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BiRiINCi ALEKSANDR VE 1821 RUM AYAKLANMASI’NIN
BIRINCi ASAMASI

Oleg Ayrapetov*
Ceviren: Mustafa Tanriverdi**

0z

Birinci Aleksandr tahta ciktiginda, reformlara 6ncelik verecegini ilan etti ve bu baglamda
bir savas baslatmak niyetinde degildi. Clink{ Ulke, pek gok biyiik ve oldukga yikici savaslar
gecirmisti. |. Aleksandr, Rum Ayaklanmasinin basladigi haberini aldiginda Laybah’daydi. Bu
haber, Avusturya askerinin Napoli'de, Karbonari Dernegi’nden olanlari mahvettigi giin ulasti.
Kongreye katilanlar ve bilhassa Metternich, ipsilanti’nin rol oynadigi bu organizasyonda, Rus-
ya'dan siiphelendi. Metternich, Avusturya'nin italya'da miicadele verdigi bir zamanda, Rusya
imparatoru’nun planlarina engel olmayarak, dogu sorununu kendi lehine cézemeyeceginden
endise duyuyordu. Esasinda badyle bir plan mevcut degildi. Birinci Aleksandr Tirkiye'deki Rus
elcisine, Avusturyaile birlikte ortak bir calisma yapmasi emrini verdi. Rus-Turk sinirinda Rus-
ya'ya ait onemli bir gliciin olmayisi, Rusya’nin aldigi tutumun bir kanitiydi.

Bu calismada Rum isyanr'nin gelisimi ve I. Aleksandr'in isyana ynelik politikasi incelen-
mektedir. Calismanin temeli Ruscga literatiire dayanmaktadir.

Birinci Aleksandr'in hitkimdarligi ddneminde (1801-1825), ordu mevcudu 924.000
kisiye ulasarak, i¢ kat artmis oldu.! Boyle bir orduyu beslemek igin, savasin devam ettigi
1812-1814 yillarinda, her yil icin ortalama 52 milyon 483.570 ruble gerekiyordu.2 Ustelik
1815 yilinda tilke ekonomisi oldukga zor durumdaydi. Savas Bakanligi'nin giderleri 214
milyon rubleye ulasmisti. Bu miktar, tiim giderlerin ancak yarisindan fazlasi anlamina
geliyordu.® Kisaca llke, bir iflasin esiginde bulunuyordu. Bu durumda imparator, barisin
gerekliligi konusunda kararliydi. Ancak onunla ayni fikirde olmayanlar da vardi. 1817'de
yayinlanan Russkiy Vestnik dergisi, bu durumu sdyle dederlendiriyordu: “Yaklagik 25 yildir
stren silahlarin giriiltisd kayboldu, Avrupa 6zglirliigiini ve bagimsizligini kutluyor. Ama
ruhun ve aklin endisesi heniiz dinmedi. insanlarin istekleri bitmek bilmez."

Bu bitmek bilmeyen istekler, tiim Avrupa'yi sardi ve kisa bir siire sonra da, Osmanli
topraklarina ulasti. Bunun gostergesi olarak ilk isyan, 1814 yilinda Odessa’da Nikolay Skufas
tarafindan gizli olarak kurulan, “Filik-i Eterya” 6rgiitiinin organizasyonunda hazirlandi. Bir
mason orgiitlenmesi olarak secildi.® Orgiitiin tyelerinin sayisi cok degildi. Buna karsin,
ozellikle Karadeniz kiyisindaki Rus sehirlerinde yasayan Rum toplumu arasinda pek ¢ok

Dog. Dr, Moskova Devlet Universitesi Tarih Fakiiltesi
" Dr. Ogr. Uyesi, istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Bolimii

' AumennxuH K.M. Apmus u peopMbi: BoeHHbIe nocesieHUs 8 NOJIUMUKe POCCUlicKo20 camodepxcasus. YepHuros.
2006. C.36.

2 Bnnox W.C. @uHaHcsl Poccuu XIX cmonemus. Micmopusa-cmamucmucka. CM6. 1882. T.1. CC.135-136.

3 Tame. C.135.

* WMHocmpaHHbie uzsecmud. HpascmaeHHoe obo3peHue obacmel Eaponelickux, Pycckuin BecTHnK.1817.
Ne11-12.C.51.

5 Apw J1. 3mepucmcKoe dauxceHue 8 Poccuu.OcaobodumesnsHasa 6opbba epedecko2o Hapoda 8 HavaneXIX a.
U pyccKo-2peyeckueceasu. M.1976. CC.167-168.
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taraftar kazanmakla birlikte Paris, Marsilya ve Londra'da taraftar bulma ¢abalari
sonucsuz kaldi. Az da olsa giineyde birkag taraftar bulundu. Orgiite Viyana'da bir,
Napoli'de bes, Trieste'de iki ve Pisa'da bir tye katildi. Fenerli Rumlar, glvenilirligi
saglamak adina, ara sira 6rgitiin basina loannis Kapodistrias'i getiriyorlardi.
Bazen de istanbul Patrigi'nden gelen dua okunuyordu. Biitiin bu séylentiler,
isyancilara basarili bir sekilde yardim etti.”

“Filik-i Eterya”dan bir yil énce, “Filomuzos Eterya” (ilham Dernegi) kurul-
mustu. Merkezi Atina olan bu dernegin kuruculari arasinda Kapodistrias da
bulunuyordu. Baslangigta dernek, egitimin yayginlasmasini amag edindi ve
bunun gerceklesmesiicin de, Birinci Aleksandr’'in himayesini ve cémert yardim-
larini kulland1.? Yaklasik 80 bin tyesi olan bu dernegin yardim parasi, Miinih'te
tutuluyordu. Clnk( Bavariya Krali, Rumlara sempati duydugundan, onlara
yardimini esirgemiyordu.? imparator da, Kapodistrias taraftarlarinin kendisine
ilettigi sekliyle, aydinlanma yoniindeki gelismeleri yakindan izliyordu.' “lham
Dernegi"nin armasinda, bilgeligin sembolii olan baykus ile birlikte, Antik Yunan'a
iliskin pek ¢cok kahraman egiticinin resimleri vardi. Bunlar arasinda, Sentor Hiron
ve ellerinde bir bebegi tutan 6gretmen Ellada dne ¢ikar.!

Bu dernegin etkinlikleri, Petersburg ve istanbul arasindaki iliskilerde sorun
teskil etmiyordu. 1815te Birinci Aleksandr Paris'te iken, orada gorevli bir Tirk
temsilci ile goristi. Bu goriismesinde, Sirplar icin elde edilecek bir ayricaliga
karsin, Rus-Tirk sinirinda bir taviz vermeye hazir oldugundan soz etti.'? 29
Kasim 1815'te istanbul'da bulunan italinskiy, imparatorun bu diisiincesinin,
Tarkler tarafindan olumlu karsilandigini belirtti. Ayrica Turklerin, artik Biikres
Antlasmasi’'ndan dolayi Sirplara karsi kendilerini ylikimli hissetmediklerini,
ancak gorismelere acik olduklarini bildirdi. Sirp delegeler ise Rus elcisine,
aydinlik bir gelecekte basariya ulasmayi umduklarini iletti.'

1816 ilkbaharinda Birinci Aleksandr, Tirkiye'de bulunan italinskiy'i geri
cagirdi ve onun yerine, cok giivendigi asilzade G. A. Straganov'u tayin etti. 1
Haziran'da yeni diplomat Straganov'a, ne yapacagina iliskin ayrintili bir talimat
verildi: “Rusya, tipki diger Avrupa devletleri gibi simdi siik@inete ihtiya¢ duyuyor.
Biitiin insanligin simdi mutlulugunu yasadigi baris ugruna gésterilen biyiik
fedakarliklar, eder adil olmayan bir savas doguda yeniden baslamis ve gliclii-

¢ Francos G.D. The Philiki Etaria. Aprematurenational coalition.// The struggle for Greek
independence. Essays to mark 150-th anniversary of the Greek war of independence. Lnd.1973.
P.94.

7 Dakin D. The Greek struggle for independence, University of California Press.1973. P.46.

8 BorpaHoBu4 [M.] [W.], Uicmopus yapcmaosaHus umnepamopa AnekcaHdpa | u Poccus @ e2o
spema, M.1871.T.6. C.19.

? Tennos B.A. [pa¢ NoanH Kanoducmpus, npezudeqm Ipeyuu.// UcTopuyeckuin BecTHuK. 1893.
Ne8. C.328.

1% BrewHsaa nonumuka Poccuu XIX u Ha4ana XX sexa. [JokyMeHmel pocculicko2zo MUHUCMepcmaa
uHocmpaHHslx den(danee BP). M.1979. Cep.2. 1815-1830. T.3(11). Mai1 1819 r. — peBpanb 1821
r.C.220.

" 3ameyaHus o [peyuu.// BecTHuk EBponbl. M.1821. N211. C.233.

12 BIIP. M.1974. Cep.2. 1815-1830. T.1(9). Hosbpb 1815 — ceHtabpb 1817. C.10.

13 Tame. CC.11-13.
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ndn hakkini savunmus olsayd, halklara hicbir fayda sunmayacakti. Osmanli
Imparatorlugu’nu desteklemek veya Fransa, Almanya ve Hollanda'da karisiklik
cikarmak farkli politik ilgileri bir ugurda birlestirebilirdi ve biitin devletler Rus-
ya'nin karsisinda yer alabilirdi. Bunun yansimasi olarak Rusya hemen dikkat
verebilir ve kendi askeri gliclerini b6lmek durumunda kalabilirdi. Eger Tiirkiye'de
adil olmayan bir savas Rusya'nin eylemlerine karsi olan tepkiyi aklasaydi, adil
savasin kendisi bu durumda béyle bir etkiyi ortaya ¢ikarabilirdi. Ancak bunun
bir aklama oldugu séylenemez.""

Bu konuya bagli olarak, Rusya Disisleri Bakanligi'nin Straganov'a yiikledigi
sorumluluk, gériinuste basit uygulamada oldukga zordu. Buna gére kendisi, adil
olmayan bir savasin gerceklesmesine yol acacak her seyden uzak durmaliydi.
Bununla birlikte Sultan’in hakimiyeti altinda yasayan Hiristiyanlari da, kendi
kaderi ile bas basa birakmamaliydi.’

1816 yilinda “Filik-i Eterya” yoneticilerinden Nikolay Galatis Petersburg’a
geldi. Kendisinin soylulardan ve Kapodistrias'in akrabasi oldugunu sdyleyerek,
Straganov ile goristi. Hatta ona, ayaklanmanin basina gegmesini 6nerdi.
Ancak bu, ayaklanma planlayanlarin g6ziinde, Kapodistrias hakkinda olumsuz
bir izlenim olusmasina neden oldu. Bu, keskin bir karsi cikis ile sonuclandi.
Straganov da cikabilecek bir ayaklanmanin, yalnizca anlamsiz bir kan akisina
sebep olacagina ikna oldu.

1818 yilinda “Dostlar Dernegi” ne Nikolay ipsilanti katildi ve kendi kardes-
lerini de buraya cekmeyi basardi. 1820°de Rum milliyetcilerden olusan Eteristler;
Epir, Teselya ve Mora bolgesinde bagimsiz gibi davranan Tepedelenli Ali Pasa
ile Sultan arasindaki gerginligi firsat bilerek, harekete gecmeye karar verdi.
Bu arada A. K. ipsilanti'ye, isyanin basina gecmesi 6nerildi. Ciinkii ipsilanti,
babasinin Rusya'ya kagmasindan sonra, orada egitim almis ve Birinci Aleksandr
kendisine, 12 bin ruble aylik baglatmisti. Bu aylik daha sonra, 6miir boyu ayliga
donlistiigu gibi, bu sayede cok iyi bir kariyer yapmisti. '’

ilk zamanlar Knez ipsilanti, Kapodistrias karsi kusku icindeydi. Ciinkii
Rum milliyetciler ile konusmalarinda, siirekli olarak Kapodistrias'in “Rusya’nin
bliyiik olusundan dolayr Rumlarla ilgilenemeyecedi ve yalniz kendi glicii ile zafe-
rin kazanilacagina dair bir mucize ile halk uyandirilmaz” s6zini tekrarliyordu.
Ancak dernegin tyeleri, Knezi kendi tarafina cekmeyi basardi. Ayrica onun, halki
ayaklanmaya hazirlamasi ve baslatmasi icin, sahte bir bicimde diizenlenmis, bin
kisilik imzanin yer aldidi bir dilekgeyi, kendisine iletti. 12 Nisan 1820'de Knez,
“general-efor” ilan edildi. Bunun anlami, “iktidarin muhafizi” demekti. 1820
Temmuz'unda Aleksandr ipsilanti, saglik sorunlarini bahane ederek, Rusya'nin
giineyindeki Odessa'ya gitti ve burada, imparator adina Rum temsilcileri ile

14 BIP. M.1974. Cep.2. 1815-1830. T.1(9). Hosa6pb 1815 — centabpb 1817. C.174.

15 Tamke. C.176.

16 Dakin D. Op.cit. PP.42-43.

17 Apw J1. Mamepuarnsl K ucmopuu pyccKo-2peydeckux ceaseli Haqana XIX 8.// BankaHckue
uccneposaHusA. M.1982. Bbin.8. bankaHckue Hapofpl U eBporeickue npaeutenbcTea B XVIl - Havane
XX BeKka. CC.56; 67.
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bulustu. Odessa, Moskova, Yas, Biikres ve istanbul'da; Eterya'nin isleri ve kay-
naklarini planlamak UGzere gorev yapacak kisileri belirledi. Ayrica ajanlar igin,
talimat gonderdi. Onceleri ayaklanmanin, Mora'da cikarilmasi planlandiysa da,
bu plan bir siire sonra degisti.’

Birinci Aleksandr, Varsova'da parlamentonun kapatilmasinin ardindan,
1820 Ekim'inde Besarabya'yi ziyaret etti. Onunla gérismek igin Eflak ve Bogdan
gospodarlari (yoneticileri) Kisinev'e geldi. Burada kendilerine, Rus askerinin
knezliklere miidahale olasiliginin artik ortadan kalktigi iletildi. Kapodistrias
da knezliklerde isyan ¢ikmasi halinde higbir destegin yapilmayacagini ve artik
imparatorun, Tiirkiye ile saglanan barisi giiclendirme taraftari oldugu konu-
sunda gospodarlari uyard..? isyancilar ile yakinligi bulunan bazi kaynaklara
gore, Bogdan gospodari Aleksandr Sutso, Tirklere karsi yapilacak komployu
ortaya c¢ikarmaya calistyordu. Ancak kendisi, 13 Ocak 1821'de 6ldiirtildi. Dogu
geleneklerine gore misafir, recel ve suile karsilanirdi. Kendisi bir Rum okulunu
ziyareti sirasinda, boyle bir sunum ile zehirlendi. Ardindan 18-19 Ocak gecesi,
Knezlikte Tudor Vladimiresku isyani basladi.?

25 Ocak’ta isyancilar, Sutso idaresindeki gospodar ve boyarlardan gor-
dikleri tiim adaletsizlikleri anlatan bir mektup ile Birinci Aleksandr’a basvurdu.
Vladimiresku imparatordan, hamilik ve destek isteginde bulundu.?’ Bu sirada
knezlikteki ibrail'de, cok biiyiik olmayan, 700 kisilik bir Tiirk garnizonu bulunu-
yordu. Tuna'nin sag kiyisindaki Turk kaleleri ise, Ali Pasa ile cepheye gonderilen-
lerden dolayi, hemen hemen askerden arindirilmisti.?2 Kendi yonetimini sinirsiz
bir siddet tizerine kuran Ali Pasa’nin kellesi, cok gecmeden istanbul’a génderildi
ve sarayin kapisina asildi. Eteristler ise Vladimiresku ile isbirligi saglamayi
umuyordu. 22 Subat'ta Aleksandr ipsilanti, kardesi Georgiy'in esliginde ve Rus
general Uniformasi ile buz tutmus Prut'u gecti ve oradan 24 Subat'ta, Yas'a
yoneldi. Burada “Bliyiik Kuzey Devleti’nin, yani Rusya'nin, isyancilara yardim
gosterecegdi konusunda ikna olmus Hiristiyanlara bir cagrida bulundu.?

General ipsilanti: “Harekete gecin arkadaslar. Ve siz bizim haklarimizi savu-
nan hasmetli glicli géreceksiniz; bu diismanlarin arasinda bizden olanlar, bizim
adil dogamiz geregi ikna olacaklar ve bizimle diismanlarimiza karsi birlesecekler
ve o zaman vatanimiz i¢tenlikle onlari kollarina alacak.” cagrisinda bulundu.?®
Odessa'daki Rum toplumu, bu ¢agriya bliylk bir heyecan ile karsilik verdi. Sehirde

18 CbopHuK buozpaguli Kasanepaapdoad 1724-1899. I1od ped. Manuynudseaa C. CM6.1906. T.3.
1801-1826. CC.195-196.; BorgaHosuy [M.] [W.] Vk.cou. M.1871. T.6. CC.21-22.

1% 3anucka epagpa MoaHHa Kanoducmpus o e2o cryscebHol deameneHocmu.// Co6opHUK Pycckoro
WcTopuueckoro obuyecta(nanee CéopHuk PUO). CI6.1868. T.3. C.228.

2 Yo.Ba N.0. beccapabus u epeyeckoe HAOYUOHAIbHO-0cB060dUMeibHoe dauiceHue. KuwuHes.
1974.C.79.

21 TaM we. C.84.

22 MNanayso. C.H. PymeiHcKue 2ocnodapcmaa Banaxua u Moidasus 8 UcmopuKo-noumu4yecKoM
omHoweHuu. CM6. 1859. C.175.

2 UnbuHckuia B. Pycckue y bepezos 3nupa.// Pycckas Ctapuna. 1915. Tom 161. Bbin.2. CC.259-260;
263.

% Manayso. C.H. VK. cou. C.175.

% Bo33BaHue K 2peKam KHA3A MincunaHmu.// Pycckuin Apxus. M. 1868. Bein.2. C1.295.
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gonillu ve silah toplanmasina baslandi.?¢ Knezin bu dénemde topladigi 6zel
glgler, yalnizca 800 kisiydi. Bunlardan 600’0 gondillii, 200'U ise kendini Kazak
olarak tanimlayan ve Rusya'nin giineyinden toplanan, parali askerlerdi. ipsilanti,
Yas'ta kendisini yerli boyarlara karsi yiiksek bir konumda gostererek, glc ve
zorbalikla tiiccar ve bankerlerden yardim topladi. Bu zorbalik ¢abuk genisledi
ve Knezin emri ile ilk giin, 50 Turk tlccar tutuklanarak idam edildi.?” Tirklerin
idami, ayaklanmanin temel nedeni oldu.? ipsilanti'nin en etkili yandaslarindan
Aleksandr Sturdza bunu, “anlamsiz ve kisir” bir eylem olarak degerlendirdi.?

Bununla birlikte Knez Aleksandr, Rus imparatoruna ve Graf Kapodistri-
as'a birer mektup gondererek, Rumlarin bagimsizligi igin yardim istedi. Birinci
Aleksandr’a gonderdigi mektupta, sadece etkili bir yardim talebinde bulunmu-
yor, ayni zamanda olan bitenlerin bir 6zetini de anlatiyordu: “Tanri'dan kaynakl
halklarin soylu hareketi, siiphesiz yine onun verdigi ilhamla simdi Rumlarin
400 yillik boyunduruktan kurtarilmalarina vesile oluyor. Vatana karsi olan borg
ve son aile iradesi, kendini bu ise adamaya sevk ediyor. Birkag yil dnce Rumlar
arasinda, bagimsiz bir Yunanistan gibi tek bir amaci olan gizli bir dernek tesekkdil
etti. Cabuk buytdi ve onun dallarr Rumlarin oldugu her tarafa yayiliyor. Yiice
Imparator hazretleri, sizi temin etmeye cesaret ederim ki, hicbir insan giicii
Rumlarin bu soylu atiimini durduramaz. Bu halkin ortak dilegine direnmek,
halki sonsuza kadar yok edebilir. Oyleyse onun coskunluguna destek vererek,
onu kurmayi dilemeliyiz. Hikiimdarim, siz acaba Rumlara himayenizi sunmaz
musiniz? Tiranlara karsi kendi ilahi kefaretlerini 6deme inanciyla nefretleri uyanan
10 milyon Hristiyan'in yalvarisina kulak verin. Kurtarin bizi Hiikiimdar, kurtarin
dini, ona eziyet ¢ektirenlerden... Kurtarin bizi Hikiimdar! Avrupa’yi bu hunhar
canavarlardan temizleyin ve size Avrupa’nin minnettarlikla verdigi yiice isimlere,
Yunanistan'in kurtaricisi adini eklemelerini de layik gériin”*

Mektup, Knez Aleksandr’in kardesleri ile birlikte, Rusya devlet hizme-
tinden alinmasi istegiyle son buluyordu. Bu, Ocak ayindan itibaren Knezlikten
yapilan ikinci yardim bagvurusuydu. 1820 kisinda Ipsilanti'nin Kapodistrias ile
bulustugunu ve ona isyancilarin projesini sunmaya kalktigini belirtmek gerekir.
Kapodistrias bu projeyi reddetti ve “aslinda bu projenin planlayicilari herkesten
daha sugludur; onlar Yunanistan'i felakete siiriiklemektedir. Onlar, kendi kéti
huylarinin bir sonucu olarak, acinasi tiiccar tezgahtarlar gibi, sahip olmadiklar
vatanlari adina siradan insanlardan para topluyorlar. Yaptiklari planlara anlam
vermek icin, sizi kendi diisiincelerine baglamak istiyorlar.™' diye ekledi. ipsilanti,
Kapodistrias'in destegini alamayacagini anlad..

% Mucoma [Masna [mumpuesuda (8nocnedcmasuu epagpa) Kucenesa K ApceHuio
AHndpeesuyy(anociedcmauu epady) 3apedcKoMy. 14-20 Mapma 1821 e. TyneyuH.// C6opHuk PUO.
CM6.1891. T.78. CC.63-4.; Apwi IJ1. 3mepucmckoe daumxceHue 8 Poccuu... C.301.

27 MNanayso. C.H. k. cou. C.176.

% Hosocmu nonumuyeckue. Mondasus.// CoiH OtevectBa. 1821. N215. C.49.

% Crypgasa A.C. BocnoMuHaHUA 0 %cu3HuU u deamesnsHocmu epagpa U.A Kanoducmpuu, npasumerns
lpeyuu. M.1864. C.109.

% CéopHuK buozpaguli Kasanepaapdoa 1724-1899. Mod ped. MNaH4ynudseaa C. CM6.1906. T.3.
1801-1826. C.198.

31 3anucka epaga NoaHHa Kanoducmpus o ezo cryxicebHoli deamensHocmu.// CoéopHuk PUO.
Cr6.1868. T.3. C.256.
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Birinci Aleksandr, Rum isyani'nin basladigina dair haberi aldiginda, Laybah'da
bulunuyordu. Bu haber, Avusturya askerinin Napoli'de, Karbonari Dernegi'nden
olanlari mahvettigi giin ulasti. Kongreye katilanlar ve bilhassa Metternich, ipsilan-
ti'nin rol oynadigi bu organizasyonda, Rusya'dan stiphelendi. Bu yiizden Metter-
nich, Kapodistrias'in gorev yetkisini, Rum isyani'na duydugu sempati ile astigini
ima etti. Aleksandr’in goziinde onu karalamis olmasaydi, Metternich Metternich
olmayabilirdi.?2 Ayrica Metternich, Avusturya'nin italya'da miicadele verdigi bir
zamanda, Rusya imparatoru’nun planlarina engel olmayarak, dogu sorununu
kendi lehine ¢6zemeyeceginden endise duyuyordu. Esasinda béyle bir plan mevcut
degildi. Birinci Aleksandr Turkiye'deki Rus elcisine, Avusturyaile birlikte ortak bir
calisma yapmasi emrini verdi. 7 Mart 1821'de buna uygun bir talimat, Laybah'dan
disisleri kurulunun basinda bulunan K. V. Nesselrode'ye gonderildi. Talimat igeri-
dginin 6zlinde, Rusya'nin isyan ile ilgili bir miidahalesinin olmadigina dair, Sultan’a
verilecek teminat ve sorunun ¢oziimiinde iimli bir politika yirdtilmesi tavsiyesi
yer aliyordu: “Isyani planlayanlara kars: yiirtitilen cok sert uygulamalar, bir yandan
adaletli ve saglikli bir yénetim sistemini ve diger yandan farkli bélgelerde huzuru
saglayacak araclara olan glivene karsi siiphe uyandirabilir”

Rus-Tirk sinirinda Rusya'ya ait 6nemli bir giiciin olmayisi, Rusya'nin
aldigi tutumun bir kanitiydi. Gliney yoniine dogru, bes timenlik iki piyade kolor-
dusundan olusan ikinci Ordu ve bir siivari tiimeni ile dokuzuncu Kazak Alays
konuslanmisti. Bu birliklerin disinda; Kiev, Podolski, Herson, Yekaterinoslavski,
Tavrigeski guberniyalari (vilayet) ve Besarabya Oblasti (sancak) gibi biylk bir
bolgede, toplam olarak 60 bin asker bulunuyordu.® Birinci Aleksandr, Rum
isyani’ni kinadi ve ikinci Ordu komutani olan siivari sinifindan General Graf P.
H. Vitgensteyn’a, Tuna knezliklerindeki olaylara karsi oldukca tarafsiz bir tavir
almasini emretti.® 20 Mart 1821'de General Knez P. M. Volkonskiy de, ipsilan-
ti'nin isyani hakkinda “imparator, devlet hizmetinden men edilmesini emretti ve
hicbir sekilde bu olaya miidahil olmak istemiyor” diye yazdi.?¢ 21 Mart 1821'de
Knez ipsilanti'nin Rusya devlet gorevinden alindigina ve Rusya'ya geri dénme
hakkindan mahrumiyetine dair resmi bir yazi yayinlandi.*’

8 Nisan'da Kapodistrias, imparatorun emri ile Aleksandr ipsilanti'ye su
yaziyl génderdi: “Mektubunuzu aldiktan sonra imparator biiyik bir (ziintd his-
setti. Her zaman sizin yapti§iniz hizmetleri takdir ediyordu. imparator, sadece
din ve ahlak geregi yerine getirilen hayirli olani arama gibi esas gérevlerde varlik
gostermeyen insanlari uyandiran zamanin ruhunu yakaladidiniz igin, size karsi
bir endise tasimiyordu. Stiphesiz, insanin kendi hislerini iyilestirme istegi dogaldir

32 Ulunbpep H.K. UMnepamop AnexcaHdp lMepabil. Ezo H{u3He u yapcmaoaaHue. CM6. 1905. T.4.
C.198.

3 BIMP. M.1980. Cep.2. 1815-1830. T.4(12). MapT 1821 r. - gexkabps 1822 1. C.39.

3 3abnoykut-Aecamosckuli A.I1. [pag I1.4. Kucenes u e2o apems. Mamepuasnel dna ucmopuu
umMnepamopoa AnekcaHdpa |, Hukonasa | u Anekcandpa Il. CM6.1882. T.1. CC.81-82.

% Hogocmu nonumuyeckue. Mondaaus.// CbiH OTeyectsa. 1821. N215. CC.50-51.; LUunbaep H.K.
VK.cou. CI6. 1905. T.4. C.200.

3 [Mucema KHA3A Mempa Muxalinosu4a BosikoHcKo20 K ApceHulo AHOpeeauyy(@nociedcmauu
2pagy) 3axpescromy. 8(20) Mapma 1821 e. Jlatibax.// C6opHuk PUO. CM6.1890. T.73. C.57.

37 CbopHuk buozpaguli Kasanepaapdoa 1724-1899. Mod ped. lNaH4ynudsesa C. Cr6.1906. T.3.
1801-1826. C.199.
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ve sliphesiz bircok gereklilik Rumlari sonsuza kadar kendi 6zel islerine yabanci
kalmamay: dilemeye zorluyor. Ama onlar acaba bu amaglarina isyan ve karsilikli
katliam sonucunda ulasabileceklerini mi umuyorlar? Acaba bir halk komplonun
karanlik yollarinda bagimsizigini alip dirilis géstererek yiikselebilir mi? imparato-
run béyle bir diisiincesi yok. O, Rusya ve Babiali arasinda imzalanan antlasmalar
yoluyla kendi himayesini Rumlara géstermeye ¢calisti. Simdi bu baris kazanimlar
kabul edilmiyor. Yasal yollar bir kenara birakildi ve siz kendi adinizi, imparator
hazretlerinin onaylamayacagi olaylara karistirdiniz. Siz nasil ylice Gosudar’un
(imparator), Knezligin halkini destekleyecegine dair s6z verme cesaretini gés-
terdiniz? Eger siz burada Rusya'yi diisiindiiyseniz, o halde sizin yurttaslariniz onu
tepkisiz gérecekler ve yakinda onlarin adaletli seslenisleri size yonelecek. Sadece
anlamsiz ihtiraslari tavsiye eden girisimler igin sorumluluk tiim agirligiyla, sizin
lizerinizde olacak. Imparatordan dogrudan ya da dolayli olarak hicbir yardim
alamayacaksiniz. Biz bir kez daha tekrar ediyoruz ki, Tirk imparatorlugu’nun
temelini ahlaksiz ve canice gizli bir 6rgiit yoluyla kazmak, imparatora gére bir
is degildir. Eger siz bize Tiirkiye ile Rusya arasinda var olan antlasmalara aykiri
olmayacak sekilde, karisikligi 5nlemek icin bir yol sunarsaniz, o zaman imparator
Tirk Hikiimeti'ne, Eflak ve Bogdan'da sakinligi saglamak icin gerekli énlemleri
almayi teklif etmekten geri durmayacaktir. Her tiirlii durumda Rusya, yalnizca
olaylarin seyircisi olarak kalacaktir ve imparatorun birlikleri miidahil olmayacaktir.
Ne siz ne de sizin kardesleriniz artik Rusya hizmetinde bulunmuyorsunuz ve siz
hi¢bir zaman Rusya'ya geri déniis izni alamayacaksiniz.”®

30 Mart'ta Nesselrode, yurtdisindaki bitiin Rus diplomatik temsilcilerine,
olan bitenler hakkinda bir bilgilendirmede bulundu: “Yas'a vardiktan sonra, Knez
Ipsilanti, bagimsizliklari icin en kiiciigiinden en biiyiigiine, miicadeleye hazir olan
Rum halkini savunmak ve yardim icin imparator’a bir mektup génderdi. Siz, cok
iyi biliyorsunuz, Imparatorun hangi kurallarla yénettigini ve cevabin ne oldugunu
bu anlamda tahmin edebilirsiniz."* Rusya, isyancilara yardim etmeyerek, sul-
tana manevi bir destek sunmaya karar vermisti. Bu nedenle Tiirkiye'de bulunan
elci G. A. Stragonov'un, biitlin bu 6nlemler hakkinda Babiali'yi bilgilendirmesi
gerekmekteydi. Ancak Rusya'nin bu tutumu, Tirk yetkililer Gizerinde etki uyan-
dirmali ve bariscil Hiristiyan halkin Gzerinde de, kaba kuvvet kullanimina izin
verilmemeliydi. imparator, 31 Mart 1821'de gonderdigi yazisinda Straganov'a
sunlari yazdi: “Babiali bilsin ki, benim prensiplerim hicbir zaman isyani tesvik
edici olmaya izin vermeyecektir. Ote yandan gecmis olaylara maruz kalanlar,
sizden destek bekliyorlar. Béyle bir sefalet, ne zaman halkin (izerinde olsa,
dindasligin aziz hatirasi bizi baglamaktadir.™®

Nesselrode, 13 Nisan 1821'de imparator'un tebligini aldi. Bundan dokuz
glin sonra da, kendi faaliyetleri hakkinda, s6yle bir rapor gonderdi: “Baslayan
isyan hakkinda alinan ilk haberler tizerine, hiikiimetin manevi destek istegi, tam
anlamiyla benim daha 6nce belirledi§im tutuma uyuyordu. imparatorun alacadi

% Yurapes C.[A.] Pycckaa nonumuka 8 socmoyHoM sonpoce(ee ucmopusd e XVI-XIX sekax,
Kpumud4ecKas oyeHKa u bydyujue 3ada4qu). ictopuKo-topuamnyeckue ovepku. M.1896. T.1. C.306.

% BHewHsAA nonumuka Poccuu XIX u Hayana XX eeka... M.1980. Cep.2. 1815-1830. T.4(12). MapT
1821 r. - pekabpb 1822 r. C.71.

“0 Yemopus sHewHel nonumuku Poccuu. lNepaasa nonosuHa XIX sexka(Om solH Poccuu npomus
HanoneoHa do Mapuxcckozo mupa 1856 2.). M.1995. C.191.
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karari tahmin edip, ulasmam gereken ilk hedefi, bahtsiz ve masum halka karsi
insanlik borcu olarak, adalet s6zlesmelerine ve yapilan antlasmalara uygunlugu
saglamak, Tiirklerin Rusya'dan siiphe duymalarinin 6niine gecmek icin onlarin
eylemlerinde yardimci olmak, hatta bazi isteklerini onlardan énce tahmin edip
yerine getirmek, onlarin bana olan giivenini sagladiktan sonra, gerektigi zamanda
onlarin yararina gerekli merhamet ve barissever duygularini 6ne cikarmak olarak
belirledim. Bundan béyle kanli bir sekilde kaba kuvvet kullanimi ve intikamin
en korkung uygulamalariyla, yolunu kaybetmis insanlarin varliklarini korumak
konusunda kii¢lik umutlarindan da mahrum etme yoluyla, ¢caresiz durumdaki
blitin halki sakinlestirme imkani artik stipheli gériintiyor. Benim her olayda
yorulmadan tekrarladigim 64iitlerin icerigi de bu yéndeydi. Sizin araciliginizla
aldigim yazili emirler bana bu diisiinceyi gelistirmek igin bir firsat verdi.™'

Yasanan gelismeler (izerine Eflak ve Bogdan'daki isyanlar, sert bir sekilde
bastirildi ve bu iki prenslik ylkima maruz kald. isyanin sonucunda prensliklerdeki
yonetime, artik Fenerli Rumlar dedgil, yerel temsilciler atanacaktl.*? Bu siiregte
Rus-Tirk iliskileri mevcut haliyle devam etti. Ancak kisa bir siire sonra bu ilis-
kiler, ciddi bir sinanmaya maruz kaldi. 22 Nisan 1821'de Paskalya Pazari glinii
Patrik V. Grigoriy ve bes piskopos, Fener Patrikhanesi'nin kapisinda idam edildi.
Daha sonra bunlara, Ortodoks azizler de dahil edildi.*®

3 Haziran'da Straganov, sadrazama bir nota géndererek, Rumlara karsi
alinan tedbirleri ve onlara yonelik yer degistirme planini, protesto etti.** Ancak
bu protestonun, sonuca herhangi bir etkisi olmadi. Artik geri adim atilmayacagi
yanitini veren sadrazam, muidahil olmayi istemeyen Rus monarsisini, harekete
gec¢meye zorlad. Birinci Aleksandr’in konuya ilk yaklasimi, tek yonli idi: “Eger
biz Tiirklere savas ile yanit verirsek, ihtilalciler ve masonlardan olusan® Paris
Komilindi galip gelecek ve hicbir hitkiimet, ayaklari lizerinde duramayacak. Tiirkiye
ile savasi bertaraf etmek icin her tiirlii yolu bulmaliyiz”.* Ancak bu yaklasim,
sonsuz ve kayitsiz sartsiz bir tutum degildi. imparator, Rusya'nin geleneksel
olarak himaye ettigi birilerinin, ezilmesi karsisinda tepkisiz kalamazadi.

Rus elcisi ne soylerse soylesin, Petersburg hangi politikaya sahip olursa
olsun, Osmanli Devleti Rus isyanini Rusya’nin kiskirttigindan emindi.*’ Bu anlas-
mazlik ileride daha da artti ve sonucta yeni Rus-Turk savasi kaginilmaz hale geldi.

4 BHeLuHAsA nonuTuka Poccum XIX n Havana XX Beka... M.1980. Cep.2. 1815-1830. T.4(12). MapT
1821 r. - pekabpb 1822 r. C.116.

“2 Mucemo u3 byxapecma.// BectHuk EBponbl. M.1822. N220. CC.306-307.

3 Hosocmu nonumuyeckue. Typyus.// Cbii OTedectBa. 1821. N222. C.112.; ®eokTtucToB E.M. Pycckas
dunnomamus 8 bopsbe [peyuu 3a HesasducuMocms.// Pycckuii BecTHuK. 1868. ToM 68. N25. C.202.;
CoapeMmeHHbie byMazu 0 KoHYuHe u nozpebeHuu nampuapxa [puzopus. 1821. CekpemHoe nuceMo
epaga A.@. JlaHxcepoHa K kHA3to A.H. lonuyeiHy om 10 masa 1821 e.(nony4ero 19 maa 1821 e.).//
Pycckuin Apxue. M. 1871. Bbin.11. C1.1920.; -MakuH B. lNloepebeHue KoHCmaHmMUHONOIbCKO20
nampuapxa [pueopus V 8 Odecce.// Pycckas CtapuHa. 1894. Tom 82. Bein.12. CC.199.

“ BIMP. M.1980. Cep.2. 1815-1830. T.4(12). MapT 1821 r. — gerabpb 1822 . C.159.

“ Oleg Ayrapetov'un notu.

“ 3anucka epaga MoarHa Kanoducmpus o ez2o cnyxcebHol deamensHocmu.// Co6opHur PUO.
CMe6.1868. T.3. C.269.

47 TypeLKuit JOKYMEHT W3 3M0XM FPeYeckoro BoccTaHwA. [ponsBeneHue nokoHoro Akmda-natum.
1238 xupapbi=1822.// Pycckuii apxuvB. M.1886. Bein.6. C.173.
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Abstract

Aleksandr | and the First Phase of the Rebellion of 1821

Before acceding to the throne Emperor Alexander | was far from the desire
to lead any war having declared the priority of the reforms. In fact, the country
was drifted into a number of glorious and rather ruinous wars. The news about
the Greek revolt caught Alexander | in Laibach unawares. The news came the
very day when the Austrian troops dispersed Carbonarists in Naples. The partic-
ipants of the Congress particularly Metternich started to suspect Russia of the
organizing the munity of Ipsilanti. Matternich had a fear that at the time when
Austria found itself enmeshed in Italy it could not prevent the Russian Emper-
or’s plans from solving the Oriental Question in its favour. In fact, there were no
such plans at all. Alexander | agreed to give the instruction to the Russian Am-
bassador in Turkey to issue a joint statement with Austria. The indicator of the
sincerity of the attitude taken up by Russia was the lack of forces of any great
numbers at the Russian-Turkish boundary.

The article is concerned with the evolution of the Greek Revolt and the
policy of Alexander | on this revolt. The work is based on the Russian sources.
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Turk-Rus iligkilerinin genel cizgisi, Moskova Knezligi'nin Carlik Rusya olusu ve yeni top-
raklar kazanarak gelismesi ile dogru orantilidir. Turkler icin; baslangicta uzaktan algilanan bu
gelisim, daha sonra sinir dokunusuna varan ve sonrasinda, onu da asan donemlerden geger.
Bu donemler, dort ayri stirectir. Bunlar, iki imparatorluk arasindaki sinirin, dogrudan yapisal
6zelligini de olusturur. Bunlar: a) Uzaklik Siireci (1473), b) Uyari Siireci (1615), c) Catlama
Sireci (1696) ve d) Dagilma Sireci (1768)'dir.

Bunlarin son ikisi, Rusya ile dogrudan ilgilidir. Ancak, gerek konuya giris 6zelliginde ol-
masi ve gerekse sonraki donemleri etkileri agisindan, ilk iki stirece de deginmek istiyoruz.

Gelismekte olan her canlinin, kabugu incedir. Clinki surekli buyudigi icin, kabuk
gelisime engel olmamalidir. Eger gelisme durursa, o zaman kabuk kalinlasir. Bu konuda
en iyi bilinen 6rnek, agaclardir. imparatorluklar da béyledir. Gelismekte olan bir impara-
torlukta, sinir kavrami, yok gibidir. Bu suireci, Turkler 14-17. yuzyil ve Ruslar ise, 16-19.
ylzyil arasinda yasar.

Sinir boylarini ise, askeri garnizonlar, yani kale ve palanka belirler. Ancak bu birimler,
ileri dogru savasmaz. Savasli yapan, hareket halindeki ordudur. Kale orduya, yalnizca destek
verir ve bu destegin Tirklerdeki orani, 10'da birdir. Kalenin savasa katilmasi ise, savunma
zorunda kalmak demektir. Bu durumda, gelisim bitmis ve artik sira, geriye yaslanmaya,
yani kendini korumaya gelmistir.

1696'da Tiirk imparatorlugu, iki 5nemli konunun temsilcisi ve koruyucusudur: Tiirklik
ve Mislimanlik. Rusya'nin bu tarihte, heniiz misyonu yoktur. O yalnizca, glcli bir Avrupa
Devleti olma cabasindadir. Bu Ulkisiin, kisa slirede basaracak ve sonrasinda, biiytik glic de
olacaktir. ste 0 zaman, 1774'te Hiristiyanlik, 1858'de de Slavlik adina, misyon listlenecektir.

Turk-Rus iliskilerinin genel gizgisi, Moskova Knezligi'nin Carlik Rusya olusu ve yeni
topraklar kazanarak gelismesi ile dogru orantilidir. Tiirkler icin; baslangicta uzaktan algilanan
bu gelisim, daha sonra sinir dokunusuna varan ve sonrasinda, onu da asan donemlerden
geger. Bu donemler, dort ayri siirectir. Bunlar, iki imparatorluk arasindaki sinirin, dogrudan
yapisal 6zelligini de olusturur. Bunlar: a) Uzaklik Stireci (1473), b) Uyari Siireci (1615), c)
Catlama Siireci (1696) ve d) Dagilma Siireci (1768)'dir.

Bunlarin son ikisi, Rusya ile dogrudan ilgilidir. Ancak, gerek konuya giris 6zelliginde
olmasi ve gerekse sonraki dénemleri etkileri agisindan, ilk iki stirece de deginmek istiyoruz.

" Prof. Dr,, istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Béliimii Ogretim Uyesi
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a) Uzaklik Siireci (1473)

imparatorluk diizeyine Il. Mehmet ile erisen Tiirkler, Karadenizin en giizel
limanlari bulunan Kinm'' 1475'te alinca, dogrudan baskente baglamadi. Bu Tatar
Ulkesi'nde, baska érnegi Eflak ve Bogdan'da gériilen, bagli beylik yonetimini
kurdu. Boylece Karadeniz'in kuzeyindeki topraklar, Bahcesaray'da oturan Kirim
Hanlari ile yonetildi. Ukrayna olarak da tanimlanan bu steplerde, siniri nehirler
cizer. Bunun batidaki adi Ozi Nehri, dogudaki ise Don Nehri'dir.

Kazaklar Ulkesi Ukrayna'nin halki, Hiristiyandir. Bu bélge, 300 yili askin
slire, Kinm Tatarlarr'nin yagma alani olur. Mallarindan baska, kendileri de esir
alinip, satilir. istenen vergi, giiciiniin istiinde olsa da, zorla alinir. Dinlerine
bile karisilip, zorla Miisliiman olmalart istenir. Ayaklandiklari zaman da, akin
dizenlenir ve kati bir bicimde haklarindan gelinir.2 Bu akinlarin nedeni, ekonomik
zorunluluktur. Ciinkii yagma, bu ulusun varolus nedenidir. Oyle ki 1699 yilina
kadar, 164 akindan ve yalniz 17. yizyilin ilk yarist igin, 200 bin esirden s6z edilir.?

Bu siirecin basinda, Ruslar igin yalnizca, Moskova Knezligi vardi. Onun
glict, Litvanya ve Polonya diizeyinde bile degildi. Onlar ile de, ancak seyrek
bir diplomatik temas s6z konusu oldu.* Tirkler icin bu siireg, durgun dénem
olmaktan fazla bir anlam tasimadi. Buna karsin ilk iliski, 1496 yilinda gerceklesti.®

Kiyi Ulke anlamindaki Ukrayna'da giic dengesi, su (izerine yazi yazmak
kadar, degiskendi. Tiirk imparatorlugu’nun dogrudan ilgi alani disinda kalan Kirm
ve Ukrayna'da, glcli bir kalesi olmadi. Oysa, yiizyillar siiren Tirk-Avusturya ve
Tiirk-iran savaslar yiiziinden, batida Belgrad ve doguda Bagdat, iki bilyiik kale
oldu. Karadeniz'in kuzeyindeki boslugun bedelini Tiirkler, 1768'de baslayan 60
yil sonunda, Rusya’nin Anadolu sinirina dayanmasi ile 6deyecektir.

Bu siirecte Rusya, IV. ivan ile birlikte, Moskova Knezligi'nden Rus Carligi
boyutuna gecti. ilk Rus Car'nin, 1526'da Volga Havzasi'ni ele gecirmesi iizerine,
Tarkler ile dolayli komsuluk da basladi. Boylece; asagida, blylime hizi azalan
Tirkler'e karsin, yukarida, gittikge ylikselen bir Rusya belirdi. Ancak Rusya’nin,
Tarkler'in karsisina tam olarak ¢ikmasina, yaklasik 200 yil vardir.

Burada Tatar etkisine deginmek gerekir. Clinkii Moskova Knezligi, iceride
bitinligund saglamaya calisirken, yakasini onlardan kurtaramayacaktir. Bu
ylizden onlari, dénemin en tehlikeli ve salgin hastaligi olan, veba ile tanimlarlar.®
Bu konuda, bes-bas deyimi bile vardir. Yedegine bes at alan Tatar, gruplar halinde
yagmaya gider. Ele gecirdigi kadin, cocuk veya degerli esyayi, atlara yukleyerek

! Cevdet Pasa, Tarih, istanbul 1309, c. lll, s. 125

2 Ugur Demir, “Muhayyel Bir Kirim Tarihcisi Kefevi ibrahim Efendi ve Humbaraci Ahmed Pasa’nin
Rusya'ya Dair Raporu”, Tirkiyat Mecmuasi (2014), c. XXIV, s. 31

3 Omeljan Pritsak, “ilk Tiirk-Ukrayna ttifaki (1648)” (cev. Kemal Beydilli), ilmi Arastirnalar 7,
istanbul 1999, s. 256; Ahmet Nezihi Turan; “Kélelik, Bahcesaray Kéleleri (17.-18. Yuzyillar), Bilig,
Turk Diinyasi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi (Kis 2009), say1 48, s.241-254.

4 Omeljan Pritsak, Ayni makale, s. 255

5 Friedrich Giese, Die Altosmanischen Anonymen Chroniken, Text, Breslau 1922, 1, 177

¢ Evliya Celebi, Seyahatname (haz. Komisyon), istanbul 2003, c. VII, s. 200; Sirvanli Fatih Efendi;
Gllzar-1 Futuhat (haz. Mehmet Ali Beyhan), istanbul 2001, s. 66
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doner.” Bu konuda 1650 yiliicin dl¢i belirtmek gerekirse; 60 bin altin dederinde
kiirk, 40 bin altin verip ve yillik vergiden s6z edebiliriz.®

Bu akinlarin sikligi ve bezdiriciligi, karsi taraf icin, ydzyillarin travmasi
olacaktir. Daha sonra Ruslar, bu kez Tiirkler'in Ustiine, kara bulut gibi ve denizin
dalgalari gibi calkalanarak gelecektir.’

b) Uyar Siireci (1615)

Heniiz cok gliclii olmayan Rus Carligi, 17. ylzyilin ilk yarisinda Avrupa
arenasina ciktl. Bu ylizyilin ortasinda Ukrayna'yi ele gecirerek, Rusya adini aldi.
Bundan 6nce Polonya ve isvec ordular, siirekli olarak Moskova Knezligi'nin
sinirlarini zorlamisti. Artik Rusya, alan genisleterek, Polonya-Kazak-Tatar
savaglart ile ilgilenmeye baslad.

Polonya ile Rusya arasinda kalan Kazaklar, kendilerini Rusya'ya daha yakin
gordi. Ayni cografya dzelligi yliziinden, Tatarlar gibi, yagma ile geciniyorlardi.
Tatar ve Tirk Ulkelerine, karadan ve denizden saldiri yaptilar. Bunlar, Tatar
baskinlarinin, bir bakima révansidir.

1606 yilinda Kazaklar, Turk kaleleri olan Kili, Akkirman ve Varna'ya sal-
dirdi. 1613'teki saldiri, Karadeniz'in karsi kiyisindaki Sinop ve Trabzon'a yapild..
Ardindan, sasilacak bicimde, baskent istanbul'a {ic ayri saldir, 1615, 1620 ve
1624'te gergeklesti.'® Burada konu, dogrudan Rusya ile ilgili degildir. Ancak,
Turk sinir glivenligi agisindan 6nemli ve Rusya icin de, cesaret 6rnegidir. Aradan
200 yil gegmeden Turkler, Rus donanmasinin baskente girisini engellemek
icin, Istanbul Bogazi bile degil, daha da 6tesinde, Canakkale Bogazi'na zincir
cekmeye calisacaktir.”!

Cayka adli hafif ve hizli kayiklardan olusan Kazak Filosu, Tirkiye'ye karsi
girisilen koalisyonun, 6nemli bir faktori oldu. Bu konuda kendileri ile isbirligi
yapmak isteyenler arasinda, 1594 yiliicin, Rus Cari |. Fedor da vardir.'

Burada, iki konuya deginmek gerekir. Birincisi; Kiyef Rus Devleti'nin torun-
lari olan Rutenler / Ukraynalilar, 17. yizyilda kendilerini, Rus olarak adlandirir
ve bunlar, Moskov'dan ayri ayri tutulurdu. ikincisi: Turkler, Tatarlarin yetersizligi
yuziinden, Ukraynaiile 1648'de anlasma yaptigi gibi, Kazaklara da 6nem vermeye
basladi.' Buna Kirim hanlari glicenecek ve Il. Viyana Kusatmasi'nda “Osmanli
simdi bizim kadr G kiymetimizi bilecektir” diyerek, yardima gitmeyecektir.

7 Evliya Celebi, Ayni eser, c. VII, s. 199-200

8 Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. |, s. 271

? Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. VIII, s. 99, 100

1% Omeljan Pritsak, Ayni makale, s. 258

1" Cabi Omer Efendi, Cabi Tarihi (haz. Mehmet Ali Beyhan), Ankara 2003, s. 122
2 Omeljan Pritsak, Ayni makale, s. 258

13 Omeljan Pritsak, Ayni makale, s. 269, 273
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c) Catlama Siireci (1696)

Ukrayna, sinir (lkesi anlamindadir. Bunun kaniti olarak, Rus-Tiirk-Polonya
icgeni arasinda kalir. 1654'te Rusya, Ukrayna'yl topraklarina kattinca, Avrupa
Devleti olma yolunda, 3nemli bir adim atti. Bu durum Rusya'yi, Tiirk imparatorlugu
ile sinir komsusu da yapti. Bundan sonraki gelismeler, iki sinirdas devletten,
birinin 6blrd aleyhinde biyiimesi biciminde olacaktir. Bunun ilk 6rnegi, Azak'tir.
Oyle ki, Petersburg’un isvec'ten alinisi bile, Azak'tan yedi yil sonradrr.

Bundan once, ilk biylk Tirk-Rus Savasi vardir. 1676-1681 arasindaki
bu savas, Turk kaynaklarinda Cehrin Seferi olarak anilir. Bu, Rusya’nin Turkler
karsisindaki ilk yenilgisidir. Rusya, Cehrin’i Turkler'e vermek zorunda kald.

Bu olayin ardindan, 1683-1699 yillan arasinda Bliylik Tiirk Savaslari yasa-
nacaktir. Bu donemde Rusya, Turklere karsi 1684'te kurulan ve Avusturya,
Polonya, Litvanya, Venedik, Papalik ve Malta'dan olusan, Kutsal ittifak'a katildi.
Bu tarihte Kamanice, Podolya ve Ukrayna’nin bir kismi, Turklerin elindeydi.
Rusya'nin Kinm Hanligr'na 6dedigi yillk vergi, agirina gidiyor ve bu yetmiyormus
gibi, Tatar yagmasina ugruyordu.'*

Rusya'nin Birinci Kirim Seferi, 1687-1700 Turk-Rus Savaslari stirecinde
yasandi. Turkler bati yoniinde, Avusturya ve Polonya ile savasiyordu. Bu, iyi bir
firsatti. Galitsin komutasinda 150 bini askin Rus-Kazak ordusu, 8 Mart 1687'de
yola ciktl, Haziran'da donmek zorunda kaldi. Clink{; susuzluktan, ordunun beste
birini kaybettigi gibi, Kirnm Hani Selim Giray, steplerdeki hayvan yemi olan her
seyi yaktirinca, ilk basarisizlik yasand.'

Ikinci Kirim Seferi, yine Galitsin komutasindaki 200 bin asker ile yapild.
Yaz susuzluguna kalmamak icin, Subat 1689'da yola cikildi. Ancak bu kez de,
yogun kar ve soguk ile basa ¢clkmak gerekti. Yine de Rus ordusu, Mayis sonunda,
Kirim'in Kapisi olan Or Kapisi'na ulasti ve Or Kalesi'ni kusatti. Cok sayida tiifek
ve topu olan Rus ordusu karsisinda, kale kuvveti yetersiz, Tatarlarin elindeki
silahlar, ok ve kilicti. Ancak Ruslar, su kaynaklarini koruyamadi. Asker ve hay-
vanlar, Karadeniz'den su igmek zorunda kalinca, ¢ok sayida élimler oldu.™

Bu iki yenilgi, Rusya icin agir ancak, cok énemli bir deneyim oldu. 100 yil
sonra ayni asker, 400 saatlik yol alacak, aglik-susuzluk karsisindaki direncini,
Tirk Sultani dile getirecektir. Ayrica, Ekim ayi ile birlikte Tirk askeri kislaka
cekilirken, Rus askeri ise, kis askeri tanimi ile 6rnek olacaktir. Boylece Rusya,
savas kavraminin, biraz da lojistik oldugunu 6grenecektir. Bu konuda Turkler,
ylzyillarin deneyimine sahiptiler.

Rusya, Kirnm'daki ilk basarisini, Car I. Petro ile kazandi. Bu bile, iki asamada
gerceklesti. Clinkii 1695'teki ilk Azak Kusatmasi, basarisizlikla sonuglandi. Oysa
bu konuda cok sey yapilmamisti. Tiirk kalesi kendini savunmus ve denizden de
yardim gelmisti. Ancak Ruslarin 6grendigi, kosullarin nasil zorlanacagi oldu.

14 Muhammet Sen, “Rusya’nin Kirm'i isgal Tesebbiisleri Karsisinda Kirm Hanligi Kuvvetlerinin
Perekop Zaferi (1689)”, Tiirk Diinyasi incelemeleri Dergisi (Yaz 2012), c. XII, say 1, sayfa 507

'* Muhammet Sen, Ayni makale, s. 509

¢ Muhammet Sen, Ayni makale, s. 513-514
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Azak Kalesi, donanma olmadan alinamazdi. Bu nedenle Car I. Petro, Misir
Piramitleriicin calisan koleler gibi, Rus koyliisinl bu ise kostu. 1695/96 kisinda,
Voronej'de tersane kurup, baharda 30 savas gemisi hazirladi. Don Nehri’nin eriyen
kar sulartile birlikte, donanma Azak'a yoneldi. Kara ordusu da, karadan ilerledi.
Ruslarin hemen geri gelmesi, hazirliksiz yakalanan Tirkler icin sasirtici oldu. Bir
onceki kusatmada kalenin hasar goren yerleri heniiz onarilmamisti. Temmuz
1696'da Azak Kalesi, vere ile Ruslara teslim oldu. Bu basari Moskova'da, daha
once ornegdi gorilmeyen bir bicimde kutland:."”

Bu basari, herseyden dnce, Rusya’'nin geldigi asamayi gosterir. Daha
once Tirklere sinir komsusu olan Rusya, boylece sinirda 6nemli bir catlak acti.
Bundan sonraki sureg, derin diizlemde, Rus kazanglari yoniinde gelisecektir.
Ancak Ruslar, baris icin, Azak Denizi'nin ¢ikis kapisi olan Kerg'i istedi. Kabul
edilmeyince, 14 Temmuz 1700'de istanbul Antlasmasi yapild..

Boylece Ruslar, Karadeniz'e acilmak icin, 6nemli bir képrii-basi elde etti.
Buna ek olarak, istanbul'da siirekli olarak Rus elcisinin bulunmasi kabul edildi.
Tarkler icin bu konu, yaklasik 100 yil sonra, glindeme gelecektir.

Ancak bu kayip, Turkler lzerinde yeterli derecede etkili olmadi. Buna,
1699 Karlofca Antlasmasi ile Avusturya, Polonya ve Venedik'e karsi yasanan,
kayiplar da dahildir. Clink{i bunlar, diizelebilecek yanlisliklar gibi algiland. Turkler
icin sinir kavraminin 6nem kazanmasi ve kalelerin giiglendirilmesi, ancak 1718
Pasarofca Antlasmasi’ndan sonra baslayacaktir.

Bu gecikmede, Tirklerin kazandigi Prut Savasi da etkili olmustur. Car I.
Petro, Isvec yayilmasina karsi; Prusya, Danimarka, Norvec ve Polonyaiile birlikte,
Kuzey lttifaki'ni olusturmus ve 1709 Poltava'da bilyiik bir basar kazanmisti. isvec
Krali XII. Karl'in Turklere siginmasi lizerine, yeni bir Turk-Rus Savasi yasandi.

Prut Nehri kiyisinda, bataklik ve ugurum sinirinda kistirilan Rus ordusu,
baris istedi. Kendi askerine glivenemeyen Tirk komutan, bu istegi kabul edince,
21 Temmuz 1711'de Prut Antlasmasi yapildi. Rusya, 10 yil 6nce elde ettigi
kazanimlardan vazgecti.

Prut Savasl, derin dizlemde, ne Turkler icin kazang, ne de Ruslar icin
kayiptir. Cokus donemine giren Turkler icin, ancak aldatici zaferdir. Yikselis
donemine giren Ruslar icin de, kazanim gecikmesidir. 100 yil sonra bile Tirk
kamuoyunda, Prut'taki Rus askerinin, aglik yiiziinden agag¢ kabugu yedigi anlati-
lacaktir.’® Ancak Ruslar, Prut’un tstlinden 30 yil gegmeden, Belgrad Antlasmasi
ile Azak'i geri alacaktir. Asil dnemlisi 1768 yilinda, ¢ok biiyiik bir istek ve giicli
bicimde, Tiirk imparatorlugu’nun karsisina dikilecektir.

d) Dagilma Siireci (1768)

Bu siire¢ dncesinde Karadeniz, son kez Tirk Gold'dir. Cevresinde; Akker-
man, Bender, Ozi, Hotin, Azak, Taman ve Anapa kaleleri yer alir. Ancak 1768-1774
Savasi, en bilyiik Tiirk-Rus Savasi'dir. Sonraki savaslar, bunun uzantisi olacaktir.
Ayrica bu savas, iki llke sinirlarticin de, dagilma siirecidir.

17 Akdes Nimet Kurat, Rusya Tarihi, Ankara 1987, s. 253
18 Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 415
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Rusya, Dogu Avrupa’nin giicli devleti olarak, 100 yilik amacina ulasmak
istiyordu. Bunun gdstergesi olarak Rus ordusu, i¢ ayri yonde ilerdi: Hotin, Tuna
ve Kirim. Ayrica Baltik Donanmasi, Akdeniz'e indi. Mora'da ayaklanma cikaran
Ruslar, 7 Temmuz 1770'te Tirk Donanmasi’'ni, Cesme’de yakti. Ege Denizi'ni
kontrol altina aldi. Rus kara ordusu ise, bir yanda Tuna Nehri'ni gecti, 0blr
yanda Kirim'a yerlesti."” 300 binden fazla Tatar'i, Kirim'dan cikarip stirgiin etti.?

Artik iki iilke arasinda, sinir kavrami kaybolmustu. Tiirk imparatorlugu,
dagdilma olmasa da, en blyik darbeyi yasadi. Baris gériismelerinin, ilki 1770 ve
ikincisi 1772 yiinda yapildi. Ruslarin Kirim icin bagimsizlik istegi, barisi engelledi.
Onlar, kendi glictine giivenip direnirken; Turk sultani, Rus delegeleri etkilemek
icin, Foksani'ye biiyti génderdi. Uciincii sonugsuz gériisme ise, Foksani'den iic
ay sonra Bikres'te yapildi.

Bu bliyiik savas, iki imparatorlugu da cok etkiledi. Rusya'daki sorunlar,
savasin para ve insan kaynaklari acisindandir. Buna karsin, yeniceri de; Rus
toplarinin sesinden korkan ve kendi ordusunu yagmalayanlar yiiziinden, karsi
duramiyordu. Sonunda Turkler icin, Balkanlarda tutunacak yer kalmadi.

1774 Kiiglik Kaynarca Antlasmasi, Prut yenilgisini golgeleyecek bicimde,
21 Temmuz'da yapildi. Rusya’nin kazanci, saymakla bitmeyecek gibidir. Kirm,
Kuban, Bucak, Yedisan, Yedickiil ve Canboyluk Tatarlariile Kilburun, Kerg, Yenikale
(Samarra) ve Azak kaleleri, Tiirk imparatorlugu’ndan koparildi. Bundan baska;
ekonomik kazanim ve siyasal yansimalar, bir bu kadar énemlidir.

Bu basari, 6zde Alman Prenses Il. Katerina'yl, Rus azizeleri diizeyine
cikarir. Onun amaci, sanildigindan daha biyiiktiir: Ugiincii Roma Projesi. Diger
bir séylem ile Roma, istanbul, Moskova. Yani; Roma imparatorlugu’nun bagkenti
Roma, Dogu Roma imparatorlugu’nun baskenti istanbul ve diisiiniilen Son
Roma imparatorlugu’nun baskenti, Moskova.

Rusya icin bundan sonrasi, ¢ok kolaydi. 80 yil dnce Baltik Denizi'ne agilan
Rusya, 1783'te Kirim'i aldi. Béylece tiim Karadeniz kiyilari, iki tlke arasinda
sinir oldu. Bu durum, baskent istanbul icin de gecerlidir. Oysa 40 yil 6nce Sul-
tan Mahmut: “Disaridan bir kayigin bile Karadeniz'e gegmesine iznim yoktur”,?'
Cevdet Pasa, imparatorlugun havuzu diyordu.?

Savasin icinde Sultan Mustafa, Rus askerini soyle degerlendirir: “Devleti
icin, yaz-kis, ag-soguk demeden, her tirli zorluga katlanir. 300-400 saat uzaktan,
Tuna kiyilarina degin varir. Ag-susuz komutanlarina bagli olarak, ilkeme zarar
verir."?® Ancak kendi askeri icin; “Birlikte Kuran-i kerim, kilig, ekmek ve tuza el
basip, yemin etmekten baska, 6zendirici s6z soyleyemez. Ayrica onlari, “Rus

askerinin top-tiifek atisindan kagip saklandigi” icin ayiplar.?*

1% Akdes Nimet Kurat, Ayni eser, s. 290

2 Vidin Sicil Defteri, nr. 63, s. 169

2 Kemal Beydilli, “Karadeniz'in Kapaliigi Karsisinda Avrupa Kiiciik Devletleri ve Miri Ticaret
Tesebbisu”, Belleten (1991), LV/214, s. 687-755

2 Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. lll, s. 125

2 Vidin Sicil Defteri, nr. 63, s. 172

2 Vidin Sicil Defteri, nr. 63, s. 171
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Artik Tirk imparatorlugu, kendi ayaklar tistiinde duracak giicte degildir.
Bundan sonra varligi; Avrupa Devletleri'nin kuvvet ve menfaat dengelerine bagli
kalacaktir. Ancak Turkler, Kinnm'in kaybini, bir tirli kabullenemez. Tirkler, daha
once de toprak kaybetmisti. Ancak sultan, ayni zamanda halife oldugu igin,
Musliiman beldenin elden ¢ikisi, cok sarsici olur.

Turkler icin bundan sonrasi, “Kirim geri alinmadikga, kilic kinina girme-
yecektir” tilkusu ile geger. Bu (ilki ugrunda doért yil sonra, yeni bir Tirk-Rus
Savasl yasanir. Ancak iki devlet arasindaki fark, daha da acilmistir. 1787-1792
Savasi'nda Rus askeri, Tarihci Cevdet Pasa’nin deyimi ile kara bulut gibi gelir.
Ayrica Ruslarin, kis askeri gindemdedir. Yenigeri ise, kis geldi durmaz kolayli-
gindadir.> Savas sonunda Rusya; Ozi ve Hocabey'i almakla yetindi. Giinkii 1789
Fransiz Devrimi, Turklerin daha ¢ok kayip vermesini engelledi.

1792 Yas Antlasmasi, Turklerin Kinm'i sonsuza dek kaybettiginin kaniti
oldu. Buna karsin; Bender, Akkerman, Kili ve Anapa kaleleri, Tirklerde kaldi.
Artik Rusya, kolaylikla geri alabilecegi topragi veriyor; uzun erimli, siyasal ve
ekonomik cikarlar aliyordu.? Karadeniz sinirini parcaladiktan sonra, sira Kaf-
kasya'ya geldi. Kafkas Daglari Rusya ile Osmanli arasinda bir sed iken,?” bu cetin
dag tizerinden, disi-tirnagt ile yol acarak, 1801'de Giircistan’'a kadar uzandi. Bu
sireci Cevdet Pasa: “Rusyali bir yere bir kadarcik tirnak ilistirdikten sonra, onun
pencesinden kurtulmak ihtimali yoktur.” olarak agiklar.?

Ancak genel nedeni, ayrintili olarak Cevdet Pasa verir: “Tiirk ordusunun
cogu atli, azi yaya. Savunma eksik, askerin cogu basibozuk. Karsisindaki diizenli
askerin Ustiin gelmesi olaganiisti bir sey degildir. Her ordu; yaya, atli ve topcu
ve teknik uzmandan olusur. Komutanlar éngoriili, yiyecek yeterli, silahlari iyi,
askerin ruhu denilen disiplin yerinde olmalidir. Maddi konular Tiirklerde yok. S6z
sahibi cogalip, is bir elden ¢ikmaz oldu. Bu kadar noksani olan bir ordudan, bu
kadar bliyiik basari nasil beklenir."*

Bundan sonra Rusya, Tiirk imparatorlugu’nun ic dengeleri ile oynayacak
ve Misliman olmayan uluslari kullanacaktir. Bu amacla; Eflak-Bogdan’i sorun
yapinca, 1816-1812 Savasi yasandi. Bu savas Ruslar igin, 40 yil dncesine gore su
icmek kadar kolay oldu. Ordusu Bulgaristana girdigi gibi, savas sirasinda Tiirk
ticaret gemileri, Karadeniz'de Rus bayragi acarak, kendilerini glivenceye aldi.** 1812
Biikres Antlasmasi’'nda Basarabya'yi almakla yetindi. Bir 6nceki savasta Fransiz
Devrimi, bu kez de Napolyon tehlikesi, Rusya’nin daha biiylik kazanimini engelledi.

Bir sonraki Turk-Rus Savasi'nda, artik sinirdan sz edilemez. Rum Ayak-
lanmasi’'ni destekleyen Rusya, 1827 yilinda Navarin'de Tirk Donanmasi'ni ikinci
kez yakti. Ardindan 1828/29 Savasi'nda, batida eski baskent Edirne'ye, doguda
ise Anadolu iclerine kadar girdi.

% Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 824

% Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. |, s. 369

7 Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. IV, s. 32

% Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. llI, s. 243

¥ Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. IV, s. 26-29
30 Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 651
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Ruslar, bu savasi sonlandiran 1829 Edirne Antlasmasi ile batida herhangi
bir sey kazanmadi. Clinkd sira, Balkan uluslarini besinci kol olarak kullanmaya
gelmisti. Doguda ise, Anadolu’nun sinirina kadar dayandi.

e) Degerlendirme

Tiirk ve Rus imparatorluklar arasinda ortak payda, Avusturya ve iran'a
oranla, yok gibidir. Oncelikle; Avusturya, Batt Roma’nin ve Tirkler de, Dogu
Roma'nin ardilidir. iran ile de arasinda, islam paydasi vardir. Ayrica Tirkler icin
Avusturya ve iran, yiizyillardir hem diisman hem de komsudur. Ozellikle Avus-
turya ile arasinda, kadim bir hukuk olusmustur.®' Hatta bir acidan, cagdaslik
benzerligi de vardir. Oysa Rusya, ayni diizlem ve dederde degildir.

Bu ylizden Turkler, Ruslar’'i kabullenmekte isteksizdir. Bunda; Rusya’nin,
daha 6nce Kirim Hanligi'na vergi veren bir tlke olmasinin, etkisi az degildir. Bu
ylzden baslangicta Rusya'yl, Moskov Devleti, yani bir sehir devleti gibi gorr.
Ruslari da, Moskov veya Moskovlu olarak adlandirir. Ornegin bir Tiirk kaynag,
1788-1834 yillari arasindaki 46 yilda, 36 kez Rus ve 265 kez Moskov s6zciiginii
kullanir.®? Devlet dilinde bu adlar, daha sonra Rus ve Rusya olarak degisse de,
halk dilinde bu adlar, neredeyse ayni kalir.

Rusya'nin 250 yillik yiikselis siireci, Tiirk imparatorlugu’nun, doygunluktan
dagilmaya gecis donemidir. Turkler her 50 yilda biraz daha; askerin disiplini
bozulacak, biirokrasi hantallasacak, devlet adami sayisi azalacak, yenilgiler
artacak, sinirlar gevseyecek ve kayiplar kaniksanacaktir. Yeryiziiniin en giizel
cografyasinda oturan Tiirk Imparatorlugu, rehavete kapilacaktir. Ornegin Sultan
1. Selim’in “Yeniceri demek, yaya demektir, atli degildir. Yenicerinin ati yaninda
oldugu gibi, gézii ardindadir.” sdzlerine karsin,® yenicerinin: “Padisahimiz Mos-
kov Devleti ile sefer acti. Bu sefer, bir oyundur. Bu seferden murad, yenicerileri
kirdirmaktir.” dedigine, inanmak zordur.*

Oysa Rusya, XIll. ylizyilda Avrupa Devletleri arasinda yapilan bir karsilas-
tirmaya gore, buz (lkesidir. Bu durumdan kurtulmak igin, sicak tilkelere inmek
ve bu nedenle de, kazanmak zorundadir. Bu yiizden de; reformlar yapacak, ¢cag-
das kurumlar acgacak, insan kaynaklarini iyi kullanacak, uzun erimli politikalar
izleyecek, ordu ve donanmasini; giiclii, modern ve disiplinli tutacaktir. Ornegin
Rus askeri ismail Kalesi'ne, élenlerin yerini geriden baskalari alarak tabur tabur
kirilip dékdilerek sonunda girecektir.* Sicak Ulkelerin zengin topraklari, 6nemli bir
cekim olusturacaktir. Bu nedenle, Turk-Rus ve Avusturya savaslarinda yeniceri
bile, zengin Avusturya cephesine gitmek istiyordu.

Moskova Knezligi'nin Rus Carligi'na doniistiigii 1547'de, Tiirk imparator-
lugu kendi tarihinin zirvesindeydi. Rusya kendi zirvesine ¢ikarken, cesitli Turk
llkelerinden de kazanimlar elde etti. Bunun en biiyiik 6rnegdi, Kinm'dir. Ancak

31 Ahmed Cavid, Hadika-i Vekayi (haz. Adnan Baycar), Ankara 1998, s. 120
32 Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, timdi.

3 Ahmed Cavid, Ayni eser, s. 61, 64

3% Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 455

% Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c.V, s. 94
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Turkler, 40 yil boyunca, Kirim'i geri almayi umdular. Bu slirede Rusya ile yaptiklari
savaslar icin, oteki devletlerden fakli olarak, cok kez cenk ve kavga sozciiklerini
kullandilar.?¢ Bunun karsiligi, gériilecek hesabimiz var demektir. Rusya'ya karsi
kaybediste, geri alinmadikga, kilic kinina girmeyecektir biciminde, ¢ok intikam
yemini ettiler.¥” Ancak bu intikamin bir hayal oldugu, 1812 yilinda anlasild:.®

Oysa Turkler, Avusturya igin ayni diizlemde s6z soylemez. Avusturya
imparatoru icin, Avusturya Sezari hatta Roma imparatoru tanimini kullanir.
Boylece hem onu, hem de onunla ayni diizlemde gérdigi kendisini, yiceltir.*

Rusya gliclenip etkisini artirdikca, Tirk tlkesinde Ruslar ile ilgili deger-
lendirmeler de yapilir. Bunlar, Rusya'yi kabule yanasmayan, biraz kiicimseyen
ve duygusal tanimlardir. Ornegi 1736'da; yalanc, hilekar, séziinde durmayan,
igrenc topluluk ve hiristiyanlarin koti temsilcisi tanimlari yapilir.° 1772'deki
tanimlar, éncekinden cok baska degildir: islam diismani, devlet diismani, kafir,
s6zlinde durmayan, istilaci.*’

Bu tanimlarin nedeni, biraz Turklerin duygusalligi ise, biraz da Ruslarin, baris
antlasmasini kisa siirede bozmasidir. Ornegin Kiiciikkaynarca Antlasmasi'nin ilk
maddesi: “/ki devlet arasindaki her tiirlii diismanlik ve cekisme simdiden son-
suza kadar yok olacaktir.” der.? Ancak Ruslar, aradan 15 yil gecmeden, ansizin
Tirk topraklarina girip, Hotin, Bender, Akkerman kalelerini alr, ismail Kalesi'ni
kusatir, Varna ve isakca'yl yagmalar, Ruscuk ve diger yerlere baski yapar.3 Bu
konuda Tarihgi Cevdet Pasa, sozciiklere istedigi anlami vererek, kendi cikariigin
kullanmanin, Rus gelenegi oldugunu sdyler.* 1809 yilinda tiim tanimlar, tek bir
ornege iner: Eski Biiyiik Disman.*

Sonuc olarak; Tirkiye ve Rusya’nin imparatorluk olmalari arasinda, yak-
lasik 250 yil vardir. Turklere oranla Rusya'yl, yeni kusak imparatorluk olarak
sayabiliriz. Cunku Turklerin inis diizlemine girdigi donemde, Ruslarin yikselisi
baslar. Baslangicta; uzak iilke Rusya, sinirdas olduktan sonra, Tiirk imparatorlugu
aleyhine topraklarini blyGtir. Bunun yansimasi, baskentte de duyulur ve hatta
istanbul halki arasinda, Moskov Krali istanbul’u alsa tiriinden, espriler yapilir.“¢

Ruslar istanbul'u, biraz da Cargrad olarak tanimlar. Bu 6zlemi en vurgulu
olarak, 1916'da Sazonov dile getirir. Ancak Ingiltere, Tiirk imparatorlugu’nu
kiskacina alarak, Rusya'yl uzak tutacak ve gelismeleri kendi ¢ikarlarina gore
yonlendirecektir.

% Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, Ill, 32; Ahmed Cavid, Ayni eser, s. 94; Seydi Vakkas Toprak, Nuri Tarihi,
istanbul Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Doktora Tezi (2011), s. 465
37 Vidin Sicil Defteri, nr. 63, s. 171

38 Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 822

3 Vidin Sicil Defteri, nr. 8, s. 76; 43/52; 67/16

40 Ugur Demir, Ayni makale, s. 30

41 Vidin Sicil Defteri, nr. 37, s. 64

“2 Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. |, s. 369

4 Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 532

“ Cevdet Pasa, Ayni eser, c. IV, s. 14

4 Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 527

“ Cabi Omer Efendi, Ayni eser, s. 307



20 Rusya-Tiirkiye Sinir Kavrami (1696-1829)

Tarih biliminin bir gorevi de, giinii iyi degerlendirmek ve gelecegi saglikli
ongormektir. Bugilin Tirkiye ve Rusya, hem iki dnemli komsu ve hem de iki
“kiiltiir dinyasi"dir. Bu komsulugun dogru degerlendirilmesi, her iki tilke insani
icin de, buyik yararlar saglayacaktir.
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Abstract

The Notion of a Border Between Russia And Turkey

After the creation and expansion of Imperial Russia, the relationship be-
tween Turks and Russians increased in parallel. Although Turks did not take
into account Russia's development, the Russian Empire was the predominant
power in the region. The evolution of the relationship between Romanov Russia
and the Ottoman Empire can be categorized in four steps. 1) Stability (1473).
2) Awakening (1615). 3) Conflict (1696). 4) Disintegration (1768). The last two
of these steps are directly related to Imperial Russia’s behavior. However, the
first two steps have also been evaluated because those two steps help us to
comprehend the latter events.
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THE EASTERN QUESTION AND THE RUSSIAN SOCIETY
IN THE LATE 1850S - EARLY 1870S

Andrey Boldyrev*

Abstract

In the late 1850s - early 1870s, the Eastern question was still relevant to the Russian
society. Meanwhile, events related to the Crimean War, a need to overcome consequences of
the defeat and carry out domestic reforms led to a decrease in the importance of the Eastern
problem from the point of view of Russian public interest compared to a previous period.
However, with the strengthening of Russia’s internal and external position in the mid-sixties,
public interest in the Eastern question revived. Foreign policy issues drew special attention of
conservatives and Slavophiles.

Keywords: The Eastern question; the Balkans; the Black Sea Straits; the Russian soci-
ety; conservatives; Slavophiles.

At the time being, disputes within Russian public circles have taken form of discus-
sions about new priorities in terms of solving a central aspect of the Eastern question
- augmentation of Russian influence in the Balkans and the Black Sea Straits. It should
be noted that a public vision of the priorities in this issue did not remain unchanged. One
part of the society believed that the problem of the Balkans was only a means for solving
the key problem of the Straits. Others believed that a resolution of the Straits issue was
inseparable from the incorporation of the Balkan region in one form or another into the
sphere of Russia’s political and spiritual influence. Still the third denied the need to put
the Bosporus and the Dardanelles under Russia’s control, insisting on strengthening the
indirect (economic and cultural) influence of Russia in the Balkan region.

Despite the fact that the views of representatives of the above-mentioned groups
were not always opposite to each other, they belonged to different social trends. Thus, the
purpose of this article is to elucidate ideas about the Eastern question, ways to solve it and
interests of Russia from the point of view of the main socio-political trends: conservative,
Slavophil and liberal.

After the defeat in the Crimean War, Russia faced the problem of forming a new
foreign policy concept. It was briefly formulated by Alexander Gorchakov, the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of Russia, in two circular dispatches sent to Russian embassies and
missions abroad. It suggested a rejection of the “inheritance” of the Holy Alliance and a
revision of the attitude towards Austria, which had pursued a policy hostile to Russia
during the Crimean War of 1853-1856.!

" Senior researcher, Institute of Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS),
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It was proclaimed that the main attention was to be paid to internal prob-
lems, and foreign policy was to be subordinated to the solution of these problems.

On the international arena, Russia had to be cautious, healing wounds
and gathering strengths. Gorchakov’s famous phrase from the circular of 2
September 18562 proclaimed: “Russia is blamed for self-isolation and keeping
silence. It is said that Russia is exasperated. Russia is not exasperated. Russia
is concentrating.”

The tendency to pursue a policy of the status quo (with the exception of
territorial advancement in the North Caucasus, Central Asia and the Far East)
prevailed in the government circles of Russia until the mid-1870s. Gorchakov,
in his report to Emperor Alexander Il in 1865, still insisted on the necessity to
subordinate foreign policy to the tasks of internal development.*

In the eastern direction, the Russian government and society agreed that
the immediate goal of Russian diplomacy was the elimination of the conse-
quences of defeat in the Crimean war. According to the Treaty of Paris and the
Russian-Turkish Convention of 30 March 1856, the Black Sea was declared open
“for commercial navigation of all nations”, and therefore Russia and Turkey were
forbidden to have fleets and naval arsenals in the Black Sea basin. >

Thus, Russia was in a worse position than the Ottoman Empire, which
retained the right to have naval forces in the Marmara Sea, near Constantino-
ple (Istanbul).The convention on the Bosporus and the Dardanelles attached
to the Treaty of Paris, was directed against Russia. It banned a presence of all
warships in the Black Sea only for a time when the Ottoman Empire was in
a state of peace. It meant that in the event of a war between Russia and the
Ottoman Empire an enemy’s fleet could pass through the Straits and threaten
the unprotected Black Sea coast of Russia.

As aresult, despite the fact that liberalization of the Black Sea had greatly
contributed to Russia’s success in trade and postal communication in the region,
the Black Sea security problem remained crucial in Russia’s foreign policy.®

At that time this problem caused a lively response of the Russian society.
In a short period of time, from 1858 to 1860, Peter Chikhachev, a responsible
officer of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and a well-known Russian geographer,
traveler and publicist, published three articles in which he analyzed the prospects
of the Treaty of Paris, its implications for Russia and the great powers of Europe,
as well as the fate of the Eastern question and the Ottoman Empire. Assessing
the outcome of the Paris Congress (1856), the Russian scientist pointed out
that the concessions made by Russia to the great powers were temporary. The

2 All dates are given according to the Gregorian calendar.

3 Poccus u YepHomopcrue nposnuael (XVII-XX cmonemus), MocKkBa: MeayHapoaHble OTHOLLEeHWA
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analysis of the international situation and the geopolitical position of Russia
pushed Chikhachev to a conclusion about the inevitable restoration of the Russian
Black Sea Fleet. Noting that concessions made by Russia to Europe were not
a national catastrophe, he nevertheless stressed that from the point of view
of security and political status those concessions were offensive to Russia:

Itis therefore impossible that it (Russia — A. B.) agreed to recognize
this position other than as a temporary settlement. Russia reserves
the right to abandon it immediately, as soon as the political situation
in Europe presents a suitable chance.”

Turning to the immediate tasks of Russia for the next period, Chikhachev
stressed that an active policy in the Eastern question was impossible, and a
pause had to be taken for carrying out internal reforms. According to Chikhachev,
the defeat in the Crimean War was even a boon for Russia, since it allowed the
Russian government to concentrate on carrying out necessary reforms: “The
policy of further conquests has become meaningless for Russia. We accepted
the defeat and the Treaty of Paris with relief.”®

Thus, after the defeat in the war, the prevailing view among a significant
part of the Russian society (predominantly liberal) was the rejection of Russia’s
active policy in the traditional Balkan-Near East direction. This was due to both
the natural result of the defeat, and to the certainty that Russia had reached a
maximum level of territorial expansion. The policy of expansion seemed not
only unnecessary, but, as the experience of the Crimean War showed, even
dangerous, since Russia had remained alone, provoking creation of a hostile
coalition of the European great powers against itself.’

At the same time, the authorities and the society were in solidarity regarding
the need to abolish the restrictive articles of the Treaty of Paris, which belittled
not only the great-power dignity of Russia, but also created a potential threat to
its national security. The same unanimity of views could be seen in understanding
of the need for a peaceful respite. In general, after the Crimean War, the priority
of national interests in foreign policy was realized by everybody in Russia.

At the same time, the fragility of the Paris Peace was also recognized by
Russian intellectuals because of its unfair nature and the contradictions within
the Crimean coalition of powers that were guarantors of the observance of
the Paris Treaty. Chikhachev believed that the main reason for the fragility of
the Paris system was the existence of the Ottoman Empire, whose artificial
nature, in his opinion, only prolonged its agony, but did not solve any of the
problems accumulated in this state. Having made another trip to Asia Minor
in July-October 1858, he came to the conclusion that Turkey was completely
incapable of modernizing its state structure.'® The Porte failed to implement

7 1. A. Ymxayes, Besnuxue deprcassl u BocmoyHeili donpoc, Mockea: Hayka 1970, c. 70.
8 TaM e, c. 178.

? TaM e, c. 184.

° Tam e, c. 113-131.
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reforms which had been proclaimed by the Sultan’s decree of 18 February 1856
(Hatt-i-Humayun). This program of reforms was one of the conditions for the
adoption of the Ottoman Empire into the concert of the European great powers
at the Paris Congress.'!

According to Chikhacheyv, the very principle of the existence of the Ottoman
state, based on the domination of the Muslim population and centuries-old
traditions, made impossible any drastic reforms aimed at alleviating the sit-
uation for the Christian population of the Ottoman Empire. All this, according
to the scientist, was:

A natural consequence of the age-old system, invariably preserved
in a thousand-different species. You cannot touch any part of this
chain without breaking it all, shake at least one column without
destroying the whole building. '?

In these conditions, continued Chikhachev, the further existence of Turkey
would depend mainly on external factors, namely on the degree of readiness
of the great powers to begin its partition:

The great powers, relying on the right of the strongest, consider
themselves legitimate heirs of Turkey ... Therefore, since there is a
question of a hopeless patient (Ottoman Empire - A. B.), eachof the
five great powers is primarily concerned with the shares that rivals
can get, and while it seems that a neighbor will get more, they could
not and still cannot agree. '

Thus, the idea of European equilibrium prevailing in the European diplomacy
was, according to Chikhachev, the main factor prolonging the existence of the
“despotic” Ottoman state. From his point of view, such a policy only postponed
the solution of the Eastern question, but it could not ensure a long-lasting peace
in Europe and the Near East. All this forced the Russian government and society
to work for the most acceptable solution of the Eastern question for Russia.

The weakening of Russia in the Crimean War made adjustments to its
foreign policy line in the Balkans. The strengthening of the national liberation
movement of the Balkan peoples and the possible prospect of the collapse of
the Ottoman Empire did not correspond with the interests of Russia in those
circumstances. As it was mentioned above, this point of view, widespread in the
second half of the 1850s and 1860s, was repeatedly expressed by Gorchakov.
In this regard, the Russian government planned to stabilize Russian positions
in the Near East through bilateral relations with the Ottoman Empire and
improvement of the Russian-French relations, using a rivalry between France
and Austria in Northern Italy. At the same time, Russia was not going to give
up patronage over the Slavic population of the Balkans. In his report for 1861

' CbopHuUK do2080poa Poccuu ¢ dpyaumu 2ocydapcmaamu, c. 25.
12 1. A. Yuxaves, Bestukue depaicassl u BocmouHsili donpoc, c. 125.
13 TaM ke, p. 174.
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to Alexander Il, Gorchakov stressed that “the Slavic element in the East is the
most solid base of our influence there®.™

Petersburg was going to restore its influence in the Balkans through joint
actions of Russia and France, using the Sultan’s decree of 1856 on the equality
of the Christian and Muslim population. Thus, from the very beginning, Russia
has sought to support national movements within a legal framework. '®

The interest of Russian society in eastern affairs in the late 1850s - early
1860s was weakened by the defeat in the Crimean War, as well as by the under-
standing of the primacy of internal problems. A well-known public figure, a
representative of the so-called “Moscow” trend of Slavophilism Ivan Aksakov
noted in 1860 that the Slavic question interested only a narrow circle of Slav-
ophiles in Russia. ' In the summer of the same year, he traveled through the
lands of Krajina, Dalmatia and Croatia (Austria), Montenegro and Serbia (the
Ottoman Empire) in order to prepare himself for future editorial work to promote
Slavophile ideas. He also wished to know a situation existing in the Slav-pop-
ulated provinces of the Austrian Empire and the Ottoman Empire to define the
prospects for Russian influence in the Balkan region. The result of this trip was
the beginning of the publication of the weekly newspaper “Den” (“Day”), which
actively popularized the Slavic cause in Russia and abroad.

However, it cannot be said that during the period under consideration the
Eastern question lost its significance for the Russian society. Interest to the
East, especially to the traditional way of life and culture of the Ottoman peoples
continued to be preserved in Russia.!” Ivan Aksakov's newspaper “Den” enjoyed
a steady demand not only in Russia, but also in the Slavic countries, where
he had a high reputation.'® In the late 1850s, Russia’s policy of extending the
rights of the Christian population of Turkey brought into life nongovernmental
organizations in the form of Slavic committees, which operated in Moscow, St.
Petersburg and Kiev. They were headed by renowned Slavophiles — Ivan Aksakov,
Nil Popov, Fedor Chizhov and others. These were political organizations that,
not limited to the aid of Orthodox schools and churches, also supported activists
of the national liberation movement.'” During the period of the Cretan uprising
of 1866-1869 many Russian newspapers sympathized with the desire of the
people of the island to unite with Greece. ? In the newspaper “Moskva” (the

14 BocmouHslti 8onpoc 8o 8HewHel nonumuke Poccuu 8 KoHue XVIIl - Havane XX seka, c. 159.

'S Yemopus sHewHel nonumuku Poccuu, mopas nonoduHa XIX sexa, MockBa: MeagyHapoaHble
oTHoweHuna 1997, c. 61.

16 C. C. benskos, “lOxHble cnaBaHe rmasamu MOCKOBCKoro ciaBaHoduna: nyTetuecteue U.C. AkcakoBa
Mo CaBAHCKWUM 3eMniaM: Maii-aBrycT 1860, CnasaHcKkul ansmarHax, 2002, Mockea, 2003, c. 107.
17 K. A. XyroB, BocmouHeili aonpoc 8 ucmopuocogcroli KoHyenyuu K.H. JleoHmeeaa, MockBa:
AneTeiin 2006; K. A. HyKoB, “JleoHTbeB 1 pycckuit opueHtanusm’, TURCICA et OTTOMANICA, cbopHux
cmamel 8 Yecmeo 70-nemua M. C. Medepa, Mocksa, 2006.
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Mo CaBAHCKMM 3eMaM: Maii-aBrycT 1860", CnasaHcKul anbmaHax, 2002, Mocksa, 2003, c. 95.
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2 In 1866 on the island Crete the uprising broke out. The main demand of the insurgents was
separation from the Ottoman Empire and unification with Greece. Among the great powers, only
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editor of this newspaper was Aksakov) there were articles calling for help to
“martyrs of Crete“.? At that time, there was no complete unanimity among the
Russian ruling elite and the social circles close to it with regard to the country’s
foreign policy. Supporters of the so-called “national policy” (Mikhail Katkov, a
well-known publicist of the conservative direction, editor of the newspaper
“Moskovskie Vedomosti”, Nikolai Ignatiev, a Russian ambassador to Con-
stantinople, etc.) insisted on a more resolute policy in the Balkan-Middle East
direction to defend Russian interests.?” Nevertheless, considering unfavourable
international situation of that time, the prudent foreign policy of Chancellor
Gorchakov (he received this post in 1867) was more in line with the demand of
the moment. Thus, the problems related to the Eastern question were constantly
at the center of attention of the Russian public opinion. At the same time, in the
mid-1860s the policy of the Russian government in the region was undergoing
changes and becoming more active. This was facilitated by the strengthening of
Russia’s influence in Serbia and Montenegro (Russian influence in Montenegro
was completely restored in the early 1860s) due to Russia’s contribution to the
achievement of practically independent status by these principalities. In 1867,
the remaining Ottoman troops in Serbia were evacuated from the country.?®
On the other hand, since the mid-1860s the Russian-French relations had
been gradually deteriorating because of France’s unwillingness, as the main
guarantor of the Paris system, to admit strengthening of Russia’s positions in
the Near East. Russia also failed to ameliorate significantly the living condi-
tions the Christian population of the Ottoman Empire within the framework of
bilateral relations, using the “sacred decree” of the Sultan (Hutt-i-Humayun).?
The hostile attitude of the great powers to the Cretan uprising, which allowed
the Ottoman government to localize and suppress the uprising, showed Russia
the futility of hope for the great powers’ mediation in a regulation of conflicts
in the Near East. As a result, a new approach to the situation in the Ottoman
Empire emerged. It meant granting the Balkan peoples freedom of hands and
non-interference of the European powers in interactions between the Porte and
the Christian population of the empire. Russia’s position was largely determined
by the desire to create in the Balkan-Middle East region a situation that would
allow it to raise the issue of revising the restrictive articles of the Paris Treaty.
In this regard, as early as 1864, the newspaper “Den” wrote: “The more holes in
this treaty, the sooner it will be ruptured, and this cannot but be in the interests
of our policy in the East.”?

In this connection, at the Paris Congress of 1866, Russia supported the
unification of the Danube principalities (Moldova and Wallachia) into the Roma-

Russia supported this demand. In view of this, at the beginning of 1869 the rebels were forced to
stop resistance, and the sultan's power was completely restored on the island.
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nian state. From a formal point of view, it was a violation of the treaty and
conventions of 1856.2

In the Russian press of the second half of the 1860s, there were articles
that summarized the development of the Eastern question and outlined the
destinies of this international issue.?” However, the only major work of this time,
in which the general program for solving the Eastern question was formulated,
was the book “Russia and Europe” by Nikolai Danilevsky, a philosopher and
publicist of the Slavophile direction. The first chapters of this book were pub-
lished in the journal “Zarya” in 1869. In 1871, Danilevsky's book was published
in a separate edition.

Danilevsky elaborated his concept in the international circumstances of
1850s and 1860s: the Crimean War, the Polish uprising of 1863, and the Aus-
tro-Prussian War of 1866. At the heart of his historiosophical conception lay
the theory that the historical process was a successive change of civilizations,
each of which was determined by the cultural-historical type (CHT) of this or
that nation. According to Danilevsky, the dominant Romano-German cultural
and historical type should be replaced by the Slavic CHT.?® In this connection,
for him the Eastern question was a struggle “between two heterogeneous types
(Slavic and Romano-Germanic — A. B.), the outcome of which should give a
completely new content of the life of mankind.”

In view of the inevitability of the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, the
struggle between Slavs and Roman-German Europe, according to Danilevsky,
was the final stage in the development of the Eastern question. He warned that
“the already ripe Eastern question” made this struggle inevitable.?

From the point of Russia’s interests, a satisfactory solution to the East-
ern question was the unification of all the Slavic peoples of Europe within the
framework of the All-Slavic Federation. Russia was to be at the head of the
Federation as it was the only Slavic country with the status of great power and,
therefore, able to resolve conflicts within this association and ensure its external
security.® Thus, Danilevsky transferred the idea of the Slavic Federation, that
is a political union of the Slavs with Russia ahead fighting against a common
enemy (the Ottoman Emepire), into the sphere of a struggle of the united Slavs
against Europe. An inevitable consequence of this struggle would be a change
of the cultural-historical types. For Danilevsky the very existence of the Otto-
man Empire was a continuation of the European policy aimed at hampering
the unification of the Slavs. He considered Austria the main obstacle for the
creation of the All-Slavic Federation.

% CbopHUK dozoBopoa Poccuu c dpyaumu 2ocydapcmaamu, c. 23-41.
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Despite the pronounced Pan-Slavic views, Danilevsky was categorically
opposed to any territorial seizures on the part of Russia in the event of the
partition of the Ottoman Empire. Istanbul should not have become a part of
Russia, thus violating its “life balance” and becoming the “bone of contention”
among members of the All-Slavic Federation. Istanbul was to form an inde-
pendent “Tsaregradsky District” on the basis of equal participation in the new
association. According to Danilevsky:

The all-Slavic federation with Russia at the head and with the capital
in Tsaregrad is the only reasonable and meaningful solution to the
Great historical task, which has recently received the name of

the Eastern question®'.

The Federation itself, according to Danilevsky, was to consist of independ-
ent Slavic states. He stressed that this is not the absorption of Slavs by Russia,
but the unification of all Slavic peoples in order to provide them with political
and, most importantly, cultural development. In this respect, Danilevsky's
most far-going conclusion was that “the All-Slavic Union is the only solid soil
on which a genuine Slav culture can grow.”?2

Thus, the solution to the Eastern question, according to Danilevsky, was
to ensure the civilizational victory of the Slavic cultural-historical type over the
Romano-Germanic one through the political association of the Slavs headed
by Russia. Therefore, he was inclined to consider Russia’s interests in the
Eastern question (Istanbul and the Straits) in the context of the all-Slavic cause,
believing that the solution of the Eastern question was possible only within the
framework of the All-Slavic Federation.

Many historians treat the concept of Danilevsky as a “conservative uto-
pia.”? Other researchers are more objective, noting the priority of the cultural
significance of Slavdom in the foreign policy concept of N. Ya. Danilevsky. It is
emphasized that Danilevsky's historiosophy traced its roots “from the Russian
soil ... and the tasks that arose in Russian public life*, it was a reaction to the
hostility of Europe. 3 Despite the fact that Danilevsky's concept received a
negative evaluation among a large part of the Russian society, especially the
liberal one, it had a strong influence on the representatives of post-reform
Slavophilism - Ivan Aksakov, Konstantin Leontiev, Fedor Dostoevsky, etc.*®

The book of Nikolai Danilevsky was published in 1871 when Russian
diplomacy denounced the articles of the Paris Treaty of 1856 on the neutral-
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ization of the Black Sea.’® At a conference held in London in January-March
1871, Russia succeeded in cancellation of the articles of the Paris Treaty and the
Russian-Turkish agreement of 30 March 1856, on restrictions on the presence
of the Russia and the Ottoman navy in the Black Sea.*’

From that time onward, the legal status of the Black Sea Straits (until 1918)
was based on the London Convention of 13 March 1871 and the Treaty of Paris
(in the part that was not abolished). Despite the fact that the closed regime of
the Black Sea Straits had changed more in favour of the Ottoman Empire, the
mere fact of canceling the neutralization of the Black Sea was greeted with
enthusiasm by the entire Russian society, the liberal and conservative press
alike. Nevertheless, some newspapers - “Moskovskie Vedomosti”, “Russkie
Vedomosti” and “St. Petersburg Vedomosti” — warned against reassessing the
success of Russian diplomacy. Mikhail Katkov, editor of “Moskovskie Vedo-
mosti”, noted that changing the wording of the closure of the Straits represented
a potential threat as an enemy’s fleet (primarily British) received the right to
enter the Black Sea. ® In this light the press proposed to begin the immediate
restoration of the Russian navy in the Black Sea.

Thus, in the late 1850s- early 1870s the Eastern question was still relevant
for Russian society. At the same time, events related to the Crimean War, the
need to eliminate the consequences of defeat and carry out domestic reforms,
led to a decrease in the importance of the Eastern question from the point of
view of public interest compared to previous periods. The evidence of it is the
absence of major works devoted to this problem (with the exception of Nikolai
Danilevsky's book) and the weakening of Russian society’s attention to the state
of affairs in the Balkans.

However, gradually, with the strengthening of internal and external position
of Russia in the mid-1860s, the interest of the society to the Eastern question
revived. It was conservatives and Slavophiles who paid substantial attention
to foreign policy issues.
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0z
Dogu Sorunu ve 1850’lerin Sonu-1870’lerin Basinda Rus Toplumu

1850'lerin sonunda ve 1870’lerin basinda Dogu Sorunu Rusya toplumu agi-
sindan halen giincelligini koruyordu. Bu arada Kirim Savast'yla baglantili olaylar,
yenilginin etkilerinden kurtulma ve i¢ reformlarin gerceklestirilmesinin gerekli-
ligi Dogu Sorununa yonelik Rusya toplumunun ilgisinin bir 6nceki doneme na-
zaran azalmasina neden oldu. Bununla birlikte altmislarin ortasinda Rusya'nin
ic ve dis pozisyonunun degismesi, Dogu Sorununa toplumsal bir ilgiyi dogurdu.
Dis politika sorunlari muhafazakar ve Slavofillerin dikkatini cekti.

Anahtar kelimeler: Dogu Sorunu, Balkanlar, Karadeniz Bogazlari, Rus
Toplumu, Muhafazakar ve Slavofiller
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BYZANTINE DREAM OF ATHENIAN POLITICIANS
(XIX-XX CENTURIES)

Olga Petrunina®

Abstract

The political elite of the Kingdom of Greece interpreted the Eastern Question in a specific
manner, i.e., as an expectation of collecting territories considered to be Greek in one state.
This perception, conceptualized in the Megale Idea, had its goals, methods and opponents. It
was the guideline of Greek foreign policy the whole 19™ century until 1922 and had at least
two attempts of its revival later.

Keywords: Balkan studies, Modern Greek Studies, Megale Idea, Greek-Turkish Rela-
tions, Eastern Question

The Eastern Question since it emerged in the European affairs in the 18" century was
associated with the future of the European provinces of the weakening Ottoman Empire.
The first nation-states in the Balkans appeared in the first half of the 19" century as a
result of the early approaches to solve the Eastern Question. Certainly, the main players
of the game were the most powerful European countries, the so-called great powers. So,
the process of nation-state building in the Balkans was not an independent one, but was
closely related to their interests and international conflicts in general.

An enrichment of the political map of Europe by the Kingdom of Greece seems to
be the result of an attempt to cure the sick man of Europe' amputating one of his limbs.
The detailed research, however, shows the case was more complicated. The Greek War of
Independence played a great role in achieving political freedom and the role of the great
powers was not little either. Finally, Greek national state appeared: small and poor, but
with huge ambitions; formally independent, but informally a plaything of the great powers.

All these circumstances deeply influenced ideologies and mentalities of the newborn
state and determined specific perception of the Eastern Question. However, favorable
conditions for this specific perception had come into being much earlier than the Greek
independent state appeared. The époque of the Enlightenment in Greek lands (middle 18"
century — 1821) encouraged growing of national consciousness among the Greeks and
prepared necessary instruments for shaping an ethnocentric discourse. The Enlighten-
ment stimulated mental secularization of Greeks, replacing traditional religious identity
of Rum (Orthodox) population of the Ottoman Empire by new, national one. The political
vocabulary of the époque was enriched with the terms €8vog (nation) and ‘EAAnveg (ethnic
Greeks), which previously had been associated with pagan tradition. Greek Enlightenment
formulated the conception of Greek national identity and worked out its principle criteria:

* Olga Petrunina - Ph.D., professor, Lomonosov Moscow State University, petrunina@narod.ru
! The phrase is attributed to Tsar Nicholas I.
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yAwooa (Greek language), Bpnokeia (Orthodoxy) and naibeia (education). These
three institutions became main tools for generating new ethnocentric discourse
instead of traditional, religious one.

The ethnocentric discourse formed the basis for the Greek state ideology
and, later, a foreign-policy doctrine. The official ideology of the Kingdom of Greece,
associated with the Megale Idea, began to clarify at the end of the 1830s though
the term itself was expressed in 1844. The events related to the Greek-Turkish
negotiations on bilateral commercial agreement, on the one hand, and new
aggravation of the Eastern Question - the Eastern crisis of 1839-1841, on the
other hand, might be seen as an indicator of the relevant trends.

Traditional economic links between Greece and the Ottoman Empire were
cut off as a result of a successful War of Independence. Greece desperately
needed a commercial treaty with its former master and enemy. So, the Greek
minister Zographos was negotiating this subject in 1839-1840. Finally, the
agreement was signed. lts articles were quite acceptable for Greece, but the
Greeks wanted more than that. Consequently, the treaty was not ratified by
Greece and Zographos' house was pelted with stones? In the meanwhile, the
Eastern Crisis of 1839-1841 went into high gear. It demonstrated progressive
weakness of the Ottoman Empire and its growing dependence on the European
great powers®. That was what Greek hopes on further territorial extension and
economic bonuses at the expense of the Ottoman Empire were based on. To
achieve these goals Greeks tried to use a model that had shown itself to good
advantage during the Greek War of Independence: the rebellion in the limitrophe
provinces of the Ottoman Empire strengthened with the great powers’ support.
So Athens stimulated brigandage in the limitrophe provinces. Volunteers from
Greece easily crossed the border with Turkey, and the Greek officers were sent to
form and lead the detachments of rebels. Athens was waiting for an immediate
interference of the great powers, but this time it was in vain.

These events demonstrated perception of the Eastern Question by the
Greek political elite: the weakening Ottoman Empire must neither be cut into
small parts in form of nation-states for the other Balkan peoples, nor divided
between the great powers. It must be joined to Greece and that was one of the
meanings of national revival for Greeks.

By that time the époque of romanticism began in Greece. Transfer of the
capital of the state from Nafplio to Athens, creation of the special language of
katharevousa, and the architectural aspect of the growing city of Athens showed
imperial ambitions of Greek political elite*. The term Megale Idea was officially
mentioned for the first time in the middle of 1840s° and gradually conceptualized

2 For details see: Onbra lNeTpyHuHa, peveckas Hayua u 2ocydapcmao 8 XVIII-XX ee., MockBa:
KAy, 2010, c. 307-308.

3 About Greece and this Eastern Crisis see: John A. Petropulos, Politics and Statecraft in the
Kingdom of Greece, 1833-1843, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1968, p.344 ff.

4 See: ANéENG MoAitng, Popaviikg xpdvia. I6eoAoyieg kat Nootponieg otnv EMdba tou 1830-1880,
ABnva: Etaipeia pedétng Néou EMnviopoU - Mvapwy, 1993.

5 [lpaktikd tng ev Abrvaig tng Tpitng ZenteuBpiou EBvikn¢ twv EMrvwy ZuveAedoews, ABrva: Movrtik,
1993.0.190-194.
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as a state ideology. It was not a mere coincidence that Colettis declared the idea
of the Great Greece the same year when Garashanin formulated the idea of the
Great Serbia. Greece and Serbia were the earliest independent nation-states in
the Balkans that had seceded from the Ottoman Empire.

The starting point of the Megale Idea was an idea of decline of the Greek
nation during the previous époque. There was no consensus when that decline
had begun. The time of Ottoman domination was unanimously considered
decadent, but some authors included Byzantine time and even the Roman
époque (from 146 B.C.) into the decadent period too. In the époque of decline
the Greeks lived under political, cultural and religious pressure. So, the Greek
nation had to carry out a task of national revival.

Political revival meant building an independent powerful state, including
all the Greeks and all the lands, considered to be historically Greek. Cultural
revival stipulated purifying national culture of all alien elements and returning
it to the leading positions in Europe (concept of metalambathevsis). Finally,
religious revival meant creating an independent Church. Later some intellectuals
(Giannopulos, Heretis, Sikelianos) understood this point in a different manner:
they rejected Christianity in general and returned to pagan tradition.

In 1840-1850s the Megale Idea as an idea of national revival of the Greek
nation was very popular with Greeks. That was one of the most important factors
that guaranteed electoral victory to Colettis (1844, 1847). It formed the basis
for creating the Greek foreign-policy doctrine then. This doctrine concentrated
only upon one aspect of Greek national revival, i.e., territorial extension of the
Greek state at the expense of the Ottoman Empire. Though Greek political
leaders adopted a European world-view and therefore conceived Byzantium
as a dark period of Greek history, in effect they wanted to recreate a Christian
Greek empire within former Byzantine borders. Hope of recreating Byzantium
was cherished by Greek people as well as by politicians. Prophecies about the
forthcoming revival of Byzantium became more and more popular with Greeks in
1830-1840s®. The beginning of the Crimean war concurred with the culmination
of their expectations: in 1853 it was 400 years since Constantinople had fallen
while the prophecies spoke about a 400-year yoke. All Greece was waiting for
the decisive events.

Even the king Othon was megaloideatis (an adherent of the Megale Idea).
Some contemporaries thought that the government successfully used the Megale
Idea” to refocus people’s attention from internal problems to an external enemy.
The king clearly demonstrated his position during the Mousouros’ incident®.
At the beginning of 1847 a diplomatic representative of the Ottoman Empire
in Greece Constantinos Mousouros (ethnic Greek) refused to issue a visa to
the queen Amalia’s adjutant Tzamis Karatasos because of his participation in
a detachment of insurgents in the Ottoman Empire during the former Eastern

¢ For details see: Onbra lNeTpyHuHa, lpeveckas Hayua u 2ocydapcmao 8 XVIII-XX ee., MockBa:
KAOY, 2010, c. 294-303.

7 Nik6Aaog Apayoupng, lotopikai Avapvioeig. T. B, ABnva: Ekotikn Eppng, 1973, 0. 116.

8 See: Ta katd MouagoUpov 11 n EMnvotoupkikn diapopd, ABrva,1848.
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crisis. The next day there was a state reception in Palace, where the king openly
insulted Mousouros. This action had grave consequences: diplomatic relations
between Greece and the Ottoman Empire were broken off. The affair was coming
to a new war, which was prevented through the mediation of the Russian and
British diplomacy. The conflict could be finally resolved only after the death of
Colettis in September 1847, but Greece had to apologize. Great Britain and
France knew about these expectancies of the king Othon and his environment,
so during the Crimean war they did their best to prevent the involvement of
Greece into the war, up to occupation of its capital. To encourage an antiothonian
campaign political opposition later used this humiliation of Greece. The king was
accused of violation of national interests. New generation of politicians, which
had no experience in all the difficulties of the War of Independence, aspired to
more active foreign policy. So, Othon was dethroned.

Even in 1840s we can see two main trends that later became two methods
of the Megale Idea: an active one, i.e., the method of “the armed struggle” that
meant outward expansion, and a passive one, i.e., the method of “the organic
work” that meant internal reforms. The outward expansion method was the main
stream of Greek foreign policy until the catastrophe of 1922. Each period it had
concrete goals: in 1840-1870s they were Thessaly and Epirus; in 1890-1900s
— Macedonia and Crete; during World War | and after it — Constantinople, Asia
Minor and Athos. We can see that Greeks claimed exclusively the territories of
the Ottoman Empire and never showed any interest in other lands with Greek
population such as South Italy or North Africa (Egypt).

The Megale Idea as a foreign-policy doctrine was developed within the active
method during the years of Colettis’ administration. It was formulated in so-called
Mavrocordatos’ memorandum in 1848°. This document advanced a thesis of
diachronic and geographic unity of the Greek nation and grounded the priorities
of Greek foreign policy on it. The first one was the consolidation of all the Greek
lands in one state, notably in the Kingdom of Greece. The second one was power
politics to make Greece a full member of international community. To achieve
these strategic goals Greece had to fulfill two main tactical tasks. The first one
was the annexation of some Ottoman provinces — Thessaly, Epirus, Macedonia
and Crete. There was no possibility of joining Constantinople and the other Greek
lands because at that moment Greece was too weak both for conquering and
then retaining them. The second task was to weaken the Ottoman Empire and
the Sultan’s power. To fulfill these tasks two basic tools could be used - an armed
force and a diplomatic protection of the great powers. The European governments
often attend to public opinion, so it should be influenced through a local press.
As far as Greek army was weak and small, partisan detachments should be
used. Greeks already had best practices in partisan warfare during wartime and
in forming secret societies in times of peace. The memorandum also proposed
spreading the right propaganda among the Greeks of the limitrophe provinces.

?  Published in: NikéAaog ApayoUpng, lotopikai Avapvioeig. T. B, ABrva: Ekdotuikn Epung, 1973,
0.117-129.
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It should be noted that in this memorandum we could already find rudiments
of the organic work method. As a tool for successful foreign policy Mavrocor-
datos regarded solving some internal problems such as: reconciliation of the
conflict between Church of Greece and Constantinople Patriarchy; promotion
of trade by signing a commercial treaty with the Ottoman Empire; increase and
re-equipment of the army and navy, improving officers’ professional skills.
Some of these tasks were soon fulfilled. Relations between Church of Greece
and Constantinople Patriarchy were arranged already before the Crimean war.
At the beginning of the war diplomatic relations between Greece and the Otto-
man Empire were cut off but very soon they were restored. So long-expected
commercial treaty was signed in 1855 and was in force until 1897. It was of
great significance both for Greece and for Greek population of the Ottoman
Empire. On the one hand, according to this treatment Greece was given eco-
nomic possibilities in the Ottoman Empire equal to those of other European
countries, it was included into capitulations regime. On the other hand, this
treaty improved the development of Greek population and its economic growth
within the Ottoman Empire.

Ex facte the organic work method is not associated with the Megale
Idea, but in fact it is. It was usually used in periods when active policy was
impossible. In the 19" century the most exciting period for both trends was the
1870-1890s, when two parties dominated in the Greek political life. The first one
was a party of Coumoundouros - Deligianis. It represented the strata of rich
landowners, financial and commercial business. The second one was the Fifth
party of Tricoupis, which represented the industrial bourgeoisie, intellectuals
and prosperous peasantry'®. In the 1870s — early 1880s both parties tried to
accommodate themselves to political situation, they adjusted their programs
to rapidly changing circumstances. At that time the way of “the organic work”
was preferable. Internal reforms of Tricoupis, Coumoundouros and later Theot-
okis aimed at building a strong and really independent state. At the same time
they opened up necessary facilities for further territorial extension. Only the
international crises of 1877-78 and 1885-1886 provided the opportunities for
realizing the way of “the armed struggle”. But from the late 1880s both parties
passed on to well-defined guidelines: Tricoupis is identified with the way of “the
organic work”, meanwhile Deligianis with the way of “the armed struggle”. The
implementation of their programs was not effective. On the one hand, Tricoupis’
economic reforms badly damaged the finances of the Kingdom of Greece and led
it to bankruptcy. On the other hand, the Greek-Turkish war of 1897, provoked
by Deligianis and his government, was shamefully lost.

But the defeat of 1897 did not inflict any damage on the Megale Idea.
On the contrary its popularity increased. At the beginning of the 20" century
it influenced the Struggle in Macedonia with such figures as lon Dragoumis
and Germanos Caravangelis. Later (until the 1930s) Venizelos became the

10 Katepiva Mapdika-Ale§avbponouhou, «H eAnvikn kovwvia Ty enoxn tou X. TpikoUnny», Owerg
NG eEMnVvIKn¢ Kotvwviag tou 19ou aicdva, ABnva: Eotia, 1984. 0. 177-191.
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main bearer of the Megale Idea. For a small period he was a partisan of “the
organic work” method. Support of the army officers gave Venizelos a chance to
put through his large-scale program of reforms. In fact, Tricoupis has already
intended the implemented by Venizelos measures. By that time, however, the
“organic work” method became old-fashioned. Already in 1912 Greece became
a participant of an armed conflict in the Balkans. Two Balkan wars deprived the
Ottoman Empire of almost all its possessions in Europe and at the same time
rewarded Greece with new vast acquisitions. The Kingdom of Greece joined
South Epirus, 40 % of Macedonia, Crete and some other islands. It was a great
success of the Megale Idea. Since that point the Eastern Question has entered
anew stage: some Ottoman provinces were no more an object of its neighbors’
longing desires, but the very existence of the decrepit Empire now was in doubt.

For the next five years, following the events on the international scene,
Venizelos had to concentrate on the foreign policy. In 1917 he resumed the
reforms planned earlier, without missing an opportunity to get new territories.
The Sevres Treaty (1920) granting Constantinople and a part of Asia Minor to
the Greeks was the last success of Venizelos on the way of the actualization of
the Megale Idea as a program of the outward expansion. But the liberals lost
the 1920 parliamentary elections. The new government of Protopapadakis
organized a military expedition (1920-1922) to protect Greek population of Asia
Minor and satisfy the claims of Greece in accordance with the conditions of the
Sevres Treaty. The defeat of this expedition called “the catastrophe of Asia Minor”
tremendously affected all the future of Hellenism. The Greeks not only lost their
presence in Asia Minor, but also had to give up the hope of further acquiring
those territories. An exchange of populations’ agreement was an important term
of the peace treaty with Turkey (1923). After this ethno-territorial demarcation
Greece could not use any more the principle of unyoking the co-ethnics as a
fundamental of its foreign policy. The Megale Idea as a foreign-policy doctrine
met its Waterloo.

Though the Megale Idea was very popular with Greeks in the 19" and at
the beginning of the 20* century, it was not accepted unanimously. There was
another idea, i.e., of gradual transformation of the Ottoman Empire that had
its adherents too. It was based on an old hope of Christianization of the Muslim
Empire. It is known since the first years after the fall of Constantinople, when
Gennadius Scholarius had accepted his election as patriarch with hope that he
could convert the sultan. This hope proved to be vain, but the idea to Chris-
tianize the Empire did not disappear. It was reborn in the 18" century, when
the Phanariots were firmly integrated into the Ottoman ruling class. At that
time the idea of Christianization assumed an ethnic color and turned into the
idea of Hellenization of the Empire. A hundred years later, when the Tanzimat
reforms considerably enhanced the well being of the Greek population of the
Empire, this idea seemed to become reality. Moreover, there was a difference
between self-consciousness of the Greeks of the Kingdom of Greece and their
Ottoman compatriots. The first ones perceived themselves as Greeks and Hel-
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ladites, namely descendants of the ancient Hellenes and inhabitants of Greece
(Hellas). The other ones called themselves Romni and thought that they were
first of all successors of Byzantium (New Roman Empire). Their faith in further
Hellenization of the Empire contradicted with the idea of the Great Greece. At the
same time Greeks wanted to destroy the Ottoman Empire and build the Great
Greece on its ruins, Romni tried to save and modify it. This idea was familiar to
the inhabitants of the Kingdom of Greece too. A religious philosopher Apostolos
Makrakis promoted it in the middle of the 19" century. Earlier he had lived in
Constantinople and then moved to Greece where he acquired a lot of partisans'.

Later some Greek politicians accepted this idea too. One of its most
considerable partisans was Athanasios Souliotis-Nikolaidis. He was a career
officer and a diplomat too. He became a notable figure because of his activities
during the Struggle for Macedonia (1904-1908). When Greek consul in Thes-
salonica Lambros Koromilas founded the Greek secret society called Organi-
zation in that city, Nikolaidis became its top manager. It is well known that the
Organization tried to neutralize the Slav element in Macedonia and prepare
accession of this province to Greece'?. So all the activities of the Greek agents
on Macedonia might be seen as a valuable contribution to the implementation
of the Megale Idea. However, personal views of Nikolaidis were far from that. In
fact, he was an enemy of the Megale Idea in its Athenian interpretation. As we
can see from the brochure with the same name that he published in 1908 and
his diary'®, he had his own Megale Idea. It was the idea of revival of Byzantium
in place of the Ottorman Empire by its Hellenization from inside. He considered
the foreign policy of Athens incorrect. The outward expansion could result in
acquiring some important territories, but Greece could not expect unification of
all Greek lands in the Kingdom of Greece because of the other contenders - the
great powers and the other Balkan states. The Hellenization of the Ottoman
Empire could solve the problem. Some other Greek politicians, e.g. Nikolaidis’
friend and collaborator lon Dragoumis and his father, shared these views'.
These expectancies became popular especially after the Young Turk revolution.
Except Nikolaidis' conception there was another variant of transformation of the
Ottoman Empire: some Greeks discussed an idea of a dualistic Greek-Turkish
Empire with the capital in Constantinople such as Austria-Hungary 5.

After the Young Turk revolution the Struggle for Macedonia had finished,
but Nikolaidis started realization of his conception in Constantinople. There in
1908 he set up the Organization of Constantinople similar to the one in Thessa-

" John Nicolopoulos, “From Agathangelos to the Megale Idea: Russia and the Emergence of
Modern Greek Nationalism”, Balkan Studies, Vol. 26,1, Thessalonica, 1985, p. 54-55.

12 Duglas Dakin, The Greek struggle in Macedonia 1897-1913, Thessaloniki: Society for Macedonian
Studies - Institute for Balkan Studies, 1966, p. 198-220.

13" ABavdoiog Louhidtng-NikoAaibng, HugpoAdyiov tou lNpwrtou BaAkavikoU MoAéuou, Becoalovikn:
Etaipeia Makedovikwv Lnoudwv —18pupa pehetwv Xepoovinoou tou Aipou, 1962.

1% Duglas Dakin, The Greek struggle in Macedonia 1897-1913, Thessaloniki: Society for Macedonian
Studies - Institute for Balkan Studies, 1966, p. 382-383.

15 Andotolog ANe€avdpng, MoAitikal avapvioeig, Natpa, 1940, 0. 19.
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lonica. Besides that he decided to use legal forms of struggle and cooperated
with Greek political organization — Political Union of Greeks in Constantinople.
After the beginning of World War | Greek organizations in Constantinople were
destroyed by Turks. All hope of Hellenization of the Empire was lost. After the
Kemalist revolution it became clear that it was lost forever.

The Megale Idea reached its culmination during the Balkan Wars and the
final stage of World War I. Greece had made the largest accretion of its territory
then. But in 1922 a hard blow destroyed the Megale Idea in its traditional form
and determined the fate of the Greek and Turkish states for the next century.
After Lausanne Treaty (1923) and especially after Greek-Turkish Treatment
(1930) Greeks could not expect any territorial extension. Even Venizelos, one
of the greatest adherents of the Megale Idea, had to turn to the “organic work”
method but now without any perspective of the Great Greece. After reflecting
upon causes and effects of the catastrophe in Asia Minor, Greeks had to admit
that the Megale Idea in its traditional form, that we call a geographic'® one,
had no perspective. So they had to think over another state ideology and for-
eign-policy doctrine.

The interwar period gave us the first results of this intellectual work: a
regenerated Megale Idea in a new - civilizational — form. This new hypostasis of
the Megale Idea was a product of Metaxas’ regime characterized as paternalistic
benevolent dictatorship of the New Right'’. The dictator himself had formulated
his perception of the Megale Idea in “Epilog to 70 articles”, which concluded his
polemics with Venizelos on pages of Kathimerini (Oct.1934 — Jan.1935). There
he estimated the old Megale Idea as an aspiration for revival of Byzantium as
a Greek national empire. As the aim of this form of the Megale Idea was con-
solidation of all Greek lands in one state, Metaxas called it territorial'®. It was
a national liberation ideology of Greek people in the 19" century and it proved
itself progressive and creative until the beginning of the next century. Due to
the Megale Idea the Greeks had managed to create their own independent state
as a result of the War of Independence. Later they expanded it considerably
by annexing Thessaly, Macedonia, Crete and lonian Islands. Though with the
lapse of time the Megale Idea began to decay because of baneful influence of
western ideologies on Greek society. So it lost its authenticity and was used as
a trump card in political games. The other cause of its failure was an element
of self-destruction contained in the Megale Idea itself: “our mistake is that
we considered possible to get all the Greek nation into one state as the other
nations have done it""”.

16 We owe D.Tsakonas this term: Anpntpiog Todkwvag, EMnvikdtng, ABrva: ENAnvikd ypdupara,
1962, 0. 85.

'7 Constantine Sarandis, “The Ideology and Character of the Metaxas Regime”, The Metaxas
Dictatorship: Aspects of Greece, 1936-1940. Athens: Hellenic Foundation for Defence and Foreign
Policy (ELIAMEP), 1993, p. 167.

'8 lwavvng Meta&ac, H 1otopia tou EBvikoU Aixaopou (kat Tng HIKpaolatikng Kataotpo@ng). ABnva,
1935. 0. 380-382.

17 |bidem. X. 382.
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Metaxas in his reasoning proceeded from perception of the Greek nation
as unique and original, bearing no resemblance to other European nations. To
consolidate their nations modern Europeans invented some new ideologies like
liberalism, fascism or communism. But while the other European nations were
born over the last three centuries, the Greek one was much older. It had enriched
the humanity with two great civilizations — Ancient Greek and Byzantine ones.
They were both based on the same fundamental principle, namely cultural unity.
As for a united state, the ancient Greeks never had one, while the Byzantine
Empire was a result of specific medieval conditions. In this context Metaxas
spoke about the Third Greek civilization®. It had to follow the Ancient Greek
and Byzantine ones and to be based upon super-ethnic cultural unity. But first
of all an internal problem of the Greek nation had to be solved, that is one of
the ethnic schism known as confrontation of venizelism and antivenizelism. Its
main cause was a large-scale expansion of Greece without adequate measures
to ensure socio-political homogenization of populations. Therefore, the matter
of schism was a contradiction between the old Helladites and the Greeks of the
newly acquired lands, who later joined refugees from Kemalist Turkey.

This form of the Megale Idea neither wanted territorial extension of Greece,
nor confined itself to the “organic work”. Modern Greeks must fulfill their histor-
ical mission: to be a leader of other peoples as it was in previous époques. This
point could be reached by establishing cultural, economic and political influence
of Greece in other countries. The idea did not concern large and powerful states
such as Germany or France, but had as its objective first of all neighboring Balkan
states, then Near East and South Africa. Their peoples were closely related to
the Greek world from at least Byzantine time?'. It was necessary to reestablish
Greek influence in these regions for creating strong and powerful Greece. Done,
it would open new opportunities for Greek economy and guarantee stability to
the main body of new civilization, namely the Greek state. The Metaxas’ theory
could become a state ideology though not so advanced as the old Megale Idea,
but it did not manage to evolve into a long-time foreign-policy doctrine because
of short lifetime of the regime. We could see it in action when World War I
began. A successful mobilization of human, military and economic resources
guaranteed a long-time successful resistance to ltalian intervention. It was a
unique example of half a year resistance to fascist aggression that demonstrated
a small and weak Balkan country.

The period of Fascist occupation and subsequent civil wars gave no chances
to any form of the Megale Idea. But when a relative stability was attained,
an opportunity for its revival appeared. The idea of strong Greece became
more and more popular with different social strata, first of all, army officers.

2 Metaxas expressed his views in his speeches and diary published many years after his death:
lwdvvng Meta&ag, To mpoownikd Tou npepoAdyto, T. 1 — 4, ABhva:Ikapog, 1964.

21 A contemporary of Metaxas historian P.Karolides considered Christian peoples of Near East
to be descendants of the ancient Greeks of Hellenistic and earlier (even Minoan) époques. See:
Mauhog KapoAidng, Zuyxpovog totopia twv EMAvwy kat twv Aotnwv Aawyv tng AvatoAng. Ané 1821
uéxpt 1921. T.1-3. Ev ABnvaig, 1922-1923.
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The escalation of the Cyprus question and the internal political crisis stimu-
lated their consolidation. The interpretation of the Cyprus question in Greece
was based on traditional for the Megale Idea perception of Greece as a state
including all Greek lands. But the succession of events did not legitimize these
expectations and entailed deterioration of relations between the king and the
parliament. Colonels’ dictatorship took the place of parliamentary democracy
and this new regime created its own vision of strong and great Greece?. The
ideology of this regime had a revolutionary form and tried to connect itself with
historical revolution of 1821. As far as revolution of 1821 had a national revival
as its object, it was a key point of Colonels’ regime ideology. An old Masonic
symbol of Phoenix, which was commonly used by Philiki Etaireia during the
War of Independence, now was reborn as a symbol of national revival of Greece.
This new ideology had much in common with Metaxas’ one. There were only
two main differences: use of revolutionary entourage and involvement of the
Orthodox Church in its implementation.

At the same time one more variant of the Megale Idea was brought for-
ward. It was created by I.Romanides?® and G.Metallinos?* and improved in the
following decades. We call it Romeic theory. It was based on an original historical
and philosophical conception. It postulated that there was no need of creating
any new Greek civilization because the old one had not been destroyed. With
the Roman conquest it had acquired a new quality: it became formally Roman,
informally Greek and got more other peoples involved in it. Greek civilization
was single and continuous from the prehistoric period up to modern times.
Both modern Greeks were the same as ancient ones and Modern Greek civ-
ilization that already exists is the same as Ancient and Byzantine. Even the
Ottomans did not destroy it. The problem is not to create a new civilization, but
to purify the existing one from every alien element. The decline of Greek-Roman
(Romeic) civilization began under the Ottoman domination with spreading of
West European world-view and culture. It was destructive for Greek traditional
values, culture and education. So Greeks began to lose their uniqueness and

22 The Colonels paid great attention to propaganda of their ideology, so there is no lack in sources. The
most important one is multivolume collected speeches of the dictatorship’s leader G.Papadopulos:
lewpylog Manadénoulog, To motedw pag. T. 1-7, ABrhva: Ekdoéoelg Mevikng AiedBuvong Tunou,
1968-72. The following are very useful too: lewpylog Mewpyalag, H ideoloyia tng Enavaocrdoewg,
ABnva, 1971; BeopuAaktog Manakwvotavtivou, MoAitikn aywyn, ABhnva: Kapnavag, 1970.

2 | Romanides expressed some points of this theory in his essays and monographs in 1950-1980s,
especially in: lwavvng Pwpavibng, H Aoyuartikn kat XupuBoAiki) Ogodoyia tng OpBoboou KaBoAikrg
EkkAnaiag, Beaoalovikn: Ekddoelg Moupvapa, 1973; Tou 16iou, Pwunoauvn — Pwpavia - PoupeAn,
Beooalovikn: Ekbdaoelg Moupvapa, 1975; loannes Romanides, Franks, Romans, Feudalism and
Doctrine, an interplay between Theology and Society, Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 1981. The most
complete edition of his ideas is: lwadvvng Pwpaviéng, Pwunoodvn - Pwpavia - Poupen, Becoalovikn:
Ek660¢e1¢ Moupvapa, 2002.

% G.Metallinos added some new details to Romanides’ conception. His main works on the topic
are: [ewpylog MetaA\nvag, Toupkokparia: ot EMnveg atnv OBwpavikn autokparopia, ABnva: Akpitag,
1998; Tou biou, EkkAnaia kat noAiteia atnv opB6oén napadoon, Abnva: Appdg, 2000; Tou 1biou,
Qwropaxikd — Avtipwropaxikd. To pwg tou [Navayiou Tapou atov Sidhoyo Alapwrtiopou — OpBoboéiag,
ABnva: Katontpo - lotopntig, 2001.
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national character and to transform into imitators of European culture. One
more original point of the Romeic theory says that the Greeks were not unique
exponents of their civilization. There was a Greek Kulturkreis, to which other
Orthodox peoples belonged. It began to disintegrate as a result of growing
national consciousness of the Orthodox population in the Balkans and then in
Near East. Greeks themselves were initiators of this process. Hostility of the
European countries to Orthodoxy and the Greekness was another factor that
significantly contributed to it. But Greek civilization was not completely destroyed,
so it might be regenerated. The Romeic model of national revival concerned
political aspects more than cultural ones. Regenerated Romeic civilization was
conceived as a kind of voluntary federation including all the peoples that were
formerly its members. Relations between them would be the same, i.e., Greeks
would play the leading role meanwhile all the members would have common
Romeic consciousness instead of their national one. The internal constitution
of this civilization-state would be rather different form modern European real-
ities. The authors of the Romeic theory refused the principle of separation of
powers fundamental in modern political science and suggested the restoration
of Byzantine principle of symphony of powers. So the Orthodox Church would
play a great role in this construction. The long-run prospects of its evolution
would involve the Western Europe and revive of the Great Roman Empire.
The Romeic oecumene would include the USA and Australia too. Though the
Romeic theory was well constructed and had a theoretical ground, it had little
in common with real political life.

Finally, we can say that the Eastern Question has been of the utmost
importance for Greece from its very beginning up to nowadays. It influenced
Greek political, economic and cultural life as well as its foreign policy to a great
extent. For Greeks the future of the Ottoman Empire was closely connected with
the destiny of their own state. The idea of the Great Greece, the Megale Idea,
that became a state ideology, interpreted the Eastern Question in a favorable
for Greeks manner. The weakening Ottoman Empire became an object of expan-
sion for the growing Greek state with building of the Great Greece within the
Byzantine borders as the ultimate goal. Both methods of its implementation,
the “armed struggle” and the “organic work”, pointed towards this long-run
objective. Meanwhile the Ottoman Greeks hoped to regenerate Byzantiumin a
different way, i.e., by Hellenization of the Ottoman Empire. The Megale Idea as
a foreign-policy doctrine failed in 1922, but it has been repeatedly reborn as a
theoretic construction with two attempts to ground a new state ideology on it.
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0z
Atinali Politikacilarin Bizans Rilyasi (XIX-XX. Yiizyillar)

Yunan Kralligi'nin siyasi eliti Dogu Sorunu’nu kendilerine gore yorumladi ve
Yunan saydiklari topraklarin tek bir devlet catisi altinda birlesmesi beklentisine
girdiler. Megalo idea'da kavramsallastirilan bu algi kendi amaclari, yéntemleri
ve karsitliklara sahipti. Ayni zamanda 19. ylzyil boyunca 1922'ye kadar Yunan
dis politikasinin belirleyici unsuru oldu ve daha sonra bu ideali yeniden canlan-
dirmak icin iki defa girisimde bulundu.

Anahtar kelimeler: Balkan calismalari, Modern Yunan calismalari, Megalo
idea, Yunan-Turk iliskileri, Dogu Sorunu
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Abstract

As a great power and a member of the Concert of Europe, Austria-Hungary was an in-
dispensable element of the pre-World War | international system. Therefore, professional
diplomats and academic community of the Entente powers (Russia, Great Britain and France)
attached a substantial importance to a foreign policy of the Danube Monarchy, a participant
of the hostile Triple Alliance. Due to multiethnic composition of Austria-Hungary, its gov-
ernment attributed exacerbation of national issues within the empire, inter alia the South
Slav question, to unfavorable Balkan environment, namely a rise of the Serbian Kingdom.
Diplomats and scholars of the Entente powers managed to outline core factors which caused
a regionalization of the Austro-Hungarian foreign policy.

Key words: Austria-Hungary, Serbia, Russia, France, Great Britain, Balkans, Entente,
Triple Alliance, Southern Slav question.

Alfred Dumaine, the French ambassador in Vienna, labelled a one-direction foreign
policy of Austria-Hungary, with a phrase of the Roman senator Cato the Elder: “Carthage
must be destroyed”.! But unlike Cato, who called for a complete destruction of the geopo-
litical rival and spreading Roman domination over the Mediterranean, ruling circles of the
Danube Monarchy pursued more moderate goals. They sought an annihilation of Serbia, a
small country in the Balkans. This regionalization of the Austro-Hungarian foreign policy
could not be ignored by the Entente powers. It was subjected to a scrupulous analysis of
Russian, British, and French diplomats as well as of humanitarian intellectuals, deeply
immersed in history and politics of South-Eastern Europe. This interest was due to a fact
that Austria-Hungary was an indispensable element of Europe’s alliance system of the
early 20" century. Correct information regarding the Monarchy’s internal turbulence gave
a clue for a proper understanding of its international behavior.

A structure of their strategic, military, political and economic interests defined a
different degree to which Britain, Russia and France were preoccupied with Balkan affaires.
However, this heterogeneous perception of the Dual Monarchy helps us to form a more
nuanced picture of decision making process within Austria-Hungary. Attention of the
Entente diplomats and scholars was attached to three major sets of issues. The first set
encompassed national perplexities within the Danube Monarchy with special stress on
the South Slav question. The second group of problems covered an interrelation between
real and illusionary threats to Austro-Hungarian security in the Balkans. The third one
dealt with Vienna's cooperation with its Triple Alliance partners —Berlin and Rome - as
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well as Monarchy's eventual offensive against Serbia. A purpose of the paper
is to understand how the Entente powers interpreted the above-mentioned
problems, hence these interpretations shaped their behavioral strategies during
the July crisis of 1914.

The Habsburg Monarchy was for a long time a preponderant force in the
north-west part of the Balkan peninsula due to combination of historical, civ-
ilizational and geopolitical factors. Western observers highlighted mediatory
functions of Austria-Hungary in the interaction between Balkan peoples and
outer-European world. The French military expert of the late 19'" century lieu-
tenant-colonel A. Niox called Austria-Hungary a nexus between the Balkans
and “European civilization”,? while R. W. Seton-Watson, a prominent specialist
in Slavonic studies, known for his anti-Habsburg activities during WWI, stated
that it was a mission of the Dual Monarchy “with its many races” to present a
true European culture in South-Eastern Europe.’

Foreign ambitions of Austria-Hungary were limited to one region, com-
paring to those of other great powers. The Dual Monarchy associated its great
power status with a capacity to dominate in the Balkans. However, a rise of
Serbia and augmentation of its role in inter-Balkan relations were perceived
by the Austro-Hungarian establishment as an obstacle towards hegemony in
South-Eastern Europe. Considerations of wider Balkan strategy along with fragile
domestic stability pushed Vienna and Budapest to look at Serbian Kingdom as
a menace to national security of the Monarchy. This alarmist mood seemed to
be backed up by the Serbian aspiration for an independent foreign policy. Serbia
was supposed to stimulate irredentist tendencies in South Slav provinces of
Austria-Hungary.

The Bosnian crisis of 1908-1909 transformed the South Slav question
into the key domestic and international dilemma of the Danube Monarchy. It is
hard to disagree with A.J.P. Taylor who noted that having annexed Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Austria-Hungary did not settle the Yugoslav problem but created it:

...Aehrenthal (Monarchy’s Minister for foreign affairs — 0.A.) taught
the Serbs to be Yugoslavs... The Bosnian crisis did not humiliate
Serbia, though it ended in her defeat; it humiliated Austria-Hungary,
for it pulled her down to the Serb level.

Vienna, in its turn, was inclined to advertise an outcome of the Bosnian
crisis as a foreign policy success. The Russian liberal newspaper Rech referred
to Aehrenthal’'s words that incorporation of Bosnia had made the Habsburg
Monarchy “a Balkan power”.5 Thereby, occupation and annexation of the former

2 G. L. Niox, Géographie militaire. Autriche-Hongrie et péninsule des Balkans, Paris: L. Baudoin,
1887, p. VI.

3 R.W.Seton-Watson, The Southern Slav Question and the Habsburg Monarchy, New York: Fertig,
1969, p. VIII.

4 A.J.P.Taylor, The Habsburg Monarchy, 1809-1918: A History of the Austrian Empire and Austria-
Hungary, London: Hatmish Hamilton, 1948, p. 217.

® Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Rossiiskoi Federatsii (hereafter - GARF) [The State Archive of the Russian
Federation], fond 539 (V. V. Vodovozov), opis 1, delo 3, list 8.



Olga AGANSON 51

Ottoman vilayet reflected Austria-Hungary's intention to fix its core role in the
political developments of the Balkans.

However, hegemonic designs of the Danube Monarchy collided with regional
realities. As the grave international crises of the late 19" and early 20" century
(the Eastern crisis 1875-78 and the Balkan Wars 1912-13) had proved, a rise
of national movements in European Turkey and resolution of the local small
states to implement their national programs were a crucial factor for “regional
building” in the Balkans. As a result, the multinational Ottoman Empire stopped
being a pillar of the Balkan regional order. A question concerning existence of
another multiethnic empire in South-Eastern Europe remained open.

European observers did not consider Austria-Hungary, unlike Turkey, to
be a doomed empire, or terminally “sick man of Europe”. A vague but rather
optimistic forecast given by the Russian publicist Vasilevsky to the destinies of
the Habsburg monarchy in 1906 remained up-to-date in 1914: “It is impossible
to predict whether it would collapse to pieces or it would be centralized. It is
more correct to request whether Austria was declining or whether it had yet
been rearranged. ™ This vision was partly shared by H. W. Steed, The Times cor-
respondent in Vienna. He revealed Austria-Hungary’s capacity to resist internal
and external challenges, and pointed at its hidden vital forces.”

This mild treatment of Monarchy’s internal conditions owed to its long-last-
ing viability. The latter was due to smooth interaction of political, social and
economic institutions of the Danube Empire such as dynasty and aristocracy,
bureaucracy and army, Catholic Church as well as a common imperial market.
Nevertheless, by the beginning of the 20t century national awakening of peoples
inhabiting Austria-Hungary and growth of their economic capacity diminished
integrating potential of the above-mentioned institutions.® Centrifugal tendencies
became a prime topic of the Monarchy’s political discourse. It was immensely
exacerbated by the Balkan Wars. On the one hand, Serbia and Romania, states
adjacent to Austria-Hungary, enlarged their territories and strengthened their
international standing, thus challenging Monarchy’s Balkan policy. On the other
hand, Austro-Hungarian government had to take into consideration a feedback
of its Romanian and South Slav subjects as regards military victories of their
brothers on the other side of the border. A situation was worsened by a split
within Austro-Hungarian ruling elite. A lack of consensus of how to reform a
system of dualism hindered articulation of a balanced policy towards the Bal-
kans. Foreign observes fixed a tight correlation between domestic instability
and international behavior of Austria-Hungary, and it was a crux of the matter.
Pointing out a blurring line between internal and external politics of the Danube
Monarchy, Sir Eyre Crowe, assistant under-secretary of State for Foreign Affairs,
instructed British ambassador in Vienna and consul-general in Budapest to

¢ L. M. Vasilevsky, Avstro-Vengriia. Politicheskii stroi i natsionalnie voprosy [Austria-Hungary.
Political order and National Questions], Saint-Petersburg, 1906, p. 51-52.

7 H.W. Steed, The Hapsburg Monarchy, London: Constable and Company Ltd., 1914, p. 282-283.
8 Oscar Jaszi, The Dissolution of the Habsburg Monarchy, Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1929,
p. 133.
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prepare monthly reports covering local developments.? Crowe’s approach was
similar to that of the Russian chargé d'affaires in Vienna Prince Koudashev who
stated that in case of Austria-Hungary “it is difficult to omit those facts which
should not have been mentioned in diplomatic dispatches from any other coun-
try”."® Therefore, both diplomats supposed that it was necessary to understand
perturbations that were taking place on the Austro-Hungarian political scene
as they could have imprint on the Monarchy’s foreign policy.

National controversies, which were breaking asunder the Empire of the
Habsburgs, were a common place in reflections of the Entente diplomats and
intellectuals. Such issues as a dual system, language question, suffrage reformin
Transleithanien, Italian, Romanian and South Slav irredentism were not unknown
to wider European public. Even this half-full list demonstrated multi-dimension
of the national question and its projection on the foreign policy of the Empire.

No one would deny that the political existence of the Danube Monarchy
revolved around the pivot of nationalism. Whereas throughout the bulk of the
19* century Austro-Hungarian antagonism shaped a domestic politics, the
early 20" century witnessed a rise of questions regarding a status and rights of
non-German and non-Magyar peoples. National disputes within the Hungarian
part of the Monarchy were the most troubled issue as Serbs, Croats, Slovaks
were oppressed by Magyarization. According to Seton-Watson, “it is not much
to say that the racial question in Hungary reacts upon all problems of the Near
East, and that the manner of its solution will exercise a decisive influence upon
the balance of power in the Balkans”."

It was evident that Austro-Hungarian establishment had to launch a
reorganization of the Empire’s political system putting it on a more rational and
modern basis. One of the possible modernization scenarios was a transformation
of Austria-Hungary from Dual to Triple Monarchy with Slavs possessing equal
rights with Germans and Magyars. British diplomats extensively reported about
such projects. As for the South Slav aspect of the Triality, various reform schemes
proposed to form a South Slav Kingdom through uniting Croatia-Slavonia, Dal-
matia, Istria, Bosnia and Herzegovina. It meant separation of Croatia-Slavonia
from Hungary. The British consul in Budapest Grant Duff attached a significant
importance to special memorandum prepared by the former member of the
Croatian Diet Mr. Zagorac and member of the Austrian Reichsrat Sefordic. They
both referred to the Patent of the Emperor dated 26 February 1861, where Franz
Joseph “held out hope of future union of Dalmatia to Croatia and Slavonia thus
restoring of the ancient Kingdom Croatia-Slavonia-Dalmatia”.'? Considering a

? The National Archives, Kew, UK (hereafter - TNA), FO 120/894/636, Crowe to Cartwright,
23.12.1912; FO 371/1297/12, Min. by Crowe, 29.03.1912.

10 Arkhiv vneshnei politiki Rossiiskoi imperii (hereafter - AVPRI) [The Archive of the foreign policy
of the Russian Empire], f. 172 (Embassy in Vienna), op. 514/2, d. 859, l. 140, a dispatch of the chargé
d’affaires in Vienna, 28.08/11.09. 1913.

" R. W. Seton-Watson, Racial Problems in Hungary, London: Archibald Constable and Co Ltd.,
1908, p. 418.

12 TNA. FO 371/1296/206-208. Grant Duff to Grey. 9.02.1912.
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fact that Hungarians did not exceed a combined number of other nationalities
populated Transleithanien, Budapest furiously criticized any initiatives that
could deprive Magyars of their privileged position within the dual system.'®
That's why the Heir-Apparent Franz Ferdinand who supported federalization
schemes, was a persona non-grata among Hungarian nobility.

London considered a prospective Serbo-Croatian cooperation the most
decisive factor for resisting a Hungarian pressure. At the beginning of 1912
British consuls in Ragusa (Dubrovnik) and Sarajevo reported on joint Serbian
and Croatian demonstrations condemning suppressive measures of the Hun-
garian authorities and manifesting a solidarity with their kin-brothers living
in Transleithanien. Such actions commonly ended in burning of the Hungarian
flag.' However, British diplomats and intellectuals looked upon constructive
Serbo-Croatian cooperation as an unclear and dubious matter. Evaluating
effectiveness of these manifestations, the British consul in Sarajevo stated that
“they help to show how deeply the love of politics is ingrained in the Southern
Slavs, how effervescent they are and how hopelessly divided by their religions”.!®
This phrase echoed earlier conclusion of Seton-Watson who supposed that
historic memories of medieval “empires” of Zvonimir and Stefan Dusan were
incompatible.' Therefore, the Yugoslav question being theoretically destructive
for the stability of the Danube Empire did not menace its territorial integrity.

Meanwhile, redrawing the map of South-Eastern Europe during the Balkan
wars of 1912-1913 had a profound impact on the realignment of forces within
Austria-Hungary. Along with excitement among the Serbian population of the
Empire and its eagerness to join the Serbian army, one could fix an overall rise
of the Yugoslav movement. Moreover, the Slav subjects of the Habsburgs did
not conceal their pro-Serbian sympathies. The Paris journal Revue des deux
mondes described a scene where a Czech infantry threw out a gun shouting “Vive
la Serbie”."” Transferring these alarming tendencies to the Balkan situation, the
Austro-Hungarian government had to keep army in combat readiness. A partial
mobilization was carried out. As the majority of the reservists had not been
dismissed, a lot of adult men were distracted from their working places. This
laid additional burden on the Austro-Hungarian budget and damaged economic
condition of the Empire, as reported the Russian consul in Budapest Priklonsky.'®

13 The prominent Russian (Soviet) military expert marshal Boris Shaposhnikov referred to a following
statistics of the ethnic composition of the Hungarian Kingdom: Hungarians - 45,4%, Germans —
11,1%, Slovaks - 10,5%, Ruthenians — 2,2%, Serbs and Croats — 14,2%, Romanians - 14,5%. B.
A. Shaposhnikov, Mozg Armii, vol. 1, Moscow, Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo. Otdel
voennoi literaturi, 1927.

14 TNA, FO 371/1296/271-272, Lucas Shedwell to Cartwright. 22.01.1912; FO 371/1296/281,
Freeman to Grey, 26.02.1912.

15 lbidem.

16 R.W Seton-Watson, Die Zukunft Osterreich-Ungarns und die Haltung der Grossmdchte, Leipzig:
Franz Deuticke, 1908, p. 31.

17 R. Pinon, ‘L'Autriche et la guerre balkanique’, Revue des deux mondes : recueil de la politique,
de l'administration et des meeurs, période 6, t. 13, p. 592.

18 AVPRI, f. 172, op. 514/2, d. 605, L. 4, Priklonskii to Giers, 13/26.02.1913.
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Moreover, the Austro-Hungarian authorities pushed matters from bad to
worse applying martial measures. According to the British consul in Sarajevo
Freeman, spy fever reached an apogee in Bosnia: a local administration instigated
detention of innocent civilians.!? His Russian colleague Igilstorm compared the
province with an armed camp. Troops were accommodated in colleges, muse-
ums and other public buildings. This heavy atmosphere pushed the Entente
observers to further reflections and inquiries. They tried to understand to what
extent these bellicose actions were justified. In other words, were these fears
grounded, or were they intentionally exaggerated by the Austro-Hungarian
officials to have a free hand in tackling the Serbian question?

The French and British diplomats supposed that territorial extension of
the Serbian kingdom put the Danube Monarchy in stalemate. In this light the
war was perceived as the only means to curb centrifugal tendencies within the
Empire. The French ambassador Dumaine stated that the Serbian vigorous
movement towards Adriatic provoked Vienna's fervent desire to wipe of the
map this Slav Kingdom.?® Unlike the French diplomat, who had been noticed for
his pro-Serbian feelings, the British representatives in Belgrade and Vienna, F.
Cartwright and R. Paget, found Austro-Hungarian military alert reasonable and
predicted disastrous consequences for the Monarchy in case of its passive stance.
Incorporation of the Sanjak into Serbia was supposed to block Austro-Hungar-
ian expansion towards Salonika while acquiring a seaport in the Adriatic could
weaken economic dependence of Serbian kingdom from its powerful northern
neighbour. These unfavourable developments were predicted to strike a heavy
blow to the Austro-Hungarian prestige, and an eventual outcome would have
been a secession of the South Slav provinces from the Danube Monarchy and
their unification with Serbia and Montenegro.?' Therefore, the British Foreign
Secretary Sir Edward Grey and his permanent-assistant Sir Arthur Nicolson
supposed that Vienna was partly right threatening to stop Serbian expansion
using military measures.?

These views of the Foreign Office high profile officials indicated several
critical issues of that time international relations: perplexities of coexistence
of a great power and small states within one region, limits of a great power’s
expansion and tutelage, and a small state’s right to defend its sovereignty and
nationalinterests. It is not uninteresting that professional diplomats and human-
itarian intellectuals had different approaches to the above-mentioned questions.
In conformity to widespread concepts, F. Cartwright was not inclined to interpret
Austro-Hungarian hawkish policy towards Serbia as an expression of aggres-
siveness. In his opinion, like other great powers, the Danube Monarchy used “le
droit de voisinage” to maintain an order in its “backyard”, that was the western
part of the Balkan peninsula. According to the British diplomat, It meant that,

% TNA, FO 120/911, Freeman to Palairet, 9.02.1913.

2 A. Dumaine, op. cit., p. 45-46.

21 British Documents on the Origins of the War 1898 -1914 (hereafter — BD), vol. 9 (2). London,
1934, N2 104. Paget to Nicolson, 2.11.1912; N2347, Paget to Grey, 19.12.1912.

22 BD, vol. 9 (2), N2 176, Paget to Grey, 26.11.1912, Minutes by Nicolson and Grey.



Olga AGANSON 55

a great power cannot allow herself to be annoyed by the anarchy
prevailing in, or by the inflated ambitions of a small neighboring
country: it is on this principle that Russia claims the right to interfere
in Manchuria, Mongolia and Northern Persia... Austria therefore
cannot understand why this right should be denied to her as regards
Servia, and she claims to be treated in this respect on the same
footing as other great powers.?

On the contrary, the British and French scholar and journalists stated
that the Balkan Wars engendered new tendencies in international relations
having revealed viability of the small states, their determination to fight for
their national ideals. It was especially true about Serbia. In one of his articles
for “The Fortnightly Review” Seton-Watson described national revival of the
Serbian Kingdom as the most remarkable feature of the modern Balkan history.?
Austria-Hungary was criticized for its unwillingness to accept changes in the
international life. The French journalist René Pinot characterized the Balkan
policy of Austria-Hungary as primitive and abundant with stereotypes. Pinot
noted sarcastically that “it is talked about Serbia’s resistance in Austria in the
same way as the French talk about mutiny in Dahomey”.?

It was common for the British and French periodicals to present Vienna as
a defeated side in the Balkan Wars. Meanwhile, the Habsburg monarchy did not
lose territories, and its hardline policy of the war brinkmanship bore fruit in form
of the independent Albanian state. So, what was a cause of such discrepancy
between a “real” situation and its assessment in the press? Pinot, Steed and
Seton-Watson argued that outcomes of the Balkan Wars, and particularly a
rise of Serbia, though being an external event as regarded the Dual Monarchy,
destabilized its political organism.? Serbia, “this constant object of derision for
the Viennese bureaucracy”, became a centre of gravity for the South Slavs of
the empire.?” And enhancement of the gravitational field between the Yugoslav
core — Serbia — and the Yugoslav elements within Austria-Hungary threatened to
explode the latter from within. However, unlike the laws of physics, the British
and French experts considered the major reason of Yugoslav movement not
only formation of the powerful core, but to a greater degree a weakening and
collapse of former political ties and structures within the Habsburg Monarchy as
well as inclination of its ruling circles to ignore this process. Whereas politicians
were impotent to control physical forces, Vienna, as it seemed to the Entente
observers, was apt to prevent Southern Slav gravitation towards the Serbian
Kingdom by initiating transformation of the Dual Monarchy.?

2 TNA, FO 800/358/82-83, Cartwright to Nicolson, 27.08.1912.

% R.W. Seton-Watson, ‘New Phases of the Balkan Question,” The Contemporary Review, vol. 104,
1913, p. 323-225.

% R. Pinon, op. cit., p. 585.

% H.W Steed, op. cit., p. 282. As Steed recollected, throughout the empire it was a widespread belief
that the victory of the Balkan allies over Turkey stroke a mortal blow to the Habsburg Monarchy.
7 R. Pinon, op. cit., p. 588-596.

% R.W. Seton-Watson, ‘New Phases of the Balkan Question’, p. 328.
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Using abstract categories like “national revival” and “moral right” goes
within a sphere of the humanitarian community, while Foreign and War Min-
istries are responsible for key decision making. The Entente diplomats were
mostly preoccupied with how a shift of balance of power in South-Eastern
Europe would influence general strategy of Austria-Hungary, both in terms of
its further steps in the Balkans and its interaction with the Dreibund partners
- Germany and Italy.

After the Second Balkan War a political landscape of South-Eastern Europe
was dominated by a coalition of Serbia, Greece and Romania striving for the
maintenance of regional status-quo. Creation of counterweight to this coalition
seemed of a vital importance to the Austro-Hungarian decision-makers. They
aimed at utmost weakening Serbia through undermining its internal stability.
This Slav Kingdom had to integrate new territories populated by non-Serbian
nations. The tool for implementation of this policy was a revisionism of Bulgaria
and Albania, which had territorial disputes with Serbia as well as Bulgarian and
Albanian elements incorporated into the Serbian kingdom in the aftermath of
the Balkan Wars. The Russian diplomats reported that Austria-Hungary had
supplied generously the Albanians with arms.?

Vienna tried to find an appropriate pretext that would justify its intervention
in Albania in the eyes of other great powers. Having emerged as an independ-
ent state during the London conference of ambassadors in December of 1912,
the Albanian principality functioned under the auspices of the great powers,
responsible for elaboration of its administration, finance and security system. The
newly-fledged principality was torn out by the factional strife. According to the
Russian military intelligence, the Danube Monarchy was going to launch a wide
agitation in Albania in order “to trigger domestic complications in this country
which were to create a pretext for intervention”.** Moreover, the Austro-Hungarian
government looked for an opportunity to send its troops to Albania if Serbo-Al-
banian frontier conflict continued to aggravate. Belgrade wanted a rectification
of the Serbian south-west border in accordance of its vision of security while
the opposing side claimed territories populated by Albanians but granted by the
great powers to Serbs during the London conference.’' The Ballplatz supposed
that Austria-Hungary's traditional protection of the Catholic Albanians and its
participation in establishment of the Albanian principality enabled the Monarchy
to switch to more assertive actions to ensure independence of Albania in case
of a third party’s intention to violate it. New clashes that had outburst along
the Serbo-Albanian frontier in October 1913 prepared, as it seemed in Vienna,
feasible ground for a unilateral showdown of the Dual Monarchy. It presented

% AVPRI, f. 151 (Politarkhiv), op. 482, d. 2281, L. 77. Dispatch of the Commissioner in Albania,
29.12.1913;

% Rossiiskii Gosudarstvennyi voenno-istoricheskii arkhiv (hereafter - RGVIA) [The Russian State
military-historical archive], f. 2000, op. 15, d. 324, L. 76, 18.05.1913.

31 P. A. Iskenderov, Serbia, Tchernogoriia i Albanskii vopros v nachale 20 veka, Saint-Petersburg:
Aleteia, 2013.
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Belgrade an ultimatum demanding to evacuate the Albanian territory.* Prince
Koudashev, the Russian chargé daffaires in Vienna, outlined threefold goal of
the “power diplomacy” practiced by Count Berchtold, the Austro-Hungarian
Minister for Foreign Affairs. First, he wanted Belgrade “to feel the might” of the
neighbouring empire, namely to mark the limits of Serbia’s territorial expan-
sion. Second, Berchtold hoped to raise prestige of the Habsburg Monarchy in
Europe through imposing on the Balkan player its rules of the game. Third, this
demarche was made to satisfy Austro-Hungarian public opinion which was far
from approving Balkan policy of the Ballplatz.*® Both the Russian diplomats and
military experts stressed Berchtold’s risky manner of dealing with the Albanian
issue as it could provoke interference of Italy which acted simultaneously as
a European ally and Balkan rival of the Monarchy. Rome’s intervention would
have led Italian occupation of Southern Albania. This eventuality meant Italy’s
domination on the both shores of the Adriatic. But Vienna could not tolerate
Adriatic Sea becoming an “Italian lake”.>*

The Balkan Wars highlighted another alarming facet of Austria-Hungary's
politics: a factor of the public opinion began to exercise a substantial influence
over the Monarchy’s decision-making process. The Russian and British diplomats
reported that the fiercest debates concerning Vienna's Balkan entanglements
broke out in Transleithanien. Hungarian delegations exposed Berchtold to hard
criticism for not having conducted a coherent and persistent policy during the
Balkan Wars. He was blamed for failing to defend Monarchy’s vital interests
in the region and excessive war expenditures caused by partial mobilization.®
Some representatives of the Hungarian opposition even urged the Government to
revise the Monarchy’s alliance obligations: to loosen ties with the Dreibund and
to move towards a rapprochement with the Entente. The most active proponent
of these views was Count Mihaly Karolyi, a leader of the Party of Independence.3

A press of Transleithanien mirrored a disappointment of the Hungarian
public opinion in Vienna’s approaches to the Balkans as well as a lack of con-
sensus within Hungarian society regarding foreign policy issues. The Russian
consul-general in Budapest Priklonskii fixed two main tendencies in the press
coverage of the Austro-Hungarian policy in the Balkans: on the one hand,
adherence to the confrontation with Russia and its Balkan “protégé” (Serbia and
Montenegro) and, on the other hand, condemnation of this provocative stance.
The Budapest media drew a line between national interests of Hungary and that
of the Danube Monarchy: “Our Fatherland is Hungary, but not the Monarchy; the

32 0.l. Aganson, ‘Global'noe videnie lokal'noi problemy: podhody Velikobritanii k uregulirovaniiu
albanskogo voprosa v nachale 20 veka’, in Nezavisimost’ Albanii v obshebalkanskom kontekste.
K 100-letiiu obrazovaniia Albanskogo gosudarstva, Moscow: Institut slavianovedeniia RAN, 2014,
p. 269.

3 AVPRI, f. 172, op. 514/2, d. 859, L. 199, a dispatch of the chargé d'affaires in Vienna, 10/23.10.1913.
3 AVPRI, f. 172, op. 514/2, d. 859, L. 160 (reverse), a dispatch of the chargé d'affaires in Vienna,
12.09.1913.

% TNA, FO 371/1898/412, Max Mueller to Grey, 5.01.1914.

% TNA, FO 371/1898/477, Summary of political events in Hungary during the month of May,
8.06.1914.
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more powerful is the Monarchy, the weaker is our Fatherland”.?’ Vienna had to
validate its Balkan policy and demonstrate community of interest in the region
between the Austrian and Hungarian parts of the Empire. It meant that narrow-
ing positions of Transleithanien and Cisleithanien depended on deterioration
of the situation in the Balkans, as Budapest and Vienna needed to consolidate
their efforts in order to repel Serbian threat using military methods. Thus, as
reports of the Entente diplomats revealed, the public opinion of Austria-Hungary
rendered decision making of the government more unpredictable.

Meanwhile, in the opinion of the Russian diplomats and military agents,
there were constraints that prevented Vienna from starting a war in the Balkans.
The first constraint was a complicated financial situation in the Monarchy. During
the October crisis of 1913 Russian military experts prognosticated a very low
eventuality of the Austro-Hungarian mobilization even in case of Serbian refusal
to yield to Vienna's demands.*®

The second crucial restraint for the warlike mood of the Austro-Hungarian
ruling circles was a position of Germany. International relations of the last pre-war
years were marked by the Anglo-German “détente”, and the Balkans became an
appropriate ground for the cooperation between London and Berlin as the two sides
needed more time and effort to settle their controversies in a colonial sphere and
navy race.* That's why the Ballplatz did not have confidence in German support
in case of being involved in conflict with Serbia backed by Russia.*® Moreover,
the British representatives in Vienna and Berlin reported a divergence in views
of the Central Powers as regards the Balkan policy of the Dreibund. Wilhelm II
criticized Berchtold for his attempt to win Bulgaria for the Triple Alliance thus
alienating Romania and Greece from the Central Powers. The German Kaiser
supposed that a formation of a coalition including Romania, Greece and Serbia
corresponded to Austro-German interests to a greater degree than Bulgaria’s
loyalty. A serious friction between Vienna and Berlin was caused by Wilhelm's ||
telegram to Carol, the King of Romania, congratulating him on the conclusion of
the Bucharest peace. Berchtold argued that “in formulating the foreign policy to
be pursued by the Triple Alliance in the Near East, it is an understood thing that
the wishes of Austria-Hungary shall prevail over those of Germany”.*!

*kk

As we have seen above, the Russian, British and French diplomats and
academic experts fixed almost a total Balkanization of Austria-Hungary’s
foreign policy. For, Vienna its international standing and internal dilemma
exemplified in the form of the Southern Slav question were interwoven and at
the same time inseparable from domination in the Balkans. Installation of the

3 AVPRI, f. 172, op. 514/2, d. 605, L. 25, Priklonskii to Giers, 13/26.03.1913.

3 RGVIA, f. 2000, op. 15, d. 256, . 8, 16.10.1913.

% R.Y. Crampton, The Hollow Détente: Anglo-German Relations in the Balkans 1911-1914, London:
Prior, 1980.

“ TNA, FO 800/370/19-20, Goschen to Nicolson. 27.09.1913.

“1 TNA, FO 800/370/19-20, Goschen to Nicolson. 27.09.1913.
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Austro-Hungarian hegemony in South-Eastern Europe could be accomplished
only with inclusion of Serbia in the Habsburg sphere of influence and therefore
annihilation of the very idea of the “Yugoslav Piemonte”. This over-prioritization
of the Balkan direction in Monarchy's foreign policy limited a space for Vienna's
diplomatic maneuvering and pushed it to apply military measures for imple-
mentation of its goals which were a preservation of the Monarchy’s territorial
integrity and the great power status. Meanwhile, there were mechanism to
prevent a depart of Austria-Hungary from the Concert of Europe. These were
specific features of the pre-WW! international system, namely its multipolarity,
an unclear line between opposing great powers blocs, contradictions within the
blocs themselves (Austro-Italian rivalry in the Balkans for example). All these
created an impression of unevenness and multi-optionality for a development
of the situation in the Balkans.

Another important moment to stress is unwillingness of the British,
French and Russian diplomacy to see the Habsburg Empire disappeared and
the geopolitical vacuum in Central Europe emerged, though the Entente powers
struggled for the undermining international positions of the Triple Alliance. This
viewpoint was widespread within the British establishment. It was supposed
that a collapse of the Danube Monarchy would lead to further strengthening of
the German Empire through the latter’s absorption the German provinces of the
Monarchy and its gaining access to the Mediterranean as well as formation of a
lesser Slav states on the Austro-Hungarian ruins. Those states were to be would
form a belt of instability in Europe. In this light the existence of Austria-Hungary
was a core factor for maintenance of the European equilibrium.“? However in the
summer of 1914 the Dual Monarch, plunged in the Balkan politics and gradually
transforming into the regional power, made unconsciously a first step towards
breaking the European peace.

“2 TNA. FO 800/366/42-43. Cartwright to Nicolson. 25.04.1913.
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0z
“Balkan Laneti: I. Diinya Savasi Oncesinde itilaf Devletlerinin
Goziinde Avusturya-Macaristan'in Politikasi”

Avusturya-Macaristan Avrupa’nin bir parcasi ve biyiik bir glic olarak, Birin-
ci Diinya Savas! 6ncesinde uluslararasi sistemin kaginilmaz bir unsuruydu. Bu
nedenle profesyonel diplomatlar ve itilaf devletlerinin akademik camiasi, diis-
man ittifak guclerinin bir parcasi olan Tuna monarsisinin dis politikasina 6nem
verdiler. Avusturya-Macaristan'in cok uluslu yapisi nedeniyle hiikiimet impara-
torluk icerisindeki milli meselelerin uyanmasini ve dahi Giiney Slavlari sorunu
Sirbistan Krallig'nin dogusuna, ugursuz Balkan ortamina bagladh. itilaf devlet-
lerinin diplomatlari ve bilim adamlari Avusturya-Macaristan'in dis politikasinin
bélgesellesmesine neden olan temel faktorleri belirlediler.

Anahtar kelimeler: Avusturya-Macaristan, Sirbistan, Rusya, Fransa, Bir-
lesik Krallik, Balkanlar, itilaf, Uclii ittifak, Giiney Slavlari Sorunu
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Tudor Salagean, Transylvania In The Second Half Thirteenth Century:
The Rise Of The Congregational System, Brill, 2016, 306 s.

“13.yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Transilvanya: Cemaat Sisteminin Yiikselisi" isimli bu eser,
Tudor SALAGEAN tarafindan kaleme alinmistir.

Umran Kagar
(Istanbul Universitesi, Doktora Ogrencisi)

Eser Nisan 2016 yilinda ingilizce olarak Brill tarafindan basilmistir. Kitabin sayfa
sayisi 306 olup yedi bolime ayrilmistir.

Yazar, Profesér Tudor Salagean, Romanya Cluj-Napoca Universitesinde Ortacag
Tarihi ve Mirasi alaninda ¢calismaktadir. Ayrica Romanya etnografya miizesinin de yoneti-
ciligini yaritmektedir. Yazarin Transilvanya ve tarihi tizerine sayisiz eseri bulunmaktadir.

Tudor Salagean, bu eserinde genel itibariyle kronolojik bir siralamayi baz almis ve
1241-1242 yillarinda biytk Mogol istilasina karsi tlkenin direnisini ve dénisimini ta-
nimlamistir.13. ylzyilin ikinci yarisindan sonra da illerdeki soylularin yikselisinden bah-
setmistir. Ardindan 1294-1315 yillar arasinda kral Ladislas Kan yonetiminde olgunluga
ulasan i¢ politikal sistemini yeniden tanimlamistir. Ayrica cemaat sisteminin karisikligi da
bu periyotta ortaya cikmistir. 1459 yilina gelindigin de ise, birlesik regnum Transssilva-
niensis ve diik Gyula'nin regnum Erdewel’i ortacagin baslarinda birbirleri arasindaki tarihi
baglantiyl temsil eden Regnum Transilvanum ile ilgili oldugunu ifade etmistir.

Eser yukari da belirtildigi gibi 7 bolimden olusmaktadir ve her biri kendi iginde alt
basliklara ayrilmistir. Birinci bélimiin basligi “The Mongol invansion and Its Aftermath
(Mogol Istilasi ve Akibeti)'dir. Burada 1241-1242 yillari arasinda biiyiik Mogol istilasi ele
alinmis olup, bu istilanin ortacag Transilvanya tarihinde bir doniim noktasi olduguna dik-
kat cekilmektedir. Bu istilayla birlikte Transilvanyadaki kurumlarin biyik bir degisiklik
gecirdiginden bahsedilmektedir. Bu degisiklik, kraliyet yetkililerinin sorumlulugunda bu-
lunan askeri glictin artik tasrali soylular tarafindan devr alindigini ifade eder. Ayni zamanda
Mogol istilasinin bir sonucu olarak da giineydogu Avrupa'daki Hacli seferlerinin kesilmis
olmasi ve Transilvanya’'nin dis diinyadaki konumunu kékten alt Gist etmis olmasidir. Mogol
istilasinin etkileri bunlarla sinirli kalmayip en 6nemlileri arasinda sayabilecegimiz bir konu
da, bu istilanin Bati Hristiyanliginin doguya dogru ilerlemesini engellemis olmasidir.

ikinci bélimiin basligina géz atacak olursak, “From the Mongol Retreat to The Transy-
lvanian Duchy (Mogoldan Transilvanya Dikaligina Geri Cekilme)” dir. Bu bélimde yazar,
1241-1242 Mogol istilasindan sonra tekrar meydana gelecek yeni bir istilaya karsi kralligin
biitlin imkanlarini seferber ettigini ve istila sonrasinda Transilvanya'nin gegirdigi evrimi iki
ayri asamada ele almak istemistir. Birincisi, 1243-1247 yillarini takip eden bu donem de
agirlikli olarak, son istilanin etkilerini gidermek ve eyaletin her anlamda giiclinii toparla-
masi icin bir caba sarfedildiginden bahsetmistir. ikincisi, 1248-1257 yillari arasinda kral IV.
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Bela ve onun askeri danismanlari tarafindan yeni bir istila karsisinda nasil bir
yontem uygulayacaklarina dair karar verdikleri bir donemi ifade ettigini belirtir.

Uclincii bolim, “The Duchy of Transylvania (Transilvanya Diikaligi)"ola-
rak karsimiza gikmaktadir. Bu bélimde Transilvanya'nin yeniden insa edilme-
sinde gecikme meydana geldigi ve kral IV. Bela'’nin 1247-1248'de planlamis
oldugu stratejik savunmadan vazgectigini 6greniyoruz. Ayrica Arpadian kral-
lginin idari sistemini yeniden diizenlemeye gitmis, buna sebep olarak da kral-
lgin dogu bélgelerine bir ivme kazandirmak istemesi olarak degerlendirilistir.

Dordiincli bolim, “Political Crisis in The First Years of Ladislas The Cu-
man’s Reign: Attempts to Restore the Duchy of Transilvanionum(Cuman dé-
nemi Ladislas'in llk Yillarindaki Politik Krizi: Transilvanum Diikali§ini Restore
Etme Girisimleri)” basligi adi altinda diizenlenmistir. Bu bélimde Kral IV. La-
dislas doneminde Cuman adi verilen giiclii niifuza sahip olusumlarin varligin-
dan haberdar oluyoruz ve bunlarin Transilvanya'y kontrol ettigini bunun igin
de kralin gli¢ dengesi kurma ¢abalarina sahit oluyoruz. Ancak bu gii¢ dengesi
kurma girisimleri sonucunda i¢ catismalar ve siyasi cekismeler meydana gel-
digini goriyoruz. 1280'den sonra Regnum Transilvanionum’un cemaat siste-
mine gegisi s6z konusu olmaya baglamistir.

Besinci bolim, “Regnum Transilvanum: The Rise of the Congregational
Regime (Regnum Transilvanum: Cemaat Rejiminin Yiikselisi)” bu bolimde
asillerden olan Rolan Borsa adindaki birinin Nicholas Geregye ve ogullarini
yenip giicu ele gegirdigi anlatilir. Bununla birlikte, Tisza, Mures ve Transylva-
nia sinirlar arasindaki ilcelerin gercek hiikiimdari oldugunuda bu bilgilerden
6greniyoruz. Devaminda kendisinin eski Macar aristokrasisine mensup olma-
digi belirtilir. Ardindan gelen basliklarda 1285 Mogol istilasindan, cemaat sis-
teminin yiikselisinden, IV. Ladislas ve Transilvanya Romenlerinden,Ladislas
rejiminin sona ermesinden, kral lll. Andrew’in anayasal reformlarindan, Rolan
Borsa kralliginin sonundan ve Regnum Transylvanum’dan detayli ve akici bir
sekilde bahsedilmektedir.

Altinc bolim, “Ladislas Kan(1294-1315): The Transylvanian Nobles and
the Congregational Regime (Ladislas Kan: Transilvanya Asilleri ve Cemaat
Rejimi)"olarak olusturulmustur. Oldukca uzun olan bu bélimde IIl. Andrew’in
son yillarinda voyvodalik ve piskoposluk konulari ele alinmis, bununla birlikte
1301-1310 yillarinda Transilvanya egemenligi ve kral imtiyazlarini kabullen-
me, voyvodalik yonetimi, piskoposluk ile catismanin ¢6zimlenmesi, Ladislas
Kan'in bolgesel gelismesi, Kan'in i¢ politikadaki blylik diizenlemeleri, soylu
cemaatleri, Romenler ve diger topluluklar, dis politika ve 1310 yilinin tamami-
nin ele alinip sonuglarinin dederlendirilmesi seklinde yorumlanmustir.

Yedinci ve son bolimde ise, ana baslik Charles Robert ve Transylvania

olarak incelenmistir. Akabinde Charles Robert'in hakimiyetinden sonra Ladis-
las Kan'in ogullari ile olan miicadelesi ve bu miicadelesi sonucunda durumun
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kendi lehine gelistigini ve baris yapildigini 6greniyoruz. Bundan sonra gliciini
artiran Charles Robert, politik olarak gli¢ kazandigindan ve dénemini adeta
restore etmeye basladigindan soz edilir.

Sonug kisminda, yazar ilk paragraflarda kitabin genel hatlarini 6zetleye-
rek konuyu biyik bir cercevede gérmemizi saglamis, devamindaki paragraf-
larda ise, Transilvanya tarihi olaylarina ve krallarina karsi kendi bakis agisini
ifade eden cimlelerle karsimiza cikmaktadir. Eser genel itibariyle oldukga
yogun bir calismanin trtind oldugunu hissettirmektedir. Yazarin dili agisindan
degerlendirdigimizde ise anlasilir, yalin ve agik ifadeler kullandigi gorilmek-
te ve yapilan degerlendirmeler sonucunda ortacag doneminde Transilvanya
hakkinda detayli bilgiler sundugunu ve kaynak kitap olarak kullanilabilece-
gini ispatlamaktadir. Bu yoniyle kullanilan kaynaklarin yogun oldugu dikkat
cekmektedir. Ayrica ekler ve indeks béliminin varligi da esere ayri bir 6nem
kazandirmistir.






Gliney-Dogu Avrupa Arastirmalari Dergisi
Yil: 2017-1 Sayi: 31 S. 67-68

E.l. KoctpuKoBa, leononntuyeckne nHrepecbl Poccumn n criaBAHCKNA
Bonpoc: UgeviHaa 6opbba B poccvicKoM obLyecTBe B Havyane XX BeKa,
MockBa: KyukoBo none, 2017. 384 c.

Denis Rodin
(Lomonosov Moscow State University)

The research by E. Kostrikova published in 2017 continues the series of works by
modern Russian historians that focus on perception of the Ottoman Empire and Balkan
countries in pre-revolutionary Russia (such as: “The Tsar and the Sultan. The Ottoman
Empire in eyes of Russians” by V. Taki and “The sick man during wars and revolutions”
The image of Turkey in Russian magazine satire 1908-1918" by T. Filippova). Despite
having “The Slavic question” (which in the paper is being perceived as the problem of
unification of the Slavs in face of foreign danger) in the title, the author pays prima-
ry attention to the Balkan aspect due to traditional importance of the Balkan region to
the Russian Empire. The research material, consisting of various archives, press and
memoirs of famous activists of the beginning of the XX century, allows the researcher to
explore the reaction that Russian publicity had to current Balkan situation (from Bosnian
crisis to the pre-world war crisis) through the prism of the geopolitical tasks of the Rus-
sian Empire in the region.

The author forms such tasks quite traditionally: to keep the dominating position
of Russia in the Balkan countries and to establish control over strategically important
straits of Bosporus and Dardanelles. But the author willingly puts emphasis on the ide-
ological atmosphere that determined the understanding of those tasks and the instru-
mentation needed to complete them as seen by representatives of various social strata
and political currents, instead of focusing on political and socio-economic processes.

The perception of the place of Russia among the Slavic nations proves to be hetero-
geneous. The author singles out the pan-Slavists — the followers of the Slavophiles of the
XIX century, united around the Petersburg Slavic society (P. Kulakovsky, P. Parensov, A.
Bashmakov, V. Korablev), supporters of “all-Slavism” (N. Aksakov) and neo-Slavism (A.
Pogodin, E. and G. Trubetskoy), and, finally, nationalists (M. Menshikov). Despite sharing
a common view on the need to unite the Slavs, the groups had varying ideas on the ways
to achieve this union (the suggestions range from the inclusion of all Slavic nations into
Russia to the creation of a federation of Slavic states). Moreover, the groups expressed
different opinions on the priority of blood relations and religious commonality in identify-
ing possible allies of Russia among the Slavs.

The author highlights the problem of assessment of foreign policy of Russia by rep-
resentatives of mentioned movements, primarily in the Balkans. It was often perceived in
the context of the confrontation between “Slavs” and “Teutons” in order to achieve control
over Eastern and South-Eastern Europe. The retreat of Russia in the Bosnian crisis and
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the sad fate of the Balkan Union, whose participants eventually turned their
weapons against each other, led to open criticism of the actions of the foreign
ministers A. Izvolsky and S. Sazonov. They were repeatedly accused of exces-
sive compliance, inconsistency and inability to defend Russia’s interests in the
international arena. Many of the accusations found in press were unjust (a lot
of diplomatic concessions of Russia were influenced by the lack of support
from its allies — France and Great Britain), and the ministers, especially S. Sa-
zonov, had to act quite consciously to preserve the image of their department
in the eyes of the public.

The chapters of the book that focus on the Balkan wars of 1912-1913
are the most successful ones. They contain a detailed description of the inter-
action between Russian ambassadors and the Balkan countries’ governments
aimed at upholding the interests of the latter and preserving the Balkan Un-
ion. The chapters shed light on the broad activities of Russian doctors in the
front line, on the coverage of the Balkan events in the press (most notable
among other journalists were V. Nemirovich-Danchenko and N. Mamontov),
and on the involvement in politics among the masses that actively participated
in demonstrations in St. Petersburg in order to support the Slavic peoples in
the Balkans. At the same time, the author manages to disclose these events
not only from the point of view of the Russian public and government, but also
from the perspective of the governments and the press of major European
powers, allies and rivals of Russia in the region, namely Britain, France, Ger-
many and Austria-Hungary.

Among the few drawbacks of the work the lack of attention given to
socio-economic issues is the most notable. The author barely touches upon
issues related to Russia’s economic pervasion into the Balkans and the Ot-
toman Empire. Besides that, the author does not go into whether the views
of political and public figures on the Slavic question mentioned in the work
reflect personal preferences or interests of larger social groups (for example,
the bourgeoisie with its specific interests in the Balkan region). Lastly, the
work lacks visual accompaniment that could have been handled in the form
of photographs or caricatures and would provide proper insight of the press
readers of the early XX century on the events in the Balkans.

Nevertheless, the author manages to bring together many disjointed de-
tails to compose an entire multicolored mosaic which presents readers with
the diversity of views and opinions on the “Slavic question” that was inherent
in the Russian public on the edge of the First World War. The research done
by E. Kostrikova is of great interest to those who are not indifferent to the
interrelationships between Russia and the Slavic nations, to the development
of public opinion in the Russian Empire and to Russian foreign policy in the
early 20th century.
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Ouvmutap [OumMmecku, MaKegoHCKOTO HAaUMOHAa/IHO-0C/10604MTE/THO
Asuxerbe Bo buroncknor Bunaet (1893-1903), Cronje: CTyaeHTCKH
360p, 1981. - udgekc, C. 23 cM. (Manastir Vilayeti’'nde Makedon Milli-
Kurtulus Hareketi (1893-1903), Yazar: Dimitar Dimeski, Uskiip.

Burak Kolot
(Lomonosov Moskova Devlet Universitesi Tarih Fakiiltesi, Doktora Ggrencisi)

Makedon milli kurtulus hareketi, son yillarda Makedon tarihine yeni ve ilgi ¢ekici
bir soluk getirmistir. Dolayisiyla, bu konunun cesitli yonleriyle arastirilmasi yazarlarca
arzulanmaktadir. Tarihi 6neminden 6tiiri bircok arastirmacinin dikkatini verdigi bu konu,
Dimitar Dnmenski tarafindan farkli bir sekilde ele alinarak anlatilmaya calisilmistir. Yazar
agirlikli olarak 19. yiizyiin sonu ve 20. ylGzyilin basinda ortaya ¢ikan olaylarin merkezi
konumunda olan “Bitola (Manastir) Vilayetini” calisma konusu olarak belirlemistir.

Bununla birlikte bugiine kadar ¢agdas Makedon tarihinin bagimsiz dénemine ait
Makedon milli kurtulus hareketi, karmasik bicimde ele alinmis ve konuyu tiim sorun-
lariyla inceleyen monografik bir ¢calisma yapilmamistir. Baska bir deyisle, halihazirda
yapilmis olan modern ¢alismalar, Makedon tarihini genel yargilar ile ele alarak, toplumsal
gliclin etkisini g6z ardi etmislerdir. Bir biitin olarak Makedon milli kurtulus hareketinin,
tarihi baglamda agiklanmaya ihtiyaci vardir. Dolayisiyla yazarin bu calismadaki asil amaci;
Bitola Vilayetinde ilinden Ayaklanmasi 6ncesinde, Makedon milli kurtulus hareketinin
tarihine 1sik tutmaya calismasidir. S6z konusu karmasik konu, Makedon milli kurtulus
hareketinin gelisme siirecini aydinlatan agiklamalarin bu ¢alismada mevcut olmasi ned-
eniyle daha anlasilir kilinmistir.

ilinden Ayaklanmasina kadarki dénemde ortaya cikan Jén Tiirkler hareketi, Os-
manli yonetim degisikligi, Avusturya-Macaristan ve Rusya’nin bdlgedeki girisimleri de
ayrica kitapta ele alinmistir.

Arastirmanin ana kahramanlari olarak devrimciler ele alinmis, ilinden Ayaklan-
masiyla devrimcilerin tim girisimleri, ulusal anlamda bagimsiz bir devlet kurabilmek
adina tim organize isleri ve Manastir Vilayetinin genel 6zglrlestirici planinda Makedon
ulusal kurtulus hareketinin tim yénleri anlatilmaya calisilmistir. Tartisilmaz olarak ilin-
den isyani devam ederken Krusevo Cumhuriyet denemesi de konu ile alakasindan étiirii
resmi evraklar ile aktarilmaya calisilmistir.

Ozellikle yazar, bahsedilen konular iizerinde monografik bir calisma bulun-
mamasindan hareketle eserini anlasilir bicimde resmi evraklari diizenli bir sira ile acikla-
yarak ise girismistir. Yazarin, Makedon tarihinde eksik olarak gormus oldugu “bagimlilik
déneminde” amaglanan zengin tarih yazimini, kismen veya cevresel olarak bahsedilen
konulariyla ele aliyor.



Lumutap [umecku, MaKe[oOHCKOTO HaLMOHAIHO-0CI060UTENIHO ABUMHEH:E BO
70 Butonckuot Bunaet (1893-1903)

Yazarin bilimsel ilgisi genis bir yelpazeden baslayarak, arsiv materyalleri
ve bazi koleksiyonlar incelenmistir. Buna ek olarak, konsolosluk raporlarini
iceren farkli arsiv merkezlerinde korunan ¢ok sayida mikrofilme bakilmistir.

Arsivlerden elde edilen dokiimanlarin yani sira, hatirat, 6zel koleksiyon-
lar, fotograflarda konuya aciklik getirmek adina kullanilmistir. Makedon tarihi
acisindan 6zel 6nem arz eden IMRO (The Internal Macedonian Revolutionary
Organization) hakkinda detayli bilgiler; Bulgar, Sirp, Yunan, Tirk, Avustu-
rya-Macaristan, Alman, Fransizca, italyan, ingiliz ve Rus arsivlerinden elde
edilen verilerle agiklanmaya calisilmistir.

Yazar 6zellikle periyodik bir sekilde konuyu ele almaktadir. Cok derin ve
kritik bir yaklasim ile cok sayida hatirat literatlriinii detaylica incelemis ve her
birinden elde ettigi bilgilerle Makedon tarihine sosyal bir bakis acisi getirmistir.

Yazarin bilimsel ilgisinin, Makedon ulusal hareketinin temelini olusturan
sosyal dinamikleri arsiv belgeleri ile aciklamak oldugu anlasiliyor. Ayrica yazar
karsilastirmali ve elestirel bir yaklasimla Makedon tarihi hakkinda yazilmis
olan eserleri de okuyucularinin dikkatine sunuyor.

Konunun belgelendirilmesi konusunda, yazar, kendince dogru, elestirel
ve objektif bir bakis acis ile yaklasmaya calismis, olumlu ve bilimsel anlam-
da her tirli calismaya bu eserde yer vermistir. Ancak yazarin kendisinin de
ifade ettigi gibi, olumsuz 6rneklerin mevcut oldugu diger calismalari g6z ardi
etmistir. Bu durumu, kullanilacak yanlis bilgilerin eserin 6zgiinligiine zarar
verecegi dislincesi ile aciklamaya calismistir.

Calismada ayrica, Bitola Vilayetinde Makedon ulusal kurtulus hareketinin
ortaya ¢ikisini ve gelisimini agiklayabilmek ve nesredebilmek icin, genis bilg-
ilere sahip olan arsiv belgelerini ve yayinlanmis dokiimanlari, siireli yayinlari,
hatirat literatlriini ve kapsamli tarihi eserleri analiz edilmistir. Makedonya’nin
kurulusunda biyik éneme sahip olan bu dénem ve bu anlamda Makedon-
ya'daki kurtulus hareketi bir bitiin olarak arsiv belgeleri ile okuyuculara
sunulmustur.

Ve son olarak yazar, Makedon tarihine olan etkisinden otlri tabi ki,
biyik glclerin emperyalist birligini, Balkanlarda bulunan biyik burjuvalarin
planlarini, Makedonya'ya uzanan elleri ve Osmanlinin sosyal-ekonomik an-
lamda devletin ciddi derecede agir bir kriz ile karsi karsiya kaldigi dénemleri
ustalikla anlatmistir. Ancak olabildigince bu durumu, karmasik Avrupa politik
ikliminden soyutlayarak izole etmeye calismistir.



