo Obrenovi¢ (1840—42, 1860-68) and
worked on the 1869 Regency Constitution. He was minister of foreign affairs

at the time of the Berlin Congress and mainly responsible for the international
recognition of Serbia. His historical writings include Foreign Relations of Serbia,
1848-1872 and Serbian Diplomacy: The Serbian Wars of Liberation and Indepen-
dence, 1875-1878.

“Zakon o podeli prisajedinjenog zemljista na okruge i srezove.”

Atrticle 1 of “Zakon o podeli prisajedinjenog zemljiSta na okruge i srezove” es-
tablished four counties: Ni§ County with Nis as its county seat included four
districts: Ni§, Zaplanje, Leskovac, and Vlasotince. Pirot County with Pirot as its
county seat also had four districts: NiSava, Visoki, Bela Palanka, and Luznica.
Vranje County with Vranje as its county seat had three districts: Péinja, Poljanica,
and Masurica. Toplica County with Prokuplje as its provisional seat had four dis-
tricts: Dobrica, Prokuplje, Kosanica, and Jablanica, Ibid., 196-209.

Ibid., 196-97.



164 MIROSLAV SVIRCEVIC

58

59-

60.

61.
62.
63.
64.

65.
66.
67.
68.

69.

70.

71.
72.
73
74.
75-

. “Zakon o sudjenju i o zakonima, po kojima ¢e se suditi u prisajedinjenim prede-
lima,” 71-77.

Vladimir Stojanéevi¢, “Jedan dokument o agrarno-pravnim odnosima posle
srpsko-turskog rata 1877-78.”

Lili¢, Istorija Pirota i okoline (1878-1918), 279—~86; Milovan Spasié, “Podaci o
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The Ottoman Wrong Horse?

The Question of Bosnia and Hercegovina

in the Last Phase of the Eastern Crisis

Edin Radusi¢

This paper deals with British policy toward the future status of Bosnia
and Hercegovina during the last phase of the Eastern Crisis, focusing on
traditional themes and motives of Great Power politics in the Balkans
from the perspective of Whitehall. British foreign policy regarding the
status of Bosnia and Hercegovina during the Eastern Crisis of 187578
went through two distinct periods: the first one starting with the war and
ending with the signing of the Treaty of San Stefano and the second one
from the time of San Stefano until the Berlin Congress. The main defining
characteristic of the first phase was staying the course in guaranteeing the
integrity of the Ottoman Empire and keeping Bosnia-Hercegovina within
that empire while pushing for internal reforms. The maximum conces-
sion that the Ottomans would be forced to make would be administrative
autonomy on the local level but not political autonomy for the province.
The second phase of Britain’s foreign policy was characterized by a totally
different approach to Bosnia-Hercegovina and the Eastern question. At
that time, the British imperial strategy was focused above all on keeping
the Russian Empire away from control of Constantinople and the Straits;
it turned to a minimal program in its eastern policy. The newly revised
British foreign policy sought to preserve this cardinal goal while allowing
“peripheral” territory such as Bosnia-Hercegovina to be sacrificed, in this
case by either annexation to the Austro-Hungarian Habsburg Empire or
less direct administration by Vienna.

The nineteenth century marked the heyday of multinational empires and
Great Power balance-of-power politics. Central to this was the Eastern
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question, centered on competing European Great Power claims on
Ottoman territory. The future status of Bosnia-Hercegovina came to play
a central role within this question. Although British policy toward Bosnia-
Hercegovina was part of the overall British support of the Ottoman Em-
pire, it deserves special attention because it marked subtle but significant
changes in overall British strategy.

Bosnia-Hercegovina enjoyed a number of special attributes. It had a
unique geopolitical position on the fault lines of civilization, including a
large number of Slavic Muslims (who represented a significant segment
of the Ottoman administration of the province), strong interest and
claims on Hercegovina by Russia and Austria-Hungary (who frequently
used the Bosnian-Hercegovinian Orthodox and Catholic populations
to assert their own territorial aims), and the aspirations of the neighbor-
ing autonomous principalities, Serbia and Montenegro, to extend their
own territory at the expense of Bosnia-Hercegovina. The second half of
the nineteenth century in Bosnia-Hercegovina is also the time when the
people, characterized until the middle of the century primarily by religious
afliliation, started to become receptive to more secular “national” elements
in their identity, within the context of changes resulting from reforms in
the Ottoman Empire and the Bosnian eyaler (province), as well as under
the influence and propaganda from neighboring countries. In this period
three national identities (Serbian, Croatian, and Bosniak/Muslim) were
gelling in Bosnia-Hercegovina, based on the predominant principle of
religious and cultural adherence. External factors primarily determined
this evolution of national consciousness, although the internal develop-
ment of Bosnian society in the Ottoman state also influenced this process,
which was almost completed during the period of Austro-Hungarian rule.

All these external and internal developments contributed to the com-
plex position of Bosnia-Hercegovina, which required special attention
from the British diplomatic and consular service.

The main concern expressed by the British diplomatic and consular
representatives was that the consequence of dragging Bosnia-Hercegovina
into a series of “unfortunate events” could be an outbreak of a wider Euro-
pean conflict." This explains why Bosnia-Hercegovina came to play such
an important role in the overall Eastern question.

A large number of works have been published on the complex issue
of the Eastern Crisis, 187578 (the uprising in Bosnia-Hercegovina, the
Treaty of Berlin, the resistance to the Austrian occupation, and the change
of the government) in the historiography of the former Yugoslavia. In the
socialist period of Yugoslavia, three important conferences were organized
in Sarajevo that should have answered various problems in the historical
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development of Bosnia-Hercegovina from the uprising of 1875 to the end
of the establishment of Austria-Hungarian rule.* Considering the large
and varied number of publications, it is impossible to come to an academic
consensus on this topic; but this paper provides some basic scholarly ori-
entation and characteristics of Bosnian-Hercegovinian historiography
and the Eastern Crisis and bibliographic information on this topic.’ The
historiography of the socialist period was under the influence of two po-
litical/ideological concepts: Serbian nationalist ideology and the Com-
munist theory of class and dialectical materialism. Both were united
in a hostile attitude toward the multinational empires of that time: the
Ottoman Empire and the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy. Although
they were judged differently in details (the Ottoman Empire was a particu-
lar subject of animus for Serbian writers), the general assessment was simi-
lar. Both were foreign states that hampered the free development of local
populations and their national self-determination as South Slavs, naturally
inclined toward the vision of Yugoslavia or a Greater Serbia (indirectly
these two terms were taken as synonyms in the official historiography).
Because the Serbian autonomous principality was emerging on the free
small landholdings protected by the national state (Serbian, Orthodox) it
was taken as the rightful pattern for other parts of the South Slavic lands
(particularly for Bosnia-Hercegovina).

The identities and aspirations of other non-Orthodox national or re-
ligious groups (especially Bosniak Muslims), however, were put aside. So
the uprising in Bosnia (1875) was judged to be a popular and righteous
revolt against the Ottoman state, which was oppressing the lower classes,
who were mostly Orthodox Christians. The Treaty of Berlin was seen as an
unjust temporary settlement made by the Great Powers, which prevented
the attainment of the “peasant agrarian revolution.” The resistance of
Bosnians against the Austrian occupation was treated as a popular defen-
sive resistance or even a national liberation war. Although there are some
differences between the older and the younger generation of influential
historians of nineteenth-century Bosnia, the same overall historiographic
attitude continues from the beginning of the first Yugoslavia to the end of
the second one (Vaso Cubrilovi¢, Vasilj Popovi¢, Grgur Jaksi¢, Milorad
Ekmeci¢).* Others were under their influence as well, willingly or not.’ For
those who did not agree with this official Yugoslav/Serbian interpretation
of history, even a minor effort to venture out of the acceptable narratives
was not welcome.®

Beginning in the late 1970s a more critical and liberal attitude to the
Bosnian-Hercegovinian past could be seen, symbolized by publication of
the history of the Socialist Republic of Bosnia and Hercegovina.” This
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kind of Bosnian historiography, which peaked in the 1990s, put Bosnia-
Hercegovina and the views of the Bosniak Muslims more in focus. In this
narrative, the interpretation of Bosnian society under the Ottoman rule
was more favorable than in earlier works, but at the same time the move-
ments for autonomy from the Ottoman Empire were glorified.® Although
the new approach was a departure from the earlier attitude, Bosnian his-
toriography from that time to the present day has rarely dealt concretely
with the Eastern Crisis and the Treaty of Berlin and has not left a strong
mark on the study of this topic.” Two conferences organized in Sarajevo
in 2009, which dealt with the identity of Bosnia-Hercegovina and Austro-
Hungarian rule, represent a new beginning in dealing with these issues.'®

Although the literature written about the Eastern question and the
Eastern Crisis of 1875—78 is vast, it treats only some segments of Brit-
ish policy toward Bosnia-Hercegovina in the second part of the nine-
teenth century, mostly as parts of other topics such as nineteenth-century
balance-of-power politics and the general policy of Great Britain toward
the Ottoman Empire."" Bosnia-Hercegovina rarely has been treated in a
framework of such wider topics.'” Literature on South Slavic languages
has focused on events and processes that are only indirectly connected
with this topic, except for studies that treat the interests of other European
powers in Bosnia and Hercegovina or describe the history of the terri-
tory in the nineteenth century on the basis of the diplomatic and consular
sources of these countries.”

During my work, I have devoted special attention to diplomatic cor-
respondence, dispatches, and reports sent to the British ambassador in
Constantinople and to the foreign secretary in London by the consul and
vice-consul from Bosnia-Hercegovina. The future policy of Great Britain
toward the Ottoman Empire as well as the attitude of the Great Powers
toward the future of the provinces of the Ottoman Empire to some extent
depended on their reports. The observations of consuls who served for a
longer period in the Ottoman Empire were given greater consideration,
and their suggestions were for the most part included in the official course
of British policy. The viewpoints of William Richard Holmes were es-
pecially respected in the embassy in Constantinople and by the Foreign
Office at Whitehall. He was a long-serving consul in Bosnia who was
commonly believed to know a great deal about Bosnia and the empire
as a whole. His opinions and suggestions were valued highly: during the
Conference of Constantinople, he was invited to the Ottoman capital
together with consul John Elijah Blunt so that he could be of assistance
to the British plenipotentiaries in this gathering of representatives of the
Great Powers.™*
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The reports and observations of acting consul Edward Freeman, who
later became consul and vice-consul in Mostar, were also considered and
built into the official policy of London. The opinions of British consular
representatives in Bosnia and Hercegovina were especially important in
the first phase of the Eastern Crisis (from the beginning of the uprising
until the beginning of the Russian-Ottoman war on April 24,1877), when
Bosnia and Hercegovina assumed a central place in the British eastern
policy.”” For example, the instructions to Lord Salisbury on the affairs of
Bosniaand Hercegovina, which were his guidelines in representing British
interests during the conference, mostly consisted of the reports of Consul
Holmes from Bosnia and Vice-Consul Freeman from Hercegovina.'® In
discussing the future of the territory on that occasion Holmes and Free-
man advised that existing Bosnia-Hercegovinian institutions should not
be abolished but rather should be strengthened and reformed, under
obligatory international supervision. This proposal was accepted by the
British government."”” Reports that dealt with the conditions in Bosnia
and Hercegovina and particularly in Sarajevo from the signing of the
Peace Treaty of San Stefano to the arrival of Austro-Hungarian occupa-
tion troops in the country’s capital were especially important in helping
to shape British polity."®

Great Britain was a parliamentary state where the influence of other
public institutions and opinion in forging foreign policy was more pro-
nounced than anywhere else in the world. The Cabinet and Foreign Office
had to consider domestic political attitudes (of members of Parliament,
the Crown, the popular press, the public, church groups, and influential
circles with commercial interests in the Levant) in creating foreign pol-
icy. Excluding external causes, British foreign policy had to respond to
domestic as well as foreign pressures, changing from time to time while
consistently attempting to keep its primary goals in focus: peace and the
preservation of the balance of power in Europe. Practically speaking, Brit-
ain opposed any significant geopolitical change on the Continent, which
in this instance meant support for preserving the sovereignty and the
territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire. In keeping with this policy,
Britain undertook this obligation on three occasions: in 1856 with the
Treaty of Paris and Tripartite Treaty and in 1871 in the Treaty of London.
The support extended to the Porte was strengthened by the widespread
opinion in London that the alternative to Ottoman rule over southeast
Europe and the Near East would mean the expansion of the Russian Em-
pire, threatening trade and the strategic lifeline to India, the jewel in the
British imperial crown.
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The defense of British interests on a global level required naval mastery
and the readiness to use it as a last resort when other methods failed. Brit-
ish policy preferred to protect both the state and the interests of its sub-
jects by using state authority and strong diplomatic and consular pressure.
During the second half of the nineteenth century Britain had ten con-
sulates and sixteen vice-consulates in the European part of the Ottoman
Empire. The consular service network in the empire was strengthened by
the establishment of a consulate in Sarajevo and vice-consulate in Mostar
in 1857. The British Bosnian consulate was a political one: its first consul,
Henry Adrian Churchill, had to observe how reforms in Bosnia were car-
ried out, along with his usual consular duties. The same obligation was
given to the vice-consul in Mostar, James Zohrab, and other British con-
suls and vice-consuls in Bosnia-Hercegovina until 1878. These included
Edward St. John Neale, Churchill, and Holmes; acting consuls and vice-
consuls Henry M. Jones, Edward Freeman, Harry Cooper, and Zohrab;
and acting vice-consul Aleksandar Purkovi¢.

British consular representatives in Bosnia-Hercegovina and in the sur-
rounding Habsburg territory were specialists on Islam and eastern mat-
ters, not on Slavic affairs.'” This shows that Great Britain’s interest was
in maintaining Bosnia-Hercegovina within the Ottoman Empire. Before
they took duty in the Balkans, the British representatives were in consular
service in other parts of the Ottoman Empire or in other Islamic states.

From the establishment of the British Consulate in Bosnia in 1857
until the Treaty of San Stefano in March 1878 British foreign policy was
directed toward keeping Bosnia-Hercegovina within the state structure of
the Ottoman Empire. After the treaty, due to its isolation, differences in
the ruling Conservative Cabinet, and different centers of political power
in its political system, Great Britain turned to a minimalist program in
its eastern policy. British initiatives and support to enable the conditions
in which the reforms in Bosnia-Hercegovina could be implemented were
in keeping with Britain’s goal of preserving the sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity of the Ottoman Empire. The British believed that only the
empire, reformed on modern principles, would be able to survive as an
independent state in the face of Russian pressure.

Thus, in the period from the Treaty of Paris to the beginning of the
outbreak of war in 1875, British foreign policy in the Ottoman Empire as
awhole and especially in Bosnia and Hercegovina and its other European
provinces was mostly expressed through the support of internal reforms
to be carried out in accordance with the “European pattern.”** During
the Eastern Crisis (1875—78) British support for the Ottoman reforms
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continued, although Britain’s main concern became pacification of Bosnia
and Hercegovina.

The British consulate in Bosnia and the vice-consulate in Hercegov-
ina were supposed to help in retaining this province within the frame of
the Ottoman Empire. Hence the concrete activity of the consular repre-
sentatives on the spot had three goals: to preserve peace and stability; to
“amortize” the negative influence coming from the Russian and Austrian
consulates as well as from the neighboring principalities of Serbia and
Montenegro; and to support and induce the provincial Ottoman author-
ity to carry out the reforms. This involved not only observing and report-
ing on the implementation of reforms but also practical influence on the
Ottoman authorities in Bosnia-Hercegovina. The consuls sent sugges-
tions to the British Embassy in Constantinople and the Foreign Ofhice
and asked them to use their influence on the Porte.”!

The protection of the Christians guaranteed by the Treaty of Paris be-
came the collective commitment of the European Powers, and putting it
into effect became the task of the British consul in Bosnia and vice-consul
in Hercegovina. Until the outbreak of war in 1875, the most important
function of the British consulate in Bosnia was a preventive one, as de-
scribed by Consul Holmes in a dispatch dated March 8, 1872.*

When the Eastern Crisis of 1875—78 began, Britons thought that the
outbreak of war in Bosnia and Hercegovina in 1875 was primarily caused
by interference from abroad. Although they did not deny the difhcult
socioeconomic conditions of Slavic peasants, they did not consider them
the primary cause for the outbreak.>” The British diplomats did not even
use the term “uprising,” viewing the outbreak of war in Bosnia and Herce-
govina and its bordering territories as a war launched by Serbia and Mon-
tenegro against the Ottoman Empire.

At the onset of conflict in Hercegovina in the summer of 1875, Great
Britain urged the Ottoman Empire to act promptly and to take the nec-
essary political measures to pacify the rebel districts in order to prevent
European intervention, which could, and eventually did, lead to an inter-
national crisis. After the Porte’s appeal for assistance, however, the British
government agreed to join the consular mission in August 1875.>* After
another appeal from the Porte, Britain also took part in the European
Concert concerning the Andréssy Note (December 1875), a proposal of
reforms made by the Austrian foreign minister.* It was strongly supported
by Germany and later by other Great Powers, which might be expected
to pacify Bosnia and Hercegovina, and called for “equality of religions,
abolition of tax-farming, restriction of taxes to the use of the province
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in which they were raised, land reform and an European commission of
revision.”* That was the turning point for the fate of Bosnia and Herce-
govina. After the Andrassy Note became known, the future of Bosnia and
Hercegovina depended not on the ability of the Ottoman state to carry
out the proclaimed reforms or on the success or failure of insurrection but
on relations among the Great Powers.

This minimalist turn in British policy toward the future status of Bosnia
and Hercegovina came after the failure of the Berlin Memorandum (May
1876) and especially after the failure of the Constantinople Conference
(January 1877). Russia prepared for war and territorial expansion against
the Ottoman Empire. The defeat of Serbia had rendered the Reichstadt
Convention inoperative and Austria-Hungary had rejected Russian over-
tures for a parallel occupation of Bosnia and Bulgaria (September 1876),
so new diplomatic activities to bring the two countries closer together
were undertaken in great secrecy. Although new negotiations had revealed
certain divergences of interpretation between the two governments, in
the end a secret Austro-Russian Convention was concluded at Budapest,
in order to avert a collision of interests in the event of possible Russo-
Ottoman conflict.

According to the convention, in return for the promised neutrality
and assurance to oppose all collective mediation and not to act upon ar-
ticle 8 of the Treaty of Paris or the triple guarantee treaty of April 1856,
Austria-Hungary was assured the right to occupy Bosnia and Hercegovina
at the moment that it found most convenient.”’

An additional convention signed on March 18 reaffirmed the Reich-
stadt Convention as the basis of a future Austro-Russian joint policy.**
After obtainingassurance against a possible attack from Austria-Hungary,
Russia was able to secure its flank while planning a decisive attack on the
Ottoman Empire. With that aim the Russian emperor and his foreign
minister, Alexander Mikhailovich Gorchakov, sent Count Nikolai Pav-
lovich Ignatiev on a mission to London. The count, as a pan-Slavist diplo-
mat and Russian ambassador in Constantinople (after 1864) who played
an important role in Russia’s foreign policy in Asia in the time of Alex-
ander II, carried a proposal stressing the common attitude of the Great
Powers, forcing the Porte to implement reforms and autonomy for the
Christian minorities. The choice was not a wise one. Count Ignatiev had
long been the chief bugbear of the London Russophobe press, so Lord
Salisbury urged postponement, although he entertained the count at
Hatfield.
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Ignatiev did not succeed in getting London’s assent to an understand-
ingon the Eastern question, so the mission was continued by Ambassador
Peter Shuvalov, who constantly pressured the British government to sign
a protocol as a way to avoid a Russo-Ottoman war. Lord Augustus Loftus
professed alarm that “unless difficulty as regards the demobilization can
be solved and the Protocol signed, it is my conviction, that the Russian
army will cross the Pruth in about three weeks.” The Cabinet agreed to
sign the protocol without waiting for the conclusion of the Ottoman-
Montenegrin peace. Although both Disraeli and Edward Henry Stenly,
Earl of Derby, were skeptical about the success of the protocol, they be-
lieved that Great Britain was protected from a Russian trap, because the
Russian government could not blame London for incorporation and thus
find an excuse for war. They trusted that the protocol “can do no harm
even if it fails to do any good.” In the end the protocol was signed in Lon-
don on March 31 by Derby and the five ambassadors. It reaffirmed their
“common interest in amelioration of the lot of the Christians of Turkey”
and advised the Porte to put its armies on a peaceful footing and introduce
prompt reforms, in lieu of which they would discuss common action in
the interests of the Bosnian Christians. Ambassador Shuvalov, in order
to show the conciliatory attitude of the Russian government, suggested
that a Turkish envoy should be sent to St. Petersburg, to discuss parallel
demobilization.”

It is interesting that Derby, not Disraeli, framed the policy of the pro-
tocol. The prime minister wrote to Salisbury: “So the Protocol is signed,
and everybody writes to me about our triumph and the humiliation of
Russia. I can’t yet quite make head or tail of it.”*° The Porte considered the
protocol derogatory to the sultan’s dignity and independence. Musurus
Pasa, Ottoman ambassador in London, told the foreign secretary that it
would be better for the Ottoman Empire to face the alternative of war,
“even if an unsuccessful war,” than to accept the terms of the protocol.
Everything indicated that the Porte was going to refuse the protocol, as
indeed happened. On April 9 the Porte sent a circular dispatch to all the
European powers, which contained objections to the protocol.”

Apart from this, the Porte refused to send its representatives to Rus-
sia to discuss disarmament. Matters became worse after the Ottoman-
Montenegrin peace negotiations at Constantinople broke down because
of excess territorial demands from the Montenegrin prince. The refusal of
the protocol by the Porte gave the Russians an excuse for war, which would
only be a matter of time. While Italy, Austria, and France had actively tried
to prevent hostilities, Germany had done nothing. Sir Henry Layard made
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attempts to prevent war, but Derby and Disraeli remained rather passive.
Derby thought nothing could be done, and Disraeli was suffering from
bad health and had insufficient energy to act decisively. Disraeli viewed
the war as a partition of the Ottoman Empire and believed that England
would get a share.”” Because of the isolation imposed on Great Britain
during the Eastern Crisis, its relationship with the Ottoman Empire was
limited; as was the case in the Crimean War, absolute support for the Porte
could not be repeated at that time or in the future.*

Russia declared war on the Ottoman Empire on April 24, 1877, a
bloody struggle that lasted longer than anybody could have expected. The
creators of the British foreign policy quickly recovered from their passive-
ness caused by the Porte’s refusal of the protocol and again became active
in the diplomacy of the European Great Powers. From the perspective of
this paper it is important to note that the Russian entrance into the war
for the moment pushed aside the question of Bosnia and Hercegovina.*
The same was true for British policy toward Bosnia and Hercegovina,
which, amid the complexity of the Eastern Crisis, turned into a sideshow
in the Eastern question. This turning point in British policy could be easily
explained: Constantinople and control over the Straits became an issue.
London had neither an ally on the international political scene nor co-
hesion in its own government, so it could not lead an effective response
to a dramatic shift in the global balance of power. The importance of an
international ally for Disraeli and the Queen was perceived by Shuvalov,
who reported from London that Great Britain would quickly enter into a
war if it found an ally and that it should remain neutral.*

The first serious step toward clarifying the relationship between Lon-
don and St. Petersburg was made by Great Britain. On May 6, 1877, Lord
Derby sent a note to Russia, which defined a minimum of British interests
in the Near East: keeping open the communication between Europe and
the East by the Suez Canal, the safety of the commercial route to the East,
Constantinople remaining in the hands of the Porte, and confirmation of
the existing arrangements made under European sanction that regulated
navigation of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles. The British government
also insisted on maintaining the existing status of the Persian Gulf.** Even
superficial analysis of these British interests in the Eastern question con-
firms that the issue of Bosnia and Hercegovina became secondary in the
policy of the London Cabinet.

Shuvalov had visited St. Petersburg and returned to London with a
satisfactory answer. He assured the British government that Russia had
“neither the interests, the desire, nor the means” to endanger the British
priorities outlined in Derby’s note of May 6. Shuvalov also indicated the
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main terms on which Russia would conclude peace with the Ottoman
Empire if the Porte consented to negotiate before Russian troops had
crossed the Balkans: a vassal Bulgarian state, administrative guarantees
for the Bulgarians south of the Balkans and for the other European prov-
inces, Bosnian autonomy, territorial concessions for Serbia and Montene-
gro, and Bessarabia and Batum for Russia itself, with Romania receiving
compensation in the Dobruja.”” By promising that British vital interests
(Constantinople and the Straits) would not be jeopardized, Russia se-
cured the neutrality of Great Britain during its war against the Ottoman
Empire, and the Porte’s hope for British military or diplomatic interven-
tion remained unrealized. After an unexpectedly long war, Russia forced
the Ottoman Empire to sign the Treaty of San Stefano.>® The treaty itself
showed that Russia did not keep its promises to Vienna (the Reichstadt
and Budapest Convention) and London, which naturally led to the pos-
sibility of coalition between the deceived parties — Great Britain and Aus-
tria-Hungary. The complicated international situation and disagreement
in the British Cabinet, where Disraeli could not find enough support fora
more active foreign policy, led to a complete reversal in the British attitude
toward the future status of Bosnia and Hercegovina.

The Porte, faced with the fall of the fortress of Plevna, accepted an
armistice in Edirne on January 31, 1878. The terms of the Edirne armistice
proposed the significant territorial enlargement and independence of Ro-
mania, Montenegro, and Serbia; alarge autonomous Bulgarian principal-
ity under an elected Christian prince; and an autonomous organization
for Bosnia and Hercegovina. The Treaty of San Stefano sanctioned the
terms of the Edirne armistice, proposing establishment of an autono-
mous “Greater Bulgaria” and territorial enlargement and independence
for Romania, Serbia, and Montenegro (significant territorial extension
of Montenegro toward Hercegovina, the sancak of Novi Pazar, and Al-
bania; territorial enlargement of Serbia through the Bosnian eyalet in
the region of Mali Zvornik). For Bosnia and Hercegovina it proposed an
implementation of the European proposals, which were communicated to
the Ottoman plenipotentiaries at the first session of the Constantinople
Conference, with certain modifications, on which Austria-Hungary, Rus-
sia, and the Ottoman Empire should agree.z'9

The authorities in Bosnia were officially informed by the Porte on
May s that peace had been signed between Russia and the Ottoman Em-
pire. In the first moment this news was received by the people with ex-
traordinary indifference, although they naturally had some slight anxiety
about the exact form of the administrative autonomy of the province.
Freeman gave his opinion about the attitude of the domestic population
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toward the future of Bosnia and Hercegovina and the possibility of orga-
nizing Bosnian autonomy:

I am inclined to think that among the native Mussulmans, there
is a growing inclination in favour of Austria. They perceive that
the power of the Porte in Europe is shattered, they are opposed
to annexation to either Serbia or Montenegro...and they there-
fore think that their position would probably be better, and their
rights and religion be more fully secured to them, were the coun-
try annexed to Austria.... But I cannot refrain from expressing to
Your Excellency my conviction of the difficulty, I might almost say
impossibility of organising an effective administration out of the
local elements at command. The higher posts in the administration
have always been held by Osmanlis, and there are but few native
Mussulmans of sufficient education, or who have had the necessary
experience to enable them to efficiently perform important official
functions. Among the Christians there are men of somewhat better
education, but these are all engaged in trade.”’

It is well known in historiography that Russia, by secret agreements
arranged in Reichstadt and Budapest, gave its consent for the Austro-
Hungarian acquisition of Bosnia and Hercegovina. Also, from the first
contacts for common accession of the Great Powers, leading to the Con-
stantinople Conference, the Austrian government opposed political au-
tonomy for Bosnia and Hercegovina; so a sharp Austrian reaction against
the terms of the Treaty of San Stefano was expected. Vienna agitated for
the revision of the treaty, with help from Russia’s rivals and opponents of
its policy on the Balkans, especially Great Britain.* The British govern-
ment, after perceiving that it should ultimately take action toward Rus-
sia to revise the solutions proposed by the Treaty of San Stefano, readily
accepted a collaboration offered by Vienna. This was in accordance with
one of the basic principles of British policy — that Great Britain had to
have a Continental ally if it wanted to act successfully against one of the
other Continental powers — as well as with earlier efforts to maintain the
balance of power.*

After the terms of the Preliminary Treaty of San Stefano had become
known, Great Britain and Austria-Hungary started negotiations. This fi-
nally resulted in Lord Salisbury’s proposal to the Berlin Congress to offer
amandate to Austria-Hungary to occupy and administer Bosnia and Her-
cegovina.* The possibility that Disraeli mentioned for the first time to the
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Queen in the “most confidential Cabinet Memorandum on his Eastern
policy,” dated May 16, 1876, and written for the occasion of the beginning
ofan international crisis caused by the emergence of the Berlin Memoran-
dum, now became a reality. On that occasion he contended that it would
be better for the Ottoman Empire to give up Bosnia and Hercegovina
altogether than to acquiesce in the Berlin Memorandum and that it would
also be better for Great Britain that the Ottoman Empire “should do so,
than adopt the alternative now offered.”**

In negotiations with Austria-Hungary, considering the status of Bos-
nia and Hercegovina and its borders with Serbia and Montenegro, Great
Britain took the position that “although the interests of England are not
immediately concerned in this matter of boundary, it will be of highest
importance that the frontier lines should be traced in such manner that
there may not be left perpetual occasions of dispute.”* When the two gov-
ernments came into open negotiations it became obvious to the British that
the final Austro-Hungarian goal was accession of Bosnia and Hercegovina.

In earlier communication with the British Count Gyula Andréssy
had publicly disclaimed any intention of annexing or occupying Bos-
nia. But on April 6 Count Ferenc Zichy (as instructed by Andrassy) of-
fered Vienna’s diplomatic support in attempting to revise the terms of
the Treaty of San Stefano if the Ottoman Empire would agree to give
up Bosnia and Hercegovina to Austria—Hungary.46 On April 24 Count
Friedrich Ferdinand Beust, the Austro-Hungarian ambassador in Lon-
don, communicated to Lord Salisbury a long memorandum showing
that the autonomy of Bosnia and Hercegovina under Ottoman rule
was impossible and that the only satisfactory solution, even from the
viewpoint of the Porte, was the annexation of Bosnia and Hercegovina
to Austria-Hungary. In his dispatch on the same day Beust informed
Salisbury that a partial occupation of Bosnia had been proposed to the
Porte.*” This action had the aim of obtaining the support of Great Brit-
ain for Austro-Hungarian acquisition of Bosnia and Hercegovina at the
future congress.

The reaction to this memorandum showed that Great Britain had defi-
nitely changed the course of its policy toward Bosnia and Hercegovina.
Lord Salisbury, the new foreign secretary, stated on May 4, 1878:

Itis not necessary that I should dwell at any length upon the views
in respect to Bosnia and Hercegovina, and adjacent territories.... It
is impossible to deny the weight of the reasons which he assigned in
that despatch for the course which Austria has resolved to take....
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But in the absence of any definite knowledge of the views enter-
tained by the Porte, and by the other Powers, it would be difficult
for Her Majesty’s Government to enter upon any appreciation of
a measure which in relation to the previous system of Austria is
so entirely novel, and which at the same time has so little bearing
upon the special interests of England.... in the event of such con-
cordant action between the two Powers as they have ventured to
hope for, they will not offer any opposition either in Congress or
elsewhere to this Austrian project.**

Salisbury displayed the same attitude toward Bosnia and Hercegovina’s
future fate five days later (May 9) in a dispatch to new British ambassador
at Constantinople, Henry Layard, noting that sooner or later the greater
part of European Ottoman Empire, including Bosnia, “must go.”*’

The British diplomatic service in Constantinople was engaged in as-
surance of Austro-Hungarian interests in Bosnia and Hercegovina. Henry
Layard (the ambassador in Constantinople beginning in April 1878) re-
ceived instructions from Lord Salisbury on May 11 to give an opinion to
the Porte on the proposed occupation of Bosnia by Austria. He was to
say that “he thinks it would be wiser course not to offer resistance to the
wishes of Austria in this matter” and advise the Porte to use the opportu-
nity to make conditions for the support of Vienna in urging the congress
to accept the line of the Balkans as the boundary of the new Bulgarian
principality.”® It is clear that the British had a double goal in gaining the
Porte’s consent to such a solution of the Bosnian question — supporting
Austrian wishes to consolidate an alliance with Vienna and pushing the
zone under Russia’s influence further from Constantinople to protect its
own fundamental goals regarding the Eastern question. In the dispatch
of May 17 Layard reported that he had been informed by the Ottoman
prime minister that the sultan had given him and the other ministers full
authority to examine and report upon the Austrian proposal of provi-
sional occupation and that he was ready to act entirely upon their advice.”

Layard understood that the Ottoman prime minister was not person-
ally unfavorably disposed toward the proposal, if he could be assured that
it had no hidden purpose and was not intended as a first step to a perma-
nent occupation. The prime minister expressed his opinion that, “if the
Porte consented to the Austrian proposal, a written agreement should
be come to on the subject between the two Governments, either in the
form of a Convention or of an exchange of notes.” This would prevent
Austria-Hungary from departing from or denying its engagements, and
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the Ottoman prime minister asked the British government to act accord-
ingly. Layard’s dispatch showed that the final proposal made to the Porte
was “a very different one from that first put forward by Count Zichy.
There was now no question of the cession of Bosnia and Hercegovina, to
which there were very grave objections, but of a temporary occupation
of these provinces by Austro-Hungarian troops on the invitation of the
Porte itself.”**

The occupation was declared to be in the interests of both the Ottoman
Empire and Austria-Hungary and would facilitate the common action of
London and Vienna in favor of the Ottoman Empire. The Porte was told
that it was at liberty to reserve the sovereign rights of the sultan in Bosnia
and Hercegovina. On this occasion Layard, upon instructions from Lord
Salisbury, indicated to the Ottoman prime minister the importance of
not irritating Vienna by a rapid refusal of the Austrian proposal.”® The
Austrian government, after sounding out the Porte’s attitude to the cession
of this province, limited its proposal to a temporary occupation, reserving
the sovereign rights over Bosnia and Hercegovina to the sultan. The Porte
also tried to negotiate an offensive and defensive alliance with Austria for
protection of Bosnia, but Count Andréssy expressed his dissatisfaction

with such a proposal.>*

News about a possible Austrian occupation of Bosnia provoked the ener-
getic opposition of its domestic population, particularly of the Bosnian
Muslims. Near the end of May 1878 an address to the sultan had been
prepared by certain Muslims of Sarajevo and was being circulated for sig-
nature. Among other points, it demanded that an Austrian occupation
of the country should be resisted to the utmost. This was the beginning
of preparations for resistance to the Austrian occupation. The ostensible
agents in this matter were Muhamed Efendi HadZijamakovi¢, a man with
good reputation in the town, and Kauk¢ija Abdulah Efendi, imam of the
bey’s mosque (chief mosque), with support from even more influential
persons. Freeman reported that about five hundred signatures had been
affixed to the address by May 27. He believed that the address was signed
chiefly by the lower classes and that the more intelligent and respectable
Muslims declined to have anything to do with that activity. Also, Free-
man wrote that it was rumored that “certain of the authorities themselves
are the chief agitators.” During the time of the Berlin Congress he sus-
pected that the Ottoman authorities, provincial as well as central, encour-
aged and supported resistance to the Austrian occupation of Bosnia and
Hercegovina.”
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Like other foreign observers, Freeman also wrongly concluded that
the Muslims of this province were so disheartened by their losses and by
the result of the war with Russia that they would accept with resigna-
tion almost any change of government or administration unless they were
aroused to opposition. Convinced that the Porte could no longer afford
them efficient protection, they would be quite willing to see the country
occupied by Austria. They had no particular liking for that power, “but
left to choose between anarchy and annexation to Servia, to Montenegro
or to Austria they prefer the latter as the lesser evil.” Agitators against the
Austrian occupation of the country motivated the Muslims against Aus-
tria by telling them that “they will not be permitted the free exercise of
their religion, that the seclusion of their women will be intruded on, and
that their lands and houses will be taken from them.” Also, the Orthodox
Bosnians were not favorably disposed toward an Austrian occupation, but
their public proclamations that they would prefer to remain Ottoman
subjects served a long-term policy that, in the end, should lead to the an-
nexation of Bosnia-Hercegovina to Serbia.’® On the other side, the occu-
pation of Bosnia by Austria was supported by some Bosnians, mostly the
religious Bosnian Catholic elite and many of their flock as well as some
influential Bosnian Muslims.””

Notables and ordinary people of Sarajevo, Christian as well as Mus-
lim, were summoned a few times and pressed by the authorities to hear
the result of communication between the minister of foreign affairs and
the governor-general, Mazhar Pasa. The governor-general had asked for
instructions on what course he was to pursue with regard to the agitation
caused by the rumored approaching occupation of Bosnia by Austria and
the alleged departure of a Bosnian deputation to Vienna to advocate an-
nexation to the Austrian Empire. People were told that Safvet Paga had
stated that no deputation from Bosnia had arrived at Vienna, that no Aus-
trian occupation of the country was imminent, and therefore that they
had no cause for agitation on this score. According to the Treaty of San
Stefano, Bosnia remained under the direct authority of the Porte; but
Safvet Paga announced that a quasi-autonomous administration would be
introduced, which gave the population considerable satisfaction.”® At the
beginning of June great agitation among the Muslims of Sarajevo (and, in
lesser measure, of other towns) continued in connection with the address
to the sultan. Some of the leading Christians had also been invited to asso-
ciate themselves with the Muslims in this step. The agitation was followed
by stormy meetings attended by many people. They decided to forward
a petition directly to the Porte, in which the Christians would be invited
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to take part, asking that measures be taken for the repression of the many
abuses of the local government. Finally, eleven individuals were appointed
as representatives of the Muslim population to draw up a statement of
their grievances and demands; four Orthodox Christians, two Catholics,
and two Jews were also invited to take part in those deliberations, which
concerned all the people.”

Some people also suggested the idea of addressing a petition to the
European Congress, but Freeman dissuaded them from that step, saying
that “it would only cause further complication and raise hopes which per-
haps could not be realised, and assured them at the same time that if Con-
gress met the future of this province would undoubtedly be taken fully
into consideration, and the rights of all sects and classes of the population
duly respected.”®® Revolt against Austrian occupation slowly became a
revolt against Ottoman rule too. People somehow knew that the Ottoman
government, willingly or not, was participating in a negotiation deciding
their future without their consent. The result of the international crisis
and looming occupation resulted in the formation of the National Coun-
cil on June s, with members of all creeds. The council named a National
Assembly, which should represent the wishes of the whole population
of Bosnia and Hercegovina. The movement did not intend to ask for an
independent Bosnian state but secured a high degree of administrative
autonomy from the Ottoman state.®!

In return for British support of Austrian administration of Bosnia-
Hercegovina, Vienna agreed to ally with Great Britain in opposition to
the creation of a Greater Bulgaria while helping to preserve the integ-
rity of the Ottoman Empire. Focusing on the Asiatic part of the empire,
where Britain had direct interests, British plenipotentiaries at the Berlin
Congress (June 13 to July 13, 1878) would actively pursue this diplomatic
course.®” Shortly before the congress Great Britain came to a definitive
agreement with Austria-Hungary and Italy about common goals in the
Eastern question and a common attitude toward the current crisis. In a
note of June 6, 1878, these three countries precisely defined their common
approach on the basis of retaining peace and the status quo in the east as
well as preserving the integrity of the Ottoman Empire.*’

Although Bosnia-Hercegovina was not mentioned directly in this doc-
ument, acceptance of its cession to Austria-Hungary was probably viewed
through the prism of retaining the sultan’s sovereign rights in this prov-
ince. It was not legally in opposition to the postulate of the territorial in-
tegrity of the empire. The note also avoided mentioning the principalities
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of Romania, Serbia, and Montenegro as well as the loss of Bessarabia and
lesser parts of the Asiatic Ottoman Empire, although the territorial integ-
rity of the Ottoman state was significantly violated by the terms of the Ber-
lin Congress, which made these countries independent or annexed them
to Russia. This change in considerable measure was the result of Salis-
bury’s Foreign Office policy: “the object of Her Majesty’s Government is
not the independence and integrity of the Ottoman Empire, as has been
stated, but the good government and assured peace of those populations
of Turkey,” as the home secretary Richard Assheton Cross noted, probably
after consultation with Lord Salisbury.®* The congress was organized as a
measure against Russia and should neutralize the advances that it gained
by arms. Moreover, at the same time this was a warning to the Ottoman
government to repudiate its obligations to Russia as the result of military
pressure.

In order to assure the support of Russia and the Ottoman Empire for
the congress, London activated its diplomacy to persuade them to attend
it, because it was going to discuss questions mostly connected with these
two countries. Great Britain and its foreign secretary took advantage of
Russia’s inability to wage another war. Negotiations between London and
St. Petersburg began with British objections to the terms of the Treaty of
San Stefano, which were communicated to St. Petersburg, through Shu-
valov, at the beginning of May.®’

Thus London insisted on a revision of the entire treaty concluded in
San Stefano, not just some parts of it.°° The final result of negotiations
between the two powers was the signing of the Protocol of May 30, which
was the basis of an agreement for the future congress. Russia agreed to a di-
vision of the “Greater Bulgaria” into two provinces, one autonomous and
the other with a large degree of administrative autonomy. Britain agreed
to a cession of Bessarabia to Russia and a new cession of Batumi and the
greater part of Armenia to Russia.”” All of this shows that the British gov-
ernment had lost its old pretensions concerning the maintenance of the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire and confirms
that the British Cabinet’s change in policy toward the future status of Bos-
nia and Hercegovina was part of a general change of course. It was caused
by the new international situation and changes in relationship among the
Great Powers, as well as by changes on the British political scene. This
Russo-British agreement perhaps also shows that the Russian policy and
its great appetite expressed in the Treaty of San Stefano may have been part
of a game among the Great Powers —ask for maximum gains to attain a
more reasonable goal. In that sense we can assume that the tsar and the
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Russian government were aware that in the end Bosnia and Hercegovina
would go to Austria-Hungary.

As the case of Bosnia and Hercegovina shows, Great Britain negoti-
ated with the Porte about open questions and possible solutions during
May 1878. Its policy at that time was concentrated on protection of “the
Turkish Asiatic Empire” and an extensive zone around Constantinople
and the Straits, which resulted in the cession of Cyprus (“the key to West-
ern Asia”) to Britain in return for a defensive alliance for “the protection
of Turkey’s Asiatic Empire.”**

The resolution of the Bosnian question at the Berlin Congress was the
result of the preparations by Great Britain and Austria-Hungary in the
period between the signing of the Treaty of San Stefano and the opening
of the Congress, analyzed above. Neither the requests and wishes of the
rebels nor the Ottoman government’s ability to suppress the uprising and
implement the reform measures had any influence on the determination
of the future fate of Bosnia and Hercegovina.®” Great Britain was repre-
sented at the Congress by Disraeli, Salisbury, and Odo Russell, the first
occasion on which Great Britain sent both its prime minister and foreign
secretary to such an event.” The selection of the representatives indicated
the course of aleading policy, almost halfway between two extremes from
earlier times: the views of Disraeli and Gladstone. It was embodied in the
personality of the foreign ministry, Lord Salisbury.

The question of the future status of Bosnia and Hercegovina was
brought up on June 28. At the beginning of the discussion on the territorial
redistribution and revision of article 14 of the Preliminary Treaty of San
Stefano in relation to the question of Bosnia and Hercegovina, Count
Andriassy stated that the proposed autonomy of these provinces would
not produce long-lasting peace. He said that the vital interest of Austria-
Hungary was only “a solution of Bosnian-Hercegovinian question which
would be likely to bring about the durable pacification of the said prov-
inces, and to prevent the occurrence of events which have put the peace
of Europe to such grave danger, and created for Austria-Hungary, while
it imposed on her great sacrifices and severe material losses, an intoler-
able situation, of which she could not admit the continuance.” He also
declared that his government would be ready to accept any solution that
“might give hope of the prompt and definitive pacification of the prov-
inces under discussion.” Andrassy presented Vienna’s opinion that the task
of organizing an autonomous administration in Bosnia, as demanded of
the Ottoman state by European powers and article 14, would be difhicult
or even impossible to fulfill. Among other self-serving reasons, according
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to Vienna, were the national, religious, and geographical conditions in
the provinces at the end of the Eastern Crisis, characterized by the “fanati-
cism” and “antagonism” that divided the populations. The large number
of refugees and the problem of their repatriation, an unsolved agrarian
question, disturbances in those countries, and the territorial changes re-
sulting from the war were insuperable obstacles for the Porte in fulfilling
its duty.”

Lord Salisbury repeated Andréssy’s opinions about the problems in
the country and inability of the Porte to solve them. He referred to the
specifics of Bosnia-Hercegovina: the political importance of its geographi-
cal position; the recently concluded insurrection, which had resulted from
the religious and social antagonism of the population as well as the un-
solved agrarian question; and possible opposition to the Ottoman govern-
ment stimulated by the recent successes of Serbia and Montenegro and
territorial changes. Salisbury declared the necessity of assuring a govern-
ment that not only would have the means necessary for the establishment
of a good administration but would also possess forces sufficient to sup-
press disturbances. He added that Bosnia and Hercegovina did not con-
tribute to the wealth or strength of the Porte or have strategic value for the
Ottoman Empire. Salisbury concluded the proposal with the following
words: “For these motives the Government of the Queen proposes to the
assembled Powers that the Congress should decide that the provinces of
Bosnia and Hercegovina shall be occupied and administered by Austria-
Hungary.” The proposal was supported by representatives of Germany,
France, Russia, and Italy. Ottoman plenipotentiaries expressed opposition
to such a proposal and defended the position and ability of their govern-
ment to fulfil the program of reform, “which may appear at this moment
most appropriate to the exigencies of the circumstances.” On Bismarck’s
initiative this protocol remained open for further observations that the
Russian plenipotentiaries might wish to offer. At the end of this discussion
the Ottoman Empire and its representatives agreed to make an arrange-
ment directly with Austria-Hungary.”

Both before and during the congress the sultan and the Ottoman gov-
ernment opposed the occupation of Bosnia and Hercegovina by Austria
in every possible way. When this proved impossible, they attempted to
share the administration of the country with the Austrians, as a lesser
evil.”” They were obviously aware that the mandate for occupation given
to Austria-Hungary without any time limit would probably lead to its final
annexation of Bosnia and Hercegovina. The behavior of the sultan and the
government was also influenced by some degree by fear of the reaction of
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the Muslim masses and some influential circles in the Ottoman capital.
Butall of the Ottoman efforts to stop or limit the occupation were unsuc-
cessful. They only succeeded in persuading Austria-Hungary to conclude a
bilateral agreement through direct negotiation. The sultan retained formal
sovereignty over Bosnia and Hercegovina as well as some specific rights for
Bosnian Muslims and the country itself.

The British government, its representatives at the congress, and its am-
bassador in Constantinople and consular representatives in Bosnia helped
in the realization of the Austrian plan to gain this bordering Ottoman
province.” The Ottoman government and its representatives at the con-
gress wrongly expected help from the British but in the end learned that
Great Britain was the wrong horse to rely upon.” Lord Salisbury’s pro-
posal that Austria-Hungary should be entrusted with a mandate for the
occupation of Bosnia and Hercegovina was the end result of negotiations
between the two countries. The British foreign minister himself had given
Britain’s consent by a secret convention directly concluded with Count
Andrassy on June 6. In the Bosnian question Russia was bound by the
secret agreements of the Reichstadt and Budapest Convention, which
were reactivated after the change in the constellation of powers on the
international political scene and by achievement of the alliance of Vienna
and London. Germany gave its full backing; France consented in return
for a veto of any discussion of Egypt and Syria. Only Italy had some res-
ervations, but it was the weakest country in the concert and completely
isolated in this issue. Austria-Hungary could clearly obtain the approval
of the European powers for the annexation. But the Porte’s opposition
and the differing interests of Germans and Magyars in a complicated Dual
State system of Austria-Hungary led the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to
choose occupation rather than annexation and to exclude the sancak of
Novi Pazar from the arrangement. The Porte had to accept this decision
and agreed to occupation of Bosnia and Hercegovina without any time
limit.

At the beginning of July, Austrian consul-general Konrad Wassitsch
received news from Andréssy and forwarded it to the governor-general in
Bosnia that the European Congress had consented to the occupation of
Bosnia by Austria. Representatives of the people of Sarajevo telegraphed
the Porte on July 4 to inquire what course it intended to pursue but re-
ceived no answer. The population reacted very sharply: shops were closed,
and the Muslims all took up arms. They proceeded en masse, with some
Orthodox Christians, to the pasa and declared their intention to oppose
Austria. They besieged the barracks, liberated the military prisoners, and
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insisted on the immediate resignation and departure of the commander of
the troops, against whom they had already brought complaints. When the
Bosniak troops sided with the people, the situation in the town became
critical.

Constantinople sent a message that the question of an Austrian oc-
cupation of Bosnia had indeed been brought before Congress and that
the Porte was actually engaged in discussing the conditions of such an
occupation. This served as a pretext for an outburst of popular feelingand
a demonstration against the government, especially against the military
authorities. On Friday, July s, the bazaars and all the shops were closed
again; there was great excitement in the town, and all the Muslims were
armed. The only troops in the Sarajevo garrison were Bosniaks — the bat-
talion raised in the town and district of Sarajevo. They sided with the
people and refused to obey their ofhicers. Governor-general Mazhar Pasa,
Mustehsar Constant Paga, and a few other employees and notables had
arrived on the scene and endeavored to calm the people, but they could
not be persuaded to disperse.

On July 6 a deputation representing the Muslims, Orthodox Chris-
tians, Catholics, and Jews of Sarajevo brought Consul Freeman a request
to forward a telegram to the Berlin Congress protesting against any for-
eign occupation of the country but expressing their readiness to accept the
control of a mixed European Commission. This telegram was signed by
people ofall creeds and classes; but many have acknowledged, as Freeman
wrote, that they signed only under the influence of anxiety over the future.
Freeman gave his opinion that disturbances proved the absolute necessity
of a foreign occupation of the country to carry out reforms: the Ottoman
government “has so far lost its influence and prestige with the Mussulmans
of the province that they could only be kept in subjection by a large mili-
tary force.” Demonstrations against an Austrian occupation had occurred
at Mostar, Travnik, and other towns in the province. In Hercegovina the
people were mostly tranquil.”® Neither the demonstrations expressing the
feelings and wishes of Muslims and other Bosnian populations nor the
memorandum sent to the Berlin Congress by Orthodox rebels from Bos-
nia, asking for an annexation of the country to “Serbian principalities,”
had any influence on British Bosnian policy or the decisions of the Great
Powers in Berlin.””

Freeman assessed the conduct of the Ottoman authorities in Bosnia as
suspicious and wrote that “the Turkish Government was playinga double
game and exciting the people to make a show at least of resistance.” But
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Hafiz Paga assured Freeman that he had given instructions, as ordered by
the Porte, to all the commanders on the frontiers not to oppose the entry
of the Austrians by force. Freeman thought that two separate and oppos-
ing influences were at work in the country — “both however proceeding
from the Government.” He concluded his observation on the responsibil-
ity of the Ottoman authority if no opposition came “from the people of
this province either Mussulman or Christian, to an Austrian occupation,
if the Turkish Government acted loyally and abstained from intrigue and
instigation.””® In fact the attitude of the Ottoman authorities toward the
armed resistance to Austrian occupation was ambiguous.

As Kemal Karpat correctly concludes, “the upper echelon of the
Ottoman administration were sympathetic to the uprising but did not
support it openly. To do so would have been a violation of the Berlin
Treaty and would have entailed international relations.... The Sultan, de-
spite his formal denials, supported the uprising through secret communi-
cation with the Commander-in-chief and religious heads.””” The people in
Bosnia continued their preparations for resistance to the Austrian troops.
When Austrian military forces entered Bosnian territory on July 29, in-
tensive fighting started. The Austrians had to use between 82,000 and
300,000 soldiers, wage seventy-six battles, and spend eight days to break
the resistance of the Bosnian population.® These figures show clearly that
it was a broad popular movement. Except for a number of supporters of
the Austrian occupation (the majority of the Catholic population and
some members of the Muslim upper class), the majority of the Muslims,
Orthodox Christians, and, to some extent, Catholics and Jews of all classes
took part in the resistance. The population of the territory of present Bos-
nia and Hercegovina at that time consisted of about 400,000 Orthodox
Christians, 330,000 Muslims, 180,000 Catholics, and 10,000 others. The
resistance was the Bosnians’ response to the Treaty of Berlin.

The Berlin Congress made important decisions on the future of Bosnia
and Hercegovina, including independence and territorial concessions to
Serbia and Montenegro (Montenegrin territory more than doubled, in
great measure at the expense of a former Bosnian vilayer). An important
article of the agreement for the coming history of Bosnia and Hercegovina
and the Balkans was the retention of the sancak of Novi Pazar in the frame-
work of the Ottoman Empire, leaving Serbia and Montenegro separated.
Austria-Hungary got rights to garrison the sancak.”

The British representatives were very satisfied with the final epilogue
of the congress. As Lord Salisbury reported in the dispatch of July 13,
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“The policy which has received the sanction of the Congress of Berlin is
generally coincident with that which has been sustained by Her Majesty’s
Government since the Treaty of San Stefano was published, and which
was indicated in the circular of the 1 April.”* It is noteworthy that this
extensive dispatch, which pointed out that all goals of the British policy
had been realized after the Congress, did not mention Bosnia and Her-
cegovinaat all.*’

A long period in the history of Bosnia-Hercegovina under Ottoman
rule ended de facto with the Treaty of Berlin. Although the sultan’s sov-
ereignty over this part of Europe was maintained until October 1908, this
was mainly symbolic. The resistance of the Bosnian population against
Austro-Hungarian occupation and the establishment of the new adminis-
tration was initially fierce (but outside the topic of this paper). Because of
unsatisfactory developments on both the international and domestic po-
litical scene, Great Britain had one of the most important roles in this pro-
cess of change from sultan to kaiser and king, as part of the dénouement
of this part of the Eastern question. British policy was only a qualified
success, however, because it involved a significant departure from Britain’s
earlier objective of maintaining the territorial integrity of the Ottoman
Empire in the face of Russian expansion.

SUMMARY

British foreign policy regarding the status of Bosnia and Hercegovina
during the Eastern Crisis of 1875—78 went through two phases. The first
one started with the tumultuous uprisings in Bosnia and Bulgaria and
ended with the signing of the Peace Treaty of San Stefano; the second
one lasted from San Stefano until the Berlin Congress. The first stage was
characterized by staying on the course of guaranteeing the integrity of
the Ottoman Empire and keeping Bosnia and Hercegovina within that
empire, while in the second stage Britain agreed to the cession or appro-
priation of significant territories located on the margins of the Ottoman
Empire while safeguarding the status quo in Constantinople and the
Straits. The Congress of Berlin had a decisive impact on the history of
Bosnia and Hercegovina and its people, especially the Bosnian Muslims.
It was a turning point in the political, economic, and cultural life of Bos-
nia and Hercegovina, which entered into a new civilizational sphere. But
it also sowed the seeds for terrible carnage in the future along geopoliti-
cal and civilizational fault lines exacerbated by regional and international
powers.
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jinama, ed. Momir Stojkovi¢, 1:60; Seton-Watson, The Role 0fBo.vm'a, 22; Charles
Jelavich and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States, 148.
Seton-Watson, Britain in Europe, s23; Millman, Britain and the Eastern Question,
232-33.
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liamentary Papers showing diplomatic history of the war in Turkey from 1875 to
1878, 14—15; Seton-Watson, Britain in Europe, s2.4; Marian Kent, “Great Britain
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The Berlin Treaty, Bosnian Muslims,

and Nationalism

Aydin Babuna

INTRODUCTION

The Treaty of Berlin was the most important single document in the nine-
teenth century in tracing the frontiers of the Balkan countries. Romania,
Serbia, and Montenegro gained their independence in accordance with
the terms of the treaty, while Bulgaria became an autonomous principal-
ity. Another important consequence of the treaty was that the Austro-
Hungarian Empire was granted the right to occupy Bosnia-Hercegovina
even though these provinces would remain under the sovereignty of the
Ottoman Empire. This not only changed the political situation in these
provinces but also profoundly influenced the national development of
the Bosnian Muslims at the turn of the century. The complicated inter-
national status of Bosnia-Hercegovina was to exert an important influ-
ence on the political developments in the decades to come. The Bosnian
Muslims tried to return to the good old days as long as they thought that
such a move was possible.

During the Ottoman period the Bosnian Muslims constituted the up-
per class of Bosnian society and represented the state. After the occupation
of Bosnia-Hercegovina by the Catholic Austro-Hungarian Empire, the
Muslims were afraid that they might be treated by the new administration
on the same level as the kmets (tenants).” The Bosnian Muslims, who had
lived for centuries under the Muslim Ottoman Empire, also feared assimi-
lation. Though incidents of conversion from Islam to Christianity were
limited during the Austro-Hungarian period, they tended to gain ethnic
significance and were considered a threat to the very existence of the Mus-
lim community. One of these conversions in 1899 initiated a countrywide
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Muslim opposition movement against Austro-Hungarian rule. The wide
social impact of the conversion incidents at this time as compared with
previous periods shows that during the Austro-Hungarian era the Mus-
lims were undergoing a rapid ethnic development.’

After the occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina the Bosnian Muslims
lost first their political status and then, gradually, their economic and
social privileges. This led to an inevitable conflict between the Bosnian
Muslims and the cultural and religious values of the new administration.
Though the nationality policy of the Austro-Hungarian government was
based fundamentally on the Muslims, it could not prevent the emergence
of a Muslim opposition that would lead to the foundation of the first
Muslim political party in Bosnia-Hercegovina, Muslimanska Narodna
Organizacija (Muslim National Organization, MNO), in 1906. During
Austro-Hungarian rule the Bosnian Muslims came up with political de-
mands in the modern sense for the first time in history. This makes this
period particularly important for any analysis of the emergence of Bosnian
Muslim nationalism, because “nationalism is a political movement by defi-
nition.”* In contrast to the studies on the Austro-Hungarian period that
ignore the emergence of Bosnian Muslim nationalism,’ this paper explores
the place of Bosnian Muslim nationalism in the typology of nationalisms.
It shows the crucial importance of Ottoman documents and nationalism
theories for the analysis of the national development of the Bosnian Mus-
lims under Austro-Hungarian rule.®

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Various definitions of “nationalism” have been proposed. According to
Paul Brass, nationalism is not a product of relative deprivation or status
discrepancy but of the relative distribution of ethnic groups,” which com-
pete for important resources and opportunities as well as workplaces in
societies undergoing a process of social mobilization, industrialization,
and bureaucratization.® The process of nationality formation is composed
of two stages: transformation from ethnic group to community and from
community to nationality.’ Elite conflicts play a key role in both processes
of nationality formation, and the required conditions for both processes
are the same.'® Although nationalism emerges during the transformation
from community to nationality it may occur at any time, even in the first
stage of the mobilization of the ethnic groups."!

The transformation from ethnic group to community takes place in
modernizing or postindustrial societies undergoing drastic social changes.
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This process does not take place at all in some groups, however, while in
some other groups it occurs several times in different periods. Accord-
ing to Ernest Gellner, the nationalities of the Austro-Hungarian Empire
underwent this process in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.'” In
preindustrial and early modernizing societies four different kinds of elite
conflicts may take place: (1) between an alien conqueror and the local
aristocracy; (2) between the indigenous religious elite and the alien ar-
istocracy; (3) between the religious elites of rival ethnic groups; and (4)
between the religious elite and the indigenous aristocracy within an ethnic
group.”’

The elite conflicts that take place during the second stage of nation-
ality formation (from community to nationality) pave the way for the
emergence of a nationalist movement. These elite conflicts differ from
those of the previous stage (from ethnic group to community) in terms
of their magnitude and content and insofar as members of the elite now
also demand participation in the decision-making process concerning the
distribution of resources and jobs. These demands focus mainly on the
schools and the language of the group.”* One of the main characteristics
of the process of nationality formation is that the objective differences
between the ethnic groups gradually gain a subjective and symbolic con-
notation and turn into political demands. These symbols are used by the
elite groups to promote group identities and interests. Even though one
part of the elite may be profiting from the choice of the symbols to be
used, the symbols are basically shaped by the cultural heritage of the ethnic
groups.”’

The ability of effective political organizations to identify themselves
with the community as a whole and the treatment of the ethnic groups by
the governments were also important factors affecting the future of the
nationalist movements. The nationality policies of the governments may
shape the nationalist movements and the formation of the elites.'® These
policies may range from genocide to granting autonomy or the formation
of afederation. The division of labor and the distribution of the economic
resources among the ethnic groups and the linguistic policies constitute
two important instruments of the nationality policy of the governments."”

Brass’s study is mainly based on the movement of the Indian Muslims,
which paved the way for the establishment of Pakistan. He focuses on
the conflicts between the Muslim and Hindu elites on the one hand and
British rulers on the other, as well as on the manipulation of the religious
and cultural symbols through different elites. According to Brass, the re-
ligious elite used religion as a central symbol for the mobilization of many
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competing ethnic groups in the colonial territories. Language constituted
another important symbol in this process. The local aristocracy, which
cooperated with colonial rule, could also mobilize the ethnic group.18

THE TREATY OF BERLIN
AND THE OTTOMAN GOVERNMENT

In accordance with the Berlin treaty, Bosnia-Hercegovina was occupied by
the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1878. For the first time in its history the
Austro-Hungarian Empire had a compact Muslim community under its
rule.”” According to the census of 1885, 492,710 Muslims lived in Bosnia-
Hercegovina, representing 36.88 percent of the total population and form-
ing the second largest community in the province.** The occupation of
Bosnia-Hercegovina by a Catholic central European state with a powerful
bureaucracy led to changes in the Muslim community.* These changes
would be of great importance in the political and ethnic development of
the Bosnian Muslims.

The local population of Bosnia-Hercegovina offered a determined
resistance to the occupation of their country by the Austro-Hungarian
Empire. Only after a fierce conflict lasting more than two months did the
Austro-Hungarian troops succeed in occupying Bosnia-Hercegovina. The
Austro-Hungarian Army needed more than 150,000 troops to break the
resistance of the local movement.* The confirmation of the occupation of
Bosnia-Hercegovina by the Ottoman sultan through the Treaty of Berlin
had created a reaction in Bosnia-Hercegovina against the Ottoman gov-
ernment. Shortly before the occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina a commis-
sion was established in Sarajevo that would gradually be transformed into
an independent organization. This commission was in charge of the prepa-
rations of the paramilitary groups against the occupation. Even though
the commission was dominated by the Muslims, it also included Serbs as
well as some Croats and Jews. The cooperation between the Muslims and
the Serbs took place not only in Sarajevo but also in other cities such as
Banjaluka and Mostar.” It is possible to say that the occupation created
a certain sense of unity among Bosnian members of the resistance with
different religious backgrounds.

The Ottoman government wanted the resistance to be successful even
though it had acquired not only an anti—Austro-Hungarian but also an
anti-Ottoman character. Originally the Ottomans planned to delay the
occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina through diplomacy and to change the
Treaty of Berlin after the victory of the resistance.** Open support for
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the resistance would create problems for the Ottoman government at the
international level, however, so it preferred to offer covert support for the
resistance by secretly sending in troops and munitions.* Along with some
segments of the Serbian community, the Bosnian Muslims constituted
the core of the military resistance against the occupation, which shows
that by the late Ottoman period they had developed a strong patriotic
consciousness. The Muslim fighters were peasants, urban craftsmen, some
landowners, and former prisoners who had been released before the occu-
pation.”® The majority of the landowners preferred to keep their distance
from the resistance. The Muslims of the lower class from the cities and the
countryside provided the fiercest resistance, while the educated Muslims
and notables were more hesitant.”” During the resistance some Ottoman
bureaucrats who stayed in Sarajevo were forced to wear Bosnian clothes,*®
which shows that the resistance was more than a mere self-defense of the
local population against the occupation.

After the occupation different waves of migration took place in Bos-
nian society. The Bosnian Muslim community was most greatly influenced
by these migration trends. The majority of the Serbian migrants chose Ser-
bia as their destination, while the overwhelming majority of the Bosnian
Muslim migrants preferred different parts of the Ottoman Empire. After
1902 a small number of Bosnian migrants would also leave for America.”’
The Muslims, who in 1885 constituted 36.88 percent of the total popula-
tion, were reduced to 32.25 percent in 1910, while the Serbs rose from 4276
percent to 43.49 percent and the Catholics from 19.89 percent to 22.87
percent in the same period.*® According to the 1906 report of the Landes-
1‘egierung,31 the migration was originally confined to former Ottoman
officials, bureaucrats, and a few notables.’* But the introduction of a new
military law (Wehrgesetz) in 1881 caused a massive migration among the
Bosnian Muslims, which was to continue until 1883. Middle-class Muslims
in particular were opposed to the idea of Muslims serving in the army of
a non-Muslim state.” The new military law extending compulsory mili-
tary service to non-Muslims constituted the main reason for the uprising
against the Landesregierung in 1882.>* The Serbs from Hercegovina, who
had been exempt from military service during the Ottoman period, of-
fered a particularly fierce resistance to this new law.”> The unsuccessful
uprising of 1882, in which some of the Muslims took part, was a contribut-
ing factor in the migration of the Muslims.*

After a relatively stable period between 1883 and 1898 the number of
the migrants increased in 1899 and reached its climax in 1900. Though
measures taken by the Landesregierung in 1901 controlled this new wave
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of migration, the annexation of Bosnia-Hercegovina in 1908 would
cause another wave of migration.”” No exact figure is available for the
number of Muslim migrants who left Bosnia-Hercegovina during the
Austro-Hungarian period, but according to some estimates it was at
most 150,000.”* Bosnian Muslims were worried by the constant decline
in the percentage of Bosnian Muslims in the total population of Bosnia-
Hercegovina during the Austro-Hungarian period.”

The reasons behind the migration of the Bosnian Muslims were not
only political and religious but also economic. In 1891 the Landesregier-
ung started to keep statistics on the migrants based on their ages and pro-
fessions. The migrants between 1891 and 18977 were composed of members
of the following social classes:

Agriculture (including landowners): 3,764 (71.27 percent);

Artisans: ss5 (10.50 percent);

Workers and day labourers: 395 (7.48 percent);

Traders: 280 (5.30 percent);

Private jobs: 118 (2.23 percent);

Others: 170 (3.22 percent).*’

These data show that all the social segments of the Bosnian commu-
nity, but particularly the peasants, were involved in the emigration. In
the following years (1903 to 1906) the free Muslim peasants continued
to constitute the overwhelming majority of the migrants.” The second
largest group after the peasants was the artisans. In addition to the impov-
erished peasants the small artisans who constituted the majority of the
urban population also had difficulties under the new economic condi-
tions, with the local artisans unable to compete with the products com-
ing from the Austro-Hungarian Empire.* Prices in Bosnia-Hercegovina
had increased dramatically after the occupation, while the prices of the
products of the local artisans were in decline. Moreover, their best custom-
ers, the Ottoman officials, had left Bosnia. Some of the landowners who
had received credits after the occupation faced difficulties in paying them
back. These landowners either increased their pressure on their kzzets or
sold their lands and migrated to Turkey to start a new life there.” Finally,
the encouraging attitude of some Ottoman officials and some circles in
Bosnia also contributed to the migration from Bosnia.**

Interestingly enough, both the Ottoman Empire and the Austro-
Hungarian Empire accused each other of provoking the migration of
the Muslims. Though the Landesregierung had encouraged the migra-

tion of the Muslims in the early postoccupation years in order to create
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room for the new colonists, it tried to stop migration after 1883." The
increasing migration of the Muslims upset the demographic balance in
Bosnia-Hercegovina in favor of the Serbs, which could pose a threat to
the existence of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in the Balkans.*® Accord-
ing to the Landesregierung, one of the main reasons for the migration
was the transition in Bosnia-Hercegovina from a natural economy to a
money-oriented economy.”” The Landesregierung was proud that Bosnia-
Hercegovina did not witness a large-scale migration, as was the case in
different parts of the Balkans abandoned by the Ottomans.*® Conversely,
the Bosnian Muslims were aware that the Landesregierung had provided
them with greater security than any Serbian-Montenegrin or Croatian
rule could have done at that time in the Balkans.*

The Ottoman government followed an ambivalent policy with regard
to Bosnian Muslim migration from Bosnia-Hercegovina. On the one
hand, it felt itself obliged to give help to the Bosnian migrants for religious
and humanitarian reasons, but, on the other, it was opposed to the Muslim
migration for political and strategic reasons.>® Even though the Ottoman
government was strongly opposed to the migration of the Muslims im-
mediately after the occupation,™ this issue constituted a subject of con-
troversy between the Bosnian and Ottoman #/ema (high-ranking clerics)
and bureaucrats in the years to come. In the end, the strategic interests
of the empire gained the upper hand; by the beginning of the twentieth
century the Ottoman government was trying to discourage Muslim mi-
gration from Bosnia-Hercegovina. The 1901 report of the Ottoman coun-
cil in Ragusa (Dubrovnik) analyzing the demographic developments in
Bosnia-Hercegovina offered some suggestions, including prohibiting the
migration of the Bosnian Muslims.”” This report seems to have shaped
Ottoman migration policy.”” But the Ottoman Empire continued to help
the Muslim migrants from Bosnia, who were allowed to settle in different
parts of the empire.**

THE POLITICAL STRUCTURE

The Austro-Hungarian Empire treated Bosnia-Hercegovina as a colony.”
After its occupation Bosnia-Hercegovina was placed temporarily under
the direct control of the monarch.>® But the country was ruled for thirty
years after its occupation as a sort of no-man’s-land. Even after the an-
nexation of 1908 the country belonged neither to Austria nor to Hungary.
Bosnia-Hercegovina had no parliament until 1910 and had no representa-
tive in either the Reichstagin Vienna or the parliament in Budapest.”” After
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1890 fifty-four agrarian colonies were established in Bosnia-Hercegovina,
in which approximately ten thousand foreigners were settled. Though the
majority of them had Slavic roots, the settlement of foreigners contributed
to the Bosnian Muslims’ perception of the Landesregierung as constitut-
ing colonial rule. The constantly increasing number of the foreigners dur-
ing the Austro-Hungarian rule worried the local people.*® Finally, German
and Austrian rhetoric concerning Bosnia-Hercegovina shows that Ger-
man and Austrian public opinion also considered it a kind of colony.”

The complicated international status of Bosnia-Hercegovina after
the Treaty of Berlin was of great importance in political developments.
According to the treaty, the occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina by the
Austro-Hungarian Empire was only temporary and the country still re-
mained under the sovereignty of the Ottoman Empire. The Yenipazar
Convention signed between the two states in 1879 not only confirmed
Ottoman sovereignty in Bosnia-Hercegovina but also regulated the rights
of the Bosnian Muslims. In accordance with this convention the Muslims
were free in the practice of their religion and in their relations with their
religious leaders. Properly qualified Ottoman officials would remain in
their posts; in the case of replacements, the new officials preferably were
to be appointed from among the local people.®® Ottoman officials encour-
aged the Bosnian Muslims to be watchdogs of the provisions of the Yeni-
pazar Convention.' In the years to come this convention was to provide
a suitable basis for the political demands of the Bosnian Muslims.

The political flexibility of the Landesregierung and the dualist struc-
ture of the monarchy are other factors that had an important impact on
the course of the Muslim opposition. The rivalry between the two parts
of the Dual Monarchy over Bosnia-Hercegovina encouraged the Mus-
lim elite to become more active politically. Though the joint minister of
finance (Gemeinsame Finanzminister) controlled executive, legislative,
and judiciary powers, the variety of the political organizations in the
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy allowed the Bosnian Muslims to follow al-
ternative policies. Different Muslim commissions turned not only to the
Landesregierung in Sarajevo but also to the Joint Ministry of Finance in
Vienna, the Austro-Hungarian delegations, and even the emperor himself
to submit their petitions.®* Even though many of these attempts brought
no concrete results, the variety of the political organizations encouraged
the Muslims to fight for their rights through legal means and reduced the
political tension in the country.®’

During the Austro-Hungarian period the Ottoman Empire was not
only a destination for the Muslim migrants, as noted by many authors,**
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but also one of the players in the political developments in Bosnia-
Hercegovina. The occupation had cut the close relations that had been
sustained for centuries between the Bosnian Muslims and the Ottoman
Empire. But the former official relations were now replaced by unofh-
cial and sometimes secret links, many of which had the character of a
“personal network.”® The Bosnian Muslim migrants and the relatives of
the Muslim elite in Istanbul as well as some officials of Bosnian Muslim
origin at the Ottoman court were important members of these personal
networks. Some Muslims, such as Ali Efendi Dzabi¢, the former mufti
(higher clergyman) of Mostar, were directly in touch with the Ottoman
government.®®

During the Austro-Hungarian period the Ottoman sultan still enjoyed
considerable prestige among the Bosnian Muslims, who opposed the
Landesregierung as long as they nourished hopes of restoring the former
order and regaining their previous privileges.” In this context the pan-
Islamic policy followed by the Ottoman sultan and the relations between
the Muslims and Istanbul played a very important role in the national and
political development of the Bosnian Muslims.*® Ottoman documents
show that the pan-Islamic policy was a key element as an external factor
in the spread of the Muslim opposition movement to different parts of the
country.”’ But the annexation of Bosnia-Hercegovina in 1908 and the rec-
ognition of the religious autonomy of the Bosnian Muslims by the Landes-
regierung in 1909 would bring the Muslim movement to a standstill.

MODERNIZATION AND THE BOSNIAN MUSLIMS

Though Omer Paga and Osman Pasa carried out some important reforms
in the late Ottoman period it was the appointment of Benjamin Kallay
as the joint finance minister on June 4, 1882, that marked the beginning
of industrialization in Bosnia—Hcrcegovina.70 According to Kéllay, the
improvement of the economic conditions of Bosnia-Hercegovina would
be the best way to oppose the idea of the unity of the South Slavs and
to keep these provinces under the Austro-Hungarian rule.”* Almost all
the industry of the country and the new financial and transportation
networks were established under him.”” Timber production boomed
in Bosnia-Hercegovina and came to challenge Austrian timber exports,
while the Bosnian iron industry led to rivalry with Hungary.” The Austro-
Hungarian period also witnessed the introduction of telephone, postal,
and telegraph networks in the Bosnian cities.” Despite these achieve-
ments Bosnia and Hercegovina still remained one of the least developed
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parts of the Dual Monarchy. Moreover, the Austro-Hungarian govern-
ment avoided any radical solution for the agrarian problem and followed
a conservative policy.”

One of the main features of the Austro-Hungarian period was the
introduction of capitalism into Bosnia-Hercegovina. Muslim craftsmen
and artisans dominated local trade as the most traditional social class
in the city population. After the occupation, however, their products
could not compete with better and cheaper products imported from the
monarchy. Sectors dominated by the Muslims, such as the production of
leather, shoes, knives, swords, and some other weapons, lost their former
importance after the occupation.” The increasing communication be-
tween Bosnia-Hercegovina and Austria-Hungary and the emergence of
new economic sectors worsened the situation of the Bosnian Muslims.
The outdated guild system was an obstacle to the emergence of Muslim
entrepreneurs and also contributed to their economic decline.””

The Muslims were the group that suffered most under the chang-
ing economic conditions. The majority of the Serbian artisans were also
traders and thus were in a relatively advantageous situation, while the lack
of capital prevented the Muslim artisans from becominginvolved in trade
beyond their provincial borders.” Despite their difficulties in adjusting
themselves to the new economic conditions,” the majority of the Bosnian
Muslims were unable to change their traditional economic activities.*
The newly emerging Muslim bourgeoisie was not strong enough to take
the lead in the national development of the Bosnian Muslims during this
transformation process. Even though there were some Muslim entrepre-
neurs, they could not exert as much influence on the Muslim opposition as
their Serbian counterparts were able to exert on the Serbian opposition.*

Centralization was one of the main characteristics of the Landes-
regierung. The Austro-Hungarian bureaucracy was more extensive and
stronger than the previous Ottoman bureaucracy.*” Kallay had reserva-
tions about the compatibility of Islam with