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Scholarly Yearning

Respected academicians from Turkey and Russia gathered in
Moscow on the 19th and 20th of October, 2018. The gathering,
though organized by Istanbul University and Moscow Lomonosov
University, was not limited to each respective university but rather
garnered broad nationwide Turkish and Russian attendance on the
part of noteworthy participants.

The theme of the gathering “Turkey and Russia: Bilateral
relations in International Context” fostered discussion of each
country’s respective national issues in the context of bilateral
relations. Particpants, many of whom brought decades of knowledge
and experience to the table, evaluated said issues for the first time
from this bilateral perspective.

Turkish-Russian relations go beyond the standard neighborly
relations enjoyed by most countries. With over 500 years of history,
Turkish-Russian relations are unique in several aspects. There is no
example of bilateral relations that have the save level of longevity,
multi-facetedness and deep impact. For centuries, nearly every
issue has been jointly contemplated, executed and experienced. The
only thing missing has been academic interaction; and with this
gathering, that process has begun.

This beginning has been made possible with the contributions
of many valuable academicians. Without doubt any scholarly
contribution however small can not be discounted, but the
responsibility for forming a bridgehead fell on the shoulders of
three academicians in particular.

I would especially like to thank Prof. Dr. Alexander Polunov,
Assistant Dean of Public Administration at Moscow State University.
In addition to hosting this symposium, he has contributed greatly
to the production of this publication by reviewing and evaluating
portions of its content.
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Also worthy of special thanks are Assoc. Prof. Oleg Airapetov
who stole our hearts three years ago in Istanbul during the
Symposium; “Battle of Canakkale: 100th Anniversary”; as well as
Assist. Prof. Mustafa Tanriverdi who has made Russian his second
mother language and encouraged our efforts with the heartfelt
connection he has established to Russia.

They are the nameless heroes of this symposium. I would like
to thank first them, and then all the noteworthy participants of this
gathering. Separately, I would like to thank the “Union of Turkish
World Municipalities (TDBB)” for providing us with financial
support.

An important duty of universities is to enlighten the path of their
counties with the light of knowledge without becoming a tool of
politics. Every branch of knowledge has a unique role in fulfilling
this duty. Nevertheless, the greatest duty falls to the branch of
History; the “repository of earned knowledge.”

As neighbors, the total period of time we have engaged in war
has exceeded 230 years. But it is peace that has a lasting impact, not
war; because waging war, even when ultimately victorious, depletes
a country’s resources. Russia experienced this during the war of
1877-1878.

Naturally every country will protect its own respective interests.
Turkey and Russia experienced a golden age of mutual interests in
the 1930s.

As we know, the Stone Age did not end because the world ran
out of stones. The era of warfare is long past. Turkey and Russia are
at the forefront of two “Cultural Oceans” comprised of Turkic and
Slavic peoples. In this respect, Turkey and Russia have tremenodus
duties and responsibilities.

I have complete faith that this large and mutually-desired
gathering, established on a scholarly platform, will open new
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doors for both countries. Enmity, a product of emotion, or single-
minded self-interest are a thing of the past in the globalized world.
Being neighbors is an important advantage. If this advantage is
not utilized, it becomes a disadvantage. A ““ cold wind” will blow
between such neighbors. Within the context of neighborly relations,
this would mean one neighbor is deceiving the other, or both are
deceiving themselves.

During the Cold War period, prior to 1990, residents of NATO
countries would ask us, “How are you able to sleep at night, located
within close proximity of the USSR?” I would respond, on my own
behalf, “We are neighbors” The only thing separating two neighbors
is “a step” One step in either direction.

A Russian proverb summarizes the outcome of 400 years,
“Moscow was not established instantly” Similarly, we should
appreciate that Turkish-Russian relations were not established
instantly.

Respectfully,

Prof. Dr. Mahir Aydin

Istanbul University, Director of the Center for Historical Research
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Bilimsel Ozlem

Tiirkiye ve Rusya’nin degerli akademisyenleri, 19-20 Ekim 2018
tarihlerinde Moskova’da bir araya geldi. Bu konudaki dnciiliigi,
Istanbul Universitesi ile Moskova Lomonosov Universitesi yapti.
Ancak seckin katilimcilar, iki tiniversite ile sinirli degil, iki iilke
kapsaminda oldu.

Bu bulugmanin ortak paydasini, “Tiirkiye ve Rusya: Uluslararast
Baglamda Ikili [liskiler” bashg olusturdu. Her iki iilkenin
yakin dénem konularmna, karsilikli iligki tizerinden yaklasildi.
Katilimeilarin onlarca yillik bilgi birikimi ile konular, ilk kez bu
boyutta ele alindu.

Tiirkiye ile Rusya komsulugu, “siradan’ bir komsuluk degildir.
500 yili asan bu komsuluk, birka¢ bakimdan yeryiiziiniin tek
ornegidir. Ciinkii tarih boyunca, higbir komsuluk bu kadar; uzun
siireli, cok konulu ve derinden etkileyici olmamistir. Yiizyillar
boyunca, neredeyse her sey; karsilikli olarak diisiiniildii, uyguland:
ve duyumsandi. Geriye bir tek, “bilimsel paylasim” kalmisti.
Boylece o siire¢ de, baglamis oldu.

Bu baslangig, ¢ok degerli akademisyenlerin 6zverili ¢abasi ile
gerceklesti. Elbette bilimsel katkilar yadsinamaz. Ancak “koprii-
bag” olmanin biiyiikk sorumlulugu, ii¢c akademisyenin omuzlarina
yiklendi.

Bu konuda ozel tesekkiirim, Moskova Devlet Universitesi
Kamu Yoénetimi Fakiiltesi dekan yardimcisi, Prof. Dr. Alexander
Polunov ig¢indir. Ciinkii kendisi, sempozyuma ev sahipligi yaptig1
gibi, bu yayinin ortaya ¢ikis siirecinde, yazilarin bir kismini okuyup
degerlendirerek, biiylik emek verdi.

Yine, kendisi ile {ic yil énce Istanbul’daki, “I00. Yilinda
Canakkale Savasi” sempozyumunda tanistigimiz ve ayrilirken
kalbimizi de gotiiren, Moskova Devlet Universitesi’nden Dog. Dr.
Oleg Ayrapetov. Ayrica, Rusca’y1 kendisine “ikinci anadil” yapan
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ve Rusya’da kurdugu “goniil bag:” ile bizleri de yiireklendiren,
Istanbul Universitesi’nden Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Mustafa Tanriverdi.

Onlar bu sempozyumun, “isimsiz kahramani” oldular. Once
onlara ve sonra tiim degerli katilimcilara, ¢ok ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ayrt bir tesekkiiriim de, bizlere ekonomik destek saglayan, Tiirk
Diinyasi Belediyeler Birligi (TDBB) nedir.

Universitelerin énemli bir gérevi de, politikaya alet olmadan,
iilkesinin yolunu, bilginin 15181 ile aydinlatmaktir. Bu konuda, her
bilim dalinin yeri ayridir. Ancak en biiyiik dnem, “bedeli édenmis
birikim” olan, tarih biliminindir.

Bizler iki komsu olarak, 230 yil1 askin siire savastik. Ancak asil
ve kalici olan, savas degil baristir. Ciinkii savas, sonunda kazang
olsa da, iilke kaynaklari tiiketir. Rusya bunu, 1877/78 Savasi’nda
yasadi.

Dogal olarak her iilke, kendi kazancini gozetir. Biz bu kazancin,
“karsilikl” olanini, bir “altin dénem” ornegi ile 1930’1u yillarda
yasadik.

Bildiginiz gibi “tas devri, tas bittigi icin bitmedi”, artik savaslar
donemi, ¢ok gerilerde kaldi. Ayrica Tiirkiye ve Rusya, Tiirkler ve
Slavlardan olusan, iki “kiiltiir okyanusu”nun basatidir. Bu baglamda
onlarin, gorevi de sorumlulugu da biiyiiktiir.

Bilimsel diizlemde gerceklesen, bu biiyik ve &zlenen
bulugmanin, iki iilke i¢in yeni agilimlara kap1 agacagina, inancim
tamdir. Duygusallik uzantis1 olan “diismanlik” ya da tek yanl
“ctkarcilik” da, kiiresel diinya diizleminde, gerilerde kaldi. Komsuluk
onemli avantajdir. Eger bu avantaj kullanilmaz ise, dezavantaja
doniisiir. Aralarinda siirekli olarak, “soguk riizgar” eser. Komsuluk
baglaminda bunun anlami ise; ya biri dtekini aldatiyordur, ya da
ikisi kendi kendini.

Soguk Savas Donemi yani 1990 6ncesinde, NATO’dakiler bize
soruyordu: “Sovyet Sosyalist Cumhuriyetler Birligi’nin dibinde,
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geceleri nasil uyuyabiliyorsunuz?” Kendi adima onlara, “biz
komsuyuz” diyordum. Ciinkii iki komsu arasindaki fark, yalnizca
“bir adim™d1r. Bir adim 6tesi, ya da bir adim berisi...

Bir Rus atasozii, 400 yillik bedelin sonucu olarak: “Moskova
hemen kurulmadi” der. Degeri bilinmelidir ki, Tirkiye-Rusya
komsulugu da, hemen kurulmada. ..

Saygilarimla.

Prof. Dr. Mahir Aydin

Istanbul Universitesi Tarih Arastirma Merkezi Miidiirii
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SERBO-BULGARIAN WAR IN 1885 AND THE PROBLEM
OF RUSSO-TURKISH RELATIONSHIP

Oleg Airapetov*

September 17 of 1885 in the center of the Turkish autonomous
province Eastern Rumelia the local revolutionary committee
organized an uprising.! That was a long time expected move for
the local residents, the absolute majority of the province (up to 70
%) were Bulgarians who dreamed to unite with the principality
of Bulgaria.? Following the 1879 data the total population of the
province counted 815 513, among them 573231 Bulgarians, 174759
Turks and Pomaks, 42516 Greeks, 19 524 Gypsies, 4177 Jews,
1306 Armenians.® 1879 elections to the provincial chamber gave
the absolute control over the Sobranie of Eastern Rumelia to the
Bulgarians — 31 of 36 elected members* 22 of 28 district chiefs
were also Bulgarians, other 6 were divided by half between the
Greeks and Turks.® The Local Russian consul backed the idea of the
unification with the Bulgarian principality. Since 1883 a newspaper
“Soedinenie” was published in Philippopolis Under the consulate
patronage. Paper was distributed amongst the Bulgarian schools and
churches.®

The organic Charter of the Autonomous province granted
considerable powers to the Governor-General. First governor Aleko
Bogoridy failed to create a popular support of his power.” In 1884

* Moscow State Lomonosov University, School of Public Administration.
E-mail: oleg_airapetov@list.ru
1 Cuvpbocro-denzapckama eotina 1885. Cooprux dokymenmu. Codust. 1985. C. 15.

Pavlovich S. K. 4 History of the Balkans 1804-1945. NY. 1999. P. 139.

MamxapoB M. U. Hzmouna Pymenus(Hcmopuuecku npeened). Codust. 1925.
C.173.

Stavrianos L. S. 4 History of the Balkans1453. Lnd. 2002. p. 139.
MamxapoB M. U. U3rouna Pymenus... C. 151.

[SSIEN ]

JIbBoB E. Pymenuiickuii nepeBoport. Mcropuueckuii stion. M.1886. C. 6.

~N N L A

Kunsinuna H. C. Bankanet u [Iponuswl 6o enewneli nonumuke Poccuu 6 konye
XIX sexa.(1878-1898). Uzn-Bo MI'Y. 1994. C. 10.
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he was replaced by Gavril Krestovich, Bulgarian educator, formerly
an active fighter for the independent Bulgarian Church.® Remaining
loyal to the Sultan, he tried to expand the autonomy of the province,
and thus reassure the nationalists and supporters of unification with
Bulgaria, organized in the committees “Unity”. By the beginning of
1885 it was a a formidable force, which had a significant influence
in the multinational (or rather in the multi-religious) police and
gendarmerie.

In addition, supporters of unification with the Principality
of Bulgaria had at their disposal another instrument - gymnastic
societies. Like the Bulgarian army, they had Russian-model rifles.
Besides, in the province, according to Russian military information,
there were about 10 thousand people local police (including
the reserve) and about 20 thousand members of the rural watch-
guard.® Local army was represented by 12 druzhina (that is a local
equivalent of battalion), each 2 of the 36 districts formed a druzhina
on a draft system.'® Approximately one third of the Eastern Rumelia
incomes from 1879 to 1885 was spent on this little army - 159,5 of
441,3 million silver grosh." Weak side was almost the complete
lack of artillery. In the province there were 100 thousand rifles of
different systems, but only 4 field guns.?

Russian policy was not ideal — on the one hand, Russia was
preparing unification with Bulgaria, on the other-slowed down its
beginning, clearly hoping to choose the moment of its beginning."®

MamxapoB M. U. smouna Pymenus... C. 296.

Ocsoboocoenue boneapuu. [Jokymenmor 6 mpex momax. M.1967. T.3. Bopvba
Poccuu u 6oneapckoeo Hapoda 3a coz0arue boneapckozo 2ocyoapcmea 1878-
1879. C. 530.

10 BwiukoB I. Pyckume yuumenu na bvreapckomo souncmeo. Codpus. 1977. CC.
196-197.

11 Tam arce. C. 15.

12 K. Boenno-ucmopuuecku ouepk Ha 6wieapo-cepockama sounama npes 1885
2. Cogust. 1888. C. 8.

13 Kapmnos O.[C.] Cemw 1em na bnusicnem Bocmoxe. 1879-1886. Bocnomunanus
nonumuyeckue u auynvle. CI16.1906. C. 210.
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The unrest in Rumelia quickly spiraled out of control. Russian
instructors in the druzhiny preferred to choose a neutral position,
refusing to interfere in the internal affairs of the province without
clear instructions from the command.' Gendarmes and troops
did not resist the rebels, rather the opposite. With their support,
control of the province quickly passed to the revolutionary Central
Committee, Krestovich was arrested.’® He didn’t resist and had
not appealed to Constantinople with a request to sending troops.
Meanwhile, according to article 16 of the Berlin treatise, it was the
Governor-General who was granted such a right, after which the
Sultan, before the introduction of troops, was obliged to inform
the representatives of the Great Powers about the reasons for his
decision.®

The Russian government was not informed by prince Alexander
Battenberg of the plans to speak in Rumelia, and to a certain extent
was taken by surprise. The temporal Russian Consul-General in
Philippopolis tried to stop the rebels. “What are you doing - he
shouted to the soldiers and officers- The Russian Tsar knows nothing
about the coup, the Bulgarians can not count on the support of Russia
in this case; the Turks will break in and cut everyone.”'” Naturally,
no one listened to the representative of Russia. Moreover, no one
believed him. Everyone - from Krestovich to ordinary people on
the street - was sure that Russia supports this movement.'® Russian
officers in the local militia didn’t participate in the movement —
nobody cared.'®

14  Papes C. Cmpoumenu Hna cweépemenna buvrcapus. Codmsa. 2004. T.1.
Lapysanemo na ku. Anexcanopa 1879-1886. CC. 580-581.

15 Ilpasumenscmeennuiii 6ecmuux, 17 (29) oxr. 1885. No203. C. 3.

16  Maprenc ®. [D.] Cobpanue mpakxmamos u koneenyuil, 3akiroueHHuix Poccu-
eto ¢ unocmpannvimu Jlepycasamu. CI16. 1888. T.8. Tpakxmamei ¢ ['epmanuero.
1825-1888. C. 654.

17 Tarumes C. C. U3 npownozo pyccroii ouniomamuu. Hemopuueckue uccieoo-
sanus u norumuydeckue cmamou. CI16. 1890. C. 410.

18  JIsBoB E. Pymenuiickuii nepegopom... CC. 83; 108.
19  UBanoB H. Cnovenu. 1868-1918. Codust. 1996. Ku. 1. C. 49.
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On 18 September, the rebels proclaimed the establishment of
the Provisional government and the unification of Rumelia with
Bulgaria. On the same day, the new authorities declared the call in
the army all the men from 18 to 40 years.?® The call passed well,
under banners there was a large number of volunteers, first of all
youth.?" Together with 12 battalions of 1 thousand rifles, 2 engineer
companies of 350 rifles and 2 squadrons of 150 sabers each, who
were in constant readiness, the first line of trained and ready to act
troops was 50 thousand.?? Weapons was not enough, the mass of
the rebels were armed with pikes. They maintained order in the
province, its communications with Turkey were interrupted, frontier
closed.?® Mass demostrations started in Sofia under the slogan
“Freedom or death”. All the potics declared that prince Alexander
of Bulgaria should go to Phillipopolis and to declare unification.?*
In Trnovo former prime-minister Petko Karavelov addressed to
the mass meeting an appeal: “This year — to Thrace, next year — to
Macedonia”.?®

The crisis followed and it happened to be sudden for the
Petersburg and Constantinople, and it immediately endangered the
Russo-Turkish relationship.

Everything seemed to be so calm in August in the Russian
capital. The Kushka crisis on the Russo-Afgan frontier, which was
about to finish by the Anglo-Russian conflict, was already over.
Alexander I1I was inspecting the guard units, visiting the maneuvers
and receptions in his beloved Trarskoe Selo. The only serious action

20 Cwbpbeko-bbnzapckama eotiHa 1885... CC. 16; 19.

21 TeHos L. Jobposonyume & 3awuma Ha cbeduHeHuemo 1885 zoduHa.
/| BoeHHoucTopuyeckn cbopHuk. Codums. 1985. Ne4. C. 163.

22 B.H. MHocmpaHHoe soeHHoe o6o3peHue. BocmoyHas Pymenus.// Bo-
eHHbIn CoopHuK. 1883. Ne8. C. 226.

23  [lpasumernbcmeeHHbIli gecmHuK,10 (23) ceHT. 1885. Ne198. C. 2.
24  NeeoB E. Pymenutickuti nepesopom... CC. 67-71.

25 PapeB C. Cmpoumenu... Codwms. 2004. T. 1. LlapysaHemo Ha KH.
AnekcaHdpa 1879-1886. C. 603..
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was his voyage to Kremzier (Moravia) where he met Franz-Joseph
1.7 After the meetings of the emperors in Austria, it became clear
— the contradictions are overcome, the agreement on Afghanistan
was reached.?” Before leaving Kremsier the Russian minister of the
Foreign affairs N.K. Giers gave an interview to the correspondent
of “Neue Freie Press”. He said: “At the present time is not anything
that would cause between Austria and Russia talks about the special
issues... a meeting — it’s peace.”?® Giers went to Franzensbad spa-
resort where he met prime-minister Roumania Jon Bratianu, aide de
camp of king of Serbia and prince Alexander of Battenberg.?

The beginning of September 1885 was a time of rest in politics.
The unrest in Rumelia was unexpected for all European capitals.
Alexander III visited his father-in-law in Copenhagen, where he
arrived and the Prince of Wales, accompanied by king George
of Greece. After Franzensbad Girs was vacationing in Tyrol. His
British opponent, Salisbury, enjoyed his stay in France.*® That was
the situation to which the news from Roumelia came. It was very
unpleasant. “In politics, very often great things - said the review
of the “Vestnik Evropi” - are not made by great people: so, a spark
thrown by the hand of a child in a lot of fuel material, can produce
a fire and an accidental shot, heard somewhere in the Balkans or
on the Afghan border, can also serve as the beginning of major
events.”%!

Battenberg after meeting with Giers in Franzenbad left for Varna,

26 [lpasumenbcmeeHHbIl eecmHuk, 6(18) asr. 1885. Ne171. C. 2; 8 (20)
asr. 1885. Ne172. CC. 1-2; 11 (23) aBr. 1885. Ne175. C. 1; 14 (26) asr.
1885. Ne177. C. 2; 17 (29) aBr. 1885. Ne179. C. 1.

27  WHocmpaHHoe obospeHue.l/ BecTHuk EBponbl. 1885. Ne10. C. 836.
28 Hoeoe Bpewms, 18 (30) aBrycta 1885. Ne3402. C. 2.
29  Hoeoe Bpewms, 18 (30) aBrycta 1885. Ne3402. C. 2.

30 Smith C. L. The Embassy of Sir William White at Constaninople 1866-
1891. Oxford University press. 1957. PP. 13-14.

31 UWHocmpaHHoe obospeHue.// BectHuk EBponbl. 1885. Ne10. C. 835.
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and he was caught by the news of coup in Philippopolis.? The prince
could not help but understand the dangers of this crisis, but he did
not have the space and time to maneuver. President of the National
Assembly of Bulgaria Stefan Stambolov put before Battenberg
a simple choice - to go to Plovdiv or return to Darmstadt.®® He
made his choice September 18 already, when telegraphed to the
Provisional government that he could not but accept unification.3*
In two days the National Assembly in Veliko Trnovo was gathered,
and the prince declared himself a ruler of the Northern and Southern
Bulgaria and mobilization. September 22 the National Assembly
voted the war credits.®® The news coming from Sofia to Rumelia
provoked a burst of enthusiasm.®® 21 September Battenberg came to
Plovdiv.%” A few kilometers from the city was built arc de Triumphe,
which gathered numerous residents of the province.®

Not all of them were delighted with what was happening. If
the Greeks remained calm, the Muslims began to arm themselves.
Battenberg said that the Sultan should recognize the changes as
soon as possible, as it will be impossible to restrain disarmament for
more than 2 days.?® The Prince held a parade of reserve troops and
told them: “Valiant soldiers! We are not at odds with the Turks, but
if the Turks oppose our aspirations, we will fight to the last drop of
blood. You’ll always find me in the heat of battle.”*® Demonstrations
of determination could not but affect the foreign policy situation.

32 Kox A. Anexcanovp I[lvpsuil. Bvreapckuii kHazv. (Ouepku u3 sxcusoma my).
ITnosnus. 1895. CC. 195; 207.

33 Stavrianos L.S. The Balkans since 1453. P. 431.
34 Cwpocro-dvreapckama sotina 1885... C. 20.

35 JIeBoB E. Pymenuiickuii nepesopom... CC. 68-71; Cwpbcro-6vreapckama
sotina 1885... C. 29.

36  [Ipasumenvcmeennuiii 6ecmuuk,10 (22) cent. 1885. Ne198. C. 2.
37  IIpasumenscmeennulii 6ecmuuk,13(25) cent. 1885. Ne201. C. 2.
38  JIeBoB E. Pymenuiickuii nepesopor... C. 101.

39 Ilpasumenvcmeennuiii 6ecmuuk, 13(25) cenm. 1885. Ne201. C. 2.
40  Tam xe.
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The first reaction of Abdul Hamid to the news coming from
Eastern Rumelia was the convening of the Council of Ministers,
which was almost unanimously in favour of sending troops to
the autonomous province. As the Adrianople had no more than 7
thousand soldiers, which could be sent immediately, it was decided
to bring up reinforcements from other parts of Ottoman empire.
Since shortly before the uprising in Philippopolis Battenberg
visited England, in Constantinople linked the coup with the English
intrigue and decided to use the time needed to gather troops in order
to clear up the reaction of the Great Powers to the incident with
unclear prospect for future.*' Sultan had reason to be dissatisfied
without uprising. Eastern Rumelia debt to the sovereign since 1879
amounted to 2.952 million silver grosh.*?

Alexander III did not want to take part in the crisis, especially
since its further development could lead to a new aggravation of
relations with Turkey, Austria-Hungary and England. Russia needed
a long peaceful respite for internal stabilization and the completion
of reforms in the army. Naval programs, which provided for the
restoration of the black sea fleet, were only planned in 1881 and, of
course, are far from being implemented. Relations with Turkey at
the beginning of the reign of Alexander III were also not the worst.
After Crete and Egypt Pro-English sentiment in Constantinople
seriously weaken. In 1884 Sultan opened the Passes for the
Dobroflot steamers, which were transporting troops and exiles
from Odessa to Valdivostok. Everything which was required from
the Russian transport captain was just a declaration of belonging
to Dobroflot and the presence on the board a certain number of
unarmed soldiers.*3

41 3Banucxu eenuxoco eusups Kuamunv-nawu.// I3Bectus Munuctepcrsa Uuo-
crpannbix Jeu. ITrp. 1915. Nel. CC. 181-183.

42 Bwnaxos I. Pyckume yyumenu... C. 15.

43 Edwards S.H. Sir William White. For six years ambassador at Constantinople.
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On September 21, 1885, by Imperial order, Russian officers were
forbidden to take part in the events in Bulgaria and Rumelia, the
military Minister, major General Prince M. Kantakuzenu was ordered
to leave the post of Minister of War, remaining at the diplomatic
Agency of Russia in Sofia. Thus, Turkey and Europe demonstrated
Russia’s non-involvement in the events in Philippopolis. 4

Bulgarian army had not enough officers for the mobilization
(649 of whom 179 were Russian subdues), the reserve of NCO was
on the contrary quite satisfactory - 1150(100 Russians) served under
the banners, in case of war a total number of 2500 was needed,
whilst they had in reserve 2929.4 The Turkish government planned
the possible military actions to reconstruct the control over the
mutinous province. Such a step might lead to the consequences
which were hard to predict. But the reality was much more
unpredictable.*® When the Russian instructors were called back by
the Emperor, the Prince and the government had to take extreme
measures. All the cadets of Sofia military school were appointed
officers, all the sergeant-majors and senior NCOs were appointed
to officer positions.#” Captains and lieutenants became regiment
commanders, same problems can e seen in Eastern Rumelia militia.*®

Constantinople, which had the right to send troops to Rumelia,
continued to prepare to implement it in practice. General Colmar
von der Goltz asked the permission to use 2 divisions to restore the
situation in Rumelia.*® On the other hand, the Russian Ambassador
to Turkey warned Abdul Hamid from the very beginning of the crisis

44 Smith C.L. Op.cit. P. 161.

45  Kpamuancku B.H., Xpucros I'.P., Bezenos 1. /1., CkauoxoB U.K. Kpamvk 06-
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bvreapckama apmus om 1878 do 1944 2. Codus. 1961. CC. 26-27.
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49  Smith C.L. Op.cit. P. 161.
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that the deployment of troops in Rumelia will not remain without
consequences.®® Sultan refused the offer of von der Goltz, fearing
that this measure will cause resistance to Russia and England. Both
did not really support the use of force, albeit for different reasons. In
St. Petersburg understood that the invasion of the Turks in Rumelia
will cause an explosion in the Balkans, and therefore were ready to
recognize the Union of Bulgariaand Rumelia, but without Battenberg.
Meanwhile, the Ottoman position was a weak one and maximum
that could do Sultan, was a diplomatic protest. Abdul-Hamid to no
less extent than Alexander III feared the internationalization of the
conflict in the case of military intervention to Rumelia.5'

September 24, 1885, lord Robert Salisbury, the former main
opponent of the creation of “great Bulgaria” in 1878 in Berlin,
came to the conclusion about the need to support the “personal
Union” of the Principality of Bulgaria with Eastern Rumelia with
Battenberg at the head. The reasons for the change in the position
of British policy were simple: 1) he realized that Bulgaria ceases to
be an object of influence of Russia and from the bridgehead of its
influence turns into an obstacle to the Russian army to the Straits
and Constantinople; 2) he wanted to avoid a repetition of the events
of 1876, when the Turkish atrocities led to increased criticism of the
policy of the British government, which was headed by Gladstone;
3) the fate of Prince Battenberg was not indifferent to Queen
Victoria, who promised to support “Sandro” his father.%?

Russia and England, having almost diametrically changed
their positions in Bulgaria, were still opposed to each other. On
September 25, Russia proposed to held a meeting of ambassadors
in Constantinople to restore the provisions of the Berlin Congress.®

50  Kocuk B.U. Poccusi u nonumuka 6 boneapuul879-1886. M.1991. C. 113.
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September 25 the Bulgarian delegation left from Sofia Copenhagen
to present an appeal of the Bulgarian nation to Alexander III. The
delegation was headed by Metropolitan Clement Trnovsky — the
acknowledged leader of the Russophiles. Bulgarians arrived to the
capital of Denmark on 3 October.?* The same day Emperor gave
them an audience in Fredensburg, that is the summer residence of
the Danish kings.% At the reception of delegates it was emphasized
that they were accepted non-officially and only as individuals whose
reputation did not cause the slightest doubt.®® Clement appealed to
the protection of the Bulgarians from the threat of Turkish invasion:
“only you alone, Sire, can prevent these misfortunes of Bulgaria
liberated by the Russian blood, and we fall to you and kneel beg
to protect and save us. Have pity, Your Majesty, on the unfortunate
Bulgarian people, do not leave it in these difficult moments for
him!” The answer of the Emperor left no doubt in the position
already taken by him: “The separation is now out of the question,
but in what form the connection will be, this is a question that needs
to be solved”.?

On October 3 Giers sent a telegram to Sofia with the following
content: “Meeting today the Bulgarian deputation and graciously
listening to the request for patronage, the His Majesty the Emperor
was pleased to say that the feelings of Russia to the Bulgarian
people has not changed, despite the decision taken recently by the
Bulgarian government. The idea of uniting the two parts of Bulgaria
is easy to understand: that was all Russia wanted. But His Majesty
can not approve of the manner which was used by the Bulgarians
against the will of the Emperor. By such an act they put themselves
into an extremely dangerous situation. The Imperial government
will use all efforts to protect Bulgaria from the menacing danger

54  Tpudonos IOpn. Bacun /[pymes — Knumenmv bpanuyxu. Kusoms, oetinocmsv
u xapakmepv. Copus.1926. C. 123.
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56  Hoesoe Bpems, 24 ceHr. (6 okt.) 1885. Ne3439. C. 1.
57  Tpudonos YOpa. Bacun [pymes — Knumenmsv bpanuyxu... C. 123.
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and to consolidate order in it, according to its interests; but this can
be achieved only if the Bulgarians remained waiting until the issue
is finally resolved.”®® Position, chosen by Russia was officially and
very clear declared.

Meanwhile Bulgarian government, led by Stambolov was
becoming more and demonstratively opposite to the course chosen
by Russia. It was openly criticized by prince, and October 22
followed reaction. Emperor ordered to exclude Battenberg off the list
of the Russian officers. 13-th rifle His Highness Prince of Bulgaria
battalion became just 13-th rifle battalion.5® That was absolutely
unexpected for Battenberg, who got used that his intrigues were
being left without punishment.®® Prince was shocked. Nevertheless
he even tried to joke in repulse. He said Bulgaria had no Alexander
III regiment thus he cannot do anything with that.®'

Meanwhile a consultation of the Great Powers ambassadors
started in Constantinople. The Russo-Brirish contradiction showed
itself almost immediately. Russia backed Berlin Treaty legacy,
whilst England opposed it. November 25 consultation was ended
by a palliative solution which satisfied no one — Battenberg was
to say, and Rumelian status quo reconstructed.®? At that time, the
international situation became much more complicated. As a
result of mobilization in Bulgaria and Rumelia there was gathered
126000 men, amongst them 119500 infantry, 2500 cavalry and 4000
artillery with 166 guns.%® Amongst them under the banners there
was gathered 110000 men — almost 7 % of the male population.®
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The majority of this force was concentrated on the Turkish frontier,
whilst the Serbian was covered by 17 druzhina and 6 militia
companies, altogether with volunteers about 22000 men with 38
guns. Being dispersed over a large area, they were neither a threat to
Serbia nor a strong support for Bulgaria.®

Rumelian crisis caused the activation of the policy of the Balkan
States. In the capitals of Greece, Romania, Serbia, there were
mass demonstrations demanding compensation at the expense of
a neighbor — Ottoman empire or Bulgaria. The most active part
happened to be Serbia. In June 1885 king Milan Obrenovitch
prolonged the 1881 treaty with Austria-Hungary until August 1894.
In addition, an agreement was signed, according to which Milan
has declared its readiness after the age of the son to give him the
throne, or to cede the throne to the candidate of Vienna on request
Austria-Hungary.®

News of the events in Rumelia caught Milan in a spa resort in
Germany. He immediately interrupted the medical treatment and left
for Vienna. Here, at a meeting with foreign Minister count Gustav
Kalnoky, he received assurances that Austria will support Serbia,
and that the Bulgarians with the help of Russia actually reduced
to zero the meaning of the Berlin treaty.®” At first he thought about
the possibility to act against the Turks, in the direction of the Old
Serbia, but the fear of repetition of 1876 and the arguments of the
Austrians did their job.®8 Against compensation for Serbia in Turkey
were the Britts, while the war with Bulgaria to achieve the same
goal, London considered quite acceptable.®® Of great importance
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was the fact that the Austrians provided Belgrade with the loan of 40
million dinars. The reserve of the Serbian Treasury by this time was
only 60 thousand dinars.”

On 22 September 1885 Milan returned to Belgrade. At the station
he was met by a large demonstration under the slogan “Forward
Old Serbia!”.”" At that day he signed a decree on the mobilization
of the army.” The attempt of the Russian official representative in
Belgrade to stop the Serbian monarch was not crowned with success.
Milan demanded territorial compensation or restoration of the status
quo in Rumelia.” For him, it was a war that had to decide which of
the two peoples would become the hegemon of the Balkans in the
future.” Finally Belgrade decided to act on its own. The king was
planning small victorious company.” This walk was to be finished
by the capture of Sofia on 20 November — the day of the saint patron
of the king. Thus he was expecting to back his popularity in the
country.”® On 27 October under the press of the public opinion the
Greek government also declared mobilization.”” Greece demanded
compensation for Bulgraian growth - all Epirus - and categorically
refused to stop mobilization.”®

Serbs deployed 5 infantry divisions- 80 thousand men, 70
thousand of them — active bayonets. The composition of each
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division had 4 infantry and 1 cavalry and 1 artillery regiment (48
guns). In fact, the army was ready to act before the announcement of
mobilization, it remained to focus.” October 31 Kalnoky declared
that Austria-Hungary, as a “friendly neighbor” only “gives good
advice.” The Minister said: “Serbia has not actually stated that we
will not protect its interests if it takes a step towards occupation, as
we respect the independence of Serbia and the Serbian King has
the right to wage war or stand for peace on behalf of his state.”8°
Everything was more or less clear. On November 14 1885 the
Serbian government declared a war against Bulgaria®' and the
Serbian army immediately started to cross the border in 4 columns.
Sofia was only a little bit more than 70 kilometers from the frontier.8?
The war lasted 3,5 months but its active period was even shorter.

In a three day battle by Slivnitza (17-19 November) the Serbs
were stopped and rejected. There was no decisive success of the
defenders, but it was clear that the Serbian plan had failed. 20
November Milan ordered retreat.8® The king left his army and run
to Belgrade.® Retreatment soon causes chaos®s, the order was not
reconstructed.?® November 22 those were the Bulgarians already
who invaded Serbia.!” November 27 already occupied the Serbian
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frontier town Pirot. The way which led to Belgrade was thus
opened.®®

On November 24 Russia issued an appeal to the Great Powers,
proposing a declaration to stop the Serbo-Bulgarian war. Berlin,
Vienne and Paris joined Petersburg immediately, Paris and Rome — a
few days later. After the defeat the Serbian prime-minister agreed to
stop the hostilities. November 27 Austrian representative in Serbia
count Rudolf Kevenhuller came to Pirot and issued an ultimatum
demanding the cessation of hostilities. Otherwise, according to
the count words “the Bulgarian troops will meet not the Serbian
troops, but the Imperial-Royal army.”® The situation again became
complicated. By that time the Turkish army mobilized and von der
Goltz-pasha had about 300.000 men at the Rumelian border. In case
of Turkish interference the crush of the Bulgarian army seemed to
be inevitable. But the Sultan decided to stay away.®

A ceasefire was declared and December 21 1885 the truce was
signed.®! Following the Bulgarian-Serbian truce, Greece demanded
compensation, which continued to arm under the pretext of helping
the Cretans. The unrest again was started at the island.®? Athens
linked its disarmament with that of the Serbian and the Bulgarian
one.® To maintain peace in January 1886, the Great Powers(with
the exception of France) demanded that Athens stop preparing for
war, and in response to the refusal established from May 8 to July
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7 of the same year naval blockade of the Greek coast*, in which
Russia participated with the clipper “Plastun”.%

February 19 1886 Serbia and Bulgaraia signed in Bucharest the
peace treaty on the conditions of status quo ante bellum.

After that the Sultan could start negotiations with Bulgaria.
The unity of principality of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia was
recognized de facto by the Top-khane edict of April 5 1886. The
prince of Bulgaria was appointed a general-governor of Rumelia
for the 5 years with the right for further prolongation. Bulgaria
had to pay for that a tribute — 200.000 Turkish pounds a year®® and
cede to Turkey a frontier region of Kirjaly, with mostly Moslem
population.®’

Thus the Bulgarian crisis was ended peacefully, and largely
thanks to the activity of the Russian ambassador to the Ottoman
empire, who did his best to explain his Turkish counter-parts that
Petersburg didn’t want to create new problems for two countries.
The Grand-Vizier preferred to believe Nelidov and the danger of the
new Russo-Turkish conflict was eluded.®
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TURKISH STRAITS IN TURKISH-RUSSIAN RELATIONS
(FROM THE END OF THE 19TH CENTURY TO THE
WORLD WAR I)

Hayri Capraz*
Introduction

In the second half of the 19th century and in the first quarter of
the 20th century, Istanbul and Canakkale Straits were a subject of
many negotiations in international relations. The fact that the Straits
were the subject of negotiation was caused by the weakening of the
Ottoman State and the danger of disorganisation. Another important
reason was that the water, which was accepted as international
by the development of trade capitalism, was in the interest of the
industrially developed states. As a matter of fact, during this period,
the interests of Russia, United Kingdom, Austria-Hungary, France
and Germany were at the highest level both in regional and global
competitions. Therefore, the involvement of the diplomats of Russia
and other states in the Turkish Straits issue was an opportunity to put
their experiences to the top and to put their talents at the top level.

Istanbul and the Dardanelles Straits between the Mediterranean
and the Black Sea were mostly in the interests of the United
Kingdom and Russia. Because Britain was the most influential state
in international trade, while Russia did not ignore any issue on the
Straits for the security and economic development of the southern
region.

The Ottoman State, which developed policies taking into
account the European powers balance in the 19th century and at
the beginning of the twentieth century, approached with states such
as Britain, France and Germany from time to time to protect the
Straits against a possible occupation. This kind of rapprochement
worried Russia. Therefore, the Straits played a major role in shaping

* Suleyman Demirel University, hayricapaz@gmail.com
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the relations between the Ottoman State and Russia. In the first 20
years of the twentieth century, it was the most negotiated part of the
Ottoman State.

This study examines the impact of the Turkish Straits on the
development of Turkish - Russian relations from the end of the 19th
century to the World War I and puts forth Russia’s policy towards
the Straits and the Ottoman State’s diplomatic attitude accordingly.

1. The importance of the Turkish Straits for Turkey and
Russia

Istanbul is the capital of the Ottoman State. It is the most populous
city. At the beginning of the 20th century, it is the chief city where
economic activities take place. It is a center of spiritual importance
for the people. Istanbul is a bridge connecting Anatolia and Rumelia
for the Ottoman State. It has one of the two straits that connect the
Mediterranean ports of the state with the Black Sea ports. The threat
of Istanbul can undermine the unity of the State (Empire) because
Istanbul is the bridge that connects Anatolia and the Balkans. After
the loss of Istanbul, shifting of the center to one of these will create
psychological conditions that will cause the loss of the other part.
Therefore, Istanbul is indispensable for the Ottoman State for the
reasons of its security, unity, economy and history.

In the 19th century and at the beginning of the 20th century,
Russia entered a struggle for influence in various parts of the world
against developed European states, which became an economic and
political center of attraction in the world. During the 19th century,
Russia’s main rival was Britain. However, it occasionally faced
against some of Europe’s leading states such as France, Austria and
Germany (after 1871). It has always tried to improve their existing
military and economic conditions in order to compete with them in
various regions of the world and even to secure their borders. It also
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gave importance to the seas in order to organize military actions
against Europe or to respond to threats from Europe. There are two
routes in which Russia will quickly transport its fleet to Europe via
seas when needed in case of tension with Europe. The first is the
road from the port of Petersburg to the north of Europe, crossing the
Baltic Sea and then the Sund Strait between Denmark and Sweden.
The second one is the way from the Black Sea ports (such as
Odessa) to the Mediterranean, the south of Europe, passing through
the Straits of Istanbul and the Dardanelles. Therefore, these are the
two main routes in Russia’s maritime communication with Europe.
For this reason, the operating system of the Turkish straits in the
south and who will control them are very important for Russia.

2. Treaties establishing the legal status of the Straits in the
19th century

In the 18th century, Istanbul and the Dardanelles Straits were
closed to warships and open to the merchant ships of the countries
permitted by the Sultan. However, not all countries have the same
rights in passing through the Straits. According to Article 11 of the
Kiigiik Kaynarca Treaty in 1774, the Ottoman Sultan agreed to the
same rights as the United Kingdom and France in the transfer of
Russian merchant ships from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean
and from the Mediterranean to the Black Sea'. The fact that Russia
gained legal privileges for the second time in the straits was made
possible in the second half of the 1790s when France threatened the
areas of Ottoman rule on the Mediterranean coast. In 1798, with the
invasion of Egypt by France, the Ottoman State demanded support
from the Russian and British navies. The Ottoman State signed an
alliance agreement with Russia on 3 January 1799 and with Britain
on 5 January 1799. On the basis of the alliance with Russia, the
Russian navy passed from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean with

1 Muahedat Mecmuast, Vol. 3, Ceride-i Askeriye Matbas1 1297, p. 259, 260.
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the permission of the Sultan. Russia was able to expand its rights to
use the Straits in 1805. According to treaty of 23 September 1805
Russia had the right to pass the military ships through the Straits in
peacetime.

In 1806, relations between the Ottoman State and Russia were
broken. In 1807 and 1808, the negotiations between France and
Russia on the lands of Europe and the Ottoman State caused the
Ottoman administration to rapprochement with Britain. In 1809, the
Ottoman State and the United Kingdom signed the Treaty of Kale-i
Sultaniye (Canakkale). With this treaty, the passage of all warships
through the Straits would be prohibited in peacetime as in the past.
But if France attacked the Ottoman State, the British navy would
protect its coasts until the Black Sea. The Kale-i Sultaniye treaty
gave superiority to the Britain on the Straits.

Another bilateral treaty on which the Straits came to the agenda
is the Hiinkar Iskelesi Treaty signed between the Ottoman State and
Russia on 8 July 1833. This treaty was signed to allow Russia to be
granted a privilege for the Straits in return for the Russian aid about
the rebellion of the Egyptian governor Mehmet Ali Pasha. According
to the Treaty, the Ottoman State will close the Dardanelles Strait to
the warships of foreign states except Russia in return for the security
aid of Russia.

With the Hiinkar Iskelesi Treaty in 1833, the regime of the Straits
changed in favor of Russia, which worried the United Kingdom and
major states of Europe. In 1839, the European states evaluating the
rebellion of Mehmet Ali Pasha took the issue of the Straits on the
agenda again. On July 13, 1841, especially with the efforts of Britain,
the five major states (Britain, Russia, France, Austria and Prussia)
and Ottoman State agreed on the Turkish Straits regime in London.
According to the agreement, the closure of Istanbul and Dardanelles
straits to all warships was turned into an interstate status?. The

2 Muahedat Mecmuasi, Vol. 4, Ceride-i Askeriye Matbas1 1298, p. 217, 218.
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Ottoman State guaranteed that it would not allow foreign warships
through the Straits in peacetime®. According to the second article of
the agreement, the Sultan retained the right to grant permission for
the passing of the light war ships in the service of the Embassies of
the friendly states*. The five major states of Europe, too, promised
to obey this decision. The distinction between this agreement and
the previous ones was the signing of five major states?®.

With the tenth article of the Treaty of Paris® signed at the end of
the Crimean War (1853-1856), the principle of closure of the Straits
to warships was continued’. However, by the same treaty, the Black
Sea was closed to the Ottoman and Russian fleets and neither of
these states would be able to build a military facility and make a
war ship.

In 1870, the Straits issue was brought up again by Russia
because of the emergence of new states in Europe and the tendency
of political balances to change. According to the Paris Treaty of
1856, Russia was banned from performing military activities in
the Black Sea. On October 31, 1870, Russia unilaterally declared
that it did not recognize the related provisions of the Paris Straits
Convention to escape the articles of the Convention, taking
advantage of the political developments in Europe®. The European
states reacted to the unilateral decision of Russia for violating the
rules of international law. But they had to obey this. On March 13,
1871, the Ottoman State, Britain, Germany, Austria, France, Russia

3 C. Tukin, Osmanli Imparatorlugu Devrinde Bogazlar Meselesi, Istanbul,
1947, p. 227.

4 Tukin, Ibid, p. 281.
5 Tukin, Ibid, p. 281.

6 The Paris Treaty of 34 articles was signed on 30 March 1856 by the Ottoman
State, Russia, France, Austria, Britain, Prussia and Sardunia.

7 Tukin, Ibid, p. 281.

8 B. Sener, “Tiirk Bogazlarinin Gegis Rejiminin Tarihi Gelisimi ve Hukuki Sta-
tiisi’”, Tarih Okulu Dergisi, March 2014, Year 7, Iss. XVIIL, p. 479.
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and Ttaly signed the 9-article London Straits Convention®.

The first article of the 1871 London Convention lifted the
neutrality of the Black Sea and the restrictions on the parties as
set out in Articles 11, 13 and 14 of the 1856 Treaty of Paris. The
Ottoman State was given the right to open the Straits in peacetime
to the war ships of the friendly states'. According to the treaty, it
was the Sultan’s authorization to open the Straits to the warships
of the friendly and allied states'’. The 1871 London Convention
was different from the 1856 Paris Convention and the 1841 London
Convention: the Ottoman State would now be able to open the Straits
not only to the light war ships in the services of the Embassies, but
also to the warships of the friendly and allied states if they were to
maintain the provisions of the Paris agreement. The right lost by the
1841 agreement was regained'?. With this treaty, Russia gained the
opportunity to be more efficient in the direction of the Straits and
the Mediterranean, while the Ottoman State regained sovereignty
over its coastal lands for some time™®.

The Treaty of Berlin, signed on July 14, 1878, approved the
decisions of the 1871 London Convention on the Straits. By the
treaties of 1841, 1856, 1871 and 1878, the principle of closure of the
Straits to the warships was maintained. This rule was kept roughly
till the World War 1. However, the 1871 London Convention on
the Straits remained the main international document that would
determine the Straits regime until the First World War. The rulers
of the Ottoman State interpreted that, by the London Convention,
it accepted the principle of the closure of the Straits to the warships
and that the Sultan had the authority to allow the warships of the
friendly and allied states to pass in peacetime. They also declared

9 Tukin, Ibid, p. 301.
10 Tukin, Ibid, p. 302
11  BOA, Y. EE, Gomlek 9, Sira 9, Varak 2b. Date: 06.04.1327.
12 Tukin, Ibid, p. 305
13 Sener, Ibid, p. 479.
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that, in the event of war between two European states, they did not
intend to allow any of the parties’ war ships. They thought that
if a party was allowed, the agreement would be damaged™. The
aim of the rulers of the Ottoman State was not to interfere with the
problems of the European states themselves and not to involve itself
in a possible war.

3. Ottoman State’s Straits Policy at the beginning of the 20th
century

The Ottoman administrators continued its balance policy in the
international relations at the beginning of the 20th century as well.
In order not to damage the existing balance policy, it tried to comply
with the Straits regime as determined by the international treaties.
It made efforts to ensure that there would not be a problem with the
northern neighbor Russia on Straits and that the Straits would not be
an issue of international negotiation.

Russia was given the right to use the Straits in accordance with
international law. The Ottoman administrators tried to apply the
rules for the Straits in a way not to cause any tension especially
between Britain and Russia.

Russia frequently used the Straits for the passage of trade
and transport ships from the Black Sea ports to the ports in the
Mediterranean and beyond. It carried out its exiles and military
transports to the Far East through the Straits many times informing
the Ottoman State. It effectively used the Straits to transport the
south region products to southern Europe and vice versa.

In 1884, the Ottoman State allowed a Russian ship called
Novgorod to pass through the Straits to carry the people of exile
from Odessa to the Far East'. There were also military guards on

14 BOA, Y. EE, Gomlek 9, Sira: 9, Varak 2b, Date: 06.04.1327
15 BOA, LHR., Gémlek: 292, Sira: 18410, Date 07.05.1301.
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the ships that Russia sent to the Far East. Russia even transported
troops by the ships of Voluntary People’s Navy. Russian Voluntary
People’s Navy was established in the 1870s to help the Russian
navy. Transport of soldiers on the ships of Voluntary People’s
Navy disturbed the Britain in particular. In 1884, the Ottoman
State attempted to impose restrictions on the issue of human
transportation'®. Re-negotiations began on how to use the Straits
for military transitions. In the end, the Sultan adopted the principle
that a maximum of 1500 soldiers or volunteers would be allowed to
pass by the decree"’.

On September 16, 1891, the Ottoman Administration informed
the relevant states that the ships of the Russian volunteers’ fleet
returning from East Asia were allowed to pass through the Straits.
United Kingdom, Austria an Italy explained that the transfer of
troops from Russia through the Straits was not a move to change the
Straits agreement'®, Thus, while entering the 20th century, rules for
the use of the Straits for military transport were determined. On this
basis, the Ottoman State continued to operate the law of the Straits
in the early 20th century. On August 1, 1900, two ships of Russia
called Prut and Dinyester were allowed them to pass through the
Straits of Istanbul and Canakkale because they were not armored
and they did not carry cannons and to enter the Black Sea when they
came back®. On April 22, 1901, the Ottoman administration allowed
the Saranod naval ship of the Russian People’s Volunteers’ fleet to
pass through the Straits to arrive in Odessa from Vladivostok®.
Almost a month later, on May 19, 1901, a ship named Kiev carrying
three hundred fifty soldiers belonging to the Russian People’s
Volunteers fleet passed through the Straits by giving information to

16  BOA, MV. Gomlek: 225, Sira: 60, Date 19.11.1301.

17 Tukin, Ibid, p. 328-329.

18  Tukin, Ibid, p. 333.

19 BOA, I.HR., Gomlek 368, Sira 3, Varak 1a, 2a. Date 4.4.1323
20  BOA, BEO, Gomlek 1649, Sira: 123623, Date: 3.01.1319.
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the Ottoman administration®'. These transitions continued in 1901
and later. On August 8, 1901, a ship was escorted by guards to the
Sahalin from Odessa??. On the same way, on 8 March 1902, the
Yaroslav ferry belonging to the Volunteer People’s Fleet carrying
540 people exiled passed through the Straits with 66 sailors?.

Not only did the merchant goods, those exiled and the troops
pass through the straits. On 22 December 1909, two battleships of
Russia, which were to carry the funeral of Uncle Grand Duke Mikhail
of the Russian Tsar to the Black Sea from the Mediterranean, passed
through the Straits?*.

The Straits did not have a negative impact on the relations
between the Ottoman State and Russia as long as it was used in
accordance with international law. The Ottoman administration did
not make troubles in the transitions of Russian merchant ships and
transport ships.

However, the political and military weakening of the Ottoman
State at the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th
century and the fact that the European states and Russia were
competing among themselves in order to penetrate the territory of
the Ottoman State made the application of the law of the Straits
difficult from time to time.

4. Difficulties in the implementation of the regime of the
Straits and the Straits policy of Russia

As in the 19th century, the rivalry between European states
and Russia at the beginning of the 20th century made it difficult
to maintain a peaceful atmosphere between the Ottoman State and

21  BOA, BEO, Gomlek: 1666, Sira: 1248886, Varak 1a, Date: 10.02.1319
22 BOA, LHR., Gémlek 372, Sira 25, Date: 22.04.1319
23 BOA, BEO, Gomlek 1805, sira: 135308, Varak 1a, Date: 28.11.1319

24  BOA, BEO, Gomlek: 3681, Sira: 276014, Date: 9.12.1327; BOA, I.HR., Gom-
lek 420, Sira: 32, Date: 9.12.1327.
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Russia. Moreover, with the economic and military weakening of
the Ottoman State, the increase in the activities of some countries
towards its lands was another important factor that negatively
affected its relations with Russia. Because, at the beginning of the
20th century, it is difficult to say that the Ottoman State and Russia
had full confidence towards each other. Both sides’ past experiences
made it difficult for them to feel full trust in each other.

At the beginning of the 20th century, the Ottoman administration
was in cooperation with the European states, especially the United
Kingdom, worrying about Russia’s military operations against the
Straits and other regions. The Russian administration, considering
the possibility of a strong European state controlling the Straits,
planned to penetrate or take full control over the Straits before them.
These counter-intuitions caused the bilateral relations to remain
very insecure.

In its report prepared in 1898, the Russian Foreign Ministry
demanded that the Straits always be open to Russian warships. In
the same report, it emphasized that if a rival state stops the opening
of the Straits, Russia should have sufficient naval power to resist it.
By looking at its current power, Russian Foreign Ministry adopted
the idea that it would be more appropriate for the Straits to remain
temporarily under the weak state of the Ottoman State?.

The idea reflected in the 1898 report of the Russian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs on the Straits was the basis of the Russian policy
until 1914: It would be better for the Straits to remain in the hands
of either Russia or the weak Ottoman State. No Western power was
to be allowed to be here.

The main rival of Russia in its policy towards the Turkish
straits was Britain for many years. At the beginning of the 20th
century, Germany was another rival. The influence of Germany

25 V. Hvostov, “Tsarskoe Pravitelstvo O Probleme Prolivov v 1898- 19117,
Krasniy Arhiv, Vol. 61, Moskva 1933, p. 137, 138.
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on the Ottoman administration worried the Russian government.
Russia tried to obtain international diplomatic support before
a military operation against the Straits on the grounds that it did
not have the necessary equipment for war in such a competitive
environment. At a time when Germany developed influence over the
Ottoman State, Russia was defeated by Japan in the Far East. This
diplomatic and military environment allowed Russia to get closer
to Britain. Russian Foreign Minister 1zvolsky, London Ambassador
Benkendorf, British Foreign Minister Edward Gray, British
Ambassador to Petersburg Arthur Nicolson began negotiations in
February 1907 to organize the interests of the two states in Asia.
During the interviews, the Russian side stated that they would be
more moderate in the exchange of influence in Asia in return for free
transition of warships through the Turkish Straits?. The British side
wanted the issue of the Straits to be dealt together with the Egyptian
and Baghdad railroads. He also considered it appropriate not to
include the Straits negotiation in influence share in Asia. Because
it would not be appropriate to negotiate without the involvement
of Germany and France. It suggested that Russia take over the
negotiations. Russia hoping to re-negotiate the Straits attempted to
share its influence in Asia with Britain. On August 31, 1907, the two
states shared Tibet, Afghanistan and Iran?’.

Afterthe 1907 treaty, Russia was of the opinion that Britain would
support them for the Turkish Straits. Russian Foreign Minister A.P.
Izvolsky, considering he got the Britain’s support for the Straits,
began diplomatic activities to get the support of Austria as well.
In November 1907, during a meeting with the Austrian-Hungarian
Foreign Minister A. Achrenthal in Vienna, he stated that Russia was
in favor of protecting the current situation in the Balkans. Russia
demanded support for the free passage of the warships from the

26 Yu. V. Luneva, Bosfor i Dardaneli, Moskva 2010, p. 27, 29.
27  Luneva, Ibid, p. 27, 29, 32, 36, 44, 51.
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Straits?®, On September 15, 1908, Russian Foreign Minister A.P.
Izvolsky and Austrian Foreign Minister A. Aehrenthal orally agreed
on the Balkans and the Straits. According to the agreement, Russia
would not object to Austria owning Bosnia and Herzegovina, and
Austria would not oppose Russia to get the right to carry warships
through the Straits, either®.

Izvolsky then left for Berchtensgarden in Bavaria to meet
with the German Foreign Minister for the support of Germany.
German Foreign Minister notified izvolskiy that Germany will
not oppose in return for some concessions to be made by Russia.
Izvolsky went from Germany to Italy. Meanwhile, Italy was making
plans to occupy Tripoli from the Ottoman State. For this reason,
the diplomatic approval of major states was necessary for Italy.
Izvolsky stated that they would not oppose the invasion of Tripoli
by Italy. In return, he received support for Russia’s targets on the
Straits. France and Britain were the two countries for real support
on the Straits. Izvolsky, before the diplomatic approval of these two
states, went to Paris after Italy. Izvolsky learned that the Austro-
Hungarian government occupied Bosnia and Herzegovina from a
French newspaper on the way to Paris®.

Izvolsky was surprised when Austria-Hungary acted so fast.
On October 6, 1908, Austria-Hungary announced the annexation
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Arriving in Paris, Izvolsky met with
French Foreign Minister Stephen Pichon. Although Pichon seemed
to support Russia, he said that the Britain’s approval should be
taken. Before leaving for London, Izvolsky gave a memorandum
dated October 6, 1908 to Naum Pasha, the Ottoman Ambassador to
Paris. The memorandum was about the change of the regime of the
straits. He demanded that the passage through the Straits be open

28  Luneva, Ibid, p. 47, 48, 53, 54.

29  A. N. Kurat, Tiirkive ve Rusya, Kiiltiir Bakanlig1 Yay. Ankara, 1990, p.
145.

30 Kurat, Ibid, p. 145, 146.
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only to Russian warships. Then he left for London. He met with
the British Foreign Minister Lord Edward Gray. In the meeting, the
British side accepted the change in the status of the Straits, provided
they were open to the warships of all countries. This proposal
was not accepted by Izvolsky. Russia temporarily abandoned this
initiative®!. The opinion that Russian diplomats can get the British
support or change the regime of the Straits in their favour appeared
to be wrong with Britain’s attitude.

The crisis of Bosnia and Herzegovina was resolved by the
treaty between the Ottoman State and Austria on February 26,
1909. Austria would pay £ 2,5 million to the Ottoman State while
the Ottoman State would give up its sovereignty rights here. This
agreement was a diplomatic failure for Russia®. Russia did not
change the regime on the Straits but allowed Austria to gain new
interests in the Balkans.

Russia did not stop looking for diplomatic support in the opinion
that it would not be correct to operate on the Straits under the
current conditions. In 1909, when Tsar Nicholas II was in Italy, he
tried to gain Italy’s support for the Straits. On October 24, 1909,
an agreement was signed between Italy and Russia in Racconigi.
In accordance with Article 5 of this treaty, Russia would give an
assurance of neutrality against the imperialist aims of Italy on Tripoli
and Benghazi while Italy would support Russia on the question of
the Straits3,

5. The Straits during the Tripoli War

When Italy began to prepare for the occupation of Tripoli of the
Ottoman State in 1911, Russia increased its diplomatic activities
for the Straits. In the same year, an advisor of Foreign Minister,

31 Kurat, Ibid, p. 146, 148.
32 Kurat, Ibid., s. 148.
33 Tukin, Ibid, p. 348
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A. A. Girs submitted two reports to Neratov, who was temporarily
managing the Russian Foreign Affairs. The reports suggested
the passage of military ships through the Straits for the Russian
government. This report by Girs was based on the reports prepared
by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1898 and 1904. The proposal
of Girs was intended to regain the rights of Russia by the 1833
Hunkar Iskelesi Treaty. The goal was to change the regime of the
Straits in favor of Russia as in the past.

In addition to its diplomatic activities, Russia was aware of the
need to increase its military power to change the regime in its favor.
For this purpose, the Black Sea fleet had to be strengthened first.
However, with the idea that the Black Sea fleet was sufficiently
powerful against the navy of the Ottoman State, Russia gave priority
to the strengthening of the Baltic fleet after the defeat by Japan in
1905. The Baltic Navy had to be considered as a priority for defense
and operations against European states. For this reason, in 1907,
Russia initiated the project of strengthening the Navy. In 1909,
the Ottoman State started a naval reform. In 1911, the Ottoman
administration ordered the United Kingdom to produce the Resadiye
dreadnought. The Ottoman state’s step towards strengthening the
navy and its close relations with Germany deeply worried Russia. In
addition to the project to strengthen the navy launched in 1907, the
Russian government made a new plan 4 years later and decided that
the Black Sea navy should also be strengthened in 19113,

While the Ottoman State took military measures to defend itself,
Russia tried to take military measures to stay in a superior position
against its rivals. In such a period, the Ottoman administrators made
sure that the transitions from the Straits were carried out on a legal
basis and did not lead to a crisis. However, there were differences

34  Hvostov, Ibid, p. 135, 136.

35  B. Giilboy, “Birinci Diinya Savasi 6ncesinde Rusya ve Osmanli Donanmalari
Arasindaki Silahlanma Yaris1”, Tiirk — Rus Iliskileri Uzerine Makaleler, Edi-
tor: Yeliz Okay, istanbul 2012, p. 55, 56.
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of opinion between the two states. In July 1911, when tension was
felt in the Mediterranean, Russia demanded that the warship on the
island of Crete be allowed to pass through the Straits as it would
come to Sevastopol for repairs. Russia’s demand was rejected
because the ship in question did not belong to the Black Sea fleet
and there was no record of the transfer from the Black Sea to the
Mediterranean®®. But the transition of non-warships continued. And
so, at the same time (July 1911), the yacht belonging to the Russian
Emperor was allowed to move from the Baltic to the Black Sea
through the Straits®’.

On September 29, 1911, Italy started to occupy Tripoli. Russia
did not want Italy to be active out of Tripoli. Russia also wanted the
Balkan states not to take any action towards the military measures
of the Ottoman State in the Balkans. In this tense environment,
Russia began to take diplomatic steps again on the Straits. The
instructions sent to Carikov, the Ambassador to Istanbul, from the
Russian Foreign Ministry on 19 September (2 October) in 1911
stated out that the Ottoman State was at war with Italy and that
negotiations could be carried out considering the mutual interests of
the two states at a time when there was a conflict between Germany
and France over Morocco. Even the obstacle that Russia put on
the railroad project to be passed through Anatolia in 1900 could be
reviewed. Beside all, amendments in favour of Russia on the Straits
were demanded. The jurisdiction given to the Ambassador Carikov
for the treaty to be made in accordance with the mutual interests of
the two states was as follows:

1- Russia would abandon the privileges in favor of Russian
investors in the treaty signed between the two states for the
construction of Anatolian railways in 1900.

2- Russia would not oppose the railroads to the places mentioned

36  BOA, MV. Gomlek 154, Sira: 95, Varak la,, Date: 23. 07.1329.
37  BOA, I. MBH. Gémlek 6, Sira 69, Varak 1a, Date: 3.08.1329.
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in the 1900 treaty because it would be possible to connect the railway
on the line of Samsun-Sivas-Harput-Diyarbakir-Mosul (or Trabzon-
Erzurum-Harput and further) with the Russian railways. The two
governments would make an agreement on this issue before3®,

3. In addition, the Russian government would provide support to
the Turkish Government for the protection of the existing regime on
the Straits and the surroundings of the Straits in case of any attack
from a foreign state against Istanbul and the Canakkale Straits. For
this support, the Russian warships should have the right to pass
through the Straits®®.

He made a 6-article proposal of the issues in the letter sent to
him and presented it as a memorandum to Sait Pasha on 12 October
1911. Article 4 of the memorandum included the opening of the
Straits and its environs to Russian warships for Russia to help
protect the Straits regime*C.

In one hand, Russia developed a sweet-hard diplomacy with the
Ottoman State in order to create a favorable situation on the Straits.
On the other hand, it tried to get the consent of the major European
states via its diplomats. It was stated in the instruction sent to
Izvolsky, the Ambassador to France, on 22 September (5 October)
1911, that Russia approved a French solution to the Moroccan
problem. In return for this, France was expected not to be involved
with the issues of Manchuria and the Straits*'. France was ready to
discuss the change in the Straits regime but was in favor of Britain
being a part of the issue. Russia, 6 days after the instructions sent
to Izvolsky in Paris on the Straits on October 5, realized that France
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had consulted with Britain on the same issue*?.

Russian Ambassador to London, Beckendorf visited Britain’s
Foreign Minister, Gray and exchanged views on whether a regime
change was possible on the Straits. Beckendorf informed that if the
Ottoman State allowed Russia for free passage of warships through
the Straits, Russia could influence the Balkan governments for
constant peace with the Ottoman State. Gray told Beckendorf that
a situation assessment could be made about the Straits and added
that he would express his opinion on the issue after evaluating the
matter with the government. After this meeting, the British Foreign
Ministry undersecretary Sir Arthur Nicolson told the French
Ambassador to London Cambon that the British view was the same
as in 1908 and that it was not appropriate to speak the Straits at a
time when the future of the Ottoman State at war with Italy was not
clear®. In this process, the Ottoman State tried to prevent Russia’s
search for support in France and sent instructions to Rifat Pasha, the
Ambassador to Paris. Rifat Pasha informed the Foreign Ministry
that Russia made a similar attempt in London and Paris in 1909 but
could not get the necessary support*.

Just as Britain and France did not oppose Russian wishes
directly, they did not approve, either. Russia avoided carrying out a
hard diplomacy against the European states because it could not be
able to predict where the struggle would go if they were against it.
And so, the Britain and France slided around and did not approve a
change on the Straits in favor of Russia.

Germany was against the transition of Russian warships through
the Straits. However, before Germany announced its opinion, the

42 Mejdunarodnie Otnosenia v Epohu Imperializma 1878-1917, Serial II 1900-
1913, Vol. XVIII, Part 11, , No: No: 564, 579, 580, Moskva — Leningrad, 1938,
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issue was closed with Britain’s negative opinion*®. As for Italy, on
the basis of the Treaty of Racconigi (1909), it was not against the
wishes of Russia. He reported that he had not been in Austria since
1908. Austria, too, announced that it was not against sincel908.
However, Austria, in the letter to its envoy to St. Petersburg,
demanded an effort to reach a compromise with a formula to free
Austria from the press of the Russian navy*e.

While the international situation of the Straits was in favor
of the Ottoman State, the Ottoman Government responded, with
Sait Pasha signature, to the demands of Carikov on 8 December
1911 as follows: According to the treaties ratified by the London
Treaty of 1871 and the Congress of Berlin, the Russian Navy will
not be allowed to cross the Straits either in peace or war. Thus, the
Ottoman State gave a negative answer to Carikov’s request. The
Russian government did not want the Britain and Germany against
itself. It announced the attempt for the replacement of the Straits
regime as Carikov’s private enterprise*’. In addition, the Russian
Foreign Minister withdrew the offer together with his Ambassador
to Istanbul on December 2, 1911, just before the reply came, under
the pretext that the proposal was made ahead of time. On December
9, he interviewed a reporter from Le Temps, denying the proposal to
cover up the failure. Foreign Minister Sazonov told the newspaper
that Russia had no demands on the Straits, did not negotiate or
attempt a diplomatic step. It was concluded that Carikov exceeded
the limits of the instructions given to him*®. Although the minister
commented this way, there was a second diplomatic failure on the
Straits. The first was the offer of solving by conceding to Austria in
the Balkans, which resulted in failure. The second, with the support
of Britain and France, would change the status of the Straits to its

45  Kurat, a.g.e., s. 166, 167.
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advantage, which failed, too*.

Russia changed Carikov, the Ambassador to Istanbul, because
of the troubles in the diplomacy on the Straits. Mihail Nikolayevich
Girs was appointed instead. Before Istanbul, Girs served as an
Ambassador in China and Romania. He came to Istanbul in March
1912. Again, the chief problem was the Straits before him®. On
April 18, 1912, Italy fired cannonballs to the outer fortifications of
Canakkale for two and a half hours. On April 19, the Ottoman State
closed the Straits to all ships, which lasted until peace with Italy on
May 18th%'. On the same day (April 19), the Italians also bombed
Rhodes and Samos. Russian Foreign Minister sent a telegram to
Girs in Istanbul, stating that the danger relative to the Straits ended
on 19 April 1912 and that the Straits should be opened to trade ships
or the Ottoman State must pay the indemnity caused by delay. Girs
was said to inform the Ottoman Government about this®2. However,
the Porte did not comply with this demand. So the Straits remained
closed for a month. Russia protested against the closure of the
Straits®?,

6. The Straits during the Balkan Wars

The tension with Italy was not the only to determine the
Russian policy on the Straits. In the same year, relations between
the southern Balkan states and the Ottoman State were also getting
worse. Greece’s policy of inclusion of Crete into its borders was
such that it could transform the relations of the two countries into
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war at any moment. Due to the turmoil in Crete, the Great States
decided to send troops to Crete. Russia demanded permission to use
the Straits to send a part of its troops to Crete, too. It was approved
by the Ottoman Government®.

Atatime when the attacks on the Ottoman State increased and the
political and military situation in the Balkans became tense, Russian
statesmen discussed a plan of seizing the Straits by military means.
In such a case, it was predicted that Britain and Austria-Hungary
could resist Russia and France could remain neutral. In addition,
there was also the opinion that Russia was not fully prepared for
the military operation against the Straits. For this reason, diplomatic
and military support could be needed. Especially the Balkan states
had to remain in their sphere of influence. The Russian government
established the Balkan Alliance against the Ottoman State and
Austria-Hungary close to summer of 19125, In a possible Balkan
war, it aimed to maintain its influence in the region.

The Balkan War began on October 9, 1912 with the declaration
of war against the Ottoman State in the Montenegro. On October 17-
18, Bulgarians and Serbs launched a war against the Ottoman State,
t00%. On 11 October, Russian Foreign Minister Sazonov met with
Turhan Pasha, the Ottoman Ambassador to Petersburg and asked
that the war not be spread to the Black Sea. Otherwise, they would
take the necessary measures to protect their commercial interests. In
his instruction to the Ambassador to Athens on 3 (16) October 1912,
Sazonov asked this message to be delivered: Greece should not take
a hostile act against the Straits and that Russia was protecting the
interests of Greece in the Ottoman State®”. In these circumstances,
the question of the Straits for Russia has become a problem that
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needs to be solved more and more urgently.

During the Balkan War, the success of the Bulgarian troops
against the Ottoman forces and their progress towards Istanbul
quickly worried the Russian government. On October 24, the
Bulgarian forces achieved superiority and arrived in Catalca,
creating a panic in Russia. At 1:30 am on 26 October, the Maritime
Minister Grigorovich sent a telegram to the Tsar and requested
permission for Girs to be able to communicate directly with the
commander of the Russian Black Sea Forces and call troops without
restriction if need be. The Tsar approved this request®®.

According to the script dated 20 October 1912, the Ministry of
Maritime Affairs of Russia was planning to occupy the Biiyiik Dere
in order to land troops to Istanbul in the slightest confusion and
establish a safe base for Russian troops on the European side of the
Strait. This plan was similar to that of 1896-1897. In other words, a
small confusion in Istanbul would be evaluated and the upper parts
of the Strait would be occupied. However, as before, this plan could
not be implemented in 1912, either. There were several reasons for
this: 1- The progress of Bulgarians was stopped in Catalca 2- Lack
of sufficient vehicles to carry out the transport operations of the
Russian Black Sea fleet to land to Istanbul®®.

The states interested in the Straits started to direct their fleets
to Istanbul on the grounds of protection of Christian elements in a
possible confusion in Istanbul®.

In mid-November 1912, the ceasefire negotiations between the
Ottoman State and the Balkan states began. In this process, the
Russian side also made preparations to determine its attitude on
the Straits. Chief of the Second Movement Office, First Lieutenant
Nemits made a study on 25 November 1912. In this study, beside
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the strategic importance of the Straits, the economic importance
was also mentioned. It was also pointed out that the Straits had
remained closed to the Russian merchant ships during the Tripoli
War, which had damaged to the Russian economy. In his study,
Nemits underlined the fact that Russia should take into account the
interests of the Balkan states but that its own interests must come
first and Russia’s material needs are a priority.

Nemits made the following suggestions regarding the Straits:

1. As targeted in 1908 and 1911, Russia should try for the Straits
to be opened to its warships.

2. For the interests of Russia, the Straits should not be made
neutral being left to an international administration. In such a case,
the Straits can be completely lost for Russia. The Straits are better
to remain under the Turkish control instead of an international
administration®’.

A similar report came from Admiral Liven, the second
commander of the Navy, on the same date (25 November 1912). In
the report, it was recommended, for the cruise of the military ships
the between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean, that sovereignty
be established not only on the Straits but also in the vicinity of
Canakkale and on the Aegean islands. The reports, including the
views of Nemits and Liven, were submitted to the Maritime Minister
and in care of him to Foreign Minister Sazonov®?,

Both from these reports and the warnings by Foreign Minister
Sazonov at the time of the Balkan War, it is understood that Russia
wants to keep the Balkan states away from the issue of Istanbul and
the Straits. The position of the Balkan peoples in Russia’s Ottoman
State policy becomes clear here: The states in the Balkans must
remain allied to it but they must not demand anything on the Straits.
For Russian diplomats, the Straits were evaluated as a pure Russian
61 Kurat, Ibid, p.176; Zaher, Ibid, Vol. 61, p. 54, 55, 56.
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issue, not a Slavic one.

During the Balkan War, Bulgaria became the state that worried
Russia most about the Straits. When the Bulgarian forces attacked
Edirne on 13 (26) March 1913, the Russian administration was not
happy. On 15 March 1913, Russian Foreign Minister S. D. Sazonov
received Maritime Minister 1. K. Grigorovich’s approval and
renewed the authority of M.N. Girs to call the entire Black Sea fleet
to Istanbul if needed without waiting for the approval of Petersburg.
The defense of the Christian elements in Istanbul was said to be the
first reason for the authorization. The second reason was that if the
Bulgarian forces entered Istanbul, it was necessary for the Russian
forces to be on the Strait already. Owing to this, it would prevent the
formation of conditions against Russia in the decisions to be taken
about Istanbul and the Straits. However, the Ambassador did not
need to use the authority given by Sazanov because the negotiation
between the Ottoman State and the Balkan allies began again. Russia
was the first to propose the creation of the Enez-Midye border line
between Bulgarians and Turks. Thus, Russia aimed at the area close
to Istanbul to remain under the control of the Ottoman State.

On May 30, 1913, the Treaty of London was signed between
the Ottoman State and the Balkan States. Russia ratified this treaty.
According to the Treaty, Bulgaria left the places in the west of the
Enez - Midye line to the Ottoman State. When evaluated in terms
of Russian interests, Bulgarians were prevented from approaching
Istanbul®?.

The Russian government was in favor of supporting an
independent Ottoman State and its dominance over the Straits,
as long as it had no direct control of the Straits. According to the
Russian administration, possible legal or military gains of the
European states on the Ottoman land could have prevented him

63 Kurat, Ibid, p. 180.
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from reaching his desired goal®. And so, they notified, in care of
their Ambassador, that in case the Bulgarians threatened the Straits,
they could support the Ottoman State%. In 1913, Russia even tried
to buy places near Istanbul in order to penetrate the Straits from
another angle, but it failed to realize this plan®®.

The Russian statesmen had the conviction that the Straits would
eventually belong to Russia®”. Tripoli and Balkan wars strengthened
the idea in Russia that the Ottoman State was weakened and the
fragmentation of the state was inevitable. In case of fragmentation
of the Ottoman State, the Russian government intended to bring the
Black Sea navy to the desired level for superiority on the Straits and
to prevent powerful states such as Germany from settling on the
Straits®®. Moreover, according to what Baron Shling from Russian
Foreign Ministry told Nemits, Russia was to occupy the Straits in a
general European war®.

In 1913, the Balkan states did not agree about how to share
their gains from the Ottoman State and began a new war between
themselves. Russia followed the policy of preserving the current
situation on the Straits in the Second Balkan War. However, the
General Staff and all the ministries did not retire from doing an
intensive work to reach the power to capture the Straits. In the
present circumstances, armed aggression against the Straits was not
considered due to military and technical inadequacy”™. However, in
order to be ready for possible developments, meetings were held
in July 1913 between the Naval Forces and the Foreign Ministry
officials on how and with what means to carry out a land operation
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towards the Straits”". The views of Nemits, an expert on the Straits,
were taken. Nemits pointed out that the Russian navy would be
strong enough to take the Straits after the planned construction was
completed and added that it would be in the years of 1917-191972. So,
Russia needed at least 3 or 4 more years. However, the international
relations were going too fast to allow Russia the time needed.

On 20 October (2 November) and 23 October (November 5)
1913, the Russian Ambassador to Istanbul, M. N. Girs informed
S.D. Sazonov by a telegram that a German military delegation
headed by General Limon von Sanders was to be employed in the
command of the Ottoman 1st Army Corps in Istanbul. The Russian
government notified S. N. Sverbeev, the Ambassador to Berlin, of
its disturbance about the employment of Sanders. Girs, too, did the
same by sending a telegram to Wangenheim, German Ambassador
to Istanbul on 23 October (5 November). Girs reported that it would
be more appropriate for Germany to make military innovations in
a different region, but not in Istanbul?. In his reply, the German
side said that the demand for the related employment came from
the Ottoman State or that it would seek assistance from another
state”™. Russian newspapers began to write that Germany wanted to
take control of the Straits. In fact, the Ottoman Maritime Ministry
had requested an admiral to head the Ottoman navy from the Great
Britain before German Limon Von Sanders. The British government
had accepted it sending Admiral Limpus and a few British military
officers, but Russia had not reacted. However, he reacted hard to the
German delegation’®. Russia’s efforts for Sanders to leave Istanbul
failed’®.
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Russian statesmen were concerned about the rise of German
influence on the Ottoman State. Russia ministries informed the
Tsarist authority and one another by reports on the rising German
influence and the situation of Istanbul and exchanged views. The
result of the consultations was as follows:

The navy was not yet strong for an operation against the
Ottoman State and the fleet had to be renewed. However, the
renewal was estimated to last four years. In case the Ottoman State
collapsed, another state should be prevented from settling on the
Straits and Russia itself should occupy the Straits’”. Preparations
should be made in case of a Bulgarian attack on Istanbul. Besides,
the road map to be followed in foreign relations was also discussed.
The possibility of an alliance with France was evaluated before a
Russian military operation to seize the Straits. In the Balkans, it was
envisaged that Serbia would support Russia while Bulgaria would
be offered Macedonia. In return for Macedonia, Bulgarians would
support Serbs against Austria. Again, the idea of trying to place
Romania next to Russia through diplomats was accepted. In case
of a Russian occupation of the Straits, a protest was expected from
Greece and Bulgaria. According to Sazonov, these two states were
historical enemies. If one would be the enemy of Russia, the other
would be an ally. Thus, these two states would not constitute a major
problem for Russia’.

When Russia provided a military and diplomatic atmosphere
towards the Straits in its favor in one hand, it made plans to prevent
the strengthening of the Ottoman State’s naval forces on the other
hand. It was thought to ensure the two armored ships (Sultan Osman
I and Resadiye) built in British shipyards for the Ottoman State
being delayed by diplomatic means. For this reason, it was suggested
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that Russian diplomats should attempt at British authorities®. In
addition, work started for the Ottoman State not to buy the warships
built in Chile and Argentina and for Russia to include them in the
Russian navy. At a time when the economic situation was not good,
the reason for the purchase of the ships was shown the defense of
the Black Sea. But the aim was to be prepared to have a say on the
Ottoman State and the Straits®'. After Russia negotiated with Chile
intensively in May and June of 1914, Chile stopped the sale of the
dreadnought to the Ottoman State®?.

The Ottoman State was trying to strengthen its fleet and obtain
the necessary weapons against threats towards Istanbul and the
Straits, especially from Russia®. And so, support was obtained from

Germany for the supply of weapons to protect the Strait®.

Conclusion

Istanbul and Canakkale Straits were the two strategic regions of
vital importance for the Ottoman State. It was the transit route for
the transportation and trade network between the Mediterranean and
Black Sea ports. Istanbul was an important city as the capital and
the main economic center of the Ottoman State. Therefore, at the
beginning of the 20th century, all military and diplomatic measures
were taken to defend the Straits and Istanbul.

Ottoman State made a maximum effort to make sure that
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international relations would not be spoilt due to the practices on
the Straits. It tried to apply the Straits regime taking into account
the commercial and security interests of Russia, especially.
However, the rivalry between Russia and the European states in
the Mediterranean and various parts of the world made it difficult
for the Ottoman State to apply the rules of transition through the
Straits from time to time. The difficulty was due to the competition
between Russia and Britain, especially.

According to international treaties, the Straits were kept closed
to warships in general. The Ottoman State made great efforts to
continue this principle at the beginning of the 20th century and
succeeded. Thus, not only did it keep itself out of international
tension, but it also protected the southern coast of Russia.

A tension due to the Straits would put the Ottoman State, which
was in a weak state, into a difficult situation, too. Therefore, it
tried to preserve the balance between Russia and Britain as much
as possible. At the beginning of the 20th century, the increasing
influence of Germany in the Ottoman State accelerated Russia’s
steps towards the goal of the Straits. However, the fact that Britain
did not take a stand in favor of Russia prevented it from acting for a
long time. The World War I came under these conditions.
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GENERAL EVALUATION OF 1903 WITHIN THE
FRAMEWORK OF RUSSIAN RESOURSES AND THE
CRISES IN TURKISH-RUSSIAN RELATIONS

Burak Kolot*

Introduction

The Balkan states, which formed their political unity in the
XIX century, developed various methods for strengthening their
positions. Those states whose infrastructure does not have powerful
armed forces contribute to the formation of troops and gangs of
people in the region, using the reaction and unrest of the Ottoman
Empire among the population to achieve their political goals
regarding Macedonia.

A reflection of the growing activity of organizations in the
Balkans in the Western world at the end of the XIX century was
influenced by the fact that in the XX century, Europeans considered
the inhabitants of the Balkans as organizations that killed civilians
fighting against each other.! The reason for this reflection was the
actions of organizations organized by the Balkan states with the
indirect support of European states and attached to the Macedonian
people.?

At the beginning of the XX century, with an increase in the
number and types of activities, the intervention of European states
in the internal affairs of the Ottoman Empire was the target. In the
period from 1897 to 1903, large-scale incidents began in the region.

* V. M. Lomonosov Moscow State University, Faculty of History, burakkolot@
gmail.com

1 Tinayre Marcella. Bir Kadin Gezgin Tinayre’nin Giinliigii, Osmanli izlenim-
leri ve 31 Mart Olayi. (Trans. Engin Sunar). Istanbul., 1998. p. 31.; Smith
Arthur D. Howden. Fighting The Turks In The Balkans, An American’s Ad-
ventures With The Macedonian Revolutionists. New York., 1908. p. 25.

2 IManatioros Jlro6omup. Unnuaencko-IIpeoopaxencko Brcranue. Sofia., 1982.
p- 13.
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The unfavourableness of the bureaucratic structure has made
the population of the region unsafe and responsive to public
administration. This was the result of a structural deterioration
throughout the empire, for example, obtaining privileges by
accepting general services, taking commissions from work
done and bribes in judicial duties. In particular, in the process of
preparing for the uprisings, Rostkovsky, Consul of Bitola Vilayet,
summarized the mood of the inhabitants of the Macedonian region
as follows: “Almost every day residents of different villages sat with
me complaining about the frenzy of soldiers robbing houses and
raping women. The situation of the inhabitants is more desperate.
On the one hand, they suffer from visiting Turkish soldiers, taking
with them everything that comes their way, on the other hand,
countless revolutionary gangs are taking away the last little bits

from residents .3

Naturally, the inhabitants of the Balkans react to this situation.
For this reason, the Balkan states tried to support their supporters
in Macedonia and to acquire this land. However, ethnic diversity
in Macedonia was almost ignored every time. At that time, official
Petersburg did not feel the heat from the idea of uniting Macedonia
as a single nation. According to Russian Foreign Minister Vladimir
Nikolayevich Lamzdorf, “There are no Macedonians, but there is a
conglomeration of nationalities and a mass of Turks ”.* Also Muslims
living under the rule of the Ottoman Empire reacted negatively to
this instability. Claims by organizations attempting to establish their
own power against Ottoman power should have provided peaceful
conditions for their supporters in the region. But they created events
that contrasted with their own goals. For example, in the last years
of the XIX century, the Higher Macedonian Committee, which
wanted to attract the attention of European states and the public and

3 Apxus Bremmneit [Tomntuku Poccniickoit Umnepun (ABITPU). ®onn. 180.
IocosnbctBo B Korcrantunonosne. Onucek. 517/2. Jlokymenrt. 1455a. JI. 10.

4 Kponamxun Anexceu. JJnesuuxk A. H. Kypomarkuna. Husnelii Hosropox.,
1923. C. 75-76.
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thereby receive new privileges in the field of church and education,
sent several officers from the Bulgarian army with gangs to the
insurgency in the Macedonian region. But for this purpose they only
cause great inconvenience to the inhabitants of the region.

In addition, this led to a discussion between the Bulgarian
Macedonian Committee in Thessaloniki and the Supreme
Macedonian Committee in Sofia.5 In a joint letter sent by the
Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the embassies in Turkey and
Austria-Hungary on January 22, 1903, it says that the great powers
can negotiate with the Sultan to ensure a peaceful life in Macedonia.
Otherwise, the Macedonian committees will succeed in achieving
their goals. Also the Russians and Austrians are against aggravation
in the Balkans and are proposing to deal with Bulgarian and Serbian
officials to solve problems.® Russia is trying to resist the escalation
oftension in the region through its consulates operating in the region.
For example, as stated in the telegraph of the consul of Bitola, many
people died because of the conflict between the Bulgarians and the
Greeks. In a recent incident, Greek officials who wanted to avenge a
rich Greek man named Modi, who was killed by Bulgarians, warned
the consulate in the region and avoid a possible conflict between
Greeks and Bulgarians.”

5 Adamir Fikret. Makedonya Sorunu ve Vlohof’un Anilarinda II. Mesrutiyet //
Birikim. S. 2. C. 9 Ekim, 1995. s. 16.

6 ABIIPU. @. 151. Om. 482. M. 60. JI. 25.; In another letter of January 20, the
Macedonian committees became influential in the region and the need to sup-
port the Bulgarian revolutionaries against this situation is expressed. Tam xe,
JI. 22.; In addition, Russia conveyed to its diplomatic agents that the Turkish
government should be supported against the Macedonian committees and that
the Bulgarian revolutionaries should act together. Tam xe, JI. 19.; Moreover,
since the consulate of Bitola sent Zinoviev to the consulate of Istanbul, he indi-
cated in a telegram that the French and British consulates met with the leaders
of the Committee in Macedonia, supported them and should not be indifferent
to the situation. ABIIPU. ®. 180. Om. 517/2. 1. 1455/6. J1. 47.

7 Tawm xe. JI. 50.
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I. The Albanian question and the murder of the Russian
Consul Gregory Shcherbina (1868-1903)

1903 is called the year of hundreds of political assassinations
in Macedonia.® However, some of these killings left the Ottoman
Empire in a difficult position in terms of the nature of the victim.

Russia, which received the protection of the Orthodox in the
Ottoman territories under the Kucuk-Kaynarca Treaty in 1774, was
wary of the security of the Christian people in the region and tried to
put pressure on the Sultan about the reforms that should be carried
out on this issue.® Russia also appointed a consul in Mitrovica,
where half of the population was Albanian,'® and the other half were
Serbs, and there were no consuls, despite warnings that the Ottoman
government had said in advance several months that it would be
dangerous. The goal of this initiative was to protect the Slavian
either from public organizations that carried out terrorist activities,
or from Albanians who started an uprising against the reforms, and
the goal of this initiative was to ensure the continuity of the usual
order in the region. Especially in Prizrensky and Ipek Sandzak,
Albanians have 3.5 times more population than Serbs. The vast
majority of Albanians are also Muslims. In fact, about 4,000 houses
Albanians considered themselves Turks. In addition, the Albanian
Muslim population was not as religious as Christian Albanians,
but they used Islamic fanatics, who, not knowing their religion
and not observing even namaz, were nonetheless very fanatical

8 Saygili Hasip. Sultan I1. Abdiilhamid’in Mesruiyet Krizi: 1903’te Mitrovige’da
ilk Rus Konsolosu Grigori Serbina’nin Oldiiriilmesi / Hacettepe Tiirkiyat
Aragtirmalari. S. 20.2014. s. 118.

9 Ambaes M. JI. A. A. PoctkoBckuii B Makenonunn. Hauano XX Beka // TIpo-
teccop Cepreii AnexcanapoBnd HHUKHTHH M ero Mcropuyeckas IIKONIA.
Marepuansl MeXIyHapomHOH HayuHol koHdepenumu. Mocksa., 2004. C.
297-307.

10  Albanians living on the border between Southern Greece and Montenegro
reached 170,000 families in their time and were more numerous than the Serb
people living in the region (120,000). This situation forced the region to be
called “Old Serbia New Albania”. TeruioB B. A. Anbanckas OnacHocTs // Pyc-
ckuii Bectruk. CII6., 1903. Ku. 5. C. 358.
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and their fanaticism was based on the fact that Christianity is the
religion of slaves." Therefore, the Ottoman government from the
very beginning was afraid of the assassination'? of the ambassador
in Mitrovica."® Regarding in his article, Vladimir Alexandrovich
Teplov stresses that the reforms carried out do not affect anyone.
He also points to the question: “Why is the peace provided by the
Albanians degrading? ”** Albanians, who believed that they would
lose their power in the region because of the reforms, reacted
against non-Muslims in the region. In addition, according to Teplov,
non-religious Albanians accepted Sultan as Khalifa and considered
Islamic fanaticism necessary in the name of Sultan. For this reason,
the Slavs and other non-Muslim groups living in the region were
either killed or forced to migrate from the region.®

According to the historian M. L. Yambaev, Consul G. Shcherbina
helped the Serbs, whom he considered vulnerable in clashes between
Albanians and Serbs.'® Even members of some Serbian families in

11 Tyxonxa C. B. 3ametka 06 IIpu3perckoro u Mnekckoro canmkaxos ([lonece-
HHe BHIle-KoHCyna B [Ipuspens) // COopHHK KOHCYnbekux noHecenuit. CII0.,
1903. I'ox mectoit. Bem. V. C. 428.

12 Before the murder of the Russian consul, news was spreading that the Bulgarian
committees would kill the Russian consuls. Therefore, after the murder in some
European newspapers it was reported that the murder was committed by the Bul-
garians. Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (BOA). AMTZ. 04. 103/26. 22 S 1321 (30
Ampenst 1903); BOA. Y.PRK.MK. 15/19. 21 Ca 1321 (15 Agustos 1903).

13 BOA.AMTZ.04.93/14.2 S 1321 (30 Nisan 1903).
14 Tennos. Anbanckast OmacHocts... C. 357.

15 Tam xe. JI. 359. Throughout history, Albanians have lived as an independent
state. They acquired their own weapons and intervened in the region with their
own procedures. In the strong years of the Empire, this situation was very
useful for the Ottoman government. Because in the region, almost always Al-
banians could easily calm down. However, in recent years, the weak structure
of the Turkish Empire led the Albanians to establish their own power. There-
fore, the Albanians attacked the Serbs in response to both the reforms and
the weakness of the state. Tyxonka. 3amerka 06 IIpuspenckoro u Mnekckoro
canpkakos... C. 430-431.

16  Consul G. Sherbina summed up the conflicts between Albanians and Serbs in
the Telegraph, which he sent to Istanbul on March 17, 1903; Huwm. ITo: Anwa-
kog 0. II. Pycckasi TUIUIOMATHs O MOJIOKEHHHU CIIaBSHCKOro HaceneHus Ko-
coBckoro Bunaifera B 1902-1912 rr. // CTaHOBHHIITBO CIIOBEHCKOT IIOPHjeKIIa
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the consulate were given asylum. According to the historian, the
consul was committed to protecting the Serbs, who were oppressed
in the face of the Albanian threat.' However, problems in the region
have become so widespread that the Russian writer and publicist A. V.
Amphitheatrov stated: if this continues, all Serbs in the region will
be killed or forced to migrate.'® Amphitheatrov made a statement in
the face of these initiatives of the Albanians, who were especially
organized against the reforms and prepared for the great uprising
against the government. In addition, not only Muslims, but also some
revolutionaries opposed reforms. On March 14, 1903, the Consul
of Sofia Mashkov explained the situation to the Consul of Istanbul,
Zinoviev as follows: Some Macedonian revolutionaries supported
the Muslim people using these insurrections. With this initiative,
revolutionaries expected to draw Europe’s attention to the region,
taking advantage of the movement of the Muslim population.®

As a result of the Berlin Treaty, the Albanians organized large
protests against the reforms that were adopted by the European
states against Montenegro, in which the Turks were to minimize
their presence. After these protests, a unit of 400 soldiers under
the command of Mehmet Ali Pasha was transferred to the region.
However, these soldiers, who were unable to resist several thousand
Albanian communities that opposed the reforms and the Turkish
troops were defeated, as a result of these events, Mehmet Ali Pasha
was killed. Even his head was cut off and used as material for
protests.?® In the subsequent period, about two thousand Albanians

y AnGanuju. COOpHUK pajIoB aca MEKIyHapOAHON HAyYHOH CKyNa OAp:KaHOT
y Heruny 21 — 23 Urons 1990 r. Turtorpaz., 1991. C. 793.

17 Ambaes M. ¥OrocnapsiHcKass HCTOPHS B HOBOE U HOBeiiiee Bpems // Poauua.
2003. Ne 8. C. 23.

18  Amgumeampos A. B. Crpana pasmopa: bankanckue BredarieHus. CIIG.,
1907. C. 88.

19  ABIIPU. ®. 151. IMonurapxus. Om. 482. J1. 2633. JI. 80.

20  After this incident on March 3, Albanians demonstrated their strength and re-
sistance to reform. They attacked churches, schools in the area. In fact, no
one thought that the events would be so big, and the Russian Consul would
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gathered in Sanjak of Vugitrn took down the Christian gendarmes,?'
who were appointed as part of the reforms from Vucitrn and began to
go to Mitrovica.?? Ottoman soldiers reacted violently to the unrest.
The Albanians specifically demanded the expulsion of the Russian
and Serbian consulates.?? On the way, the Ottoman army stopped
the rebel group. In fact, the government quickly sent thousands of
soldiers as reinforcements from Izmir to the area.*

According to the Albanian people, the Russian consul G.
Shcherbina is responsible for this defeat, because the Albanians, who
are now opposed to the reforms, believe that the Russian consulate
came to the region to carry out reforms, that is, the presence of the
Russian consul prevents the Albanians from plundering and cutting
Serbs. This suggests that Albanians are the cause of anarchy in this
region.?

The Consul was shot in the back by Turkish military of Albanian
origin (Corporal Ibrahim) when he led the patrol of the streets the
next day.?® In the following days, new insurrections broke out

be killed. Heat S. 359-360. In addition, the areas of Gusinya and Plava, which
the Turks must leave, remained under the control of the Turks because of
these events and protests. Tyxonka. 3amerka 06 IIpuspenckoro u Unekckoro
canpkakos... C. 431.

21  In particular, Russia made many recommendations to the Ottoman govern-
ment to update the gendarmerie. The most obvious of these are the deployment
of military experts from Belgium, the Netherlands and Sweden to the region.
ABIIPU. @. 151. Om. 482. J1. 60. JI. 80.; Tam »xe. JI. 98.; Tam xe. JI. 106.

22 In general, Albanians are concerned that the territories in the region will
be lost. Therefore, they opposed reforms and demanded almost every time.
Tyxonka. 3amerka 06 [Ipuspenckoro u Mnekckoro canmkakos... C. 433.

23 flmbaes M. JI. Brictpen B Murposuie. Komy nomenian poccuiCKUil KOHCYI B
crapoii cepoun? // Pomuna. 2003. No. 8. C. 46.

24 TNA. FO 5272-295. O’Conor to Marquess of Landsowne. Tel. No. 61. March
31.1903.; I pueop Toooposcku. Apxus Ha Makenonuja, Mnunnexn Bo dpawniry-
CKH JUIUIOMATCKH HokyMeHTH. [Ip. Anenka Jlame. Cromje 1993. C. 33.

25  Anwaxos. Pycckas numiomarust... C. 3.

26  The details of the consulate’s murder were handed over to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs by the Istanbul consul Zinoviev. ABIIPU. @. 180. On. 517/2.
J1.5292. J1. 7.; TNA. FO 5272. O’Connor to Marquess of Landsowne. Tel.No.
63, April 1. 1903.
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in the region, and new reinforcements were sent from Izmir to
the region.?” Sultan, who wanted to be careful about all possible
political steps, ordered the trial of the soldier who had killed the
consul immediately. After the attack on the consulate, Russia sent
the Sultan a written statement that the security of the region should
be ensured immediately and that the Turkish government should take
peaceful initiatives against the Albanians.?® In addition, the Russian
government requires that the telegraphs sent to the embassies of
Thessaloniki, Skopje and Mitrovica, as well as the works of the
consul of Bitola, be supported and necessary measures taken.?® In a
telegraph from the district centre of Mitrovica, the Sultan’s guards
arrested Ibrahim Pasha, and the body of the consul was sent to
Mitrovica by a special train with Dr. Feric Jacques.*

The Ottoman government sentenced the murderer to death.
However, the Russian emperor, who believed that the death penalty
would exacerbate the Albanian resentment, which at that time was
not desirable for Russia, asked for the killer imprisonment, and
the death penalty was not applied.>" Teplov reports this event in
the following way: “In fact, Albanians killed not only one consul,
but also a consul representing all Slavs. Therefore, they wanted to
hit the Slavs with a big blow”.%? In this regard, Russia stated that
reforms should no longer be postponed.3?

The committees in the last days of April in Thessaloniki were

27  TNA (The National Archive). Foreing Office 5272-301. O’Connor to Mar-
quess of Landsowne. Tel.No.65. April 2. 1903.

28  ABIIPU. @. 151. Om. 482. J1. 60. JI. 124.
29  Tam xe. JI. 130.
30 BOA.Y.MTV.No: 241/16.

31 In a telegram sent to Zinoviev on March 28, 1903, it was stated that Sultan
must reform Albanian fanaticism with reforms. ABITPU. ®. 151. Om. 482. 1.
60. JI. 142.; It is clear that Russia sent a lot of telegrams to the European states
about the reforms being carried out and that in the archival documents the trade
union asks for this. Tam xe. JI. 166.

32 Tennos. Anbanckas OnacHoctb... C. 361.
33 Tamxe. JI. 131.
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shocked by the sabotage of the inhabitants of Macedonia, before the
consequences of this incident cooled. First, they blew up the French
“Guadalquivir” cruise ship in the port,* and then blew up bombs
in the city centre. When the train from Istanbul passed through
the area, the rails, the gas and water network, the Alhambra cafe,
the post office, the German bowling club and school, the Ottoman
Bank branch were blown up.®® At night, dynamite was thrown at
random. The warships sent by Europeans worried about their own
citizens, who were anchored in the port in May.*® The actions of
the Macedonian revolutionaries were aimed at internationalizing
the conflict, but the great powers refused to intervene. Therefore,
Ottoman soldiers captured many members of the organization who
supported the attacks.

At the end of May, the state will not be able to sleep on the
night of May 24 due to intelligence information that four thousand
Bulgarian committees were going to attack state buildings in
Thessaloniki. There was no attack, but on the same day an attempt
was made to kill the Russian ambassador in Istanbul.*” On the
night of June, the Serbian King and Queen were brutally murdered
by a group of officers. The next day of the incident, it was stated
that Russia had sent a telegram to the great powers to study the
incident.3® These killings will frighten not only the Ottoman Sultan,
but also the Bulgarian Prince Ferdinand, who returned the political
power of Russia.

34 Moving from Salonika to Istanbul, the French ferry exploded with a time bomb
planted by the Bulgarian teacher Yorgi. The ferry was damaged and Yorgi was
caught in Skopje. As a result of the trial, he was sentenced to death. How-
ever, Sultan Abdulhamid forgives him from punishment. BOA (Bagbakanlik
Osmanl Arsivi). BI (Bulgaristan Irade). 1540.; YM. 11204.

35 BOA. BI. 1540.

36  Tiirker Orhan. Selanik’te 28-29 Nisan 1903 Olaylar1 // Tarih ve Toplum. S.
182. 5. 27-30.

37  O’Conor Nicholas, Notes from Constantinople: The Political Diary of Sir
Nicholas O’Conor, Britain’s Ambassador to the Porte, 1898-1908, ed. John
Burman (Istanbul: The Isis Press, 2010). p. 209.

38  ABIIPU. ®@. 151. Om. 482. J1. 60. JI. 267.
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II. The murder of the consul A. A. Rostkovsky and the
reaction of Russia

In a tense situation, when the Bulgarian committees launched
the Ilinden Uprising in Macedonia, on August 8, 1903, consul A. A.
Rostkovsky and the Bulgarian teacher Mysyrkov arrived at Bitola
from Bukov, where he lived with his wife and children during the
summer. They immediately began their duties. When the consul saw
that the guard in front of the police station did not greet him, he
got out of the car and went to the guard in a rage and asked why
he did not pay him credit.® According to the literature, after this
incident, the following happened: the consul was examining the
city without official clothes and officials. At this time, gendarme
Halim, who saw the consul, did not recognize the latter because
the consul did not have an official form confirming that he was a
consul. The consul, who was angry at this situation, approached
the soldier with his whip. Information in Turkish sources states that
the consul struck the soldier in the face with a whip. Russian and
Balkan sources, on the contrary, argue that the consul who is in the
service only asks the identity of the soldier.*° The guard, who did

39  Another issue that arose during this period is “greetings of consulates by
soldiers of the Ottoman Empire”. Especially in the letter sent by the Austri-
an-Hungarian consulate to Vienna; Russian consulates were welcomed by Ot-
toman soldiers, and should also be welcomed. Sowards S. W. Austria’s policy
of Macedonian reform. New York,. 1989. p. 55.; In addition, during this peri-
od, official letters were sent to the Ottoman authorities greeting the interpreter
of the French consulate in Skopje. BOA. BEO. 2144/160729. 24 Ca 1321.; An-
other British consulate complained to the captain of the Ottoman Empire about
one of the soldiers who did not greet him. Manchester Guardian, 18 August
1903/7.; 20 months after the death of Rostokovsky, another Russian Consul
wrote a complaint letter for the same reason. BOA. BEO. 2548/191075. 6 S
1323/12 Nisan 1905.

40  ABIIPU. @. 151. Om. 482. JI. 60/1. JI. 24.; Pycckwuit Bectauk. 1903. No. 12.
C. 337.; According to the French newspaper received from the Russian con-
sulate, the soldier did not salute the consul, and then the consul demanded
the soldier to salute, and the soldier first shot the consul, and then shot the
Bulgarian teacher, who was not injured. Le Matin. 10 aott 1903/1; A famous
American newspaper reported that Halim, the Turkish soldier killed the consul
because Consul called the soldier as “Turkish pig.” New York Times, 11 April
1903/3.



RUSSIA & TURKEY BILATERAL RELATIONS IN INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT 73

not understand what the consul said, fired a pistol and killed the
Russian Consul. The Bulgarian teacher Mysyrkov, who is next to
the consul, lost consciousness after seeing the incident.*' Nine days
after the incident, the French newspaper wrote that, as it became
known, this soldier swore revenge, because the killed consul had hit
the same soldier earlier.*?

The British consul MacGregor at Bitola told Huseyin Hilmi
Pasha that according to his private investigation, the deceased
consul fired a pistol with the intention of killing the guard on duty,
so he had to kill to protect himself.*3

A few hours after the assassination of the Russian consul,
the British consul supports the description of this incident in the
Telegraph, sent to the Sultan Abdulhamid II by the governor and
commander of Bitola. According to the telegraph, the Russian
consul asked why the soldier did not greet him. The soldier did not
understand the consul at first, and then said that he had not seen him
and did not want to greet him. The consul threatened the guard and
began to curse. Then, when he wanted to take his pistol, the soldier
acted faster than the consul and shot the consul twice. Thus, the
consul was shot dead, and his weapon, which fell to the ground, was
delivered to the consulate by other officials.**

The Telegraph also claimed that the consul beat the soldier
with a whip, then the soldier fired at him twice. In addition, it was
reported that the corpse of the consul was taken to the consulate.*®

In connection with the incident, the Russian government
informed the Ottoman government that another Russian consul

41  The description of foreign affairs is compatible with the telegraph sent from
other Russian consulates in the region. ABITPH, ®. 180, On. 517/2, 1. 1455/a,
JL. 221.

42 Le Matin. 17 aoGt 1903/3.

43 BOA. Y.PRK.MK. 15/13. 19 Ca 1321 (13 Agustos 1903).
44  BOA. Y.PRK.UM. 66/4. 18 Ca 1321 (12 Agustos 1903).
45 BOA.Y.PRK.UM. 65/116. 14 Ca 1321 (8 Agustos 1903).
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was killed a few months ago, that this was not the first time that
the statements of the Ottoman government were inadequate.*® In
addition, the Government of Turkey was invited to submit a detailed
report which will deal with this problem.*”

On the other hand, after the announcement that the consul
was killed, the Serbs went to the Ottoman consulate in Belgrade
and smashed the windows of the building in order to demonstrate
their dissatisfaction with the events in which the Russian consul
was killed. At the same time, the news reports that the Turks
were threatened with death by the Austro-Hungarian, Italian and
French consuls.*® On August 17, 1903, the French Foreign Minister
informed the Ottoman authorities that they had threatened to kill
him at Bitola and that this should be prevented.*®

The process of judging was launched promptly, a trial was
scheduled.®® The situation required the order of the Sultan and
the duration of the trial to be brief and immediate. From here at
the beginning of the trial it was decided that the soldiers would be
executed.’’

The Istanbul-based Russian ambassador Zinoviev argued that
the incident was due to the fact that the Ottoman government could
not ensure the security of the region, and that he was guilty of
the Sultan in this matter.5? Petersburg also informed the Ottoman

46  Russian Emperor Nicholas II. voiced the need for the Ottomans to accept all our
demands and rethink the entire military system for this situation that arose in con-
nection with the previous occupation. Horoe Bpemst. 1903. 28 Uros. C. 2.

47  ABIIPU. ®. 151, Om. 482. 1. 60/1. JL. 29.

48  Manchester Guardian. 14 April 1903/5.; The Times, 14 April 1903.
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51  BOA. Y.A.HUS. 454/29. 20 Ca 1321 (14 Agustos 1903); However, according
to the British newspaper, the Russian consul met with the Sultan on August 11
and urgently demanded the execution of the murderers, but the Turkish author-
ities tried to disagree with the execution. The Times. 14 April 1903.

52 In a telegram sent from St. Petersburg, it was reported that the Turkish gov-
ernment could not maintain order in the Balkans, and that this situation faced
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authorities that this situation would put the government in a difficult
position in Russia and that the Bulgarians in Macedonia would be
the cause of the unrest.>

The murder of the Russian consul caused great controversy in
the Ottoman army. Sultan, who feared the reaction of Russia after
the incident, withdrew the response of some officers in the army
to the decision on the immediate execution of soldiers who were
involved in the murder of the Russian consul. Especially during the
execution of the death penalty, the presence of the Ottoman troops®*
at the request of the Russian authorities made the army and the
population of the region feel great sadness.

III. Movement of the Russian Navy to the Ottoman Empire

On August 11, 1903, Russian Foreign Minister V.N. Lamzdorf
sent a telegram to Istanbul Consul Zinoviev, stating that neither
Sultan’s condolences, nor Ahmed’s condolences, nor the Grand
Vizier’s condolences or other high-ranking officials were sufficient
for the killed consul. According to the telegraph, the murder of A.
A. Rostkovsky and reforms in the region should be resolved with
the Ottoman government. In this frame, Russia demanded the
punishment of those who shoot at the consul’s car, as well as the
killing of the consuls. In addition to the execution of murderers and
the punishment of the authorities of Bitola of Ali Riza Pasha and
other civilian and military authorities.®

the Turks with the Slavs. They also expressed reservations regarding possible
bloody conflicts. ABITPU. ®. 151. Om. 482. J1. 60/1. JI. 35.

53 BOA.Y.PRK.TNF. 7/63. 14 Ca 1321 (8 Agustos 1903); In the past, the Russian
government has repeatedly expressed concern about this. Also in the telegrams
sent to Sofia, it was reported that the Bulgarians should not prepare for war
against the Turks. ABITPU. ®. 151. Om. 482. [1. 60. JI. 222

54  BOA.Y.PRK.ASK. 200/15. 19 Ca 1321 (13 Agustos 1903).

55  ABIIPU. ®. 151. Om. 482. 1. 60/1. JI. 29.; Manchester Guardian. 16 April
1903/5.
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The Russian government also instructed the Istanbul Consul
Zinoviev to find some other requirements in the Ottoman state
besides the case of the consul. For the sake of Zinoviev’s requests,
an urgent attempt will be made to appoint foreign officers to work in
the redevelopment of gendarmerie in Macedonia, to remove officials
from places such as Salonika, Bitola and Prizren, who are pursuing
Christians, and forcible punishment.®® On August 15, the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Empire informed the Istanbul
Consulate that the Black Sea Fleet was ordered to take a course on
Turkish territorial waters in order to fulfill these requirements.”
On August 17, 1903, Russia transferred the Black Sea Fleet to the
Ottoman territorial waters.®® This fleet consists of four destroyers,
four destroyers and six destroyers.®® It is also reported that another
telegram sent by Russia reported that this situation is only between
Russia and the Turks, and that this does not apply to European states.

The Ottoman Empire anxiously watched the development of
events. Moreover, the Ottomans were worried that Russia would
demand the appointment of the “Christian general governor” Rumeli.®!
The day before the war entered the territorial waters of the Ottoman
Empire, on August 18, the above-mentioned Russian demands were
communicated to the Ottoman Government.?? On the same day,
Foreign Minister Tevfik Pasha, who visited the Russian consulate,
will say that all Russian demands have been accepted. However, the
next day the Russian fleet will reach the opening of Igneada, which is
located 80 kilometres north-west from the entrance to the Bosporus.®

56  Tam xe. JI. 41.
57  Tawm xe. JI. 47.; Manchester Guardian. 16 April 1903/5.
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63 The wire sent from the Ministry of the Navy informed that the fleet was ready
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Meanwhile, the British warships anchored in Thessaloniki, refused
the possibility of a joint international maritime operation against
the Ottoman state. The Italian Mediterranean fleet approached
the territorial waters of the Ottoman Empire.% In a telegram sent
to great states against the possibility of changing the status quo in
the Balkans, it was reported that only Ottomans and Russians were
parties to this incident, that the Slavic authorities in the Balkans were
used and that any decision by the authorities in the Balkans was in
Austria and Russia.?® Already closely following these events in the
Balkans, Russia has already suffered great losses, despite the war
of 1877-1878, and is still trying to compensate for these economic
losses. Because of this, no one could allow Russia to go to war with
the Ottomans because of this situation in the Balkans.®”

Sultan Abdulhamid II sent food to the crews of Russian ships
as a gift, which anchored in the territorial waters of the Ottoman
Empire, in order to reassure Russia.®® However, on August 20,
1903, Russia sent an official note incorporating new requirements.
In addition to Russia’s other demands, due to the connection with
the murder of Inspector Rumeli Hussein Hilmi Pasha, Russia also
demanded that the Ottoman government investigate whether the
incident was a planned event and release the detained Bulgarians.®
The ultimatum of Russia is accepted by the Ottoman government in
just 12 hours. On August 23, 1903, the Russian fleet begins to return
to Sevastopol.”®

in Istanbul and was awaiting orders from St. Petersburg. ABITPU. @. 151. Om.
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65  Tam xe. 22 April 1903/5.

66  ABIIPU. @. 151. Om. 482. J1. 60/1. JI. 53.
67  Bectnuk EBponsl. 1903. No. 3. C. 382.
68  The Times. 2 April 1903.

69  Manchester Guardian. 21 April 1903/5

70  ABIIPU. @. 151. Om. 482. J1. 60/1. JI. 47.; Tam xe. JI. 48.; New York Times.
24 April 1903/1.



Since Russia did not want to change the status quo in the Balkans
in the period under review, and thought to send a fleet to Igneada,
which is located near Istanbul and Bulgaria, and also to compensate
for the rehearsal losses caused by the death of two consuls in the
region this year, exposing the Ottoman Empire requirements. It is
clear that the revolutionary committees that initiated the uprising
were also scared.” In fact, on August 12, 1903, the Russian Foreign
Minister ordered the diplomatic representative in Sofia to warn the
Bulgarian authorities that the development of the fleet should not be
interpreted as a change in the Balkan policy of Russia.”

IV. The Ilinden Uprising

The lack of a complete consensus within the VMRO? regarding
the time and method of the uprising as a whole affected the course
of the uprising and its consequences.”* Since July 1903, the
organization has intensified its efforts to ensure the participation
of peasants in the uprising in Bitola Vilayet. Organizations have
chosen a day for the uprising, and set a date for August 2; (4ya
Ilya, St. Elie, St. Elijah, IIpopox HMus). July 28, a few days before
settling, the leaders of the VMRO announced the current situation
and plans that they had prepared for the regional units in the army.”
In addition, revolutionaries were informed by various propaganda

71  Manchester Guardian. 2 April 1903/7.
72 Manchester Guardian. 16 April 1903/5.

73 The Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization — Democratic Par-
ty for Macedonian National Unity (Macedonian: Brarpenina MakenoHcka
peBOIyLIMOHEpHA opranmsanuja — JleMokparcka mapTHja 3a MAaKeJOHCKO
HauuoHanHo exuHCTBO), simplified as VMRO-DPMNE (Macedonian:
BMPO-JIIMHE), is one of the two major parties in North Macedonia, the
other being the Social Democratic Union of Macedonia (SDSM).
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that Russia would support an attempt at an uprising in Macedonia
and save the Slavs of the region from the Turkish yoke.”® But this
was not the case. In early 1903, Foreign Minister V. N. Lamzdporf
sent a telegram to Zinoviev, the Istanbul consul, it was an obvious
duel that Russia would not support the revolutionaries.””

During this period, Ottoman troops were stationed in northern
Macedonia. The reason for this was that the Ottoman troops wanted
to control the Bulgarians and Albanians who live in the north.” For
this reason, Bitola was chosen by organizations as the center of the
uprising.

The leaders of the Ilinden uprising were Boris Sarafov, Atanas
Lozanchev, Dama Gruev, H. Tamarchev, P. Poparsov and G.
Delchev.” Sarafov, one of these leaders is internationalist. From
this it is clear that this uprising was prepared by the VMRO.8
Those who prepared the uprising wanted the actions and their
consequences to be as cruel and long as possible to ensure European
intervention.?' The protesters cut off the telegraph lines between
Bitola and Thessaloniki, Pirlepe and Ohrid to block the intervention
of the Ottomans. They also destroyed towers and bridges®? to reduce
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the effectiveness of Muslims operating in the region.®® In addition,
they capture important areas of the region and cut off aid that may
come from outside.

According to a code telegram sent from Bitola on August 3, 1903,
the situation in the Kichevo region in Bitola began to get out of control,
and the number of insurgents continued to grow.® On August 6,
1903, Commander Hassan Tahsin from the River informed Inspector
General Hussein Hilma Pasha that it was difficult to help him, since
the road to Debar-Bitola was broken.® On the same day, an uprising
began in the province of Edirne (Adrianapol). This uprising® was not
successful, as it could not be as wide as the Ilinden uprising. VMRO
showed that, as the cause of the uprising, the Ottoman Empire did not
implement the necessary reform program in the Macedonian region.
This situation is reported to European states in a statement.®® But
the local population was also affected by the negative actions of the
organization, which accused the Ottoman government of improving
the situation of the Christian population of the region. Because the
entire Christian population did not act together in this uprising in
the Bitola district. In this movement, supported by the Bulgarian
Orthodox population, the Greek Orthodox community suffered
most of all, especially the Greek clergy and enlighteners.®® For this
reason, the Ottoman Empire decided to protect the Greeks living in
Macedonia from the Bulgarian, in order to maintain the balance in

83 Pribichevich Stojen. Macedonia Its People And History. London., 1982. p.
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the region.*® In addition, the Greek government also participated in
the act of suppressing the uprising, joining the Turkish forces to assist
the Greek people in the region.®' Another event was that the Serbian
government was not neutral in this regard. They tried to prevent the
Bulgarians from occupying radically, by supporting the Turks, like
the Greeks on the Soviets.% In Russian literature, this situation occurs
in different ways. In a study published by Russian Messenger, it is
written that almost 600 Serbian citizens in Bitola want to get rid of
the Turks, supporting the uprising.®® On the other hand, the Serbian
government tried to break Macedonia for its own purposes, trying to
reach an agreement with Austria. For this reason, they collaborated
with the Romans and the Turks against the uprising. However, the
Austrian emperor Franz-Joseph I spoke in favour of the status quo in
the Balkans and did not support the Serbian proposal.®

VMRO was more profitable than Ottoman soldiers in terms of
human and military resources in the region, since they knew the
region better and had local supporters. However, these are residents
of the region who lived in temporary and loss of life and property
in the events.

V. An Attempt to Declare the Republic in Krushova

The most effective in the uprising, which began on August
2, 1903, were events in the Krushova area.’® On August 3, the
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organization seized Krushova from the Ottoman Empire with
eight separate military units. The greatest military authority in the
regional centre was Nikola Karev. The rebels attacked the military
bases, fasting and parliament of the town hall. On the same day, a
parliament was convened, and 60 representatives of the people in
Krushova were elected members of parliament.®® The Provisional
Government imposed temporary taxes for the population. It was the
first task of the Provisional Government to send food to the citizens
and the people around them, to provide the rebels with clothes,
shoes and weapons. To this end, commissions were created for
food, civil law, clothing, financial reform, and finance.®” Military
officer Nikola Karev in Krushov announced his goal by publishing
a manifesto. From this manifesto it follows that activists received
the support of the entire Christian community in the region and
the text was published exclusively for Muslims. But the situation
was completely different. Foreign observers said that not all people
participated in this uprising.%®

Similar events that occurred during the Ilinden uprising did

entire region was divided into zones associated with the ringleaders of gangs.
A financial unit was created to determine taxes and a police organization con-
trolling all activities. The structure of the organization with the resolution of
1897, formed as a result of the Congress of 1896 in Thessaloniki, was further
strengthened. Central Committee Bulgarian-Macedonian-Edirne The revolu-
tionary organization in Thessaloniki was made the top decision-making center.
Created a hierarchical structure. Top down; Central Committee, regional com-
mittees, accident committees, local committees and cells under all of them.
In this cell-based organization, cells are made up of 10 individual cells, and
people do not know each other. Castellan Georges. Balkanlarin Tarihi 14-20.
Yiizyil. Istanbul., 1993. s. 370.; Perry. The Macedonian Cause... p. 65.; Mac-
edonia Documents And Material / Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Institute
of History, Bulgarian Language Institute. Sofia., 1978. p. 419.
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of 6 ministerial councils were created by 2 people from each group. Dakin. The
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not influence the example of Krushov in the history of Macedonia.
On August 18-19, 1903, the Republic of Krushov, the regional
government of Klisura and Neveskaya, was established in Thrace.%
However, they were short-lived.

The existence of the Republic of Krushovy lasted only 10
days. The city captured by the revolutionaries was returned by the
Ottoman troops 10 days later."® The Ottoman army, which had
crushed a serious uprising, also suffered from serious military and
material problems during this period. These problems adversely
affected the discipline of the soldiers.'’

For the revolutionaries, the Krushovka Republic was considered
a potential state example for a future Macedonian state, although
not long-lived.

On August 13, 1903, the Ottoman army entered Krushova under
the command of Bakhtiyar Pasha.'® After the achievements of the
Ottoman Empire on August 13, 1903, the insurgency in the region
began to stop.'® However, this result has not yet been consolidated.
On September 5, 1903, the District Inspector of the province of Kostur
Hifzi-Pasha sent a telegram to the inspector general in Bitola in which
he informed them that the people of Macedonia do not support or
participate in the organized uprising. If at least one of these residents
participates in this uprising, it will not be forgiven by the state.'%4
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Conclusion

One of the most prominent events of the late XIX - early
XX century is the political situation in the Balkans, torn; ethnic,
religious, political military this small region becomes an arena in
the official wars of great powers. In conditions associated with
internal conflicts, and political issues, and politics, in which almost
all the great powers participate. The geopolitical position in this
region was due to the most important factors.

Russia has been actively involved in the political life of this
region since 1878, as soon as this problem arose in European politics
until 1912-1913, in which the Balkan wars began as a result of which
Macedonia was divided between Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria.

In the summer of 1903, an uprising of the suppressed Christian
population of Macedonia took place against Ottoman oppression,
due to the fact that the Turkish government was delaying the
transformation that the Berlin Treaty provided.

For this reason, in the fall of 1903, Russian and Austrian
diplomacy, with the support of the rest of the European powers,
developed the The Miirzsteg Agreement, which aimed to stabilize
the situation in Macedonia to improve the local Christian population.

After the direction of Russia’s foreign policy changed from the
Middle East to the long-distance activity of Russian diplomacy in
the Balkans, it has been declining. Russia understands that it does
not have sufficient resources to act on the situation that is developing
here. The main task of Russia after the settlement of the Middle
East crisis in 1897-1898. becomes the maintenance of stability and
tranquillity. In 1897, Russia and Austria-Hungary entered into an
agreement on the diplomacy of the dual monarchy from propaganda
among the Albanians occupying the western regions of Macedonia.

According to St. Petersburg, the only source of unrest in the
Balkans may be Macedonia, which is part of the Ottoman Empire.
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Macedonia and Thrace remained the only territories after the signing
of the Berlin Treaty, populated mainly by Christians within Turkey.
The strength of the Balkan states grows these territories become like
a piece for them.

Russia finds itself in an ambiguous position, it cannot fiercely
defend the rights of the Christian population, and the “centuries-old
patron of the Orthodox population of the Balkans” turns its back
on them. In this situation, Russia has “twisted arms”, as Russia had
previously adopted a policy of maintaining calm in the Balkans.
But by refusing to recognize the leaders of the Macedonian social
movement who suppress the Christian population of Macedonia,
Russia is trying to support this population.
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“LOCAL AND INIMPORTANT, THE MACRDONIAN
QUESTION BECAME THE CHIEF CENTRE OF
DIPLOMATIC INTEREST”: GREAT POWERS’ POLITICS
AND DESTINIES OF EUROPEAN TURKEY IN THE
EARLY 20™ CENTURY

Olga Aganson*

Engendered by national and religious aspirations of the Balkan
peoples, the Macedonian question was tightly interwoven into the
fabrics of the Balkan political history. It was flesh and blood of
the Balkan nationalisms. Having been put on the agenda with the
sultan’s firman establishing Bulgarian Church Exarchate in 1870 and
signing San-Stefano preliminary treaty, the Macedonian question
acquired a Bulgarian dimension.! Bulgarian claims were contested
by other Balkan nationalities — the Greeks and the Serbs. The three
European vilayets of the Ottoman Empire — Salonica, Monastir
and Uskub — became an arena where the Balkan peoples unleashed
a severe competition for the souls and bodies of the Macedonian
inhabitants. The Bulgarians, Greeks and Serbs were haunted by
the ghost of their medieval empires while they were building their
modern nation states throughout the second half the 19" — beginning
of the 20" centuries. As William Miller, a renowned expert in the
Balkan affairs, put it precisely: “Nowhere are historic memories so
vivid or so embarrassing as in the Near East”.2 However, due to
the fact that the Macedonian issue correlated with problem of the
Ottoman Empire’s integrity, it became, according to H.W. Steed, the
Vienna correspondent of The Times, “the chief centre of diplomatic

Moscow State Lomonosov University, Faculty of History. E-mail: o.agan-
son@hist.msu.ru

1 J1.0. JIabaypu, boneapckoe nayuonanvhoe ogudicenue 6 Maxedonuu u Opaxuu
6 1894-1908 22.: uoeonoeust, npoepamma, RPaAKMuKa NOAUMUYECKol 6opbobl,
Coc¢us: Mapun J{punos, 2008.

2 William Miller, “The Macedonian Claimants”, The Contemporary Review,
vol. 83, 1903 (April), p. 471.
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interest”.® Through the great powers’ reaction to the Macedonian

uprising of 1903 we will try to understand how this local imbroglio
had transformed into to a grave international dilemma.

At the dawn of the century political space of Turkey’s European
vilayets was dominated by the Bulgarian national movement
institutionalized in form of the Internal Macedonian-Adrianople
Revolutionary Organization (IMARO) and the Supreme Macedonian
Committee (SMC). On the one hand, members of these organizations
were skillful ethnological practitioners promoting the Bulgarian
cause in the Ottoman Balkan provinces.* After the establishment
of the Bulgarian Exarchate with its jurisdiction stretching over
Macedonian territories, local Slavophone peasants abandoned the
Greek Patriarchate and joined the Bulgarian Church. According
to Russian consuls, the peasants “eagerly adopted a schism and
called themselves Bulgarians” in order to attend religious services
which were conducted in understandable language.® This created
a favorable environment for the activities of the pro-Bulgarian
underground revolutionary organizations aiming to awaken national
feeling among local Christians and rise them for liberation struggle.

By the beginning 20" century situation in Macedonia
deteriorated dramatically. In 1898, A. Marschall von Bieberstein,
the German ambassador to the Porte, known for his pro-Turkish
sympathies, predicted new uprisings in the Balkan provinces
triggering disintegration tendencies within the empire.® Western
consuls reported cooperation between Macedonian and Armenian

3 H.W. Steed, Through Thirty Years, 1892-1922: A Personal Narrative, vol. 1,
New York: Doubleday, Page & Company, p. 199.

4 H. Brailsford, “The Macedonian Revolt”, The Fortnightly Review, vol. 74,
1903 (September), p. 440.

5 Apxus BHemmHe# nomutuky Poccuiickoit nmnepun [ABITPU] (The Archive of
the Russian Imperial Foreign Policy, Moscow), ¢ 192 (Muccust B Codun), 1.
10, 1. 291-06 (reverse side).

6 N. O’Conor, Notes from Constantinople. The Political Diary of Sir Nicholas
O’Conor, Britain’s Ambassador to the Porte, 1898-1908, Istanbul: The Isis
Press, 2010, p. 42.
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revolutionary committees.” It meant that anti-Turkish movements
were not separate splashes in the empire’s periphery, but they tended
to consolidate. As it followed from dispatches of Turkish officials,
they were aware of clandestine activities of the Macedonian

committees.®

However detecting a network of underground
organizations by the Ottoman authorities did not retain conspirators
from the revolutionary struggle. As George Buchanan, the British
diplomatic agent and consul general in Sofia, noted, after having
been discovered the revolutionary committees diversified their mode
of resistance: IMARO transformed into the terrorist organization,
whose orders were executed by military bands.® Throughout 1902
and the first month of 1903, few local uprisings occurred in the
Balkan vilayets. The Times correspondents compared fermentation
taking place in Macedonia with the situation in Bosnia and
Herzegovina in 1875-1876.1°

Having proclaimed themselves “the most interested parties in
the Balkan affairs”, Russia and Austria-Hungary avoided launching
profound reforms in Macedonia as they could affect political status
of the sultan’s Balkan possessions. While drafting a new program
to pacificate Macedonia, Count V. Lamsdorf and Count A. von
Goluchowski, Russian and Austro-Hungarian ministers for foreign
affairs, respectively, had to follow the Austro-Russian agreement
of 1897 aiming at the maintenance of the regional status quo. As a
result, the Vienna reform program proposed by the two ministers
in February 1903 was mainly conservative in its essence and did

7 J1. Borpadcku (ed.), A3sewmau 00 1903-1904 200una na ascmpuckume npem-
cmasnuyu 60 Maredonuja, Cxomje: MHCTUTYT 3a HalIMOHATHA HCTOpHja, 1955,
p. 41.

8 Hoxymenmu 3a 6vreapckama ucmopusi, vol 4 (Joxymenmu uz mypckume 0vp-
orcasnu apxusu), Codus: epxk. nedarnuna, 1942, doc. 327, 328, 329.

9 The National Archives [TNA], Kew, FO 881/8873, General Report on Bulga-
ria or the Year 1906, Turco-Bulgarian Relations and Macedonian Insurrection
Movement, p. 24.

10 The Times, 31 October 1902.
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not encroach the sultan’s sovereign rights over the province."
Sir Nicholas O’Conor, the British ambassador in Constantinople,
telegraphed the Foreign Office that the sultan had expected St
Petersburg and Vienna to propose more drastic measures.'? The
Porte even instructed higher officials of the empire to demonstrate
benevolent attitude towards representatives of the powers supported
the status quo in the Balkans and the Near East."®

Meanwhile the Vienna program became a universal
disappointment for Bulgaria and the Bulgarian element in
Macedonia. Almost all newspapers of Sofia stated that the Austro-
Russian scheme did not even contain a hint of reform.™ The
Macedonians living in Bulgaria were assertively sceptical about the
Porte’s ability to implement reforms in the three vilayets and this,
they insisted, would cause permanent instability in Macedonia.'®
Intending to urge the great powers to revise their status quo approach
to the destinies of European Turkey, the revolutionary committees
decided to seize initiative.

IMARO and SMC strove to widen a scope of conflict in
the Ottoman Balkan possessions. They did their best to make
the Macedonian crisis to spill over of the region, in other words
internationalize it through bringing intervention of the great
powers. As Veisman, a representative of the Russian military
intelligence, reported, leaders of the IMARO were determined to
apply extreme measures to “make Europe listen to the voice of
innocent Christian blood shed in a river”.'® This was the case with
the Ilinden-Preobrazhenie uprising which broke out in Macedonia

11 G. P. Gooch and H. Temperley (ed.), British Documents on the Origins of the
War [BD], vol. V, London, 1928. p. 51-53, Project for reforms in Macedonia,
17 February 1903.

12 BD,V,p. 55, O’Conor to Lansdowne, 23 February, 1903.

13 Joxymenmu 3a 6vacapckama ucmopuja, vol. 4, N 332.

14 ABIIPY, f. 192, op. 527, d. 10, L. 355.

15 Ibid., 1. 56-0b.

16  ABIIPU, ¢. 166 (Mission in Belgrade), op. 508/1, d. 95, 1. 73.
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in August 1903. The insurgents fought to plunge the provinces in
chaos by breaking means of communication. They blew up bridges,
railways, stations and telegraph."”” The Bulgaro-Macedonian
revolutionaries demanded appointment of a Christian general-
governor, independent from the Porte, to the Balkan vilayets and
introduction of the European control over them.' In some sense
the insurgents attained their goal as they managed to create enough
pretexts for great powers’ meddling in internal affairs of the
Ottoman Empire. Instability in the Balkan vilayets could have far-
reaching implication for the European equilibrium as it dealt with
the Eastern question, and henceforth, the Ottoman legacy. There
were two options of the great powers’ interaction. The first was a
confrontational one, namely a struggle for control over the Ottoman
dominions. The second option implied concerted actions in order
to pacify Macedonia. It should be mentioned that the governments
of the great powers could not stay aside from the impeding
humanitarian catastrophe in the Balkan vilayets due to public
perception of the great powers’ responsibilities and obligations in
accordance with the Article 23 of the Berlin Treaty. The Times, for
example, stressed that the Porte could not effectively settle internal
crisis in provinces like Macedonia which was marked by conflicting
ethnic and religious diversity.'®

The Ilinden-Preobrazhenie uprising became a test for the Austro-
Russian Entente in the Balkans. Due to its involvement into the Far
Eastern affairs, St Petersburg wanted Macedonia to be pacified
in order to postpone an ultimate collapse of the Ottoman Empire
in Europe. However, Russian diplomats noted that the Austro-
Hungarian policy makers were prone to destabilize the situation
in the Balkans. Nikolay Charykov, the Russian envoy in Belgrade,

17 HUnunoen 6o ppanyycxu ounnomamuvecku doxymenmu. Cxomje: ApXuB Ha
Maxkenonuja, 1993, doc. 8, The Times. August 11, 14, 17, 1903.

18  The Times, 11 August 1903, Haunoen 6o gppanyycku ouniomamuyecku 0oKy-
menmu, doc. 12.

19 The Times, 8 August, 1903.
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reported that agents of Benjamin Kallay, the head of the Austro-
Hungarian occupation administration in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
established contacts with Boris Sarafov, the former head of SMC
and one of the uprising leaders, and provided him with money.?’ The
insurgents justified their ties with Danubian Monarchy referring to a
lack of support from Bulgaria and Russia.?' This tactical cooperation
between the Macedonian comitajis and Vienna was not unnatural, as
both sides strove for shattering fragile equilibrium in the European
vilayets of Turkey. However, launching an expansionist policy in
the Balkans, Austria-Hungary had to take into consideration three
moments: the existence of the Austro-Russian Entente, Germany’s
approach to Near Eastern developments and true intentions of the
Macedonian revolutionary committees. For Berlin, the Balkan
policy of its closest ally — Vienna — was a permanent source of
trouble as the Wilhelmstrasse did its best to augment its influence
in Istanbul.?2

As for the cooperation with the revolutionary organizations,
this policy seemed to Austro-Hungarian diplomats rather dubious.
Count Forgatch, the counsellor of the Austro-Hungarian mission in
Sofia, stated that the comitajis viewed Vienna’s interference as a
means to obtain an autonomy for the three vilayets which were to
unite with Bulgaria in future.?® This, of course, did not correspond
to Vienna’s designs as it had no wish to become an instrument for
the realization of the Bulgarian national program.

Though guided with different considerations, St Petersburg and
Vienna had to continue their cooperation in Macedonia within the
Balkan Entente. The new outcome of this “unwilling partnership”

20  ABIIPHY, ¢. 166, on. 508/1, 1. 230—-234.

21 T. Tomocku (pen.), JoxymenTn on Buenckara apxuBa 3a MaxemoHuja of
1879-1903 r., Ckomje, 1955, doc. 34.

22 G. Schollgen, Imperialismus und Gleichgewicht. Deutschland, England und
die orientalische Frage 1871-1914, Miinchen: Oldenbourg, 1984, p. 197.

23 Uzsemrram on 1903-1904 romwHa Ha aBCTPUCKUTE IPETCTABHHUIM BO
Maxkenonuja, p. 41-42.
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was a Miizsteg reform program. It encompassed a set of measures
directed at arrangement of police, financial and judicial spheres of
Macedonia as well as assignment of Russian and Austro-Hungarian
civil agents to a general inspector of the three vilayets to monitor a
situation there.?*

The Austro-Russian cooperation in the Balkans became a
factor of outmost importance for another great power — Germany.
It approached the Macedonian uprising rather pragmatically,
without any humanitarian sentiments. Disturbances within the
Ottoman Empire led to its further decline and, hence, threatened
implementation of Germany’s ambitious projects in the Near
East. Berlin worked, on the one hand, to prevent an outburst of
an armed conflict in the Balkans and Turkey’s participation in it,
on the other— introduction of the radical reforms. Berlin advised
the Porte to suppress uprisings in Macedonia and Thrace without
delay thus strengthening central authority and avoiding great
power’s interference.?? According to the German, French and
British diplomatic correspondence, Berlin and the Porte supposed
that unless any revolutionary movement in rebellious provinces
had been nipped in the bud with force of arms, it would seem to
European public opinion that Istanbul had lost control over its
Balkan territories.?® The Wilhelmstrasse had no doubt that anti-
Ottoman protests in Macedonia and Thrace had been instigated
from abroad. The Germans considered that the Sultan should have
command of all issues relating to internal life of the empire.

Nevertheless, Berlin was aware of grave consequences that Porte

24 Co6opuuk noroBopos Poccuu ¢ apyrumu rocynapersamu, M.: Tocronutusnar,
1952, p. 329-332.

25  Die grofie Politik der Européischen Kabinette 1871-1914 [GP], Bd. XVIII
(1), Berlin: Deutsche Verlagsgesellschaft fiir Politik und Geschichte, 1927,
doc. 5586; Documents diplomatiques frangais relatifs aux origines de la guerre
de 1914 [DDF], sér. 2, t. 3, Paris: Imprimerie nationale, 1931, doc. 438; N.
O’Conor, op. cit., p. 219.

26  GP, Bd. XVIII (1), doc. 5587.
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could experience because of the dragged Macedonian crisis. That’s
why the Germans were inclined to sanction the Miirzsteg program
which, they thought, did not undermine status quo in the region.
Even Marschall who had furiously opposed any interference with
the Ottoman Balkan affairs, urged the sultan to accept the reform
scheme proposed by St Petersburg and Vienna. He assured Abdul
Hamid II that he could restore order in Macedonia only relying on
Russia and Austria-Hungary, and the only means to do it was to
implement the Miirzsteg program.?’

Moreover, Berlin did not hesitate to profit from the troubles the
Ottoman government had to deal and tried to make the Porte more
dependent from German military supplies. The Times mentioned
that the Porte had ordered the Krupp company 32 batteries of quick-
firing field artillery.?® According to André Cheradame, the French
political observer, the Porte purchased 96 guns from Krupp and
22000 rifles from Mauser to the amount of 900 000 Turkish lira.®

As for France, it defined its approach to the Macedonian
question with an eye on the alignment of forces in Europe. Paris was
preoccupied with two points — alliance with Russia and hostility
with Germany. These concerns caused an ambivalence of the French
attitude towards the Austro-Russian Entente in the Balkans. On the
one hand, Quae d’Orsey was uncomfortable to see a reincarnation
of the Three emperors alliance based on the dynastic ties and
monarchial solidarity. On the other hand, it was supposed that the
Austro-Russian rapprochement on the Balkan ground diminished
Austria-Hungary’s dependence from Germany and thus could lead
to isolation of the latter.*® This official view of the Austro-Russian
relations was shared by French experts in international relations like

27 GP,Bd. XVIII (1), doc. 5617.
28  The Times, 17 August 1903.

29  A. Chéradame, La Macedoine; Le chemin de fer de Bagdad, Paris: Plon-Nour-
rit, 1903, p. 369.

30 DDF, 2 sér., t. 3, doc. 32.
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A. Chéradame. He assessed the Austro-Russian “pact” as “more
feasible and sounder concept” of Russia’s policy in the Balkans.®'
Besides the European aspect of the Balkan problem, the French
attached significance to its Near Eastern dimension. As the German
route to the East lay through the Balkan peninsular France intended to
hamper its rival’s penetration to that region. It was stated that Russia
having won back its influence among the Balkans peoples should
repel “Teutonic” Drang nach Osten.®? It meant that St Petersburg
should increase its involvement in the Balkan affairs and it should
have more decisive stand towards Macedonian reforms. The French
journalists (Victor Berard, for example) ardently supported the
idea of introduction of the European control in rebellious Balkan
vilayets.3?

Among the great powers, England was the most persistent in
criticizing the Ottoman authorities during the Ilinden-Preobrazhenie
uprising. Before the Miirzsteg program was released, Marquise
Lansdowne, the British Secretary of State for foreign affairs, had
announced his own vision of Macedonian reforms. He proposed the
appointment of a Christian governor in Macedonia as the insurgents
did it. Such a governor should have been independent from the Porte
and the signatory powers of the Berlin treaty. In addition, Lansdowne
suggested the great powers to send their military attachés to Turkish
forces in Macedonia to contain violence in case of emergency.®*
Geoffray, the French chargé d’affaires in London, reported that
Lansdowne insisted on granting an autonomy to Macedonia in line
with the principles on which administrative structures of Lebanon
and Crete was based. So, it was equivalent to compromising sultan’s

31  A. Chéradame, op. cit., p. 377.
32 Ibid., p. 389.

33V Bérard, Pro Macedonia: L’action austo-russe. — Les bombes de Salonique.—
Le memorandum bulgare.— Une action anglo-franco-italienne.— Aux Hellénes,
Paris: A. Colin, 1904, p. 33.

34 Pedopmbl B Makenonun. Jlumiomarndeckas nepemnucka , T. 2, Crb., 1906,
TIOK. 4.
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sovereign rights over the Balkan provinces.?® Nevertheless, London
preferred to sanction the Miirzsteg program. Though this scheme
fixed the leading role of the Austro-Russian Entente in reforming
the Turkish vilayets in Europe, it was a containing factor for
the regional ambitions of both powers. Having agreed with the
Miirzsteg scheme in general, London reserved the right to propose
more radical measures if it proved to be ineffective.3®

London’s blaming the Porte in violent dealing with internal
crisis and scepticism towards the Miirzsteg program was a reaction
to the realignment of forces on the global level and Britain’s fading
brilliant isolation. A rise of Germany’s influence in Constantinople
and as a consequence its receiving a right to construct strategic
railways in Asiatic Turkey (Bagdadbahn was the most important),
friendship between the kaiser and the sultan-Caliph were perceived
by the British establishment as a menace to the imperial security.
In this light London tried to precipitate political destabilization
of European Turkey. Applying a concept of conflict management
towards the Ottoman Empire, London intended to weaken potential
regional ally of Germany. That’s why the Foreign Office opposed a
pacifying essence of the Miirzsteg program.

While talking about internationalization of the Macedonian
issue one should mention an impact of mass media on this process.
Leaders of IMARO and SMC, sticking to the common practice of
appealing to the European public opinion, presented Macedonia as
an arena of struggle between freedom fighters and centuries long
oppressors. As the insurgents intended to escalate the Ilinden-
Preobrazhenie uprising to the scope of European crisis, The Times
correspondents stated that all information coming from Macedonia
should be scrupulously verified.?” The chiefs of insurrection tried to
prove that the situation in the vilayets had reached a critical point.

35 DDEF 2sér, t. 3, doc. 431.
36  Hansard’s Parliamentary Debates, ser. 4, vol. 129, 1904, col. 40.
37  The Times, 8 August, 1903.
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The British press was the most active in covering events occurring
in the rebellious provinces. The British correspondents were in
touch with the insurgents. James Bouchier, The Times special
correspondent in Sofia, regularly communicated with the leaders
of Internal Organization: Damyan Gruev, Georgi Delchev, Khristo
Tatarchev. Information received through this channel allowed the
Foreign Office to form a clearer view of the situation in Macedonia.

The Ilidnen-Preobrazhenie uprising demonstrated that the
insurgents were skillful in information warfare. They attached a
great importance to the interaction with the British press which posed
itself as an independent and objective observer. The Macedonian
revolutionaries were eager to assist British correspondents in their
job. The latter crossed the Macedonian frontiers with insurgent bands.
Francis Elliot, the British Consul in Sofia, reported that Tatarchev
offered William Curton, The Daily Graphic correspondent, all
possible help “in order to have an impartial witness who could
testify that the atrocities imputed to the insurgents are imaginary”.%®

So, we could see that the Macedonian crisis of 1903 revealed
the interdependence of different level of international system of
the early 20" century: great power’s attachment to the European
alliance system, the Near Eastern dimension of their politics and
volatile approaches of the major players to the Balkan perplexities,
including provisional tactical cooperation as it was the case with
the Miirzsteg reform program. The multipolarity of international
system, the amalgam of the European, Balkan and Asian interests
of the great powers, unpredictable action of local actors inspired
by their national ideals rendered the situation in the Balkans very
uncertain. This uncertainty contained the great powers from abrupt
actions and temptation to cut the Gordian knot of the world politics
— the Eastern question..

38 TNA, FO 78/5295, doc. 219, Elliot to Lansdowne, 9 September 1903.
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TURKISH DIPLOMATIC MISSION IN SAINT
PETERSBURG DURING THE EMPIRE

Mustafa Tanriverdi*

The work has been compiled from the original sources of the
Ottoman Archive which is situated in Istanbul. As a preparatory work
for this report the records and reports of the Turkish ambassadors
working in Saint Petersburg were chosen and analysed. Judging
by their reports we can see what kind of relationships they had
with the government officials in Russia and with Russian Muslim
community, how they described the current events which happened
in the country to the authorities in Turkey, what events had drawn
their attention and why.

In the beginning let’s say some words about the foundation of
the Turkish Embassy in Saint Petersburg. In the first part of the
XIXth century twelve countries mostly European ones had their
diplomatic missions in the capital of the Russian Empire. The
American Continent was just represented by the Embassy of the
USA. Permanent diplomatic relations were not maintained with
the Oriental countries in those days. They were confined to the
exchange of the extraordinary diplomatic missions.

The Permanent Mission of the Russian Empire was opened in
Istanbul in 1701. With regard to this state of things Turkey opened
its legation in Saint Petersburg rather late. It happened in 1857. So
Resident Turkish Embassy started its work 150 years later then the
Russian one. Before that Turkish ambassadors arrived in Russia in
particular instances with extraordinary diplomatic missions.

The foundation of the Permanent Delegation in Saint Petersburg
coincided with the Post-Crimean War time and the financial
problems that war led Turkey to. The Ottoman Empire for the first-
time borrowed money from the European powers. So it tried to cut

* Istanbul University Faculty of Letters, E-mail: mustafatanriverdi36@gmail.com
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down its expenditures by finding the building with a suitable rent
and buying required stuff.

The place for the legation was found at Polishlyan? quarter. The
rent was 10000 rubles per year. According to the archive records
it was difficult to pay that sum. Executives in charge were always
waiting for money in Saint Petersburg. They tried to furnish the
residence according with the standards of the Ottoman embassies in
other countries. Thus choosing the required furniture and household
articles they often used Turkish Embassy in Paris as a comparison.’

The Turkish Embassy changed its location. We know where it
was situated from the end of the XIXth century till the First World
War. Its address was number 8 Dwortsovaya Embankment. The first
owner of the building was Dmitry Kantemir. Also it was the first
building designed by so famous architect Rustrelli by himself.

First ambassadors tried to consolidate the relations between
two countries as well as Russians did that. In the report dated from
March 1859 it is said that Prince Gorchakov appreciated established
good relations between two countries and the Turkish Diplomatic
Mission wanted him to see that it was mutually.?

So Yusuf Riza Bey became the first Ordinary Ambassador in the
Russian Empire. He started his foreign service in March of 1857.
Two of the ambassadors served in this status for more than 10 years.
They are Ahmet Shakir Pasha and Husein Hyusny Pasha. Fahrettin
Reshad Bey started his career in Russia in January 1914 and stopped
it in November the same year because of the First World War. The
Embassy did not work until April 1918. Galib Kemali Bey was
the last to work in Saint Petersburg. In 1921 the Embassy was
transferred to Moscow.

Well, right now you can see the list of the Turkish Ambassadors

1 Republic of Turkey Presidential State Archives, Ottoman Archive in Istanbul
(BOA), A.AMD 71/97 (1).

2 BOA, HR.SFR.1 1/88.
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who worked in the Embassy in Saint Petersburg.?
Yusuf Riza Bey (March 1857)
ibrahim Haydar Bey (August 1858)
Mehmet Emin Dervish Pasha (September 1859)
Halil Sherif Bey (September 1861)
Konemenos Bey (February 1864)
Rustem Bey (August 1870)
Mehmet Kamil Pasha (April 1870)
Mehmet Kabali Pasha (October 1875)
Ahmet Shakir Pasha (May 1878)
Husein Hyusny Pasha (August 1889)
Turhan Hyusny Pasha (August 1908)
Fahrettin Reshad Bey (January 1914)
Galib Kemali Bey (April 1918)

As far as the educational background and the professional
experience of the Turkish ambassadors in Russia are concerned we
can say that among them there were highly experienced statesmen.
They got excellent education in the Eastern countries and having
been worked in state institutions including diplomatic missions
were appointed to a post of the Ambassador in Saint Petersburg.

For example, Halil Sherif Pasha who was the Ambassador in
Saint Petersburg from 1861 to 1864 had studied at French schools.
Due to his perfect knowledge of French he was offered a job in
the foreign service. He worked in Athens and Paris. In Paris he

3 Sinan Kuneralp, Son Dénem Osmanlt Erkin ve Ricali (1839-1922), Istanbul
1999, pp. 47.



106 RUSYA & TURKIYE ULUSLARARASI BAGLAMDA IKILI ILISKILER

got interested in revolutionary ideas, became a supporter of the
revolution and neo-osmanists. He was not only a statesman but also
a collector having built a rich collection of paintings.*

Turhan Hyusny Pasha suited the position of the ambassador
brilliantly. He knew Turkish, Greek, Albanian and Russian. He
worked as a second secretary of Turkish legation in Saint Petersburg
in 1868. In 1873 he became the Deputy Chief of Mission. He worked
as the Ambassador in Rome from 1877 to 1880 and the Ambassador
in Madrid from 1886 to 1894. In 1895 he was appointed the
Minister of the Foreign Affairs of Turkey. In 1908 he was appointed
the Turkish Ambassador in Russia. Being an Albanian by birth
he became the second Prime-Minister of Albania during the First
World War.®

Having analysed the reports which came to Turkey from the
ambassadors it can be stated that it was Girs who tried to influence
the ambassadors most of all. Working as a Foreign Minister
Girs developed constant working relationships with the Turkish
Ambassadors in Saint Petersburg. Ahmet Shakir Pasha and Husein
Hyusny Pasha wrote in their reports that Girs kept his watchful eyes
on their actions as well as on the work of the other Turkish consuls.

Thus Girs and Turkish Ambassador discussed the appointment
of the Turkish Consul in Tiflis. It was Girs who raised a concern
about the appointment of Edvar Bey in June of 1884. Girs stated
that his appointment as a Consul would harm the Russian-Turkish
relations because in his opinion Edvar Bey distorted the Russian
news and thus sent them to Turkey. Girs got that information from

4 For details about Halil Sherif Pasha look at: Roderic H. Davison, “Halil Serif
Pasa, Ottoman Diplomat and Statesman”, Osmanlt Arastirmalari II (The Jour-
nal of Ottoman Studies II), Istanbul 1981, pp. 203-221.

5 Hacer Topaktas, “Rus Cari’na Livadya’da Hos-amedi: Turhan Pasa’nin II. Ni-
kolay Nezdinde Fevkalade El¢iligi (1898)”, Osmanii’da Siyaset ve Diplomasi,
ed. Mehmet Yasar Ertas, Hagim Sahin, Hacer Kiligarslan, Sakarya: OSARK
yaymlari, 2016, pp. 244.
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Nelidov who was the Russian Ambassador in Istanbul.®

Girs tried to affect the relationships between Turkey and other
countries through the Embassy. The Turkish Ambassador Ahmet
Shakir Pasha in his report described the meeting with Girs when
the last discussed the role of Turkey and its importance in case of
war between Russia and England. He enforced Turkey to close
the Straits in case England would declare war on Russia. If not
it would mean that Turkey did not keep the Paris Treaty. In one
of his reports Ahmet Shakir Pasha noted that once when he came
to the meeting with Girs he saw the English Ambassador leaving
the Girs’s residence. After that meeting Girs looked bad tempered
and irritable. Turkish Ambassador assumed that they might have
discussed the Afghan question.

Ahmet Shakir Pasha served as an Ambassador for 11 years.
Those years were not easy ones for the relations of two countries.
Nevertheless, Ahmet Shakir Pasha according to his own opinion
gained confidence of Emperor Alexander II. He wrote about that
in his report dated from the 30th of March 1886 as follows: Today
Emperor and his spouse gave me a warm welcome. We talked more
than half an hour, Emperor made special mention of me and noted
the importance of the friendship between our powers.

We can say that Ahmet Shakir Pasha tried to do his best to
make the relations between the countries closer. In one of his
reports dated from 1888 he asked the Turkish government to send
an Extraordinary Ambassador to Batumi and organized a warm
reception to Alexander III there. Ahmet Shakir Pasha learnt that the
Emperor with some of his statesmen would leave Saint Peterburg.
In spite of the fact that the program of the visit of the Emperor was
not announced Ahmet Shakir Pasha knew that the Emperor was
going to visit Tiflis. On his way back he was going through Batumi
where the Turkish Ambassador suggested that the Extraordinary

6 BOA, Y AHUS, 179/17 (1, 2, 3).
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Ambassador might extend the Emperor so called “hos amedi”
which can be translated into English as a warm welcome. Ahmet
Shakir Pasha asked the authorities to inform him to let him put on
notice the Russian side beforehand.

The Turkish Ambassadors in Saint Petersburg became the eyes
of the Turkish government. For example, Ahmet Shakir Pasha
represented his country at the funeral of Alexander II which took
place in the Peter and Paul Cathedral. He described the farewell
ceremony very closely and we learn from his report that it was
the new Emperor who had sent the procedure of the ceremony
beforehand.” Turkish consuls who worked in the different parts of
the Russian Empire wrote their reports to the Ambassador describing
all the current events as well. They had to follow the events closely
and report to the Ambassador. The Embassy gathered all that
information and from time to time delivered those reports to the
government of the Ottoman Empire. Consuls were in charge of that
kind of work. If they did not do that the Ambassadors informed the
government. Thus in summer of 1914 Fahreddin Rashid complained
about the consuls in Tiflis and Kars. He informed that they did not
report about the current events in their regions in spite of the fact
that that very time it was extremely important to get the news from
the Caucasus Region.®

Through the Embassy the Turkish Government often tried to
monitor the situation on the border.

The arrival of General Vannovsky with some other top military
officials in 1887 in Kars became of great importance to Turkey. The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey got so worried about that
fact that applied to the Turkish Embassy for the particulars of that
duty trip. In the response from the Embassy it was said that Russian
Minister of War had taken the journey with no purpose other than

7 BOA, BEO 530/39681.
8 BOA, HR. SYS 2402/70.
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to monitor the troops status and thus the Embassy made it clear that
there was no reason for concern.®

The Turkish Government cared about the warlike activities of the
Russian Troops in the Caucasus on the eve of the First World War.
Due to that fact the Turkish authorities demanded from the Turkish
Embassy to find out the information about the reason and the aim
of such military activities in the region. The Embassy responded
that Mister Sazonov rejected flatly the concentration of forces in
Kars District. The report cited the words of Sazonov explaining
the situation in the following way: Due to the fact that the territory
under concern is located at the border the Minister of War can not
but inform the Ministry of Foreign Affairs about that matter of fact
and if the provisions are being delivered there or there is some kind
of transportation there it is obvious that it has nothing in common
with the military actions.®

Turkish ambassadors tried to support The Russian Muslim
Community. During the First Balkan War Muslims who lived on
the territory of the Russian Empire wanted to help soldiers injured
in that war and Turkish people who were hit by the war. This idea
was firstly manifested in Orenburg. In October-November of 1912
the leaders of the Muslim community applied to the Governor
of Orenburg and to the Foreign Minister to get the right to make
donations. The authorities did not give the positive response at once.
Then representatives of Muslim community tried to applied the
authorities again. That time they asked for the permission to collect
money for Red Crescent. Yet all the efforts were bootless. Turhan
Hyusny Pasha took the initiative in helping Muslim community to
raise the donations. He addressed to Sazonov to get the permission
for the Turkish Diplomatic Mission to get donations in Russian

9 Mycrada TaupsiBepau, “CocrosiHue Poccuiickoil apMmuu 1epen mepBoit
MHUpOBOH BoitHOM Ha KaBkase 10 JJOKyMeHTaM TypeLKUX KOHCYNOB”, Pycckuil
coopnux, Ne XXI, mocksa 2017, ct. 276-278.

10 Mycracda Tanpesepau, “Cocrosaue Poccuiickoif apmun neper..., pp. 285.
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cities and towns and published the advertisements about that in
papers. It needs to be explained here that Sazonov understood the
right of the Muslims to help their co-religionists. So he endorsed
that initiative and applied to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for
the authorization on the 26" of November 1912. Three days later
Minister of Foreign Affairs gave his permission. The decision was
reported to the consular departments in Saint Petersburg, Moscow,
Tiflis, Baku, Kerch, Odessa, Nikolaev, Rostov on the Don, Herson,
Simferopol and Ekaterinoslav.

The last Turkish ambassador in Saint Petersburg left office when
some ships of the Turkish fleet bombed the shores of Sevastopol and
Odessa. After that event the Turkish government sent a telegraph
to the embassy in Saint Petersburg and explained how everything
happened in detail. It argued that that was in response to the ousting
of the Russian fleet in the Black Sea against the Turkish fleet and
indicated that Turkey wanted to maintain its neutrality in this war.
At the end of the telegrap the Turkish government proposed that
as the possibility of reducing tension between Turkey and Russia
Turkey was ready to send Russian officers and sailors to Russia in
safety.'? That was the last message sent to the Turkish embassy in
St. Petersburg.

11 Alper Alp, Rus Arsiv Belgelerine Gore, Balkan Savaslarina Tepki Olarak Tatar
Kamuoyunun Savas Magduru Osmanli Askerlerine ve Halkina Yardim Teseb-
biisleri, Tiirkiye Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 2013,. pp. 98.

12 BOA, HR. SYS 2975/16.
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IN SEARCH OF BYSANTIUM: RUSSIAN CHURCH
PROJECTS RELATED TO THE PATRIARCHATE OF
CONSTANTINOPLE DURING THE FIRST WORLD WAR

Alexander Polunov*

The First World War was perceived by the contemporaries as a
greatest world catastrophe which had to change the basic foundations
not just of the existing political order, but of the culture, moral,
the norms of human behavior, to pave the way for the new, more
stable and just system of international relations. It is obvious that
such an event was doomed to acquire religious or quasi-religious
dimensions, though not always represented in an open form. The
fate of great ecclesiastical world centers was an integral part of an
international diplomatic struggle and even the military operations
during the war. One of these centers was the Ecumenical patriarchate
of Constantinople which played an especially important role in the
military and diplomatic plans of the Russian Empire.

The conquest (“liberation”) of Constantinople, the former
capital of the Orthodox Byzantine Empire, and the establishing
of the control of the Black Sea straits, Bosporus and Dardanelles,
were, as is well known, a dream of generations of Russian rulers.
This dream seemed to be very close to realizing in March 1915,
when the Entente powers declared their decision to hand over
Constantinople to Russia if the war would be victoriously ended.
This step, however, engendered a serious ecclesiastical collision.
Though Russia was by the beginning of the twentieth century the
greatest Orthodox power much larger and stronger than all other
Orthodox states taken together, the status of the Russian Orthodox
Church was not very high. Since early eighteenth century, after the
Peter the Great reforms, it had no Patriarch, and even when this
office existed, it occupied just the fifth place in an international

* Moscow State Lomonosov University, School of Public Administration.
E-mail: polunov@spa.msu.ru
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sequence of ecclesiastical ranks (diptych), after the Patriarchates
of Constantinople, Antioch, Alexandria, and Jerusalem. As a result,
an important question emerged. How to reconcile the political
domination of Russia which had to be established after the war in
the area of the Straits with the ecclesiastical prerogatives of the
Ecumenical Patriarch whose spiritual authority was recognized by
the Orthodox world?

Several solutions of this problem were proposed by Russian
political leaders, journalists, and scholars who of course were
highly animated by the perspective of establishing of the Russian
domination over the ancient capital of Byzantium. Some of these
people put forward the projects based on the old Muscovite
conception “Moscow, the Third Rome™'. Accordingly to this
conception, Orthodox Russia was a legitimate heir to Byzantium and
its main ethnic group, medieval and modern Greeks who lost their
superiority in religious affairs after the conquest of Constantinople
by Turks in fifteenth century. From this point of view, the traditional
prerogatives of the Patriarch of Constantinople were by the
beginning of the twentieth century nothing more than anachronistic
relic of the distant past, and Russia had a full right to replace this
Greek hierarch by its own ecclesiastical structures. Such was a
position of Evgraf Petrovich Kovalevskii, a prominent member of
the right-wing Liberal Octobrist party, a deputy of the State Duma
(Russian parliament). Kovalevskii expected that after the war a new
Patriarch would appear in Constantinople, that of “Tsar’grad and
Moscow”, of Slavic, or better of Russian origin. He would lose
the title of Ecumenical Patriarch and would become instead the
Patriarch of all Slavs. The main temple of the Byzantine Empire,
the Hagia Sophia which had to be reestablished as an Orthodox
church would be transformed in the “brotherly condominium” of

1 On the emergence and development of this conception, see: Marshall Poe,
“Moscow, the Third Rome: The Origins and Transformations of a “Pivotal
Moment””, Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas, Bd. 49, H. 3 (2001), pp.
412-429.
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Slavic peoples. Half of the sacred places, churches, and monasteries
of Constantinople had to be handed over to Russia?.

The prominent patriarchates of the Orthodox East, those of
Antioch, Alexandria, and Jerusalem, had to be reduced to the status
of the ordinary local Orthodox Churches, and lost their special
prerogatives rooted in the epoch of Ecumenical Councils. This and
similar projects being very attractive for the secular consciousness
full of euphoria and exaltation could not be realized in practice. The
most forward-looking Churchmen and scholars of Russia realized
it very well, proposing their own plans of reconstructing of the
political and ecclesiastical order in the Balkans and Near East after
the war.

One of these plans was put forward by Ivan Ivanovich Sokolov,
professor of Petrograd Ecclesiastical Academy and the governmental
expert on the confessional issues in the Near East®. Accordingly to
Sokolov, the role and prerogatives of the Patriarch of Constantinople
should have been fully restored under Russian rule with all rights
he possessed in Byzantine time. “All Church-administrative order
of the Orthodox East, asserted professor, presupposes an existence
of the Most Holy Patriarchal See which is first in honor along with
other equal in honor patriarchal sees, those of Alexandria, Antioch,
and Jerusalem™. Attempting to subvert this order sanctified by
centuries, Sokolov stressed, Russia would play the role of an
ecclesiastical revolutionary which is not desirable from the point of
view of her future mission in the Near East. Thus, Russia had not
just to restore the rights of the Ecumenical Patriarchs accordingly

2 Obzor pechati. “K budushchemu Tsar’grada”, Strannik, 1917, January-March,
pp. 48-52.

3 On Sokolov’s views and activities, see: Galina Evgen’evna Lebedeva, “Iz
istorii vizantinovedeniia I neoellenistiki v Rossii: I.I. Sokolov”, Moskoviia:
problema vizantiiskoi i novogrecgeskoii filologii, Moscow: Indrik, 2001, pp.
229-245.

4 Ivan Ivanovich Sokolov, ‘Konstantinopol’, Rossia, i Russkaia tserkov’”, Re-
ligii mira. Istoriia i sovremennost’. 2002, Moscow: Nauka, 2002, p. 171.
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to the Byzantine patterns, but to retain the cultural features of
this institute, such as its close connection with the Greek culture
and the conservative circles of the Greek Near Eastern society.
Within the framework of such an approach, the role of Russia was
seemingly confined to the pure altruism, the selfless protection of
the alien interests. But in reality, the position of Sokolov had more
complicated character.

Striving to re-establish the idealized Byzantine order, the Russian
professor wanted to render the power of the Patriarch more spiritual,
to “cleanse” it of all additions which emerged under the Ottoman
rule. Thus, the so-called Popular Council of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople should have been abolished, since, from Sokolov’s
point of view, it served as an element of secular influences on the
Patriarch. The head of the Ecumenical Church, furthermore, had
to lose many of his administrative possibilities since a number of
dioceses under his rule in Asia Minor were to be handed over to the
Russia Church. Finally, after the war, the own Patriarch of Russia
would emerge, that of Petrograd, which would acquire the real
ecclesiastical power within the Russian state.

The Patriarch of Constantinople, though formally retained
his honorary titles as “ecumenical” and “first in honor”, would
play within this scheme a purely formal role. Thus, the project of
Sokolov, though more elaborated and sophisticated than the plans
of the secular authors, was doomed to fail in the process of its
realization.

Several other projects of the post-war reorganization of
ecclesiastical order in the Near East, of more or less bizarre character,
were put forth by Russian authors during the First World War. Thus,
the prominent Churchman, Archbishop (later Metropolitan) Antonii
Khrapovitskii proposed to re-establish not just the traditional rights
of the Ecumenical Patriarch which he possessed under the Byzantine
rule, but to restore the Byzantium as such. Accordingly to Antonii,
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Russia after the war would help to create a big state on the Balkans
and the Near East which had to comprise the main territories
populated by Greeks. This state had to be headed by the Greek
autocrat (emperor, basileus) which would provide a secular support
for the Ecumenical Patriarch. In this manner, Antonii asserted,
Russia “would thank the Hellenic people for the fact that he had
once liberated us from the bondage of the devil and introduced into
the freedom of the children of God, by making us Christians™®. In
response, the Byzantine emperor had to help Russia to include the
Holy Land (Syria and Palestine) in its territory connecting it by a
large strip of land with Russian Transcaucasia.

It is not hard to see that this project was no more realistic than the
previous ones. Trying to establish its domination in the Holy Land,
Russia would have to face the resistance of the Greek ecclesiastics
which dominated the hierarchy of the Eastern Patriarchates or
played significant role within these structures. In the end, it turned
out that Russian Churchmen, scholars, and journalists failed to work
out during the First World War the satisfactory projects aimed at the
reconstruction of the ecclesiastical order in the Near East. It was
unclear until the end of the war how the canonical prerogatives of
the Greek hierarchy could be reconciled with the eventual political
domination of Russia on the territory of the former Byzantine
Empire. The conflicts related to this problem became evident when
Russian army entered in April 1916 the city of Trabzon (Trebizond)
in Asia Minor which used to be part of Byzantium®. The downfall of
Russian monarchy in February 1917 and the Bolsheviks ascension
to power made the projects related to the reorganization of the post-

5 Antonii Khrapovitskii, Archbishop. “Chei dolzhen byt’ Konstantinopol’?, Re-
ligii mira. Istoriia i sovremennost’. 2002, p. 200.

6 Halit Dundar Akarca, “Trabzon stanovitsia Trapezundom: prevrashchenie os-
manskogo goroda v russkii vo vremia Pervoi mirovoi voiny”, Russkii sbornik,
VIII, Moscow: Modest Kolerov, 2010, pp. 95-111. Idem. “Scientific occu-
pation: The Russian Archaeological Expeditions to Trabzon and its environs
during First World War,” International Journal of Black Sea Studies, no. 17
(2014).
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war ecclesiastical order in the Near East mostly irrelevant. The
problems related to the relationship of Russia with the hierarchy
of the Eastern Patriarchates, however, retained its importance until
now and play a significant role within the contemporary system of
international relations.
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POLITICAL TRAUMAS OF TURKEY AND RUSSIA
CAUSED BY BRITAIN

Mabhir Aydin*
Development Process

Britain, Russia and Turkey are the three major empires in the
history of civilization. Their imperial processes began in 1453 for
Turkey, in 1583 for Britain and in 1721 for Russia. While Turkey’s
“fortune star” were changing to stationary in 1683, Britain were a
100 years of rise. Russia were waiting for Peter the Great.

Initially, the relations between Britain and Russia were based on
an issueless economic cooperation. The linen product of Russia after
wheat was of great importance for the British navy. This issueless
process culminates in 1770 Chesma and 1799 Egypt solidarity.
When Russia launched to the Black Sea in 1783 and wanted to set
sail for the Mediterranean, came face to face with Britain.

Turkey and the Britain didn’t even have an “initial relationship”
as in the case with Russia. After 1774, Turkey was not strong enough
to stand on their own feet. Britain, as Turkey entered in the process
of disintegration, carried out a policy of “pretended protection” for
the 80 years between 1798-1878. Thus it prevented its neighbor on
the border from taking “the lion's share” from Turkey.

For this purpose, Britain used other states. Britain drove forward
Austria in 1815 Vienna Congress. Also, with 1856 Treaty of Paris
Britain did the same to France. Finally, with the 1878 Berlin Treaty
Germany were in the same boat. But in all of them, the winner was
the Britain.

So in the 19" century, there were an array of London Protocols.
However, there was no single London Treaty. This means that
Britain was a “master of policy”. This is because, in the history

* Istanbul University, Faculty of Letters Department of History.
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of civilization, Britain, in this respect, comes after China and
Byzantium.

In fact, our subject is a very comprehensive and multifaceted
process. Here, I will only mention the policies towards Turkey and
Russia, originating from Britain. When it comes to the other states,
Austria had previously, France after Napoleon lost their power. In
this context, Russia was the most powerful state in Europe, and
global power was Britain.

There was no need for Britain to do much about Turkey. Since
Turkey lost its strength to stand itself, were only trying to preserve
its presence by playing with political balances. For Britain, Russia
was also not a big problem. Firstly, Russia followed the policy of
religion, which was left far behind for international relations in the
first half of the 19" century. Secondly, he was afraid of Britain.
Thirdly, he encountered the “Not¢ to be European” behavior.

As was the case, the British attitude towards Russia and Turkey
was not only a political success. In addition; since it included
repetition, abuse and deceit, these were political traumas.

Russia’s Traumas Caused by the Britain

1) 1809: During the 1806-1812 War between Russia and Turkey,
Britain, under favor of 1809 Treaty of the Dardanelles set the Straits
off to Russia, to prevent it to set sail for the Mediterranean Sea.

2) 1830: In order to support the Greek uprising, Russia first
sends a naval fleet to 1827 Navarino Attack. Then, Russian engages
in a war with Turkey in 1828/29 alone. However, Greece, which
gained independence in 1830, turned itself away from Russia. This
is because in the Mediterranean, a state under the influence of Russia
cannot be thought of. The same policy will be applied to Bulgaria,
which is established by San-Stefano.
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3) 1841: 1833 the Treaty of Hiinkar Iskelesi (the Sultan’s Pier)
provides an advantage for Russia in the Straits. In order to reduce
this eight-year agreement from the agenda, the Britain brings about
the 1841 London Straits Convention.

4) 1856: In 1848, Russia was the most powerful state in Europe.
It wants to transform this power into an advantage against Turkey,
under the name “Christianity Protection”.

4-a) Britain carries out the Crimean War by its own advantageous
side, which is the navy.

4-b) Before the peace treaty, it dispossesses Russia of its the
religion policy with the Edict of Reform (Islahat Fermani).

4-c) Britain prevents Russia from the possession of arms and
navy in the Black Sea.

4-d) Britain factitiously counts Turkey a “Furopean State”, and
pulls it out of Russia’s influence.

5) 1878: 1877/78 War is “the greatest war” between Turkey and
Russia.

5-a) By supporting Russia, Britain encourages it to the war.

5-b) Britain opens the Treaty of San-Stefano, which made by
Russia, to discussion in Berlin.

5-¢) Britain divides Bulgaria, which is Russia’s “greatest effort”,
into three parts in Berlin.

5-d) Britain takes over the “Armenian Project” of Russia in
Eastern Anatolia.

5-e) Russia, although paying the great price for the war, returns
from Berlin empty-handed.

5-f) With the compensation agreement, however; Russia can
only take Kars, Ardahan and Batumi.
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6) 1882: Britain, in 1881, gives Tunisia to France. The next year,
Britain takes Egypt for itself. In 1887, in order to prevent Russia
from reaching the Mediterranean, together with Austria and Italy,
makes the Mediterranean Entente happen.

7) 1885:1n 1878, Britain administered the unification of Bulgaria,
which was divided by itself in tree parts earlier, with Eastern
Rumelia. Thus, the “League of Emperors” between Germany,
Austria and Russia breaks down. The loyalty between Russia and
Bulgaria is so disrupted that they will fight in the opposite fronts in
World War L.

8) 1914: Russia and Turkey sign the Yenikoy Treaty for the
Eastern Anatolia. Two-zoned and autonomous government is
not left to Russia’s control. As a general inspector, a Norwegian,
Nicolas Hoff and a Dutch, Westenenk are appointed. When World
War I begins, the inspectors are sent to their country and so the
hopes of Russia and the Armenians of Anatolia are destroyed.

Turkey’s Traumas Caused by the Britain

1) 1827: One of the important decisions of the Vienna Congress
is to suppress jointly the movements that would undermine security
on the European soil. But when the Greek uprising of 1821 began,
Britain recognized the rebels as “warriors”. In 1827, Britain, by
taking along France and Russia, burned the Turkish Navy in
Navarino.

2) 1833: When the Governor of Egypt, Mehmet Ali Pasha, rose
against his state to seize the administration in his province, Britain
remained indifferent to Turkey’s call for help. In response, Turkey
wanted assistance from Russia. Thereupon, the second Turkish-
Russian Friendship Treaty in history, the Hiinkar Iskelesi (the Sultan’s
Pier) was signed. In order to prevent this; Britain, taking along France,
Austria and Prussia made the Treaty of Miinchengraetz happen.
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3) 1856: In 1853, the most powerful state of Europe was Russia.
Therefore, Russia offered Britain to share Turkey. When it was not
accepted, Russia acted alone.

3-a) Britain, firstly by giving assurance to Turkey, prepares the
environment for the Crimean War.

3-b) Britain gave cause for the Turkish Navy, which was set sail
to the Black Sea with tender ships, to get burned in Sinop.

3-¢) Britain joined the Crimean War a year and a half later than
Russia.

3-d) Britain brought about the Turkey’s “social fabric”
decompose by the Reform Edict of 1856 (Islahat Fermani).

3-e) Britain imposed limits to Turkey about the Black Sea, as if
it was defeated.

3-f) During the war, Britain lends money to Turkey, which
opened the door for the “economic collapse” in 20 years later.

4) 1878: Russia deals first major blow to Turkey in 1774 alone.
Then, it makes the second major blow in 1877, in the name of
“Europe”. Thus, Turkey becomes no longer an “empire”.

4-a) Britain, prepares the environment for Russia in order to
make it fight alone against Turkey.

4-b) Britain settled in Cyprus, as if it would defend Turkey in
Berlin.

4-c¢) By giving Macedonia back, causes Turkey 35-years long,
multi-faceted losses.

4-d) While withdrawing from Anatolia, Britain moves towards
Palestine and the Petroleum Gulf and leaves its place to the US.

5) 1897: While Greece were almost defeated in the war, which
it was launched against Turkey, Britain made a peace happen at the
measures of the initial conditions of the war.
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6) 1913: Turkey’s victory was expected as the level of certainty
in the Balkan War. Thus, as it was before, peace considerations have
been made in the initial conditions. However, when Turkey was
defeated, peace has applied as how was the case.

Conclusion

The dialogue in empire scale between Russia and Turkey, extends
to 420 years between 1497-1917. In this context, it is necessary to
say a lot about the subject. But we want to finish the speech with
two aphorisms, one from the outside and the other from the inside.

The Indian proverb says: “If two fish fight in a river, that means
a long-legged English man has just passed from there”.

And I say: “Being a neighbor is a privilege. If there are cold
winds blowing constantly between the two neighbors, either one is

>

cheating the other or both are themselves.’
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XIX. YUZYILDA RUS SARKIYATCILIGIN BiR DALI
OLARAK TURKOLOIJININ GELISiMi

Namik Sinan Turan*

Toplumlarin  birbirini  algilamalarinda  kurulan  karsilikli
iligkilerinin, kiiltiirel etkilesim, politik ve ekonomik aligveriglerinin,
hatta zaman zaman sicak ¢atigmalara kadar uzanan ihtilaflarin etkisi
biiyiiktiir. Cografi ve jeopolitik mesafeler, yalnizca devletlerin degil
toplumlarin da birbiriyle olan diyaloglarinda belirleyicidir. Ruslar ve
Tiirkler tarihsel olarak birliktelikleri ¢ok gerileri giden halklar olarak
etkilesim i¢inde olmus, ticaret yapmis, diplomatik iligkiler kurmus,
travmatik sonuglar doguran catismalarin taraflar1 olmuslardir.
Tiirkler ve Ruslar arasindaki iliskilerin izlerine ilk Rus yilliklarinda
rastlanmaktadir. IV. ve XVIIIL. yiizyillar arasinda Karadeniz’in
kuzeyindeki bozkirlarda yasayan Hazar, Pecenek, Uz, Berendi,
Kara-Kalpak gibi kavimler IX. ve XIII. yiizyillarda Ruslarla yogun
temaslarda bulunmuslardir. Ruslarin sonraki dénemde bu bolgenin
daim1 sahibi olmalariyla Tiirk kavimleriyle ¢cekisme igine girdikleri
ve bunun da yilliklara yansidig1 goriilmektedir. Bu kaynaklardan
aradaki tiim miicadeleye ragmen kiiltiirel bir etkilesimin oldugu
da anlasilmaktadir. Eldeki veriler Ruslarin Hazarlarin kiiltiirel
etkisi altinda olduklarin1 dogrulamaktadir. Idari unvanlardan giyim
kusama kadar etkilesimin izleri tespit edilebilmektedir. Svyatoslav
orneginde oldugu gibi Knezlerin kiyafetleriyle Hazarlarin giydikleri
biiyiik benzerlik gosteriyordu. Ayrica ziynet esyalarinin kullanimu,
ceza sisteminde para cezalarinin Tirklerinki gibi “kwrkl sisteme”
gore kurulmus olmasi ortak hususlardi. Ruslar {izerindeki Tiirk
etkisi Cernigov, Belaveja, Kazar, Bakmach ve Pereyaslavl gibi yer
adlarinda da gayet agiklikla hissediliyordu.

Mogol oncesi donemde Rus kiiltiiriindeki Tiirk tesiri yalnizca

* Prof. Dr. istanbul Universitesi, Iktisat Fakiiltesi, Siyaset Bilimi ve Uluslararas
iliskiler BSliimii.
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idari, ordu ve kanunlarinda gordiigiimiiz Hazar gelenekleriyle
benzerlikten ibaret degildi. Ayni1 zamanda din, tarim, zanaat ve sanatta
da Hazarlardan etkiler oldugu sdylenebilir. Yilliklardan Uzlar’in,
Kumanlar’a kargi miicadelelerinde, Rus Knezlerinin yaninda yer
aldiklarii ve Knezler arasindaki kavgalarda bir tarafi tutarak onlara
silah yardimi yaptiklarina dair bilgilere rastlanmaktadir. Bununla
birlikte Tiirk kavimlerinin kendi aralarindaki ihtilaflarinda da Rusya
taraf tutarak bir denge olusturuyordu. Ornegin Rusya’nin giiney
bozkirlarinda yasayan Kara-Kalpaklar askeri bir gii¢ olarak buradaki
sinirt Kuman akinlarma karst korurken kendileri de bagimsiz bir
topluluk olarak yagama hakkina sahip oluyorlardi. Kara-Kalpaklarla
Kumanlar arasindaki ¢ekisme Ruslarin isine yartyordu." Bununla
birlikte Kuman-Kipgaklar da Ruslar i¢in son derece onemliydi.
Taht1 ele gegirmek isteyen Rus prensleri Kumanlardan yardim
istiyor ve daha kolay ilerleyebiliyorlardi. Dostluklarini artirmak ve
itibar kazanmak amaciyla Rus Knezleri birgok defa Kumanlarla aile
iligkisi kuruyorlardi.2

XIV. ve XV. ylzyillarda Osmanlilarin siyasi ve ekonomik
anlamda giiclenisi ve Dogu Roma’nin varisi haline doniigiimii
sirasinda Moskova da Rus siyasi tarihinin merkezi olma yolunda
sekilleniyordu. 1. Ivan Danilovi¢ (1325-1341) “bilyilk knez”
unvanini kullanmaya baglarken diger Rus knezleri de Moskova’yla

1 Kara-Kalpaklarin ve Ruslarin Kumanlar iizerine sik sik akinlar diizenlemele-
rin sebebi maddi menfaat temin etmekti. Seferlerin basarili olmasi durumunda
birgok hayvan, altin, giimiis ve degerli kumas gibi zengin ganimetlere sahip
olunuyordu. Bu nedenle Rus Knezleri béyle degerli bir askeri giicii ve simir
mubhafizlarini elde tutmak i¢in buyiik gayret sarfediyorlardi. Kiev’de hakim
giic haline geldikleri anlagilan Kara-Kalpaklar daima Volin ve Smolensk
Knezleri Monomahovigler’in miittefiki oluyorlardi. Bu konuda genis bilgi i¢in
bkz. Mualla Uydu Yiicel, /lk Rus Yilliklarina Gére Tiirkler, Tiirk Tarih Kuru-
mu Yayinlari, Ankara 2007.

2 Gerek Kara-Kalpaklar gerekse Kumanlarla olan iliskiler sayesinde Ruslar
askeri usuller yani savas kiiltiirii ve teknik yonden mesela at takimlari, hafif
stivari birlikleri olugturma adetleri almiglardi. Hazarca ve Kumanca’dan Rus-
ya’ya bir¢ok kelime gegmis olmasi etkilesimin boyutlarina isaret etmektedir.
Buna karsilik Ruslar da Tiirk kavimleri arasinda Hiristiyanligin yayilmasinda
etkili olmuslardir. Bu sekilde birgok Tiirk ve Kuman’in Rus boyarlar1 arasina
katildig1 da bilinmektedir. Yiicel, age., s. 512-513.
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yakinlagacaklardi. 1299°da Tatarlarin eline gegen Kiyef’den
kagmak durumunda kalan metropolitligin 1325’te Moskova’y1
merkez olarak se¢mesi buray: siyasi kimliginin yani sira dini bir
merkez olarak da gii¢lendirdi. Dogu Roma’nin Osmanlilarca alinisi,
Altin Orda Devleti’nin ¢okiisliniin ardindan bdlgede niifuz alani
olusturan Kazan ve Kirim’1n yarattig1 tehdit algis1 Ortodokslar igin
Moskova’nin énemini artirmstr. II1. ivan’1n son Paleolog ailesinden
prenses Sophia ile yaptig1 siyasi evlilik Rusya i¢in Bizans’1n varisi
olma konusundaki iddiaya altyap: saglayacakti. Moskova’nin
fiziki genislemesi, XV. ylizyilin ikinci yarisinda Tver ve Rjazan,
Biiyiilk Novgorod gibi knezlikleri kendisine baglamasi da bu
iddiay1 giiglendiriyordu. Tiim bu genisleme iki yiiz-ii¢ yiiz y1l gibi
bir zaman sonra Tatarlar i¢inde kimliklerini kaybeden Kipgaklar
ve diger bozkir halklarin1 kendisine tabii kilmasiyla devam
etmisti. Bu donemde Moskova’nin Osmanlilar ile iligkisi sinirl
olsa da Osmanlilarin politik gelisimi Rusya’nin politik sdylemini
giiclendirecek bir paradigmanin ingasina olanak sagliyordu.? Ornegin
1453’te Istanbul’un aliis1 Moskova Knezligi’nin Avrupa’nin giiclii
devletlerinden birisi olmasi1 gerektiginin diisiinsel temellerini
atmisti. Buna gére Moskova Rusya’st Roma ve Istanbul’dan
sonra diinya Hiristiyanliginin merkezi olmali, Ortodokslugu
Katoliklik ve Miislimanliktan korumaliydi.* Rusya’nin tigiincii

3 Bizans tarihi konusundaki ¢aligmalartyla tanman Michael Angold Istanbul’un
alinmasinin yarattig1 radikal degisimlerin izini siirerken Bizans Imparatorlu-
gu’nun yikilisiyla dogan boslugun gesitli aktorlerce ne sekilde doldurulduguna
da isaret eder. Istanbul’un Tiirklerce alinistyla antik¢ag koruyuculugu Bati’ya
gecerken, emperyal kaderi Osmanlilar devralir. Bizans’in siyasal ideolojisi-
ni yeniden bi¢imlendirmek ise Ruslara kalir. Michael Angold, Kostantiniyye
1453: Fetih/Diisiis, gev. Zeynep Rona, Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Yayinlar1, Istanbul
2017.

4 Rus devletinin 988’de Hiristiyanliga gecisinde dini ve kiiltiirel anlamda énem-
li sonuglar doguran gelismeler etkili olmustur. Bu siirecte Dogu Roma’nin
yadsinamaz bir rolii bulunuyordu. ilk kitaplar Bizans’tan geldigi gibi dini
mimarinin sekillenisinde bile Dogu Hiristiyanliginin, Bizans’in etkisi agik¢a
hissediliyordu. Prens Yaroslav’in 1037°de Kiev’de yaptirdig1 Sofya Katedra-
li bunun bir 6rnegiydi. Dahas1 988’den 1448’e kadar yani Aziz Jonas’mn tiim
Moskova ve Rusya metropoliti secilisine kadar olan siirecte Kiev’de gorev
yapan metropolitlerin ¢ogu Yunan’di. Kiev metropoliti daima Konstantinopo-
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Roma olma iddiasinin zemini Istanbul’daki son Paleolog rejimin
¢Okiisiine dayandiriliyordu.’ Bu dénemdeki Rus vakayinamelerinde
Istanbul’un diisiisii s6z konusu gerekceden dolay1 biiyiik bir yer
bulmustu. Istanbul’un fethiyle ilgili en eski Rusca yazili eser
kabul edilen, Osmanl tarafinda kusatmaya bizzat katilan Rus
asilli Nestor Iskender tarafindan yazildig1 diisiiniilen Car Sehrinin
Hikayesi adli eserde yazar, Tiirklerle ilgili olduk¢a olumsuz bir
tavir sergiliyordu.® Ona goére Istanbul’un diisiisiine neden olan
Hiristiyanlarin giinahkar yasamlariydi. Bundan vazgectiklerinde
sehre yeniden hakim olabileceklerdi.” Nestor’un aksine sonraki

lis’ten segilir ya da hi¢ olmazsa tasdik edilirdi. Rus Kilisesi’nin Konstanti-
nopolis’e idari bakimdan bagimlt olusu Bizans’in Rusya iizerindeki dini ve
kiiltiirel etkisini giiglendiriyordu. Bizans’in diisiisii ile bu siireg¢ bagimsizlasma
yolunda doniisiim yasadi. Pskovlu bir rahip olan Philotheos un Moskova’nin
tiglincti Roma olduguna ve bir dordiinciisiiniin de asla olmayacagina dair gorii-
st yeni bir liderlik anlayiginin tiriiniiydii. Bu konuda ayrint1 i¢in bkz. Yaroslav
Shchapow, “The Assimilation by Kievan Rus of the Classical Heritage: the
Role of Christianization”, The Christianization of Ancient Russia, Ed. Yves
Hamant, Unesco, Paris 1992, s. 55-63.

5 Ortayli’ya gore Istanbul’un Miisliimanlarin eline gegmesi nedeniyle tarih? iis-
tiinl{igiiniin ve misyonunun sona erdigini ileri siiren ‘Ugiincii Roma’ iddiasim
aslinda ne Hristiyan ne de Slav diinyasi benimsemistir. Bu iddia sadece “Ve-
liko-Rus’ (Biiyiik Rusya) kiiltiiriine hakim bir unsur olmustur. Ilber Ortayli,
“[stanbul’un Fethi ve Ugiincii Roma Nazariyesi”. I. Uluslararast Istanbul 'un
Fethi Sempozyumu, 24-25 Mayis 1996. Istanbul Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi Kiiltiir
Isleri Daire Baskanlig1 Yaynlari, s. 190.

6 Bu eserin yazarmim kimligi Rus arastirmacilarca halen tartisilmaktadir. Eserin
mevcut birgok yazma niishasi iginde bilinen en eski metni olarak kabul edileni
ilk defa 1713 yilinda yayinlanmistir. Burada kitabin kime ait oldugu konusun-
da bir agiklama bulunmamaktadir. 1886 yilinda Arsimandrit Leonid tarafindan
yayinlanan Troitse-Sergiyeva manastirinda tespit edilen niishanin son soziinde
eserin Tiirklere esir diigmiis Rus asill1 Nestor Iskender tarafindan yazildig1 be-
lirtilmistir. K. K. Mamyev ve M. N. Sprenskiy gibi bazi arastirmacilar eserin
yazilis tarihini XVI. yiizyilin basi olarak gosterirken M. O. Skripil ise eseri
XV. yiizyila kadar dayandirmaktadir. G. P. Belgenko’ya gore bu kitap Tiirk ve
Bizans kaynaklarindan derlenerek hazirlanmistir. Gamze Oksiiz/ Fatih Yapici,
“Nestor Iskender ve Istanbul’un Tiirkler Tarafindan Alims Hikayesi”, Bilig,
Kis 2016, say1 76, s. 33-57.

7 XI. yiizyilda Rus edebiyatina hakim olan kilisenin etkisi yazarin satirlarinda
acikca goriiliir. Eserin biitiiniine dini motifler hakimdir. Kitap tarihsel amagla
yazilmis olsa da gesitli efsaneler ve kehanetlerle bigimlendirilmis, Incil’den
hikayelerle islenmistir. Istanbul’un diisiisii Tanri’nin dogru yoldan sapan Hi-
ristiyanlara bir cezasidir. Yazar, II. Mehmed hakkinda da son derece olum-
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donemde kaleme alinan ¢aligmalardaki yaklagim bu kadar olumsuz
yargilar icermemekteydi. Povest o Vzyatii Tsar’grada Turkami/
Istanbul’un Tiirkler Hakkinda Fethi Hakkinda Hikdyenin XV.
yiizyila ait ilk baskisinda olayin taraflarina yer verilmekte, Bizans
Imparatoru Konstantin ve Osmanli Sultan1 II. Mehmed Moskova
Carlaria “6rnek car tipi” olarak sunulmaktaydi. XVI. yiizyilin iinlii
Rus yazari ve Biiyiik Ivan’in tutkulu taraftar1 fvan Peresvetov’un
bu konudaki menkibeleri de biiylik 6nem tasiyordu. Peresvetov’un
eserlerinin Kazan’a yapilan seferlerin tam dncesine rastladigi 1549-
1550 arasinda yazildig: tahmin edilmektedir. Kazanskaya Istoriya/
Kazan Tarihi adli eserinde yazar ideal knez, basarili siyasetci ve
kumandan, miisfik ve dindar, cesur asker Biiyiik ivan’in portresini
¢izmeye caligmistir. Ayn1 donemde Rusya’nin siyasi ve ekonomik
gliciinlin genislemesi Rus literatliriiniin ilgisinin o ana kadar
bilinmeyen {ilke ve halklara kars1 geniglemesine neden oldu. Artik
yeni donemde Rus zevvarlarinin (hacilarmin) dini 6nyargilar
dikkate alinmazsa Rus yazarlarinin diger halklara kars1 diismanca ve
agagilayici bir hakaretine rastlanmadigi goriiliiyordu.® Aksine Car
Biiyiik Ivan’in Kazan ve gevresine yaptig1 akinlar II. Mehmed’in
basarilariyla 6zdeslestiriliyor ideal bir hiikiimdar portresinin
insasinda aragsallastiriliyordu.® Osmanli rejiminin merkeziyetgi
yapisi Rusya igin bir drnek olarak sunuluyordu.™

suz ifadelere yer verirken onu sonraki yazarlarin aksine “korkak, lanet, Tanr1
tanimaz, kanun tanimaz Tiirk” gibi sifatlarla anar. Nestor Iskender, Istanbul:
Car Sehrinin Hikdyesi, cev. Gamze Oksiiz/Fatih Yapici, Heyemola Yayinlari,
Istanbul 2014.

8 Bu konuda genis bilgi i¢in bkz. Telman Caferov, XV.-XVII. Yiizyillar Rus Ede-
biyatinda Tiirkler, Atatiirk Kiiltir Merkezi Yayinlari, Ankara 2000, s. 4-5.

9 Peresvetov’a gore Fatih Mehmed yalnizca bilgeligi ve adaleti ile degil idare
anlayisiyla da mutlak ¢arlik igin ideal bir hikkiimdardir. II. Mehmed imgesi-
nin Rus edebiyatinda yer edinisi hakkinda su iki ¢alismaya bakilabilir. Altan
Aykut, “Ivan Peresvetov ve Sultan Mehmed Menkibesi”, Belleten, Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 1981, c. 46, say1 184, s. 861-873 ayrica bkz. Gam-
ze Oksiiz, “XVI. Yiizy1l Rus Edebiyatinda Fatih Sultan Mehmed Menkibesi”,
Akademik Bakis, Yaz 2013, c. 6, say1 12, s. 333-346.

10  Budonemde Rusya’da boyarlar arasindaki rekabet ve ¢atigmalar merkeziyetci
bir rejimi gereklilik haline getiriyordu. Bu nedenle Peresvetov Osmanli uygu-
lamasini bir¢ok yonden ideal olarak IV. Ivan’a gostermisti. Osmanli ordusu,



130 RUSYA & TURKIYE ULUSLARARASI BAGLAMDA IKILI ILISKILER

XVII. yiizy1lda Rusga’da Tiirk imgesini insa eden metinler i¢inde
bizzat Tiirkler arasinda yagamis Ruslarin yazdiklari belirleyicidir.
Unlii Rus Sarkiyatgi B. M. Dantsing, Ruslarm XV. yiizyilin
sonundan itibaren Dogu’daki birgok {ilkeyi ziyaret ettiklerini ve bu
iilkeler hakkinda 6nemli bilgiler topladiklarini belirtir. Ona gore bu
donemin yazarlar1 yalmzca Istanbul, Kutsal Topraklar ve Filistin’i
degil ayn1 zamanda Anadolu, Misir’in bir kismi ve Suriye’yi de
oldukga iyi biliyorlardi." Bunlardan biri de Dantsing’in yazarmin
Tiirklere esir diismiis ve onlar arasinda bir esir olarak altmis iki
ay yirmi giin yasadiktan 1674’te Rusya’ya donmiis olan boyar
oglu Fedor Dorokin olabilecegini belirttigi metindir. XVII. Yiizyil
Tiirk Imparatorlugunun Tasviri adli bu eserde Tiirklerin elindeki
sehirler ayrintili bigimde anlatilmaktadir. Kitabin ayirt edici 6zelligi
dini taassuptan uzak bi¢cimde daha cok askeri, cografi, kismen de
etnografiyle ilgili bilgiler icermesidir. Yazar, tasvirine Kudiis’ten
baslamakta, ardindan Beytiillahim, El Halil, Kahire, Dimyat,
Resid, iskenderiye, Abukir, Trablussam ve Tunus’u anlatmaktadir;
sonra yeniden Kahire ve Filistin, Sam, Beyrut, Trablussam, Halep,
Iskenderiye, Diyarbakir, Mardin, Musul, Kerkiik, Bagdat’1 konu
etmekte, Tokat, Amasya, Ankara, istanbul, Mudanya, Bursa, izmir
ve Yunan Adalari, Edirne, Filibe, Sofya, Belgrad ve Budapeste ile
devam etmektedir. Zamanin Avrupali yazarlariin ¢alismalarindan
farkli olarak Rus yazar, onlarin gezmedikleri kadar genis bir alani
gormiis ve Tiirklerin yonetimi altindaki cografyada birgok 6zelligi

Fatih’in mali ve ticari siyaseti, toplumsal siniflar tizerindeki tutumu Rus yazara
gore Carlik yoneticilerin dikkate alarak uygulamasi gereken politikalardi. M.
Kaya Bilgegil, Ronesans Cagi Cihan Edebiyatinda Tiirk Takdirkariig, Atatiirk
Universitesi Yayinlari, Erzurum 1973, s. 197-209.

11 Biitlin bu kiiltiirel ve toplumsal iliskiler belli bir diizeyde o toplumun dilini
bilmeyi ya da dil bilen terclimanlara sahip olmay1 zorunlu kiliyordu. Tarih-
¢i Richard N. Frye, bazi Ruslarin bu konuda hizmet gordigii gibi Kiev’de,
Vladimir’de ya da baska yerlerdeki Sarkl tiiccarlarin da bu irtibatta etkili ol-
duklarini kaydeder. Richard N. Frye, “Oriental Studies in Russia”, Russia and
Asia: Essays on the Influence of Russia on the Asian Peoples, Ed. Wayne S.
Vucinich, Hoover Institution Press, Stanford 1972, s. 31.



RUSSIA & TURKEY BILATERAL RELATIONS IN INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT 131

kaydetmistir.'”> XVII. ylizyilda Rusya’nin politik bir gii¢ olarak
yiikselisi 1667 y1l1 yaz aylarinda gergeklesen ilk Rus-Osmanli savast
Carlik idaresinin ve biirokratlarinin giineydeki devasa komsuya
bakisini da etkileyecektir. Ayn1 dénemde Osmanli diinyasi {izerine
bir¢ok ¢aligma, gezi notu, hacilarin hatiralari ortaya ¢ikacaktir. Bu
kisiler yazdiklar1 giinliik ve notlarinda kendi goriislerini agik¢a
yansitmasa bile ziyaret ettikleri yerlerde tanik olduklarini farkli
kurgular icinde okura sunabilmislerdir. Emine Inanir’in isaret
ettigi gibi bu yilizyilda “seyahatnamelerdeki o kayitsiz ve tepkisiz
‘Kudiis yolcusunun’ yerini yiiksek vazifelerle gorevlendirilen
devlet adamlar1 alir; bazen de tiiccar Vasiliy Gagara gibileri,
hayatindaki talihsizliklerden kurtulmak igin, Kutsal Topraklarda ve
uzun yolculuklarda teselli arar.” Gagara’nin 1634’te Moskova’dan
yola ¢ikisiyla baslayan ve ii¢ yil siiren yolculukta gosterdigi cesaret
ve Dogu tilkeleri hakkinda getirdigi “gok 6nemli haberler” Car
tarafindan kendisine “Moskova Onur konugu” nigsani verilmesini
saglar.”® Ayni yiizyilda yasayan, 1649-1650 arasinda ve 1651-
1653 arasinda olmak {izere iki defa Dogu iilkelerini ve Tiirkiye’yi
ziyaret eden Basrahip Arseniy Suhanov’un 1655 yilinda basilan
Hacca Giden (Proskintariy) adli eseri Istanbul, Misir, Kudis,
Suriye hakkinda bilgiler igerir. Bir din adami olmasia ragmen
Istanbul hakkindaki ilk izlenimleri kilise ve manastirlardan daha
cok Bogaz ve Marmara kiyilarinda gordiigii degisik tarzda yapilara

12 XV.yiizyilin sonundan XVII. yiizy1l sonuna kadar din adamlarinin seyahatleri-
nin yani sira resmi diplomatik elcilerin de seyahatleri baslamistir. Dantsing bu
iki yiizy1l boyunca Osmanli sarayia yaklasik otuz elgi gonderildigini bildir-
mektedir. Bu elgilerin raporlar1 arasinda Gennadi’nin elgilik heyetinde (1559)
yer alan Vasili Poznyakov’un ve IV. Ivan tarafindan II. Selim’e génderilen elgi
Novosiltsev’in ve daha pek ¢oklarinin anlattiklari ilging bilgiler igermektedir.
Ilsever Rami, XIX. Yiizyil Rus Edebiyatinda Tiirk Imgesi, Ceviri Bilim Yayin-
lar1, Istanbul 2016, s. 30-34.

13 Gagara’nin gezi notlarinin 6zelligi, geleneksel seyahatnamelerden farkli ola-
rak kisisel sorunlar1 esere tasimak ve yorumlamak, olagandist durumlar yal-
nizca hayranlik ve korku iginde gozlemlemek yerine, kusku duymak, gerekirse
tartismaktir. Bunlar s6z konusu edebi tiirtin XVII. yiizyilda yasadig1 degisimi
gbzler oniine sermektedir. Emine Inanir, Ruslarmn Goziiyle Istanbul, Kitabevi,
Istanbul 2013, s. 105-106.
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aittir. Istanbul camilerini anlatirken sergiledigi iislup yalmzca Rus
edebiyatinda degil Bat1 edebiyatinda da az rastlanacak tiirdendir.'

XVIIIL. yiizyll Avrupa’da eski diizenin degistigi, eski devlet
diizenlerinin yerini merkeziyet¢i hiikiimetlere biraktigi, milliyetci
ideolojinin yiikselise gegtigi tiim bunlara bagli olarak da Avrupa’nin
kesin bir stlinlik duygusuna (eurocentrisme) kapildigi bir
donemdir. Osmanli-Rus iligkileri bu dénemde ticaret ve savas
ekseninde yogunlasacaktir. Rus ve Tiirk imparatorluklarinin ortak
yazgist Batililasma olgusuyla tanismis olmalaridir. Ancak her
iki sistem de Avrupa’nin disinda goriilmekte ve diglanmaktadir.
Ornegin Fransa Krali IV. Henri’nin bakanlarindan Duc de Sully,
“Memories” adli eserinde Avrupa devletlerinin birlik diizeni igin
bir Avrupa genel meclisi toplanmasini 6nerirken Rusya ve Osmanli
devletini bunun disinda tutuyordu. XVIIIL. yilizyi1l Avusturya halk
sanatinda Avrupa milletleri arasinda Tirk olumsuz olarak tasvir
edilirken, Rus daha da asag1 konumda degerlendiriliyordu. Burada
“Tirk’lin dini seytani, Rus’unki ise ondan da beterdir” yorumuna
yer veriliyordu.” Nitekim aydinlanma doénemi yazari Voltaire,

14 Bununla birlikte Moskova Patrigi tarafindan goérevlendirilen Dogu’daki Or-
todoks kiliselerde yapilan ayinleri incelemek durumunda olan Suhanov, soz
konusu vazifesinin yaninda Osmanli diinyas: hakkindaki yazdiklariyla Rus
kaynaklarinin da belirttigi gibi yakin gelecekte Sultanin ordusu ile savasa
hazirlanan Rusya igin gézlemler yaptig izlenimi de sergilemektedir. Emine
Tnanir, “XIIL.-XVIIL Yiizy1l Rus Seyyahlarinin Hatiralarinda Dogu’ya ve Os-
manlr’ya Dair Izlenimler”, Giineydogu Avrupa Arastirmalart Dergisi, Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yayini, Ocak 2008, say1 13, s. 8.

15 ilber Ortayh bu yiizyilda bir celiskiye dikkat eker. Buna gére ayni donemde
Avrupa karsinda hem direnmek hem de o diinyayla biitiinlesmek zorunda olan
iki geleneksel Avrasya Imparatorlugu vardir. Arnold Toynbee nin konuyla ilgili
teshisi dikkat gekicidir. Ingiliz tarihgiye gore Rusya Avrupalilassa bile Avrupa’ya
glivenemez ve Avrupalilar Avrupa kiiltiiriine hizmet etse de Rusya’y1 benimseye-
mez. Aym sey Batililasan Tiirk imparatorlugu igin de gegerlidir. Her iki impara-
torlugun koklerinde benzer taraflar bulunmaktadir. Bunlar, fran medeniyetinin,
Bizans medeniyetinin, Mogol-Tatar hakimiyetinin unsurlarini biinyelerine alms-
lardir. Ortodoks Rusya ve Miisliiman Osmanli imparatortugu Avrupa’nin disinda
ve karsisindadirlar. Batililasmaya ragmen kaderleri benzerdir Avrupa onlar i¢in
glivenilemeyen bir kiiltiirel ortak ve bu iki diinyanm 1smamadif1 bir ¢evredir.
Tlber Ortayli, “XVIIL. Yiizy1l Tiirk-Rus Iliskileri”, Osmanli Imparatorlugu nda
ITktisadi ve Sosyal Degisim, Turhan Yayinlari, Ankara 2004, s. 377-378.
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Tiirkler ve Miislimanlar hakkinda yazdigi yazilarda Tirkler
ve Ruslar arasindaki g¢atigmalara deginirken Biiyiikk Petro’nun
Ruslarin kaderinin degisimindeki roliine isaret etse de Ruslara
kars1 Tiirklerden daha fazla sempati duyduguna dair bir izlenim
uyandirmiyordu.'®

XVIIL. yiizyil Rus ve Osmanli segkinlerinin birbirlerini
daha yakindan tanimaya bagladiklar1 bir donemdir. S6z konusu
siirecte Rusya’nin Osmanli toplumu ve kiiltiirii hakkinda bilgi
edinmesinde seyyah, tiiccar, haci, asker ve esirlerin 6ncelikli bir rolii
bulunuyordu. Boylelikle Car 1. Petro’dan itibaren Tiirkler hakkinda
daha ayrintili bir literatiiriin ortaya ¢ikti81 goriilecektir. F. Engels’in
belirttigi gibi Rusya, daha Onceleri ferra incognita (bilinmeyen
topraklar) konumundaki Tirkiye’nin karakteri ve hakiki durumu
tizerine ciddi bir birikim olusturacak, gercek manada bilgi sahibi
olmay1 basaracaktir.”” XVIIIL. yiizyilin baslarina gelindiginde Rus
tiiccarlarin mektuplarindan, esir ve hacilarin yazilarindan ibaret
olan Oryantalist yazinin ilk 6rnekleri kiitiiphanelerde genis bir yere
sahip olacaktir. 1692 yilinda A.I. Lizlov’un kaleme aldig1, Skifskaya
Istoriya adli eser Rusya’da Dogu hakkindaki ilk ¢alismadir. Burada
daha gok Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun siyasi yapisi ve askeri durumu
tizerinde durulmustur. Ayni dénemde Avrupa’da yapilmis ¢alismalar
da Ruscaya terciimeye edilmistir. Ornegin 1678 yilinda Car Fydor
Alexseyevi¢ ig¢in, Simon Strovolski’nin 1649’da Krakow’da
basilmis Lehge Dvor Cesarya Turegkogo (Tirk Sultaninin Saray1)

16  Voltaire’in Ruslarla ilgili goriisleri olduk¢a olumsuzdur. Gergi Petro’nun re-
formlarimni olumlar bir izlenim ortaya koysa da Rus kimligine dair asagilayici
ifadeler kullanmaktan geri durmaz. Ona gére “Ruslarin 6rf ve adetleri, hayvan-
lardan farksizdir. Kendilerini Ortodoks kilisesine bagl sayarlardi ama bu kili-
senin niteligi hakkinda olgun bir fikirleri yoktur.” Ancak Petro’nun Batililasma
¢abalar1 onun goziinde saygindi. Petro, Voltaire igin “yurttaslarini aydinlatmak
ve canlandirmak amactyla memleketinden ¢ikip kutsal alevi yabanci iilkeler-
de aramaya karar veren... kiiltiiriinii artirmak isteyen bir adamdi.” Voltaire,
Tiirkler, Miisliimanlar ve Otekiler, Haz. Osman Yenseni, Tiirkiye Is Bankast
Yayinlari, Istanbul 1969, s. 99-101.

17 F. Engels, “Turegkiy Vopros”, So¢ineniya, 11, Haz. K. Marks- F. Engels, s. 20-
21.
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adli kitap gevrilmistir. Ayrica bunun yani sira Petro’nun reformlariyla
one cikan elgiler dairesinde (posolyskiy prikaz) Tirklerin soylari,
orfleri ve dinsel inanislarinin anlatildig1 Povesty o Tiirkah (Tirkler
Hakkinda Hikaye) ve Skazaniye Brani Venegian Protiv Tureckogo
Carya adli eserler ve Tirk Sultaninin Avrupali hiikiimdarlarla
yazigmalari terciime edilmistir.'® Bu yiizyilin bir 6zelligi de Dogu’ya
ve Osmanli diinyasina dair bilgi edinme kaynaklari arasina elgilerin
de katilmig olmasiydi.'® Daha once muvakkat olarak zaman zaman
Osmanli baskentinde bulunan Rus elgileri bu dénemde yerini daimi
elgilik vazifesiyle Istanbul’a gelenlere birakacaklard1.? XVII.
ylzyilin sonlarindan itibaren elgilerin hazirladiklar: raporlar hem
derinlik hem de miktar agisindan biiylimeye baglamisti. 1699°da
Istanbul’da kalan Rus sefir Emelian Ignatievich Ukraintsev’in
bagkanligindaki elcilik heyetinin raporlar1 hayli ayrintiliydu.
1699°da biiytik bir krizle sona eren savaslar doneminin ardindan
Rusya ile imzalanan 1700 Istanbul Antlasmasi ile Rusya Babiali
nezdinde daimi el¢i bulundurma hakkini elde etmisti.?' 1702-1709

18  Ayni donemde elgiler dairesinde ve bazi 6zel kiitiiphanelerde Osmanlilar hak-
kinda kitaplar ve yazma eserler de toplanmaya baslamisti. Bunlarin bir kismi
Rus ve batili yazarlara ait oldugu gibi bir bolimii de Osmanli ve dogulu ya-
zarlara ait calismalardi. Doguya seyahatler bu gibi degerli eserlerin naklini ko-
laylastirtyordu. Ornegin 1651 ve 1654 yillarinda Kudiis ve Istanbul’a seyahat
eden ve daha sonra Moskova matbaa dairesine yonetici tayin edilen Arseniy
Suhanov, bu ziyaretlerde edindigi 500 kadar yazma ve kitab1 Moskova’ya ge-
tirmigti. M. R. Arunova-F. S. Oreskova’nin 6nsozii (Tolstoy’un Gizli Raporla-
rinda Osmanli Imparatorlugu), s. VIII-X.

19 1I. Bayezid’den itibaren Osmanli baskentine gelen Rus elgileri gérevleriyle
ilgili hazirladiklari raporlart déniislerinde hiikiimetlerine sunmuslardir. State-
inye spiski (performans raporlari) denilen bu kaynaklar Osmanli tarih¢iligi i¢in
biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir. Rogozhin Nikolaj Mihajlovich, “Rus Diplomatlarin
Raporlarinda Osmanli Devleti (XVI-XIX. Yiizyillar)”, Osmanli, Ed. Kemal
Cicek, Yeni Tiirkiye Yayinlari, Ankara 1999, c. I, s. 527-535.

20  George P. Majeska, Russian Travelers to Constantinople in the Fourteenth and
Fifteenth Centuries, (Dumbarton Oaks Studies) (v. 19), 1984, s. 486, 1724
yilinda Car Petro, Akademi’den dort 6grencinin Osmanlica galigmak amaciyla
Istanbul’a gonderilmek iizere secilmesini istemistir. O tarihten itibaren Istan-
bul’daki Rus elgiliginde dil egitimi alan 6grenciler de bulunacaktir. 1741°de bu
ogrencilerin sayis1 altiya ulagmustir.

21 6 Muharrem 1112/ 13 Haziran 1700 tarihli istanbul Antlasmas1’nin 10. madde-
sinde ticaret durumlarinin barisin semeresinden oldugu bildiriliyor ve “ticaret
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yillar1 arasinda Istanbul’da ilk daimi elci olan Pyotr Andreyevich
Tolstoy’un yillik raporlar1 oldukga ilgingti.?? Zamaninin en zeki ve
egitimli kisileri arasinda yer alan ve Rusya’da Graf (Kont) unvam
alan ilk isimlerden olan Tolstoy II. Mustafa ve III. Ahmet dénemine
dair oldukca canli enstantaneler ve veriler aktarmist1.?

Tolstoy, Biiyiik Petro’nun sorularina yanit olarak hazirladig
bu raporlarda olumlu ve olumsuz gelismeleri aktarirken Osmanli
toplumu hakkinda da 6nemli bilgiler veriyordu. Rus elgi, bir taraftan
Tiirk halkinin hiirriyet sevdigini, gururlu oldugunu belirtmekte,
diger taraftan da sultanin iist diizey memurlarinin riigvet ve
iltimas gibi yolsuzluklarini kaydetmekteydi. Osmanli piyadesinin
zaaflarina isaret edilen raporlarda 1701 yilinda hazirlanan Bahriye
Kanunnamesi 6viilityor ve Tiirk donanmasinin teskilat yapis1 takdire
sayan olarak nitelendiriliyordu. Tolstoy’un hazirladigi raporlar
ve aktardiklan bir¢ok agidan 6nem tasimaktadir.?* O, Petro’dan
baslayarak Rusya’nin Tiirklere yonelik daha derin ve siirekli ilgi
gostermesinde 6nemli bir aktordiir. Ayrica onun belgeleri Rusya’da
Tiirkoloji’nin dogusunun da habercisidir. Turklere ve kiiltiirlerine
dair goézlemlerini, deneyimlerini yazan bir bagka Rus el¢i de II.

ahvalinin soylesilmesi ve bir surete ifrag olunmasi tekid ve tesyid-i sulh ve
salah igin” mutad-1 kadim tizere Moskova Car tarafindan der-i devlethaneye
bir biiyiikel¢i alikonmasina ruhsat veriliyordu. Bkz. Nihat Erim, Devletlera-
rast Hukuku ve Siyasi Tarih Metinleri: Osmanli Imparatorlugu Andlasmalart,
Ankara Universitesi Hukuk Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, Ankara 1953, s. 46.

22 Namik Sinan Turan, Imparatorluk ve Diplomasi: Osmanl Diplomasisinin
Lzinde, Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, Istanbul 2014, s. 272.

23 Tolstoy’un belgelerinin toplamda her biri 500 sayfalik 11 cilt tutmakta olup
bunlardan 5 cildi elgilik raporlartydi. Mihajlovich, age., s. 533.

24 Tolstoy’un raporlar1 bizzat tanik ifadesi olarak kabul edilebilecegi gibi so-
rulara verdigi cevaplar da Osmanli giindelik yasamma dair gesitli alanlarin
aragtirilmasina dayaniyordu. A. N. Kononov’un Istoriya Lzugeniya Tiirksih
Yazikov v Rossiyi Dooktyabrskiy Period (Leningrad 1972, s. 25) adl1 eserinde
belirttigi gibi X VIIL. yiizyilda Rusya’da Tiirkoloji’nin bir disiplin olarak dogu-
sunun ilk habercileri arasinda bu metinler de 6zel bir yere sahipti. Tolstoy ‘un
Gizli Raporlarinda Osmanli Imparatorlugu, Yeditepe Yaymnlari, gev. Ibrahim
Allahverdi, Istanbul 2009. Ayrica bu konuda bkz. Ismet Konak, “Diplomat P.
A. Tolstoy’un Elgiligi Ve Osmanli’ya Dair Izlenimleri”, Tarih Incelemeleri
Dergisi, XXX /2,2015, 507-524.
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Katerina déneminde 1763’te Rusya maslahatgiizar1 olarak geldigi
Istanbul’da 1771 yilina kadar kalan Pavel Artemyevi¢ Levasov’dur.
Her ne kadar 1768-1774 krizinin tam icinde Istanbul’da talihi
yaver gitmemigse de Carigenin giivenini kazanmis, 15 Kasim
1771°de devlet konseyi tiyeligine secilmistir. 1774’°te kaleme aldig1
eserinde X. ylizyilin ortalarindan baglayarak yasadigi ¢aga kadar
olan donemde Tatar ve Tiirklerin Rusya’ya yonelik saldirilart ve
yarattiklar1 yikimlar konusunda soydaslarinin dikkatini bu “vahsi”
ve “zararli” dostlara kars1 uyarmak amacini giittiigiinii belirmistir.
Buradan da anlagilacagi tlizere Tirkler hakkindaki fikirleri pek
i¢ acict degildir ama Osmanli kiiltlirline dair anlattiklar1 dikkat
cekicidir. Eski ve simdiki Tiirkler arasindaki farkliliklar, Istanbul,
saray ve harem yagami, Tiirklerin el¢i ve diplomatlara davranislari
hakkinda goriislerini paylastig1 gibi Tiirklerin gururlu, kibirli ve
asabi tavirlari, Tiirk topraklarindaki kiliselerin durumlar1 ve Patrik
secimleri de Levasov’un anlattiklar1 arasindadir. 1787 yilinda
Osmanli-Rus Savasi yeniden baslayip Levasov’un eski ¢aligmalarini
giincel hale getirince 1790’da bahsedilen kitabi1 yeniden gdzden
gecirilerek yaymlanmistir.25 Ozellikle 1789°da Potr Bogdanovig’in
matbaasinda iki kez yayimlanan Tsaregradski Pisma (Istanbul
Mektuplar1) Montesquieu zamanindan beri Avrupa’da popiiler olan
mektuplar islubuyla kaleme alinmisti. Dogu’ya yonelik egzotik
anlatimlarin Avrupa edebiyatinda moda haline geldigi bir donemde
Levasov, bir Rus diplomat olarak okura Avrupali benzerlerinden
geri kalmayan bir anlat1 sunabilmigti.?

25  Caligmalarmim ilgi gérmesi muhtemelen yazari yeni kitaplar yazmaya sevk
etmistir. Bunlardan biri de 1791°de yaymnlanan Plen i Stradanie Rossiyan u
Turok (Ruslarin Tiirkler Tarafindan Esir Alinmasi ve Cektikleri Istiraplar) adli
kitapti.

26 Bununla birlikte Levasov’un Tiirkler hakkindaki goriisleri son derece olum-
suzdu. Ona gére Osmanli, barbar bir devlet olup, medeni halklardaki adetlere
yabanciydi. Avrupalilar arasinda Babidli’nin giicii hakkindaki yaygin goriis
tamamen yanlistir. Rus sefir Osmanli’nin kil ayakli bir basak oldugunu ileri
siirer. Bu metin i¢in bkz. Esir Bir Rus Diplomatin Géziinden Istanbul, Pavel
Artemyevi¢ Levasov'un Hatiralart (1763-1771), gev. Ilyas Kemaolglu/ Eduard
Khusainov, Yeditepe Yayinlari, Istanbul 2013, 3. Baska.
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Osmanli-Rus iligkilerinde XVIII. yiizyilla kadar olan dénem
ekonomik ve diplomatik araclar oncelikliyken bu yiizyilda daha
catisma ve askeri rekabet 6ne ¢ikacaktir.?” Biiyiik Petro ile baglayan
ve Carige II. Katerina ile son bulan bu yiizyillda Osmanllar da
Rusya’y1 farkli bir gézle tanima kosullarina sahip olacaklardir. Bu
konuda Rusya’ya giden Osmanli elgilerinin yazdiklar1 bilyiik 6nem
tasimaktadir.?® Osmanli elgilerinin goéziinden Rus toplumu 18.
yilizyilda farkli bir bicimde aktarilmaya baslamigken Rus yazarlar
arasinda da Tiirkler hakkinda yayinlar artmaya baslayacaktir.
Ayni yiizyilin ortalarinda Mikhail Lomonosov’un basimi ¢ektigi
Petersburg Universitesi'nde Rusya’nin Dogu ile olan kiiltiirel
ve ekonomik iliskilerine dikkat cekilmektedir. Tiirklerin yasam
bicimleriyle ilgili olarak Fedor Emin’in yazdigi 1769 yilinda
yaymlanan ¢alisma Rusya’da Osmanlilara olan ilgiyi gelistirecek
Tiirk kiiltiirii ve dili hakkinda yeni yayinlarin oniinii agilacaktir.?®

27  Halil Inalcik, “Osmanhi-Rus fliskileri 1492-1700", Tiirk-Rus Iliskilerinde 500
Yil 1491-1992, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 1999, s. 25-27.

28  XVIII. yiizyilda Osmanl: seckinleri i¢in Rusya’nin taninmasinda ve Rus in-
saninin 6zelliklerinin dgrenilmesinde sefaretnamelerin rolii biytiktii. III. Ah-
met’in sadrazami Nevsehirli Ibrahim Paga doneminde gonderilen elgi Nisli
Mehmed Aga (1722-23) Rusya hakkinda ilk giinlik bigimindeki sefaretna-
meyi kaleme almigti. Rusya’ya dair bir sonraki sefaretname Mehmed Emni
Beyefendi (Pasa) tarafindan (1740-1742) gergeklesen elgilik gorevine bagl
olarak yazilandi. Sultan III. Osman’in tahta ¢ikigini bildirmek i¢in Rusya’ya
gonderilen (1755) Dervis Mehmed Efendi’nin hazirladig: sefaretname Rusya
hakkindaki anlatis1 ve aktardiklartyla Hakim ve Vasif tarihlerine kaynaklik
etmisti. Dervis Mehmed Efendi’den iki y1l sonra bu kez III. Mustafa’nin ciilu-
sunu bildirmek goéreviyle Rusya’ya gonderilen Sehdi Osman Efendi bagka bir
bakis agisiyla Rusya’y: anlatan bir sefaretname hazirlamisti. Kesbi Mustafa
Efendi’nin Ibretname-i Deviet’i (1767-1768) savas 6ncesi durumu yansitmak
agisindan 6nemlidir. Osmanli-Rus iliskileri 1768-1774 arasindaki savas do-
nemi sonrasinda imzalanan Kiigiik Kaynarca Muahedesi ile yeni bir agamaya
girdi. Bu dénemde karsilikli iligkileri gelistirmek amaciyla Abdiilkerim Pasa
Rusya’ya gonderildi. Pasa’nin kendisi degil ama yanindakilerden Mehmed
Emin Nahifi Efendi bir sefaretname yazdi. Benzer bigimde 1793°te Rusya’ya
giden Mustafa Rasih Paga adina Petersburg seyahatini igleyen bir seyahatname
Seyyid Abdullah Efendi tarafindan hazirlandi. Bu konuda bkz. Namik Sinan
Turan, “XVIII. Yiizyilda Osmanl Elgilerinin Rusya Sefaretnameleri ve Rus-
ya’nin Tasviri”, Tiirk-Rus Iliskileri Uzerine Makaleler, Ed. Yeliz Okay, Dogu
Kiitiiphanesi Yayinlari, Istanbul 2012, s. 23-49.

29  Bu donemin edebi yapitlarinda “Dogu” ve “Asya” gibi birbirinden ayrimlasti-
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1777 yilinda Moskova ve Petersburg’da yayimnlanan Holdermann’a
ait Tiirkce gramer bu ilginin bir sonucudur. XVIII. yiizyilin
ozellikle ikinci yarisinda Osmanly/Tiirk kiiltiirii ve tarihine dair
bircok ceviri ve 6zgiin eser yaymlanmistir. Ik Rus gazeteleri olan
Vedomosti [Haberler] (1702’den itibaren), Sankt-Peterburgskie
vedomosti (1727den itibaren) sik sik Osmanlilarla ilgili makalelere
yer vermistir. Sankt-Peterburgskie vedomosti’nin eki olan ve
aslinda ilk Rus dergisi olarak kabul edilen Primechaniaa’da
[Notlar] Osmanli tarihi ve cografyasina dair (1727-1742 arasinda)
makaleler ¢gikmistir. Rus Dogubilim ¢alismalarinda en basindan beri
Tiirkoloji’nin gelisimi i¢in bir itici giiciin bulundugu ve bu yondeki
faaliyetlerde saglam bir artis goriildiigiinden bahsedilebilir. Rus
Sarkiyatc1 Kononov’un da belirttigi gibi “Istanbul’da terciimanlarin
yetigtirilmesi, Tiirkiye tiizerine kitaplarin c¢evrilmesi, Tiirk
edebiyatina yonelik ilgi buna kargilik verecek insanlarin mevcut
oldugunu da agik¢a gdstermistir.”° Tiim bu veriler XIX. yiizyilda
bir meslek olarak kurumsallasacak olan Dogubilim ve Tiirkoloji’nin
alt yapisini olusturacaktir.

Rusya’da Sarkiyat¢ihigin Bir Dah Olarak
Tiirkoloji’nin Kurumsallagsmasi

Taraflar arasindaki algilamalar her ne kadar Onyargilara ve
reelpolitik gelismelerin neden oldugu c¢atigmalara dayali olsa

rilan iki farkli kavram gelistirilmistir. M. V. Lomonosov’un Tamira ve Selim,
V. I. Maykov’un Femist ve Jerenima ve V. A. Ozerov’un Dmitri Donskoy adli
eserleri 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Edebiyatcilar “Asya” kavrami ile XII.-XV. yiizyilla-
rin Mogol-Tatar boyundurugunun toplumsal hafizasina atifta bulunmuslardir.
Onlarin algisinda Asya kavramsallastirmasi kendi dénemlerinde Tatar ve Tiirk
diinyasiyla baglantilidir. Dogu ise Islam ve Miisliman diinyastyla baglantil
goriilmektedir. Bu yapitlarin temel nitelikleri Asya kavramiyla “yabanci” ola-
na, Dogu ile ise “teki” olana isaret etmis olmalaridir. Mesdi Ismayilov, “Rus
Entelijansiyasinin Dogu Algisi: Baslangicindan Avrasyaciliga Kadar”, Dogu
Bati, Nisan 2012, say1 60, s. 242.

30  Buhususta genis bir degerlendirme i¢in bkz. Liaisan Sahin, “Ge¢misten Bugii-
ne Rusya’da Tiirkiye Arastirmalar1”, Tiirkiye Arastirmalar: Literatiir Dergisi,
¢ev. Emre Ersen, Istanbul 2010, c. 8, say1 15, s. 653.
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da Rusya’da, ozellikle bilimsel ve kiiltiirel alanda Petro’dan
beri yasanmakta olan gelismeler ve miiesseselesmeler Tiirklerin
tarihlerine, dil ve kiiltiirlerine yonelik bir ilginin baslamasina da

neden olmustu.®

1721’de Car Petro zamaninda kokleri atilan
Rus Bilimler Akademisi Yelizaveta Petrovna zamaninda genis bir
kadro ve kendi nizamnamesine kavusacakti (24 Temmuz 1747).
Rus tarihinin kaynaklarini toplamakla ise baslayan ve ilk baslarda
Alman bilim adamlarinin énciiliigiinde ¢alismalar yapan kurum II.
Katerina zamaninda gelisme gostermis ve Caricenin 6zel ilgisiyle
Orlof gibi yoneticilerin elinde ilk Rus alimlerin yetigsmesine katki
saglamisti. Akademi teorik calismalarin yaninda Rusya’nin dogal
serveti ve halklar1 hakkinda da ilk arastirmalar1 bu doénemde
glindeme almist1. 1768-1776 yillar1 arasinda tertip edilen “Akademi
ekspedisyonu” sonucu yapilan yayinlar Avrupa dillerine gevrilmis
ve ilgiyle takip edilmigti. Avrupa ve Asya Rusya’sinin ¢esitli
yerlerine yapilan bilimsel yolculuklar neticesinde Rusya’nin
kozmopolit yapisin1 olusturan halklar hakkinda ¢ok Onemli
malzemeler saglanmisti. Bunlardan biiyiik bir kism1 Tiirk halklarina
ait olmalar1 bakimindan Tiirk tarihi ve etnografyast igin biiyiik 5nem
tagtyordu.®? Aragtirmalar t{iniversitelerin kurulmasiyla {iniversite

31  Petro’dan baglayarak akademik kurumlar altinda ¢alisilmaya baslanan Sark,
oncelikle sarki dillerin 6grenilmesini gerekli kilmistir. Bu durum, sarkiyatgi-
ligin hem pratik ve akademik amaglarin1 hem de politik-ekonomik temellerini
birlestirmistir. Rus sarkiyatcilig1 da diigmanini ya da &tekini tanima konusunda
bir motivasyona sahiptir ancak bu unsurlar higbir zaman soyut bir karakter
tasimamustir. I. P. Minayev, bu gercekligi cografi yakinlikla agiklamakta, Rus-
ya’nin Sarkla sadece soyut bir bigimde ilgilenmek igin ¢ok yakin oldugunu
belirterek “Rusya’nin menfaati her zaman Sarkla yakindan alakalidir ve bu
nedenle bizdeki sarkiyat ¢aligmalar1 pratik yansimasi olmaksizin miimkiin de-
gildir” yorumunu yapmaktadir. N. A. Smirnov da ayn1 sekilde “Diismanlarin
ogrenme istegi, Rus yonetimini, Tiirkler ve Kirim Tatarlar1 hakkinda 6zel ola-
rak bilgi toplamak, bu amag i¢in onlara elgiler gondermek, Avrupa iilkelerinin
Tiirklerle Tatarlarin tarihlerini, devlet yapilanmalarin1 ve dinlerini konu edi-
nen yazili kaynaklariyla tanigmak zorunda birakti” demektedir. Mustafa Oz-
dag, “Rus Sarkiyat Caligmalarinin Temelleri Rus Tarihinin Baglangicindan 15.
Yiizyila”, Tiirk Diinyast Incelemeleri Dergisi, lzmir 2009, s. 147 ve 149.

32 TIrwin’in de isaret ettigi gibi Petro bir yandan tebaasini egitirken diger yandan
sayica artirmaya g¢alistyordu. Rusya, Orta Asya ve Kafkasya’da ¢ogunlukla
Miisliimanlarin yagadig: bir imparatorlugun sahibi olmaktayd: ve bu Miisli-
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ve yiiksekokullarin ¢atisi altinda da kendilerine alan acabildiler.
Yelizaveta zamaninda egitim bakani Kont 1. Suvalov’un girigimi
ve ilk Rus alimi sayilan M. Lomonosov’un katilimiyla 12 Ocak
1755°de Moskova’da kurulan {iniversite bu alanda bir 6nciiydii.®
1802°de kurulan Dorpat Universitesi, 1804’te faaliyete baslayan
Kazan ve Kharkov Universiteleri Rusya’da bilimlerin gelisimine
katk1 sagladigi gibi Tiirkoloji ve Sarkiyat sahalarinda da onemli
merkezlere sahip oldular. Ornegin Kazan Universitesi kisa zamanda
Sark incelemelerinin merkezi konumuna geldi. Almanya’dan davet
edilen Frachn, onemli arastirmalar yapmak suretiyle Rusya’da
Sarkiyat sahasim bilimsel esaslara gore kurdu.®* Ondan sonra bu
calismalar1 Berezin adli Rus oryantalisti siirdiiriirken 1819°da agilan
Petersburg Universitesi’nden Rozen ve Barthold gibi oryantalistler
yetisecekti. Giliney Rusya’daki gdcebe Tirk kavimleri tarihini
arastiran Golubovski ya da Bizantinist Kulakovski gibi isimler
ise 1834’de Aziz Vladimir adma acilan Kiyev Universitesi’nde
calismalarini siirdiireceklerdi. Teorik bilgi ile alan aragtirmalarinin
sonuglar birlikte degerlendirilmeye baslandi. Tiirkistan’in Ruslar
tarafindan zapti sonrasinda Rus arkeologlar burada O6nemli
aragtirmalar gerceklestirdiler ve Tiirk tarihiyle ilgili bircok
meselenin halline ¢alistilar.

manlar1 daha etkili bigimde yonetebilmek igin Islam’1 daha iyi anlamak yarari-
naydi. 1702°de Dogu dilleri ¢alismalar i¢in 6zel bir okul kurdugu gibi 1716’da
Kuran’1 Du Ryer’in Fransizcasindan gevirtti. Dimitri Cantemir’e 1722°de ya-
yinlanan Islam Dininin Sistemi adli kitab1 yazdirdi. Rusya Islam topraklarinda
yayildik¢a, Dogu arastirmalarinin gelisebilmesi i¢in daha ¢ok malzeme elde
etti. Ornegin Kafkasya’da Derbend’in ele gegirilisi (1722), Dogu’ya ait el yaz-
malarinin Petersburg’a akmasina yol agt1. Robert Irwin, Oryantalistler ve Diis-
manlart, gev. Bahar Tirnake1, Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, Istanbul 2008, s. 133-134.
Ayrica bkz. Ciristina Birsan, Dimitrie Cantemir and the Islamic World, 1SIS
Press, Istanbul 2004.

33 Akdes Nimet Kurat, Rusya Tarihi, Tirk Tarih Kurumu Yaynlari, Ankara 1948,
s. 437-445.

34  Rusya’da Sark incelemelerinin gelisiminde Alman Sarkiyatcilarinin 6zellikle
Cl. Fraehn’in etkileri hakkinda bkz. Ursula Wokoech, German Orientalism:
The Study of Middle East and Islam from 1800 to 1945, Routledge, New York
2009, s. 224 ve 294 dn. 7.
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Rusya’nin Sark arastirmalarinda 6nemli asamalar kat ettigi
XIX. yiizyilda Ingiltere ve Avrupa’nin geri kalan1 Said’in tabiriyle
“gelisip, serpilen bir bilgi sanayiine sahipti.” Yayinlanan metinlerin
haddi hesab1 olmadigi gibi, bunlarin yayilmasini ve ¢ogaltilmasini
hedefleyen kurumlar ve araci kuruluslar kuruluyordu her tarafta. Bu
yiizyilda ortaya ¢ikan bilim ve bilgi alani orgiitlenmeleri hem kati
hem de kusaticiydi. Arastirma yapmak diizenli bir etkinlik haline
gelmisti. Flaubert “herkesin {iniforma giyecegini” sdylerken bu
duruma isaret ediyordu. Artik bu donemin Sarkiyatgisi romantik bir
Dogu pesinde olan bir amatdr olamazdi, olsa bile ciddiye alinmazdi.
Sarkiyatci olmak demek bu alanda {iiniversitede egitim goriip
uzmanlagmak demekti. 1850’lere gelindiginde hemen her biiyiik
Avrupa iiniversitesinde Sarkiyat¢i disiplinin oturmus bir miifredati
vardi. Gerek Sarkiyatcilar loncasi g¢evresinde gerekse kamuda
yapilan etkinliklerin tek bir onaylanma bi¢imi bilim demekti.?®
Siiphesiz bu yarista Rusya da vardi ve rakiplerinden geri kalmaya
hig de niyetli degildi.®®

Rusya’da oryantalistik sahanin gelisiminde Kazan’in oncelikli
bir yeri vardi.?” Burada Fraehn’in agtig1 yoldan yiiriiyen Berezin,
gibi bilginler Tiirk tarih kaynaklari ve diger mevzular iizerine dikkate
deger incelemeler ortaya koydular. Ayni gabalar 1855’ten sonra
Petersburg Universitesi biinyesinde Sark Dilleri Fakiiltesi kurulunca
burada devam etti. ilimler Akademisine segilen ilk Rus oryantalist
olan Velyeminov Zernov ve aslen Alman olan Baron v. Rozen gibi

35  Edward W. Said, Sarkiyat¢ilik: Bati’min Sark Anlayiglar, ¢ev. Berna Yildirim,
Metis Yayinlari, Istanbul 2016, s. 202-203.

36  Sarkiyatgihigin akademik bir disiplin olarak kurumsallagmasi hakkinda ayrica
bkz. Yiicel Bulut, Oryantalizmin Kisa Tarihi, Kiire Yaymcilik, istanbul 2014, s.
102-119.

37 Kazan’da Sarkiyat arastirmalar1 ve egitimi veren kurumlar basta Kazan Im-
paratorluk Universitesi (1804-1917) olmak tizere Kazan Dini Akademisi, 6n-
celikle Kazan Jimnazisi Sark dilleri 6greten orta okullardi. 1842°de yeniden
faaliyete baslayan Kazan Dini Akademisi Rusya’nin Tiirkoloji merkezlerinden
biri oldu. Burada Arapga, Tiirkce, Tatarca, Mogolca, Kalmikg¢a okutuldu. Alau
Adilbayev, “Rus Oryantalizminin Olusumunda Kazan Ekolii’nlin Roli” Dini
Arastirmalar, Ocak-Nisan 2002, c. 4, say1 12, s. 109-112.
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alimler 6nemli 6grenciler yetistirmenin yani sira kurduklari bilimsel
dergilerdeki yaynlarla da Tiirk tarihi ve Dogulu milletler hakkinda
bir kiilliyat olusturdular. Hig siiphesiz bu Dogu bilgisinin ve Tiirkler
hakkindaki malzemenin toplanmasinda Rusya’nin siyasi yayilisinin
ve giindeminin payr biiyiikti. Tirklerin yasadiklar1 cografya,
kiiltiirleri ve o kiiltiiriin s6zel mirasini olusturan dilleri konusunda bir
ilginin uyanisinda bu siyasi durumun etkileri agikg¢a hissediliyordu.
Alman W. Radloff, Tiirk lehcelerini incelemek icin Sibir’de ve
Kazak-Kirgizlar arasinda uzun siire kalmis, bunu ciltler tutan biiyiik
calismalarinda bilim diinyasina sunmustu. Ancak Tiirk tarihine dair
onemli bir baska katki Rus arkeologlardan Yadrintsev’in 1889°da
Mogolistan’daki Goktiirk alfabesiyle yazili Orhon kitabelerini
bulusuyla gerceklesmisti. Kitabelerin Danimarkali dilbilimei V.
Thomsen tarafindan ¢dziilmesi Melioranski gibi Rus bilginlerin
caligmalari i¢in yeni imkanlar sagladi. Aristov, Tiirk topluluklarin
etnik durumunu calisirken Kazan Universitesi’nden Nikolay
F. Katanov Tiirk lehgeleri iizerine incelemeleriyle isim yapti.3®
Katanov, aslen Tiirk kokenli olup Giiney Sibirya’daki Hakaslar’in
Sagay oymagina mensuptu. Sibirya ve Dogu Tiirkistan’da St.
Petersburg Cografya Cemiyeti’nin gdrevlisi olarak yaptig1 geziler
sonucu Uygur Kitabelerini kopya etmis ve bunlarin sonuglarini bilim
diinyastyla paylasmist. 1894’te Kazan Universitesine atandiginda
burada Tiirk dili, tarihi ve edebiyat1 (Cagatay ve Osmanli) {izerine
dersler vermis ve Kazan Tatarlarindan Sehabeddin Mercani ve
Kayyum Nasiri’nin ilmi ¢aligmalarini kamuoyuna tanitmigt1.>®

38  N.F. Katanov, Tiirk Kabileleri Arasinda, gev. Attila Bagci, Komen Yaynlari,
Konya 2004, agy, Sibirya ve Dogu Tiirkistan 'dan Mektuplar, ¢ev. Burgak Ok-
kali, Tiirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 2008.

39  Bilyiik bir bilgin olan Katanov, 200’iin iizerinde yaymlanmis eser ve bugiin
Rusya’nin ¢esitli kiitiiphanelerinde muhafaza edilen 15.000 sayfay: bulan
miisveddeler birakmistir. 1914 yilinda Carlik Rusya’sinin i¢inde bulundugu
olumsuz kosullar nedeniyle 9000 ciltten olusan kiitiiphanesini satisa ¢ikarmig
bunun iizerine Osmanli hiikiimeti bu énemli kiitiiphanenin 5000 kadarin sa-
tin almustir. Bu eserler Istanbul Universitesi Tiirkiyat Arastirmalari Enstitiisti
kiitiphanesinin en zengin koleksiyonunu olusturmaktadir. Katanov ve eserleri
hakkinda bkz. irina Kokova, Katanov Nikolay Federovi¢, gev. Muvaffak Du-
ranli, Tirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 1998, ayrica Hasan Eren. Tiirkliik
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Sarkiyat¢t V. Smirnov, Kirim Hanligi Tarihi (1887), Osmanli-
Tiirk Edebiyati tizerine eserler verirken*® Samoylovig, Tirk dili
incelemeleriyle taninmisti. Aslen Kazak Tiirklerinden olan Cokan
Velihanov da Dogu Tiirkistan’in tarihi ve cografyasina ait 6nemli

¢aligmalar yaymlamigt1.*'

Rus Universitelerinde Alman akademisyenlerin egemenligi
Ortodoks, anti-rasyonel ve Avrupa fobisi olan c¢evrelerde tepkilere
neden oldugundan Sark konusunda uzman bagka milletlerden
uzmanlarin Rusya TUniversitelerinde kendilerine yer bulmasina
da olanak saglamisti. Bu sayede bir¢ok Iranli ve Afganli yaninda
Tiirkler de cesitli kurumlarda dersler verdiler. Ornegin Mirza
Kazim Bey Petersburg’da Farsca profesorii olmadan dnce Kazan’da

Bilimi Sozliigii 1, Yabanct Tiirkologlar, Tiurk Dil Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara
1998, s. 186-187, Giillii Yologlu, “Omrii Tarihe Dénmiis Bir Bilim Adamu:
N. F. Katanov”, ¢ev. Aijira Topalova, Bilge, say1. 15, Ankara 1988, s. 29-32;
Ahmet Temir. “Tiirk (Hakas) Asilli Rus Tiirkologu N. F. Katanov 862- 922)”,
TDL, LIV/429 (1987). s. 148-153.

40  Rus Sarkiyatciligi’'nda onemli bir yere sahip olan Vasili Dimitriyevi¢ Smir-
nov (1846-1922) Tiirkoloji ¢aligmalar1 i¢inde Osmanli ¢aligmalarini ayri bir
disiplin olarak yer bulmasini saglayan tarihgidir. Vasili Grigoryev’in danis-
manliginda 1873 yilinda yazdig: yiiksek lisans tezinde Kogi Bey ve 17. yiizyil
Tiirk yazarlarmin goéziinden Osmanli gerilemesinin nedenlerini incelemisti.
Tiirkge kaynaklar tizerindeki hakimiyeti Tiirkiye ve Rusya arasinda paralel-
likler kurmasina da imkan saglamistir. Petersburg Universitesi’ndeki 49 yillik
gorevi siiresince Tiirk edebiyati ve tarihi tizerine dersler vermistir. 1875-1911
arasindaki Tiirkiye seyahatleri sirasinda edindigi yazma kaynaklardan ¢ok de-
gerli bir koleksiyon olusturan Smirnov, halk edebiyatindan etkilenmisti. “Kirk
Vezirler Hikayesi” ve “Nasreddin Hoca’nin Fikralarini” Rusca yayiladig gibi
Rus okuru Hazerfen Ahmet Celebi, Katip Celebi ve Selaniki gibi yazarlarla
da tanistirmigti. Arastirmalarinin amacini “Osmanli’nin ig¢ tarihini anlamak”
olarak tarif ediyordu. Osmanli dénemi Kirim Hanlig {izerine yaptig calis-
masi bilyiik ilgi gérmiistiir. Smirnov’un bir baska ydnii de Sansiir Idaresinde
calistyor olmasidir. Bu donemde Carlik rejimi siki bir azinlik politikasi uygu-
luyordu. Rusya’daki Miisliman veya olmayan azinliklarin faaliyetleri kontrol
ediliyordu. Smirnov’un bakisi Carlik idaresinin bakisiyla uyumluydu. O Rus
olmayan aznliklarin asimilasyonunu savunuyordu. Bununla birlikte ¢aligma-
larindaki seviye Rus Tiirkoloji’sinin yoniinii degistirerek Rusya’da Osmanlilar
iizerine bir gelenegin olusumuna hizmet etmistir. Yasami ve eserleri hakkinda
bkz. Thsan Comak, “Vasili Dimitriyevi¢ Smirnov”, Uluslararasi Sosyal Aras-
tirmalar Dergisi, c. 5, say1 21, Bahar 2012, s. 278-284.

41  Kurat, age., s. 457-459.
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Arapca, Farsca ve Islam tarihi derslerini yiiriitmiistii.*2 XIX.

ylizyillda Rusya’da Sarkiyat ve Tiirkoloji alaninda Kazan’in roli

biiyiiktii.*® Imparatorlugun “Dogu kapis1” olan Kazan’da 1804’te bir

iiniversitenin a¢ilmasi, dogrudan Rusya’nin sinirlarmi genigletme,

Orta Asya, Uzak ve Orta Dogu’da konumunu giiclendirme

hedefiyle yakindan ilgiliydi. S6z konusu bolgelerle ilgili politik

hedefler buralarin halklar1 ve cografyast hakkinda gerekli bilgi ve

malzemenin toplanmasimni gerekli kiliyordu. Kazan’in etrafinda

gesitli Tirk lehgelerini konugan halklarin bulunmasi ve bélgedeki

42

43

Asil adi Muhammed Ali olan Mirza Kazim Bey (1802-1870), Kafkasya’daki
Derbend sehri esrafindan Kadi Haci Kasim Bey’in oglu olarak fran’in Rest
sehrinde dogmustu. Muhammed Ali 1823 Temmuz’unda Hiristiyanligi kabul
etti ve Mirza Aleksandr Kdzim Bey (Kazem- Bek) adin1 aldi. Mirza Kazim
Bey’in asil entelektiiel gelismesi Astrahan sehrinde kurdugu bu temaslar neti-
cesinde oldu; misyonerlere Tiirkge ve Arapca dgretmesi karsiliginda onlardan
Ingilizce dersleri aldi ve bu dili ok iyi bir sekilde 6grendi. 1826°da Dogu
dilleri ve edebiyatlar1 okutmani olarak gorevlendirildi. 1828°de Tatar dili ders-
leri Tiirk-Tatar Dili Kiirsiisiine doniistiiriildii ve bagina Kazim Bey getirildi.
Tiirk-Tatar dili yaninda Arapga ve Fars¢a derslerinin sorumlulugu kendisine
verildi. Bu dillerde yaymlar yapan Kazim Bey 1844-1849 yillar arasinda Dil
ve Tarih Fakiiltesi’nin dekan1 oldu. Kazan Universitesi onun ilmi ¢alismalari
i¢in giizel bir ortam hazirlamigti. Buradaki ¢aligmalari sayesinde kisa zamanda
meslektaslari arasinda ve Avrupa’da tanindi. Kazan’da 23 y1l boyunca siirdiir-
diigii basarili caligmalarin sonucunda 1849 yilinda Petersburg’da Dogu Dilleri
Fakiiltesi’nin kurulmas1 amaciyla gorevlendirildi. Mirza Kézim Bey ozellikle
Tiirk dili, Rusya’da yasayan Tiirklerin ve Miisliimanlarin tarihi, {slam dini,
Islam hukuku ve XIX. yiizyildaki dini hareketler konusunda énemli eserler
vermistir. Grammatika turetsko-tatarskogo yazika (Tirk Tatar dilinin grameri,
Kazan 1839), O vzyatii Astrahani v 1660 godu krimskimi tatarami (1660’ta
Astrahan’in Kirim Tatarlar tarafindan zapt;, Kazan 1839), “isledovaniya ob
uygurah” (Uygurlar hakkinda incelemeler, Jurnal Ministerstva Narodnogo
Prosvyasheniya, XXX1/2 [1841]), Polniy konkordans korana (Kur’an’in tam
fihristi. St. Petersburg 1859) eserlerinden bazilaridir. Yasami ve ¢aligmalari
igin bkz. Ahmet Kanlidere, “Mirza Kazim Bey”, Islam Ansiklopedisi, Diyanet
Vakfi Yayinlari, istanbul 2005, c. 30, s. 162-164, ayrica bkz. Muhit Mert, “Rus-
ya’da Sarkiyat Calismalarmin Onciisii, Unlii Tiirk Alimi: Mirza Kazim-Bey”,
TY, XIX/145 (1999), s. 26-34.

Kabhire’deki el-Ezher’de Weil, Edward William Lane gibi Arapg¢a 6grenmek is-
teyen Batililara dersler vermis olan Seyh Muhammed Ayyad et-Tantavi (1810-
1861) Petersburg’da Arapga profesorii olarak gorev yapmisti. Sonraki kusakta
Talin’li bir Baltik aristokratinin oglu ve titiz filolog Fleischer’in 6grencisi olan
Baron Victor Romanovich Rosen (1849-1908) modern metin ¢éziimleme yon-
temlerinin Rusya’daki onciisti olmustu. Robert Irwin, Oryantalistler ve Diis-
manlart, gev. Bahar Tirnakei, Yap: Kredi Yayinlari, istanbul 2008, s. 162.
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zengin malzeme iniversitenin  Sarkiyat kiirsiisiine  biiyiik
firsatlar sunuyordu. Burada Alman Sarkiyat¢i Frachn’mn Tiirkce
elyazmalarinin metin tenkidi ilkelerini olusturmasi ayn1 yolu takip
eden Alaksandr Kazim Bey (1802-1870) gibi isimlere 151k tuttu.
1854-1855 yillarinda hiikiimetin Sarkiyatciligi tasrada degil de
bagskentte giiclendirmek isteyisi nedeniyle Kazan Universitesi’ndeki
kiitiiphane ve akademik kadro St. Petersburg Universitesi’nde
acilan Dogu Dilleri Fakiiltesi’ne nakledildi. XIX. yiizyilin ikinci
yarisinda Iosif Gotwald gibi Arabistler ve Nikolay Katanov gibi
Tiirkologlar Kazan Universitesi’nde Sarkiyat¢iligi canlandirmaya
calistilar. Bu sayede Sarkiyat Boliimii’niin yerini 1878’de faaliyete
gecen ve bolge arkeolojisi ve Tiirkolojiye dair aragtirmalar yapan
Arkeoloji, Tarih ve Etnografya Cemiyeti iiyeleri doldurdular.*
Nikolay Ilminskiy’in (1822-1891) baskanliginda hazirlanan
Altay dilleri grameri Altaistigin dogumuna igaret etmekteydi.
Arkeoloji, Tarih ve Etnografya Cemiyeti’nin tesekkiilityle birlikte
Rusya’da Sarkiyatcilifm arastirma alami uzun bir siire idil-Ural
bolgesiyle sinirli kalacakti. Bununla birlikte yiizyilin ilk yarisi ve
ortasinda sekillenen Kazan Sarkiyat¢iligi, Tatar bilim adamlarim
gliglii bicimde etkileyecektir.*® S6z konusu etki sonraki donemde

44  Biyiik Petro 13 Subat 1718’de ¢ikardig: bir fermanla “toprakta veya suda bu-
lunan eski egya” getirene 6diil verilecegini duyururken aslinda sonraki donem-
de popiiler bir saha haline gelen arkeolojinin de Oniinii agryordu. Bu yolda
1714’de kurulan Kunstakmer ¢ok kisa zaman iginde birgok degerli arkeolojik
esyaya sahip olmustu. 1722’de Volga boyundaki Kama Bulgarlari harabele-
rini gezerek bunlarmn korunmasi igin 6nlem alinmasini isteyen Petro gibi II.
Katerina zamaninda da Alman bilginler Kama Bulgarlarinin, Sibir ve Perm
eserlerinin izlerini siirmiislerdi. Kont A. Musin Puskin gibi aristokrat arkeoloji
meraklilar sayesinde Rus arkeolojisi gelisgme imkan: yakaladi. 1804 yilinda
Moskova Universitesi’ne bagl olarak Rus Tarihi ve Eski Eserleri Tetkik Det-
negi’nin kurulmas: ve N. A. Rumyantsev gibi isimlerin katkilariyla arkeoloji
gelisme gosterdi. 1859°daki Rus Tmparatorluk Arkeologya Dernegi 1864°de
Moskova’da 1877°de ise Petersburg’da arkeoloji cemiyetlerinin kurulmasina
firsat sunmustu. Nihayet bunun sonucunda 1894 yilinda Istanbul’da da bir Rus
Arkeoloji Cemiyeti acild1 ve basina da taninmis Bizantinist F. Uspenski geti-
rildi (Kurat, s. 454).

45  Kazan ekolii Rus sarkiyatgiligma Kazim Bey, 1. N. Berezin, A. P. Smirnov, 1.
N. Holmogorov, G. S. Sablukov gibi 6nemli isimler yetistirmis olsa bile dzel-
likle Tslamiyet ve Kur’an konusunda son derece &n yargili ve hissi olup, ilmi
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Cedit¢ilik adini alacak olan yenilenme hareketi siirecinde artacaktir.
Tatar tarihi diisiincesinin kurucusu Sihdbeddin Mercani (1818-
1889) dgrencisi Hiiseyin Feizhanov’un (1828-1866) da katkisiyla
Rus-Avrupa bilim kiiltiiriniin bazi unsurlarii tarih yazicilig
gelenegine aktarmayi bagaracaktir. Kazan Sarkiyatciligi Tatarlar
arasinda Mercani gibi onciiler edinerek bilimsel sahada sekiiler ve
Rus-Avrupai yontem unsurlarina yer agmistir. Boylelikle Rizaeddin
Fahreddin (1859-1936) ve Mercani’nin felsefi gelenegini devam
ettiren Musa Carullah Bigiyev gibi diisiiniir ve arastirmacilar
yetisebilmistir.*®

XIX. yiizyillda Rusya’da dogu kiiltiiriine vakif, bolge dilleri
bilen, edebi ve tarihl metinleri okuyabilen bir uzmanlar grubunun
yetismig oldugu goriilmektedir. Bunlar yalnizca profesyonel
Sarkiyatcilar olarak degil oryantalist temali eserler veren
edebiyatgilar hatta besteciler olarak da karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.*”

metotlardan yoksun bigimde meseleyi ele alan ¢aligmalar da ortaya koymus-
tur. Smirnov’un belirttigi gibi “higbir ilmi degeri bulunmayan, 6nyargili bu
eserlerin hepsi, Carlik hiikiimetinin Sark halklar1 arasinda yiiriittiigii Ruslas-
tirma politikasinin silahi olarak hizmet gérmiistii.” Kragkovskiy, Kazan ekolii
temsilcilerinin ¢aligmalarini degerlendirirken onlarmn bilimsel verilerden ya-
rarlanmayip, daha ¢ok Islam aleyhtarliginda yapilan Batili oryantalistlerin ¢a-
lismalarini kullandiklariny, ilk el kaynaklara ve Sark dillerine yeterince hakim
olmadiklarini belirtiyordu. Sert ideolojik 6nyargilarla bigimlenen ¢aligmalari
6nemsiz hale getirmisti. Bilyiik Rus Sarkiyatci, Arabiyat uzmani V. R. Rozen
bu yaklagimla miicadele etmis ve onlarin yaklasimlarinin siradan bir ilmi arag-
tirmanin 6lgiilerine bile uymadigimi agiklayarak ilim i¢in tehlikeli oldugunu
sOylemisti. Adilbayev, age., s. 121-122.

46  Rizaeddin Fahreddin yenilik fikri konusunda hocast Mercani’den daha ileri bir
noktay1 temsil ediyordu. slam diisiincesinin birgok énemli ismi yaninda dort
bes yiizyili kapsayan ve Tatar halkinin kiiltiirel hayatinda 6nemli yere sahip
sahsiyetler hakkinda bilgi veren Asdr adli bio-bibliyografik eseri de kaleme
almisti. Musa Carullah da Arap filolojisi ve Islam arastirmalari sahasinda bir-
¢ok eser yazmusti. E1-Ma’arri’nin felsefi goriilerini ¢alismisti. Tiim bu birikim
XX. yiizyilm ilk on yilinda Hadi Atlasi (1876-1938), Abdulbari Battal (1883-
1969), Cemaleddin Velidi (1887-1932) Aziz Gubaydullin (1887-1939), Ali
Rahim (1892-1943) gibi yazarlarin Tatar tarihi, kiltiirii ve filolojisi tizerine
la-dini ilk ¢aligmalar1 yapabilmelerine alt yap: olusturmustur. Mirkasim Us-
manov, Kazan Sarkiyatciligi'min Kaderi, Yeditepe Yayinlari, Istanbul 2013, s.
20-26.

47  Genel olarak Sark mevzusu ve egzotizm romantik donem bestecilerinde her
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Ornegin daha {iniversite yillarinda dogu ile ilgilenmeye baslayan
Tiirkge ve Arapca’nin yaninda birgok dogu ve bati dili 6grenen
Osip Yulian Ivanovi¢ Senkovskiy (1800-1858) bunlardan biridir.
Edebiyat diinyasinda oryantalist, elestirmen olarak taninan yazar,
dogu edebiyatindan yaptig1 cevirilerle de isim yapmistir. 1819°da
Istanbul’a gelen ve bir siire kaldiktan sonra Suriye’ye gecen
Senkovskiy, dogu hakkindaki bilgisini derinlestirmistir. Akademik
olarak Rusya’da Tiirkoloji’nin gelisime biiylik katki saglayan
Senkovskiy’in Hun, Tiirk ve Mogollarin Genel Tarihine Eklemeler
(1824) adli bir ¢aligmasi vardir. O yazmis oldugu Oykiilerde de
Tirkler ve dogu kiiltiirii hakkinda oryantalist imgelemelerin
olusmasma yardimer olmustur. Ik kez 1835 yilinda bir dergide
yaymlanan “Tirk Cingenesi” adli oykiisinde Ege’de gordiigii
Meimen isimli ¢ingene kizim1 kendi istegiyle yaninda getiren
ve sonra izini kaybeden bir adamin maceralarini anlatir. Burada
Istanbul oldukca oryantalist bir sunumla yalmzca dekor olarak
aktarilirken Avrupali-Dogulu karsilagtirmasina bagvurulur. Bir
Dogulu olarak Tiirklerin karakteristik 6zellikleri verilmeye ¢alisilir.
Onun Istanbul’u son derece egzotiktir.*3

zaman ilgi konusuydu. Rus bestecilerinin $ark’a olan ilgisi daha ilk tecriibe-
lerde kendini gosterebilmisti. Rusya’da saray donemi bestecilerinden V. A.
Paskevig’in (1742-1797) librettosu Carige II. Katerina’ya ait olan Pevey isimli
komik operasinda oryantalizmin izleri goriiliiyordu (1786). Eserin ilk temsi-
linde tiim kahramanlarin kiyafetleri Carigenin emriyle Tiirk kumaslarinda ha-
zirlanmis ve muhtesemligi ile takdir toplamisti. Bununla birlikte Rus oryanta-
lizmi miizikteki asil klasik gelisimini Glinka’nin eserlerinde buldu. Bestecinin
Ruslan ve Lyudmila operasinda Rus oryantalizmi fantastik ve egzotik dokuda
bir araya geldi. Operada Kafkas iilkelerinin orijinal melodileri canlandirila-
bildi. Fakat XIX. yiizyilda Rus bestecilik ekoliiniin mensuplar1 Sark’1 orijinal
melodi, ritim ve entonasyonuyla da yorumlamayi basardilar. Rus beslerinin
eserlerinde s6z konusu durum son derece belirgindi. Borodin (1833-1887) Car
Igor operasinin uvertiiriinde ve Poloveg sahnelerinde, Orta Asya steplerinde,
Cui (1835-1918) Kafkas esiri operasinda, Balakirev (1837-1910) Islamey
pivano fantezisi, Sark romanslarinda, Mussorgsky (1839-1881) Khovancina
operasinda Acem kizlarmin danslarinda, Rimski-Korsakov (1844-1908) ise
Sadko operasinda, Sehrazad siiitinde ve Altin horoz operasinda oryantalizm
akimin etkisinde temalara yer vermislerdir. Aynur Sultanova, “Rus Beslerinin
Eserlerinde Oryantalizm Akim1”, IDIL,2012,¢. 1, say1 5, s. 189-197.

48  Omegin dykiiniin baslarinda bir yerde kahramanlardan birisi “Tiirkler icin
hep uyduruyorlar. Bir Tiirk ten nasil dogru bekliyorsun ki?” derken; 6ykiiniin
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Osip Senkovskiy, Petersburg Universitesi’nde Tiirkge dgretiminin
baglamasina katkida bulunan en énemli isimdi. Temel alan1 Arapca
olsa da Farsca ve Tiirk¢e konusundaki derinligi Tiirk¢e nin burada
kendisine ilmi ¢aligma alani olarak yer bulmasina imkan sagladu.
Bircok 6grenci yetistiren Senkovskiy’'nin ardindan 6grencisi A. O.
Muhlisnkiy (1808-1877) sonraki yillarda Petersburg Universitesi
Tiirk dili bolimiinde akademisyen olarak calismistir. Senkovskiy,
Tiirkolojiye dair dncii caligmalarin mimariydi. Baron Meyendorf un
Buhara’daki elgilik gorevi sirasinda getirdigi Buhara tarihiyle ilgili
Farsca eseri notlar ve agiklamalarla birlikte Fransizca’ya ¢evirmis
“Hunlarmn, Tiirklerin ve Mogollarin Genel Tarihine Ek” ismiyle
1824°te yaymlamisti. Sefere gidecek Rus askerleri igin 1854°te iki
cilt olarak yayinlanan Karmannaya Kniga Dlya Russkih Voinov v
Turetskih Pohodah adli Tiirkge gramer kitabii hazirlamisti. Ikinci
cildinde yer alan Tiirkge Konusma Dilinin Temel Kurallar1 baglikli
boliim sadece konusma dilini degil genel Tiirk¢e gramer igin de
yardimc1 bir kaynak niteligi tasiyordu. Petersburg’daki Tirkge
boliimiiniin ilk hocasi olan Senkovskiy, dil ile kiiltiir arasindaki
baga dikkat ¢ekmis, Tiirk toplumunun kiiltiiriinii ve inang bi¢imini
de dogru algilamanin gerekliligini vurgulamisti. O, V. Fomiceva’ya
gbre yasayan Dogu’ya dokunan, onun halklarinin hayatlarini,
huylarini goren ilk sarkiyatgiydi.*°

Rusya’da Osmanlica egitimi 19. ylizyilin ilk yarisinda Rus
Universitelerindeki Dogu  dilleri  fakiiltelerinde yerlesecektir
ancak bu konuda devletin daha pratik hedeflerine hizmet eden
egitim kurumlari Onciilik etmistir. Osmanlica egitim veren ilk
kurum 1823’te iki yillik kurs seklinde kurulan ve Tirkiye ve
Iran’daki Rus elgiliklerine terciiman yetistirmeyi amaglayan St.

sonlarinda Tiirkler ve buna bagli olarak Dogulular “Su yazliklarina baksana.
Zenginine de fakirine de burada herkese ayni ferahlik var: giines ve tembellik”
ifadeleriyle tembellikle suglanmaktadir. Hiiseyin Kandemir, Rus Edebiyatinda
Istanbul, Cizgi Yaymlari, Konya 2009, s. 32-33.

49  Yasamu ve eserleri hakkinda bkz. Muvaffak Duranli, “Osip Senkovskiy’in Rus
Tiirkoloji’sinin Gelisimine Katkis1”, Tiirk Diinyast, Ankara, Bahar 2018, say1
45,s.77-91.



Petersburg’daki Disigleri Bakanligi Asya Dairesi’ne bagli Dogu
Dilleri Egitimi Boliimii’diir. Bu konudaki bir bagka énemli girisim
de Moskova’da 1820’lerde faaliyete baslayan Lazarev Dogu Dilleri
Enstitiisii ve Odessa’daki Riselyevskiy Yiiksekokulu’na bagli Dogu
Enstittisti’ diir.®

Lazarev Okulu, Rusya’nin Yakin Dogu ve Kafkasya’daki
emperyal miicadelesinin yogunlastigi bir donemde Carlik
otokrasisinin emperyal politikalarinin vasitasi ve ayni zamanda
Rus sarkiyat¢iligimin 6nemli merkezlerinden biri olmustur. L.
E. Lazarev, F. Y. Kors, V. A. Gordlevskiy, V. F. Minorsky, A. Y.
Kirimskiy, B. V. Miller gibi iinlii Rus Tiirkolog ve Sarkiyatgilar
bu okuldan yetigmisler, bu kurumda hocalik yapmislardir. Carlik
Rusya’sinda 6zellikle biirokratlarin yetistigi bir merkez olarak kisa
zamanda gii¢lii bir mevki edinen Lazerev Sark Dilleri Enstitiisti®',
birgok Unlii Rus yazarm da bir bigimde bag kurdugu ve iginde

50 Lazarev Enstitiisii daha énce [ran Sahmm hizmetinde bulunan zengin Er-
meni ailesi Lazaryanlar tarafindan desteklenen 6zel bir Ermeni okulu olarak
1815’de Moskova’da kurulmustur. 1828’de okul resmi olarak bir enstitii haline
getirilmis ve Halk Egitimi Bakanligi’nin gozetimine girmistir. Burada Dogu
dilleri yaninda Dogu halklarmin tarihi ve cografyasi da 6gretilmistir. Odes-
sa’daki Riselyevskiy Yiiksekokulu'na bagli Dogu Enstitiisii (1828-1854) ise
egitimli gevirmenler yetistirmek icin kurulmustur. Ogrenci sayisi alti olarak
smurli tutulan okulda Arapga, Fars¢a ve Tiirkce ogretilmistir. Sahin, age., s.
654-655.

51  Enstitiiniin sarkiyat¢ilik ve emperyal siyasete yonelik istlendigi ¢ifte misyon
kurulus siirecinde basinda bulunan isimlerin biirokratik baglantilarindan da
goriilmekteydi. Enstitiiniin belli zamanlarda baskanligim1 ve ayni zamanda
hamiligini de iistlenen Aleksey Andreyevi¢ Arakceyev (1769-1834) Alek-
sandr Hristoforovi¢ Benkendorf (1782-1844) ve Aleksey Fyodorovi¢ Orlov
(1787-1862) XIX. yiizyilin ilk yarisinda Rus otokrasisinin muteber simalari
ve muteber isimleriydiler. 1870’lerde enstitiintin sorumlusu Dmitriy Andreye-
vig Tolstoy (1823-1889), Halk Maarif Nazirtydi. Bu kurumun kurucusu Ivan
Yekimovi¢ Lazarev’den (1876-1858) sonra yerine gegen kardesi Hristofor Ye-
kimovi¢ Lazarev (1789-1871) Rusya hariciyesinde, 6zellikle Asya Dairesinde
kritik gorevlerde bulunmus; Hariciye Nazir1 Karl Nesselrode’nin emriyle Ya-
kin Dogu’da, Osmanli ve Tran’da hususi ve hassa misyonlar icra etmek iizere
Benkendorf’un maiyetinde yer almustir. Ozhan Kapici, “Carlik Otokrasisinin
Hizmetinde Bir Sarkiyat ve Tiirkoloji Mektebi: XIX. Yiizyilda Ermeni Laza-
rev Sark Dilleri Enstitiisii’ntin Kurulusu ve Faaliyetlerine Genel Bir Bakis”,
Tiirkbilig, 2016/31, s. 3-4.
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bulundugu bir okuldu. Puskin, Griboyedov, Jukovskiy gibi yazar
ve sairler, hatta Turgenyev 1829°da bu okulda bir siire okumustu.
“XIX. yiizyilin ikinci ¢eyreginde Rus edebiyatinda Kafkasya’ya
yonelik uyanan egzotik ve oryantalist merak mektebin popiilerligini
de artirdi; Lazerev Enstitiisii, Rus romantizminin oryantalizmle
bulustugu ¢agda dogdu ve Kafkasya ve Yakin Sark, bu entelektiiel
birlikteligin nesnesi haline geldi.”®?

1870’lerde Maarif Nezareti’ne baglanan enstitiide li¢ Sark dili
egitimi ve tarih derslerine ilave olarak etnografya dersleri de konmus
ve boylelikle okul tam anlamiyla uzman yetistiren bir Sarkiyat
miiessesesi  oldu.’® Sarkiyat Ogretiminin tamamlayicist olarak
hocalarin ve 6grencilerin saha aragtirmalari yapmalari i¢in Tirkiye
ve Iran’da gorevlendirilmeleri yiizyilin son ceyreginde enstitiiniin
genel bir politikas1 haline gelmistir. N. Afanasyev, A. Kirimskiy, V.
Miller ve V. Minorskiy gibi Sarkiyatcilar bu sekilde defalarca fran
ve Osmanli topraklarinda arastirmalar yapabildiler. Bu kurumun
Carligin son giinlerinde Tiirkoloji sahasinda yetistirdigi en énemli
isim biyik bir Selguklu uzmani olan Vladimir Aleksandravig
Gordlevskiy (1876-1956) idi. 1904 yilinda arastirmalar yapmak
tizere iki yillik bir siire i¢in Anadolu’ya gelmisti.>

52 Kapic, age., s. 5.

53 Bu donemde Arap edebiyati hocasi G. A. Marcus ve M. O. Attai, Fars dili ve
edebiyat1 hocasi Stefan Isayevig Nazaryan ve Tiirkoloji hocasi da Lazar Em-
manuelovig Lazarev’dir. Derslerin 6gretilme metodu St. Petersburg Universi-
tesi Sarkiyat Fakiiltesi ve Paris Yagayan Sark Dilleri Okulu’nun metotlarindan
miilhem hazirlanmistir. L. E. Lazarev ve F. Y. Kors’un caligmalari akademik
ve idari olarak enstitiide ¢1g1r agmustir. Kors alaninda uzman bir Semitolog ve
Tiirkolog’du. Lazarev’in 6limiinden sonra Tiirkge dersleri S. E. Sakov, pratik
Tiirkge dersleri ise S. G. Tserunyan tarafindan yiriitiilmistiir. Kapic, age., s
24-25.

54 Gordlevskiy, Osmanli resmi makamlarindan Anadolu’da Konya, Hiidavendi-
gar, Ankara ve Amasya gibi merkezlerde hem Osmanlicasini pratik bigimde
gelistirmek hem de bilimsel arastirmalar yapmak iizere Istanbul’daki Rusya
sefareti aracilifiyla izin talep etmis ve bu izinler kendisine verilmisti. Lakin
aragtirmalarin takip edilmesi konusunda Béabiali hassas davranmustir. Burada-
ki deneyimi geng sarkiyat¢ida iz birakmis ve doniisii sonrasinda Tiirkiye’nin
sosyokiiltiirel tarihine yogun bigimde egilmistir. Fransa’daki ¢aligmalarinin ar-
dindan 1907°de Lazarev Ensitiisii’ne Sark Dilleri Edebiyati ve Tiirk Dili hocas1
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Gordlevskiy ismi sonraki donemde Rusya’daki Tiirkoloji sahas1
icin ¢cok onemli bir yere sahip olacakti. Kimi zaman olaylara sinif
catismasi temelinde bakigi Togan gibi Tiirk yazarlarca elestirilse
de (ki o da alanindaki 6nemini kabul eder), Ernst Werner, Claude
Cahen gibi alimler onun eserlerinin Tiirkoloji i¢in 6nemine igaret
etmislerdir. Anadolu Selguklu doénemi folkloru, etnografyasi
ve edebiyati onun ¢aligmalarinda biitiinliik¢ii bir birikim ortaya
cikarabilmisti. Yalnizca Moskova’daki Sarkiyat ¢evrelerinde degil
St. Petersburg’daki geng Tiirkologlar tarafindan da eserleri yakindan
takip edilmis bir 4limdi.% Selguklu Anadolu’su hakkinda yazdiklari
sonraki donemdeki arastirmalara ilham kaynagi olusturmustu.®

olarak davet edilmisti. Gordlevskiy, klasik sarkiyat¢igin tipik bir numunesiydi,
dolayisiyla filoloji merkezli olmak {izere sosyo-kiiltiirel tarih, edebiyat ve et-
nografyayi Tiirkoloji disiplininde birlestirebilmistir. Kapici, age., s. 25-26.

55  Taninmis Rus Arabisti Kratschkovski ondan “degerli Osmanli uzmanimiz”
diye sz eder ve kendisinin aragtirmalarinda Arapga kaynaklari ¢ok sistemli
bigimde kullandigini, birkag ¢aligmasinin da dogrudan dogruya Arabiyat ala-
ninda oldugunu belirtir. Gordlevskiy’in Tiirk dili ve edebiyati sahasinda yayn-
lanmus iki kitabi vardir. Ocerki po novoj osmanskoj litjeraturje (yeni Osmanli
edebiyat1 lizerine arastirmalar, Moskva 1912), Grammatika tureckogo jazyka
(Turk dili grameri, Moskva 1928). Bunlardan 6zellikle ikincisi, Tiirk grame-
ri alanina oldugu kadar Tiirk lehgelerinin yazimi alanina da yaptig1 katkilar
sebebiyle literatiirde segkin bir yere sahiptir. Tiirkoloji’nin ¢esitli dallarinda
yazdig1 ilmi makale ve inceleme yazilarinin en 6nemlileri Izbranniye socineni-
Jja (secilmis eserler) ad1 altinda dort ciltlik bir kiilliyat halinde yayimlanmustir.
Eserin I. cildi (Moskva -Leningrad 1960) tarih, II. cildi (1961) dil ve edebiyat,
II1. cildi (1962) kiiltiir tarihi, IV. cildi (1968) etnografya ve miiteferrik konular
uizerinedir. Yagamu ve eserleri hakkinda bkz. Turgut Akpinar, “Vladimir Alek-
sandravi¢ Gordlevskiy”, Islam Ansiklopedisi, Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Yayinlari,
istanbul 1996, c. 14, s. 114-115, ayrica Y.E. Bertels, “Vladimir Aleksandrovig
Gordlevkiy”, Akademiku V. A. Gordlevskomu k yivo 75 letiyu, Moskova, 1953,
s. 5-9.

56  Gordlevski’nin kitap halinde ¢ikmis 6nemli aragtirmalarinin basinda Selguklu-
larla ilgili kaleme aldif1 Gosudortsvo seldzhukidov maloj azii (Moskva 1941)
adli eseri gelir. Bu eserin Tiirkge cevirisi i¢in bkz. Kiigiik Asya’da Sel¢uklular,
¢ev. Timurlan Omorov, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 2015, ayrica eser
hakkinda bir degerlendirme i¢in bkz. I. Melikoff-Sayar. “Gordlevski’s The Em-
pire of the Selcuqids of Asia Minor”, JNES, say1. 10 (1951), s. 268-280.
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sksksk

XIX. yiizyilda Rusya’da Sarkiyatciligin  yiikselisinde
somut ihtiyaglar ve pragmatik egilimlerin belirleyiciligi bastan
beri Tirkoloji sahasinin  gelisimine de katki saglamigt1.5”
Rus Imparatorlugu’nun Orta Asya, Kafkasya ve Osmanli
Imparatorlugu ile olan iliskileri Tiirk tarihi, dili ve etnografyasi
icin Sarkiyat ¢evrelerinde bir ilginin uyanmasinda etkiliydi. Ayrica
Imparatorlugun biinyesinde Miisliiman halklarin bulunmas1 da
soz konusu ilgiye faydaci bir cerceve sagliyordu.®® Bu sayede
dil sahasinda karsilagtirmali ¢aligmalara imkan veren kosullar
olusmustu. Tatarca’nin ilk gramerini hazirlayan I. Giganov (6. 1800)
(Grammatica tatarskogo jazyka. Petersburg 1801) bu caligmada
Tatar diyalektinin Tobol agzini islemis ve bunu Kirgizca ve Tiirkge
ile karsilastirmustir. {1k orijinal Tiirk dili klavuzunu hazirlamis olan
Senkovskiy’den sonra Istanbul’da Rus biiyiik el¢iliginde terciiman
olan Alexandre Handjéri’nin biiyiik sozligini (Dictionnaire
Frangois-arabe-persan et turc, I-111, 1840-1841) Minas Medici’nin
Kirim Tatarcasinin step agzinin gramerini kapsayan ilk deneme

57  David Schimmelpennick van der Oye, Russian Orientalism: Asia in the Rus-
sian Mind from Peter the Great to the Emigration, Yale University Press,
2010.

58  Carlik Rusya’sinda 18. ve 19. yiizyillarda Miisliiman halklarla ilgili izlenen
siyasette imparatorluk ideolojisinin etkisi agik¢a hissedilmekteydi. 1735°te
meydana gelen biiyiik bir Bagkurt ayaklanmasi sonrasinda Orenburg Birlikleri
Komutam Ivan Krilov, din adamlarmin burada éncii bir rol oynadiklarim soy-
leyerek uyarict bir etkide bulunmustu. Bunun {izerine Carlik hiikiimeti Miis-
liiman tebaa ile iyi iliskileri olan din adamlarryla aray1 iyi tutmanin yollarim
aramistt. 1756’da Carige Elizabet’in fermani ile Miisliiman erkek sayis1 200 ile
300’1 bulan kdylerde mescit yapimina izin verdi. 1777°de Carige II. Katerina
ise sehirlerde tastan mescitlerin yapimina imkan sagladi. 1787’de Kur’an ilk
defa Arapga basildi. I. Pavel doneminde Kazan’da Asya Matbaas1 kurularak
dini eserler yayimlandi. 1789°da ise Ufa’da Miiftiiliik kuruldu. II. Katerina’nin
Miisliimanlara yonelik 1limli politikasinda kisisel yapis1 kadar Osmanlilarla
giristigi savaslarin da etkili oldugu gériiliiyordu. Igeride Miisliiman tebaasiyla
bir sorun yasamaktan kaginiyordu. 1794 yilina gelindiginde Bahgesaray Miif-
tiisii bolgedeki Miisliimanlarin temsilcisi olarak taninacakti. Mustafa Kiitiikgii,
Rusya’da Islam, Aragtirma Yayinlari, Ankara 2015, s. 78-82, ayrica bkz. N.
A. Smirnov, Sovyet Rusya’da Islam Tarihi Incelemeleri, ¢ev. Arif Berberoglu,
Evrensel Basim Yayin, Istanbul 2013, s. 21-70.
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yayinlanmistir. Tlirk-Tatar gramerinin yazari olarak taninan Kazem
Bek’in ¢alismast (Grammatika turecko-tatarskogo jazyka, Kazan
1839, 2. Bas. 1846) Rusya’da oldugu gibi, Batt Avrupa’da da
Jean Deny’nin grameri yayinlanincaya kadar Tirk¢e 6gretiminde
kullanilmistir.

Rus Tiirkoloji’sinde yeni bir donemin kurucusu ise Vasili
Vasilyevi¢ Radloff veya Wilhelm Radloff (1837-1918) taninan
iinli bilim adamidir. Tiirkoloji ¢evrelerinde Tiirk diyelektlerinin
tasnifi sorununa ¢6ziim ireten Radloff’un tasnifi bu yolda yeni
bir denemedir.®® Radloff biiyiik bir alim olarak ¢agdas Tiirkler
arasinda yapmis oldugu gezilerinden topladigi dil 6rneklerini de
yaymlamistir. Sibirya gezilerden toplamis oldugu bilgiler 1884
yilinda Aus Sibirien. Lose Blatter aus dem Tagebuche eines reisenden
Linguisten adiyla basilmistir. En biiylik eseri Tiirk diyalektlerinin
anitsal bir sozligidir (Versuch eines Worterbuches der Tiirk-
Dialecte). Bu calisma 1888-1911 yillar1 arasinda hazirlanmig bu
konudaki en bilyiik sozliiktiir. Rusya’da Tirk dili iizerine yeni
bir ekol olusturan Radloff, Kutadgu Bilig ve Codex Cumanicus®

59  Radloff’un iinli g¢aligmasi Leipzig’de 1883’te yayinlanan Vergleichende
Grammatik der nordlichen Tiirksprachen Phonetik adli eseridir. Burada Tiirk
diyalektlerinin fonetigi iizerinde durmustur. Ayni ¢alismada Tiirk diyalektleri-
nin tasnifini de yapmistir (Classification der Tiirk-Dialecte nach der phonetis-
chen Erscheinungen s. 280-291). Burada diyalektlerin tasnifinde ses ozellik-
lerine dayanan Radloff, cografi durumu da goz 6niinde tutmustur. S6z konusu
tasnifte Cuvas ve Yakut diyalektlerine yer verilmedigi goriilmektedir. Onun
bu tasnifi sonradan A. N. Samoylovi¢ tarafindan tamamlanmistir (Nekotorye
dopolnenija k klassificacii tureckix jazykov, Leningrad 1922; K voprosu o klas-
sifikacii tureckix jazykov, Bakii 1926).

60  Bilim gevrelerinde Codex Cumanicus adiyla taninan bu ¢alisma XIV. yiizyilin
baslarinda kaleme alinmis olup Kuman Tiirklerinin dili tizerine topluca bilgi
igermektedir. Ttalyan sair Petrarca bu yazmay1 1362 yilinda Antonius Fina-
le’den alarak Venedik Cumbhuriyeti’ne armagan etmisti. Yazmanmn basinda
1303-1362 arasinda yazildigina dair bilgiler yer almaktadir. Petrarca kodeksi
denilen ve bugiin Venedik’te San Marco Katedrali kitapliginda saklanan bu
yazma tizerine Danimarkali Tiirkolog Kaare Grenbech tarafindan bir ¢aliyma
yapilmstir. K. Grenbech, Codex Cumanicus in Faksimile, Monumenta Lingu-
arum Asige Maioris 1, Copenhagen, 1936, C. Salemann, “Zur Kritik des Codex
Cumanicus,” Bulletin de 1’Académie Imperiale des Sciences de St. Peters-
bourg, 6th ser., 4, 1910, s. 943-47.
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gibi eserlerin yani sira Uygurca yazmalar iizerine de calismis,
Anadolu Selcuklu siiri tizerine yazmistir (Die Seldschukischen
Verse im Rebabnameh. Mélanges Asiatiques X, 1, 1890, s. 17-77).
Onun Selguklu siiri ilizerine yaptig1 ¢alismalar Rus Tiirkolog Carl
Salemann (1849-1916) (Noch einmal die Seldschukischen Verse.
Meélanges Asiatiques X, 2, 1892, s. 174-245) ve N. N. Martinovig
(1883-1939) tarafindan da siirdiiriilmiistir (Nov tarafindan da
sirdirilmistir (Novyj sbornik stixov Dzelal-ed-dina i Sultana
Veleda. Zapiski XXIV, s. 205-232, Petrograd 1917). Radloff,
uzun Omriinii Tirkoloji’nin kurumsallasmasina vakfederken
yazdig1 donemin izlerini de iizerinde tastyarak kimi yorumlarinda
Barthold’un da belirttigi gibi ifrata kagmistir. Bu durum onu kimi
eserlerinin ve yorumlarinin tenkit edilmesine neden olurken Alman
meslektaslariyla giristigi bilimsel polemikler Petersburg-Berlin
bilim ¢evrelerinin de uzun siirecek bir tartigma siirecinin pargasi
olmasina yol agmistir.®!

Tiirk dili hakkindaki ¢aligmalar i¢in Radloff’un agtig1 yol daha
sonra 6grencileri ya da takipgilerince de mesafe kat etmeyi siirdiirdii.
Ogrencisi Platon M. Melioranskiy (1868-1906) Kazak¢a’nin
gramerini yazdi (Kratkaja grammatika kazak-kirgizskogo jazyka.
I, Petersburg 1894, II, Petersburg 1897). Kiil Tegin anit1 {izerine
de onemli bir ¢aligma kaleme alan Melioranskiy, Sivasli Ahmet
Burhaneddin’in Divani’ndan &rnekler verdigi gibi ibn Miihenna
adl1 Arap filologun Tiirk dili hakkindaki eserini isledi. S. E. Malov
daha sonra ayni eserin Istanbul yazmas: {izerine bir ¢aligma yapti
(Ibn Muxanna o tureckom jazyke. Zapiski Kollegii Vostokovedov
V, 1930, s. 507-525). Bu donemde Rus Tiirkologlar1 bat1 Tiirkgesi
ve Anadolu agizlart iizerine onemli bir kiilliyatin olugumuna
katki sagladilar. Ornegin Fedor E. Kors (1843-1915) bat1 Tiirk
diyalektlerinde simdiki zaman bigimleri lizerine yazdig1 ¢alismayla
tanind1. Rusca’da kullanilan Tiirkg¢e alintilar konusundaki ¢aligsmasi

61  Radloff’un hayati, ilmi kisiligi ve eserleri hakkinda bkz. Ahmet Temir, Tiir-
koloji Tarihinde Wilhelm Radloff Devri, Atatiirk Kiiltiir, Dil ve Tarih Yiiksek
Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 1991.



RUSSIA & TURKEY BILATERAL RELATIONS IN INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT 155

da Tiirk dilinin etkilerine dikkat ¢ekiyordu. V. A. Maksimov (1836-
1900) ise ilgisini Anadolu’ya yoneltmis, Hiidavendigar ve Karaman
agizlar tizerinde ¢alismistt (Opty issledovanija tjurkskix dialektov v
Hudavendgjare i Karamanii, Petersburg 1967. 2, 99 s.).52

Sarkiyat¢iligin bir kolu olarak dogan Tiirkoloji’de ilk onceleri
filolojik tetkiklerin, dil konusundaki saha arastirmalarinin, gramer
ve sozlikk caligmalarinin oncelikli bir yeri olsa da tarih alaninda
da 6nemli bir literatiiriin olusumuna hizmet edildigi goriilecektir.®®
Arap ve Iran tarihgiliginin yaninda Tiirk tarihinin farkli dénemlerine
egilen bir uzmanlar grubu yetisecektir. Bu isimlerin en basinda
ise Rus Sarkiyat¢iliginin tarih sahasinda yetistirdigi en &nemli
alim oldugu {izerinde birlesilen Vasilij Viladimirovi¢ Barthold
(1869-1930) gelmektedir. St. Petersburg Universitesi’ndeki
ogrenciligi doneminde Dogu Dilleri Fakiiltesi’nde (1887-1891)
inlii Arabiyat¢1 Baron Viktor Romanovig Rosen’in dgrencisi olan
Barthold, Almanya’da Halle Universitesi’nde Prof. A. Miiller ile
E. Meyer, Strassburg Universitesi’nde de Prof. Th. Noldeke’ nin
derslerinden yararlandi.® 1892 yilinda Rusya’ya dondiikten
sonra Tiirkistan’a gitmig ve bolge hakkinda detayli incelemelerde

62  Rus Tirkologlarin XIX. ve XX. ylizyi1ldaki mesainin genel bir degerlendirmesi
icin bkz. Hasan Eren, Tiirkliik Bilimi Sozliigii: Yabanct Tiirkologlar, Atatiirk
Kiiltiir, Dil ve Tarih Yiiksek Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 1998, s. 83-90.

63 Rus Tiirkoloji’sinde gramer ¢aligmalari Bobrovnikov’un 6nciiliigiinde basla-
mustir. Sonraki gramer yazarlari ondan etkilenmiglerdir. Lazar Budagov’un
(1812-1878) Tiirk-Tatar diyalektlerinin sozliigli onemini hala korumaktadir.
Radloff’un da ¢ok yararlandig1 bu sozliikk eski edebi eserlerin, 6zellikle Ca-
gatayca eserlerin okunup anlasilmasi igin degerli bir ¢alismadir. V. V. Vel’ya-
minov-Zernov (1830-1904) Ali Sir Nevai’nin eserlerine dayali anonim bir
Cagatayca sozlilk hazirlamistir. Radloff’un 6grencisi N. F. Katanov Uryanhay
diyalektigi tizerine ¢aligmistir. Onlarin olusturdugu filolojik arastirmalar zemi-
ni 1917 sonrasinda hizl bigimde ilerlemistir. Eren, age., s. 91-94.

64  Daha once de belirtildigi gibi Rus Sarkiyatciliginin ve Tiirkoloji’sinin gelisi-
minde Alman miistesriklerin roli bilyiiktii. Birgok Rus uzmanin yetismesinde
donemin 6nemli Alman hocalarinin katkis1 vardi. Rus Tiirkoloji’si basindan
itibaren Bat1 Avrupa olmak lizere Alman asilli Tiirkologlarin ¢alisma ve yayn-
larmt takip ediyordu. Radloff ve Bothlingk gibi pek ¢ok arastirmact her iki dil-
de de aragtirmalar yapmisti. Mehmet Kutalmis, “Ilk Dénem (1700-1917) Rus
Tiirkoloji’sinin Temel Ozellikleri”, Uluslararast Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi,
c. 7,say131,s. 196.



156 RUSYA & TURKIYE ULUSLARARASI BAGLAMDA IKILI ILISKILER

bulunmustu. Bathold’un doktora tezi Mogol istilasina kadar olan
donemde Tiirkistan’1 ele almakta olup, saglam metodu ve saglikli
hiikiimleriyle ilim ¢evrelerinde takdir toplamigti.® Bu eser yazarin
kendinden 6nce yapilmig c¢alismalarin ileri bir noktaya tagimmast
anlamma geliyordu.®® Barthold’un Petersburg Universitesi’nde
gecen akademik yasamu Orta Asya tarihinin birgok karanlik
yoniiniin aydinlatilmasi konusunda verimli bir doneme isaret
ettigi gibi yayinladigi dergiler ve bilim kurullarinda tiye olarak
yer aldigi 6nemli aragtirma merkezlerinde Tiirkoloji konusunda
bilimsel aragtirmalarin diizeyinin yiikselmesine dogrudan katki
saglad1.’” Tirk tarihinin Ortagag’ina dair belge ve malzemelerin

65  Bathold’un Turkestan V epokhu mongol skogo nasestvija (1-11. St. Petersburg
1898- 1900) baglikli tezi kisa zamanda baska dillere gevrilmistir. Turkestan:
Down to the Mongol Invasion, Oxford University Press, 1928, eserin Tiirkge
cevirisi igin bkz. Mogol Istilasina Kadar Tiirkistan, gev. Hakki Dursun Y1ldiz,
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 1990. Ayrica Fatih Kerimof tarafindan
Ozbek Tiirkgesi’ne gevrilen eser (Monquilar daurida Turkistan, Moskova-Se-
merkand 1931) Kerim Kisaverz tarafindan Fars¢a’ya (Tiirkistanname, Tahran
1349), Selahaddin Osman Hagim tarafindan Arapga’ya gevrilmistir.

66  Vasilij Viladimirovi¢ Barthold’un ilmi ilgilerinin ve ¢aligmalarinin sekillenme-
sinde tiniversitedeki hocalari kadar, sahsi iliskileri de etkiliydi. Onun klasikle-
sen calismasi Turkestan V epokhu mongol skogo nasestvija, V. A. Jukovskiy’in
meshur eseri Drevnsti Zakaspiyskogo kraya. Razvalini starogo Merva [Hazar
Kiyilan Asar-1 Atikleri, Eski Merv Harabeleri] ve Miisliiman miielliflerin,
Arap, Fars ve Tiirk seyyahlarin, cografyacilarin, kozmograflarin ve tarihgilerin
el yazmalarma dayandirilarak Merv hakkinda yazilmig olan miikemmel tarihi
denemelerin etkisi altinda meydana gelmisti. B. V. Lunin, V. V. Barthold ve Rus
Oryantalizminde Orta Asya, ¢ev. Cengiz Buyar, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari,
Ankara 2015, s. 13.

67  1910’da Petrograd ilimler Akademisi’ne muhabir iiye, 1913’te de asli iiye se-
¢ildi. Daha sonra Rus ilimler Akademisi’ne iiye oldu. Rus Arkeoloji Kurumu
Dogu Béliimii'niin sekreterligi (1905-1913), sonra baskanligi (1918-1922).
Orta ve Dogu Asya Arastirmalari Rus Komitesi sekreterligi (1903-1921).
Asiatic Museum’a bagl Miistesrikler Komitesi’nin bagkanligi (1921-1930)
ve 1925-1930 yillar1 arasinda bu kurumun y1lli1 (Zapiski Kollegii Vostoko--
vedov pri Aziatskom muzee Rossiiskol Akademii nauk) ile ayrica iran adli
derginin editorliigi (1927-1929) gibi gorevler listlendi. Yasami ve eserleri ko-
nusunda bkz. Semavi Eyice, “Vasilij Viladimirovig Barthold”, Islam Ansiklo-
pedisi, Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Yayinlari, Istanbul 1992, c. 5, s. 85-87, Milius
Dostojevskij. “W. Barthold”, World Islam, X11/ 3 (1930-31), s. 89-135, Inaya-
tullah. “V. V. Barthold, His Life and Works (1869-1930)”, JPHS, IX/ 2 (1961).
s. 81-86; Yuri Bregel, “Barthold and Modern Oriental Studies”, I/MES, XI1/ 4
(1980), s. 385-403.
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degerlendirilmesi, Arap ve Islam kiiltiiriiniin analitik yorumlarmna
dayali eserlerindeki orijinal tespitler Barthold’un Sarkiyatcilar
arasindaki mevkiini gii¢lendirmistir.®® Erken devirlerden itibaren
calismalar1 Tiirkiye’deki tarihgi c¢evrelerde de takip edilmis
ve Tiirkgeye ¢evrilmistir.® 1912 yilinda yayinlanan Halife ve
Sultan baglikli makalesinde Osmanli hilafetinin politik ve tarihi
temellerine dair var olan bilgiyi sorgulamaya agmis ve bu konuda
yepyeni bir ilmi bakis getirmistir.”® Halil Inalcik’a gore Barthold
Orta Asya Tiirk kavimleri tizerinde en yetkili ¢aligmalara imza atan
oryantalizm okulundan yetigmis bir bilim adamidir.”

Barthold’a gore Rus Sarkiyatc¢isini diger Dogu iilkelerine
nazaran cografi ve tarihi yonden Rusya’ya daha yakin bdlgelerin
ilgilendirmesi gayet tabiidir. Ciinkii Rus bilgini Bat1 Avrupalinin
kolayca ulagamayacag1 malzemelere sahiptir. A. Y. Yakubovskiy’in
dedigi gibi Barthold, hocasi Rozen’den Dogu tarihi 6grenilmedigi
siirece diinya tarihinin tam olarak yazilamayacagi, insanligin
gelisim kaidelerinin tamamen belirlenemeyecegini ileri siiren bir
ilmi bakisi edinmisti. Rozen’in diger ogrencileri gibi Barthold

68  Ozellikle Islam medeniyeti hakkinda yazmus oldugu kitab1 Kultura Musul-
manstva (Petrograd 1918} kozmopolit bir kiiltiirel dairenin Onyargisiz ve
kompleksiz bi¢imde analizine dayaniyordu. Bu kitap genis bir degerlendirme
ve eklerle birlikte Mehmed Fuad K&priilii tarafindan Tiirkgeye gevrilmistir. /s-
lam Medeniyeti Tarihi, Kanaat Kitabevi, Istanbul 1940, Islam kiiltiiriiniin zen-
gin mirasinin degerlendirildigi bir baska calisma i¢in bkz. Miisliiman Kiiltiiri,
cev. M. Fatih Karakaya, Ayrint1 Yayinlar1, Istanbul 2013.

69 1926 yilinda Tiirkiyat Enstitiisii’niin davetlisi olarak geldigi Istanbul’da ver-
digi Orta Asya Tiirk tarihine dair on iki konferans biiyiik yanki uyandirmis ve
Tiirkge olarak yayminin ardindan Arapga, Almanca ve Fransizcaya gevrilmis-
tir. Orta Asya Tiirk Tarihi, Tiirkiyat Enstitiisii Yaymlari, Istanbul 1927.

70  Barthold’un 1912’de negredilen “Chalif i Sultan” (Mir Islama, 1, 203-226,
345-400) baslikli hacimli makalesi bilim diinyasinca dikkate deger bulunmus
ve C. H. Becker tarafindan biraz kisaltilarak Der Islam dergisinde (V, 1914,
s. 350-412) Almanca olarak tekrar basilmistir. Barthold, Christianskij Vastok
dergisinde (VI, 1912, s. 203-204). Bu galismanin Tiirkge gevirisi igin bkz. Is-
lam i Iktidar Seriiveni Halife ve Sultan, gev. ilyas Kamalov, Yeditepe Yayin-
lar1, Istanbul 1912,

71  Halil Inalcik, “Hermendétik, Oryantalizm, Tiirkoloji”, Dogu Bati, Makaleler I,
Dogu Bat1 Yayinlari, Ankara 2006, s. 55.
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da Dogu milletlerinin kiiltiirel yetkinliklerine biiyiik ehemmiyet
veriyordu. Onlarin eski ve orta cagdaki Avrupa kiiltiiriine etkilerini
itiraf ediyordu. Bu yalnizca tarihin vakialariyla degil tasvir
sanatinin, mimarligin ve kiiltiirel hayatin diger unsurlariyla da
gostermeye caligtyordu.”? Bununla birlikte Barthold’un elestirdigi
durumlar da mevcuttu Rus Sarkiyatciliginda. O, Avrupa’da ve
Rusya’da Sark tetkiklerini ele aldig1 kitabinda™ On Asya, Iran ve
Islam iilkeleriyle ilgili literatiiriin yetersizliginden sikyet ediyor,
Asya Tiirkiye’sine iligkin ¢aligmalarin daha da yetersiz olduguna
isaret ediyordu. Ona gore Anadolu’nun Ruscadaki en iyi tasviri
1830°1u yillarda yayinlanmisti. Mehmed Ali Paga’ya kars1 Osmanlt
Sultanina destek veren Car’mn subaylarindan biri olan Kaptan
Vrontchenko’nun Giiniimiiz Anadolusuna Genel Bir Bakis adli iki
ciltlik calismasi bu yonde 6nemli bir adimdi. Aslen Altay uzmani
olan Tchikhatchev’in Anadolu’daki yolculugu (1847-1863) iinlii
Rus seyyah Doktor Elisseiev ve J. I. Simirnov’un seyahat notlart
Anadolu’ya dair 6nemli bilgiler aktartyordu. Bunun disinda
1895 yilinda Istanbul’da kurulan Rus Arkeoloji Enstitiisii niin
inisiyatifiyle birka¢ Onemli ¢alisma da yapilmisti. Barthold,
yetersiz oldugunu diigiinse bile Tiirk lehcelerinin incelenmesini
amaglayan malzemeler, Maksimov, Pissarev ve Martinovitch
tarafindan Anadolu’da toplanmusti. Rus sarkiyatcilar Istanbul ve
Anadolu ile sinir1 olan bélgelere Tiirk elyazmalarini incelemek ve
elde etmek icin seyahatler gerceklestirmislerdi. Osmanli Levant’1
ile hakkindaki ilgi de yine bu donemde baslamisti. Filistin’e kutsal

72 Rus Sarkiyat¢iliginin bu biyiik isminin hayati, ilmi galigmalar1 ve eserlerinin
Sarkiyatc1 gelenek agisindan tasidigi 6nemin analizi hakkinda yapilmis bir ga-
lisma igin bkz. B. V. Lunin, V. V. Barthold ve Rus Oryantalizminde Orta Asya,
¢ev. Cengiz Buyar, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 2015, s. 11.

73 Istorija iucenija Vostoka v Evrope i Rossii (St. Petersburg 1911; Leningrad
1925). Avrupa ve Rusya’da Dogu arastirmalannin tarihiyle ilgili olan bu eser
Almanca (Die geographische und historische Erforschung des Orients mit be-
sanderer Beriicksichtigung der russischen Arbeiten, ¢ev. E. Ramberg-Figulla,
Leipzig 1913) ve Fransizca’ya terclime edilmistir (La Decouuerte de [’Asie,
Histoire de [’Orientalisme en Europe et en Russie, ¢ev. B. Nikitine, Paris
1947).
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mekanlarin ziyaretiyle iligkili baglayan ve A. N. Mouraviev (1830)
ve Norov’un (1835) ziyaretlerinin notlarinin yayini belli bir merak
uyandirmigti. Bunun sonucunda 15 yil boyunca Yafa’da Konsolos
olarak bulunan Basily’in Suriye ve Filistin hakkindaki kitabi ortaya
citkmistt (1842). 1882 yilinda kurulan Filistin Ortodoks Dernegi’nin
faaliyeti bu bolgenin arkeolojik olarak incelenmesi igin biiylik
katkilar saglamist1.”

Rus bilim adamlarmm Osmanh diinyasindaki arkeolojik
etkinlikleri Levant ile siirli kalmamistir. 1894 yilinda Istanbul’da
Rus elgiligi biinyesinde kurulan ve Istanbul Rus Arkeoloji
Enstitiisii adin tagiyan kurulug kisa zamanda bu konuda en énemli
merkezlerden biri haline gelmistir. Rus hiikiimeti tarafindan
23 Mayis 1894°te tliziigii ve kadrosu tasdik edilen ve Car IIL
Aleksander’in dogumunun ellinci yilina denk gelecek bigimde 26
Subat 1895°te faaliyetlerine baglayan enstitiiniin amac1 Rus ilim
adamlarinin, Hiristiyanlik devri Bizans Imparatorluk sahasina giren
On Asya, Yunan tarihi ve tarihi eserlerinin yerinde arastirilmalarin
yonetmek, bu bolgelerdeki her tiirlii tarihi kaynaklar tizerinde
dogrudan incelemeler yapmakti.’® Enstiti Midirligini uzun

74  1883’ten itibaren yerli bilim adamlari, Antonin ve K. Schick tarafindan derne-
gin talebiyle Mescid’i Aksa’da arkeolojik ¢aligmalar gergeklestirildi. 1891°de
Suriye ve Filistin’e N. P. Kandokov ve A. A. Olesnikov’un da katildig1 arkeo-
lojik kesif gezileri diizenledi. 1898°de F. I. Ousenpensky, dernegin katkilariyla
bu iilkelerde arastirmalar yapmislardi. Marr, Mednikov, Tsagareli, Kokovt-
zov gibi bazi sarkiyatgilar dernegin galismalarinda aktif rol iistlendiler. Prof.
Mednikov, Filistin hakkinda Araplarin bolgeyi fethetmesinden Hagli Seferle-
rine kadar olan doneme iliskin Arap kaynaklarmi topladi. Filistin Ortodoks
Dernegi, 1904’ten itibaren yilda ti¢ kez ¢ikan Soobtchchenia [Raporlar] adli
dergiyi yaymliyordu. Vasilij Viladimirovi¢ Barthold, Asya ‘nin Kesfi: Rusya’da
ve Avrupa’da Sarkiyat¢iligin Tarihi, gev. Kaya Bayraktar/Ayse Meral, Yonelis
Yayinlari, istanbul 2000, s. 446-447.

75  Tarihi cografya ve topografya ¢alismalari yapilacak, epigrafik ve niimizmatik
incelemelerde bulunulacak, Bizans sahasina giren halklarin gelenek ve gore-
neklerini, hukuk sistemlerini, dil ve sozlii kaynaklarini arastiracakti. Enstitii
idari ve bilimsel iliskilerinde dogrudan Rusya Halk Egitim Bakanlig1’na tabii
iken Rusya disindaki faaliyetlerde Istanbul Rus elgisinin himaye ve sorumlu-
lugu altinda bulunacakti. Rus elgisi ayn1 zamanda kurumun onursal bagkani
idi. Fatih Unal, Ruslar Bizans i Pesinde: Istanbul Rus Arkeoloji Enstitiisii
(1894-1914), 11gi Kiiltiir Sanat Yayinlari, Istanbul 2015, s. 25-51.
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bir donem vyiiriiten isim Novorossiysk Universitesi ordinaryiis
profesdrlerinden meshur Uspenski idi. Istanbul Rus Arkeoloji
Enstitiisii ilmi faaliyetlerinin yaninda Carlik Rusya’sinin politik
ve ideolojik egilimleri dogrultusunda da hizmet veriyordu.
Enstitiiniin yapacag ilmi faaliyetler ve ortaya koyacagi sonuglarla,
Rusya’nin Bizans’in varisi oldugu islenecek ve dolayisiyla Osmanli
cografyasindaki Slavlar ve Ortodokslar {izerinde Rusya’nin siyasi
ve kiiltiirel etkileri giiglendirilecekti.”® 1914 yilina kadar olan 20
yillik donemde Rus Arkeoloji Enstitiisii Bizans kiiltiir ve uygarligini
tanima konusunda dogal bir laboratuvar olan Osmanl cografyasinin
hemen her tarafinda ylizey arastirmalari, sondaj ve kaz1 ¢alismalari
yaptl. Arkeolojik calismalarin yaninda kiiltiirel varliklar ve
Hiristiyanligin erken devirlerinden itibaren tarihi Incillerin de
icin yer aldig1 yazma eserler alaninda 6nemli kesiflere imza att1.
1896 ila 1912 yillar1 arasinda 16 say1 olarak yayinlanan enstitiiniin
dergisi [zvestiya, yapilan arastirma sonuglarinin akademik diinyayla
paylasildig1 saygin yayinlardan biri haline geldi.”

76  XIX. yiizyilda Rus aydinlari arasinda basta dini ve kiiltiirel olmak tizere Rus-
ya’nin siyasi koklerinin de, devletin ge¢gmisinin de Bizans’ta olduguna yonelik
bir vurguyla Slavlar tizerindeki Rus etkisini Bizans’sin varisi olma iddiasiyla
iliskilendirmekte olanlar bulunuyordu. Ornegin bunlardan biri 1863-1873 ara-
sinda Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun gesitli yerlerinde diplomatlik grevi yapan
Rus diigtiniir Konstantin Nikolayevi¢ Leontyev (1831-1891) idi. Leontyev, go-
revi siiresinde Bizansgilik seklinde bir siyasi program hazirlamisti. Bizansgi-
lik, Leontyev’in estetik ve dini kaygilarinin etkilesiminden dogmustu ve gerici
denilecek 6lgilide otoriter bir yonetim bigimi dngériiyordu. Leontyev, medeni-
yetlerin yiikselis ve ¢okiislerini agiklamak igin gelistirdigi tarih anlayisina bag-
11 olarak, Rusya’nn kiiltiirel ¢okiisten kagabilmek i¢in Bizans’tan devraldigi
kiiltiir mirasina sahip ¢tkmasi gerektigini diisiiniiyordu. Bu bakis agis1, Leont-
yev’in Sark Meselesine, Osmanli toplumuna, Balkan politikasina yaklagiminin
temelini olusturdu. Pmar Ure, Konstantin Nikolayevi¢ Leontyev (1831-1891)
— Bizans¢ilik ve Sark Meselesi, Libra Yaymlari, Istanbul 2015.

77  Bu dergide basta miidiir Uspenski olmak {izere enstitii ilmi sekreterleri O. V.
Vulf, B. V. Farmakovski, V. A. Pangenko, F. I. Smit, R. H. Leper gibi isimlerin
yani sira L. Petit, J. Thibaut ve daha baska arastirmacilarin ¢aligmalari yer
almistir. Bizans donemi mimari kalintilari, anitlar, epigrafik ve niimismatik
eserler, yazmalar, Bizans giindelik yasaminin maddi unsurlari, egitim sistemi,
resim ve miizik gibi basliklarda makaleler ve arastirma raporlari [zvestiya’mn
ilmi degerini artirtyordu. Kariye Camii mimarisi ve mozaikleri, Topkap: Sara-
y1 Kiitliphanesi’ndeki Hiristiyanlik el yazmalar1 Bizantoloji sahasinda 6nemli
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Rus Sarkiyatgiligi XIX. yiizyilda Tiirkoloji’nin farkli dallartyla
birlikte gelisimine hizmet ederken, Rus kiiltiirii icinde bir Tiirk
imgesinin olusumuna da katki sagladi. Ozellikle Rus edebiyatinda
Rus Sarkiyatcilarinin ortaya koydugu calismalarin entelektiiel ve
edebi yansimalar1 gecikmeden goriildii. N. V. Gogol’un (1809-
1852) iinlii Taras Bulba’st Rus edebiyatinda Tiirk imgesinin ilk
olarak kullanildig1 eserdi. Kazaklarm tarihiyle ilgili konularin
islendigi bu ¢aligmada Tiirkler, Kazaklarin geleneksel diigmanlari
olarak sunuluyordu.”® Tiirklere dair gdzlemler igeren bir baska
calisma ise 1828-1829 Osmanli-Rus Savagi’nin siirdiigii bir ortamda
Rus ordusuyla gozlemci olarak Kafkasya’ya gelen Aleksandir
Sergeyevi¢ Puskin (1799-1837) tarafindan kaleme alinan Erzurum
Yolculugu adli ¢aligmasiydi.”® Aslinda Puskin’in Dogu’ya olan
ilgisi, 1820’lerdeki Giiney siirgiinii doneminde baglamigt1.? 1818

bulgular olarak karsilanmists. Unal, age., s. 45-47, ayrica bkz. Pmar Ure, By-
zantine Heritage, Archaeology, and Politics Between Russia and the Ottoman
Empire: Russian Archaeological Institute in Constantinople (1894-1914),
London School of Economics and Political Science for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy, London, September 2014.

78 Ik baskis1 1835 yilinda yapilan bu eserde Gogol, giiglii bir Kazak lider olan
Taras Bulba’nin Polonyalilara kars1 ayaklanisini ve iki oglunun yargilaniginin
Oykiistinil iglemisti. Ukrayna’nin Kazak gelenekleri ve kiiltiiriiniin etkisiyle
yetisen Gogol i¢in bu roman ayni1 zamanda Rusya’nin baskici ortamindan geg-
mise siginsin bir araciydi. Nikolay Gogol, Taras Bulba, ¢ev. Belkis Korkmaz,
Can Yayinlari, Istanbul 2013.

79  1828-1829 Osmanli-Rus Savasi, Dogu ile tanisma konusunda Rus yazarlara
onemli bir firsat sunmustu. Rus yazarlardan V.i. Dal, A.S. Homyakov, A. N.
Muravyov, sair V. I. Tumanski, V. G. Teplyakov (Balkanlara) ve A. S. Puskin
(Kafkasya’ya) cepheye giderler. Bu sayede Tiirkler ve Tiirkiye hakkinda ilk el-
den bilgilerle karsilasma imkami bulurlar. Savagin ardindan N.1. Titov’un Bin-
bast, AN. Muravyov’un 1830 yilinda Kutsal Yerlere Seyahat ve 1829 yilinda
Puskin’in Erzurum Yolculugu gibi eserler yayimlanir. Bu tiir seyahatler sonucu
kaleme alman eserlerde Rus edebiyatinin Bat1 Avrupa edebiyatindan miras al-
dig1 Tiirk imgesiyle ilgili ‘Dogu’nun satafat1” ve ‘Dogu bilgeligi’ gibi stereo-
tiplerden hizla uzaklagilir. Osmanli Tiirklerinin giindelik yagsamlari hakkindaki
imgelerin XIX. yiizyilin sonunda kesin olarak ideallestirilmekten uzaklastig:
sOylenebilir. Rami, age., s. 82-83.

80  Puskin, Lermontov, Bestujev gibi sairler Byron romantizminin etkisiyle yeni,
renkli ve cezbedici bir Dogu resmetmislerdir. Ortodoks kilisesi ve Ortagag
vakaniivislerinin yazdiklarinin aksine burada dogu hi¢ de kiigiimsenmemekte-
dir. Varliksal bir erdem olarak Dogu’nun arkaik kiiltiirleri heniiz modernitenin
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yilinda Rusya Bilimler Akademisi biinyesine bagli olarak Asya
Miizesi’nin kurulmasi, Rus bilim adamlarinin Osmanh kiltiiriini
inceleyen caligmalarina ayni déonemde hiz kazandirdi. Puskin’in
yakin gevresi iginde yer alan Rus sarkiyatgilarindan A. Boldiyrev
ve O. Senkovski’nin yapitlarinin onu etkilememesi kaginilmazdi.®'
Sairin iki boliimliik “Gavirlar Istanbul’u Oviiyor Simdi” siirinde
Dogu kiiltiiriine 6zgii digsal betimlemeyi asarak, Tirklerin tarihi
ge¢misine, toplumsal kosullarina ve yasam anlayislarina yer
vermesinde bu etkinin rolii biiyiiktii.?? Pugkin, Erzurum Yolculugu
adli kitabinda savasin karsi tarafi olarak gozlemci kimligiyle
Tirkleri anlatirken hi¢ de 6nyargili ve kiiclimseyici bir yaklagim

yapayhgiyla bozulmadigindan yiiceltilmistir. Ozellikle Puskin’in Asya uygar-
liklarina ¢ok biiyiik bir sempatisi vardir. Onun algisinda Dogu, Islam kiiltiirii
baglaminda deger kazanmaktadir. Bu, yiiksek kiiltiirel degeri olan orijinal bir
diinyadir. Kafkaslara siirgiine gonderildigi donemlerde ve Kirim seyahati si-
rasinda tanidig1 Islam kiiltiiriine dair goriislerini Kafkas Esiri ve Bahgesaray
Cesmesi eserlerinde ortaya koymustur. Ismayilov’un isaret ettigi gibi “Puskin
biitiin igtenligiyle Avrupa kiiltiiriine bagliydi, ancak kendisinin de ifade ettigi
gibi Avrupali gézleri Dogu’nun ihtisaminin esiri olmustu.” Ismayilov, age., s.
242-243.

81  Puskin, eserlerinde yabanci kiiltiirleri dissal olarak yansitmakla kalmaz bel-
gesel bir iislubu siirle bulusturur. Sairin Kafkas Tutsagi (1821) ile baslayan
ilgisi bir Dogu masali olan Bahg¢esaray Cegmesi (1823) ile devam eder. Burada
Dogu kiiltiirli romantik bigimde yansitilmaktan ¢ok nesnel olarak betimlenir.
Puskin’in Kuran'a Ovykiinmeler (1824) baslig altinda topladig1 dokuz siirlik
dizisi, tematik ve bigimsel 6gelerin giiclii bir sentezidir. P. Tartakovski Ku-
ran’a Oykiinmeler’i erisilmez bir “Dogu saheseri” olarak betimlerken bu yapi-
tin Rus sairlerinde Miisliimanlarin Kutsal Kitabina kars1 solmayan bir ilginin
temellerini attigia dikkat ¢eker. Puskin Dogu’yu Avrupali yazarlar gibi asir1
derecede tutku ve sehvetli bir diinya olarak sunmaz daha gergekeidir ve bu
diinyanin iizerindeki sir perdesini aralamustir. Emine inanir, “Biiyiik Rus Sairi
A. S. Puskin’in Eserlerinde Tiirkiye ve Istanbul Temas1”, Ruslarin Goziiyle
Istanbul, Kitabevi Yayinlari, Istanbul 2013, s. 127-129.

82  Busiirin son boliimiinde Puskin Rusya ve Osmanli tarihlerindeki benzerlikleri
dile getirir. Sultan II. Mahmud, dénemin Rusya’sinda “Tiirklerin Biiyiik Pet-
ro’su”, “Osmanli tahtinin batili hitkkiimdar1” sifatryla adlandirilmasma ragmen
Puskin onu Korkung Ivan’a benzetir. Bu benzetmenin ardindan tarihsel agidan
6nemli bir diisiince ortaya atar. Ona gore bir toplumun dogal akisina miidahale
edildiginde toplumsal sarsintilara zemin hazirlanir. II. Mahmud’un ani inis ¢1-
kislarla yiirtitiilen Batililasma projesi Yenigeri ayaklanmasina, iki y1l sonra da
Padisahin yenilgiye ugradigi Rus-Tiirk Harbi’ne yol agmistir. Inanir, age., s.
133.
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sergilemez. Aksine onun tasvirlerinde Tirkler agirbash, sakin ve
Ozgiiven sahibi kisilerdir. Hatta Ruslarin eline esir diisen bir Tiirk
Pasas1 ile yasadigi diyalog ve ondan gordiigii muamele kendi
vataninda bile hak ettigi sevgi ve saygiyr gérmedigini diisiinen
Puskin’in yagaminda unutulmaz bir iz birakmistir.

Rus sairin Kafkasya anlatisi ayni yillarda bdlgede arastirma
ve kesif gezileri yapan Rus sarkiyatgilar1 destekler nitelikte
olup romantik bir islupguluktan ¢ok nesnel bir bakisi yansitir.
Y. Tinyanov, bu eserdeki olaganiistii gercekgilige ve boylelikle
kazandig1 belgesel niteligine isaret eder. Bu nedenle olsa gerek
sonraki donemlerde Kafkas dogasi betimlemeleri bir baska biiyilik
Rus yazarini, Maksim Gorki’yi (1868-1936), savas alan1 tasvirleri
ise, Sivastopol Oykiileri ve hatta Savas ve Baris’ta Lev Tolstoy’u
derinligine etkilemistir. I. S. Turgenyev (1818-1883) eserlerinde
Balkanlardaki insanlarin Osmanli boyundurugu altinda yasam
miicadelelerini anlatirken, ilk baskisi 1860°da yapilan Arefe
adli romaninda Kirim savagi yillarindaki bir agk hikayesini konu
olarak islemistir. Dostoyevski’nin (1821-1881) giinliigiinde de
Sark meselesi ve Tirklere goéndermelere rastlanir.3* Onun igin
Sark meselesi Ortodokslari Osmanli boyundurugundan kurtarma
meselesidir.®®

83  Bu bulugmada Puskin’in sair oldugunu 6grenen Tiirk pasasi elini gogsiine ko-
yarak egilmis ve ona hitaben sairin ¢ok etkilendigi anlasilan su konusmay1
yapmustir: “Bir sairle karsilagmak her zaman hayirlidir. Sair dervisin kardesi-
dir. Onun ne vatani vardir ne de diinya nimetlerinde gozii. Biz zavallilar san,
iktidar ve para pesinde kosarken; o yeryiiziiniin hiikiimdarlariyla ayni sirada
durur ve herkes onun oniinde saygiyla egilir”. Aleksandr Puskin, Erzurum Yol-
culugu, ¢ev. Ataol Behramoglu, Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Yayinlari, istanbul 2017, s.
69.

84  Fyodor Mihaylovi¢ Dostoyevsky, Bir Yazarin Giinliigii, cev. Kayhan Yiikseler,
Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, istanbul 2005, 1. Bask, C. I-II.

85  Dostoyevski Istanbul’u diinyanin merkezi olarak goriirken er geg buranin Rus
egemenligine girmesi gerektigini diisiiniir. Onun bu tezi Rusya’nm Ugiincii
Roma olmasi teziyle dogrudan baglantilidir. Rusya Bizans’in ¢okiisiiyle Do-
gu’'nun bayragmi alip Cargrad’in ¢ift bash kartalin1 kendi geleneksel sembol-
lerinden daha yiiksek tutmustur. Boylelikle Ortodokslugun yok olma tehlikesi
karsisinda bu inancin merkezi olmustur. Dostoyevski’nin Sark hakkindaki go-
riis ve yorumlari giinliigiinde ¢esitli basliklar altinda karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.



164 RUSYA & TURKIYE ULUSLARARASI BAGLAMDA IKILI ILISKILER

Biiyiilk Rus yazar L. N. Tostoy (1828-1910) gencliginde
Kazan Universitesi’nde Arap-Tiirk Edebiyati Boliimii’nde bir
yil egitim goérmilg, sonraki yillarda da Tiirk kiiltiiriine olan
ilgisini siirdiirmiistiir. 1854-1855 yillarinda Fransiz ve Ingiliz
miittefiklerinin destegiyle Sivastopol’u kusatan Tiirk ordularina
karst sehrin savunmasinda yer alan Tolstoy, burada Tiirkleri
gozlemleme firsatt yakalar. Gerek Savas ve Baris adli eserinde
gerekse Anna Karenina’da Tirkler hakkinda deginilere yer verir.8
Tolstoy’un Tiirk kiiltiiriine olan ilgisinde aract olan ve ona bu
kiiltliriin 6zellikleri konusunda bilgiler aktaran kaynaklar arasinda
Sarkiyatc1 bir cevirmenin olmasi dikkatlerden kagmaz. Bu kisi uzun
yillar Istanbul’da yasamus ve Tiirk kiiltiiriinii yakindan tanimis olan
Tolstoy ve bagka Rus yazarlarin da eserlerini Tiirkgeye ¢eviren ayni
zamanda Tiirklere yonelik Onyargilar1 Rusya’da kaldirmak icin
caba gosteren Olga Lebedeva’dir.8” Osmanli ve Islam kiiltiirlerinin

Akdes Nimet Kurat, “Dostoyevski ve Sark Meselesi”, Makaleler, Haz. Nihat
Yazilitag/Ahmet Vurgun, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara 2015, c. 1, s.
79-80, ayrica bkz. Selahattin Cift¢i, “Dostoyevski’nin Eserlerinde Tiirklere ve
Islam’a Bakis1”, Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, Spring 2010, c. 3, say1 11, s.
213-222.

86  Tolstoy, Anna Karanina’nin son satirlarinda savasa karsi olan yaklasimini
ortaya koyar. Yazar, Slav kardeslerini Tirk boyundurugundan kurtulmaya ri-
yakarca davet eden Rus soylularin (Vronski de dahil) sahte sevkini tasvir eder.
flsever Rami, XIX. Yiizyil Rus Edebiyatinda Tiirk Imgesi, Ceviri Bilim Yayin-
lar, 2016, s. 72-75.

87  Tiirkiye’de Madam Giilnar ya da Olga de Lebedef adiyla taninan Kazan
valisinin esi Tiirkolog Olga Sergeyevna Lebedeva’nin 1890°da Odesa’dan
Istanbul’a gelmesi, Tiirkgeye 6zellikle diizyaz1 alaminda yeni gevirilerin ka-
zandirilmasimi saglamistir. Kontes Olga Sergeyevna Lebedeva, 1889 yilinda
Stockholm’da diizenlenen 8. Uluslararas1 Dogu Bilimcileri Kongresi’nde
tanistigt Ahmet Mithat’in daveti {izerine Istanbul’a gelmisti. 1890 y1l1 Ekim
ayinda Istanbul’a gelen Olga Lebedeva burada geviriler yaymlamaya basla-
mustir. Olga Lebedeva’nin Tiirkiye’de yayimlanan ilk gevirisi Puskin’in Kar
Firtinast (Metel) dykiisiidiir. 1890°da Terciiman-1 Hakikat gazetesinin birkag
sayisinda ¢ikan Oykii, bir yil sonra kitap olarak yayimlanmistir. Olga Lebe-
deva, Puskin’in yam sira Lermontov’un Iblis (Demon) poemasinin bazi bo-
liimlerini diizyazi seklinde ¢evirmistir. Olga Lebedeva’nin Rus edebiyatini
tanitma konusundaki en 6nemli ¢aligmasi Lev Tolstoy hakkindadir. Onun Rus
Edebiyati ve Avrupa Yahut Edip Tolstoy 'dan bir Miildhaza adl1 makalesi Tercii-
man-1 Hakikat gazetesinin bes sayisinda seri olarak yayimlanmistir (1890). Bu
makalede, Tolstoy’un Avrupa’da ¢ok iyi tanindigy, li¢ yapitinin Fransizca’ya
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Rusya’da saglikli bigimde taninmasi i¢in yaptig1 ¢abalardan otiirii
Sultan II. Abdiilhamid tarafindan Sefkat Nisaniyla ddiillendirilen
Madam Olga, Tolstoy ile yazismalarinda Tiirk ve Rus kiiltiirlerinin
ortak yonlerine dikkat ¢ekiyordu.®

Olga Lebedeva’nin Osmanlilar hakkindaki aktarimlart Rusya’da
Tiirk imajinin olusumuna katki sagladig gibi ¢evirileri de Tiirkiye’de
Rus kiiltiiriiniin ve edebiyatinin biiyiik eserlerinin taninmasina aract
oluyordu. Hatta 1895°te Tiirk okuyucusuna Rus edebiyatini tanitmak
amaciyla, ilk boliimde Simeon Polotski’den baslayip 17-18., ikinci
boliimde ise 19. ylizyil yazarlarimi tamittigi 132 sayfalik bir kitap
da yazmist1.8° Lebedeva, Tostoy’a yazdigi bir mektupta Tiirklerin
topraklarinin da Ruslar gibi biiyiik ve genis oldugunu ancak ayni
sekilde her iki toplumda da nizam olmadigim iddia etmisti. Ona
gore Tiirkler iyi kalpli, uysal ve inanglt insanlardir. Hiristiyanlara
ve biitiin canli varliklara kars1 merhametle yaklastiklar: gibi kadere
inanir, ilahi iradeye sikayet etmeksizin boyun egerlerdi. Olga
Lebedeva’nin aktardiklari Avrupa sarkiyatgiliginin ortaya koydugu
imajdan oldukga farkliydi. Ornegin Osmanli kadilar1 hakkindaki
aktarimlar1 tam da bunun bir gostergesiydi. Ona gore yabancilarin
ileri slirdligiiniin aksine kadinlar sanildigindan daha egitimliydi. Tiirk
kadminin toplumdaki yeri saygin oldugu gibi Avrupali kadinlardan

cevrildigi belirtildikten sonra, Egitimin Meyveleri oyunu tanitilmistir. Bundan
bagka, Lev Tolstoy’un Aile Saadeti roman1 once Terciiman-1 Hakikat gazete-
sinde seri halinde yayimlanmus, sonra ayn1 y1l kitap olarak basilmustir (Subat
1892). Bu hususta ayrintili bilgi i¢in bkz. Altan Aykut, “Tiirkiye’de Rus Dili
ve Edebiyati Caligmalari: Rus Edebiyatindan Ceviriler (1884-1940) ve Rusca
Ogrenimi (1883-2006)”, Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 46, 2 (2006), s. 6-7.

88  Madam Olga Lebedeva, islam hakkinda yazdig1 eserlerden otiirii “miistesrik-
lerin erbdb-1 fazl ve kemdlinden” seklinde tanimlanmis ve kendisine ikinci
riitbeden Sefkat Nisam verilmisti. BOA., I. DH. 95893, 22 Nisan 1307, ayrica
bkz. Namik Sinan Turan, “Il. Abdiilhamid Doneminde Diplomaside Sembolik
Dil insasinda Nisanin Yeri: Toplumsal Anlamda Otekini Taltif Etmek: Sefkat
Nisan1”, Halil Inalcik Armagani, Ed. Ahmet Ozcan, Dogu Bat1 Yayinlari, c. 3,
Ankara 2017, s. 241.

89  Bu kitap hakkinda ayrica bkz. Giilnar de Lebedeva, Rus Edebiyat:, Asadorian
Matbaasi, Istanbul 1311 [1895]).
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daha kapsamli haklara da sahiplerdi. Fatma Aliye Hanimin dostu
olan Olga Lebedeva’nin elbette yasamlarina yakindan taniklik ettigi
kadinlar daha ¢ok yiiksek sinifa mensup kisilerdi. Onun da belirttigi
gibi bu kadinlar yabanci miirebbiyelerden ve hocalardan ders
aliyorlardi. Aralarinda hayli tahsilli yazar ve sairler mevcut oldugu
gibi felsefi zihin yapisina sahip olanlar da bulunuyordu.®® Madam
Olga’nin mektuplarinda istibdat rejiminin olumsuz ydnlerine
yonelik vurgular yer aliyordu. Bununla birlikte Tiirkler hakkindaki
goriisii son derece olumluydu.®'

ik Rus kadm sarkiyatci olan ve Osmanli kamuoyunda Giilnar
Hanim olarak taninan Olga Lebedeva’nin taninmasinda Ahmet
Midhat Efendi’nin de rolii vardi. 1889°da Stockholm’deki Sekizinci
Sarkiyatcilar Kongresi’ne Osmanli temsilcisi olarak katilan
Ahmet Midhat, burada Grand Hotel’de verilen bir resepsiyonda
tanigtigr bu aristokrat Rus hanimiyla diger iki Rus seyyahtan bir
hayli etkilenmisti. Bunu Avrupa’da Bir Cevelan adli ¢alismasinda
“hakikat su Ruslarda gordiigiim hissiydt-1 insaniyeyi adeta
Osmanlilara mahsus bildigim miiriivvet-i keremkdaraneye ancak
kiyas edebilirim” diyerek ortaya koymustu. Hi¢ siiphesiz yazarin
Ruslar1 sunusu pozitivist bir nesnellikten daha ¢ok didaktik bir
oksidantalizm igermekteydi. Giilnar Hanim ve diger Rus delegeler
onun gdziinde bircok Avrupali miistesrike gore Islam kiiltiirii
ve Osmanli toplumunun degerlerine ¢ok daha vakif bir portre
giziyordu. Ahmet Midhat’in seksen yasinda biri olarak tarif ettigi

90  Olga Lebedeva’nin isaret ettigi durum XIX. yiizyilda yiiksek ziimre i¢in ner-
deyse siradan bir hale gelmisti. Servet ve mevki sahibi aileler kiz ¢ocuklarina
yabanci dil ya da miizik egitimi aldirmak igin yabanci hocalar ¢agiriyorlardi.
Bu durum erkek gocuklar igin de sz konusuydu. Ornegin son Mekke Emiri
olan Serif Ali Haydar Pasa’nin ¢ocuklarina ders veren Rus ressam Feldman ve
kiz1 Musbah’a piyano dersi veren hoca daha 6nce Rus Carmin ¢ocuklarma da
hocalik etmis bir isimdi. Bu konuda bkz. Musbah Haidar, Arabesque, Hutchin-
son (1944).

91  Lebedeva, Tiirklerden ve Miilsiimanlardan saygili bir iislupla ve sevgiyle soz
ediyordu. Bir mektubunda “aralarinda ¢ok asil ve dogustan Hiristiyan olan-
lardan ¢ok daha inanc biitiin insanlara rastladim” demekteydi. Rami, age., s.
77-78.
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Rusga, Almanca, Fransizca, Arapga, Farsca ve Tiirk¢eyi ¢ok iyi
bilen, dgretmenlikten ayrildiktan sonra Kazan’da kiitiiphanecilik
yapan Prof. Goldwald [asil adi1 Gottwald] tam da boyle biriydi,
ancak Terciiman-1 Hakikat muharririni en ¢ok etkileyen Madam
Giilnar’di. Berlin, Paris ve Viyana’da da birlikte seyahat ettigi
bu Rus hanimefendi Ahmet Midhat’in kaleminde “yeni kadin”in
onciisii olarak resmediliyordu. Miisliiman Osmanlilarin kadinlarin
sadece “iffet ve ismetleriyle” degil basardiklariyla da “seref”
kazanmalarina heniiz alismadiklar1 bir donemde Madam Giilnar
bunun egsiz bir 6rnegini teskil ediyordu.®?

Osmanli yazarlarinca “fazila-i miistesrika” ya da “ekmel-i
nisvan” gibi sozlerle yiiceltilen Giilnar Hamm’in Istanbul’da
edindigi dost ¢evresi de onun Osmanl kiiltiiriine olan hakimiyetini
artirmig bu durum ¢aligmalarinda agik¢a goriilmiistiir. 1890 yilinda
ilk gelisinde kisa siirede ortaya koydugu eserler padisaha takdim
edilmisti. Servet-i Fiinlin mecmuasinin bir niishasinda gdgsiinde
sefkat nisan1 olan bir fotografi yer almis ve en basinda da dviicii
bir yazi yayinlanmisti. Kendisinin Kazan’dan gonderdigi tesekkiir
mektubu (Haziran 1891) yine ayni dergide basilirken, kendisinin
gonderecegi yazilarin sayfalarinda yaymlanmasinin dergi i¢in bir
seref olacag ifade edilmistir. Ahmet Cevdet Pasa ve kizi Fatma
Aliye Hanimla da yakin bir dostluk kuran Madam Gtilnar’in 1890

92 Ahmet Midhat Efendi Giilnar Hanim’in Osmanlicasinin ileri diizeyde olmasin-
dan bir hayli etkilenmisti. Miize ve kiitiiphane ziyaretlerinde tanik oldugu yiik-
sek kiiltiiri de hayranlik uyandirmisti. Giilnar Hanim bir¢ok Avrupa dilini ko-
nusuyor ve Osmanli’da kullanacak kadar Arapga ve Fars¢a biliyordu. Osmanl
adetlerine hayran olan Rus sarkiyatci, evde “alaturka elbise” giyiyor, cocukla-
rinin basina fes takiyor, seyahat ederken otelde Tiirk kahvesi yapabilmek igin
gerekli malzemeyi yaninda bulunduruyordu. Rusgadan Osmanlicaya ¢evirdigi
bir kitab1 Ahmet Midhat’a gostermis, Osmanli yazari ¢evirinin hemen hemen
hi¢ diizeltme gerektirmemesine sasip kalmust. Istanbul’da yaymlamak igin bir
niisha istediginde ise Madam Giilnar elindeki metni vermisti. Ahmet Midhat,
Giilnar’in yazili Osmanlicasindan bagka bir yerde s6z ederken, Kirim Tatar-
larindan Gaspirali Ismail’in (1851-1914) ¢ikardig1 Terciiman gazetesinden
hi¢ de asagida kalmadigin1 yazmusti. Carter V. Findley, Adhmet Midhat Efendi
Avrupa’da, gev. Aysen Anadol, Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaynlari, Istanbul 1999, s.
22-27, ayrica bkz. Ahmet Mithat Efendi, Avrupa 'da Bir Cevelan, Haz. N. Arzu
Pala, Dergah Yaynlari, Istanbul 2015, s. 195-198.
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yilindaki Istanbul giinlerinde Hotel de Bellevue, 1891-1892°de ise
Hotel de Londres’daki dairesinde diizenledigi kabul giinleri devrin
edebiyatcilarinin yaninda, Istanbul’un segkin aile ve miinevverleriyle
de bulugmanin aract olmus, sehrin kiiltiirel yasamina renk katmuigtr.
Osmanli ve Tiirk kiiltiiri hakkindaki tanitic1 gayretleri sonraki
donemde de takdir toplamig ve II. Mesrutiyet devri basmin da
hakkinda 6viicii yazilar yer almigtir.%

1886 yilinda Kabusname’nin Rusga terclimesini hazirlayarak
adini® sarkiyat ¢evrelerinde duyuran Giilnar Hanim 1890 yilindan
itibaren ¢aligmalarini hizlandirmig 29 Subat 1890°da Petersburg’da
Sarkiyat Cemiyeti’ni (Obsestva Vostokovedennia) kurmus, Bati’da
Société Russe des Etudes Orientales olarak tanman kurulusun fahri
baskanligimiiistlenmistir. 1905 yilinda Petersburg’ayerlestiktensonra
da burada 6zellikle Tiirk dili ve edebiyati 6gretimi igin girisimlerde
bulunmustur. Rus kaynaklarinda yer aldigina gore 1893°te Tatarca
bir gazete ¢ikarma tesebbiisiinden de bahsedilmektedir. Uzerinde
wsrarli bigimde durdugu Tatarca gazete ¢ikarma ve Tatar gocuklari
icin modern okul agma tesebbiisleri Carlik rejimi tarafindan
siirekli bigimde engellenmistir. Ayni sekilde sansiir sistemi de
onun Tiirk edebiyatindan Rusgaya yaptig1 ¢evirilerin yaymlanmasi
konusunda sikintilar ¢ikarmistir. Bu nedenle olsa gerek kurucusu
oldugu Sarkiyat Cemiyeti carlifin kontrolii altindan tutulmak

93 Rus miistesrikin eserlerini gazetede yaymlamasi, onu kadin olarak yiiceltmesi
ve kendisiyle yakin dostlugu Ahmet Midhat Efendi’nin bazi gevrelerde Rus ca-
susu diye jurnallenmesine bile neden olmustu. Bununla birlikte bu dostluk ve
is birligi Tiirk ve Rus kiiltiirlerinin birbirini daha nesnel ve onyargisiz bigim-
de tanimalar1 yolunda 6nemli katkilar saglamisti. Giilnar Hanim ¢aligmalarini
sarkiyat alemine duyurmak istegiyle 1897 Paris XI., 1899 Roma XII., 1902
Hamburg XIII. ve 1909 Cezayir XIV. milletlerarasi miistesrikler kongrelerine
katilmus ve bildiriler sunmustur. ismail Karaca, “Ahmet Midhat Efendi ve Ma-
dam Giilnar”, Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyati Dergisi, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, 2012, c. 46, say1 46, s. 56-72, ayrica bkz. Ahmet Rasim,
Muharrir, Sair, Edip, Haz. Kazim Yetis, Terciiman Yayinlari, Istanbul 1980, s.
196.

94  Bu ¢aligma Kayy(im Nasiri’nin kisaltilarak Fars¢a aslindan Tatarca’ya yaptigi
tercimenin Rusya’ya yapilmis bir ¢evirisinden ibaret olup 1886 yilinda Ka-
zan’da yaymlanmistir.
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istendiginden dnce veliaht Mihail Nikolaevi¢’in, sonralari da Carige
Aleksandra Federovna’nin himayesi altinda bulundurulup kendisi
sadece fahri baskan konumunda birakilmigtir. Caligmalarinda
Islam tarihi ve kiiltiiriine dair basliklar oldugu kadar®® 6zellikle
Osmanlilar hakkinda Bati kamuoyundaki Onyargilari sarsmaya
yonelik girisimler de dikkat ¢eker. Bu hususta Osmanli kadinina
yonelik oryantalist paradigmay: tashih edici nitelikte galigsmalart
ilk akla gelenlerdir. Fatma Aliye Hamim’m Nisvdn-1 Isldim adh
eserini notlar ekleyerek Fransizcaya ¢gevirmekle kalmamus, katildigi
Sarkiyat kongrelerinde Miisliman kadmlarin diinyasini ele almis
ve Batililara anlatmistir. 1899’da Roma’daki XII. Miistesrikler
Kongresi’nde verdigi tebligde Islamiyet’in kadinlarm egitimini
engelledigi ve toplumsal yasamda yer almalarinin 6niinde bariyerler
kurdugu seklindeki yaygin kanaatin asilsizligini ortaya koymustur.
Bu tebligin genisletilmesinden olusan c¢alisma 1900 yilinda
Rusga yayinlandiginda misyoner c¢evrelerden tepkiler almist.
Ancak Giilnar Hanim 1902 XIII. Hamburg ve 1905 XIV. Cezayir
Miistesrikler kongrelerinde de ayni konu {iizerinde tekrar tekrar
durmaktan geri kalmamugt1.%®

Giilnar Hanim, Istanbul’daki giinleri siiresince burada yakin
dostluklar kurmus ve saygin bir isim edinmistir. Bunda eserleri

95  Giilnar Hamim’1n terciimelerinde 6zellikle islam’a yénelik elestirel yaklagim-
lara kars1 savunma igerikli metinler 6ne ¢ikar. Ataullah Bayezidof’un Redd-i
Renan: Islamiyet ve Fiiniin adl alismasim Ahmet Cevdet ile birlikte ¢evirmis
ve yaymlamustir (Istanbul 1308). Ayni yazarin bir diger eserini de yine Ahmet
Cevdet ile Islamiyet’in Maarife Tatbiki ve Nazar-1 Mudrizinde Tebyini bash-
g1yla terciime etmistir (Istanbul 1308). Omer Faruk Akiin, “Giilnar Hanim”,
Islam Ansiklopedisi, Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Yayinlari, Istanbul 1994, c. 14, s.
247.

96  Kadmn meselesinin yani sira Giilnar Hanim’in ¢aligmalar1 arasinda Tatar hal-
kinin tarihini Volga Bulgarlari’ndan baslayarak Kazan Hanlig1 ve sonrasiyla
genis bicimde ele aldig1 Abrégé de I'historie de Kazan (Rome 1889) ¢alismasi,
Volga Bulgarlar1 hakkindaki incelemesi “Meteallspiegel von Bulgar” (Globus,
nr. 17, 1899, s. 293-294), XVIL. yiizyilda yasamis olan Antakyal1 Patrik Ma-
karius’un Rusya ve Giircistan seyahatinde hakkinda anlattiklarinin Arapgadan
Fransizcaya terciimesi Récits de voyages d’un arabe. Traduit de I’arabe par
Olga de Lebedew (Paris 1905) gibi tetkikleri de bulunmaktadir. Akiin, age., s.
247-248.
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kadar Ahmet Midhat Efendi, Fatma Aliye Hanim ve sair Nigar
Hanim gibi seckin isimlerle olan iligkileri de etkili olmugtur. Ahmet
Midhat Efendi “fazil kizim” olarak hitap ettigi Fatma Aliye Hanim’a
yazdigi 16 Ekim 1890 tarihli bir mektubunda Avrupa seyahati
sirasinda tanidigi Giilnar Hanim’1 “Mdsliimanligin, Osmanliligin
asiki, gayet kamil bir kadin” olarak tanitmakta ve onu Istanbul’daki
muteber bazi ailelerle tanistirmak isteginden bahsetmektedir.”
7 Nisan 1891 tarihinde kaleme alinan bir baska mektubunda ise
Giilnar Hanim’1in Islam’1 Bati kamuoyunda savunan yazilarindan
duydugu memnuniyeti dile getiriyor sunlari ekliyordu: “Su kadina
Avrupa’da tesadiifiimde nev‘-i nisvan i¢cin umimi olamayacak pek
cok etvar-1 merdanesini! Goriip hakikaten begenmis idim. Meger
benim gérdiigiim, takdir eyledigim dereceden de pek ziyade imig.”%®
Giilnar Hanim’in Dogulu yasam tarzina olan ilgisi ve hayranligi
eserlerine yansidigi gibi onun cevresiyle olan diyalogunda da
belirleyici olur. Ornegin Ahmet Midhat Efendi’nin bir mektubunda
belirttigi gibi Giilnar Hanim adeta ev halkindan biri olmus, onlarla
¢ok samimi bir iligki kurmay1 bagardig1 gibi ev halki da onu bu
sekilde kabul etmistir.%®

Osmanli bagkentinde Giilnar Hanim olarak taninan Olga
Lebedova, siiphesiz 19. ylizyilda Rusya’da biiyiik bir birikime imza

97  Ahmet Midhat Efendi, Fazil ve Feylezof Kizim Fatma Aliye’ye Mektuplar,
Haz. F. Samime Inceoglu-Zeynep Siislii Berktas, Klasik Yaymlari, istanbul
2011, s. 57.

98  Biitiin hayranligina ve kisiligine, eserlerine olan saygisina ragmen Ahmet Mi-
dhat Efendi ama gergek duygulari ama Fatma Aliye Hanim’in gonliinii alma
isteginden olsa gerek mektubunda sunlar1 da demekten geri kalmaz: “Hem
Hiristiyan hem Moskof olmasa idi sizin kadar da onu seviyorum der idim ama
o yabancilik mani oluyor. Lakin sizden sonra bir sevdigim kadin daha var ise
Giilnar dir demekte asla tereddiitiim yoktur.” Bununla birlikte usta yazar bu
sevgiyi evlat sevdasindan, hemsire sevdasindan daha pek ¢ok ali olarak tarif
eder. Ahmet Midhat Efendi, age., s. 74-75.

99 31 Ekim 1891 tarihli bu mektupta Ahmet Midhat, “hem artik kardesligi dahi
riitbe-i layikasina vardirdigimizdan ben salonda bizim alaturka uzun oturma-
ya yaslamp uzanmaya da me’zunum. Dahasini ister misiniz? Familya Halki
guiriiltii, patirty ettikleri halde uyumak pek zevkim oldugundan Giilnar Hani-
mefendi dahi hazir oldugu halde masallar soylenir, kahkahalar koparilir iken
ben miikemmel uykuya bile variyorum.” Age., s. 85.
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atan Sarkiyat sahasinin en 6nemli sahsiyetleri arasinda anilabilecek
bir isim degildi. Bununla birlikte ayn1 ytizyilda tipki Victorya cagi
Ingiltere’sindeki aristokrat aile kizlarmin Sark’a yonelik ilgi ve
yonelimlerinin Rusya’daki karsiligi olabilecek bir kisilikti. Lady
Hester, Lady Anne Blunt ya da Gertrude Bell gibi benzerlerinden
fark1'® Sarkiyat konusunda daha akademik nitelikli eserler viicuda
getirebilmesi bu yolla dikkatleri iizerine ¢ekmesiydi. Bu durum
Ahmet Midhat Efendi gibi isimlerce onun Islam ve Osmanli aleyhine
yayimn yapan Avrupa’daki bazi ¢evrelere karsi farkl bir kiiltiiriin
temsilcisi olarak bir séylem ve savunma literatiirii olusturabilecegine
yonelik bir beklenti dogurmustu. Nitekim bir mektubunda bu
durumu ifade etmekten geri kalmamisti: “Benim ona ehemmiyet
verigim sayet miistesrikler meydminda Islamiyetce, Osmanhilik¢a
mendfi’-i mukaddesemize vasita-i hizmet olur iimidi idi.” Ancak
yine bu mektuptan da anlasildig1 {izere Sultan Abdiilhamid’in bu
konularda Ahmet Mithat gibi diisiinmemesi yazarin geri adim
atmasina, hatta Istanbul’da belli cevrelerde Giilnar Hanima kars1
slipheci bir tavrin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmustu.'®! Buna ragmen
Giilnar Hanim Rus edebiyatindan yaptig1 ¢evirilerle, Tiirkiye’de bu

100 Victoryan ¢agda ingiltere’de Sark’a kars1 uyanan entelektiiel ilgi yalnizca em-
peryal siyasetin bir araci olarak ¢ikmis degildi. S6z konusu ilginin arkasinda
romantik bir etkilesimin ve egzotizme dayali bir merakin izleri hissediliyor-
du. Lady Hester, Lady Anne Blunt gibi aristokrat ailelerin kiz ¢ocuklarmimn
Sark deneyimlerinin arkasinda bu giidiiler belirleyici olmustu. Bu konuda bkz.
H.V.F. Winstone, Lady Anne Blunt A Biography, Barzan Publishing, London
2003, Lisa Lacy, Lady Anne Blunt in the Middle East: Travel, Politics and the
Idea of Empire, 1.B Tauris, London 2018, Lorna Gibb, Lady Hester Queen of
the East, Faber&Faber, 2005. Ayrica bu donemin Tngiltere’sinde islam diin-
yasina dair bakisi isleyen bir ¢aligma olarak bkz. Shahin Kuli Khan Khattak,
Islam and the Victorians: Nineteenth-Century Perceptions of Muslim Practices
and Belief, Tauris Academic Studies, New York 2008, s. 11-44.

101  Ahmet Mithat Efendi, Avrupa’da Bir Cevelan adli eserinde bir hayli 6vgiiyle
50z ettigi Giilnar Hanim’dan sonraki donemde sitemkar ifadelerle bahsetmek-
tedir. Bir yerde “pek miikemmel dlime olmadigi, pek miikemmel feylezof ol-
madig gibi siydsiyat iktidari hi¢ de yoktur” derken bir baska yerde ise “zird
ben onu millet-i Islamye lehinde Avrupa igin bir vesile-i nesrive ittihdz etmek
emeliyle yetistirmek istiyor idim. Bunu u¢arak, sevinerek kendisi de kabul et-
mis idi, ama sonunu goremedi” seklinde yorum yapmaktadir. Age., s. 99 ve
157.
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diinyanin 6énemli yazarlarinin eserlerinin taninmasini sagladigi gibi
katildig1 Sarkiyatcilar Kongrelerinde sundugu tebliglerle de islam’a
ve Miisliman kadin kimligine dair Bati’daki onyargili kabulleri
sorgulamaya agmaya ¢aligmustir.

Sonu¢ Yerine

Rusya’da sarkiyatgiligin gelisimi Biiylik Petro’nun emperyal
vizyonuyla gergeklestirdigi Kafkasya’daki ve Orta Asya iglerindeki
girigimleriyle dogrudan ilgiliydi. Rusya’nin dogal yayilma alanini
olusturan halklarin dilleri, kiiltiirel kurumlar ve tarihsel gegmislerine
dair bilgi ve veri toplama arayisi entelektiiel kaygilarla bigimlenerek
modern Sarkiyat arastirmalarinin temelinin atilmasini sagladi. XIX.
yiizyillda Kazan gibi merkezlerde baslayan Arabiyat ve Iranoloji
aragtirmalarina kisa zaman iginde Osmanlilarla Ruslar arasindaki
iligkilerin de etkisiyle olsa gerek Tiirkoloji ve Osmanistik sahas1 da
dahil oldu. Petersburg Universitesi Sark Dilleri Fakiiltesi, Rusya
[limler Akademisine segilen ilk Rus oryantalist olan Velyeminov
Zernov ve aslen Alman olan Baron v. Rozen gibi 6énemli bilginler
yetistirmenin otesinde bilimsel dergilerdeki yayinlarla Tiirk tarihi
ve Dogulu milletler hakkinda genis bir birikimin ortaya ¢ikmasina
katki sagladi. Alman W. Radloff, Tiirk lehgelerini incelemek
icin Sibir’de ve Kazak-Kirgizlar arasinda baglattigi faaliyetleri
Yadrintsev gibi Rus bilginlerin Orhon kitabelerini bulusuyla yeni
bir asamaya ulagti. Nitekim bu sayede Melioranski, Aristov ve
Katanov gibi biiyiik isimlerin ¢aligmalar orijinal ve katki saglayici
sonuglar iiretebildiler.

Osip Yulian Ivanovi¢ Senkovskiy, Petersburg Universitesi’nde
Tiirk dili egitimin baglamasindaki en dnemli adim1 atmis ve dil ile
kiiltiir arasindaki baga dikkat ¢ekerek Tiirk toplumunun kiiltiirini
ve inan¢ bicimini de algilamanin gerekliligini vurgulamigti.
Ozellikle Dogu seyahatinin ardindan Dogu’da konusulan dilleri
ve diisiince yapilarini 6grenmeden Dogu’yu anlamanin imkansiz
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oldugu inancina sahip olan Senkovskiy’nin, Rusya Sarkiyat¢iligina
olan katkilar1 ancak Fransa’nin en {inlii Sarkiyatcisi Silvestre de
Sacy’nin hizmetleriyle karsilagtirilabilir. Yetisen uzman isimlerle
tiniversite kiirsiilerindeki bilimsel ¢aligmalarin merkezinde yer alan
Sarkiyatcilik ve Tiirkoloji kendisine sosyal bilimler disiplini icinde
yer bulurken Rusya hiikiimetinin pratik amaglar1 dogrultusunda bir
kurumsallagsmaya gidildigi goriiliir. 1823 yilinda bir kurs seklinde
Osmanlica egitimi vermeye baslayan St. Petersburg’daki Disisleri
Bakanlig1 Asya Dairesi’ne bagli Dogu Dilleri Egitimi Bolimii ve
Moskova’da 1820’lerde faaliyete baslayan Lazarev Dogu Dilleri
Enstitiisii ve Odessa’daki Rigelyevskiy Yiiksekokulu’na bagli Dogu
Enstitiisii Carlik otokrasisinin emperyal politikalarinin araglart
seklinde faaliyet gosterirler.

Rus Tiirkolojisi dil ve gramer ¢aligmalarinin yani sira Selguklu
ve Osmanl tarihgiligi konusunda da uzmanlar yetistirmistir. Vasili
Dimitriyevi¢ Smirnov ve Vladimir Aleksandravi¢ Gordlevskiy’in
¢alismalari Selguklu kiiltiiri ve Osmanli tarihinin gesitli noktalarinin
aydinlatilmasinda 6nemli katkilar saglamistir. Ancak XIX. yiizyilda
Carlik Rusya’smin yetistirdigi Sarkiyatcilar arasinda o6zellikle
Orta Asya lizerine eserleriyle Bati’da da biiyiik bir otorite olarak
taninan Vasilij Viladimirovi¢ Barthold’in ayricalikli bir yeri vardir.
Caligmalar1 Tiirkiye’deki Tiirkoloji g¢evrelerinde yakindan takip
edilmis 6zellikle Tiirk milliyet¢iliginin dogusu evresinde Kopriilii
gibi tarih¢i ve aydinlar iizerinde derin izler birakmustir.

Rus Sarkiyat¢iligi XIX. yiizyilda Tiirkoloji’nin farkli dallariyla
birlikte gelisimine hizmet ederken, Rus kiiltiirii i¢inde bir Tiirk
imgesinin olusumuna da katki sagladi. Bu etki Gogol, Puskin,
Tolstoy, gibi edebiyatgilar ve yazarlar tizerinde etkilerini gecikmeden
gosterdi. Nitekim yiiksek siniflar arasinda Sark’a ve Osmanlt
kiiltiiriine yonelik ilgi ve merak Madam Olga Lebedeva 6rneginde
oldugu gibi bu konularda kalem oynatan ve ¢alismalar1 Tiirk basin ve
edebiyat ¢evrelerinde takdir toplayan amator isimlerin yetismesine
de olanak saglamistir. Rusya’daki Tirkoloji’nin Avrupa’daki
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calismalarin 6tesinde anlamlar igerdigi sdylenebilir. Her seyden 6nce
cografi konumu ve politik idealleri, Tiirk tarihinin eski kaynaklarina
ulasmadaki teknik imkanlar genig bir malzeme y1ginin1 uzmanlarin
hizmetine sunmustur. Birgok Rus uzman Almanya basta olmak
iizere Avrupa lilkelerinde Sarkiyatciligin ulastig1 seviyeyi yakindan
goriip, tetkik etme sansina sahip olmus buradaki edinimlerini
kendi aragtirma alanlarinda kullanabilmislerdir. Ulastiklart orijinal
sonuglar Avrupa Sarkiyatgiligina da yepyeni bakis ve kaynaklar
kazandirmigtir. Emperyal beklentiler ya da entelektiiel kaygilar,
hangisi agir basarsa bassin Rusya’daki Tiirkoloji arastirmalart
eski Tiirkler, Selcuklu ve Osmanli tarihinin karanlikta kalan
noktalariin aydinlatilmasinda basarili sonuglar elde etmis, yeni
boyutlar agmistir. Boylelikle kaynak tenkidi, metin nesri, lingiustik
caligmalar, tarihi ve biyografik monografilerle Tiirk tarih¢iligi i¢in
yeni metotlar ve kaynaklar iiretebilmistir.
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THE STATEMENTS OF THE WHITE ARMY OFFICERS:
TURKEY ON THE ARCHIVE OF FEDERAL SECURITY
SERVICE OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Dr. Mehmet Perincek

Many White Army officers and many civilians fled to Turkey at
the end of 1920 after losing the civil war in Russia. This Russian
population of 150-200 thousand people mostly settled around
Istanbul and Canakkale and dispersed to other places all around the
world after the Turkish War for Independence ended.

However, many White Army officers returned back to their
country when amnesty was granted. These persons had been
questioned by Cheka, Soviet Secret Service (prior to KGB). The
statements of the officers are kept in the archive of the Russian FSB
(Federal Security Service, former KGB): Central Security Service
Archive of Russian Federation (TsA FSB RF).

Apart from personal questions, the officers were questioned
about the condition of the White Armies, their relations with the
Allies and the plans of the White Armies and the Allies. One of the
questions was “the situation and power of the Allies in Istanbul and
their attitude towards Kemal Pasha.”

“The Turks have hostile feelings for Britain and France”

Lt. General Y.A. Slashov, one of the highest ranked White Army
commanders who returned to Russia after the amnesty made the
following statements in Moscow on November 10, 1921:

“The Turkish people have hostile feelings for Britain and
France, while the Greeks feel sympathy towards them. Italy and the
US are acting as mediators. It is diffucult to assess the forces; I
would say 7 thousand plus the navy personnel on the ships. It could
be a total of 20 thousand. The number of tanks and military vehicles
are 80. They have 8 machine guns per squad and 16 per battalion.
These numbers could change. Each squad has 120 troops. There
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are 10 artillery guns for every 1000 troops. They mainly rely on the
cannons on the ships and the tanks. It is possible to wipe out the
total Allied army from the Asian side by obuses and howitzers.”"

“They are inciting national slaughter”

General Alexandr Milkovsky answered the questions of Cheka
the same day in Moscow. He said the following about the Anatolian
Movement:

“I believe that the Allies have the same attitude towards Kemal
Pasha all around. Whether intentionally or unintentionally they
are switching sides between the Turks and the Greeks and inciting
slaughter. Furthermore they are persistently strengthening their
effects. There is also a competition and reciprocal distrust between
Britain and France. Although it is not very apparent, they usually act
opposite one another.”

Bad treatment from the British police

Col. Mstislav V. Mezernitsky gave his statement on November
10-12, 1921 and stated that the number of Allied troops in Istanbul
was 5 thousand. He continued to say:

“The Turkish people feel hatred for the Allies in general. The
official attitude of the British and the French towards Mustafa
Kemal Pasha is hostile. They do not refrain from selling anything
for a good price. The Italian attitude is positive.”

Col. Mezernitsky stated that the White Army officers worked for
the counter-intelligence services of the Allies to trail the Russians

1 Slashov’s approved statement is regeistered in the archive (TsA FSB RF) in f.
1, op. 5, d. 144, 1. 95-98. Furthermore pls see Russkaya Voyennaya Emigrat-
siya 20-kh-40-kh Godov. Documenty i Materialy: Tak Nachinalos Izgnanye
(1920-1922 gg): Na Chuzjbine, v. 1, book 2, Izdatelstvo “Geya”, Moscow,
1998, p. 90-94.

2 The approved copy of the statement is registered in the archives TsA FSB
RF in f. 1, op. 5 d. 144, 1. 100-104. Pls see Russkaya Voyennaya Emigratsiya
20-kh-40-kh Godov. Documenty i Materialy: Tak Nachinalos Izgnanye (1920-
1922 gg): Na Chuzjbine, p. 95-100.
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who were sympathizers of the Kemalist regime and the Soviet
Russia. For instance former Russian Cavalry officer Lerhe was
working for the British police and was runing a brothel for them. He
also said that the British treated the people they arrested very badly.
For instance they had the prisoners up at 6 o’clock every morning
in their underwear for sports and forced them to run. Those who ran
slowly were whipped. At the end of the sports program they were
ordered to run their wards. A British officer stood at the foot of each
staircase to whip the passersby.

An incident that involved the White Army officers was that they
were instructed to dig up holes in the ground, carry the earth they
dug up from one hole to the other and cover the holes.®

“Russians, Germans and Kemal are brothers”

Col. E.P. Gilbih, former garrison commander of Simferopol,
gave his statement on November 12, 1921 after returning to
Moscow from Istanbul. He provided information on the British,
Italian, French, Greek and US forces in Istanbul. The Russian
colonel explained that the attitude towards Kemal Pasha as follows:

“The British have been on the Greek side as they were attaining
great financial gain. The French are mostly on Kemal’s side as they
want to play a great role in Turkey. There are some rumors that they
even have supported Kemal with guns. The Italians have sympathy
for Kemal as they do not want Greece to get stronger. Reciprocal
relations are full of distrust and are even hostile, especially between
the British and the French. They are constantly watching what the
other one is doing.

The attitude of the locals toward the Allied powers: There are
three tendencies: British, French and German. Even though the
Russian influence is rapidly rising, the most popular tendency is

3 For the whole statement pls see TsA FSB RF f. 1, op. 5, d. 144, 1. 120-124:
Russkaya Voyennaya Emigratsiya 20-kh-40-kh Godov. Documenty i Materi-
aly: Tak Nachinalos Izgnanye (1920-1922 gg): Na Chuzjbine, p. 101-106.
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towards the Germans. One thing one hears often is ‘Russian,
German and Kemal are brothers’.4

The Greeks/Turkish minority Greeks are on the side of whoever
is helping them the most. Now they are on the side of the British.
Their final judgment is not much: First they shouted ‘Long Live
Venizelos, death to Constantine” and then they shouted ‘Long Live
Constantine’. Last year, when they were more successful, they were
getting ready to kick everyone out of Istanbul and erect a cross in St.
Sophia and they regarded the Allied powers with hatred.”

Col. Gilbih emphasized that only the Turks treated the Russians
very well.®

“They are afraid that Kemal will come to Istanbul”

Another White Army officer Boris Nikolayevich Voynahovsky
gave his statement on November 13, 1921. He stated while
answering a question about the Allies attitude to the White Army,
that they feared the Russian sympathy for the Turks and did not
want the White Army in Gallipoli to come to Istanbul. They have
also forbidden all communication between Gallipoli and Istanbul.

He answered a question about “the situation of the Allies in
Istanbul and their attitude towards Kemal Pasha” as follows:

“The Turks and the Russians hate the British and the French.
The Greeks and Turkish minority Greeks are supported by them
and are acting as if they like them. The Italians and the Americans
treat them well but do not get mixed up in anything. The British
are in charge. They have perfectly working intelligence and counter
intelligence systems, many police and gendarmerie. There are also
many Turkish Greek, Turkish and Russian secret agents as well as
intelligence agents, some of them women. A lot of money is being

4 The last sentence was written in the Kiril alphabet in Turkish.

5 For the whole statement pls see TsA FSB RF f. 1, op. 5, d. 144, 1. 133-138:
Russkaya Voyennaya Emigratsiya 20-kh-40-kh Godov. Documenty i Materi-
aly: Tak Nachinalos Izgnanye (1920-1922 gg): Na Chuzjbine, p. 107-114.
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spent for spying. The subjects to be followed: Kemalist Movement,
Bolshevism, Russian immigrants and communication with Russia.

The French have their private police. They deem each other
dangerous and are following each other. They are also following
important persons. Their attitude to Mustafa Kemal Pasha is not
understandable. At times they support Greece (organize military
ceremonies in Istanbul), and sometimes have meetings with Kemal.
They are afraid that he will come to Istanbul and are trying to hinder
it. They are also arresting Turks who have sympathy for the Ankara
government. It is forbidden to have contact with Ankara and is
being watched.”

He said that being arrested by the British meant to be beaten
until half dead. He also pointed out to the excessive exploitation of
the Greeks in business matters.®

Kroecker and Section

One of the White Russians who was a witness to the terror
created by the Allies’ police force during the occupation years in
Istanbul was A. Slobodskoy. Slobodskoy came to Istanbul from
Yalta in February 1920 and returned to Ukraine two years later. His
Istanbul memoirs was published in 1925 in Kharkov.” Slobodskoy
wrote that the Istanbul was divided into “zones of influence” by
the Allies. Istanbul belonged to the French, Pera (Beyoglu) to the
Italians and the British, Heybeliada to the French, Biiyiikada to the
British, Kinali and Burgaz to the Italians and the Americans.

The occupation forces had their own police force in each of these
regions. The British police was called “Kroecker® and the French

6 Pls see TSAFSB RF f. 1, op. 5, d. 144, 1. 105-119: Russkaya Voyennaya Emig-
ratsiya 20-kh-40-kh Godov. Documenty i Materialy: Tak Nachinalos Izgnanye
(1920-1922 gg): Na Chuzjbine, p. 114-131.

7 Pls see A. Slobodskoy, Sredi Emigratsii. Kiev-Konstantinopol. 1918-1920, 1z-
datelstvo “Proletariy”, Kharkov, 1925.

8 Kroecker Hotel in Beyoglu was used by the British as a court and a prison. Ot-
her buildings used by the British for the same aim were Galata Tower, Arapyan
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and Italian police “Section”. Slobodskoy wrote that the British police
and the French gendarmerie were a menace not only to the Turks
but to the Russian immigrants as well. The British and the French
excelled in their extreme cruelty and powerful intelligence services.
They also had agents of the local people, especially from the Greek
minority.® Furthermore, the White Russian counter-intelligence
team that arrived from Novorossiysk with their equipment and
documents were also working for them.

Medieval Torture

Slobodskoy wrote about the police forces of the occupation
powers as follows:

“To be placed in Kroecker or Section was the same as being
tortured in a medieval cell. If this had not been repeated by many,
many persons, it would have been hard to believe. Kroecker was
a building near the American Embassy at Petit Champ Street.
It was a dark four storied place. The cells of the prisoners were
below the street level, overlooking the inner courtyard. The political
prisoners were placed in cells without windows. There was a fat
British warden. The city police was attached to him. There were
also British prison guards and former Russian officers who spoke
perfect English and French.

Screams for help

The French gendarmerie was also working for the Italians.
They had a typical small Turkish house with three stories. But their
activities were quickly observed through the screams that came from
the house. There were other houses near ‘Section’. Their inhabitants
were always waking up with screams that were followed by moans.”

Han, Sansaryan Han and Sahin Pasha Hotel. Pls see Bilge Criss, /sgal Altinda
Istanbul (1918-1923), 8th ed., iletisim Yaymlari, Istanbul, 2011, p. 104.

9 This information was given by many sources during the same period. “Istanbul
streets were full of Greeks and Armenians in British uniforms. They worked as
police for the British to insure public safety and intelligence services” Pls see
Bilge Criss, ibid, p. 95.
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Slobodskoy wrote that the French and the Italian “Sections”
were located opposite each other on Margarit Street. The Russians
claimed that the Italians were the “best”. They did not meddle in
things and walked away if possible. If they caught somebody which
was very seldom, they turned them over to the British or the French.

Slobodskoy narrated some of the incidents he had witnessed.
The Russian immigrants and the Turks hated the British police
deeply. The hatred had grown after meeting them face to face. These
encounters were quite frequent as the scope of the foreign police
was very wide.

Without discrimination of sex

The health authority in the city was under the command of the
British. Every new arrival in the city had to register there and get his
passport back from the doctor two weeks later. All documents for
arriving and departing were handled here. Consequently, there were
many people, Russians, Turks, Greeks, Armenians, etc. waiting
in front of the building each day. Whenever the crowd started to
murmur, 4-5 well-built British police exited the building and hit
everyone on the head with batons without any discrimination of sex.

Those who managed to go in and get a visa were confronted on
the way out by 10-12 British police who manhandled the person
roughly before kicking him down the stairs. One White Russian
officer who encountered this treatment turned back to object and
was hit on the head with the hilt of a gun. He was pulled away
by a Turk who told him in French that if he did not walk away,
he would be beaten and then imprisoned. The officer started crying
after walking away and then said:

“I was at the German front for three years. I was awarded a
medal. I was a prisoner of war in the hands of the Germans but no
one ever treated me like these villains.”
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Russians in the police force

Slobodskoy also wrote that Russian aristocrats who came to
Istanbul from Russia and who spoke excellent French and English
worked for the police of the occupation forces. Among these were
princesses and baronets etc. It was not rare that a Russian asking a
question the French police was answered in Russian. The Russian
immigrants hated the Russians working for the police as much as
they hated the normal police of the occupation forces.

Once at Galata Bankalar Street, two Greeks were engaged in a
fight and were surrounded by the people on the street. Some passing
British patrolmen started hitting the watchers to disperse them and a
Russian who was in the crowd hit him back.

The police caught the Russian and beat him up terribly in
Slobodskoy’s narrative. Then they took his unconscious body to
Kroecker. Afterwards the Russian was sent to Crimea. It was later
learned that one of the patrolmen was a friend of the Russian from
the same unit from back home.

Raid for Das Kapital

Slobodskoy wrote in his book that the British police was keeping
a close tab on the White Russians in Istanbul and was run using
counter-intelligence to prevent the Bolsheviks from any activities.

One of the Russian officers living in the Prince Islands had told
during a conversation that a friend of his possessed Karl Marx’
book Das Kapital. The British police arrested him immediately
after getting this information and tortured him to get his friend’s
name. The officer did not give the name of his friend. However the
book was found along with a brochure on other works. The owner
of the book was a Russian officer who had fought against the Red
Army and had been awarded after the war. He explained that he was
keeping the book and the brochure as souvenirs but nevertheless
was sent to Crimea for being a Bolshevik. Slobodskoy wrote that
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many Russians destroyed many valuable historical materials that
could pose a threat.

Conclusion

The White Army officers’ statements show confrontation after
the WW1. There were Allies competing with one another ,on one
side, and Turkey with Soviet Russia on the other. Even tough the
White Russians were collaborating with Allies power, they were
still not acceptable for them. These documents also exposes the
inhuman practice of the West occupation forces.
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RUSSIAN-TURKISH DIALOGUE FOR THE REGIONAL
SECURITY

Alexander Konkov*

Russia and Turkey has a long, complex and intense history of
mutual relations, but of no doubt such a background presupposes
experienced capabilities for effective negotiating and endurant
searching for solving any problems.

The challenges most nations face in the modern world are
likely to be of global nature, and solutions for those are usually
a subject of international dialogue. At the same time, the role of
regional cooperation gets more important due to the character of
consequences different global challenges might result in some
specific regions and effectiveness of decision making between
smaller number of negotiating counterparts.

For these years Russian Federation and Turkish Republic have
been demonstrating positive dynamics of both in bilateral relations
and in regional and global cooperation. While Middle East is a
traditional riddle for the global agenda, where interests of many
actors have been overlapping for ages, Russia and Turkey could
find out how to build on their policies based on respect to the
partner’s national interests. That is not an easy way, which used to
be dramatic and even tragic, but the state of mutual understanding
is an influencing resource by now to be highly appreciated and
possibly scaled.

People say that conflicts are not only something negative, but
also natural phenomenon of social relations, an opportunity for
moving forward. So, conflictability within the history of Russian-
Turkish relations has also some inputs for the present day and, more
important, for the future. The most relevant, to my mind, is that it is
diverse common experience which makes it less likely to base upon

* Moscow State Lomonosov University, School of Public Administration.

E-mail: KonkovAE@spa.msu.ru
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aspirations and emotions, which are not always effective in foreign
policy, and more likely on rationalism and pragmatic interests. So,
what I am going to talk about is also about pragmatism and what
options it opens for our countries in this worrisome age.

Pragmatism and clear thinking are of great importance when we
deal with issues of security, which are more tangible, if I may say,
for Russia and Turkey rather than for their ambitious partners in
this sphere. For our people such severe challenges like terrorism
and extremism are not something abstract as far as both societies
unfortunately know how those look like.

Moreover, most traditional global security challenges for Russia
and Turkey are not global in this holistic sense as far as they happen
very close to us, in the same region where both countries exist.
We are neighbors, and we are neighboring not only each other, but
also sensitive geographical zones where interests of many external
actors overlap, and most those actors are quite far away from us
and from our region. That is very important to my mind and this
makes us closer to each other in the actual global reality — that
Russia and Turkey both border quite unstable and sometimes even
threatening regions while all other key actors are likely to enjoy
extraregional involvement, being far away from real events, risks
and their consequences.

We could identify some regions of instability to watch:

1. South Caucasus, which has always been quite cross-
interested, where many actors are still likely to have some influence.

2.  Black Sea area in general, which continues to attract
extraregional players and where key routes between West and East
are driven.

3. Balkans, where tensions still continue to stay and even new
ones appear.

4.  Central Asia, which is a region touched by a number of
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important challenges — that is crossroads between Europe, China,
India, Afghanistan, Iran, Caspian Sea.

5. Middle East — of course, the crossroads of interests from
different parts of the world and so close to Turkey, of course.

Even though Russia is not an immediate neighbor of Syria, we
all know how many extremists there have Russian origin — either
Russian citizenship or citizenship of post-Soviet countries, which
mostly have visa-free regime with the Russian Federation. The
worst situation could be, if after the defeat of IS and other terrorist
groups those would come back to Russia (or infiltrate) and continue
their crimes.

Apart identified regions, where Russia and Turkey are interested
in better security, I think I should mention Ukraine as well, even
though not sure about real perspectives for cooperation between
both states here.

These months we can witness a big discussion on religious
relations within Ukraine. Even though this issue has roots both
in Russia and Turkey, that is not a classic challenge for security
and relations between our states, but it might influence their future
indeed. There are two factors here which seem to me of importance:

First. Russia as Turkey is of course a secular state. At the same
time it is mostly built on Orthodox heritage and values, and most
faithful followers are of the Russian Orthodox Church. At the
same time there are many Muslims here, in this country, millions
of Russian Muslims who have always been living here, and due to
them — through Muslim regions of the country, Muslim politicians
Russia is getting to play some role, its own role in global Islam
world.

Turkish Republic being also a secular state is, on the contrary,
mostly a Muslim country in terms of its faithful followers, but
also plays its own role in global Orthodoxy as far as Istanbul is
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residence of Constantinople patriarch. So, we see: Orthodox Russia
is involved into Muslim relations, and Muslim Turkey is involved
in Orthodox relations. Seems to me, that is an interesting factor for
bilateral relations of the countries. It looks like a mirror where both
countries involved into a bit external for both religious traditions.

Second. Although all traditional religions are aimed at humanism
and peace, we all know how tragic consequences, which may result
misinterpretation in, might be. We saw it in case of Islam, when
lots of people were manipulated with false Islamist rhetoric and
involved into international terrorism. That is also a lesson to be
learnt by other religions as well. Of course, that is not what states
should interfere in, but that is what states should care about. And I
do believe that responsible states need to support religious peace,
stability and continuity.

There are three general types of cooperation our countries
develop: bilateral, regional and global.

The global level is formed by the UN and some other new
additional institutions. Russia and Turkey are both active in G20,
for example, which is one of the most efficient frameworks of the
emerging global governance in the economic sphere. The active
dialogue on strategic vision of regional security might increase the
mutual effects in different global efforts for both countries.

As for bilateral relations, for the latest years Russian Federation
and Turkish Republic have been demonstrating positive dynamics of
cooperation, which contributes to better coping with security risks
in the Middle East, Caucasus, Black Sea area, Eurasia in general.

Since 2010 between Russian Federation and Turkish Republic
there is a High-Level Russian-Turkish Cooperation Council which
is a special framework which coordinates common projects and
initiatives to promote better relations. In charge of the Council are
leaders of both countries, and the latest meeting has occurred in
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April 2018 in Ankara during Vladimir Putin’s visit to the Turkish
Republic.

Within the High-Level Cooperation Council some other
frameworks promote bilateral relations. It is the joint strategic
planning group led by foreign ministers of both countries, which
deals among others with security issues. And also the Council
includes intergovernmental commission on trade and economic
cooperation, consisted of a number of working groups on different
branches of economy, and civil society forum, which promotes
social, educational and cultural dialogue.

Regional cooperation between both countries includes a
few frameworks where Russia and Turkey works together for
better security in regions of their mutual interests. There should
be mentioned Black Sea Economic Cooperation Organization,
Shanghai Security Organization where Turkey has a status of a
dialogue partner. But I would specifically stress upon the format
which is officially called “guarantors of the Astana process for
facilitating the Syrian peace settlement”, meaning the dialogue
between Turkey, Russia and Iran that has been emerging for the last
year.

As far as we know, such a format was initiated to support the
reconciliation process in Syria a year ago. There have already been
three meetings of leaders of all three countries (22 November 2017
in Sochi, 4 April 2018 in Ankara and 7 September 2018 in Tehran).
It is not so simple to promote such a negotiating format and to
achieve agreements, but with no regard to expected troubles, we
see that such a framework does work and is possible to provide with
relevant and positive results.

Although there is still much to be done ahead, we see that
there are severe bases to hope that finally peace in Syria could be
achieved. And nowadays it is of high importance to think what
would be next with the Turkish-Russian-Iranian Dialogue. I do
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believe, if it continues to act further after the reconciliation in Syria
process, it might bring more benefits both for all three countries and
for other regional and not only regional players. This triangle might
have historical implication, and the Syrian conflict resolution is not
the only subject where their effective dialogue is capable to matter.
And one of the prominent topics here might be some of the regions
I have already mentioned above, for example South Caucasus or
others.

Russian-Iranian background and present-day relations are also
a good example of incremental contribution to better regional
security. Bilateral relations and dialogue of two countries within
regional frameworks could be highlighted as well. Russia and Iran
together with other Caspian countries are involved into complex
talks on future of the Caspian Sea (the fundamental agreement on
Caspian Sea cooperation was signed just mid-August 2018), and
this example is worth observing due to the common vision of all
parties to deal with issues without involving any external actors.

Such an approach might be taken into account in other areas, like
South Caucasus, for example, where internal triangle of Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia is logically fits into the external one of Iran,
Russia and Turkey. This is just one example, but in general seems
to me this triangle of guarantors for facilitating the Syrian peace
settlement might clearly contribute to the emerging one day new
world order.

What could be said today with some sense of certainty is that
such a world order would not be only West-driven like previously,
and Russia and Turkey as countries situated both in Europe and
Asia, could influentially cooperate for that.

And the last, but not the least. Talking about security, I never
mentioned NATO today. On the one hand, Turkey is a member of
NATO, and in Russia this organization is widely considered as a
threat due to its military infrastructure in immediate proximity to
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Russian border. At the same time, we see that the Russian Federation
and the Turkish Republic have many common challenges in terms
of approaches to their security, and as we have just found they are
able to move forward to cope with those together.
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19. YUZYIL SONLARINDA TURK TOPRAKLARI
UZERINDE RUS KULTUREL FAALIiYETLERI VE
REKABET

Samil Mutlu*

19. Yiizyilin baslarinda Osmanli topraklart iizerinde baslayan
modern misyonerlik hareketleri, asrin ortalarina dogru biiyiik
devletler arasinda her alanda rekabetin baglamasina neden olmustur.
Bu rekabet sahalarindan en onemlisi hi¢ siiphesiz ki Osmanlt
Devleti’nin yikiligina kadar 6énemli bir sorun olacak olan kiiltiirel
yayilmacilik faaliyetleridir. Osmanli topraklarinda kiiltiirel alanda
cereyan eden nufuz miicadelesinin esasini Hristiyan hayirseverler
tarafindan kurulan ve devletler tarafindan desteklenen cemiyetler
olusturmaktaydi. Bazen dogrudan konsolosluklar vasitastyla bazen
de cemiyetler tarafindan ytiriitiilen bu faaliyetler zaman zaman gok
etkili olmustur. Rus kiiltiirel faaliyetlerinin tesiri daha ¢ok Ortodoks
Hristiyanlarin yasadigi ve Arapga konusulan Filistin bdlgesinde
etkili olmustur. Ozellikle Suriye, C.Liibnan, Beyrut ve Kudiis gibi
yerlerde Amerika, Fransa, Ingiltere ve Almanya ile rekabet ve
niifuz miicadelesi had sathaya ulagmistir. Ruslar tarafindan kurulan
ve bahsedilen bolgede oldukca etkin faaliyetler yiiriiten «Arz-1
Filistin Rus Ortodoks Cemiyeti» kisa zamanda bu rekabetin
sorumlulugunu iistlenmistir. Kisa zamanda agilan kiliseler, okullar,
hastahaneler bu niifuz miicadelesinde Rus Devletine biiyiik
katkilar saglamistir. Ele alacagimiz konunun 6nemli bir kismini
olusturan biiyiik devletler arasindaki rekabet bu cemiyetin kurulus
amaglar1 arasinda yer almaktadir. Amerikalilarin Beyrut’da agmis
olduklar1 Suriye Protestan Koleji (Daha sonra Beyrut Amerikan
Universitesi), Fransa’nin himayesinde bulanan Katolik Cizvitler
tarafindan kurulan St. Joseph Koleji’'ne, Ruslar Nasira’da «Rus
Dariilmuallimini» (Rus Ogretmen Okulu) ile karsilik vereceklerdir.
Dolayistyla bu teblig ile Rus kiiltiirel faaliyetlerinden bahsederken

* Istanbul Universitesi, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Boliimii
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bir yandan da bu rekabetin hangi bolgelerde cereyan ettigine de goz
atmamiz yerinde olacaktir.

Rus Hiikiimeti 1843 senesinde Filistin bdlgesine rihani bir
memur gondermek stretiyle bolgede yeni bir kiiltlirel politikanin
temellerini atmisti. Bu memurun en Onemli vazifesi bolgede
bulunan 6zellikle Rumlar arasinda propaganda yapmak siretiyle
Ruslar hakkinda olusan itimatsizlig1 ortadan kaldirmak olacaktir.

Kirim savagindan sonra hacilar, seyyahlar, turistler, bu bolgeye
akin etmiglerdir. 1860-1861 Cebel-i Liibnan ve Sam hadiselerinden
sonra bolgede insa edilen kiliseler, manastirlar, bakimevleri ve
saglik kuruluglar1 ile bu faaliyetler desteklenmistir. Ozellikle
Filistin bolgesinde nasil hizl bir kiiltiirel ve sosyal faaliyet igerisine
girildigi verilen tablonun incelenmesinden anlasilacaktir:

Arz-1 Filistin Rus Ortodoks Cemiyetinin Kurulmasi:

Islahat Fermani’nin getirdigi serbest ortamda faaliyetlerde
bulunan Ruslar Beyrut, Kudiis, Suriye ve Filistin’de okul, kilise,
hastahane ve sair hayri faaliyetleri yiiriitmek {izere, diger batili
devletlerin ¢ok daha erken zamanlarda kurmus olduklar1 cemiyetlere
benzer, bir yapilanmaya gitmeyi tasarlamiglar ve 1881 tarihinde
Petersburg sehrinde “Filistin Ortodoks Cemiyet-i Imparatoriyyesi”
(Imperatorskoe Pravoslavnoe Palestinskoe Obsestvo) adli hayir
cemiyetini kurarak bunu gergeklestirmiglerdir®.

Rusya’nin Petersburg sehrinde kurulan ve kuruculugunu Rus
veliahdi Grandiik Serj Alexanderovi¢’in yaptig1i bu cemiyetin
ilk merkezi Nasira’da iken 1895 tarihinde Sam’a nakl edilmistir.
Osmanli kaynaklarinda daha c¢ok “Arz-1 Filistin Rus Ortodoks
Cemiyeti” adryla anilacak olan bu cemiyetin kurulug amacini, 1892
tarihinde kendisine gelir kaynagi bulmak maksadiyla nesr ettigi

1 Azamat Alagéz Uuly, Filistin’de Rus Ortodoks Faaliyetleri (1880-1914), is-
tanbul Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii (Basiimamis Yiiksek Lisans
Tezi), Istanbul 2018; Azamat Alagéz Uulu “Rusya’nin Filistin Bolgesindeki
Ortodoks Faaliyetleri (1856-1914)”, Uluslararast Ogrenciler Akademisi Sos-
yal Bilimler Yazilart, Istanbul 2016, s. 116-129.
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kararnamede agikca gérmek miimkiindiir.

1- Filistin ve Kudiis bolgelerinde bulunan yerli Ortodokslarin,
diger Avrupa devletlerinin kontroliinde bulunan okul, hastahane
ve kiliselerin tesirinde kaldiklar1 ve bu durumdan kurtulmak igin
Rusya’dan yardim bekledikleri

2- Miibarek yerlere gelen Ortodoks =ziyaretcilerine(hacilarina)
mahsus mahaller insas1 ve ihtiyaglarinin kargilanmasi

3- Bolgede okullar ve kiliseler agilmasi
4- Diger mezheplere mensup cemiyetlerle miicadele

5- Biitiin bu faaliyetlerin yiiriitiilebilmesi i¢in yardim toplanmasidir.

Rum Okullarinin Arz-1 Filistin Rus Ortodoks Cemiyetine
Devri ve Karsilasilan Giicliikler:

Rus Devleti’nin Kudiis, Beyrut ve Suriye bolgelerindeki
miiesseselerinin biiylik bir boliimii Filistin Cemiyeti tarafindan
idare edilmekte olup, cemiyetin umami miidiirii ise Iskender
Yakubovi¢’tir (1895). Suriye’de Ortodoks Rumlar tarafindan idare
edilen 35’e yakin cemaat okulu 1895 tarihinde, Antakya ve Sam-1
Serif Tevabii Rum Ortodoks Patrigi tarafindan bir senetle Arz-1
Filistin Rus Ortodoks Cemiyeti’ne devr edilmistir. Bu nakil islemi
Rum Patriki’nin Rus niifuzuna meyyal birisi olmasindan dolay1
kolaylikla ger¢eklesmistir. Patrik ile cemaati arasinda gegimsizlik
olmasindan istifade eden Ruslar onunla dostluk kurmak suretiyle bu
okullarin kolaylikla kendi niifuzlarina gegmelerini saglamislardir.
Osmanli Devleti’ne haber verilmeden ve izin alinmadan, bu sekilde
Rus okullarinin ¢ogalmasina her zaman oldugu gibi ilk tepki
mabhalli yoneticilerden gelmistir. Rum cemaatinden duyulabilecek
tepki nedeniyle, Bekaa, Hama, Vadiii’l-acem’de bulunan bir kisim
okullarin devir islemleri daha sonraki bir zamana birakilmistir.

Suriye Maarif Miidiirii Hamit Efendi’nin bu kanunsuz durumu
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vildyete ve merkeze bildirmesi iizerine, Sadaret; Patrik Isperidon
Efendi’den, boyle bir olaya sebep vermesinin nedenini izah etmesini
istemistir. Patrigin ekonomik sebepler ileri slirmesi tizerine, Sadaret
3 Aralik 1896/ 24 Aralik 1896 tarihlerinde Suriye vilayetine tekiden
yazdig1 iki ayr1 emirle bu okullarin eskiden oldugu gibi acilen tekrar
Patriklige baglanmasini istemistir. Bu arada Maarif Nezareti 25
Kasim 1896 tarihinde, Ruslarin bu hareketlerinin 6niine gecilmek
iizere Patrikhanenin gelirlerini artiracak ve Patrikhne Cismani
Meclisi’ni Rus niifuzundan kurtaracak asagidaki tedbirlerin
alinmasini Babiali’ye teklif etmistir.

Bu teklife gore:

Cismani mecliste Rus etkisi altinda bulunan azalarin yerine
devlet ve millete sadik kisilerin segilmesi

Kilise gelirlerinin bu azalar vasitasiyla kontrol altina alinarak
gelir-gider dengesinin kurulmasi, eger acik kalirsa diger yerlerde
oldugu gibi mektepler menfaatine balo, tiyatrolar icras1 ve kiz
ogrencilerin el iglerinin piyangoya konulmasi

Ders programlarinin mahalli ve milli ihtiyaglara gore 1slahi igin
Patrik ile miizakere edilmesi istenmistir.

Biitiin alinan bu tedbirlere ragmen Ruslarin, bolgedeki Rum
ahaliyi kendi niifuzlar1 altina sokma gabalarina engel olunamamustir.

1901°de meydana gelen Midilli Hadisesi ile Fransiz Hiikiimetinin
Osmanli Devleti’ne kiiltiirel kurum?larim1 kabul ettirmesi Rus
hiikiimetini de harekete geg¢irmistir. Rus kiiltiirel varliklarmin
mevcudiyetlerini resmen kabul etmek istemeyen Osmanl
Hiiklimetini Rus el¢isi Zinovyev aba altindan sopa gostererek,
Fransizlar ile ayni haklarda kurumlarina taninma telep etmis ve bu
da kabul gérmiistiir.

2 Samil Mutlu, Osmanli Devleti nde Misyoner Okullari, Istanbul 2005, s. 77-
94.
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Biitiin bu gayretler sonunda Arz-1 Filistin Rus Ortodoks
Cemiyeti idaresine gecen okullarin sayist 1902°de 87’ye, 1905°de
93, 1911°de ise 102’ye ulasmistir. Bu okullara devam eden 6grenci
sayist 11.000 civarindadir. Bolgede bulunan ortodoks niifusunun
300 bin dolayinda ve yaklasik 30 bin ¢cocugun okul ¢caginda oldugu
diistintiliirse cemiyetin basarist ortadadir.

Rekabet icinde olunan diger devletlere ait bolgede agilmis olan
okullara bir g6z atmanin isabetli olacagi kanaatindeyiz. Amerikan
okullarma biitiin imparatorluk genelinde devam eden 6grenci sayisi
23.000, yaklagik 250 civarindaki Fransiz okullarina devam eden
6grenci sayist 70 bindir.

Kiyaslama acisindan bolgede ve Istanbul’da bulunan ingiliz
Okullarina devam eden 6grenci sayilarini verirsek durum daha iyi
anlagilacaktir:

Beyrut: 1271
Suriye: 1684
Kudiis: 1686
Liibnan: 1774
Istanbul: 1262
Toplamda: 7677

Son olarak alanda bulunan Hristiyan mezheplerinin birbirlerine
bakis acisma dair birkag sdz sOylemek yerinde olacaktir. Bu
cercevede Istanbul’a gelen ilk Amerikali Protestan misyonerlerin
karsilastiklar1 tepkiye dair Amerikali Protestan misyoner Cyrus
Hamlin hatiralarinda (Robert Kolej Ugrunda Bir Omiir);
Istanbul’da yaptig1 calismalar sirasinda kendisine yardimei olan
Rus tebaas1 Ermeni Mesrob Taliati’nin, Rus Biiyiikel¢isinin emriyle
Sibiryaya gonderilmesi iizerine:

Dr. Schauffler (Misyoner), Rus Biiytikelcisi Boutineff’i protesto
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etmek i¢in Rusya elgilik konagina kostu. Boutineff ona kurumlu
kurumlu sdyle cevap vermis: «Simdi ilave olarak size sunu
sdyleyebilirim Mr. Schauffler, Rus Imparatoru, ki kendileri benim
efendim olurlar, Protestanligin Tiirkiye’de kok salmasina asla izin
vermeyecektir» Dr. Schauffler bir bakista her seyi anlamis; bagini
egerek selam verirken aymi vakarla, «Ekselanslari, Isa’nin Krallig,
ki kendileri benim efendim olurlar, kdklerini nereye salacagini
biitlin Ruslarin imparatoru olan o kisiye asla sormayacaklardir»
demis ve dylece geriye donmiistiir®.

Katolik-Protestan mezhep rekabetine bir bagka 6rnek olmak
lizere;

Merzifon’da bulunan Amerikan Koleji’nin kisa zamanda
kazandigi basariyla, Samsun’da bulunan Fransiz okulu 6grencilerinin
bu okula ilgi gdstermesi iizerine, bir Fransiz yetkilinin, «Bir
Hristiyan olarak sevin, Katolik olarak {iziil» demesi ilgingtir.

Protestan-Katolik-Ortodoks Rekabetine dair bir baska
ornek:

Ingilizmisyonerleri 1910tarihinde Musul, imadiye, Célemerek’te
bulunan asiret seyhleri ile temasa gecmistir. Ingilizlerin yorede
okul agma tesebbiisleri iizerine, bolgede bulunan Kiirt, Siiryani,
Nasrani ve Yahudiler adina hareket ettiklerini sdyleyen bir ¢ok
kisi, Ingilizlerin bu hareketinin 6niine gecmek iizere Istanbul’a
cok sayida telgraflar gondermislerdir. Bolge ahalisi adina 28 imza
ile gonderilen bir telgrafta “her tiirlii yola bagvurularak bu okulun
actiritlmayacagi bildirilmistir. Diger taraftan bdlgenin en yiiksek
miilki amiri durumunda olan Musul Valisi olaya biraz degisik bir
cepheden bakar. Bu sekilde telgraf gonderenlerin, bolgedeki Fransiz
papazlarinin tesvikiyle bu sekilde hareket ettiklerini Istanbul’a
bildirir. Musul Valisine gore, bolgeye gelen Ingiliz misyonerlerinin
Irak bolgesinde emelleri vardir. Osmanli Devleti, Rus etkisinde

3 Cyrus Hamlin, Robert Kolej Ugrunda Bir Omiir, Cev. Ayse Aksu, Istanbul
2012, s. 178-179.
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bulunan ve birgogu Ortodoks mezhebine ge¢mis Nasturilerin eski
mezheplerinde kalmalararini istemektedir. Ruslar karsisinda bir
denge unsuru olan Ingiliz okulunun agilmasina, kanunlara muhalif
olsa bile miisaade edilmistir. Ayrica, bir y1l sonra Musul’da bir de
Ingiliz Hastahanesi agilmistir.






RUSSIA & TURKEY BILATERAL RELATIONS IN INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT 209

TURKEY-RUSSIA RELATIONS:
HARMONY OF NATIONAL INTERESTS

Ilyas Topsakal*
Abstract

Turkish-Russian relations, which have a long history in the
historical process, emerge as an effective structure in today’s
international system. Both countries pursue strict or flexible strategies
in security and foreign policy units when it comes to their national
interests. The strategies implemented by countries vary according to
their current power potential. Especially after the military intervention
of the two countries in the Syrian crisis, a certain level of stability has
been achieved in the region. After, the diplomatic ground was created
to protect this stable environment. Both countries used the balancing
policy proposed by the neo-realist theory against security threats and
each other. This study aims to analyze the post-1990 Turkey-Russia
relations in the framework of neo-realism. The study argues that
today’s relations are based on a certain proportion of the harmony of
the national interests of both countries.

Keywords: Turkey, Russia, national interests, neo-realism,

After the 1991

With the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Russia became
an autonomous nation-state with other members of the union. At
the same time, the Cold War has finished, the bipolar international
system has ended. The unipolar international system emerged in
the same year Turkey has continued to stay on the west side of the
world order. Bilateral relations with Russia, where it got close to the
Perestroika and Glasnost policies implemented during the Soviet

* Prof. Dr. istanbul University, istanbul, Turkey, e-mail: topsakal@istanbul.edu.tr
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Union, were tried to be maintained on a more solid basis. Turkey
has taken in this period to help the newly gain independence Central
Asian states and Russia, the international system to be integrated in
the economic and political context (Topsakal, 2016: 48).

In the first half of the 1990s, Turkish-Russian relations are
competitive, due to negative developments in the past. The second
part was a transition period focused on cooperation with the new
vision. As a result of the economic developments in this period,
commercial relations deepened. Thus, progress has been made in
the fields of politics and security. Developments in the political and
security fields have paved the way for significant multi-dimensional
partnerships (Celikpala, 2015: 122).

Turkey’s relations with Russia in the first half of 1990 was due
to two different reasons. Firstly, Turkey wanted to evaluate the
geopolitical space that emerged after the collapse of the Soviet
Union. The slogan of this policy is “Turkish World from Adriatic
to the Great Wall of China.” (Aras ve Fidan, 2009: 200). At the
same time, the perception of security threats by Russia against
Turkey in the collapse of the Soviet Union has disappeared. During
this period, Turkey, took the side of Azerbaijan in the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict to break the influence of Russia in the Caucasus.

Turkey while pulling the to the Eurasian line of foreign policy’s
in this period, has continued to be supported by the West. Russia
in response to Turkey’s policy in Central Asia has set up to the
(1991) CIS and then focused on security has decided to (1992) CST
agreement. Military Doctrine and Foreign Policy Concept published
by Russia in 1993 was given importance to cooperation activities
based on cooperation between Central Asia and CIS, at the same
time, the region was depicted as an area to be defended and a close
environment (MD, 1993: 2, Melville and Shakleina, 2005: 32-33).
Russia has also supported the PKK terrorist organization operating
in Turkey in this period (Celikpala, 2019: 6).
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When we review the relations between the two states, we see that
they perceive each other as rivals, especially in political and security
units. In this period, Turkey’s “grand strategy” in the Eurasian line has
been the Turkish world. The second reason for this policy is Turkey’s
economic development and its military power. Russia has already
been weakened in this process so that it was advantageous to Turkey.
According to the neo-realist theory has deteriorated the balance of power
between the states that the development of Turkey and the weakening
of Russia (Aktiirk, 2013: 58). Turkey became a more offensive position
in the offense-defense balance and when it gained power.

The rivalry and tension between the security and political units
between the two countries changed towards the mid-1990s. The first
reason for the transformation of Turkey recognizes the inadequacy
of capacity since the mid-1990s and argued that the idea that a step
backward. Indeed, Turkey’s active politics that at least initially
carried out by the Western-backed, to achieve superiority against
Russia on issues such as Karabakh, Chechnya, and Abkhazia, did
not create the desired results. Another reason for this change can
be said that the problem of terrorism that took place in Turkey
(Celikpala, 2019: 6).

Cooperation in the struggle against terrorism was the second
reason, which constitutes an important dimension of cooperation
between the two sides and enables the change of discourse in the
following period. The “Protocol on the Prevention of Terrorism”
signed in 1995 and the “Memorandum on Cooperation in the Field
of Combating Terrorism”, signed in 1996, are documents that the
two sides say will not enter each other’s fields and will cooperate in
Chechnya and PKK issues (Celikpala, 2015: 126).

Turkey is a poor country in terms of energy resources and Russia
is a country exporting energy resources. For this reason, energy is
the third-factor affecting Turkey-Russia relations. The cooperation
of the two countries in the field of energy started in the 1980s. In
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February 1986, Soyuzgaseksport and BOTAS, the energy companies
of the two countries, signed an agreement on natural gas purchases.
In the agreement signed for 25 years, which will cover the years
1987-2011, the parties agreed on the purchase of 6 billion cubic
meters of natural gas annually. The first natural gas flow was carried
out in June 1987 through Ukraine, Moldova, Romania, and Bulgaria
via the Transbalkan gas pipeline. Turkey’s dependence on Russian
gas has also started the process with this agreement. In addition to
this agreement in 1998, the parties will continue until 2022 and the
parties have agreed to purchase 8 billion cubic meters of natural gas in
addition to the mentioned pipeline. At the same time on 15 December,
1997 between BOTAS and GAZEKSPORT with Blue Stream Pipeline
from Russia to Turkey (under the Black Sea) were signed to project
involving the flow of natural gas (Kolobov et al., 2006: 190-193).

The fourth factor affecting the Turkey-Russia relations are
their relations with the West. NATO signed a security cooperation
agreement with Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary as of
1997 and the NATO membership of these three countries in 1999
(www.nato.int) caused Russia to face security threats. Russia has
come face to face again with the nightmare of “containment” by the
West, where she lived in the past. Also, some economic restrictions
and embargoes imposed on Russia by the West put the country in
trouble. Due to the problems in the EU participation process of
Turkey in the same period, it has deteriorated to the Western world.
At the 12-13 December EU Luxembourg Summit, it was decided
to hold bilateral intergovernmental conferences to start negotiations
with (South) Cyprus, Hungary, Poland, Estonia, the Czech
Republic, and Slovenia on the conditions for joining the Union and
the subsequent treaty arrangements (www.consilium.europa.eu).

In this case, Turkey felt ostracized by the West, both countries are
disappointed in their relations with the West. The relations between
the two countries that have deteriorated with the West have become
closer within this framework.
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From the 2000s to the Aircraft Crisis in 2015

The power of Vladimir Putin, who has been the only decision-
making political actor in the Russian Federation since the beginning
of the 2000s, is obvious. Important moves were made to renew
the infrastructure, which had completely collapsed at the end
of the Soviet era, and production was revived. Particularly rich
underground and aboveground riches have been integrated into the
world economy, the money and capital market has been reorganized
and distributed to the regional balance through oligarchs. At the
same time, policies towards the middle class started to be produced
(Topsakal, 2016: 48-49).

In this period, Russia’s understanding of national security and
my view of the international site has changed compared to the
90s. In the Military Doctrine of 1993, domestic political instability
rather than the foreign policy was specified as the main field of
activity of the country. The international system has been viewed
as a stable environment, free from conflicts and military threats. At
the same time, it has been stated that the policy of creating influence
over any state lags. Providing national security was first shaped
within the framework of the understanding of collective security
through units such as the development of multilateral relations with
the UN, involvement in different security structures, and the CIS
(near abroad) (Zengin, 2019: 86). In the National Security Concept
published in 2000, the international system has been defined by
a process that has undergone a dynamic transformation. With the
disappearance of the conflict period of the bipolar system, two
different tendencies emerged in the new international system, the
first of which is; The development of integrative mechanisms for
the economic and political strengthening of a significant number of
states and the introduction of multilateral governance, the second,
developed under the leadership of the United States with the aim of
the unilateral solution of key issues in international politics (mainly
military intervention) is an international system (NSC, 2000: I).
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In the same period, the Justice and Development Party came to
power in Turkey founding on the win-win strategy of relations with
Russia. Especially in bilateral relations, the development of trade
volume was one of the main objectives. The rapprochement of the
two countries brought with it a serious increase in the economic
field. Joint investments especially in the field of energy started to
affect both the Middle Eastern countries and the West directly. The
Russian Federation, which is strong in energy production, has started
to be positioned as the power that has started to force the two poles
again in the international arena by using its advantage in energy
distribution. It declared this power with the Shanghai Cooperation
declaration, which is made jointly with India and China. Turkey
is currently in the process of establishing good relations with its
neighbors and vibrant economy that is the goal of establishing
strategies to keep alive. This positive process deteriorated when V.
Putin suddenly punished Georgia with military force in 2008. Turkey
has traditionally partners supported in this process by acting together
with NATO and Western ally Georgia. Traditional Turkish foreign
policy is in the form of a policy that tries to protect its interests
only in areas where the competition between the West and Russia
is experienced worldwide. Finally, Ukraine and the Crimea have
also been acted for the same purpose, focusing on protecting the
rights of geographies and communities that have historical ties in the
international arena, rather than their interests (Topsakal, 2016: 49).

The fact that the two countries have different perspectives on
the situation brought about by the Syrian crisis has caused the
deterioration of the strategic relations established since the early
2000s. In particular, On November 24, 2015, as a result of shot
down the Su-24M bomber of Russian Air Force by F-16 jets of
Turkish Air Force, it has caused almost broken to become the
mutual relations. Thus, the plane crisis experienced in Turkey-
Russia relations revealed the necessity of revising the relationship
qualitatively. (Tanrisever, 2016: 7).
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Following the fighter jet crisis with Turkey, Russia continued to
increase its military occupation in Syria and closed Syrian airspace
to Turkish jets using its S-400 air defense missile system deployed
at the Khmeymim base in Latakia. Moscow also began to improve
its political and military relations with the Syrian Kurds PYD and its
armed wing YPG, which are both viewed by Ankara as the extension
of PKK. It also tried hard to exclude Turkey from the Syrian peace
process and launched extensive anti-Turkish propaganda operations
claiming that Ankara had been supporting ISIS and other terrorist
groups in Syria. (Ersen, 2017: 5).

At the end of June 2016, Turkey has taken steps to resolve the
existing problems with Russia and reciprocal ice has melted. In this
context, successive steps have been taken in the fields of tourism,
trade, energy, and security. On the July 15, 2016 coup attempt
in Turkey, Russia giving support to the Turkish government, has
contributed significantly to the improvement of relations. On August
9, 2016, the President of the Republic of Turkey R.T. Erdogan made
his first overseas trip to Russia following the coup attempt. (Kocak,
2017: 10-11). In this context, the relaxing of bilateral relations was
reflected in the policies regarding the Syrian crisis.

Problem Solver Actors in Syria Crisis: Turkey-Russia

The fact that became an important actor in the crisis with the
influence of US weak policies in the Syrian crisis and through
strengthening, military intervention is a successful result of Russia’s
strategy of balancing the USA. In this context, Turkey struggle
against terrorist organizations such as, ISIS, PYD-YPG fails to
receive the support that is expected from the US, and thus Turkey
was rapprochement with Russia. In this regard, relations with
Russia to Turkey was seen as a key factor in the balance strategy
against the US.

On August 24, 2016, starting the Operation Euphrates Shieldin
this framework, Turkey has returned to active struggle with
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terrorism in the name of Syria pitch again. Thus, a new alliance area
was opened, including Russia, as well as Iran. Turkey, within the
framework of the UN Charter as well as ensuring the security of
borders the also aimed to struggle with elements such as the ISIS
and Syrian branch PYD / YPG of the PKK. This has been a driving
force for the normalization of Turkish-Russian relations and its
revival with an even more ambitious discourse with a vision that is
politically targeted. Russia opened airspace and territory of Syrian
for the operations of the Turkish Army and Turkey has created a new
diplomatic space between Russia and Iran (Celikpala, 2019: 23-24).

In this context, Russia’s opening “Syria’s airspace” to Turkey,
has been a turning point in bilateral relations behalf. Thus, Turkey
has realized more useful the Operation Euphrates Shield. Russia’s
support for Turkey; the historically to pro-Western and NATO
member Turkey, can be interpreted as to attract them into their
ranks. In this context, Russia has become the main actor in Syria
and has shown to the international system that any intervention
towards Syria can be carried out as a result of its support. Turkey
has gained success in the operation in a short time and he showed
power to the international system. At the same time, he was able
to establish an alternative balance against the US and the West in
the context of national interests. In this respect, it can be said that
“the through alliances balancing policy” proposed by the neo-realist
theory is valid in both countries.

Turkey-Russia relations have gained a military dimension along
with the Euphrates Shield Operation. Later, political cooperation
started in the diplomatic field. In this context, the Astana process
started on 20 December 2016 in order to find a solution on Syria
crisis. Turkey, Russia, and Iran’s foreign ministers held a meeting
in Moscow. Following this meeting, a Moscow Declaration was
published, explaining the intentions of bringing a solution to the
Syrian problem by bonding the efforts of the struggle of terrorism
on the Syrian territory to the political solution area (Celikpala,
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2019: 24). The full text of its, which includes the measures agreed
to restart the political process to end the Syrian crisis is as follows
(Sputnik News, 2016):

Iran, Russia, and Turkey reiterate their full respect for
sovereignty, independence, unity and territorial integrity of the
Syrian Arab Republic as a multi-ethnic, multi-religious, non-
sectarian, democratic and secular state.

Iran, Russia, and Turkey are convinced that there is no military
solution to the Syrian conflict. They recognize the essential role of
the United Nations in the efforts to resolve this crisis by UNSC
resolution 2254. The Ministers also take note of the decisions of the
International Syria Support Group (ISSG). They urge all members
of the international community to cooperate in good faith to remove
the obstacles on the way to implement the agreements contained in
these documents.

Iran, Russia, and Turkey welcome joint efforts in Eastern Aleppo
allowing for the voluntary evacuation of civilians and the organized
departure of the armed opposition. The Ministers also welcome
partial evacuation of civilians from Fuaa, Kafraia, Zabadani, and
Madaya. They commit to ensuring the completion of the process
without interruption and safely and securely. The Ministers express
their gratitude to the representatives of ICRC and WHO for their
assistance in conduction the evacuation.

The Ministers agree on the importance of expanding ceasefire,
unhindered humanitarian assistance, and free movement of civilians
throughout the country.

Iran, Russia, and Turkey express their readiness to facilitate
and become the guarantors of the prospective agreement, being
negotiated, between the Syrian Government and the opposition.
They invited all other countries with an influence on the situation
on the ground to do the same.
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They strongly believe that this Agreement will be instrumental
to create the necessary momentum for the resumption of the political
process in Syria by the UNSC resolution 2254.

The Ministers take note of the kind offer of the President of
Kazakhstan to host relevant meetings in Astana.

Iran, Russia, and Turkey reiterate their determination to fight
jointly against ISIL/DAESH and Al-Nusra and to separate from
them, armed opposition groups.

Following the first meeting in Astana, the capital of Kazakhstan
on January 23-24, 2017, in addition to the regular Astana meetings,
the three guarantor countries of Astana have met five times so far
at the level of Head of State (http:/www.mfa.gov.tr). (Sochi, 22
November 2017; Ankara, 4 April 2018; Tehran, 7 September 2018;
Sochi, 14 February 2019; Ankara, 16 September 2019), Foreign
Ministers five times (Astana, 16 March 2018; Moscow, 28 April
2018; New York, September 26, 2018; Geneva, December 18, 2018;
New York, September 25, 2019). Russia and Turkey, which had
almost come to the brink of war about a year ago, placed the Syrian
issue on the agenda of their relations, this time under a completely
different discourse and content. That is key in terms of showing the
fluctuations in relations. During the process, the parties addressed
a myriad of matters such as facilitating talks between the Syrian
government and the armed opposition, ensuring the permanence
of the ceasefire declared and establishing monitoring mechanisms,
identifying and drawing the borders of de-escalation zones and
leaving them to the control of guarantors, establishing coordination
between them, identifying the elements that would contribute to the
drafting of a new constitution to shape Syria’s future, and developing
trust-building measures between the parties (Celikpala,2019: 25).

The two countries that engaged in military intervention in the
Syrian crisis, especially with the Astana negotiations, have raised
their image in the international system as a “problem-solver actor”
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on the diplomatic ground. In this context, the relationships between
the two countries can be understood as a coalition, brought about
by requirements rather than necessity. In this context, Turkey and
Russia relations; can be interpreted as “balancing through alliances”
policies within the national interests of the two countries affected by
the unstable environment caused by the “anarchic structure of the
international system”.

CONCLUSION

Turkish-Russian relations, which have a long history in the
historical context, appear as an effective structure in today’s
international system. We can say that both states have a deal-
oriented flexible or solid strategy to demonstrate their strength in
foreign policy and security units when it comes to their national
interests. Especially concerning Syria, following the military assets
of both countries, stabilization in the region and the transition to the
diplomatic phase has taken an important place on the international
agenda.

The desire of Russia “to be a global actor”, which it has clearly
stated in the National Security Concept and Military Doctrines it
has been publishing since the early 2000s, has been accepted in the
international system. Russia gained power and had a geopolitical
motive, whose national interests exceeded the borders of the
country. However, Russia is seeking alliances at the regional level
as its capacity to carry out its national interests alone is questionable.

Turkey has decided to struggle against terrorist groups (ISIS and
Syrian branch PYD / YPG of the PKK) that pose a threat to national
security beyond the borders. But his traditional partner could not find
the support he hoped for from the West and the USA. Turkey, even
the enemy terrorist groups (Syrian branch PYD / YPG of the PKK)
supported by the United States has faced. In this regard, Turkey has
turned towards Russia for protection to the national security issues.
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The strengthening of both countries and the harmonization of their
national interests to a certain extent brought them closer to each other
and enabled them to carry out common policies. Bilateral relations
have become stronger with the sharing of military technology,
energy investments, and economic relations. These bilateral relations
have started to make both countries dependent on each other. But
almost every subject in Turkey and Russia is unlikely to carry out a
common agenda. For this reason, it is thought that bilateral relations
should be evaluated not through a comprehensive expression such
as strategic partnership, but through the harmonization of subject-
based national interests. As a result, Russia is a global player and
Turkey has leadership capacity at regional levels. The coming period
and are thought to be more effective in the international system. It
is thought that both states will be more effective in the international
system in the coming period.
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Turkey and Russia have a common history and have been ma-
intaining the neighborly relations for centuries. Those relations
are not based only on the years of war but also alliances, cultural
interactions, neighbourhood and their political position in inter-
national relations as well. Accurate assessment of the impact of
historical events and the subsequent process can only be achie-
ved by learning and analyzing approaches from the perspective
of all sides. This study consisting of the reports of the symposi-
um held in Moscow in October 19-20, 2018, is aimed at studying
the Turkish-Russian relationship in the international context.

Turkiye ve Rusya ortak gegcmise sahip iki tilke olarak, komsuluk ilis-
kilerini yGzyillardir strddrmektedir. Bu iliskileri yalnizca savas yilla-
ri olusturmamakta; bunun yaninda ittifaklar, kilttrel etkilesimler,
komsuluk ve uluslararasi iliskilerdeki tutum da énemli yer tutmak-
tadir. Tarihi olaylarin ve bu olaylarin ardindan ortaya ¢ikan strecin
etkisinin dogru degerlendirilebilmesi, ancak taraflarin gbztinden
konuya yaklasimlarin 6grenilmesi ve analiz edilmesiyle mimkdn
olabilir. 19-20 Ekim 2018de Moskovada diizenlenen sempozyu-
mun bildirilerinden olusan bu ¢alisma, Ttrkiye ve Rusya iliskilerini
uluslararasi baglamda ele almayi hedefledli.
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