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INTRODUCTION

This study is a humble attempt to examine the mental structures
of the late Ottoman bureaucracy. It probes the intellectual/cultural/
ideological formations of the Hamidian diplomatic service. The
diplomatic service is selected as representative of the late Ottoman
bureaucracy since it reflected the distinctive habitus and culture of
the late Ottoman bureaucracy at its best with its elitist and exclusive
character. Although one of the motivations of the study is to show
the significance and extent of the ideological and cultural formations
of the diplomatic service (and the entire Ottoman political establish-
ment beginning with Abdiilhamid II himself) in the formulation of
foreign policy orientations, the primary aim of this study is to investi-
gate the emergence of a bureaucratic nationalism wielded throughout
the Empire and to expose the imperial origins of Turkish Republican
nationalism. Arguing that the Hamidian (as well as the Tanzimat)
bureaucratic establishment (the Turkish/Ottoman ancien régime) was
constitutive of Turkish nationalism, I attempt to demonstrate that the
Turkish nation was imagined and formulated by a certain state elite
which defined the Turkish nation in its relation to the state and which
claimed to represent the nation itself. This Turkish nation was defined
in a subservient relationship to the eternal and transcendental state
and the idea of the Empire. However, the same state was simultane-
ously perceived as intimate by the state elite, given that the state was
imagined and constructed with reference to a certain habitus, identity,
and culture espoused by this elite. The study especially emphasizes
that the state was not perceived as transcendent but, on the contrary,
as familiarized by the Turkish state elite. The particular concerns of
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this state elite were projected to the imagined Turkish nation. I also
elaborate on the continuities of the perceptions of the institutional cul-
ture of the Ottoman Foreign Office and its legacy in the Republican
Foreign Office. Evidently, most of its peculiarities and its distinct social
culturalization were retained and reproduced in the transition to the
Republic and persisted throughout the Republic. Therefore, a cultural
and ideological continuity may be observed from the late Ottoman
bureaucratic establishment to the Republican bureaucracy.

This study will not depend on a discursive analysis. It will be an
inquiry into a certain mindset which was constitutive of Turkish
modernity, the modern and secular Turkish state, and the Turkish
national imagination. This study will not discuss the intellectual for-
mations of the late Ottoman elite in a vacuum, but will contextualize
and situate its mental structure within a particular milieu in which
the Empire was in retreat and where the challenges of modernity, of
the imperialist powers, and of non-Muslim groups could not be met.
In a sense, this study will attempt to trace the progress of some of
the prominent unit ideas and unit concepts as applied by historians
of Begriffsgeschichte to the fundamental concepts of European moder-
nity.! Although this study lacks the meticulousness and depth of
Begriffsgeschichte, it aims to be a modest preliminary to a full study of
the development of concepts constitutive of the modern Turkish politi-
cal and national discourse. It attempts to show the intertwined char-
acter of the notions of the nation, modernity, and the state, especially
in the imagination of the Ottoman/Turkish elite. Furthermore, it will
point out how the concept of the Turkish nation was constructed in the
imagination of a particular elite and derived from an imperial vantage
point. It tries to demonstrate that the particular concerns of the politi-
cal (and therefore national) elite stimulated the creation of a national
imagination, so that the particular self-attributes (or cultural intimacy
to use the term of Michael Herzfeld?) of this elite were “nationalized”
and consecrated as “national characteristics”. In this study, it will be
further argued that many of the Turkish lieux de mémoire were already
formulated and espoused by the imperial ancien régime before their con-
summation in the early Republic.® It will also emphasize the institu-
tional and cultural continuities of the bureaucratic and political elites
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without underestimating the breaks, modifications, and adaptations.
This continuity from the pre-Tanzimat elite to the Republican elite
can be observed both in terms of perceptions and genealogy. In short,
this study attempts to expose some facets of an intellectual collective
biography of the late Ottoman diplomatic service with a particular
emphasis on the Hamidian diplomatic service embedded in a distinc-
tive culture and habitus.

In many aspects, this study relies on the revisionist historiography of
the late Ottoman Empire that has challenged conventional assumptions
and modernist paradigms. A long summary of the revisionist histori-
ography of the late Ottoman Empire, however, will not be presented.
The modernist paradigm that reigned in late Ottoman scholarship was
challenged and discredited by a new generation of Ottomanists who
were inspired by the paradigms and methodologies of the European
historiography of the 1980s and who approached the late Ottoman
Empire in a comparative perspective. The new generation of historians
who challenged the paradigms and visions of the pioneers of the late
Ottoman scholarship were imbued with a different intellectual for-
mation. They learned to be more critical of the alleged achievements
of modernity and were skeptical of the extent of the transformative
impact of nineteenth-century modernity. Following the European
historians who demonstrated the impact of the early modern age on
the nineteenth-century transformation and exposed the “early modern
origins of modernity”, scholars of the Ottoman Empire demonstrated
the pre-Tanzimat origins of the Tanzimat. One of the latest interests
in Ottoman historiography is the “roads to modernity” of the post-
classical Ottoman Empire. This period is no longer regarded as one
of decline and degeneration.” Instead, the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries are studied as the foundational periods of the modern bureau-
cratized Ottoman/Turkish state.” The new paradigm perceives moder-
nity not as a rupture exported from abroad, but as a continuous process
fuelled by indigenous dynamics and further questions the agency of
the state (and especially the Tanzimat state) in the reception and pro-
duction of modernity. Beginning with the avant garde study by Rifa’at
Abou-El-Haj, Ottomanists such as Linda Darling, Ariel Salzmann,
Butrus Abu-Manneh, and Beshara Doumani have demonstrated the
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long history and multiple sources of an indigenous modernity in the
Ottoman lands and the Middle East. These historians also denounced
grand theories and Gordion-knot concepts and exposed the complexi-
ties of the Ottoman transformation.

The new generation of scholars was also skeptical of the self-right-
eousness of modernity and the modern state. Influenced by the post-
World War II critical scholarship on modernity, they did not champion
the emergence of modernity in the Middle East. On the contrary, since
they were influenced by the Foucauldian turn and post-structuralism,
they were prone to expose the mechanisms of violence and surveil-
lance that new modern states imposed under the guise of progress and
development.

Other historians rejected dualities, such as secularism versus Islam,
Republic versus Empire, and reaction versus progress, and portrayed
the late Ottoman Empire in its complexity and multidimensional-
ity. Studies such as Selim Deringil’s The Well-Protected Domains and
Ussama Makdisi’s works on Ottoman Orientalism exposed the rich
mental worlds of the late Ottoman identity, representations, and pos-
sibilities.® Siikrii Hanioglu’s evaluation of the Young Turks in exile
exposed the syncretic nature of their mental formations and portrayed
them in their complexity and in their self-contradictions.” Many other
works scrutinized the ideological and intellectual formations of men of
prominence in the late Ottoman period. Dispositions such as Turkism,
Ottomanism, Pan-Islamism, modernism, and traditionalism were no
longer taken as mutually exclusive categories and diametrical oppo-
sites. The new generation of late Ottoman scholarship demonstrated
how different dispositions coexisted, complemented each other, and
overlapped. In that regard, they also established the institutional,
structural, ideological, and cultural continuities from the Empire to
the Republic, partially influenced by the genre of “persistence of the
old regime” in the scholarship of modern European history. It was also
established that Turkish nationalism did not emerge after the 1908
Revolution as a break from the ancien régime, but that its seeds, vari-
ously manifested in various disguises, were already observable much
earlier. Apparently, these new approaches were inspired and even
exported from the changing paradigms of Western historiography and
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the social sciences. New intellectual history, the cultural turn, and
neo-statist theory were all sources of inspiration.

This study sees the thrust of the nineteenth-century transformation
in the shifting structures of mentalities of the Ottoman ancien régime
elite with regard to state, society, and the self. Arguably, nationalism
and modernism were to a large extent derived from the concerns, per-
ceptions, and politics of the elite in Turkey. This does not mean that
these concerns and perceptions were merely fantasies belonging to the
realm of ideas. On the contrary, these concerns and dispositions were
embedded within a certain material conjuncture and were products
of a certain social and political context as Quentin Skinner, J.G.A.
Pocock, Reinhart Koselleck, and others have demonstrated concerning
the transformations of European mental structures and perceptions.

The elite as a concept has not been examined as a specific and
prominent formative component of Turkish modernity beyond the
pioneering studies of Frey® and the works of scholars such as Roderick
Davison, Serif Mardin, and Metin Heper. The concept of the elite and
its structural qualities were not analyzed within a structural frame-
work. The reductionist paradigm of the duality of center and periph-
ery was preserved. This paradigm treats this duality as specific to the
Ottoman/Turkish pattern and sees it as an aberration. This duality
fails to answer several questions regarding the emergence and devel-
opment of Turkish modernity. For example, why did the Kemalist
republican secular elite assume the national leadership position and
how did they retain this position long after the transition to multi-
party democracy? From where did it derive its legitimacy? What were
the structural reasons that enabled an allegedly “super-Westernized”
elite to assume the position of “national leadership” in most of the
late modernizing, “non-Western” nations in formation and allowed
it to speak “in the name of the nation”? Kemalists in Turkey, the
Congress Party in India, the Muslim League in emerging Pakistan,
and Baathists in the Arab world are manifestations of the same recur-
ring structural pattern” Why is it that the national leadership was
always taken over by a modernizing/Westernized and supersecular
elite? What are the structural bases of this recurring pattern? These
questions need answers that go beyond the paradigm of the dichotomy



6 OTTOMAN IMPERIAL DIPLOMACY

of center—periphery, which treats this dichotomy as a “mistake”/flaw
rather than as a sociological and political pattern. It is argued here that
we have to take the elite as a prominent determinant in the making of
nations and modernities.

The question of why the nineteenth-century non-Western elites
replicated the Western model seems to be very obvious and straight-
forward at first glance, but in fact it is a very complex question. If we
acknowledge that “Westernization” and “modernization” are the sine
gua non of the non-Western nineteenth-century elites, it means that
Westernization is not an autonomous process but a dependent variable
of the politics and economies of elites and states. Thus, Westernization/
modernization does not constitute a historical/social category by itself.
We have to assume that Westernization is not a cultural category but
a social/political one. Westernization and modernization are functions
of the relationships of class and social structures. They are explicable
within a socio-economic structure.

The nuances and modifications of the manifestations of
Westernization are varied in different geographies, but not
Westernization itself. Westernization emerges and develops as an
imperative rather than as a choice or an option. It is important to
emphasize this dimension because Turkish sociology and political
science take it for granted that there lies a dichotomy between the
Westernized elite and the traditional folk, whether it be characterized
as center and periphery or otherwise!® and treats it as an idiosyncratic
phenomenon. We may even speak of the “Westernization of the West”
with reference to the path-breaking works of Norbert Elias, Eugen
Weber, and Marc Raeff'’ where it has been demonstrated that the
traditional folkways classified as barbaric and uncivilized were effec-
tively obliterated or transformed beginning in early modern Europe.
This discourse is endorsed with equal vigor by both the Kemalist left
and the right in Turkey as the alleged dichotomy serves to enhance the
self-images and righteousness of both parties, the former represent-
ing the courageous enlightened few against the ignorant masses, the
latter representing the vox populi against the illegitimate usurpers. If
we assume Westernization as a non-category, then we have to redefine
the course of late Ottoman/Turkish history within a social/economic
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framework after redefining the cultural dynamics as historical and
structural categories embedded within their social context.!?

States are not only class-based entities, but also inventors of values,
as well as bearers of values. The modern state, by its modern nature, is
a generator and promoter of certain values compatible with its vision of
governance.!® For example, one of the most indispensable and promi-
nent values the modern state generates is its secularity. A modern state
should be secular not only for reasons of state, but also to fulfill its pro-
fessed obligations towards its subjects. Therefore, the state renounces
any alternative source of power that may hinder its ability to espouse
its legitimacy over its subjects. In that regard, secularism derives from
such a structural concern and is an imperative of the modern state-
formation. It is less a cultural category than a structural prerequisite.
Secularism is not an option but a consequence of the modern state and
nation state. The legal understanding of religion and modern nation-
states is quite distant. Whereas religion prioritized the regulation
of relations between the community as a whole and the individuals
within this community, modern nation states acknowledge only rela-
tions established between the state and the individual and deny the
legitimacy of any intermediaries. Only individuals exist, not communi-
ties. We may argue that modernity is the renunciation of communal-
ism in favor of a nation-state universalism in which the state is able to
monopolize the regulation of relations between individual citizens and
the relations between individual citizens and itself. Apparently, modern
states generated and disseminated values ex nibilo, and these values were
not derived from social sources and do not need to be. Hence, what
is called Westernization is, in fact, arguably the practice of emerging
modern/rational states. The supposedly Westernized elites became the
executors of this practice not only in the nineteenth-century Ottoman
Empire, but also in other states, including Eastern European ones. This
elite’s foremost quality is to be endowed with the necessary skills to
undertake and lead this process thanks to a process which is rightfully
dubbed as Westernization (and modernization).

This interpretation makes the paradox of nationalism more explica-
ble. After all, a nation is created in the image of the state elites (and the
rising new intellectuals). By nation, a nationalist does not understand
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“the ethnic community to which he feels attached” but something more
profound and subtle. The nation is an idol which he adores and adheres
to. It is not a coincidence that many of the nationalist intelligentsias
bolstered anti-populist discourses, especially in the Third World, and
despised the commoners. They were unlike nationalist intelligentsias
such as the Russian Pan-Slavists, who were “going to the people” in
late nineteenth-century czarist Russia, glorifying the people as opposed
to those who lived a corrupt urban life.' Indeed, it is the sacred mis-
sion of the nationalist intelligentsia to educate, civilize, and rear the
people so that the “nation” will be saved from obscurantism, ignorance,
and the threat of extinction. Thus, a self-designated mission civilisatrice
and the scorning of the people is an indispensable trait of the nation-
alist intelligentsia. It is an intrinsic attribute of its missionary zeal.
This attitude is visible throughout the history of Turkish nationalism
from the first generation of nationalists (and most explicitly in Omer
Seyfeddin) to the early twenty-first-century neo-nationalists. It may be
argued that this is because in the minds of the nationalist intelligentsia
the nation they sympathize with is not the present-day nation but the
future nation designed and appropriated by the modernist visions of the
intelligentsia. It is the prospective “ideal nation” that will be created
after the overcoming of backwardness they feel attached to. Because
an ideal “really existing nation” does not exist, it is only the image (or
mirage) of the nation they adore and praise. In fact, in the image of the
nation, the nationalist intelligentsia sees its own values and reference
system. The fiction of the nation is thus appropriated from the prism
of the self-attributes of the elite and serves to disseminate the traits of
the culture and habitus of a certain cultural community in the disguise
of “national traits”.

The nation is an idea before it turns into a reality. Even when
it becomes a reality thanks to improved means of communication,
education, and the practices of everyday life, it still remains a power-
ful idea, shaping and reshaping the material world. Moreover, the
emergence and development of a “national idea” cannot be disso-
ciated from the encroachment of modernity. Nation-making and
modernism go hand in hand. Furthermore, they are not only comple-
mentary processes, but also consequences/manifestations of the same
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phenomenon, just like different sides of the same coin. One obliges
the other.

Here, the question of which of these manifestations precedes the
other may be raised. I would argue for the precedence of modernism
over nationalism. According to this proposition, nationalism is a corol-
lary of modernism. This does not mean that, a la Marx, nationalism
should be regarded as an epiphenomenon and a consequence of moder-
nity. On the contrary, the establishment of nations and their espousal
is an indispensable and preeminent element of the formation of mod-
ern states and modernity. Following the transformation of the state and
subsequently the populace from which the state derives its legitimacy, a
certain imagination is to be generated compatible with the transform-
ing perceptions of the world, society, and the self. Subsequently, this
new imagination acquires its own reality. Disentangling the concept
of nationalism from a label referring to ethnicity, and reconceptualiz-
ing it as an expression of a collective self-identity constituted within a
process of social and economic transformation and as a response to the
challenges posed by these developments, will let us frame it within the
process of the formation of modernity (and early modernity)."

The new intellectual historians criticized conventional intellectual
history for being interested only in what the authors wrote and not
paying attention to the social/political milieus in which ideas devel-
oped and concepts emerged, matured, and died out.'® Moreover, they
questioned the reliability of taking only some eminent authors (of
whom some became famous only after their deaths) to demarcate the
structure of the mentalities of the time. Likewise, the new cultural
historians rejected the conventional understanding of culture. They
arrived at a thick description of culture in which culture was perceived
as being constituted within a particular social, economic, and political
background and milieu, and was also considered a reflection of the
social, material, and political background in which they flourish.

This study was inspired by the impressive studies of new intellec-
tual historians, new cultural historians,!” and historical anthropolo-
gists who probed into early modern and modern European history, as
well as political anthropologists such as Michael Herzfeld.'® It attempts
to emphasize the prominence of ideas and concepts which acquire an
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objective existence once they are constructed in the mind. Rejecting
a duality of “objective existence” and “subjective existence”, this study
treats the intellectual/cultural/ideological formations as embedded in
the social and political background they inherited and the social, eco-
nomic, and political structures in which they were born. It also argues
that structures of mentalities have the power and capacity to shape
supposedly objective political, social, and economic dynamics. This
relation is double-sided. They complement and mutually constitute
each other simultaneously. Thus, the emergence of “nationhood” and
a secularized outlook were at the center of the making of the “Turkish
modern” and were consequences of reactions arising in the context of a
retreating and threatened empire by the imperial Ottoman elite, who
were overtaken by the rising new elite of Young Turks (and subse-
quently the Kemalists). In short, this study probes the development of
a structure of mentality born by the Ottoman ancien régime elite that
was constitutive in the establishment of “Turkish nationhood” and the
“Turkish modern”.



CHAPTER 1

NATIONALISM AND THE
ANCIEN REGIME: POLITICS
OF THE TANZIMAT

Nationalisms

This chapter aims to situate elusive concepts such as modernity,
elites, nationalism, and proto-nationalism before delving into the
ideological/intellectual/cultural formations of the late Ottoman bureauc-
racy and diplomatic establishment, and the making of modern Turkey.

The early theories of nationalism perceived nationalism as an “idea”.
After all, this was the time when social sciences were conceived as an
outer reach of humanitas, an activity related to the reflection on the
world and the self. One of the foremost classical studies of nationalism
within this paradigm was penned by Elie Kedourie, who commenced
his book by blatantly arguing that, “nationalism is a doctrine invented
in Europe at the beginning of the nineteenth century”! by the German
romantics. Given that Kedourie reflected the attitude of pre-World
War English conservatism, he was troubled by the endorsement, pop-
ularization, and spread of this continental fiction, which he considered
an avoidable misfortune:

The attempt to refashion so much of the world on national
lines has not led to greater peace and stability. On the contrary,
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it has created new conflicts, exacerbated tensions, and brought
catastrophe to numberless people innocent of all politics. The
history of Europe since 1919, in particular, has shown the dis-
astrous possibilities inherent in nationalism. In the mixed area
of Central and Eastern Europe, and the Balkans, empires disap-
peared, their ruling groups were humbled and made to pay, for a
time, the penalty of previous arrogance...What can be said with
certainty is that the nation-states who inherited the position of
the empires were not an improvement. They did not minister
to political freedom, they did not increase prosperity, and their

existence was not conducive to peace.’

However, Kedourie’s particularistic explanation remained a minority
view. “The twin founding fathers” of the academic study of national-
ism, Carleton B. Hayes and Hans Kohn,> who began to write after
World War I and in the age of the emergence of numerous new nation
states in Central and Eastern Europe,” argued that nationalism was by
its very definition a modern concept and located it within a historicity.
“Nationalism, as we know it, is a modern development. It has had its
origins and rise in Europe, and through European influence and exam-
ple it has been implanted in America and all other areas of Western
civilization. But it is no longer peculiar to the Christian West.” Within
the modernist paradigm of the time, they tacitly assumed that the dif-
fusion of nationalism (like any development in history) was inevitable.
For them, nationalism was inherent in the making of the modern world
and the modern imagination. This is not because they upheld national-
ism. On the contrary, Hayes saw nationalism as a pathology inexpli-
cable within a rational view. For him, nationalism was an irrational
outburst and an enigma/deviation of modernity. Although he was one
of the first scholars to attest to the bleak nature of the nineteenth cen-
tury underneath the disguise of the glamour of progress,® he viewed
this undercurrent as a deviation from the main track and triumphal
march of modernity. In other words, his critical/relatively pessimistic
approach to modernity did not lead him to question the triumphalism
or the myth of modernity, but he judged nationalism a digression.
Later scholars of nationalism distanced themselves from Kedourie,
denied any room for contingency in history, and pursued the path of
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Hayes and Kohn. The modernization school, which was an offshoot
of structural functionalism, treated the course of modern history and
the emergence of the modern society/social organization as an institu-
tionalization of a mechanistic body, which allowed no room for agency
and meaning. Talcott Parsons, the founder of structural functionalism,
perceived the idea of nation and nationalism as an instrument of social
needs: “At one extreme, the principal content of the normative order
may be considered more or less universal to all men...At the other
extreme, both government and the normative order may apply only
to a particular small community. Within the broad range of variation
between these extremes, modern societal communities have generally
taken a form based upon nationalism. The development of this form
has involved both a process of differentiation between societal com-
munity and government and a reform in the nature of societal com-
munity, especially with respect to membership.”” Thus, he and the
adherents of his paradigm dismissed anything fuzzy and uncanny in
nationalism. For them, nationalism was an inevitable and indispensa-
ble outcome of modernity. It was viewed as intrinsic to modernity and
an indispensable element of modern social organization, functional in
the establishment of the capitalistic modern society. In his The Social
System, Parsons related nationalism with industrialism: “The connec-
tion between the development of industrialism and of nationalism is
well attested. Soviet Russia, in this as in so many respects, seems to
be no exception, in spite of its ‘internationalist’ ideology.”® The con-
struct of nation was an indispensable aspect of modern society. In
the words of Benedict Anderson: “(within) the formal universality of
nationality as a socio-cultural concept — in the modern world everyone
can, should, will ‘have’ a nationality, as he or she ‘has’ a gender —
versus the irremediable particularity of its concrete manifestations™
in the modern age. However, historians of nationalism disagreed
as to why nationalism emerged as unavoidable, inevitable, and
indispensable.

A classical explanation was proposed by Ernest Gellner. For Gellner,
“nationalism is not the awakening of an old, latent, dormant force,
though that is how it does indeed present itself. It is in reality the con-
sequence of a new form of social organization, based on deeply internal-
ized, education-dependent high cultures, generally transforming them
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in the process, but it cannot possibly use them all.”!” Gellner explains
nationalism as a necessary instrument in the transition of humanity
from agraria to industria within his periodization of human history.!!
Gellner’s impressive interpretation of nationalism renders nationalism
not an independent ideology per se but a mechanism to create a nation
and society. For him, national formation is a requisite process for the
emergence and consolidation of modern industry-based states and
social organizations of industria. In short, for Gellner, nationalism is
the sine qua non of capitalism, modernity, and industrialization. Thus,
it is not an irrational outburst, but a masterfully planned plot to serve
goals totally irrelevant to its declared and “official” goals.

Gellner’s modeling of nationalism is highly imposing and instruc-
tive. However, what is unpersuasive in Gellner’s account is its all-
encompassing explanatory nature. The model is so perfect, so con-
vincing, and so comprehensive that it does not leave much room for
contingency and variation. Although Gellner’s general modeling is
impressive, his presentation of nationalism as a rational and coldly
calculated ideology that was hijacked for ends other than its declared
aims remains deterministic, dismissing nuances in its different
manifestations.'? Others also interpret nationalism as a strategy of
interest-seeking and interest-maximization, supplying legitimacy for
propagandizing for other means, generally particular interests of a
class, a status group, or a generation.'?

A new generation of historians in particular and social scientists in
general, however, contemplated the meaning of believing in belong-
ing to a nation and the experience of discovering a nation. With the
“cultural turn”, a new generation of scholars of nationalism and com-
parative nationalism rehabilitated the basic premises of Kedourie and
refashioned them within the perspectives of “new intellectual his-
tory” and “new cultural history”. Since Gadamer’s Truth and Method,"*
meaning gained prominence as the ultimate explanatory concept in
comprehending the complexity of modern society and the making of
modernity. In a sense, this shift can be seen as a return to Kedourie.
However, the recent anthropological approach, rejecting the conven-
tional history-of-ideas perspective situating “nationalism” as belong-
ing to the realm of ideas, focuses more on the context in which people
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are forced and constrained to contemplate their identity, their selves,
and their relation to the outer world. In recent studies, the principal
subject of inquiry has focused on individuals and their appropriation
of the outer world rather than on anonymous masses and ideologies.
As historical anthropology burgeoned (supplanting the historical soci-
ology of the 1970s and 1980s), the mental cosmologies of individuals
(such as the miller Menocchio) became objects of inquiry and interest,
and not the abstract ideas that supposedly influenced the masses.

Recently, social scientists and historians sought to answer how a
socio-political vision (dubbed as nationalism) may be engendered as
an end to this existential quest. Accordingly, the idea of nation may
be viewed as inseparable from individuals’ and groups” encounter with
modernity. The birth and development of nationalism cannot be dis-
sociated from the unprecedented transformations individuals (and
societies) encountered. It may be argued that nationalism was received
by these individuals and groups as a revelation to explain the perplex-
ing and frightening developments which individuals and groups failed
to comprehend. Thus, we can further argue that in an age of uncer-
tainty nationalism provided shelter, relief, certitude, and confidence. It
provided a comprehensive answer to all unknowns and thus resolved
ambiguities and obscurities, a feat comparable to the cutting of the
Gordion knot by Alexander the Great.

Recent studies approached nationalism as a constitutive element of
modernity rather than a passive outcome of modernity.'® They did not
view it as collateral damage, a side effect, or a bastard of modernity.
By modernity, a mechanistic transformation is not implied. Rather,
I understand a redefinition of the perception of the relation of man
to nature, the relation of man to other men, and of man to society.
Modernity is the emergence of a new meaning of personal and social
existence. The anthropologists of modernity demonstrated that it is an
anthropological encounter as much as a social and political develop-
ment. The ideas of nation and of belonging to a nation are also corol-
laries of the drastic alteration of social meaning and existence. This is
not to claim that nationalism is a natural and automatic process that
comes with the new configuration of the meaning of man. On the
contrary, the new structures of meaning were created and maintained,
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or at least buttressed, by the emerging modern states that success-
fully filter and shape these structures of meaning. A new interpre-
tation of nationalism is necessary without reducing nationalism to a
dependent function of the modern nation state, industrial capitalism,
or mass education. The simple question we have to answer is why
people tend to feel that they belong to a nation or why they tend
to accept/affirm the ideological infiltration of the state-sponsored or
intelligentsia-sponsored idea of nationhood and nationalism. For our
purposes, we also have to ask the question of why nineteenth-century
European intellectuals were disposed to imagine and discover a nation
for themselves. After questioning the reality of nationhood, we have to
address the question of why the construct of nationhood was so funda-
mental in the development of nineteenth-century social, cultural, and
political developments.

Simply put, we may speak of two different types of nations in
nineteenth-century Europe: those nations with existing states and
those nations without states.!” With regard to the first type, a scholar
may study how the idea of nationhood was forged around an already
existing state. Many studies investigated the emergence of a national
idea in countries such as England and France, where preexisting states
became associated with a national essence and identity.'® In other
countries, national ideas and a sense of nationhood developed before
the structuring and consolidation of modern nation states. A sense of
nation was pursued and developed in countries such as Greece and
Russia relatively late and in tandem with the structuring and consoli-
dation of a modern state where states consciously enforced ideological
enterprises.?

A study investigating the emergence of nationalism in countries
such as England and France would involve a survey of the state and
the bureaucracy, because in these examples the fiction of nationhood
was forged with the active involvement and vanguard role of the state
while the background of this endeavor was already prepared within
an ideological setting. With regard to the second category, where the
emergence of a “sense of nation” preceded the emergence of a state,
nationalism was more or less an intellectual activity and a “curiosity”
turned into the “political”. It was a fantasy that subsequently came



NATIONALISM AND THE ANCIEN REGIME 17

into political being. The Bulgarian, Romanian, and Czech discourses
on nationhood are examples of this category. In the first category, states
forged an idea, whereas in the second, ideas appear to have forged
states. For example, it was the successful cultivation of a sense of being
a Czech (and Slovak) that to an important extent enabled the founda-
tion of Czechoslovakia.

In comparison to the aforementioned models, the Turkish/Ottoman
trajectory follows rather an idiosyncratic path. In the Ottoman case,
an idea took over an already existing state. Defying the bureaucracy/
intelligentsia dichotomy in the vanguard of nationalism, the conspicu-
ous situation in the Ottoman Empire is that the bureaucracy and the
intellectual elite were indistinguishable. Therefore, in the Ottoman/
Turkish case, the “nation” may be both an intellectual fantasy and a
political imposition at the same time.

Why does “an intellectual” need to belong to a nation and further-
more dedicate his life to a fictitious nation? Certainly, nation is an idea
which has emerged within a certain social context, and since ideas can
be meaningful only within the framework of social contexts, intellec-
tual quests may be contextualized in their social/historical settings.

Here, primordialist theories of nationalism provide some assistance
to us. John Armstrong, in his survey book discussing nations and eth-
nicities throughout centuries and even millennia, claimed that nations
existed before nationalism.?’ Likewise, Anthony Smith and subscrib-
ers to the Ethno-symbolism School argued that nations existed prior
to the modern age, although not as the entities that nationalists of the
nineteenth century envisioned them to be. Anthony Smith wrote:

...nations are not fixed and immutable entities “out there” (not
even the nationalist thought so); but nor are they completely
malleable and fluid processes and attitudes, at the mercy of
every outside force. To interpret them as masks and channels of
“real” social forces or the cultural surface of anatomical struc-
tures beneath, is to miss the independent role and originating
power of ethnic identities and ethnic cleavages...(h)ence the
need to take the ethnic roots of modern nationalism seriously,
and give due weight to those myths, memories and symbols that
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can ignite populations and mobilize them for assault on the pre-
carious balance of forces that hold the regional systems of state
together.?!

In other words, for Smith, the ethnic symbols, myths, and the very
ethnicities themselves constituted a reservoir of material to be uti-
lized for other goals. However, this does not mean that ethnicity is a
blank sheet to be filled in freely. Ethnic groups enjoy historical and
cultural particularities. Criticizing the “modernists” who are “wont
to describe...[a} one-way relationship between past and present,”??
Anthony Smith argues that the symbolic reservoir such as the “myths,
memories, traditions, and symbols of ethnic heritages™ which the
nationalists utilized also had an impact on the modalities of the con-
figuration of nations. Hence, “historical backgrounds” enjoy contin-
gent power to shape “today” not via path dependencies but via their
contributions to the molding of historical and national imaginations
which limit the extent of manipulation in the hands of abusers. Nations
are not simply the words of Humpty-Dumpty, meaning whatever the
nationalist chooses.

In the light of the Smithian perspective, what did “nationhood”
mean for the ruling (and intellectual) elite in the context of the
Ottoman Empire? The Ottoman case exemplifies neither the first
(nations with states) nor the later version (nations without states) of
the two “types of emerging nationhoods”. The Ottoman ruling elite
owned its state, but this state was to be reclaimed and rejuvenated
(and “owned”). It had to be charged with new attributes and mean-
ings. As Smith points out, there is no single definite and objective
notion of ethnicity and nation. It may signify different meanings in
each historical context, continuously shaped and reshaped in inter-
action with various dynamics that are also in constant change. The
dynamics that shape the making of nations are not necessarily domes-
tic. International factors may be as influential as domestic factors, as is
apparent in the development of Turkish nationalism. In the end, some
of the competing meanings of nations arise due to apposite intellectual
and Realpolitik conditions. Here, it will be argued that many of the
premises and contours of Turkish nationalism were developed out of
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the already existing Ottoman and Islamic visions of social and politi-
cal order, and mental structures by the imperial elite in a century of
radical transformation and imperial retreat. This development was a
response to political, intellectual, and cultural shocks and challenges,
and it was superseded by the coming generations who advanced on the
basis of the values and mental sets they inherited.

Imperial Nationalism versus Ethnic Nationalism

Recent literature on nationalism has established the early modern ori-

4 as well as the existence of proto-nationalisms

gins of nationalism?
which preceded full-fledged nationalisms and which molded the main
tenets of nationalisms. Nationalism was no more seen as exclusively
modern, but as a disposition that may be seen already in the early
modern world, albeit in various nebulous forms. It is not observable
as strictly an ideology of nineteenth-century intellectuals and the age
of the bourgeoisie, but as a concept already forming in pre-French
Republic political cultures.

Abigail Green begins her book Fatherlands with a quote from
Heinrich von Kleist's German Catechism (1809). In his “German
Catechism,” Kleist envisages a confrontation between a Saxon father
and his German son. “I am a German,” the son declares. “A German,’
his father cries. “You must be joking. You were born in Meissen, and

¢

Meissen is in Saxony!” “I was born in Meissen,” the son replies “and
Meissen is indeed in Saxony; but my fatherland, the country to which
Saxony belongs, is Germany—and your son, my father, is a German.”
But the father remains unconvinced. “Where is this Germany?” he
asks; he cannot find it on the map.?> This anecdote is probably one of
the earliest examples of the clash of generations — the radical son revolt-
ing against his conservative father; a popular theme of nineteenth-
century European literature and imagination. The anecdote also resem-
bles the late Ottoman overlapping of identities. One can easily replace
the “Saxon” with the “Ottoman” and the “German” with the “Turk” to
adapt it to the Ottoman context (later to meet the Teuton and Turanian
dyad as well). However, Green criticizes the conventional historiography
of nineteenth-century Germany and those who assume the anecdote of
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Kleist as reality. She asserts that German nationalism displays con-
tinuity rather than a break. “The book attempts to establish how
national Germany was before unification and how federal it remained
thereafter.”®

The same criticism may be leveled against the conventional his-
toriography of the nineteenth-century Ottoman Empire and Turkish
nationalism. The conventional historiography dates the emergence of
Turkish nationalism to the era of the Young Turks.?’” According to
this narrative, the idea of Turkishness emerged in the minds of Young
Turks in the first decade of the twentieth century during their oppo-
sition to the Hamidian regime. This “idea” came to power with the
1908 Revolution. One dissenting interpretation, however, was pro-
posed as early as 1977 by David Kushner. In his book, he demon-
strated the prevalence of Turkism as early as the era of Abdiilhamid
I1.28 Remarkably, the Turkists of Kushner were not revolutionaries or
upstarts like the Turkist Young Turks. On the contrary, Kushner’s
Turkists were established figures writing in the harmless dailies of
Istanbul and publishing articles approved by Abdiilhamid IT’s censor.
In short, in their intellectual predispositions and class backgrounds,
they were men of different stock from that of the Young Turks.
Although Kushner’s study did not draw attention in his day, later stud-
ies of Turkish nationalism did begin to date the emergence of Turkish
nationalism to an earlier time.?” This observation also requires ques-
tioning the alleged sharp dichotomy between the Hamidian genera-
tion/establishment and the Young Turk generation in their intellectual
orientations. Dating the emergence of a “certain idea of Turkishness”
to an earlier date is not only a matter of chronological precision. It
also requires us to question the main premises and features of Turkish
nationalism. The redefinition of Turkish nationalism would force us
to acknowledge the intertwining of various coexisting and sometimes
contradictory dispositions, ideologies, and leanings in its very emer-
gence rather than treating it as a strictly modern construct.

The presumed characteristics of the two variants of nationalism/
national awareness (Hamidian versus Young Turk) differ in many
ways. The Young Turks were preoccupied with inventing a nation ex
nihilo in their image. Conversely, the earlier imperial generation was
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merging the society (Muslim society with a Turkish “natural” center
in the process of being imagined as a nation) into the already existing
imperial identity and into an idea of social order. The nation was to
serve a certain purpose. That is to say, the nationalism of the earlier
generation was a “mactter of state”. In the perception of the Hamidian
dignitaries, the nation is a submissive, hierarchically organized com-
munity. Nevertheless, within this framework, “The Ottoman Empire
hedged towards a ‘nationally imagined community” as Ottoman iden-
tity assumed an increasingly Turkish character, even if this identity
was packaged in universalist Islamic terms.”*°

However, whatever the differences between the two strands of
nationalism may have been, there was no smooth supplanting of one
with the other. On the contrary, the social imagination and premises
of the Hamidian generation were prominent in the formation of the
nationalism of the Young Turks. In this study, it is argued that the
Young Turks took over many propositions of the earlier generation as
indispensable tenets of their image of the Turkish nation and Turkish
nationalism, which they were claiming to invent. Turkish national-
ism was constituted as a state project although not necessarily planned
intentionally and top-to-bottom. It is also remarkable that dating the
emergence of a full-fledged nationalist discourse to the Young Turks
was first construed by the Young Turks themselves (presenting them-
selves as the generators of national awareness in contrast to the feeble
and nationally insensitive Hamidian ancien régime), and the histori-
ography bolstered this ideological maneuver (which was further con-
solidated by the Kemalist/republican historiography) by turning this
assertion into actuality.

The very early historiography on the emergence of Turkish nation-
alism, which developed after World War II within the modernization
paradigm, established a dichotomy between Turkish ethnic national-
ism and imperial Ottomanism.’ In fact, these accounts were heav-
ily influenced by the Young Turks' (and subsequently Kemalists’)
discrediting of Ottomanism and presenting it as a naive and almost
effeminate paradigm given that Kemalist paradigms were prominent
in the development of the Anglo-Saxon historiography on the late
Ottoman period. Here, “imperial Ottomanism” is taken as the official
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Ottomanism propagating the equality of subjects of the Empire
regardless of religion. The practice of Ottomanism, however, was not
perfectly compatible with this encyclopedic definition of Ottomanism.
Apparently, the Ottoman center was not a neutral site but biased dis-
proportionately towards an Islamic and Turkish identity.>? By imperial
Ottomanism, I refer to the ideological/political predisposition priori-
tizing the imperial interests and bearing imperial reflexes in contrast
to the Turkist reflexes of the later generation which would prioritize
the interests of the imagined Turkish nation. This dichotomy (between
Ottomanism and Turkism/Turkish nationalism) assumes that impe-
rial Ottomanism became defunct and succumbed without leaving any
trace. This simplification derives from the very categorization that the
Young Turks themselves formulated. The caricature of Ottomanism
by the Young Turks (and the non-Muslim and non-Turkish intellectu-
als) obliterated the significance and possibilities of Ottomanism. The
gradual secularization, radicalization, and ethnicization of Turkish
nationalism between the early 1900s and the early 1910s obscured
the transitions, linkages, and intertwining between imperial nation-
alism and ethnic Turkish nationalism.> In a sense, Yusuf Akcura’s
breakthrough article “Three Modes of Politics” (Ug Tarz-z Siyaset), pub-
lished in the Young Turk journal T#rk in Egypt in 1904, determined
the course of Ottoman studies by persuading practitioners to assume
that (secular and radical) Turkism was the only feasible ideology, the
only one capable of adapting to modern times by using a somewhat
Darwinian logic.

Interestingly, Akgura does not speak of three mutually exclusive
“modes” of politics (i.e., ideologies) in his “Three Modes of Politics”
but seems to blend them. Furthermore, the pragmatic Ak¢ura con-
cludes his treatise by noting that he cannot decide if Turkism or
Islamism is more feasible for the Ottoman polity and remained unde-
cided between the two.>* He was a pragmatic Turkish patriot urg-
ing strategies to save the Empire rather than yearning for ideological
purity. Apparently, ideologies were a secondary concern for Akcura.”
For Akgura, Ottomanism, Islamism, and Turkism were all ideal
types rather than exclusive ideologies. Ak¢ura wrote this piece rela-
tively early when Turkism was not yet seen as a predatory ideology
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destined to monopolize the ideological scene by eliminating its rivals,
as obliged by the iron law of history. It was too early in 1904 to realize
that ethnic nationalism would turn into the inevitable ideology of the
future while the others were doomed to collapse. Turkish national-
ism (in its particular form) succeeded in presenting itself as the only
viable and popular ideology. In this study, the extent of this success
and the contradictions between Turkish nationalism’s self-portrayal
and its actuality will be investigated. Following several other stud-
ies of the past two decades, this study asserts that Turkish national-
ism derives its peculiarities and distinctiveness from its Ottoman/
imperial heritage. Turkish nationalism neither resembles state-
centered Western nationalisms nor idea-centered Eastern national-
isms.3® Rather, Turkish nationalism is an imperial nationalism with
its distinct features and background.

Definitely, such “peculiarities” are not unique to Turkish nation-
alism. The riddle of nationalism is that nationalism is a sweeping
label/code word used to define various distinct evolutions of certain
imaginations that do not necessarily resemble each other. As Anne
McClintock aptly states, “nationalisms are invented, performed and
consumed in ways that do not follow a blueprint.”?’ Likewise, as
articulated by Partha Chatterjee, they do not “follow ‘script already
written’ but they are projects of individual national imaginations.”*®
Therefore, with regard to Turkish nationalism, our work is to expose
what social/cultural/class-related attributes Turkish nationalism evokes
under the rubric of nationalism and the national imagination.

Development of an “Official Nationalism” at
the Ottoman Center

Nationalism was an import into Ottoman lands. Although the use
of the word “import” may sound rather odd, as if it were describing a
commodity, nationalism was an “import” in the sense that the arrival
of the word “nationalism” as a textbook concept preceded the arrival
of nationalism as a social-political reality. The concept of “national-
ism” was learned as a textbook concept before it was encountered
in its mature form resembling its European manifestations (while
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disregarding the proto-nationalist popular movements within the
Ottoman realm) beginning from the early nineteenth century.

Southeastern European intellectuals marveled and toyed with the
ideas and worlds of the Enlightenment, which had fostered their dis-
covery of their “dormant” national identities and transformed Balkan
peasant rebellions into national revolts and awakenings.** The Ottoman
ruling elite perceived these new Balkan nationalities’ phenomena as
“technical” textbook issue. Ahmed Cevdet Pasha (1823—95), the con-
servative reformist statesman and one of the emblematic figures of
the culture of the nineteenth-century Ottoman imperial elite, stipu-
lated that these Balkan nationalities had taken the idea of nation-
hood from the West as if it were an imported commodity. He also
remarked that “nationalism is an outcome of the French Revolution” as
he reiterated the French historians’ accounts of the French Revolution
without contemplating the dynamics and origins of this novel phe-
nomenon. Ahmed Cevdet Pasha held a rather low opinion of national-
ism. He wrote that there exists no equivalent of the word “nation” in
the Ottoman vocabulary. According to him vatan (patrie) implies just
the village square and has no capacity to motivate soldiers, whereas
“Islam” provides a far better motivation for waging war.*’ However,
Ahmed Cevdet Pasha’s employment of Islam was also “national”. For
him, Islam was a political cause to be pursued, not limited to the
“other world” but also germane to this world. Islam epitomized what
was just and good, and it was the backbone of the ideal political order.
This mental background led to his scorning of Balkan nationalisms.
For Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, the Balkan insurgencies were no more than
brutal and barbaric banditry, failing to submit to the seamless and
just political order of the abode of Islam as practiced by the Ottoman
polity. !

In the Ottoman elite’s perception, Bulgarians, Greeks, or Serbians
were not equal to the imperial Ottomans. The emerging nationalisms
of these Balkan nations were regarded only as expressions of rapa-
ciousness, and the arrogant and uncivilized sentiments of these lowly
nations. Contrary to the obnoxious nature of the Balkan nations, the
Ottoman Empire epitomized ultimate goodness and righteousness.
Thus, its use of force was legitimate as long as it served a higher ideal.
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These constituted the premises of the imperial discourse attacking
the unruly Balkan nationalisms. To a certain degree, these national-
isms emanated from rural banditry and were the reactions of Christian
villagers to their subordinate status vis-a-vis their Muslim landlords.
These feelings existed long before they were given nationalist twists in
Bulgaria, Serbia, and Bosnia. Hence, the perceptions of the imperial
discourse were not entirely erroneous.

The Ottoman imperial vision took it for granted that the Ottoman
polity was inherently superior to the unhistorical nations of the
Balkans. The Ottoman imperial vision did not concede any agency
to the Balkan nations.*> As Ebru Boyar rightfully pointed out in her
book, the perception of the Ottomans “represented the Balkans very
much within the centre—periphery paradigm, assigning no concept
of ‘sentient being’ to the areas of the periphery whose very existence
depended not on their own aspirations and actions but on a centre, be
it Istanbul or elsewhere. . .although nationalism came to be used more
and more in the interpretations of the later Ottoman historians and,
especially, of those of the early Republic, essentially the late nineteenth-
century understanding...of the uprisings remained framed within the
centre—periphery paradigm.”® The traditional Turkish/Kemalist his-
toriography attributed this perception to the mental backwardness of
the nineteenth-century Ottomans and their inability to comprehend
contemporary ideological developments. However, more recent studies
have revealed other motivations for the Ottomans’ denouncement of
Balkan nationalisms. This attitude did not stem from being not in
touch with the latest developments but from their imperial discourse
and worldview.

In fact, a remarkable discursive continuity exists from the narrative
of Ahmed Cevdet Pasha regarding the depiction of the Balkan nation-
alist uprisings in the official Kemalist discourse in terms of deny-
ing them any agency in their exploits.** The Kemalist historiography
reiterates the imperial assumptions and assumes that these Balkan
rebels might have been manipulated by the Russians (or other foreign
powers).” The Ottoman ruling elite did not grant any legitimacy to the
claims of the bandits in the Balkans for political authority for them-
selves.’® This perception is in contradistinction to the self-victimizing
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perception of the Unionist and Kemalist nationalisms, which por-
trayed Turks as oppressed and in retreat and Balkan nationalists as
arrogant and aggressive. However, the Republican perception may be
interpreted as a consequence of the change of the conjunctures and not
as a modification in ideological outlook. Yet, if we agree to establish
a link from Ahmed Cevdet Pasha to the Turkish nationalism of the
following decades, we also need to acknowledge continuity from the
post-classical Ottoman historians to Ahmed Cevdet Pasha. In Tarih,
Tezakir and in his other works, Ahmed Cevdet Pasha reiterates the
premises and contours of the age-old Ottoman discourse, which relies
on Islamic law and the Islamic notion of polities,”’ claiming absolute
legitimacy to rule over the territories already seized and ruling its sub-
jects without paying attention to their considerations. The ruthlessness
of the discourse of pre-modernity and the naturalization of violence
(as long as it is just) is also prevalent in Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, and is
reminiscent of his predecessors. Once the subject races revolted, the
Islamic dman (“mercy”) was to be abandoned and, given the “situation
of war,” the life of any rebellious subject was no more to be main-
tained.® Therefore, a dehumanizing discourse was maintained based
on classical Islamic and pre-modern premises which prevailed in the
modernizing nineteenth century.

The transformation of the Ottoman perception with regard to its
taking care of its subjects and the endorsement of the discourse of the
modern benevolent state were visible as early as the reign of Mahmud
I1.% Although the obligation to serve one’s subjects and maintain their
prosperity and security existed in pre-modern political rhetoric and
was a pivotal part of the Islamic (and therefore Ottoman) conception of
law and governance,’® the modern understanding acknowledging sub-
jects as individual citizens and perceiving the duties of the state as not
rooted in graceful benevolence but in social responsibility was novel.
Moreover, the enhancement of state capacities ensured the effective
interference of the state in the daily lives of individuals, both directly
and indirectly. The changing perception of the Ottoman polity was
manifested on various occasions, such as the tour of the Grand Vizier
Kibrisli Mehmet Emin Pasha to Bulgaria in 1861 to listen to the
complaints of Christian subjects.’! Although visits to areas as distant
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as Varna had begun with Mahmud II, Mehmet Emin Pasha’s visit
was the most comprehensive and most publicized one.’> Nevertheless,
this new sensibility and “rhetoric of inclusion” neither eradicated nor
supplanted the prevailing “rhetoric of exclusion”. Instead, we observe
the coexistence of these two seemingly contradictory discourses. The
Islamic dehumanization of non-Muslims did not die out. Rather, it
adapted itself and went along with an inclusive rhetoric encompassing
non-Muslims as long as they remained loyal. This conditional “rheto-
ric of inclusion” would be pursued as long as the aspirations of non-
Muslims did not challenge the essential premises of Islamic hierarchy,
morality, justice, and order.

Ahmed Cevdet Pasha’s perception of the French Revolution may be
read from the perspective of the same imperial rhetoric. His negative
attitude towards the French Revolution®® did not arise from the fact that
he was, as an “old Turk”, immune from the latest European currents
and developments but due to his class/status origins.>* Apparently, he
was perturbed by the revolution, not only out of fear for the Ottoman
polity, but also for the European order in general. He was an aristocrat
in the sense that he was a member of the semi-closed and privileged
community of the Muslim state elite. He happened also to be an eth-
nic Turk. These two identities of his were intertwined: being an eth-
nic Turk was associated with membership in the state nobility.”> Many
ethnic Turks might be denied this privilege and be despised as part
of the vulgar masses, but being an ethnic Turk (and being a Muslim
from different origins to a lesser extent) was relatively advantageous for
incorporation into the state elite, thus providing ethnic Turks with a
“comparative advantage”. Arguably, a peculiar Turkish national iden-
tity was born from these overlapping identities. This identity implied
a certain notion of superiority (millet-i hakime), not only vis-a-vis the
non-Turks, but also vis-a-vis the ethnic Turkish riffraff as well® A
separation was established between those who were almost divinely
ordained to rule and those who were supposed to be submissive (the
Muslim masses and non-Muslims) to those who were morally supe-
rior (the Muslim/Turkified imperial elite). The imperial identity was
not based on ethnic lines but with implications for its prospective eth-
nicization. Similarly, imperial identity was not strictly exclusive but
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was open to those comfortable with the imperial premises, including
non-Muslims.

The concept of miller-i hakime appeared in the first half of the nine-
teenth century as a reaction to the rise of non-Muslim nationalities,
probably inspired by the Habsburg Herrenvolk>’ idea and the Germans’
self-perception in the Habsburg Empire. This concept denotes the
development of what Krishan Kumar dubs Staatsvilker, or state-bearing
people,’® or what Hugh Seton-Watson and later Benedict Anderson call
“official nationalism™” imbued with a nationalized imperial identity.
It has been suggested that the future racist nationalism of Germany
emanated from the prevalent European colonial thought which divided
society into two, i.e., those destined to be subjugated and those destined
to rule. It has been argued by scholars such as Deringil and Makdisi
that European colonialist discourse influenced the nineteenth-century
Ottoman political governance and ideology.®® The racist doctrines of late
nineteenth-century Europe were far from the mindset of the Ottoman
imperial elite, although such a linkage might be tangential to Young
Turk thought. Whereas the racist doctrine was egalitarian insofar as it
regarded all members of the racial community/ethnicity as equal, the
Ottoman imperial nationalism was flamboyantly elitist and lacking in
equality. We observe, however, several manifestations of the impact of
European political visions and terminology on Ottoman political cul-
ture, such as in the notion of mzllet-i hakime. (This term was recast with
a new content by the Young Turks as boldly articulated by Hiiseyin
Cahid in his notorious article “Millet-i Hakime” in Tanin in 1908,
which transmitted it to the Young Turk generation along with a secular
and ethnicized Turkish nationalism as manifested in the practices and
premises of the Republic vis-a-vis the non-Muslim minorities.’")

Given that the new generation of historians has established that
the early modern European state formations were pivotal in the mak-
ing of the modern state and paradigms of governance,®® the reception
of these structures of governance and the ideological settings by the
Ottoman Empire had to be relocated to an eatlier date. The impact of
the early modern European political culture in the nineteenth-century
Ottoman Empire also needs to be assessed. Thus, we can argue that
the Turkish nationalist discourse was simultaneously molded within
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the hierarchical premises of both modern and pre-modern images and
visions of political order. On the one hand, the nineteenth-century
colonialist visions that presupposed the superiority of the “enlightened
ones” influenced nascent Turkish nationalism. On the other hand,
hierarchy and order were already two of the principal ethical premises
of the classical Ottoman polity inherited and appropriated by later
generations. Hence, the ideological formations of Turkish nationalism
derived from different and sometimes contradictory origins.

Discovery of a Nation for a State and
for an Intelligentsia

Within this hierarchical paradigm, it can be argued that the Ottoman
ruling elite “discovered” Turks and Muslims as a community with
which it can identify itself in response to two different challenges. The
first was the challenge of a series of non-Muslim upheavals severely
shattering Ottoman imperial authority. The second was the encroach-
ment of the European powers and the unchallengeable military and
diplomatic supremacy of Europe. It may be argued that a self-iden-
tity developed in response to these emerging threats. These perceived
threats forced the imperial center not only to devise new mechanisms
of legitimacy, but also to engender new self-identities. The discov-
ery of a religio-ethnic community on its journey to the discovery of
Turkishness can be located within the historical context of these grim
realities and pressures. In the beginning, the idea of a certain proto-
nationhood was apparently an imperial project discovered by the rul-
ing elite, not necessarily overlapping with an ethnic understanding of
nationhood. This argument is not surprising given that the process
was more or less similar in some other cases, especially in the Eastern
European examples (in the hands of “intellectuals”, in the lack of a “rul-
ing class”).% It seems that the Empire and the imperial elite retained
a religious/imperial identity while buttressing a certain proto-nation-
hood with ethnic implications (to be sanctioned by the Empire).
Before the 1860s, there is no possibility of speaking about an
intellectual elite independent of the state. The Turkish/Muslim
intelligentsia was hardly distinguishable from the state elite. No
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Habermasian intellectual “public sphere” independent of the politi-
cal realm and political authority emerged in the Ottoman/Turkish
center (especially before 1908).°4 Furthermore, the emergence of a
public sphere outside the state did not bring an “emancipation” of the
intellectual elite from the political authority, as occurred in Russia
with the emergence of a totally new class known as raznochintsy. This
class distinguished itself and its interests from the state and from the
classes whose interests were strictly dependent on the state. The razn-
ochintsy, a class composed of college graduates who were denied the
prospect of quick advancement in the civil service and were, there-
fore, alienated from the state-centered prospects of life and world-
view, developed its own knowledge, its own values and value system
independent of the state, stately culture, and habitus. Therefore, the
raznochintsy nurtured its own public sphere and spaces of free pub-
lic discussion, such as literary journals and publishing networks.®
Contrary to the process of the emergence and development of the
intelligentsia in Russia, the Ottoman intelligentsia did not break
away from imperial paternalism. On the contrary, it associated its
interests and prospects with the interests and prospects of the state.
The Ottoman intelligentsia, in terms of its members’ occupations,
wealth, and lineages (bloodlines as well as genealogies not based on
bloodlines) continued to be wedded to the state. The question of the
destiny of the Ottoman state continued to be the chief preoccupation
of the elite as their assets relied on the well-being of the Ottoman
Empire. Therefore, it was their concern for the fate of the political
authority in which they had faith that motivated them to work for a
community/nation.®® Thus, the Ottoman/Turkish intellectual sphere
was more or less a function of the state and the knowledge they pro-
duced could not be disassociated from the state, including their epis-
temology with regard to nation and ethnicity. Therefore, although
the impact of Balkan nationalism was considerable, especially on the
prospective Young Turks’ appropriation of Turkish nationalism, the
Turkish intellectuals’ discovery of proto-nationhood and ethnicity
enhanced its particularities and distinguished it from that of their
East European counterparts. Their discovery was molded to a major
extent within an imperial discourse.
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It would be a mistake to argue for a “Young Turk invention” of
Turkishness. Following Anthony Smith, we can discern the historicity
of a “Turkish nation”. By Turkish nation, I mean those Sunni Muslim
populations who either spoke Turkish or who identified Sunni Islam
with Turkishness. Furthermore, it could be claimed that there existed
an implicit self-consciousness (based on linguistic and cultural distinc-
tions) among the Turkish-speaking population, who felt to a degree
that they belonged to a certain community which distinguished
them from the Albanians in Macedonia and from the Kurds, Arabs,
and others in Eastern Anatolia and in the Levant. It could be antici-
pated that with improvements in communications and transportation,
and with an enhanced awareness of the existence of a world beyond
their localities, a feeling of belonging that surpassed people’s locali-
ties would emerge. However, this was not a natural and an inevitable
process but rather a constructed one which was at its base political
(rather than social or cultural).

Furthermore, it is more accurate to speak of various Turkish
nations (or proto-nations) that shared a language and accumulated a
shared memory transmitted over generations throughout the centu-
ries. The existence of common traits, however, does not rule out the
potentiality of separate nations-in-the-making. It was the marginal-
ization and trivialization of differences and nuances together with the
exposure and emphasizing of commonalities and resemblances that
engendered the imagination of a single Turkish nation. Among these
potential Turkish nations-in-the-making, the Roumelian individual/
communal experiences, myths, and memories of the Young Turks,®’
in which Roumelia was a constant (ethnic) war zone in which Turks/
Muslims were on the defensive and in retreat, may be regarded as
one of the constitutive moments of the Turkish nation as we know
it today.

Therefore, it may be argued that a significant factor in the forging
of the imagery of a “certain” Turkish nationhood was the Roumelian
origin of the Young Turk generation. These prospective Young Turks
grew up benefiting from the opportunities provided by a good edu-
cation and were able to subsequently join the Ottoman bureaucracy
based on their superior merits (along with their cohort coming from all
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parts of the Ottoman Empire benefiting the educational opportunities
provided by the imperial schooling system).

This is not to say that they invented the Turkish nation in their
image. On the contrary, the origins of Turkish nationalism went
further back before Roumelian and Anatolian recruits modified it.
Here, the employment of the word nationalism rather than specifically
Turkish nationalism may be more accurate given that the sentiment of
nationalism is not simply a matter of distinguishing and privileging
ethnicities. Beyond referring to ethnicity, nationalism is fundamen-
tally the feeling of belonging articulated within the discourse of eth-
nicities, establishing inner and outer groups using ethnic differences.
Hence, nationalism cannot be reduced simply to a matter of ethnicity.
Indeed, nationalisms address and seek loyalties beyond ethnicity. It is
not easy to distinguish between coexisting loyalties by isolating one of
them. The very fundamental and appealing reference in nationalism is
the concept of “we”.% In this framework, the foe emerges as “they”.

In the Ottoman/Turkish context, it may be appropriate to use the
word “they” rather than “other”. Before the nineteenth century, “Turks”
(and “Muslims”) did know the “others” without necessarily “otherizing”
them as “they”. This was because they did not previously perceive a
“threat” from “them”. “Other” was safely distant and non-threatening
to “us” because the other never posed the danger of mingling with “us”.
In the old order, all Muslims knew their place, as did non-Muslims. The
passing of the old order severely disturbed the non-Muslim communities
as well. Once the old hierarchical order was shattered, the non-Muslim
entities became legitimate rivals with equal or even greater chances of
outdoing Muslims in a free (and Darwinian) competition.” The pro-
cess of realizing the competitive advantages of the outsiders of yesterday
became the cement of the emergence of an awareness of belonging to
a community for Muslims (of Turkish and non-Turkish origin). It may
be argued that, as the Muslim populace lost its natural/naturalized and
inherited superiority, the angst of entrenchment sowed the seeds of a
sense of nationalism in search of an identity.

This development was visible in the localities. However, such concep-
tualizations/categorizations were to remain local phenomena unless an
external force were to be exerted. It was a central project to “politicize”
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these local sentiments and quests for belonging, to merge unrelated
developments, and to incorporate them into one single grand narra-
tive.”” Apparently, “nation” is a political concept by definition. However,
it is built on non-political themes and agendas. It may be “artificial”
in its political construction, though this political construction builds
on genuine non-political concerns and socio-economic realities. If we
define modernity as the politicization of what had been non-political
and the publicization of what had been private, then nationalism was
arguably the main protagonist in this transformation.

The existence of local rivalries does not necessarily result in the
politicization of the concepts of nation and belonging’! nor the form
of its politicization,’? although it is a fact that with the advent of the
modern age, “knowledge of human behaviour...became nationalized
and universalized. Events that occur in isolated villages and hamlets
or on the city streets have become subject to placement in categories
and contexts previously unknown to or incidental to the lives of those
who experience them.””> We may observe that the ethnic tensions
and atrocities in the Balkans, which reached their climax during the
Balkan Wars, immortalized the sufferings and the subsequent exiling
of the Turkish/Muslim civilians and established the vivid, founding
memories of Turkish nationalism.”®

Nevertheless, it was not easy to establish the imagery of a cer-
tain, singular Turkishness within the vast Ottoman geography.
“A certain idea of Turkishness” can be constructed along with a cer-
tain conception of spatiality and the existence of an undisputable
center epitomizing the unity of the imagined nation. The well-known
response of Fuad Pasha to the British ambassador to Constantinople,
Stratford Canning, as quoted in Cevdet Pasha’s Tezakir, illustrates this
perception: “The integrity of the Ottoman Empire is founded on four
premises. As long as these four premises are retained, it progresses. In
the absence of any of these premises, it cannot be maintained. These
premises are as follows: the nation of Islam, the Turkish state, the
dynasty of the Ottomans and Istanbul as its capital.””

To be able to incorporate the rivers Vardar and Arax within
the same imagination, a deus ex machina was necessary. It may be
argued that it was the “myth of Istanbul” around which the idea of
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Ottoman/Turkish imagery/ideal was constructed. It was a pivotal ele-
ment that engendered the flourishing and consolidation of an encom-
passing Turkishness within a wide geographical setting. Apparently,
Istanbul epitomized the grandeur of the Ottoman imperium. Here, the
symbolism of Istanbul can be taken as the “primacy of politics” (i.e.,
external interference of the center) which facilitated the unification
of the various strands and embodiments of Turkishness. This was yet
another instance of the constitutive role of the imagery of imperium in
the making of political Turkish ethnicity.

Thus, the making of the Turkish nation and a single Turkish eth-
nicity eliminating local differences was an amalgamation of differ-
ent processes in progress. It is impossible to dissociate any of these
constitutive elements of Turkish nation and nationalism. The center
needed the peripheral forces. The peripheral forces were to remain
politically negligible unless stimulated and manipulated by the center.
Regarding the making and development of Turkish national awareness
and Turkish nationalism, there was no one single storyline in progress
but different plots streaming independently within the storyline to
intersect at a later point in time. The imperial center was the refer-
ence point both for the peripheral developers of Turkish nationalism
and the intellectuals in Istanbul, and it served as the unifier of these
different plots.

The Ruling Elite of the Tanzimat

At this point, it is necessary to undertake an analysis of the Tanzimat
ruling elite. In order to make such an analysis, meticulous and exten-
sive research must be undertaken; two different clusters referring to
two different generations, divergent socialization, and upbringing,
will be proposed. The two clusters proposed are that of the Tanzimat

76 These clusters will

generation and the Young Turk generation.
constitute models similar to the Weberian ideal types. In reality,
they resemble and overlap as much as they diverge. The transfor-
mation of the former to the latter and transitional figures defying
such reductionism and duality are also observable, especially in the

outlook of the bureaucrats of the late Hamidian era.”” The complete
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detachment of these two clusters (generations) would only conceal
the Tanzimat origins of the Young Turk era. Furthermore, this study
aims to emphasize the evolution of a structure of mind rather than to
assess the generational change in terms of “the revolt of sons against
their fathers”. This study focuses on what we will call the Tanzimat
generation and discusses the Young Turk generation when neces-
sary. The next chapters will demonstrate that the diplomats of the
Hamidian Foreign Ministry were very much representative of their
Tanzimat generation in their upbringing, socialization, and mental
structures.

We may also divide the Tanzimat generation into two distinctive
sub-groups. In my scheme, “the early Tanzimat elite” was comprised
of the higher echelons of the imperium from the 1840s onwards.
They received a limited and informal education reflecting the mores
of the pre-modern cultural and institutional structures rather than
the professionalized and standardized modern codes of civil service
amalgamated with the attributes of the creeping modernization of
the political and bureaucratic structures. After the transitional phase,
the Hamidian generation (the other sub-group of the Tanzimat
generation) reflected the gradual maturation of the Tanzimat elite
comprised of bureaucrats with more or less formalized educational
backgrounds. They benefited from the educational opportunities pro-
vided by the late Tanzimat reforms and held clearly defined public
offices during their smooth careers. In the Hamidian era, the reforms
of the Tanzimat had broadened to encompass the entirety of the state
structure. Therefore, a modern bureaucracy, structured to a certain
degree in terms of merit and formal education, gradually became vis-
ible (albeit with limitations) thanks to the maturation of Tanzimat
reformism. However, the nature of the Hamidian bureaucracy has
to be qualified. The nineteenth-century bureaucratic culture hardly
resembled the formal and impersonal bureaucratic culture of the
twentieth century. Instead, it relied predominantly on personal con-
nections and skills acquired less from formal education than from
cultural socializations. It may be observed in many ways the preexist-
ing agrarian-coercive ruling elite that reinvented itself as the bureau-
cratic elite and assumed bureaucratic offices.”®
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The term “ruling elite” is rather ambiguous and must be precisely
defined. By ruling elite, I mean a group of people who reached the
higher echelons of the Ottoman polity by merit, blood, or mere chance
and who felt secure enough to transfer their wealth and prestige to their
descendants. In his classic book, Serif Mardin convincingly argued that
by the time of the Tanzimat, or by the late years of the reign of Mahmud
I1, there had emerged a self-consciousness and esprir de corps among the
ruling elite. This caused them to perceive themselves to be a closed com-
munity dedicated to upholding the Ottoman polity and to seize respon-
sibility for the destiny of the Ottoman polity from the sultan.”?

This elite was not a hermetically closed community. It allowed and
even encouraged new recruits. However, that does not mean that it
was a completely open system welcoming any new member. Endorsing
the appropriate mores, code of conduct, values, and motivations of the
governing elite and the state was a sine gua non for admission into the
ruling elite. A new recruit had to attain the imperial ethos. However,
this requirement was not an impossible obstacle because the requisite
education and training did infuse mores, and the new graduates did
not pose serious challenges to the ideological pillars of the imperium.
The recruits, to a large extent willingly and enthusiastically, assimi-
lated, and the state was capable of absorbing them.

Many subjects of the sultan were unsuitable candidates for incorpora-
tion into the state elite due to their inappropriate ethnic, confessional, or
social backgrounds. Although many from the disfavored ethnic and com-
munal groups were incorporated into the ruling elite, the extent of incor-
poration among these groups remained limited. It is possible to imagine
that this discrimination tacitly and implicitly contributed to the emer-
gence of an awareness of belonging to a certain (national) identity which
generated a sympathy with the population with whom they supposedly
shared the same ethos and same (notorious) fate in the context of the col-
lapse of the Empire which, incidentally, also threatened their material and
non-material interests and dignity. Arguably, an imagination of a cross-
class community sharing commonalities was forged in this process.

The new recruits faced few practical problems in their conversion and
assimilation into the state and the state elite. Of course, they encoun-
tered severe grievances and injustices as they were the new recruits to
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be marginalized and abused by the more privileged in the highly cor-
rupt environment of the late Ottoman Empire. The Ottoman estab-
lishment was a conservative/patriarchal polity to which newcomers
were not enthusiastically welcomed. This meant that they were admit-
ted to the governing elite but not acknowledged as equals. However,
such mistreatment and discrimination derived partially from personal
rivalries as a consequence of the gerontocratic and patriarchal under-
standing of statecraft, which prized age and seniority. Better treatment
came with gradual promotion within the state bureaucracy.

On the other hand, the governing elite in the late Ottoman Empire
was always “in the making” and continued to be “in the making”
throughout the early Republic as the number of bureaucrats and stu-
dents studying in the imperial colleges of the Empire continued to rise
exponentially in every generation. Every new generation of officials
redefined and recast the nature and strengthening of the Ottoman
bureaucracy and polity while never radically altering its fundamental
characteristics. Thus, continuity within change is visible. Nevertheless,
in the late Hamidian era, the assimilative education began to fail to
indoctrinate the new recruits with this ethos and did not provide
them with an appropriate orientation. The new generation became
disenchanted with the acclaimed ethos of the Empire. This genera-
tion demanded the modification of Ottoman ideology and renounced
the ethos introduced to them in their training. However, the main
premises of the new generation were not destructive to the thrust of
the imperial discourse.

The Elite-Formation and Identity-Formation
Processes of the Tanzimat

The new interest in the early modern Ottoman Empire (inspired
by Western interest in early modern Europe) which perceived it as
dynamic, thriving, and constitutive of its posterity, revolutionized
Ottoman scholarship in the 1990s. Ariel Salzmann’s research on the
tax-farmers of the eighteenth century showed how the Istanbul “aris-
tocracy of service” took advantage of a distinctly old-regime type
of insider trading, or what the economist Joseph Stiglitz calls in a
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modern context, asymmetric information.® Rifaat Abou-El-Haj dem-
onstrated how a bureaucratic and military aristocracy, without bearing
hereditary titles and designations, reproduced itself in the late seven-
teenth century.®! Norman Itzkowitz pointed out that sons maintained
the career patterns of their fathers.3? Dina Rizk Khoury demonstrated
that the emergence of a provincial elite was not necessarily adverse to
the interests of the centralized Ottoman polity within an Ottoman
framework, While Salzmann and Abou-El-Haj established that the
emerging self-interested households of the center did not pose a threat
to the effectiveness and authoritativeness of the polity either. The
aforementioned Ottomanists reveal that these household maneuvers
and politics, on the contrary, contributed to the development of an
effective and imposing state power.®> As demonstrated by these and
other scholars of early modern Ottoman Empire, such as Virginia
Aksan, Jane Hathaway, and Shirine Hamadeh,** the post-classical cen-
turies witnessed the emergence of a recognizable Ottoman elite which
merged provincial elites and the Istanbul elite as the Ottoman polity
replicated early modern European patterns in its path to a modern
state. By the eve of the Tanzimat, it is possible to speak of a self-con-
scious state elite which had emerged gradually over two centuries and
which could enforce the proclamation of the Rescript of Tanzimat, the
beginning of the modern Ottoman Empire.

The Rescript of Tanzimat in 1839 assured officials and dignitaries
that they would not be arbitrarily beheaded and that their wealth and
property would not be confiscated as a consequence of their dismissal
from office.®> The recognition of the maintenance of personal wealth
after dismissal from office with the Rescript of Tanzimat also brought
a new self-understanding to this elite. Previously, wealth, property,
and honor had been seen as an imperial grant and therefore dependent
upon the imperial grace. The state made the man, and thus the benefi-
cence granted by the state may be revoked once the grace is with-
drawn. With the termination of confiscations, the grandees’ wealth
began to belong solely to the individuals themselves. Such an assur-
ance and the acknowledgment of the right to retain their property and
wealth turned this “grouping” for the first time into a class-for-itself
(in a non-Marxian sense). This does not mean that with the state’s
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(or sultan’s) recognition of the irrevocability of the wealth, this elite
became detached from the state. On the contrary, we may argue that,
with the assurance of their possessions, they became associated/identi-
fied with the state even more closely since the legal recognition of their
possessions meant that their wealth, prestige, and reputation (and their
class interest and identity) became strictly bound to the survival and
well-being of the Ottoman state. Thus, they had a major stake in the
future of the Ottoman state for the first time.5°

The bloody end of the Pertev Pasha-Akif Pasha conflict which took
place just before the Rescript of Tanzimat terminated the use of vio-
lence and the physical elimination of political rivals as an effective
method of advancement in the hierarchy.®” The Tanzimat brought out
the mutual recognition of the inviolability of the basic rights of life
and property of the members of the governing elite as well as the
recognition by the sultan of these essential rights of the individuals
belonging to the governing elite. Hence, the Tanzimat paved the way
for the emergence of a solid governing elite with a number of families
whose members occupied various chief posts of the state.

Apparently, there is a genealogical continuity of the Tanzimat elite
with that of the pre-Tanzimat elite as attested to by Itzkowitz: “()t is
significant that the bureaucrats were in the forefront of those who sup-
ported the reforms of Selim IIT and Sultan Mahmud IT in the late eight-
eenth and early nineteenth centuries. The wearers of the fez and the
long, black frock coat, the uniform of the bureaucracy under Mahmud
II, were the sons of the scribes of the eighteenth century, many of them
in turn, descendants of the scribes of the seventeenth century.”s8

The dignitaries of the early decades of the Tanzimat formed the
first generation of these families who were overwhelmingly scions and
descendants of minor (or prominent) clerks and military officers of the
preceding generation. Others were scions of the provincial/peripheral
elites moving to Istanbul. In the next decades, we can observe the sec-
ond and third generation of these governing elite families retaining the
preeminence of their families. A genealogical revolution would only
take place with the coming of the graduates of the imperial schools in
the late nineteenth century although even after the “democratization”
of education, a remarkable continuity is visible.
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A prosopographic study would show us the genealogies, lineages, and
connections of the late Ottoman elite.®” In the forthcoming chapters,
this pattern will be illustrated in the case of the Ottoman diplomats. A
genealogical continuity from the first generation of Tanzimat to the early
Republic will also be established. What is arguably more remarkable
than the genealogies extending from the early Tanzimat (and pre-Tanzi-
mat period) to the Republic are the marriage connections. Marriage ties
functioned as the glue for a somewhat closed community, delineated its
borders, and enhanced its cohesiveness. The prominent role of marriages
is again revealed in the case of the diplomats, which will be covered
in the next chapters. The lineages and connections observable among
the Ottoman diplomats will also expose how this closed elite was inte-
grated and how well the closed elite perceived itself as a community
with neatly drawn borders and habits. Furthermore, marriages ensured
this community’s perpetuation and adjustment in terms of welcoming
newcomers from the newly ascending segments of the society and uni-
fying different elites (commercial, agrarian, bureaucratic) as capitalism
and agrarian capitalism burgeoned simultaneously with the expansion
of the Ottoman administrative and bureaucratic machine.

The emergence of a relatively cohesive bureaucratic aristocracy and
a state elite fostered a certain sense of belonging. For the first time, the
governing elite constituted a certain community (imagined or real)?0
The development of the notion of belonging to a certain community
was the first step for the creation of the idea of a national identity.”!
Perhaps nations are the images of families writ large. If this allegory is
tenable, nations then symbolize what a family (or a small community
consisting of people who know each other well, like a neighborhood)
symbolizes: intimacy, feelings of security, and affection. In the case of
the Ottoman governing elite, the image of Turkishness (which is itself
to a certain extent a derivation of Muslimness) may be interpreted as
a projection of its own sense of belonging and identity in the face of a
variety of threats, both close and distant.

The Tanzimat and post-Tanzimat generations of bureaucrats
attained different political outlooks due to their experiences of differ-
ent social environments in their formative periods. The Young Turk
generation, experiencing daily ethnic discrimination and cleavages,
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was more prone to conceptualize social and economic matters in eth-
nic terms given that they felt themselves threatened and regarded
themselves as inferior to the non-Muslims in terms of economic and
local political dynamics. For the Tanzimat generation, it was the oppo-
site. Not only were they more self-confident vis-a-vis the non-Mus-
lims, but they also perceived themselves as metaphysically superior to
those whom they regarded as their unruly subjects or their 7z'yah.%?
This perception, as pointed out above, originated from an actual-
ity but persisted while the reality changed dramatically throughout
the nineteenth century when Muslims could not compete with the
advancement of the non-Muslims. The idea that non-Muslims had to
be submissive as Islamic law and divine grace required endured even
in the republican perception of the non-Muslims as a remnant of the
imperial consciousness. In short, these two outlooks, sometimes con-
trasting and sometimes coinciding self-perceptions, were transplanted
onto the modern self-image of Turkishness. Simplistic categorizations
do not confirm the interrelatedness of these perceptions. On the con-
trary, these continuities within breaks demonstrate the complex nature
of Turkish nationalism.

This observation is congruent with the argument made above. Since
we regard nationalism not as a phenomenon “out there” to be grasped
with the onset of modernity, but instead as something contingently
crafted in minds over time, positing similar trajectories as nationalism
(as if all these unique trajectories are equivalent) is misleading”? If we
do not regard nationalism as a constitutive and indispensable outcome
of modernity but instead as a style or a rhetorical style, and if we con-
textualize nationalism in relation to the socio-economic and political
context in which it flourished, we can conceptualize it as emerging as
an answer to larger, vexing existential questions.

Signs of these continuities could be traced at a symbolic level. The
language and vocabulary of the classical Ottoman polity were a reservoir
from which the basic tenets of Turkish nationalism were reproduced.
Alleged symbols of the grandeur of the classical Ottoman imperium
such as Mehter Margz and the myth of the Golden Apple (Kzzilelma)
were invented by the Young Turks as “tradition”, as were the various
“inventions” of Abdiilhamid II regarding the origins of the Ottoman
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Empire and the Ottoman Empire in its classical age as shown by Selim
Deringil** After 1908, the anniversary of the birth of the Empire began
to be celebrated as a national holiday”> These practices amounted to
what Anthony Smith calls the utilization of myths and symbols. Smith
argues that ethno-symbolism was prevalent for centuries and that
nationalists built on these ethno-symbols and myths®® Here, further
developing Smith’s argument, we may attest to how constitutive the
Ottoman symbols and myths were in the making of Turkish national-
ism. Furthermore, these continuities involve not only myths and sym-
bols, but also the discourses and perceptions. This does not mean that
Turkish nationalism was a continuation, revival, or modification of
Ottoman imperialism (as the Balkan nationalist historiographies were
prone to claim). It only reveals how certain perceptions and modes of
conduct were predetermined by an inheritance which was voluntarily or
involuntarily, consciously or unconsciously, adopted. In short, although
Turkish nationalism may be a novelty and a recent/modern phenom-
enon, it arose from a legacy that it had inherited and appropriated. First
and foremost, it inherited a particular perception which had been born
within a certain socio-politico-economic context and background, but,
once constructed, created its own reality and autonomy.

Regarding the emergence of a Turkish national identity, it has been
pointed out that two alternative suggestions (as ideal types) may be
stipulated. The first idea is that national identity was brought forth by
the group of people whom this study calls the Young Turk generation,
originating mostly from Roumelia and coming from the provincial
lower middle classes”” (and certainly some from Anatolia and Istanbul
as well). The second alternative interpretation is to argue that a cer-
tain national identity has already been conceptualized in the center (in
the abode of imperium). Maintaining that these were autonomous and
interactive plots in the storyline, this study argues that the emergence
of Turkish nationhood was not a smooth and straightforward process.
On the contrary, it was the outcome of an interactive and complex
process that was made, remade, and negotiated every day.

To summarize, Turkish nationalism’s perceptions, premises, and
assumptions cannot be disassociated from the Ottoman elite’s per-
ceptions, premises, concerns, reflexes, and responses to changing
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circumstances. The perceptions of “retreat” and “advances of the oth-
ers” were all retained, maintained, and reinvented. Although many
novel concerns peculiar to the ramifications of modernity and the
encounter with modernity appeared, such as the proposed strategies
for “regeneration”, a step function trajectory from the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries to the discourse and nature of Ottoman/Turkish
modernity can be traced.

The Ancien Régime Problem in Europe

One of the flaws in studying nineteenth-century Ottoman intellectual
history as well as studying the ideological make-up of the nineteenth-
century Ottoman state elite has been to perceive it as a passing or tran-
sitory phenomenon. It is as if the Kemalist mind and the Republican
reformers ran over the intellectual legacy of the Tanzimat, resulting
in its death by this merciless stroke. For example, in 1962, Richard
Chambers divided Turkey’s evolution “into a modern nation state in
two stages, the first of which may be said to begin in 1789, and the
second in 1919.” For Chambers, “the early phases of change were in a
manner of speaking defensive since they were effected to preserve the
authority of the traditional ruling elite; the changes after 1919 were
effected in a genuinely progressive spirit.””® The Tanzimat “brought
bureaucrats to the fore as leaders of further defensive reforms””?
Chambers perceived the Tanzimat as the “age of bureaucrats” before
they “lost the position of leadership they had intermittently held for
some half a century, first to Abdiilhamid IT and his conservative allies,
then to the Young Turk army officers and intellectuals, and finally to
Atatiirk and the politicians.”'%° These lines illustrate the emblematic
approach of the modernization school and the reigning paradigms of
the time. Chambers himself was a scholar of the Tanzimat bureaucracy
and the auchor of a dissertation on Ahmed Cevdet Pasha.!®! Moreover,
his quoted article was probing not the Republican bureaucracy but
the Tanzimat bureaucracy. Nevertheless, he regarded the Tanzimat as
a bygone age that failed to respond to the assaults leveled first by the
patrimonialism of Abdiilhamid IT and later by military officers. In
short, the Tanzimat was eradicated without a trace. While Kemalist



44 OTTOMAN IMPERIAL DIPLOMACY

ideology was delighted with this alleged eradication, many others
resented the collapse of the Tanzimat (and its alleged “liberal spirit”).
However, we should probe the Tanzimat intellectual environment
not as an archaeologist excavating relics of the past but as a contem-
porary historian, if not a political scientist, to reconstruct a forma-
tive moment in Turkish modernity. In short, here the mindset of the
Ottoman bureaucracy will not be investigated as a passé phenomenon,
a Turkish ancien régime, but as the foundation of Turkish modernity
and the origins of the Republican discourses.

“[The conceptl ancien régime was created by the French revolu-
tion. It was what the revolutionaries thought they were destroying
in and after 1789.”1°2 Thus, the concept of ancien régime emerged at
its onset as an ideological artifact for the purpose of discrediting
and denigrating an invented diametrically opposite adversary by the
revolutionaries. Thus, the ancien régime was denied any agency and
any constitutive role for its posterity. Later scholarly works, how-
ever, acknowledged the existence of a certain form of politics, society,
and culture, which may be justly named as ancien régime, not defin-
able in relation with what it preceded (the new regime) but as an
encompassing vision of a political and social order with its distinc-
tive attributes.!®

The culture of the aristocracy was at the very center of the ancien
régime. Nobility and aristocracy are concepts which may acquire differ-
ent meanings in different contexts and times. Marc Raeff, a historian
of Russian aristocracy, remarked that, “we must turn to the always
tricky problem of terminology, for Russian reality and concepts have
no obvious equivalents in the West. Our study concerns the dvorianstvo
of eighteenth century.” He defines dvorianstvo as “all titled persons,
serf owners, officers, officials, professional people, whether they owned
land or not,”'** and technically “the service nobles of the Grand Duke
and Tsar.”'%> The aristocracy of Russia was from the beginning consti-
tuted in relation to the state and shaped by the initiatives of the state
beginning with Ivan the Terrible’s suppression of the boyars.'® Every
polity improvised different notions of privilege, distinction, and politi-
cal ordering. An aristocracy does not necessarily fit into the Western
European classical model in which nobility preceded the formation
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and expansion of the states. The making of nobilities and state nobili-
ties involved different modalities in different national contexts.!?’

Moreover, no aristocratic cluster remains the same over the course of
time. The characteristics and social roles of aristocracies change, trans-
form, and evolve. One remarkable case is the trajectory of the Prussian
aristocracy throughout Prussia’s evolution from a lesser princely feudal
polity to an authoritarian monarchy with an industrialized economy
monitored by an interventionist state dubbed as the alliance of iron
and rye. The Prussian aristocracy sustained its power vis-a-vis the non-
aristocratic interests in a world in which land and landed interests were
no more the predominant means of production or of power. The state
and the aristocracy established a partnership in which the aristocracy
redefined its relation to the state.'%®

Arno Mayer’s The Persistence of the Old Regime is the classic account
of the new reassessment of nineteenth-century Europe.!%” Arno Mayer
demonstrated that, contrary to received opinion, it was the nobility
of a different sort that had enjoyed political power in the nineteenth
century.!® For Mayer, the Marxian assumption that economic power
and political power are indistinguishable and that who controls the
economy controls the political power is erroneous. For him, through-
out the nineteenth century, political power continued to be exerted by
traditional elites, which did not necessarily overlap or intersect with
the economic elites and centers of economic production.'!

One of the major debates among English historians involved the
problem of the break/continuity of the ancien régime in Britain. The
question is whether the political establishment of nineteenth-century
Britain can be seen as the continuation of the eighteenth-century
political establishment or not. The (old) Whig families constituted the
political elite of eighteenth-century Britain. It was a century of oligar-
chy and a period of consensus within the commanding heights of the
British ruling class. With the extension of political rights in 1832, a
reshuffling took place, terminating the Whig ascendancy. Whigs had
to share political power with the Tories as the commonality of interest
among the ruling elite had ebbed. Furthermore, the Tories reigned for
most of the nineteenth century, and new alignments within the ruling
elite and outside the ruling elite took place. Thus, liberals and radicals
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made their way into parliament within the Whig establishment, and
the old Whigs lost their predominance within the Liberal Party.

The traditional Whig historiography associated the ascendancy of
Britain with the rise of a new entrepreneurial class capitalizing on the
benefits of the Industrial Revolution. However, the revisionist histo-
rians of the 1980s claimed that “the strength of Britain...lay less in
its novel entrepreneurial activities than in the elements of stability
and continuity, which derived from its status as a rural ancien régime
society, the monarchy, the church and the aristocracy.”!!? Eighteenth-
century Britain (not unlike the new interest in the eighteenth-century
Ottoman Empire) was rehabilitated from a neglected field of study
to a field enjoying increasing attention. John Brewer, Paul Langford,
Linda Colley,'® and others produced remarkable studies that investi-
gated and reassessed eighteenth-century Britain and its aristocracy not
as a world doomed to collapse and vanish but as the harbinger of the
dynamic Britain of the nineteenth century. The revisionist historians
asserted that the aristocracy played a constitutive role in the making
of the British nineteenth century.

David Cannadine showed that the collapse of the British aristocracy
can be dated as late as the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries.!" In another book, he also reinterpreted English imperialism, in a
polemic with Edward Said, as a venture animated mainly by aristocratic
aspirations,'”> which also challenged the chief assumptions of Marxist
and non-Marxist imperial historians. The new imperial historians also
shed light on the salient contributions of the British aristocracy to the
development of British imperialism. For Hopkins and Cain, two pro-
lific historians of British colonization and imperialism, British imperi-
alism was advanced by the southern English aristocracy who failed to
compete against the northern industrialists and northern capitalism.'®
In an influential book, Martin Wiener claimed that the disappointing
economic performance of twentieth-century Britain was a result of the
dominance of the southern land-based aristocrats in the political and
cultural spheres, which impeded the rising northern industrialists and
their bourgeois ethos. For Wiener, land-based aristocrats disdained the
culture of the innovative and industrious business elite and promoted
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an anti-industrialist ethos. The industrialists, who were mocked in
Charles Dickens’ Hard Times, never seized the political and ideological
power,!'' and the “old regime” with its value system prevailed.

French historians also rehabilitated the neglected role of the aris-
tocracy in the making of nineteenth-century France. Coming from an
aristocratic family victimized in the terror of the French Revolution,
Alexis De Tocqueville claimed in the mid-nineteenth century that
the French Revolution did in fact pursue the legacy of the ancien régime
but he did not suggest that the old powerhouses of the ancien régime
had survived and retained their power after the French Revolution.
Nevertheless, Tocqueville’s view remained a minority one until he was
rehabilitated by the revisionist historians of the French Revolution.
The “arch-revisionist” Alfred Cobban refuted the Marxist interpreta-
tion of French Revolution in 1964 and argued that it was essentially a
bourgeois revolution.!'® Influenced by him, in the late 1960s and the
1970s a new generation of historians of the French Revolution further
demolished “the myth of bourgeois revolution.”'!? Revisionist histori-
ans of the French Revolution differed in their views and in their inter-
pretation of the revolution. Nevertheless, the collapse of the argument
that 1789 was a bourgeois revolution brought the aristocracy back to
the stage. The aristocracy was no longer seen as a class that had ceased
to exist after 1789. Revisionist historians documented how the ancien
régime aristocratic families managed to adapt themselves to the new cir-
cumstances of the nineteenth century and reproduced their wealth.!?
The French case was different from the British one in the sense that
the French aristocrats as a class lost their political power. Nevertheless,
in economics, politics, and the bureaucracy, the aristocracy retained its
strong presence throughout the nineteenth century.'?! The aristocratic
families found ways to retain and reproduce their wealth and prestige
before they began to vanish at the end of the nineteenth century.

Furthermore, it was also revealed that there was no independent and
arrogant bourgeoisie committed to eradicating the aristocracy and the
passé aristocratic values, as Marx had postulated with enthusiasm in the
nineteenth century. Sarah Maza showed that the “myth of bourgeoisie”
was invented to refer to a fictive enemy rather than to represent social
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reality.!?? Contrary to the vision of Marx, the bourgeoisie of nineteenth-
century France was timid and did not intend to challenge or oppose
the aristocracy. On the contrary, the bourgeoisie emulated the aristoc-
racy as found in the impressive literary account of Marcel Proust. We
may speak of the final triumph of the bourgeoisie, if there ever was a
bourgeoisie and if it was ever victorious, only in the 1890s with the
consolidation of the institutions established by the Third Republic.!??
However, the bourgeoisie of the 1890s was not the bourgeoisie of the
previous decades. It was the bourgeoisie that made its peace with the
existing order and abandoned its progressive and oppositional rhetoric
especially after witnessing the horrors of the Paris Commune. In other
words, the triumph of the bourgeoisie and the Third Republic may be
regarded in many ways as more the victory of the ancien régime.

The czarist Russian historiography also reassessed the Russian
ancien régime. The conventional historiography of czarist Russia has
been revised by revisionist historians beginning in the 1970s. The
revisionist historiography propounded a comparably favorable view of
czardom by refusing to associate czardom with ruthless and arbitrary

despotism:!*4

In recent years, Nicholas' bureaucracy has been the subject of
considerable study in the West. For H. J. Torke the major char-
acteristics of the Russian civil service were its lack of professional
autonomy, expertise or ethos. Unlike its Prussian counterpart it
had neither the corporate rights guaranteed by the Allgemeine
Landyrecht, nor yet a clear sense of service to the communal wel-
fare enshrined in an abstract ideal of the state. Without chal-
lenging Torke’s view that the Russian civil service as a whole was
corrupt, inefficient, arbitrary and concerned with its own wel-
fare rather than the communal interest, some American scholars
recently casted a somewhat redeeming light on certain aspects
of Nicholas' bureaucracy. What emerges clearly from the work
of these scholars is that by the 1850s Russia possessed an elite
officialdom fully committed to the service of a state whose only
legitimate function in their eyes was the welfare of the commu-
nity. These men were expert career officials, firmly rooted in the
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ministerial apparatus, and possessed an ethos distinct in most
cases from that of the landed aristocracy and the gentry. They
expected the state to play the leading role in bringing reform
and modernization to Russian society and, if permitted by the
monarch and his entourage, were willing and able to take the
burden of leadership on their own shoulders.!?’

The Great Reform era initiated after the catastrophic Crimean War,
which was perceived as a dismal failure, was reexamined and reha-
bilitated: “More recently, Western scholars have looked much more in
depth at the question of how the Great Reforms were implemented,
tested and developed and considered their broader social, political, and
cultural implications in an impressive series of studies.”'?® Apparently,
recent studies do not celebrate the autocratic reforms of Alexander IT
but present a balanced evaluation of the Great Reform era.!?’ Hence,
the myth of monarchic absolutism for Russian czardom has been
demolished. In short, for revisionist historians, czarist Russia was not
a medieval obscurantism but a dynamic polity that would have had
viability in the world of the twentieth century if the revolution had
not taken place as an unforeseen consequence of World War I.

The Sonderweg (special path) debates constitute the very crux of
German historiography.'?® The post-World War II historiographical
assumption that Germany followed a distinct trajectory in contrast to
the British and French trajectories has also been criticized severely by
recent historians. “The peculiarity of Germany” argument was prob-
lematic first and foremost because it implied that France and Britain
followed a normal/straight path. Furthermore, the revisionist histori-
ans have questioned the validity of the conventional narrative portray-
ing Britain and France as destined to evolve into liberal democracies
and leaving Germany doomed to its path to the Nazi totalitarian state.
They dismissed it as a presentist reading of history.!?’

Different explanations and variants of the Sonderweg paradigm offer
various reasons, such as late modernization, the failure of the 1848

130 or the authoritarian Prussian tradition for the German

Revolution,
Sonderweg>! The late modernization thesis states that the urge to catch

up to the early modernizers compelled the state to engineer the growth
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of the economy.!?? The state assumed an immense power in the economy
and did not allow the emergence of a self-regulating market. On the
contrary, the state promoted certain industries and entrepreneurs to ena-
ble them to expand to gigantic proportions. The lack of a competitive
market meant that the capitalist entrepreneurs were rendered dependent
on the state and therefore subordinate to the ancien régime elite. In short,
according to the Sonderweg approach, “Germany industrialized without
destroying the social and political hegemony of aristocracy, of modern-
izing economically while remaining entrapped in a pre-industrial nexus
of authoritarian social structures, values and political attitudes.”'??

This study is not the place to enter into the rich historiography of
the Sonderweg. The word was originally coined in the imperial era by
conservative German historians and publicists to eulogize Germany
for escaping both from the corrupt autocracy of Russia and the deca-

134 Later, especially after the

dent democracies of Britain and England.
impact of World War II, the word was employed by English observ-
ers and historians, such as Sir Robert Vansittart and Lewis Namier,
the French historian Poliakov, and most populatly by the American
journalist William Shirer to establish that Hitler was an inevitable
outcome of the course of German history. This assumption was taken
and transformed into an academic postulate by postwar German
historians, such as Fritz Fischer and Hans-Ulrich Wehler, who were
critical of the nationalist historiography prevalent in Germany before
the 1960s. Hans-Ulrich Wehler and his Bielefeld School associates
depicted imperial Germany as a paternalistic and hierarchical society

assiduously engineered by the ancien régime aristocrats:'?

Criticizing an older German historiography which denied the long-
term roots of Nazism in German history...(Wehler) insisted...
(that) in 1848...the German bourgeoisie failed in its attempt to
wrest power from aristocracy in the way its counterparts in other
countries had done, in England in 1640 for example, or France in
1789. As a result, the Prussian aristocracy was able to preserve its
sociopolitical hegemony. It cemented it through the conservative
“revolution from above” which united Germany under Prussian
domination from 1866-71. Continuing industrialization and
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social change increasingly threatened its position, but it was the
army, the civil service and the Reich leadership. To bolster this,
it engaged in a successful “feudalization of the bourgeoisie” into
aristocratic modes of behavior and value-orientations (such as
dueling, deference to inherited status, the hunt for decorations and
titles, the scramble for the position of reserve officer, the adoption
of an authoritarian and paternalistic attitude towards employees
in industry, and, crucially, the rejection of democracy and par-
liamentarism), a process made easier...as a result of the “great
depression” of 1873—-96, which left the big industrialists heavily

dependent on the interventionism of the undemocratic state.%°

Wehler’s imperial Germany was static and closed to any change unless
destroyed by external shocks and interventions, as happened in 1918.1%

The nature of the German bourgeoisie was at the center of the
debate of the German Sonderweg. The German bourgeoisie was accused
of being accommodationist and submissive. It has been suggested since
the time of Friedrich Engels’ pamphlet that because the German bout-
geoisie did not dare to openly challenge the established order, espe-
cially in the critical year of 1848, it was forced to accept a marginal
and subordinate role within the power elite. However, this assumption
tacitly assumes that the bourgeoisie fought aggressively elsewhere and,
furthermore, that the bourgeoisie as a class had an intrinsic motivation
to confront (and destroy) conservative establishments.

Two leading historians of Germany, David Blackbourn and Geoff
Eley, analyzed the problem of the German bourgeoisie in their path-
breaking book, The Peculiarities of German History. They questioned the
relevancy of the historiography of German history and concluded that it
is misleading to assume that German history is particularly “peculiar”.
They criticized the tendency to compare the German model/trajectory
to a supposedly normal model/trajectory. For Blackbourn and Eley, the
course of German history might display certain peculiarities, but “all
national histories are peculiar.”!?8

Blackbourn and Eley opposed the bourgeoisie-centered historiogra-
phy. The conventional historiography assumed that it was the dynamic
bourgeoisie that had shaped and transformed the modern world.
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According to this approach, the problem with Germany (and Russia
and many others) was that the state played the constitutive role in the
“making of modern Germany”. Recent historians of imperial Germany
demonstrated the rich and multifaceted aspects of the Wilhelmine
era. With the hindsight of many historical case studies and theoreti-
cal works, we now know that the state played an enormous role in the
making of the modern world in general.’? First of all, capitalism was
generated, fostered, and maintained thanks to the institutionalization
of the states, as the new institutionalists and others have demonstrated.
It was the states that were the gears of capitalism, not the markets.'4

Tanzimat/Hamidian Regime in Comparative Perspective

The enormous and decisive role that the state played in the emergence
and development of modernity was not peculiar to the Ottoman/
Turkish case. States defined the mode of modernity in their respec-
tive nations. Moreover, it was the states that formulated the param-
eters of Turkishness, as well as Englishness, Germanness, Frenchness,
even Britishness and Ottomannness. However, unlike in eighteenth-
century Britain, where John Bull was drawn, defined, and redefined in

11 the role the state played in the Ottoman/Turkish case was

journals,
incomparably immense because of the absence of a large public sphere,
the limited market for books, journals and pamphlets, and the paucity
of opportunities for free expression.

In many ways, Hans-Ulrich Wehler’s representation of Wilhelmine
Germany resembled the Hamidian Ottoman Empire although
some seminal aspects which Wehler attributed to Wilhelmine Germany
are lacking in the Hamidian Empire, such as the “manipulation of
political anti-Semitism”4? and “industrial capitalism”. Definitely, the
“industrialists” are missing in the power configuration in the Hamidian
context. Nevertheless, the Hamidian Empire may easily be interpreted
as an authoritarian polity with the “superimposition of class differences
on those between the traditional late-feudal estates” and the “myth of the
bureaucracy” as Wehler defined Wilhelmine Germany. Interestingly,
such an interpretation of the Wilhelmine Empire would overlap with
the traditional perceptions of the Hamidian polity, which portrayed the
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regime as closed to any modernization and as a bastion of obscurantism
in reaction to the reformism of the Tanzimat. Recent studies, however,
acknowledged the enormous contributions of the Hamidian era to the
establishment and development of modern institutions and reforms in
Turkey. Therefore, while the frameworks of historians such as Wehler
and Mommsen were criticized by the new generation of historians, such
as Blackbourn, Eley, Evans, and Berghahn, for taking the Wilhelmine
era as static and “reactionary” within a structural Marxian paradigm,
historians such as Deringil and Akarli criticized the earlier generation
of scholars’ depiction of the Hamidian regime as a monolithic power
structure with reactionary ideological foundations. Apparently, the
Wilhelmine Empire and the Hamidian Empire were not monolithic
power blocs, and a new generation of late Ottomanists and scholars of
Wilhelmine Germany have exposed the more complicated nature and
subtleties of these two polities.

The Hamidian elite was not the intimidating and monstrous
Wilhelmine elite of Wehler and Mommsen. It was much more modest
in terms of its organization and structure. No Hegel had attributed
a historical mission to it. No Fichte had consecrated it. However, a
national mission was assumed by the late Ottoman bureaucracy. It was
the state elite that had to counter the assault of the Western powers
and, more importantly, the seditious and separatist non-Turkish and
non-Muslim communities. It was the bureaucracy which had to import
the necessary knowledge and skills and apply them for the good of the
nation. It became the teacher/instructor and role model of the nation.
It was the importer, producer, and reproducer of modern and national
knowledge. This was not yet the divine task the Unionists assumed
when they attempted to reestablish the state as a tool in their radi-
cal and uncompromising policies. However, the Tanzimat bureaucracy
perceived itself as the only source for the revival of the Ottoman state
and the idea it represented. In this regard, the Tanzimat bureaucracy
played a much more effective role than its Prussian counterpart. It
was more “Hegelian” than the Prussian bureaucracy, at least as far as
“national cause” was concerned. Therefore, the particular structures of
mentalities of the Ottoman bureaucracy were decisive in the formation
of the Turkish nation and modernity.
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It was no coincidence that the foundation and the consolidation of
the Hamidian autocracy coincided with the consolidation of the fel-
low authoritarianisms of Wilhelm II in Germany, Alexander III (who
inverted the policies of the assassinated liberal czar Alexander II) in
Russia, and the Meiji in Japan. In this regard, the Hamidian autoc-
racy, like the Tanzimat preceding it, can be seen as influenced and
shaped by the political/social/economic developments and trends of the
late nineteenth century.'®? It was a manifestation of the European turn
to conservative and authoritarian modernization. In Europe, the late
nineteenth century was an age of restoration of political stability and
restoration of ancien régimes within the structures of modern states.
This process was a reaction to the surge of republicanism, liberalism,
and other destabilizing forces and political movements throughout the
nineteenth century. Political stability was maintained with the iron
fists of the states in the age of dreadnoughts and machine guns.'*
Certainly, the Ottoman Empire also achieved a temporary stability
in the Hamidian era. The principal motivations for the emergence of
the Hamidian autocracy were dissatisfaction with Tanzimat reform-
ism and liberalism, and the surge of insurmountable ethnic politics
and separatism. Apparently, in the Hamidian context, the forces of
instability were created by ethnic unrest rather than the social and
political upheavals in Europe.

Wehler and his contemporary associates assumed that because
Germany had not eliminated the aristocratic/imperial elite as the
French had, imperial Germany was doomed to be reactionary. Although
it is a truism that the German aristocratic ruling elite did construct a
different political system from that of France or Britain, this political
system was equally “modern”. Indeed, in many ways, it was arguably
“more modern” than its French or British counterparts in terms of its
economic dynamism and its seamless military organization, technol-
ogy, and mobilization.

Wilhelmine Germany cast its own national cult, a state-nationalism
unique to itself like any other manifestation of nationalism. Contrary
to the pre-1848 anarchic/Republican nationalisms,'®® the Wilhelmine
national cult presupposed a staunch loyalty to the monarchy and the
emperor. It was the emperor and his aura that represented the nation in
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his persona. In the figure of the emperor, the nation found its embodi-
ment. The German nation was embedded within the emperor and the
state. This national cult was to be challenged not only by socialists,
but also by race-centered nationalists from the 1890s onwards, ¢ not
unlike the Young Turk challenge to the Hamidian official proto-
national imperial representations and the official cult. Apparently, the
structures of the German/Prussian construction of the official national
cult were not unique to Germany. Russian autocracy established its
own cult along the same lines around an imperial idea wedded to the
persona of the czar. In the genesis and development of Russian official
nationalism and in the Russian perception of the nation, the nation
was not defined strictly in terms of ethnicity but in terms of obe-
dience to the imperium and identification with the imperium.'*’ In
the words of Richard Wortman, “after 1825, nationality was identified
with absolutism, ‘autocracy’ in the official lexicon. Russian nationality
was presented as a nationality of consensual subordination, in con-
trast to egalitarian Western concepts. The monarchical narrative of the
nation described the Russian people as voluntarily surrendering power
to their Westernized rulers.”'3

In post-1870 Europe, nation states had consolidated themselves
and repressed liberal and republican oppositions. The liberal and
republican facets of nationalism were dismissed and subjugated.
Nations were redefined by their attachments to the states. States were
to embody nations and replaced ethnic fantasies to constitute the core
of the national imaginations. The Hamidian structures of loyalty to
the Empire and the sultan himself can be interpreted in line with
these developments. The Hamidian Turkish national cult defined
nationhood not in terms of Turkish ethnicity but Turkishness embod-
ied within the imperium, an Islamic identity, and the sultan himself.
This construction of nationhood around the imperial center was argu-
ably salient in the forging of Turkish nationalism.

To sum up the remarks on the problem of ancien régime, this study
views ancien régime not as a concept to be thrown into the dustbin
of history, but as entities that rejuvenated/reinvented themselves, not
static and doomed to collapse sooner or later, but vivid and innovative
in their own ways. In other words, this was an ancien régime constitutive
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of the modern world as much as the modern nation state. Establishing
the preeminent roles of the ancien régimes, we may argue that the
Ottoman ancien régime was constitutive of the Turkish modern nation
state, Turkish nationalism, and Turkish modernity in general. It rein-
vented and adapted itself not as a relic of the past but as an entirely
novel phenomenon.

The Turkish ancien régime was pivotal in the constitution of Turkish
modernity, not only due to its legacy but also due to its crafting of the
principal contours and axioms of Turkish modern experience and dis-
course. The Turkish ancien régime should be understood fundamentally
as a state-elite institution. Economic and social forces played a minor
role in this process. The principal stimulator was the state and the
state-elite. Just as 1789 and the Industrial Revolution were not “year
zeros” for France and Britain, respectively, and just as the elites of these
ancien régimes persisted in new clothes, the Tanzimat and Hamidian
elites derived from earlier generations of elites. In this genealogical
continuum, an ideological continuum may also be observable connect-
ing the traditional Ottoman imperial discourse to Turkish nationalism
via the stops of the Tanzimat and Hamidian eras. Clinging to the
banner of the Ottoman imperial identity, the agents and actors of the
ancien régime designed a modern Turkish national identity defined in
its subordinate relation to the political authority before these premises
were reproduced by later generations. This study will focus on the
Ottoman diplomatic service because it is assumed that the Ottoman
Foreign Ministry, one of the showcases of the Turkish ancien rdgime, is a
good place to examine the worlds and times of the that rdgime.



CHAPTER 2

PRIMACY OF
INTERNATIONAL POLITICS:
DIPLOMACY AND
APPROPRIATION OF THE
‘NEW KNOWLEDGE’

This chapter aims to show how diplomacy emerged as a primary con-
cern of Ottoman statecraft and how this development triggered the
appropriation of “new knowledge”, which consequently entailed a new
organizational and ideological restructuring of the Ottoman polity. In
other words, the chapter suggests the “primacy of foreign affairs” in
certain historical conjectures.

Discovery of Diplomacy and the Rise of “New Knowledge”

Since the formation of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1836 as a
modern bureaucratic structure replacing the previous scribal service
attached to the Office of the Grand Vizierate, the Ministry became
a preeminent part of Ottoman statecraft. Although conducting for-
eign relations had never been an insignificant business, the increas-
ing sophistication and impact of international developments on the
Empire and its growing vulnerability vis-a-vis neighboring powers
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such as Russia and Austria, as well as the requisites of the rise of
the modern state, made the conduct of foreign relations a prominent
preoccupation of statecraft. Therefore, the Ministry gained an impor-
tance of unprecedented levels within the Ottoman establishment. It
rose from a secondary position (especially vis-a-vis the military and the
ilmiye — religious establishment) to the forefront of Ottoman statecraft.
The Ottomans had to play according to the rules of the international
game to respond to the immediacy of the international pressure on
the Empire.

It may be argued that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was the
bureaucratic institution that played the foremost role in the Ottoman
transformation, a role more profound than that of the military, espe-
cially after it became evident in the eyes of the state elite that some-
thing more fundamental than military prowess was necessary to
survive the looming international challenges. This became apparent
after the acknowledgment of the enormity of Russian military might,
which was evident from the disastrous Ottoman-Russian wars in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.! The Russian army
had the capacity to mobilize millions of peasants, as observed by the
Ottomans, and therefore it was literally unbeatable given Ottoman
military capabilities.” The Ottomans suffered severe defeats by intim-
idating Russian armies in 1774, 1812, and 1829, when Ottoman
defenses in Bulgaria collapsed, enabling the Russian army to cross the
Balkans and reach as far as Burgas, Aydos, Varna, even threatening
Edirne.

Under such dire circumstances, no domestic policy could be
developed and implemented unfettered from its international conse-
quences and imperatives. The Ottomans were well aware that they
were dependent on and subject to international developments. This
was also an opportunity for the Ottomans, since exploiting diplo-
macy and the dynamics of the international balance of power provided
them room to maneuver against the otherwise militarily invincible
Russians. Especially from 1774 onwards, the Ottomans were cognizant
of their retreat and reluctance to act in such an environment. They
were obsessed with efforts to reverse their seemingly inevitable col-
lapse. From 1774 onwatds, the prospect of an eventual collapse of the
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Empire guided a substantial portion of diplomatic, as well as domestic,
policies. The Ottomans knew that they were no longer an independent
actor in the international arena. The international alignments, rival-
ries, and aggressions were of primary importance for the prospects
of the Ottoman Empire. The Ottoman establishment acknowledged
that its well-being was dependent on a number of overlapping factors.
Therefore, they had to accommodate the world around them.

To accommodate the new circumstances, importing and appropriat-
ing the “new knowledge” was necessary and inevitable. The knowledge
needed to govern, maintain, and defend the state was no longer held by
the #lmiye class, the prestigious class that held a monopoly and the halo
of respectability for possessing privileged knowledge throughout the
classical age. Although the £alemiye (scribal class) rose to prominence
within the Ottoman state as early as the eighteenth century (if not ear-
lier), the ilmiye class constituted the thrust of the ideological make-up
of the state. Certainly, the very critical moment that brought the sud-
den decline and marginalization of the #/miye was the abolition of the
janissaries given that the janissary-i/miye alliance was the fulcrum of
the institutional power of the i/miye. With the organization of the new
army, the ilmiye retreated from its prominence within the power bloc.*
Nevertheless, we cannot explain this retreat merely as a consequence
of changing alliance structures. If that were the case, it would be even
harder to explain the paradoxical involvement and support of the
ulema in the destruction of the janissaries. It is possible to conjecture
that the #/miye’s prestige collapsed abruptly and drastically with the
realization that they no longer possessed superior and relevant knowl-
edge. Islamic knowledge and science were increasingly discredited in
the process of the Ottoman encounter with the modern and “Western”
sciences (in the process of military revolution) as their “knowledge”
remained irrelevant and impractical.’ They were sidelined and mar-
ginalized by new circumstances, and the social-cultural environment
in which their knowledge remained important was restricted to the
private and non-political spheres.®

The bearers of technical knowledge, who had been recruited to con-
duct daily affairs, were elevated from secondary class auxiliaries to cap-
tains of statecraft. Those with the skills to lead the ship of state were
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new officials from the kalemiye (scribal class) equipped with positive
and pragmatic knowledge distinct from the philosophical knowledge
that the i/miye maintained (and the military knowledge possessed by
the military). The i/miye class gave way to a new class which was more
compatible and in touch with new developments (after a period in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries when the prominence of
the #lema was at its zenith).”

The eighteenth century rise of the kalemiye class, as shown by Aksan,
reached its apex in the early nineteenth century. Although the rise of
the kalemiye can be witnessed as early as the seventeenth century, it was
only in the early nineteenth century that the kalemiye became a self-
conscious group assuming immense political prominence and power.
The new knowledge was now the monopoly of this new class, who had
acquired the necessary skills to thrive in the new circumstances that
were pushing the Empire into a corner. It was this group that assumed
power with the Edict of Reform in 1839. Paradoxically, the authoritar-
ian policies of Mahmud II that eradicated the opponents of the reform
enabled the newly rising class, who benefited from the elimination of
their rivals from offices of prominence, to grab power from the palace
and the sultan with the accession to the throne of the young and inex-
perienced Abdiilmecid in 1839.%

The analysis of Christoph Neumann on the foreign policy decisions
of the Ottoman Empire in the reign of Selim III, in his aptly named
article Decision Making without Decision Makers, demonstrates that pol-
icy making was highly fragmented and that there was no authorized
corporate structure to decide foreign policy. Neumann also underlines
the prominent role of the i/miye class in the making of foreign pol-
icy. In addition, Neumann demonstrates that foreign policy decisions
were highly dependent on personal relations and household rivalries.
Before its institutionalization, foreign policy was hostage to rivalries
of “political factions aimed at achieving personal career enhancement,
not political programs.” Many independent actors were extensively
involved in this process, such as the Admiral Gazi Hasan Pasha, who
had veto power over matters relevant to the North African Barbary
Coast. From such a chaotic, uninstitutionalized configuration in which
personal and interpersonal relations shaped foreign policy, the creation
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of an institutionalized and impersonal organization isolated from daily
and personalized petty politics was no less than a revolution.

This institutional revolution brought about the victory of modern
knowledge over traditional knowledge.!? This epistemological revo-
lution compelled an institutional reorganization. Hence, the institu-
tional reorganization was a corollary of the epistemological revolution.
The reorganization of the state was a consequence of the reorganization
of knowledge. Apparently, modern knowledge necessitated the emer-
gence of an autonomous bureaucracy to reproduce itself. Furthermore,
it generated the development of notions of expertise and specializa-
tion. Modern epistemology maintains that what is valuable is not
“knowledge as a whole and in a totality” but knowledge as specified
and particularized. Modern officialdom, bureaucracy, and bureau-
cratic professionalism were to an important extent founded on these
premises.!!

In fact, modern epistemology forced a radical reorganization in the
military."? The Ottoman transformation began with the military."?
The reasons were obvious. The very visible symptoms of the Ottoman
failure were observed most ostensibly in devastating military defeats.
Throughout the eighteenth century, the Ottomans imported the
knowledge of European military science and undertook the Ottoman
Military Revolution, introducing drills and orderly regiments which
were clear manifestations of the abstract and modern “new knowl-
edge”. Although the immediate aim of all these efforts was to reorgan-
ize and strengthen the military, in the “new world”, military prowess
and military victories were less decisive than before. After long efforts
to overcome military deficiencies, it was recognized that changes had
to be made elsewhere. A new kind of knowledge other than military
prowess had to be acquired. These motivations prepared the ground
for the emergence and rise of the future-diplomats as a group.'* In
this environment, the discovery of diplomacy was the new great white
hope for the Ottomans.

To establish a chronological order, we may contextualize the ris-
ing prominence of foreign affairs beginning from the late eighteenth
century. The continuous Russian wars, especially from the disas-
trous 1774 war onwards, exposed the reluctance to know and exploit
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international political dynamics.” The helplessness of the Empire
against the Russian menace compelled the Ottomans to seek long-
lasting and comprehensive alliances rather than temporary alliances.
The Western European states were now potential new comrades for
the Ottomans against the Russians. These future comrades shared a
common fear, the rise of the Russian bear.'¢

The second crucial phase in the emergence of modern Ottoman
diplomacy was the Napoleonic Wars. The term Napoleonic Wars
encompasses a more than 20-year period not of continuous warfare,
but a period in which coalitions and alliances were formed, dissolved,
and reestablished. It was a period in which diplomacy reached unprec-
edented levels of sophistication and modern diplomacy was established
and institutionalized. The Congress of Vienna of 1815, convened to
design post-Napoleonic European political (and social) order, can be
regarded as the founding moment of modern (aristocratic) diplomacy
with its established codes of conduct, later.!” It marked the rise of the
role and prominence of foreign affairs in government policies, which
was particularly true for the Ottomans. The world of the Napoleonic
Wars was unprecedented in the sense that war and peace were indis-
tinguishable from each other and no power in Europe had the luxury
of isolating itself diplomatically. The Ottomans were entangled in this
complex web of relations, oscillating within the complex web of alli-
ances. With the aim of preventing a possible European-wide deal at
the expense of the Empire, the Sublime Porte attempted to make the
best of it within the European-wide politics of alignment, and thus the
Ottomans were incorporated into the European order, albeit passively.

The European-wide Napoleonic Cold War was also an opportunity
for the Ottoman Empire. Russia and Austria had to abandon their
campaigns against the Ottomans by 1792 as a response to the French
Revolution.'® After the break of the French Revolution, and once the
European powers including Russia and Austria were forced to track
post-revolutionary developments instead of fighting, the Ottomans not
only found breathing space but a chance to forge previously unthink-
able alliances with the Russians and others. Playing a diplomatic game
between Napoleonic France on one side and Britain on the other, the

Ottomans endeavored to maximize their interests."”
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Recent studies have revised the Orientalist/reductionist image that
the Ottomans were completely ignorant of their time, demonstrat-
ing that, on the contrary, the Ottomans were perfectly aware of the
conditions they were in and cognizant of the transforming world.?
However, such awareness could not automatically break the impasse.
Diplomacy requires the acquisition of massive technical knowledge, as
shown by early modern Venetian diplomacy.?! Diplomacy also needs
accumulated experience and practical skills attained over a long time
span. Diplomacy as a craft and an art developed in Europe in the
early modern period, first becoming visible in the Italian city states in
the fifteenth century and gradually becoming established throughout
Western Europe in the sixteenth century.?? The Ottomans were not
complete foreigners to the world of diplomacy. They pursued a rather
sophisticated diplomacy in the post-classical centuries.”> However,
Ottoman diplomacy failed to adopt many of the specifics of the intra-
Christian codes and cultures of diplomacy. Moreover, they failed to
modernize the craft and techniques of diplomacy, such as informa-
tion gathering and utilization of gathered information. The Ottomans
had to acquaint themselves with the new language, new skills, and
new code of conduct. They lacked the accumulation of knowledge
and experience which Europeans amassed in the few centuries of early
modernity.**

In short, the Ottomans were not as unaware of the world around
them as they have been portrayed by the earlier Eurocentric historiog-
raphy. Nevertheless, although they had a clear vision in this new jun-
gle, they lacked the necessary equipment to implement sophisticated
policy making. The lack of background knowledge and background
training rendered them slow to respond effectively.?

After the defeat of Napoleonic France and the conclusion of the
Congress of Vienna, the new European concert and the diplomatic
world became even tougher for the Ottomans. Ahmed Cevdet Pasha
in his Tarih-i Cevder was highly critical of the non-participation of
the Ottomans in the Congress of Vienna, which in his opinion cost
the Ottomans severely in the diplomatic arena.”® He went further in
exposing the diplomatic blunders of the Ottomans, which were for
him to a large extent responsible for Greek independence, which was
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unthinkable and undesirable in the eyes of the Western powers at the
beginning of the rebellion.?” For him, the blunders of the Ottomans
assured the changing attitude of the European powers towards the
Greek rebels. This fiasco was the last warning for the Ottomans that
full participation and involvement within the Concert of Europe was
exigent to evade further setbacks. Ottoman reformism was born in
such an imposing environment.

The so-called Ottoman Westernization was not only motivated,
but also led, by anxiety about surviving in such a predatory envi-
ronment. Ottoman reformism cannot be dissociated from these dip-
lomatic entanglements.?® It was arguably a function of international
developments and alignments. The so-called Ottoman Westernization
was not a process that started at a certain time in history with a clear
sight, intention, and direction. It arguably consisted of only a set of
responses to Western (mainly Russian) aggression. There existed no
conscious break/rupture from the “old”. The project was limited to the
acquisition of new knowledge, first in military matters, Nizam-1 Cedid
(soldiers onwards) and then in diplomacy. In this historical conjecture,
rather than being a dependent variable of socio-economic and political
developments, diplomacy became a transformative force itself, and it
shaped and influenced socio-economic and political developments.

The new knowledge was to be rational, measurable, and free of any
metaphysical assumptions, hence “modern”. Therefore, “modern” was
first and foremost a methodology and organization designed by peo-
ple attentive to the aforementioned principles. The implementation of
this methodology was dubbed Westernism or reformism retrospec-
tively, with the hindsight of the drastic transformation it triggered. In
fact, in the beginning, the reception of modern technical knowledge
and methodology began with the Ottoman Military Revolution dur-
ing the reign of Selim III and continued with the establishment of a
modern army after the brutal suppression of the janissaries in 1826.%7
Given that military prowess was insufficient to respond to the chal-
lenge, a similar Diplomatic Revolution along the same premises was
undertaken. In short, although the initiation of this process prompted
an inevitable massive-scale transformation, it was not an intentional
project with an end goal. As argued above, diplomacy and diplomatic
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considerations were major dynamics in this process (along with mili-
tary concerns and necessities).

Origins of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry

The Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Umur-u Hariciye Nezareti)
was established in 1836 by an edict of Mahmud I1.°° Akif Efendi,
the incumbent Chief Secretary of the Sublime Porte (Rezs-iil-Kiittab)
since 1832, was named as the first Foreign Minister.”! Hulusi Pasha
replaced Akif Efendi after the latter was dismissed in four months’
time. However, it was with the appointment of Mustafa Regid Pasha in
1837 that the new ministry was organized as a modern office. Before
the establishment of the Foreign Ministry, the institution of Ress-iil-
Kiittablik was a department within sa'drazamlzk. The official titles of
the reis-iil-kiittabs were lower in comparison to the other holders of
prominent offices. Whereas the Chief Financial Official (defterdars) and
the Drawer of the Sultanic Seal (nigancis) were among the top function-
aries of the Sublime Porte (erkan-1 Babiali), the reis-iil-kiittabs belonged
to the rank of “higher officials” (rical-i babiali). Recognizing the rising
importance and increasing role of foreign relations, Mahmud II allowed
the upgrading of the title of the Reis-7i/-Kiittablzk. Mahmud II in the
very beginning of his edict established that the title of the Foreign
Ministry had to be upgraded because they represented the Ottoman
Empire vis-a-vis the European powers and they were in a position
to serve the Empire on very important issues. (‘ginki riithe-i evveli-
yede bulunanlar Devler-i Aliyyemizin en biiyiik hizmet ve maslabhatlarina
me’ mur olduklarimdan ve zat-1 me'muriyetleri i’tibarryle lazim gelen nijfuz ve
haysiyyetlerigiin [i ma ba'd miigirlik ve vezaret viithe-i celileleri siralarinda
add ve 'tibar olunmalart bususu gegende t1bk-1 ivade-i sabanem izre icra
olunmug idi”>)

By 1830, the new Foreign Ministry had become an independent
body with the ministers enjoying the title of veziz> A regulation for
the new organization had already been prepared by 1835. The regu-
lation, in line with Mahmud’s centralizing policies institutionalizing
and restructuring the state bureaucracy, bestowed upon the Ministry
sole authority to conduct foreign relations in contradistinction to the
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fragmented and collective nature of the policy making organization of
the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.

However, the Ministry did not become a modern/Weberian insti-
tution overnight. On the contrary, it took a few decades for the
institution to professionalize and create its own esprit de corps. Before
its professionalization and specification of knowledge in the Hamidian
era, it was one of the major offices of the Sublime Porte, where there
was a flow of recruits in and out. In the absence of trained bureaucrats,
many preeminent statesmen served in diplomatic posts for short stints.
The Foreign Ministry became an office where bureaucrats and men of
future political prominence were trained and acquired experience.

The Tanzimat Foreign Ministry had a very minor influence in
the making of foreign policy as an institution.>* Foreign policy had
been determined in the upper echelons at the political level. In this
regard, it would be misleading to speak of a self-serving and auton-
omous bureaucratic caste reminiscent of the astute Prussian state
bureaucracy.” It seems that the nineteenth-century Ottoman pattern
resembled the Russian bureaucratic culture more than the Prussian
one.’® The Foreign Ministry’s mission was confined to carrying out the
tasks it was given. The post of Foreign Minister was a political post
(filled by the sultan in line with political exigencies) and not a bureau-
cratic post, functioning as the supreme functionary of the Ministry,
above the undersecretary. Nevertheless, given the small size and inter-
twined nature of the political-bureaucratic elite, it was not a place of
minor significance. The Foreign Ministry was important because the
institutional culture attained in this office was decisive for advance-
ment in the bureaucracy (in its Golden Age before the 1870s) and was
exemplary in the eyes of the emerging Tanzimat state elite.

A review of the literature on nineteenth-century Ottoman for-
eign affairs reveals that although Ottoman foreign policy has been
extensively covered, we do not know much of the details of the actual
daily conduct of foreign affairs even though the files of the Ottoman
Ministry of Foreign Affairs have recently been declassified. We know a
considerable amount about Ottoman foreign policy, yet almost nothing
about the subtleties, technicalities, and procedures in the making of
foreign policy. Furthermore, although the implementation of policies
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has been examined, we do not know the details of the preparations
of policy papers nor about the gathering of information and reports
that shaped the contours of policy making. This observation contra-
dicts the superficial impression that diplomatic history is one of the
most developed areas of nineteenth-century Ottoman historiography.
In other words, diplomacy has been interpreted and analyzed as a con-
stituent of international relations rather than as a profession in its own
right. Moreover, we lack the insights of the new critical diplomatic
history that contextualizes diplomatic relations within larger political,
social, and even cultural frameworks.

The attention of those studying modern history and international
relations in the past has focused largely upon three areas: the political
substance of major foreign policies, the personalities of leading decision
makers, and the events of dramatic crisis situations. As a result, our
knowledge of diplomacy frequently has been confined to “high policy”
regarding such issues as war or peace, to a restricted number of leaders
whose names and actions made headlines, or sporadic episodes of ten-
sion and conflict. Obviously the problems and intricacies of interna-
tional politics are infinitely more complex than indicated by these few
highlights. Integral — but largely neglected — features of diplomacy,
particularly in the twentieth century, must include the management
of those policies encompassing more subtle commercial or ‘cultural’
questions, the responsibilities of lesser bureaucratic officials in periods
of both turmoil and stability, and the actual administrative machinery
or organized context of policy formulation and execution.’’

The Foreign Ministry emerged as a key source of the knowledge
required for the political exigencies of the age. Carter Findley speaks of
the renunciation of “military politics” in favor of diplomatic politics.*®
A competent Foreign Ministry became more crucial than a strong
army for the survival of the state. Civilians (efendi-turned-pashas in
Itzkowitz’s formulation) began to rise in the state administration as
early as the eighteenth century.”® However, it was the Tanzimat in
which the civilian supremacy was institutionalized and consolidated
after the reorganization of the military as subordinate to the politi-
cal authority, following the violent purging of the janissaries and the
destruction of the pre-modern military organization.
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Mustafa Regid Pasha (1800-58) was arguably the person who
most embodied this institutional and cultural transformation. He
was born to a family of state servants in Istanbul. Although he
studied in a religious college (medrese) and worked in the ilmiye for
a while, he moved to the civil bureaucracy. Following the trajectory
of a traditional clerk in a pre-modern polity, he worked in different
capacities in various governmental offices within Rezs-#! Kiittablik.
He participated in the negotiations with the Russians in Edirne
to settle the terms of the 1829 treaty and in the negotiations with
Mohammed Ali in Kiitahya in 1833. He joined the retinue of the
illustrious Pertev Pasha. Thanks to patronage relations (and his eru-
dition), he was appointed as ambassador to Paris in 1834. He rose
to prominence at a surprisingly young age with his appointment
as the Minister of Foreign Affairs in 1837. During his ambassador-
ship in London, he was active in establishing a rapprochement with
Britain and obtained British support. After defeating Hiisrev Pasha,
who was unsympathetic to the reform policies advocated by Mustafa
Resid Pasha, he proclaimed the Edict of Tanzimat in 1839 as the
Minister of Foreign Affairs.®> He was associated with the policies
and ideals of the Tanzimat. He was hailed as the “prophet of civiliza-
tion” by Sinasi, an enlightened Ottoman intellectual, and in him the
Tanzimat was personalized. He was praised unanimously by the ris-
ing Tanzimat elite, who associated him with progressivism, enlight-
ened thought, patriotism, and incorruptibility. The Tanzimat was
celebrated as the rebirth and regeneration of the Ottoman Empire
thanks to Mustafa Resid Pasha.*!

One of the most explicit examples of the optimism of the Tanzimat
was arguably the diplomat Mustafa Sami Efendi’s Avrupa Risalesi
(Pampbhlet on Europe), first published in 1840. Mustafa Sami’s trave-
logue elucidates the utmost confidence in the achievements of Europe.
At the end of his book, Mustafa Sami concludes that the advanced state
of Europe was neither due to the climate of Europe nor to the fertility
of its soil. For Sami, the reason for the advanced state of Europe was
due to science and to science only. Mustafa Sami suggested that once
Ottomans emulated this model, the abode of Islam would be even
more advanced than Europe given that its land is fertile, its climate
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is fine, and its people are intelligent by birth.*? It is remarkable to
observe the same developmentalist, optimistic interpretation articu-
lated in the Rescript of Tanzimat, which announced that due to the
fertility of the soil and intelligence of its people, the Ottoman Empire
would be an advanced nation “in five to ten years” once the necessary
measures were taken.™ In fact, what Mustafa Sami did was to reiter-
ate and propagate the ideas of the Rescript of Tanzimat. Given that
Mustafa Sami was appointed as a secretary in the Ottoman embassy to
Paris (after serving in the Ottoman embassy to Vienna) and that this
travelogue was written based on his observations while on his way to
Paris to begin to serve in his new post, and furthermore, given that he
was a confidant of Mustafa Regid Pasha, the political agenda of this
text is evident.

After the demise of Mustafa Regid Pasha, his disciples, who also
came from diplomatic careers, became the most prominent states-
men of the Empire. The reign of Abdiilaziz was the high point of
the Foreign Ministry with many recruits of the Ministry occupying
the highest posts. “(Dt became common for the foreign minister to
go on to serve as grand vizier. Dominating this combination of posts,
Mustafa Resid (1800-58), Kegecizade Fuad (1815-69) and Mehmed
Emin Ali Pasha (1815-71) shaped the period.*4

Arguably, the death of the pro-French Ali Pasha in 1871 (one year
after the defeat of the French at Sedan) was a landmark. With his
death, the “liberal” phase of the Tanzimat waned. Abdiilaziz, freed
from the sway of the imposing Ali Pasha, aspired to impose his per-
sonal rule and appointed to the grand vizierate Mahmud Nedim
Pasha (1818—84), who was known for his distaste for Tanzimat
reformism and his lack of sympathy for Britain and France. Butrus
Abu-Manneh argued that Mahmud Nedim’s takeover was tanta-
mount to a coup d’état against the Tanzimat cabal and its ethos.®
Mahmud Nedim aimed to destroy the incumbent bureaucracy and
pack the bureaucracy with an alternative group of officials.® Mahmud
Nedim Pasha, however, was astutely and successfully resisted by
the Tanzimat bureaucracy as a whole, and his enterprise collapsed.
However, the international and domestic dynamics also rendered the
Tanzimat unsustainable. The Tanzimat bureaucracy lost its faith in
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nineteenth-century liberal optimism. The mutual trust between the
Ottoman elite and the Anglo-French alliance eroded. The failure
of the Ottoman treasury to pay its debts to its English and French

creditors in 1875%7

was another significant factor in the emerging
anti-Turkish mood supplanting philo-Turkism in Britain. Hamidian
politics and dispositions reflected the change in the Ottoman mood
in these unpromising circumstances.

In the Hamidian era, the prominence of the Foreign Ministry also
eroded. One reason for this relative decline in prominence within the
state may lie in the fact that the Foreign Ministry cadres lost their
monopoly in speaking fluent French and in being acquainted with
European realities. In the early Tanzimat period, the lack of suffi-
cient education and necessary knowledge enabled the diplomatic
service to assume a privileged position by holding a monopoly on
“Western knowledge”. By the Hamidian era, the development of bet-
ter communications facilities and access to Western printed materials
rendered the privileged knowledge of the earlier decades more acces-
sible. Diplomats’ technical information and relatively superior level of
knowledge regarding European realities might have provided them
with prestige and esteem, but they no longer bestowed them with
political prominence. By then, Ottoman statecraft was much more
sophisticated than it had been half a century earlier. Nevertheless, the
Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs continued to be one of the most
prestigious offices.

Ottoman Foreign Ministry as Precursor of “Westernism”
and Nationalism: Making of the Ottoman Modern
Transformation

As has been suggested several times above, the Ottoman Foreign
Ministry was a preeminent institution in the process of the Ottoman
transformation in the nineteenth century. This was because after the
final collapse of the conventional prescription advocating stronger
military stockpiling for the healing of all ills, it was the Ministry that
represented the novel and ambitious promise of salvation through
other means. It was the Foreign Ministry that held the means to deal
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with and weather the dire situation. In the early Tanzimat period,
the Ministry was the institution which had the foremost and most
effective contact with the West. The ministerial cadres were in
everyday touch with the Christian powers, and therefore they had
the advantage of following the latest developments more closely than
other governmental offices. Hence, they were the ones who felt the
urgency, acuteness, and graveness of the situation not only regarding
diplomatic realities, but also regarding the technical retardation of
the Ottomans. Furthermore, they “possessed” the best available pre-
scription for the healing of the “Sick Man”. Only they had the skills
to apply the proposed remedy. They were the ones who were perfectly
aware that a new and complete reorganization of the state and state
affairs was not a matter of intellectual debate and preference, but an
imperative. For these reasons, the Ottoman Foreign Ministry not only
recruited and trained the bulk of the Tanzimat leadership (Mustafa
Regid Pasha, Ali Pasha, Fuad Pasha), but also represented a role
model for the desired new Ottoman civility. It assumed the role of
the bearer of the Ottoman transformation decades before this mission
was endorsed by broad sections of the bureaucracy. It is not a coinci-
dence that Western observers of the Ottoman Empire found Ottoman
diplomats to be those with whom they most sympathized while con-
sidering them to be the most “Westernized and civilized.™

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was perceived as the transmit-
ter of the Western way of conduct and Western knowledge. It is no
coincidence that institutions such as the Council of Agriculture and
Manufacture and the “Council of Quarantine” were established in
1838 under the aegis of Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The Council of
Agriculture and Manufacture was transferred to the Ministry of Trade
in 1839.% Apparently, these bodies were established under the aegis
of the Ministry due to its proximity and access to the “centers of mod-
ern/Western knowledge”. The Foreign Minister also served as the head
of the Board of Health (Meclis-i Umur-1 Sihhiye), and therefore func-
tioned as the de facto Minister of Health.’® Thus, the offices to moni-
tor and improve public health were listed in the Hamidian Foreign
Ministry yearbooks. The Board of Public Education, founded in 1846,
was also to be monitored and led by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.!
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The diplomats functioned as intermediaries for the “import of
Western and technical knowledge” into the Ottoman Empire in
addition to their diplomatic responsibilities. For example, it was the
embassy to Paris that found, negotiated, and contracted two French
forest engineers to come to Istanbul to supervise the forests, and
establish a modern forestry office.”> Upon the request of Abdiilhamid
II, “(Ottoman ambassador to Paris) Salih Miinir...was involved in
the selection process {for the employment of an urban planner and
finally}...sought out Bouvard and asked him to develop a master plan
for Istanbul.”>® The embassies coordinated and were actively involved
in the recruitment of experts in all kinds of engineering, mining, and
medicine for the introduction of industrial production and the estab-
lishment of modern public institutions in the Ottoman Empire.

The first president of the board established to modernize Istanbul
and create a modern municipal organization (Intizan-1 Sehir Komisyonz)
was Emin Muhlis Efendi, a diplomat and a chief official at the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs’* Apparently, the experience and knowledge he
acquired in his years in Europe were the reason for his appointment to
this post. Likewise, “Kamil Bey, the chief of protocol in the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, was the first director of the Sixth [municipal}
District” consisting of Pera, the European part of Istanbul. The board
of the Sixth District was created and was composed of Europeans,
non-Muslims, and a few Muslims resident in the Sixth District to
administer and develop Pera following the West European urban plan-
ning models and urban developments.”

Apparently, the pioneering role of the Foreign Ministry was not
unique to the Ottoman Empire. On the contrary, the same pattern is
discernible in all the other non-Western modernizing states. Like the
Ottoman case, the first generation of the Iranian modernization move-
ment was comprised of Foreign Ministry officials who had previously
been assigned to posts in Persian embassies in Europe. The Persian
diplomats, who came from the culture and habitus of the traditional
bureaucracy, not unlike the first Ottoman generation of reformers,
were frustrated by their homeland’s inability to adapt to the modern
world >® Saul Bakhash writes “Persia’s diplomats also assigned to the
ministry of foreign affairs and themselves as members of it a pivotal
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role in bringing the new civilization to Persia. Malkam believed that
the foreign ministry had the duty of acting as a channel through which
the achievements and knowledge of Europe could be directed towards
Persia. Others, as we have noted, believed that Persia’s ambassadors
abroad had a special mission to enlighten their government and people
and lead both along the right path to progress.”>’ He continues:

Those who were advocating reform in the 1860’s were never a large
group, and they were not a tightly knit one. But their contacts
with one another and the fact that they shared many attitudes in
common seems to have given them a certain group feeling.. The
diplomats urging reform in the 1860’s also believed that their for-
eign experience and training better qualified and equipped them
to guide the country than those who had not been abroad. In
vaunting the superiority of the new arts and sciences of Europe,
they were also suggesting that as Persians with a knowledge of
these sciences, they had a special claim to higher offices of the
state...This elitist attitude, which owed something both to the
Persian bureaucracy and to Islamic traditions, was closely bound
up with the attitude to government that they looked on as the
central guiding force in determining and directing the affairs of
the people. They favored schools and newspapers because these
offered a means for creating a better informed and better educated
public. But this was at the same time a desire for newspapers, for
instance, that would educate the public in ideas they believed suit-
able for Persia rather than as a means for permitting many schools

of thought to compete for the people’s allegiance.”®

In Persia, the role and active involvement of diplomats was significantly
stronger than in the Ottoman Empire due to the less institutionalized
nature of the early modern Persian state. In China, the transformative,
modernizing, and civilizationist functions of the Foreign Ministry far
exceeded the missions of its Ottoman and Persian counterparts:

The activities of the Tsungli Yamen {[the de facto Chinese
Foreign Ministry} involved not only foreign affairs but also the
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promotion of modernization and defense projects. The office
was concerned with the introduction of Western science and
industry, modern schools, customs and the purchase of ships
and guns®.. Functionally, the Yamen handled many duties far
beyond the normal limits of a foreign office. In addition to diplo-
matic affairs, it coordinated almost the entire range of “Western
affairs” (yang-wu) such as foreign trade, customs, education, over-
seas affairs, postal service, national defense, and cultural affairs.
It oversaw the work of the Trade Inspectorate General of cus-
toms and indirectly supervised the port commissioners in con-
sultation with the two trade superintendants. It was involved
in mining, machine factories, telegraph construction, Chinese
laborers abroad, missionary incidents, and the manufacture and
purchase of guns and ships. Further, the Yamen supervised the
two T'ung Wen Kuan for the training of language students and
future diplomatic and consular personnel. After 1867, when
astronomy, chemistry, mathematics, and physics were added to
the curriculum of the school, the Yamen defended this devel-
opment against conservative opposition. All in all, the Yamen’s

activities were too diverse to be functionally efficient.®®

The same was true for the Japanese Foreign Ministry: “In this quarter-
century (the end of the late nineteenth century), the Foreign Ministers
enjoyed high status since they had generally played some role in the
civil war or the imperial restoration that followed it. In a way, many of
them were statesmen and enjoyed a prestige second only to the Prime
Ministers of today. In some cases, they possessed an exceptional knowl-
edge of foreign countries by virtue of having travelled abroad. Of the
early Foreign Ministers the following had visited overseas before tak-
ing up office: Inoue Kaoru, Saionji Kimmochi, Mutsu Munemitsu,
Enomoto Takeaki, and Aoki Shuzo.”®' For the same reason, many
Japanese foreign ministers subsequently became prime ministers, a
pattern reminiscent of the Ottoman pattern in the Tanzimat era.®? In
all of these four countries, bureaucratic modernizers were to introduce
“modern knowledge” to their people, as well as to minor officials. In
all four countries, these bureaucrats were members of a small elite
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originating from the traditional elites of the preceding decades and
centuries.%3

In fact, the Ottoman statesmen and diplomats-to-be were export-
ers of their mission. The Persian modernization project was influ-
enced by and modeled on Ottoman modernization. Malkam Khan,
the Persian ambassador to London and other capitals and a pioneer
and leading figure of the Persian modernization, was heavily influ-
enced by Ottoman reformers during his stint in the Persian embassy to
Istanbul.* While he was a low-ranking official in the Persian embassy
in Istanbul, he cultivated friendships with prominent figures of the
Tanzimat elite, such as Ali Pasha, Fuad Pasha, Ahmed Vefik Pasha,
and Miinif Pasha.®® His closeness to these names benefited him finan-
cially as well. When the Persian government ceased paying his salary
(for reasons which remain obscure), he was granted a salary by the
Ottoman Empire.%

The transformation was not limited to the reorganization of the
state. The officials’ own conduct of affairs and their self-image trans-
formed as well. As pioneers and promoters of the modernization/
Westernization process, nineteenth-century bureaucrats endorsed and
replicated a new way of officialdom and refinement. The servant of
the state turned into a civil servant. However, that does not necessar-
ily imply the transformation of the pre-modern servant of the state
into a rational, modern bureaucrat. The adaptations are not necessarily
“transformations”. This “process of adaptation” may be divided into
several stages. The shifting of the structures of mentalities throughout
the decades of the Tanzimat was examined in the previous chapter.
Such a periodization, however, does not imply a linear evolution from
one world to another. Continuities as well as disruptions can also be
observed. It may be more insightful to perceive the transformation
not simply as the renunciation of the “old” and adoption of the “new”,
but instead as a complex historical process in which a new reference
and value system was created, coexisting with the previous reference
and value system. Following this perspective, the Ottoman Foreign
Ministry exemplifies a distinct internalization of modernity in a cer-
tain social-political milieu and Weltanschauung. This selective reception
of modernity by the Ottomans was not a phenomenon peculiar to the
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Ottomans. Rather, it was a pattern observable in other non-Western
modernization enterprises.

The Foreign Ministry in the Hamidian Era

Abdiilhamid II preferred to appoint men coming from other civil-
ian organizations to prominent posts in the Sublime Porte. Of the 16
grand viziers of Abdiilhamid II, only one of them (Arifi Pasha) was a
diplomat. Two others (Ibrahim Edhem Pasha and Safvet Pasha) served
as ambassadors, but it would not be appropriate to regard them as
diplomats. Of the ten foreign ministers of Abdiilhamid, only three
(Turhan Hiisnii Pasha, Arifi Pasha, Ahmed Tevfik Pasha) had exten-
sive diplomatic backgrounds. Possibly this was due to Abdiilhamid IT’s
personalization and monopolization of the conduct of foreign policy.
He was suspicious of the power of the Ministry and feared that he
might be forced to share power with the Ministry in foreign policy
decisions once he allowed others some power in the decision-making
process.”” The memory of the dictatorial Ali Pasha and his close asso-
ciate Fuad Pasha, who were known for being sympathetic to Britain
and France and who had marginalized Abdiilaziz, should have been a
warning for Abdiilhamid II not to favor diplomats in statesmanship.
He might also have thought that appointing ex-ambassadors as foreign
ministers or prime ministers might enable the countries in which these
ex-ambassadors had served to interfere and gain influence over the
policy making of the Ottoman Empire. The suspicion of Abdiilhamid
IT was equally true for any bureaucrat who might rise to challenge
the supreme authority of the sultan, as Said Pasha had. Instead, he
preferred the palace to be the sole authority in making foreign policy.
He corresponded with the ambassadors and consulates personally from
the palace and bypassed the Ministry and Grand Vizierate as he did
with governors and local officials.

Abdiilhamid II established an alternative bureaucracy in the Yildiz
Palace coexisting with the Porte and rivaling and interfering with the
Porte, to the abhorrence of many well-trained clerks.® It was not, how-
ever, a personalized and patrimonial office but an efficient, profes-
sional, and well-structured modern bureaucracy, as demonstrated by
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its immense and orderly correspondence, which was efficiently regis-
tered and archived. However, it was patrimonial in other aspects and
in its culture of deference.

On the other hand, it was the Hamidian period in which the
Ministry was professionalized and bureaucratized like other bureau-
cratic offices. It was in this period that the modern Turkish Foreign
Ministry emerged as a professional Weberian bureaucracy. Mahmud
Esad Bey (later Pasha) was the first career diplomat to be appointed as
ambassador in 1877 after passing through the necessary steps and pro-
motions. He was recruited following his graduation and was promoted
consistently, beginning with his first appointment as the third secre-
tary in the embassy to St. Petersburg, and then serving as the second
secretary and the first secretary in the embassy to Paris. This was in
addition to his services in the Ministry in Istanbul (a total of 20 years
before reaching the rank of ambassador).?? Mahmud Esad was first
appointed as ambassador to Vienna in 1877 and then subsequently as
ambassador to Paris in 1880. He also served as the ministerial under-
secretary for one year in 1879. By the 1880s, the Ottoman ambassa-
dors were predominantly career diplomats who had begun their service
as third secretaries in the 1850s. Furthermore, it was the Hamidian
era in which appointments and promotions (and therefore career paths)
were regularized and standardized. New recruits were to be appointed
as third secretaries and promoted in time. After they were promoted
to the rank of first secretary, many served in the embassies to Balkan
capitals as ambassadors or undersecretaries before they were appointed
as ambassadors to the prominent capitals of Western Europe. In short,
in the Hamidian era, Ottoman representatives of the higher and lower
echelons were predominantly professional diplomats who had risen
within the Ministry over years (with the exception of some military
appointments to various ambassadorial posts).

In contrast to their insignificance in the posts of the Prime Ministry
and the Foreign Ministry during the Hamidian era, the presence/rep-
resentation of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was remarkably high
in the Senates of both the first and the second constitutional periods,
demonstrating the prestige and distinguished place of the Ministry.
With regard to the Senate of 1877, it is not possible to make a table
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and a comparative analysis of the senators due to the fact that at the
time, stable bureaucratic and diplomatic career patterns were not yet
fully institutionalized. The senators who rose up from the ranks of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to be appointed to the Senate in 1877
were Musurus Pasha, Ahmed Arifi Pasha, Ahmed Vefik Pasha, Ali
Riza Bey, Kostaki Antopoulos Pasha, and Server Pasha, not counting
a few others who served in diplomatic posts briefly. A typical career
pattern for a member of the Senate of 1877 involved an earlier appoint-
ment in the Suray-1 Devler (Council of State). For their lack of domestic
experience, the diplomats were rarely appointed to the Suray-1 Devler
and were therefore deprived of a crucial stepping stone for promo-
tion to either a seat in the Senate or a position in the cabinet. In that
regard, a diplomatic career was not a rewarding channel for political
prominence nor as promising as a career in the military or in the civil
administration although the prestige of the diplomatic establishment
helped them to be appointed as senators.

The Senate which convened in 1908 displayed the increasing prom-
inence of the diplomatic service. The career diplomats who began their
civil service careers in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, served only
in the Ministry, and attained distinct professional socializations and
intellectual formations as a group by the second half of the reign of
Abdiilhamid II. They constituted a sizeable number in the senate of
1908, which was in fact a council of the dignitaries of the Empire. The
Senators of 1908 with Foreign Ministry backgrounds included Gabriel
Noradonkyan, Yusuf Ziya Pasha, Kegecizade Izzet Fuad, Yusuf
Azaryan Efendi, Abdiilhak Hamid, Ali Galip Bey, and Damad Ferit
Pasha, in addition to those who served briefly in diplomatic posts.
Several others began their careers in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
but then moved to other administrative offices at various points, such
as Dimitri Mavrokordato Bey, Ibrahim Faik Bey, Bohor Efendi, and
Nail Bey.”” All these figures were elected not only due to their impres-
sive diplomatic careers but possibly also for their aristocratic genealo-
gies. Almost all of the non-Muslim senators were from aristocratic and
reputable (and therefore reliable) families. This was especially true with
regard to the Greek senators. Thus, we can argue that the diplomats
were regarded as constituting one of the most prestigious segments of
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the state elite (although lacking the political prowess and prominence
normally accompanying this social prestige).

Changing International Environment and Changing,
Transforming Identities

The Foreign Ministry tried its best to enable the Ottoman state to
survive against all odds through its involvement in European diplo-
macy and its tackling of the delicate and difficult matters the Empire
had to face. We may observe from correspondence that, bearing the
anxiety regarding the (non)future of the Empire in mind, the Ministry
contributed to the crafting of its imperial nationalism not necessat-
ily by referring to a certain ethnicity (Turkishness), but by allegiance
to a certain imperial center. In other words, their preoccupation and
responsibilities led them to develop an identity formation. This iden-
tity formation was not an ideological preference, but the superimpo-
sition of a raison d'étar. Their structures of loyalty were also formed
by their appreciation of the imminent and long-term threats to the
Empire, and therefore to themselves, as an examination of ambassa-
dorial dispatches will reveal in the coming chapters.

A new Ottoman identity was forged in the nineteenth century, influ-
enced by modern and medieval European traditions. The Ottoman
imperial ideology inherited from the classical ages of the Empire
had been redefined and refashioned in interaction with the modern
European imperial pageantry. The synthesis and integration of different
traditions bolstered an entirely new Ottoman imagination.”! Evidently,
the nineteenth-century Ottoman imagination did not evolve directly
from the earlier Ottoman imperial tradition. Yet it is also important
to recognize the critical role of the former Ottoman representations in
the forging of the novel nineteenth-century Ottoman imperial sym-
bolism. However, again we need to emphasize that it is the brand new
modern framework that utilized the traditional Ottoman representa-
tions and symbolisms to propagate and familiarize the new modern
Ottoman imperium.

The content and essence of the new imperial ideology (officialization
of Ottomanism by the 1860s) is another subject for debate revolving
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around the questions of whether there was room for Ottoman univer-
salism; whether the imperial ideology was merely window-dressing
for the control of the “sovereign nation”; and whether this “sovereign
nation” was comprised of Turks or inclusive of all Muslims. These
questions do not have clear-cut and self-evident answers. However, it is
certain that an Ottoman imperial nationalism referring to various and
not necessarily contradicting identities developed in defense against
European aggression.

The structures of loyalty of the diplomatic service will be inves-
tigated in the coming chapters. Some questions that may be posed
are as follows: what were the motivations of the Ministry personnel
in fulfilling their duties? Did their supreme loyalty towards the idea
of the supra-national Ottoman Empire derive from being believers
in a Kaisernationalismus or did they nurture a superior loyalty to the
Ottoman dynasty without a certain political agenda? What did the
imperial family and the sultan mean to the ranks of the Ministry? Was
the dynasty a central figure in their conception of the political body
they were serving? How did they relate the survival of the Empire
with Islam? For them, did the Ottoman Empire represent the realm of
Islam and did serving the Ottoman Empire also imply serving religion
and God? How secular were their political commitments? Were they
“political” in any sense beyond dealing with technicalities and bureau-
cratic niceties? Did they have a perception of representing Turks, “the
sovereign nation” among other Muslim “nations”, the “Muslim nation”
being the nation more sovereign than others? Although no conclusive
or even satisfactory answers will be given to these questions in the
coming chapters, some preliminary observations will be made based
on the evidence available.

The interrelations of Muslim identity (as a political modern con-
struct rather than a personal faith) and imperial-dynastic discourse
(based on various legitimizations) will be explored. Identity construc-
tion is a modern phenomenon and a consequence of modernity, which
emerged as a response to the ambivalence and discontent of moder-
nity.”? In the Ottoman context, identity-formation was also directly
related to the perceived threat from European aggression and encroach-
ment upon the Empire. Modes of identity-formations were strategies
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to react to the complexities of international, social, and political
developments.

The Foreign Ministry’s view was directed towards incorporating
the Ottoman Empire into Europe proper. This was presumably a pri-
mary motive in the construction of loyalties and ideological commit-
ments in the diplomatic service. After avoiding relegation to the ranks
of dissolved nations/states, the Ottoman Empire aspired to be pro-
moted to the league of European powers. The international situation
and the imperialist international order were such that no room for a
third option was acceptable.”? In this perception, it was a zero sum
game in which the Ottomans will lose everything or will be victorious
in the end, victorious in the sense that the Empire will be stabilized
and saved from collapse.

The founding diplomatic strategy of the Tanzimat was to seek an
alignment with the “West” (England and France against Russia) and
a strict adherence to the “order party”. This “French—British” connec-
tion constituted the thrust of Ottoman “reformism”. Being in alli-
ance with the French and the British against Russia, the Ottomans
were culturally influenced, especially by the French: “To gain internal
strength and external legitimacy (in the eyes of France, the symbol of
progress), the Empire must modernize itself.””* The Edict of Tanzimat
in 1839 was the major document of the forging of this alliance, and
the Edict of Reform (Islahar Fermani) in 1856 denoted the apex of
this alliance before the alliance (and the “Crimean system”) began to
erode gradually through the 1860s since this alliance could not over-
come the ethnic upheavals in the Ottoman Empire. Also, international
dynamics were drastically transformed with the emergence of a unified
Germany, which defeated the French at Sedan.

The Tanzimat leadership knew that these alignments were not
between two equal parties but between states at two different levels.
It was not up to the Ottomans, but up to the British, to decide the
future of the alliance. The British decided to loosen the ties between
the two states after observing the devastation of the Ottomans by the
Russian army in 1877-78. By then, the British realized that it seemed
unwise to bet on the protection of the Ottoman Empire against the
Russians. Britain gravitated to new alternative diplomatic policies
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and acquired Egypt as its new defensive border in the south against
Russian aggression. Britain assumed the control of Cyprus (and Egypt)
to sustain its new policy.”> By the 1880s, Abdiilhamid II was obliged
to turn to Germany for a new partnership, a new move in his game
of survival. The new partnership was not between two equal parties,
either. Abdiilhamid II was placing yet another bet on survival. These
diplomatic and strategic shifts were salient in the recalibration of ideo-
logical fronts as well. The three modes of international alignments of
the Ottomans (in the Tanzimat, in the Hamidian era, in the Unionist
rule) were accompanied by three modes of modernizations and ideo-
logical dispositions.

In such an environment, the self-representation of the Empire was
self-contradictory and convoluted. After the breach with Britain, the
Ottoman Empire was left alone its her struggle to survive. These cir-
cumstances forced Abdiilhamid II to fabricate an imperial grandeur.
Although, on the one hand, the very fear of being annihilated was
pervasive, on the other hand, a self-esteem bolstered by the pompos-
ity of the Ottoman imperium was used to counter and evade the fear.
These two motivations were not necessarily contradictory but, on the
contrary, complemented each other. The fiction of grandeur magnified
the obsession with annihilation, and the fear of collapse and annihila-
tion motivated the construction of a fictitious grandeur in response.’®

Abdiilhamid IT sought to create an aura around himself to nurture
confidence in the imperium. He personalized the Empire in himself.
The modes of traditional Ottoman self-representation and display
were amalgamated with nineteenth-century modes of European self-
representations and public display, and this blend reached its zenith
in the Hamidian era. The Ottoman Empire could portray and display
itself as yet another prestigious and esteemed Empire, though limits
of its persuasiveness is another matter.”” Hence, the Hamidian Empire
was in a sense the era of the “invention of Empire”.”8

“Empire” is one of the latest “fads” of historiography and the
social sciences. While Empire used to be a specialty of a small cir-
cle of historians not highly regarded by others, the retreat of nation
states in the 1990s has made Empire an attractive theme to study.
Yet, Bernard Porter, one of the earliest scholars of Empire’” and one of
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the foremost “imperial historians” of the British Empire, criticizes the
new, booming interest in and fascination with “studying Empire” by
arguing that the “imperial rhetoric” was confined to the ruling aris-
tocratic class and that it would therefore be inappropriate to discover
the “imperial” elsewhere.8? Porter is particularly critical of the studies
advanced by the British imperial historian John Mackenzie,8! which
purported to establish that Empire was at the center of nineteenth-
century British society, politics, and culture. For Porter, Empire was
a class-related phenomenon and ideology. Nevertheless, the discovery
of the Empire opened new horizons and challenged the conventions
of “modern historical scholarship”, tainted by its internalization of
the premises of modern nation states and its tacitly taking them for
granted.

Excited by these new horizons, Takashi Fujitani, an eminent histo-
rian of nineteenth-century Japan, stated:

In this respect, I consider myself to be among a number of schol-
ars of the so-called emperor system who have begun in various
ways to critique the view long espoused by Japanese Marxists of
the koza school, as well as modernists such as Maruyama Masao,
that treated the prominence of the monarchy in modern history
as a reflection of and reason for the incompleteness of Japan’s
modernity. By resituating the emperor at the center of a modern
panoptic regime, as I propose, we see not only that the cults
of nation and emperor were created in relatively modern times,
but also that what has been called the emperor system, far from
being characterized by its “feudal” characteristics, was central to
the production of Japan's modernity.®?

Apparently, what Fujitani did with respect to Meiji Japan (and Richard
Wortman to imperial Russia®’) was done by Deringil to the Hamidian
Ottoman Empire.%* The pre-modern political structures all exhausted
mechanisms of legitimization, but traditional strategies of legitimiza-
tion came after the construction and consolidation of political powers
rather than vice-versa. However, modern political structures should
be charged with “mission” and “meaning” from their very beginning.
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The merciless political power struggles for domination should be jus-
tified with the claim to bear superior and loftier ideals. Self-identities
(and national identities) were also forged for this goal. This was the
case for Great Britain, France, Russia, and also the nineteenth-century
Ottoman Empire.

What did the Ottoman Empire mean in the eyes of its reorgan-
izers? Or, to formulate the question better, what did the reorganiz-
ers want the Ottoman Empire to mean? Furthermore, how much of
this pursued ideal had been instilled? Apparently, instead of speak-
ing of an abstraction, we need to historicize and contextualize the
Empire. The Tanzimat engendered the introduction of a totally new
and unfamiliar language. With the Tanzimat, the self-imagination
and self-representation of the Ottoman Empire were recast from the
medieval to the modern. Whereas the Rescript of Tanzimat in 1839
may be seen within the traditional Ottoman political visions and
vocabulary,® the Rescript of Reform in 1856 marked a drastic shift in
taking and endorsing the “modern” and “universalist” (with regard to
its subjects) discourse. The makeshift and transient alignment of the
Ottoman Empire with the European “party of order” was intensified
and institutionalized with the Crimean War.%° The vocabulary and
language employed in the Edict of Reform demonstrated the trans-
formative role of the diplomatic alignment of the Ottoman Empire in
the previous two decades with regard to political discourse and visions.
The Rescript of Reform also epitomized the entrance of the Ottomans
to the European family, following the wartime alliances with France
and Britain and the signing of the Paris Treaty, which admitted the
Ottomans into the Concert of Europe. 8’

The reign of Abdiilhamid II can be interpreted as the maturation
and sophistication of the Tanzimat discourse after its infancy in the
1840s and its adolescence in the 1860s, dressed in authoritarian garb
(not unlike the authoritarian self-images of Russian czardom, Prussia,
and the European-wide conservative-reactionary monarchism in reac-
tion to the “democratic” currents of the time). It was the legal and
institutional undertakings in the late 1860s, such as the new codes
of Public Education (1869), Provincial Administration (1867), and
Citizenship (1869), that set the ground for the Hamidian autocratic
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institutionalization. At the same time, the Hamidian regime was con-
stitutive in the emergence of the Republic, not only in the microcosm
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, but in the entirety of Ottoman state-
craft. This was not only true in an institutional context. The men who
had been educated and recruited to the state service in Abdiilhamid IT’s
reign would establish the Republic and constitute its bureaucratic and
political elites.

International developments were at the center of changing and
transforming Ottoman identities, cultural and intellectual formations,
and the structures of mentality of the Ottoman bureaucratic estab-
lishment. Therefore, the Ottoman diplomatic service was at the hub
of these shifts, formations, and transformations. In this foundational
stage, the identity formation of diplomats was constituted by three
complementary dynamics, one primarily “political”, the second “struc-
tural”, and the last primarily “socio-cultural”. The first one involved
the encounter with external actors ranging from Diivel-i Muazzama
(Great Powers) to Armenian, Albanian, Arab dissidents, and from the
social and cultural habituses of Europe to various political networks of
Turcophobe and Turcophile tendencies. The second dynamic encom-
passed international politics, entanglements, and rivalries. The last
was their social culturalization and social backgrounds, which influ-
enced and determined their reactions and perceptions in encountering
political developments. In fact, it was the amalgamation of these three
dynamics that led to the formation of a certain identity and cultural/
ideological/mental formation.®® Moreover, the Hamidian regime’s offi-
cial discourses and stances (with the legacy of the Tanzimat in the
background) certainly had an impact on their political, social, and
cultural dispositions. Therefore, the international entanglements
and encounters were constitutive in the intellectual formation of the
Ottoman state elite in general and Ottoman diplomats in particular.



CHAPTER 3

A SOCIAL PORTRAIT OF THE
DIPLOMATIC SERVICE

The Service Aristocracy: Who Were The Diplomats?

The nineteenth-century Ottoman bureaucracy was a habitus with
regard to its mores, internal codes of conduct, socialization, and
attitudes devoid of a Weberian structure. When the two sons of
Hayrullah Efendi, Abdiilhak Hamid and Nasubhi, arrived in Paris in
their teens to study at the Ottoman School and Saint-Cyr respectively,
they immediately visited the embassy. The ambassador, Cemil Pasha
(the son of Mustafa Regid Pasha), welcomed them at the embassy.
Abdiilhak Hamid, who claimed to be the first Ottoman child ever
in Paris,! visited the embassy daily throughout his stay in Paris and
was entertained by the ambassador. The child Abdiilhak Hamid also
became friends with the scribes Artin, who was to become Artin
Dadyan Pasha, and Esad, who later became Esad Pasha, the first
career diplomat to be appointed as ambassador (first in Vienna, then
in Paris). He also met Edhempasazade Hamdi, the future Osman
Hamdi Bey, who also happened to regularly visit the embassy while
studying law in Paris.” When their father, Hayrullah Efendi, arrived
in Paris, he also immediately visited the embassy.” During his stay
in Paris, he frequented the embassy regularly.* We may observe that
the ambassadorial staff performed their daily routines in line with
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the habitus in which they operated and from which they had been
recruited in the first instance’ Apparently, Ottoman embassies,
besides attending to their professional obligations and preoccupations,
served as the hub of an Ottoman network and an “Ottoman club”
where Ottomans belonging to the same social class met, socialized,
and asked for help when necessary.® When the Young Turk Serafettin
Magmumi visited Rome, he “could not make it without visiting {the
Ottoman ambassador} Mustafa Resid Bey” whom he regarded as “an
extremely polite and elegant gentleman.”” Ahmet Thsan, in his travels
to Europe, visited the Ottoman embassy as soon as he arrived at a
capital city. In his travel account, which was one of the earliest of the
genre of Ottoman/Turkish touristic guides, he described the physical
aspects and features of the Ottoman embassies in each city he visited
as one of the most important sources of information regarding the
cities. His socialization and the intimate relations he nurtured with
the staff in the embassies are illustrative. For example, desperate to
check if the new issue of his journal Server-i Fiinun was printed and in
circulation, he obtained a copy of the latest issue of his journal from
Rifat Bey, the military attaché in the Berlin embassy.® In Rome, the
ambassador Mahmut Nedim Bey awakened from his sleep to welcome
Ahmet Thsan and hired the carriage of the embassy for Ahmet Thsan
to wander in the city” Ahmet Thsan found and befriended Katibyan
Efendi in London, a new graduate of the school of engineering and
a secretary in the embassy, who was a nephew of Hayik, a friend of
Ahmet Thsan’s from high school, and they wandered around in the city
together.!” Ahmet Thsan met and befriended many Ottoman university
students working as secretaries in the Ottoman embassies.!! Reading
Servet-i Fijnun and other journals, and socializing within the same
milieu inhabited by the privileged few, we may observe that Ahmet
Thsan and the staff in the embassies shared the same closed world.
One rejected applicant to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was the
future Mehmed Tevfik Bey, later governor, Minister of Finance, and
President of Suray-1 Devlet (Council of State). He applied for a posi-
tion in the Foreign Correspondence Office in the Ministry after his
graduation from Miilkiye in 1885. Yusuf Ziya Bey (the future Yusuf
Ziya Pasha, the ambassador to Paris and Vienna) was a close friend
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of young Mehmed Tevfik’s family. Therefore, young Mehmed Tevfik
requested the acquaintances of his family to arrange a post for him in
the Ministry. According to Mehmed Tevfik’s account, Ziya Bey had
shown interest in the request of the young Mehmed Tevfik. He asked
his brother, Mustafa Resid Bey (the aforementioned ambassador to
Rome and the future Minister of Foreign Affairs), to arrange Mehmed
Tevfik’s employment through Naum Efendi (the future undersecre-
tary of the Ministry), then an official in the Foreign Correspondences
Office. To his regret, no suitable post could be arranged for the young
Mehmed Tevfik. Instead, he was assigned to a less prestigious position
in the Translation Office. Mehmed Tevfik resigned after three months
to move to the Mabeyn (the Chancellery of the Ottoman Palace).!?
Mehmed Tevfik Bey’s application for employment and his short tenure
is yet another demonstration of the intra-elite character of the Ottoman
bureaucracy. He was admitted to the Ministry not due to his merit but
because he was the son of Sirvanli Ahmed Hamdi Efendi, an educator
and a high-ranking bureaucrat who served in various posts related to
education (though Mehmed Tevfik was a graduate of Mi/kiye and his
credentials were superior to any ordinary son of a bureaucrat).

Young Mehmed Tevfik was not the only recruit appointed due to
family connections. Galip Kemali’s (Soylemezoglu) employment in the
Foreign Ministry was thanks to his father’s post. At the start of Galip
Kemali’s bureaucratic career, his father was no less than the Head of
the Committee of Recruitment (of Civil Servants) who arranged his
son’s appointment thanks to his friendship with Said Pasha, the foreign
minister of the time. The appointment document of his son was passed
to Abdiilhamid II for his signature personally by Siireyya Pasha,'
the Chamberlain of the Palace to Abdiilhamid II. Furthermore, after
securing the appointment of his son to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
in the office of Tahrirat-r Hariciye,"* he introduced his son to Artin
Dadyan Efendi, the undersecretary of the Ministry!>. Given that both
of the families lived close by in Besiktas, young Galip Kemali began
to regularly eat his dinners at Dadyan’s fonak with the family of Artin
Dadyan. Abdiilhak Hamid’s appointment as a scribe to the embassy
in Paris was arranged by Ibrahim Bey, who was a relative of Abdiilhak
Hamid and son-in-law of Ragid Pasha, the foreign minister at
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the time.'® Given that Abdiilhak Hamid came from a prominent fam-
ily and had many family connections, all his appointments were made
due to personal requests and some of the less desirable appointments
were annulled thanks to his connections.!” When Abdiilhak Hamid
was appointed to a post in the embassy to Belgrade, he was infuriated
and, using his connections, he had this appointment abrogated because
he “did not want to live in a barn after Paris”.'® Young Mehmet Murad
(yet to be Mizanct Murad) was appointed to an office (kalem) in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs thanks to the patronage of Midhat Pasha.!”
After arranging the appointment of his younger brother Receb as an
official in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ahmed Tevfik Bey (Pasha)
thanked the sultan in a rather submissive tone, rearticulating his
obedience and allegiance to his Excellency.?

In the pre-modern perception, this was the most usual and
practical recruitment pattern. It was yet to be dubbed as nepotism
in a culture in which oral communication was as reliable as, if not
more so than, the written word. This was far from a bureaucratic
culture of individualism and meritocracy. It was seen as the most
reliable method for recruitment in a culture of oral communication
before the culture of the text. It was the usual mode of conduct in
a cultural system in which genealogies and family reputations were
taken as more substantial credentials and references than personal
achievements and competences. This was viable not only because
there was no regularized official procedure of recruitment, but also
because the recruitment pool was small and those who were within
the circle knew each other, if not personally, at least by name. The
recruitment pool would expand after the number of graduates of
imperial colleges increased exponentially and the class/social origins
of the officials changed and became diversified. Recruitment patterns
would become considerably regularized and formalized after the 1908
Revolution and after the purge (tensikat) of officials on a grand scale.
In fact, the “myth of the bureaucracy” in its rigid Weberian definition
was hardly applicable to nineteenth-century European bureaucracies
where patronage also reigned supreme. In Britain, France, and the
United States, a dispassionate Weberian bureaucracy began to loom
only in the second half of the nineteenth century, partially and slowly.
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It was only in the twentieth century that a modern bureaucracy
based on strict procedures and formality, and on merit instead of
recommendations, was institutionalized.?!

Nevertheless, efforts to transform the bureaucracy were attempted
in the Western European polities at an earlier stage. The Northcote-
Trevelyan Report of 1853’s Ottoman counterpart®> was to be under-
taken in the Ottoman Empire only after the 1908 Revolution. The
reaction to the bureaucratic machine of the Hamidian era and concerns
with reform and modernization of the bureaucracy became one of the
most pressing issues of the early Second Constitution Era.?> Hiiseyin
Cahid Bey was an outspoken critic of the Hamidian bureaucracy.?*
For him, the inefficient bureaucracy was a product of the degenerate
ancien régime (devr-i sabik) and was completely corrupt and self-interested.
What he (and all the other reformers) proposed was recruitment based
only on merit measured by objective and standardized examinations,
and promotions again based on merit measured by strict criteria.
Examination became a magical word/concept in the writings of
Hiiseyin Cahid Bey and other opinion leaders, as well as in the eyes of
the parliamentarians.

The Hamidian bureaucracy can be characterized as a closed world
in which personal relations were of primary importance. This was
more evident in the highest echelons of the bureaucracy, where social
exclusion and elitism survived after its dissolution in the lower ech-
elons of the bureaucracy. This culture was most manifest in the dip-
lomatic service since it was one of the most elite governmental offices.
The end of the Hamidian regime widened the pool of recruitment
and weakened the intimate nature of the bureaucracy. However, it
was not the case that the dispassionate Weberian bureaucracy replaced
the Hamidian bureaucracy. No such duality existed. This culture of
bureaucracy was considerably modified but continued to reproduce
itself.

Michael Herzfeld argues in his study on bureaucracy that, “the
family provides an easily understood model for the loyalty and collective
responsibility that citizens must feel towards the state.””> He also
argues that: “There is no such thing as an autonomous state except in
the hands of those who create and execute its ostensibly self-supporting
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teleology... To recover accountability, we should not simply revert to
the Weberian ideal type of the legal-rational bureaucratic state. We
should instead ask who makes each decision on the basis of ‘the law.’
Restoring time and individuality to our analyses — the recognition
of human agency — is the only viable defense against the reification
of bureaucratic authority.”® For the late Ottoman bureaucracy, and
especially for the diplomatic service, where the staff was recruited
from a small and intimate social milieu, Herzfeld’s suggestions are
particularly pertinent. The self-perception of the bureaucrats and their
perception of the state could be understood within the metaphor of the
“family”. This perception maintained a loyalty to the intimate state
and constructed a group identity imagined and forged around the
familiarized state. Thus, the state was not an entity above the clouds
to be subordinated. It was the perceptions and self-perceptions of the
members of this group that constituted and reinforced the idea of the
state, which was transcendentalized only to serve more personal goals
and aspirations. The rhetoric of submissiveness and rhetorical obedience
to the sultan, which was one of the hallmarks of this imperial culture,
was also a manifestation of this familiarization process. For example,
the “thank you” letters of Yusuf Ziya Bey and Mahmud Nedim Pasha
for their appointments as ambassadors to Vienna and Rome respectively
display the extent of level of submissiveness to the sultan.?” However,
this allegiance and obedience was less about submissiveness to authority
than a reiteration of adherence to a certain community (family) which
was legitimized and upheld by a culture of deference and hierarchy.
The sultan was perceived as the pivot that secured and perpetuated
the maintenance of this habitus. The relationship established with
the sultan and the symbolism employed in the tenor of the addresses
to the sultan were reminiscent of intra-family relations. According to
Engin Deniz Akarli, Abdiilhamid II served as “the royal fountain of
favor” that produced “the best harvest on the field of sovereignty” and
functioned as the supreme arbiter between the intriguing pashas.?®
The Hamidian regime may be defined as an amalgamation of the
institutionalization of a modern bureaucratic state under the aegis of a
semi-aristocratic and patriarchal polity. The enhanced professionaliza-
tion and meritocracy at the lower echelons of the bureaucracy coexisted
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with the traditional and personalized structures at the higher levels of
the bureaucracy and politics. The Hamidian bureaucracy was a loyal-
ist bureaucracy, not necessarily loyal to the persona of the sultan, but
loyal to the Ottoman polity, its image, its representations, and its ideal.
Loyalty to the sultan was one of the indispensable and fundamental
constituents of the Ottoman polity, as the sultan’s personality embod-
ied and symbolized the integrity and immortality of the Empire. In
such a complex organization, the role of the sultan was pivotal. The
office of the sultan was indispensable not because there was consensus
over the legitimacy and efficiency of the system, but because there was
no viable and promising alternative to it, not unlike the Habsburg
monarchy in the perception of the German-speaking bureaucracy or
the Russian czardom in the perception of the Russian bureaucracy.
The presence of sultanic authority also excluded politics from the
legitimate sphere of governance. Moreover, there would be no tran-
scendentalization of the governing elite and the social internalization
of the inherent superiority of the governing elite in the absence of
the sultan and his metaphysical aura. Allegiance to the sultan meant
allegiance to the class itself. Of course, the Turkish and Muslim (and
caliphal) identity of the sultan established and secured the ethnic and
confessional nature of the imperium as well. Therefore, this was a class
identity embedded in confessional and (to a certain extent) ethnic iden-
tities. In Marxian terms, this was class consciousness rather than a
false consciousness.

We may define the Hamidian status quo as a “transition to a
controlled and restrained modernization in reaction to the advancing
threats supported and administered by the newly — established
Muslim elites aiming to avoid the rise of rival elites, be they Muslim
or non-Muslim.” This endeavor necessitates the establishment of a
values system organized hierarchically and symbolized in the persona
of Abdiilhamid II. Elites are not ideologically motivated. They seek
to maximize their interests. The claim here is not that this elite
created Abdiilhamid II. What may be modestly suggested is that
the consolidation of an established state elite after the precarious
decades of the early Tanzimat provided the appropriate conditions
for an autocracy to rise which nurtured and monitored an established
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status quo representing and upholding the values and priorities of
this elite in the persona of the sultan and in the symbolism of the
imperium. The state was reified for these self-interested reasons:
“Officials both contribute to the creation of standardized views of the
state and experience the constraints on action that result from this
constant process of reification.””” Engin Akarli also maintained that,
“this new elaboration of bureaucratic structure penetrated deep into
society and enhanced the visibility, control, and to a certain extent
also the respectability of the government. Equally important, it served
as a mechanism to create a growing cadre of officials committed to
the Ottoman cause.”® As it happens, self-interest and social/political
visions are often negotiated and intertwined.

Despite the somehow aristocratic character of late Ottoman dip-
lomatic service, the Hamidian diplomats were not financially secure.
On the contrary, in their missions abroad, many suffered from finan-
cial problems arising from the financial difficulties the Empire was
facing. Complaints to the sultan for the non-payment of the salaries
of the ambassadorial staff abounded.”! The embassies were not finan-
cially supported adequately enough to be able to afford their routine
daily and professional expenditures.’> The second military attaché of
the embassy to St. Petersburg complained that he had been paid one
month’s salary for the preceding seven and a half months.?® It was
not only the minor officials who complained about unpaid salaries.
Serif Pasha, the ambassador to Stockholm and son of Kiird Said Pasha,
requested his unpaid salary.>* Tevfik Pasha, while he was ambassador
to Berlin in 1899, asked for his back salary from previous years to
be paid.®> After eight years (in 1907), he reiterated his request, ask-
ing the palace either to pay his unpaid salary or to remove him from
his post.3® Izzet Pasha, the ambassador to Madrid and son of Fuad
Pasha requested a loan from the treasury to be repaid by cuts in his
future salary.’’” Mustafa Resid Pasha, while serving as ambassador to
Rome, complained of the financial burden caused by his unpaid sal-
ary and allowances.*® Apparently, only those who were able to bear
such financial burdens could be diplomats, not unlike the European
diplomatic services. Although many diplomats suffered financial
burdens abroad, they enjoyed a privileged life in Istanbul and, more
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importantly, shared an exclusive culture of their own. More impor-
tantly, the social capital and prestige they entertained were more valu-
able and preferable than material wealth in a world where many benefits
were enjoyed not based on cash but based on reputation and social
respectability.

The annal of the Foreign Ministry published in 1889 (1306) provides
us with an opportunity to scrutinize the social portrait of the Ministry
(as of 1889). A list of the officials of the Ministry is presented with
information on the occupation of their fathers, their birthplaces, and
the offices they held. Although three other annals of the Ministry were
published during the Hamidian era, the best and most comprehensive
information on the diplomatic service is provided in this annal. Only
the data in this annal are appropriate for use in preparing a statistical
observation, but the rich data on the social background of the officials
in the other three annals are also employed throughout this chapter.”
This survey of the higher, middle, and lower cadres of the Ministry
illustrates clearly that Hamidian diplomats were predominantly scions
of state officials and members of this semi-closed world. The ranks of
the fathers of the diplomats vary significantly. The sons of grand viziers,
governors, and ministers worked together with the sons of minor
officials. These minor officials whose sons became diplomats worked
predominantly in offices in the capital rather than in the provinces.
For example, of the 35 Muslims who were employed in the Ministry
working in Istanbul as of 1889 and who are listed in the annals of
the Ministry, only eight were not born in Istanbul. Of these eight,
only three of them were sons of provincial officials. That is, of the
27 officials who were sons of officials, only three of them were born
outside Istanbul. The others not from Istanbul were fathered by #/ema
(2), local notables (2), and merchants (1). In short, a typical official in
the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs was raised in Istanbul in
the family of a state official. Some also had grandfathers who were
state officials who had been recruited in the very early phase of the
Tanzimat. Of all the officials of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs counted
(a total of 152) and listed in the annals of the Ministry for the year
1889,% including the consulates, only 28 were born outside Istanbul.
However, some were born outside Istanbul while their fathers were
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serving in the provinces — for example, the magisterial Sadullah Pasha,
who was born in Erzurum while his father was serving as the governor
of Kurdistan. Therefore, not all of those born outside Istanbul can be
regarded as recruits from the provinces. Of these 28, some others were
sons of minor provincial officials, and three were sons of provincial
ulema. Two of the Muslim officials were born out of the domains of
the Ottoman Empire: one in Anapa in Crimea, the other in Circassia.
The map of the births of the Muslim and non-Muslim officials does
not display any meaningful variation. The Arab lands, Macedonia,
and Anatolia seem to be equally represented. The only meaningful
variation observed in the geographical distribution of their births is
the prevalence of Istanbul as a birthplace.

In the yearbook of the Ministry printed in 1889, brief personal
information for the 152 officials was provided. ! Of these, 98 were
Muslims. Of the remaining 54 non-Muslim officials, 25 were
Armenians, 15 were Greek, and the remaining 14 non-Muslims were
Catholic/Orthodox Arabs, Jews, Bulgarians, or Europeans.*? Of the
Muslims, 73 were scions of state officials of varying ranks. Of the non-
Muslims, 29 were scions of non-state official fathers. Only 14 of the
non-Muslims were the children of state officials. The remaining six
had fathers with a nationality other than Ottoman.

We observe an upward mobility within the generations. For
example, Irfan, the senior secretary of the London embassy, was the
son of an official in the Directorate of Forestry in the province of
Selanik.”> Although the prestigious posts of full ambassadorships
[ambassadors to Berlin, London, St. Petersburg, Paris, Rome, Vienna,
and Teheran were full ambassadors (biyiik elgi) whereas ambassadors
to capitals such as Athens, Belgrade, Washington, and Den Haag
were orta elgis (middle ambassadors)t were predominantly restricted to
the scions of dignitaries and families of high-ranking bureaucrats,
there were exceptions. For example, Mahmud Esad Pasha, the ambas-
sador to Paris, was the son of a minor #/im in Izmir. Mahmud Esad
Pasha owed his impressive rise in the civil service to his enrollment
in the Ottoman School in Paris. He joined the Bab-: Ali Translation
Office upon his graduation from the Ottoman School. He was posted
to the embassy in St. Petersburg after his years in the Translation
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Office and from there he was promoted regularly every five years
before he was appointed as ambassador in 1877.44

Others did not enjoy such upward mobility. Several scions of
sadr-1 azams, ministers, and generals were assigned modest positions
and most held on to mediocre offices before their retirements. Even
though they lived prosperous lives thanks to their backgrounds,
they could not transfer their financial assets and social prestige into
rank and office. In that sense, Ottoman statecraft differed from
nineteenth-century British statecraft, the aristocratic nation par excel-
Jence, or Prussian statecraft, where the integration of the aristocracy
and the bureaucratic estate (Beamtenstand) privileged the aristocrats.
It has to be noted that the scions of Ottoman dignitaries comprised a
considerable portion of the diplomatic corps. This was most visible in
the posts of full ambassadorships. Full ambassadors of the Hamidian
era, such as Sadullah Pasha, Ahmed Tevfik Pasha, Yanko Fotiyadi
Pasha, Yusuf Ziya Pasha, Salih Miinir Pasha, Ahmed Arifi Pasha,
and Musurus Pasha, were all men of aristocratic and illustrious back-
grounds.® Apparently, the Ministry was a prestigious office where the
sons of Ottoman dignitaries hastened to draft their sons.

Abdiilhamit Kirmizt's survey of the social origins of the governors
in the Hamidian era is to some extent compatible with the findings
presented above on the social origins of the officials of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs based on the ministry’s four annals.*® Kirmiz also
finds that the sons of officials made up a high percentage of gover-
nors. Sons of local notables and dynasties, #/ema, and merchants com-
prised the remaining office-holders. However, it is remarkable that the
percentage of governors descended from state officials is significantly
smaller in comparison to diplomats. The most likely reason for this
difference might be attributed to the necessity of having sufficient flu-
ency in French to serve in the Ministry, which consequently privileged
the sons of state officials who had easier access to French learning. The
officials’ sons were more likely to be enrolled in the prestigious schools
where they could master the French language. Furthermore, they grew
up socialized in environments more conducive to learning French.
Moreover, their being raised in an environment where one could
attain a more cosmopolitan cultural formation and be more prone
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to acquire knowledge relevant to the diplomatic service should have
favored the sons of higher-ranking officials. However, as suggested
above, Kirmizi’s survey and the findings provided here indicate the
predominance of the sons of officials in the state bureaucracy, which
engendered a distinct cultural intimacy closed to outsiders. The out-
siders had to endorse the specific codes of conduct to be fully admitted
and assimilated into this cultural and social world.

Some recruits might have served to prove the loyalty of the dyin
dynasties to the state. It can be observed that numerous scions of local
dynasties were recruited to the Ottoman diplomatic service. This
pattern probably indicates a strategy of the local elites to incorporate
their descendants and family into the state. The early Tanzimat era
witnessed the destruction of the power bases of many local dynasties in
the course of the Tanzimat’s policy of centralization. The devastation of
the local dynasties was followed by their displacement and resettlement
in Istanbul, or exile to distant localities. This process was to some
extent semi-voluntary in the sense that the local dynasties, once they
accepted their new status, were granted attractive opportunities in
the capital and welcomed. Given the pros and cons, many members
of these dynasties “collaborated”. The Bedirxans, Karaosmanoglus,’’
Menemencioglus,”® and Capanzades® raised the new generations of
their families in the modern schools of Istanbul and Europe, and gave
their best sons to the service of the state.

The transition and interconnectedness between local notables and
the state was a phenomenon that existed before the advent of the
Tanzimat, especially in the post-classical centuries as the provincial
elites consolidated their power in their localities. The delicate balance
and mutual recognition between Istanbul and local power-holders was
the backbone of the Ottoman control of Anatolian and Roumelian
lands in the post-classical Ottoman Empire. The center and the pro-
vincial elites were in a relationship consisting of bargains and compro-
mises rather than zero-sum clashes.’® Nevertheless, in the eighteenth
century the 4y4n did not bother to have their sons recruited into the
central administration, but rather trained them to rule over their
own land and possessions. The center was not yet attractive enough.
The pull and push factors were not sufficiently strong. As the center
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enhanced its relative (as well as absolute) power vis-a-vis the provincial
elites, this relationship evolved into one of submission and obedience.
This did not, however, mean that this obedience was necessarily disad-
vantageous to the submissive provincial elites as long as they benefited
from the new opportunities offered to them. As Nagata noted, the
dyan were not annihilated in the reign of Mahmud II. On the contrary,
they survived, rehabilitated themselves, and assumed power within
the local administrations and councils of the Tanzimat.”! Those whose
local powerhouses were uprooted sought other lucrative and desirable
options. They found ways to adapt to the changing circumstances,
albeit not under favorable conditions: “By 1820, the center had asserted
its control over all of Anatolia and Eastern Roumelia although occa-
sional clashes with lesser notables persisted for a time. Those notables
who adjusted to the new reality of a strong and assertive center contin-
ued to wield economic power well into the twentieth century.”?

Assimilating and Integrating the Local Aristocracies:
Periphery Marries the Center

In the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, we encounter several descendants
of Babans and other Kurdish tribal leaders, Turcoman chieftains, local
Albanian dynasties, and Crimean aristocrats from the family of the
Crimean khans. Apart from the reputable Ahmed Tevfik Paga, the
prime minister, the foreign minister, and the ambassador to Berlin and
London, Hiiseyin Saadet, an official in the Ministry of Foreign Ministry
who died at a young age in 1901, and Ali Seyyid Bey were also mem-
bers of the family of the Crimean khanate (Girays).”> Ahmed Tevfik
Pasa was described by Esat Cemal in his memoirs as “T#rk oglu Tiirk” (a
Turk son of a Turk) probably due to his impeccable (ethnic) credentials
as a member of the Crimean khanate (who, in fact, claimed to descend
from Genghis Khan).>* The recruitment of the Circassian tribal chiefs
should be regarded as a distinct sub-category. Although many descend-
ants of the Circassian tribal leaders (for obvious reasons) were recruited
into the Ottoman military after fine educations, we encounter only one
descendant of a Circassian tribal leader, Mehmed Semseddin Bey,”
within the higher ranks of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.>®
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One of the most established figures in the ranks of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs with a local dynastic background was Numan
Menemencioglu. His father, Rifat, was a high-ranking bureaucrat
who served as the governor of Baghdad, Minister of Finance, and
President of the Senate, and he married the daughter of Namik
Kemal, thus integrating himself into the culturally exclusive world
of the Istanbul bureaucracy. His son, Numan, entered the Ottoman
diplomatic service in 1914 as the third secretary at the embassy
in Vienna. He graduated from Saint-Joseph Lycée before studying
law at the University of Lausanne.’’ In other words, he followed
the well-worn path of a son from a well-to-do family and enjoyed
the comfortable life of an aristocrat. Looking at him more closely,
Numan Menemecioglu defies categorizations. From a family of local
Turcoman notables in Cilicia by birth, his kin were well assimilated
into the Ottoman aristocracy. He, himself, served as a loyal servant
of the Republic in Ankara. His father’s marriage to the daughter of
Namik Kemal, who belonged to a family of the state aristocracy and
thereby acquiring from these family backgrounds different social and
political values, further complicates the social background of Numan
Menemencioglu. Beginning his career in the Empire and serving as
the General Secretary of the Republican Foreign Ministry between
1933 and 1942 (and Minister of Foreign Affairs in 1942—44) and con-
trolling the Ministry, he embodied the multifacetedness of the late
Ottoman bureaucracy.”® Numan’s brother, Edhem Menemencioglu,
born in 1878, pursued a career in the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign
Affairs from 1906 to 1927 and briefly served as ministerial under-
secretary in 1916. Edhem Menemencioglu, who taught courses on
international law, private international law, and diplomacy at the
School for Civil Service (Miilkiye) after his departure from the
Ministry, also had an impressive career.’® Turgut Menemencioglu,
the nephew of Numan, was also a high-ranking bureaucrat of the
Republic and held the posts of ambassador to the United Nations
and to Washington. In short, the Menemencioglu family illustrates
the path of a nineteenth-century provincial family joining the impe-
rial bureaucracy from the periphery and surviving in the twentieth-
century Republican bureaucracy.
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Another provincial dynasty, the Baban family, was also repre-
sented in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Kiird Said Pasha served as
the ambassador to Berlin between 1883 and 1885 in addition to his
11-year tenure as the Minister of Foreign Affairs. His son, the famous
Serif Pasha, who claimed to represent the Kurds after the Armistice of
Mondros in 1918, entered the Ministry of Foreign Affairs after serving
as a military officer. Another member of the family who advanced in
his career in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was Halil Halid Bey, who
also served as the ambassador to Belgrade and Teheran.®®

The Babans were a good illustration of the refashioning of an
aristocratic family uprooted from its own soil but having accommodated
to the new opportunities and benefits of the centralized Empire. Many
members of the Babanzades became prominent Ottoman bureaucrats,
and with the emergence of an autonomous public space, leading
Ottoman/Turkish intellectuals, ideologues, etc. They were also
leading early Kurdish nationalists.’" The father and son Babanzades
(and Halil Halid) demonstrate the assimilation of the periphery into
the center. The father, Kiird Said Pasha, was born in his hometown
of Suleymaniye (in present day Iraqi Kurdistan) in 1849. His birth
was just two years after the destruction of the semi-independence/
autonomy of the Baban emirate.®? He was raised in Istanbul, where
his family had to resettle. After graduating from Mekteb-i Sultani, he
entered state service in the Translation Office. He was employed in
a variety of posts in different governmental offices before he got his
appointment as the Minister of Foreign Affairs (and subsequently as the
ambassador to Berlin). His son received a better education. Following
his graduation from the Mekreb-i Sultani, he enrolled in the prestigious
Saint-Cyr Military Academy in Paris. He was appointed as the military
attaché in Brussels and subsequently in Paris. He was appointed as
the second secretary in the embassy to Paris before his appointment
as the ambassador to Stockholm. He was married to Emine Hanim,
the granddaughter of Mohammed Ali Pasha of Egypt. His association
with the Unionists just prior to the Revolution of 1908, his liberal
opposition to the Unionists in exile, his subsequent conversion to
Kurdish nationalism, and his pretensions for the leadership of the
Kurdish independence movement during the Allied occupation of
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Turkey after his decades-long aristocratic/imperial leanings, however,
reflect the permeable nature of identities and dispositions.

The process by which Serif Pasha, the loyal Ottoman diplomat,
became a Kurdish nationalist seeking an independent Kurdistan is
emblematic of the complexities and permeability of the ideologies of
the time. The simultaneous contributions of the Babans both to the
emergence of a Kurdish nationalism and to the Ottoman imperial
grandeur were not a contradiction and exception. These were strategies
of the members of the grand families of yesterday, who were trying
to determine the best way to survive and to preserve and foster their
power in transforming circumstances.”> The varieties of strategies
employed by different individuals and even the strategies employed
by these certain individuals in the different phases of their lives may
differ, but the concerns behind these strategies are the same. One wise
and safe strategy was to be incorporated into the imperium and be
a part of the imperium, if not a major stakeholder in it. Moreover,
such a course was welcomed and even encouraged by the state. Thus,
we observe the emergence of a new state elite with aristocratic back-
grounds assimilated into the service of the state.®* This process was
not unlike the stick-and-carrot tactics of the French absolutist mon-
archs in gathering the French aristocrats at Versailles.”®

The maneuvers of Serif Pasha, the recruitment of the members of
notable Kurdish families into the Ottoman state, and the generation of
Kurdish nationalism by other family members posed no contradiction.
At a time when stubborn identities were not forged and fixed, oscil-
lations and shifting loyalties were to be expected. In the absence of
identity politics, the primary concerns of these actors were adaptation
to the new circumstances at an optimum level. They may have pre-
ferred “exit”, “loyalty”, or “voice” at any given time and then switched
to another option at a later time when their interests were best served
by that option.%®

In fact, there was no strict separation between local dynasties and
the Istanbul aristocracy. In a way, the Tanzimat may be interpreted as
the gradual move of local notables to Istanbul. The greater families’
accession to the center was more spectacular and came about later.
Nevertheless, most of the first-generation Tanzimat statesmen were
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scions of local notable families who had previously opted to move to
the center. Aristocratic Istanbul families, such as the Samipagazades,
were all recent newcomers to Istanbul who had left their Roumelian
homelands not long before. As pointed out earlier in the study, such
grand names of the Tanzimat as Fuad Pasha, Miinif Pasha, Midhat
Pasha, and Ahmed Cevdet Pasha can be seen in this light. They were
predominantly descendants of small notables and #/ema in the prov-
inces. One difference between them was the voluntary accession of the
early recruits who had a smaller stake, less glory, and less prestige to
lose by leaving their homelands; therefore, opportunities and posts in
Istanbul were more attractive and adventurous for them. This con-
trasted with those who were forced to accommodate the new realities
as their last chance.

The background of Mustafa Regid Pasha (not to be confused with
the Great (Kocz) Mustafa Resid Pasha for whom he was named), the
last of the Ottoman foreign ministers and ambassador to Bucharest,
Rome, and Vienna, nicely reflects the movement, adaptation, and
promotion of a local notable family. The Miiftiizades were an Evlad-1
Fatibhan (Descendants of the Conquerors) family and the holders of
the office of the mufti of Ioannina (present-day northwestern Greece).
The office belonged to the family, sons replacing fathers. The fam-
ily’s respectability did not originate from the ownership of land, but,
not unsurprisingly, the family owned vast lands that enabled them to
live prosperously not unlike many other local judges who thrived and
enriched themselves thanks to their alliances with the local landown-
ers and tax-farmers®’ when they moved to Istanbul. Due to the family’s
religious titles and indirect affiliation with the state, the adaptation to
the changing circumstances was not easy. After the end of the practice
of hereditary succession to Roumelian mufti offices, the family moved
to Istanbul to seek more attractive prospects.’® Sakir Mehmed Bey
became a protégé of Mustafa Regid Pasha (hence the name given to
his son) and advanced in his career, serving as the head of the State
Financial Council (Meclis-i Maliye).%® Both of his sons graduated from
the Mekteb-i Sultani. Being thus eligible for admission to the min-
istry, they began their careers in diplomacy, and both subsequently
became ambassadors. Thus, the Miiftiizades constitute an example of



A SOCIAL PORTRAIT OF THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE 103

the identified pattern in three generations. Like the Miiftiizades, many
sons of other families with notable backgrounds that had settled in
Istanbul entered the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Some other diplomats
displaying this pattern are Mahmud Hamdi Bey, the head of the per-
sonnel registers (Sicil-i Abval) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, whose
origins went back to a dynasty in Nevrekob (present-day Goce Delcev,
in southwestern Bulgaria) and Mehmed Nuri Bey, who was an official
in the same department in the Ministry and whose origins went back
to a local dynasty in Serres (present-day northeastern Greece). The
other sons of these dynasties were apparently distributed to the other
governmental offices (kalems) and constituted a significant portion of
the late Ottoman bureaucracy.”’ The old house of the Kopriiliis was
also represented in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs by Ahmed Ziya
Bey, who was the grandfather of the historian Mehmed Fuad Kopriilii
and who served as the ambassador to Bucharest between 1885 and
1888.7! The Kececizades, after Kececizade Izzet Molla and his son
Fuad Pasha, secured posts for many of their sons in various govern-
mental offices, including the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as in the
case of Resad Fuad Bey, the grandson of Fuad Pasha, during the
late Tanzimat period. The Samipasazades, a family of religious schol-
ars from the Peloponnese, emerged as another distinguished family
after Abdurrahman Sami Pasha had to settle in Istanbul after Greek
independence and a sojourn in Egypt in the service of Mehmed Ali.”
The mansion of Abdiillatif Subhi Pasha, the son of Abdurrahman
Sami Pasha’s son, became a meeting place of the secluded Tanzimat
elite where intellectual, literary, and cultural exchanges took place
and networks of patronage developed.”> Two of his sons, Sezai and
Necib (and one of his grandsons, Resmi’?), became diplomats. One of
the prominent families of the Tanzimat elite, its members displayed the
unity and divergence of the ideological orientations of the sons of the
Tanzimat. The family had one prominent Young Ottoman (Ayetullah
Bey), one early novelist (Sezai), and one prominent Turkist, first as a
Unionist and then as a Kemalist (Hamdullah Suphi). Abdurrahman
Sami Pasha was the Minister of Public Education of Mustafa Regid
Pasha in the years between 1857 and 1861. His son Abdiillatif Subhi
Pasha served as the Minister of Public Education for Abdiilhamid
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(1876—=78). Abdiillatif Subhi Pasha’s son, Abdurrahman Sami Pasha’s
grandson, Hamdullah Suphi (Tanriover) was the Minister of National
Education for Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk) (1920—1, 1925).”> He was later
appointed as ambassador to Bucharest as a de facto exile after the abo-
lition of Turkish Hearths and its incorporation into the Republican
People’s Party (RPP) as People’s Houses, over which he presided.”®
The Soylemezoglus were another local family of notables from Kigi
(present-day eastern Turkey) that obtained positions for many of its
members in governmental offices. These included Ibrahim Edhem
Pertev and Galip Kemali, who were appointed to posts in the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs.”’

Another example of the shifting and changing loyalties and identities
reminiscent of the political trajectory of Serif Pasha was the flight
of Abdiirrezzak Bedirxan from the diplomatic service. Beginning his
career in the diplomatic service, he served as the third secretary in St.
Petersburg. While he was serving in Russia, he became acquainted
with many Russians and developed connections. He then abruptly left
the diplomatic service and took refuge in Russia in 1891 to pursue
pro-Kurdish activities and subsequently moved to London to get in
touch with the Armenian dissidents. Later, he was pardoned by the
Ottoman state, and after his return to Istanbul (persuaded by his father)
he was again appointed to a prestigious post in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs in 1895.% He was again exiled and subsequently executed
during World War I due to his involvement in pro-Kurdish activities.
Loyalties were not mutually exclusive. Abidin Pasha, one of the foreign
ministers of Abdiilhamid II, was at the same time a sympathizer of
the Albanian League. Moreover, according to a European observer,
his Albanian background and instincts caused him to be alarmed by
the territorial demands of Greeks during his tenure.”” Turhan Pasha,
the Ottoman ambassador to St. Petersburg (and ex-ambassador to Rome
and Madprid) left the diplomatic service to be the prime minister of the
newly founded independent Albania.®® In fact, in an investigation in
1890, one Ali Nevzad Bey, a kaymakam and an Albanian notable from
Ergiri, revealed that Turhan, while serving as the ambassador to Madrid,
“worked to achieve the eventual ‘independence’ of Albania” among
other Albanian notables although apparently nothing came from this
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investigation.®! Mehmed Konitza, another Ottoman diplomat, came
from a prominent provincial Albanian family, and his brother, Faik
Konitza, who “was the most influential of all Albanian writers and
publishers of the turn of the century”®? emigrated to the United States
and worked for the nationalist cause. Mehmed Konitza was involved in
the Albanian delegation at the Conference of Ambassadors in London
in 1913 and served twice as the Albanian foreign minister.®> During
the Albanian rebellion, “Corfu became a natural staging ground for
[Albanian} guerrilla bands, being Greek territory, near the Albanian
border, with a Turkish consul, Mehmet Konitza, of Albanian origin,
and sympathetic to the cause.”®* Another Albanian diplomat who
not only served as ambassador to Sofia and Bucharest but also as the
Minister of Foreign Affairs in 1920 and 1921, Abdiillatif Safa Bey, was
a member of the local Albanian dynasty of the Frasheri family and was
the nephew of Semseddin Sami and Naim Frasheri, one of the pioneers
of Albanian nationalism.®> Albanian identities and Ottoman/imperial
identities and loyalties did not necessarily contradict each other.®¢ They
may have complemented one another in specific cases, given that the
Albanian League was originally founded in 1878 by Albanians who
wanted to defend their Albanian lands from Christian ambitions®’
in reaction to the activities and agitations of the Christian Slavs
and Greeks. Notable Druze families contributed to the Ottoman
diplomatic establishment, too. Muhammad Arslan, a distant cousin of
Shakib Arslan, served in the Hamidian Ministry of Foreign Affairs.58
Osman Adil Bey, the son of Hamdi Bey, the Dénme (Jewish converts
of the seventeenth century following Sabbatai Sevi) mayor of Salonika
and a member of one of the leading and influential Yakubi Dénme
families, served in the legal department of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs at a time when Dénmes increasingly began to join the imperial
governmental offices.? In short, many non-Turkish Muslim recruits of
the ministry demonstrated overlapping loyalties and identities. In that
regard, the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs was more inclusive
than the German Foreign Office, where Catholics were significantly
underrepresented and the very few Jews were discriminated against,”
and more inclusive than even the British Foreign Office, where non-
conformists, Jews, and Scotsmen were “conspicuously absent.””!
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Nevertheless, it is important to emphasize that notables from various
ethnicities were united in one aspect. The fact that non-Turkish Muslims
(not unlike their ethnic Turkish colleagues) came predominantly from
high-class origins also arguably demonstrates the limits of inclusion,
not only with regard to non-Turks but also with regard to Turks. Their
social prominence, aristocratic backgrounds, and respectability (and
education in the same imperial colleges for succeeding generations)
were the common denominators. Thus, these newcomers to the state
machine were welcomed with due respect for their lineages and social
respectabilities. Ethnicity may have divided them, but their social
backgrounds united them as long as this commonality remained
compelling and rewarding.

The assimilation and integration of the peripheral elites is analo-
gous to a marriage, where the center was the groom and the peripheral
elites were the bride. Apparently, this was a strategy of the center,
partially derived from customary Ottoman practices and partially
from the practicalities of the nascent modern state. Nevertheless,
Abdiilhamid II developed a special ability to contact, co-opt, and
incorporate the peripheral elites, a practice that would deteriorate after

the end of the Hamidian regime??

Non-Muslims

Different from the Muslim officials, non-Muslims working in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs tended to be the scions of merchants and
financiers, as well as officials. The considerable number of Armenians
whose fathers were sarrafs is also illustrative. Of the 25 Armenians
employed in the ministry as of 1889, six of them were the children of
sarrafs. Their efforts to get their sons recruited into the civil service
reflect the interrelation between the state and its financiers and the
efforts of those financiers to integrate their families into the state. In
this closed world, the state was the main benefactor, and the clients
wanted to get close to it. The high level of recruitment highlights
the possible connections and networks between the state and the sazr-
rafs. The tendency for the sarrafs to have their sons and descendants



A SOCIAL PORTRAIT OF THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE 107

recruited into positions within the state makes one think that this
intimate connection between the sarrafs and the state is one that can-
not simply be reduced to material interests.

Two prominent (almost legendary) Armenians of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs were both descendants of subcontractors to the
palace and indirectly servants of the palace. Gabriel Noradonkyan,
the long-time legal counselor of the Ministry, was the son of Krikor
Noradonkyan, the chief supplier of bread to the military. Artin Dadyan
came from a family of barutgubag: (fireworks supplier to the palace) and
his grandfather, Arakel Dadyan, was the last appointed barutgubag:
in the reign of Mahmud II. The Manas family, many of whose sons
were recruited into the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, served as the
palace painters from the seventeenth century to the early nineteenth
century?® The traditional Ottoman governmental subcontracting
practices favoring Armenian artisan families as hereditary family
businesses encouraged their descendants living in the age of the market
to reestablish their affiliation with the Ottoman state. This occurred in
a changing environment at a time when personalized subcontracting
practices were no longer tenable, and when the Ottoman state was
undergoing reorganization and eliminating its personalized attributes
in favor of a depersonalized modern state. In such circumstances, the
new form of incorporation into the state consisted of the recruitment
of its members as (prominent) state officials. Ironically, family
businesses and special relations between the Armenian amira class
and the state continued in a modified form. The pre-modern mode
of relations was adapted into the modern practices of a bureaucratic
state. The mode of relation had changed, but the beneficiaries of the
old practices survived. Whereas previously the privileged non-Muslim
families were incorporated into the state through indirect and semi-
official mechanisms, with the Tanzimat they formally became part
of the state. The continuity within change is striking in the case of
the adaptation of the relation between “state Armenians” and the
state* The relations between the Greek Phanariot families and the-
Sublime Porte also became more formalized several decades after the
Greek rebellion. Although socio-economic dynamics and conditions
formed the backbone of the special relationship between the Sublime
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Porte and the amira class and Phanariot families, it was formed at a
very personal level. One example of the integration and persistence
of personal ties with the state and its transformation into adherence
to the state was the recruitment of the two sons of Mavroyeni Bey,
the personal doctor of Abdiilhamid II, into the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs?® Although Yanko pursued a humble career, Aleksander’s
impressive career included the post of ambassador to Vienna”® In
short, the world and fortunes of the privileged non-Muslim dignitaries
continued to be constructed around the state.

A few non-Muslim dignitaries of the Foreign Ministry were
appointed to the Senate in 1908. Excluding Bohor Efendi and Dimitri
Mavro Kordota, who had left their diplomatic careers at some point,
Manuk Azaryan and Gabriel Noradonkyan were two prominent fig-
ures of the Ministry. Manuk Azaryan was an erstwhile undersecretary
in 1909,”7 and Gabriel Noradonkyan was the long-time legal coun-
selor of the Ministry. In the Senate sessions, they emerged as among
the most active members of the Senate. It has to be pointed out that
Senate discussions were conducted very differently from parliamen-
tary debates. Whereas there were heated debates in parliament, the
Senate was a milieu for the dispassionate and calm exchange of views.
Although several different opinions were held and expressed by the
senators, all these differences of opinion were discussed calmly, as if
they were merely technical matters that were bound to be resolved.
In other words, all the members appeared to disregard “politics” and
acted as (patriotic) bureaucrats rather than politicians, hence continu-
ing the code of conduct of the Suray-z Devler. All the members spoke
as responsible non-partisan servants of the imperium whose only con-
cern was its advancement.

Whenever non-Muslim senators discussed matters pertaining to
religion, they would routinely point to the tolerance shown by the
imperium to Christianity and to Christian religious sermons, reiter-
ating their loyalty and reverence”® Azaryan presented the Christian
faith as “pertaining to the individual” and as something “which is
protected and secured by the Ottoman Empire”. He reiterated that
Christianity was one of the three legitimate faiths of the populace
of the Empire. For him, the Christian faith’s political significance
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was limited to the conduct of Christian mzllers’ communal affairs,
and Christians were part of the Ottoman political nation.”? Gabriel
Noradonkyan also emerged as a dispassionate technical expert provid-
ing expertise in legal and administrative issues and instructing the
senators. His speeches were always technical and informative. Azaryan
also assessed the issues discussed from the point of view of the impe-
rial interests in a calm and dispassionate tone. Apparently, both of
these senators came from the Armenian amira, born in Istanbul to
wealthy and respectable families. Therefore, they were natural can-
didates for appointment as senators. Nevertheless, it has to be men-
tioned that they were prominent figures in Armenian communal
affairs and, therefore, had representative status. Azaryan assumed the
post of secular head of the Armenians and was the head of the general
assembly of the Armenian community.!% He was prominent in the
Armenian communal affairs run by the Armenian elites of Istanbul
and was an opponent of the rural and East Anatolian Armenian revo-
lutionaries and militants.'%!

Salih Miinir Pasha, after reminding his Western readers that,
“par contre, 4 coté deces passionnés du panhellénisme, de nombreaux
ministres et hauts fonctionnaries et de notables grecs ottomans
surent garder 4 la Turquie un loyalisme incontestable et hautement

102 enumerated the members of prominent Phanariot families

dévoué,”
who, as hard-working and loyalist Ottomans, served in the Ottoman
bureaucracy. There is a striking contrast between the Greeks and
the Armenians serving in the Ministry in terms of their fathers’
occupations. Of the 25 Armenians counted in the 1889 annal of the
Ministry, only 4 had a father serving in the Ottoman state. In contrast,
of the 15 Greeks counted, 6 had a father employed in the civil service.
Minor officials in the diplomatic service had Greek fathers who were
merchants. These included, for example, Istavriki Kiryagidi, a certain
Konstantin, and Azgoridi Nikolaki, whose fathers were Kiryako,
Anesti, and Istavriki Ezgoridi from Erdek (on the southern shores of
the Marmara Sea), respectively. Although two Greek officials of the
Ministry, Mihalaki Akselos and Aristidi Akyadis, had fathers who
were officials of relatively more humble origins, in general the Greeks
who joined the Ministry had fathers who were officials of prominence
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and not minor officials. They belonged to the old Phanariot families'®’
or the protégés of the established old Phanariot families (such as
Musuruses) who were incorporated into the Ottoman state machine
via established Phanariot families. This observation is equally valid
for the social origins of prominent Greek bureaucrats and senators as a
whole. Logofets, Mavrokordatos, Mususruses, Aristarchis, and Karacas
(of originally Romanian origin) filled Ottoman posts, especially
diplomatic posts where they could serve the Ottoman state and their
family prospects and reputations simultaneously. Whereas the Greeks
of more humble origins were minor officials, the scions of Phanariot
families were ambassadors, ambassadorial counselors, or holders of
other high-ranking offices. As of 1889, from the Phanariot families,
two Mavroyani brothers (Aleksandr and Dimitri), two Karateodori
brothers (Etienne and Aleksandr) and the father and son Fotiyadis were
in the diplomatic service. One Karaca was the Ottoman ambassador to
Stockholm and Den Haag. His father was the ex-ambassador to Den
Haag, and the son assumed the office as if it were a right of patrimony
after 21 years. In that regard, these Phanariot families resembled the
local dynasties of Turkish, Kurdish, or Albanian origin incorporated
into the centralizing state. The role of marriage in this incorporation
was as important among the Phanariot families as it was with the local
notable Muslim families. The Phanariot families also intermarried and
maintained themselves as a closed community, thus retaining their
privileged status.'"4

While the Ottoman state gave its due to its loyalist Greek families
of repute and dignity, it opened the way for aspiring young Armenians
to be promoted in the Ottoman diplomatic service. Apart from the
reputable families, the Greeks seemed distant to the Ottoman state.
The Greek communities of Anatolia and Macedonia were almost invis-
ible in the Porte. The background of the Armenian officials examined
in the annals discloses a different picture. Armenians from different
social and economic backgrounds, with or without any connections to
the state, were recruited. The mixed and diverse backgrounds of the
Armenian officials show that Armenians were comparably more “inte-
grationist” whereas Greeks remained outside of the Ottoman political
and administrative edifice. Of the 15 Greeks serving in the ministry,
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only one of the officials was born outside Istanbul (Meleka Yanapoulo,
the consulate general to Trieste, born in Lesbos) disregarding Phanariot
Ianko Karaca, who was born in Berlin. In contrast, Armenian officials
serving in the Ministry were born in various peripheral cities such as
Aleppo, Edirne, and Izmir. The Armenian modernizing educational
infrastructure also spurred an upward mobility for many provin-
cial Armenians to prosper and establish an Armenian intelligentsia
residing in Istanbul who could join the Ottoman bureaucracy.!”’
Nevertheless, certain Armenian families who were prominent within
the Armenian community and had acquired their wealth and promi-
nence due to their connections with the palace and the state, known
as the amira, supplied a considerable portion of the officials of the
ministry, such as Dadyans and Manas, as indicated above.'’® Service
to the state was also a hereditary family business. Many Armenian
diplomats and officials in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were the sons
of diplomats and Ministry officials. Ohannes Kuyumcuyan, an under-
secretary of the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs, was the son of
Bedros Kuyumcuyan, a member of the Swrzy-: Devler and a protégé of
Ali Pasha !

Differentiating between the lower, middle, and higher echelons of
the Ministry provides further insight into the ethnic make-up of offi-
cials. As of 1889, of the 71 officials of the middle and lower ranks
serving in Istanbul (those who were paid 5,000 guruses or less a year),
54 were Muslims and 17 were non-Muslims. Of the 54 Muslims, 44
were the sons of state officials of different ranks and positions. Of the
17 non-Muslims, 5 were the sons of state officials, whereas 12 were
sons of merchants or financiers. They were born predominantly in
Istanbul.

An examination of the highest-ranking officials in the Ministry in
1889 as listed in the annal of the Ministry provides similar findings.
Of the seven Muslims in posts of major significance, six were sons
of state officials. Of the four non-Muslims of equal rank, none
were scions of state officials. According to these figures, there is no
significant differentiation based on the rank of the posts. The primary
distinction was apparently based on the religion of the officials. The
social and economic backgrounds of minor and prominent officials
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are similar. This statistic is yet another demonstration of the different
modes of social production of social (and economic) capital for
Muslims and non-Muslims. Whereas the recruited Muslims came
from a considerably small, closed group welded around the state, the
non-Muslims came from different backgrounds. This demonstrates
the diversification of the development of the non-Muslims’ social
(and economic) capital, which was more productive than that of the
Muslims.

9108 is that the non-

One striking finding in the annal of 188
Muslim officials were much more likely to be born in Istanbul than
non-Muslim officials. Whereas 25 percent of the Muslim officials
were born outside Istanbul, this was the case for only 12 percent
of non-Muslim officials (excluding non-Muslim officials of foreign
origin). The higher percentage of non-Muslims born in Istanbul is
yet further evidence of the relationship of the non-Muslims with the
state. Although the non-Muslims of the capital tended to join the
ranks of Ottomanism, there were fewer propensities for non-Muslims
from the provinces to join the Ottoman ranks and be integrated
into the system. It may be argued that the politics of Ottomanism
was not free from class relations. Here, we observe the development
of a class formation based not only on economic opportunities and
economic relations, but also on state and geographical affiliations.
“The new-fangled official ideology {Ottomanism} fared well in social
strata already benefiting from the Pax Ottomana. Greek Phanariots,
members of the Armenian amira class, and Bulgarian merchants
who imported garments from Manchester and sold them in Aleppo
were the typical enthusiasts of an ideology that promised to remove
the social disabilities afflicting non-Muslims. Wider swaths of the
Ottoman population, such as Bulgarian peasants who continued to
chafe under their Gospodars, or Christian Bosnian and Herzegovinian
peasants serving Muslim landowners, derived little benefit from the
new ideology.”'%? Although recent studies''® have established that
Ottomanism was not marginal within the non-Muslim communities
of the Ottoman Empire, as assumed by the Turkish and Balkan
nationalist historiography, it found support predominantly among the
elites of these communities and those who had expectations based on
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the well-being of the Ottoman polity. The politics of Ottomanism
also enabled these communal elites to dominate their coreligionists.
Although these communities had had patriarchal and hierarchical
social organizations previously, the new social structures of the
nineteenth century enhanced the power of the communal elites thanks
to the politics of Ottomanism and new ways of communicating with
the Ottoman state. The Ottoman state subcontracted the allegiance
of its non-Muslim communities to the communal elites. Thus, we
observe an overlapping of interests between the Ottoman state and the
communal elites. These imperial non-Muslim Ottomanists were also
the leaders and prominent figures of their respective communities.
For example, as indicated above, Azaryan, the undersecretary of the
Foreign Ministry and senator, assumed the position of chairman of the
Armenian cismani meclis (Secular Assembly) in 1909 and became the
chairman of the Armenian patriarchy’s “secular assembly”. Apparently,
“democratization”, enhanced educational opportunities, and vertical
mobilization for a larger segment of the communities would not only
destroy this patriarchal structure, but also the promises of Ottomanism,
which seemed to have a bright future before 1908.!!!

The Greek Revolution of the 1820s was one of the major causes of
the reorganization of the Translation Office. Once the Greeks were
considered suspect and viewed as untrustworthy, new cadres of Muslim
origin had to be trained and recruited:'!?

“Greeks” former preponderance as non-Muslims in official and
semi-official positions had declined drastically following the
Greek Revolution of the 1820s...Greeks had gone into eclipse
as officials, so opening the way for the Armenians to become the
chief beneficiaries of Tanzimat egalitarianism. Referred to then
as the millet-i sadika (faithful people or nation), the Armenians
retained this prominence until the last quarter of the century,
when nationalist conflict disrupted the Ottoman-Armenian rela-
tionship...Had the Empire lasted longer, it is interesting to spec-
ulate whether Ottoman Jews could have succeeded Armenians
as the leading non-Muslim minority in official service, as the
Armenians had supplanted the Greeks...It is interesting that
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the last Translator of the Imperial Divan (Divan-1 Hiimayun
Terciimanz), a position that Greeks monopolized for over a cen-

tury until 1821, was a Jew, Davud Efendi.!?

The fact that in Findley’s survey Jews constitute the youngest ethnic

group in the Ministry of Ottoman Affairs''4

seems to be evidence sup-
portive of this speculation. In his memoirs, Abdiilhak Hamid also
pointed out the contrast between the prevalence of Armenians, espe-
cially in the highest echelons of the Foreign Ministry, with the almost
total lack of Greeks in the diplomatic service and tacitly questioned
the loyalty of the Greeks: “For example, Midhat Pasha had one Odyan
Efendi, Mahmud Nedim Pasha had one Artin Dadyan Efendi, Safvet
Pasha had one Serkis Hamamciyan and Hiiseyin Hilmi Pasha had one
Noradonkyan Efendi. Why were all the undersecretaries of the prime
ministers {foreign ministers} Armenians with the exception of Davut
Efendi? Why was there only one Greek beside them? Said Pasha’s
undersecretary was Sultan Hamid. That was a different case.”!

A cursory look at employment within the Ministry would reveal
that Armenians constituted its intellectual backbone. The legal and
technical offices were filled by them: “The special association of the
Armenians with the Foreign Correspondences Office went back to its
earlier years, when, at the end of the Crimean War, Sahak Abro, an able
Armenian official well regarded by the Tanzimat leadership, became
head of the Office and — a familiar motif — made of it something like
a preserve for people he found congenial, namely, his coreligionists.”!'°
The stuffing of the Ministry by the Armenians was resented by
Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, who put the blame on Ali Pasha. In the begin-
ning of his Ma’ruzat he wrote, “Resid Pasha retained the procedures
and traditions of Mahmud II. After he was replaced by Ali Pasha,
Armenians were promoted and the Foreign Ministry became filled
with Armenians. These Armenians gradually eliminated not only
the Muslim clerks, but also those Armenians who were loyal to the
state, and replaced them with Armenians sharing their views. Thus,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was swayed by Armenians.”'!” Those
who shared the worries of Ahmed Cevdet Pasha were later relieved,
however, because “by the end of the Hamidian period...the Office was

losing its predominantly Armenian character.”!!8
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A comparison of the officials working in the Ministry as listed
in the annals of 1889 and 1902 shows a slight but steady decrease
in the employment of Armenians.!' Muslim youngsters who in
the 1890s were learning the skills of writing erudite memoranda in
French and developing their capabilities had risen to the high-ranking
professional positions of the Ministry. Among them, for example, was
the undersecretary of the Ministry during the time of the Unionists,
Resad Hikmet Bey.!?® Another legendary name in the Ministry was
Ibrahim Hakk: Bey (later pasha and prime minister 1910-11), who
was appointed as one of the legal counselors of the Ministry: “The
appointment of one so young as the government’s counselor on
international law aroused surprise. But the appointment had a larger
significance, too. For the Empire had until then employed foreign experts
in these positions. The simultaneous appointments of Ibrahim Hakki
and Gabriel Noradounghian presented Ottomans with exciting proof
that the Empire could produce its own experts for this function.”'?!
After Ibrahim Hakki's long tenure, no Muslim as eminent as Ibrahim
Hakk: appeared within the ranks of the Ministry. The Armenians
continued to hold on to the key positions like the legal counselorship,
undersecretariat, and assistantships to these two positions even after
the Revolution of 1908 when Turkification manifested itself. Of the
286 officials of the expanded Ministry listed in the yearbook of the
Ottoman Empire for 1906, only 40 were non-Muslim, which indicates
a dramatic decline over the years.!*? Ohannes Kuyumcuyan retained
his position as the undersecretary until he was replaced by Said Bey in
1912, and Hrand Abro, the son of Sahak Abro, continued to serve as the
legal counselor. One British report noted that the replacement of the
undersecretariat by a Muslim may enhance the prominence and influence
of the undersecretariat. The report assessed Ohannes Kuyumcuyan as
“possessed of a good knowledge and some knowledge of affairs” but “as
under-secretary. ..timorous and unenterprising.” As for Said Bey, “as a
Moslem he may, perhaps, have a greater share in the counsels of the
ministry.”'?? Resad Hikmet, the next “Moslem” undersecretary, will
be a man of respect and a person whose opinions and suggestions are
considered by the prime minister and foreign minister. Although the
new and younger recruits were largely Muslim (with some Jewish), the
higher oftices continued to be held by non-Muslims (and predominantly
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by Armenians). According to the sa/name (annal) in 1910 (1326), of the
46 officials holding the highest posts, 35 were Muslims and 11 were
non-Muslims.!?* This represents a sharp decrease in comparison to 20
years earlier. Two years later, the ratio remained more or less the same.
Of the 46 high-ranking officials, 34 were Muslim and 12 were non-
Muslim. A sharper decline in the representation of non-Muslims was
observed with the advent of World War I. The war was used by the
Unionist leadership as an opportunity to Turkify capital, employment,
and many other areas.!?> The Turkification in the Ottoman diplomatic
service was also achieved to a considerable degree. According to the
1918 (1334) annals, of the 52 officials in Turkey, only 7 were non-
Muslim.'?® These seven non-Muslims were old-timers such as Aleko
Kasap, Hasun Efendi, and Hrand Abro Bey. No non-Muslim was
promoted to a prominent position. Only a few professionals were kept
in their positions to practice their expertise. The degree of Turkification
in the embassies was much more visible. Whereas in 1912 a significant
portion of the staff was non-Muslim, in 1918 the staff in all the
embassies, with very few exceptions, was Muslim. Not surprisingly, by
1926, no single non-Muslim remained within the Ministry, which was

moved to Ankara.!?’

Apprenticeship for the Modern

The Ottoman Foreign Ministry also served as a school for men of
various interests. It was a prestigious office, attractive to many caring
fathers with good connections who directed their sons to the craft of
diplomacy. With the profession of diplomacy, these sons attained satis-
factory incomes, not to mention relatively light workloads, which ena-
bled them to pursue their personal interests. Perhaps the most famous
diplomat of the Ministry within this category was Abdiilhak Hamid,
who served in several consulates and embassies, including Paris, Den
Haag, and London, and who wrote literary pieces while serving in the
embassies (and enjoying London and Paris). Although he was known
to succeeding generations as a poet, a gentleman, and a man of let-
ters, he was a full-time diplomat by occupation. Although he was
known for his disregard for his professional obligations and duties, he
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depicted himself as a diligent and committed diplomat in his mem-
oirs. Another literary figure also worth mentioning, although he only
served the Republican Ministry of Foreign Affairs, was Abdiilhak
Sinasi Hisar. Today he is remembered as a man of letters detached
from his surroundings and committed to a desperate nostalgic search
for the Ottoman lost time. After long tenures in European firms active
in Istanbul, and a stint as a civil servant after 1924 when Regié was
taken over by the state, he left his beloved Istanbul and moved to
Ankara to serve in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He was appointed
as a legal adviser to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1931 and as
secretary of the Balkan League. He worked on the preparation of the
Montreux Protocol and served in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs until
1945.128 While working in the Foreign Ministry, he published well-
known novels and books, such as Fabhim Bey ve Biz (1941), Bogazigi
Mebtaplar: (1942), and Camlica'daki Enistemiz (1944). Fahim Bey ve Biz
is the story of a young recruit to the Ottoman Foreign Ministry that
the story Parodies.

Others began their careers in the Foreign Ministry but left
after briefly serving in the diplomatic service. The Ministry of
Foreign Affairs was seen as a prestigious office in which many sons
of high-ranking public servants who turned out to be men of high
significance served for a short time (one to three years on average).
Predominantly, they served in the Office of Translation to master their
French (or in the Office of Correspondences). Short-time officials of the
Ministry included Recaizade Mahmut Ekrem, Mizanci Murad, Ismail
Kemal, Hiiseyin Nazim Pasha, Ferit Kam, Babanzade Ahmed Naim,
and Avlonyali Ferit. Mizanct Murad was recruited to the Translation
Office at a time when state officials with proficiency in diplomatic
French were few. Thus, the French fluency he had acquired in the
Russian gymnasium was incomparably exceptional.'?” Others were
recruited into the Ministry at the beginning of their careers. Avlonyali
Ekrem worked in the Legal Department of the Ministry while study-
ing in the Law Faculty. His was a de facto part-time job thanks to the
fact that he was the nephew of Avlonyali Ferid Pasha.!*

Another short-term official in the Ministry was Halid Ziya
(Usakizade/Usakligil), though he failed to be recruited. This very
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much disappointed his father, who was highly desirous of such a
career path for his son. Halid Ziya’s father had asked two acquaint-
ances, Agop Pasha, the overseer of the Imperial Treasury, and Mustafa
Mansurzade, the Minister of Education, to arrange the recruitment of
his son into the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Young Halid Ziya went
to Istanbul from Izmir with the dream of being appointed to the
embassy in Paris, the city with which he was fascinated. To his mis-
fortune, just after he visited Mustafa Mansurzade, Mansurzade was
deposed. Agop Pasha, the other acquaintance of Halid Ziya’s father,
advised the young man not to enter the civil service but instead to
join his family’s business, as entering into trade was more benefi-
cial to the interests of the state than serving it as an official. Agop
Pasha acknowledged that the state needed competent officials, but he
believed that these officials should be recruited not from the families
of prominent tradesmen, but from more humble sections of the soci-
ety. It was more important for the state to have well-trained people in
commerce and industry.’! The Usakizades were one of the few prom-
inent Muslim merchant families in Izmir among the many Greek,
Jewish, and Levantine merchant families. Needless to say, their posi-
tion was rather precarious, and they experienced daily conflict in the
economic, social, and political spheres. Halid Ziya’s short stint in the
Directorate of Foreign Affairs at a later time combined his concerns
as a member of an Izmir merchant family of Turkish origin and a
state official. He and his colleagues in the Directorate displayed the
skepticism of state officials towards the non-Muslims of the Ottoman
Empire, as well as towards the Europeans. Knowing that the local
non-Muslim merchants who held the nationality of a foreign country
(especially Greece) were privileged before the law, the officials felt as
though they were vanguards in the fight to defend Turkishdom (in the
economic war) against the bloodsucking non-Muslims. As a member
of an Izmir merchant family, Halid Ziya must have held such con-
cerns much more fervently, as is openly indicated in his memoirs.'*?
Remembering his failure to be recruited into the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Halid Ziya acknowledged that after more than 40 years, he
was still thrilled to imagine a career path in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs serving in the embassy in Paris. Nevertheless, he served for a
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while in Izmir as the assistant to the foreign affairs director.> Halid
Ziya, the failed diplomat, contrary to the mercantilist advice of Agop
Pasha, did not enter the family business but opted to settle in Istanbul
as a man of letters (and serving in various governmental offices to
make his living). However, Edhem, the elder brother of Halid Ziya,
“although graduated from law school in Istanbul,” engaged in the
family business in Izmir, disavowing bureaucratic prestige.'>*

The failed diplomat Halid Ziya brought up his two sons, Biilend
and Vedad as diplomats. Vedat committed suicide at an early age
despite being seen as a promising grand diplomat of the future. Halid’s
other son, Biilend Usakligil, served as the ambassador to Paris.!’
Apparently, diplomatic service continued to be an occupation desired
by well-off families, especially due to the prestige it provided.

Halid Ziyas circle included many young men serving in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The deposition of Mustafa Mansurazade
and the illness of his mother may have hindered his prospective career
in the diplomatic service, but other youngsters with literary inter-
ests were admitted to the Ministry and were known for their literary
works rather than their desk work. Besides the “greatest poet”, some
personalities who are known to posterity for activities they pursued
out of their office were Samipagazade Sezai, Saffeti Ziya, Resit Saffet
(Atabinen), and Ahmet Hikmet (Miiftiioglu). Serving at the embassy
in Paris, the literary capital of the world, was an aspiration most of
them shared with young Halid Ziya.'*® A small circle of friends from
similar backgrounds made up a significant portion of the staff of the
Ministry, as we can see from the literary recollections of the time. In
fact, it was the same pool from which the early men of letters and dip-
lomats were drawn, as established earlier in this study.

These were personalities whose principal lifetime contributions,
concerns, and preoccupations were irrelevant to their professional work.
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs trained the new early twentieth-century
generation, a function it had had during the early Tanzimat period.
This is not because the Ministry taught and motivated its staff to be
pioneers in various fields. Rather, it had to do with the fact that it
was the imperial recruits who had the social and intellectual capital
to be entrepreneurs and pioneers in introducing aspects of the modern
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West. They opted for a career in diplomacy principally because it
provided them with free time, comfortable lives, income, prestige, and
connections. Furthermore, brought up in a particular habitus, they
knew no alternatives. Their positions and connections also facilitated
the pursuit of alternative careers. It is unsurprising to observe that
the diplomatic service contributed to pioneering more than other
governmental offices did, thanks to its close contacts with the West
in general and its cosmopolitan nature. The opportunity they had to
be in proximity to the means of communication and exchange of ideas
with the West enabled them to import many previously unknown
ideas and insights.

The diplomatic service also assisted the emergence and develop-
ment of Ottoman/Muslim satire. Cemil Cem, the founder of the
satirical journal Cem, served in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He
was the son of Cemal Pasha, a military doctor, and graduated from
law school. After his graduation, he joined the diplomatic service and
served in the consulates of Nice and Toulouse before being appointed
to more prestigious posts in the embassies to Rome and Paris. He
regularly contributed to the satirical journal Kalem while serving in
posts in Paris and Vienna between 1908 and 1909. He resigned from
the Ministry to publish his own satirical journal. He founded Cew in
1910. After his resignation from the government, he never assumed
any bureaucratic post except for serving briefly as the Director of the
School of Fine Arts. Throughout his life, after his resignation from the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, he made his living drawing cartoons and
painting, which was unthinkable before 1908.1

Tobias Heinzelmann wrote that the first Muslim cartoonists (who
emerged only in 1908 after the near monopoly of Armenian cartoon-
ists in the Tanzimat and Hamidian eras) were predominantly ex-offi-

138 Most of them resigned from their posts just

cials, civil or military.
after 1908, believing that it was an opportune time for free expression
of their opinions."®” The Young Turk Revolution in 1908 may be char-
acterized as a milestone that marked the development of a non-official
sphere, since officials began working in non-state (private) positions or
were self-employed. Ironically, this was a break with the state only in

terms of leaving the civil service. On the other hand, it was tantamount
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to the extension of the official sphere with regard to the emergence of
new classes of free professionals maintaining the views and habitus
they had acquired and internalized throughout their education in state
service. Thus, they reproduced and extended a particular state-centric
worldview, political cosmology, and cultural/intellectual formation.
Therefore, we may suggest that the Turkish middle class and free pro-
fessions emerged and developed in the image (and custodianship) of
the state.

Although Armenian and other non-Muslim printing activity
and newspapers were commercially profitable by addressing a siz-
able market, the Turkish language printing, publishing, and news-
papers continued to be predominantly non-commercial or promised
only modest profits and commercial value. This rendered the Turkish
press a part-time voluntary pursuit of civil servants motivated by
political concerns and goals, and not a strictly professional occupa-
tion. Thus, Turkish printing and publication retained its character
as an extension of the official mind. Nevertheless, with slow but
gradual commercialization and capitalization, Turkish printing and
publishing became more commercial and more emancipated. It was
the civil servants who moved from governmental offices to private
bureaus, beginning with Agah Efendi, Sinasi, and Namik Kemal in
the 1860s, and this trend continued with larger numbers during the
Second Constitutional period, in which popular journalism flour-
ished."0 Hence, it was the original state-funded capital accumulation
that financed the emergence and development of the printing and
publishing businesses.

Another transfer to the arts from diplomacy was Burhanettin
Tepsi, a pioneer of Turkish theater. Coming from a family of dip-
lomats, he was recruited into the Ministry of Foreign Affairs after
his graduation from the Mekreb-i Sultani. In his daily routine at the
Ministry, he spent most of his time reading and studying the latest
plays of Paris. Thanks to the intervention of the sadr-z azam Avlonyali
Ferit Pasha, he was sent as envoy to Paris, where he had the oppor-
tunity to follow theater and buy the scripts of the latest theatrical
oeuvres. After a few years in the Ministry, he resigned to pursue an
artistic career abroad.!!



122 OTTOMAN IMPERIAL DIPLOMACY

Sports also benefited from the contributions of the diplomats.
The first Turkish soccer team, the Black Stockings, was founded
in 1901 by Mehmed Ragid Bey, a career diplomat, along with Fuad
Hiisnii Bey, the son of Admiral Hiiseyin Hiisnii Pasha. He was
elected as the president of the club and assigned as the coach of
the first Turkish soccer club in its only match against the local
Greek soccer club before the Black Stockings was closed down by
the public authorities and Mehmed Rasid was de facto exiled to Iran
to serve in the embassy to Teheran.'*> Another Ottoman diplomat,
Resid Safvet Atabinen, served as the head of the Turkish Olympic
Committee between 1933 and 1936.'%

The civil service’s fostering of the arts and humanities was not lim-
ited to its recruitment. Most of the first generation of artists, scien-
tists, journalists, and pioneers in the free professions were scions of
bureaucrats. The relatively comfortable material opportunities of these
families facilitated the emergence of the first generation of the prac-
titioners of the modern professions.'** The comparably high incomes
of their fathers provided the capital needed for the development of
non-productive, or at least non-profit, endeavors. Simply put, for a
non-productive sphere which does not produce any surplus to flourish,
an already accumulated capital had to be amassed and transferred. For
the non-Muslims, this original accumulation of capital was provided
by finance, commerce, and industry given that most of the pioneers in
the arts were the scions of merchants and financiers (resembling the
West European pattern).!® The remuneration provided by the state in
the form of salaries and other pecuniary rewards served the same func-
tion for Muslims.

The networks and patronage were important mechanisms for politi-
cal, literary, and intellectual advancement. Apparently, blood relations
and relations based on marriages were also very significant factors in
the Tanzimat. A map that demonstrates these relations would be illu-
minating. Such a map would also display the intertwined character
of the families. The Tanzimat elite was not only small and secluded,
but also interwoven and integrated. Moreover, the political, intellec-
tual, and literary realms were not distinguishable from each other.
They were all intertwined. Thus, it would be interesting to look at
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the genealogies of the late Ottoman (and early Republican) men of
letters. Being men of letters required free time, a good education,
and financial support. Therefore, a typical man of letters in the late
Ottoman Empire was (and had to be) a scion of a two-generation fam-
ily of bureaucrats, whether descended from a high-ranking bureaucrat
or a low-ranking civil servant.140

More interestingly, an analysis of the late Ottoman literature will
show that late-Ottoman literature was a closed milieu. It was writ-
ten by the members of a certain (imagined) community, read by the
members of the same (imagined) community, and conveyed the worlds
and lives of the members of that community. The characters, the plots,
and the themes of these literary works strictly addressed the world of
the governing elite. Thus, this literature was unintelligible and incom-
municable to the non-members of the governing elite. Given that the
readers’ market was predominantly restricted to the members of this
habitus and to the aspiring youth emulating this habitus, the wider
populace was neglected. The themes and inspirations of the literary
works reflected the intellectual upbringing and social milieu of the
authors.'?

Needless to say, the decisions of young men to seek artistic careers
were not well received by their disappointed parents, who had antici-
pated seeing their sons as high-ranking imperial bureaucrats or offic-
ers, and not despicable artists, as we can observe in the memoirs.'*® In
contrast to Europeans (and the non-Muslims of the Ottoman Empire
and Istanbul), where capital was amassed from commerce and indus-
try, in the Ottoman Empire the state became the main supplier of
capital for the emergence of an autonomous sphere for the fine arts and
the humanities. This support was not limited to financial resources.
The state also provided intellectual capital through the training it pro-
vided in the imperial high schools and colleges. These scions of the
civil service who opted for the fine arts and literature also received
their training in schools established to train civil servants. It is no
coincidence that the Military Academy produced pioneers in the fine
arts. Technical skills taught as a part of the military and engineering
curriculum enabled many youth to encounter the fine arts for the first
time. Seker Ahmed Pasha, Halil Pasha, Hiiseyin Zekai Pasha, Hoca
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Ali Riza, and Celal Esad (Arseven) are some examples (as pioneers
of Turkish painting) of individuals who had been recruited into the
fine arts while in the Military Academy.'® Seker Ahmed, who may
be regarded as the first Ottoman painter in the Western sense, made
his way to study art in Paris thanks to his education in the Military
Academy, where he learned painting. He made his career in the mili-
tary for more than 30 years and was paid as a civil servant, in contrast
to the freelance artists who depended on the sales of their work for an
income.

In the fine arts, the first generation of artists almost without excep-
tion, was composed of the scions of civil servants, and particularly high-
ranking ones. Due to the necessity of being trained technically and
the necessity of being able to study and observe contemporary works
to develop aesthetic tastes, the pioneers of Turkish painting predomi-
nantly came from exclusively aristocratic backgrounds, most clearly

in the example of Abidin Dino.">®

One exception was the theater,
where the bulk of the early performers were recruited from traditional
street theater; in other words, it was performed by self-made people
of lower class origins.”> A few of the early men of letters came from
mediocre origins, in contrast to the pioneers in the fine arts who came
predominantly from families with civil service backgrounds. This was
because writing did not require expensive and time-consuming train-
ing, unlike the costly and extensive training required for the fine arts.

To a noteworthy extent, the late Ottoman pattern resembles that of
pre-revolutionary Russia Dominic Liever writes:

[Tthe Russian imperial bureaucratic elite was very much a part
of the highly cultured world of pre-revolutionary-educated
society. In no field was that more true than in that of music.
A.S. Taneev was the first cousin of Serge Taneev and a close
friend of PI. Tchaikovsky. The latter was educated alongside
future members of the State Council, at the School of Law, just
as NV. Rimsky-Korsakov and Mussorgsky, along with Serge
Rachmaninov, himself a good friend of Nicholas IT's brother
Mikhail, all came from families of the Russian landowning

gentry>?
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Lieven remarks that the Russian traditional upper class’s “contribution
in the fields of literature and music was far more impressive than those
of any of their European peers.”’ This is hardly unexpected given
the social, economic, and political organization of Russian society and
the state. The same observation is equally true for the Ottoman social,
political, and economic organization. The early prominent composers
and pioneers of modern Turkish music were predominantly scions of
families of state officials, such as Cemal Resit Rey, who was the son of
Ahmed Resid, a governor and minister in the late Ottoman Empire,
and Sadeddin Arel, who was the scion of a family of high-ranking
ulema including his grandfather, Mehmed Emin Efendi, who served
as the kazasker. His father was a religious scholar and a member of the
committee that prepared the 1876 Constitution.””® Ulvi Cemal Erkin
was the son of Mehmed Cemil, a high-ranking bureaucrat.’® Adnan
Saygun came from a notable provincial family from Nevsehir known
as Fisekcizadeler for their family business of producing fireworks. His
father was incorporated into the state and modern professionalism by
becoming a mathematics teacher and settling in Izmir."® The afore-
mentioned Samipagazade family contributed to the emergence of con-
temporary music in Turkey. Erdem Buri, a pioneering jazz musician,
was a member of the Samipasazade family.">’

In contrast, we do not observe a similar pattern in countries such as
Britain, Germany, and France, where the burgeoning middle classes
were the driving force of “modernity” and served as the promoters of
newly developing modern arts and literature. It was predominantly
the sons of the middle classes who were the pioneers in the arts and
sciences. In these countries, the aristocratic elites were pushed into
the bureaucratic world and left the artistic and intellectual worlds to
the middle classes, who were more dynamic, intellectually vibrant,
and adept at the culture of modernity. Therefore, the roles of the
elites in these countries were to uphold their symbolic power in non-
modernist art and academia, the bastion of conservative elites.”’® The
emergence of the free professions in a vibrant public sphere independ-
ent of any state authority is in contrast to the Russian and Ottoman/
Turkish cases, where the state was the chief initiator, and the harbin-
ger of modernity and the modern professions. Whereas the aristocracy
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lived “in the past” in Western Europe, in the Ottoman Empire (and
Russia), they contributed to their posterity, especially thanks to their
prodigy sons.

With regard to the contribution of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
to the fine arts, the example of Muhsin Ertugrul, the pioneer of
Turkish cinema, who was the son of Hiiseyin Hiisnii Bey, a cashier of
the Ministry can be given."” Definitely, Nazim Hikmet, whose father,
Hikmet Bey, worked in the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
served as the Ottoman consul in Hamburg, can be regarded as the
most famous scion of an Ottoman diplomat.'®® Sedad Hakk1 Eldem,
one of the foremost twentieth-century Turkish architects, was the
grandson of Grand Vizier Edhem Ibrahim Pasa, a descendant of a late
Ottoman aristocratic family, and the son of Ismail Hakk: Alisan, an
official who served in the Ottoman Foreign Ministry from 1891 until
his retirement in 1925.1! The Ertegiin brothers, the Turkish-American
music executives, were the sons of Miinir Ertegiin, the ambassador of
Turkey to the United States between 1934 and 1944, who began his
career in the Ottoman diplomatic service just before the Revolution of
1908 and advanced in his career thanks to his erudition and expertise
in law:'2 “Thanks to his sons, the Turkish Embassy [in Washington}
took the lead in desegregating the capital, hosting black musicians at
a time when Marian Anderson was unable to perform at Constitution
Hall in Washington because she was black.”1?

Gendering the theme, the same pattern, not unsurprisingly, is
much more evident in the case of the recruitment of females into the
modern professions. If providing a good education for sons requires
a certain level of prosperity, it is much more the case for the educa-
tion of daughters. It was almost impossible for a woman of mod-
est upbringing to enter the arts and the modern professions. Thus,
early feminists and pioneering women in different fields were all
the daughters of civil servants. Moreover, they were predominantly
the daughters of high-ranking bureaucrats and men of prominence.
A glance at the contributors to the Hanimlara Mahsus Gazete (Daily
for Women) reveals this. The contributors included the daughters
(Fatma Aliye and Emine Semiye) and granddaughter (Zeyneb) of
Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, Abdiilhak Hamid’s daughter (Hamide), the
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granddaughter of Ahmed Vefik Pasha (Fatma Fahriinnisa), and the
daughter of Osman Pasha, the head of the Military School (Sair
Nigar bint-i Osman).'*4

It is also very significant to note that, for a long time, Ottoman
Muslim medical doctors were civil (or predominantly military) servants
rather than free professionals. Although medical doctors of non-Muslim
origins had been practicing their professions independently, in the case
of medical doctors of Muslim origins, it was in official positions that
the first medical doctors proved and improved themselves. A similar
observation is valid for the law and lawyers. Muslims learned the intri-
cacies of modern law in governmental offices. The many legal offices
of the state established in the Hamidian era to apply modern Western
laws and to regulate the commercial laws prepared Muslim gradu-
ates of law faculties to train themselves to be lawyers after gaining
experience in these offices. The professors of the first universities (and
teachers of the prestigious high schools) of the Ottoman Empire were
also predominantly ex-officials and scions of officials. Academic stud-
ies and the natural and social sciences were also initiated and advanced
by this caste, arguably in line with the epistemological premises held
by them. Thus, the free professions of law and medicine and academia
developed as apprenticeships with the state.'®
Thus, we can argue that the state became the bedrock for free pro-

16

fessionals such as medical doctors,'%° lawyers, engineers, pharmacists,

and academicians.'%’

It provided not only the primitive accumulation
of capital for the development of the free professions among Muslims
but also, due to the origins of the pioneers of these professions, it
expanded/transmitted the particular cultural, intellectual, and ideo-

logical formations welded around it.'%®

Merry Marriages

Marriages serve a purpose in the establishment and consolidation of
elites and elite cohesion. Before the advent of the love marriage, mar-
riage was an institution of social exchange. Daughters and prospec-
tive wives were assets to be employed efficiently.'® Marriages were to
provide financial means, connections, and entitlement for the father
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of the bride (the owner of the asset) and the groom (purchaser of the
asset), and both parties would try to maximize their profit by making
optimal choices.'’”® One of the functions of marriage was the integra-
tion of the holders of the financial means into the holders of titles
of social prestige and political power. This was due to the contradic-
tory political/economic environment of early modern Europe, an age
of capitalist accumulation when the economically powerful lacked the
means to transfer their financial power into political power while the
economically vulnerable held the political means. Marriages also pro-
vided the means by which those who wanted to be incorporated into
a certain caste could circumvent their lack of a blue-blood lineage.
“Marriage was a means of rapid social ascent. Modest gentry or lesser
nobles who gained money or power through commerce or office could
swing instantaneously to high places through one spectacular mar-
riage or a series of well-plotted ones. Nothing allowed for more rapid
blending into the established elite. Old families were consistently

171 Nevertheless,

ready to marry beneath them for financial advantage.
different patterns were observable in different geographies. Whereas
in Prussia and England endogamy within the aristocracy was preva-
lent, “old families in Russia were happy to marry commercial heir-
esses. In the eighteenth century French dukes and peers seem to have
been more likely than lesser nobles to marry the daughters of great
financiers.”"?

A prevalent pattern of marriage (especially observable in early
modern Europe), in which both parties were satisfied with the conclu-
sion of the marriage, consisted of an arrangement between a son of
a socially aspiring and ascending family and a daughter of a socially
deteriorating family that was superior in social prestige, but inferior
in actual terms. This pattern of marriage was exercised extensively
in ancien régime France, where the aristocracy tried to slow its decline
and the bourgeoisie desired to be ennobled.!”> Nevertheless, in stable
economic, social, and political environments, the routine practice of
aristocratic marriage was endogamy, sons of nobles marrying daugh-
ters of nobles.

Ottoman upper-class marriage patterns changed from a certain

mode of marriage in which the marriage was perceived as simply a
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man’s taking a woman to maintain his lineage to a mode of marriage
in which the bride was an asset providing benefits both for her father
and for the groom. In the Classical Ottoman era, a man of prominence
was to marry a modest bride or a freed concubine. This pattern avoided
the development of aristocratic lineages. This mode of marriage was
also compatible with the structuring of the Ottoman polity as a house-
hold written large in which the patriarch of the household was the sole
authority and the households remained intact as long as allegiance was
owed to a single uncontested authority. Not unexpectedly, intimate
life was the sphere where the influence of Westernization and mod-
ernization had a very slow and gradual impact and faced a resilient
opposition.'”* Old marriage patterns, which persisted for a generation
after the Tanzimat, were gradually replaced by a new marriage pat-
tern with ebbs and flows in which marriages were arranged between
the scions of two equal or compatible families.'””> The marriage con-
nections of Abdiilhak Molla’s family and Ahmed Tevfik’s daughters’
marriages,’® which will be discussed below, are just two prominent
examples of this trend. Curiously, although Abdiilhak Molla married
a woman of respectable descent, his son, Hayrullah Efendi, married a
concubine. Likewise, Abdiillatif Subhi Pasha was married to women of
slave origins besides his numerous concubines.!”” The liberal and con-
stitutionalist Midhat Pasha’s purchasing of a concubine (with whom he
had three children) while serving in Baghdad was an embarrassment
for him, which he tried to conceal from his wife in Istanbul, who was
the daughter of a judge.!”® Evidently, this was a remnant of the old
cultural norms and a display of the different levels of “Westernization”
in the public and private domains for the Ottoman reformist elite.
Nevertheless, these were the last (and partially exceptional) examples
in the new era of the Tanzimat. Tanzimat grandees such as Ahmed
Midhat Efendi, Abdiilhak Hamid, and Ibrahim Hakk: were among
the last sons born to Circassian concubines. By this time, concubinage
was seen by the new generation as a barbaric anachronism to be elimi-
nated and replaced by affectionate marriage.!”” Already by the begin-
ning of the Tanzimat era, it was rumored that Mustafa Regid Pasha
dubbed polygamy and concubinage as a “cancer”, a practice particularly

embarrassing when socializing with the Western diplomats in Pera.!8
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As the structures of political legitimacy and the organization of the
political order were transformed, marriage patterns changed'®! along
the same lines, and a new domestic ideal developed.'®? The new mode
of marriage was a derivation of the (European) aristocratic endoga-
mous marriage practice in which marriages were arranged between
two equal parties, or at least between two parties of same origin.'®?
The nineteenth-century European bourgeoisification of marriage par-
tially influenced the transformation of nineteenth-century Ottoman
marriage patterns as well.!®* Third-generation Tanzimat members
were influenced by the idea of bourgeois affectionate marriage (albeit
limited to the sons of the bureaucratic elite) via French novels (and
very early twentieth-century Ottoman novels such as Agk-z Memnu
and Ey/iil) and acculturalization. In practice, however, marriage pat-
terns continued to replicate those of the eatlier generation in a social
milieu in which no affectionate marriage could take place. At the
same time, the anachronistic imperial institution of the harem was an

185 which in time led

186

embarrassment to the Ottoman aristocratic elite,
to the dissolution of the Hamidian harem by the Young Turks.

During the Tanzimat, we observe two general trends of marriage:
intermarriages within the same social stratum and marriages between
the scions of two different, but converging social strata, e.g., provincial
merchants and dynasties with aristocrats in Istanbul. In the marriages
of the scions of the prominent families of Istanbul, an example of the
prevalence of this inter-marriage comes from the Abdiilhak Molla fam-
ily. Abdiilhak Molla, the chief doctor of the palace, was married to the
daughter of Naci Efendi, the head of the Translation Office, and, hence,
the aunt of Ahmed Vefik Pasha. Nasuhi Bey, the grandson of Abdiilhak
Molla, the son of Hayrullah Efendi, and the brother of Abdiilhak
Hamid, was married to the daughter of Riza Pasha, the chief of staff.
Mihriinnisa Hanim, the sister of Nasuhi, was married to the son of Fuad
Pasha. Therefore, Abdiilhak Hamid, a descendant of the family, had
the chance to work with many of his relatives in the diplomatic service.
While he was the ambassador to Den Haag, his second secretary was one
of his relatives by marriage, Mehmed Ali Bey.'®’ Salih Miinir Pasha’s son
Celil married Samiye, the daughter of Abdiillatif Suphi Pasha. Salih
Miinir Pasha was also related by marriage to grand families, such as the
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family of Ibrahim Edhem Pasha and the Menemencioglus. These mar-
riages reestablished and reproduced the coherence and convergence of
the closed circle of the Tanzimat elite. In short, and with slight nuances,
Tanzimat marriages were exclusively inter-elite marriages.
188 and Mustafa

Resid Pasha,'® arranged royal marriages for their sons. Necib Bey,

Some diplomats, such as Ahmed Tevfik Pasha

while he was a scribe in the embassy in Paris, was married to Mediha
Sultan, the daughter of Abdiilmecid. Necib Bey became Necib Pasha
through this marriage. This marriage was probably arranged due
to the prestige of Abdurrahman Sami Pasha, the father of Necib
(and Sezai), a highly respectable and imposing personality during the
Tanzimat period, who developed an extensive patronage network.!?°
After the sudden and unexpected death of Necib at an early age,
Mediha Sultan married a colleague of Necip’s, Ferid, then a scribe in
the embassy in London.!”! Apparently, this marriage enabled young
Ferid to be appointed to the Senate after 1908 (and to be appointed
as prime minister during the British occupation in Istanbul, which
gained him notoriety) and facilitated his career. Some diplomats
married women from non-Ottoman royal families such as Serif

192

Pasha, who married a member of the Egyptian dynasty."”~ Houlusi

Foad became part of the Egyptian dynasty by marrying the grand-

193 Intra-marriages between members of

daughter of Ismail Pasha.
the diplomatic service were also prevalent. Mustafa Regid Pasha
arranged the marriage of his son Celal to the daughter of Sadik
Rifat Pasha, the ambassador to Vienna and shortly the Minister of
Foreign Affairs. A marriage was arranged between Sadullah Pasha’s
granddaughter (Asaf Sadullah’s daughter) and Ahmed Tevfik Pasha’s

son.!94

Abdiilhak Hamid arranged the marriage of his daughter to
Emin Bey, who served in the Ministry as ambassador to Teheran
(a post once filled by Hayrullah Efendi) and Director of Political
Affairs.!”> Naum Paga, the Ottoman ambassador to Paris, was mar-
ried to the daughter of Franko Paga, an undersecretary of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs whose sons were also serving in the Ottoman dip-
lomatic service.® Esat Cemal (Paker), whose memoir is extensively
utilized in this study, was married to Osman Hamdi Bey’s daughter

and thus entered a family of diplomats.'’
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This pattern enabled the unification of a single state aristocratic
grouping that dominated the high-ranking bureaucratic positions
and had the financial means to maintain a relatively prosperous
lifestyle.

Another area in which the diplomatic service pioneered was marriage
to European women. By the early twentieth century, it became so com-
mon that in 1914, after his tour of Europe where he met with many
Ottoman diplomats, Kazim Karabekir criticized this habit harshly. In
his opinion, it not only posed security threats for the Ottoman Empire
but was also tantamount to “unjustly and to the detriment of the nation,
declaring to the world that there are no Turkish girls who can accompany
our foreign ministers and ambassadors.”*?® The first ambassador to marry
a Buropean was [brahim Haydar Bey, the ambassador to Vienna. In 1867,
he married a Hungarian woman.!”? Nevertheless, Ottoman ambassadors
and diplomats could not arrange marriages to the daughters of European
aristocrats. Ahmed Tevfik Pasha, a member of the Crimean khanate fam-
ily, married the daughter of a Swiss policeman,?®® whom he had met in
Athens while she was working as a governess. She was looked down upon
within diplomatic circles because of her lower class origins. Likewise,
Mustafa Resid Pasha married an Italian woman of low origins, which
cost him the ambassadorship to London because the British government
did not want to include a European woman of low origins in the royal
protocol. Mustafa Asim Bey, ambassador to Sofia and Teheran and for-
eign minister for a short time, was married to a Viennese woman.”! Asaf
Sadullah, son of Sadullah Pasha and himself also a diplomat, was married
to a German woman. Ahmed Sakir Pasha’s second wife was Russian.
Ottoman diplomats also followed the European aristocratic fad of tak-
ing American brides, popular also among European diplomats.?’? Celal
Miinif’s first wife was American.??> The wife of Yusuf Ziya Pasha was
“born in New Orleans and bred in New York.”** Marrying European
women was not limited to the higher echelons of the diplomatic service.
Ibrahim Edhem, who remained a low-ranking official in the headquarters
of the ministry in Istanbul and in the foreign legations of the Ottoman
Empire, married a Frenchwoman.?> Other diplomats married women
of better origins. For example, Mehmed Rifat Pasha married the daugh-

ter of a Russian general who converted to Islam after the marriage.?’°
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In contrast to his Muslim colleagues, Musurus Pasha was successful in
marrying off his daughter to the general secretary of the Italian embassy
in London. The son-in-law of Musurus Pasha would later be appointed
to Istanbul.??” Malkom Khan, one-time Persian ambassador to Istanbul
and London, an Armenian convert to Islam, and the pioneer of Persian
reforms, married a woman from the illustrious Dadyan family while he
was serving in Istanbul. 2’8

Marriage was a pivotal institution for nineteenth-century European
aristocratic culture, as well as for diplomatic establishments: “In the
opinion of the (German) Foreign Office. .. (T)he women, like the men,
were to have grace, tact and polish; they should be German-born and
propertied. Aristocratic lineage was desirable but not essential pro-
vided.. Jthel wife had a ‘patrician or cosmopolitan background and
natural good manners, in addition to a lot of money. "% The Ottoman
Foreign Ministry resembled the house of Habsburg in that it enjoyed
the fruits of favorable marriages. Although it is beyond the capabili-
ties of the author to list comprehensively the marriage patterns of the
diplomats, the anecdotal evidence presented above suggests three con-
clusions. Firstly, the diplomats entered into auspicious marriages and,
thus, secured good connections. Secondly, intra-marriage within the
group (in-marriage) was prevalent. Thirdly, diplomacy turned into a
family profession in which succeeding generations were recruited into
the diplomatic service. Thus, marriages reproduced the ethos and cul-
ture of the exclusive world of the state elite. The genealogical continu-
ity of the cadres of the ministry was partially thanks to the marriage
patterns.

Fortunate Sons

Osman Hamdi’s father, Ibrahim Edhem, served as ambassador to
Berlin in 1879 and ambassador to Vienna between 1879 and 1882.
Originally a Greek from Chios, he was captured, enslaved, and sold
to Hiisrev Pasha, who sent him to Paris to study mining engineering.
His skills led him to appointments to various posts from the military
to diplomacy, in addition to his later political appointments as Grand
Vizier, Minister of Foreign Affairs, and Minister of the Interior. He
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raised sons who rose to prominence. Osman Hamdi’s “brothers served
the state in various capacities...While his brother Mustafa became a
customs agent and his brother Galip Ibrahim became the first Ottoman
numismatist, his youngest brother, Halil (Edhem), followed in Osman
Hamdi’s footsteps as assistant director of the museum after the latter’s
death in 1910. He later played a significant role in the transition of
Ottoman cultural institutions in the Turkish Republic and served as a
member of parliament from 1923 until his death in 1935.”?!° Osman
Hamdi, who probably spoke French at home in his childhood, devel-
oped his interest in the arts thanks to the high-level administrative
posts of his father. Cosmopolitanism, fluency in French, encounters
with “Western culture”, and more importantly, connections and finan-
cial means were bestowed by the mechanisms of officialdom. Osman
Hamdi’s refinement and elegance is a perfect example of the creation
of a self-made and self-styled aristocracy in two generations.

Osman Hamdi’s entry into the world of the arts was possible
within this environment and set of circumstances. He could renounce
the fine career the bureaucracy offered him. He was sent to Paris
to study law: “However, he soon decided to pursue his interest in
painting instead, left the law program, and trained under the French
Orientalist painters Jean-Léon Gérome and Gustave Bolunager.” He
was called back to Istanbul by his father, who was concerned by
his son’s turning into a vagabond in Paris.?!! When Osman Hamdi
returned to Istanbul from Paris, where he had a fanciful and uncom-
mon life, he was posted to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, where
he was appointed to several positions. He also served for one year in
Baghdad in the retinue of Governor Midhad Pasha. It seems it was
not yet acceptable for a scion of a high-ranking Ottoman bureaucrat
to live completely out of the world and shelter of the government.
Furthermore, there was as yet no social sphere in which a Muslim
could make such a living. Thus, Osman Hamdi pursued the career
of a typical official. In 1881, he was appointed as the director of
the Imperial Museum. He became the director of the Academy of
Fine Arts and thus combined his interests and his responsibilities to
the public and to the reputation of the family.?!? Arguably, the first
artists perceived their art and profession as being in line with their
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political loyalty to the state (and the nation embodied within the
state). The process whereby artists began questioning their innate
loyalty to the state and became (at least moderate and loyalist) dis-
senters began only after the 1908 Revolution. Even after that, the
artists and men of letters never achieved the level of radicalism and
dissent of their European and Russian colleagues, and the Kemalist
ideology in the Republic constituted the thrust of the culture and
ethos of the Turkish artistic community.

This attitude was retained due to the fact that serving in state serv-
ice was inherited from the family. It was not perceived as a career or a
profession. It was rather the habitus in which fortunate sons felt com-
fortable and which they did not easily or voluntarily leave. Many sons
followed in their fathers’ footsteps. Mehmed Cemil, the son of Mustafa
Resid Pasha, served as the ambassador to Paris three different times
over a three-year period and was appointed as the Minister of Foreign
Affairs in 1872. Two sons of Mustafa Resid, Mehmed Cemil and Ali
Galip, served as Minister of Foreign Affairs for very brief periods.
Mustafa Regid Pasha’s two grandsons, Mehmed Tevfik and Mustafa
Resid “Beyefendi”, also served in the Hamidian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs in Istanbul. Fuad Pasha’s son, Izzet Fuad Pasha, was the ambas-
sador to Madrid between 1900 and 1908. Celal Miinif, son of Miinif
Pasha, one of the most prominent intellectuals and statesmen of the
Tanzimat period, served in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Berlin
and in Teheran, and in the Office of Translation in his youth,?"* and
became a career diplomat serving in various posts in Ottoman embas-
sies abroad before being appointed as the Director of Protocol of the
Republican Foreign Ministry in 1924.2% Ambassador Arifi Pasha’s
son, Mustafa Sekip Bey, was the ambassador to Stockholm. Given that
Arifi Pasha’s father, Sekip Pasha, was also an ambassador and later
Minister of Foreign Affairs, three generations of the family worked in
the Ministry. Individuals in two different generations held the posi-
tion of Foreign Minister. Four Franko brothers, Yusuf, Nasri, Fethi,
and Feyzi, were sons of the former governor of Lebanon, Franko Pasha,
and served in the Ministry simultaneously. Mustafa Regid and Yusuf
Ziya, Agah Efendi and Sakir Pasha, and Ahmed Cevad and Sakir were

sets of brothers who both served as ambassadors.>"
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As pointed out previously, genealogical continuity was particularly
prevalent among non-Muslim officials. Kostaki and Stefanaki were
father and son ambassadors to London. The embassy to London oper-
ated practically as the private property of the Musurus family until
1874, when all the officials in the embassy were relatives of Kostaki
Musurus Pasha. The staff included the ambassador Kostaki Musurus
Pasha, his brother, his two sons, and his son-in-law.?'® The military
attaché appointed in 1874 was the first non-Musurus recruitment in
the embassy. The state of affairs at the London embassy, the privileges
held by Musurus Pasha, and the appointment of his son, Stefanaki,
can be seen as artifacts of the pre-modern practice of giving posts
as family possessions. Artin Dadyan, the long-time secretary-general
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, recruited his son, Diran, into the
Ministry. Diran worked as an administrative official in the Ministry in
Istanbul.?!” Artin Dadyan’s brother, Arakil, also briefly served as trans-
lator in the embassy in Paris.?!® Hrant Noradonkyan, whose brother
Gabriel Noradonkyan was the gray eminence of the Ministry, also
served in the Ministry as assistant counselor in the Legal Council >
Hirant, the son of Sahak Abro, who was also the long-time Head of the
Office of Foreign Correspondence, became a preeminent legal expert
in the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs.??° One of Naum Pasha’s
sons also entered the Ottoman diplomatic service.?”! Naum Pasha’s two
cousins were also Ottoman diplomats.??? Said Bey, the son of Jewish
Davud Efendi, assumed the post of chief translator of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and served in that capacity for a long time.?”> Ahmet
Riistem, the Ottoman ambassador to Washington, was the son of
the Polish aristocrat, émigré, and convert, (Nihad) Bilinski, who also
served in the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs.?%!

Asaf Sadullah, Sadullah Pasha’s son, worked as the secretary in the
Berlin embassy while his father was the ambassador to Berlin. Nusret
Sadullah, another son of Sadullah Pasha, who became the ambassador
to Brussels and Den Haag, appears to be an exception to the absence
of European-style “monarchism” within the Ottoman imperial elite.
He resigned from the diplomatic service after the abolition of the sul-
tanate due to his loyalty to the Ottoman dynasty and went into self-
exile in Nice, where the members of the Ottoman dynasty settled.?”
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Nevertheless, his monarchism was short-lived as he returned to the
diplomatic service and even became an RPP deputy in 1927.22°
Abdiilhak Hiiseyin, the son of Abdiilhak Hamid, began his diplomatic
career in Den Haag and London, working with his father. He died
while he was the charge d’affaires in Washington during World War I,
replacing Ambassador Ahmed Riistem. Mehmed Su’ad, who served in
the offices of the Legal Councilor and the Translation Office, was the
son of Asim Pasha, a Minister of Foreign Affairs for Abdiilhamid II,
although Asim Pasha was not a career diplomat.??’

This pattern was not unique to the Ottoman case. On the con-
trary, the Ottomans reproduced the European pattern. Sons work-
ing with their fathers (or nephews working with their uncles) was
not unique to the Ottoman diplomatic service. In Germany, “(thwo
ambassadors to France, Prince Chlodwig zu Hohenloe-Schillingfiirst
and Baron Willhelm von Schoen, were joined in Paris by their sons.
In Madrid, Radowitz sent for his son, while young Count Hatzfeldt-
Wildenburg served under his father at the Court of St. James.. . When
Count Karl von Piickler, a junior army officer, desired to become a dip-
lomat, he asked his uncle, Prince Heinrich VII Reuss, the ambassador
to Austria-Hungary, to request that he be assigned to the embassy.”??8
In France, “(Dhe profession could at one time have been considered
a kind of caste...an aristocracy that was permitted to elect its own
members... There have been in France, both before and since the
Revolution, dynasties of diplomats...There have also been instances of
brothers following parallel diplomatic careers.”*?? In Austria-Hungary,
“employment in the foreign service was almost a family affair. Indeed,
once a new family had gained a foothold in the Foreign Ministry it
was almost a rule that the sons, even the grandsons, remained in this

230 In the Netherlands, offices were “handed down from

»231

profession.
father to son, uncle to nephew. In Russia, “(p)laces in the diplo-
matic corps were generally reserved for men born into the gentry. In
fact, a diplomatic career was often passed down through the family.”?*2
In short, genealogical continuity was a European-wide phenomenon
in the nineteenth century: “These [Foreign Office} staffs were small
and their members personally known to their chiefs. Gradually, posi-

tions came to be handed down from generation to generation. The
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same family names appeared — fathers and sons, brothers, uncles and
nephews. There were many ‘closed shops.” Successive generations of
civil servants were often related to one another through descent or
marriage.”??®> The genealogical continuity was a corollary of the aris-
tocratic quality of the diplomatic services. Though many “diplomatic
dynasties” lacked impressive aristocratic credentials, they became e
Jacto magnate families or nobles of the robe in the nineteenth-century
style by associating themselves with the most prestigious offices of the
state and became families of prominence. This was especially the case
in France, where some dynastic families of the foreign office were of
middle-class origin. State service was an elite-processing mechanism
converting aristocracies of lineage to state aristocracies and creating
new aristocratic lineages.

The Legacy of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry

Needless to say, genealogical continuity survived the Empire. Salih
Miinir Pasha’s nephew, Melih Esenbel, served as Turkey’s long-time
ambassador to Washington, ambassador to Tokyo, the general secretary
of the Ministry, and briefly Minister of Foreign Affairs. Diplomacy was
a family business on Melih Esenbel’s father’s side, as well. His maternal
grandfather, Semseddin Ziya, a descendant of the Ramazanogullari,
was another Hamidian diplomat. Melih Esenbel was the product of
an intra-marriage within the diplomatic service given that there were
diplomats on both sides of the family.

Selim Sarper, Turkey’s ambassador to Rome and Moscow, sec-
retary-general of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Foreign
Minister between 1960 and 1962, was the nephew of Galip Kemali
Soylemezoglu. Yiiksel Soylemez, the son of a nephew of Galip Kemali
was another diplomat raised in the family. Hiisrev Gerede, military
officer-turned-diplomat during the Republic, who served in the key
post of ambassador to Berlin during World War II, was the son-in-law
of Galip Kemali Soylemezoglu. However, the diplomatic genealogy of
the family goes back to Kabuli Pasha, the father of Galip Kemali, who
served as ambassador to Vienna. Seyfullah Esin, a descendant of both
Sadullah Pasha and Galip Kemali Soylemezoglu, served as the Turkish
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ambassador to Bonn, Cairo, and the United States. Seyfullah Esin was
married to Emel Esin, who was the daughter of Ahmed Ferit Tek, a
Young Turk who became a career diplomat in the Republic, serving as
ambassador to London, Warsaw, and Tokyo.

We meet the Usakligil family again in the marriage of Cevat Agikalin,
the influential secretary-general of the Minister of Foreign Affairs>>*
and son of Ali Cevad, the imperial secretary to Abdiilhamid II, to
Mevhibe Usakligil, the sister of Latife, the niece of Halid Ziya, and
the aunt of Biilend Usakligil. Cevad Ezine, the late Ottoman and
early Republican ambassador and a descendant of a prominent family
from Ezine (a town in the Canakkale province of modern Turkey) mar-
ried the daughter of the illustrious Halil Edhem Bey and became the
son-in-law of an aristocratic Istanbuliot Ottoman family. These two
marriages were examples of the incorporation of two diverse elites.
Hulusi Fuad Tugay, the son of Deli Fuad Pasha who himself served
as an ambassador of Turkey, married the granddaughter of Khedive
Ismail Pasha and daughter of Mahmud Muhtar Pasha, the Ottoman
military commander and the ambassador to Berlin between 1913 and
1915.%% This marriage was yet another one which connected diverse
elites. The Republican cadres of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs con-
tinued to be the scions of late Ottoman civil servants. Prominent fig-
ures of the Republican diplomatic service such as Fatin Riisdii Zorlu,
his brother Rifk: Riisdii Zorlu, Muharrem Nuri Birgi, and many
other prominent ambassadors, such as Nureddin Vergin, Ismail Erez,
Pertev Subagi, and Niizhet Kandemir were descendants of Ottoman
pashas.?3® Hasan Esat Isik, the ambassador to Paris and Moscow, the
Minister of Foreign Affairs, and the Minister of Defense, was the son
of Mehmed Esat (Isik), one of the pioneering medical (military) doc-
tors and medical bureaucrats of the Ottoman Empire. Necdet Kent
was the nephew of Ahmet Muhtar (Mollaoglu).”>’ Among others,
Siireyya Anderiman, the Republican ambassador to Tokyo, was the son

of Mehmed Siireyya Bey,?*®

who began his diplomatic career in 1892
and served as Ottoman consul and ambassadorial secretary in various
posts throughout the Hamidian era before becoming the Director of
Protocol in the Republican Ministry in 1931. Mustafa Resid Paga’s

son, Basri Resid Danigment, was also a Republican ambassador.
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Sons of Ottoman figures as diverse as Tunali Hilmi (Insan Tunaly),
Ebubekir Hazim (Tepeyran) (Celal Hazim Tepeyran), Ali Kemal (Zeki
Kuneralp), Bursalt Mehmed Tahir Bey (Bedri Tahir Saman), Ali Fuat
(Tiirkgeldi) (Ali Tiirkgeldi) and the grandsons of Kamil Pasha (Yusuf
Hikmet Bayur, Hilmi Kamil Bayur), Said Pasha (Hasan Istinyeli),
Midhat Pasha (Sefik Fenmen), Tunuslu Hayreddin Paga, Fuad Pasa
(Sevket Fuad Kegeci being the grandson of both Fuad Paga and Tunuslu
Hayreddin Pasa), Halil Rifat Pasha (Fuad Simavi®*?), Ibrahim Edhem
Pasha (Sadi Eldem),?** and Ali Kemal (Selim Kuneralp, son of Zeki
Kuneralp) served as Republican diplomats and ambassadors.?*" Hence,
at least seven Ottoman grand viziers had grandsons who served in the
Republican Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

In short, the degree of continuity of the cadres of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in terms of blood lineages from the Empire to the
Republic is enormous. It has been argued previously that the criti-
cal threshold of the founding of Turkish modernity and the modern
state was passed by the Tanzimat and Hamidian elite, and hence it is
natural to observe continuity from the Hamidian aristocratic culture
to the Republican culture with certain breaks and alterations. This
continuity can be established not only in ideological terms, but also in
a genealogical sense.

The imagined state elite persisted in holding the major positions
within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The idea of the state for the
members of this elite was not an external reality that belonged to
the political realm. On the contrary, the state was part of their daily
life. The state was a concrete and intimate reality. It was not sacred
and transcendental,>*? it was very real and familiar. It was their
own. The state was internalized, familiarized, and personalized.
The state was not something to which they should be servile, but
the pivotal symbol of their sense of belonging and the safe harbor
in which they felt secure. It was the polar star in their mental cos-
mology which made them confident in the eternity of the universe
and which provided ontological security.?*> From this cultural inti-
macy, they also invented a national imagination which linked the
state, the nation, and themselves and attributed to the nation cer-
tain imagined “national characteristics” they themselves displayed
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in their habitus. In this perception, the nation was defined in refer-
ence to the state, which was perceived within a cultural prism. The
“nation” was imagined in line with the habitus, cultural forma-
tions, and premises of this state elite. Within this conjecture, the
Turkish nation was imagined as “secular” and “modern” as opposed
to “backward” and “pious”.

The state became more “sacred” and “transcendental” in the twen-
tieth century as the bureaucracy became more formalized, depersonal-
ized, and lacking in familiarity. Thus, the state lost its humane touch
and its immediate proximity. The state also lost its embedded nature
within the culture of a certain class formation. It lost its very personal-
ized aspects and its emotional contact with its constituency. It ceased
to be flesh and blood, although the very nineteenth-century percep-
tion of the state persisted in the minds of the state elite who exported
this perception of the state to the masses.’*4 Thus, a certain imagery
was disseminated. It was no coincidence that the Republican Ministry
of Foreign Affairs was one of the institutions that was able to pat-
tially evade formalization and anonymity. It could keep its corps d'esprit,
retain the “closed shop” nature of the nineteenth-century (Ottoman)
bureaucratic habitus, and be a harbinger of a (state-centric) distinct
nationalism and national imagination embedded within a certain
culturalization.



CHAPTER 4

THE ROUTINE OF THE
DIPLOMATIC SERVICE AND
ITS ENCOUNTERS ABROAD

Defending the Hamidian Autocracy Abroad

A habitual assumption regarding the cadres of the Foreign Ministry
is that they are primarily interested in “international” affairs, unlike
the other bureaucratic offices. However, only a small percentage of the
office work of the Foreign Ministry relates to the conduct of foreign
relations. This is true for all foreign ministries, but it was much more
so regarding the Ottoman Foreign Ministry. The chief tasks of the
Ottoman Ministry were the supervision of the activities of Ottoman
nationals and especially the activities of the dissidents and non-Muslims
abroad, and the tracking of the local press’s commentaries regarding
the Ottoman Empire and the sultan. These activities were in addition
to many technical matters, such as the pursuit of the commercial and
legal rights of Ottoman subjects abroad. In short, in an age of inter-
nationalization, or in Hobsbawm’s “Age of Empire”, foreign policy was
not a matter of technicality in isolation from domestic politics and
political struggles. The Ottoman representatives were not mere tech-
nicians, but civil servants, whose duties and policies were shaped by
the domestic concerns of the Hamidian regime. A separation of foreign
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policy and internal policy was untenable. However, the diplomatic
service was not a garrison of the Hamidian regime, either. In some
ways, the Ottoman diplomats were at the very center of the Hamidian
political structures, given their representation of the Hamidian estab-
lishment abroad. Yet, given their closeness to the international world,
they constituted a small, privileged group relatively freed from the
restraints of the Hamidian establishment. This situation also rendered
them distant from the networks and powerhouses in Istanbul. The
themes and content of ambassadorial correspondences attest to the
changing mood in the Hamidian era after the disillusionment with
the failure of Tanzimat reformism.

Different embassies specialized in the pursuit of different national
dissident groups. For example, the correspondence of the embassy
to Washington abounds with documentation of the activities of the
Armenians, whether dissidents or not. Not only did the bulk of the
diplomatic relations between the Ottoman Empire and United States
consist of the status of missionary schools and the problems deriving
from the legal problems faced by Armenians in obtaining American
citizenship, but the Ottoman embassy to Washington’s specific task
was the monitoring of Armenian activities (rallies, demonstrations,
publications, organizational works) in the United States. Although
the tracking of Armenians residing in the United States had been
a regular activity of the embassy in Washington prior to 1890, with
the outbreak of the Armenian insurgencies, it became the principal
preoccupation of the embassy. Prior to 1890, dispatches written by the
embassy remained infrequent. These dispatches were written down
not for urgent matters, but as regular dispatches sent every two weeks
or so. With the explosion of the Armenian insurgency, however, the
Washington embassy’s workload increased drastically.

These dispatches included the regular supervision of the Armenian
press in the United States' with a specific focus on the New York-
based Haik,> a close surveillance of the American press and their
commentaries on Armenian events, the writing of disclaimers to the
relevant newspapers, and the lobbying of congressmen with pamphlets,
etc. In 1896, the rekzips (disclaimers) were gathered and published
as a separate pamphlet to be distributed to congressmen.’ In 1890,
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the embassy submitted a comprehensive report, an overview of the
Armenian press in the United States.* It was recommended in 1896
that some American newspapers, such as the New York Herald® and
the Washington Post.® be denied entry to the Ottoman Empire due to
insulting photographs they published regarding the Armenian events.
The embassy also regretted that the unfounded reports relayed by the
Armenian press had been publicized by American newspapers.” As
counter-propaganda, texts written by the Matbuat-1 Ecnebiye Kalemi
(Office of Foreign Press) were published in the American media.®

Ahmed (Alfred) Riistem Bey, the son of a Polish aristocrat who
immigrated to the Ottoman Empire, was appointed as the ambassa-
dor in Washington in 1914. He had been working in the Washington
embassy in various posts previously and was the Turkish diplomat who
did the most to combat the negative propaganda. He actively pur-
sued a counter-propaganda policy by publishing articles in prominent
American newspapers and making statements to the American news-
papers. His Polish origins and European erudition should have facili-
tated his communication with Westerners and allowed his skills to
impress and convince them.” Reports also summarized articles printed
in prominent newspapers. For example, the embassy noted in 1895
that the newspaper S#z had argued that the Armenians were victori-
ous vis-a-vis the Ottoman state with regard to their improved relations
with the European powers.!’ The embassy also dispatched the publica-
tions of Armenian newspapers to Istanbul. As an example of the dan-
gerous deeds of the Armenian press based in New York and in other
cities, the embassy noted that the Armenian press in the United States
had requested that Britain be involved in Armenian affairs in order to
protect the rights and interests of the Armenian people.'!

The principal concern of the Ottoman Empire in its diplomatic
relations with the United States of America was Armenian affairs; the
predominant preoccupation in the diplomatic correspondence of the
USA with the Ottoman Empire was the same, as can be gathered from
the yearbooks Foreign Relations of the United States. It had been esti-
mated that “officers in the Constantinople legation spent nine-tenth
of their time toiling over missionary issues.”'? The number of docu-
ments regarding diplomatic relations with “Turkey” included in the
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yearbooks is very small vis-a-vis the excessive amount of documents
on other European and Latin American countries. Furthermore, no
political report of Turkey was deemed necessary for inclusion in the
yearbooks. The selected dispatches written from Washington to the
embassy in Istanbul and from the embassy in Istanbul to Washington
covered the problems that the missionaries and their schools (espe-
cially the Euphrates College in Harpoot) were facing. The selected
documents were on the “maltreatment” and “murderous attacks” on
the Armenians. Also, a lot of paperwork was devoted to the natu-
ralization of Armenian residents of Ottoman nationality and to the
problems that naturalized Armenians residing in America were fac-
ing regarding inheritances and legal rights."® In short, the diplomatic
relations with America meant predominantly Armenian dissidence for
the Ottoman diplomatic service.'* It was no coincidence that Ahmed
Riistem Bey, after long service in the embassy to Washington, wrote
a book in Switzerland justifying Ottoman policies regarding the mas-
sacres of 1915.

Although dominated by Armenian-related activities, the occupa-
tion of the embassy was not only policing. The embassy regularly
reported the latest developments in continental American politics.
A regular report in 1898 informed Istanbul about the aggression
between Nicaragua and Costa Rica, which could have triggered a
war between the two countries.””> The embassy also closely followed
the crisis over the Panama Canal in 1903 and the involvement of the
United States in these affairs, which resulted in the independence of
Panama from Colombia.'® The embassy also relayed information about
South American politics since this is what constituted the main inter-
est of the United States government in international politics. Several
reports informed Istanbul on the international and domestic politics of
countries such as Chile, Paraguay, Bolivia, and Mexico.

As the embassy in Washington specialized in the pursuit of
Armenian activities, the embassy in Rome specialized in monitoring
Albanian dissidents or “potential” dissidents. There was no timeframe
in which the preoccupation of the pursuit of dissidents increased sig-
nificantly. On the contrary, this was a constant concern. From the 1870s
onward, there was a continuous concern about Albanian activities in
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Italy (as well as in Austria, Greece, and to a lesser extent Romania).
The level of vigilance remained constant before the Albanian rebellion
of 1911 when the Albanian problem turned into a primary and imme-
diate concern for Istanbul.

In contrast to Armenian activities in the United States, Albanian
dissidence in Italy was disorganized and personal. However, that does
not mean that the embassy in Rome was less concerned, as the routine
dispatches reporting the latest Albanian activities demonstrate. It nev-
ertheless was one of the main tasks of the embassy. In contrast to the
embassy in Washington, reporting Albanian dissidence comprised a
relatively insignificant portion of the immense load of paperwork.

A report in 1886 relayed that the Albanian émigré community
in Bari was trying to finance a newspaper and an institute in the
Albanian language.!” The embassy was particularly alarmed when
two Albanian dissidents, Ali Hilmi and Siileyman Sami, moved
from Athens to Rome in 1880. The embassies in both capitals sent
dispatches relaying their information on these dissidents. The dissi-
dents were chased in Rome.!® Suspicions were raised that they would
move to Vienna. However, in the end the dissidents asked for permis-
sion to return to the Ottoman Empire after failing to advance their
activities.

The task of the embassy was much simpler because the Albanians
in Italy lived on their own and were not in regular contact with the
indigenous people and the leaders of public opinion. In short, although
the occupation of the embassy in Washington was a sophisticated and
multifaceted job, the job of the embassy in Rome remained focused on
policing. As pointed out above, the embassy had more political obliga-
tions and important duties, such as following Italian intentions with
regard to the Ottoman Empire and with regard to the other European
powers. The other embassies which were occupied with Albanian dis-
sidence were Athens, Bucharest, and Vienna.

One of the main preoccupations of the embassies was the issue of the
negative portrayal of the Ottoman Empire in the press. All the embas-
sies were equally concerned with the improvement of the image of the
Ottoman Empire. The overall perception and portrayal of the Ottoman
Empire was negative, and this was perceived as a principal threat to
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the interests of the Empire. Of course, embassies were not only relay-
ing information on the mood of the local press. They were also active
in changing and transforming the negative depiction and image of the
Ottoman Empire. For example, a dispatch from the embassy informed
Istanbul that a newly founded Vienna-based newspaper was planning
to employ a correspondent in Istanbul, and the embassy requested/
suggested that the Ministry be involved in the process so that the
prospective correspondent would be sympathetic to the Ottoman
Empire."” Every embassy was paranoid about the negative coverage of
the Ottoman Empire in their local press, so much so that a dispatch
from Vienna portrayed the press of Vienna as “the center of the anti-
Ottoman coverage in Europe.”?’

It has to be noted that it was Abdiilhamid II who zealously endeav-
ored to influence, lead, and manipulate the Western press after the rela-
tively passive stance of his predecessors. His personal policy of developing
contacts with Western correspondents brought up a general concern for
struggling with and manipulating the Western media. This interest in
the foreign press was a top-to-bottom affair. Abdiilhamid’s first act in
this regard was an attempt to influence English public opinion by pub-
lishing the letters of Admiral Hobart in the prestigious newspaper, The
Times, in 1877.2' Abdiilhamid II developed close relations with corre-
spondents in Istanbul. In 1878, he awarded Ottoman insignia to three
of the seven French correspondents resident in Istanbul.?? After that, he
continued to track the Western press coverage personally.?? Although
Abdiilhamid II had established a bureau in the Yildiz Palace to follow
foreign press coverage, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was also active in
tracking the foreign coverage and taking action when necessary.

The issue of public opinion became an obsession throughout the
reign of Abdiilhamid II. Public opinion became a novel factor to be
considered and, if possible, controlled as early as the reign of Mahmud
I1.2* Throughout the Tanzimat, with the emergence of newspapers, it
became apparent that public opinion had become a significant factor
that had to be dealt with accordingly. For the first time, the minds
of the general public were a matter of concern. The idiom “efkar-:
umumiye” (public opinion) emerged and assumed a great importance
in the 1860s with the emergence and success of a highly influential
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Turkish-language Ottoman press.””> The state was obliged to measure,
respond to, and lead public opinion. This concern became almost an
obsession for Abdiilhamid II.

Newspapers were treated as acid tests of public opinion. In fact,
excerpts from newspapers were not only sent to Istanbul as annexes to
dispatches, but also comprised the bulk of the dispatches themselves.
Sometimes, insignificant and minor press coverage caused scandals
and uproars and required a heavy load of dispatches to be sent from
both Istanbul and the embassy in question in order to resolve these
“blows”. Nevertheless, in the diplomatic dispatches, it was elections
which were seen as the primary (and direct) manifestations of public
opinion.?® The diplomatic service focused on the role of public opinion
expressed via political parties and via other means of expression. The
anti-Ottoman mood of the public in Britain during the Russo-Turkish
War had a devastating impact on the Ottoman diplomatic service. For
this reason, party politics in Britain was carefully scrutinized. Reports
on party lines and positions were diligently dispatched to Istanbul
from Britain. A comparable concern regarding partisan divisions and
disputes was also displayed in France, Italy, and other parliamentary
regimes. Unsurprisingly, the correspondence from the embassies in
Germany and Russia lacked the tracking of a public opinion since
public opinion was not regarded as important there.

Ironically, Britain was the country where artificial manipulation
of public opinion was least possible due to its developed civil soci-
ety and free, public political debates. It was also the country where
public opinion exerted the most pressure on the foreign policy of the
British cabinet. Knowing this, the Ottoman diplomatic corps showed
a special concern for public opinion in Britain, as became clear from
the long reports assigned to this matter.?’ Paradoxically, although it
was least likely to influence public opinion in Britain via authorized
publications, it was in Britain where the most effort was exerted and
the incomparably highest expenditures were made, paying affiliated
journalists, and other “artificial” means.

With the emergence of the Armenian events in the 1890s, this issue
began to haunt all the embassies.”® Although the massacres instigated
diplomatic tensions, the most disturbing repercussion of the events
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was the uproar of public opinion and the press in Europe rather than
the relatively mild reactions of the European governments. All the
embassies struggled with the growing bad reputation of the Empire.
The most severe pressure was on the shoulders of the embassy in
London, as the British had the most organized and most outspoken
civil society with Protestant/humanitarian and evangelical attitudes.?
Moreover, the Bulgarian atrocities further displayed the enormous role
of public opinion and public agitation in the making of foreign policy
in Britain.®® Halil Halid, who was employed in the consular service
in London and was also a Turkish instructor at Cambridge University,
addressed the British audience and pointed out that the reality of
Armenians in the Ottoman Empire was different from what the pub-
lic assumed due to the success of Armenian propaganda in Britain. He
also published articles in the British press challenging anti-Ottoman
propaganda.’! The embassies felt a strong urge to defend the Empire’s
honor and their own, although this experience also instigated an esca-
lating reaction to the (red) sultan’s notorious reputation in the eyes of
the diplomatic service. The Young Turks in exile also cultivated con-
tradictory sentiments regarding the Armenian events. They oscillated
between cooperating with the Armenian organizations in Europe and
defending the actions of the Ottoman government as legitimate self-
defense against a violent and bloody insurrection.

From 1890 onwards, the embassies dispatched an abundant number
of reports related to the Armenian problem. Four embassies were send-
ing by far the highest number of reports on the issue: the embassies to St.
Petersburg, Washington, London, and Paris. As mentioned above, these
reports constituted the main paperwork of the embassy to Washington
whereas the “Armenian work” was one of the main activities in the other
three embassies. The importation of any publication into the Ottoman
Empire reporting on the Armenian issue was to be prevented. Therefore,
the embassies reported on the harmful contents of publications and pro-
posed the prohibition of publications or certain issues of publications in
the Ottoman Empire.*® It is not surprising to observe that the embassies
in Vienna and Berlin did not find much to report to Istanbul. In the
Hamidian era, Berlin and Vienna emerged as two reliable and unwa-
vering allies of the Ottoman Empire in which any kind of unruly or
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seditious activity of dissent was not permitted. On the contrary, the
German diplomatic service even requested friendly countries, such as
Switzerland, to disallow any activity of the Ottoman dissidents within
their territories.>* Although the number of dispatches on the Armenian
issue erupted in 1890, after the quieting of the Armenian events in the
late 1890s, dispatches of the same ilk continued to be sent until 1908.
Only aslight decrease is observable after the pacification of the Armenian
problem in the late 1890s. In the eyes of the diplomats and the center,
the affair calmed down only temporarily, and therefore vigilance and
readiness for a prospective eruption of the affair had to be maintained.
This shows the extent of the impact that the Armenian phenomenon
had on the psyche of the Ottoman center. It may also be argued that the
constant Armenian threat and subversiveness nurtured the development
of a sense of “we” against “them” (Armenians), and subsequently this
sense of “we” was transferred into an awareness of Turkishness, the only
loyal element within the Ottoman Empire.

Ottoman officialdom remained vigilant and alarmed regarding the
Armenian problem. Armenians abroad continued to be monitored
and their activities reported. All the Armenians, whether they were
students, peasants, people seeking their fortune, or political activ-
ists, were individually identified by files containing short biographies
and information about their physical appearances. The movements of
Armenians (especially when in groups) were followed and reported. In
that regard, the Ottoman representatives abroad displayed the quick
consolidation of a modern state seeking to know its own subjects in
detail, given that in the Ottoman Empire citizenship had only been
established in 1869. Nevertheless, the dimensions and effort of docu-
menting and identifying by the embassies were on a very modest scale
in comparison to the Ottoman provincial administrative offices, from
which detailed reports and dispatches identifying and documenting
were flowing abundantly.

Opposing Young Turks

Apparently, the activities of the Young Turks were another major
issue to be addressed by the Ottoman foreign representatives. Regular
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reports on the activities of the Young Turks and informative mem-
oranda were continuously sent from the embassies to Istanbul.”
The rich reports on the activities of the Young Turks and analyses
of their personalities took a considerable amount of ambassadorial
and consular work. When Ali Haydar Midhat, the son of Midhat
Pasha, left Izmir for Paris for subversive activity, he was contacted
by the relevant Ottoman representatives personally both in Athens
and Marseilles so as to be persuaded to return.’® One report just after
the move of Kemal Bey, the grandson of Midhat Pasha, to France,
suggested that Kemal Bey’s participation in the Young Turks should
be avoided, by employment abroad if necessary.”’ Ahmed Riza Bey,
Ismail Kemal, Ali Nuri (Gustaf Noring), and Edhem Nuri were the
dissidents whose activities were most frequently reported.”® However,
Mahmud Celaleddin Pasha, who joined the Young Turks in Paris, was
the dissident who was most assiduously and exhaustively followed and
tracked at every opportunity. Numerous reports were amassed and
dispatched to Istanbul.*? His desertion to the Young Turks shocked
and panicked Abdiilhamid IT and his establishment. The scare caused
by Mahmud Celaleddin’s desertion reverberated in the continent-wide
communications about him. All the Ottoman diplomatic legations
were on the alert for his possible moves. His short stay in Greece to
make contact with the Albanian revolutionary committees organized
by Ismail Kemal, who voyaged to Corfu from southern Albania, insti-
gated an immense uproar. His activities in Greece created a conti-
nent-wide alert in the Ottoman legations; his journey was reported
day-by-day by the relevant representatives. The Ottoman Ministry of
Foreign Affairs tried every means to persuade the Greek government
to expel him. The rebuff of the Greek government was regretted by
Rifat Bey, the ambassador to Athens, who admitted that Mahmud
Celaleddin Pasha was a figure of sympathy for journalists, parliamen-
tarians, and even ministers. He also related the negative response of
the Greek authorities, who asserted that such an expulsion would be
contrary to the spirit of their constitution. Thus, concluded Rifat Bey,
who was desperate to accomplish the tasks given to him, Greece pro-
vides “liberty of action to the anarchists”. Nevertheless, in the end,
Mahmud Celaleddin was forced to leave Greece, not for his “anarchist
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activities” but “out of his own will” as enforced by the Greek gov-
ernment. His departure from Greece via Corfu was instantly com-
municated to Istanbul with relief by Rifat Bey, who received definite
information from the consul general of the Ottoman Empire in Corfu.
He landed in Brindisi, and this was reported by the Ottoman embassy
in Rome. Simultaneously, Salih Miinir Bey, the ambassador to France,
was informed that Mahmud Celaleddin Pasha might be on his way to
France. The exchange of dispatches included brainstorming on how
to react to Mahmud Celaleddin’s prospective arrival in France. The
embassy in Rome kept Istanbul informed continuously until Mahmud
Celaleddin left Italy for Switzerland. His activities in Switzerland,
where he tried to organize the Young Turks in Geneva under his lead-
ership, were followed very closely by the Ottoman consul general in
Geneva, Baron Richthofen, who was in reality “a shadowy associate of

40 Baron

Baron Oppenheim.. .[and} certainly for German intelligence.
Richthofen sent regular and bulky reports to Istanbul on the moves of
Mahmud Celaleddin.

The principal reason for the ensuing panic after the desertion of
Mahmud Celaleddin was the sympathy expressed by European public
opinion towards him. The European press portrayed him as a liberal
and an able opponent of Abdiilhamid II who might challenge and
seize Abdulhamid IT's authority as he was acknowledged to be capable
of such a takeover due to his impressive political background, intel-
lectual credentials, and his royal marriage.

Since his pro-British sympathies were well known, Mahmud
Celaleddin Pasha contacted Britain for support. These maneuvers
alarmed Abdiilhamid II, who feared Mahmud Celaleddin would
“translat(e) it into a movement of the pro-British wing of the Ottoman
bureaucracy and instructed Ottoman diplomats to scrutinize the affairs
of his brother in-law. Later, the palace tempted Damad Mahmud
Celaleddin Pasha to return with an offer of £50,000 and shares in the
concession that he had been trying to acquire for a British company.
Later in England, Anthopulos Pasha made him a new offer, and finally
Turhan Pasha added some inducement in order to persuade him to
return.”!! Although Abdiilhamid II failed to convince his brother in-
law to return, his diplomatic efforts resulted in the British giving a cold
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shoulder to Mahud Celaleddin’s request for support. His efforts to seek
assistance from Germany and France also failed. Mahmud Celaleddin’s
desertion resulted in one of the most coordinated and extensive flurries
of Ottoman diplomatic activity involving various diplomatic posts in
Europe.

Although regular reporting of the subversive activities of the
Young Turks was a permanent task of the diplomatic representatives,
the number of reports on subversive activities exploded in 1898 and
declined by 1905. The years 1900, 1901, and 1902 were years of height-
ened panic and tension, as we can observe from the unprecedented
amount of work devoted to the subversive activities in these three years.
These years were also the years of Abdiilhamid’s aggressive purge of
the Young Turks. After Abdiilhamid II successfully countered the
Young Turks, things calmed down from 1902 onwards. Nevertheless,
the tracking of Ottoman citizens within the area of responsibility of
any diplomatic post continued to be a primary concern regardless of
the potential threat that the individual in question posed. Students,
merchants, and others were to be tracked with equal diligence.

Salih Miinir Pasha (1859-1939) in Paris was the chief antagonist
in the eyes of the Young Turks. He was the willing master spy of the
sultan and pleased Abdiilhamid IT with his impressive service.*? Salih
Miinir Pasha played the role of the intermediary between Abdiilhamid
II and European diplomatic representatives by using his personal
diplomacy, and he became a confidant of the sultan.*> Being the son of
Mahmud Celaleddin Pasha, who was a high-ranking bureaucrat and
Minister of Public Works in the Hamidian age, probably helped in
gaining the trust of the sultan. He was rewarded for his loyalty with
his long tenure as the Ottoman ambassador in Paris from 1895 until
the fall of Abdiilhamid II. He chased the Young Turks vigilantly on
every occasion and reported all their malice to his master. He was
responsible also for Switzerland and Belgium. He also tracked down
the Young Turk committees in Geneva with equal determination. 4
However, Salih Miinir Pasha was no subservient loyalist. He was also a
master of double-dealing. He asked to be paid for informing the sultan
of the subversive activities of the Young Turks. Unless he was pleased
financially, he preferred to keep the information to himself. Moreover,
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he also invented conspiracies to squeeze money out of the sultan. The
privileged ambassador visited Istanbul several times a year, as he man-
aged to keep his halo of immunity. His capacity for intrigue rendered
the Yildiz Palace incapable of subordinating him. He succeeded in
keeping the trust of the sultan.

Not surprisingly, he was dismissed immediately after the takeover
of the Young Turks. He was degraded, and his title of “pasha” was
revoked. He was prosecuted for his dealings, and his wealth was con-
fiscated. He was forced to leave the Ottoman Empire. He was denied a
pension until 1913.% Only in 1925 could he return to Turkey.*® Salih
Miinir Pasha was one of the victims of the Young Turks as, in their
eyes, he was one of the prominent symbols and arch-villains of the cor-
rupt regime of Abdiilhamid II. He was also the only major dignitary
within the diplomatic service who was demonized. Apparently, he was
purged and eliminated not for ideological reasons, but for his exploits
and maneuverings. The diplomatic service in general was relatively
free of the disgrace of cronyism within the corrupt regime. The gov-
ernors and military officers had much more chance to promote their
own interests and benefit from the regime, and thus more of them
suffered after the Young Turk Revolution in 1908. In comparison, the
Ottoman diplomatic service never enjoyed the prestige and privileges
of the German diplomatic service that would have enabled them to be
one of the pillars of the autocracy.?’

Although the toughest and most extensive work was performed by
the Paris embassy, all the other embassies were meticulously track-
ing any Young Turk activity and their contacts within their areas of
responsibility. Necib Melhame, the brother of the ill-reputed Selim
Melhame, was appointed as the undersecretary to the embassy to Paris
with the specific mission of “buying” Young Turks. However, his cor-
ruption obliged the French government to declare him persona non
grata, and he was deported. Although Abdiilhamid II appointed his
favorite as the commissioner to Bulgaria, his corruption ended with
the Bulgarian government’s deportation of Necib Melhame, declaring
him again persona non grata*® Gadban Efendi and Necib Melhame,
both Christian Arabs, were Abdiilhamid’s special appointments to
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, with the specific purpose of tracking
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down Young Turks, and they acted as Abdiilhamid’s personal inform-
ants and intelligence officers. Nevertheless, except for these figures
who were assigned for specific purposes, and a few others assigned for
other particular reasons as political appointments, Abdiilhamid II did
not interfere with the running of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
the promotions and appointments of diplomats and officials.

An important point we have to address is the personal convictions
and views of the members of the diplomatic service. The considerable
number of diplomats who joined the Young Turks makes us think
that, apart from their obligation to perform their office work and their
concern for future promotions, diplomats did not have much enthu-
siasm and conviction in tracking down the Young Turks. Beginning
from Kanipagazade Rifat Bey, a scribe in the Paris embassy who joined
Namik Kemal and his entourage when they left the Ottoman Empire
for Paris, many others opted to join the Young Turks.” Samipasazade
Sezai, while working in the Istigare Odas: (Counseling Office) of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, decided to join the Young Turks and
moved to Paris in 1901.°° Resid Sadi Bey, the chief secretary of the
London embassy, participated in the conspiratorial meeting organ-
ized by Prince Sabahaddin and Ismail Kemal in London in 1903.3!
Although it is hard to make a sweeping generalization, the observation
that these officials seemed indifferent and lacking in any conviction
while performing their professional duties seems true for the entire
Hamidian bureaucracy, as can be deduced from the memoirs of the
officials. Many other officials, who were more likely to be older and
scions of the first Tanzimat generation, were loyal, not necessarily to
the person of the sultan, but to the idea of the Ottoman polity. Lastly,
careerism also had to be a decisive motivation in generating loyalty
and conformism. It would be more accurate to reconstruct the con-
flict between the Young Turks and the palace not as an exclusively
ideological clash, but as a function of the unfulfilled expectancies of
the newly rising, educated generation, who felt that their merits and
their superior Western-style education were not rewarded adequately,
vis-a-vis those who owed their social status and offices to traditional
and patrimonial loyalties, connections, and old-style education. Once
the members of the new generation were satisfied, they were prone to
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abandon their opposition and keep their personal opinions to them-
selves, unlike the Russian opposition, where the opponents of the
regime were forced to abandon their loyalties to the regime outright.

After a compromise was reached between Abdiilhamid II and the
Young Turks, “Ishak Sukuti and Abdullah Cevdet became medical
doctors at the Ottoman embassies in Rome and Vienna; soon after,
Tunali Hilmi was appointed scribe to the Ottoman embassy in
Madrid.”? The age-old, pre-modern Ottoman practice of appointing
dissidents to state offices illustrates the complicated nature of politics.
Abdiilhamid IT could be confident that these Young Turks would not
confuse the minds of the staff in the embassies. His confidence derived
not from his trust in the ideological and personal resistance of the staff
in the embassies but from his recognition that the Young Turks would
immediately cease to propagate their subversive ideas once they were
subordinated to the palace. For example, one report suggested that if
Kadri Bey, who had previously been a contributor to the subversive
Saday-1 Millet (Voice of the People) published in Bucharest and who
was subsequently appointed as consul to Kragujevac, was not paid
his salary, he would go back to Bucharest and continue his subversive
activities.”

Abdiilhamid II followed the same policy with regard to Halil
Halid, who departed the Ottoman Empire for Britain to pursue his
oppositional politics and worked for the opposition newspaper of Selim
Faris printed in London. He was persuaded by Abdiilhamid IT in 1897
to quit the newspaper and accept employment as the second secretary
in the Ottoman embassy to London.>*

In the previous chapter, I pointed out that by sharing the same
social milieu, experiencing similar processes of socialization, and
being part of the same state elite, Young Turks could be recruited
in the embassies upon deference to the sultan. The world of Ahmet
Ihsan (as depicted in the previous chapter), the Young Turks, and the
embassies was a familiar/habitual one in which conflicts and compro-
mises were more personal than we may appreciate from outside and
thus could be reconciled at a personal level.”> The tone and discourses
employed in the “submission letters” of the Young Turks can be ana-
lyzed in this regard. In them, they were forced to depict themselves
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as erroneously and irresponsibly rebellious against the order in which
they were taken care of. Thus, they breached the code of conduct of
this culturally intimate world.>® Although this discourse was appar-
ently imposed on them, given that the Young Turks overwhelmingly
came from the same social milieu (or at least trained in schools where
they experienced a similar socialization process and were assimilated
to this culture), reconciliation with them and the recruitment of apolo-
getic Young Turks into embassies was possible. Thus, the Hamidian
regime could develop its mechanisms of repression without ever using
physical violence. The executions that the Young Turks undertook
after the suppression of the Incident of 31 March heralded the end of
this intimate world and the beginning of a new era in which political
disagreements were no longer seen as an intra-family problems, but
as genuine, irreconcilable political enmities. Therefore, in this new
world, there was no room for compromise; the legitimacy of politics
was acknowledged, and the “age of politics” emerged.

Connecting Two Separate Worlds

The position of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was unique in that
it functioned as the intermediary institution between foreigners and
Ottomans, between Muslims and non-Muslims, and between provin-
cial Ottoman officials and high-ranking bureaucrats in Istanbul as it
coordinated the implementation of Ottoman “reform” (i.e., reform of
the situation of the Christians in the Ottoman Empire) in an interactive
bargaining between the parties.”” Local officials reported their imple-
mentation of the “reform”, as well as the general situation regarding
relations between Muslims, Christians, and the state. Not surpris-
ingly, most reports were optimistic regarding the implementation and
the results of the “reforms”. On the other hand, many complaints were
voiced by missionaries, the representatives of the local churches, and
the consuls of the European powers, and these complaints were com-
municated to the offices in charge or were reviewed by the Ministry
itself 8

Of course, the Ministry also collected reports from local governmen-
tal offices (governorships, district administrations, military garrisons,
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police) reporting the subversive military, political, and non-political
activities of Armenians, the communications and relations between
the foreign consuls and the Armenians, etc. These reports were trans-
mitted to the Prime Ministry. The Ministry was at the center of a web
of communications connecting distant parties. At the same time, it
conveyed communications to alleviate the situation and to execute the
coordination of the progress of the counterinsurgency by managing its
international dimensions. For example, Roumelia became an important
concern of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the 1900s. The Ministry
was involved in the international dimensions of the Roumelian prob-
lem and coordinated the pursuit of the Bulgarian, Greek, and Serbian
brigands moving back and forth between the Ottoman Empire and
their “homelands abroad.””” The Roumelian problem was a multilay-
ered and multifaceted one in which diplomatic, political, legal, and
ideological dimensions were intertwined. Therefore, it needed instant
follow-up of various dynamics simultaneously.

This task of the Ministry regarding non-Muslims partly derived
from the fact that the supervision and administration of the Ottoman
non-Muslim milletrs was managed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
until 1876. Mezahip Odas: (Office of Religious Confessions) — later
called Deva-i Hariciye Kitabeti — was established to administer the
records of the non-Muslim millets and monitor their relations with the
state. Mezahip Odas: was also charged with handling any legal disputes
between non-Muslims and Muslims.?® The office was transferred to
the Ministry of Justice in 1877 with all the tasks of the office main-
tained due to the recognition that non-Muslims were subjects of the
Ottoman Empire like the Muslims.®" The Ministry of Foreign Affairs
partially acted as the overseer of the “reforms” due to its intermediary
role between the clashing parties.

Given the interconnectedness of the external and internal poli-
tics of the Ottoman Empire, it is hard to perceive the Ottoman
Foreign Ministry as merely coordinating the running of foreign rela-
tions. For example, the concerns of the Inspectorship of the Province
of Roumelia were a major preoccupation of the Ottoman Foreign
Ministry. The Ministry corresponded with the relevant embassies to
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track necessary information to inform and assist the inspectorship.®?
Apparently, the Inspectorship of the Province of Roumelia is a good
example of the interconnectedness of domestic and international poli-
tics. Nevertheless, the Inspectorship of the Province of Roumelia was
not the only Ottoman governmental office assisted by the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. Any governmental office in need of information
was provided with that information and logistics by the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Indeed, this was one of the crucial responsibilities of
the Ministry. Security concerns of the Dahiliye (Ministry of Interior)
were an important task of the Prime Ministry. The gekaver (brigand-
age) activities of Balkan nationalists were tracked by the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in coordination with the Dahiliye.®

The Foreign Ministry conveyed the dispatches of the embassies to
the relevant ministries (predominantly Dabiliye and Zabtiye) through
the Prime Ministry.®* The ministries and the Prime Ministry were
also in touch with the Foreign Ministry in order to obtain the neces-
sary information and for consultation. These included the reliability of
individual foreign nationals (as well as Christians of Ottoman nation-
ality) regarding their possible activities and connections abroad, pos-
sible foreign contact with local activists, etc.

It is important to bear in mind that the Ottoman Empire had
a very centralized state organization in which every communica-
tion passed through the Prime Ministry. The Prime Ministry was
informed of any communication between any two governmental
agencies.”> The Prime Ministry was acting in the name of the sul-
tan, and this status endowed the Prime Ministry with immense
power. The organizational structure of the Sublime Porte was insti-
tuted taking the Prime Ministry as the center and the ministries as
conductors of daily business rather than independent bodies. Thus,
it was no coincidence that the Ministries of Internal and Foreign
Affairs were both working in the building complex of the Prime
Ministry. Thus, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and its routine can-
not be dissociated from the other governmental offices. This is true
also with regard to its ideological build-up as reflected in the official
documents and correspondence.
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From Sedition to Anarchism: Enemies of the State

The Hamidian official language used when referring to Armenian
affairs was strikingly archaic. As Grigor Suny has observed, we can-
not assess the Turkish—Armenian conflicts as the outcome of “two
competing nationalisms” but rather as a conflict between the rising
Armenian nationalism and “state imperialists”, who were ambivalent
and vexed facing a threat they could not comprehend in an age of
nationalism.®® The official language is not only dehumanizing, but
also self-confidently and arrogantly state-centric. First of all, in the eye
of the Ottoman bureaucrat, Armenian disorders were “Ermeni fesad:
denilen asar-1 gekaver” (signs of brigandage known as the Armenian
conspiracy). Armenian activity was imagined and regarded as merely
brigandage with pre-modern and pre-political implications (@ la
Hobsbawm). The official language condemned these activities as a
kind of chaos and disorder. The word used was zhrilal, which at the
time did not refer to a revolution but meant rebellion, disorder, and
unrest. The nineteenth-century Balkan uprisings were referred to as
ihtilal, similar to the French Revolution, not because they were per-
ceived as revolutionary but because they were rebellions threatening
the political and social order and transgressing public morality. In this
pre-political perception, the Balkan rebels were revolting against the
legitimate and just order of the Ottomans. Mahmud Celaleddin Pasa’s
(1839-99) Mirat-1 Hakikat on the Turkish—Russian war was illustra-
tive in this regard. In his book on the Balkan rebellions and the Turco-
Russian War, he spoke of rebellions (#4#ila/) in Montenegro, Bulgaria,
and Crete. According to Mahmud Celaleddin, the rebels were “firing
the cellar of revolution/rebellion (mahzen-i ihtilal).”®’ The revolutionary
ideas were corrupting “those Bulgarians who were inclined to radical
ideas (¢fkar-1 miifrite) and support seditious activities.”®® In fact, the
phrase ihtilal was used in tandem with phrases such as fitne and fesad
(sedition) implying a transgression of the just and legitimate order.
The ideas of revolution were considered so seditious in that they may
lead the Balkan people to seek for independence (emel-i istiklal).

Thus, the response to Armenian militancy was police action. The
Ottoman embassies and consulates were to undertake police actions,
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such as informing Istanbul regarding the moves of the Armenians and
demanding the persecution of the Armenians by their host countries.
Thus, no agency was dedicated to dealing with Armenians’ activism
and their political commitments and aspirations. As indicated previ-
ously, this perception was equally applicable to any of the rebellious
ethnic groups, such as Serbians, Greeks, and Bulgarians, and derived
from the state-centric vision of the Ottoman bureaucratic world.
“Yiiz bulmak” (heartened by) was a label exhaustively used in official
documents depicting the attitude of the non-Muslim communities as
stimulated and manipulated by external forces denying them agency.®”
This discourse also condemned their aspirations for independence as
being utopian and illegitimate fantasies.

The gullible Armenian folk, who were yet to be “encouraged” by
external forces, were carefully dissociated from the Armenian fertibat-1
fesadiyye (conspiratorial organization) in imperial benevolence.” This
was because, as the developing official discourse argued, the Armenian
community lived peacefully and faced no discrimination in their daily
lives and in practicing their religion. Therefore, Armenian brigandage
was illegitimate, baseless, and unrepresentative of the Armenian com-
munity. Nevertheless, probably partially for reasons of practicality,
Armenian militants in official correspondence were described simply
as “Armenians”, which ethnicizes political activity, perceives all the
members of the ethnic group as parts of the indivisible whole, and
subsumes them within a homogenous politicized community. Thus,
although the official discourse uses an archaic state-centric language
that curses those who were not grateful for the benevolence of Ottoman
rule, through repetition it is transformed into an ethnically sensitive
state-nationalist, if not nationalist, language.

It is insightful to compare and contrast the language used between
the Ottoman governmental offices and between Ottoman officialdom
and their foreign counterparts. The Armenian bands were termed as
erbab-1 fesad, eskiya, Ermeni fesadesi, erbab-1 iftisas, Ermeni miifsedat1,
fesad komiteleri (intriguers, brigands, Armenian conspiracy/sedition,
conspiratorial committees) in the interdepartmental correspondence of
the Ottoman state.”! The label of erbab-1 fesad and others were dropped
in the dispatches of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs conveyed to its
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foreign counterparts. However, it appears that erbab-1 fesad, a specific
concept meaningful only in its Ottoman/Islamic background was also
excluded in the (French language) intra-ministerial correspondence of
the Foreign Ministry and not translated into French. The same was
true with regard to the language employed in reporting on the Young
Turks. For example, a dispatch sent to Abdiilhamid II in Turkish
from the Ottoman consul general in Geneva defines Geneva as ber
kisim erbab-1 miifsedat ve melanetin ilticagab: (the haven of all kinds of
seditionists).””> Apparently, these terms were very emotionally loaded
and bound to lose their specific references when translated into French
and even more so when translated into diplomatic French. The same
dispatch defined the journal Osmanls as Osmanls nam melanetkarane.”
We observe that the use of French as the language of communica-
tion tempered the tone of the discourse, as any language was another
medium in which the discourses were reconstructed according to the
references of the language. The French language with its “civiliza-
tionist” and “objective/rational” tenor remained aloof from the dis-
course and vocabulary of the Ottomans in the eyes of the Ottoman
bureaucracy. The fact that it was accessible to any foreigner also forced
the drafters of the texts to accommodate a new mental milieu and
develop strategies specific to the language of conduct. In the French-
language reports, the erbab-1 fesad turned into Armenian anarchists,
revolutionary committees, or committees, transforming the age-old
seditionist and unruly subjects of the Muslim polity into modern revo-
lutionaries and conspirators aiming to destroy the social order.

The 1890s were also the peak of anarchist activism and assassina-
tions throughout Europe (and the United States). It was a preemi-
nent concern of the European governments. Several heads of state
were assassinated, following the killing of Alexander II in 1881 by
Narodnaya Volya, Sadi Carnot (France 1894), Umberto I (Italy 1900),
and William McKinley (USA 1901) were murdered by anarchist assas-
sins.”* The activities of the anarchists, as well as the persecution of the
anarchists, were seen as important news to be dispatched to Istanbul.
Anarchism was a common threat to, the established order and the rul-
ing elites of Europe. This aspect was underlined by the Ottoman dip-
lomats as they were aware that all the ruling elites and establishments
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were floating on the same ship. Such an understanding was reached as
early as the Congress of Vienna (1814-15), at which the representatives
of the European powers agreed to intervene in cases of popular unrest
or rebellion. This policy was implemented several times between 1815
and 1830 before such interventionism became unproductive and even
counterproductive.”” Given that Armenian Dashnaks, Hncaks, and
the Bulgarian IMRO were all influenced by the socialist and anarchist
currents and militancy, the Ottoman state aimed to cajole European
governments by referring to the subversive agendas of these move-
ments. The Ottoman state also tried to learn to combat anarchism
from the methods and strategies of the European governments.’
Regular information was conveyed by the embassies, such as the pass-
ing of new bills to combat anarchism’’ and the pursuit of anarchists
of various countries.”® The Russian revolutionaries were also followed
and reported on.”” Anarchism among Italian workers in Istanbul was
monitored as well.®

The Foreign Ministry was startled by the “anarchist international”.
It pursued not only those who posed a threat to the Empire, but also
those who might present a danger to other empires and states. This
was the undertaking of a responsible state showing solidarity with its
fellow states. A certain Alexandre Mikolovich (French spelling), a Serb
by nationality, left Istanbul for Copenhagen with two bombs, for a task
he undertook for the Polish revolutionary committee. Due to a request
made by the Danish Foreign Ministry to the Ottoman consul gen-
eral in Copenhagen in early May 1885, the Ottoman Foreign Ministry
investigated the activities and connections of this revolutionary in
Istanbul for two weeks. The investigation concluded that Mikolovich
resided in Istanbul at the Hotel Britannia. The Ministry deepened
the investigation by requesting the Ottoman legations in Vienna and
Budapest to investigate and report on the activities of Mikolovich while
he stayed in Vienna.3! This case was just one of the examples of the
investigation of dubious anarchists and revolutionaries by the Ottoman
Empire, not for its immediate interest and police activities, but for its
imperial reflexes and in the name of imperial solidarity. Therefore,
the Ottoman Empire rightfully expected the other European states to
inform Istanbul regarding Ottoman dissidents and revolutionaries and
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to take action when necessary. The Foreign Ministry investigated vari-
ous suspicious individuals who were assumed to pose a threat to the
public and political order of the Empire. Many Greek nationals and
other individuals holding Balkan nationality fell into this category.

The Ottoman establishment was cognizant of the anarchist dis-
positions of the Armenian revolutionary committees and their links
to the anarchist currents in Europe. This dimension facilitated
Ottoman demands to the European powers regarding the surveil-
lance of Armenian revolutionaries. Legations abroad were in pursuit
of informants to access intelligence. Although there were several extra-
neous intelligence reports provided by informants not in the interest
of the Empire, many other informants apprised Ottoman representa-
tives of the activities of Armenian revolutionaries abroad.®? For exam-
ple, the Ottoman embassy to Washington conveyed that a certain
Vartan Bulguryan, aged 35, departed New York for Moersina with
dynamite, arms, and money.®> Another report on a move by Armenian
revolutionaries was dispatched from Tblisi. According to the consul
in Tblisi, Essad Bey, four Armenian exiled revolutionaries arrived
in Thlisi.®* Every minor move of the Armenians was assiduously
tracked ®

Activating its channels of international communication, the
Ministry was involved extensively in the investigation of the abor-
tive assassination attempt on Abdiilhamid II by a Belgian anarchist in
the pay of Armenian revolutionary committees. The investigation was
conducted by requesting the Ottoman legations in various countries,
as well as the European embassies in Istanbul, to provide extensive
information on the persons involved in or related to the failed assas-
sination. The final report was prepared in light of these communica-
tions and information-gathering by a commission and later published
as a separate book in 1905.8¢

With the reign of Mahmud IT and the Tanzimat, we encounter the
emergence of the “rhetoric of tolerance”. In a report to Abdiilhamid II
on the Armenian militancy, Hiiseyin Nazim Pasha began by writing:
“as is well-known, the Armenians, as subjects of the sultan, have long
lived peacefully and safely and completely free to conduct their reli-
gious rituals and services by the grace of the justice and compassion of
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the Ottoman government.”®” Namik Kemal wrote that the Ottoman
Empire: “emerged at a time when the fire of bigotry (faassub) was burn-
ing like a volcano...We protected the Greeks and their ethnicities,
confessions, beliefs, interests and rights. We saved the Armenians in
Iran and the Jews in Spain from the paws of oppression...In the lands
of the Ottoman Empire, there were Christian princes and non-Muslim
clerks in state service three—four centuries ago.”®® The Ottoman impe-
rial system of managing religious and confessional groups began to be
consecrated as “tolerance”, and the Tanzimat ideology of Ottomanism
was eternalized and adapted to the classical age of the Ottoman
Empire (as “tolerance”). The radical move that admitted non-Muslims
into the political nation in 1856 was reproduced in the classical age
of the Empire.®? Needless to say, the “rhetoric of tolerance” was an
imperial discourse. It also implies that the maintenance of tolerance is
conditioned on the Armenian community’s tacit consent to the hier-
archy between the millets. “Tolerance” is a contract not signed by two
equal and legitimate parties but imposed on one of the parties. The
Armenian revolutionary organizations had challenged this tacit con-
sent. The conceptualization of the Armenian militarized organizations
is also remarkable. Rather than being nationalists, they were perceived
and indicted for being anarchists, socialists, and corrupters. This was
the continuation of the rhetoric that viewed Balkan nationalist move-
ments not as free agents but as pawns of foreign powers (especially
Russia), and not as serving the aspirations of nationhood, but as insti-
gating anarchy and chaos?°

Ottoman officialdom denied that nationalism was the chief moti-
vation of the Armenian organizations. This discourse was careful to
differentiate between the corrupting minority of Armenians and the
majority of Armenians, who were gullible, loyal subjects of the sultan
but who could potentially be misled by the corrupting minority due to
their naivety (and ignorance). Any violence inflicted on the Armenian
militant organizations which had rebelled against the legitimate order
and, therefore, against peace, was perceived as legitimate and even
necessary, reproducing Islamic legal notions of order, peace, and war.
Within this perception, the Ottoman administrators did not feel that
they transgressed the boundaries of legitimacy when they employed
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undue violence not only on the militants, but also on those who were
influenced by them !

The Ministry obtained notifications of the latest activities of the
Armenian nationalist organizations from the local governmental
offices, written with this language and vocabulary. The Ministry was
supposed to use this information to respond to international pressure
regarding the “oppression of the Armenians”. As expressed above, the
reports and dispatches of the Ministry were self-assured of their right-
eousness and regarded the problems as a matter of discipline and order
within a very Islamic and imperial conceptualization. For Abdiilhak
Hamid, all the articles published under titles such as “massacres in
Anatolia and Roumelia” (perpetrated by Turks) were outrageous libels
and only the writers of these articles believed in these lies.”> What the
Ministry tried to do in its efforts to whitewash the Ottoman policies
was merge the very traditional discourse imposed by the Islamic leg-
acy and the modern (and European) discourse of rights and liberties. In
this regard, the Ministry polished and reinvigorated the very Ottoman
discourse and rendered it politically correct and compatible with the
modern political discourses of legitimacy. Nevertheless, this was not a
distortion, but a rearticulating of the concerns of Ottoman officialdom
in a language more communicable to the European discourses of legiti-
macy. The Ministry seemed to agree with the premises of these reports
from the provinces, given the fervor expressed in the intra-ministry
dispatches against European interference in the Ottoman Empire and
their abuse of the conditions of non-Muslims in the Ottoman Empire.
In fact, the disconnect between the Ottoman officials’ statements and
the Westerners' indictments derived from different perceptions of state,
violence, and legitimacy structures. Furthermore, such an encounter is
a site where the rhetoric of confrontation with the imperialist West
was produced and reproduced.”

In short, the international dimensions of the Armenian issue
display the centrality of the Armenian factor in the constitution of
Turkish nationalism. It should also be said that excessive vigilance
cannot be regarded as a symptom of paranoia, given what had already
happened (the loss of Bulgaria, another traumatic episode constitutive
of Turkish nationalism) and what would happen (in the Balkan Wars,
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the loss of Crete, etc.). Another impact the Armenian events generated
was the frustration Ottoman officials experienced. Ottoman official-
dom resented that the Westerners only listened to the “other side” and
had to surrender to the tenor of anti-Ottoman agitation because of
public opinion and popular sympathy towards the Armenians. This
sentiment of frustration resulted in a gradual rise in anti-Westernism
and anti-imperialism throughout the Hamidian era before it became
ubiquitous in the Young Turk regime®! The Armenian problem
was arguably formative in the constitution of Turkish nationalism,
not only stemming from sedition and attacks by Armenian militants
and nationalists against the Ottoman center, but also stemming from
international dimensions and international moral isolation.

During the Tanzimat, the enemy was Russia, as it had been for the
previous century and a half?® This enduring enmity has a long history.
The Tanzimat maintained the traditional concerns, fears, and anxie-
ties of the Ottomans, which were primarily based on the possibility of
an imminent attack from its neighbor to the north. What we observe
with the Hamidian era is the alteration of the modes of enmities and
the emergence of a novel mode of enmity. This novel mode of enmity
was abstract, deracinated, diffused, and unspecified. It did not have a
particular, attainable, and identifiable focus. It was rather a perpetu-
ated perception of immediate threat from anywhere and everywhere.
Perpetual vigilance had to be maintained to encounter this new mode
of enmity. The principal source of this enmity was the emerging and
rising threat and perceived threat from the non-Muslims and their
economic advancement. The hostilities perpetrated by the non-Mus-
lim brigands and the unruliness of the non-Muslim populace were not
new. The methods to subdue these disturbances were not new, either.
However, the intensification, politicization, and internationalization
of these upheavals created a completely novel situation, which insti-
gated intense fear and terror on the side of the Ottoman state. Friendly
Britain, a country adored during the Tanzimat, revoked its support
of the Ottoman polity and its reform program. This development
encouraged non-Muslim militants and activists. It also engendered an
intense disappointment and frustration for the Ottomans. The strain
between the Ottoman Empire and Britain was not akin to the hostility
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between the Ottomans and Russia. This hostility was not confined to
military affairs. The traditional modes of enmity that existed between
the Ottomans and the Russians were no longer applicable in this new
world. Domestic policy and foreign policy were no longer separate.
Foreign policy could no longer be isolated. In these circumstances, a
deep mistrust developed towards the outer world as the only genuine
concern of the Ottoman center was to hold on to what it already had,
and the outer world seemed not to sympathize with the defensive con-
cerns of the Ottoman Empire. Nobody was a “friend” of the Ottomans,
and no one was to be trusted. On the domestic scene, no Christian (and
in the later stages, no non-Turk) was to be trusted or relied upon for
cooperation. Therefore, the Hamidian era gave birth to an obstinate
fear, the perception of an imminent threat, and the demonization of
the outer world. Apparently, it was the diplomats who experienced this
frustration personally.

The Dusty Desk of the Weberian Bureaucrat?

Not surprisingly, the most detailed, meticulous and informative polit-
ical reports were dispatched from the London embassy. This was due
to the fact that Britain was the most important country regarding
European affairs in general and Ottoman interests in particular. These
regular dispatches were also superior in their content and in their level
of analysis. They were longer as well. They were also prepared not
to simply report recent developments or incidents, but to pen regu-
lar basis summaries of all the latest developments and debates worth
mentioning?® In that regard, they were much more professional, rou-
tine, informative, and organized. Other evidence indicating the level
of professionalism was the absence of any press sources. Summarizing
and quoting journal articles, which was an important preoccupation
of the Ottoman diplomatic service, was a sign of a lack of substantive
sources and the capacity to develop an independent analysis. This was
not the case in the reports dispatched from London. These reports
surveyed British politics, regularly reporting the latest political devel-
opments. It is also noteworthy that the British reports concentrated

much more on parliamentary politics rather than cabinet policies.”’
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The alignments in the parliament made up a significant portion of
the political reports. The two political parties and their policies were
carefully examined as the Ottoman diplomatic corps were attentive to
the shift in British policy towards the Ottoman Empire. The differ-
ent predispositions of the two parties were observed with maximum
attention. Of course, Gladstone, whose name was associated with the
anti-Turkish campaign he launched during the Russo-Turkish War in
18767, thereby gaining notoriety in the eyes of the Ottoman state
elite, devised policies with enduring ramifications for the Ottomans.
His stance became a principle reference for liberal politics with very
negative connotations. The efforts of Armenian committees based
in London to contact him and their attempts to engage him in their
campaign against the Ottoman state were followed with disquiet”® In
the 1880s, the Irish problem propelled a division within the liberal
ranks as the liberals who were against “Home Rule” left the party to
form a liberal unionist group. This group was more sympathetic to
the Ottoman cause. This arduous conflict was carefully noted by the
London embassy”? The dispatches display an overt sympathy towards
the Conservative Party as opposed to the Liberal Party, and the elec-
toral and parliamentary successes of the Liberals were relayed with
unease.

Apparently, the delicacies of British politics had a robust impact
on British foreign policy. The intricate and multidimensional issues
were well scrutinized and analyzed in the embassy reports, which were
masterfully prepared in a manner far superior to the reporting of any
other embassy. In these reports, domestic political developments and
foreign policy orientations were analyzed in tandem. It is a question to
what extent the diplomats and administrators of the Ottoman Empire
could analyze the impact of domestic politics and party politics in the
making of foreign policy. Given that, Abdiilhamid IT was nominating
prime ministers considering the attitudes and dispositions of the for-
eign powers in mind; this dimension should have been appreciated to a
certain extent although the dynamics of party politics and authoritar-
ian polities are apparently very different.

Strictly technical analyses were employed by the embassies. An
exception to the generally cold-blooded reports was a report dispatched
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after the passing of the Home Rule Bill by the House of Commons in
1893. The dispatch regarded this new bill as, “a formidable and dan-
gerous innovation leveled against the English ‘ancient constitution.’”
The dispatch suggested that this bill would probably be vetoed by
the House of Lords. The dispatch also noted the hostile attitude of the
“Gladstonians” during the parliamentary sessions against the oppo-
nents of the bill.!°° After summarizing the content of the bill, the dis-
patch ended with the analysis that Gladstone and the radicals leaned
on the newly emerging and developing class of laborers and the lower
orders. It was noted that the role of this class was so significant that
it had the power to shape the composition of the House of Commons.
Apparently developing a class perspective, the embassy observed the
transformation of British politics due to its democratization, which
had alarming consequences for the Ottoman Empire. In the dispatch,
the fervent anti-Gladstonianism, which will be a recurring theme for
the Ottoman establishment, was very strong. It saw Gladstone as the
man who was responsible for the collapse of the traditional British—
Ottoman common understanding.!’! Furthermore, the new radicals
(many of them from the free professions and not from the “landed
interests”), who were transforming the traditional Whig character of
the Liberal Party, were followed with unease. The Ottoman diplomatic
service knew well that they could speak and compromise with people
who came from a similar social and cultural background but were
perturbed by the rising new social/cultural classes as British liberals
reflected different cultural formations with another ethos and vision.
Another point to be underlined in the ambassadorial reports is
the depiction of political matters at a technical level. The reports
did not display the subjectivity, complexity, and intricacy of political
matters. They were penned as if there was no room imagined for the
“political”. This may be seen as unsurprising for an Ottoman offi-
cial given there was no political space envisaged within the worlds
of the Ottoman political imagination. However, the lack of political
space in the Ottoman Empire did not prevent officials from making
political assessments. As has been suggested previously, this is not
simply because no democratic space was allowed by the state. The
opponents of the regime did not themselves foster a sense of politics
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for reasons previously elaborated. The opponents of the regime had a
non-political political vision in which the deficiency of the Ottoman
state stemmed from Hamidian corruption and despotism, and it was
believed that the situation would be ameliorated once an appropriate
and effective policy program was implemented. Such a background
(dismissive of politics) rendered politically charged notions such as
public opinion, democratic legitimacy, and pressure groups merely as
abstractions, instead of vivid realities. As a conclusion, we may suggest
that this deficit caused the Ottoman Empire to fail to grasp politi-
cal subtleties and therefore impeded the development of a realistic
and plausible policy in response to the maneuvers of these powers.
Parliamentary debates made up an important portion of the reports.
Although the ferocious debates in the Ottoman parliament in 18767

were not to be forgotten,!??

the documentation of the parliamentary
debates seemed like technicalities (maybe analogous to the meetings
of Suray-1 Devler and other administrative and legal commissions of the
Ottoman Empire), rather than political debates with flesh and bone
and passion.

Thus, a “mechanistic” attitude in the political reports of the
embassies is discernible. “Mechanistic” denotes the dull and technical
accounting of highly politically sensitive and even precarious matters.
The routine follow-up of the St. Petersburg embassy on Pan-Slavism
or the routine follow-up on the Dreyfus Affair by the Paris embassy
display such a remarkable “dullness”. Reading the political reports, it
is as if the Pan-Slavs were not agitated Russian expansionist warmon-
gers yearning for Russian domination over the Ottomans, and as if the
Dreyfus affair had not divided France into two over a very hard-edged
and strained dispute. Loads of dispatches reporting on Pan-Slavist
meetings, organizations, and articles published in the prominent
newspapers and journals of Russia (with copies of the articles included
in the files as an appendix) were blithely penned as mere informative
accounts.!” Likewise, issues such as the Irish problem in Britain were
recounted constantly as if they had no Ottoman repercussions, as if
the Irish problem were only a matter of technical dispute between the
conservatives and liberals, and, within the liberal party, among the
radical and liberal unionist factions. These observations would lead us
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to assume that the Ottoman diplomats were cold-blooded technical
experts, not moved by national interests of any sort. These dispassion-
ate and boring reports that contained only factual information with-
out any passionate comments exemplify the desk work of a Weberian
bureaucrat. The reports were predominantly fact-based. That is to say,
the reports were composed to convey the latest developments with-
out making ostentatious judgments. This is a distinction between a
bureaucrat and a politician. The bureaucrat leaves the assessment to
the reader of the report, the Minister of Foreign Affairs. The same
observation can be made for the reporting of the provincial adminis-
trators who developed a new language towards their “subjects”. The
nineteenth-century Ottoman bureaucratic establishment endorsed the
dispassionate language of its European counterparts, which indicates a
radical break from the culture of pre-Tanzimat bureaucracy, although
in light of the extra-documentary information we may tend to assume
otherwise.'

At a time when a written text was perceived as semi-sacred and seen
as having the power to reveal the truth and only the truth, writing
was a serious and intense activity, very different from the experience

105 “\Writing” had an authoritative qual-

of writing one century later.
ity. Likewise, “writing” as a formal activity was a “serious” task to be
undertaken accordingly. Its significance diminished drastically in an
age of informality and relative truths. A text had an unprecedented
authoritative power in the nineteenth century, before its diminution
in the twentieth.

The aesthetics of handwriting was also a very important concern
for the quality of the document. Elegance and mastery in handwrit-
ing were not seen as technicalities of secondary importance, but were
perceived as skills of primary importance, worthy of being acquired.
The aesthetic quality of their handwriting was an important asset
for young diplomats seeking promotion. The young diplomats were
assisted by their mentors in developing their handwriting skills and
the language used in their dispatches.'’® Bismarck’s imposition on
the German diplomatic service of stringent standards for meticulous
handwriting is well known: “A diplomat who wanted to make an
impression on the chancellor would also do well to have a scribe whose
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handwriting pleased him. Even the color of ink and the quality of let-
terheads fell under the chancellor’s scrutiny.”'?” Of course, it was not
only handwriting that mattered to Bismarck. He was very concerned
about the straightforwardness, literary quality, and elegance of com-
muniqués. Formalism, independent of content, was an important con-
cern of the nineteenth-century bureaucrat. Form was considered as
important as content. A fine document had to be perfectly written and
correctly constructed in its form, and great care needed to be exercised
to perfect its formalism. The mastery of formalism was important for
the future careers and promotions of the officials. The painful process
of drafting and then revising the text to perfection through several
additional drafts was one of the most tiring and important preoccupa-
tions of Ottoman officials in all the governmental offices, including
the Foreign Ministry.!%

In short, passion and professionalism were not mutually exclusive.
A passionate clerk might pen a dispassionate and formal text. This was
how he was trained. The Weberian bureaucrat is not necessarily the
soulless desk worker who detaches himself from his passions and iden-
tities, but the man who endeavors to imitate the fictive soulless bureau-
crat, the imaginary role model of the nineteenth-century bureaucratic
culture. The reason why the Weberian ideal-type was taken for granted
(recently being questioned) is that the written evidence and archival
documents at our disposal lead us to assume bureaucratic pretensions
as reality. Likewise, the alleged contrast between the deeds and desk
work of the nineteenth-century Ottoman bureaucrat was not a contra-
diction, but a matter of different modes of expression.

The Ottoman diplomats, who were only a few generations removed
from the scribes, were naturally skilled and learned in the aesthetics
of handwriting. The Tanzimat was not a sharp break in which the old
ways of conducting statecraft gave way to a new and modern way of
conducting statecraft. On the contrary, it took several decades and a
few generations for a transition from the traditional scribe to the mod-
ern official.l%? The traditional Ottoman #dab (refinement) with the
genteel culture of the Tanzimat was integrated into the making of the
Ottoman diplomats’ culture of conduct in their work. The Tanzimat
was not a renunciation of the ancien régime, but a refashioning of it even
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in its maturity, not only in an ideological sense but also in the bureau-
crats’ work and in the culture of bureaucracy.

The World of the Ancien Régime Aristocracy:
A Shared World

Another issue which is overlooked in these reports is economics.
Nevertheless, this does not show any deficiency of the Ottoman dip-
lomatic establishment vis-a-vis the European diplomatic services.
Indifference to and disregard of economics was a common attitude
of the pre-World War I diplomatic establishments, contrary to the
Marxian argument that diplomacy was an instrument of the economic
interests.'!” Diplomats had no real knowledge of economic matters.
However, more importantly, they had no comprehension of the role
of economics in international politics. The aristocratic upbringing of
the diplomats infused them with disdain towards “moneyed interests”.
For them, it was not respectable to consider pecuniary matters. This
attitude grew with the rise of the middle classes to prominence in the
political scene in the nineteenth century. In the culture of diplomats,
high politics was only a matter of state politics, and economics had
no place in it. Therefore, they had no interest in commercial mat-
ters.!! The interrelation between politics and economics had yet to
be recognized. State affairs and economic affairs were (and should be)
two different and unrelated realms; the former was deemed respect-
able whereas the latter was regarded as despicable and embarrassing:
“Curiously enough, this anti-commercial bias was possibly strongest in
Britain.”'1? Even the British consuls, who were to protect the British
communities overseas and safeguard/promote British commerce,
were appointed not based on their merits and skills regarding com-
merce, but on patronage and connections. Therefore, they failed to
provide efficient services to the “moneyed interests”. For the consuls
and their superiors in London, the chief tasks were administrative and
judicial matters:''3 “British businessmen saw, or thought they saw, a
more wholehearted promotion of trading interests by the consuls of
their foreign rivals, especially the Germans and Americans, and they
demanded the same treatment from their own. For many years British
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Government resisted any suggestion that its officers should become
actively engaged in the promotion of British trade.”'™ The consular
service, in the eyes of a contemporary critic in 1903, was a “harbour
of refuge for retired army officers and for failures whose only recom-
mendation is aristocratic, official or personal influences, or an easy
source of reward for persons to whom the Government of the day is in
some way indebted.”'> One exception to the contempt of diplomatic
establishments towards “moneyed interests” was the Netherlands: “the
pressure was so strong that between 1825 and 1850 the diplomatic
missions were downgraded, the consular service augmented and the
Ministry staff increased to handle commercial rather than political
affairs.” However, the Dutch exception had its reasons, and it was the
exception that proves the rule: “The reduction of the Netherlands after
1830 to a third-class power meant a diminished interest in power poli-
tics and favored a sustained shift of attention to economic and colonial
affairs.”!® In other words, the marginalization and exclusion of the
Netherlands from the diplomatic scene and European politics allowed
its diplomatic establishment to prioritize economic interests.

This state-centric vision of international politics only slightly began
to erode in the decade preceding World War I with the reformation and

17 The financialization

partial democratization of the foreign offices.
of international economics and extra-Europeanization of international
affairs and state interests in the late nineteenth century was another
factor that deemed economics a matter of concern in the eyes of policy
makers although staunch resistance to this process never ceased in the
foreign offices.''® Until the “opening of the state” with democratiza-
tion, the state was claimed only by those who perceived themselves as
part of it and perceived the state as theirs: namely by the aristocracy
which historically and originally comprised the entourage of the kings
and emperors. Industrialists, merchants, and professionals were seen as
outside the realm of the state and within the realm of markets which
were juxtaposed against the interests of the state.

One scholar of Austro-Hungarian diplomacy observed that: “What
reports often lacked, however, was detailed analyses of economic
issues. Aside from tariff problems, these questions simply did not get
much scrutiny. This weakness reflected the general failure within the
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Habsburg leadership to recognize until too late the potential of eco-
nomic tools for political purposes.”''” The Habsburg Empire lacked
the economic means to obtain political gains except through some
modest economic initiatives in the Balkans.!?® Economic tools were
at the disposal of the British, French, and German foreign offices, and
they employed them to force countries into certain decisions, but the
foreign offices were aloof to economics and economic diplomacy. As
late as the interwar period, these deficiencies regarding the ambas-
sadorial reporting of the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian diplomatic
services endured. In this period, this deficiency was observable in all
the diplomatic services. In the United States, “political reporting, so
far as it was influenced by old school diplomats, tended to deal with
leading figures of government rather than deep social and economic
forces.”'?! Thus, the dismissal of economics by the Ottoman diplo-
matic service as an indispensable component of international politics
should not be perceived as a sign of its backwardness in statecraft. On
the contrary, the Ottoman diplomatic service pursued the nineteenth-
century European pattern in its ideological and cultural make-up.

Naturally, international relations made up an important portion
of the Ottoman reports. In these reports, the foreign policies of the
governments were taken as cabinet policies. This contrasts with the
approach of assuming foreign policy orientations to be state policies
rather than deliberations by the cabinets. The reports were very much
cabinet-centered. Parliamentary debates also amounted to a significant
portion of the reports. The permanent governmental institutions did
not find much place in the reports. The Ottoman embassy reports did
not assume the existence of permanent state interests to take prec-
edence over the subjectivity and temporariness of the cabinets and the
intentions of the prime ministers and foreign ministers.'?? The reports
did not reflect the state-centric assumption that politics was a sham
when it comes to the making of foreign policy.!?*> On the contrary, the
cabinets were perceived as having a free hand in the making of foreign
policy. Thus, the establishment of cabinets comprised of politicians
from parties more sympathetic to the Ottoman Empire was desired,
and cabinets which were perceived as antagonistic to the interests of
the Ottoman Empire were loathed.



THE ROUTINE OF THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE 177

We may argue that this perception vanished with the coming
to power of the Young Turks.!** The ultimate Western-skeptic and
anti-imperialist Young Turks (very much like the distrustful sultan
Abdiilhamid II) denied any significant role to politics as they were
sure that the Western powers were inherently Turcophobic and impe-
rialist.!?> For them, political discourses were mere facades to deceive
the naive old-school diplomats. The magical word “imperialism” ren-
dered diplomatic and political maneuvers, dexterity, and compromises
meaningless as the ultimate end of diplomacy was merely the imple-
mentation of the predetermined agenda of imperialism. Moreover,
politics was also unnecessary as imperialism was (a la Lenin) one sin-
gle program to be activated, and no small adjustment, alteration, or
variation of it was possible. Diplomacy was a zero sum game. In the
world of imperialism, it meant zero for the underdog, and one for the
imperialist. It is true that as World War I approached, the contraction
of international politics and tightening of alliances left no free space
for political and diplomatic flexibility and maneuver. The complexi-
ties of the age of imperialism also made the makers of foreign policy
incapable of deciding the track of foreign policy independently.!?
Moreover, the “political” lost its centrality in a time when economic
and financial interests began to play a significant role in interstate
relations. By then, the splendid days of the masters of diplomacy, such
as Canning and Castlereagh, were long gone, especially after Wilhelm
II deposed Bismarck for seeking Welspolitik. Arguably, the Hamidian
Ottoman diplomatic service was cognizant of this transformation of
the style and conduct of foreign policy albeit with some delay and
ambivalence.

Writing in 1910, Hayreddin Nedim’s acclaim of the art of diplo-
macy reflects the education of a diplomat having a nineteenth-century
upbringing as observable in his recounting of the genius of Bismarck,
one of the favorite and inspirational themes of the nineteenth-century
diplomatic training.!?’ Writing in a new age in which the delicacies
of diplomacy were abandoned, Hayreddin Nedim praised Ali Pasha
and Fuad Pasha, but above all the legendary Mustafa Regid Pasha for
their genius in diplomacy.'?® He epitomized the aristocratic culture
of the nineteenth century with his reference system and his mental
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framework, all imported from the nineteenth-century diplomatic/
aristocratic culturalization, intellectual formation, and the arsenal of
knowledge it nurtured.

To conclude, the ambassadorial reports which reflected less the per-
sonal opinions of the ambassadors and the ambassadorial scribes than
the reiteration (and reproduction) of the official discourse, present us
with some vistas of a particular political culture, socialization, and
cultural formation. The dispassionate reports were produced not in
Weberian bureaucratic offices, but in a highly personalized habitus.
The content and priorities of the reports also manifested a worldview
subsuming and amalgamating political and personal concerns. This
cultural formation was constituted within an intimate relation estab-
lished with a state that was in retreat and that had to be saved in
order to maintain the moral universe that the authors of the reports
subscribed to. This world was a bygone age by 1908 in some regards
but was also constitutive of its afterlife in other aspects.



CHAPTER S

THE MENTALITIES AND
DISPOSITIONS OF THE
DIPLOMATIC SERVICE: THE
GREAT TRANSFORMATION

An appraisal of the nineteenth-century Ottoman “bureaucratic
mind” was presented in the previous chapters. The mind of the
nineteenth-century diplomatic service was the epitome of the Ottoman
bureaucratic mind. Moreover, it constituted one of the pillars of the
Ottoman bureaucratic establishment and therefore bears the constitu-
tive characteristics of the nineteenth-century Ottoman bureaucratic
mind at its best. The Ottoman bureaucratic mind of the nineteenth
century may be divided into four variants developed and based on the
preoccupations and tasks assigned. The military, the civil administra-
tion, the diplomatic service, and the technical offices, such as the agri-
cultural, forestry, and public construction offices, reflect varieties of
the nineteenth-century Ottoman bureaucratic mind. Modernization,
security, and incorporation into the “civilized world” were its coexist-
ing preoccupations and concerns. All these bureaucratic offices priori-
tized some of these coexisting preoccupations and concerns due to their
areas of responsibility and their daily encounters. Nonetheless, disre-
garding their immediate tasks, in their intellectual formations and
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socialization, they shared the same ethos and the same worldview with
nuances and variations developed due to their professional encounters
and obligations. As a whole, these variations of the nineteenth-century
Ottoman bureaucratic mind complement each other and constitute a
meaningful overarching structure of mentality. Thus we have to per-
ceive the ideological/intellectual/cultural formations of the Ottoman
diplomatic establishment as a particular manifestation of the ideologi-
cal/intellectual/cultural formation of the nineteenth-century Ottoman
bureaucratic establishment.

Structures of such mentalities do not come out of a vacuum but are
nurtured within a certain international political context. As has been
stated, the zenith of the power and influence of the Ottoman diplo-
matic service was the early Tanzimat era until the 1870s. In these dec-
ades, an optimism regarding the future of the Ottoman realm led the
Ottoman state to prioritize diplomacy as the crucial and main pursuit
of the state. The Ottoman reforms were undertaken with the support
and assurance of Britain, although British interference hindered it as
much as encouraged it.! International diplomacy, reform, reorganiza-
tion of the administration, and the suppression of local militarized
powerhouses were four complementary undertakings which cannot be
separated from each other. The Tanzimat reforms were derived and
encouraged by prospects envisaged by the Ottoman leadership in
the international scene.” Thus, the alliance during the Crimean War
generated further optimism. However, after the disastrous 1877-8
Russian War, it became clear to Abdiilhamid II and many Ottoman
statesmen that it was seemingly impossible to keep the Empire intact
by the use of only peaceful means and reform. Though Abdiilhamid IT
was mastering the complex webs of diplomacy, a fatal threat loomed,
and diplomacy was no more regarded as an effective mechanism and
a guarantee for the survival and integrity of the Empire. Moreover,
the early optimism regarding the administrative reforms conducted
by the local and province-level offices waned. On the contrary, these
efforts produced unforeseen and detrimental consequences. The
Ottoman state could not accommodate the rising non-Muslim unrest
and nationalism that were prompted by the Tanzimat reforms.” The
limits of the Tanzimat reforms convinced non-Muslims to rebuff the
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Ottoman carrot and seek the advancement of their national/communal
interests. In the eyes of the larger segments of non-Muslim communi-
ties, the Ottoman Empire promised no future (if it ever did in the eyes
of these communities).

Due to the changing realities within the Ottoman territories and
the international scene, new reflexes developed to encounter the chang-
ing (gloomy) conditions. Although diplomacy was at the very center of
the Hamidian polity, diplomacy was relegated to a technical business.
It ceased to be perceived as redemptive. In the reign of Abdiilhamid II,
diplomatic service was no more at the forefront of Ottoman statecraft.
Abdiilhamid II personally took over the “diplomatic front” and, dur-
ing his reign, the sultan did not elevate men of diplomatic origins to
loftier political posts. The statesmen he supported and preferred in his
appointments were predominantly from non-diplomatic offices such as
governors, officers, and fiscal administrators. He needed expertise and
skills that were not possessed by diplomats but possessed by military
officers, financial officials, and especially by governors, who gained
an immense experience in silencing dissent in their provinces. Men
from his personal retinue, such as Said Pasha and Mahmud Celaleddin
Pasha, also rose to prominence in the Hamidian era.

Abdiilhamid’s neglect of the diplomatic service was so enormous
that he appointed military men to most of the ambassadorial posts
in the 1890s. His long-time ambassadors in Berlin (Tevfik Pasha),
in St. Petersburg (Hiiseyin Hiisnii Pasha), in Stockholm (Serif Pasha),
in Belgrade (Ibrahim Fethi Pasha), in Cetinje (Ahmed Fevzi Pasha),
and in Madrid (Izzet Pasha) were of military origin.* Although
the appointment of military officers to posts at Cetinje, Belgrade,
and St. Petersburg are partially understandable, appointments of
officers to posts in Stockholm and Madrid are hardly understand-
able. Appointment of an officer to Berlin leads us to assume that
Abdiilhamid’s assessment of his cooperation with Germany was pre-
dominantly a military one. Furthermore, appointing people with a
profound knowledge of military matters, rather than of diplomacy,
reveals what kind of skills and expertise Abdiilhamid II expected
from the men whom he selected as his main sources of informa-
tion and intelligence. In short, Abdiilhamid’s preference for military
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officers displayed his prioritization of military over diplomatic affairs
and the creeping militarization of diplomacy. Although classic diplo-
macy was meticulously pursued, Abdiilhamid was aware that diplo-
macy not supported by a substantial military power with assets to be
employed and manipulated in diplomatic bargaining was ineffective
and futile’ Thus, Abdiilhamid switched to Rea/politik diplomacy from
a post-Metternich—Castlereagh diplomacy in the age of Bismarck.
More evidence that Abdiilhamid IT did not hold the professional dip-
lomatic service in high regard can be derived from the fact that from
the 1890s until his overthrow in 1908 he retained ambassadors for
terms of 15 years due to their loyalty to the sultan. Most of the ambas-
sadors he appointed in the 1890s kept their posts until the Revolution
of 1908. Mehmed Rifat Bey in Athens served from 1897 to 1908.
Ibrahim Fethi Pasha served as ambassador to Belgrade from 1897
to 1908. The list of the other long-serving Hamidian ambassadors
with their years of service is as follows: Ahmed Tevik Pasha in Berlin,
from 1897 to 1908; Hiiseyin Kazim Bey in Bucharest from 1896 to
1908, Ahmed Fevzi Pasha in Cetinje from 1891 to 1908, Salih Miinir
Pasha in Paris from 1896 to 1908; Mustafa Resid Pasha in Rome from
1896 to 1908, Serif Pasha in Stockholm from 1898 to 1908; Mahmud
Nedim Pasha in Vienna from 1896 to 1908.° It is highly unreasonable
to assume that Abdiilhamid’s confidence in them was based on merit.
Seemingly, he appointed them because of their loyalty to him, and he
did not risk appointing new representatives who might have been less
loyal or less diligent. He personalized his relations with the ambas-
sadors and conducted regular correspondence with them from the pal-
ace. Long tenures might also have helped the development of a mutual
confidence and understanding between himself and the appointees. At
least, this was what Abdiilhamid IT might have calculated. In short,
we may argue that he sacrificed competent and dynamic diplomacy in
favor of stability and confidence in his bureaucrats. In his personalized
diplomacy, ambassadors began to write directly to the palace instead
of addressing the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The sultan gathered all
the necessary information both from the embassies abroad and from
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and then he formulated and imple-
mented his complex foreign policies and maneuvers. From the flow of
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information coming from embassies and ministry, as observed previ-
ously, it seems that domestic concerns were very prominent in the
making of foreign policy.” The threat of domestic instability and sepa-
ratist agitation was a matter of primary concern. However, it has to be
noted that Abdiilhamid’s militarized and security-centered diplomacy
was less his personal preference than his reluctance to adapt to chang-
ing circumstances and respond to them.

The diplomatic service was no longer at the forefront of Ottoman
reform and modernization, either. By the Hamidian era, early efforts
to establish the modern governmental infrastructure had developed
significantly. Modern forms of administration to regulate forests, agri-
culture, and metallurgy were all in the process of reaching maturity.?
All the relevant offices were institutionalized comprehensively and
were able to improve in communication with the West without any
external assistance. It was military ventures and military efforts to
modernize the army that engendered, forced, and prompted Ottoman
modernity, technology transfer, and importation of modern knowl-
edge? The spectacular advancement of military technology and the
new horizons in military organization in Europe after the 1870s
were to be imported by the Ottoman Empire.!” It was no coincidence
that the Young Turks, who made progress in the Hamidian era, cap-
tured the mission civilisatrice of the Ottoman Empire after 1908. The
“military modern” of the late nineteenth century was to supplant the
“nineteenth-century modern”.

However, this does not mean that the military had grabbed the
role of pioneers of modernization and transformed the mode of mod-
ernization. On the contrary, it was the changing and evolving percep-
tion of modernity that engaged the military. It was not the takeover
of the Ottoman military that modified the track of Ottoman mod-
ernization, but it was the modification of the Ottoman modernizing
mind that put the military in the driver’s seat as far as statecraft
was concerned. Partially, it was a response to international align-
ments and the rise of military superpowers, such as Germany and
Russia (and Japan in the East). It was Abdiilhamid IT who spent an
enormous amount of time strengthening the Ottoman military, and,
ironically, as a reward for his efforts he was toppled by the military
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he built. Arguably, it is not that the military seized power but that
it was bestowed upon the military. It was the change of the times that
had forced a transformation in the “modernizing ideal”, which was
not merely an Ottoman phenomenon, but a continent-wide phenom-
enon.!! Thus, a shift in the minds of the diplomats was also to be
discerned. As we will observe below, the Ottoman diplomatic service
also lost its confidence in the nineteenth-century concert of Europe of
Metternich, Castlereagh, and “reform”.

Galip Kemali Séylemezoglu: A Liminal Diplomat

Galip Kemali was a complex figure embodying all the ambivalence
and contradictions (from our point of view with a century of hindsight)
of his time and the transformations his generation experienced. He
was a liminal character reflecting the intertwinedness of nationalism,
modernism, elitism, and Ottoman imperialism. In his mental frame-
work, all these dispositions overlapped and coexisted. His memoirs
are arguably one of the most insightful primary sources exposing the
complexities and multidimensional structures of the mentalities of his
time. This is seen not only in terms of the memoirs’ massiveness, but
also in terms of its profound and multilayered nature.

Galip Kemali came from a local notable family in Kig1 in Eastern
Anatolia: his forefathers had moved to Istanbul after serving in the
provincial administration in Trabzon as the protégés of Halil Rifat
Pasha when he was the governor of Trabzon. Galip Kemali was born
in 1873 and joined the diplomatic service in 1892 upon his gradu-
ation from the Mekteb-i Sultani. His father, Ali Kemali Pasha, had
served as the governor of Konya. Although he may be regarded as
a high-ranking Tanzimat bureaucrat, Ali Kemali Pasha’s career path
resembled the pre-Tanzimat pattern of career advancement before the
formalization and regularization of the bureaucracy, which ceased to
exist with the generation of Galip Kemali after the development and
consolidation of training and merit-based recruitment and promotion.
His uncle, Ibrahim Edhem Pertev Pasha, served in various high posi-
tions, including Assistant Undersecretary of the Ministry of Foreign
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Affairs. His career in various postings in different governmental
offices also resembled the pre-modern and pre-Tanzimat career pat-
tern.!? Thus, his father and uncle were among the last examples of pre-
Tanzimat bureaucrats who rose not due to their formal education and
slow advancement in the governmental offices, but due to connections
and experience gained in office.

Having grown up in an atmosphere of parvenu aristocracy (local
notables in the process of integrating into the imperial Tanzimat aris-
tocracy), Galip Kemali emphatically endorsed the aristocratic culture
he encountered in Istanbul. Although he belonged to the first genera-
tion of the family in terms of having a sound formal education unlike
his autodidact father and uncle, he was a staunch defender of aristo-
cratic exclusivity throughout his career and was uncompromising in
his criticism of the failure to follow the aristocratic code of conduct
in diplomacy. In his memoirs, Galip Kemali continually reminds his
readers that diplomacy was not simply a matter of settling disputes
and implementing policies, but also an art. Therefore, only those who
possessed special qualities could be genuine diplomats. He was also a
rigorous upholder of the standards of professionalism. He was disturbed
by the dilettantism, impatience, and crude patriotism of the Unionists.
While conceding that they were sincere patriots, Galip Kemali argued
that they destroyed the Empire with their empty rhetoric.> While
he was ambassador to Athens, he was particularly disappointed with
the obstruction of the Turco-Greek alliance he attempted to launch in
order to counter the Slavic threat from the north. He was annoyed with
the Unionists because of their obsession over Crete and their empty
nationalist fervor that thwarted the forging of the Turco-Greek alli-
ance in which Galip Kemali had full confidence. After the negotia-
tions between Greece and the Ottomans collapsed, Greece aligned with
the Balkan states, and this alliance cost the Ottomans severely in the
Balkan Wars. For Galip Kemali, the Young Turks and their lack of
insight into diplomacy were the chief culprits in this fiasco. Very criti-
cal of the nationalist arrogance of the Unionists and their obstruction
of diplomatic pragmatism, he himself was no less nationalist or Turkist
than the Unionists, as will be shown in the coming few pages.
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He was also no less critical of the Republican establishment. For
Séylemezoglu, the diplomatic service’s quality deteriorated drastically
after World War I (meaning after the proclamation of the Republic)
because of the employment of youths lacking respectable origins,
manners, and sophistication.'* Writing his memoirs in the late 1940s
during the liberalization of the public sphere, he criticized the aban-
donment of official uniforms by the Republic. Pointing out that even
Bolshevik Russia reestablished official uniforms, particularly for the
diplomatic service, he felt that it was not only helpful but impera-
tive for Turkey to reestablish official uniforms for the diplomatic serv-
ice.® He suggested that “even the most democratic” countries were
following the rituals of official garb and of bestowing and accepting
badges. Apparently, what democratic meant for Galip Kemali was
Republicanism and the culture of egalitarianism over aristocratic
exclusivity. For Galip Kemali, aristocratic formalities and codes of
conduct were the very thrust of diplomacy, and it was untenable to
conduct diplomacy in their absence.'®

Though he was a staunch advocate of the nineteenth-century
European code of conduct, his Islamic upbringing and socialization also
showed itself at times. One remarkable episode is the transformation
of Galip Kemali’s approach to the fez and hat as depicted in his mem-
oirs. Before his first appointment abroad as secretary in the embassy
to Bucharest, he was perturbed. “Until that time, I was instinctually
disgusted with the hat. Like any other Turkish and Muslim child, my
ears were ringing with the rhymes of ‘whoever dons a hat, God forbid,
becomes an infidel. ” Fortunately, before his departure to Bucharest,
his pious father advised him that: “if you don a hat out of necessity, it
is permissible. It is impermissible only if you don a hat as an imitation
of the Westerners.” Although convinced by the argument of his father,
on the first day that he donned a hat while presenting himself to the
Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Romanian diplomatic
establishment, he was very much embarrassed and distressed.” But
over time, he began to feel more comfortable without a fez on his head.
He notes that before 1908, the fez was regarded as an indispensable
part of the Ottoman official uniforms, but after 1908, he preferred not
to don a fez and leave his head uncovered while he was in official garb.
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Moreover, while ambassador to Athens, he encouraged and convinced
a colleague of his to remove his fez in favor of a hat while socializing
in Athens, assuring him that it was no sin to don a hat. Soylemezoglu
advised him that, “one has to follow the culture of foreigners when he
is in their environment.”'® We observe the transformation of Galip
Kemali into a proud defender of the hat during his tenure in the dip-
lomatic service; he came to see the hat as a sign of refinement and
civilization. He began to attribute to the hat a symbolic (and posi-
tive) meaning in reaction to the resilient antagonism towards the hat,
which Galip Kemali perceived as superstition.'”

Apparently, the fez was a sensitive issue. It symbolized the very mark
of Muslim identity while wearing a Western suit. It was regarded as the
threshold of Muslimness. The astute resilience in defense of the fez and
animus towards the hat display the contradictions and ambiguities which
are consistent and totally explicable for their protagonists. The fez and hat
duality conveys the liminality of the group we are investigating. The fez
emerged as a sign of authenticity within full-fledged Westernization. It is
also associated with notions such as honor and decency. The fez acquired
an intense and resolute meaning independent of its own reality, and in
donning it, a value system which was felt to be lost, was regained.

According to Hiiseyin Cahit Yalgin, a staunch defender of the hat,
public consciousness, assured that no one could dare to don a hat in pub-
lic.?° Ibrahim Hakk: Pasha was another outspoken and staunch defender
of the hat from the diplomatic service and proudly defended his wearing
of a hat during his Berlin tenure when he was grand vizier.”! Living in
European countries, diplomats faced the challenge of the hat, and they
ended up wearing hats and normalizing what had previously appeared
to be taboo. They subsequently turned into open defenders of the hat
by again imputing a profound symbolism to donning hats, that of being
liberated from bigotry and obscurantism.??

Galip Kemali Séylemezoglu’s proposals to reform and restructure
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and diplomacy are also worth men-
tioning. Galip Kemali proposed recruiting diplomats from privileged
families, as was the habitual practice in Europe. In his memorandum
on the Reform of Diplomatic Service in 1909, he remarked that “like the
other countries, the diplomats who will be appointed to the embassies
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have to be from prosperous families.” He recommended that graduates
of Miilkiye who wanted to serve in the Ministry should be employed
as Ottoman representatives abroad without being paid any salary or
allowance for one year. After completing one year in the embassies
without any salary, they should be entitled to be third secretaries in
the embassies. However, for one year they were to be paid only sal-
ary, not an allowance.”> Apparently, this policy prevalent in European
diplomatic services was a mechanism to eliminate those who could not
support themselves and privilege those with financial means.

For Galip Kemali, diplomats have to be familiar with the European
social codes (adab-1 muagaret) and with the codes of conduct of the
European higher classes with whom they would be in contact through-
out their diplomatic careers. For Galip Kemali, this was another reason
why the diplomats had to come from respectable families. Only people
from reputable families could easily socialize with the refined European
classes. Abdiilhak Hamid agreed heartily with Galip Kemali on this
point. He wrote: “an ambassador has to be from the high classes of
the society which he is supposed to represent and has to be a career
diplomat. If an ambassador lacks these qualities, there would be a loss
of prestige. .. There had been several cases in which ambassadors of sec-
ondary ranks were more esteemed and taken into consideration by the
aristocracies, rulers, and governments to which they were appointed.”**
For Abdiilhak Hamid: “those ambassadors who lack social prestige are
doomed to be failures. An ambassador has to be respected not only by
the governments, but also by the social circles in which he is socializing.
Otherwise, he will be unsuccessful (as a diplomat).”?> Thus, “an official
in an embassy either should come from an aristocratic background or
should maintain an aristocratic outlook and attitudes.”?®

For Galip Kemali (and Abdiilhak Hamid), the training of diplo-
mats was also a major consideration. He resented the unsatisfactory
level of the training of diplomats. After noting that the principal
source of recruits for the diplomatic service was Mekzeb-i Sultani, Galip
Kemali argued that a higher college for further study was necessary for
the graduates of Mekteb-i Sultani to be eligible for recruitment into the
diplomatic service. He had in mind a part-time college of political sci-
ence (wlum-1 siyasi). In the scheme proposed by Galip Kemali, youths



THE MENTALITIES AND DISPOSITIONS 189

were to begin to work in the Ministry while attending the college
until noon. They also had to be taught English or German as their
second foreign language after French. Galip Kemali did not ignore
the practicalities either. These youths also had to be introduced to the
European diplomats in Istanbul, so that they would not feel ignorant
of the European code of conduct.

In short, Galip Kemali emphasized “refinement” and “civility”.
However, he was also very strict regarding the necessity of fostering
the erudition of the Ottoman diplomatic service. He was disappointed
with the miserable level of erudition therein. Nevertheless, in conclud-
ing his memorandum, Galip Kemali was optimistic. He believed that
by training prospective diplomats in a distinguished college with an
intense curriculum, teaching them the basics of politics, and integrat-
ing them into the European world of culture and mores, their skills
and erudition would be enhanced. This would upgrade the sophistica-
tion of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Galip Kemali’s memorandum was consistent with the self-por-
trait he drew in his memoirs. He depicted himself throughout as a
professional aristocrat. That is to say, in his self-representation, he was
simultaneously very fastidious in maintaining the refined and socially
exclusive nature of the craft of diplomacy and in the professionaliza-
tion of this intellectually demanding occupation. He was a professional
in the sense that for him one needed to be hard-working, if necessary
working both day and night.

Interestingly, his memorandum resembles the reforms of the
British and French Foreign Offices undertaken in the first decade of
the twentieth century,?” which all yearned for maximizing bureau-
cratic rationality and efficiency. Nevertheless, Galip Kemali also sug-
gested retaining a culture of elitism and social exclusion, which the
European reformist programs sought to diminish or even dared to
eliminate. Galip Kemali, on the contrary, sought to formalize what
was the de facto practice and maintained and evaded “democratic cur-
rents” which he found dangerous. Galip Kemali Séylemezoglu portrays
himself as an aristocratic diplomat endowed with codes of courtli-
ness. Yet, he was also a staunch Turkish nationalist on the fringes of
xenophobia.
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Galip Kemali’s propaganda publication in French, LAssasinat d'un
Peuple,®® written for the purpose of defending the rights of Turkey
under occupation (in 1920), displays an amalgamation of different
discourses: anti-imperialism, civilizationism, and Turkism. The pam-
phlet addresses Westerners and was written to unmask the hypocrisy
of the West. He criticized the West for glorifying civilization and styl-
ing itself as the very embodiment of civilization, but ignoring the
requisites of civilization when it comes to actual policy decisions. He
criticizes the Western perception of Turks as barbarians and argues
that the reality is just the opposite. He reminds the Western reader
of the murdered, mutilated, and expelled Muslim civilian popu-
lace of Thrace and the atrocities perpetrated by Greeks, Serbs, and
Bulgarians. For Galip Kemali, the European powers entertained an
irrational historical animosity to Turks. The Europeans’ unjustified
actions and attitudes towards Turkey were inexplicable within the
imperatives of Realpolitik alone. He tacitly associated the contemporary
Western aggression with the Crusades (although not openly, given that
he addresses a Western audience). He appealed to the conscience of the
European audience and invoked the notion of Western civilization to
convince them.

He clearly endorsed the Young Turk perception that the European
aggression towards the Ottoman Empire was tantamount to a “modern
crusade”. In this view, imperialism, Europe, and Christianity became
indistinguishable. He also equated Turks and Islam, and championed
the innate anti-imperialism of this cultural/political entity as the eter-
nal foe and diametrical opposite of the “toothless” Western civiliza-
tion. For Stikrii Hanioglu, “besides its alleged immoral character...
[Young Turks} maintained {that} European imperialism had a hidden
Christian agenda.”®” The enmity between modern Western imperial-
ism and Islam (led by the Turks) was rendered eternal (and thus ren-
dered absolute and irreconcilable) by the metaphor of the Crusades.>”
The Turks emerged as the standard bearers and vanguard of Muslims in
their (eternal) struggle against the West. The enmity of the Europeans
did not originate from Realpolitik. It derived from historical animosi-
ties and was therefore a timeless and eternal antagonism that cannot
be resolved by practical ceasefires and agreements.
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Galip Kemali was more explicit in his memoirs in which
he addressed a Turkish audience rather than the conscience of
Westerners. In the memoirs and correspondence published after his
propaganda pamphlet, he revealed that his disgust and abhorrence
of the Western powers was immense. He was very much influenced
by Unionist jargon.”’ In these texts, Galip Kemali, the elegant aris-
tocrat and imperial patriot, surrendered to vulgar nationalist rheto-
ric (with sycophantic praise of Mustafa Kemal): “After the Mondros
Treaty, our most sacred rights were violated by the victorious states
who claimed to draw their swords for rights and liberties...not only
the independence but also the very existence of the seven-century
old state and the illustrious Turkish nation which lived independ-
ently since the beginning of history and challenged the whole world
was put into question.”? Luckily, “with an outrage, the great Turk
showed the national faith in his heart and the immortal fervor in his
soul and under the leadership of a genius, the Turkish nation fought
back and survived.”

Yet, the transformation of Galip Kemali into a crude nationalist was
neither exceptional nor idiosyncratic. The recurring military and polit-
ical defeats and the encroachment of the West and the non-Muslims
instigated a fear that fomented a blatant and unapologetic national-
ism. The change in the political elite with the Unionists replacing
the Hamidian old guard also forced the old-timers to accommodate
themselves. For example, Sami Pasazade Sezai, who had served in the
ministry since 1885, had been a staunch defender and promoter of the
“West” and “Western values”, and had supported the incorporation
of the Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe (which he called
a “Peaceful Conquest” feth-i sulbperveri),”® also lost his enthusiasm for
“Western civilization” during his ambassadorship in Madrid between
1914 and 1921 and after witnessing the occupation of Turkey in 1918 34
After observing the policies of Britain in World War I, he began to
associate the “West” with hypocrisy, and arch-imperialist Britain came
to embody the essence of the hypocritical West.”> Although he was
previously critical of Christian prejudice and the double standards of
the West, for him these were side issues not belying the superiority of
Western values and political culture.
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Abdiilhak Hamid, the elegant aristocrat of the nineteenth-century
Ottoman world, wrote with an anti-imperialist and anti-Christian fer-
vor in 1924: “The ones who share most responsibility (for the decline
of humanity and civility) are those who captured the most territories
in the Great War. Yes, those plunderers and pirates... This cannibal
wants to swim in the blood of Muslims. He enjoys eating Muslim
flesh and even Muslim carcasses. In his eyes, no nation can have its
own state and patrie except himself. Whenever he sees independ-
ence, freedom, and survival, he thinks of annihilating it and plun-
dering it, destroying whatever the nation has.”*® In the anti-Western
and anti-Christian tirade quoted above, he went as far as to dub
European imperialism as “diinyadaki vatanlarm en kahbe haini” (the
most whorish traitor of the fatherlands of the world). The Christian
West as the eternal foe of the Muslim Turk emerged as an invented
image rampant not only among the Young Turk generation, but also
among the elder generation. Nevertheless, this imagery was much
more profound in the new generation of the diplomatic service. The
next generation of the Ottoman diplomatic service introduced young
nationalist poets and men of letters. Miiftiioglu Ahmet Hikmet and
Enis Behi¢ (Koryiirek) were two gifts of the diplomatic service to
nationalist literature.

The New Generation and Cumulative Radicalization

Ahmet Hikmet was born in 1870 with the background typical of the
bulk of the diplomat service (a middle-level bureaucrat father serving
in the provincial administration, a respectable genealogy going back
to the Peloponnese, and himself born in Istanbul) and was a gradu-
ate of Mekteb-i Sultani, like most of his colleagues. He obtained his
first appointments to Marseilles, Piraeus, and Poti in the Hamidian
era. Later in his career, he was appointed ambassador to Budapest in
1916, apparently to fulfill his Turkist and Turanist ambitions. He was
active in Turkist activities during his tenure in Budapest, enthusiasti-
cally participating in Hungarian Turanian circles and academic clubs.
He died while serving as the ministerial undersecretary in 1926. Like
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Abdiilhak Hamid, today he is not known and remembered for his
remarkable diplomatic career but for his literary output and his con-
tribution to (nationalist) literature.’”

Enis Behi¢ belonged to a later generation.® Born in 1892, like
Ahmet Hikmet he possessed the three indispensable attributes of
the social and cultural background of a “typical” diplomat: he was
fathered by a military doctor (a civil servant), was born in Istanbul,
and was a graduate of Miilkiye. He entered the diplomatic service in
1913. Serving in mediocre posts abroad and in Istanbul, he is remem-
bered mostly for his extremely nationalist poems. His poem Kzrmizz
Sezlong (Red Chair) was an outrageous anti-Semitic poem recount-
ing the lives of a greedy Jewish speculator, Mison, and his lustful
wife, Rebeka, who deceived her husband. It portrays the Jewish
characters as nasty, corrupt, and disgusting rascals. The motives for
writing such a poem remain unclear given that no full-fledged anti-
Semitism developed in the Ottoman Empire and that the chauvin-
istic animus of Turkish nationalism was then reserved for Christian
ethnics. One explanation is that the anti-Semitism in this poem is a
perfect illustration of the anti-Semitic themes then prevalent in fin
de si¢cle France. It seems that Enis Behi¢ was influenced by European/
French anti-Semite depictions of the time (rather than indigenous
sources). Enis Behi¢’s oeuvre were sharply divided into two: highly
individualistic poems reflecting the loneliness, failed aspirations,
and the melancholy of the modern individual, and nationalist poems
depicting war scenes in which victorious Turkish soldiers are seek-
ing Turan or are about to reconquer lost Roumelia up to Budapest.
Enis Behi¢ was definitely a “salon Turanist”. By this time, the third
generation of the Tanzimat, we meet a modern individual in the
personality of Enis Behig, with whom we share some of the same sen-
sibilities and for whom we feel empathy. He was, at the same time, a
Turkish nationalist as a product of his own times.”” His nationalism
is explicitly and blatantly secular. There is no sign of religion in his
poems, whether they are nationalist or personal. His poems display
how, in three generations, religion had gradually retreated and then
vanished from the mental cosmology of the Ottoman bureaucrats.
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Apparently as a general observation, Islam gradually turned to be
a private matter in the minds and perceptions of the diplomats and
the Ottoman bureaucrats. Ibrahim Hakki Pasha, the long-time legal
counselor of the Foreign Ministry, perfectly epitomized this privatized
and individualized understanding of Islam and faith. Ibrahim Hakki
suggested that: “I don’t pray five times [per dayl...I do not infringe
anybody’s right. God forgives those acts committed against himself
but does not forgive infringements of the rights of his subjects. Faith
is in the heart. Islam is a matter of believing in the Almighty. This is
its essence; rituals and obedience {to God} are means to that.” (Beg vaks
de nemaz kilamzyorum. . Kimsenin hakkini gash etmiyorum.Ustiimde kul
hakki yokdur. Allah, kendi hakkini afv buyurur emma kulun hakkmi afv
etmez.. dman kalbdedsr. Miisliimanlik kelime-i sehadetten ibarettir. . .Esas
budnr, ibadat ve taat bunun fz't'm’udzn)40 The members of the Hamidian
diplomatic service were the first generation who retained and upheld
their Islamic heritage but individualized, adjusted, and rationalized
it.!! Arguably, with Enis Behi¢’s generation, indifference and disregard
(if not hostility) to religion developed, and Islam was no more taken
as a reference system.

As suggested previously, secularization as relativization and a
decline in individual faith did not soften or prevent anti-Western ani-
mus. On the contrary, as observed in the many prominent modernist
nationalists of the time, such as Omer Seyfeddin and Galip Kemali,
anti-Western sentiment and xenophobia were rampant. In fact, in
Galip Kemali’s case (as with any other member of his generation),
xenophobia was enhanced by secularization. As monotheist univer-
salism and morality vanished or were relegated to the private realm,
the nation and national ethics/morality emerged as alternative and
all-encompassing reference points. The extreme nationalism of the two
close friends of Halid Ziya’s,** Resid Safvet and Safveti Ziya, exem-
plify the third generation of the Tanzimat and the third generation of
Tanzimat diplomats.

Resid Safvet (Atabinen) did not get promising promotions. The
highest posts he held were the first secretariat in the embassies to
Bucharest, Washington, Madrid, and Teheran. He participated in the
Lausanne Conference as the general secretary of the Turkish delegation.
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He became a member of parliament in 1927, serving two terms.
However, his major achievement was his foundation of TURING
(Touring Club Turc) in 1923. Regid Safvet was an impressive person-
ality with various interests and talents. Halid Ziya remembers him
as a young man, a minor official in the Regie, who was about to join
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and whose sole interest was reading
books. Halid Ziya tells us that Resid Safvet lived in an apartment in
Akaretler, a quarter in the Westernized part of Istanbul, which was
so full of books and dozens of notebooks that there was only enough
empty space for his writing desk. According to Halid Ziya, he read
whatever he found on history, sociology, philosophy, politics, and reli-
gion (but never literature). He never went out to socialize, slept little,
and showed up in the office exhausted, but before his colleagues.** In
short, Regid Safvet was a man of his times, driven to learn and discover
the whole new world in front of him. He exemplifies the new intellec-
tual of the third generation of the Tanzimat who established for him-
self a completely new world and explicitly severed himself from the
past, a move that is striking in this generation. He was a third genera-
tion Tanzimat figure like many others, fascinated with the enormity
of Western knowledge and science. The encyclopedic curiosity of this
new generation is embodied in his person.

Later in his life, Regid Safvet produced numerous books in French,
defending Turkey and Turks before the international public in such works
as Turcs et Arménians Devant ['histoire: Nouveaux Témoignages Russes et Turcs
sur les Atrocitiés* These publications demonstrated the outstanding con-
tributions of Turks to world civilization® and adamantly defended the
Turkish Historical Thesis in the heyday of the Kemalist regime. Resid
Safvet displays the contrast between the conspicuous Westernism in his
lifestyle and his hatred towards the West. He adopted a fervent national-
ist outlook, not unlike that of his colleagues Ahmet Hikmet and Enis
Behi¢. Yet, Resid Safvet was also a bon vivant and loved the good life.
The son of Saffet Bey, a prominent musician in the Imperial Orchestra
and the first Muslim to conduct the Imperial Orchestra, he came from a
prosperous family (including his uncle, Hiiseyin Hasib Efendi, Ottoman
diplomat and ambassador to Teheran between 1909 and 1912%0) and
married the granddaughter of Riza Pasha, Abdiilhamid’s chief of staff.
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He provided the demimonde in the marginalized and déclassé Istanbul
of the Republic with various entertainments mimicking the grandeur of
the imperial Istanbul of yesteryear.” Yet, his hedonism did not impede
or temper his rhetoric of extreme and obsessive Turkism. He also vol-
unteered to be an apparatchik of the Republican regime in Ankara.
Nevertheless, the idiosyncratic playboy of the Ottoman Ministry of
Foreign Affairs seemed to have his counterparts in other European
diplomatic services. For Vladimir Lambsdorff, a diplomat serving the
Russian Foreign Ministry, “the court had ‘the character of a café, the
Yacht Club was a ‘temple of idleness’ and much of the aristocracy was
“...a clique of which the court and the circle of profligates and idlers
called ‘society'...the Foreign Ministry was indeed not only the focus of
Lambsdorff’s professional skills and energies but also his home and his
‘fatherland’, whence he drew most of his personal friendships. .."

Safveti Ziya was one of the major figures of the Edebiyat-1 Cedide
(New Literature) influenced by French poetry and literature of the late
nineteenth century. A man of exquisite manners and elegance, Halid
Ziya described his artistic and bohemian worlds and circles. Coming
from a respectable Istanbul family which sent many of his members
to the privileged offices in the government, for Safveti Ziya life meant
good food, good clothing, spending money, and all kinds of luxury.
In the account of Halid Ziya, he was well-known for frequenting the
trendiest venues in Pera in order to be close to beautiful women. In
the extravagant lines of Halid Ziya, he danced the best, spoke the
most fluent French and English, and was the most handsome. In short,
Safveti Ziya was a prototypical dandy. Nevertheless, his eccentric life-
style did not obstruct his successful career. At the time of his sudden
death (aged 54 in 1929), he had just been appointed as ambassador to
Czechoslovakia after serving as the director of protocol of the Ministry.
He died during a party at the Yacht Club in Principio. Safveti Ziya
lived well, dined well, and died well. Apparently, he belonged not
to the Tanzimat generation, but to a new generation with different
socialization and mores.

He was, like his other colleagues, a passionate Turkist and Wester-
nist. His novel, Salon Kogelerinde, was originally “published in ... Servet-i
Fiinun, told the story of a ‘Europeanized’ Ottoman man who socialized
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in the foreign quarters of Istanbul and tried to prove by waltzing like a
European that he was ‘civilized’ to an English girl with whom he had
fallen in love. The protagonist of the novel writes that, ‘... 1 changed
my plan of action, thinking that it would be necessary to prove to an
English girl and an English family that Turkishness within a society is
not an example of barbarity, but an adornment, and that the Turks too
are a civilized nation.” Even in this non-political, romantic novel, the
Europeanized character, who was ready to accommodate to European
culture, exhibited a reactionary attitude to the European perception of
the Turk and fought against this ‘misperception’ by dancing.*® At the
beginning of the novel, the author voices his regrets at Turks’ failure
to dance elegantly and hopes that one day Turks will excel in European
dances’® Safveti Ziya was encouraged to write this book by Ahmet
Hikmet, who opined, “how great it would be if you account for your
experiences in the salons and high society with regard to our nation.

No such work has been yet written.”!

Apparently, both Safveti Ziya
and Ahmet Hikmet perceived personal encounters with Westerners
within a political prism. The politicization of every sphere of private
life was an aspect of the third generation of the Tanzimat.”> Whereas
Westernization and expressions of Westernization had been confined to
politics, intellectual activity, and professionalism, there existed in the
first and second generations of the Tanzimat a demarcation between
Westernization for public display and a well-preserved traditionalism
in intimate culture and in the private sphere.”> With the third genera-
tion of the Tanzimat, we observe the Westernization of every sphere of
life, and every sphere became a contested zone of nationalism in which
national displays and national enmities became ubiquitous.”*

Safveti Ziya, like many of his generation, defined Turkishness with
reference to individual attributes and developed a Turkish national-
ism to challenge and outdo the Europeans. Safveti Ziya's book, Adab-1
Muageret Hasbiballeri (Conversations on Good Manners), published in
1927, was another exposure of the prioritization of the national iden-
tity within daily social interactions. Safveti Ziya encouraged Turkish
youth to participate in the rebirth of the Turkish nation by adopting
the code of conduct of civilized societies and nations.”” In his “guide
book”, Safveti Ziya gave particular importance to the role of women
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within polite society. For him, respect towards women was an impor-
tant sign of the degree of the civilized nature of a nation. For him, the
code of good conduct and politeness was first and foremost a matter of
national dignity. The subsuming of the personal manners and codes
of conduct of individuals was an extreme example of the politicization
and nationalization of individual lives.

Definitely, these men had different mores and a different ref-
erence system from their predecessors. We observe the emergence
and development of a new intellectual/cultural formation subsum-
ing a particular national imaginary, a secularized worldview, and a
militarized political imagination, not unlike the new generations
in conflict with their “fathers” observed in late czarist Russia and
Europe in general >

Accommodating the New Times

Galip Kemali’s aforementioned pamphlet in defense of the nation
under attack was not unique. Two years earlier, Alfred Riistem Bey,
another senior Ottoman diplomat, published a tract in Bern in French
to counter Armenian allegations and to address Western public opin-
ion regarding the Armenian massacres.’’ The text was conspicuous
in the sense that its author was an Ottoman diplomat born in Turkey
of Polish origins, whose father was also a diplomat, who converted
to Islam after immigrating to the Ottoman Empire from Russian-
occupied Poland. Ahmed (Alfred) Riistem Bey was acquainted with
Western knowledge and Western intellectual erudition thanks to his
Polish origins. In his tract, after denying the accusations regarding the
Armenians, Ahmed Riistem pointed to the hypocrisy of the West.”
He recounted the atrocities Britain perpetrated in its colonies. Not
restricting himself to conventional anti-imperialist rhetoric, he also
exposed British brutality in Ireland and condemned British policies
there.”” Not unexpectedly, he did not fail to mention the brutality of
imperial Russia in Poland both during its occupation throughout the
nineteenth century and during World War I. Questioning the cred-
ibility of those who themselves were the perpetrators of unspeakable
crimes, he related the charges of the Allies to their perpetual hatred
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of the Turks.®® Regarding the Armenian events, Ahmed Riistem
acknowledged the tragedy Armenians had suffered during World
War I, but he subsequently pleaded with the Europeans to acknowl-
edge the great suffering Turks also experienced during World War
L% Moreover, for Ahmed Riistem, the responsibility for this tragedy
lay with the Armenian revolutionary committees, who attempted to
mobilize the gullible Armenian masses against Turkish rule.

Ahmed Riistem represents a complex but characteristic post-
Unionist Turkish nationalism. The text was in some ways emblematic
of the Turkish nationalism of his time. On the other hand, some of
its idiosyncratic aspects reflect his European origins and the forma-
tion of nineteenth-century Polish liberal nationalism. It is striking
to observe how his Polish Russophobia easily rendered him a sin-
cere Turkish nationalist resenting the hypocrisy of Europeans and
European liberalism. He arrived at an anti-imperialist stance with
different motivations and from different origins than the Unionist
anti-imperialism. His anti-imperialism was compatible with the
European political language and vocabulary. Unlike many Unionist
or quasi-Unionist texts and pamphlets, Ahmed Riistem did not aban-
don the rhetoric of rights and liberties. On the contrary, he repeat-
edly reiterated his allegiance to humanitarian values and argued that
his criticism was directed at those who were hypocritical and insin-
cere in defending rights and liberties. Thus, he did not renounce the
premises and ideals of nineteenth-century liberalism. Nevertheless,
one can easily observe that his disillusionment with the West engen-
dered a transformation in his belief in rights and liberties as well.
The surge of his anti-imperialistic views was prompted by Russian
expansionism towards Poland, the support the British gave to the
Russians in the war, and the atrocities Russians committed against
Polish civilians during World War I. This background led him to
endorse and internalize the Turkist and Islamic anti-imperialism of
the Unionists. The Polish aristocrat was forced to speak the language
of a Roumelian upstart merging his nineteenth-century liberal lan-
guage with the Unionist anti-Western ethos.

As suggested above, the years in which Galip Kemali and Ahmed
Riistem composed their French propaganda texts were traumatic.
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It was the time when the last bastion of Turkishness was occupied and
humiliated. Another propaganda text with the same overtones was
composed by Ahmed Riza, a figure who distanced himself from the
Unionists after 1908. Ahmed Riza, the arch-secularist, depicted the
current situation as a crusade and an episode in the eternal struggle
between Islam (and Turks as the banner of Islam) and the treacherous,
barbaric West.%?

The deterioration of the once-gentlemanly Ottoman civil official-
dom, which was a product and unique composite of Westernization
and the classical Ottoman ¢fend;i tradition, was dramatic. Nevertheless,
officials who became prominent political figures after 1908 but before
the Young Turks assumed direct control of cabinets, such as Ahmed
Tevfik Pasha, and Ibrahim Hakk1 Pasha, kept their distance from the
new radicals of the time. They were the last ones to defend and uphold
the Bab-1 Ali tradition.

Voices From the Tomb?

Hayreddin Nedim Beys 1910 book on diplomacy consummately
reflected nineteenth-century diplomatic socialization and its intellec-
tual/mental build-up as it coalesced with Tanzimat’s official discourse.
Hayreddin Nedim’s account of nineteenth-century Tanzimat diplo-
macy was laudatory. His praise of the Tanzimat was not limited to
its achievements in diplomacy. For Hayreddin Nedim, Mustafa Resid
Pasha was a man of extraordinary gifts, and every Ottoman should be
grateful to him.% This was especially so because he achieved the intro-
duction of Ottomans into the concert of Europe as a reputable member
of the club.** Reviewing the close relations Tanzimat statesmen devel-
oped with France and Britain as a safeguard against the Russian danger,
he noted that diplomacy and the diplomatic skills of statesmen were
crucial in the making of international politics and that the Tanzimat
statesmen did an excellent job in upholding the Ottoman Empire via
diplomacy. He emphasized that the conduct of diplomacy predomi-
nantly rested upon personal skills and qualities.”” Thus, Hayreddin
Nedim regretted that Ottoman diplomats and statesmen did not write
their memoirs as their European colleagues did. Impressed with the
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careers and accomplishments of prominent European diplomats who
mastered their craft and inspired diplomats such as himself, he studied
them by reading their memoirs or those written by their colleagues.
Thus, he wrote his book to display the laudable deeds of Tanzimat dip-
lomats and statesmen. Apparently, Hayreddin Nedim saw himself and
his fellow Ottoman diplomats and statesmen as part of the post-Vienna
Congress European diplomatic family. In short, the intellectual cosmos
of Hayreddin Nedim illustrates the emblematic Tanzimat diplomat
loyal to the premises and principles of the Tanzimat and determined
to invigorate the Ottoman Empire within the concert of nineteenth-
century Europe. That is, in Hayreddin Nedim, the Congress of Vienna
went hand in hand with the Tanzimat as if they complemented each
other. He was a believer in the ideal of a peaceful Europe in which an
enlightened Ottoman Empire participated as an equal member. His
ideal coincided with the ideals of the British, French, and Austrian
diplomatic establishments. In fact, his ideals (and Tanzimat ideals in
general) were partially derived from the ideals and premises of the nine-
teenth-century European ancien régime.

In another book of his on the Crimean War, which he published in
the same year, he regretted the collapse of the British/French alliance
with the Ottomans, which was forged during the Crimean War and
sealed by the Paris Treaty. Surprisingly, Hayreddin Nedim put the
blame on both sides instead of indicting Britain unilaterally, as his
Ottoman contemporaries had. He criticized the Ottoman party for not
fulfilling the commitments and reforms it had promised and criticized
the British/French for their indifference to and neglect of the injus-
tices that Turks and the Muslim population had suffered. Another
astonishing commentary developed by Hayreddin Nedim was with
regard to Ottoman—Russian relations. Observing the Russian aggres-
sion towards the Ottomans, he claimed that the best interests of these
two “great nations” were to be in an alliance and peace.®®

Salih Miinir Pasha, one of the most reputable (or notorious in the
eyes of the Young Turks) diplomats of the Hamidian ancien régime, in
his book on Russian foreign policy published in Lausanne in 1918 while
he was in exile, reconstructs the course of the history of the Tanzimat
as the lethal struggle between hostile and expansionist Russia and the
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defensive Ottomans. He perceived the Russian drive to the south as
an expansion (rather than imperialism) and saw the Eastern Question
primarily as a diplomatic entanglement. According to his account,
whereas all the internal disorders of the Ottoman Empire perpetrated
by Christian groups were either instigated or manipulated by the
Russians, all the Tanzimat policies whether concerning international
diplomacy, administrative reform, or military action were undertaken
to encounter this many-headed threat. In Salih Miinir Pasha’s account,
Britain and France appear as bystanders during Russian aggression.
Although they also advanced their interests in the Ottoman Empire
and espoused the causes of the “oppressed Christians™’ (mainly stem-
ming from the pressure of public opinion and Christian prejudice)
to the detriment of the Ottomans, their role remained secondary in
contrast to the Russian menace. Defining diplomacy as “distinguish-
ing between friendly and hostile states...to maintain the well-being
of the people and foster the advancement (terakki) of the state,”*® Salih
Miinir’s approach to international relations is arguably within the
world of the post-Bismarckian European order and epitomizes a tran-
sitional perspective.

Luitfi Simavi, a diplomat who served in various posts as Ottoman
consul, in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Istanbul, and as the
undersecretary of the embassy to St. Petersburg before his appoint-

ment as the Lord High Chamberlain®

of Mehmed Resad, was another
voice from the tomb. Appointed to the palace chamberlainship, he
was perturbed at the prospect of having to move from Europe to an
archaic court and palace.”® In fact, what was expected from him was
to modernize the imperial rituals and adapt them to European court
ceremonial.”! What Liitfi Simavi did, according to his memoirs and
his account, was to blend traditional Ottoman rituals and the modern
European court ceremonial and invent an Ottoman imperial pageantry
and imperial public display.”> He administered Mehmed Resad’s pub-
lic and ceremonial appearances. For this task, he benefited from his
immense knowledge of European imperial and official ceremonies and
the code of conduct, knowledge of which he was extremely proud.
Using Mehmed Resad, Liitfi Simavi attempted to invent an Ottoman
imperial pomp and pageantry in line with and in competition with
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European imperial pomp and rituals. The low profile character and
humility of Mehmed Regad (in contrast to the pomposity of his pred-
ecessor, Abdiilhamid II) was suitable for this newly defined and appro-
priated role.

Although for Lutfi Simavi, Ottomanism encompassed the
non-Muslim,”® the Muslim and Turkish character of Ottoman impe-
rialism was not to be marginalized or obscured. On the contrary,
its Muslim/Turkish character was outspokenly expressed within the
refashioned imperial ritualism. The new manifestation of the Ottoman
imperium was to include non-Muslims, but it would not renounce
its Islamic heritage completely. The Muslim/Turkish character of the
imperium was deemed not disquieting and threatening in the eyes of
non-Muslim Ottoman co-citizens. For Liitfi Simavi, the new imperial
display should proudly reflect the heritage and splendor of the classi-
cal age of the Ottoman Empire.”* In short, Liitfi Simavi tried to invent
the Ottoman imperium as the very symbol and embodiment of an
Ottoman patriotism, to be endorsed enthusiastically by non-Muslims
and to be glorified by the Muslims/Turks.”

Liitfi Simavi was critical to the developments that commenced with
1908. He was not only removed from the vigilance and nationalism
of the Unionists (although he was appointed by them for his modern-
ist credentials), but their socialization and acculturation were alien to
him. He had legal reservations about post-1908 politics as well. He
was critical of the appointment of members of parliament to minis-
tries.”® He pointed to the technical problems it may cause. He argued
that the Ottoman Empire moved from absolute monarchy to abso-
lute parliamentarianism, which rendered parliament omnipotent. For
him, this aberration stemmed from the habit of imitating the French,
and he reminded his readers that absolute parliamentarianism was a
French practice. He argued that the French model was one of various
alternatives and certainly not a suitable one in the Ottoman context. In
this system, the ministers and prime ministers were to be elected from
the parliament. The principal problem with the appointment of mem-
bers of parliament to ministries and the Prime Ministry was that most
members of parliament did not possess any prominent official titles.
However, in the Ottoman tradition and political culture, Ottoman
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ministers and prime ministers had to possess titles and had to come
from a socially privileged background. They were to be addressed
with deference and held in high esteem. If they were to be given titles
because of the importance of the Prime Ministry, then still it would
not be appropriate because the titles would have to be revoked after
the officials no longer held office. It would be inappropriate for an
ex-prime minister not to carry a lofty title, and, moreover, it would be
embarrassing for an ex-prime minister to have to work to make a living,
e.g., to work as a lawyer and live as a humble man. He wrote that in
France neither the presidents of the state nor the prime ministers were
given any titles. Presidents of the state were not even officially entitled
Excellency. If prime ministers were to be elected from among members
of parliament, this would create a problem of authority and respect. In
short, for Liitfi Simavi the republicanism of the French political system
was not to be replicated in a political structure and culture completely
alien to it. Apparently, the concerns and priorities of Liitfi Simavi were
alien to the Young Turks, who had different concerns and priorities.
Liitfi Simavi cultivated a contemptuous attitude towards the Young
Turks.”” Thus, Liitfi Simavi, who came from a reputable family,”® is
an example of a loyalist and liberal/conservative imperial aristocrat
whose loyalty was not to the monarchy per se, but to the idea that the
monarchy represented or should have represented in a constitutional
monarchy. He also entertained an avowed civilizationist commitment
to the values of the nineteenth-century European order.””
Nevertheless, the traditional nature and characteristics of the dip-
lomatic service as a “voice from the tomb” and the survival of the
nineteenth-century European gentlemanly statesman ideal lived on in
the names of Ahmet Tevfik Pasha and Mehmet Rifat Pasha, the ambas-
sadors to London and Paris in the Unionist government. The appoint-
ment of Mehmed Rifat Pasha as the Minister of Foreign Affairs after
serving one year as the ambassador to London was welcomed by the
British as “the only safeguard for the dubious British orientation of the
new Cabinet.” But it was noted by the British ambassador, Lowther,
that: “His capacity to cope with the CUP was also in doubt.” In his
reply, the permanent undersecretary Hardinge concurred. The new
regime was “gradually tending to a military despotism of a nationalist
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and chauvinistic character.”® Mehmed Rifat served for two years as
the Minister of Foreign Affairs without much say in foreign policy
decisions. After his appointment as ambassador to Paris in 1911, he
continued to be neglected by the Unionist leadership like Ahmed
Tevfik Pasha, the ambassador to London. Mallett, the British ambas-
sador just after the beginning of World War I, related that: “If Tewfik
had had control of Turkish policy, there would be no war with Turkey
now.” But Tewfik was poorly regarded by the Young Turks, as was
Rifat in Paris, and during most of October he obtained no replies to
the numerous letters in which he had urged the Porte to abandon its
policy, which as he had told Nicolson “must inevitably end in disaster
for the country.”8!

Ahmed Resid (Rey) also agreed with the observation made by
the British embassy. In the homage he wrote after the death of Rifat
Pasha in Servet-i Fiinun in 1925, he pointed out the resentment that
Rifat Pasha harbored towards Enver and his cronies.®? Apparently, it
was not a coincidence that the Unionists preferred to appoint aged,
pro-Entente (Anglophile and Francophile), and experienced diplomats
to these capitals. While the Young Turk leadership pursued its own
agenda in sympathy with revisionist and adventurist Germany, these
ambassadors tried to co-opt and assuage the traditional powerhouses
of Europe.®®> However, by 1914 their efforts proved to be futile as the
pro-German orientation of the Young Turks progressed and negotia-
tions with Britain and France collapsed.

The Unionist Generation

It is legitimate to question whether these idiosyncratic personalities
were representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as a whole. Some
anecdotal evidence may also be gathered from otherwise unknown
officials of the lower ranks, such as the comments of Mehmed Ali Bey,
the secretary of the Bern embassy in 1917, who made a racist remark
regarding the Armenians to his German counterpart.®* A cumula-
tive radicalization was not limited to the diplomatic service, but was
observable in other Ottoman government offices as well.®> In short,
we may observe that there was an apparent radicalization of diplomats
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with the coming of the third generation of the Tanzimat in line with
the pattern observable for the Ottoman political, intellectual, and
bureaucratic elite in general. These third generation diplomats did not
share much with their elder colleagues. The radicalization had three
manifestations: nationalism, secularism, and modernism. These three
traits of radicalization complemented and consolidated each other.
Nevertheless, a resistance to the radicalization within the ministry
was observable. The ministry, like its counterparts in Europe, was
one of the most conservative, exclusive, and elitist offices within the
Ottoman bureaucracy. Of course, the diplomats were not in a posi-
tion to influence the decision-making process except by providing the
flow of information from European capitals and providing legal and
technical support. The old-guard diplomats were contemptuous of the
amateurishness and coarseness of the Young Turks.%® Moreover, the
Ministry had to be cautious and evade tensions. However, it must be
said that resistance was limited to the shifting mentalities and orienta-
tion of foreign policy. Disillusionment with long-trusted Britain was
a significant factor in this process.®” This radicalization was not sim-
ply intrinsic to, but derived from, the transformation of the Ottoman
Muslim elite and a distinctive Ottoman mental evolution, as well as
being a part of the radicalization of the European mind and ideologies
in general in the age of Nietzsche.®® This transformation was a gen-
erational phenomenon. The younger diplomats socialized in a milieu
which forced them to maintain radical political stances. Thus, instead
of speaking of a Unionist political leadership or ideological disposition,
we may speak of a quasi-Unionist generation capturing the minds and
souls of a particular generation.%’

Recently, conventional assumptions of the discipline of interna-
tional relations have been criticized *° International relations’ isolation
from the other disciplines of social science came to an end, and it was
integrated into the larger framework of the social sciences. Critical
of the conventional paradigms of international relations and reject-
ing approaching states as “black boxes”, constructivists in interna-
tional relations argued: “(1) that the structures of human association
are determined by shared ideas rather than material forces, and (2)
that the identities and interests of purposive actors are constructed by
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these shared ideas rather than given by nature.””! Therefore, within
the constructivist paradigm, foreign policy orientations and interna-
tional alignment preferences are determined not merely by Realpolitik
and the “supreme interests of the nation” but by ideologies and per-
ceptions determined by the social and cultural backgrounds of the
foreign policy elites”?> Foreign policy considerations are (to a certain
extent) reflections of struggles between elites and between different
social amalgamations.

In the case of pre-World War I Ottoman priorities, we can cleatly
observe that the difference regarding foreign policy orientations
stemmed from diverging class origins and mentality structures. The
upstart and radical revolutionary Young Turks, who detested the
status quo, perceived an alignment with revisionist Germany and
Germany’s drive to demolish the European conservative status quo
designed by Britain and France as germane to their endeavor to under-
mine the Ottoman establishment and its political culture. Needless
to say, Young Turk ideological dispositions (and those of the Young
Turk generation as a whole) were compatible with the German radical/
militarized modernist vision (especially rampant among the German
general chiefs of staff) which on the eve of World War I was in the
process of escalation”® In contrast, the old guard, having faith in
the nineteenth-century conservative, optimistic belief in order and
progress, remained aloof from Germany’s revisionism and felt close
to the conservative international order orchestrated by Britain. They
also kept faith in resolving matters by diplomacy, a view not shared
but detested by the Young Turks (in the age of imperialism). The
Hamidian establishment was defensive within these changing circum-
stances, resisting the rising new generation with its different agenda
and social background. It was in their interest to cling to an order in
which they could safeguard themselves. The old world was a world
they knew and a world in which they felt secure and content.

Apparently, in terms of domestic politics, Germany embodied the
arch-conservative order as portrayed by Wehler, Mommsen, and others.
However, with regard to international politics, German militarism was
the revolutionary/revisionist force threatening the European conserva-
tive order and the status quo. It was Great Britain that was desperate
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to defend the international order and resist any change. That is to say,
the political regime of Germany was contradicted by its international
aspirations. Nevertheless, this does not mean that political stances and
international visions necessarily contradict each other ideologically. On
the contrary, they manifest an affinity. The expansionism of conservative
Germany led the political regime to develop a vision of total war during
World War I by organizing society as a military asset in the service of
the military,?! and it transformed itself into a radical and revolutionary
state in two decades. This is not to say that this transformation was
inherent in the Prussian order, but it is an example of how interactions
between the level of international politics and domestic politics influ-
ence and shape each other. The revisionist zeal in terms of international
politics restructured Germany as a militarized autocracy in which the
military and the newly rising classes were in the ascendancy by 1914

It was equally true for the Ottomans. The revisionism of the Young
Turks on the international level led them to endorse a radical and mod-
ernist agenda and policy program. Such a comprehensive vision was quite
different from the dispositions of those who were not pursuing territo-
rial revisionism and who were eager to accommodate the international
order as long as the much-feared collapse of the Empire was avoided.
Therefore, whereas the Young Turks allied with Germany (although
this was not their original intention), others aspired to side with Britain
and France even after the outbreak of World War I. Apparently, the
Young Turks’ association with Germany was not limited to a political
alliance. It was the German vision with which they were fascinated.”®
The same was true for the pro-English and pro-French old guard and
the opponents of the Unionists (as well as pro-British and pro-French
Unionists, such as the liberal Minister of Finance, Cavid Bey), who were
pursuing a moderate political stance (arguably both for their class inter-
ests and due to their political socialization).

Although such orientations may derive from formations that devel-
oped based on class backgrounds, aspirations, and identities, once they
are developed, they surpass social differences and socialization. The
sons of old Istanbuliots and diplomats of the new generation who came
from socially exclusive backgrounds were also heavily influenced and
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molded by the new radicalism. As argued in the previous chapters
and in this chapter, this was a generational phenomenon determined
by interacting complex dynamics (surpassing class interests). As the
new intellectual historians and new cultural historians have shown,
patterns and structures of mentalities were formed, constructed, and
developed within certain milieus, and subsequently these structures of
mentalities also stimulate and transform their surroundings.

The Problem of Generations: A Key to the History of the
Late Ottoman Empire?

Arguably, the world of the Tanzimat can also be understood by taking
ideal-type generations into consideration. Generation is a concept that
seemingly refers to our individual daily lives, unlike lofty social con-
cepts such as class, bureaucracy, status, and stratification. However, early
experiences and particular modes of socialization in particular periods
are crucial for the formation and development of individuals and consti-
tutive of pervasive and shared mindsets. It is possible that a person who
is a member of a certain generation has more affinity with his coevals
than his parents regardless of differences of class, status, etc. However, it
is also important to point out that a generation does not automatically
include any person who is born within a certain time range. Generations
are also class-bound. Generation is an idea and a cultural concept.
Therefore, generations are exclusive rather than inclusive. For example,
Robert Wohl defines the generation of 1914 as follows:

In early twentieth century Europe generationalists {generation of
1914} were almost always literary intellectuals living in large cit-
ies. They were members of a small elite who were keenly aware
of their uniqueness and proud of their intellectual superiority.
What concerned these writers or would-be-writers was their
declining culture and the waning of vital energies; what drove
them together was the desire to create new values and to replace
those that were fading; what incited them to action was the con-
viction that they represented the future in the present?’
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Paradoxically, the generation of 1914 simultaneously subsumed all
Europe by surpassing national borders and excluding many of the lay-
ers and cultural formations of Europe. Likewise, the Tanzimat gen-
erations were also simultaneously exclusive and inclusive. In short,
generations do matter.”® Generation is a historical category constructed
within social and political circumstances rather than a cultural con-
ceptualization. In this regard, some generations are “more generations”
than others in the sense that they reveal particular characteristics dif-
ferentiating them from others. This is particularly so when history
accelerates. Certain time periods witness drastic changes and trans-
formations brought forth by certain generations. It is important to
point out that generation is a modern concept, meaningful only in
the context of the modern age in which time accelerates and the sharp
discrepancies between fathers and sons become insurmountable. The
first Tanzimat generation was arguably the first generation per s¢ in
Turkish/Ottoman history that envisioned an intentional and dramatic
break from their fathers’ practices and mental cosmologies. As Wohl
points out, “Historical generations are not born; they are made.””? The
second Tanzimat generation and Hamidian generations were more
“humble generations” in terms of their self-consciousness of their own
generation and of their displaying the characteristics of a generation.
The Young Turk generation (subsuming the young officials of the late
Hamidian era) exemplifies a conscious and tremendous rejection of the
values, codes, and mentalities of their fathers.

As pointed out above, generational politics cannot be isolated from
social changes and transformations. The reshaping of class structures
and the export of new thoughts gave rise to the emergence of a new
politics and new social, political, and philosophical cosmologies. For
example, Peter Wien illustrates a similar contrast in Iraq in the inter-
war period. Wien demarcates between the old-school “Sherifian genera-
tion” of officers in conflict with the coming radical nationalist “Young
Efendiyyah” generation sympathetic to Germany and inclined to fascism.
As Wien defines them, the members of the Sherifian generation/class:
“regard themselves as an elite of Arab nationalism. Many of them had
received an elevated military education at the Ottoman Staff College
in Istanbul and had learned Western languages. . The Sherifian officers
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had managed to enter the old urban landholding elite through shady
moves in legislation, and thus the old and new urban landlords had
the upper hand.”'°® For Wien, the Sherifian officers who constituted
the ruling conservative elite compromised with the landholding
Sunni elite. In contrast, the Young Efendiyya were: “educated in the
newly established nationalist schooling system...they challenged the
ruling elite of the 1920s. They were disappointed by the collabora-
tion of the Sherifians with the Mandate Power and by their abuse of
power...Instead of the conciliatory and pro-British inclination of the
Sherifian elite, the Young Efendiyya absorbed “Western Ideas’ and ide-
ologies as they were transported as translations in the press and on the

book market.”10!

In short, generations are sets where class, status, social
backgrounds, and age-groups intersect, and are therefore salient social
formations themselves.!’?> As argued above, the Hamidian generation
represented the apex of the imperial elite at a time when the limits of
conservative liberal politics became apparent and the Empire was fail-
ing to respond to the demands of its constituents. It is no coincidence
that in these conditions, the last imperial generation was aggressively
brought down by the first generation of the nation.

To conclude this chapter, because generations are not solely deter-
mined by time, but also by class and socialization, it has to be noted that
these clusters of generations were actually restricted to small elites. In
fact, the Tanzimat era constitutes a process of elite-formation and elite-
expansion. The Tanzimat (and Hamidian) generation paved the way for
the emergence of a new generation that I call the Unionist generation.
Nevertheless, the Tanzimat generation did not die leaving no trace. On
the contrary, its worldviews, premises, and cultural and intellectual for-
mations made a decisive impact upon subsequent generations.



CHAPTER 6

THE EUROPEAN PATTERNS
AND THE OTTOMAN
FOREIGN OFFICE

The End of the Old Order and the Old Diplomacy

Resenting the decline of the influence of the Foreign Office over policy
making and criticizing the ignorance of the political elite of Britain
regarding international affairs, Permanent Undersecretary Hardinge
wrote to Buchanan, the British ambassador to St. Petersburg, in 1917:
“We have two diplomacies — one the Foreign Office and the other
‘amateur, running side by side.”! Harold Nicolson, one of the fore-
most historians and scholars of diplomacy and himself an eminent
diplomat in the service of the Foreign Office, narrates several witty
anecdotes to demonstrate the amateurishness of the leaders participat-
ing in the Paris Peace Conference: “Addressing the House of Commons
on April 16, 1919, he [Lloyd George} made the following frank, mod-
est, and eminently reasonable statement: ‘How many members have
ever heard of Teschen? I do not mind saying I had never heard of it
Obviously, no more than seven members of the House of Commons
could ever have heard of that remote and miserable duchy, yet Mr. Lloyd
George’s admission of that fact struck horror into the heart of those
specialists, such as Mr. Wickham Steed, who had been familiar with
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the Teschen problem for many years.” Nicolson was evidently underlin-
ing the ignorance of Lloyd George but nevertheless shared the appre-
hensions of Wickham Steed, who reacted to the self-exposure of Lloyd
George’s ignorance: “The cry was raised at once. ‘Lloyd George knows
nothing of the problems which he is attempting to solve. From his
own lips, we learn it. The whole British Delegation in Paris, the whole
Conference in fact, are ignorant and unprepared. Disaster is upon us. "
Ironically, the Cassandran prophecy of Wickham Steed® turned out to
be correct. The Paris Peace Conference failed to maintain a peaceful
Europe. Instead, it sowed the seeds of future conflicts.* The snobbish
amateurishness of Lloyd George became even more marked in the mis-
management of Turkish affairs leading to opposition and resentment
in the British Foreign Office, and the Turkish—Greek war ended up as
a disaster for Britain.’

Nicolson, in his book on the Paris Peace Conference, from which
the above excerpts are taken, makes his points clear. He did not see the

political leaders as personally responsible for this failure.

Given the atmosphere of the time, given the passions aroused in
all democracies by four years of war, it would have been impos-
sible even for supermen to devise a peace consisting of moderation
and righteousness. The task of the Paris negotiators was, however,
complicated by special circumstances of confusion. The ideals to
which they had been pledged by President Wilson were not only
impracticable in and of themselves but necessitated for their exe-
cution the intimate and unceasing collaboration of the United
States...It was thus the endeavor of men like Clemenceau and
Lloyd George to find a middle way between the desires of their
democracies and the more moderate dictates of their own experi-
ence, as well as a middle way between the theology of President
Wilson and the practical needs of a distracted Europe.®

Nicolson situates the shortcomings of the Peace Conference within
a wider framework: “I have tried to deal with the transitional
phase between pre-war and post-war diplomacy and give some picture
of the Paris Peace Conference.”’ For him, the diplomacy of the Peace
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Conference epitomized the changing times and milieu. For him, in
the new postwar world, no effective and constructive diplomacy could
be pursued. He sympathized with the “old diplomacy”, the world he
had known from his childhood, from his career in the Foreign Office,
and from his father, who was also a prominent diplomat in the Foreign
Office and served as the undersecretary of the Foreign Office between
1910 and 1916. Nicolson wrote, “Diplomacy essentially is the organ-
ized system of negotiation between sovereign states. The most impor-
tant factor in such organization is the element of representation — the
essential necessity in any negotiator that he should be fully representa-
tive of his own sovereign at home...in other words, it is the incidence
of sovereignty which has gradually shifted and not the essential prin-
ciples by which efficient diplomacy should be conducted.”® For him,
postwar diplomacy represented interests and “sovereigns” other than
those of the nineteenth-century diplomatic services.

Arno Mayer contrasts the participants of the Paris Peace Conference
with the participants of the Congress of Vienna a century earlier:?

In 1814-15, the peace was negotiated “in elegant and ceremoni-
ous privacy...[by} a group of Aristocrats life-trained as statesmen
or diplomats” who considered themselves responsible to crowned
sovereigns and barely worried about partisan pressures. The sit-
uation was not so serene a century later when seasoned party
politicians of petit-bourgeois background — two professors, a jour-
nalist, a solicitor — gathered around the conference table. The
Big Four were responsible to parliaments, and they never seri-
ously considered insulating themselves from the political par-
ties, pressure groups, mass media, and mass electorates, which
were highly agitated over the peace question. To be sure, com-
pared to Metternich, Castlereagh, and Talleyrand, the Big Four

were “amateur” diplomats.'?

Arno Mayer propounded a lucid interpretation of the logic of the Paris
Peace Conference. For Mayer, it was the last stand of the party of order
to reestablish and impose the status quo, which had been severely
crushed. Mayer notes that, in 1917-18, during the heat of war, the
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“parties of movement” were in a strong position. With the end of the
war and the treaties concluding war, the party of order reclaimed its
supremacy.'! However, this victory remained only on paper. The good
old days of the party of order were already gone.!?

The Italian Prime Minister Francesco Nitto lamented in his mem-
oirs, “Europe was happy and prosperous, while now, after the terrible
World War, she is threatened with a decline and a reversion to brutal-
ity, which suggests the fall of the Roman Empire.”"> World War I was
certainly a watershed for the “old regime” and “ruling elites”. There
were few republics in Europe in 1914. The end of the war brought the
collapse of four monarchies and a mushrooming of numerous repub-
lics, large and small and continent-wide. At the end of the war, the
first socialist state of the world was calling for a world revolution.
Democratic and revolutionary currents were on the rise. The world
of nineteenth-century Victorian conservative values was gone forever.
The red scare of the postwar era was to be accompanied by the fascist
scare at its zenith in the 1930s. Socialism, fascism, and liberalism were
all challenging the status quo in their own unique ways. Although
they diverged in their political visions, with regard to the threat they
exerted on the conservative orders and the milieu in which they were
fostered, they were different manifestations of the same phenomenon.
They were all the products of the post-1918 milieu and the conse-
quences of the collapse of the old order.

In that sense, 1918 was a landmark year. It sealed the end of the
continental Old Regime. Many members of the old guard like Harold
Nicolson lamented the passing of the good old times in which diplo-
macy was not a quarrel (and not philanthropy in the Wilsonian sense)
but a discussion among gentlemen. The vision of diplomacy and
statecraft imagined and presented in the earliest scholarly studies on
diplomacy perceived the “art of diplomacy” likewise. Diplomacy in the
nineteenth century cannot be reduced to the staunch defense of state
interests. It was also never a matter of principles, beliefs, and commit-
ments. It was not Realpolitik either. Realpolitik was yet to be invented
in its Morgenthauen definition. These premises of the “old diplomacy”
began to change gradually in the last three decades of the nineteenth
century as the alliances system replaced the conventional concert of
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Europe. The rise of Germany triggered the conclusion of bilateral
agreements and alliances between the Great Powers. When a young
British diplomat resigned from the diplomatic service in September
1914 arguing that “diplomacy is dead”, he was not mistaken." The old
diplomacy which was born with the Congress of Vienna in 1815 as a
bulwark against revolutionary threats collapsed in its centennial.’®

However, others were not enthusiasts of the old diplomacy. For
them, the old diplomacy was the epitome of the decayed and cor-
rupted aristocratic order: “In the immediate aftermath of the Great
War, impelled by revulsion at the carnage of that conflict, genera-
tions of historians identified ‘old’ or ‘secret diplomacy’ as a major factor
leading to war. The pre-1914 Foreign Office, in particular, appeared
to be the quintessence of ‘old diplomacy’”'® Mistrust of the Foreign
Office and its dealings were already suspect in the eyes of the
parliamentary Foreign Affairs Group of the Liberal Party, which
consisted of radicals who were heavily critical of the mandarin-like
organization of the Foreign Office.”” Another issue the parliamentary
group had brought forth was the Foreign Office’s defiance in giving
information to the parliament on its conduct of foreign affairs.!® In
their eyes, the old diplomacy was another name for political conspir-
ing and corruption. Thus, in the age of democracy, such an attitude
and the old diplomacy were relics of the old bigotry and had to be
eliminated."”

The old diplomacy ended with World War I, at a time when it
had been completely discredited. However, it has recently been
acknowledged that the transformation from the old diplomacy to
the “new diplomacy” was a myth exaggerated by the champions of
the new diplomacy, who were trying to legitimize their exercise of
diplomacy by discrediting the old corrupt style.’’ The Bolsheviks’
revelation of the secret treaties was the final blow to the defenders
and makers of the old diplomacy. These revelations exposed its level
of corruption and insincerity. The idealists, journalists, and radi-
cals were advocating the “new diplomacy”, which was supposed to
be open rather than secret and corrupt, internationalist rather than
national, and “democratic” rather than “aristocratic”. The League
of Nations was to be the embodiment of this new ideal. In fact,
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the rhetoric of the new diplomacy was a sign of the changing class char-
acter of the makers of foreign policies. Middle-class radicals were now
replacing aristocrats, both as makers of foreign policy and as opinion
leaders with regard to foreign policy. The 1920s epitomized the devel-
opment of a new style of diplomacy in Versailles, in Genoa,?! and in
the routine conduct of diplomacy. However, the new style of diplomacy
collapsed in the hollow decade of the 1930s, when democracies were
uncertain as to how to respond to the rise of fascist and authoritarian
regimes.”? Vansittart, the last “old diplomat,”*? failed in the face of the
opposition of the political elites to pursue the “aesthetics” of the old
diplomacy.* Arguably, one of the reasons why Vansittart was alarmed
by the ascent of fascism and was concerned with opposing Hitler was
his “old diplomat” background. Nevertheless, the democratic world of
politics and the active involvement of party politicians did not allow
him to pursue a nineteenth-century diplomatic game, which had been
more efficient and had had a more problem-solving orientation in its
understanding of conflict resolution. The diplomacy of the post-World
War II era, dominated by the ruthless realities of the Cold War and
the rise of Realpolitik, was a world apart from pre-1914 diplomacy. In
short, the nineteenth-century diplomatic world, with its class char-
acter and social culture, was gone and had turned into a curiosity for
historians to study.

We have to situate the Ottoman Foreign Ministry within this
framework. The Ottoman Foreign Ministry is a world lost to us as
well. A similar and simultaneous transformation was observable with
the coming of the Republic. The Ankara government, with the habit
(out of necessity and concern for the urgency of international bargain-
ing and compromises that are not possible within the practice of rou-
tine diplomacy) it gained during the War of Independence, appointed
several non-career diplomats (such as army generals) to important
positions. They were trustees and de facto personal representatives of
Mustafa Kemal. They functioned as persons in the service of Mustafa
Kemal and the political authority in Ankara rather than as function-
aries performing regular and professional diplomatic craft. Several of
them retained their diplomatic careers after the end of the War of
Independence thanks to the prominence they acquired through the
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partial shift of the political and bureaucratic elite. Nevertheless, the
displacement in the diplomatic establishment was modest and lim-
ited to some ambassadorial posts.”> The rank and file of the Ministry
retained their posts. What changed was the style and aesthetics of
diplomacy. The diplomacy of a nation state was different from the
diplomacy of a retreating empire. The diplomacy of the latter was
the old diplomacy, which had its own code of conduct, whereas the
diplomacy of the former entailed an interest-maximizing strategy of
the nation state.

The Aristocratic Worlds of the Hamidian Foreign Ministry

One of the significant signs of the transformation of the Ottoman
Empire in the nineteenth century was its changing perception of the
European powers. The European powers came to be seen as equals
and counterparts rather than as eternal foes of the Empire. This was
more a discursive transformation than a real one given that it was a
de facto acknowledgment on the part of the Ottoman Empire. The
European powers were also considered to have legitimate claims to
power and authority. Moreover, as fellow monarchies (or fellow repub-
lics, as republics also had their legal personalities), they were regarded
as “venerable.”?® The principle of reciprocity was also established. The
representatives of the foreign states (ambassadors, consuls, etc.) were
welcomed with due respect.

In the ambassadorial reports, esteem and reverence for royalty
were articulated very delicately. Esteem and respect were observed for
non-royal offices as well. The prime ministers, presidents of states, and
military generals were addressed with due respect as the Ottoman
Empire and its ruling elite were integrated into the European estab-
lished order and the noble families of Europe. This was not only lim-
ited to the honoring of the persons in question with proper forms of
address. While reporting on political developments, an important part
of the dispatches was devoted to ceremonies. The acceptance speeches
of the new prime ministers,”’ the speeches of the prime minister in
the parliament to honor visiting royal figures, and the inauguration
speeches read at the beginning of the parliamentary year by the kings
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were all meticulously reported in detail.”® These concerns and percep-
tions are a further indication of the transformation of Ottoman politi-
cal culture (to be destroyed and reversed by the end of the Empire and
replaced by the Republic’s own political culture) and its integration
into the “Buropean royal family.”*

A significant portion of the activity of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs was dedicated to ceremonies. The Ministry was responsible for
celebrating and marking the “days” of the monarchs, which included
birthdays, anniversaries of their accessions to the throne, and wed-
dings. Of course, national holidays were also commemorated. The
greetings of fellow monarchs on the anniversaries of the enthronement
of Abdiilhamid II and the religious holidays were received and dis-
patched to the palace.’® The follow-up and conduct of this procedure
was one of the tasks of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

The annals of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs also reflect this mood.
In the first annal of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs published in 1885,
the chapter Dizvel-i Ecnebiye (Foreign States) introduced the emperors,
kings, and sultans with biographies of the reigning monarchs and the
names and titles of their honorable wives, sons, and brothers. The only
other detail provided with regard to these monarchies was the official
religion of each monarchy.’! Thus, we are provided with ample infor-
mation on the monarchs of Hawaii, Ethiopia, and Wurttemberg. The
following chapter was entitled Cumburiyyetle Idare Olunan Memalik-i
Ecnebiye (States Governed as Republics).’? It is interesting to observe
that, at least theoretically, according to this categorization, the repub-
lics were not recognized as states proper given that monarchies were
introduced in the chapter Diivel-i Ecnebiye, while the republics were
introduced in a separate chapter titled “states governed by Republics” as
if they are states needing an extra adjective (Cumburiyetle [dare Olunan).
At the very least, they were not seen as equal to those states which were
monarchies. In this chapter, only the name of the presidents and the
year of their election were listed. For example, what we learn about the
Republic of Argentina is that its president was General Julio Roca and
that he was elected on 12 October 1880. The same scant information
was provided for republics such as France, the United States, Peru, and
Haiti. Although considerable space was allocated to monarchies, the
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information provided for republics is conspicuously small. The next
chapter listed the prime ministers and certain ministers of the states
regardless of whether they were monarchies or republics.’> Here at
least, an equality of republics and monarchies was acknowledged.
Thus, although republics and monarchies were deemed as equal in
introducing their administrative organization, in terms of their legal
personality they were not. Nevertheless, in the Ottoman diplomatic
jargon, while the emperors and kings were majestically addressed as
Son Altesse Impériale and Son Altesse Royale, the presidents of the repub-
lics were merely addressed as Notre trés cher ami et allié. The French
presidents of the republic were specifically addressed as Nozre Grand
et Bon Ami "

The next chapter listed the former representatives of the states
in the Ottoman Empire as well as the incumbent staff of the lega-
tions from ambassadors to minor scribes.?> In short, the annals of the
Foreign Ministry were formalistic texts and clear manifestations of
the Ottoman claim to be a part of the concert of Europe. More sig-
nificantly, the annals were meticulous in their observations of ranks
and formalities of aristocracy — so much so that a page was allocated
for the definitions and explanations of the European aristocratic titles
(Avrupa'da asilzadegana mabsus unvanlar) such as baron, cardinal, and
marquis.*® The decorations of European orders, insignia, and merits
were also seen as very prestigious and, thus, worth mentioning. The
biographies of the high-ranking members of the Ottoman diplomatic
service listed the merits and orders granted by the European states.
The listing of the decorations of European titles was also mentioned
in the biographies of prominent Ottoman diplomats and statesmen in
the Foreign Ministry annals. It was also one of the five questions asked
in the questionnaire the Ministry kept in the personal files in Sicil-i
Abval. In fact, the awarding of decorations was a mechanism employed
exhaustively by Abdiilhamid II to maintain the loyalty of his civil serv-
ants and to monitor them. This strategy, as well as “inventing a loyal-
ist Hamidian state aristocracy” was one of the pillars of the Hamidian
regime.’’ While Esat Cemal Paker mocked the absurdity and ridic-
ulousness of the exhaustive decorations in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs,’® for Galip Kemali (Séylemezoglu) ** and Hayreddin Nedim,
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decorations were a primary institution of diplomacy and governance.
In his memoirs, Galip Kemali seriously and meticulously enumerated
the decorations he was awarded, as well as those given to others. We
may conclude by arguing that while the Hamidian regime sanctioned
and endorsed contemporary European formalities, codes of conduct,
and procedures, the sultan made use of them to maintain and reestab-
lish a traditional loyalty alongside a new mode of loyalty established
based on these new codes of conduct. In this regard, the Hamidian
imperium was an idiosyncratic blend of these two diverse political
traditions. This was not different from the other nineteenth-century
Ottoman institutions that integrated traditions imported from Europe
and those derived from the pre-modern Ottoman past, appropriating
them for nineteenth-century consumption.

The annals of the Foreign Ministry allocated numerous pages
to the glamour of the Ottoman Empire at its zenith and during its
post-classical age. The annals began with a long tribute to the sultans.
The sultans were listed with their illustrious titles in due respect, rev-
erence, and exaltation. Obviously, what was implied in these pages
was that the splendor of the nineteenth-century Ottoman Empire
of Tanzimat owed its magnificence to the exploits and the splendor
of the Ottoman Empire of the previous centuries.*! The next entry
in the annals provided brief information regarding the full names and
the definitions of the prominent Ottoman titles beginning from the
highest ranks (viithe-i vezaret ve miigiriyyet) to the lowest titles (hace-
gan viithesi-yiizbagilik viithesi).*> The entry Riiteb-i Resmiyye-i Saltanat-1
Seniyye'nin Suret ve Keyfiyyet Te'sissine Da'ir Izabat-1 Mahsusa informs us
that the “modern” system of titles and its regulation was introduced
in 1836.%3 The annals also listed how the bearers of certain ranks and
titles were formally addressed. Addressing individuals in a culture of
hierarchy and ranks was not a simple procedure and was not a mat-
ter of formality. First and foremost, everybody was to be addressed
differently according to their own ranks and titles. Forms of address
revealed the relationship between the parties. Therefore, the forms of
address also changed according to the position of the person doing
the addressing. Moreover, when a bearer of a certain title was cited,
out of respect, his title had to be used alongside appropriate phrases.
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For example, the #lema had to address a former prime minister as
ma'lum-1 da’ileridir ki whereas members of the civil service had to
address a former prime minister as ma'ruz-1 ¢akerleridir ki. When the
name of a former prime minister was cited in a speech, he had to
be addressed zibbehetlii devletlii...Paga hazretleri** The use of forms of
address in a culture of aristocracy and hierarchy was not a technicality.
On the contrary, it was one of the founding pillars of the polity and
a mechanism for reproduction of the hierarchical order. The superior-
ity of superiors was reproduced and reinforced every time they were
addressed with the respect they were to be afforded. It was one of the
constitutive parts of the hierarchical political order. In that regard,
cultures of aristocracies including the Ottomans were no different
from the Malaysian cockfights depicted by Geertz* and the theater
state of Negara.*¢

The next entry in the annals describes the regulations governing
the priority of the title-bearers. Here, we learn who precedes whom
in a ceremony. The entry continued with the listing of names and
descriptions of the four decorations of the Ottoman imperium: Nigan-i
imtiyaz, osmani, mecidi, and gefkat. All these decorations have several
degrees from first degree to fourth or fifth degree.”’ In short, the annals
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were books of protocol observing the
codes of respect between fellow monarchies and states and recorded
the “official discourse” of the Empire at its best.

The appropriate and formal address for foreign emperors, presidents
of the states, and other holders of various prestigious titles was crucial.
Hiseyin Agah’s pamphlet was written to instruct young diplomats in
European protocol and the formality of diplomacy. The author was an
official employed in the Translation Office of the Foreign Ministry. In
his tables, he provided the Turkish and French versions of the prin-
cipal forms of address. For example, he noted that the French “Son
Excellence” was the translation of the Ottoman title devletlu, atuferlu,
saadetlu, asaletlu efendim hazretleri. The French Impériale Votre Majesté
was the Ottoman zat-z hazreti miiliikhaneleri®® It is interesting to
observe the assimilation of the classical Ottoman titles and addresses
into the European titles and addresses. In this adaptation process, the
long Ottoman titles and addresses were shortened and specified.”
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Room for authenticity was also maintained. The adjective of imperial
was Ottomanized and absorbed into the Ottoman political culture
and parlance. While za#-7 Sahane was employed for the emperor sultan,
the term gahane was also employed to establish the exaltedness of the
imperial insticutions such as Miilkiye-i Sahane and Tibbiye-i Sahane. The
Empire began to be called Memalik-i Mabruse-i Sabane as an alterna-
tive to the conventional Devlet-i Aliyye. The adjective seniyye was also
employed as the Ottoman counterpart of imperial as in saltanat-1 seni-
yye. The Ottoman embassies abroad were known as sefaret-i seniyyes,
translated into French in official documents as Ambassade Imperiale
Ottomane. The more traditional imperial titles were also retained and
used for various and ancient institutions as in Hassa-i Hiimayun and
Mabeyn-i Hiimayun-u Hazret-i Miilitkane. With indigenization of the
European terminology, the Empire invented an authenticity for itself
while accommodating European (imperial) universalism. In this way,
the original conventional Ottoman contents and their idiosyncratic
senses of grandeur remained unchanged. The standardization and
concretization of the traditional titles and addresses were also part of
the process of the adaptation of the Ottoman statecraft to modernity
and modern governance.’® However, the Ottoman forms of addresses
continued to be longer (and loftier) than their European counterparts,
and Ottoman distinctiveness was articulated in these formulations.
Yet, it is clear that the Ottoman political culture was accommodating
European political culture.

In short, the contents of these annals demonstrate an aspiration
on the part of the Ottoman polity to be recognized as a part of the
Concert of Europe. The Hamidian and Tanzimat Ottoman Empire was
the continuation of the splendid empire of Suleiman I and Mehmed II.
This emphasis continued to serve as the principal legitimacy for the
maintenance and advancement of the nineteenth-century Ottoman
Empire. Although, the Tanzimat was perceived as the birth of a new
political entity supplanting an obsolete structure (an ancien régime) in
terms of administration, the magnificence of the previous Ottoman
centuries was still to be hailed. The regression and degeneration of
the Empire two centuries before the Tanzimat separated the Tanzimat
state from the glorious era of the Empire. However, the imperium was
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recast not as a military superpower with militarist zeal but an empire
of cultivation and civility as a part of the empires international (as
opposed to the republics and republican international).

The de facto aristocratic nature of the Ottoman Empire was not new,
but its formalization and its open recognition, affirmation, and articu-
lation were novel. It is also significant that although republics and
presidents of republics were included in the first annals published in
1885, in the second annals, published in 1889, there was no mention
of them. Instead, the table included the Pope, the King of Saxony, the
Prince of Monaco, and the Grand Duke of Hesse with an entry in
the table showing the dynasties to which these monarchs and princes
belonged.

The second annals published in 1889 allocated a chapter to the
decorations granted after the publication of the first annals. In other
words, the list was revised. It included the names of the diplomats who
were decorated and the insignias that had been granted. Another list
showed the members of the diplomatic service who had been granted
insignias by other states. For example, we learn that the former
Ottoman Minister of Foreign Affairs was granted the insignia of the
“Red Eagle” by the state of Germany.’! As expected, the list begins
with the highest-ranking officials who had been honored with deco-
rations. They were also given to low-ranking officials such as Galib
Beyefendi, an assistant in the Office of Ceremonies in the Foreign
Ministry, who was decorated with a second-level Vasa insignia from
the state of Sweden.”? States ranging from Montenegro to Italy had
decorated several Ottoman officials, although the two countries which
decorated the Ottoman officials the most were Iran and Romania.

The symbolism and meaning of the institutionalization of nigans
has been analyzed extensively by Edhem Eldem. He demonstrated the
gradual transformation of the aesthetics and the style of the #igans from
the first insignia in 1831 (or 1832) to the end of the Empire. Although
Mustafa Resid Bey (the future Mustafa Regid Pasha) suggested that
the institutionalization of an insignia system would increase the pres-
tige of the Empire, it did not happen that way because Westerners
did not feel honored by the decoration of the insignia by the Ottoman
Empire. On the contrary, they felt that it was a degradation to be
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granted an insignia by a state of such low prestige.”® Nevertheless, it
seems that in two decades the assiduous efforts of the Ottoman elite
bore fruit. In the following decades, Europeans began to be honored
by being awarded an Ottoman insignia. For Eldem, the crucial decade
for the institutionalization of the system was the 1850s. This was due
especially to the endorsement of a cosmopolitan discourse created by
the implications of the Crimean War and the coalition with Great
Britain and France. Nevertheless, the Crimean War only reinforced
an ongoing process. The modernization of insignias began as eatly as
1852 with the appearance of the Mecidiye insignia in 1852 prior to
the Crimean coalition. By the 1850s, the more traditional designs and
scripts of the insignia alluding to the classical age of Ottomans were
replaced by more “modern” designs and scripts in terms of the mes-
sages conveyed.”* While the insignia of the early Tanzimat reflected a
blend of the traditional discourses of the pre-modern Ottoman Empire
and the modern self-image of the nineteenth century, in time this
transitional phase was superseded by the complete endorsement and
replication of nineteenth-century European Augustan imperial dis-
play. By the 1850s, the Ottoman Empire had succeeded in entering
the family of fellow European monarchies in the symbolic realm.

In short, Ottoman officialdom endeavored to be incorporated
into the European family. This was not a matter of symbolism. On
the contrary, the Empire’s primary concern in its pursuit of admis-
sion into the European family was to secure its territorial integrity.
Ottoman officialdom believed that the perpetual threat of partition
and annihilation would be avoided by inclusion in the European fam-
ily. Tanzimat statesmen thought that they had achieved this in 1856:
“Finally, the Ottomans had succeeded in gaining admission, however
qualified, to the European club of powers. The Paris Treaty of 1856,
which provided an unprecedented guarantee of the territorial integrity
of the Ottoman state, made the Empire, in effect, a member of the
European concert. From the Ottoman perspective, this was a more
important result than the Russian surrender of southern Bessarabia
or even the neutralization of the Black Sea.”> Nevertheless, the hopes
and expectations of the Ottoman statesmen were not to be realized.
Equal terms between the Ottomans and the European powers could
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not be established for obvious reasons. Realpolitik and Machtpolitik
were a better means to secure territorial integrity (as Abdiilhamid II
and his diplomatic service fully understood), and Ottoman attempts
at Europeanization and synchronization of its self-image and self-por-
trayal remained futile.

Transitions to the Cultures of Bureaucracy

Refinement and sociability were the unwritten requirements of diplo-
macy. The otherwise disappointing and unimpressive memoirs of the
Ottoman diplomat Esad Cemal Paker seem to be written for the pur-
pose of convincing the reader that he lived the life of a bon vivant and
that he drank the best wines. Apparently, the diplomatic establish-
ment was associated with a “Westernized” lifestyle. This established
prejudice had both positive and negative connotations. The diplomats
were particularly targeted by the Islamists. Dervig Vahdeti in his jour-
nal Volkan assailed diplomats exemplifying the prevalent perceptions
within the Islamic and Islamist milieus regarding the diplomats. For
him: “Ambassadors had taken Christians wives, had let their children
[bel educated in their mothers’ European mores. These children learn
European languages and [are} educated in Islamic faith and morals
only by governesses and teachers belonging to other religions.”® They
were prey for populist discourses, as well. Fazil Arif Bey, a parliamen-
tarian representing Amasya in the parliament of 1908, was outraged
with the diplomats whom he regarded as those “who are bringing gov-
ernesses and courtesans from Europe” and living in luxury while the
Ottoman populace was suffering in poverty.’” Kazim Karabekir was
also highly critical of the Ottoman diplomatic establishment. For him,
Ottoman diplomats and ambassadors “were certainly respectable peo-
ple whose merits I would never question, however...it is my duty to
remind the sufferings of my nation and the country. In the Ottoman
era, our diplomatic establishment was blind and deaf although its
mouth was open. That means, {the diplomats} could not monitor
themselves while speaking and had not the capacity to hear, to see
and to comprehend the maneveurs of our enemies. This was enough to
lead a nation to a catastrophe.”® While this imagery was to be abused



THE EUROPEAN PATTERNS 227

at the hands of populists, it made diplomats the object of emulation
for others. The recollections of Feridun Cemal Erkin, one of the doy-
ens of the Republican diplomatic service, are illustrative. His child-
hood memories vividly display the image of the “super-Westernized”
Ottoman diplomat. In his memoirs, Erkin writes that when he was a
child, his father, who was a civil servant of prominence, was visited by
two men. One of them was sporting a goatee and a white mustache,
the other wearing a glass monocle. Impressed by their elegance and
courtliness, small Feridun asked who these visitors were. When his
father responded that they were sefir-i kebirs (full ambassadors), young
Feridun was impressed, and he recalled after more than half a century
that he then decided to be a sefir-i kebir like them.® At least this is
how Feridun Cemal Erkin explained why he wanted to be a diplomat.
Abdiilhak Hamid argued that ambassadorial officials and military
attachés not only have to be presentable, but should also be “good-
looking”. “Even a rich diplomat should not be poor in his physical
appearance.”® He recalled, “that once an Ottoman foreign minister
refrained from sending a son of a Pasha as an ambassador because of
the son’s poor physical appearance.”®" For Abdiilhak Hamid, “espe-
cially the members of the demi-monde are superficial (so that they
pay attention to physical appearance very much),”®> and they had to be
cajoled accordingly. In short, these accounts should be a disclaimer to
Marcel Proust, who in his Iz Search of Lost Time portrayed the Turkish
ambassador and his wife as superfluous Orientals alien to the refine-
ment and elegance of the aristocratic European culture and the diplo-
matic establishment.

A glance at the salaries of the members of the diplomatic service
also gives some inkling as to the aristocratic and patriarchal nature
of the Ottoman culture of officialdom.> The disparity between the
highest-paid officials and the lower echelons of the bureaucracy is
arresting. From the annals, we learn that the Foreign Minister was
(supposedly) paid 360,000 guruses per year according to the 1889 year-
book. The undersecretary, the highest-paid employee of the Ministry,
was paid 288,000 guruses. The second highest-paid employees were
the ambassadors to London, Berlin, Paris, St. Petersburg, and Vienna,
who enjoyed an annual income of 246,000 guruses. They were also



228 OTTOMAN IMPERIAL DIPLOMACY

entitled to stipends of 186,000 guruses each. Although the Ottoman
representatives in Rome and Teheran also held the title of biyiikelcis,
they were entitled a more modest salary of 120,000 guruses per year
(with a stipend of another 120,000 guruses), which was considerably
lower than the salaries paid to the holders of other more prestigious
ambassadorships. Regarding the staff in the embassies, we observe a
dramatic decrease for the lower posts, including the salaries of the
undersecretaries of the embassies. The undersecretary in London was
granted only 48,000 guruses a year. The secretaries of the first rank,
the second rank, and the third rank were entitled to an average of
20,000 to 35,000 guruses a year. The translator of the embassy in
Teheran, who was not part of the regular staff of the diplomatic corps
in the embassy, was paid 18,000 guruses.* When it came to the por-
ters, the salaries were even lower. The porters serving in Istanbul were
paid a maximum of 350 and a minimum of 150 guruses a year.” That
meant that the ministerial undersecretary was paid almost two hun-
dred times more than the lowest paid worker, which was a conspicuous
and manifest demonstration of the aristocratic/patriarchal nature of the

%6 The salary scheme of the Ministry (with regard to

Ottoman polity.
diplomats) was like a steep pyramid in which the few highest-ranking
diplomats were paid enormously in comparison to the modest income
levels of the low-ranking diplomats and officials.

On the one hand, the nineteenth-century Ottoman Empire resem-
bled a bureaucratic state in which the level of incomes was determined
by state fiat. On the other hand, it retained vestiges of the pre-modern
mode of wealth distribution in which there was no concern for egali-
tarianism, and scales of wealth accumulation were determined by per-
sonalized, decentralized, arbitrary, and irregular dynamics.67 Moreover,
the lack of finances of the state meant that modestly paid officials were
more likely to have their salaries curbed, something that is reminis-
cent of an unequal mode of wealth distribution based on prestige and
power. Furthermore, they were financially more vulnerable in case of
non-payment of salaries.

The aristocratic and patriarchal nature of Ottoman officialdom can
also be deduced from the table of salaries in Findley’s work on the social
history of Ottoman officialdom.%® In Findley’s scheme, the employees
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of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were divided into three: non-Mus-
lims, “modernist Muslims”, and “traditional Muslims”. In his table,
the “modernist Muslims” were paid the best whereas the non-Muslims
came second. The “traditional Muslims” were paid very modestly and
were predominantly employed in low-ranking posts. Considering that
in Findley’s categorization, “modernist Muslims” were those who were
educated in Westernized (and therefore the best) schools, they occu-
pied the highest and most prestigious positions, which non-Muslims
had difficulty securing unless their competence was indispensable,
like the non-Muslim officials in the Office of Legal Counselorship.
This table clearly demonstrates that a good education translated to
considerably higher income. It also reflects the discriminatory nature
of the Ministry in favor of Muslims. Although non-Muslims on aver-
age had better education and skills, they were denied equal opportu-
nity of advancement in ranks and income.

One of the radical moves of the Tanzimat was the inauguration
in 1838 of a salary system that replaced the old structure in which
no distinction between public and private was made.®” Obviously, the
pre-Tanzimat rewarding of public officials privileged the high-ranking
officials who had better connections and occupied better positions.
However, it was ironic that the “salary system” of the Tanzimat “while
[it} intended to do the opposite, {it]...heightened officials’ economic
worries.”’ This was due to its elimination of arbitrary and irregular
sources of extra income. Although the new Weberian/rational system
of payment seemed to serve as a relative equalizer between officials
in public officialdom, “a vast gap between highest and lowest salaries
remained a hallmark of the Ottoman official salary system, even if
the gap narrowed with time.”’! In this regard, the Ottoman under-
standing of merit was a typical corollary of the aristocratic culture,
albeit an aristocratic culture in which the state was at the center and
determined aristocratic credentials. The emerging bureaucratic state
of the Tanzimat retained several features of the pre-modern state,
especially in its structures of redistribution of wealth. Throughout
the Tanzimat, the state continued (for Muslims) to be the foremost
provider of wealth, which reproduced the principal attributes of a
pre-modern polity. Although the Tanzimat acquired many features



230 OTTOMAN IMPERIAL DIPLOMACY

of the modern bureaucratic state, and the Hamidian era witnessed
the enormous growth of a bureaucracy with the number of civil serv-
ants employed in state service reaching 100,000 by 1900,’% the facets
of modern and pre-modern structures coexisted before most of the
pre-modern remnants were gradually abandoned (culminating in the
Hamidian era and progressing thereafter). Substantial steps to stand-
ardize and formalize salaries and their regular distribution were taken
in the early reign of Abdiilhamid II. One significant development was
the 1881 Decree on the Promotion and Retirement of Civil Officials
(Memurin-i Miilkiye Terakki ve Tekaiid Kararnamesi), which was super-
seded by another decree in 1884.”> The decree of 1881 “was divided
into two sections, of which the first dealt summarily with conditions of
appointment and promotion, while the second dealt with the creation
of a modern kind of Retirement Fund (Tekaiid Sand:), to be financed
by the deductions from the salaries.”” The foundation of Miilkiye was
another major step in the recruitment of officials endowed with suf-
ficient skills and knowledge regarding administration and (modern
European) law. The new recruits were provided with much better
opportunities, rewards, and assurances compared to their elder col-
leagues. The conditions of employment were also standardized and
regularized. “To govern the workings of the personnel records system,
there were two sets of instructions, the first being issued in 1879, the
second in 18877

It was the porters and the lower-ranking officials, not members
of the highest-ranking officialdom of the state, who benefited from
the newly emerging Weberian regulation of public officials, in which
the disparity between the salaries of the higher and lower echelons
of the bureaucracy gradually narrowed. Although the Hamidian
bureaucratic reforms established a predominantly bureaucratic state,
the higher echelons remained privileged and intact, insulated from
bureaucratic modernization and development of a culture of (Weberian)
bureaucracy.”® This duality lessened with the 1908 and subsequent
purges (tensikat). The tensikar of 1909 severely reduced the salaries and
benefits of high-ranking bureaucrats. Against the motions of the pat-
liament, the ministers had to defend the reasonableness of the salaries
of high-ranking bureaucrats, including those in the diplomatic service.
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The Minister of Foreign Affairs suggested that with the salaries pro-
posed by the parliament, no one would want to work in the Foreign
Ministry.”” The motion prepared by the committee of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs was rejected by the parliament, so the committee had
to prepare a second motion regarding the salaries and reorganization of
the Ministry to satisfy the concerns of the critical parliamentarians.”®
The scale of disparities of incomes and the gradual narrowing of these
discrepancies in the Ottoman Foreign Ministry was an indication of
the development and evolution of the modern bureaucracy and state.
As observed, this was not a linear and smooth process in which the
former was repudiated and the new was endorsed, but rather an evolu-
tion in which distinctions were retained and reproduced.

The rationalization and professionalization of the diplomatic serv-
ice, as well as other governmental offices, progressed without a definite
deadline. Nevertheless, 1908, and to a lesser extent 1923, were two key
turning points in this process. The move of the capital from Istanbul to
Ankara protected Mustafa Kemal from the predatory elite of the ancien
régime. Therefore, instead of surrendering to them, (learning from the
experiences and mistakes of the Unionists) he could demolish all the
established strongholds of the aristocratic and imperial order. What
the relatively rationalized and depersonalized bureaucracy replaced
was not a pre-modern and unprofessional bureaucracy, but an insti-
tutional culture of its own which had retained its own intimate and
personalized socialization. One institutional culture replaced another
although the culture of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry was retained
to a considerable extent in the Republican Foreign Office in Sihhiye
in Ankara.

There were apparent continuities in the transition from the Empire
to the Republic. Nonetheless, the foundation of a republic also meant
dramatic changes in various areas. The relations established between the
state and its privileged servants were one of the distinctions between a
republic and an empire. Klinghardt, writing in 1924, just one year after
the proclamation of the Republic, puts the main difference between
the old times and new times as the austerity and plainness of the style
and aesthetics of the new regime compared to the ostentation of the old
regime. He contrasts these two “spirits” not with regard to architecture
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and ideology but predominantly with regard to the aesthetics of gov-
ernmental offices and office habits.”” For Klinghardt, the new state in
Ankara managed to halt the flamboyance and impudence of the impe-
rial civil servants and imposed the authority of a modern and effective
state. Klinghardt contrasts the toughness of the “new men” with the
elegance and effeminate-like courtliness and empty pageantry of the
imperial establishment. Klinghardt was mesmerized with the demise
of the cosmopolitan world in Istanbul, smashed by a Prussian-like
egalitarian Ankara which represented genuine Anatolian Turkishness.
For him, Ankara symbolized a new style of aesthetics and not a world
apart from the communist aesthetics of the Bolsheviks and the pro-
spective European fascist aesthetics. Although this excessive contrast
drawn by Klinghardt was more of a public relations success and the
self-representation (and mechanisms of demonization) of the Kemalist
elite rather than the sheer reality, one thing was true: the Ottoman
pageantry, its distinct culture, and the ethos imbued in the imperium
had vanished for good, or bad.

The Aristocratic Worlds of European Diplomatic Services

The pre-1914 diplomatic service was the most aristocratic of all the civil
services throughout Europe: “The atmosphere within the Habsburg
foreign service was distinctly international and aristocratic. Only 3
percent of the seventy-two senior diplomats posted outside Austria-
Hungary had no noble title. At the Balhausplatz, a prince, ten counts,
twenty-four barons, and thirty-two with simple noble predicates con-
trolled the bulk of the senior positions. Aristocrats, whether Austrian
or Hungarian, held the top diplomatic posts abroad and usually repre-
sented decades of familial service to the Habsburg dynasty.”®® Russian
diplomats, “in line with general European practice, were from much
grander social backgrounds than any of the domestic civil servants.”8!
“Members of the Swedish foreign service were consequently recruited
almost exclusively from the high nobility of the country.”8* In Belgium:
“Of the 169 diplomats that can be accounted for in the period between
1830 and 1850, 120 were noblemen.”® The dominance of aristocracy
in the diplomatic service prevailed throughout Europe until 1914 with
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the relative exception of France, where the diplomatic service was com-
posed more of those of bourgeois origins to a certain extent through-
out the Third Republic, thanks to the conscious policies of Third
Republican politicians.® The pre-World War I years were the years of
talk of reform to reorganize and “modernize” the foreign offices and
end the aristocratic institutional culture, since aristocratic cultures of
diplomatic services were not suitable for the complexities of the inter-
national politics of the age. Although talk of reform was in the air,
implementation of reforms remained fairly limited,®> and the foreign
offices successfully resisted the efforts of the political elites to reform
them.8® After Foreign Minister Gyula Andrassy’s (1871-79) efforts
to introduce reform and end favouritism in the Habsburg diplomatic
service were thwarted, the unprofessional and aristocratic culcure of
the diplomatic service prevailed until World War I and the diplomatic
service remained an archaic office.3” Nevertheless, after World War I,
diplomacy lost its blatantly aristocratic character in all Europe, much
to the lament of aristocrat diplomats, including a saddened Galip
Kemali Soylemezoglu writing in the 1940s.58

The typical nineteenth-century diplomat did not perceive his
occupation as a profession but rather as an aristocratic pastime. The
workload was far from being heavy and “there was time for friends
and visitors.”® Their working hours were scant between long lunch
breaks”® In other words, diplomacy was a part of the aristocratic way
of life. It was not seen as a profession practiced for income and material
reward but as an activity performed for prestige, glamor, and family
reputation. Naturally, given that such an understanding of diplomacy
prevailed in the foreign ministries, the organization of foreign minis-
tries remained backward in the nineteenth century in terms of their
professionalism, organizational structures, and bureaucratic efficien-
cies in comparison to the other “reforming” governmental offices. In
the heyday of the Concert of Europe, diplomacy was seen as a culture
of aristocratic socialization”! As the Concert of Europe unraveled and
the complexities of international affairs became more sophisticated, an
attempt at professionalization and “disciplining” of the foreign offices
was undertaken?? However, by the outbreak of World War I, as sug-
gested above, the reforms were only partially successful.
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In the British Foreign Office, diplomats and Foreign Office officials
were strictly separated. “Diplomacy was recognized as elitist service. ..
By 1914, career diplomatists numbered 150, forming a closed, gilded
circle, staffed in the main by the sons of peers, landowners, and aspir-
ing gentry, and drawn primarily from the prestige public schools and
Oxbridge colleges.”> In contrast, Foreign Office officials were less
aristocratic than diplomats. The reasons were obvious. The expenses
abroad were difficult to afford, especially bearing in mind that their
salaries were comparably modest and that they were paid no salary in
the first two years of their service’* Apparently, such a material dif-
ficulty for the recruits was established to discourage those who lacked
means of self-financing and favored those who were financially privi-
leged. There was a sharp criticism leveled against this discriminatory
practice. Both services cultivated prejudices against each other. “The
Foreign Office. . .tended to regard diplomatists as dilettantes and social
butterflies. Quite naturally, a degree of competition, if not latent hos-
tility, developed between the two services...continued until 1919
when formal amalgamation took place.””> Transition between these
two services was an exception, and such a move was not seen as laud-
able nor was it encouraged. For a Foreign Office official, a transfer to
a diplomatic post meant downgrading. For a diplomat, a post in the
Foreign Office meant deterioration in social standing and prestige.

The idea that diplomacy was not a source of income was well
established in the French and German Foreign Offices as well. “No
requirement was so carefully observed, as the rule formally in effect
until 1908, that candidates had to have independent incomes...
The Wilhelmstrasse had first insisted in the 1880s that candidates
give evidence of private wealth, with the annual figure set at 6,000
marks.”?® In Austria, “admission to the foreign office was not in the
first place decided by the obligatory diplomatic examination but
by social status; for a leading position in the Foreign Service, proof
of a fixed income, which made it possible to fulfill the duties of

"97 “This was a common practice,

»98

representation, was also required.
enforced also in...Russia and Italy as well.””® In Italy, “the candi-
date had to be ‘possessed of sufficient financial means to maintain

the volunteer in the Italian consulates abroad and, for a diplomatic
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career, a compulsory income of 6,000 lire’; this last figure was fairly
high so as to ensure that the number of candidates was limited.””?
In the Quai d’Orsay, “(u)ntil 1894 candidates [applying for the
Foreign Officel had to have a private income of 6,000 francs.”!%°
The French Foreign Office was an island of aristocracy in the sea
of republicanism: “French governments (of the Third Republic)
were prone to send aristocrats of great standing to important posts.
Moreover, even if a Republican represented the French government,
he usually made a clear distinction between internal and interna-
tional politics...Republicanism was simply not an export commod-
ity. Like his aristocratic counterpart, the new Republican diplomat

"101 Ty an

also found parliamentary politics thoroughly repugnant.
effort to make the Quai d’Orsay more bourgeois, “the Republic had
attempted to upgrade salaries in the hope of attracting permanent
officials of bourgeois Republican persuasion.”'%?> This policy was
unsuccessful primarily because the social costs of the diplomatic
corps were not affordable for a state official dependent on a salary.
Although in the Ottoman Empire there was no strict separation
of diplomatic posts, and Foreign Office posts and diplomats were
assigned to both tracks, these two tracks were fairly autonomous.
The diplomatic posts were filled by men of comparably higher social
origins and respectability.!9

In reaction to the rising popularity of social and economic history
and the Der Primat der Innenpolitik paradigm, Zara Steiner argued
that the making of the British foreign policy and the road to World
War 1 was decided primarily by the independent exploits of the
Foreign Ministry. For Steiner, although several concerns might play
a role in the making and implementation of foreign policy, the deter-
mining force was the closed world of diplomacy:'% “They operated
in a closed circuit and tended mainly to hear each other’s voices.”!??
Denying a prominent role to social and economic forces in deter-
mining foreign policy orientations, Steiner maintains that states and
“official minds” had immense power in shaping foreign policy ori-
entations. Moreover, the world of diplomacy was a socially exclusive
world closed to the worlds and minds of the non-official elites (such

as industrialists)'°® and, therefore, the secluded “diplomatic mind”
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strictly hindered other alternative visions and perspectives from con-
tributing to the molding of foreign policy, avoiding any external
influence of any sort.

Diplomats shared a common educational background besides a
common social background. A comparison between education sys-
tems and universities of various countries is illuminating.!?” Britain
was the country where institutions of education were most strictly
exclusive of the non-aristocratic. In fact, Oxbridge functioned to sus-
tain the social, political, and cultural superiority of the aristocracy.
Oxbridge and public schools were strictly non-egalitarian, class-
conscious, and class-based.!’® The Prussian gymnasiums were state
institutions launched to recruit and educate future knowledgeable
bureaucrats trained in a Humboldtian neo-humanist culture and
imbue them with Bildung.'? In gymnasiums, nobles and non-nobles
were trained together without discrimination, especially in the late
nineteenth century. In Russia, in contrast, education was overtly non-
aristocratic. It was the sons of the poor, the lower-middle classes,
and the non-privileged who crowded the best universities in St.
Petersburg and Moscow and cultivated contempt and hatred against
the philistine, indolent, and unproductive aristocracy during their
education. Lieven remarks that in the Russian universities (and in
Moscow University in particular), it was the scions of aristocracy who
were discriminated against.!!” In contrast to the Prussian case, the
Russian state failed to absorb and assimilate the university students
to its habitus and culture. As a result, a grave and insurmountable
social contradiction emerged between the aristocracy and the new
class of razhnochintsy!'' The Hamidian graduates of the Ottoman
Empire demonstrated a similar pattern in which the state’s establish-
ment of a modern and fine education system created an undesired
outcome. As the education system paved the way to a Communist
takeover in Russia with the alienation of the university gradu-
ate intellectuals, the egalitarian and relatively non-class-conscious
Ottoman education system facilitated a Young Turk takeover against
which the Hamidian establishment and aristocracy remained help-
less. The construction of the education system was a significant fac-
tor in determining the evolution of national paths. In the Ottoman



THE EUROPEAN PATTERNS 237

and Russian cases, they became dysfunctional and worked against
the establishment.!'> The Hamidian graduates of imperial colleges
became adversaries of the system (although unlike their Russian
peers, they were employed within the state administration and thus
perceived their prospects in the state and reproduced the culture of
the state in modified form). Most of the upstarts cultivated resent-
ment towards the beneficiaries of the “unproductive” establishment
and were in favor of a more efficient, productive, and meritocratic
one.

Evidently, the diplomats in all the Great Powers of Europe gradu-
ated from privileged and secluded schools of aristocracy and official-
dom. The typical educational background of a British diplomat was
schooling at Eton and university training at Oxford. A few gradu-
ates of Cambridge University and graduates of prestigious aristocratic
public schools besides Eton such as Harrow, Rugby, and Wellington
(at the high-school level) can be seen. A career in diplomacy was
certainly closed to any outsider.!’® In France, recruitment favored
elite schools."* Austro-Hungarian diplomats were predominantly
graduates of Theresianum, the school founded by Maria Theresa as
a center of patriotic imperial officialdom.!'"® In Russia, many of the
graduates were from the exclusive and prestigious Imperial Lycee
Alexander."'® In a republic with strong anti-aristocratic prejudices,
over 60 percent of the diplomats of the United States in the late
nineteenth century were graduates of Harvard, Yale, or Princeton
and overwhelmingly from East Coast patrician families.!””

In the Ottoman Empire, given that there were only a few university-
level institutions, the diplomats came overwhelmingly from the two
imperial colleges, Milkiye and Mekteb-i Sultani. We observe that the
graduates of Miilkiye and Mekteb-i Sultani who opted for the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs came from relatively conformist backgrounds in
comparison with those graduates who opted for other governmental
offices. According to the list prepared by Ali Cankaya, 8 percent (124
men) of the graduates of the Miilkiye joined the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.® This minority was comprised predominantly of the privi-
leged graduates of Miilkiye. As pointed out previously, this was due to
the costliness of the life of a diplomat and the prestige the diplomatic
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service provided to the scions of dignitaries, a luxury which the sons of

lower-middle-class clerks could not enjoy.'"?

The End of the World of Aristocracy and Gentlemanly
Diplomacy

The aristocratic culture of public administration enabled the
nineteenth-century configuration of the foreign offices to prevail,
creating very limited friction until World War I. In France, prior to
World War I, new recruits who were dubbed “Young Turks” reacted
to the conservative style of the conduct of diplomacy. The French
Young Turks were nationalists and Germanophobes.!?? Whereas the
ambassadorial elite, comprised of men of aristocratic background, held
on to the alliances system to maintain peace, the Young Turks advo-
cated an aggressive policy and alliance with Germany and were will-
ing to risk a war if necessary. The disagreements took place between
the ambassadorial elite, consisting of the ambassadors appointed to
St. Petersburg, London, Berlin, and other members of the old guard
who advocated pursuing delicate diplomatic negotiations, and Young
Turks in the Centrale, who advocated a tougher and uncompromis-
ing stance and created mischief in the Moroccan Crisis in 1909. The
crisis was finally resolved with a Franco-German agreement thanks
to the workings of the old guard.!?! The Austrian historian Fritz
Fellner argued that “the unleashing of the war {World War I} could
be attributed in no small part to the activities of younger diplomats
in the Viennese foreign office.”?? The old diplomacy, which not only
referred to the method and conduct of the craft of diplomacy, but
also to the aristocratic culture, paved the way for a new culture of
diplomacy determined by competing nationalisms and unilateralist
postures in contrast to the premises of the old diplomacy. The old
diplomacy was based on a mutual understanding of the shared inter-
ests of the aristocratic ruling classes.!??

However self-enclosed or socially exclusive, this was a professional
elite whose interests went beyond national borders. With few excep-
tions, the same kind of men staffed the departments of all the states;
they understood each other, they spoke the same language, and they
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read the same books. Members of the diplomatic establishment were
the multinationals of their time. William Tyrell, Sir Edward Grey’s
pre-war private secretary, spent his vacations from 1900 to 1910 at
the home of Prince Hugo von Radolin, the German ambassador in
Paris, whose mother-in-law was in turn a Talleyrand. Members of the
profession, despite the occasional chauvinist, thought of themselves
as members of a cosmopolitan, culturally homogenous, European
family.. . They were the defenders of the same institutions, national
and international. They were conscious of the common lines that kept
the peace between them and had a vested interest in their preservation.
There were unspoken assumptions about the way diplomacy should
be conducted that influenced behavior at home and abroad.'?*

In the old diplomacy, diplomats met not to maximize their own
party’s interest to the disfavor of the other party, but to reach a com-
promise on common ground to protect and advance their shared class-
based interests. “Europe’s elite was more closely tied by culture and
concrete interests to an international class than to the classes below
them.”'?> It was so much so that the Danish foreign minister Christian
Bernstorff, who was an ethnic German like most of the Danish diplo-
mats'?® and whose father was a Danish foreign minister as well, was
transferred to Prussia as the new Prussian foreign minister to serve
from 1818 to 1832.'%” This class-bound multilateralism under the
tutorship of Great Britain became unfeasible after the rise of Germany
and emergence of rival alliances and camps in the last decades of the
nineteenth century.

The responsibility for World War I is a matter of controversy,
both as a political issue and as an academic debate. Fischer, in the
1960s, argued that Germany bore the sole responsibility for World
War 1.1?8 Moreover, for Fischer it was not the German Foreign Office
but the Chiefs of Staff that intentionally opted for war. According to
Fischer, it was the deliberate calculation of the militarist elite that
had instigated the Armageddon.!?” However, others questioned the
argument for the sole responsibility of Germany and suggested that
the escalation of tensions, the irreconcilable nature of Great Power
aggressions, and many other structural factors rendered a great
war possible if not inevitable. Examining the change of attitudes,
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perceptions, and ideologies within the foreign offices of Britain and
France as well as Germany supports such a claim."?® The new cadres
of diplomats were more nationalistic (even chauvinistic), and they
were eager to demolish gentlemanly international diplomacy.!’!
Realpolitik and national interest became the catchwords of the new
generation of the diplomatic service. These catchwords replaced
the hegemonic discourses of balance of power and reciprocity.'??
Furthermore, every single incident and clash of interests began to
be taken as ends in themselves instead of being seen as parts of
a whole. Therefore, trying to maximize national interest on every
occasion naturally triggered the escalation of tensions and the irrec-
oncilability of interests.

It was also the beginning of the twentieth century when ideology
and politics made their way into the foreign offices. Ideological and
political preferences and inclinations began to influence and shape the
advising and implementation of foreign policy. At this particular time,
national and ideological orientations became decisive in the making of
foreign policy as the old cosmopolitan and aristocratic cultures of the
foreign offices were collapsing. The rising aversion towards Germany in
the British Foreign Office, which was a manifestation of these nation-
alistic and conservative inclinations, was a significant factor in the
making of the anti-German alliances with France and Russia, which
prepared the ground for World War I. Bernhard von Biilow noted that
Sir Robert Morier, the British ambassador to St. Petersburg from 1884
to 1893 was “one of the first of the serious and dangerous upholders
of that English attitude which saw in neither Russia nor France but
in Germany — ever stronger economically and politically — the rival,
therefore enemy, of the British Empire,”'* to be followed by a new gen-
eration of Germanphobe British diplomats. Karl Max Lichnowski, the
German ambassador to London between 1912 and 1914, also remarked
in his memoirs that there not only existed “a formidable anti-German
phalanx” of Sir Eyre Crowe, Sir Francis Bertie, Sir Edward Goschen,
and Sir Arthur Nicolson, but also “anti-German policy...was then in
fashion among the younger British diplomatists.”'3*

The issue of responsibility for the outbreak of the war has been
a controversy since 1914, and the culpability of Germany has been
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maintained by many scholars. This group of scholars includes not
only Fritz Fischer and his followers (Imanuel Geiss, Volker Berghahn),
but also other reputable scholars, such as Albertini in the 1940s, and
Taylor, Steiner, and Lieven since then. However, it seems more accurate
to argue for common guilt with different levels of culpability. In an
era of ideological escalation, the outbreak of World War I cannot be
regarded as an accident or a consequence of the overreaching of one of
the parties.

Institutionalization, Modernization and Bureaucratization of
Foreign Offices

The British Foreign Office gradually evolved from being a small bureau
predominantly occupied with the desk work of diplomacy to a sophis-
ticated office responsible not only for the coordination and conduct,
but also for the making of foreign policy throughout the second half
of the nineteenth century. It was only on the eve of World War I that
the Foreign Office was acknowledged as the primary office responsi-
ble for foreign policy. In the nineteenth century, foreign policy was
mainly the domain of the foreign minister: “Castlereagh completely
ignored his staff, Canning did all his own drafting...Palmerston wrote
all important dispatches himself and left only minor administrative
details to his clerks. He wanted abstracts made, dispatches copied,
queries answered and papers properly circulated, but he did not wish
for or seek advice.”'® The Foreign Office grew in size and in its tasks
throughout the second half of the nineteenth century. The number of
dispatches handled by the Foreign Office increased steadily (6,000 in
1829, 30,000 in 1849, 111,000 in 1905), but on the eve of World War
I, the staff of the Foreign Office numbered only 176, including door-
keepers and cleaners.'3¢

In this era, a crucial development was the rise of the permanent
undersecretary. The traditional duties and responsibilities of the per-
manent undersecretary (writing first drafts, preparing abstracts of
incoming dispatches, and even copying and ciphering) were replaced
by his duties as the chief advisor to the foreigh minister and active

coordination of the implementation and conduct of foreign policy.'*’
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By the turn of the twentieth century, the permanent undersecretary
was perceived and regarded as the primary expert regarding interna-
tional politics and the most prominent counselor in the conduct of
foreign policy. Nevertheless, this transformation was not a smooth and
linear process. On the contrary, many Foreign Office staff, including
permanent undersecretaries, resisted the imperatives of the moderni-
zation of the Foreign Office. The conventional perception of the task
of the Foreign Office was sustained in the minds of the officials. Many
permanent undersecretaries avoided assuming political powers.!*® In
short, the Foreign Office lagged behind the other governmental offices
in assuming the responsibilities of a modern bureaucratic state, pre-
dominantly due to its aristocratic character.

The reforms of 1905 determined the character of the modern Foreign
Office and signaled the end of the old order.!* While many continued
to question, as late as the Cold War, if the British Foreign Office had
ever been reformed to adapt to the needs of the twentieth century, it
became a nostalgic icon for those who remembered it at a later time
within a much more professionalized era of diplomacy."*® The 1907
reforms in Quai d'Orsay were less drastic and radical given that its
aristocratic character had already been largely effaced.""! However, the
most radical reform, which was in fact no less than a revolution, was
undertaken by Schiiler just after World War I in Weimar Germany.
The German Foreign Office was also Weimarized/republicanized by
the eradication of its aristocratic heritage and its commercialization and
bourgeoisification under the supervision of Schiiler."*> These reforms,
which were undertaken in all major European countries, significantly
curtailed the cultural characteristics and distinctions of foreign offices.
Although all the foreign offices continued to retain their own cultures

1453 they began to look alike more than ever and

and characteristics,
transformed (at least) into semi-Weberian bureaucracies. It was the
strange death of the old order.

It is also striking to observe that such a small number of peo-
ple played such a fundamental and determinative role in the mak-
ing of world politics, especially regarding the advent of World War I:
“Ministries remained tight organizations right until the First World

War. Russia was the outstanding exception. Elsewhere, few foreign
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offices, even among the great powers, employed more than 50 offi-
cials at mid-century, or between 100 and 150 men on the eve of the
Great War. The French, for instance, increased the number of their
officials from 80 in 1870 to 170 (excluding doorkeepers, typists, etc.)
in 1914. The Danish Foreign Ministry increased from nine officials
in 1848 to 21 in 1914, the Dutch from 23 in 1849 to 45 in 1914”144
It is also striking to observe how limited the level of professionalism
was in offices which had enormously influenced, shaped, and designed
the modern world. The secluded worlds of Foreign Offices shaped the
course of history. Given the smallness of these offices, the role these
individuals and small groups of men played in the shaping of the mod-
ern world order is striking.

The Bismarckian and Wilhelmine German Foreign Office

Among the foreign offices throughout Europe, the German Foreign
Office was arguably the one that resembled the Hamidian Foreign
Office most in terms of its incorporation of loyalty, subservience to
the throne, and high level of professionalism. Compared to its British
and French counterparts, the German Foreign Office had the least
institutional autonomy vis-a-vis its political superiors. During the
chancellorship of Bismarck, the Foreign Office was completely sub-
servient to him. Bismarck controlled the Ministry via his son, whom
he appointed as the foreign minister. The subservience of the Foreign
Office continued after the downfall of Bismarck. In spite of his disre-
gard of the diplomatic service, Bismarck was held in esteem by the dip-
lomatic service, whose exceptional level of knowledge of international
affairs, skill in conducting foreign relations, and political genius were
both acknowledged and revered: “Under Bismarck, if diplomats were
allowed only a limited initiative, they could at last be confident that
they were serving Europe’s preeminent statesman and the policies they
would be expected to implement would be reasoned and coherent.”'%>
In contrast, Wilhelm II was seen as a reckless and unreliable ama-
teur, if not a charlatan. Although the destructive intrusions of the
kaiser were resented by the diplomats and his damage to the profes-
sionalism of the diplomatic service exasperated them, there was not a
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single resignation from the service between 1890 and 1914 in reaction
to these arbitrary and coarse intrusions.'*® Apparently, in the clash
between professionalism and aristocratic loyalties, the aristocratic loy-
alties determined the deeds of the officials. In fact, these two attributes
do not necessarily contradict. They may coexist. Nonetheless, what we
observe is that aristocratic ethics came first, since professionalism was
an aptitude to be acquired and practiced whereas the culture of aris-
tocracy was a habitus, a code of conduct, and a merit.

The only exception to the total subservience of the Foreign Office
was the immense control Holstein exerted over the Ministry during his
tenure as the senior counselor of the Political Division.'*” Holstein was
a figure that Bismarck had to take into consideration during his chan-
cellorship; but Holstein’s power reached its zenith during the Ministry
of Caprivi, who was inexperienced in foreign affairs and, therefore, in
this period, Holstein reigned over the Ministry. With the exception of
Holstein, the highest-ranking positions lacked prominence and never
played major roles in policy making: “The under-secretary was com-
pletely subservient to the state secretary, and it was, therefore, a post
to be avoided”® for the German diplomats.

The German diplomatic service was one of the clearest examples of
the European-wide practice of diplomacy as a game involving gentle-
men. It was strictly elitist. The German diplomatic service was pre-
dominantly Protestant. Only a few Jews ever served in the office.!®
Sixty-nine percent of the Foreign Ministry officers bore titles of nobili-
ty.150

which were closely related and affiliated with others operating within
151

Moreover, most of these officials came from certain families
a closed circle.”" It is not surprising that, for Bismarck, what a diplo-
mat should know and do best was socialize in aristocratic salons and
display the best manners (and no more).!>

Nevertheless, the aristocratic nature of German diplomacy went
hand-in-hand with an aggressive and fervent foreign policy conducted
both by Bismarck and Wilhelm II. German diplomatic aristocratic
culture did not hinder the uncompromising tenor of German foreign
policy which, in the end, destroyed Old Europe and its political order.
On the contrary, it perceived aggression as a manifestation of the ethos
of the aristocratic culture and upbringing of its members. Apparently,



THE EUROPEAN PATTERNS 245

aristocratic distinctions in the original medieval era were distinguished
by military vigilance and maintained with military honor. What the
Wilhelmine German aristocratic culture did was uphold this militarized
ethos and exercise it within modern militarist politics and culture.>?
Together with the fact that Germany was seeking a place under the
sun, German aristocratic culture did not become a bastion of order and
status quo in the international arena but an anti-status quo force that
was forced in the end to bow to non-aristocratic radicals. This is not
surprising given the fact that the old German regime developed its own
“peculiarities” and did not follow the path of the liberal/conservative
credo of the old British regime. No two older regimes resemble each
other. In that regard, the Ottoman Hamidian Foreign Ministry oscil-
lated between subterranean radicalism and anti-status quo intentions,
and pro-status quo conservatism. In time, it gravitated from the latter
to the former as the ancien régime generation passed away and interna-
tional developments increasingly obliged it to change.

The Hamidian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Comparative
Perspective

The political division of the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs was
formed after the Revolution of 1908. The institution of the political divi-
sion was a sign of the relative “autonomization” and institutionalization of
the Ministry after the Hamidian yoke had been lifted and was a further
step toward professionalization, distancing itself from its reigning aristo-
cratic culture. Nevertheless, the workings of the “political divisions” in
Britain and Germany show that the political divisions work not within a
Weberian bureaucratic ethos but within the aristocratic ethos and world-
view. The “myth of professionalism” does not apply to these bureaus. The
bureaus based on geographical specialization were formed only after the
proclamation of the Republic. This was one more step towards compart-
mentalization of knowledge, expertise professionalization, and bureaucra-
tization in the Weberian sense. Interestingly, geographical bureaus based
on geographical specialization were formed in the Western foreign offices
after World War I simultaneously with their Turkish counterpart as one

of the reforms undertaken to professionalize these offices."
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To recap, as a continent-wide trend, foreign offices reached the zenith
of their institutional power on the eve of World War I. This period was
characterized by the meteoric expansion of bureaucracy and the devel-
opment of bureaucratic professionalism. It was followed by the advent
of the democratization of politics and governments following the dev-
astating world war. The democratization and the middle-class takeover
of the governments and administrations brought about the imposition
of political infringement on the bureaucracy."”® The bureaucracy and
the political elites no longer came from the same cultural and social
class. The change of the class character of the political elites destroyed
the concord of the bureaucracy and political decision makers in favor
of the new political elites. The aversion and distrust of Lloyd George
towards the diplomatic service is well known. The liberal Lloyd George,
who liked to expose his lower-class origins on various occasions, dis-
dained the snobbery of the diplomatic service and made foreign policy
decisions in minimal coordination with the Foreign Office."® While
he ignored the Foreign Office, he made his decisions in consultation
with his informal “garden cabinet”. From the prime ministry of Lloyd
George onwards, the British Foreign Office was sidelined and lost its

prominence in the decision-making process.”’

Its monopoly in shap-
ing foreign policy was taken away, and some of the components of
the foreign policy-making process were distributed to various govern-
mental offices. This process destroyed the self-image of exceptionalism
that the privileged foreign policy establishment had enjoyed and the
idea that foreign policy was to be conducted and implemented behind
closed doors by knowledgeable experts, thus rendering the political
elites” position stronger vis-a-vis the bureaucratic establishment.

The reign of Vansittart in the British Foreign Office (and his failure
to lead foreign policy due to the opposition of the political elite) was
the last stand of the éminence grises and a swan song, thus bringing to
a close the generation of the great diplomats that had emerged in the
early twentieth century. The “golden age of the diplomats” included
impressive names such as Holstein and Schiiler in Germany, and
Hardinge, Eyre, and Crowe in Britain. These “grey eminences”, who
exerted immense power and oversaw the implementation and mak-
ing of foreign policy owing to their professionalism, erudition, and
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respectability, were the product of a particular and idiosyncratic era.
With the end of the old order in diplomacy, enigmatic and thundering
grey eminences disappeared and gave the floor to the dreary Weberian
desk-worker bureaucrats. The old diplomacy in which personal skills
and interpersonal relations were a decisive part of the conduct of busi-
ness gave way to a depersonalized diplomacy in which personalities
mattered less. The new mode of diplomacy hindered and limited the
role of individuals in favor of the preponderance of the structural and
political dynamics.

Regarding the Ottoman/Turkish case, a similar pattern is observ-
able with one difference. The zenith of the institutional power of the
Ministry, not in terms of exerting influence on the making of foreign
policy but in terms of developing an institutionalized role in the con-
duct of coordination of foreign policy and establishing its institutional
autonomy, occurred (after the collapse of the “old diplomacy” and in
the age of Weberian bureaucratization) in the 1950s just after the end
of single-party rule. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs became much
more influential in the making of foreign policy during the rule of
the Democrat Party (1950—60) than during the Kemalist single-party
period in which the presidents (Atatiirk and then Inoénii) were decisive
in the making of foreign policy. During the rule of the Democrat
Party, the inexperienced Prime Minister, Adnan Menderes, and the
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Fuad Kopriilii, ensured that the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs was at the forefront in making foreign policy.>8

However, this institutional power was a legacy of a process of
decades. One figure that may be seen as the master architect of the
institutional power of the Ministry during the single-party regime
was Numan Menemencioglu, the general secretary of the Ministry
between 1933 and 1942 and the Minister of Foreign Affairs between
1942 and 1944, a figure who is comparable to the grey eminences of
the pre-World War I era of European diplomacy. He embodied the
institutional power of the Ministry and was one of the last representa-
tives of the ethos and culture of the Ottoman diplomatic service who
rose in the ranks of this office. This process was related to the develop-
ment of the institutionalization of bureaucracy in general. In Turkey,
the democratization of the political scene, not only in terms of the
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emergence of an electoral democracy but also in terms of the back-
ground of the politicians, was observed in the 1950s which brought an
end to the parliaments and cabinets composed of ex-bureaucrats and
weakened the institutional powers of the bureaucratic offices.” This
political vacuum should have temporarily enhanced the importance of
the diplomatic service before it again retreated before the democrati-
cally elected political elites. Although the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
retained its institutional culture, privilege, and relative autonomy due
to the peculiarities of Turkey, the post-1950 period was a new era for
the Turkish diplomatic service as well.'%

There is no evidence that the structuring of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs was consciously modeled on any European example: “There is
no documentary evidence that the officials of the Ottoman Foreign
Ministry made any close study of the organization of the correspond-

7101 Yet, we

ing agencies of European governments before 1908.
observe a similar/parallel pattern and trajectory regarding the evolu-
tions and transformations of the Ottoman/Turkish Foreign Office and
its Western counterparts. This is not due to imitation but due to the
fact that Ottoman nineteenth-century bureaucratic culture demon-
strated a comparable path of evolution and transformation sharing the
same premises and externalities. One major difference is the time lag
of the Turkish Foreign Office. The institutional zenith of bureauc-
racy in Turkey was reached with the Kemalist regime, building upon
the institutional reforms already undertaken during the Hamidian
and post-Hamidian eras and the premises taken from the Hamidian
establishment.



CHAPTER 7

PASSAGES OF THE
DIPLOMATIC SERVICE
FROM THE EMPIRE TO THE
REPUBLIC

From 1908 onwards, the pace of change accelerated in the Ottoman
Empire. “New men” came to power with an entirely new political
agenda and vision of politics and social order. This transformation was
not unique to the Ottoman framework. A similar transition and trans-
formation was visible in the European scene as Europe approached
World War I. European mental structures were evolving in a direc-
tion in which ideologies such as fascism, communism, and republican-
ism would later be able to flourish. Liberal optimism was supplanted
by a “cultural pessimism”. This was not the world of Metternich,
Castlereagh, or Bismarck anymore. This was not the world of Ali
Pasha, Fuad Pasha, or Abdiilhamid II, either. The Ottoman Foreign
Ministry which mastered the “balance of power politics” was out of
fashion in the new world of Machtpolitik. The Ministry was less at
home and, therefore, less influential in the coordination of policy mak-
ing in the post-1908 world of Machipolitik. Aging diplomats belong-
ing to the age of Metternich—Castlereagh in Europe, who had faith in
the traditional European order and were inclined towards France and
Britain (i.e., Europe), were alienated and marginalized although they
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were also partially capable of adapting to the new cultural and intel-
lectual milieu and radicalizing in pursuit of the “spirit of the times.”!

Given that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was part of the Tanzimat/
Hamidian bureaucracy and its informal culture, it cannot be separated
and isolated from the attitudes and culture of the Tanzimat bureauc-
racy in general. This elite encountered an unprecedented crisis with the
1908 Revolution. The Kamil Pasha government, which assumed office
after the Revolution due to the lack of experience of the Young Turks,
may be regarded as the “last stand of the old/established Tanzimat
bureaucracy”. The Kamil Pasha cabinet was ousted from office by the
Unionist parliament after a strained period during which parliament,
seeing itself as the representative of new forces against the ancien régime
(devr-i sabik), clashed on various occasions severely with the Kamil
Pasha cabinet. The vote of no confidence for the Kamil Pasha cabi-
net” was the first vote of no confidence in the Ottoman constitutional
period.

The expectation of the Tanzimat bureaucracy in the first years of
the Second Constitutional Period was that it would regain the position
it had largely lost during the Hamidian era. This did not materialize.
On the contrary, with 1908 it lost its power and influence forever. This
was true for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as well. The ministerial
staff was scrutinized harshly by a skeptical parliament. The salaries
of its personnel were curtailed.> Many were dismissed from office in
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs after the conclusion of tensikat (purge).
Many parliamentarians expressed their dissatisfaction with the diplo-
mats and questioned their skills. The parliament was apparently dis-
trustful of the Ministry, seeing it as a hub of ancien régime corruption
and decadence.*

The post-1908 era was the transitional period from an imperial
language to a national one although this transition did not follow a
linear and inevitable path as the discourse of the nation supplanted
that of the Empire. It may be formulated that in many aspects “the
Empire was already national and the Nation still imperial.”> The
Young Turks, although they were ardent Turkish nationalists, did not
denounce the Empire and the imperial idea. On the contrary, they
aspired to build their nationalist project on the top of the imperial
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structure and grandeur. Rather than abandoning Ottomanism, they
Turkified Ottomanism. They tried to retain and even strengthen the
imperial idea while trying to enact their national(ist) project. They had
to reconstitute the Empire along with their worldview and render the
imperial and national discourses compatible.

However, it has to be said that there was no one identifiable and con-
crete Young Turk worldview.® It is even hard to argue that any individ-
ual “Young Turk” had a consciously developed, proper, consistent, and
comprehensive worldview. The era can be characterized as one of ambiv-
alence. The acts and moves of the Young Turks developed spontaneously.
It is clear that the Young Turk era and its disruption set the ground for
the Kemalists to take over. The Kemalists managed to assume control
of the state, thanks to the Young Turks’ purge of the Tanzimat bureauc-
racy (rical-i Tanzimat). The continuity was an ideological one as well. We
can establish a link from the Young Turks to the Kemalists, especially
in terms of constructing nationhood. But there were also major ruptures
and discontinuities between the two. In a sense, Kemalism was closer to
the Hamidian paradigm in its glorification and sacralization of the state
than the Young Turks attempt to mobilize the state for an ideology.
Arguably, Kemalism reestablished the primacy of the state which had
been destroyed by the Young Turk zealots.

As the Ottoman government in Istanbul was abolished by the
Ankara leadership on 1 November 1922, the Ottoman Foreign
Ministry was also abolished. With that decision, hundreds of officials
serving in the Ministry became technically unemployed. In two weeks’
time, all the foreign representations of the Ottoman Empire were
assigned to Ahmed Ferid (Tek), the Paris representative of the Ankara
government. Ahmed Ferid sent circulars to the undersecretaries or
other assigned officials to take over the administration of the relevant
embassies and representations. For example, the person in charge in
the London embassy was no longer the illustrious Mustafa Resid Paga,
but Sefik Bey. In Stockholm, the head of the delegation became Esad
Bey, replacing the ambassador Galip Kemali (Séylemezoglu). However,
decisions with regard to other heads of delegation were not conclusive.
Although Ahmed Ferid assigned the second secretary, Numan Rifat
Bey (Menemencioglu), in place of the head official, Resat Nuri Bey, he
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informed Regat Nuri Bey that this decision was temporary and that he
should stay in Berne and take a rest while waiting for the final deci-
sion. In this purge, prominent diplomats with connections and affilia-
tions with the ancien régime were eliminated, and others who were not
associated with the ancien régime were retained.’

Before the proclamation of the Republic in 1923, like all other
Ministries, the Foreign Ministry in Ankara took over the responsibilities
of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry although the office in Istanbul contin-
ued to function until 1927. The transfer of the Ministry to Ankara was
completed by 1928 with the opening of the new building of the Foreign
Ministry at Sihhiye.® There was not a Republican policy of purging the
cadres. The ones who were eager to move to Ankara from their comfort-
able houses and mansions in Istanbul were welcome to continue their
careers with the exception of those who were thought to have been disloyal
to the National Struggle during the War of Independence. Fahreddin
Resad, who served in diplomatic posts such as charge daffaires in
St. Petersburg, ambassador to Cetinje, undersecretary of the embassy to
Berlin, and who participated in the $#rz-yz Saltanat ratifying the Treaty
of Sevres in 1920 representing the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, was listed
among the “hundred and fiftiers” and exiled in 1923 Others, such as
Mehmed Sefik and Mehmed Kadri, were temporarily discharged and
examined before their transfer from Istanbul to the new administration
in Ankara.!” Their investigations concluded that they did not participate
in any anti-national activity, and they continued their diplomatic careers
in the Republican Foreign Ministry.!! This was not an ideological purge,
but a retribution for misdeeds. Investigations conducted after the aboli-
tion of the government in Istanbul enabled the members of the Istanbul
bureaucracy to continue their careers in Ankara.

It is true that the Republic recruited many of its ambassadors from
among Kemalist loyalists who had committed themselves to the Kemalist
cause during the War of Independence. Many military officers turned
into career diplomats. Although some of the military officers terminated
their diplomatic careers after one posting, others became professional
diplomats serving the Republic for decades like Ahmed Ferid (Tek),
Kemalettin Sami Pasha, and Hiisrev Gerede (who was ironically the
son-in-law of Galip Kemali Soylemezoglu, whose career was terminated
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by the Republic due to his service to the Istanbul government during
the War of Independence). However, the transplantation of the loyalists
into the diplomatic service occurred only at the ambassadorial level. The
cadres below the ambassadorial posts continued to serve as Republican
loyalists and were promoted to more prominent posts in time. However,
in the first ten years of the Republic, the Republican Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, reluctant to fill the diplomatic posts with sympathizers
of Britain, France, and imperial loyalists, found difficulty in recruiting
qualified younger people due to the unattractiveness of Ankara and the
limited prospects such a career promised. A popular joke in the 1920s
proposed that anyone found in the Ankara railway station speaking flu-
ent French would be immediately recruited. Nevertheless, however, the
Foreign Ministry reacquired its previous prestige and became a niche of
prestige and high esteem, attracting the descendants of the aristocratic/
imperial families of Istanbul and the sons of high-ranking bureau-
crats and the new political elite in Ankara.!? With the appointment
of Numan Menemencioglu as the general secretary of the Ministry,
the Ministry was professionalized and “admission to the Ministry was
now conditional on the candidate passing an entrance examination.”?
Menemencioglu was also personally actively involved in persuading and
recruiting the sons of the Istanbul elite after the Ankara regime delib-
erately shifted its recruitment policy regarding the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. The internationalization of politics, the escalation of tensions
in Europe, and enhancement of the role of diplomacy from the early
1930s onwards should have played a role in the professionalization of the
Ministry. In short, the Republic took over the imperial cadres, making
the Ministry exceptional within the Republican bureaucracy in its class
background and the Ministry became one of the most prestigious offices
of the Republic after ten years of neglect.

This, however, does not mean that the Republic continued with
conventional policies. On the contrary, the Republican leadership was
at a distance from the traditional Ottoman diplomacy. The Republic
had a clear change of policy in foreign relations. It renounced the old
style of balance of power'* politics and turned to isolationism."> The
Republic and the Republican historiography demonized the Tanzimat
era by associating it with the sellout of the Empire. It was also highly
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critical of the Tanzimat diplomacy. The Tanzimat was associated with
capitulation and submission to the Western powers. It was perceived
as effeminate and naive in contrast to the vigilance and Spartan nature
of the Republic.'® The Republic took Turkey away from the preda-
tory webs of European diplomacy. It consciously disowned Tanzimat
diplomacy. The resistance and delay by foreign diplomatic legations
in Istanbul in moving to Ankara, a city regarded by Lord Curzon
as a place of “almost savage barbarity,”" was symbolic in the sense
that they symbolically resisted the change of the Turkish govern-
ment’s new diplomatic course and abandonment of the Ottoman old
diplomacy. The Republican Foreign Ministry declined any request by
an ambassador to meet with the foreign minister because such moves
were regarded as reminiscent of the Tanzimat diplomacy in which the
ambassadors were acting like semi-colonial governors.'8

The good news was that the Republic did not have a heavy work-
load (before the mid-1930s). The European powers were not interested
in Turkey and the Eastern Question anymore. The Eastern Question
expired with the post-1918 settlement in the Middle East and Anatolia,
in which every party was forced to accept its share. Each country had
its own problems at home to which they all had to turn. After 1923,
Turkey deteriorated from being the hub of international diplomacy,
military intelligence, and espionage for battles for world domination
before World War I to becoming a remote land on the margins of
world diplomacy (to the delight of the Republican elite). The British
representatives’ spare dispatches (predominantly limited to technical
and commercial matters rather than political issues) sent from Turkey
in the second half of the 1920s and the early 1930s in contrast to
the heavy files containing extensive correspondence and reports before
1914 betrays a drastic contraction in diplomatic involvement and a
lack of interest.”” The number of Turkish representatives abroad and
foreign representation in Turkey shrank drastically not counting the
new representation required by the post-1918 new independent states.?’
This was the end of the age of diplomacy (and age of imperialism) in
which the Ottoman Empire was a grand chessboard for diplomats and
on which the Ottoman Empire was on the defensive. Instead of being
entangled and trapped in the niceties of international diplomacy and
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forced to make new “concessions” each time, the Republic could break
with the past and Europe in the aftermath of the collapse of the old
European order. Temperley, one of the doyens of the history of diplo-
macy, commented just one year after the Treaty of Lausanne that this
treaty “seemed destined, in all human probability, to inaugurate a more
lasting settlement, not only than the Treaty of Sévres, but than the
Treaties of Versailles, St. Germain, Trianon and Neuilly.” Temperley’s
prediction turned out to be impressively accurate.?! Hence, the Treaty
of Lausanne was rendered mythical, the very symbol of being freed
from former bonds and the founding moment of the revival/resurgence
emerging from a disgraceful legacy.

In fact, in spite of the Republican claim to disowning the diplo-
macy of the ancien régime, continuity was also visible with regard to
the conduct of foreign policy. The Republican stubbornness of the
Republican/Kemalist foreign policy establishment, observable during
the negotiations in Lausanne, in the conduct of foreign policy through-
out the 1920s and 1930s, and in the resilient neutrality of Turkey
in World War IL,>? was inherited from the Tanzimat and Hamidian
mode of conducting foreign policy. The Republican foreign policy’s
pragmatism, conservatism vis-a-vis the maintaining of the status quo,
and low-profile diplomacy were also retained from the Tanzimat and
Hamidian conduct of foreign policy.??

The Republic willingly renounced any claim to grandeur. Instead,
the Republic happily espoused the role of being a small nation state,
not interested in what was happening beyond its borders.?* Lost ter-
ritories were gone. It was not the time to weep for what had been
lost. Macedonian melodies and the memories of lost Macedonia sad-
dened Republican cadres,?” but they never dreamed of regaining what
had been lost even though it had been the homeland of many. They
educated themselves to come to terms with this loss forever. They
endorsed non-revisionism in international politics. Anatolia was the
new Macedonia, the new El Dorado. It was the site where the Republic
aimed to build its utopia. “Peace at home, peace in the world” was
the motto of the new understanding of international politics. Turkey
did not interfere with developments abroad and expected the same
attitude from the other countries regarding its “resolution” of domestic
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problems. Suppressing the Kurdish insurgency from the 1920s to
1938 was a relatively easy job because, especially after the settlement
of the Mosul problem, no one in Europe was interested in these polic-
ing maneuvers, unlike the “Armenian problem” of the 1890s, which
transformed into an international crisis, and the notorious “Bulgarian
atrocities”, which infuriated Gladstone and the British liberals.

The Republic consciously disclaimed imperialism whether in the
Islamist or Turkist form. Many of the formal symbols of legitimacy
of the Empire were abandoned.’® The new discourse of legitimacy
was constructed through very different language. Turkishness became
the only source of legitimacy.?” This perception was in many ways
a complete reversal of the Ottoman self-representation. However,
these represented just one side of the coin. The Republic retained and
reformulated many practices and mental structures of the Empire.
Arguably, the new Empire was in Ankara, and Turkishness was the
new source of legitimacy functioning to establish the imperial tradi-
tion in Republican/national garb. Many features and peculiarities of
the Empire were retained in the Republic. Republican political cos-
mology and its vision of social order were taken over from the imperial
legacy and reproduced. Its imagination of the “people” was arguably
more imperial than nationalist in many aspects. The relation it estab-
lished with its citizens also retained the Ottoman pattern. The state
retained its mythical and supra-social attributes. It continued to be
elitist. Its assimilative nationalism was also partially inherited from
the Empire and Ottomanism. As demonstrated by recent studies, it
was assimilationist and inclusive as long as its premises were endorsed
and internalized.?® It was exclusive otherwise.

A valid question to be posed concerns the level of the endorsement
of the new Republican line by the imperial diplomats. In the absence
of archival sources, we cannot make conclusive observations. However,
it is safe to observe that many Ottoman intellectuals and diplomats
became sycophants of the Kemalist regime throughout the 1920s
in the absence of any alternative political center. We do not observe
any significant ideological opposition or criticism leveled against the
regime by the imperial and bureaucratic elites. On the contrary, many
turned into Kemalist Republicans overnight. Some preferred to stay
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silent in their later lives in Istanbul, but almost none of them leveled
any ideological assault on the Republic even after 1950. Their criti-
cisms remained mild, and they were respectful of the “achievements”
of the Republic.

Remarkably enough, the Republic developed its isolationist new
course with the old cadres. The experiences, frustrations, and disil-
lusion of the imperial diplomats may have reoriented their political
and ideological outlooks. The pupils of the Republic, who studied in
the Republican Miilkiye (in Istanbul and after 1936 in Ankara) instead
of the imperial Milkiye in Istanbul,”® began to take office in the
Foreign Ministry by the 1930s. Interestingly, the generation trained
by the Republic began to take high office by the late 1940s as the
Republican isolationist policy gave way to a new internationalism
within the alignments of the Cold War. Ironically, the first genera-
tion of Republican-trained cadres had, from the late 1940s onwards,
established and directed the pro-Western policy, a departure from the
isolationist Republican foreign policy.

Taking over the imperial legacy, the Republic tried to establish
its distinct and not-so-distinct ideology. It adopted various tenets
of the imperial ideology and modified some others. In many ways,
the Empire had already established a nation-state ideology through
a process that began in the early nineteenth century and escalated in
the Unionist imperialism. As argued above, Ottomanism in its vari-
ous practices and manifestations resembled the prospective Kemalist
nationalism of the Republic. In that regard, staying away from roman-
ticizing empires (as opposed to the cruelties of the twentieth-century
nation states), we may argue that the Ottoman Empire may not be
regarded as an empire in the universal sense, if any of the other empires
(British, Habsburg, Russian) are to be regarded as such,’® although it
also has to be noted that the Ottoman Empire took its Ottomanism
and its claim to universalism seriously. The course of the late Ottoman
Empire can be seen as the process of a gradual transformation
into a nation state in the form of an Empire! On the other hand,
the Republic took over and retained many facets of the imperial ideol-
ogy.*2 The Republic tried to establish the primacy of the state and raison
d'étar against the primacy of “politics” and “ideology”, which brought
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about the destruction of the Empire at the hands of the Unionists.
In this regard, Kemalist nationalism differed from Unionist national-
ism. Kemalism was tantamount to the reimposition of raison déar and
suppression of the “political” in the aftermath of 1908 and its costly
consequences. The Republic attempted to create loyalty to the state by
consecrating the state as the embodiment of the nation and rendering
the nation subservient to the state. It repressed the non-official alterna-
tive interpretations of the nation. It rendered the nation subordinate to
the state and defined it only in its submissive relation to the state. This
perception was also arguably a derivative of the imperial ideology.>?

Kemalism can be interpreted as statism (or nation-statism) rather
than “nationalism proper”. This derived from the heritage it attained
from the culture of the Empire. In other words, there was a visible con-
tinuity from the Empire to the Republic. The transition was really a
step function. The generally smooth adaptation and transition of politi-
cal, intellectual, cultural, and bureaucratic elites to the new environ-
ment, and their noteworthy capacity and eagerness to adapt to the new
ideological formations and the new ideological milieu is illustrative. The
Republican bureaucracy which was crucial in the establishment, insti-
tutionalization, and consolidation of the Republic was taken over from
the Empire. Even prominent men of the late Ottoman Empire who were
sidelined and lost their positions in the Republic did not level ideo-
logical criticisms at the Republic. They acquiesced in their retirement
in their mansions in Istanbul. This was partially due to the surveil-
lance of the Republican authorities. However, it was also facilitated by
the culture of loyalty and the (emotional) bond they had established
with the state which they perceived as intimate to them. Therefore, it
was easier for the old cadres to switch their loyalties without contra-
dicting themselves. It was the state upon which they bestowed their
allegiance, regardless of the specific ideological dispositions of the state
to which they adhered. Thus, the Republican transition may be dubbed
as a quiet revolution in which the old culture and habitus was retained
and rehabilitated.

The Turkish Foreign Ministry with its radical Westernism and
nationalism was an ideal site where we can observe this cooptation. The
Turkish Foreign Ministry was not only the quintessential prototype
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of institutionalized Kemalism reflecting the Kemalist ethos at its
best, but also the site where the two allegedly contradictory cultures
meet and reconcile. Kemalism was not nationalism in its conventional
sense (nationalism with a reference to ethnicity) but a discourse of elit-
ism that utilized nationalist rhetoric to serve other ends. The nation
was defined in the image of the habitus and culture of the elite. The
national attributes and qualities were imagined and defined in line
with the culture and socialization of this class. The nation was sup-
posed to be secular, modern, and pure as a replica and dissemination
of the cultural intimacy of the late Ottoman and Republican bureau-
cratic elite, which was constituted based on the absorption of a shared
ethos and cultural intimacy.

A fundamental assumption prevalent among the Turkish diplo-
matic establishment is that foreign policy is a supra-political issue not
to be interfered with by amateurish and irresponsible politicians.>
This was also a dictum arguably retained from the Ottoman pre-
political world in which the state was the chief object of allegiance and
politics was not seen as legitimate, but viewed as corrupting (fitna).
Thus, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ elitism and its culture
of detachment from the outside world were also arguably derivations/
remnants of the imperial heritage it retained.

The social portrait and characteristics of the Republican diplomatic
service are also worth an assessment. With its elitist background, it
continued to constitute a Bourdieuian state nobility.”> We may argue
that it retained the old Ottoman premise of the complete separation
of the masses from the ruling class (askeri versus reaya) and nurtured
its own askeri class (based on assimilation into its value system as well
as genealogical continuity) ethos. The erudition and skills necessary
for admission into the Tanzimat’s new bureaucratic class rendered this
separation even more plausible. Coming from distinctive and privi-
leged backgrounds (education in Mekteb-i Sultani and the imperial
high schools), experiencing their political and cultural socializations
in their habitus, and cultivated as @ /z franga, they developed an exclu-
sionary perception of the masses. This elite also reserved the state as
their privilege and continued to regard it as intimate to them. In other
words, they owned it rather than vice versa.
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The persistence of the diplomatic establishment and its elitist char-
acteristics can also be observed in examining the biographical data of
the diplomatic service as of 1967. By 1967, Istanbul continued to be
the main soutce for recruiting diplomats. Of the 474 career diplomats
serving as of 1967,%° 191 were born in Istanbul, 52 diplomats were
born in Ankara, 19 were born in Izmir, and 24 were born in for-
eign countries, including the lost territories of the Ottoman Empire.
Furthermore, 265 of the 474 career diplomats graduated from high
schools in Istanbul. Given that 47 of the career diplomats graduated
from high schools abroad and 94 of the career diplomats graduated
from high schools in Ankara (84) or Izmir (10), only 56 of the career
diplomats graduated from provincial high schools.”” Not surprisingly,
40 percent of the diplomats graduated from French-language schools,
such as Galatasaray (the Ottoman Mekreb-i Sultani), Saint-Benoit, and
Saint Joseph. Around 15 percent of the diplomats were graduates of
both Galatasaray and Miilkiye. These statistics display the portrait of
a “typical” Turkish diplomat. According to Mahmut Dikerdem, the
idiosyncratic socialist diplomat, until the end of World War II, only
“sons of Istanbuliot families, especially those who were graduates of
Galatasaray and the American College, could dare to take the entrance
examination of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.”*® Ergun Sav, who
joined the diplomatic service in 1962, finds it necessary to emphasize
that he was born and grew up in Ankara (as opposed to being born
and growing up in Istanbul): “Don’t think when I joined the diplo-
matic service, I was imprisoned in the circle of diplomats. I am a native
of the capital, Ankara. I had social contacts in Ankara. I was not from
the Galatasaray—Miilkiye line.”?

It also has to be remembered that Miilkiye only moved to Ankara
in 1937 and that before the Republican purge of the faculty of the
University of Istanbul in 1933, the Ottoman Milkiye continued to
deliver diplomats to the Republic. Many of the prominent Turkish
diplomats continued to be scions of the late Ottoman elite. The new
political elite in Ankara also recruited its sons to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Indeed, these elites gradually merged. Five general
secretaries (or undersecretaries after 1980) of the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs were sons of military generals (Muharrem Nuri Birgi,
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Haluk Bayiilken, Ilter Tiirkmen, Kamuran Giiriin, and Erciiment
Yavuzalp). Sons of military officers were rampant in the Republican
diplomatic service. Diplomats such as Celal Caliglar, Orhan Eralp,
Osman Conker, Taha Carim, and Hiiveyda Mayapetek were the sons of
the (predominantly military officer) members of the early Republican
political elite.

In this study, the Foreign Ministry was not only taken as a govern-
mental office, but also as a manifestation of the making of the modern
Turkish state elite. Given that the Ministry assumed an unprecedented
and prominent role in the turbulent (and long) Ottoman nineteenth
century, it is hoped that this study of the Ministry reveals that in
the development of the discourse of modern Turkishness, modernity
and nationalism were intertwined and indistinguishable from each
other. The case of the Ottoman/Turkish Foreign Ministry provides
us with some vistas concerning how Turkish Euroskeptic national-
ism was an inherent part of the Turkish modernization project itself
and how Turkish modernization, contrary to the established Kemalist
and pseudo-Kemalist discourse, was not an attempt to renounce the
“old”, but instead was an endeavor to revive and restore it in a brave
new world. The study attempts to trace the discursive continuity from
Mahmud II onwards and its lasting impact.

Kemalist foreign policy should not be understood as primarily an
effort at pro-Westernism nor as a function of the self-ascribed identity
and identity politics of the Kemalist elite. On the contrary, this study
argues that Kemalism was a much more complex amalgam, which
included Westernism as an indispensable and pivotal component.
Kemalism’s principal premise was a nation-statism characterized by
isolationism, hostility towards any Western (international) interven-
tion, and a profound distrust of the “West”. Kemalism’s Westernist
foreign policy orientation emerged after it was reformulated, tempered,
and rendered compatible with democracy in the Cold War environ-
ment (and therefore reinvented) after the collapse of the single-party
regime.® In fact, Kemalism was reinvented with the collapse of the
single-party regime trivializing Kemalism’s anti-Westernism before
its comeback after the end of the Cold War. Taking Kemalism as an
evolution of the late Ottoman souverainisme, this study has attempted
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to establish that Kemalism fits into the mindset of the late Ottoman
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (and the Ottoman bureaucracy as a whole).
This also partially explains the conservatism of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs in the post-Cold War world and its becoming trapped in the
arguably insoluble issues of Cyprus?' and coming to terms with the
Armenian massacres in 1915.

Observing the continuity of a certain discourse espoused by the
Ministry not only from the Empire to the Republic, but also from the
early nineteenth to the twenty-first century, may open vistas in reinter-
preting the ideological and mental structures of contemporary Turkey
and in understanding the crises faced by Turkey as manifested in its
perceptions of the EU, Cyprus, the United States, and globalization. It
is crucial to observe how this perpetual discourse of sonverainisme was
created at a time of imperial retreat and dissolution and was perpetu-
ated and transmitted to the Turkish nation state, which continued to
live with Sévresphobia as if time was frozen at a particular moment in
the course of history.

We also should bear in mind that Sévresphobia does not simply
refer to the Treaty of Sévres signed in 1920, which rendered Turkey
a small state confined to the interior of Anatolia and which delivered
vast territories with Turkish populations to Armenians and Greeks.
Sevresphobia goes back in time before the Republic and before the
Sevres Treaty. It is as much about St. Stephanos, the Balkan War trea-
ties, and other humiliating treaties that the Ottomans were forced
to sign as it is about Sévres. Nevertheless, it may be argued that
Sevresphobia, or the Sevres syndrome, a concept introduced by liberal
political scientists*® to define a certain attitude, perception, and reflex,
is an apt label given that the Republic also strove to obliterate the pre-
Republican traumas, subsumed the previous disillusionment under the
bogeyman of Sevres (republicanization of the traumas), and established
a sharp dichotomy between Lausanne and Sévres. Nevertheless, it is
important to reiterate that the trauma of Sévres was not generated by
Sevres. On the contrary, the traumatic perception towards Sevres was
constructed upon previous memories and experiences such as the loss
of Crete, the unkept promises of the Western powers after the Balkan
Wars, etc. What Sévres did was to make eternal and transcendental the
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mundane and Realpolitik, transmitting them to the realm of univer-
sals, and amalgamating several traumatic experiences into one single
overarching and encompassing traumatic experience which subsumed
and reinforced all the others. With such disillusionment, it was the
transcendental imagery of the state which the elite always turned to
and espoused.*> The transcendental state was not only a haven against
external attacks, but also a shelter from the ignorant masses that had
to be reeducated, civilized, and incorporated into the habitus and cul-
tural intimacy of the state elite.



CONCLUSION

This study investigated the cultural, intellectual, and ideological
formations of the Ottoman diplomatic service in the late Ottoman
Empire with an emphasis on the Hamidian era. The study attempted
to describe the basic contours and premises of the culture of the late
Ottoman bureaucracy (in its thick description) as well as the social ori-
gins of the late Ottoman state elite by examining the diplomatic serv-
ice as a microcosm of the late Ottoman bureaucratic elite. The study
also aimed to highlight the prominent role that the late Ottoman
bureaucratic establishment played in the development of the modern
Turkish national identity and Turkish nationalism, as well as the ideo-
logical premises of the Republic.

The Ottoman diplomatic service was the most elitist governmental
office of the late Ottoman Empire. This elitism becomes even more
apparent in the social backgrounds of the ambassadors. The elitist
nature of the diplomatic service was not peculiar to the Ottoman
Empire. On the contrary, this was a European continent-wide pattern.
It has been argued that the Tanzimat was an era of the consolida-
tion of a state elite or nobility. In contrast to European nobility, the
late Ottoman nobility was constructed on its relation to the state and
was based on serving in the state bureaucracy (which had some resem-
blance to the Russian nobility, based on both bloodlines and service
to the state). The Ottoman state elite was wedded to the state and
displayed loyalty to the state, which also served the self-interests of
this class cluster. The Tanzimat elite was an amalgamation of differ-
ent elites. It was consolidated by the marriage of the aristocracies of
the peripheries and the elite resident in Istanbul. The late Ottoman
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diplomatic service is illustrative for observing the recruitment pat-
terns, structures of loyalty, and other prominent characteristics and
peculiarities of the ancien régime of the late Ottoman Empire because
it was where we can observe the sons of grand viziers, #lema, and
lower-ranking officials working alongside the sons of Kurdish emirs,
Turcoman tribal chieftains, and Turkish, Caucasian, Albanian, and
Arab provincial dignitaries, as well as the sons of the elites of the
non-Muslim communities. The Ottoman diplomatic service was an
amalgamation of modern, meritocratic professionalism with the ethos
of the traditional aristocratic service. This world of the Ottoman anc-
ien végime came to an end with the Revolution of 1908. As education
became a salient factor for advancement and the accumulation of mate-
rial and social capital, a new political and bureaucratic elite emerged.
The new Unionist generation, predominantly coming from lower mid-
dle-class backgrounds and from the families of lower-ranking civil
servants, curtailed the privileged world of the Ottoman ancien régime.
The mental and ideological structures of the ancien régime were aban-
doned in favor of a new radical stance. This was not only the end of
the Ottoman ancien régime and the emergence of the Turkish nouvelle
regime, but also the end of the Metternichean—Castlereaghian Concert
of Europe and Bismarckian diplomacy, and, therefore, the end of the
late Ottoman diplomats and their diplomatic culture. Nevertheless,
the Ottoman ancien régime, its culture, and its ideological underpin-
nings were constitutive in the Young Turk and Republican nownvelle
regimes in terms of their cultural and ideological structures, as well as
their elite recruitment.

The continuities (as well as modifications and changes) from
the Empire to the Republic are also emphasized. The notion of the
“nation” in the Republic was very much influenced by the image
created and bolstered by the Ottoman imperial centre, which imag-
ined the “nation” as subservient to itself. Scudying the dispatches sent
from the Ottoman embassies and legations to European and Balkan
capitals suggests that the self-identity of the Ottoman imperial elite
was constituted in the process of encountering (and opposing) pet-
ceived threats. These threats, unlike the perceived threats of previous
centuries, were diffuse and abstract, which rendered them not only
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less predictable, but also more disquieting and threatening. They were
not clearly identifiable; thus, they were not only more dangerous, but
also regarded as more treacherous. These enemies, as observed in the
correspondence from European and Balkan capitals, included sedi-
tious non-Muslims; the expansionist and imperial aims of the Great
Powers; small, ambitious Balkan powers; and other destabilizing ele-
ments and ideas. Furthermore, these threats were envisaged as conspir-
ing and coordinating in concert. These perceived threats and dangers
ensured the emergence of a defensive and reactive statism. Within this
environment, an intimate relation with the state was forged. It was the
state and the imagery of the state that was aggressively protected, and
simultaneously it was within this state where these people could take
refuge in the midst of permanent danger.

It has been proposed that over time non-Muslim communities and
eventually even Muslim ethnic groups (such as Albanians, Arabs)
would come to be seen as unreliable and disloyal to the imagery of
the imperial center, leaving only those of Turkish ethnicity as a reli-
able force. Thus, although an interest in Turkish ethnicity emerged,
this derived less from ethnic awareness and more from the concerns
of the state and the imperial center. As pointed out in this study, this
nation was defined with regard to the (subservient) relation it estab-
lished with the state. Nevertheless, what was radical and novel in the
nonvelle regime was the renunciation of the multiple objects of loyalty
in the Empire and the monopolization of one single object of loyalty,
the Nation.
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