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Activities of Ambassadors and Embassies in the Yildiz Journals: Eastern
Rumelia, Crete, and Armenian Issues
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ABSTRACT

In state administration, one of the ways to obtain information on risky and critical issues in order to make
decisions and take appropriate actions is through the journal mechanism. This article examines the diplomatic
activities of the Ottoman Empire and the activities of embassies between 1878 and 1908 through journals from
the era of Sultan Abdulhamid Il. This descriptive article employs document review as a qualitative data
collection method, and the analysis of the obtained data is conducted through document analysis. Firstly, the
diplomatic transformations of the Ottoman Empire throughout its historical process are discussed, followed by
an analysis of the documents written about ambassadors and embassies in the Yildiz Archives. Within this
framework, important problem areas of the period, such as the "Eastern Rumelia Issue," the "Crete Issue," and
the "Armenian Issue,” are examined, and the diplomatic processes underlying these events are interpreted.
Additionally, the effectiveness of the Ottoman Empire's embassies and the personal attitudes of ambassadors are
evaluated through the journals. The results of the article shed light on the political and diplomatic dynamics of
the Abdulhamid era with different perspectives provided by the journals regarding the diplomatic events of the
period and the roles of the ambassadors.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The diplomatic development of the Ottoman Empire underwent various stages and transformations
throughout its history. Shaped by geographical, political, economic, and ideological factors, these
processes have been decisive in the state’s diplomatic relations. Particularly, significant events and
developments in the 19th century necessitated the restructuring of Ottoman diplomacy. This article
examines the diplomatic activities of the Ottoman Empire between 1878 and 1908 through journals
from the era of Abdulhamid Il, aiming to analyze the diplomatic transformations of the Ottoman
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Empire and the roles of ambassadors in detail, while also assessing the political and diplomatic
processes of the period.

By analyzing the journals from the era of Abdulhamid 11, unique insights into the diplomatic activities
of the Ottoman Empire are presented. The information contained in these journals serves as an
important resource for understanding the political and diplomatic dynamics of the time. However, the
documents evaluated are limited to those journals written about the ambassadors and embassies found
in the Yildiz Archives. Other documents and archival sources are outside the scope of this article. A
detailed analysis of the examined journals allows for a fresh perspective on the political and
diplomatic events of the period. Additionally, one of the article's contemporary aspects is its
interpretation of the Ottoman Empire's diplomatic activities within the context of the activities of the
ambassadors and embassies mentioned in the journals.

Furthermore, archival documents constitute a significant portion of the sources in this article.
Therefore, the method followed and the structure of the article have been organized and classified
according to the archival documents. The universe of the article comprises the diplomatic activities of
the ambassadors and embassies of the Ottoman Empire with foreign states between 1878 and 1908. As
a sample, the diplomatic activities during this period, particularly the journals written about
Abdulhamid Il and the ambassadors, have been included. The data were collected from documents
obtained from the "Ottoman State Archives, Yildiz, Arzuhal Journals" fund.

The identified documents were first classified according to countries, ambassadors, and events. Some
events concerned multiple states, and thus the documents of ambassadors from different countries
were included under the same classification group. For instance, events related to the Armenian Issue
involved both Russia and England. Therefore, the two different states have been categorized under the
"Armenian Issue" heading. However, documents concerning the relations between France and the
Ottoman Empire have been classified under the "France" heading. The documents carry high validity
and reliability as they are official documents of the Ottoman State Archives and directly contain the
diplomatic correspondence of the period. The originality and historical context of the documents have
been preserved in the article. The data were analyzed based on the diplomatic transformations of the
Ottoman Empire over the historical process. The examined documents were first considered in their
historical contexts, and then the diplomatic activities and roles of the ambassadors were interpreted
and analyzed. Care was taken to maintain the integrity of the subject during the analysis of the
documents.

This study includes the interviews of ambassadors who served during the era of Abdulhamid 11, along
with some confidential discussions. This is significant from the perspective of political analysis of the
period. The article aims to understand and examine the political and political events of the period in a
different dimension in light of the documents it discusses.

2. EXAMINATION OF AMBASSADORS AND EMBASSIES IN THE JOURNALS
2.1 Journals

The journals served as a kind of intelligence-gathering method for Abdulhamid Il. This allowed him to
track events both within and outside the state. There may be multiple reasons for Abdulhamid's
preference for this system, but a few stand out. The first is his paranoia regarding coups and betrayals,
and the second is the complexity of internal parameters of the state during that period. Abdulhamid



secluded himself in Yildiz and wanted to personally monitor the events. Therefore, he established a
communication network that provided him with data from both within and outside the borders.

This network somewhat resembles today's CIMER (Communication Center for Citizens) in some
aspects. Writing journals was not the privilege of just one group; it was a network that everyone in the
state apparatus could use. This situation also led to the writing of false and baseless journals. Some
state officials wrote journals that could be considered slanderous to undermine their rivals or for
personal gain. However, Abdulhamid Il did not always accept the contents of the journals as accurate
and attempted to verify them through different sources. Another factor resulting from the situation
mentioned above is the sheer volume of journals written. Because of this, some journals were never
read, while the majority were read first by certain officials (A¢ik, 2011, p. 26-19).

The journals were written for various purposes, sometimes for political objectives, sometimes for
personal interests, and sometimes for informational purposes. The documents examined in this article
are mostly for informational purposes. They report on the speeches, personal opinions, character, or
circumstances of any ambassador. However, it is observed that some documents served both
informational and political purposes. For example, in the document coded Y.PRK.AZJ 38/55, the
journalist, who stated that he met with the French ambassador, praised himself through the
ambassador's words and requested certain positions.

Another important issue to mention before proceeding to the examination of the documents is the
significance of the documents containing information about ambassadors and embassies. Ambassadors
became an important communication tool for states in the 19th and 20th centuries. Especially after the
1856 Paris Conference, the Ottoman Empire took care to act in harmony with Europe in its foreign and
internal policies. In this context, there was continuous communication with European ambassadors.
With the Berlin Conference convened during the reign of Abdulhamid, communication with
ambassadors became stronger, and their influence on internal and external matters increased. The
journals contain information about the speeches of ambassadors and even their characters. This can
provide a different perspective on understanding the period and its political and diplomatic events.
Documents related to ambassadors have been evaluated within the context of the political and
diplomatic events experienced. Therefore, the events in Eastern Rumelia, Crete, and the Armenian
Issue have been addressed.

2.2 The Eastern Rumelia Issue

The Eastern Rumelia issue relates to the desire of the Bulgarians to expand the autonomy area
allocated to them to include the province centered in Plovdiv. This demand began to be fueled after the
Berlin Conference. With the Berlin Conference, a Bulgarian state was technically established under
Ottoman rule but under Russian influence, and a constitution was created based on the Serbian
constitution. Some time after the conference, in 1879, Prince Alexander was appointed to lead
Bulgaria. When Russia withdrew its forces from Bulgarian territories at the same time, the Ottoman
Empire expressed its intention to send troops, to which a segment in Eastern Rumelia and Bulgaria
declared that they would resist the Ottoman soldiers. In response, Russia made an agreement with the
Ottoman Empire and counseled the Bulgarian people to calm them.

However, as events progressed, the Bulgarian prince and the parliament known as the Sobranie began
to act independently due to their dissatisfaction with Russian influence, leading to an uprising in
Plovdiv in 1885. As a result of these events, it was declared that Eastern Rumelia had united with
Bulgaria. Following this development, Russian ambassador Nelidof immediately informed the



Sublime Porte of the situation. The Ottoman Empire, which preferred not to resolve this significant
crisis through military operations, demanded that the states party to the Berlin Agreement ensure the
protection of its provisions. Following the recommendation of the European states, a conference was
convened in Istanbul. At the conference, while England and France insisted on the protection of the
new status quo, Russia, Austria, and Germany advocated for the restoration of the old status quo
(Aydin, 2012, pp. 129-131). During the conference, the situation changed when the Serbs attacked the
Bulgarians; after the Bulgarians defeated the Serbs, the Sublime Porte began negotiations with the
Bulgarians and made several decisions. The decisions made were as follows:

1. The autonomy in Eastern Rumelia would be granted to the Bulgarian prince, but Muslim
towns would be separated from that region.

2. The provincial regulations would be determined by the Ottoman Empire and the Bulgarian
prince.

3. The implementation of the decisions regarding Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia stated in the
Berlin Agreement would continue.

After this agreement, although the Russians attempted to exert influence over the Bulgarians, the
chairman of the parliament, Stamboulof, tried to govern the country independently from Russian
influence. This governance continued until 1895, but after Stamboulof's death, the Bulgarians began to
get closer to the Russians again (Karal, 2011, pp. 102-112).

Considering the aforementioned events, it can be observed that since 1879, Russia has been trying to
establish a permanent area of influence in Bulgaria. According to information provided by the
Austrian ambassador in 1881, Russian merchants traveling to Bulgaria for the purpose of construction
and other needs actually had a political aim. Additionally, the same ambassador reported that Russia
encouraged the gatekeeper responsible for ensuring Ottoman-Bulgarian communication to create
difficulties (DABOA, 1918a). However, in the following period, the Bulgarians would become
uncomfortable with Russian influence and would act independently. Given this information, it can be
seen that there may have been Russian influence in the uprisings that occurred during the process.

In 1885, in an interview with Nelidof, who informed the Sublime Porte of the events, he stated that the
Russian emperor condemned the rebellion and withdrew the army, adding that this incident would not
escalate further and that the rebels would remain in their positions upon receiving a warning. He
emphasized that the Ottoman Empire should gather the states from the Berlin Conference as soon as
possible to discuss the situation. He then claimed that it was impossible to restore the old status quo
and that sending military forces would lead to dire consequences. He implied that envisioning the
situation as a "fait accompli" would yield the best results. In this context, a diplomatic journalist
reporting on the situation assessed that the acceptance of such a condition could also lead to uprisings
among other peoples in the Balkan Region. He then suggested appointing a commissioner, citing
Russia’s previous interventions in past events as an example. However, Nelidof indicated that Russia
would not be inclined to the commissioner issue and that the matter should be resolved peacefully
(DABOA, 1895a).

When examining the conversation between the journalist and Nelidof, it becomes clear that Nelidof's
assertion that the Bulgarians would not listen to the Russian Emperor indicates that the rebellion did
not fully occur under Russian control; however, Russia's desire to maintain the established status quo
shows that it was not uninformed about this rebellion. Furthermore, as the journalist expressed,



viewing this issue as a fait accompli would affect other peoples in the Balkans and the ensuing turmoil
would continue until the Balkan Wars.

2.3 The Cretan Issue

The Cretan issue has turned into a problem since the Greek uprising in 1821. The strategic position of
the island has increased the interest and intervention of major powers in this island. As a result of the
Cretan Uprising in 1867, Ali Pasha granted autonomy to the Greeks. In 1868, the Ayestafanos
Agreement was made to ensure the implementation of this autonomy. However, European states
regulated the autonomy mentioned at the Berlin Conference to weaken Russia’s dominance. Following
these events, the Ottoman Empire issued the Halepa Firman in 1878 to prevent any potential unrest
with the Cretans. According to this firman:

1. The governor of Crete would be appointed every five years. A Muslim assistant would be
assigned to a Christian governor and vice versa.

2. There would be 80 members in the provincial general council. Of these members, 49 would be
Christian and 31 would be Muslim. This council would meet once a year.

Appointed officials would be selected from among the island's natives.

Greek would be accepted as the official language.

a > w

The surplus revenue from taxes would be used for the services of the island.
6. Freedom of the press would be ensured (Cengiz, 2018, p. 79).

In 1885, following the unification of Eastern Rumelia with the Bulgarians, the Cretan issue began to
escalate. Although Abdulhamid Il sent governors to placate the islanders, Muslims and Christians
were defying the governors. In 1889, armed gangs revolted, and Christians began to refuse to pay
taxes. The demands of the Greek rebels were for a Greek Orthodox governor. However, these
uprisings were not just conflicts against bureaucracy; they were also clashes between the Muslim and
Christian populations. In 1890, the gangs were dispersed, and order was restored. The appointment of
a Christian but non-Greek governor (Prince Berovi¢) later rekindled tensions. In 1896, conflicts broke
out between Muslims and Christians in the towns of Kandia and Hanya, resulting in massacres.
Although Abdulhamid Il promised to renew the Halepa Firman, the situation could not be controlled.
In light of the crisis, the Ottoman Empire sought help from the great powers. The great powers
decided to send military forces to the island but warned Greece not to intervene. However, the Greek
government disregarded these warnings and sent troops to the island in 1897. The great powers
responded harshly, pushing the Greek forces away from the island. On September 6, 1898, the Muslim
population attacked the British occupation force and killed the British consul. This incident was used
as a justification to remove the Ottoman military units from the island by Britain, Italy, France, and
Russia. The great powers decided that the island would remain under Ottoman administration and
appointed Greek Prince George to the island. In 1898, the prince arrived and took over the
administration. In 1899, a new constitution was created, a new flag was adopted, and a police
organization, which included Italian officers, was established (Karal, 2011, pp. 118-125).

Following the conclusion of the Cretan events, an interview was conducted with the French
ambassador, whose term in the Ottoman Empire was about to end and who was soon to leave Istanbul.
In this interview, both the journalist who wrote the report and the French ambassador made interesting
observations. The journalist's statements were as follows: "Before the Cretan issue occurred, the
privileges granted to the Cretans were not even found in Europe; regular salaries were paid to the



gendarmerie and military units to ensure order and peace, and the assembly in Crete was autonomous
in internal affairs. However, with the activities of the committees in Athens, the Cretans were incited,
and then the Greeks entered the island without respecting international law. After this incident, the
Cretans accepted nothing but incorporation into Greece. Naturally, this escalation led us into a war
that would result in a heavy defeat for the Greeks. Although we were victorious, the Christian powers
treated the Greeks well and supported them. The autonomy given to the Cretans in its current form
(after the Cretan uprisings) means handing over the island to the Greeks shortly. However, France has
no benefit from this autonomy whatsoever. France was known for its policy of protecting Orthodox
Christians in the East. However, now, this is approached with neglect, leading to the events that
caused the Crimean War. France is unintentionally serving a hidden purpose that is not in its interests.
This hidden purpose is the Russo-British alliance” (DABOA, 1899a).

After stating the above expressions, the French ambassador remarked that Europe has not always acted
justly and has sometimes sought alliances. He mentioned that he was also embarrassed by the current
situation, explaining that France could not intervene because it was not entirely sure about its
alliances. He then warned his interlocutor, whom we mentioned in the above journal, about the
situation in Macedonia, stating that if necessary precautions were not taken, the situation would
become as grave as in Crete (DABOA, 1899a).

When examining the conversation between the journalist and the French ambassador, it is evident that
although order was established in Crete, the activities of the Greeks to freely operate on the island and
attempts to land there indicate that they were not entirely alone in these events. It can be observed that
after the war, Christian states supported the Greek state. Moreover, despite France's policy of
protecting Christians, its passive stance on the Cretan issue indicates that the balances were changing.
The ambassador's uncertainty about the alliances reveals this situation. The alliances during World
War | are similar to this situation. Finally, both the ambassador and the journalist's assessments
regarding the Greek and Macedonian issue turn out to be accurate, showing that despite foreseeing the
events, the necessary precautions were not fully taken.

2.4 The Armenian Issue

Until the Ottoman-Russian War of 1877-1878, there was no significant mass issue concerning
Armenians in Turkey. The traditional Ottoman administrative and political structure had, under the
conditions of the day, a moderate approach towards Armenians, as it did with other non-Muslim
minorities. By the 19th century, it was known that Armenians largely spoke Turkish and preferred a
lifestyle similar to Turkish traditions. Principally, due to their effective exemption from military
service, their economic, social, and cultural developments had advanced beyond those of the Muslim
Turkish element. Following the Greek uprising of 1821, they were employed in various levels of the
state.

There were two main issues that triggered the Armenians. One was the efforts of the Russians to use
them against the Ottoman regime, and the other was the Protestant policies of the British. Seeking a
group to protect in order to legitimize their activities in the East, England opened a Protestant church
in Jerusalem in 1842. Subsequently, the British established special schools in Istanbul, Lebanon, and
various places in Anatolia. Through these schools, they aimed to spread Protestantism, considering
Armenians the most suitable group (Jenkins, 2014).

On the other hand, the Russians encountered and made contact with Armenians in Anatolia during the
1878 war. In Ayestafanos, the Russians received a promise of reforms for the Armenians and



protection against the Kurds. In the Berlin Conference, Britain sought to use Cyprus as a base against
potential Russian activities in Anatolia and would also regulate the Armenian reform conditions. Until
that time, although the Armenians did not have politically motivated demands, the ongoing discussion
of their rights indicated the struggle of the two great powers on paper. In 1880, the necessity and
implementation of this reform was reminded to the Ottoman Empire by the Great Powers. During this
reminder, it was emphasized that officials and officers suitable for Christian regions should be
appointed. Within that year, a decision for reform would be taken. The contents of the decisions were
as follows:

1. A court would be organized.
2. Police and gendarmerie would be organized.

3. Tax revenues, except for customs, postal, and telegraph revenues, would be allocated to this
region.

4. Judicial officers would be appointed.
5. Reforms would be controlled through a supervisor (Karal, 2011, pp. 126-144).

Even though reforms were made, from 1880 onwards, Armenian societies began to form and become
active, especially in Europe and England. In 1887, the Hunchak Armenian Revolutionary Society held
meetings for rebellion. In 1890, weapons and bombs hidden in Armenian churches were found. In
1894, the British consul in Van toured the regions inhabited by Armenians. The Armenians perceived
this tour as a sign and were preparing to revolt. As a sign of rebellion, they massacred Muslims in
Bitlis Sasun. In response, Abdulhamid sent the Fourth Army Corps commander to suppress the
uprising, and it was brutally crushed. Europe referred to this event as the "Armenian Massacre." The
Ottoman state did not accept these accusations and held the society leader Naza Bek responsible.
However, Britain ignored these statements and made severe threats against the Ottoman Empire both
in public and in its parliament. These threats also included sanctions, which were essentially a reform
proposal (Karal, 2011, pp. 126-144).

The content of this reform proposal was as follows:
1. Gendarmes (officers) in areas where Armenians were present would be Christian.
2. District heads would be determined by election.
3. Forest guards would be present in areas where Armenians were located.
4

Regulations would be made regarding prisons (amnesty for Armenians convicted of political
crimes).

5. The issue of conversion would be regulated by law.
6. Damages suffered by Armenians would be compensated.

With this reform proposal, it was as if a project for autonomy was presented to the Armenians despite
the Muslim majority in Eastern Anatolia. These projects led to the elevation of the Armenians'
political ambitions. On September 28, 1895, the Armenians decided to hold a protest march in
Istanbul. The state allowed this march on the condition that they would not walk toward the Bab-1 Ali.
However, the Armenians disregarded this warning and marched toward the Bab-1 Ali, killing Officer
Servet Bey, who came to warn them. Following this, Grand Vizier Said Pasha began to defend the
Bab-1 Ali. Since no ammunition was given to the soldiers, the defense was carried out with bayonets.



After Said Pasha's request for help to Serasker Riza Pasha went unanswered, the Muslim population
intervened. Following the intervention of the Muslim population, clashes began in various parts of the
country, including Trabzon, Tekirdag, and Izmit. In response, European powers protested the Ottoman
Empire. Even the British Prime Minister Salisbury would mention that the Ottoman Empire would
collapse. The severity of Britain's reaction likely stemmed from its damaged prestige due to its
inability to fully implement its policy of protecting Protestants (Karal, 2011, pp. 126-144).

When examining the journals written about this issue, it is noted that Ali Ferruh Bey, the second
secretary of the London Embassy, sent his personal opinions to the palace in journal form on April 18,
1894. In this memorandum, he mentioned the following: “Anarchist groups are engaging in bad
activities in Paris and London, and upon these events, the British Government decided to take some
measures. Among the captured anarchists, no Armenians were found, but | hope the relationship
between Armenians and anarchists will come to light. Thus, the true nature of the Armenians will be
revealed. Indeed, as time progresses, the true nature of the Armenians is becoming clearer. Their
complaints are no longer taken seriously by many. In the House of Commons, no questions are being
asked about the Armenians, nor are there any answers. As long as we appear brave and indifferent
(against Europe), Europe cannot raise its voice. Europe only thinks of its own interests and raises its
voice only when its interests are affected. Even if we raise our voices on this issue, all Europe will do
is thank us. If we discipline those who act rebelliously one by one and unhesitatingly kill those who
raise arms against our officers, then Europe cannot raise its voice. We cannot grant privileges in
Anatolia, just as we do not in Rumelia. This issue must be a matter of life and death for us. Immigrants
should be settled in the areas where Armenians are found in Anatolia, taxes should be collected from
single Muslim youths, and Muslims should be encouraged to marry” (DABOA, 1894a).

It is important to evaluate this memorandum written three months before the uprising in August 1894.
After the uprising, when the British used the harsh reaction to put the Ottoman Empire in a difficult
situation, and in light of the documents concerning the failures of Ottoman embassy officials in
gathering information; Ali Ferruh Bey misled the state by encouraging a harsh intervention. It was
known how sensitive Christian states were regarding their subjects. Furthermore, while the Armenian
issue did not penetrate European public opinion, its later influence on public opinion could indicate
that the uprising was suppressed more harshly than it should have been. However, Ali Ferruh Bey was
justified in stating that no privileges should be granted to anyone in Anatolia. The parallelism between
the demands of the Armenians in the 19th century and the similar demands being raised today for the
Southeastern region is noteworthy. Additionally, Ali Ferruh Bey's ideas regarding immigration
policies are also significant. The state would eventually adopt similar policies, albeit not exactly as
recommended. Finally, Ali Ferruh Bey’s view of Armenians as "anarchists" shows that the Armenian
issue was not merely a matter of ethnicity. Perhaps due to this, he believed that Europe would not raise
its voice. However, regardless of the situation, great powers did not hesitate to turn the situation to
their advantage.

When viewed from the perspective of the Bab-1 Ali, it can be argued that European ambassadors
behaved provocatively in this matter. Some non-Muslims applying to the French ambassador
expressed their expectation that France would take action for Armenian political demands (DABOA,
1894b). Russian ambassador Nelidof, while speaking about these events, expressed his sadness, stating
that the Sultan had deceived them and that nothing was being done in Anatolia (DABOA, 1894b).
However, as mentioned above, events would not remain limited to Anatolia and would spread to
various parts of the country, especially Istanbul. A few days after the Armenians' tumultuous march in
Istanbul on September 28, 1895, a conversation took place between Said Pasha and the British



ambassador. In this conversation, the British ambassador complained that the Armenian marchers
were intervened with by the public and were attacked. Said Pasha, on the other hand, stated that the
Armenians were attacking others, attempting to harm the nation, and had drawn arms against the
officials assigned to protect the area. He then stated that it was the state's duty to punish those who
disturbed public order and that the public's attack should be defined as self-defense. The British
ambassador's response was quite interesting: he acknowledged that the Armenians' actions were
excessive, but mentioned that there were nihilists, i.e., anarchists among them (DABOA, 1895b). In
this case, we read Ali Ferruh Bey's previously expressed concerns echoed through the British
ambassador’s words. Both embassy officials indicated that the Armenian issue was not just a matter of
ethnicity or sect but involved an “anarchist ideology” as well. However, even though the British
embassy was aware of the existing situation, it would not hesitate to exploit the events for its own
benefit.

In an unofficial conversation between the British ambassador and the Grand Vizier in 1907, the
ambassador pointed to injustices in Bitlis and requested a reform project. In his journal, the Grand
Vizier denied the existence of the implied injustices but stated that the local population had been
incited and expressed that the proposed project would only serve the interests of the Armenians and
was against the Muslims (DABOA, 1907a). From this statement, it can be understood that Britain was
only concerned with its own interests and paid no attention to the sociological factors of the region.

France, on the other hand, remained passive regarding the Armenian issue. However, it seems that it
also sought to undermine Britain's influence in this matter. In 1895, the French ambassador, in a
private conversation with an Ottoman statesman, referred to the past events in Zeytun and requested a
general amnesty for the Armenians there. He reminded that the British had already received what they
wanted in the past and that the result of the incident had subjected the Ottoman Empire to diplomatic
pressure (DABOA, 1896a). Probably, the French ambassador, worried about Britain's increasing
leverage as the Ottoman Empire adopted harsh policies, requested such a general amnesty.

The Russians also tried to play an active role in the Armenian issue, as much as the British. In a
journal from 1884, it is noted that General Loris Melikof, assigned to the Russian embassy, was
Armenian, and therefore, the Armenians in Dersaadet were said to be smiling. The person reporting
the journal warned that if this general remained in office, it would alert the state to a new Armenian
incident (DABOA, 1885b). This situation indicates that the Russians were trying to provoke the
Armenians in Istanbul. Indeed, as the journalist stated, a rebellion breaking out in Istanbul ten years
later focuses attention on the Russians. Another issue was the emigration of Armenians to Russia.
From 1898 onwards, Armenians made some migrations to Russia (DABOA, 1898a). However, when
they later wanted to return, the Ottoman Empire did not allow these Armenians back into its borders.
In response, the Tsar, stating that the Armenians gave him a headache, requested the Russian
ambassador in Dersaadet to persuade the Sultan to allow the returning Armenian migrants back in. The
ambassador, presumably enjoying himself, mentioned at a drunken feast that he had no affection for
the Armenians, asserting that they were an ungrateful people like the Bulgarians, and said he would try
to convince the Sultan to allow their return (DABOA, 1901a). It is noteworthy that Russia, which
accused the Ottomans of cruelty at the slightest provocation, could not tolerate even a small Armenian
minority arriving at their borders and wanted to send them back. This situation may stem from
Russia's intention to keep its own Armenians away from political demands or to escalate a problem
that would trouble the Ottoman Empire.



2.5 The French Embassy and the Activities of Its Ambassadors

France is a state that has been both passive and active in terms of its activities and speeches. Generally
maintaining its neutrality in the events that transpired, it is, however, a state that does not hesitate to
strike at the Ottoman Empire when the time comes. The commentary of the chief translator of the
French embassy in 1882 is indicative of this suspicious friendship that was attempted to be
implemented. In his commentary, he expressed discontent that while all European states had taken a
stand against the Ottomans, France's friendship, which had continued since the time of Sultan
Suleiman, was ignored by its ambassadors (DABOA, 1883a). Unfortunately, however, the events of
that day were not as innocent as the chief translator expressed. In 1888, books containing destructive
ideas against the state were being published in France. These books were translated into Turkish and
Arabic through certain individuals in Paris, and these translations were distributed in Dersaadet and
“other necessary places” through foreign embassies (DABOA, 1889b). In 1892, these publications
containing false information were noticed, and it was decided to publish a response to these negative
works through the Ottoman Embassy in Paris. Furthermore, responses to the publications containing
destructive ideas began to be made through the agencies and telegraph companies in Dersaadet
(DABOA, 1893b). Another publication problem was the Yellow Book published by the French
government in 1900, which contained information that would cause a dispute between France and the
Ottoman Empire. This book was not only published but also distributed to members of the Meclis-i
Mebusan. The number 5 article in this book contains a letter sent from the French ambassador in
Dersaadet to the Minister of Foreign Affairs. In this letter, the French ambassador expressed that the
Minister of Foreign Affairs had given him some secret information. It stated that the delays in state
affairs were due to the Sultan's secret wishes, and that the Minister of Foreign Affairs had provided
him with special information about the treasury (DABOA, 1903a). Although it cannot be concluded
that the Minister of Foreign Affairs Tevfik Pasha leaked this information based solely on this letter, it
clearly shows that France was trying to create confusion in the Ottoman Empire through publication.

Finally, the event to be mentioned will alone be sufficient to demonstrate the attitude of the French
government towards the Ottomans. In 1902, due to the French's special days, the Chaldean Patriarch
came to the embassy and gave a speech. In his speech, he expressed his allegiance to the Sultan and
received a strong backlash for the praises he gave to him. Subsequently, he was asked why he did not
mention France or the Pope in his speech. It was surprising that despite his praises not reaching the
Sultan and not even receiving a thank you, he maintained such an attitude (DABOA, 1903b). This
incident is an indication that France was still trying to implement its policy of supporting Christians in
the Ottoman Empire. No matter how friendly and neutral France tried to appear, it continued to
covertly engage in what could be termed a "cold war" with the Ottomans. Interestingly, it seems as
though the great powers had divided tasks among themselves, with France taking on the duties of
publication and propaganda.

2.6 The British Embassy and the Activities of Its Ambassadors

As can be understood from the events mentioned above, the British government has pursued an active
policy towards the Ottoman Empire. The British built their legitimacy in the issues that arose on
"protecting Christian rights™ and ostensibly on the balance between Christians and Muslims. For this
reason, they pursued policies both inside and outside the state accordingly. As early as the beginning
of the Abdulhamid era, they closely followed these issues. British Ambassador Sir Henry Elliot
reported that Midhat Pasha, who was appointed Grand Vizier, was a friend of the Young Turks,
supported the advocates of freedom, was very diligent, and paid attention to implementing equality



between Muslims and Christians (DABOA, 1877a). However, the British were not only monitoring
the situation of Christians; they were also curious about the caliphate. To satisfy their curiosity, in
1892, the British ambassador in Dersaadet detained Ali Asgar, an Indian who resided and taught in
Istanbul, at the embassy. A meeting occurred between them at the embassy. The British ambassador
asked Asgar three questions and received three answers in return. The questions and answers were as
follows:

1. "Ali Asgar Bey, according to your diploma (Ali Asgar graduated from the British Political
School), the British state owes you employment. Given this, your leaving your homeland and
coming to Istanbul raises suspicions that you have been commissioned by the Ottomans to
incite the Muslims in India."

2. "What is the effect of the caliphate on Muslims in India?"

3. "How many Indians are there in Istanbul? Which of them work for the Ottoman state, and
what is the situation of the others?"

The answers given were as follows:

1. "I have two fundamental reasons for staying here; one is the ease of securing my livelihood,
the other is to maintain my health. Since | arrived, | have not engaged in any political service."”

2. "There is a strong connection between not only Indian Muslims but all Muslims in the world
with the caliphate. Without the encouragement of the Ottoman Empire, all Muslims harbor
hostility toward those who act against this position."

3. "l do not know the situation of the Indians in Istanbul” (DABOA, 1893a).

As can be understood from the questions mentioned above, the British ambassador was uncomfortable
and uneasy with the caliphate. One of the primary reasons for Britain, which established its 20th-
century policies almost entirely on religious and sectarian divisions, wanting to investigate the
workings of the caliphate was to regulate its activities in Muslim territories and to prevent potential
problems. Indeed, in the following process, we observe that the British have always struggled against
the concept of the caliphate in their "Middle East" policies.

2.7 The Ambassadors of the Ottoman Empire and Their Activities

Various publications have pointed out that some of the ambassadors assigned by the Ottoman Empire
abroad were unable to perform their duties adequately and did not fully represent the state. In this
context, a report given by a journalist in 1907 about the general condition of the Ottoman ambassadors
provides a broad perspective. The journalist stated in his report that the Ottoman ambassadors were
very slow to act. However, in his criticism, he also emphasized that the ambassadors were inadequate
in gathering information. He presented the weakness of the proposals they sent as evidence of this
situation. He noted that the proposals containing the conversations between the emperors of Russia,
Germany, and Austria and the kings of England and Italy, along with their foreign ministers, were
written solely based on information gathered from newspapers. He expressed that they did not possess
sufficient political intelligence in response to the sensitivity of global politics at the time and that they
could not adequately defend the rights of the state (DABOA, 1908a). Although the journalist wrote his
report in 1907, the journals written about the Ottoman ambassadors in earlier periods place the
comments in the 1907 journal within a much broader historical context. However, some of the
journalist’s thoughts about the Ottoman ambassadors do not seem accurate. For instance, his statement



that there should be no doubt about the loyalty of the Ottoman ambassadors serves as an example of
this situation.

In 1888, a journal written about Riza Bey, the Ottoman ambassador to Athens, contained very harsh
expressions. The journalist, stating that Riza Bey did not listen to the Muslims in Yenisehir,
emphasized that the ambassador was Christian to please Prince Nikolai of Russia. Moreover, he
claimed that he informed the prince about encrypted telegrams from the Bab-1 Ali. He also noted that
he spoke of the incompetence of the Ottomans in the presence of the king and that he insulted Muslims
while failing to attend to their affairs (DABOA, 1889a). Another Ottoman ambassador with very
negative opinions about him is Khalid Bey, the ambassador to Belgrade. In the journals written in
1882 and 1884 about Ambassador Khalid Bey, it was noted that he worked in favor of the Serbs,
violated the rights of the population, and that 150,000 people considered migrating to Bosnia due to
him (DABOA, 1885a). In France, matters were not progressing much differently. In a journal written
about Misaki Efendi, who was the counselor at the embassy in France, it is stated that he was the son
of Misakian, a respected Armenian. Additionally, it is mentioned that he had revealed state secrets to
the French and other European powers and intended to plot against the state (DABOA, 1892a).
However, it would not be accurate to claim that all these allegations fully reflect the truth.

Considering all of this, it can be accepted that some members of the Ottoman diplomatic mission were
not betraying the country but rather lacked the necessary professional and intellectual formation in
their fields. In this regard, it can be evaluated that the journals we provided examples of above
sometimes stemmed from personal weaknesses such as jealousy or envy.

3. CONCLUSION AND EVALUATION

The journals are significant sources that provide a different perspective on the period due to their
inclusion of unofficial information and conversations during the era of Abdiilhamid. The journals
written about ambassadors are particularly important because they contain the ambassadors' own
comments on events. This allows for a different approach to the events that took place and provides
various data for the analysis of these events. For example, the contradiction of the Russian ambassador
stating that the status quo would not change in his unofficial speech before the Istanbul Conference,
while later demanding a change in the status quo during the conference, indicates the need for new
analyses regarding the events. When used alone, journals may not be reliable sources, but when
multiple journals are utilized regarding a single event or individual, they become significant sources.

When examining certain events from the period of II. Abdiilhamid through journals, we observe that
the loss of territory has numerous parameters that cannot be attributed to a single individual.
Additionally, we can see how states prepared for political issues before they occurred. Activities such
as the Russian merchants' propaganda in the Balkans and the inaccurate actions of Ottoman
ambassadors provide clearer insights into the course of significant events. This enables a different
approach to the Balkan issue. Furthermore, the views of ambassadors regarding the Armenian issue in
the journals indicate that the Armenian issue is not solely an ethnic-based issue but also an ideological
issue related to the concept of "anarchism." However, it can be said that this conceptualization is based
on the perception behind the assassinations of world leaders during that period.

On the other hand, it is evident that the British showed particular care regarding the institution of the
caliphate. Additionally, the British attempted to intervene in sectarian divisions as well. Another



aspect examined in the journals is the French. Although France presented itself as a friend, it
facilitated the publication of numerous works against the Ottoman Empire.

Finally, the segment examined in the journals consists of Ottoman ambassadors. Some of these
ambassadors were unsuccessful in gathering information in Europe. Despite some ambassadors being
able to anticipate upcoming events, the failure of the state to take precautions indicates a weakening of
bureaucratic processes. However, the collection of information about many ambassadors suggests how
advanced the government was in terms of information gathering at that time. All of this information
emphasizes that journals should not be overlooked when examining certain political and social events.
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Yildiz Jurnallerinde Sefirler ve Sefaretlerin Faaliyetleri: Sarki Rumeli,
Girit ve Ermeni Meseleleri

Yusuf Teoman INCE®  Hasip SAYGILI"

OZET

Devlet yonetiminde karar alabilmek ve dogru adimlar atabilmek igin riskli ve kritik konulara iligkin bilgi alma
bi¢imlerinden biri de jurnal mekanizmasidir. Bu makale, Osmanli Devleti'nin 1878-1908 yillar1 arasinda
diplomatik faaliyetleri ile sefaretlerin faaliyetlerini, II. Abdiilhamid donemine ait jurnaller {izerinden
incelemektedir. Betimsel nitelikli bu makalede verilerin toplanmasinda nitel veri toplama yontemi olarak
dokiiman taramasi yoluna gidilmis ve elde edilen verilen incelenmesi ise dokiiman analizi ile gergeklestirilmistir.
Oncelikle, Osmanli Devletimin tarihsel siire¢ icerisindeki diplomatik doniisiimleri ele almmus, ardindan Yildiz
Arsivlerindeki sefirler ve sefaretler hakkinda yazilan belgeler analiz edilmigtir. Makalede bu g¢er¢evede “Sarki
Rumeli Meselesi”, “Girit Meselesi” ve “Ermeni Meselesi” gibi donemin 6nemli problem alanlar1 incelenmis ve
bu olaylarin arka planinda yatan diplomatik siiregler yorumlanmistir. Ayrica, Osmanli Devleti'nin sefaretlerinin
etkinligi ve sefirlerin kisisel tutumlart jurnaller iizerinden degerlendirilmistir. Makalenin sonuglari, jurnallerin
donemin diplomatik olaylarina ve sefirlerin rollerine dair sundugu farkli perspektiflerle, Abdiilhamid déneminin
siyasi ve diplomatik dinamiklerine 151k tutmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: II. Abdiilhamid, Sarki Rumeli, Girit, Ermeni Meselesi, Yildiz Jurnalleri, Osmanl
Diplomasisi.

1. GIRIS

Osmanli Devleti'nin diplomatik gelisimi, tarihi boyunca gesitli evreler ve doniisimler gegirmistir.
Cografi, siyasi, iktisadi ve ideolojik sebeplerle sekillenen bu siiregler, devletin diplomatik iliskilerinde
belirleyici olmustur. Ozellikle 19. yiizyillda yasanan onemli olaylar ve gelismeler, Osmanl
diplomasisinin yeniden yapilanmasmi zorunlu kilmistir. 1878-1908 yillar1 arasinda Osmanl
Devleti'nin diplomatik faaliyetlerini, II. Abdiilhamid donemine ait jurnaller iizerinden inceleyen bu
makale, Osmanli Devleti'nin diplomatik doniisiimlerini ve sefirlerin rollerini detayli bir sekilde ele
alarak, donemin siyasi ve diplomatik siireglerini analiz etmeyi amaclamaktadir. II. Abdiilhamid
donemine ait jurnallerin analiz edilmesiyle, Osmanli Devleti'nin diplomatik faaliyetlerine dair 6zgiin
bilgiler sunulmaktadir. Jurnallerde yer alan bilgiler, donemin siyasi ve diplomatik dinamiklerini
anlamada onemli bir kaynak teskil etmektedir. Bununla birlikte degerlendirilen belgeler, Yildiz
Arsivleri’nde bulunan sefirler ve sefaretler hakkinda yazilan jurnaller ile sinirlidir. Diger belgeler ve
arsiv kaynaklari, bu makalenin kapsami disinda tutulmustur. Incelenen jurnallerin detayl analizi ise
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donemin siyasi ve diplomatik olaylarma, farkli bir perspektiften yaklagsmayi saglamaktadir. Ayrica,
makalenin giincel yanlarindan biri; Osmanli Devleti’nin diplomatik faaliyetlerini, jurnallerde bahsi
gecen sefir ve sefaretlerin faaliyetleri baglaminda yorumlamasidir.

Ayrica arsiv belgeleri, makalede bulunan kaynaklarin biiyiik bir kismin1 teskil etmektedir. Bu sebeple
takip edilen yontem ve makalenin gidisat1 arsiv belgelerine gore diizenlenmis ve tasnif edilmistir.
Makalenin evrenini, 1878-1908 yillar1 arasinda Osmanli Devleti ile yabanci devletlere bagli olan
sefirlerin ve sefaretlerin diplomatik faaliyetleri olusturmaktadir. Orneklem olarak ise bu donemdeki
diplomatik faaliyetler, 6zellikle II. Abdiilhamid’e verilen ve sefirler hakkinda yazilmig jurnaller dahil
edilmistir. Veriler, “Osmanli Devlet Arsivi, Yildiz, Arzuhal Jurnalleri” fonundan elde edilen belgeler
iizerinden toplanmustir.

Belirlenen belgeler, oncelikle iilkelere, sefirlere ve olaylara gore tasnif edilmistir. Bazi olaylar birden
fazla devleti ilgilendirdiginden, farkli devletlere ait sefirlerin belgeleri ayni tasnif grubu altina dahil
edilmistir. Ornegin, Ermeni Meselesi ile alakali olaylar hem Rusya’yt hem de ingiltere’yi
ilgilendirmektedir. Bu sebeple iki farkli devlet “Ermeni Meselesi” baglig1 altina eklenmistir. Ancak
Fransa Devleti ile Osmanl iligskisini konu alan belgeler “Fransa” baglig1 altinda siniflandirilmustir.
Belgeler, Osmanli Devlet Arsivi’nin resmi dokiimanlari olmasi ve dogrudan donemin diplomatik
yazigsmalarii icermesi nedeniyle gecerlilik ve giivenirlilik cihetinden yiiksek bir deger tasimaktadir.
Belgelerin 6zgiinliigii ve tarihsel baglami korunarak makalede kullanilmistir. Veriler, tarihsel siireg
icerisinde Osmanl’nin diplomatik doniisiimleri temel alinarak analiz edilmistir. incelenen belgeler
oncelikle tarihsel baglamlariyla birlikte ele alinmig, ardindan diplomatik faaliyetler ve sefirlerin rolleri
yorumlanarak analiz edilmistir. Belgelerin analizi sirasinda konu biitiinliigiiniin korunmasina 6zen
gosterilmistir.

Bu calisma II. Abdiilhamid doneminde, gorev alan sefirlerin miilakatlarin1 ve tabiatiyla bazi gizli
konugmalari ihtiva etmektedir. Bu durum dénemin politik analizi agisinda 6nem tasimaktadir. Makale,
konusu olan belgeler 15181nda, donemin politik ve siyasi olaylarini, farkli bir boyutta anlamlandirmay1
ve incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.

2. JURNALLERDE SEFIRLER VE SEFARETLERIN INCELENMESI
2.1 Jurnaller

Jurnaller II. Abdiilhamid’ in bir nevi istihbarat toplama yontemi idi. Boylelikle devlet i¢cinde veya
devlet disindaki olaylar1 takip edebilecekti. Abdiilhamid’in bu sistemi tercih etmesinde birden fazla
sebep olabilir, ancak bunlarda birkaci agir basmaktadir. Birincisi kendisinin darbeler ile ihanetler
konusundaki evhami digeri ise o donemde devlet i¢i parametrelerin ¢ok karmasik olmasidir.
Abdiilhamid kendisini Yildiz’a kapatmis ve yasananlari bizzat takip etmek istemistir. Bu sebeple
kendisini sinir iginden veya siir digindan veri saglayan bir iletisim ag1 kurmustur.

Bu ag giiniimiizdeki bazi ydnleriyle CIMER’e bir nebze benzemektedir. Ciinkii jurnal yazmak
yalnizca bir kesimin ayricaligi degildi. Devlet kademesinde gorev alan herkesin kullanabilecegi bir ag
idi. Bu durum yalan ve asilsiz jurnallerin de yazilmasina sebep olmustur. Kimi devlet adamlar1 mevki
icin veya diismanlarim1 kotiilemek icin iftiraya sayilabilecek jurnaller yazmiglardir. Lakin II.
Abdiilhamid, jurnallerin igeriklerini her zaman dogru olarak kabul etmemis ve farkli kaynaklardan
teyit ettirmeye caligmistir. Yukarida bahsedilen durumun dogurdugu diger bir faktor ise ¢ok fazla
jurnalin yazilmasidir. Bu sebeple bazilar1 hi¢ okunamamuis, kalan ¢ogunluk ise 6nce bazi memurlar
tarafindan okunmustur (Agik, 2011, s. 26-19).



Jurnaller kimi zaman siyasi amaglarla kimi zaman sahsi menfaat giiden amaglariyla kimi zaman ise
bilgilendirme amaciyla yazilmistir. Makalede incelenen belgeler ¢ogunlukla bilgilendirme amaclidir.
Herhangi bir sefirin konugmasini, sahsi fikirlerini, karakterini veya ahvalini bildiren jurnallerdir.
Ancak bazi belgelerde hem bilgilendirme yapildigi hem de siyasi amag giidiildiigii goriilmektedir.
Ornegin Y.PRK.AZJ 38/55 kodlu belgede; Fransiz sefiriyle goriistiigiinii belirten jurnalci, sefirin
agzindan kendisini 6vmiis ve baz1 mevkiler talep etmistir. Belgelerin incelenmesine gegmeden once
bahsedilmesi gereken diger bir mesele de sefirler ve sefaretlerle ilgili bilgileri ihtiva eden belgelerin
onemidir. Sefirler 19. ve 20. yiizyillarda devletlerin 6nemli bir iletisim araci haline gelmistir.
Ozellikle 1856 Paris Konferansi’ndan sonra Osmanli Devleti, dis ve i¢ politikalarinda Avrupayla
uyumlu hareket etmeye itina gostermistir. Bu kapsamda da haliyle, Avrupa sefirleriyle siirekli
iletisimde kalinmigtir. Abdiilhamid doneminde akdedilen Berlin Konferansi itibariyla, sefirler ile
iletisim daha kuvvetli hale gelecek ve sefirlerin i¢ ve dis meselelerde etkisi artacaktir. Jurnallerde ise
sefirlerin konusmalar1 hatta onlarin karakterleri hakkinda bilgiler bulunmaktadir. Bu durum, dénemi
anlamlandirma ve donemin siyasi ve diplomatik olaylar1 hakkinda farkli bir perspektif sunabilecektir.
Sefirlerle ilgili belgeler, yasanan siyasi ve diplomatik olaylar igerisinde degerlendirilmistir. Bu sebeple
Sarki Rumeli ile Girit olaylar1 ve Ermeni meselesi ele alinmuistir.

3.2 Sarki Rumeli Meselesi

Sarki Rumeli meselesi, Bulgarlarin kendilerine tahsis edilen muhtariyet alanin1 Filibe merkezli vilayeti
de kapsayacak sekilde genisletmek istemeleri ile alakalidir. Bu istek ise Berlin Konferansi’ndan sonra
koriiklenmeye baslamigtir. Berlin Konferansi ile teknik olarak Osmanli hakimiyetinde fakat Rusya
giidiimiinde bir Bulgar devleti kurulmus ve Sirp anayasasi temel alinarak bir anayasa olusturulmustur.
Konferanstan belirli bir siire sonra, 1879 senesinde Bulgaristan’in basina Prens Aleksandr’in
gecirilecektir. Ayni tarihte Rusya’nin Bulgar topraklarindan ¢ekilmesi tizerine Osmanli Devleti, asker
gondermek isteyince Sarki Rumeli ve Bulgaristan’daki bir kesim, Osmanli askerine mukavemet
edecegini agiklamistir. Bunun iizerine Rusya, Osmanli ile anlasarak Bulgaristan’daki halka nasihat
verip onlar teskin etmistir. Ancak ilerleyen siirecte Bulgar prensi ve Sobranya olarak adlandirilan
Bulgar meclisi, Rus etkisinden sikilarak onlardan bagimsiz hareket etmeye baslayacak ve 1885°te
Filibe’de bir isyan basgdsterecektir. Olaylarin sonucunda Sarki Rumeli’nin Bulgaristan ile birlestigi
ilan edilmistir. Bu gelismeler iizerine Rus sefiri Nelidof durumu hemen Bab-1 Ali’ye haber vermistir.
Bu 6nemli krizi askeri harekat ile ¢6zmeyi tercih etmeyen Osmanli Devleti, Berlin Antlagmasina taraf
olan devletlerden antlagmanin hiikiimlerinin korunmasini talep etmistir. Avrupa devletlerinin tavsiyesi
ile Istanbul’da bir konferans diizenlenir. Konferansta ingiltere ve Fransa yeni olusan statiikonun
korunmasini isterken Rusya, Avusturya ve Almanya eski statiikonun iadesini savundugu goriiliir
(Aydin, 2012, s.129-131). Konferans sirasinda Sirplarin, Bulgarlara saldirmasi ile sartlar degismis,
Bulgarlarm, Sirplar1 maglup etmesi iizerine, Bab-1 Ali Bulgarlarla masaya oturmus ve bazi kararlar
alinmistir. Alinan kararlar ise su sekildedir:

1. Sarki Rumeli’deki muhtariyet, Bulgar prensine verilecek lakin Miisliiman beldeler o bdlgeden
kopartilacaktir.

2. Eyalet nizamnamesi Osmanli Devleti ve Bulgar prensi tarafindan belirlencektir.

3. Berlin Antlagsmasi’nda, Bulgaristan ve Sarki Rumeli hakkinda yazilan Kkararlarin tatbiki
stirdiiriilecektir.

Bu anlagmadan sonra Ruslar, Bulgarlar {izerinde etkin olmaya calismislarsa da meclis bagkan
Stamboulof iilkeyi Rus etkisinden bagimsiz yonetmeye caligmistir. Bu yonetim bi¢imi 1895’¢ kadar



devam ettiyse de Stamboulof ’un Oliimii {izerine, Bulgarlar yeniden Ruslar ile yakinlagsmaya
baslamustir. (Karal, 2011, s.102-112).

Mezkir olaylar goz 6niine alindiginda, 1879°dan itibaren Rusya’nin Bulgaristan’da siirekli bir etki
alan1 olusturmaya galistig1 goriilmektedir. Avusturya sefirinin 1881°de verdigi malumata gore, insaat
ve diger ihtiyaglarin tatbiki amaciyla Bulgaristan’a giden Rus tiiccarlar aslinda siyasi bir amag
giitmektedir. Bunun yaninda ayni1 sefir Rusya’nin, Osmanli- Bulgaristan iletisimini saglamakla gérevli
kap1 kethiidasin1 zorluk ¢ikarmasi icin tesvik ettigini bildirmektedir (DABOA,1918a). Ancak ileriki
stirecte Bulgarlar, Rus etkisinden rahatsiz olacak ve onlardan bagimsiz hareket edecektir. Bu bilgiler
gdz Oniinde bulunduruldugunda, siire¢ icerisinde yasanan isyanlarda, Rus etkisinin olabilecegi
goriilmektedir

1885 senesinde, hadiseleri Bab-1 Ali’ye bilidiren Nelidof ile yapilan bir miilakatta; Nelidof: Rus
imparatorunun isyani koétiiledigini ve orduyu cektigini bu olayin ise daha ileri gitmeyecegini ve
isyancilarin, kendilerine yapilan ihtar {izerine, bulunduklar1 mevkide durduklarini ifade etmistir.
Osmanli Devleti’nin bir an 6nce Berlin Konferansindaki devletleri toplamasi ve durumu miizakere
etmesi gerektigini sdylemistir. Ardindan eski statiikonun iadesi miimkiin olmadiginmi ve devlet askeri
kuvvet gonderirse vahim neticeler doguracagini ileri slirmiistiir. Bu durumu “oldu bitti” seklinde
tasavvur etmenin en iyi sonucu verecegini ima etmistir. Bu ¢ercevede vaziyeti rapor eden diplomatik
bir jurnalci ise bdyle bir durumun kabul edilmesi sonucunda Balkan Bolgesindeki diger kavimlerin de
ayaklanabilecegi degerlendirmesini yapmistir. Ardindan Rusya’nin eski olaylara miidahale edisini
ornek gostererek komiser atanmasini tavsiye etmistir. Ancak Nelidof, Rusya’nin komiser meselesine
yanagmayacagini ve sulh yoluyla isin neticelenmesi gerektigini belirtmistir (DABOA,1895a).

Jurnalci ile Nelidof arasinda gegen sohbet incelendiginde; Nelidof” un, fikirlerini aktarirken
Bulgarlarin, Rusya Imparatoru’nu dinlemeyecegini belirtmesi isyanin tam olarak Ruslarin kontroliinde
gergeklesmedigini ancak Rusya’nin olusan statiikoyu korumak istemesi bu isyanda bihaber olmadigini
gosterir. Bununla birlikte bu isi oldu bitti olarak gérmek jurnalcinin de ifade ettigi gibi Balkanlardaki
diger kavimleri etkileyecek ve baslayan karisiklik siireci Balkan Savaslarina kadar devam edecektir.

2.3 Girit Meselesi

1821 tarihindeki Yunan isyanindan itibaren Girit bir sorun haline doniigmiistiir. Adanin stratejik
konumu ise bilylik devletlerin, bu adaya karsi ilgisini ve miidahalesini arttirmustir. 1867°deki Girit
isyan1 sonucunda, Ali Pasa Rumlara bir muhtariyet vermistir. 1868’de Ayestafanos Antlasmast ile bu
muhtariyetin kesin suretle tatbik edilmesi karar1 alinmistir. Ancak Avrupa devletleri, Rusya’nin
hakimiyetini zayiflatmak i¢in Berlin Konferans’inda bahsi gegen mubhtariyeti diizenlemistir.
Yasananlar iizerine Osmanli Devleti, ¢ikabilecek karisikliklart énlemek amaciyla 1878 senesinde
Giritlilerle Halepa fermanim ¢ikaracaktir. Bu fermana gore:

1. Girit’in genel valisi 5 senede bir tayin olunacak. Miisliiman valiye Hristiyan, Hristiyan valiye de
Miisliiman yardimci verilecek.

2. Vilayet genel meclisinde 80 iiye bulunacak. Bu iiyelerin 49’u Hristiyan ve 31’1 Miisliiman olacak.
Bu meclis yilda bir defa toplanacak.

3. Atanan memurlar, adanin yerlilerinden segcilecek.
4. Rumca resmi dil olarak kabul edilecek.

5. Vergiden artan gelir, adanin hizmeti i¢in kullanilacak.



6. Basin hiirriyeti saglanacak (Cengiz, 2018, s.79).

1885 senesinde Sarki Rumeli’nin Bulgarlar ile birlesmesinin ardindan Girit meselesi alevlenmeye
baslamigtir. II.Abdiilhamid gonderdigi valilerle adalilar1 teskin etmek istese de Miisliimanlar ve
Hristiyanlar, valilere kafa tutmaktaydi. 1889’da silahli geteler ayaklanmis ve Hristiyanlar vergi
vermemeye baslamiglardir. Rum asilerin istekleri, Grek Ortodoks bir valiydi. Ancak bu ayaklanmalar
sadece biirokrasiye karsi gerceklesen bir catisma degildir. Ayn1 zamanda Miisliiman halk ile Hristiyan
halkin kendi aralarinda gergeklestirdigi bir ¢atismaydi. 1890 senesinde geteler dagitilmis ve asayis
saglanmustir. Ilerleyen siiregte Hristiyan olan ancak Grek olmayan bir valinin (Prens Berovig) tayin
edilmesi olaylar1 tekrar kizistiracaktir. 1896’da Kandiye ve Hanya beldelerinde, Miisliimanlar ile
Hristiyanlar arasinda ¢atigmalar ¢ikmistir. Bu catigsmalarda katliamlar da yasanmistir. I1.Abdiilhamid
Halepa fermanini yenilemeyi vaat etse de hadiselerin 6nii alinamayacaktir. Yasanan buhran {izerine
biiylik devletlere miiracaat edilmistir. Biiyiik devletler adaya askeri kuvvet ¢ikarmaya karar vermis ve
ancak Yunanistan’1 olas1 bir miidahalede bulunmamasi i¢in uyarmistir. Ancak Yunanistan hiikiimeti,
bu uyarilar1 dinlemeyerek 1897°de adaya asker cikarmustir. Biiyiik devletler ise sert bir karsilikta
bulunarak Yunan kuvvetlerini adadan uzaklastirmistir. 6 Eyliil 1898 tarihinde Miisliiman halk Ingiliz
isgal birligine saldirmuslar ve Ingiliz konsolosunu 6ldiirmiistiir. Bu hadise gerekce gosterilerek
Giritteki Osmanl askeri birlikleri Ingiltere, Italya, Fransa ve Rusya tarafindan adadan ¢ikartilacaktir.
Biiyiik devletler adanin, Osmanl idaresinde kalmasini karar vermis ve adaya Yunan Prensi Yorgi’yi
tayin etmiglerdir. 1898’de Prens adaya gelerek idareyi ele almistir. 1899 senesinde yeni anayasa
olusturulmus, yeni bayrak ile posta pulu kullanilmaya baslanmis ve Italyan subaylarin da kadrosunda
bulundugu bir polis teskilati teskil edilmistir (Karal, 2011, s.118-125).

Girit olaylarinin neticelenmesinin akabinde, Osmanli Devleti’nde gorevi yeni bitmis ve yakin zamanda
Istanbul’dan ayrilacak olan Fransiz sefiri ile bir miilakat yapilir. Bu miilakatta, hem jurnali kaleme
alan sahis hem de Fransiz sefiri ilging tespitlerde bulunmustur. Jurnalcinin ifadeleri su sekildedir:
“Girit meselesi yasanmadan Once Giritlilere verilen imtiyaz Avrupa’da bile bulunmuyordu, asayis ve
huzurun temini i¢in jandarma ve askeri birliklere diizenli maas 6demeleri yapiliyordu ve Girit’deki
meclis, i¢ iglerinde muhtardi. Ancak Atina komitelerinin faaliyetleriyle, Giritliler kiskirtildi ardindan
Yunanlilar devletler hukukuna riayet etmeden adaya girdi. Bu olayin ardindan ise artik, Giritliler
Yunanistan’a iltihaktan baska bir sey kabul etmediler. Tabi olaylarin bu sekilde kizismasi bizi,
Yunanlilarin agir hezimetiyle sonuglanacak bir savasa soktu. Galip oldugumuz halde Hristiyan
hiikiimetleri Yunanlilara iyi davrandi ve yardimcei oldu. Bugiinkii sekliyle (Girit isyanlarindan sonraki
sekil) Giritlilere verilen muhtariyet, kisa bir zaman sonra adayr Yunanlilara teslim etmek demektir.
Ancak bu mubhtariyetten Fransa’min bir zerre kadar istifadesi bulunmamaktadir. Fransa sarkta,
Ortodokslar1 koruma politikasi ile biliniyordu. Ancak simdi Kirim Harbinin ¢ikmasina sebep olan seye
gaflet ile yaklasiliyor. Fransa farkinda olmadan kendi menfaatine ait olmayan gizli bir amaca hizmet
etmektedir. Bu gizli amag ise Rus-Ingiliz ittifakidir” (DABOA, 1899a).

Jurnalci yukarida gegen ifadeleri belirttikten sonra Fransiz sefir; Avrupa’nin her zaman hakkaniyet ile
davranmadiginm kimi zamanlar ittifak aradigini ifade eder. Son hale kendisinin de mahcup oldugunu
sOyledikten sonra, Fransa’nin olaya miidahale edememesini ittifaklardan tam olarak emin olamamasi
ile izah etmistir. Ardindan yukarida jurnalini aktardigimiz muhatabi Makedonya konusunda uyarmis
ve gerekli Onlemlerin alinmamasi durumunda durumun Girit kadar vahim olacagimi belirtmistir
(DABOA, 1899a).

Jurnalci ile Fransiz sefirinin miilakati incelendiginde, Girit’de asayis saglandig1 halde Yunanlilarm
adadaki serbestane faaliyetleri ve adaya ¢ikarma yapmaya ¢alismalari, bu olaylarda pek de tek basina



olmadiklarina delalet eder. Ciinkii savas sonrasinda Hristiyan Devletlerin, Yunan Devleti’ni muhafaza
ettigi goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte Fransa’nin, Hristiyanlar1 koruma politikasit olmasma ragmen
Girit meselesinde pasif kalmasi dengelerin degismekte oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica Fransiz
sefirinin ittifaklar konusunda tam olarak emin olamamasi bu durumu agiga gikarmaktadir. I. Diinya
Savagindaki ittifaklar da bu durumun benzeridir. Son olarak hem sefirin hem de jurnalcinin ileriye
yonelik yaptiklart Yunan ve Makedonya meselesine iliskin degerlendirmelerde hakli ¢ikmalari,
olaylarin 6ngoriildiigii halde gerekli dnlemlerin tam olarak alinamadigini gostermektedir.

2.4 Ermeni Meselesi

1877-1878 Osmanli- Rus Harbine kadar Tiirkiye’de Ermeniler acisindan 6nemli kitlesel bir sorun
mevcut degildi. Geleneksel Osmanli idari ve siyasi yapist diger gayrimiislim azinliklara oldugu gibi
Ermenilere de o giiniin sartlarinda ilimli bir tavir 6ngérmekteydi. Bu gergevede artik 19. yiizyila
gelindiginde Ermenilerin genis 6l¢iide Tiirkge konustuklart ve Tiirk ananelerine benzer bir yasayisi
tercih ettikleri bilinmektedir. Prensip olarak fiilen askerlik miikellefiyetlerinin bulunmamasinin da
etkisiyle ekonomik, sosyal ve kiiltiirel gelismeleri devletin Miisliman Tirk unsurundan daha ileri
seviyeye ¢ikmistir. Bu ¢ergevede 1821 Rum isyaninindan sonra, devletin bir¢ok kademesinde istihdam
edilmiglerdir. Ermenileri tetikleyen iki mesele olmustur. Bunlardan biri Ruslarin onlari Osmanli
rejimine karst kullanma cabalar, digeri ise Ingilizlerin Protestan politikalaridir. Dogu’daki
faaliyetlerini mesrulastirmak isteyen Ingiltere himaye edecek bir grup ariyordu. Bu sebeple 1842
tarihinde Kudiis’te Protestan bir kilise a¢muslardir. Ardindan Ingilizler; Istanbul, Liibnan ve
Anadolu’nun muhtelif yerlerinde 6zel okullar kurmustur. Bu okullar araciliyla Protestanligi yaymaya
calismiglardir. Bunun i¢in ise en uygun kesim olarak Ermenileri gormiislerdir (Jenkins, 2014).

Ote yandan Ruslar 1878 harbi sirasinda Anadolu’da Ermeniler ile karsilasmis ve temasa gegmistir.
Ayestafanos’da ise Ruslar, Ermeniler i¢in 1slahat sartt ve Kiirtlere karst korunma sozii almistir.
Ingiltere ise Berlin Konferansi’nda Kibris’i, Ruslarin Anadolu’daki olasi faaliyetlerine karsi iis
seklinde kullanmak isteyecek ve Ermeni 1slahat sartina diizenleme getirecektir. O zamana kadar
Ermenilerin siyasi hedefli bir talepleri olmadigi halde siirekli haklarinin konusulmasi, iki biiyiik
devletin kagit ustiindeki miicadelesini gostermekteydi. 1880 senesinde bu islahatin liizumu ve
yapilmasi gerektigi, Biiylik Devletler tarafindan Osmanli’ya hatirlatismigtir. Bu hatirlatma yapilirken
Hristiyan bdlgelere uygun memur ve subaylarin atanmasi gerekti§i vurgulanmistir. Ayni sene
igeresinde ise 1slahat karar1 alinacaktir. Kararlarin ihtivasi su sekildedir:

1. Mahkeme tanzim edilecek
Polis ve jandarma diizenlenecek
Gilimriik, posta ve telgraf vergi gelirleri disindaki vergi gelirleri bu bolgeye aktarilacak.

Adliye memurlar1 atanacak.

a > D>

Islahat miisir vasitasiyla kontrol edilecek (Karal, 2011, s.126-144).

Islahatlar yapilsa da 1880 senesinden itibaren Avrupa’da &zellikle Ingiltere’de Ermeni cemiyetleri
tesekkiil etmeye baslamis ve faaliyete gegmistir. 1887 senesinde Hingak Ermeni Ihtilal Cemiyeti, isyan
amaciyla toplantilar diizenleyecektir. 1890°da Ermeni Kiliselerinde saklanmis silahlar ve bombalar
bulunmustur. 1894 senesinde Ingiltere’nin Van konsolosu, Ermenilerin ikamet ettigi bolgelere gezi
gergeklestirmistir. Ermeniler ise bu geziyi bir isaret olarak kabul edecek ve ayaklanacktilar.
Ayaklanma emaresi olarak ise Bitlis Sasun’daki Miisliimanlar1 katletmislerdir. Bunun {izerine
Abdiilhamid dordiincii kolordu komutanligimi isyami bastirmak igin gorevlendirmis ve isyan ¢ok sert



bir sekilde bastirmistir. Avrupa bu olay1 “Ermeni Katliam1” olarak adlandirmistir. Osmanli devleti, bu
suclamalar1 kabul etmemis ve sorumlu olarak Cemiyet bagkan1t Naza Bek’i sorumlu tutmustur. Ancak
Ingiltere bu aciklamalar1 dinlememis ve Osmanli Devleti’ne karsi gerek kamuoyunda gerek kendi
meclislerinde ¢ok agir tehditlerde bulunmustur. Bu tehditler ayn1 zamanda bir yaptirim igeriyordu ki
bu da bir 1slahat tasarisiydi (Karal, 2011, s.126-144).

Bu tasarinin igerigi su sekildeydi:
1. Ermenilerin bulundugu bolgelerde jandarmalar(subay) Hristiyan olacak.
2. Nahiye miidiirleri se¢im ile belirlenecek.
3. Ermenilerin bulundugu bélgelerde kir bekgileri bulunacak.
4

Hapishaneler hakkinda diizenleme yapilacak (Siyasi suglardan hiikiim giymis olan Ermenilerin
affedilmesi).

5. Din degistirme meselesi bir kanun ile diizenlenecek.
6. Zarar goren Ermenilerin zarar1 6denecek.

Bu 1slahat tasarisi ile, Dogu Anadolu’nun Miisliman ¢ogunluguna ragmen Ermenilere muhtariyet
projesi sunulmusg gibidir. Bu projeler Ermenilerin siyasi hedeflerinini yiikseltmelerine sebep olmustur.
28 Eyliil 1895°de Ermeniler, istanbul’da protesto yiiriiyiisii yapma karar1 almustir. Devlet, Bab-1 Ali’ye
dogru yiiriimemeleri karsili§inda bu yiiriiyiisii yapmalarina izin vermistir. Ancak Ermeniler bu uyariy1
dinlemeyerek Bab-1 Ali’ye dogru yiirmiisler ve kendilerini uyarmaya gelen Subay Servet Beyi sehit
etmislerdir. Bunun {izerine Sadrazam Said Pasa Bab-1 Ali’yi savunmaya baslamistir. Askerlere kursun
verilmediginden bu savunmayi siingiiler ile gerceklestirmistir. Said Pasa’nin, Serasker Riza Pasa’ya
ilettigi yardim talebinin cevapsiz kalmasi {izerine Miisliman halk olaya miidahale etmistir. Miisliiman
halkin miidahalesi {izerine, Trabzon Tekirdag, Izmit gibi iilkenin muhtelif yerlerinde catismalar
baslamistir. Bunun iizerine Avrupa Devletleri, Osmanli Devleti’ni protesto etmiglerdir. Hatta ilerleyen
siiregte Ingiltere basvekili Salisbury, Osmanli Devleti’nin yikilacagindan s6z edecektir. Ingiltere nin
bu kadar sert tepki gostermesi, muhtemelen Protestanlari himaye politikasini tam olarak tatbik
ettirememesinden kaynakli prestijine zarar gelmesi ile ilgiliydi (Karal, 2011, s.126-144).

Bu mesele hakkinda yazilmis jurnaller incelendiginde, 18 Nissan 1894 tarihinde Londra Sefareti’nin
ikinci katibi Ali Ferruh Bey’in, sahsi miitalaasini jurnal suretinde saraya gonderdigi goriilmektedir. Bu
miitalaada kendisi sunlardan bahsetmistir: “Paris ve Londra’da anarsist giiruh kotii faaliyetlerde
bulunuyor arttk bu yasananlar iizerine Ingiltere Hiikiimet’i bazi tedbirler almaya karar verdi.
Yakalanan anarsistler arasinda herhangi bir Ermeni bulunamadi, fakat Ermeniler ile anarsistler
arasindaki iligkinin ortaya ¢ikacagini iimit etmekteyim. Boylelikle Ermenilerin ger¢ek mahiyeti giin
yliziine c¢ikacaktir. Zaten vakit ilerledikge Ermenilerin hakiki mahiyeti anlagilmaktadir. Onlarin
serzenisleri artik ¢oklar tarafinda 6nemsenmemektedir. Zira Avam Kamarasinda, Ermeniler hakkinda
ne sual sorulmakta ne de cevap verilmektedir. Cesur ve umursamaz (Avrupa’ya kars1) gortiindiigiimiiz
takdirde Avrupa’nin sesi ¢ikamaz. Avrupa sadece kendi menfaatini dislinlir ve menfaatine
dokunuldugu zaman sesini ¢ikarir. Hatta bu konuda sesimizi ¢ikarirsak, Avrupa’nin tek yapacagi bize
tesekkiir etmek olacaktir. Eger biz isyankarane davrananlari teker teker terbiye eder ve zabitlerimize
kars1 silah ¢ekenleri tereddiitsiiz dldiiriirsek o zaman Avrupa sesini ¢ikaramaz. Rumeli’de oldugu gibi
Anadolu’da da imtiyaz veremeyiz. Bu mesele bizim i¢in hayat memat noktasi olmalidir. Muhacirler,
Anadolu’da Ermenilerin bulundugu mahallere yerlestirilmeli, bekar Miisliman genc¢lerden vergi
alinmali ve Miisliimanlar izdivaca tegvik edilmelidir” (DABOA, 1894a).



1894 Agustos’ta yasanan isyandan 3 ay once yazilmig bu miitalaayr degerlendirmek onem arz
etmektedir. Zira isyandan sonra Ingilizlerin, gdsterilen sert tepkiyi ileri siirerek Osmanli Devleti’ni pek
gilic durumda birakmasi ve Osmanh sefaret gorevlilerinin bilgi edinme hususunda basarisizliklarini
konu alan belgeler goz oniine alindiginda; Ali Ferruh Bey, devleti sert miidahaleye tesvik etmesi ile
devleti yanlis yonlendirmistir. Ciinkii Hristiyan devletlerin kendi tebaalar1 hakkinda ne kadar hassas
oldugu bilinmekteydi. Bununla birlikte Ermeni konusu, Avrupa kamuoyuna hi¢ girmezken 3 ay sonra
biitiin kamuoyunu etkilemesi isyanin gergekten de olmasi gerektiginden daha sert bastirildigina isaret
edebilir. Ancak Ali Ferruh Bey, Anadolu’da kimseye imtiyaz verilmemesi konusunda hakliydi. Zira
giiniimiizde, Giineydogu bolgesi icin hala benzeri taleplerin giindeme getirilmesinin 19. yiizyildaki
Ermeni talepleriyle paralelligi dikkat c¢ekmektedir. Bununlar birlikte Ali Ferruh Bey’in, goc
politikalar1 konusunda verdigi fikirler de pek 6nemlidir. Zaten devlet, ilerleyen siirecte bizzat tavsiye
edilen sekilde olmasa da buna benzer politikalar izleyecektir. Son olarak Ali Ferruh Bey’in, Ermenileri
“anarsistler” ile bir gdérmesi; Ermeni meselesinin, yalnizca bir kavmiyet sorunu olmadigin
gostermektedir. Belki de buna binaen, Avrupa’nin sesini ¢ikarmayacagini diisiinmiistiir. Ancak dyle ya
da boyle biiylik devletler bu durumu kendi menfaatlerine ¢evirmekte geri durmamustir.

Olaylara Bab-1 Ali’den baktigimizda ise Avrupali sefirlerin bu konuda kiskirtici davrandiklart ileri
stiriilebilir. Fransiz sefirine miiracaat eden bazi gayrimiislimlerin Fransa’nin Ermeni siyasi talepleri
icin harekete gegecegi beklentisi icinde olduklari ifade edilmektedir (DABOA,1894b). Rus sefiri
Nelidof ise bu olaylar hakkinda konugurken iizgiin oldugunu belirttikten sonra padigahin kendilerini
kandirdigin1 ve Anadolu’da higbir sey yapilmadigini soylemistir (DABOA,1894b). Ancak yukarida
da zikredildigi iizere, olaylar sadece Anadolu ile sinirli kalmayacak ve basta Istanbul olmak iizere
iilkenin farkl yerlerine sigrayacaktir. 28 Eyliil 1895°te Ermenilerin Istanbul’daki olayl: yiiriiyiisiinden
birka¢ giin sonra Said Pasa ile Ingiliz sefiri arasinda bir konusma gerceklesmistir. Bu konusmada
Ingiliz sefiri, Ermeni yiiriiyiisciilere halk tarafindan miidahale edildigini ve saldir1 gerceklestirildigini
sikayetkarane bildirmistir. Said pasa ise Ermenilerin etrafa saldirdiklarini, millete zarar vermeye
kalkistiklarim1 ve bulunduklar1 mahalli korumakla gorevlilere silah cektiklerini ifade etmistir.
Ardindan ig istikrar1 bozan kisileri cezalandirmak devletin gérevi oldugunu ve halkin saldirisini, nefsi
miidafaa olarak tamimlamak gerektigini sdylemistir. Ingiliz sefirinin cevabi ise pek ilgingtir: Kendisi
Ermenilerin bu hareketini taskinca oldugunu kabul etmekle birlikte i¢lerinde nihilistler yani anarsistler
bulundugunu séylemistir (DABOA,1895b). Bu durumda, Ali Ferruh Bey’in yukarida ifade ettigi
meseleyi, ayniyle Ingiliz sefirinin agzindan okumus oluyoruz. iki sefaret gorevlisi de Ermeni
meselesinin, sadece bir kavim veya mezhep meselesi olmadigini isin i¢inde bir “anarsisizm ideolojisi”
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ancak Ingiliz sefareti var olan durumu bildigi halde, olaylar1 kendi lehine
kullanmakta ¢ekinmeyecektir.

1907 senesinde Ingiltere sefiri ile sadrazam arasinda gerceklesen gayriresmi bir konusmada, sefir
Bitlis’teki adaletsizlikleri isaret ederek 1slahat layihasi ister. Sadrazam gonderdigi jurnalde, ima edilen
adaletsizliklerin varligini1 yalanlamakla birlikte bolge halkinin kigkirtildigini sdyleyerek sunulan
layihanin sadece Ermenilerin menfaatini sagladigim1 ve Miisliimanlarin aleyhinde oldugunu ifade
etmistir (DABOA,1907a). Bu ifadeden de anlasilacag: iizere Ingiltere’nin kendi menfaati disinda hig
bir sey diisiinmedigi ve bolgenin sosyolojik unsurlarina dikkat etmedigi goriilmektedir.

Fransa ise Ermeni meselesinde pasif kalmistir. Ancak Ingiltere’nin de bu meselede etkisini kirmak
istedigi goriilmektedir. 1895 tarihinde Fransiz sefiri, Osmanli’nin bir devlet adamiyla yaptig1 hususi
konusmada, ge¢cmisteki Zeytun olaylarma atifta bulunarak Zeytun’daki Ermeniler i¢in umumi af
istemistir. Gegmiste Ingilizler’ in zaten istediklerini aldiklarin1 ve olaymn sonucunda Osmanli
Devleti’nin diplomatik baskiya maruz kaldigini hatirlatmistir (DABOA,1896a). Muhtemelen Osmanli



Devleti sert politikalarda bulundukca Ingiltere’nin yaptirrm giiciiciiniin artmasindan kaygilanan
Fransiz sefiri bdyle umumi bir affi istirham etmis olmalidir.

Ruslar da en az Ingilizler kadar Ermeni meselesinde aktif rol almaya ¢alismistir. 1884 senesinde
verilen bir jurnalde, Rus sefaretinde gorevlendirilen General Loris Melikof’un Ermeni oldugu
bildirilmekte ve bu sebeple Dersaadet’deki Ermenilerin yiizii giilmekte oldugu ifade edilmektedir.
Jurnali veren kisi, bu generalin gorevde kalmasi durumunda, devleti yeni bir Ermeni vakiasina kars1
uyarir (DABOA, 1885b). Bu durumda Ruslarin istanbul’da Ermenileri tahrik etmeye calistigi
anlasilmaktadir. Gergekten de jurnalcinin dedigi gibi on sene sonra Istanbul’da bir isyan gikmas,
gozleri Ruslar iizerine dogrultmaktadir. Diger bir mesele ise Ermenilerin Rusya’ya go¢ etmesidir.
Ermeniler 1898’den itibaren Rusya’ya bazi gogler gerceklestirmistir (DABOA, 1898a). Daha sonrasi
geri donmek istediklerinde ise Osmanli Devleti bu Ermenileri sinirdan igeriye almamistir. Bunun
iizerine Car, Ermenilerin kendisine bas agris1 verdigini belirterek Dersaadet Rus sefirinden, gdgmen
Ermenileri tekrar sinir iceri almasi i¢cin Padisahi ikna etmesini talep etmistir. Sefir ise igmeyi seviyor
olacak ki sarhos oldugu bir ziyafette, Ruslatu Bey’e; Ermenilere karsi bir muhabbeti olmadiginm
bunlarin Bulgarlar gibi nankor bir millet olduklarini ifade etmis, ardindan geri alinmalarini saglamak
icin Padisah’1 ikna etmeye calisacagini sOylemistir (DABOA, 1901a). En kiiciik bir harekette
Osmanlilar1 zalimlikle suglayan Rusya’nin kendilerine gelen kiiglik bir Ermeni azmligma
katlanamamas1 ve geri gondermek istemesi dikkate sayandir. Bu durumun; Rusya’nin, kendi
biinyesindeki Ermenileri siyasi taleplerden uzak tutmak veya Osmanli Devletini ugrastiracak bir
problemi agirlastirmak niyetinden kaynaklandigi ileri siiriilebilir.

2.5 Fransa Sefareti ve Sefirlerinin Faaliyetleri

Fransa, faaliyetleri ve konusmalar1 bakimindan hem pasif hem de aktif olan bir devlettir. Yasanan
olaylarda genelde tarafsizligini koruyan lakin vakti geldigi zaman Osmanli Devleti’ne darbe indirmek
hususunda hi¢ ¢ekinmeyen bir devlettir. 1882’de Fransa sefaret bas terclimaninin miitalaasi, tatbik
edilmeye calisilan bu siipheli dostlugun bir gostergesidir. Kendisi miitalaasinda, biitlin Avrupa
devletleri Osmanliya karsi cephe almisken ve Fransa dostlugu Sultan Siileyman doneminden beri
devam ettigi halde sefirlerinin miiracaatina kayitsiz kalinmasina sitem etmektedir (DABOA, 1883a).
Ancak maalesef o gilinkii yasananlar, bas tercimanin ifade ettigi kadar masumane degildir. 1888
senesinde Fransa’da, devlet aleyhinde yikici fikirleri ihtiva eden kitaplar basilmaktaydi. Bu kitaplar ise
Paris’teki baz1 kimseler araciligiyla Tiirkce ve Arapgaya cevrilmekte ve bu geviriler, Dersaadet’ de ve
“icap eden” yerlerde yabanci sefaretler araciligiyla dagitilmaktaydi (DABOA, 1889b). 1892 senesinde,
yalan yanlis bilgiler barindiran bu nesriyatlar fark edilmis ve Paris’teki Osmanli Sefaret’i eliyle ile bu
olumsuz eserlere cevap mahiyetinde nesriyat yapilmasma yapilmasma karar verilmistir. Bununla
birlikte Dersaadet’deki ajanslar ve telgraf acentalar1 vasitasiyla yikici fikirler barindiran nesriyata
cevap verilmeye baslanmistir (DABOA, 1893b). Diger bir nesriyat problemi, 1900 senesinde Fransa
Hiikiimeti tarafindan nesredilen ve iginde Fransa ile ihtilafi gerektirecek bilgiler bulunan Sar
Kitap’tir. Bu kitap basilmakla kalmamis Meclis-i Mebusan {iyelerine dahi dagitilmistir. Bu kitabin
icindeki 5 numarali yazi, Dersaadet Fransa sefirinden hariciye nazirma gonderilmis bir yaziyi
icermektedir. Fransiz sefiri bu yazida, Hariciye Nazirnin kendisine bazi gizli bilgiler verdigini ifade
etmistir. Yazida devlet islerinde yaganan ertelenmelerin padisahin gizli istegi ile oldugu ifade edilmis
ve hariciye nazirinin kendisine hazine hakkinda 6zel bilgiler verdigini séylemistir (DABOA, 1903a).
Sadece bu bilgi lizerinden hariciye nazir1 Tevfik Pasa’nin bilgi sizdirdig1 anlagilamaz ise de bu mesele
ile birlikte Fransa’nin nesir suretiyle Osmanl Devleti’nde karigikliklar ¢ikartmaya calistigi pek asikar
hale geldigi anlagilmaktadir.



Son olarak aktarilacak olay Fransiz Hiikiimeti’nin Osmanli’ya kars1 tavrini gostermeye tek basina bile
yeterli olacaktir. 1902 senesinde Fransizlarin 6zel giinleri hasebiyle sefarethaneye Keldani Patrigi
gelmis ve bir nutuk vermistir. Patrik, nutkunda padigaha tabiiyetini ifade etmesi ve padisaha yaptigi
Ovgiiler iizerine kendisine biiyiik tepki gosterilmistir. Ardindan neden nutkunda hi¢ Fransa’dan ve
Papa’dan bahsetmedigi sorulmustur. Bu &vgiilerinin padisaha ulagsmadigi ve kendisine bir tesekkiir
bile edilmedigi halde patrik’in takindig1 tavra taacciip edilmistir (DABOA, 1903b). Bu yasanan
mesele, Fransa’nin hala Osmanli Devleti’nde Hristiyanlara sahip ¢ikma politikasim tatbik etmeye
calistiginin gostergesidir. Fransa ne kadar dostane ve tarafsiz goriinmeye caligsa da Osmanli ile
gizliden gizliye adeta “soguk savas” suretinde miicadele etmeye devam etmistir. Ilging olan ise Biiyiik
Devletler sanki aralarinda gorev taksimi yapmis da Fransa’ya nesriyat ve propaganda gorevi diismiis
gibi bir hal vardir.

2.6 Ingiliz Sefareti ve Sefirlerinin Faaliyetleri

Ingiltere Hiikiimeti, yukarida bahsi gecen olaylardan da anlasilacag: iizere Osmanli Devleti iizerinde
aktif bir politika takip etmistir. Ingilizler, yasanan meselelerde mesruiyetini “Hristiyan haklarmi
korumak™ ve zahiren Hristiyan-Miisliiman dengesi iizerine insa etmistir. Bu sebeple devlet i¢inde ve
disinda buna yonelik politikalar giitmiistiir. Daha Abdiilhamid Doneminin baglarinda bu meseleleri
yakindan takip etmislerdir. Ingiltere sefiri Sir Henry Elliot Sadrazam tayin edilen Midhat Pasa
hakkinda Jon Tiirk dostu oldugunu, hiirriyet taraftarlarin1 destekledigini, pek gayretli oldugunu,
Miisliimanlar ile Hristiyanlar arasinda miisavati(esitligi) tatbik etmeye dikkat ettigini bildirmistir
(DABOA,1877a). Ancak Ingilizler sadece Hristiyanlar ahvalini takip etmiyorlardi. Hilafet hakkinda
merak ettikleri konular da vardi. Bu meraklarin1 gidermek icin 1892 senesinde Dersaadet ingiltere
sefiri, Istanbul’da ikamet eden ve Ogretmenlik yapan Hintli Ali Asgar’i sefarette alikoymustur.
Sefarette aralarinda bir goriisme gerceklesmistir. Ingiliz sefiri, Asgar’a ii¢ sual sormus ve mukabilinde
3 cevap almigtir. Bu sualler ve cevaplar su sekildedir:

1. “Ali Asgar Bey, elinizdeki diploma geregince (Ali Asgar, Ingiltere Siyasi Mektebi’nden mezun
olmustur) ingiltere devleti sizi istihdama borgludur. Hal boyle iken sizin memleketinizi terk edip
Istanbul’a gelmeniz bizde; sizin Hindistan’daki Miisliimanlar1 ayaklandirmaniz igin Osmanl
tarafindan gorevlendirildiginiz siiphesi uyandirmaktadir.”

2. “Hilafet makaminin, Hindistan’daki Miisliiman tizerindeki etkisi nedir?”

3. “Istanbul’da kag tane Hintli vardir? Bunlardan hangileri Osmanl Devlet’i i¢in ¢alismaktadir ve
digerlerinin durumu nedir.”

Verilen cevaplar ise su sekildedir:

1. “Burada durmamin iki temel sebebi vardir birisi maisetimi saglamamdaki kolaylik digeri saglik
durumumu muhafaza etmektir. Geldigimden beri bir giin dahi siyasi bir hizmette bulunmadim”

2. “Sadece Hintli Miisliimanlarin degil diinyadaki biitlin Miisliimanlarin Hilafet makamia kuvvetli
bir rabitasi vardir. Osmanli Devleti’nin tesvikatina lizum kalmadan umum Miisliimanlar, bu
makamin aleyhinde hareket edenlere diismanlik beslemektedir.”

3. “Istanbul’daki Hintlilerin durumunu bilmiyorum” (DABOA, 1893a).

Yukarida gegen suallerden de anlagilacagi iizerine Ingiltere Sefiri Hilafet makamindan rahatsiz
olmakta ve tedirgin olmaktadir. 20. yiizy1l politikalarini, neredeyse tamamen din ve mezhep ayrisimi
iizerine kuran Ingiltere’nin, Hilafet makamimnin isleyisini arastirmak istemesindeki en biiyiik
sebeplerden birisi; Miisliiman topraklardaki faaliyetlerini diizenlemek ve olasi problemlere 6nlem



almaktir. Zaten ilerleyen siirecte Ingilizlerin “Ortadogu” politikalarinda hep hilafet kavramiyla
miicadele ettigini miisahede ediyoruz.

2.7 Osmanh Devleti’nin Sefirleri ve Faaliyetleri

Osmanli Devleti’'nin yurt disinda gorevlendirdigi sefirlerin bir kismimin, layikiyla gorevlerini
yapamadiklar1 ve devleti tam anlamiyla temsil edemedikleri konusu muhtelif yayinlarda dile
getirilmistir. Bu cergevede 1907 senesinde bir jurnalcinin, Osmanli Devleti’ne ait sefirlerin umumi
ahvali hakkinda verdigi rapor, genis bir bakis acis1 saglamaktadir. Jurnalci, raporunda Osmanl
sefirlerinin hareket etmekte ¢ok yavas kaldigimi ifade etmistir. Ancak elestirisinde bunun yaninda
sefirlerin bilgi bulmak konusunda yetersiz kaldiklarini da vurgulamistir. Bu durumu ispat makaminda
ise gonderdikleri layihalarin zafiyetini 6ne siirmiistiir. Rusya, Almanya ve Avusturya imparatorlariyla
Ingiltere ve Italya krallar1 ve bunlarin hariciye nazirlar1 arasinda gegen konusmalari igeren layihalarin;
sadece gazetelerden toplanan bilgilerle yazildiklarini belirtmigtir. O giiniin sartlarinda, Diinyadaki
siyasetin hassasligina karsilik siyasi zekalariin yeterli olmadigin1 ve devletin hukukunu geregince
miidafaa edemediklerini anlatmistir (DABOA,1908a). Jurnalci her ne kadar raporunu 1907 senesinde
yazmigsa da gecmis tarihlerde Osmanli sefirleri hakkinda yazilan jurnaller, 1907 tarihli jurnalin
barindirdigir yorumlar1 ¢ok daha genis bir tarih skalasina oturtmaktadir. Ancak jurnalcinin, Osmanli
sefirleri hususundaki bazi diigiinceleri isabetli goriinmemektedir. Osmanli sefirlerinin sadakatinden
stiphe edilmemesi gerektigini sdylemesi bu duruma bir 6rnektir.

Zira 1888 senesinde, Osmanli Devleti’ne bagl Atina sefiri Riza Bey hakkinda yazilan jurnal ¢ok sert
ifadeler igermektedir. Riza Beyin Yenisehir’deki Miisliimanlart dinlemedigini sdyleyen jurnalci,
sefirin Rus Prensi Nikolay’a hos goriinmek i¢in Hristiyan oldugunu vurgular. Dahasi Bab-1 Ali’den
gelen sifreli telgraflar1 Prense bildirdigini sdyler. Ayni zamanda Kralin yaninda Osmanlilarin
meziyetsizligi hakkinda konustugunu ve Miisliimanlarin iglerine bakmayip onlar1 tahkir ettigini belirtir
(DABOA, 1889a). Kendisi hakkinda olduk¢a olumsuz goriislerin bulundugu diger bir Osmanli Sefiri
ise Belgrad Sefiri Halid Bey’dir. 1882 ve 1884 senesinde Sefir Halid Bey hakkinda yazilan jurnallerde
kendisinin Sirplarin lehinde ¢alistig1, ahalinin hukukunu ¢ignedigi ve kendisinden &tiirti 150.000
kisinin Bosna’ya hicret etmeyi diisiindiigii belirtilmistir (DABOA, 1885a). Fransa’da ise isler pek
farkli ilerlememektedir. Fransa’da sefaret miistesari olan Misaki Efendi hakkinda yazilan jurnalde,
kendisinin Ermenilerin saygin kesiminden olan Misakiyan’in ¢ocugu oldugu ifade edilmektedir.
Bununla birlikte kendisinin devlet sirlarin1 basta Fransizlara ve diger Avrupali devletlere fas ettigi ve
devlete entrikalar diizenlemek istedigi yazilmaktadir (DABOA, 1892a). Ancak biitiin bu iddialarin da
gercegi tam olarak yansittigini ileri siirmek de isabetli olmayacaktir.

Biitiin bunlar goz oniine alindiginda bir kisim Osmanli diplomatik misyon mensuplarinin, iilkeye
ihanet etmelerinden ziyade kendi alanlarinda mesleki ve entelektiiel formasyonlarinin
yetersizliklerinin oldugu kabul edilebilir. Bu ag¢idan yukarida 6rneklerini verdigimiz jurnallerin kimi
zamanlar ¢gekememezlik, haset gibi kisisel zaaflardan kaynaklandigi degerlendirilebilir.

4. SONUC VE DEGERLENDIRME

Jurnaller; Abdiilhamid doneminde gayr-1 resmi bilgileri ve konusmalar igermesinden otiirii doneme
farkli bir perspektif saglayan 6nemli kaynaklardir. Sefirler hakkinda yazilan jurnaller ise sefirlerin
bizzat olaylar hakkinda yorumlarimi igermesinden dolayr onem arz etmektedir. Cilinkii boylelikle
yasanan olaylara farkli bir agidan yaklasiliyor ve olaylarin analiz edilebilmesi i¢in farkli verilere sahip
olunuyor. Ornegin Rusya sefiri Istanbul konferansindan once yaptig1 gayr-1 resmi konusmada artik



statiikonun degismeyecegini sdylerken Istanbul Konferans’inda statiikonun degismesini talep etmesi
gibi bir tezat yasanmasi, olay hakkinda yeni analizler yapilmasini isaret etmektedir. Jurnaller tek
basina kullanildiklan takdirde giivenilir kaynaklar olmamakla birlikte bir olay veya kisi hakkinda
birden fazla jurnal istimal edildigi zaman 6nemli bir kaynak hiiviyetini tagimaktadir.

Jurnaller iizerinden II. Abdiilhamid doéneminin bazi olaylar1 incelendigi zaman, oncelikle toprak
kaybinin, bir kisiye istinat ettirilemeyecek kadar fazla parametreleri oldugunu miisahede etmekteyiz.
Bununla birlikte devletlerin, politik meseleler yasanmadan oOnce nasil hazirhik yaptiklarim
gormekteyiz. Ruslarin Balkanlardaki tliccar propagandalar1 gibi faaliyetleri ve Osmanli sefirlerinin
isabetsiz hareketleri 6nemli hadiselerin gidisati konusunda daha net goriis imkam1 saglamaktadir.
Boylelikle Balkan sorununu daha farkli bir sekilde ele alma imkani olusmaktadir. Ayrica, jurnallerde
sefirlerin Ermeni meselesi hakkindaki goriisleri, Ermeni meselesinin sadece etnik temelli bir mesele
olmadigim “anarsizm” kavramiyla iliskin ideolojik bir mesele olduguna isaret edilmistir. Ancak bu
kavramsallastirmanin dénemin diinyasinda diinya liderlerinin ugradig: suikastlarin arkasindaki algiya
dayandig sdylenebilir.

Diger taraftan Ingilizlerin ise hilafet miiessesi iizerine 6zel bir itina gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Bununla
birlikte Ingilizler mezhep ayriliklarna da miidahil olmaya calismuslardir. Jurnallerde tetkik edilen
diger bir cihet ise Fransizlardir. Fransa, kendisini dost olarak 6ne siirse de Osmanli Devleti karsiti
bir¢ok yayinin ¢ikmasina 6nayak olmustur.

Son olarak Jurnallerde incelenen kesim, Osmanli sefirleridir. Bu sefirlerin bir kism1 Avrupa’da bilgi
toplama hususunda basarisizlik gostermislerdir. Sefirlerin miitalaalarinda yasanacak bazi olaylar
onceden kestirmesine ragmen devletin Onlem alamamasi, biirokratik isleyisin zayifladigim
gostermektedir. Fakat bir¢ok sefir hakkinda bilgi toplanilmasi, o dénemdeki hiikiimetin bilgi toplama
konusunda ne denli ilerledigine isaret eder. Tiim bu bilgiler, baz1 siyasi ve sosyal olaylar incelenirken
jurnallerin g6z ardi1 edilmemesi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir.

KAYNAKCA

Acik, T. (2011). Osmanli Iktidar Miicadelelerinde Jurnal ve Jurnalcilik: II. Abdiilhamid Ornegi
(Karikkale Universitesi) [Yayimlanmamuis Yiiksek Lisan Tezi]. YOK tez veritabanindan erisilmistir
(Tez no: 308600).

Agah, H. (1894). Sefir Ve Sehbenderlerin Hukuk-u Vezaifi. istanbul: Mahmud Bey Matbaasi.

Aydin, M. (2012). Tophane Konferansi “Dogu Rumeli’ye veda”, Tarih Dergisi, 53, 115-174.
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/iutarih/issue/9626/120258 adresinden erigilmistir.

Cengiz, H. A. (2018). Halepa Fermani ve sonras1 Girit’te yapilan diizenlemeler. Trakya Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 8(16), 74-89. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/trkede/issue/40861/493516
adresinden erisilmistir.

DABOA. (1877a, 15 Ocak). 1-52. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
[stanbul.

DABOA. (1883a, 31 Ekim). 7-66. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1885a, 21 Subat). 10-22. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
[stanbul.



Yildiz Jurnallerinde Sefirler ve Sefaretlerin Faaliyetleri: Sarki Rumeli...

DABOA. (1885b, 11 Mart). 10-26. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1889a, 23 Nissan). 15-18. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Baskanligi Osmanl
Arsivi, Istanbul.

DABOA. (1889b, 26 Agustos). 15-73. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanl
Arsivi, Istanbul.

DABOA. (18923, 2 Ocak). 21-1. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (18933, 14 Temmuz). 25-12. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanl
Arsivi, Istanbul.

DABOA. (1893b, 14 Temmuz). 26-79. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Baskanligi Osmanli
Arsivi, Istanbul.

DABOA. (1894a, 19 Subat). 28-19. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanl Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1894b, 24 Subat). 28-23. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
[stanbul.

DABOA. (1895a, 8 Haziran). 33-106. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanl
Arsivi, Istanbul.

DABOA. (1895b, 4 Ekim). 32-53. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
[stanbul.

DABOA. (18964, 15 Ocak). 32-75. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1898a, 4 Haziran). 2762-25. HR.SYS. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
[stanbul.

DABOA. (1899a, 10 Mayis). 38-55. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Baskanligi Osmanl
Arsivi, Istanbul.

DABOA. (1901a, 19 Nissan). 41-99. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Baskanligi Osmanl
Arsivi, Istanbul.

DABOA. (1903a, 29 Mart). 45-94. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Baskanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1903b, 29 Mart). 47-66. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1907a, 29 Eyliil). 53-21. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Baskanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1908a, 2 Subat). 53-126. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Bagkanligi Osmanl Arsivi,
Istanbul.

DABOA. (1918a, 30 Eyliil). 6-10. Y.PRK.AZJ. [Belge]. Devlet Arsivleri Baskanligi Osmanli Arsivi,
Istanbul.

Cilt: 11 e Sayi: 1 » Subat 2024 58



Yusuf Teoman INCE, Hasip SAYGILI

Deniz, 1. (2021). Sultan 1I. Abdiilhamid Dénemi Osmanli Sefirlerinin Terciime-i Halleri (Agr1 Ibrahim
Cegen Universitesi) [Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek Lisan Tezi]. YOK tez veritabanindan erisilmistir
(Tez no: 792776).

Erdem, A. Y. (2010). Osmanli Diplomasisinin Modernlesmesinde Tanzimat Ddnemi (Gazi

Universitesi). [Yayimlanmams Yiiksek Lisan Tezi]. YOK tez veritabanmindan erisilmistir (Tez no:
280314).

Jenkins, H. D. (2014). Robert Kolej'in kizlar: (¢ev. A. Aksu). Istanbul: Dergah Yayinevi.
Karal, E. Z. (1995). Osmanli tarihi (Cilt V). Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu.
Karal, E. Z. (2011). Osmanl: tarihi (Cilt VII). Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu.

Levent, A. (2018). Osmanli Diplomasisinde Dénemsel Degisimin Dinamikleri (Nisantas1 Universitesi
[Yaymmlanmamis Yiiksek Lisan Tezi]. YOK tez veritabanindan erisilmistir (Tez no: 280314).

Savas, A. 1. (2000). Genel hatlariyla Osmanli diplomasisi. Yeni Tiirkiye, 31.

Sahin, G. (2019). Osmanli tarihi I: Siyasi tarih- kiiltiir ve medeniyet (1299-1774) (2 Cilt). Istanbul:
Ideal Kiiltiir Yaymcilik.

59  TURKOPHONE



	5-yusuf teoman ince-en.pdf
	5-yusuf teoman ince-tr.pdf

