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THIS BRIEF HISTORY aspires to caver a period of almost one-and-a-half cen-
turies, during which enormous changes took place over a vast geographic
area. As if this were not ambitious enough, the need to place the events of
1798-1518 in context requires a description of Ottoman reality in the late
eighteenth century by way of background, as well as some discussion of the
legacy bequeathed by the late Ottoman Empire to the new nation-states
that emerged on its ruins. The compression of so much history into a con-
cise book natuarally necessitates certain choices and omissions, as well as
the privileging of trends and analyses over facts and figures. The general
nature of this work thus precludes a thorough discussion of any particular
issue or field. Specialists—whether of cultural, diplomatic, intellectual, lit-
erary, military, political, social, or economic history—may thus be some-
what disappointed with the result. But they may find some compensation in
the attempt to integrate the advances made in multiple subfields into a gen-
eral framework that offers a new approach to the study of late Ottfoman
history.

There is also a more ideological problem. The usual human fatlure to take
account of historical contingeney has been reinforced by prevalent nation-
alist narratives in the Qtoman successor states, producing a conception
of late Ottoman history that is exceedingly tefeological. It is often assumed
that the emergence of the Republic of Turkey in Anatolia, and of the neigh-
boring nation-states in the surrounding territories of the disintegrated Ot-
toman polity, was the inevitable and predictable result of the decline of a
sprawling maltinational empire. This retrospective approach to late Otto-
man history has become, it seems to me, a major obstacle to viewing the
period as it really was. In particulaz, it distorts key historical processes by
pulling them out of their historical context and placing them in a contrived
chain of events leading up to the familiar post-imperial workd. The point is
not to deny the significance of the link between the successor nation-states—
especially Turkey—and their Otloman past; on the contrary, retrieving the
historical roots of modern phenomena s a vital and worthy undertaking.
Bui the atternpt to frame late Ottoman hisiory in a narrative of imperial
collapse to the relentless drumbeat of the march of progress—usually
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associated with Westernization, nationalism, and secularization—prevents
a dlear understanding of the developments in question. Rectifying this error
is a major goal of this book,

An illustration may help clarify this point. Any deep, evocative under-
standing of Turkish Republican ideology necessarily entails retrieving its
intellectual progenitors of the late Otioman period. But a nuanced, contex-
tualized examination of the ideological debates of late Ottoman times should
avoid projecting this later historical reality of a struggle between revolu-
tionary secularists and religious conservatives onto an earlier, altogether
different one. Nor will it do to simplify historical reality by depicting two
imaginary camps upholding the contending banners of scientific progress
and religious obscurantism—as is too often the case with modern commen-
tators blinded by the medern Republican reality. The importance of a work
like The Genesis of Young Otfoman Thought," in this context, is the correc-
tive insight that the Young Ottomans were not secularist opponents of reli-
gious obscurantism, forming a link in the chain leading to secular republi-
canisrn; rather, they were the proponents of a uniquely Islamic critique of
the new Ottoman order of the 1860s.

Thus, in order to locate the origins of modern Turkish official ideology in
Jate Otioman history, I have first tried to provide an account of late Otto-
man history that does not assign it a teleological mission. More generally, 1
have avoided the fashionable but misleading tendency to see late Ottoman
history primarily in terms of a struggle between competing ideologies. Al-
though one of the tasks I have set myself has been to fill one of the more glar-
ing lacunae in the study of the late Ottoman period—intellectual history—1
conclude that the ideas debated did not, in the final analysis, serve as the
engines of historical change. A contextual analysis of the most important
historical developments of the period places a premium not on ideologies
as the driving force of history, but on the oppressive weight of circum-
stances, which inhibited the freedom of realistic policy makers who sought
10 innovate. For example, if we are to explain the Islamist policies adopted
by the staunch secularists of the Committee of Union and Progress (here-
after CUP), we must first recognize that such contradictions exist (which is
impossible from the Republican perspective), and then look to structural
realities—like the increasing proportion of Muslim citizens in the empire
that the CUP leadership inherited from its plous predecessor—to help us
explain them. Likewise, if we are to make sense of the modernizing policies
of Abdiithamid II, we must first avoid the trap of associating his rale with
backward religiosity, and then look to imperial parallels in Furope, inter
alia, to understand his reaction to the challenges of the day.

*Serif Mardin, The Genesis of Young Otioman Thought: A Study in the Modernization of
Taurkish Political Ideas (Princetom: Princeton University Press, 1962).
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My narrative emphasizes historical trends and processes more than sin-
gle events, placing them within an analytical framework with four principal
dimensions: the persistent imperial ambition to centralize, the shifting
socioeconomic context, the key challenge of forging an Ottoman response
to modernity, and the need to integrate Ottoman history into world history.
Let me take each of these in turn.

First, where the nationalist narrative porirays the struggle of an oppressed
people to liberate themselves from the Turkish yoke, I introduce a para-
digm of struggle between the imperial drive to centralize and a variety of
cenirifugal forces, As the imperial center took advantage of the possibilities
afforded by modern technelogy to launch an ambitious atternpt to central-
ize and modernize the mechanisms of control over the loosely held periph-
ery, nationalist movements, the aspirations of local rulers, and internatio-
nal encroachments exerted an ever-stronger pull in the other direction.
Seen in this light, nationalism provided a powerful new ideological frame-
work for the mobilization of the masses in the perpetuation of an older and
more fundamental struggle between center and periphery.

Second, the struggle between center and periphery involved a wholesale
transformation of the old order of the empire. Administrative reform en-
tailed radical changes to economic relations, to Ottoman culture, and to the
fabric of society. Thus, I have found it necessary to treat social, cultural, and
economic developments within this larger context, and not as phenomena
occurring in a vacuum. As with the question of ideas, here, too, T have
avoided the tendency to ascribe historical developments to a single sociaf or
economic cause. Just as, for example, it is unhelpful to seek the origins of
the Young Turk Revolution in the rise in inflation, it is equally misleading
to ascribe opposition to the printing press to “religious fanaticism” alone,
while ignoring the sociceconomic basis of this opposition among thou-
sands of individuals who made a living from manuscript production. His-
torical developments in the late Ottoman period did not stem from simple
economic, social, or cultural reasons, but were affected by all three.

Third, instead of the worn-out paradigms of modernization and West-
ernization, I have tried to write in terms of the Ottoman response to chal-
lenges brought on by the onset of modernity. The Ottoman state was not
unique in adapting to modernity, though its task was perhaps more arduous
than that of European states, if only because modernity was initially 2 Earo-
pean phenomenon (although a uniquely Ottoman version of modernity
had emerged, arguably, by the late nineteenth century). Similar challenges
confronted European contemporaries and provoked similar responses, of
which the Ottoman establishment was not unaware. More important, ana-
lyzing societal transformation as the response of state and society to exter-
nal challenge once again helps us avoid seeing change as driven by an ideol-
ogy of modernization. This is not to deny that over time the concepts of
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modernization and Westernization became slogans in their own right. But
it is to assert that the siraplistic picture of an uncompromising hostility to
modernity confronting enthusiastic support for its wholesale adoption
across an unbridgeable divide is to a large extent a fiction. The similarities
between Young Ottoman constitutionalism, rooted as it was in Islamic
principles, and later Young Turk constitutionalism, grounded in an in-
tensely secular outlook, are greater than many would care to admit. Simi-
larly, the “pious Caliph” Abdiilhamid II's responses to the challenge of mo-
dernity did not differ significantly from those of his grandfather Mahmud TT,
nicknamed the “infidel sultan” by devout Muslims ever since. Westerniza-
tion, f00, was not just a matter of importation. Rather, it was a complex
process of acculturation, in which Western ideas, manners, and institutions
were selectively adopted, and evolved into different forms set in a different
context.

Fourth, ] have attempted to portray Ottoman history as an integral part
of the larger histories of Europe and the world. Integrating Ottoman
history into world history does not mean situating it in grandiose theoreti-
cal frameworks, such as the “World Systems theory” or reducing it to a
matter of trade statistics. It does, however, involve the reintroduction of a
long-neglected, now out-of-fashion area of study: diplomatic history. After
the Congress of Vienna in 1815, the Ottoman Empire became fully inte-
grated into the struggle for power in Europe. This makes late Ottoman his-
tory incomprehensible in isolation from European history. The story of
European colonialism, of Anglo-Russian strategic rivalry, of the Austrian
quest for stability—all hold vital keys to understanding Ottoman policy in
the nineteenth century. Viewing Ottoman foreign policy through the lens
of the centralization paradigm outlined above restores relations between
the Ottoman government and the Great Powers of Europe to the propor-
tions they held in the perspective of contemporary statesmen. It highlights
the tension between the European wish to see a weak Ottoman entity sub-
divided into antonomous zones open to European commerce and influ-
ence on the one hand, and the Qttoman center’s wish to extend the area
under its direct control on the other. Moreover, to understand the finak col-
lapse of the empire in the twentieth century, one must also fook abroad.
After all, it was not the internal dynamics of the empire but the new inter-
national order brought about by the Great War that sounded the death
knell of the “Sick Man of Europe” Although the Otioman state lacked the
innate power to transform itself into a new kind of empire, more suited to
the modern age—as was the case for a while in the neighboring Soviet
Union—its leaders might have prolonged the life of the empire considerably
had they opted for armed newtrality in 1914.

Finally, a word on sources. The dearth of local sources that might aid in
the reconstruction of late Ottoman history from the vantage point of the
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periphery compels the student to accept the well-preserved records of the
ceniral bureaucracy. The best one can do to avoid the obvious pitfalls of
reliance on such evidence is to treat imperial documents not as reliable mir-
rors of events on the ground but as filtered interpretations of them. The
general nature of this study has necessarily reinforced this emphasis on the
state, its agencies, and its communities—rather than on the individual. Stiil,
1 have tried where possible to present the average person’s view of the sweep-
ing changes under way around him or her, however briefly.

Despite the general nature of the study, I have found it valuable fo incor-
porate material from original archival sources in conjunction with histories
and treatises produced during the Jate Ottoman period. Although the book
in no way pretends to revolutionize the field with new archival discoveries,
this approach, it is hoped, will enrich the reader’s perspective on late Otto-
man history. [ have also drawn on major monographs devoted to various
aspects of late Ottoman history, while staying away from extensive consul-
tation of general studies of the period, so as to avoid producing a mere sum-
mary of these secondary works. Finally, while refraining from turning the
text into a series of statistics and tables, T have tried to provide a measure of
quantitative information to amplify the central themes of this narrative.




From Revolution to Imperial Collapse:
The Longest Decade of the Late
Ottoman Empire

Trr Youne Turk Revolution overthrew the Hamidian regime under the
banner of “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity, and Justice.” In its place, the revolu-
tionaries promised a constitutional monarchy founded on the rule of law.
They envisioned a patliamentary democracy headed by a responsible gov-
ernment and administered by a meritocratic bureaucracy. They expected
political parties to replace age-old institutions, such as notable houses
and religious orders, as the principal medium of political participation.
They stood for a new fraternal Ottoman identity, united against European
intervention in the affairs of the empire. They spoke of a free press, and of
virtuatly unlimited individual liberties, Very little of this came to pass.

It was not that the revolution manqué produced no change—it set in
motion radical transformations in many fields—but rather that the changes
it brought about, like those of most revolutions, differed markedly from the
expectations of its true believers. The 1908 Revolution was unprecedented
in three respects. For one, its heroes were conservatives, who viewed their
essential task as conservation and survival. Somewhat hastily labeled “lib-
erals” by sanguine Europeans, the CUP leaders viewed themselves primar-
ily as saviors of the empire. Second, its aim was accordingly not destruction
but restoration. Unlile the French revolutionaries of 1789, the CUP leaders
did not destroy an ancien régime in order to build a new one in its stead;
unlike the Iranian revolutionaries of 1905-1906, they did not replace an
absolutist monarch with a novel constitutional regime; nor could they even
take credit for inaugurating a brand new consultative body, such as the
Russian Gosudarstvennaia Duma that emerged from the 1905 Revolu-
tion. Formally, the conservative leaders of the CUP brought about a resto-
ration of the constitutional sultanate established in 1876 and subsequently
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Frauzz 16. Elections of 1908, Crowds carrying ballot boxes to counting centers.
Resimli Kitab 1/4 (December 1908), p. 384.

suspended in practice. Third, the Young Turk Revolution resulted in the
gradual emergence of a radically new type of regime that was to become
frighteningly familiar in the twentieth century: one-party rule. The CUP
retained the sultan, but reduced his stature. It reintroduced the parliament,
but kept it under tight control. In the palace, in the bureaucracy, and within
the military, it was the Committee that, working from behind the scenes
through the existing institutions of government, came to pull the levers of
imperial power.

To fulfill the revolutionary pledge to “restore” parliamentary rule, the
CUP instructed the transitional government to schedule the elections
promised by the sultan in his capitulatory decree. These elections, held in
November-December 1908, were remarkably fair; indeed, they may be
considered the first and last true elections of this peried. In principle, all
tax-paying males over the age of twenty-five were eligible to vote. A mini-
mum age of thirty and knowledge of the Turkish language were required of
deputies. Every 500 voters in a given district elected a representative to an
electoral college, selecting him from a list of candidates drawn up by mu-
nicipal administrators. Each 50,000 electors selected one of their own to be
sent to the Chamber of Deputies.! The number of deputies in the chamber
fluctuated according to changes in the size of the population; the parliament

" Diistt; 1171 (Istarbul, 1329 [1911]), pp. 186
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Ficure 17. Ottoman deputies 1908 (province/electoral district). a. Deputy Speaker
of the Chamber of Deputies, Mehmed Talit Bey (later pasha, grand vizier)
(Edirne/Edirne). b. Nesim Mazliyah (Aydin/Izmir). ¢. Sulaymin al-Bustani (later
senator) (Beirut/Beirut). d. Es‘ad Pasha Toptani (Scutari in Albaniz/Durazzo). e.
Muhammad Malkhafi (Yemen/San'a), f. Grigor Zéhreb (Istanbul). Resimii Kitab
2/1 (July 23, 1909), pp. 984, 986-7, 992, 1002, 1007.

of 1908 had 275 deputies, that of 1912, 278, and the one following the 1914
elections, only 255.

The major bone of contention between the CUP and the various ethno-
national communities was the method of representation. Many nationalist
organizations, with the Greeks in the forefront, vigorously protested the
system of universal representation, maintaining that it would work to the
disadvantage of minorities and give Muslims, and especially Tarks, dispro-
portionate representation. They demanded quotas for ethno-religions
groups,® and even threatened to boycott the elections. Tn the event, deputies
of Turkish origin obtained half of the seats in the parliament, while other
Cttoman communities received fair proportional representation despite
the absence of quotas.

**Rumlann Programy,” Sabak, September 2, 1908.
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Election day itself was celebrated in a carnival atmosphere; huge crowds
escorted ballot boxes to the counting centers bearing flags and placards.
The CUP’s immense popularity in the wake of the revolution, and its un-
touchable position as a comité de salut public, virtually guaranteed a land-
slide victory. Still, the free nature of the elections introduced into the cham-
ber many independent-minded deputies, who later formed the core of the
opposition to the CUP. This was a lesson the CUP never forgot.

Whatever liberal affinities the CUP leaders harbored prior to and im-
mediately following the revolution quickly gave way to authoritarian ten-
dencies. Ensuring the survival of the empire in the face of internal and exter-
nal predators, they felt, necessitated and therefore justified strong measures,
including the restriction of fundamental liberties. In any case, it was per-
haps inevitable that a conspiratorial committee that had carried out a revo-
lution through the exercise of raw power should seek to dominate the post-
revolutionary political playing field, as Jamil "Abd al-Nisir's Free Officers
showed almost half a century later in Egypt. If the anarchic aftermath of the
revolution was one development that diminished the CUP’s appetite for
liberalism, concern over the cutcome of the elections was another.

Although the CUP enjoyed a majority in the first Chamber of Deputies
and successfully kept the government on a short leash, its hold on power was
far from absolute. As the novelty of the revolution began to wear off, op-
position emerged. There were liberals who complained of the CUP’s heavy-
handed rule; bureaucrats, led by Mehmed Kamil Pasha, who still dreamed
of restoring the supremacy of the Sublime Porte; nationalist and proto-na-
tionalist societies that took issue with the CUP’s narrow definition of Ot-
tomanism; local groups frustrated at the increasing centralization of power
and the revocation of privileges granted under the old regime; Islamists
critical of the secular attributes of the new regime; and socialists who took
issue with its socioeconomic policies. From very early on, the CUP faced
repeated demands by political opponents that it relinquish its elusive and
untouchable status at the pinnacle of power. The insistence of the Central
Committee on wielding power from the shadows provoked outcries both
from opportunist opponents and from genuine proponents of liberalism,
Specific complaints centered on the claims of the Committee to special sta-
tus as savior of the fatherland and the numerous prerogatives it exercised,
ranging from the right to send telegrams free of charge to its habit of by-
passing official channels to offer guidance to central and Jocal governmenis.

The emergence of oppuosition confronted the CUP with a dilemma, for
they could not squash it without betraying the ideals of the revolution. But
to accepi opposition as a fact of life threatened to undermine their hold on
power. As a solution to this conundrum, the CUP, soon after the revolution,
atternpted to absorb or co-opt rival organizations. Some, like Sabahaddin
Bey's League of Private Initiative and Decentralization, were faisely declared




154 Chapter Six

to have voluntarily merged with the CUP? professional associations, like
the merchants' unions, were subsumed under the CUP organizational
frameworl;* CUP sections were created to cater to key interest groups like
women® or the ulema;* and various nationalist organizations were targeted
for co-option.”

But such measures could not completely stifle dissent. Many organiza-
tions, especially those representing various nationalist groups, refused to
play along with the CUP. They sought to maintain their independence and
contested CUP hegemony. Faced with the impossibility of eliminating op-
position through persuasion, the CUP leaders resigned themselves—much
like the sultan, whose efforts to dissolve the CUP and all political organiza-
tions in the aftermath of the revolution met with rejection®—to the exis-
tence of independent organizations, including rival political parties, New
parties began to emerge soon after the revolution, covering the entire range
of the political spectrum. Among these were the religious-conservative
Mohammedan Union Party, the center-left Democratic Party, the Liberal
Party, and the Moderate Freedom-Lovers Party. However, none of these
parties was strong encugh to mount an independent challenge to the CUF,
and they accordingly tended to coalesce in heterogeneous opposition blocs.
The inescapable fact of one-party rule within an ostensibly multiparty sys-
tem produced tensions that tore apart the fragile fabric of parliamentary
democracy. Relations between the CUP and the opposition began to follow
a pattern: of oppression and conspiracy. In fact, during the entire Second
Constitutional Period, not once was power transferred peaceably. And for
much of it, power was not really transferred at all

In April 1909, an improbable combinatien of old regime supporters, Is-
lamists, liberals, and non-Turkish nationalists, exploiting tensions in the
armed forces provoked by CUP-led purges of the sultan’s army, came to-
gether in support of a military uprising in the capital. The CUP reacted swiftly
and decisively, organizing an "Action Army” composed of military units
and volunteers to march on the capital from Macedonia and restore order.

The challenges mounted against the CUP between the Revolution and
April 1909 prompted its leaders to crack down on pelitical opposition as such.
Prevailing upon a reluctant parliament, they pushed through a series of
controversial measures designed to curtail fundamental liberties that posed

*“Csman Ittihad ve Teraklj Cemiyeti Merkezinden,” Sabah, August 23, 1908.

*“Ittihad ve Terakki Cemiyetinin {timadnimesi’ Sabak, September 4, 1908.

*Emine Semiye, “fsmet Hakka Hamumefendiyle Bir Hasbihal? fkdam, August 29, 1908.

& Takvim-i Vekayi', no. 3571 {June 10, 1335 [1919]), p. 133.

“|Ahmed Cemel], Cemal Pase Hatrats, 1913-1922 (Tstanbul: Ahmed Thsan ve Siirekést,
1339 [1922]), pp. 246-7.

#Grand vizier’ office to the inspector general in Salonica, [July 24, 1908]/no. 1012, BOA-
BEO/Sifre Telgrafnime, 981-61/15,
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Ficure 18. The Action Army in Istanbul, April 24, 1909. Resimli Kitab 2/9 (June
1903), p. 939.

a threat to CUP domination. To restore order and put a stop to political dem-
onstrations, they imposed martial law, a tool used with increasing regular-
ity in later years. To halt labor disobedience, they drafted the heavy-handed
Law of Strikes, which banned strikes in ali public services and dissolved the
labor unions in this sector.” To stifle dissent, they issued the Press Law,
which restricted freedom of the press.

But opposition continuned. In November 1911, elements as diverse as
ulema and non-Muslim liberals came together to form a new umbrella
party, the Liberal Entente. Its formation was a watershed. Not only did the
party pose the first serious democratic challenge to CUP rule; from this
point on politics became a bipolar struggle, as even parties and nationalist
clubs that did not join the Liberal Entente backed it as the major political
vehicle for opposition to the CUP. Within twenty days of its formation, ta
everyones amazement, the Liberal Entente won a significant victory in a
by-election held in the capital. Many provincial representatives elected on
the CUP ticket saw which way the wind was blowing and submitted their
resignations o the Committee. To stem the tide, the CUP engineered snap
general elections, held between February and April 1912, Determined
to avoid a repetition of the experience of 1908-1912, it adopted new

*The ban on strikes began with a temporary law on September 8, 1908 and, after minor
adaptations, became regular law on August 9, 1909. See Diistr, II/1, pp. 88-90; and 433-6.
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measures to control these elections (nicknamed, for this reason, “The Elec-
tions with the Stick™). These included direct intervention in the campaign
process, arrest of political opponents, banning of opposition meetings,
shutdown of opposition newspapers, use of government resources to sup-
port CUP candidates, and finally, corruption of the ballot-counting process.
CUP intervention was almost certainly responsible for the crushing defeat
of the opposition, which managed to retain a mere six seats in the 278-seat
Chamber of Deputies.

Frustrated yet again by CUP control of the democratic process, the dis-
sidents, supported by a clandestine organization of army officers opposed
to the CUP, resorted ence more to force. In an echo of 1908, they capitalized
on a nationalist uprising in Albania to induce various Albanian command-
ers in the Ottoman military to mutiny in July 1912. This provoked a major
cabinet crisis, in the course of which first the recalcitrant minister of war
and then the entire CUP-backed government resigned only one day after
receiving their inaugural vote of confidence. The opposition then formed a
new government under the leadership of the decorated war hero Gazi
Abmed Muhtar Pasha, and proceeded to dissolve the Chamber of Deputies,
thereby nullifying the election’s results.

In effect, the putsch of July 1912 marked the end of the Ottoman parlia-
mentary experiment. Significantly, the CUP was not the organization re-
sponsible for its termination. The Chamber of Deputies would not meet
again until after the elections of 1914, but by then the CUP had established
a virtual one-party regime. Thereafter, as the dominant political organiza-
tion shifted power from the legistative to the executive, the parfiament lost
much of its potency and met with decreasing frequency. This process was
exacerbated following the Ottoman entry into the Great War. During the
decade-long Second Constitutional Period, the chamber was in session for
only four-and-a-half years, with several interruptions. Between December
1908 and July 1912, it held 473 sittings, whereas from May 1914 to December
1918, it held only 253 sittings.*®

Shorn of its most efficacious political weapon (an obedient legislature)
and faced with opposition from within its main power base (the army?), the
CUP had no choice but to capitulate in 1912. The force of the opposition
revealed the fragility of CUP control, both civilian and military, four years
after the revolation. For a brief period, from August 1912 to January 1913,
the CUP, defeated and humiliated, rejoined the ranks of the opposition. The
government of Gazi Ahmed Muhtar Pasha, and its successor under Meh-
med Kamil Pasha, worked hard to crush the Committee. But the panic and
state of emergency surrcunding the Balkan crisis of late 1912 provided an

" Tarik Zafer Tunaya, Tiirkiyede Siyasal Partiler, 3: Ittihat ve Terakki, Bir Cagin, Bir Kusagm,
Bir Partinin Tarihi (Istanbul: Hirrivet Vakfi Yayunlary, 1989), p. 170.
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opportunity for the CUP to lavnch a comeback. As the crisis reached a fever
pitch, the Committee organized mass rallies in support of war and launched
a massive propaganda campaign designed to underscore the government’s
lack of determination in the face of the threat. Although it failed to realize
its main ambition and topple the government, its vocal campaign contrib-
uted to the outbreak of the disastrous Balkan Wars, in the course of which
enemy forces penetrated far enough to threaten Istanbul.

It was the threat of imminent defeat in war that provided the occasion
for the recovery of power by the CUP. On January 23, 1913, a CUP strike
force raided the grand vizier’s office, forced him to resign, and compelled
the sultan to rubber-stamp the appointment of a new cabinet. The opposi-
tion struck back six months later, on July 11, 1913, when a group of hired
assassins murdered the Grand Vizier Mahmud Sevket Pasha. This action,
however, proved insutficient to dislodge the CUP, which launched a harsh
campaign of repression in the course of which a large number of dissidents,
ranging from ulema to socialists, were rounded up and sent into exile. A
thorough purge of the armed forces followed, justified by the poor perfor-
mance of the CUP’s opponents in the First Balkan War. The CUP generals
Enver and Cemal Pashas became minister of war and minister of the navy,
respectively, symbolizing the final assertion of Committee control over the
military. One-party rule was solidified and CUP control remained effectively
unchallenged until the empire surrendered.

Poriricar Lire UNDER THE CUP

The Committee chose to rule initially from behind the scenes. The con-
gpiratorial mind-set of the CUP leaders, their conservative predilections
and reluctance to confront tradition, the protection afforded by the conti-
nuity of tirme-honored institutions, and a disinclination to expose their young,
anknown, and inexperienced cadre to the risks of public scrutiny—all these
considerations may have played a role in their decision to stay in the shad-
ows. Whatever the reascning behind it, the decision not to publicize the
names of the central committee members shrouded the CUP in mystery,
laying the foundations for an institutional cult that would replace the per-

~ sonality cult that had surrounded Sultan Abdiilhamid II. The Committee

regatded itself—and wanted to be seen by others—as the sacred agent of
imperial redemption and the guarantor of the empire’s future security. The
veil was lifted somewhat during the first open congress of the CUP in 1909,
but the aura of secrecy remained till the end of the empire. In any event,
the decision meant that the very fact of CUP power—its physical hold on
the reins of government—was hidden from the public view at the outset.
At first the Committee did not visibly take over the traditional institutions
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Figure 19. A CUP ceatral committee note dated June 8/9, 1909 and sent to the
Speaker of the Ottoman Chamber of Deputies, Ahmed Riza. The author’s
private collection.
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of power—the court and the Porte. But it did control their actions. Thus, if
a governor seemed unreliable, the CUP would order the grand vizier to fire
him. If a military unit was suspected of disloyalty, the Committee had the
minister of war carry out a purge. The capricious edicts of the sultan were
thus replaced by equally whimsical decrees issued by the anonymous mem-
bers of the Central Committee. In addition, starting with the appeintment
of Talat Bey (Pasha) as minister of the interior and of Mehmed Cavid Bey
as minister of finance in 1909, the CUP gradually began to exercise direct
control over important offices, a process which ended in its total domination
of the bureancracy in 1913.

Despite the secrecy, some details about key individuals within the CUP
leadership have come to be known. The crucial reshaping of the CUP on
the road to revolution was carried out by Dr. Bahaeddin Sakir, a repre-
sentative of the activist faction, in 1905~1906. The shift to an activist plat-
form marginalized the hitherto predominant intellectirals within the Com-
mittee. Dr. Bahaeddin Sakir, frequently described as the Stalin of the CUP,
and Dr. Nézum, another of the architects of the reshaping, became the émi-
nences grises of the organization. Although they distanced themselves from
inteflectual debate, they represented the Turkist ideological strand within
the Committee. The hand of the men of action was strengthened by the
merger with the Ottoman Freedom Society in 1907, following which Talat
Bey, organizer of dissident activity in Salonica, rose to prominence. The
revolution itself naturally strengthened the position of military men within
the Committee. Two officers in particuiar, Enver and Cemal Beys (later Pa-
shas), stood out and became the military leaders of the CUP. Though schol-
arship has spoken of a triumvirate of Enver, Cemal, and Talét Beys (Pashas),
the situation in reality was more complex. First, Dr. Bahaeddin Saldr and
Dr. Nazun continued to be very influential in decision-making in the early
years following the revolution. Second, as the CUP came to control more
areas of government and society, new leaders appeared. The need to deal
with such fields of specialized policy making as economics and social mobi-

‘lization pushed to the fore men like Mehmed Cavid Bey, a financial expert,

and Kara Kemal Bey, an organizer of societies, guilds, and cooperatives.
Finally, the renewed need for an ideclogical framework for action brought
Ziya Gokalp to the fore. A self-taught sociologist and devout follower of
Durkheim, he was awarded a seat on the Central Committee in 1912. There
were few men of charisma among the senior leadership. The military hero
Enver Bey was an exception, but he gained disproportionate power as an
individual only during the Great War. As a rule, decisions were taken col-
lectively and there was no deviation from the discipline required for the
projection of the institutional cult. The shared interest in thwarting the rise
of any one individaal to a position of prominence ensured that this did not
change.
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The very nature of the Committee of Union and Progress as an organiza-
tion remained rather murky in the aftermath of the revolution. On the one
hand, it grew into something approaching a mass party. At the same time,
it retained its conspiratorial qualities and avoided the full institutionaliza-
tion of one-party rule. The CUP never formally abolished or outlawed rival
parties or nonparty organizations in the empire. Ostensibly, all Ottoman
political organizations were equal before the law throughout the Second
Constitutional Period. To maintain the pretence of a free, multiparty sys-
tem, the CUP in 1909 resorted to a fictitious distinction between the “com-
mittee” (cerniyet) and the parliamentary group supporting it, which was the
“party” (firka). There was little substance to this distinction, as the commit-
tee nominated all deputies and senators in its parliamentary faction. In
1913, the CUP expanded its definition of “the party” to include the com-
mittee itself as well as the organization’s press organs.t But by then, its
control of the political system was assured.

Incredibly, the seat of the central committee of the CUP remained in
Salonica until 1912, and the annual congresses were also held there. This
fact helps to explain the tenuousness of the CUP’s positicn in the early
post-revolutionary years and emphasizes the extent to which the organiza-
tion was a Macedonian phenomenon. After the revolution, as the CUP
transformed itself from a highly compartmentalized and conspiratorial or-
ganization: into something approaching a mass party, the composition of
its membezship changed and its center of gravity shifted eastward. As the
daors of access to the lower levels of the organization were thrown open to
mass membership, notables and merchants flocked to join the proliferating
local branches of the CUP across the empire. Overwhelmed by a flood of
applications for membership, the CUP center tended to approve petitions
for the establishment of local branches on the basis of superficial informa-
tion concerning their members.” By late 1909, the number of CUP branches
across the empire had multiplied from 83 on the eve of the revolution (sev-
eral of them minor cells) to 360, while membership had grown roughly
from 2,250 to 850,000.7 Although the CUP had clearly become a mass or-
ganization, the extent of central controf over this unwieldy structure was
debatable. In any case, the provincial appendages of the CUP were largely
cut off from the process of policy formulation at the center. They were also

 Qswmanly Ittihad ve Terakki Cemtiyeti Program ve Nizamndmesidir: 1329 Senesi Umnmni
Kongresinide Tanzim ve Kabul Olunmusdur (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Hayriye ve Surekis,, 1329

[1913]), p. 14.
2%0smanl: Inkalab-1 Kebiri Nasil Oldu?” Musavver Salndse-i Servet-1 Fiindn, 1 [1910],
pp. 102-3.

¥ Osmanh Jttthad ve Terakli Cemiyeli)” Haftalik Stra-yr Ummet, no. 203 {January 23,
19091,
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institutionally detached from its implementation, which was still in the
hands of the traditional bureaucracy.

Although the CUP grew and became increasingly institutionalized, it
never became a true mass party within which power could be rendered le-
gitimate and participatory in the Bolshevik or Nazi sense. On the surface,
this was due to the lack of charismatic leadership; the CUP never produced
a Lenin or a Hitler. But just as significantly, this failure may be traced to the
same combination of ideological deficiencies and structural barriers that
had thwarted earlier aitempts of predecessors to establish a sound political
basis for a modern Ottoman state. The main task that the CUP Jeaders took
upon themselves was the preservation of the multinational empire. There
were two problems with this objective. For one, it was essentially 2 conserva-
tive platform that held little potential for galvanizing the masses into under-
taking a vast effort of destruction and reconstruction. Second, the status quo
held little appeal for large segments of the pepulation. There was a funda-
mental incompatibility between the aims of the Turkist core of the CUP and
those of the non-Turkish populations of the empire. Indeed, the main threat
to the survival of the empire came from separatism on the periphery. To win
over the separatists, the CUP adopted a prudent policy of inclusiveness. But
the inclusion of diverse population groups with little in commeon within the
ranks of a single party inevitably led to ideological incoherence. There was
no class or ethnic basis for membership. There was only a vague and varying
interpretation of Ottomanism. Not surprisingly, the political platforms of
the vartous branches contradicted each other and that of the central com-
mittee, which controlled them only weakly. In this sense—as well as in the
conservative agenda buried under the revoluticnary rheteric—the CUP re-
sembled the Partido Revolicionario Institucional, which dominated Mexi-
can politics for much of the twentieth century. Ultimately, the CUP’s power
depended on its control over the army and on the perception that it was the
only force capable of defending the empire. Under the near constant threat

of war from abroad and rebellion at home, this was a strong case.

" The tugging and pulling between political parties masked a more funda-
mental set of changes in the traditional balance of forces brought about by
the CUP within the Ottoman political systern. These affected the court, the
Porte, the legislature, and the military. Abdidhamid I, who had barely es-
caped deposition by belatedly making himself the father of the constitu-
tional regime, prudently assurned a low profile immediately after the revo-
lution. But this did not mean that he accepted its results. On the contrary,
he resented his diminished stature in the new regime and his role as a le-
gitimizing figurehead charged with rubber-stamping Central Committee
decisions. A showdown was therefore inevitable, and it was not loag in
coming. In early August 1908, the sultan provoked an open confrontation
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with the Committee by claiming the constitutional authority to nominate
the ministers of the navy and of war, in addition to the grand vizier and
Seyhiilisfam. The CUP, overruling him, forced the cabinet to resign. To
make sure the message was understood, the Central Committee dispatched
a delegation with detailed policy instructions to the new government,* and
provided the minister of war with a list of key military appointments he was
o make.** But the obstructionism of the sultan convinced the CUP leaders
that Abdiithamid II had to go. The “counter-revolution” of 1909 pravided
them with an ideal pretext to depose Abdilhamid II, which they did on
April 27, 1909. The final reduction of the court to insignificance was com-
pleted with the accession of Abdiilhamid IT's weak successor, Mehmed V
{Regad, r. 1909-18), who displayed little inclination to intervene in affairs
of state. Although the CUP leaders initially sought to limit the power of the
sultan through constitutional amendments in 1909, they came fo realize
that a subservient sultan, empowered to act on their behalf, could be of
great use in maintaining the facade of a constitutional monarchy. Further
amendments, proposed in 1912 and approved in 1914, restored several of
the sultan’s more convenient executive powers, such as the authority to pro-
rogue a recalcitrant chamber of deputies. Mehmed Vs successor, Mehmed
VI (Vahideddin, r. 1918-22), exploited the humiliation of the Mudros ar-
mistice in 1918 to try to reinstate the power of the court, but to no avail.
The institution of the sultanate, for centuries at the heart of Ottoman might
and identity, was effectively dead.

Similazly, the Sublime Porte, already cut down to size by Abdiilhamid I,
lost all hope of restoring the bureaucracy’s former stature in the aftermath
of the revolution. At first, the CUP manipulated the traditional rivalry be-
tween the court and the Porte by taking away powers from the former, in
accordance with its overall strategy of weakening the sultan, and giving
them to the latter. But these were minor concessions, such as the restora-
tion of official control over provincial governors, whom Abdiithamid II
had required to report directly to the palace.' The key to the weakening of
the bureaucracy fay in the new restraining effects of representational poli-
tics. First, the CUP balanced its wariness of a robust legislature with a will-
ingness to use it, within limits, to control the bureaucracy. Second, the very
conditions brought about by the restoration of a Chamber of Deputies,
turnied the bureaucracy’s dreams of a return to unfettered rule into fantasy
as Russia was discovering at about the same time. As bureaucrats soon
found out, simply ignoring the deputies was not an option. When Mehmed
Kamil Pasha (who had led the last effort of officialdom to restore responsible

"See the undated, twenty-article instructions given to Rehmi Bey, who led the CUP del-
egation, Private Papers of Dr. Bahaeddin Sakir.

PBOA-AAMD.MYV 90/1 [August 9, 1908].

¥BOA/BEQ, file 265634 [May 6, 1909).
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government in 1895)" attempted to place the Sublime Porte above the par-
liament and the CUP, he received the first vote of no confidence in Otto-
man history, on February 13, 1909. A third factor that wealened the bu-
reaucracy was its increasing subservience to the CUP Although actual
membership of the CUP—unlike membership of the Comumunist Party of
the Soviet Union--never became a condition for service, loyalty to the
Comumittee was now a key critericn for advancement. And while the CUP
did not carry out any significant purge of officialdom during the Second
Constitutional Period, it did finally assert its direct control in 1913, when
leading Committee members took over virtually all importani posts in the
bureaucracy.

Likewise, the parliament, the prime institutional product of the constitu-
tion, soon withered away. Although it was the harbinger of constitutional
revolution, the CUP, once in power, developed a distaste for strong legisla-
tures. As adherents of Gustave Le Bow's Psychologie des foules, CUP leaders
looked down on the motley crowd that filied the chamber of deputies.”® More
important, they came to share Abdiilhamid ITs concern over the ability of a
strong parliament to undermine the regime and aggravate ethno-religious
conflici. Yet the CUP could not afford to betray their revolution by abolish-
ing the parliament; nor were they prepared to sacrifice the parliaments Je-
gitimizing benefits, as the supposed voice of the people, by openly con-
fronting it. Instead, the CUP managed to bypass the legislature by means of
the cabinet. Enver Pasha is once said to have remarked: “If there is no law,
make one™ The cabinet began to issue so-called temporary laws confirmed
by imperial decrees at times when the parliament was not in session. Over
time, temporary laws overtook legislation in the parliament as the principal
lawmaking mechanism of the state. Many important decisions were con-
firmed as temporary faws, without any discussion in the Chamber. Exam-
ples include the grant of autonomous fiefdoms to local Arabian leaders,”
passage of the controversial Family Law of 1917 (discussed in the next
section), and above all the farcical dismissal of parliament on the very day

“that the fateful German-Ottoman alliance was signed, August 2, 1914, As

these examples demonstrate, the CUP was nof prepared to tolerate any

¥ [Mehmed Kamil], Hatirat-1 Sadr-1 Esbak Kamil Pase (Istanbul: Matbaa-1 Eblizziya, 1329
[1911}), pp. 196-96.

*Enver Bey (Pasha) to a German woman with whom he frequently corresponded, "Ayn
al-Mansiir, September 2, 1912, Ernst Jickh Papers, Yale University, MSS 466, Box 1, Felder
440,

¥ Tunaya, fttihat ve Terakki, p. 386.

MSee the temporary law of January 22, 1912, which ratified the Da"an contract granted to
Imam Yaliya on October 20, 1511. BOA-DVN 37/1. See also the temporary law of September
10, 1914, which ratified the contract granted to “Abd al-'Aziz ibn Sa'ad on May 28, 1914,
BOA-DH.5YS 25/103.
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consequential role for the legislature in a debate on palicy, let alone in its
formulation.

But if the CUP outmaneuvered its new competitors and reduced the old
nineteenth-century contenders for state power to subservience, it also re-
stored to prominence a power broker not heard of in Ottoman politics for
more than eighty years: the army. The role played by the armed forces in
Ottoman politics, often in alliance with the ulema, had traditionally been a
decisive one. It was to become so once again. Indeed, the very success of the
CUP, first in mounting a revolutionary challenge to the ancien régime, and
then in the struggle to remain in power, rested on its ability to penetrate the
armed forces and stage the retirn of the military to politics for the first time
since the destruction of the Janissaries in 1826. The CUP was a militarized
political organization even before the revolution. The overwhelming ma-
jority of its members prior to July 1908 were army officers. When the sul-
tan gave in to the CUP’s ultimatuem in July 1908, he surrendered not to a
group of starry-eyed idealists in exile, but to the effective commanders of a
substantial portion of the Ottoman officer corps. Militarization of the orga-
nization, in both structure and spirit, continued after the CUP seized
power. Shortly after the revolution, the CUP converted the units of self-
sacrificing velunteers into a paramilitary force that coexisted uneasily with
the military and the constitutional regime. it also established a network of
military clubs, through which thousands of new officers swelled the ranks
of the organization’s membership.

To the CUB, the army was above ail an indispensable tool against do-
mestic and foreign opponents. The opposition’s attempts to sunder the
strong ideological ties that bound the military to the CUP ultimately failed.
Despite legislative measures sponsored by the opposition which prohibited
the involvement of military personnel in politics, the CUP managed to main-
tain its dual political-military character up until the collapse of the empire.
But the CUP leadership regarded the military as far more than just an in-
strument of power. For them, it embodied the institutional core of Baron
Colmar von der Goltz’s idea of “A Nation in Arms” The Committee as-
signed to the military a significant role in shaping a new, militarized Otto-
man society.”' This was made explicit very early on. As one of the Commitee
leaders put it in 1508: “The two powers, the CUP and the Ottoman Armed
Forces, which have been formed by the great majority of the Ottoman na-
tion, can annihilate the supporters of tyranny at any time” The outbreak

MSee Ali Fu'ad, “Ordu ve Millet,” Asker 1/1 {September 3, 1908], p. 16, and Ahmed Refik,
“Von der Goltz: Hayat ve Asary) Servet-i Fiindin [July 15, 1909], pp. 138-9.

2%0smanl: ittihad ve Terakki Cemiyeti ve Osmanh Ordusu,” $tira-y: Usnmet, October 18,
1508,
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of the Great War provided the CUP with an opportunity to realize its vi-
sion of a nation in arms. One example of this policy was the mobilization
of youth within a paramilitary framework;* another was the establishment
of a paramilitary Special Organization composed of CUP leaders and
self-sacrificing volunteers directly attached to the Ministry of War,

Having displaced the traditional loci of power within the Ottoman po-
litical system, the CUP employed new legitimizing devices to buttress its
rule. The military ethic was the first. The second was the concept of “the
people” The claim to rule on behalf of the people was no innovation, al-
though the term employed, hakimiyet-i milliye (national sovereignty?, was
a new one coined by the CUP. But the Committee proved more skillful at
giving substance to this fiction than the old regime had ever been, espe-
clally through the adroit manipulation of an elected legislative body. The
need to bolsier authoritarian rule with the appearance of popular sover-
eignty was the single most important factor behind the CUP’s persistence
down the constitutional path, even though the parliament caused the CUP
neatly as much grief as it had caused Abdiilhamid II. The following anec-
dote is telling. When Lieutenant-Colonel Enver Bey stormed the Sublime
Parte at the head of CUP volunteers in the coup détat of 1913, he forced
the grand vizier to draft a letter of resignation at gunpoint. The grand vizier
accordingly wrote that he had been compelled to resign “at the demand of
the armed forces” But Enver Bey insisted that he amend the letter to read:
“at the demand of the people and the armed forces lemphasis added]*
Elitism in the political thought of the CUP thus coexisted with an acute
awarerness of the symbolic power of the notion of the people.

The third device that the CUP leaders used in consolidaling power was
the press. Here again, they were not creating something unknown under
the old regime. But as members of a conspiratorial organization in exile,
dependent on the clandestine dissemination of smuggled journals and pro-
paganda pamphlets to communicate their political message, the CUP lead-
ers were especially aware of the capacity of the press to form public opin-

Ton, and exceedingly skilled at its manipulation. Upon coming to power,

they launched a host of official and semi-official organs, and a series of
other publications, to help them broadcast their message, monopelize pub-
lic space, and consolidate their hold on power. Following the precedent set
by Abdiilhamid I, they also maintained a strict regime of censorship, be-
ginning in 1913. The combination of a skillful propaganda machine, a loyal
press, and effective restrictions on freedom of speech ensured that CUP

2 7afer Toprak, “fttthat ve Terakkinin Para-Militer Genglik Orgiitleri)” Bogazigi Univer-
sitesi Beseri Bilimler Dergisi 7 (1979}, pp. 93-113.
#BOA-A AMD 1345/41 (1331.5.14) [January, 23, 1913].
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F1cURe 20. Demonstrations before the Sublime Porte immediately after the CUP
raid on January 23, 1913. Resimli Kitab 8/46 (December 1912-January 1913),
p. 719.

policy gained a favorable reception among considerable parts of the literate
population, while the opposition, which initially posed a fierce challenge to
the CUP-sponsored press, was effectively silenced, particularly after 1913.
The post-revolutionary era also witnessed important changes in the way
the central government interacted with the empire’s various religious and
ethnic communities. The relative freedom of the first few years after 1908
did not resolve existing tensions; on the contrary, it aggravated them. CUP
policies only made things worse. The cancellation of all privileges of non-
Tuarkish Muslim groups, the launching of an aggressive centralization cam-
paign, and the demand that all citizens place their Ottoman identity above
any other—all these were bound to provoke a strong reaction. As the CUP
itself became increasingly penetrated by Turkist ideas, the difference be-
tween “Ottoman” and “Turkish” became increasingly blurred. And as the
dominant culture emerged from the convenient ambiguity of Ottomanism,
non-Turks began to feel less and less comfortable. Attitudes in the periph-
ery hardened, and the appeal of the alternatives offered by various Chris-
tian and Muslim ethno-nationalist organizations grew accordingly. Greek,
Bulgarian, and Armenian nationalisms were already strong at the time of
the revolution. Under the CUP, Albanian and Arab nationalisms became
significant movements, while Kurdish and Circassian proto-nationalist
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sentiments gained momentum. Between a center predisposed to view all
demands for the recognition of difference as evidence of separatism, and a
periphery decreasingly inclined to compromise, all-out war was inevitable.
A strongly Turkist version of Ottomanism faced off against increasingly
intransigent nationalisms that at best scught to reduce Ottoman identity to
an unimportant, secondary symbaol. To be sure, this was primarily a strug-
gle among overrepresented intelligentsias; it did not yet infect the more
established classes within many of the non-Turkish communities. Even
those who had opposed the Hamidian régime—Ilike the Armenian Amira
class of rich artisans and bankers—continued to reject the nationalist calls for
independence outside the Ottoman framewozrk up untit 1915, Neverthe-
less, the consequences are evident in the political map of the post-Ottoman
Balkans and Near East.

Tue ForrigN Poricy oF THE CUP

The CUP leaders inherited Abdilhamid ITs expensive policy of armed
neutrality. They moved swiftly to replace it with an alliance with a major
European power. Such a pact would not only better secure the territorial
integrity of the empire; it would also make possible the diversion of scasrce
resources into economic development. As early as August 18, 1908, the
CUP made its first overtures to the German and British monarchs.® The
very initiation of such contacts with the Germans, loathed for their support
of the Hamidian regime, and with the British, abhorred as a major imperi-
alist supporter of Ottoman separatists, showed how swiftly pragmatic con-
siderations of power trumped the ideological proclivities of these revolu-
tionaries. But the CUP underestimated the weakness of its hand. Neither
Britain nor Germany saw the value of extending guarantees to an econom-
ically unstable, militarily weak empire riven by Christian separatist forces.
Moreover, the Ottoman offer of support for Germany in a future European
war, in exchange for a guarantee of territorial integrity,” could scarcely be
reconciled with the long-standing ambitions of the two key German allies,
Italy and Austria-Hungary, to annex Ottoman territories in the Balkans
and North Africa. As for Great Britain, its strategic decision to base the
defense of the Near East on Egypt made the Ottoman Empire a nuisance at
best. At the same time, the British aim of preserving and, if possible, ex-
panding its foothold on the Arabian Peninsula did not sit well with recog-
nition of Ottoman territorial inviolability. The inevitable rejection, partic-
ularly by the British Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward Grey, surprised and

B See Ahmed Riza’s letters to Edward VII and Wilhelm II in PRO/FO. 371/545, file 28993
and Abschrift zu A. 13323, Nachlafl Firsten von Bitlow, Bundesrachiv (Berlin}, nr. 82.
*Lancken to Biillow, Paris, August 18, 1908 (A.13323), ibid.
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humiliated the proud leaders of the CUP, who had imagined themselves
rulers of the “Japan of the Near Fast”?

The attempts to reach out to these European powers did not mean that
Ottoman anti-imperialism, one of the key ideological tenets of the revolu-
tion, was dead. Indeed, following the revolution, ideclogy joined fresh per-
ceptions of the national interest to reinforce the CUP’s resolve to resist the
accelerating fragmentation of the empire. In particular, the CUP consis-
tently opposed European settlements based on carving out autonomous
regions from the narrowing fringes of the empire. When the Bulgarian
Principality declared its independence and Austria-Hungary announced
the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina only seventy-four days after the
revolution, frustration in the ranks of the CUP knew no bounds. However,
the anti-imperialist outlook of the CUP was swiftly tempered by recogni-
tion of the constraints imposed on the conduct of Ottoman policy by the
reality of European supremacy. Like Abdiilhamid I1, the CUP leaders typi-
cally stood up to foreign pressure until further resistance became futile;
they then strove to reach the best possible accommodation.

Yet at the outset, the CUP had exhibited a predilection for fighting
against insuperable odds rather than accepting a European diktat that left a
region only nominally under OGttoman sovereignty. Such was the case in
Tripoli. In 1911, the Ottoman government turned a deaf ear to Italian of-
fers of minor privileges in Tripoli of Barbary in return for recognition of
the Ttalian administration.® As a consequence, between September 1911
and October 1912, the Ottomans fought a forlorn war against the Italians
in Tripoli and Cyrenaica.

Tripoli of Barbary and Cyrenaica, which formed the Ottoman Provinee
of Tripoli, were among the most underdeveloped regions of the empire.
But as the last African territories still ruled from Istanbul, they possessed a
sentimental value that far outweighed their strategic significance. Italy’s
long-standing designs on Tripoli stemmed from two motives: the wish to
compete in Africa with France, which had established a protectorate over
Tunis in 1881, and the need to compensate for the ignominious defeat at the
hands of Menilek II of Ethiopia in 1896. Over the course of almost two de-
cades, the Italians managed to persuade one afier another of the Great Powers
of Europe to acquiesce in this disturbance of the balance of power. Cnce they
had obtained agreement from all their Great Power partners by 1909, the issue
was reduced to one of timing, The CUP’s acerbic anti-imperialist rhetoric
and resolute defensive measures—for example, a ban on land purchases by

¥ Grey to Lowther, November 13, 1908 (private), PRO/F.O. 800/79.

* Mahmud Muhtar, Maziye Bir Nazar: Berlin My ahedesinden Harb-i Umumi’ve Kadar
Avrupa ve Tiirkive Miindsebdtr (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Ahmed [hsan ve Strekas), 1341 {1925,
pp. 1184F
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Figure 21. The Banco di Roma branch in Tripeli of Barbary (ca. 1909}, Resimli
Kitap 7/42 (July 1912}, p. 433,

Banco di Roma in the province of Tripoli—provided ample excuses for the
Italian government. On September 28, 1911, it issued a twenty-four-hour
ultimatum to the Gttoman government. Announcing imminent invasion
of the province and demanding Ottoman nonintervention, the ultimatum
was clearly meant to be rejected.” The surprisingly conciliatory response
from the Ottomans, which provided assurances for Italian “economic ex-
pansion of interests in Tripoli and Cyrenaica,” was to no avail, as the decision
to invade had already been made.™

The defense of distant Tripoli proved no easy matter for the Ottomans,
whose performance was closely monitored by the restless new powers of
the Balkans. Their principal problem was one of supply and reinforcement.
North Africa could be reached by sea across the Mediterranean or by land
via Syria and Egypt; the superior Italian navy blocked the first route, while
the British in Egypt impeded the second. Incredibly, the small focal garri-
son and an Ottoman-trained militia led by Otioman officers smuggled into
the region (including the military hero of the 1908 Revolution, Enver Bey)
managed to put up an effective resistance, compelling the Italians to confine
their operations to the coastal strip under naval cover. To break the military

#*Ultimatum from Italy to Turkey Regarding Tripoli,” American Journal of International
Law 6/1 (January 1912}, pp. 11-12.
#“The Turkish Reply to Italian Ultimatum Regarding Tripoli)” ibid., pp. 12-14.
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stalernate, the Italians opted to expand the war and put military pressure on
Ottoman possessions elsewhere, occupying Rhodes and other islands of the
Dodecanese, bombarding Ottoman towns on the Mediterranean and Red
Sea coasts (such as Beirut and al-Qunfudha}, and increasing military aid to
Muhammad 'Alf al-Idris, a local challenger to Ottoman authority who had
established a small SGfi state in parts of the subprovince of *Asir. But the
Ottomans held firm, vielding Iittle ground in the Ottoman-Italian talks at
Quchy in Switzerland in August and September 1912,

The sudden emergence of a new threat in the Balkans dramaticaliy al-
tered Ottoman calculations. The danger of a two-front war compelled Ot-
toman negotiators to liquidate the lesser conflict and come to terms with
the Ttalians. A final agreement was concluded on October 18, the very day
major hostilities began in the Balkans. The settlement squeezed out of the
Ttalians allowed the Ottoman side to save face and maintain the pretense of
continued sovereignty. The Ottornan sultan appointed a viceroy and a qadi
to enforce the shari'a and announced the grant of extensive autonomy to
Tripoli of Barbary and Cyrenaica.”* But in reality, Tripoli became an [talian
colony. The last of the Ottoman lands in Africa was lost.

The Italo-Ottoman war exposed the difficulty of defending the empires
tong coastlines. That even a second-tier Eurepean power could occupy Ot-
toman islands, bombard ceastal towns, and dispatch troops all around the
Mediterranean and Red Sea at will pointed to a mortal weakness. One pos-
sible remedy was to build a modern navy; but to construct a fleet almost
from scratch was a time-consuming and vastly expensive undertaking.
Thus, Ottoman ruling circles concluded once again that it was absolutely
vital to secure the protection of a Great Power, preferably one with a strong
navy. The lessons learned in North Africa were reinforced by the course of
events in the Balkans.

A Balkan alliance against the Ottoman Empire was one of the least ex-
pected developments of the early twentieth century. The mutuvai hostility of

Serbs, Bulgarians, and Greeks and the irreconcilability of their aspirations -

in Ottoman Macedonia made a tripartite alliance all but inconceivable.
Abdiilhamid If had attempted to form a Balkan League with Greece, Serbia,
and Rumania to check the rise of Bulgaria, which, thanks to extensive mili-
tary reform, was on the road to becoming a major regional power. Serbian
leaders, sensing the furning of the tide, frustrated Abdilhamid IFs early
plans and formed an alliance with Bulgaria in 1904. The CUP Jeaders con-
tinued the sultan’s efforts when, in 1908, they attempted to exploit the crisis
over the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina to entice Serbia back into an
alliance with Montenegro and the Ottoman Empire against Bulgaria and
Austria-Hungary, but without success.

¥ See Dristhr, 11/4 (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Amire, 1331 [1913]), pp. 690-91.
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Meanwhile, Russia’s growing involvement in the Balkans, stoked by ris-
ing fear of Germany, almost produced a broad Balkan alliance with Otto-
man participation. But Balkan hostility toward the Ottoman Empire was
such that this was not possible. Moreover, with the Gttomans embroiled
in a hopeless attempt to ward off the Italians in North Africa, the Balkan
states sensed wealness and decided to make the most of it. The negotia-
tions sponsored by the Russians produced the worst possible result from
the Ottoman perspective: a Serbo-Bulgarian accord, reached in March-
April 1912. Then, in May 1912, Greece and Bulgaria, the two archrivals in the
struggle for Macedonia, concluded an alliance, and the circle of hostility
was complete, Subsequent Serbo-Montenegrin, Greco-Montenegrin, and
Bulgarian-Montenegrin understandings rounded off the preparations for
an assault on the remaining European domains of the Ottoman Empire
with a view to their final partition.”

It was clear from the start that this alliance of rivals would not last. Ac-
cordingly, pressure mounted for an immediate opening of hostilities. Seiz-
ing on the pretext of the Ottoman failure to comply with the 23rd article of
the Bexlin Congress of 1878, which called for Macedonian reform, the Bal-
kan allies rushed toward war. The QOttoman governiment, caught unpre-
pared and fearful of another military disaster, adopted a conciliatory atti-
tude and promised reforms. But this merely worsened its position at
home—where it was already under pressure from the CUP in opposition—
and did nothing to propitiate its Balkan predators. Great Power warnings
against modifications to the status quo failed to prevent the allies from
launching hostilities. Montenegro took the lead on October 8§, followed by
the three larger Balkan states on October 18, 1912,

In the ensuing war, the Balkan allies inflicted the most humiliating
defeats on the Ottoman armies. Within weeks, all of European Turkey
was lost, with the exception of three besieged fortress cities, Scutari in
Albania, Janina, and Edirne; and the victorious Bulgarians were on the
march against the final Ottoman defense line at Catalca, a mere thirty-
seven miles from Istanbul. Ottoman appeals for Great Power intervention
proved unavailing, From the European perspective, the situation had the
dangerous potential for a Russo-Austrian conflagration, which could easily
set the entire continent ablaze. The Great Powers, accordingly, focused on
forcing a cease-fire and convening a conference to discuss the future of the
Balkans.

The armistice of December 3 paved the way for two parallel conferences
in London. At the first, Ottoman and Balkan delegates met to discuss the
future of European Turkey and the Northern Aegean islands. At the second,

#E[rnst] Christian Helmveich, The Diplomacy of the Balkan Wars, 1912-1913 (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1938}, pp. 875,
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the ambassadors of the Great Powers debated a general settlement in the
Balkans. The first set of negotiations broke down on January 6, 1913. The
second resulted in a note to the Ottoman government, warning it to sign a
peace treaty or face the consequences alone. All the while, Edirne, a city
that had served as the capital of the empire before the conquest of Constan-
tinople, remained under siege. The CUP took advantage of the situation to
carry cut its coup and return to power under the banner “Free Edirne!” In
February, hostilities resumed but Ottoman efforts to relieve the siege of
Edirne failed, and the city fell on March 26, 1913. Defeated on the battle-
field, the CUP-led government had ne choice but to sue for peace. The
Treaty of London of May 30, 1913 heralded the end of the Ottoman pres-
ence in Furope. It also signaled the beginning of a major conflict between
the Balkan allies over the division of the spoils.

The Bulgarian surprise attack on its erstwhile allies on June 29/30 back-
fired, as Greece, Rumania, and Serbia declared war on Bulgaria and scored
decisive victories in the battles that ensued. It also provided the Ottomans
with the opportunity to recover some of their losses. Defying the warnings
of the Great Powers, the Ottoman army marched on Edirne, recapturing
the city on July 22. The Ottoman government signed peace treaties with
Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia in September 1913, Noverniber 1913, and March
1914, respectively. No peace treaty was concluded with Montenegro.

Many historians consider the Balkan Wars an essential link in the causal
chain leading to the Great War. They were certainly a major disaster for the
Ottomans. A defeat of this magnitude at the hands of former subjects was
a very difficult pill to swallow. Reducing an empire of three continents to
an Asiatic state, it shattered Ottoman pride and self-confidence. In addi-
tion to the humiliation, the Ottoman government had to deal with an im-
mense financial drain resulting from the losses of territory and materiel,
and the difficulty of resettling hundreds of thousands of refugees pouring
in from the lost regions. The renunciation of territories with large non-
Turkish populations, and the ensuing atrocities against Musiims in those
laridls, dealt the Ottomanist ideal a shattering blow, giving the upper hand
to the Turkists in the internal debate over the basis of loyalty in the empire.
Inevitably, the loss of the European lands prompted an innovative view of
the geographical characier of the empire among the Ottoman ruling elite.
For centuries, the empire had rested on two central pillars, Rumelia and
Anatolia, between which nested the imperial capital. Suddenly, the Arab
periphery became the only significant extension of the empire outside its
new Anatolian heartland. Some influential thinkers went so far as to pro-
pose the removal of the capital from Istanbul to a major town in central
Anatolia or northern Syria.”

“Tunaya, fttikat ve Terakki, pp. 430-83.
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FIGURE 23. Muslim refugees from the Balkans in the capital (December 1912).
Resimli Kitab 8/46 (December 1912-January 1913), p, 764,

Ottoman statesmen learned three principal lessons from the Balkan
Wars. First, the wars underscored the fact that without a Great Power pro-
tector, the empire’s days were numbered. The Ottoman-German alliance
of the following year must be seen in this context. Second, the wars proved
the futility of written assurances from the Great Powers as a group. Events
made a mockery of the prewar European diplomatic note stating that the
Great Powers would not tolerate any change in the status quo in the event
of war™ Oaly a formal alliance based on mutual interest would do. Third,
the wars demonstrated to the Ottomans that they had to do everything in
their power to eliminate major sources of confrontation with the Great
Powers of Europe, and come to terms with their foremost domestic rivals on
the periphery, if they were to avoid further war and foreign intervention.

In 1911, and again in 1913,% the Qttomans knocked on the door of the
British Foreign Office, only to be rebuffed time and again by Sir Edward Grey.

#Poincaré  MM. les Ministres de France a Sofia, Belgrade, Athénes, Ceitigné, October 7,
1912, Documents diplomatiques: Les affaives balkaniques, 1912-1914, 1 (Paris: Imprimerie
nationale, 1922}, p. 99.

*Joseph Heller, British Policy towards the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1914 (London: Frank
Cass, 1983}, p. 80.

¥PROIRO. 371/1263, fle 48554 {October 31, 1911).
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Thereafter, up until the outbreak of the Great Waz, they approached all
possible powers begging for an alliance. Austria-Hungary rejected Otto-
man appeals in Pebruary 1914; Russia in May 1914; and France in July
1914. The crisis brought on by the Sarajevo incident gave impetus to Otto-
man efforts to secure an alliance that would both protect Ottoman territo-
rial integrity and enable the empire to recover a portion of the territories
recently lost to Greece and Bulgaria. The universal expectation of a short
war combined with the perception of Ottoman military weakness to pre-
clude a positive response in London, Paris, or St. Petersburg. Although the
Germans maintained a mititary mission in Istanbul, they, too, proved luke-
warm regarding the prospect of an alliance with the Ottoman Empire. Hav-
ing refused sirnilar Ottoman démarches in fate 1912 and early 1913, Germany
began to reassess its traditional response to Ottoman overtures only after
the onset of the crisis of July 1914. In the end, the kaiser, under pressure
from his Austrian allies, prevailed on the German government to accept the
Ottoman offer. After negotiations hastened by the approaching war, the
Ottoman government finally concluded a treaty with Germany on August
2, 1914, The German-Ottoman alliance, which is often erronecusly por-
trayed as the result of German pressure on the Ottoman Empire, must be
regarded in this larger context. Ottoman entreaties, not German designs,
formed the essential background to the German-Ottoman partnership in
the Great War.

The second major diplomatic initiative undertaken by the Ottomans in
the aftermath of the Tripolitan and Balkan debacles was a proactive attempt
to reduce tensions in trouble spots that might prompt fresh rounds of
armed conflict. One such area was eastern Anatolia. In February 1914, after
protracted diplomatic negotiations, and under iniense Russian pressure, the
Ottoman government accepted a settlement providing for a pro-Armenian
reform program, to be implemented by two European inspector-generals
(Dutch East Indies administrator Louis Constant Westenenk and Norwegian
officer Nicolas Hoff) in the six Eastern provinces.® Another area in which
ventions of 1913 and 1914 formalized the division of the Arabian Peninsula
between the British and the Ottomans.” In return for Ottoman recognition
of agreements signed between the British and local tribal leaders, whereby
British protectorates were created de jure in southern and eastern Arabia,

“Mustafa Aksakal, “Defending the Nation: The German-Ottoman Alliance of 1914 and
the Ottoman Decisionn for War” Unpublished Ph.D. dissertaticn, Princeton University
{2003), pp. 631,

* Die Grofie Politik der europdischen Kabinette, 38: Neve Gefahvenzonen im Orient, 1913-
1914 (Berlin: Deutsche Veragsgesellschaft fiir Politik und Geschichte, 1926), pp. 1-189; and
BOA-DH. KMS 2/2-5 [April 28, 1914},

®BOA-Muahedendme, 242/11; 242/14; 376/2; and 369/2.
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the British recognized Najd, a vast area under the rule of ‘Abd al-"Aziz ibn
Sa'tid, as Ottoman territory. The violet line separating the Ottoman and
British spheres of influence represented a settlement beneficial to both par-
ties. The British obtained international legitimacy for their holdings in the
Peninsula, something they had sought for decades, while the Ottoman gov-
ernment forced a strong and rebellious leader to accept Qttoman sover-
eignty. The demarcation of a berder in Arabia was part of a larger Ofto-
man-British effort to liquidate all outstanding disputes between the two
govermments, including rights of navigation on the Tigris and the Euphrates,
and Ottoman customs duties.®

Caught between the Ottomans and the British, local rulers in Arabia
were forced to come to terms with one or other dominant power. ‘Abd
al-"Aziz ibn Sa'ad, for example, was left high and dry by the British accom-
modation with the Ottomans, and signed a contract with the Ottoman
government in May 1914 making him the hereditary governor of Najd.*
Imé&m Yahya had already benefited from a similar arrangement, offered by

“BOA-A.AMD. MV 103/53.
UBOA-DH.SYS 25/103.
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the Ottoman administration in 1911, which made him autonomous ruler
of the mountainous, Zaydi-populated parts of the province of Yemen.®
Muhammad ibn “Ali al-Idrisi of “Asir, who received aid from the Italians,
rejected a similar Gitoman offer;” but, surrounded as he was by the then
pro-Ottoman Sharif Husayn ibn “Afi in the Hijaz on the one hand, and by
Imam Yahyd in the highlands of Yemen on the other, he did not pose a
serious threat to Ottoman sovereignty.

Tur O1TroMAN EMPIRE IN THE GREAT WAR

By June 1914, when the suitan ratified the Anglo-Turkish convention,* it
seemed that the Ottoman Empire had at last secured a breathing space—
with no major domestic or international conflict on the horizon—in which
to heal the wounds of the Tripolitan and Balkan wars, reorganize the mili-
tary, and prepare for another round against the Balkan powers who had
seized so much of the empire’s territory. It was not to be.

'The outbreak of war in Furope in August 1914 did not automaticaily
entail Ottoman participation, for the carefully worded treaty with Germany
did not make Ottoman entry into the war a definite obligation. Accord-
ingly, on August 3, the Ottoman government merely declared armed nea-
trality and initiated a full military mobilization. The Ottomans aimed to
mobilize within the thirty-nine days scheduied for the execution of the first
phase of the Schlieffen plan against France, so that the Ottoman army
would be ready 1o lend a helping hand to the Germans when they turned
eastward against Russia. But as soon as the Germans ran into ditficulties on
the Western front, they began to apply heavy pressure on the Ottomans to
enter the war, open up new fronts against Russia and Great Britajn, and
declare a global jikad against the Allies. The Ottomans, however, were dis-
inclined to move until the mobilization process was complete, German
success in the West was certain, and an overland route of communication
with the Central Powers {through Rumania and Bulgaria) was open.

Ottoman neutrality became more precarious with time, particularly after
the cabinet authorized the passage of two German men-of-war, the Panzer-
kreuzer Goeben and the Kleiner Kreuzer Breslau, into Ottoman territorial
waters on August 5. The cruisers, originally requested by Enver Pasha, Ot-
toman minister of war and leader of the pro-German faction within the
CUP had been pursued by the entire British Mediterranean fleet to the
mouth of the Dardanelles. But now the Ottomans threatened either to take

LROA-ADVN.NMH 371/1.

“SROA-MYV 174/no. 928 [1913]; BOA-BEQ/ file 309254 [December 15, 1913]; 333431
[December 23, 1916].

#BOA-Muahede ve Mukavelenime, 369/2 (1914).
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over the ships by force or to leave them to British mercy. The Germans,
caught between Scylla and Charybdis, chose the lesser evil. To preserve the
two cruisers, they granted the Ottoman government six valuable conces-
sions, including incorporation of the ships into the Gttoman navy, support
for the abrogation of the capitulations, a commitment not to conclude
peace untii all Ottoman territory that might be occupied in the current war
had been liberated, and the guarantee of any territorial gains achieved by
the Ottomans in the course of the war® On August 10, the two cruisers
entered the Sea of Marmara. The next day, their fictitious purchase by the
Ottoman government was announced. The German crews, donning fezzes
and fiying Ottoman colors, surrendered the newly named Yavuz Sultan
Selim and Midilli to nominal Ottoman conirol. The Entente Powers opted
to accept this bold fait accompli rather than declare war.

The Goebern and Breslau episode brought the Otteman Empire tangible
political benefits, and added to its obsolete navy two powerful men-of-war
(worth 50 million German Marks, an amount twice the entire annual bud-
get of the Ottoman Ministry of the Navy}. But it also lost the empire any
semblance of freedom of action. The acquisition of the cruisers considerably
strengthened the German military mission in the capital and the hand of the
pro-German faction within the government and CUP. The two men-of-war
were the very vessels that spearheaded the surprise attack on Russia carried
out by the German Admiral Wilhelm Souchon on October 29, 1914 despite
the opposition of several key figures in the CUP. There was no turning back.

The expectations of the Ottoman leaders from the war were fourfold.
First, they hoped to secure a more advantageous treaty of alliance from
Germany, one that would provide them: with protection against both Euro-
pean and Balkan powers. The renewable, five-year German-Ottoman de-
fensive alliance of January L1, 1915 addressed this need, providing for Ger-
man protection against an attack by Russia, France, or Great Britain, as
well as “a coalition composed of at least two Balkan states™ At the time,
this seemed like a major diplomatic success for the Ottomans, though of
course the eventual defeat of Germany was to expose it as a major strategic
blunder.

The second expectation from the war was that full Ottoman control
would be reestablished over the various autonomous regions of the empire.
The Ottoman abolition: of the self-governing statas of Mount Lebanon in
July 1915 provided a hint as to what lay in store for many such regions in
the event of victory. The Ottoman Foreign Ministry condncted extensive

* Aksakal, “Defending the Nation.” pp. 117-18.

Y Recuell des traitds, conventions, protocoles, arrangements ef déclarations signés entre
PEmpire ottoman ¢t les Puissances étrangéres, 1903-1922, 1 (1903~1516), ed. Sinan Kuneralp
(Lstanbul: The Isis Press, 2000), p. 314.
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preparatory work on the history and legal circumstances of autonomous
regions such as Kuwait, Qatar, Najd, Bahrein, and even Hadramawt and
Oman, in anticipation of the extension of Ottoman central control over
these areas. The disappearance of the British from the Arabian Peninsula,
it was assumed, would make possible the fulfillment of the age-old Otto-
man aspiration for full sovereignty while at the same time satisfying Ger-
man strategic interests. The reestablishment of central control over Egypt
and the Sudan was deemed unrealistic (the ambassadors who were com-
missioned to prepare a memorandum on this subject commented that Egypt
and the Sudan could legally be restored to the empire, but that in the light
of “almost one century of autonomous rule,” it would be preferable to main-
tain their current status);" but their attachment to the empire might be
strengthened. Algeria and Tunis could also be drawn closer to the center.
As for the Bosporus and Dardanelles, either they would return to full
Ottorman control, or the status quo that had existed between 1856 and
1871—providing for the neutralization of the Black Sea-~would be restored.
Of course, none of this came to pass.

The third set of Ottoman expectations in 1914 related to the opportunity
for territorial gains in the war. If Greece entered the war on the Allied side,
the Ottornans hoped that the northern Aegean islands occupied during the
First Balkan War could be recovered for the empire. They had similar de-
signs on Cyprus, which had been administered by the British since 1878.
The Ttalian entry into the war in 1915 raised additional hopes for the resto-
ration of Tripoly of Barbary, Cyrenaica, and the Dodecanese, which had
been either acquired or occupied by Italy in 1912. On the eastern front, the
Ottomans sought the restoration of three Anatolian provinces lost to Rus-
sia in 1878, as well as expansion into the Caucasus. Tellingly, one of the
Ottoman conditions for allowing the German cruisers into the Dardanelles
was that “Germany must secure a small border change in Eastern Anatolia
that would allow for direct contact with the Muslims of Russia”® It seems
plausible that the CUP leaders were thinking in ferms of laying the ground-
worlk for a “Great Turanian Empire” linking the Caucasus to Central Asia by
means of direct Ottoman control or a chain of dependent states (like
the Northern Caucasus Republic, declared upon the Ottoman conquest of
Derbent in October 1918).*

“Rauf Ahmed and Ragib Raif, Missr Meselesi {Istanbul: Matbaa-i Amire, 1334 [1918]),
pp. 177-5.

#Rauf Ahmed and Ragib Raif, Bofazlar Mestlesi (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Osmaniye, 1334
[1918}), pp. 42-4.

* Aksakal, “Defending the Nation,” p, 118,

*®Nasir Yiiceer, Birinci Dijnya Savaginda Osmanl Ordusuwnun Azerbaycan ve Dagistan
Harekdan: Azerbaycan ve Dagistantn Bagimsizhdim Kazanmas, 1918 (Ankara: Genelkurmay
ATASE Yaymlar, 1996}, pp. 127-8 and 147.
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The final hope harbored by the Ottoman leadership at the outset of the
war was that it would provide the opportunity to break the humiiiating
shackles of the foreign capitulations once and for all. They assumed that the
removal of economic and legal constraints would free the empire to estab-
lish state monopolies on matertals such as petroleum and sugar and fix cus-
toms tariffs at will, thereby marshalling the resources required to launch an
ambitious program of econemic development that would foster the growth
of an Ottoman industrial sector capable of holding its own against Euro-
pean competition.® Of all their hopes and expectations, this was the only
one that was to be fulfilled to any appreciable degree, although economic
ruin and imperial collapse removed many of the potential benefits associ-
ated with the end of the capimlations.

In the war that ensued, Ottoman military performance wholly surpassed
the expectations of European experts. Ottoman armies fought effectively on
multipie fronts—in the Caucasus, Mesopotamia, and Palestine—in addition
to fending off a major onslaught on their capital through the Dardanelles.
At the request of the German High Command, the Ottoman [Vth Army
also launched two somewhat quixotic offensives against the Suez Canal in
1915 and 1916; both ended in utter failure.® Minor operations were carried
out in "Asir, the Yemen, Tripoli of Barbary and Cyrenaica, and Iran. The
Ottomans also provided valuable help to the war effort in the European
theater, with Ottoman units serving on fronts in Galicia, Rumania, and
Macedonia. By contrast, the Ottoman declaration of jihad on November
14, 1914 did not result in any significant rebellions by the millions of Mus-
lim subjects under Allied rule. Although the steady attrition of British
power seemed the most crucial contribution of the Ottoman war effort at
the time, its most radical impact on world history was in Russia. The unex-
pected Cttoman victory at the Dardanelles paved the way for the saccess of
the Bolshevik Revolution and the subsequent collapse of the Eastern Front
in 1917, as Russia bled to death for lack of the material support that its allies
could have supplied through the Straits and the Black Sea. Over the course
of the war, Great Britain deployed 2,550,000 troops on the Ottoman frents,
constituting 32 percent of the total number of British troops in the field; at
one point, the British had 880,300 men fighting the Ottomans, or 24 per-
cent of the British armed forces. The Russians initially mobilized 160,000
troops on the Caucasian front. By September 1916, they had 702,000 troops
facing the Ottomans in Anatolia and Iran, out of a total force of 3.7 million.
Additionally, 50,000 French troops fought the Ottomans, mainly at the Dar-
danelles. The Italians dispatched an expeditionary force of 70,000 soldiers

*' Mehmed Nibi and Rumbeyogiu Fahreddin, Giimritk Resminin Yiizde On Bese Tblags,
Ecnebi Postalary ve Kapitildsyon (Istanbul; Matbaa-i Amire, 1334 [1817]), p. 6.

** [Eriedrich] Kre3 von Kressenstein, Mit den Tilrken zimn Suezkanal (Berlin: Otto Schlegel,
1938), pp. 851,
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to quell a rebellion of the local militia in Tripoli and Cyrenaica aided by
the Ottoman government. Total Allied casualties on the Ottoman fronts
amounted to a massive 650,000.” In short, the Ottoman war effort imposed
on the Allied powers a substantial diversion of troops that could otherwise
have been used on the major European fronts.

The cost of this achievement was nonetheless immense, Ottoman losses
on all fronts wreaked havoc throughout the empire. During the Great War,
the empire put 2,608,000 men in uniform.” Approximately 15 percent of
the entire population, or almost one out of two adult males outside the civil
service, was called to arms. By 1918, Ottoman casualties had reached the
appalling figure of 725,000 (325,000 dead and 400,000 wounded). In addi-
tion, the Allies (mainly Great Britain and Russia) took 202,000 Ottoman
prisoners of war on varicus fronts. More than a million deserters, consti-
tuting almost half of the total number of draftees, wreaked social havoc
throughout the empire, especially in rural areas. On the day the Mudros
armistice was signed, out of 2,608,000 men put into uniform, only 323,600
were still at their posis.™ Of those who remained, a majority were noncom-
batants or fresh recruits not ready for combat. As early as 1916, draft regu-
lations were stretched to the extent that the age of soldiers in the infantry
regiments varied between sixteen and fOifty. By 1918, almost all Ottoman
divisions existed on paper only.*

The war was also devastating from an economic perspective. The gov-
ernment spent an estimated total of Lt 389.5 million (equivalent to 9.09
billion goid French francs)*” on expenses related to the war effort—or an
average of Lt 97 million (2.3 billion gold French francs) per year. Given that
the Ottoman budget for the fiscal year 1914 was Lt 34 millien (or 1.5 billion
gold French francs), out of which 44 percent went to the Public Debt
Administration,” the total additional burden of expenditure imposed by
the war amounted to ten times the net annual budget after debt repayments.

*M(aurice] Larcher, La guerre turque dans la guerre mondiale (Paris: E. Chiron, 1926},
pp- 617-34.

*This figure does not include 32,000 commissioned officers of different ranks, the Shammar
Bedouin of Hail, the Zaydi militia in the Yemeni Highlands and *Asir, the Kurdish tribal regi-
ments, the irregular units set up by the Special Organization, 1,400 German naval personnel,
7,500 German soldiers including these in the Deutsche Asien-Korps and in the Sonderkom-
mando detachment, and 650 German officers, medical persennel, and officials of the Military
Missicn.

* Cemalettin Taskiran, Ana Ben Olmedim: Birinci Diinya Savagnda Tirk Esirleri {Istan-
bul: Tiirkiye Iy Pankas Kiltiir Yaymlari, 2001}, pp, 47-8.

% [Otte] Liman von Sanders, Finf Jahre Tiirkei (Berlin: August Scherl, 19203, pp. 155-6.

By comparison, Great Britain spent 2357 billion gold French francs, Germany 243 1
billign, Belgium 5.9 billion, Bulgaria 3.6 billion, and Serbia 3.2 billion. See Larcher, La guerre
fuirgue, p. 636.

* Diistiir, 11/6 (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Amire, 1334 |1916]), p. 1081.
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To this exiraordinary level of expenditure, once must add catastrophic
losses in revenues. The strain of wartime finances was clearly staggering.

The Russian collapse on the eastern Anatolian front in the upheaval
brought about by the Bolshevik Revolution prolenged Ottoman hopes of
ultimate victory. But the ambitious Otteman thrust into the Caucasus in
the summer and fall of 1918, following the formal withdrawal of Russia
from the war under the terms of the Brest-Litovsk Treaty of March 1918,
proved unsustainable. As the Anatolian heartland came under threat from
British advances in the Near East, as the German offensives in Western
Europe failed, and as a major Allied attack resulted in the collapse of
the entire Bulgarian front, it became clear that the empire could no longer
depend on its Great Power ally. The combined impact of these develop-
ments resulted in the Ottoman capitulation to the Allies at Mudros on Cc-
tober 30, 1918. The surrender of the Ottoman government and the subse-
quent flight of the leading members of the CUP meant the end of the
Second Constituticnal Period and, more broadly, the Ottoman period as a
whole.

One of the most tragic events of the war was the deportation of much of
the Armenian population of Anatolia. Faced with the prospect of total col-
fapse on the Ottoman eastern front early in the war the government appar-
ently decided to deport all Armenians of the Armenian Apostolic Church
living in and around the Ottoman-Russian war zone, on the grounds that
the Armenian revolutionary committees were rebelling against the Otto-
man Empire and providing crucial assistance to the advancing Russian
armies.® However, the finer details of this decision were abandoned in
practice with the result that almost all Armenian populations affiliated with
the Apostolic Church were deported, with the exception of those residing
in Istanbul, {zmir, certain smaller cities such as Kittahya, and some Arab
provinces. In addition, the government deported scores of leading mem-
bers of the Armenian elite of the capital and other major cities, including
numerous infellectuals and professionals, on the grounds that they were
clandestinely serving the rebellious Armenian committees.*® Many promi-
nent politicians, including various Armenian members of the Ottoman
Chamber of Deputies, later shared the same fate. The deportation of the
Armenians (mainly to Dayr al-Zawr in Syria} was carried out with large-
scale violence and under conditions of extreme weather and hunger, lead-
ing to massive loss of life. It effectively ended Armenian existence in much
of Anatolia.

#Gee the temporary law “Vakt-i Seferde Icraat-1 Hitkimete Kargt Gelenler I¢lin Cihet-i
Askeriyece Ittihaz Olunacak Tedabir Hakkunda Kanun-i Muvakkat,” Takvim-i Vekayi', May 19,
1331 {June 1, 1915]. Deportations in fact began before this teraporary law was issued.

% Minister of the Interior Taldt Bey’s coded telegram dated April 11,1331 [April 24, 1915],
BOA-DH.EUM, 52/96-98.
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INTELLECTUAL Lite unDER THE CUP

The post-revolutionary period witnessed the most far-ranging intellectual
debate in late Ottoman history. During the early days of relative freedom
under the CUP, pundits of all ideological hues—ranging from Islamic
modernism to secialism—vied for attention in the public sphere. Intellec-
tual life in the Ottoman capital, which under the old regime had lost its
preeminence to Cairo and Beirut, once again flourished after the revolu-
tion. Other cities, such as Salonica, Damascus, and Baghdad, also witnessed
a revitalization of intellectual life.

Nationalist literary movements dominated Tarkish, Albanian, Arab, Az-
menian, and Greek intellectial circles. One such group, the Young Pens
(Genc Kalemler), advocated literature that reflected social realities, focu-
sed on national problems, and employed simple language; this became the
most popular approach te literature during this period. Similar approaches
predominated in the nationalist literary journals of other Ottoman com-
munities, such as the Armenian journals Mehean and Nawasard (Istanbul),
the Albanian journal Koha (Kor¢é), the clandestinely circulated Arab jour-
nal Lisdn al-"Arab/al-Muntada al-' Arabi (Istanbul), and the literary sections
of the Kurdish journals Réj-i Kurd and Hetav-i Kird (Istanbul).

Publications devoted to the concerns of women also proliferated through-
out the empire during this period. During the Tanzimat, women’s publica-
tions, such as the supplement to the journal Terakki, launched in 1869, cen-
tered on the narrow concerns of the Westernized elite. During the Hamidian
era, the palace-sponsored Hammiara Mahsus Gazete (Ladies’ Gazeite}, in
accordance with the innovative emphases of Ottomanism, promaoied a new
idealized image of a Muslim mother and wife, who shopped at Muslim
stores and raised obedient, pious children. The new post-revolutionary
WomeIN's press, by contrast, gave vent to more beral voices, and discussed
a much broader range of issues, including sensitive ones like feminism,
uniVersal suffrage, and gender discrimination.®

Women's organizations multiplied as well. Principal among them was the
Soctety for the Defense of Women’s Rights. In 1913, its leader, Belkss Sevlket,
a staunch defender of gender equality in all aspecis of life, flew aboard a
chartered military plane on behalf of Ottoman and Muslim women to dem-
onstrate to her female compatriots that they need not be excluded from any
human activity. Befkas Sevket struck a defiant pose, insisting that “Oriental
women will not accept a position that falls behind that of their Western
sisters”* Although participation in womens movements was significantly

M Serpil Cakar, Osmanl Kadm Harekets (Istanbul: Metis Yaymlari, 1994}, pp. 120,
“ Belkis Sevket, “Tayarin Ederken,” Nevsdl-1 Milli: 1330, ed. T. Z. (Istanbul; Artin Asadoryan,
133G [1514]), pp. 43840,
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Ficuze 25. Belkus Sevket, a leading Ottoman ferinist, aboard an Ottoman Bleriot
XI/B with Captain Fethi Bey, before embarking on the first flight of 2 Muslim
and Ottoman female (December 1, 1913). Nevsal-i Milli, ed. T. Z. {Istanbul: Artin
Asadoryan, 1330 [1914]), p. 450.

greater than in previous periods, it was still strictly an elite activity. As such,
it cannot be compared to the scale of suffragette activity in the Western
world. Though gender-based, the movement supported the larger Otto-
manist cause, inviting women of different ethnic backgrounds and religious
affiliations to participate; at the same time, it also benefited nationalist or-
ganizations, which came to dominate national women's clubs and organiza-
tions under the CUP.
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Socialism never achieved the status of a mainstream movement in the
Ottoman Empire. The socialist movement, popular among the Christian
population of the empire, relied mainly on the support of a handful of in-
tellectuals of Armenian, Bulgarian, Macedonian, or Serbian background.
The Ottoman Socialist Party, established in 1910 to create a mainstream
movement with the participation of Muslims, fell far short of making any
impact on politics. Unique at the time in its attempt to reconcile Islam with
socialism, the Ottoman Socialist Party did, however, set a precedent for
modern Islamic socialist movements.®

'The one ideological component of socialist dogma that did make its way
into mainstream Ottoman thought was materialism. The Ottoman materi-
alist movement, which had begun under the Tanzimat and gained momen-
tum during the Hamidian regime, came into its own under the CUP. Full
translations of Biichner’s Kraft und Stoff now appeared® as well as many
works on Darwinism.* The first major Ottoman philosophical journal,
Felsefe Mecmuasi, promoted German Vulgirmaterialismus with a strong
bias toward Ernst Haeckel's Monism. Various journals linked materialism
to Westernization (Garbcilik), portraying it as the driving force behind the
material progress of the West. The most prominent of these, Ictihad, aiso
waged a war of ideas against [slam and ridiculed many Muslim practices.*
Indeed, Sharif TTusayn of Mecca listed the attacks on Islam published in the
pages of Ictihad among the factors that prompted his revolt against the Ot-
tomans in 1916.” More important, the Westernization agenda vigorously
advocated by this journal provided a blueprint for the radical reforms later
implemented by Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk), the first president of the Turk-
ish Republic.®® Following the Balkan Wars, a major schism took place
within the Ottoman Westernization movement, One faction combined
support for cultural Westernization with vigorous opposition to Western
imperialism,” while another advocated wholesale acceptance of Western
civilization, “with its roses and its thorns™™

#Mete Tungay, Turkivelle Sol Akemlar, 1908-1925, 1 {Istanbul: BD$ Yaymlar, 1991),
p. 33.

“Louis [Ludwig] Biichner, Madde ve Kuvvet, 1-3, tr. Baha Tevfik and Ahmed Nebil
(Istanbui: Teceddiid-i [lmi ve Felsefi Kititbhanesi, {1911]).

% Subhi Edhem, Darwinizm (Monastir: Beyrel-milel Ticaret Matbaasi, 1327 [1911]).

* Abdullah Cevdet, “Softaliga Dair,” fetifiad, no. 60 [April 17 1913], p. 1304,

& Sulayman Musa, al-Husayn ibn ‘Al wa'l-thawra al-‘Arabive al-kubrd (Amman: Lajnat
Tartkh al-Urdunn, 1992), p. 134.

** [Kaligzade Hakla], “Pek Uyanik Bir Uyl Jetihad, no. 55 [March 6, 1913], pp. 1226-%;
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Islarnist movements, which had suffered persecution at the hands of Ab-
ditlhamid 11, enjoyed a period of relative growth and tranquility under the
CUP. The most important of these was the one inspired by Mubhammad
*Abduh’s ideas on the reconciliation of Islam with science and modernity.
Supporters of "Abduh strongly defended constitutionalism, but criticized
Turkism on the grounds that “Islam does not allow nationalism They
denounced the Westernizers {Garbcilar) for seeking to dupe Muslims into
accepting a “new religion”” The ulema as a whole strove (without much
success) to reclaim their former position in political and intellectual life.
Initially, the religious establishment maintained cordial relations with the
CUP, which for its part set up an ulema party branch to keep the main-
stream religious figures under its control. But the relationship deteriorated
over time, especially after the attempted counterrevolution of 1909, which
the CUP abused to consclidate its hold on power and marginalize the
ulema. As a substitute for public religion sanctioned by the ulema, the CUP
pushed for the transformation of religion into a private affair; in 1909, for
example, the government banned the hearing of private law cases by shari‘a
courts in instances where a prior judgment from a civil court existed.” In
1917, it issued the “Temporary Family Law;” a cautious but significant step
toward the adoption of a civil }aw code. The statute granted a limited right
of divarce to Muslim women by means of a liberal interpretation of Hanbali
faw; and it limited the practice of polygamy by allowing women o stipulate
monogamy as a condition in their marriage contracts.” This legislation was
the product of proposals put forth by 2 group of intellectuals, labeled the
Turkist-Tslamists, who published the journal Islim Mecmuast (Islamic Re-
view). These thinkers advocated the construction of a modern Islam that
limited itself to matters of private faith and rituals. They believed it could
be construed by entrusting the uwlul-amr (those vested with authority) with
extensive legislative authority, broadening the basis and applicability of “urf
{custom}, and liberally interpreting traditional Islamic sources.” In this man-
ner, Istamic practices that could not be reconciled with modernity, such as
polygamy, would be eliminated.” Especially during the Great War, such
theses found an attentive ear in the corridors of power, as the CUP supported
the use of a modernist Islam to rally religion to the national cause and project

» Ahmed Na'im, Isfimda Da'va-yr Kavmiyyet {Istanbul: Tevsi'-i "['ba’at Matbaas, 1332
[1914]}, pp. 5.

2 Ferid, “Tarih-i Istikbal) Sebiltir-Resad, 11/283 [February 12, 1914], p. 338.

7 Diistiy, /1 (Tstanbul: Matbaa-i Osmaniye, 1329 [1911]}, pp. 1924,

™ Diistizr, 11/9 (Istanbul: Evkaf Matbaasy, 1928), pp. 762-81.

7 Ziya Gékalp, “Dinin fetima Hidmetleri) fsidm Mecruast 2/34 [August 26, 1915],
pp. 741-3; no. 36 {September 23, 1915}, pp. 772-6; no, 37 [October 7, 1915], pp. 791-6.
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a “Religion for a Turk””™ However, the mainstream ulerna, as well as the
more radical Islamists, rejected such views as unwelcome innovations.™

Despite these tensions, the regime’s legitimacy deficit repeatedly forced
the CUP to seek compromises with the liberal wing of the ulema whenever
it felt challenged by conservatives, and, more generally, to fall back on the
traditional legitimizing power of Islam. One example is the Islamization of
the Ottoman Constitution following the counterrevolution.” An amend-
meat to article 10 added “shari'a” to a clause that originally read: “Except
for the reasons and under the conditions prescribed by the law [ganin], no
one shall be arrested or punished on any pretext whatsoever” A similar
alteration in article 118 of the constitution made figh a major source for
new legislation. Analogous political calculations led the State Council in
1909 to recommend a wholesale ban on the import of alcohelic beverages
to the province of Yemen (so as to avoid a backlash from “the local popula-
tion, which is inclined toward conspiracy,” ran the proposal).* Ironically, the
implementation of this recommendation prompted an unforeseen back-
lash from Yemen'’s non-Mustims, whose right to drink alcohol—recognized
by the “reactionary” Abdiilhamid II—was thus inadvertently annulled. In
general, the CUP tended to appeal to Islam when it was convenient to do
80, as when bureaucrats explained the shutdown of socialist organizations
on the grounds that their regulations violated the sharia (in addition to
“fundamental principles™).®

The Turkism that had flourished among Ottoman expatriates in Cairo,
the capital cities of Europe, and other parts of the empire during the later
years of Abdiilhamid IT went {rom strength to strength after the revolution.
Once in power, the CUP everywhere backed Tarkist organizations, such
as the Turkish Hearths; and leading CUP members wrote for Tarkist or-
gans, such as Genc Kalemler and Tiirk Yurdu, thereby broadening their ap-
peal. The Turkist attitude to Islam and Islamic reform was radically new.
Epitomized by Ziya Gékalps motto, “to become Turkish, Muslim, and mod-
ern;” Turkism advocated reconciliation with both Istam and secularism,”

77 Ziya Gokalp, “Tirke Gére: Diny Isldm Mecrmas: 2/22 [March 10, 1915}, p. 552.
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But perhaps the most important effect of the surge in Turkist thought was
the reconstruction of the official ideclogy of Ottomanism. Much as Abdiil-
hamid IFs reinterpretation of Ottomanism had stressed the solidarity of
the empire’s Muslim subjects, the CUP’s new Ottomanism now allocated a
dominant role to its Turks. And just as Abdtlhamid IIs emphasis on Islam
transcended the boundaries of the empire, so too did the new emphasis on
the Turkish race. Thus Ottomanism, which originally envisioned an egali-
tarian supranational identity that would supersede other religious or ethnic
afbliations and bind the empire together, ended up as the ideclogical foun-
dation for a society dominated by Turks—not unlike Arkadii Prigozhin’s
vision of a narod-patron, in which a multinational Soviet community was
in fact to be run by Russians. “Turks who had lived an unconscious life
under the Gttoman flag” were called upon to acquire a “national aware-
ness” and, as the dominant nation of the state, to reinvigorate the empire.
At the same time, they were asked to extend a helping hand both to Turks
living under foreign rule and to Muslims in other parts of the world.**

Some Turkists took these notions one step further, advocating a Pan-
Turkist union of Tarkic peoples, maost of whom were held to be chafing
under Russian domination. The ideal future homeland of all Turks, “Turan,”
was, however, for the most part a fantasy entertained by & handful of intel-
lectuals. In a poem on this theme composed in 1911, Ziya Gokalp wrote:
“Neither Turkey nor Turkistan is a fatherland for the Turks / The father-
land is an enormous and eternal country: Turan” Only during the war
did it become fashionable to discuss the union of all Turks as a practical
possibility to be realized on the ruins of the Russian Empire.

The intellectual ferment of the period found new modes of expression.
Political demonstrations, workers' strikes, and economic boycotts directed
at Western powers dotted the political fandscape of this era. Debates such
as that on Westernization raged on into the early months of the First World
War, when the government finally put an end to freedom of speech, sus-
pending Icfitad and other controversial journals. As the war progressed,
the administration placed increasing restrictions on political activities of
ali kinds, limiting demonstrations, outlawing political organizations, and
manipulating anti-Western sentiments for its own purposes.

THe EcONOMY

The mititant prerevolutionary rhetoric of the Turkist faction of the CUP gave
no indication what economic policy could be expected after the revolution.

® Képritliizdde Mehmed Fu’ad, “Tiirklik, Islamhk, Osmanhbk Tiirk Yurdu 4 (1329
(19131}, p. 695. ,
#Teviik Sedad [Ziya Gékalp], “Turan] Genc Kalemnler, no. 6 [March 19111, p. 167.
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Talk of declaring an economic boycott against the treacherous Armenians,®
of shunning the Public Debt Administration as an imperium in imperio,® of
resisting aggressive European capitalists and exploiters wha “go wild when
they see money™ died down quickly as revolutionary extremism gave way
to more realistic attitudes following the assumption of power by the CUP.
Although early CUP decisions revealed a certain tendency to support do-
mestic production, such as viticulture on the Aegean coast, against foreign
companies,® fears of an immediate shift to extreme étatism favoring Mus-
lims and Turks proved unfounded. Tnstead, the CUP surprised everyone by
adopting a liberal policy conceived by one of its leading members, Mehmed
Cavid, a scholarly champion of liberalism.** Between 1908 and 1913, the
number of Ottorman joint stock companies established with foreign capital
{and usually in partnership with European or non-Muslim Ottoman entre-
preneurs) actually increased.” Still, economic liberalism clearly contra-
dicted the Weltanschauung of the CUP; as such, it represented merely a
temporary compromise with reality.

The surge of anti-Western sentiments under the impact of the Balkan
Wars heiped the CUP leaders readjust their economic policy and shift to a
new agenda more in line with their beliefs. The new policy, labeled “Na-
tional Economics,” was a blend of corporatism, protectionisin, and strict
state control over the economy. It had its intellectual roots in the thinking
of Friedrich List and the German Historical School. The coming of war
facilitated the adoption of such measures, and the 1916 General Congress
of the CUP heralded the full adoption of this platform as official policy.
It was significant that Mehmed Cavid, who abhorred the German Histori-
cal School, stayed on to preside over the implementation of these new pol-
icies as the CUP’s minister of finance or in other key positions within the
financial establishment. Clearly, the Tarkist and étatist party line overrode
individual intellectual preferences.

The Ottoman government unilaterally abrogated the capitulations
or September 11, 1914, much to the dismay of its German ally. This act,

®Ulug, “Ermeniler” Tiirk, no. 110 (December 21, 1905), p. 2.

Al Muzaffer, “Ditytin-i Umumiye-i Osmaniye Varidatw Muhassasa Idaresi yahud
Hiilctimet Iginde Hitktimet,” Kanusr1 Esasi, no. 39 [May 30, 1899F, pp, 46

¥ "Dinleyiniz!” Sirra-y: Urnmet, na. 119 (July 30, 1507), p. 1.

#See the CUP fzmir branch’s memorandum to the Central Committee, June 15, 1325
[June 28, 1909]/no. 379, and the CUP special comumissior's report dated July 3, 1325 [July 18,
19091, Private Papers of Ahmed Riza.

¥ Mehmed Cavid, fim-i Tktisad, 1 (Istanbul: Matbaa-i Amire, 1326 [1910]), p. 58.

* Zater Toprak, Tiirkivede “Milli Iktisat] 1906-1918 (Ankara: Yurt Yaymlars, 1982),
p. 86.

*"'The imperial decree issued on September 8, 1914 was set to go into effect on Octaber 1,
1914, Diistitr, /6, p. 1273,




196 Chapter Six

coupled with the virtually total economic isolation imposed by the war,
produced a protectionist environment that favored domestic prpducers.
The government further strengthened protectionism by increasing cus-
toms tariffs from 8 percent to 11 percent in October 1914, and then rais-
ing them again to 30 percent in May 1915.”° Despitc these measures, how-
ever, conscription of almost half of the adult male population prompted a
drastic decrease in domestic production in both the agricultural and
nonagricultural sectors; because of the military monopoly over the nse of
the railways, the main means of transportation, ouly a smafl portion of pro-
duction could be brought to major markets. At the same time, wartime
conditions sharply limited the available export market. Moreover, severe
shortages of everything imaginable emezrged, leading o rampant black-
marketeering and the formation of a new class of war profiteers. But these
circumstances did permit the CUP to alter the balance of economic forces
within the empire in favor of Muslims, and especially Tarks. As the war
waore on, the goal of creating of a national Muslim/Turkish bourgeoisie, at
the expense of foreign capital, non-Muslims, and non-Turks, becamne offi-
cial policy. The CUP helped Turkish entrepreneurs establish companies and
banks with the word “national” in their titles. Tt supported the lannching of
a grander project to replace the Ottoman Bank with a national central bank.
The new institution, named “Ottoman National Honor,” was established in
1917, hat the collapse of the Ottoman war effort shattered hopes for its
future. The CUP also created an array of other economic institutions in
support of their policies, such as cooperatives for Muslim and Tarkish
manufacturers and societies of artisans. Such organizations supported
the goal of “nationalizing the economy,” while at the same time deepening
organized political support for the CUP. The Temporary Law for the En-
couragement of Industry, issued in 1913, sought to provide advantages to
local entrepreneurs through the selective award of customs, tax, and lapd
privileges, with the unstated aim of fostering the emergence of a Muslim
bourgeoisie.”® Uniil the full switch to “National Economics,” the results of
this legislation were meager; in 1915, Muslim entrepreneurs owned only 42
companies in the empire, as compared with 172 firms listed under non-
Muslim ownership. In March 1915, the government amended the law to
reinforce its unwritten agenda, restricting privileges to “Ottomans,” which
in practice meant Maslims, and to Ottornan joint stock companies.™ As a
consequence, by 1918 the picture had changed dramatically. A host of new

= Ibid., pp. 1276-77.
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companies and factories established by Muslims gave them the upper hand
in the economy, though the defeat nullified this development.?”

It is not easy to put together an accurate economic picture of the CUP
era because of the unstable conditions arising from successive wars. The
upheaval caused by the First World War was particularly disruptive. For
example, price indices of basic consumption in the wartime £CONnomy rose
a record 1,953 percent” To meet the extraordinary expenses of war, the
government first obtained German credits and sold domestic bonds. But
eventually, to resolve the shortage of cash, the government had no choice
but to print money. In order to do so, it had to reintroduce banknotes for
the third time in Ottoman history. From 1915 to the end of the war, the
Ottoman Bank issued seven series of notes, amounting to Lt 161 million
(more than three times the value of the meta} currency circulating in the
Ottoman economy), underwritten for the most part by German treasury
boads. In 1916, in an attempt to stabilize the Ottoman cutrrency, the gov-
ernment issued the Temporary Law of Standardization of Metal Coins,
which established 2 fulf gold standard and sought to put an end to the vary-
ing exchange rates of coins in the different regions of the empire.”’ 'l'o un-
derscore the serious intent behind these reforms, the government made
failure to accept paper notes a crime,® However, on the street nobody took
them at face value or respected the stipulated 1:1 ratio against gold. As a
result, two parallel meney markets emerged. Resistance to giving change in
coins for payments in notes compelled the government to authorize the
practice of cutting Lt 1 and Lt 5 bills into two and using them as Lt 0.50 and
Lt 2.5 notes, respectively'® BEventually, it was forced to issue banknotes
worth as Jittle as 5 gurushes. For still smaller amounts, the government al-
lowed the use of revenue stamps.*? In some towns, governors tock matters
into their own hands, issuing paper notes in small denominations.'® The
failure of the attempt to control the exchange rate between paper and metal
is evidenced in the following statistic: in May 1917, a paper bill worth Lt 1
circulated at the rates of 0.35, 0.30, 0.25, 0.10, and 0.08 metal gurushes in
Istanbul, Konya, Aleppo, Mosul, and Baghdad, respectively,™ The farther
one got from the capital, the less paper money was worth; by 1918, it was
almost worthless in many areas. Despite the dire economic conditions, the
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sale of Ottoman treasury bonds, purchase of which was declared a patriotic
duty, turned out to be a success, as the government sold It 18 million worth
of bonds in the last year of the war. :

THE COLLAPSE OF THE EMPIRE

Ottoman defeat entailed the final dissolution of the empire. But the process

of dismemberment had begun several years before. On November 3, 1914,

Great Britain recognized Kuwait as an independent state under British pro-

tection. Two days later, it officially annexed Cyprus. In December, it de-

clared Egypt a protectorate. Although these acts signified no more than the

formal termination of Ottoman suzerainties over territories that had fong

before slipped away from central control, they were a signal of meore serious

things to come. From 1914 onward, the Allies coordinated a series of plans

for the partition of the Ottoman Empire, each of which was rapidly over-

taken by wartime developments. The Constantinople agreements of 1915

between Great Britain, France, and Russia, which awarded the Ottoman
Straits to Russia (on the condition that Istanbul remain a free port), became
a dead letter following the Bolshevik Revolution. Other wartime sketches
of the possible fault lines of partition were the Treaty of London (1915), the
Sykes-Picot agreement (1916), and the Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne
{1917). Woodrow Wilson's famous Fourteen Points of 1918 set three prin-

ciples of partition: sovereignty for the Turkish portion of the empire; secu-

rity of life and an unmolested opportunity for autonomous development for
the non-Turkish nationalities; and the permanent opening of the Darda-

nelles under international guarantees as a free passageway for the ships and
commerce of all nations.'"™ Such lofty principles appeared easily applicable
on paper; in practice, however, their implementation was no simple matter.
Anglo-French conflict over some of the grey areas in these various plans,
compounded by the subsequent Americar disengagement from the area,
constituted the primary external obstacles to the smooth partition of the
empire. Among the other factors that complicated its division were British
commitments to Arab leaders in the Hijaz, Najd, and “Asir in 1915-16, sep-
arate reassurances given to Sharif Husayn of Mecca in January 1918, prom-
ises made to seven other Arab leaders domiciled in Egypt in June 1918, the
undertaking toward world Jewry embodied in the Balfour Declarazion of
1917, and the territorial demands of Greeks, Armenians, and Kurds, not to
mention flerce Turkish nationalist resistance.

1% [Woodrow Wilson], Waadrow Wilson: The Essential Political Writings, ed, Ronald J.
Pestritto {Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2005), pp. 255-64.
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After the conclusion of the war, a new Near East arose from the ruins of
the Ottoman Empire, shaped and dominated by British and French power,
but seething with underlying tensions of local origin. Recognizing the ir-
retrievable loss of empire brought about by defeat in the Great War, Tur-
key’s pragmatic leaders renounced all formal rights of empire outside of
Anatolia, including all claims to Egypt, the Sudan, Libya, and Cyprus. Syria,
the hotbed of Arab nationalist intellectual activity during the last years of
the empire, came under French mandate in July 1920. Contrary to nation-
alist aspirations, some districts hitherto ruled from Damascus, as well as
the northern parts of the Ottoman province of Beirut, were annexed to
Mount Lebanon to form “Grand Liban,” also under French mandate, in
1920. Inn 1921, over Turkey's strong objections, the British fused the prov-
ince of Mosul with two other former Ottoman provinces, Baghdad and
Basra, to form the mandate, and then state, of Iraq.** The British also con-
trolled both banks of the Jordan River, the Holy Land destined to pose one
of the most acute partition challenges in former Ottoman lands. In 1922,
the British divided the Palestine Mandate into two artificial entities: on the
East Bank, they created the Kingdom of Transjordan, which became the
enduring refuge of the Hashemite family, driven out of Arabia by their rivals,
the Saudis; and on the West Bank, they continued to administer the reduced
mandate of Palestine, bitterly contested between Jews and Arabs ever since.

In the Arabian Peninsula, Imam Yahva, who during the conflict had re-
mained loyal to the Ottoman Empire, secured for himself an independent
state in Yemen following the war. Another pro-Ottornan semi-independent
leader, Sa“ad ibn ‘Abd al-"Aziz, amir of the House of Rashid in HZ1l, was
assassinated in 1920, following which the Rashidi dominion was overrun
by the Saudi ruler "Abd al-"Aziz ibn Sa"td. The latter then embarked on a
bitter struggle for the domination of northern Arabia against his archrival,
Sharif Husayn; this ended in Saudi domination of the Hijaz by 1925, and
the ouster of the Hashemite line from the Arabian Peninsula. The Idrisi
Sufi state in “Asir suffered a similar fate at Saudi hands in 1930, Other ben-
shed their remaining ties to the Ottoman state at various stages of the war,

In Anatolia, the Turkish nationalists led by Mustafa Kemal Pasha fero-
ciously resisted partition of the Anatolian core of the empire. Their success
in overturning the peace settlement breezily imposed by the Allies at the
end of the Great War is an astonishing episode in world history, and one
which has received far less attention than it deserves. 'The defiance of the
Turkish nationalists signified the first major challenge to the new world
order and served as a harbinger of things to come.

" Mosul was officiaily awarded to Iraq by the League of Nations in December 1925.
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The harsh Treaty of Sévres (August 1920}, imposed upon the sultans
government by the victors, included provisions for the partition of Anato-
lia. The treaty foresaw the formation of French and Italian zones of occupa-
tion in the southeast and southwest, the cession of much of western Anato-
lia to Greece, and the establishment of two independent states, Armenia
and Kurdistan, in the east and southeast. The residue of the territory was to
remain Ottoman. Istanbul, while remaining the seat of the Ottoman gov-
ernment and Caliphate, was to become an international city, with free nav-
igation through the Straits controlled by an international commission. The
Ottoman state was to have a token army and navy without tanks, heavy
artillery, airplanes, or battleships. The Ottoman budget was to be placed
under the supervision of an Allied financial commission. Not surprisingly,
Turkish nationalists, headed by the new Turkish Grand National Assermnbly
and the nationalist government in Ankara, rejected these humiliating terms
and resolved to fight to the bitter end to preclude their implementation.

In the ensuing Turkish War of Independence, the nationalist army de-
feated the Greeks and came to terms with the French and the Italians,
thereby securing an independent Turkish state in Anatolia, and frustrating
Armenian, Greek, and Kurdish aspirations. At the conclusion of the war,
the Greek Orthodox population of Turkey was exchanged for the Muslim
population of Greece (excluding the Greek Orthodox population of Istan-
bul and the Muslims of Western Thrace), thereby effectively ending Greek
settlement in Anatolia. The borders set by the Treaty of Lausanne (1923)
and the subsequent cession of Mosul to Iraq (1925} divided the Kurdish
population of the empire between Turkey, Syria, and Iraq, thereby over-
tarning the 62nd article of the Sévres Treaty and shattering Kurdish aspira-
tions for self-determination. Under the terms of the Treaty of Lausanne,
the Armenians Jost all hope of reestablishing a significant presence in East-
ern Anatolia (as stipulated in the 89th article of the Sévres Treaty); their
sole consolation was a smail homeland in Soviet Armenia which was estab-
lished in 1920 and became part of the Transcancasian Soviet Federated So-
cialist Republic in 1922.

Along with the myriad social problems bequeathed by the empire, the
Ottoman successor states also inherited decades of imperial debt. The
Treaty of Lausanne released Turkey from any obligations concerning Otto-
man loans guaranteed on the basis of the Egyptian tribute, that is, the loans
of 1855, 1891, and 1894. But the rest of the Ottoman debt was divided pro-
portionally among the empire’s heirs. An international referee later deter-
mined that, out of the debt of Lt 130 million (not including unpaid install-
ments totaling Lt 30 million), Turkey would pay Lt 35 million, Greece, the
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, and Syria-Lebanon would
each pay Lt 11 million, and the other heirs would incur relatively smaller
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amounts, ‘Asir inherited the smallest amount, namely Lt 26,000.'7 Turkey
made the last payment on the Ottoman debt in August 1948.

The abolition of the Ottoman sultanate on November 1/2, 1922 by the
Turkish Grand National Assembly in Ankara dealt the coup de grice to an
empire that had long ceased to be one. The final institutional remnant of
empire, the Caliphate, was abolished on March 3, 1924. To prevent any
return to the Ottoman era, the government expelled all members of the
royal family from Turkey.

The birth of numerous nation-states out of an old and vast empire, far
from being a smooth natural evolution, was a messy, often painful process,
which left many problems still unsolved in areas stretching from Sarajevo,
Skopje, and Kosovo to Kirkuk, Nicosia, and Jerusalem. The emergence of
new national boundaries left ethnic minorities stranded on either side; for-
mer communities of a muitinational empire became majorities or minori-
ties in ethnically defined nation-states with an unflinching desire for ho-
mogeneity. Social turmoil was often the resuli. The Bulgarian-Greek
(1919-20) and the Turkish-Greek (1923-26) population exchanges, for ex-
ampile, involved the forced upreoting of more than two millien individuals
from their traditional homes and their transfer to so-called fatherlands.
New borders also entailed radical changes to the socioeconomic strictures
of the new nation-states. For instance, the Armenian deportations and the
Greek-Turkish population exchange produced an extreme scarcity in
craftsmen and skilled industrial labor in Anatolia. Many important cities,
such as Aleppo and Salonica, which lost their traditional hinterlands upon
being detached from the empire, faced inevitable decline, and ultimately
lost much of their significance. The collapse of the Ottoman Empire marked
a sharp break with the past, producing an array of new structures that be-
long wholly to the post-Ottornan period. The problems underlying these
new structures are nevertheless firmly rooted in the Ottoman legacy.

Tuae CUP Era 1N RETROSPECT

Although it is commonly assumed that the Young Turk Revolution pro-
duced drastic changes in Ottoman domestic and foreign policy, there was
far more continuity with Hamidian patterns than is generally recognized.
The 1908 Revolution marked a watershed not because of the introduction
of new policies in its wake, but because it made possible a sea-change in the
structure of the ruling elite. Although the CUP began in stark opposition to

Wi Halkks Yeniay, Yeni Oswanlt Borglari Tarihi (Istanbul Tktisat Fakiltesi Yayinlarl,
1964), pp. 130-33.
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Abdalhamid II, the realities of power compelled it to follow his policies far
more often than #t would have liked, There is something symbolic in the
famous picture taken at the state funeral of Abdiillhamid ITin 1918, in which
the entire CUP leadership is seen following their deadly opponent’s casket
in solemn procession.

Politically, the most significant change that took place in this period was
the introduction, however incomplete, of representation through pariy
politics. For the first time in the history of the empire, politics was the busi-
ness of political parties sponsoring competing policies and visions of the
future. Although this political pluralism was not long-lasting, it caused a
far more enduring change in the nature and composition of the Ottoman
ruling elite. The revolution marked a changing of the guard, as new elites
were swept up into politics both in the machinery of central government
and in communal organization. The old elites that worked within the
framework of Hamidian Ottomanism, such as the Armenian Amira class of
bankers and rich artisans allied to the clergy, or the Albanian, Arab, and
Kurdish notables who traded their loyalty for imperial privileges and a free
hand in cornmunal administration, lost power under the new regime. So
did the religious establishments. Muslim, Christian, and Jewish religious
leaders lost so much ground to the nationalist elites in the Ottoman heart-
lands that only in the most distant and loosely held regions of the empire in
Arabia did successor states defining themselves in religious terms emerge.
Even Sharif Husayn of Mecca bowed to the slogans of the age, announcing
his revolt on behalf of an imagined “Arab Nation” Members of the tradi-
tional elites who jumped on the nationalist bandwagon did so largely be-
cause they had no alternative,

The new elites empowered by the installation of a parliamentary system
in a multinational empire were, for the most part, secular nationalists. It
was mostly Turkish members of the CUP who rose to positions of promi-
nence in the army and bureaucracy, while non-Turkish nationalists came
to the fore as parliamentary deputies or regional leaders of separatist move-
ments. Lacking the ecanomic power and social status enjoyed by the tradi-
tional elites, the nationalist leaders exploited the new liberties of the post-
revolutionary period to consolidate their power using newspapers, journals,
and the ballot box, Through elections, they came {0 enjoy legitimacy as “the
representatives of the people”—although they might disagree among them-
selves as to who “the people” really were—and they sought to assert the power
conferred by this legitimacy in the struggle over the future of the empire.

Wars acted as a catalyst for the disintegration of the empire and the re-
drawing of the political map of the Balkans and Near East, giving birth to a
host of successor states dominated by the elites formed during the Second
Constitutional Period. In Turkey, the overwhelming majority of the Re-
publican leaders were former CUP members; in the other successor states,
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nationalist efites speaking the anticolonial rhetoric pioneered by the CUP
held a disproportionate share of power for many decades following the Gt-
toman collapse. Thus, the emergence of an intellectual, nationalist van-
guatd at the expense of the traditional religious and propertied elites stands
out as the most significant sociopolitical legacy bequeathed by the Second
Constitutional Period.

The revolution and its aftermath also saw the rise of the military in Ot-
toman society. Although defeat in war thwarted the fate Ottoman project
for building a nation in arms, the militarization of society and politics be-
came a common feature of many of the Ottoman saccessor states, includ-
ing Turkey. Along with the militarization of politics, the Second Constitu-
tional Period left another lasting imprint on post-Ottoman polities: the
creation of a hollow institutional facade legitimizing the ruling party. Once
promoted and accepted, such fundamental tenets of a free society as elec-
tions, the right to representation, freedom of the press, and the right to as-
semble could not simply be suspended. But they could be largely emptied
of content. In fact, the constitutional travesty that emerged during the Sec-
ond Constitutional Pericd became the model for nearly all the nation-states
that established themselves upon the ruins of the empire. One sees this pat-
tern even in the most oppressive dictatorial regimes, such s Enver Hoxha’s
Albania, or the Ba'th teaderships in Syria and [raq, which still felt it neces-
sary to hold sham elections, maintain the ifllusion of an efected parfiament,
and sponsor a robust press tightly controlled by the state.

Ironically, the CUPs triumph in 1908 in the end proved as much of a
victory for its political opponents. For four critical years, the leaders of the
Committee struggled to maintain their grip on power, in part because they
could not resolve their dilemma in choosing between the lofty principles of
the revolution and the urge to dominate. The CUP’s entire revolutionary
pleiform rested on the case for a constitution. Immediate retreat from this
goal would have been tantamount to betrayal of the people, and might have
resulted in the foss of power. The “people” turned out to be at once a con-
siderable force of legitimacy and a serious threat to CUP control. The res-
toration of the constitution and the institution of freely contested efections
soon proved a boon te the CUP’s challengers. The parliament was at once
a legitimizing asset and an independent-minded body that hindered the
CUP’s freedom to implement their empire-saving program. Eventually, the
constitutional regime was stripped of substance, even though it retained its
form.

The conflict between the CUP’s Turkist agenda and the multinational
reality of the empire was another of many dilemmas that were resclved in
an unsatisfactorily pragmatic fashion, resulting in the attenuation of revo-
lutionary principle and the formulation of ambiguous palicy. Just as the
CUP’s “Ottomanism” was supposed to appeal to non-Turkish communities
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while preserving the Turkist agenda, so too a secular interpretation of Islam
was meant to pacify the ulema while maintaining the essentials of the sci-
entistic platform. Perhaps a more uncompromising ideclogical attitude
and the adoption of a supranational platform like that of the Bolsheviks in
Russia might have saved the empire from these contradictions. But the sort
of social upheaval openly espoused by the Bolsheviks was aljen to the CUP
worldview. In this respect, the CUP leaders resembled the Tanzimat states-
men who, by promoting the new while preserving the old, fostered an am-
biguous dualism. They kept the sultan, but introduced the Committee;
maintained the Islamic identity of the regime, yet endorsed secularism; es-
poused Turkism, yet professed Ottomanism; advocated democracy, but
practiced repression; attacked imperiatism, but courted empires; and pro-
claimed étatism while promoting liberal economics.

An uncharitable estimation of the CUP in power would attribute the
ambivalence of their policies to a failure of imagination. A more generous
evaluation would recognize that the CUB, like the feaders of the Tanzimat
before them, and uniike the leaders of the Ottoman successor states that
followed in their wake, had to come to terms with the fact that they ruled a
multinational empire. They were not free to build a new state and society
from scratch, primarily because they were not prepared to relinquish the
empire. Ultimately, the revolutionaries of 1908 could not transcend the
framework of the late Ottoman order bequeathed to them by the very
Abdiilhamid I they had come together to overthrow. It was up to a younger
generation of revolutionaries, no longer burdened by the responsibilities
of empire and the fissiparous challenge of nationalism, to abanden the
Ottoman past and build something radically new.

THE m1sTORY of the late Ottoman Empire exhibits several major dynamics
that overlap and, at times, contradict each other. First among these is the
struggle between center and periphery. Perhaps the principal theme of late
Ottoman history is the attempt of the central government in the imperial
capital to assert its control over a loosely held periphery which had gradually
accumulated administrative, economic, and even diplomatic independence
of the center. The seepage of power to the periphery peaked in 1808, when
the center accorded brief legal recognition to this new balance of power. In
its attempt fo eradicate the old order, the center inevitably clashed with
power brokers in the periphery whe sought to preserve their autonomy and
privileges. The crux of the center’s problem with the outlying territories was
not, as has often been suggested, ideological, but practical. The old order,
under new circumstances, no longer afforded a cost-effective solution to
the problem of ruling over a vast empire; it reduced the center to penury
and powerlessness. Defense of the empire in the age of modern warfare
demanded a large and professional army and navy equipped with advanced
weaponry; the maintenance of such military focus depended on effective
taxation; and effective taxation was not commensurate with the rule of focal
notables. Instead it required an effective, centralized bureaucracy. Hence
the centralizing, bureaucratizing impulse that runs as a common thread
through late Ottoman history.

This common-sense reaction had little to do with any struggle between
“modernizers” (or “Westernizers”) at the center and “reactionaries” in the
periphery. In fact, in 1808 it was representatives of the periphery who at-
tempted to impose modernization on the center. In 1839, the roles were
reversed. Despite their varying ideological attitudes, afl Ottoman adminis-
trations—from Selim IIT down te the CUP—strove to centralize the admin-
istration of the empire, while leaders in the periphery did their best to resist
it. As the autonomous governors of Egypt and Baghdad in the early nine-
teenth century demonstrated, the periphery was quite capable of surpass-
ing the center in applying European methods and technologies, For them,
too, Westernization—the imitation of Europe—was not primarily an aim in
and of itself, but rather an instrument for the improvement of government
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and society. Mehmed Ali's successful drive for European-style moderniza-
tion did not automatically make him an ally of the center, despite the fact
that it strove to achieve similar goals. The Ottoman central government
supported Egyptian modernization as long as it enjoyed its fruits—the
crushing of the rebels in the Morea, the overthrow of the Saudi state in the
Arabtan Peninsula, or increasing imperial tax revenues. But once Egyptian
troops moved against the imperjal army, and Egyptian weaith was chan-
neled into local growth, the rulers of the empire lost any stake in Mehmed
Als modernization policies. Similarly, the nationalist movements that
later redrew the struggle along ethnic lines were led by Westernized elites
fighting against a Westernized center.

Nor was the struggle between center and periphery primarily related to
the rise of nationalism, aithough nationalism certainly intensified it. For
one thing non-nationalist groups, like Zaydi insurgents in the highlands of
Yemen or S0fi rebels in *Asir, made similar demands of the center on behalf
of their regions. Images of captive nations engaged in a heroic struggle for
freedom from Turkish domination only acquired relevance later. Clearly,
nationalism served as a perfect ideological vehicle for mobilizing resistance
in the periphery and articulating demands directed at the center and foreign
powers. Adroit leaders mastered the new rhetoric to voice old, deep-rooted
demands with greater vehemence and increasing success. It was tempting
for historians of a nationalist orientation to recast an ambitious local ruler
like Mehmed Ali as the founding hero who had forged a nation, with their
very histories, in turn, contributing the foundation myths of nationheod. In
reality, nationalistn proved most effectual when other factors—particularly
distance from the center—made its triumph feasible. Nationalist ideology
enabled those seeking independence in the non-Turkish territories of the
periphery to persevere in their struggle to the bitter end, while their coun-
terparts in the Ottoman heartland—so thoroughly dominated by the hege-
monic Turkish culture that they were unable to conceive of a viable entity
independent of the revitalized center—quickly succumbed to force or the
offer of minor concessions.

The second major feature of the late Ottoman period was the attempt to
respond to the awe-inspiring challenges brought about by modernity. The
Ottorman Empire was not unique in this respect. It began its journey later
than most of its Buropean counterparts, and hence initially had to rely
more heavily on imitation and importation. But most of its problems were
not peculiar to it; dealing with secularization, reconciling religion with sci-
entific progress, confronting the traditional bases of society, coping with
urbanization, responding to public opinion, digesting massive cultural
transformation, incorporating technology into administration, adjusting to
complex patterns of division of labor, defusing new tensions between center
and periphery, staving off challenges to a supranational identity in the age
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of nationalism—all these were issues with which Buropean counterparts of
the empire also had to grapple, not to mention other Asian states.

The initial Ottoman responses to modernity can be broadly categorized
under the heading of “Europeanization” (often termed “Westernization™).
However, by the late nineteenth century the forging of an Ottoman moder-
nity through a process of acculturation was almost complete. Even Islamist
movements of the post-1908 period had long shed the categorical rejection
of any imitation of Europe which characterized the Islamist response in
earlier times. They had shifted their focus from practicat questions to such
abstract issues as the reconcilability of Islam with modern science and phi-
losophy. Not unlike their counterparts the so-called Westernizers, who
openly based their philosophical positions on the theses of Le Bon or Biich-
ner, the Islamists drew on an arsenal that included not only Muhammad
‘Abdub, but also Paul Janet and Gabriel Séailles. Thus, for all the impor-
tance of the rise of a militant materialism among the Ottoman elite, the
picture of a perennial struggle between modernizers and reactionaries in
the late Ottoman period is misleading.’

The third fondamental dynamic of late Ottoman history was the evolving
relationship between the empire and the Great Powers of Europe. Writing
in the wake of the tremendous growth in the power of the state in the twen-
tieth century, it is difficult to overstress the extraordinary role played by
old-fashioned diplomacy in mitigating foreign influence over domestic de-
velopments in a state as weak as the Ottoman Empire was in the nineteenth
century. Still, Ottoman statesmen were able to deflect foreign demands only
to a limited degree. Beyond that, they absorbed them as best they could. As
a result, domestic policy in the late Ottornan Empire was related to foreign
policy to an extent unparalleled before or since. In fact, it was the state’s
relations with European powers that provided the initial and sustaining
impetus for the reforms aiming at centralization and modernization of the
Ottoman administration. The primary weakness of the old order, in the eyes
of the reformers, was its inability to respond effectively to external challenges.
The old local armies, once summoned to arms only in times of crisis, were no
longer of much use against European powers with modern military forces.
Instead they served mainly as weapons in the hands of local leaders with
which to defy the center. And central control over the tax base and resources
of the provinces was precisely what was needed to finance military reform.

While the Ottoman government was busy trying to adapt to meet the
new threats from abroad, the Great Powers were seeking to alter the empire
from within. They had a host of moral and political reasons for deing so.

' Ottoman scientism was not only modern like other contemporary ideologies, but sought
to monopolize modernity. This product of the late nineteenth century was not foreseen by the
reformist statesmen. See my “Il. Mesrutiyer Donemi ‘Garbeliprmn Kavramsallagtrlmasin-
daki Ug Temel Sorun Uzerine Not," Dogu-Batr 31 (February 2005), pp. 55-6+.
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The so-called Eastern Question was like a chameleon changing its colors
with the environment. The moral argument for the fiberation of oppressed
Christians was not without links to domestic political considerations in the
various European states that espoused it. It could alse serve as a pretext for
advancing expansionist ambitions, as was the case with Russia in the
Balkans and the Caucasus, and with France and Italy in North Africa; or as
a pretext for their deflection, as was most often the case with Austria in the
Balkans. The British continually wavered between a moral perspective and a
focus on the strategic need to block Russian expansion into the Near East by
means of a strong Ottoman buffer. Every new crisis provided inspiration for
the elaboration of new variations on these themes.

Much of the high-flown rhetoric in favor of reform emanating from the
Great Powers was not genuine. By and large, European leaders opposed the
wholesale transformation of the Ottoman Empire into an efficient, central-
ized state; they even feared the creation of a Home Ottomanicus, equal to
his fell ow citizens and bound to them by a common identity that transcended
religion, ethnicity, or tribe. Instead, they preferred a retura to the adminis-
trative arrangements of the old order, in which a loose confederation—
perhaps upheld by new humanistic principles and shorn of the traditional
priviieges accorded to Muslims—would guarantee them a continuation of
the status quo. Preservation of the status quo was vital, in the eyes of Euro-
pean statesmen, because its collapse, whether through revolutionary change
or otherwise, could trigger a serious European conflict. Moreover, the exist-
ing situation, in which favorable trade treaties guaranteed European indus-
trial producers unrestricted access to the Ottoman market, was economi-
cally advantageous. The contradiction between strategic aims and moral
rhetoric reflected the familiar tension between the demands of realpolitik
and the pressure of public opinion. The artificial prolongation of Ottoman
rule in the Balkans, for instance, was more the product of a desire for bal-
ance between Austria and Russia than the result of any Ottoman capabilities.
Similarly, the preservation of the relative administrative unity of the Bal-
kans under Ottoman rule owed much to the economic advantages it offered
to Buropean railroad companies eager to build extensive railroads, and to
other corporations that sought the convenience of a single market with
guaranteed low customs tariffs. At the same time, the fact that Ottoman
rule in the Balkans aliowed for an increasing measure of autonomy reflected
European sensitivities to the issues of self-government and equal rights for
non-Muslims.

Thus, the domestic oppenents of Ottoman reform in the periphery shared
their unease with powerful potential ailies across the border. They looked
upon every new measure of reform—including Ottoman constitutionalism—
with the suspicion, if not the conviction, that it was insincere; in other
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words, that it represented a carefully disguised step toward Turkification.
So, for instance, in 1876, both the representatives of the Great Powers and
those of the Ottoman Slavs agreed that the appointment of Christian gover-
nors to administer the European provinces was preferable to the Ottoman
solution of a constitution that made everybody equal before the law.
Ottoman statesmen, for their part, struggled to capitalize on the contra-
dictions between the various European protagonists and to manipulate the
rules of the Furopean balance of power to their advantage. But the prize of
second-class membership in the European club—the ultimate dividend of
which was the guarantee of survival—came with a price attached, in the form
of ceaseless demands for pro-Christian reform. The attempt to minimize
the impact of these demands, to stave off the pressure for such reform, to
stall and twist, deflect and renege, is the story of late Ottoman diplomacy.
In 1789, the Ottoman Empire, however weakened, was still in control of
much of southeastern Europe; as such it was very much a European power.
Yet it remained the quintessential “"Other” in the eyes of the average
European, and the perennial cutsider vis-a-vis the major players of the great
game of continental diplomacy. Several factors combined to alter this situ-
ation fundamentally. First and foremost was the reaction to the rise and fall
of the Napoleonic threat to the peace of Europe. The new rules of European
diplomacy after 1815 placed a premium on stability and equilibrium. To be
sure, the preservation of the status quo was not meant to apply in principle
to the Ottoman Empire, which was neither a signatory of any of the major
treaties concluded at the end of the Napoleonic era, nor a member of the
coalition that defeated Napoleon. However, in practice there was no getting
around the fact that the Ottoman Empire was European—-at least insofar as
what happened in or to the Ottoman domains maitered to the European
powers. In terms of the balance of power in Europe, the Ottoman Empire
had only negative significance: although the empire itself could no longer
threaten any of the major European powers, the prospect of its capitulation
to any one Great Power posed a dreadful menace to all the others. The most
serious and persistent threat came from neighboring Russia. As Russia made
inroads into Ottoman sovereignty and territory in the first half of the nine-
teenth centary, the resulting danger to British, Austrian and, to a certain de-
gree, French strategic interests gained the Ottomans significant allies in the
defense of the empire. It also highlighted the importance of the Ottoman
role in the Buropean balance against Russia. The common fear of a desta-
bilization of the European balance of power as a result of Ottoman collapse
was the empire’s strongest diplomatic card in the last century of its exis-
tence. It provided Ottoman statesmen with an entry ticket into the Euro-
pean diplomatic arena, and gave them crucial leverage over foreign powers
seeking territorial, strategic, or economic advantages at Ottoman expense.
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At the same time, the French Revolution and the resultant sociopolitical
changes in Europe, including the emergence of public opinion as an active
force in the shaping of foreign policy, rendered obsolete the traditional view
that Ottoman relations with the empire’s Christian subjects were an internal
Ottoman problem. Thus, a reformist interventionism crept into the dealings
of many of the European powers with the empire. Additionally, Furopean
colonial powers inevitably developed an interest in the crumbling Ottoman
periphery, especially in North Africa and at the strategic corners of the
Arabian Peninsula. Like the Church of the pre-Reformation era, the Ottoman
Empire was at once too rich (in strategic and economic terms) and too weak
(in military terms) for its predators to leave it in peace. Moreover, the changes
in production and transportation resuiting from the industrial revelution
dramatically increased the economic importance of the Ottorman market.

Thus, if the story of late Ottoman history is one of contraction in Europe
and exposure to European encroachments in Asia and Africa, it is at the
same time 2 tale of greater and more active Ottoman participation in
the European concert, both politically and economically, That process
centinued into the twentieth century and proceeds even today.

These three major dynamics drove an astonishing transformation of the
Ottoman state and society in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries: from a loose confederation to a relatively centralized state; from
disparate administrative structures founded on ancient traditions and local
arrangements to a reasonably standardized bureaucracy with a modern
code of law; from a predominantly rural barter economy operating with
pre-modern financiat and fiscal arrangernents to a monetary economy with
modern budgets; frem a formal organization of society along religious lines
to exclusive recognition of a common Ottoman citizenship; from rule by
the sultan and his court to constitutional government and ministerial
responsibility; from a pre-modern army dependent on Janissaries and
timariot cavalry to a professional military based on conscription; from a
pre-modern system of land tenure to private ownership of property; and
from a state that played the role of an aloof outsider in international affairs
to one that actively participated in the European balance of power. At the
end of the eighteenth century the Ottoman Enpire was well on its way
to becoming an anachronism; by the turn of the twentieth it was weak,
militarily and financially, but by most standards modern.

If the absolute achievements of the Ottoman reforms appear impressive,
it is the relative accomplishment of the Ottoman transformation effort that
seems truly remarkable. The greatest difference between the QOttoman Em-
pire in 1789 and its European contemporaries lay not in the nature of the
challenge they faced, which was roughly equivalent, but in the enormous
contrast in the existing structures that had to be revamped if the challenge
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were to be met. A heavy instituticnal inheritance stretching back to medieval
times placed the Ottoman starting point perhaps several centuries behind
Eunrope. Seen in this light, a comparison of late Ottoman history with the
Japanese experience might be expected to yield more insight.? Yet there was
acrucial difference: while Japan was free to develop its response to modernity
in relatively insular security, the Ottoman state was in the middle of a
predatory struggle for power on three coatinents.

No less dannting than the institutional deficit was the enormous gulf that
separated the elite from the masses—a fissure that was far wider in the
Ottoman case than in Buropean societies, as literacy rates, for instance,
suggest. This was especially true when it came to popular hostility toward
many of the attributes of modernity, which in the Ottoman case was par-
ticularly closely linked to powerful aversions rooted in religion.

Atthesametime, a comparison of the Ottoman and European experiences
in the modern age highlights the limits of the QOttoman transformation.
Like the Austrians, the Ottomans ultimately failed to address the contra-
dictions of a polyethnic empire in the age of nationalism. Clearly, a major
failure of the Ottoman reform movement was the negligible progress it
made toward the creation of a new political identity that could transcend
traditional divisions by region, religion, or community, and thwart the rise
of new ones founded on the idea of nationhood. Although Ottomanism
made more headway than is commonly assumed, it failed to penetrate
deeply into society and so proved ineffective in comparison with its rising
competitor, nationalism. Additionally, while the administrative and eco-
nomic aspects of the Ottornan transformation brought about substantial
changes in Ottoman society, not least of which was a major reshuffiing of
the traditional social strata, the fact remains that the comparison with
Europe underscores the weakness of industry, the consequent lack of an
industrial working class, and the failure of a vital bourgeais class to emerge
in the late Ottomanr Empire. The haphazard, short-term, and often contra-
dictory nature of Ctteman economic policy was partly to blame for this. Yet
it 'should be remembered that Ottoman economic policies were imple-
mented under conditions of near-constant turmoil caused by war, territo-
rial loss, social upheaval, and heavy economic and political pressure from
foreign powers. Moreover, the challenge of transforming the Ottoman
economy was far greater than the equivalent challenges faced by the various
Western European powers. Whereas the emergence of a bourgeoisie and
industry in such Furopean countries as Great Britain and Belgium was a

*This comparison was the subject of 2 major conference and a book published as its
product. See Political Modernization in Japan and Turkey, eds. Robert E. Ward and Dankwart
A. Rustow {Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1964},




210 Conclusion

result of unplanned economic, social, legal, and intellectual developments,
Ottoman administrations set out to create them—a breathtaking chailenge.

Finally, a few words on the role of ideas in history. The triumph in mod-
ern Turkey of a hybrid ideclogy made up of eighteenth-century French
materialism and its vulgarized nineteenth-century German derivative
should not mislead us into viewing late Ottoman history as a train with
state-sponsored scientism as its final destination. Late Ottoman history, in
other words, is not reducible to a prelude to the history of modern Turkey.’
To be sure, the emergence of Republican ideclogy in the 1920 as a vehicle
for mass-mobilization and state-building was not just an accident; but nei-
ther was it inevitable. The historical roots of the ideology of the republic
may be traced back to the rise of Ottoman materialism-and its by-
product, Westernist (Garbcr) ideology—among the elites of the Second
Constitutional Period; but its victory over the alternatives available at the
time was surprising. Just as the prospect of Bolshevik victory would have
struck contemporaries as improbable as late as 1917, so too the rise of
Ottoman materialism from a fetish of the elites to the cornerstone of the
state did not seem likely as late as 1922. And just as no historian could
convincingly portray the last decades of Russian irnperial history as a strug-
gle between Bolsheviks and Tsarists, so too it is impossible to describe late
Ottoman history as a simple battle between secularists and their religious
opponents. As it happened, the collapse of the empire gave rise to a score
of successor states;* only in one of them, the Republic of Turkey, did this
particular ideology take root.

Scarcely less significant is the distinction between the enormous impor-
tance of this ideology, indeed of ideology in general, in the process of
transformation initiated by the leaders of the Turkish Republic, and its far
less salient role as an engine of historicaf change during the late Ottoman
period. As this study has tried to demonstrate, the key processes of late
Ottoman history can be explained above all, not by the logic of ideas, but
by the structural constraints imposed on the leadership of the empire by
geography, demography, institutions, and the examples set by European
countries. This does not mean that one should approach late Ottoman
history in a simple-mindedly historicist manner, seeing that the path of
Ottoman history as predetermined. Rather, it means that one must begin
with the recognition that the set of realistic choices that lay before the
Ottoman leaders was not unlimited. One need not be a passionate Social

*Two edited volumes that appeared in the last decade of the twentieth century attempted
to underscore this fact. See Modermization in the Middle East: The Ottorman Empire and Its
Afro-Asian Successors, eds. Cyril E. Black and L. Carl Brown {Princeton: Darwin Press, 1992)
and Inperial Legacy: The Ottoman Imprint on the Balkans and the Middle East, ed. L, Carl
Brown (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996).

4There were, in fact, 27 successor states, if one begins the count in 1789.
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Darwinist to recognize that modification of the old order became inescap-
able in the late eighteenth century, if the empire was to survive; or that the
most fogical source of inspiration for any new order was Europe. The vast-
ness of the Ottoman state, the heterogeneous nature of its population, the
magnitude and muitiplicity of external threats, the relative weakness of
its military institutions, and the patent inability of the old bureaucracy to
marshal the financial means needed to wage modern war—all these made
change imperative. At the same time, the gargantuan struggle that took
place in Europe between 1789 and 1815 demonstrated the rising power of
European ideas and institutions, and already hinted at the extent to which
Europe would come to dominate the world economically, militarily, and
politically. By and large, when Ottoman policy makers and intellectuals
turned toward Europe, they did so not out of a clear, articulate ideological
preference, as is often suggested by later scholars. Rather, they looked to
Europe for answers because a return to the old order was thoroughly unat-
tractive and because there was nowhere else ta turn. Extreme reactionaries
existed in late Cittoman society as elsewhere. But the sharp debate between
them and the radical Westernizers distorts the historical reality of a con-
sensus on the need for European-inspired change that was shared by a solid
majority of the Ottoman elite from the nineteenth century onward.

A fundamental assumption underpinning this book has been that an
enhanced understanding of late Ottoman history is indispensable not only
to comprehend modern Turkey, or even the vast geographic area that was
once ruled from Istanbul. It is also essential for the study of European and
world history. The Ottoman experience provides a superb opportunity to
cxamine the impact of modernity in a non-European setting. This brief
account of this impact will have accomplished its goal if it succeeds in
inspiring a new generation of scholars to take this endeavor further.




