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Introduction

The Ottoman Empire entered the First World War on the November 1, 1914, after three
months of continuous appeals to both camps of the belligerent powers.! The actions of the Great
Powers (Germany, Austria-Hungary, Russia, France, and Great Britain) over the course of the
late nineteenth and early twentieth century had placed the Ottoman Empire in a precarious
position. Despite the Great Powers’ multiple guarantees to maintain the Empire’s territorial
integrity, over the previous half century the Ottomans had lost some of their most productive and
populous territories in the Balkans. By 1914, Ottoman statesman feared the possibility of
partition and no longer viewed diplomacy as a viable option to save the Empire. This concern
informed Ottoman diplomacy during the crisis that developed after the assassination of Archduke
Franz Ferdinand in July of 1914. The July Crisis intensified Ottoman concerns about partition
because a major war threatened to destroy the European balance of power and therefore leave
Russia with no enemies to restrain its designs on Ottoman territory. Ottoman fears escalated
when they intercepted Russian telegrams that ignored Ottoman neutrality and called for the
Empire’s partition.?

Russian calls for partition could have been enough cause for Ottoman belligerency, but
the Empire was in no condition to fight a major war. The Empire had been severely crippled
financially and militarily after the First and Second Balkan Wars (1912-13). In addition, after the

start of the First World War the Entente had issued assurances that they would maintain Ottoman

1. Russia declared war on the Ottoman Empire on 1 November 1914. Great Britain and France declared war on 5
November 1914. The Ottoman Sultan, Mehmed V (1909-18), declared war on the Entente on 11 November 1914.
2. Mustafa Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War in 1914: The Ottoman Empire and the First World War (Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 4. These telegrams were from the Russian ambassador to the foreign office.



territorial integrity and independence, but the Ottomans knew the Great Powers would quickly
back out of their agreements if it suited their needs.

The loss of Ottoman territory almost always preceded a massive humanitarian crisis.
Between 1878 and 1913, the Muslim population in the Balkans had been subjected to
extermination and exile. On both occasions a humanitarian crisis had put immense strain on the
Ottoman economy. When the Great Powers went to war in 1914, Ottoman statesmen believed
that the war would end quickly and, if they could not rapidly rebuild their economy and military,
they would not be able to defend themselves and thereby would risk partition. Partition would
mean the end of the Empire and the security of Ottoman-Muslim citizens. In order to preserve its
territorial integrity and protect its citizens, Ottoman statesmen took a calculated risk and allied
with Germany. The deeper catalyst, however, for Ottoman entrance into the First World War was
a lack of faith in European imperial assurances whose failure had resulted in the earlier territorial
loses and humanitarian crises in the Balkans.

Historiography

The question of why the Ottomans entered the First World War in 1914 on the side of
Germany has never had a definitive answer. From the beginning of the war and well into the
early years of the Turkish Republic, Entente propagandists and Turkish nationalists obscured the
true motives and goals of the Ottoman government. Their narrative, that the Ottomans were
incompetent or misguided opportunists, remained the dominant explanation until the middle of
the century when scholars began to challenge these accounts. This early scholarship proposed
various causes, for example, that the Empire entered the war because of Enver Pasa’s support for

Germany, or because Turkish nationalist sentiment expected that the war would save Turks



living in hostile states, or that Great Britain pushed the Ottomans away from the Entente by
ignoring Ottoman fears of Russian aggression and threats of partition. These theories, however,
failed to consider the previous four decades of European diplomatic betrayals, the breakdown of
the security apparatus of the Concert of Europe, and the impact of ethnic cleansing on Ottoman
decision-making.

In 1914, the British government worried that the large Muslim population in their Empire
would become a subversive element if Britain opened hostilities against the Ottomans.® In order
to remove British responsibility for the Empire’s entrance into the war, they needed to discredit
the CUP and portray the Ottomans as the aggressors. H.H. Asquith, the British Prime Minister
(1908-16), expressed this sentiment immediately after the Ottomans entered the war: “it is the
Ottoman government and not we who have rung the death knell of Ottoman dominion not only in
Europe, but in Asia.” British propagandists presented Ottoman leaders as gamblers who
recklessly and irresponsibly bet their Empire on pan-Turanist idealism and German victory.®> The
French Empire also contained a large Muslim population and agreed on the December 31, 1914,
to pool their anti-Ottoman propaganda with the British.® The world’s two largest propaganda
machines pushed the narrative that the Ottomans only entered the war for opportunistic reasons.

This is the narrative that would influence historians well into the twentieth century.

3. Altay Cengizer, "The Policies of the Entente Powers toward the Ottoman Empire," in War and Collapse: World
War I and the Ottoman State, ed. M. Hakan Yavuz and Feroz Ahmad, Utah Series in Middle East Studies (Salt Lake
City: The University of Utah Press, 2016), 101.

4. Martin Gilbert, The First World War (New York: Holt, 1994), 105.

5. Cengizer, "The Policies of the Entente Powers toward the Ottoman Empire," 101.

6. Ibid., 101.



The history of the Ottoman Empire’s entrance into the First World War was further
obscured by Turkish intellectuals who sought to distance the Republic from the Ottoman state.’
They claimed that Enver Pasa was a foolish, delusional, pan-Turanist hawk who rashly hitched
the Empire’s fate to Germany in hopes of attaining new territory and uniting the world’s Turkic
peoples.? In contrast, Mustafa Kemal (1881-1938), the founder of the Turkish Republic, was
portrayed as a genius who saved the Turkish nation from the failing Ottoman Empire.® These
works emphasized the superior nature of the Turkish state in comparison to the Ottomans and as
a result attempted to discredit the CUP leadership.

AJP Taylor and Ulrich Trumpener expanded on the scholarship of Turkish historians and
Entente propagandists who had argued that the Ottoman Empire entered the war due to the
incompetence or opportunism of the leading members of the CUP. Taylor departed from these
claims by arguing that the Germans had forced the Ottomans into the war. The Ottomans would
have, in fact, preferred to remain neutral, but were forced to enter the war when German cruisers
that had been given refuge in Istanbul departed without permission and shelled Odessa.'® Taylor
accounted for earlier historiography of Ottoman concerns that a British-Russian alliance could
lead to partition, but his argument that the Germans forced them into war did not account for

Ottoman agency in the decision.!

7. Mustafa Aksakal, "Not 'by Those Old Books of International Law, but Only by War”’: Ottoman Intellectuals on
the Eve of the Great War," Diplomacy and Statecraft 15, no. 3 (2004): 510, accessed February 2, 2015,
doi:10.1080/09592290490498884; and Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 13.

8. Aksakal, "Not 'by Those Old Books of International Law, but Only by War™, 510; and Aksakal, The Ottoman
Road to War, 11.

9. Aksakal, "Not 'by Those Old Books of International Law, but Only by War™, 510; and Aksakal, The Ottoman
Road to War, 11.

10. AJ.P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe 1848- 1918 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1954), 533.
11. The Ottomans signed a treaty with Germany on 2" August 1914 that extended Germany’s Casus Foederis to help
Austria-Hungary in the event that Russia declared war on the Hapsburgs. The Ottomans were not required to enter



Ulrich Trumpener did not agree that Germany forced the Ottomans into war. He found
that Ottoman leadership was aware of German plans to attack Odessa and, in fact, Enver Pasa
was the ring leader who conspired to enter the war on the German side by promoting anti-Entente
propaganda and pressuring the Cabinet for a declaration of war.'? Taylor and Trumpener’s
scholarship did not overcome the persistence of the “opportunistic’ narrative. As late as 1964,
scholars such as SLA Marshall were continuing to endorse the position that the CUP entered the
war for reasons of callous opportunism and territorial gain.® He described them as armature
gamblers, more vicious than the worst members of the Chicago Outfit, who were incapable of
understanding the odds against them. Marshall summarized Enver Pasa’s decision to enter the
war as “cold, cruel, and careless.”**

The question of who brought the Ottomans into the war is less important than why the
Ottomans found entry necessary. Authors such as Taylor, Trumpener, and Marshall approached
the subject from the perspective of the end result, from the perspective that that the Ottoman
entrance into the war was a mistake. In their analysis, it was a question of blame rather than an

attempt to understand why the leadership felt that entrance was necessary. Current scholarship

emphasizes that the Empire’s dire need for a Great Power alliance was due to military and

the war because Germany declared war on Russia before Russia entered into a state of war with Austria-Hungary.
See Brigham Young University Library, "The Treaty of Alliance between Germany and Turkey," The World War |
Document Archive, last modified August 2, 1914, accessed July 26, 2017,
https://wwi.lib.byu.edu/index.php/The_Treaty of Alliance Between Germany and_Turkey. Both parties pledged
to observe strict neutrality in the war between Serbia and Austria-Hungary.

12. Ulrich Trumpener, "Turkey's Entry into World War I: An Assessment of Responsibilities,”" The Journal of
Modern History 34, no. 4 (December 1962): 370, 372-73, accessed February 2, 2015,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1880054.

13. S.L.A. Marshall, World War I (New York: Mariner Books, 1964), 121.

14. Ibid., 121.



economic weakness following the Balkan Wars of 1912-13.2° They also investigate the
ramifications of early Germany victories against Russia, the impact of the refusal of Entente
Powers to consider Ottoman concerns, and the influence of the intellectual climate within the
CUP in 1914.

Alan Palmer, AL Macfie, and David Fromkin argue that Enver Pasa pushed for war
against the Entente when German victory seemed likely after the Battle of Tannenberg (26
August 1914). These scholars claim that the Ottomans feared partition if they remained neutral or
aligned with the losing powers. They also maintain that the Ottomans approached both the
Entente and Central Powers for an alliance, but both camps refused because an alliance with the
Ottomans was seen as a liability.*°

The British seizure of the Ottoman dreadnaughts features in each of these analyses. In
1914, the British held two dreadnaughts that were under construction in Britain for the Ottoman
Navy. The Ottomans had paid for these ships through public conscription and loans, and the
public was outraged by Britain’s actions. Palmer and Macfie contend that Churchill’s seizure of
these prized ships empowered Enver Pasa’s pro-German faction and discredited the pro-Entente

side of the CUP. Fromkin adds that the Ottomans offered the seized ships to the Germans in

15. David Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace (New York: Holt, 1989), 48; Charles D. Haley, "The Desperate
Ottoman: Enver Pasha and the German Empire- I1," Middle Eastern Studies 30, no. 2 (April 1994): 234, accessed
April 4, 2015, http://Aww.jstor.org/stable/4283632; Sean McMeekin, The Ottoman Endgame: War, Revolution, and
the Making of the Modern Middle East, 1908- 1923 (New York: Penguin Press, 2015), 86; Ahmad, "The Dilemmas
of Young Turk Policy, 1914-1918," 66; Eugene Rogan, The Fall of the Ottomans: The Great War in the Middle
East (New York: Basic Books, 2015), 39; and Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 2.

16. Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace, 49; Alan Palmer, The Decline and Fall of the Ottoman Empire, 2009 ed.,
Barnes and Noble Rediscovers (1992; repr., New York: Barnes & Noble, 2009), 247-49; Charles D. Haley, "The
Desperate Ottoman: Enver Pasha and the German Empire- I," Middle Eastern Studies 30, no. 1 (January 1994): 25,
accessed April 4, 2015, http://www.jstor.org/stable/4283613; and A.L. MacFie, "The Straits Question in the First
World War," Middle Eastern Studies 19, no. 1 (January 1983): 44, accessed February 2, 2015,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4282922.

17. Palmer, The Decline and Fall, 249; and Macfie, "The Straits Question in the First World War," 44,



order to secure a Great Power alliance.!® At the time of the offer, Germany was unaware that the
British had taken the ships but, after they found out, they did not suspect Ottoman duplicity so
the alliance remained intact.®

Macfie’s study stands apart from Palmer’s and Fromkin’s as he places greater emphasis
on the British seizure of the dreadnaughts. Although Palmer and Fromkin account for the British
seizure of the ships being part of the Ottoman’s decision to secure and alliance with Germany,
they believe the main factors were Enver Pasa’s pro-German sympathies and Russia’s military
collapse at Tannenberg. Macfie agrees that Enver Pasa was pro-Germany and had insisted on an
alliance. But he also argues that Enver Pasa was not able to convince the cabinet because of
dissenting opinion in the CUP. Britain’s seizure of the dreadnaughts, however, gave Enver Pasa’s
faction greater credibility, which was further cemented with the arrival and sale of two German
cruisers, the Breslau and Goeben. 2° From this point forward, Enver Pasa and his supporters
successfully pressured his political opponents into a course of action against the Entente.?!
Palmer and Fromkin insist that Ottoman neutrality ended with Tannenberg. The battle convinced
the CUP that Russia could no longer mount any offensive actions against the Central Powers and
thus the Ottomans were free to attack Russian territory without severe consequences.?? At this
point, Enver Pasa believed that if the Ottomans did not join the war soon, and the Germans won
an unaided victory, they would forfeit any right to territorial concessions against Russia.?® Before

this battle most members of the CUP had been unwilling to stake the future of the Empire on

18. Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace, 61.

19. Ibid., 61.

20. Macfie, "The Straits Question in the First World War," 44; and Macfie, The End of the Ottoman Empire, 124.
21. lbid., 44.

22. Palmer, The Decline and Fall, 251.

23. Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace, 70; and Palmer, The Decline and Fall, 251.



8
German victory. Afterwards, most of the cabinet joined Enver Pasa, and the government began to
draft plans for intervention.?*

Feroz Ahmad and Altay Cengizer deemphasize Enver Pasa’s influence and place more
importance on the motivations of the CUP leadership, which was more concerned with
geopolitical exigencies. Like Palmer, MacFie, and Fromkin, they agree that the Ottomans feared
the possibility of partition should the Empire fail to secure an ally.?® This scholarship also
focuses on the unpopular capitulatory regime, which had for centuries given European countries
special legal and economic privileges and had long denied the Ottomans full control over their
economy. The Entente Powers had continued to refuse any attempt by the Ottomans to end these
concessions.? At the core of Ahmad and Cengizer’s argument is the assertion that the Entente
conducted an antagonistic foreign policy towards the Ottomans because they believed that the
Empire was neither a threat nor a worthwhile ally, and that therefore there was no gain in
granting its demands.?” Cengizer agrees that Tannenberg played a major role in bringing the
Ottomans into the war, but he claims that the German-Ottoman alliance was the direct result of
Entente politics and British ambivalence.? The Ottomans were particularly concerned that a
Russian-German peace treaty after Tannenberg might lead to the Germans offering the
Bosphorus Straits to Russia as a prize for making peace.? In fact, the Ottomans knew that

Russian ambassadors were threating to sign a peace treaty with Germany in order to leverage

24. Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace, 70-71.

25. Ahmad, "The Dilemmas of Young Turk Policy, 1914-1918," 66, 68; and Cengizer, "The Policies of the Entente
Powers toward the Ottoman Empire," 86-87.

26. Ahmad, "The Dilemmas of Young Turk Policy, 1914-1918," 67-69. The Great Powers wanted the Ottomans to
wait until after the war to ask for any adjustments to Ottomans sovereignty, such as the capitulations.

27. Cengizer, "The Policies of the Entente Powers toward the Ottoman Empire," 98-99.

28. Ibid., 103, 108-9.

29. Ibid., 104.



Great Britain and France to concede to their control over the Bosphorus. The Ottoman-German
alliance was intended to prevent the loss of the straits and future partition.*®> Ahmad takes a
different approach from Cengizer and maintains that the Ottomans joined the war because they
were near financial collapse.®! As late as August 1914, the CUP leadership felt that armed
neutrality was the best policy because the Empire’s financial crisis made sustained mobilization
untenable. In fact, the treasury could not meet such a financial burden. The Ottomans were
nevertheless forced to mobilize out of fear of territorial loses. The Entente subsequently refused
financial aid but the Germans agreed to support the Ottoman war effort, thereby pushing the
Ottomans into an alliance with Germany.*?

Ryan Gingeras, Mustafa Aksakal, and Sean McMeekin agree on the general weakened
state of the Empire’s military and finances, but they place deeper emphasis on the Balkan Wars
and the intellectual climate within the CUP in 1914. Their analysis of the decision to enter the
First World War reaches back into the late nineteenth century when Ottoman bureaucrats realized
that diplomacy was no longer going to ensure their security. ** The Ottoman Empire’s entry into
the Concert of Europe in 1856 had come with assurances from the Great Powers that their
territorial integrity would be maintained. Contrary to these diplomatic agreements, the Empire
had steadily lost a significant amount of territory.3

By the First Balkan War of 1912, the Great Powers were no longer offering any assistance

as the Ottomans were being expelled from their European territories. When they managed to

30. Ibid., 104.

31. Ahmad, "The Dilemmas of Young Turk Policy, 1914-1918," 67-68.
32. Ibid., 68.

33. Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 9.

34. Ibid., 4-5.



10
regain territory in Thrace at the start of the Second Balkan War in 1913, the Ottomans realized
that only military power could preserve the Empire.® Gingeras, Aksakal, and McMeekin claim
that this victory imbued the CUP with a revanchist Turkish nationalism that sought to regain
territory in order to defend the Empire and assist Ottoman Muslims and ethnic Turks who were
suffering under foreign rule.® During the period following the Second Balkan War, Ottoman
statesmen and other intellectuals began to call for increased military spending and military action
to protect Muslims and ethnic Turks across Ottoman borders.

Gingeras and Aksakal have also reasoned that Ottoman military weakness necessitated a
secure alliance and the July Crisis in 1914 provided this opportunity.3” The CUP believed that an
alliance would allow time to stabilize their economy and rebuild their military.*® Both Gingeras
and Aksakal agree that the German ultimatum in October forced the Ottoman Empire into the
Great War.*® Germany had informed the Ottomans that they should immediately join the Central
Powers on the battlefield or Germany would stop all military aid and remove its cruisers from
Istanbul, which would have crushed Ottoman plans to quickly rebuild the military.*® Gingeras

further claims that the ultimatum gave Enver Pasa and his supporters the reason to apply more

35. Ibid., 4-5, 9, 19, 24.

36. Gingeras, The Fall of the Sultanate, 104-6; Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 20-27; and McMeekin, The
Ottoman Endgame, 84.

37. Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 193-94. After 1850 the Ottomans began to lose their military production
capabilities. This fostered a dependency on foreign arms leading the Ottomans to decline below a third-tier military
power by 1914. For most of the Empire’s history it was a third-tier producer. The first-tier innovates new weaponry.
The second tier adapts and exports arms to other countries. The third-tier imports new technology and builds an
indigenous arms industry. Historically the Empire’s primary rivals were third-tier powers or lower. See Jonathan
Grant, "Rethinking the Ottoman 'Decline": Military Technology Diffusion in the Ottoman Empire, Fifteenth to
Eighteenth Centuries," Journal of World History 10, no. 1 (Spring 1999): 181-83, 200-201, accessed March 17,
2015, http://www.jstor.org/stable/20078753.

38. Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 13; McMeekin, The Ottoman Endgame, 86; and Gingeras, Fall of the
Sultanate, 106-7.

39. Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 186; and Gingeras, Fall of the Sultanate, 108.

40. Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War, 186; and Gingeras, Fall of the Sultanate, 108.



11
pressure on CUP factions who wanted to remain neutral.** After a final round of internal
meetings, the neutralists realized they could not abandon the Empire’s only alliance and they
caved, giving the leadership the break they needed to declare war. #?

Gingeras and Aksakal advance earlier scholarship by examining how the Ottoman
experience over the previous half century influenced the worldview of the CUP. They focus on
Ottoman bitterness and distrust towards the European international system. Although the catalyst
forcing the Ottomans to drop their position of neutrality was the potential loss of their alliance
with Germany, the Ottomans also knew that diplomacy was now futile and war was necessary.

This study builds on the scholarship of Gingeras and Aksakal and will assert that Turkish
nationalism was not a significant factor in the CUP’s decision to enter the war. Their decision
was based primarily on the desire to protect Ottoman Muslims, and on the belief that Entente
guarantees were meaningless and partition was almost certain in the event of a German defeat.
Recent events had convinced the Ottomans that they faced not only partition but also the threat of
ethnic cleansing should the Empire collapse. Defeats had led to territorial losses and forcible
conversions, murder, and exile of Ottoman Muslims in newly formed Balkan states. Many of
these refugees had died in Ottoman domains because the government was unprepared to take on
such a massive influx of people. By 1914 the leaders of the CUP understood that partition was
very likely and with that realization came the fear of the possibility of an even greater ethnic

cleansing of Muslims from partitioned Ottoman territory.

41. Gingeras, Fall of the Sultanate, 108.
42. Ibid., 108. Bulgaria also declared her intentions to respect Ottoman sovereignty. Bulgarian support played a role
in shifting Ottoman support over to active participation in the war.
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Chapter Outline

The first chapter argues that the ideological principles of Europe’s international system
(The Concert of Europe) essentially barred the Ottomans from participating as full members.
Research will show that from the beginning, the Ottomans trusted European guarantees of
security and territorial integrity and intended to utilize the codes and precedents of international
law to provide lasting security for the state. By the late nineteenth century, however, the
Europeans had developed an exclusionary meaning of citizenship that affected their application
of international law. This shift would shake Ottoman faith in the system.

The second chapter examines the lack of Great Power support for the Ottomans during
the Russian-Ottoman War of 1877-78, and the Ottoman’s understanding that this was a major
failure of European diplomatic guarantees. The Ottoman’s loss of confidence in the reliability of
the Concert of Europe led to an important change in their foreign policy that pushed them away
from reliance on diplomacy and from trust in international agreements.

The third chapter analyzes the period between the Russian-Ottoman War of 1877-78 and
the Balkan Wars of 1912-13. It examines the refugee crises that resulted from these wars as well
as the ethnic cleansing perpetrated by Russia and the Balkan states. Two major refugee crises
influenced Ottoman domestic policy and shifted the Empire’s identity from the ideology of civic
Ottomanism, or Ottoman “official nationalism,” to one centered on Islam as a pan-national
identity. Ethnic cleansing also imbued the Ottomans with a siege mentality, a belief that the
whole Islamic world was under attack and that only Ottoman military strength could save it.

The final chapter will claim that the Ottomans entered the First World War because of an

unreliable international system that had caused instability in the Balkans and created the



13
conditions for ethnic cleansing. This part of the study will examine events from July through
November 1914, contextualized within the previous four decades, to demonstrate that the
Concert of Europe’s broken guarantees, and the Ottoman’s experiences with ethnic cleansing and
humanitarian crises, left them with no alternative but to enter the war on the side of the Central

Powers.
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Chapter I: The Ottoman Empire in the Eurocentric International System

A long process of European-Ottoman diplomatic failures informed the Ottoman
government’s decision to enter the First World War as an ally of Germany. This process began
with the signing of the Treaty of Paris in 1856 that ended the Crimean War and ushered the
Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe. It provided the Ottoman Empire with guarantees
that foreign states would not impinge upon the Empire's sovereignty and territorial integrity.
Despite this, revolts in the Balkans during 1875 and 1876 tested the guarantees of the Treaty’s
signatory states who refused to uphold their pledges. The unwillingness of Great Britain, France,
Austria, and Prussia to maintain their agreements proved to be disastrous for the Empire and
ushered in a period when the Ottomans recognized that they could not rely on the signatory
powers for international support.

This chapter examines the intellectual foundations of the European international system,
the admittance of the Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe in 1856, and the justification
of Great Britain for abandoning the Empire in the 1870s. Early in the nineteenth century,
European statesmen believed international law applied only to civilized states. They
conceptualized civilization as universal and attainable by all peoples, regardless of cultural
difference, after they had reached a level of material and intellectual progress. The entry of the
Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe in 1856 was based on the acknowledgement of the
Great Powers that the Tanzimat reform program had ushered the Ottomans into the rank of
civilized nations. By the 1870s, however, the Great Powers’ definition of civilization had
evolved and was now based on cultural difference, which meant that the Ottoman Empire was to

be excluded from the international system. Because civilization was no long universal and



15
attainable there was now an impassable border between the “civilized” and “non-civilized”
worlds. The Ottomans, however, were initially unaware of this change. They believed they were
a member of the Concert, considered the guarantees binding, and factored the rights accorded by
the Treaty of Paris into their foreign policy. The Ottomans only became aware of their exclusion
from the system during the disastrous Russian-Ottoman War of 1877-78. The decision of the
Great Powers to deny the Empire full integration into the international system would lead
Ottoman leadership to reformulate their foreign policy.

The Crimean War, the Treaty of Paris, and the Concert of Europe

The origin of the Crimean War is obscure but historians generally agree that Great Britain
and France joined the Ottoman Empire to defend against Russian expansionist policies.! The
initial dispute was over Russian (Orthodox) or French (Catholic) pre-eminence over the holy
sites of Jerusalem and Bethlehem.? Hoping to expand Russian influence in the Balkans, Tsar
Nicolas I took advantage of the crisis and attempted to convince Great Britain that the time was

right for the partition of the Ottoman Empire. The Tsar, however, misjudged British and French

1. Brison D. Gooch, "A Century of Historiography on the Origins of the Crimean War," The American Historical
Review 62, no. 1 (October 1956): 33, accessed January 7, 2015, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1848511; Sean
McMeekin, The Ottoman Endgame: War, Revolution, and the Making of the Modern Middle East, 1908-1923 (New
York: Penguin Press, 2015), 10; Misha Glenny, The Balkans: Nationalism, War, and the Great Powers, 1804-

1999 (New York: Penguin Books, 2000), 84; Caroline Finkel, Osman's Dream (New York, NY: Basic Books,
2007), 457; M. Sukrii Hanioglu, A Brief History of the Late Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2008), 78-79; M. Hakan Yavuz, "The Transformation of 'Empire' through Wars and Reforms: Integration Vs.
Oppression," in War and Diplomacy: The Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878 and the Treaty of Berlin, ed. M. Hakan
Yavuz and Peter Sluglett (Salt Lake City: The University of Utah Press, 2011), 20; and Mujeeb R. Khan, "The
Ottoman Eastern Question and the Problematic Origins of Modern Ethnic Cleansing, Genocide, and Humanitarian
Interventionism in Europe and the Middle East," in War and Diplomacy: The Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878 and
the Treaty of Berlin, ed. M. Hakan Yavuz and Peter Sluglett (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 2011), 104-5.
2. Glenny, The Balkans, 84; Hanioglu, A Brief History of the Late Ottoman Empire, 78-79; Finkel, Osman's Dream,
457.
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intentions to maintain the status quo and the current balance of power. 3 In February of 1853 he
sent an ultimatum to the Sultan demanding that his Orthodox subjects be placed under Russian
protection. When the Ottomans rejected the ultimatum, Russia invaded the principalities of
Moldavia and Wallachia, which compelled Britain and France to send warships to
Constantinople.* Constantinople erupted in joy early in the war when news reached the city of
several victories against Russia in Wallachia and the Caucasus.® Although these early successes
would lead to later defeats, the Empire appeared revitalized after nearly a century of military
losses.

On February 18, 1853, Sultan Abdulmecid I issued the Hatt-: Hiimayun, an imperial order
that would exert considerable influence on future events. This decree reaffirmed the rights given
in the Hatt-: Serif-i Giilhane (1839) that all subjects were guaranteed security of life, property,
and honor regardless of class or religion.” Abdiilmecid | stated that this reaffirmation of minority
rights was to "submit to my Sublime Porte the reforms required by the progress of civilization
and of the age."® Geopolitically, however, the intent was to weaken Russian claims of protection
over the Empire's Orthodox subjects.® One month before the Sultan’s decree, the British

ambassador at Constantinople had sent a memorandum to the Ottomans, which stated,

3. Glenny, The Balkans, 84; Hanioglu, A Brief History of the Late Ottoman Empire, 78-79; Virginia H.
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The question of privileges accorded... to the Christian communities is so bound up with

that of administrative reforms that both seem...within the same compass. To bring them

closer together in such a way as to cause all differences to disappear that separate the

Moslems from the Rayahs would be a giant step...toward the regeneration of the empire

[sic]."%°

The Sultan’s decision to reaffirm the equality of his subjects was also a strategic move
intended to convince Great Britain that the Empire was a civilized state deserving admittance
into the Concert of Europe. Britain and France were the strongest advocates for bringing the
Ottomans into the international system, but in return they also demanded concessions to the
Christian populations.!! The declaration of the Hatt-1 Hiimayun succeeded in convincing the
Great Powers that the Empire was a civilized state that should be admitted into the international
system. This decision was evident in Article IX of the Treaty of Paris which stated that due to the
decree’s "generous intentions” towards the Christian populations of the Empire, the Powers of
Europe had no right to interfere in Ottoman internal affairs.'?

Article VII of the Treaty also declared that the Empire was to be “admitted to participate
in the advantages of the Public Law and System (concert) of Europe.”*® Austria, Sardinia, France,

Russia, Prussia, and Great Britain agreed “to respect the Independence and Territorial integrity of

the Ottoman Empire." ** In recent years, scholars have portrayed the Crimean War as a pyrrhic
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the Ottoman Empire, by Edward A. Van Dyck (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1881), 126.

11. Glenny, The Balkans, 84.

12. "The Treaty of Peace (Paris) Terminating the Crimean War, with Pertinent Annexed Conventions 1856,"

in Diplomacy in the Middle East, 1:154; "Sultan Abdiilmecid's Hatti Himayun," in Diplomacy in the Middle East,
1:150-51; and "The Hatt-I-Serif Decree Initiates the Tanzimat, or Reform, Period of the Ottoman Empire, November
3, 1839," in Sources in the History of the Modern Middle East, ed. Akram Fouad Khater, 2nd ed. (Boston:
Wadsworth, 2011), 11-14. Throughout the early nineteenth century, and continuing after the Crimean War, the
European powers would utilize the lack of rights towards Christians as justification for intervention. The Hatt-: Serif-
i Giilhane (1839) and Hatt-1 Hiimayun (1856) were partially issued in response to European arguments justifying
intervention into Ottoman sovereignty. See Aksan, Ottoman Wars, 400.

13. "The Treaty of Peace (Paris)," in Diplomacy in the Middle East, 1:154.

14. Ibid., 1:154.



18
victory for the Ottomans since it limited the Russian threat only to the European Powers and thus
made the Ottomans a buffer in the Balkans.'® At the time, however, the Ottoman government
viewed the Treaty as an unqualified victory and saw its guarantees as binding. Ottoman
diplomats operated on the assumption that the signatory powers would uphold its provisions and
support the maintenance of the Empire's territorial integrity and independence.®

The Treaty of Paris provided the framework upon which the Ottoman Empire was to base
its foreign policy. As shown above, Article VI admitted the Empire into the Concert of Europe
and stated that the contracting parties agreed in common to respect the independence and
integrity of the Ottoman Empire. Article V111 created mechanisms for mediation to avoid conflict
should a dispute arise between parties. Article IX confirmed that the Hatt-1 Himayun removed
any cause that would justify European intervention.!” Great Britain, Austria, and France also
signed a separate treaty with the Ottoman Empire that further guaranteed its integrity and
provided swift action and cooperation if any Power breached the conditions of the Treaty.8

The Russian-Ottoman War of 1877-78 occurred after a series of foreign interventions in
Ottoman affairs. After the Crimean War in 1856, engagements in Syria (1860-61) and Crete
(1866-68) were undertaken with legal justification based on Treaty of Paris guarantees and with
the cooperation, if not complete support, of Ottoman authorities. 1° The first intervention

occurred when Britain and France embarked on a humanitarian mission after the start of a civil
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war between Maronites and Druze. The Conference of Paris (1860) justified intervention by
referencing Article IX of the Treaty of Paris which guaranteed the rights of Ottoman Christians.?
European involvement gained further legal legitimacy through British and French claims that the
unrest in the region threatened Ottoman territorial integrity.?! The Ottoman government
consented to, and assisted with, the humanitarian intervention. The second intervention occurred
in 1866 when Cretan Christians revolted against Ottoman attempts to enforce the Tanzimat
reforms.?? The British and French joined forces to support the Ottoman Empire out of fear of
Russian expansion. They obtained Ottoman permission for the intervention and did not infringe
upon the Empire’s sovereignty.? Unlike these two interventions, however, the Russian-Ottoman
War was not justifiable according to the Treaty of Paris, did not involve the consent or
cooperation of the Ottoman government, and was a direct threat to the Empire’s vital interests.

One has to consider the context in which European international law and the intellectual
foundations of the Concert of Europe were created in order to understand why Ottoman reliance
on the system was to lead to the failure of their foreign policy. As mentioned above, in the early
nineteenth century the international system was based on the concept of a universal civilization

that could include all cultures.?* By the late nineteenth century, however, a form of relativism
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based on religion and culture placed restrictions on admittance into the international system.
These changes were prompted by jurists attempting to justify colonialism by claiming that only
the spread of European culture could create the conditions for the development of civilization.?
The Ottomans, however, believed in the earlier European universalist understanding of
civilization and were unaware that their religion and culture had become a barrier towards full
membership in the international system.

The Great Powers created the Concert of Europe in 1815 as a reaction against the French
Revolution and Napoleon's attempt to create a unified Europe. The Concert sought to maintain
the independence of European states and preserve their individual legal and social systems.?®
European diplomats and statesmen created this framework in an effort to preserve the status quo
and existing power structures. The system operated by convening the major Powers (Great
Britain, France, Russia, Prussia, and Austria) at times of international crises with the goal of
upholding peace and generating solutions to conflicts. The Concert was "a conceptual norm
among the Great Powers of the proper and permissible aims and methods of international
behavior, one that transcended ideological division... "’ This was a semi-formal body that
operated according to accepted international norms and laws that were not explicitly codified and

were, therefore, subject to being influenced by the prevailing ideologies of the time.
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The primary assumption behind the Concert of Europe was the complete domination by
the Great Powers who had the sole right to decide European affairs.?® Non-great power states had
few rights, and the Great Powers were not required to consult with them prior to intervention.?
The founding states established several rules to maintain the status quo and prevent open
hostilities. These included a ban on waging war solely for territorial gain, a prohibition against
promoting unrest and revolution in another state, and an injunction against humiliating or
challenging a Great Power in a matter of its vital interest. 3 This last prohibition was of
particular importance because European statesmen believed that humiliating or challenging a
Great Power in a matter of its vital interest was a certain way to generate open hostilities.®! If a
major problem arose between parties, all states were required to attend the conference and none
could be excluded.*

European statesmen believed in a hierarchy of states. The Great Powers were a group
apart from other non-member states, and no Great Power had preeminence or supremacy over
another member.® They justified this hierarchy through the conviction that the leading members
of the Concert worked in the collective interests of the Continent. This hierarchy was also
supported by the principle of civilization, an idea that became fundamental for maintaining and
regulating the international order.3* According to the intellectuals who conceptualized this system

in the mid-nineteenth century, international laws only applied to sovereign civilized states that
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were exempt from Great Power meddling or intervention into their internal affairs.® Jurists
utilized this framework to define which states were considered “civilized” and which were
designated “uncivilized,” and to legitimize intervention into the affairs of those states that
remained non-civilized.® The international system thereby codified a hierarchy of states where
the Great Powers dominated non-great power European states. The latter were still considered
civilized and under the protection of international law, unlike “uncivilized” non-European states
that fell outside of the system and its legal guarantees.

In 1828 Francois Guizot, a French historian and statesman, defined the concept of
civilization as intrinsically tied to progress:
It appears to me that the first fact comprised in the word civilization...is the fact of
progress, of development; it presents at once the idea of a people marching onwards, not
to change its place, but to change its condition; of a people whose culture is conditioning
itself, and ameliorating itself.%
Guizot defined progress as the perfecting of civil life, society, and man himself.>® He emphasized
that throughout history there had been great crises that changed man, his creed, his external
condition, and his relation to fellow man.% Christianity was one of these great crises of

civilization because it "changed the internal man, creeds, sentiments; because it regenerated the

moral man, the intellectual man."*°
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Guizot portrayed European civilization as the pinnacle "of a linearly developing world
history."*! He maintained that it was a distinct form of civilization that was hierarchal and at the
forefront of progress.
| have used the term European civilization, because it is evident that there is an [sic]
European civilization; that a certain unity pervades the civilization of the various
European states; that, notwithstanding infinite diversities of time, place, and
circumstance, this civilization takes its first rise in facts almost wholly similar, proceeds
everywhere upon the same principles, and tends to produce well nigh everywhere
analogous results.*2
He continued,
For my own part, | am convinced that there is, in reality, a general destiny of humanity, a
transmission of the aggregate of civilization; and consequently, an [sic] universal history
of civilization to be written. But without raising questions so great, so difficult to solve, if
we restrict ourselves to a definite limit of time and space, if we confine ourselves to the
history of a certain number of centuries, of a certain people, it is evident that within these
bounds, civilization is a fact that can be described, related— which is history.*
Guizot limited his analysis to Europe where he believed there was a unified level of progress in
civilization. John Stuart Mill was more assertive in stressing the link between European culture
and civilization, stating that "all [the elements of civilization] exist in modern Europe, and
especially in Great Britain, in a more eminent degree...than at any other place or time."** For both

John Stuart Mill and Francois Guizot, it was evident that the highest form of civilization lay

within Europe.®
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Although Guizot did not assert that civilization was exclusive to Europe, he was a
dedicated Calvinist and believed that Christianity created the conditions for the continent’s
civilizational superiority, particularly over the Islamic world. He stated,

In the Christian world, the spiritual and the temporal powers were distinct...The

Germans...they became Christians but not missionaries. The Arabs, on the contrary, were

both conquerors and missionaries... At a later period, this character determined the

unfortunate turn taken by Mussulman civilization; it is in the combination of the spiritual
and the temporal powers... that the tyranny which seems inherent in this civilization
originated. This I conceive to be the cause of the stationary condition into which that
civilization is everywhere fallen.*
Christianity and European civilization were inseparable but, unlike other civilizations, religion
did not dominate the state. The superiority of western civilization was, in fact, the result of the
separation of church and state.

In 1845, Henry Wheaton, a specialist in international law, linked the concept of
civilization to Christianity and to European culture, and contrasted it with the condition of the
Ottoman Empire.*” He argued that the Europeans only respected Ottoman territorial integrity to
maintain the balance of power.*® He further explained that although they had brought the
Ottomans into the international system, public law was "founded on that community of manners,
institutions and religion, which distinguishes the nations of Christendom from those of the

Mohammedan world."*° Public law only applied to European states because of their superior

level of civilization. Wheaton asked, "Is there a uniform law of nations?” He answered, “There
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Appendix B
Europe in 1891

Edward Hertslet, comp., The Map of Europe by Treaty; Showing Various Political and Territorial Changes Which
Have Taken Place since the General Peace of 1814 with Numerous Maps and Notes (London: Harrison and Sons,
1891), 1V:3290.
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Appendix C
The Balkans 1914

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Division of Intercourse and Education, Report of the International
Commission to Inquire into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan Wars (Washington: Byron S Adams, 1914), np.
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