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Abstract
The Russian annexation of the Crimean Khanate was a severe blow to the
Ottomans, since the empire was forced to accept the annexation of an inde-
pendent polity populated by Muslims without a shot being fired, and against
the stipulations of past treaties. While the Crimean population sent delega-
tions to the imperial capital and asked for help, the Ottomans also feared the
harm the annexation would inflict on their legitimacy; however, they were
aware of their military and financial weakness in the face of the Austro-Rus-
sian alliance and could not risk a multi-front war. To handle this difficult
situation, the Ottoman government resorted to two strategies: first, it sought
an intra-bureaucratic consensus by employing the consultation principle of
Islamic governance to allow bureaucratic participation in the decision-mak-
ing process with unanimous decisions to avoid any criticisms that would trig-
ger a popular backlash and, secondly, legitimizing the government policy by
benefiting from the principles of Islamic law and portraying the current situ-
ation as a temporary one which would be corrected once the empire gained
enough military strength. This article will use primary and secondary sourc-
es to show how the Ottoman government navigated this diplomatic crisis
while aiming to legitimize its decisions by creatively adapting the principles
of Islamic international law (siyar). It will emphasize the interaction between

political authority, legitimacy, and Islamic law by discussing how the Otto-
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mans interpreted Islamic law with respect to the termination of treaties and to
power asymmeltry in war decisions when the empire faced a multi-front war

with Russia and Austria.

Keywords: international law, Islamic law, diplomatic history, treaties, eigh-

teenth century, Ottoman empire, legitimacy, Crimea, Russia.
INTRODUCTION

Once an Ottoman tributary state, the Crimean Khanate be-
came an independent polity with the Treaty of Kiiclik Kay-
narca (1774), even though Ottoman sultans retained some sym-
bolic powers. Yet, in 1782, using the uprising against its ruler,
Sahin Giray, as a pretext, Russia intervened militarily and in-
stalled the deposed khan on the throne again. Later on, Russia
declared its annexation of this polity in 1783. Benefiting from
its alliance with Austria, Russia demanded a de jure recognition
of the annexation in the form of a protocol (sened) that would
modify the stipulations of the past treaties and threatened war if
its demand was rejected. This fait accompli created great diffi-
culties for the Ottomans; while facing the risk of a multi-front
war with Austria and Russia, the Ottomans were uneasy about
duly accepting the incorporation of the Crimean Khanate into
the Russian Empire because, first, it violated the stipulations of
the peace treaty that granted independence to the khanate, and,
second, the Muslim population of the khanate, who were already
pleading for help by sending delegations to the imperial capital,
would come under Russian rule.

The Ottoman statesmen were aware of the empire’s mili-
tary and fiscal weakness. They wanted to avoid a war which could
lead to further territorial losses, despite the difficulty of accepting
the Russian demands. In addition, they had to consider the do-
mestic political repercussions of their decision. This posed anoth-
er dilemma: accepting the Russian annexation and leaving a large
Muslim community under the rule of a Christian power could
lead to a popular revolt. On the other hand, rejecting the Russian
demands and starting hostilities with Russia and Austria, in ad-
dition to the risk of losing more territory as a result of military
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weakness, could disrupt the imperial capital’s food supply, be-
cause the empire lacked the naval might to protect these routes.
In turn, this disruption could lead to scarcity and price increases,
triggering riots and political turmoil, putting the Ottoman bureau-
crats’ careers and existence at risk. Navigating through this diffi-
cult period, the Ottoman statesmen sought legitimacy for their de-
cisions through two strategies. First, ad hoc consultation councils
that included the larger bureaucracy were employed to discuss
the issues, reach decisions unanimously, share responsibility, and
avoid future criticism through an intra-bureaucratic consensus.
As a second strategy to legitimize this unpopular decision, the
Ottoman government invoked the principles of Islamic law with
regards to the impact of power asymmetry on war decisions and
termination of treaties, and tried to present the annexation as a
temporary situation which was imposed by conditions, yet would
be abolished once the empire reached sufficient capabilities when
compared with its enemies.

The next section will provide insight into Islamic law
principles regarding war decisions and treaties, the Ottoman un-
derstanding and interpretation of these principles, and the Ot-
tomans’ changing views on peace and war as the empire faced
defeats on the battlefield. Then, the following section will offer
a historical backdrop for the emergence and development of the
crisis and use this context to build a narrative. For this purpose,
documents from the Ottoman Archives section within the Presi-
dency of the Republic of Tiirkiye’s Directorate of State Archives
(formerly Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi, hereafter referred to as
the State Archives of Tiirkiye/SAT) will be used.! In addition
to the archive documents, the accounts provided by the official

1 Working with the Ottoman archival documents presents many chal-
lenges. Documents such as reports penned by grand viziers to sultans (fe/Ais) often do
not include information about the date (datum). Sometimes, it is possible to deduce
information about their day and month. The information provided by the catalog can
sometimes be misleading because that information is based on the date that the doc-
ument arrived at the chancellery for safekeeping. For this reason, a document from
1782 may be dated to 1788 in the catalog. In order to clarify that I used relevant docu-
ments about the case here, I will try to benefit from other hints mentioned in the docu-
ment’s text and the information provided in the official histories of the era. About the
dates of Ottoman documents see: MUBAHAT KUTUKOGLU, OSMANLI BELGELERININ DILI
(DipLomMaTIK) 181-83 (2013).
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historians of the Ottoman Empire, Sadullah Enveri and Ahmed
Vasif Efendi, as well as secondary sources, will be employed
to create a more accurate chronology of events and build a nar-
rative.? The fourth section will underline the power asymmetry
and the Ottoman statesmen’s views about the empire’s weak-
ness. The last section will focus on the final phases of the cri-
sis and the Ottoman efforts to legitimize the decision based on
the power asymmetry. There will be a more detailed discussion
about the two documents due to their importance in showcasing
the bureaucratic decision-making processes in the Ottoman Em-
pire, military and fiscal weakness, the need for legitimacy, the
Ottoman understanding of international law, and threat percep-
tions. Also, their Turkish transcription will be provided at the
end of the article.’

This study is intended to contribute to the literature in
foreign policy analysis, diplomatic history, and international law
by bringing an early modern Muslim power into the spotlight.

WAR AND TREATIES IN IsLamMic Law
AND THE OTTOMAN PRACTICE

Siyar 1s the specific branch of Islamic law that can be defined as
the Islamic law of nations.* The Ottomans followed the Hanafi
school of Islamic law founded by Abii Hanitfa (d. 150/767) and

2 The critical edition of Ahmed Vasif’s history covering this period has
been published by Miicteba Ilgiirel, and I will use this edition throughout this study:
AnMED VAsiF EFENDI, MEHASING’L-ASAR VE HAKAIKUL-AHBAR (Miicteba Ilgiirel ed.,
1994). While these official historical accounts may serve these purposes and provide
valuable information, they must be considered cautiously because of their authors’
biases and factional loyalties. For example, Ahmed Vasif Efendi was also a bureau-
crat and member of the reformist coalition led by his patron, Halil Hamid Pasha, and
spoke for that faction. ETHAN L. MENCHINGER, THE FIRST OF THE MODERN OTTOMANS,
THE INTELLECTUAL HiSTORY OF AHMED VasIF 10 (2017).

3 Arabic names, terms, and concepts will be transliterated. However, for
Turkish names, official titles, words, and transcription of documents, I will use a style
closer to modern Turkish orthography while trying to retain the authentic style of the
era. Anglicized versions of some widely used Turkish words, such as grand vizier or
pasha, will also be used.

4 Manp Kuappuri, THE IsLamic LAw oF NATIONS: SHAYBANI’S SI1YAR 3
(1966).
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his disciples in the eighth century.” With the failure of the Islam-
ic wave of expansion to encompass the globe through jihdd, the
realities of life required the establishment of peaceful relations
with other societies, even if temporary in theory. Parallel to these
developments, siyar also changed. For example, Abt Hanifa’
school is the only one that recognized the territoriality of law,
recognizing the existence of non-Islamic legal systems outside
the Islamic realm.® In this respect, Abt Hanifa and his disciples
Abt Yisuf Ya'qiib b. Ibrahim (d. 182//798) and Muhammad b.
al-Hasan al-Shaybani (d. 189/805) served as important sources
for the Ottoman understanding of the law of nations, and their
books were also translated into Turkish.’

Unless the Muslim community were to become the tar-
get of a sudden attack, Islamic jurists considered jihad as fard
al-kifaya which makes it a collective, not individual, obligation.
If some members of the community fulfill the obligation, it ceas-
es to be obligatory for the rest of the community. However, if
no community member performs the duty, the community falls
into error.® This aspect of jihad makes it a state instrument, since
its employment depends on the state’s decision.” Though it is a
permanent state of war, this does not mean continuous fighting.
Some jurists even regarded preparations for the jihdd as fulfill-
ing the obligation.'® There are also considerations about the bal-
ance of power. Though many jurists ignored the possibility of
an unsuccessful war, according to Muhammad b. Idris al-Shafi‘1
(d. 204/820), the leader of the Muslim community (imam) could
make peace with the enemy if a catastrophe had befallen the
Muslims, on the grounds of force majeur, yet, the period of peace
could not exceed the terms of the Hudaybiya treaty (ten years).
After the treaty’s expiration, the leader may decide to renew it
for a similar period if he believes that the Muslims are not pow-
erful enough to fight. Otherwise, he may resume the war. In this

5 CorN IMBER, EBU’s-Suup: THE IsLamic LEGAL TrADITION 24 (2009).

6  KHADDURI, supra note 4, at 3-5.

7 VioreL PaNAITE, OTTOMAN LAW OF WAR AND PEACE: THE OTTOMAN
EMPIRE AND ITs TRIBUTE-PAYERS FROM THE NORTH OF THE DANUBE 9-10 (2019).

8  Maip Kuappuri, WAR AND PEACE IN THE Law oF IsLam 60 (2010).

9 Id at6l.

10 Id. at 64-65.
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respect, other jurists such as Shaybant and Abt Ishaq al-Shirazi
(d. 476/1083) argued that the Muslims would be relieved of the
duty to fight if their number was less than half of the enemy.!!
There is a consensus among jurists that approves concluding a
peace treaty (sulh) with non-Muslims when Muslims are weak.
Yet, when Muslims gain power, fighting should resume.'? Viorel
Panaite rightly put forward that jurists like Abt Yiisuf and Shay-
bant emphasized the importance of power equilibrium and the
concept of emergency and even legitimized a temporary peace
that required Muslims to pay an annual tribute to the enemy for
peace due to a situation of weakness, a view adopted by Otto-
man jurists t0o."

The respect of treaties emerges as an important pillar
of Islamic Law. The Qur’an commands Muslims to obey and
honor contractual obligations since it demonstrates qualities
and attributes of ideal believers’ conduct. At the same time, it
warns against betrayal of contracts, breaking or violating con-
tracts, breach of trust, and lack of observance.'* The Ottomans,
too, adhered to the principle of pacta sunt servanda.” Hence,
observance of treaties and fulfillment of treaty obligations are
required as long as the treaty remains in force and valid:

Once concluded, the treaty must be observed by the Mus-
lims to the end of the specified period unless the other party vi-
olates it. The Imam may terminate the treaty, but a notice to the
enemy demanding denunciation of it must first be sent, together
with the reason for it. The principle of rebus sic stantibus seems
to be applied here; otherwise, the Imam must abide by the treaty
on the strength of the principle pacta sunt servanda.'®

Treaties can be terminated. Termination on the basis
of the text involves the violation (nagd) of any of the treaty’s

11 Id. at 134-35.

12 LaBEEB AHMED BsouL, INTERNATIONAL TREATIES (MU ‘AHADAT) IN Is-
LAM (2008).

13 PANAITE, supra note 7, at 87-89.

14 Bsoul, supra note 12, at 127.

15 Harriet Rudolph, The Ottoman Empire and the Institutionalization of
European Diplomacy, 1500-1700, in (ed.) IsLAM AND INTERNATIONAL LAw: ENGAGING
SELF-CENTRICISM FROM A PLURALITY OF PERSPECTIVES 169 (Marie-Luisa Frick and An-
dreas Th. Miiller eds., 2013).

16 KHADDURI, IsLaMiIc, supra note 4, at 55.
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conditions agreed upon by both parties. Yet, the violation must
be evident to both parties.'” If non-Muslims violate the treaty by
committing treachery, it cannot be violated after that, and Mus-
lims are required to terminate the contractual obligation and can
retaliate without any notification.'®

Adherence to Islamic law and defense of the Islamic
faith served as the basis of Ottoman claims to legitimacy; in the
sixteenth century, Shaykh al-Islam Ebiissutd Efendi (in office
1545-74) formulated the legitimacy of sultanic authority in its
most elegant form."” However, this legitimacy and sultanic au-
thority were not absolute; they were contingent on meeting the
objectives of the shart ‘a.*

For this purpose, legal opinions (fetva) penned by the
ulama were used. They were not limited to the areas of crimi-
nal law and taxes; they could cover other state affairs, such as
war and peace. Sultans, grand viziers, and other high-ranking
government officials could request a legal opinion.?!' Also, many
anti-piracy legal opinions were issued upon the requests of the
Venetian and French diplomats to solve piracy-related cases and
to enforce treaties.?

These documents were used in difficult government de-
cisions for legitimacy.”® They provided legal justification for
imperial orders, such as waging war against Christian powers
or Muslim heretics.?* The Ottoman government benefited from
the prestige and moral authority of the shaykh al-Islam’s of-
fice to bolster its foreign policy and ensure compliance from

17 BsouL, supra note 12, at 132.

18 Id. at 134.

19 IMBER, supra note 5, at 5.

20 Samy A. Avous, Law, EMPIRE, AND THE SULTAN: OTTOMAN IMPERIAL
AUTHORITY AND LATE HANAFI JURISPRUDENCE 3 (2000).

21 Usually, the text of legal opinions was prepared by a clerk, but almost
always, the reply was handwritten by the mufii himself. Legal opinions in which both
the text and reply were handwritten by the shaykh al-Islam were rare since these were
issued upon the sultan’s query on important government affairs. Uriel Heyd, Some
Aspects of the Ottoman Fetva, 32 THE BULLETIN OF THE SCHOOL OF ORIENTAL AND AF-
RICAN STUDIES 42, 55 (1969).

22 JosHUA M. WHITE, PIRACY AND LAw IN THE OTTOMAN MEDITERRANEAN
213 (2018).

23 IMBER, supra note 5, at 7.

24 PANAITE, supra note 7, at 13.
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its subjects. The shaykh al-Islam considered political necessi-
ties and policy as well as jurisprudence, handled difficult cases,
and produced applicable rulings by resorting to legal arguments
for flexibility.” Since waging war against other Muslim powers
posed problems, the Ottomans obtained legal opinions from the
Egyptian ulama before declaring war against the Karamanids in
the fifteenth century.? In the sixteenth century, the legal opinion
of Shaykh al-Islam Kemal Pagazade (in office 1526—34) was ob-
tained to legitimize the war against the Safavids.?’” Also known
as the mufti of Istanbul, shaykh al-Islam served as the head of
the spiritual authority in the Ottoman Empire. They command-
ed enormous authority even if they were not a member of the
Imperial Council or they were appointed and could be removed
from their post by sultans.? Their influence increased, and start-
ing with the seventeenth century, their opinion was asked in
important state affairs; from the eighteenth century on, war and
peace decisions required their approval. They were also the au-
thority that sanctioned the dethronement of sultans with their
legal opinions.”

In practice, just like other political entities, the Otto-
mans, too, considered political and military circumstances in
foreign affairs and aimed to protect the interests of “faith and
state.” For example, Ibrahim al-Halebi (d. 1549) pointed out
that a “useful/profitable” peace could be made with non-Mus-
lims, otherwise there would be no peace.*® Regarding the princi-
ple of pacta sunt servanda, the Ottoman practice has generally
been consistent. On the other hand, there are cases of viola-
tion of treaties because of the principle of necessitas non habet
legem. For breaking a treaty without violating the principle of

25  WHITE, supra note 22, at 184.

26 Ramazan Boyacioglu, Osmanogullarinin Karamanoglu [brahim Bey
Aleyhine Aldig1 Fetvalar, 4 CuMHURIYET UNIVERSITESI ILAHIYAT FAKULTESI DERGISI 65
(2000).

27 Halil ibrahim Bulut, Osmanhi-Safevi Miicadelesinde Ulemanin Rolii
Kemal Pasazdde Ornegi, 7 DINI ARASTIRMALAR 187 (2005).

28 R. C. Repp, THE MUFTI OF ISTANBUL: A STUDY IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF
THE OTTOMAN LEARNED HIERARCHY 301 (1986).

29 IsmaiL Hakki UzUNCARSILL, OSMANLI DEVLETININ ILMIYE TESKILATI
188-89 (1988).

30 PANAITE, supra note 7, at 86—89.
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pacta sunt servanda, a legitimate cause was invoked: violation
of the treaty by non-Muslims, protection of the interests of the
Muslim community, and the invalidity of certain stipulations
or an entire agreement.’! There are many examples of treaty
termination in Ottoman history upon violation by non-Muslims
or based on their possible betrayal. On the other hand, the null
causes and agreements provide another set of legitimate causes.
If a treaty left Muslims under non-Muslims’ rule or led to a ter-
ritorial expansion against the Abode of Islam, no matter when
that took place, termination is justified. For example, in 1570,
when Sultan Selim II expressed his intention to break the trea-
ty with Venice and conquer Cyprus, Shaykh al-Islam Ebiissutd
Efendi justified the termination based on the fact that Cyprus
was conquered by Muslims eight centuries ago.’*As a result of
the changing power balance in the sixteenth century and ex-
ternal and internal developments, Ottoman intellectuals of the
seventeenth century, such as Kogi Bey, started to produce liter-
ary works that addressed the empire’s decline and offered rem-
edies for returning to the glory of the Ottoman “Golden Age.”**
Unsurprisingly, these new perspectives emerged with the Ot-
toman—Austrian War of 1593—-1606, also known as the “Long
War.” Some contemporary Ottoman scholars like Hasan Kafi
Akhisari promoted the idea of peace and opposed war.** Yet, a
more cataclysmic event was on the horizon: the Great Turkish
War (1683-99) between the Ottomans and the Holy League.
The war ended with the Treaty of Karlowitz in 1699, culminat-
ing in the loss of large tracts of territory for the Ottomans. This
unprecedented defeat had repercussions not only for the Otto-
man elites but also for the broader Islamic world. Intellectuals
of the era faced new challenges and sought to develop creative
solutions.*> A contemporary historian and bureaucrat, Musta-

31 Id at211.

32 Id. at210-16.

33  MARINOS SarIYANNIS, A HiSTORY OF OTTOMAN PoLITICAL THOUGHT UP
1O THE EARLY NINETEENTH CENTURY 188-209 (2019).

34 PANAITE, supra note 7, at 89.

35 Ethan L. Menchinger, Intellectual Creativity in a Time of Turmoil and
Transition, in THE WILEY BLACKWELL HisTory oF IsLam 459-60 (Armando Salvatore
ed., 2018).
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fa Naima, argued in favor of peace as a strategy to avoid the
Ottoman decline. While defending his patron, Hiiseyin Pasha,
who negotiated the Treaty of Karlowitz, he came up with ideas
about the benefits of peace, which would allow gaining time
and resources and lead to a future victory. He used the Proph-
et’s practices, especially the Treaty of Hudaybiya, to support
his stance.*® Other intellectuals of the eighteenth century tried
to address the internal and external crises the Ottoman order
faced while arguing for reforming the empire. They borrowed
concepts and ideas from the Islamic heritage to add legitima-
cy to their arguments and reused and readapted them.’’ Par-
allel to these developments, the Ottoman approach to foreign
policy and international law started to change. For example,
they started to make treaties with the Habsburgs lasting twenty
years, such as the Treaty of Zsitvatorok (1606), surpassing the
ten-year period set by the example of the Treaty of Hudaybiya.
The Treaty of Belgrade (1739) was signed for a period of twen-
ty-seven years.*® In addition, even though it was legitimized by
supposedly being based on siyar, the Ottomans and their rivals
in the eighteenth century, especially Russia, abolished slavery
and ransom practices and introduced a prisoner-of-war regime
for captives through treaties and customs.*

The interaction and mutually reinforcing relationship
between the judicial establishment and the Ottoman sultanic au-
thority, on the one hand, and the flexibility in the interpretation
of legal concepts pertaining to foreign policy and international
law enabled the Ottoman jurists and scholars to maintain and
reinforce the sultanic authority and its legitimacy when the em-
pire started to suffer defeats and crises.

In the next section, a detailed account of the 1783 cri-
sis will be provided, aiming to present a context and show
how the Ottomans interpreted and applied these principles of
Islamic law.

36  SARIYANNIS, supra note 33, at 313—14.

37 Menchinger, supra note 35, at 476.

38 PANAITE, supra note 7, at 181.

39  WiLL SMILEY, FROM SLAVES TO PRISONERS OF WAR: THE OTTOMAN EM-
PIRE, RUSSIA, AND INTERNATIONAL Law 233 (2018).
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THE RUSSIAN ANNEXATION OF THE CRIMEAN
KHANATE AND THE OTTOMAN POLICY

Catherine the Great (r. 1762-96) succeeded Peter III, her hus-
band, after a successful military coup in the summer of 1762.4°
The strategic aims of Russian foreign policy in this era, direct-
ed mostly by the able diplomat Nikita Panin, were reunification
with the Ukrainian and Byelorussian lands still under Polish
rule, consolidation of Russia’s position in the Baltic, and ad-
vancement to the Black Sea.*! Upon the internal disturbances
following the emergence of the Confederation of Bar, Russia
deployed forces in Poland, and a group of Russian forces violat-
ed the Ottoman territory near the city of Balta, east of the Bug
River. The Ottomans declared war on September 30, 1768.%
Before the war, the Ottomans enjoyed an era of relative peace,
starting with the Treaty of Belgrade (1739). They also missed
the new developments in military science by remaining outside
the Seven Years’ War battlefields, which introduced new tactics
and methods. In addition, in this period, the Ottomans replaced
most of their professional army with a militia-based army. Un-
der these circumstances, the Ottoman forces suffered defeats
in the face of better-trained and disciplined Russian troops, the
supply system of the Ottoman army collapsed, and strategic for-
tresses such as Hotin, Ismail, Kilya, and Bender were lost.** To
the surprise of the Ottomans, the Russian Baltic Fleet under Ad-
miral Alexis Grigori Orlov’s command succeeded in inflicting a
sudden attack on the Ottoman Navy at the Cesme Bay on 5 July
1770 while in June 1771, Russian forces invaded Crimea, facing
little resistance.*

40 NicHoLAs. V. RiasaNOVsKY AND MARK. D. STEINBERG, A HISTORY OF
Russia 237 (2005).

41 Sergei V. Bakhrushin and Sergei. D. Skazkin, Diplomacy, in CATHER-
INE THE GREAT: A ProrILE 185 (Marc Raefl ed., 1972).

42  EDOUARD Driaurt, La QuestioNn D’OrieNT, DEPUIS SES ORIGINES
JusqQu’a Nos Jours (1912).

43  VirGiNniA H. Aksan, OtToMAN Wars 1700-1923: AN EmPIRE BE-
SIEGED 60—64 (2022).

44 Davip R. STONE, A MiLITARY HisTORY OF Russia: FRom [VAN THE TER-
RIBLE TO THE WAR IN CHECHNYA 81 (2000).
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Sultan Abdiilhamid I (r. 1774-89) rose to the throne on
January 21, 1774, at a very chaotic time due to the ongoing war.
With the internal problems caused by the Pugachev rebellion
(1773-75) in Russia and the growing burden of the war for both
sides, the parties decided to negotiate a peace treaty. The Treaty
of Kiiclik Kaynarca, signed by the Ottoman and Russian dele-
gates on July 21, 1774, ended the war.* The treaty dramatical-
ly changed the administration of the Crimean Khanate, which
had been an Ottoman vassal state since 1475, where the rulers
(khans) were appointed directly by the Ottoman sultans. With
the treaty, it was to become an independent state. It was stipu-
lated in the treaty that the khan would be elected by the Crime-
an Tatars (nobility), contrary to the Ottoman practice of being
appointed by the sultan, and neither the Ottoman Empire nor
Russia would interfere with its domestic affairs. Still, the status
of the Ottoman sultan as the caliph of Muslims was accepted
in the treaty, and sultans were to approve the election of a new
khan by providing an imperial patent (mensur) and symbols of
sovereignty (fesrifat). The Ottomans surrendered the strategic
strongholds of Kilburun, Kerg¢, and Yenikale to the Russians
and recognized Russian sovereignty over the Kabartais.*® The
loss of the first Muslim-inhabited territory seriously affected the
Ottomans’ prestige.*’

Rather than providing unity and stability, the indepen-
dence fuelled the nobility’s internal rivalries and power struggles
in Crimea. Due to internal pressures, Sahib Giray was replaced
by Devlet Giray in 1775. This was not the last instance of inter-
nal unrest in Crimea, however. Losing his popular support and
facing a candidate supported by Russia for the throne, Devlet
Giray had to flee Crimea, and Sahin Giray was elected as khan
in April 1777. At first, the Ottomans did not recognize the elec-
tion and started preparations for war against Russia. The French
Ambassador in Istanbul, Frangois-Emmanuel Guignard de

45 For its clauses see JaAcQuEs Droz, HiSTOIRE DIPLOMATIQUE DE 1648 A
1919, 14445 (1952); DrIAULT, supra note 42, at 54-55; AKSAN, supra note 43, at 66.

46 For the khanate’s history under the Ottoman hegemony especially see:
ALAN W. FisHER, THE CRIMEAN TATARS (1978).

47 AKSAN, supra note 43, at 66.

48 HALM GIRAY, GULBUN-1 HANAN 116 (1332/1913-14).
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Saint-Priest (1768-85), offered mediation and negotiated with
the Russian Ambassador Alexander Stakiev. With the War of the
Bavarian Succession going on, Russia wanted to avoid another
war and accepted the French mediation offer.*” The Ottomans
had to accept this fait accompli with the Aynalikavak Convention
(Tenkihname) on March 21, 1779 (Rabi‘ al-Awwal 3, 1193).%°
Having spent his youth in St. Petersburg, Sahin Giray was con-
sidered a snob in the conservative Crimean and Ottoman circles,
and he was known to be pro-Russian. However, with the conven-
tion, he was appointed as khan in a lifetime position. His poli-
cies, such as suppressing his rivals, abolishing the privileges of
the pious foundations, imposing new taxes, and forming a new
army clad in Western-style uniforms, further alienated the pub-
lic.”!

In April 1782, an uprising led by Sahin Giray’s brother,
Bahadir Giray, erupted against his rule. In the following days,
two men, the representatives of the Taman residents, arrived in
Istanbul. They brought with them the petitions and grievances
of the population. On May 25, 1782, they presented a verbal
report, and officials who interviewed them prepared a written
report (takrir). They aired their complaints about Sahin Giray
and his oppressive rule. The representatives expressed the wish
of the residents of Taman: either the Ottoman sultan would des-
ignate a province for them in the Ottoman territory to which they
could emigrate, or, as in the past, Taman must be placed under
Ottoman rule. They also added that they came to Istanbul hoping
for salvation, and that unless the Ottoman government protect-
ed them, the residents of Taman would perish. The report also
provided information about the uprising led by Bahadir Giray
and Arslan Giray, their popularity, and the flight of Sahin Giray
toward Russian territory.*

The Crimean Crisis occurred during the American War of
Independence (1775-83). In 1778, France joined the war against

49  For the details of the negotiations, see his memoirs: FRANGOIS EMMAN-
UEL GUIGNARD DE SAINT-PRIEST, | MEMOIRES: REGNES DE Louis XV ET DE Louis XVI
170-73 (1929).

50 For the original text see SAT., TS. MA. d/9923.

51 VASIF, supra note 2, at 11.

52 SAT., AE., SABHI., 115/7758, 12/6/1196.
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Britain.** Finally, Britain and the United States started negotia-
tions and signed their preliminary peace agreement in November
1782. The defeat the British fleet inflicted on the French fleet at
the Battle of the Saintes (Iles des Saintes in the West Indies) on
April 12, 1782, and the unsuccessful attack on Gibraltar by the
joint French and Spanish fleets in September 1782, convinced
the parties to sue for peace. The preliminaries were signed on
January 20, 1783. The war was to end with a series of treaties
signed at Versailles on September 3, 1783.3* In this period, given
the need to form an alliance to balance France in Europe, Brit-
ish foreign minister Charles Fox favored the idea of appeasing
and forming an alliance with Russia.*® This diplomatic situation
created favorable conditions for Russia’s expansion against the
Ottoman Empire and neither France nor Britain was in a position
to diplomatically or militarily support the Ottomans.

Russia strengthened its position even more by forming
an alliance with Austria, the long term rival of the Ottomans.
Russian foreign policy went through a modification in the
1780s. Nikita Panin built the Northern System/Alliance (an alli-
ance with Prussia), which increased Russian influence and pres-
tige in Europe.’® However, Panin, seen as pro-Prussian, lost his
influence and was replaced by Alexander Bezborodko in May
1781, whom Prince Grigorii Potemkin supported. This change
was the expected result of abandoning the Prussian alliance and
pursuing a more ambitious expansion plan toward the Ottoman
Empire.”” This objective, the so-called Greek project that envis-
aged the partition of the Ottoman Empire between Austria and
Russia, was to be based on the secret Austro—Russian Treaty of
1781 (May—June). In January 1781, a draft treaty was penned.
However, the issue of which monarch would take precedence in
signing the treaty stalled the negotiations. In a letter written to

53 Paur W. ScHROEDER, THE TRANSFORMATION OF EUROPEAN PoLITICS,
1763—-1848, 38 (1994).

54  Droz, supra note 45, at 156—58; ANDREW STOCKLEY, THE EUROPEAN
PoweRs AND THE PEACE NEGOTIATIONS OF 1782-1783, 177-83 (2001).

55 Schroeder, supra note 53, at 46.

56 Hugh Ragsdale, Russian Foreign Policy, 1725-1815, in 2 THE CaM-
BRIDGE HisTory oF Russia 512 (Dominic Lieven ed., 2015).
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Potemkin in April, Catherine mentioned a solution to overcome
the precedence problem: rather than a formal treaty, the two
monarchs would exchange letters signed individually by each.*®
The treaty came in the form of an exchange of letters written by
the respective hands of the two monarchs, and its existence was
revealed only in June 1783.% According to the treaty, among
other obligations, Emperor Joseph of Austria undertook to de-
clare war or make a diversion with forces equal to those used by
Russia against the Ottoman Empire if the latter failed to fulfill
its obligations. The plan of operation and “equivalents,” the Ot-
toman possessions that Austria would gain, were to be discussed
in advance. In addition, he undertook to defend Russia with all
his forces if Russia was attacked by another power while at war
with the Ottoman Empire. The treaty was to last eight years.®® In
this period, Russia and the Ottoman Empire negotiated two ma-
jor issues: a trade treaty, and taxes in Wallachia and Moldavia.
The uprising and upheaval in the Crimean Khanate added anoth-
er major issue to the agenda. Even though the empire had its sui
generis patrimonialist structure of authority and decision-mak-
ing processes (in Weberian terms, “sultanism”), it is possible to
observe that the civilian bureaucracy (kalemiyye) started to grow
and gain power after the sixteenth century.®' Sultan Abdiilhamid
resorted to the method of consultation councils to reach unani-
mous decisions with the participation of the larger bureaucracy
to ensure the legitimacy of the decisions made in the face of
difficult negotiations with Russia.®

58 These letters are dated in Julian, also known as the Old Style, and
throughout this paper, I will convert them to Gregorian. The letters contain valuable
information about state affairs and have been translated into English from their Rus-
sian originals. DoucLas SmiTH, LOVE & CONQUEST: PERSONAL CORRESPONDENCE OF
CATHERINE THE GREAT AND PRINCE GRIGORY POTEMKIN 112—13 (2005).

59 Isabel de Madariaga, The Secret Austro-Russian Treaty of 1781, 38
THE Sravonic AND EasT EuroPEAN REVIEW 114 (1959).

60 Id. at 124-25.

61 Halil Inalcik, Decision Making in the Ottoman State, in DECISION
MAKING AND CHANGE IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 13 (Caesar E. Farah ed., 1993).

62 Neumann pointed out the deficiencies of these councils since their de-
cisions “stayed within the narrow bounds of a given, formulated policy and consisted
ultimately in gaining time, waiting, and delaying.” Christoph K. Neumann, Decision
Making without Decision Makers: Ottoman Foreign Policy circa 1780, in DECISION
MAKING AND CHANGE IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 31 (Caesar E. Farah ed., 1993).
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In the first week of July 1782, another delegation from
Crimea arrived in Istanbul. They, too, were supporters of Bahadir
Giray. An undated report (telhis) by the grand vizier (sadrazam)
provided information to the sultan about the situation in Crimea.
The document provides information about the interregnum pe-
riod in Crimea, which started with Sahin Giray’s flight to Kerch
(Kerg) for Russian protection and Bahadir Giray’s political ac-
tivities. It mentions that a delegation from Crimea arrived the
day before, bringing with them the petitions of the residents of
Crimea and a letter from Arslan Giray. In addition, Zahid Efen-
di, gadr of Cafta (Kefe), who headed the delegation, presented a
report. All these documents were handed to the chief of scribes
(reistilkiittab) and shaykh al-Islam, and they were all read aloud.
According to the grand vizier, as the petition for Bahadir Gi-
ray’s election had not arrived, it was wise to wait until its arriv-
al. Then, the Ottoman government would inform the Russian
ambassador in Istanbul and tell him that since the Tatars elected
a new khan, based on the traditions and clauses of the treaties
between the Ottoman Empire and Russia, the Ottoman govern-
ment would approve the election. The grand vizier reported that
he also had informed the other senior bureaucrats through his
chief assistant (saddret kethiidast) and a consultation council
(megsveret meclisi) with the participation of senior bureaucrats
would take place to discuss the issue. Then, on the top margin of
the same document, the Sultan summed up his thoughts. In his
view, Russia would not give up its support of Sahin Giray. What
would happen if Russia insisted on installing Sahin Giray back
on the throne again and breached the treaty? When the election
petition arrived, it would be necessary, with extreme diligence,
to discuss and solve the issue with the Russian ambassador in
the framework provided by the treaty.®

Another report penned by the grand vizier is connected
with the previous document, and it mentions that the Sultan had
requested a consultation council to discuss the petitions of the
residents of Crimea brought by Zahid Efendi three days prior
and also the minutes of the meeting with the delegation and to
decide for the Porte what course to follow. It was convened on

63 SAT., AE., SABHI.,16/1455, 10/07/1203.
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July 7, 1782.% The participants decided it would be best to wait
until the arrival of the petition confirming the election of the
new khan. However, in the meantime, to show Russia that the
Porte adhered to its treaty obligations, the petitions of Crimean
residents were to be shown to the Russian ambassador.®> One
of the participants, Ahmed Resmi Efendi, born in 1700, was 82
years old at that time and had no senior position in the bureau-
cracy; in modern terms, he was retired from government service.
However, thanks to his vast experience in diplomacy, he was
invited to the meeting (he died on August 31, 1783).° Aware of
the Russian support for Sahin Giray, despite the dislike of him
on the Ottoman side, the Porte did not hastily side with Bahadir
Giray. The Ottomans felt responsible for protecting the Muslim
population of Crimea: it was hard to ignore their pleas for help.
The Crimean delegation had an audience with the grand vizier
on July 27, 1782 (Sha‘ban 16, 1196), asking for assistance.®’
As the upheaval in Crimea continued, France, a long-
time ally of the Ottoman Empire, felt it necessary to warn the
Porte. The chief translator stated that he was instructed by his

64 The document does not provide any information about its year but
clearly states that the meeting occurred on Rajab 26. However, a clue helps us to date
its year as 1196 AH. So, the date of the document would be July 7, 1782. The docu-
ment provides the list of participants and mentions the director of the Imperial Arse-
nal, Halil Hamid Efendi, as one of the participants. As one of the leading statesmen
of the period, he served in various posts. He was appointed as the director of the Im-
perial Arsenal on September 23, 1781 (Shawwal 4, 1195), and he served in this post
until August 24, 1782 (Ramadan 15, 1196), when he was appointed chief assistant for
the second time. This information helps us to confirm the date of the aforementioned
report. Also, based on the phrase “three days prior,” it is possible to deduce that the
audience with the second Crimean delegation took place on July 4, 1782. In the zeyl
written by Ahmed Cavid, which is also known as verd-i mutarrd, to Ahmed Taib’s
work on the biographies of the Ottoman grand viziers, more information about Halil
Hamid Pasha’s life and career is provided, see: OSMANZADE AHMED TaIB, HADIKATU’L
VUzERA 34-36 (1274/1857-58). See also MEHMED SUREYYA, 2 SiCILL-1 OSMANI YAHUD
TEZKIRE-1 MESAHIR-1 OSMANIYE 299 (1308/1890-91); Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsili, Sa-
drazam Halil Hamid Pasa, 5 TORKIYAT MECMUASI 216 (1935).

65 SAT., AE. SABHI., 10/893, 10/07/1203.

66  On his life and role in the Ottoman bureaucracy, see an excellent study
by Virginia H. Aksan, An Ottoman Statesman in War & Peace, Ahmed Resmi Efendi,
1700-1783 (1995). Grand Vizier Halil Hamid Pasha, when in office, provided him
with an honorary post in the government. /d. at 179, 184.
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ambassador to suggest the Porte act cautiously regarding the ap-
proval of the new khan. Three months prior, the king of France
ordered his chancellor to pen a letter, which instructed the French
ambassador to have a careful eye on the foreign affairs of the Ot-
toman Empire so that it would not open a campaign for minor
matters but rather follow a cautious foreign policy because it
was not the right time to start a war. It was suggested that the
Porte send the imperial patent only after informing and discuss-
ing the issue with the Russian ambassador. In reply, the chief of
scribes denied the intention to approve the elections and stat-
ed that the Ottoman Empire respected its treaty obligations and
would continue to do so. On the top margin of this report, the
sultan wrote his opinion. According to him, if Sahin Giray fell
out of favor in the eyes of the Tatar nation, they would naturally
elect someone else, and as the Russian ambassador would be in-
formed afterward, why should it violate the treaty stipulations?%®

The election of Bahadir Giray further complicated Otto-
man—Russian relations. Bahadir Giray then sent a delegation to
Istanbul to present the election petition and demand official doc-
uments for his enthronement. Ahmed Vasif does not provide the
exact date of this new delegation; however, thanks to a report,
it is possible to determine its date.” In this difficult situation,
a consultation council was convened, and the abovementioned
report informed the sultan about its decision. The text clearly
states the meeting date is Sha‘'ban 21. Though it does not pro-
vide information about the year, as Halil Hamid Efendi is listed
among the participants as the director of the Imperial Arsenal, it
is safe to date it for the year 1196. Thus, the meeting date is Au-
gust 1, 1782 (Sha‘ban 21, 1196). The stipulations of the Kii¢iik
Kaynarca Treaty and Aynalikavak Protocol about the status of
the Crimean Khanate and the petitions of the Crimean popu-
lation were read aloud; then it was asked what the best course
of action would be. Since Bahadir Giray was elected as khan,
should the documents approving his election be dispatched im-
mediately, or were the two states bound to discuss the issue first?
Then, the participants discussed the issue and decided to inform

68 SAT., AE., SABHI., 15/1349.
69 VASIF, supra note 2, at 12.
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the Russian ambassador as stipulated in the treaties. In his writ-
ten opinion on the document, the sultan stated that he found the
council’s decision logical and ordered the grand vizier to inform
him about the forthcoming interview with the ambassador. How-
ever, if the ambassador wanted to communicate with his sover-
eign or totally refused the new elections and Sahin Giray rose
to the throne again, it would mean destruction for the Crimean
people. As a result, the Porte would be held responsible for it,
and it would cause popular discontent. According to the sultan,
establishing Bahadir Giray on the throne was the better option,
and he wanted the grand vizier to focus on the issue.”

The last week of August 1782 witnessed important
changes in the Ottoman administration. A large fire that started
on August 22 and lasted about three days destroyed many neigh-
borhoods of Istanbul, and the Janissaries’ inefficiency and lack
of discipline in putting out the fire led to the dismissal of Grand
Vizier Mehmed izzet Pasha. He was dismissed on August 25,
1782 (Ramadan 16, 1196), and Yegen Mehmed Pasha succeeded
him. In addition, Omer Vahid Efendi, the chief assistant, was re-
placed by Halil Hamid Efendi.” With the increasing problems in
foreign policy, the sultan probably wanted a more dynamic ad-
ministration. A few weeks later, Shaykh al-Islam Mehmed Serif
Efendi was removed from his post, and Seyyid ibrahim Efendi,
the then chief of the descendants of the Prophet, succeeded him
on September 13, 1782 (Shawwal 5, 1196).

These developments later evolved into a diplomatic cri-
sis, resulting in a series of meetings between Ottoman govern-
ment members and lengthy diplomatic negotiations with Rus-
sian ambassador Bulgakov, as Russia insisted that Sahin Giray
was the legitimate ruler and backed him. In a letter dated June

70 SAT., HAT., 1429/58520, 29/12/1196. I could not find any document
clearly mentioning sending the imperial patent for the approval of Bahadir Giray’s
election, yet this document shows the sultan’s willingness to support his claim to
the throne. Enverfi is silent on the issue and claims that the Ottomans waited for the
Russian ambassador’s reply before issuing the patent: ENVERI, supra note 67, at
ff. 267/B-267/A. Fisher suggests that the Ottoman government approved the elec-
tions and issued the patent, and at the end of May 1782, the Tatar delegation returned
to Crimea with the patent. ALaN W. FiSHER, THE RUSSIAN ANNEXATION OF THE CRIMEA,
1772-1783, 123 (1970).

71  ENVERI, supra note 67, at f. 270/A.

29




30

JourNAL OF IsLamic LAw | SPECIAL ISSUE 2024

16, 1782, Catherine informed Potemkin about the uprising in
Crimea and asked Potemkin to go to Crimea to support the
khan.”” However, Sahin Giray used his loyal military forces in
Crimea and Russian support to cruelly suppress his rivals and
the people, ultimately alienating even Catherine, as his behavior
could easily trigger another uprising. In a letter dated September
23, 1782, Catherine reminded Emperor Joseph about the secret
clauses of their alliance and a possible partition scheme of the
Ottoman Empire.” Joseph replied by listing the Ottoman territo-
ries he was interested in as part of the partition scheme, yet also
mentioning the diplomatic and military difficulties that the op-
position of France and Prussia could cause for Austria. France’s
passivity was vital; maybe it could be convinced with a share of
the partition, such as Egypt.”*

Potemkin returned to St. Petersburg in October 1782, and
in a long letter, probably written before Catherine’s secret or-
der (December 25, 1782) authorizing him to annex the Crimean
Khanate, he urged Catherine to annex the khanate immediately.
He was probably pointing out the ongoing Anglo—French War
when he emphasized the urgency of the annexation. Then, he list-
ed the advantages of annexation from political, security, and eco-
nomic viewpoints.” Catherine signed a written order on Decem-
ber 25, 1782, that authorized the annexation of the khanate when

72 Smith, supra note 58, at 120-22.

73 Alfred von Arneth published this letter in his book. Even though the
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certain conditions emerged.”® Nolde has published this order in
his book: Catherine mentioned the endless instability and the in-
fluence the Ottoman Empire had over the Crimean population,
uprisings in the Crimean Khanate after becoming independent,
and the high cost of suppressing them for Russia as the excuse
for annexation. Still, the idea appears hypothetical as a plan to
implement in case of a war with the Ottoman Empire.”’

In the fall of 1782, Russian forces entered Crimea and
completed the conquest in October, installing Sahin Giray on the
throne.”® The Ottoman government protested against this inter-
vention. Yet, in the first half of December, due to the alliance
between Russia and Austria, their ambassadors presented ultima-
tums to the chief of scribes, Mehmed Hayri Efendi. The Russian
ultimatum included three demands. The first demand was for the
right to trade and navigation in the Ottoman Empire. The second
article was on Crimea. It urged the Porte to refrain from interfer-
ing either openly or covertly in the affairs related to the khanate.
The Porte was reminded that the khan was an independent ruler
and was not under the Porte’s tutelage. The third demand was
about the jizya tax to be paid by the autonomous principalities of
Wallachia and Moldavia.” The Austrian ultimatum warned that
as Russia was its loyal ally, due to this firm alliance and the prox-
imity of common borders between Russia and the Ottoman Em-
pire, the Emperor would not be a neutral observer about the men-
tioned disputes, and it included the same demands in the Russian
note. Both ambassadors requested an urgent reply to their notes.*

These ultimatums led the Ottoman government officials
to convene a consultation council on December 14, 1782 (Muhar-
ram 8, 1197). In the view of the Ottoman statesmen, Austria and
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Russia had already deployed troops on the borders and were
ready to attack anytime, while the Ottoman borders lacked such
preparation. As a result, they decided to gain time for military
preparations in case a war became inevitable and inform the am-
bassadors that the Ottoman government would continue to re-
spect its treaty obligations.®!

As the crisis escalated, on December 31, 1782 (Muhar-
ram 25, 1197), Mehmed Pasha was dismissed, and Halil Hamid
Pasha succeeded him as grand vizier. Mustafa Efendi became
his chief assistant.®” Thanks to his skills, Halil Hamid Pasha rose
to that position at the age of forty-eight, a relatively young age
compared to his predecessors; according to Bouquet’s calcula-
tion, the average age of his predecessors was fifty-seven.®* As
the prospect of a war with Russia loomed over the horizon, this
energetic and able grand vizier tried to reform the Ottoman mil-
itary, especially the Janissary Corps, to maintain discipline and
organize the deployment of troops and storage of food supplies
and ammunition in strategic garrisons which his predecessors
had mostly ignored.*

Around the same time, the princes of the Ottoman auton-
omous principalities, Wallachia and Moldavia, who served as
the intelligence gathering centers, started sending detailed intel-
ligence reports. In his report dated December 30, 1782 (Muhar-
ram 24, 1197), Nikola (Prince of Wallachia, Eflak Voyvodast)
informed the Porte about the preparations of Austria and Russia:
Russia was preparing its Baltic Fleet to deploy it in Italy.* In a re-
port dated December 31, 1782 (Muharram 25, 1197), Aleksandr
(Prince of Moldavia, Bogdan Voyvodasi), also provided alarm-
ing information. According to his report, Russia had built three
warships in Kherson, and despite the orders of the Tsarina to
complete the building of three similar ships there by May, sixteen
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workers had died of the plague, and the construction stopped.*
Russia had twelve divisions alongside the Polish border, and
generals like “Repnin” (Nikolai Repnin) and “Soltikof” (Ivan
Saltykov) were ready in their positions. The Russian generals
waited for the Ottoman government’s reply to the ultimatums.
Austria had issued sleighs for a quick deployment and winter
clothing with sheepskin lining to its soldiers.*” Nikola sent anoth-
er alarming report on January 27, 1782 (Safar 22, 1197). Austria
was stepping up its military preparations, transporting arms and
ammunition, and taking out large loans from the lenders in Brus-
sels and Vienna. Like Russia, Austria awaited the Ottoman reply
to the ultimatums. Austria was reinforcing its Danube Fleet, and
80,000 Austrian soldiers were deployed along the Ottoman bor-
der. A French source from Vienna provided the information that
the emperor had a long interview with the French ambassador.
Due to its relationship with Austria, France could not be of much
help to the Ottoman Empire, and it could not oppose the Rus-
sian right to navigation. The same source stated that the rumors
about an alliance between Austria and Russia were heard in Vi-
enna, too, but he did not find that information reliable.®® Another
report by Nikola, dated February 8, 1783 (Rabi" al-Awwal 5,
1197), provided more information on Austria’s military prepara-
tions. Emperor Joseph inquired if Prussia would attack Austria
in case of a war with the Ottoman Empire and received assuranc-
es. The workshops were preparing for war production, even on
Sundays, considered holy by the Austrians. Russia’s Black Sea
Fleet consisted of six large and fifteen medium- and small-sized
ships. More importantly, due to the rumors in Vienna that France
would take part in a war against Austria, the French ambassador,
on various occasions, had made it clear that France would not
intervene in the affairs concerning the Ottoman Empire.* The

86 Arriving in Kherson and writing to Catherine on May 24, 1783 (May
11, 1783, O.S.) Potemkin was very disappointed with the progress the Admiralty at
Kherson had made regarding shipbuilding in Kherson. It had been decided to build
seven ships in 1783, though, upon his return, he found that there was not enough wood
and the existing wood had rotted. He immediately started to organize and establish a
special commission. SMITH, supra note 58, at 132.
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intelligence reports showed the Ottomans the readiness levels of
Austria and Russia to start a war even during winter, and they
could clearly not rely on France for their cause.

In a letter dated January 17, 1783, Catherine invited Jo-
seph to start formal negotiations with her regarding the partition
of the Ottoman Empire and joint military planning.*® Still, Jo-
seph was hesitant in his response. In his letter to Catherine dated
February 25, 1783, he was satisfied with the Porte’s acceptance
of the ultimatums and was very happy about the success of their
joint démarches. Regarding Catherine’s last letter, which invited
him to start formal negotiations for partition and war planning,
Joseph replied that “le grand objet” (the partition scheme) was
for a situation in which the Ottoman Empire declared war and
as this was not the case, he had no reason to attack.”® Catherine
tried to convince Joseph in another letter, but Joseph argued that
the Porte fulfilled its obligations.*?

Finally, Catherine shared the idea of annexing Crimea
in her letter dated April 18, 1783. According to her, despite the
promises they made in the face of the joint ultimatums, the Porte
had sent an officer with a detachment to Taman to take Taman
into the sultan’s possession and exercise his sovereignty. After
the Crimean Khan sent one of his officials as an envoy, the Turk-
ish commander beheaded him publicly. She was now forced to
bring about “a new situation” between Russia and the Ottoman
Empire, and she hoped that the Porte would prefer peace to
war. If not, her forces were ready to enter the war and repel an
attack.” In his reply, dated May 19, 1793, Joseph mentioned
receiving the manifesto attached to her letter. However, there
were differences between his and her positions about executing
the goals. A quick look at his topographic and political situation
would convince her. In addition, Russia’s annexation of Crimea,
Taman, and Kuban differed from the stipulations of the Treaty
of Kii¢iik Kaynarca and its following conventions.”* Emperor
Joseph did not want to be dragged into a war, given the difficult

90 VoON ARNETH, supra note 73, at 182—88.
91 Id. at 188-91.

92 Id. at 191-95.

93 Id. at 193-95.
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position of his empire. Yet, since it was his duty to convince
France, he used this opportunity to finally inform France about
the “defensive treaty” between Russia and Austria. If Austria did
not want to lose Russia to an alliance with Prussia, then Austria
had no choice but to support her, a fact that France could un-
derstand since its policy also aimed at containing Prussia. Still,
Austria would obtain Moldavia and Wallachia from the Ottoman
Empire if a war erupted.”

Thanks to the new intelligence reports, the Ottomans
started to receive more information about the situation in the
khanate. Aleksandr, the Prince of Moldavia, sent a report dated
April 20, 1783 (Jumada al-Awwal 17, 1197). According to his
sources Sahin Giray, with the aid of 26,000 Russian soldiers,
had gained control over the khanate, and got twenty nobles
killed while imprisoning his brother, who revolted against him.
Austria and Russia wanted Wallachia and Moldavia to become
independent. Austria was also interested in territories in Bosnia
and the city of Belgrade. Venice had completed the construction
of seven warships and started constructing three galleons and
six frigates. It dispatched a flotilla consisting of eight galleons
to the island of Corfu, along with orders to be ready.’® This news
indicated Venice’s possible intentions to attack the Ottoman pos-
sessions in the Mediterranean in cooperation with Russia.

Catherine was anxious to complete the annexation by
publicly announcing the annexation manifesto as soon as pos-
sible since Britain and France signed the preliminaries in Jan-
uary 1783, and France could turn its attention to the east and
start supporting the Ottoman position. However, there were
delays. In his letter dated June 10, 1783, Potemkin replied to
her criticisms about the delay and complained about the khan.”’
Finally, on July 23, 1783, Potemkin informed Catherine that the
Crimean elites had taken the oath of allegiance.”® A document
in the SAT confirms this chronology. It is a letter that was sent
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to the garrison commander of Hocabey (modern-day Odesa) by
a resident of Crimea. The document states that Russians came
to Karasu with their soldiers and set up a big tent. Their leader,
named Kotamke and Grap (“Kotamke ve Grap dimekle maruf,”
referring to Prince Potemkin and his title in German, “Graf”),
gathered all the leading people of the Crimea to that tent and
read aloud the sublime edict of his monarch on July 21, 1783
(Sha‘ban 20, 1197).”

Based on an Ottoman document, it is safe to assume that
the Ottomans did not know about the annexation or the manifesto
as of mid-June. However, they had suspicions about Russia’s in-
tentions. A consultation council was convened on June 15, 1783
(Rajab 14, 1197). A report about Russia’s intention to annex the
Crimean Khanate sent by the French ambassador through the
chief translator of the Swedish embassy was read aloud.'® The
military situation and preparations were discussed. In addition,
it was mentioned that Russia had about ten ships in Alikurna
(Livorno in Italy) and was about to send twelve more ships. The
movement of the Russian fleet from the Baltic Sea to the Medi-
terranean was seen as part of a plan to attack the Ottomans.'"' The
participants agreed to postpone the war decision to the following
spring with the condition that preparations continue.'?*

It seems the Ottomans learned about the annexation
sometime in late October. Vasif provides a translation of the
Russian annexation manifesto, which the Porte received. In
addition, according to his account, the Ottoman statesmen dis-
cussed issuing a counter-declaration against the Russian man-
ifesto since it blamed the Ottoman Empire for the chaos in the
khanate. However, they decided that without completing the
military preparations, issuing a declaration would invite the
enemy to start hostilities, so they decided to postpone issuing

99 SAT., HAT., 23/1108, 29/12/1197.

100 It is possible that since France was an Austrian ally, the French ambas-
sador did not want to convey that information officially and instead chose unofficial
channels.

101 To my knowledge, the Russian Baltic Fleet was not deployed in the
Mediterranean. It seems Potemkin suggested this move initially, but Catherine re-
fused. In a letter dated May 3, 1783, he wrote, “Time will prove to you how wisely
you acted in not sending the fleet.” SmiTH, supra note 58, at 130.

102 SAT., HAT., 1415/57856, 14/07/1197.
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it.!” According to a report located in the SAT, the grand vizier
informed the sultan about this council and its decision. The doc-
ument does not contain any information on its date; however,
it is possible to infer that it was written sometime in October
as it mentions military preparations during the approaching
winter. It clearly mentions the draft counter-declaration and the
participants’ decision to postpone issuing it. The participants
believed that issuing it before the military preparations were
completed would only serve to provoke the enemy and decided
that the preparations must be completed by the spring and only
after that the counter-declaration be issued. However, the sultan
was not very happy with that decision. He penned his opinion
and criticized the bureaucrats for postponing everything to the
following spring.'®

The chief of scribes met the British ambassador on Oc-
tober 23, 1783 (Dhi ’lI-Qa‘da 26, 1197). Given how well-pre-
pared Russia and Austria were, the ambassador warned against
a possible war and shared Britain’s intention to offer its good
offices in the crisis. The chief of scribes insisted on France’s
involvement in the initiative. Shortly after, another consultation
council convened, and after reading the intelligence reports,
Ottoman officials discussed the possibility of a military attack
by Russia and Austria during the winter months. They also dis-
cussed the precautions for ensuring discipline in the military.'®
An important topic on the agenda was whether to issue a decla-
ration concerning the Russian violation of the peace treaty. The
fleet admiral favored issuing it, and he argued that postponing it
so long was inappropriate. Then, the grand vizier argued that the
idea behind postponing it was to gain time until the spring since
issuing it would mean declaring war, and because the prepara-
tions were not completed yet, it would lead to an enemy attack
on the Ottoman territory. He also reminded the admiral that the
previous consultation council decided to postpone its declara-
tion unanimously. The admiral replied that the Russians might
interpret postponing it further as a sign that the Ottoman Empire

103 VaAsiF, supra note 2, at 25-29.
104 SAT., HAT., 1451-80, 10/07/1203.
105 VAsiF, supra note 2, at 32-33.
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accepted this fait accompli in Crimea. Grand Vizier Halil Hamid
Pasha and Fleet Admiral Hasan Pasha did not get along well; the
latter was greatly respected and influenced Sultan Abdiilhamid,
undermining the grand vizier’s authority; they were heads of ri-
val factions within the bureaucracy.'* The fleet admiral supported
a more aggressive policy against Russia. Shaykh al-Islam Meh-
met Ataullah Efendi joined him this time and supported issuing
the counter-declaration.'”” The participants were asked to vote,
and it seems the opposition led by Hasan Pasha changed their
minds, and they unanimously voted to issue it without further
delay. It appears that since his influence over the sultan was
known, Hasan Pasha’s criticisms might have been regarded as
the sultan’s opinion, and by appealing to the participants’ emo-
tions, he could change their position on issuing the counter-dec-
laration. However, according to Vasif, it was postponed again
upon warnings by “the well-wishers” of the Ottoman Empire.'*®
At this point, one may argue that the grand vizier may have con-
vinced the sultan.

The Ottomans regarded this annexation as a clear breach
of the peace treaty of 1774, which had provided independence
to the Crimean Khanate. The military preparations under the
leadership of the new grand vizier continued, but there were
many problems in equipping and deploying troops. The Otto-
man statesmen tried to gain time through negotiations until the
spring of 1784 and to involve Britain and France as mediators.
However, sometime in early November, the Russian ambassa-
dor, Yakov Bulgakov, demanded an official document (sened)
from the Ottoman government to modify the past treaties’ claus-
es on the Crimean Khanate and to provide a de jure recognition
of the Russian annexation of Crimea, Taman, and Kuban. He
gave a translated text of the document to the chief of scribes
and warned that it was impossible to modify even one letter of
that document.'”

106 Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsili, Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Pasa’ya Dair, 7-8
TUrKkIYAT MECMUASI 21 (1942); BOUQUET, supra note 83, at 305.

107 He was appointed to this post on May 20, 1783 (Cemaziyelahir 17,
1197), see: SUREYYA, supra note 64, at 3:476.

108 VaAsiF, supra note 2, at 34.

109 Id. at 58-59.
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While Austria and Russia gradually increased diplomatic
and military pressure on the Porte, their alliance created suspi-
cions in France and Prussia. It was shocking for France, techni-
cally speaking, an Austrian ally. It was especially alarming for
Prussia as Russia and Austria could now deal a serious blow
to Prussia in the event of war. This development led to some
rapprochement between France and Prussia. However, despite
his chancellor, Count Kaunitz-Rietberg, who strongly wished
to obtain an equivalent from the Ottoman Empire to compen-
sate for the Russian gains, Joseph hesitated and was unwilling
to continue with the partition scheme. First, as he rightly ob-
served, Russia had already gained what it wanted, but to get her
gains, Austria would probably fight the whole Ottoman army in
the Balkans while Russia would remain as “inattaquables spec-
tateurs” in Crimea. In addition, Austria’s gains could provoke
Prussia and expose Austria’s northern frontiers when Austria
was fighting the Ottomans.''? It is possible that Frederick II man-
aged to obtain the text of the secret Russian—Austrian alliance.'!!
Joseph, at least, was sure of it or pretended to be sure to point out
his difficult situation to Catherine as he wrote to her in his letter
dated October 6, 1782.!2

Though far from proving Joseph’s suspicions, probably
sometime in January or February 1783, the Prussian chargé d’af-
faires warned the Ottomans that Austria and Russia formed an
alliance and Russia would invade Crimea and Ozi while Austria
would invade Bosnian and Serbian provinces.'"* Probably in the
summer or autumn of 1783, Frederick sent a letter to his chargé
d’affaires at the Porte, who then sent the translator to read the
translation of this letter to the chief of scribes. According to
Frederick, if the Ottomans tolerated and accepted the Crimean
situation, the independent (actually autonomous) lands of Walla-
chia and Moldavia would share the same fate. Then, the Austrian

110 M. S. Anderson, The Great Powers and the Russian Annexation of
Crimea, 1783—4, 37 THE SLavoNic AND EAsT EUROPEAN REVIEW 29 (1958).

111 De Madariaga, supra note 59, at 143.

112 Joseph wrote: “Je suis bien stir que le Roi de Prussie est enformé avec
détail de tout ce qui se traite entre nous deux, méme dans le correspondance auto-
graphe.” VON ARNETH, supra note 73, at 162.

113 SAT., HAT., 18/799, 29/12/1197.
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emperor would act similarly and conquer Belgrade, Serbia, and
Karabuda provinces. However, if the Ottomans rejected the Rus-
sian demands, European circles believed that Austria’s attitude
would change.'*

Sometime in fall 1783 (Dhii ’1-Qa‘da 1197, September
28—October 27, 1783), Chief Assistant Mustafa Efendi was dis-
missed from his post, and Mehmed Hayri, the chief of scribes,
succeeded him. According to Enveri, Mustafa Efendi disagreed
with the grand vizier on foreign policy; he argued that the grand
vizier’s war preparations were a waste of resources and that
Russia did not intend to act against the Ottoman Empire. Upon
this appointment, Mustafa Efendi, who served at that time as
affixer of the sultan’s monographic signature (tevki’), came to
the post of chief of scribes.!!

After these developments, on November 29, 1783
(Muharram 4, 1198), Ottoman bureaucrats convened to discuss
the situation. Documents related to the Russian demand for the
sened and King Frederick’s letter were read to the participants.
Then, the grand vizier reminded them that they were all bene-
ficiaries of the empire. To fulfill their responsibility to the state
that provides for them, they were required to share their views
freely on the issue. After ordering the documents to be read
aloud again, he addressed the participants and asked their opin-
ions. There was silence. As a result, he suggested that the par-
ticipants read the relevant documents in their residences and
share their opinions later. He stated that he aimed to gain time
with negotiations, at least until the following spring.''® After he
gave his views about the military situation and the possibility
of a multi-front war, the answer to be given to the Russian am-
bassador was read aloud, and the grand vizier claimed that he
would try to ensure the appointment of a khan, rather than di-
rect Russian rule, and also, gain time. The participants wanted

114 SAT., HAT., 22/1068, 29/12/1198. About this letter, see: VASIF, supra
note 2, at 59—60.

115 ENVERi, supra note 67, at f. 316/B. Mehmed Siireyya only gives the
year (1197/1783) for Mehmed Hayri’s appointment to this position and gives his
name as Hayrl Mehmed. He was a poet and had a divan. He used Hayr{ as his pseud-
onym, see SUREYYA, supra note 67, at 2:320.

116 VAsIF, supra note 2, at 63.
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the government to continue preparations as if there would
be a war.'"”

The fleet admiral met the British ambassador in Decem-
ber 1783. The ambassador advised avoiding a war given the
military situation and assured the admiral that his government
would see that no new demands would emerge from Russia and
Austria.""® Sometime after this meeting, on December 15, 1783
(Muharram 20, 1198), the Ottoman delegation met the Russian
ambassador and informed him that the British and French am-
bassadors had written to their governments for mediation, and
until they received a reply from their governments, the Ottoman
government must postpone giving an answer to the Russian de-
mands. The delegation also implied their willingness to involve
Britain and France as guarantors in the negotiations. The am-
bassador rejected any mediation and stated that his instructions
required him to obtain a “yes-or-no answer” on issuing the sened
by the Ottoman Empire. His fear was that thirty days had passed
since he shared his government’s demands, and as deploying
troops on the borders was costly, one day, his government could
decide not to wait any longer and, instead, recall him.'"”

The next section will show how Ottoman statesmen
evaluated the empire’s military and fiscal weakness and pow-
er asymmetry in the face of a war against Russia and Austria.
Given the situation, the Ottoman statesmen regarded peace as
necessary. This understanding of the situation would form the
basis of their legitimizing efforts.

ACCEPTING THE EMPIRE’S MILITARY AND FiSCAL
WEAKNESS AND THE NECESSITY OF PEACE

Given the fact that Crimean khans were the successors of the
Cinghisid dynasty, and their vassal status contributed greatly
to the Ottoman claims of imperial leadership and legitimacy,
the independence of the Crimean Khanate was already a great
blow to their status. Still, the Ottoman sultans maintained their

117 Id. at 64-69.
118 Id. at 78-79.
119 Id. at 79-81.
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right to exert influence, at least in the religious sphere, with
the 1774 treaty. The Russian annexation of Crimea, Taman,
and Kuban was a worse situation for the Ottomans as Muslims
mostly populated these areas. The residents of these areas had
sent many delegations to the Ottoman capital throughout the
crisis, and their demands increased the psychological pressure
on the Ottoman decision-makers as with the annexation, these
people had to come under the rule of a Christian monarch. The
gravity of the situation and the consequences of a possible de-
cision made reaching a decision very difficult. Suggesting the
acceptance of Russian demands was in conflict with all the
values Ottoman statesmen stood for and could lead to loss of
prestige and legitimacy, yet suggesting the other option, war,
could lead to disastrous results and loss of even more territory
and population.

The first of the documents transcribed at the end of this
article can be classified as meeting minutes (mazbata).'* It is
written on an oversized (battal) paper.'?! It is an important doc-
ument as it shows the officials’ names and titles, allowing us
to understand their views on the empire’s military and fiscal
weakness and power asymmetry. It also provides an insight into
their concerns about the domestic consequences of their deci-
sions. Though its text does not contain any information about
its date, it is dated December 18, 1783 (Muharram 23, 1198) in
the catalog. As mentioned in the previous section, in the consul-
tation council that gathered on November 29, 1783 (Muharram
4, 1198), when asked about their opinion, most government of-
ficials had chosen to remain silent given the gravity of the issue
at stake. Grand Vizier Halil Hamid Pasha realized this situation
and tried to eliminate the potential impact of group pressure by
asking the bureaucrats to share their views privately with the
chief assistant. It is also possible that the sultan previously de-
manded it from the grand vizier to find out what his bureaucrats
thought about the situation when freed from the risk of dis-
agreeing with the grand vizier publicly. Due to the location of

120 SAT., TSMA., E., 705/29, 23/01/1198.
121 On the characteristics of Ottoman documents and different types of
papers used, see: KUTUKOGLU, supra note 1, at 24-70.



The Ottomans and International Law

this document (the Topkap1 Palace Fond), it is possible to argue
that the sultan may have seen it. The bureaucrats visited Chief
Assistant Mehmed Hayri in his office, and the minutes of Fleet
Admiral Hasan Pasha’s interview with the British ambassador
were read to them. Then, they stated their views on the Russian
demand, and their opinions were recorded in this document.

It is safe to argue that Ahmed Vasif had access to this
document as he included it almost verbatim in his account. The
document has a page number on the top right margin, and it
seems it is the ninth and last page, as the text only covers half of
the paper. The names and titles of the officials were written in
red ink, which has now partly faded away. When compared to
the account provided by Ahmed Vasif, we can see that he started
with the views of Siilleyman Feyzi, the chief accountant, and fol-
lowed the same order, yet, in the document, Siileyman Feyzi’s
first few sentences are missing as they were probably on the pre-
vious page.'? It is possible that the previous pages included the
minutes of the interview between Fleet Admiral Hasan Pasha
and Sir Robert Ainslie, the British ambassador. The document
does not include any information as to its date. Still, from the
date of the dispatch that Ainslie wrote to Fox in London about
his meeting with the fleet admiral, this document can be dated a
few days after December 6, 1783.'%

A total of five Ottoman statesmen visited the chief as-
sistant in his office to share their views: Siileyman Feyzi (chief
accountant),'” Ahmed Nazif (director of the registry of landed

122 VAsIF, supra note 2, at 82—87.

123 Ainsle to Fox, Foreign Office 78/4, no. 27, 10 December 1783, quot-
ed in AL1 I. BAGIS, BRITAIN AND THE STRUGGLE OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE: SIR ROBERT
AINLIE’S EMBAsSY To IsTaNBUL, 1776—1794, 16 (1984).

124 As mentioned above, even though his name is not listed on the docu-
ment, the document starts with his views (continuing from the absent previous page),
and through a comparison with Vasif’s account, it is possible to infer that it was Siiley-
man Feyzi. He was appointed to that post in November 1783. In 1777, he was appoint-
ed to the post of chief assistant to the grand vizier, and the next year, he was removed
from that post to serve as superintendent of the Imperial Arsenal. In 1779, he became
chief of scribes, though he was removed from the post in 1781. In 1786, he was again
appointed to the post of chief assistant to the grand vizier, a post he served about five
months before his removal. He died in 1794, see, SUREYYA, supra note 64, at 3:90.
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property),'® Celebi Mehmed (zevki’),'** Ebubekir Pasazade Sii-
leyman Beyefendi (riznamge-i evvel),'”” and Siilleyman Penah
(director of the Imperial Kitchen).'” Lalelili Mustafa (former
chief assistant)!? chose to send a written document instead.

Siileyman Feyzi pointed out the disturbing fact that Rus-
sia had a fleet in the Black Sea of 150 pieces. It could also obtain
naval support and ships from its allies in the Mediterranean, and
Russian and Austrian troops were ready to attack alongside the
borders. At the same time, the Ottoman Empire lacked the mil-
itary capacity to stop them."*® Though it was difficult to accept
their demands, waiting longer to discuss the issue could lead to
war. He suggested giving the reply decided at the consultation
council (to convince the Russian ambassador to wait for a reply
from the British and French governments). If he did not accept it
and insisted on returning to his country, then the chief of scribes
must tell him that they did not know he was determined to return
to his country and ask for some more time so that the Ottoman
government would reach an answer. Then, by convening the
state officials, a decision must be made.

125 He is also known as Nazif Ahmed. His father was Hac1 Selim Aga,
who had close ties to Sultan Abdiilhamid I. In addition to serving in other important
posts, Ahmed Nazif briefly served as chief assistant to the grand vizier in 1785. Then,
he was appointed to that post again in 1788, serving for approximately one year. How-
ever, he and his brother were executed by the new sultan, Selim III, in June 1789. Id.
at 4:562.

126 He was appointed as fevki” and superintendent of the imperial mint in
1782, though he was appointed to the post of nisanci in October 1783. He served in
other posts and died in 1800. His brother Lalelili Mustafa also served in important
government posts. /d. at 4:271-72.

127 His father was Ebubekir Pasa (Alaiyeli). He served in various govern-
ment posts and died in 1785. Id. at 3:86-87.

128 He served at various posts and died in 1786. Id. at 3:87.

129 Also known as Laleli Mustafa, he served in various government posts,
and in 1781, he became chief assistant to the grand vizier, though he was removed
from that post in January 1782. He served in other positions and died in 1798. Id. at
4:454-55.

130 This figure seems very much exaggerated. The Black Sea Fleet con-
sisted of fifteen ships of the line and twenty frigates at that time. For the development
of the Black Sea Fleet see John P. LeDonne, Geopolitics, Logistics, and Grain: Rus-
sia’s Ambitions in the Black Sea Basin, 1737—1834, 28 THE INTERNATIONAL HISTORY
REVIEW 28 (2006). The intelligence report sent by Nikola, prince of Wallachia, in Feb-
ruary 1783 gave the number of fifteen ships of various sizes. Siileyman Feyzi’s figure,
150, may also include merchant ships that could be equipped with guns.
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Ahmed Nazif argued that the decision made at the consul-
tation council was to convince the ambassador to wait a bit more
until a reply came from Britain and France. However, after read-
ing the minutes of the interview between the British ambassador
and the fleet admiral, there was no doubt that the former would
inform the Russian ambassador about the details of his interview.
As a result, he would not accept the Ottoman demand and would
insist on leaving for his country. The chief of scribes must still
give the decided reply. If the ambassador made it clear that he
would leave for his country, he must convince the ambassador to
postpone the issue to another meeting. During this time, the Otto-
man government would convene and discuss the issue. According
to him, despite the difficulty of accepting the Russian demands on
Crimea, it was known by all that the Ottoman Empire lacked the
naval forces to protect its shores on the Black Sea and the army to
protect its borders. If the ambassador left for his country, it would
mean war, and it was known that Russian and Austrian forces
were ready to march towards the Ottoman border.

Celebi Mehmed mentioned that it was evident that the
Russian ambassador would not accept waiting for a reply regard-
ing English and French mediation. It was also evident that if a
negative reply was given to him, being ready, Russian and Aus-
trian troops would march to the Ottoman borders during winter,
and Russian naval forces would attack the Ottoman Black Sea
coast. The Ottoman Empire lacked the troops to defend its bor-
ders, and deploying troops would be difficult under winter condi-
tions. In addition, the letter previously sent by Siileyman Pasha,
Governor of the Cildir Province, through himself, informed the
government that Prince Heraclius of Tbilisi accepted Russian
suzerainty and Russian forces entered the area and opened new
roads in Georgia through the Ananur route suitable for carts. If
the gates of war opened, Heraclius, in cooperation with the Rus-
sian forces, would attack Cildir and Kars, and another Georgian
prince, Solomon, would attack Cildir, Fas, and Anakra. It had
been just two months since the men who were sent to repair the
Cildir fortress arrived at their destination, and artillery pieces
and ammunition intended for Cildir could not be transported and
were still in Trabzon. If war started, that front, too, would need
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commanders, soldiers, large amounts of ammunition, food sup-
plies, and money. The enemy would launch attacks on all fronts
to create panic and diversion. These issues must be thoroughly
taken into account, and for these reasons, in his opinion, rather
than giving the ambassador a final answer, the chief of scribes
must do his best to postpone the issue until another meeting when
the government officials must come together to discuss the issue
again. It was imperative to consider the situation of the Ottoman
Empire and its enemies.

Ebubekir Pasazade Siileyman (riznamge-i evvel) men-
tioned that due to his responsibilities with the Imperial Arsenal,
the fleet admiral shared the interview with the British ambassa-
dor with him. The ambassador had assured the admiral that the
Crimean problem would be solved without issuing any official
document about the Russian annexation, and Austria would not
come up with demands. In his view, if these guarantees were giv-
en, as the empire had preferred to remain silent in the last eight
or nine years, continuing the same policy for a few years more
was the better choice. According to him, the moment the gates of
war opened, initially, thirty thousand purses would be needed. In
addition, it would require the obedience and perseverance of the
soldiers and sufficient preparations to resist two enemies on land
and at sea. Given the lack of discipline among the soldiers, if the
enemies were to launch their attacks from different directions,
God forbid, with their lack of obedience to the senior command-
ers and officers, the result would be disastrous. This could be
inferred from the incident in Sofia and the failure of the efforts to
reinforce the border garrisons, such as Ismail, Silistre, and Sofia,
and especially Adakale, which was directly facing the enemy,
with five to six thousand janissaries even though in the last six
to seven months, day and night, many orders were issued and of-
ficials were appointed for that purpose.'’*! He argued that power

131 He was probably referring to the riot against Egribozlu Mehmed Pa-
sha, the Governor of Rumeli Province, who was appointed to that post due to the
possibility of war with Russia. He resided in Sofia, but his cruelties and corruption
ignited a riot. The residents of Sofia and the soldiers deployed there forced him to flee
after laying siege to his palace, causing a fight, and even launching cannon fire on his
palace. He was deposed, and on December 1, 1783, Abdi Pasha was appointed to that
post. VASIF, supra note 2, at 54-57.
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and strength belong to God, and there is no doubt that God will
help the weak and oppressed. However, even though only God
can know the results of future developments, launching a war
with two such powerful enemies for an uncertain victory despite
the visible weakness was like drinking poison and hoping that
the antidote would work. God forbid, if devastation occurred,
it would be unfortunate for the Ottoman Empire. According to
him, if the ambassador insisted on returning to his country, the
chief of scribes must postpone the final answer to another meet-
ing, and this issue must be discussed again.

Siileyman Penah, director of the Imperial Kitchen, said
the current campaign could not be compared to the past cam-
paigns as Russia controlled the coasts of the Black Sea, and as
was heard, it had a fleet consisting of 150 small and big ships de-
ployed in the Azov Sea, around Yenikale (Kerch), Kerch Strait,
and in the Dnieper River. Its soldiers were ready at the borders,
Austria was also ready for hostilities, and its battalions facing
the borders were waiting for a signal. If the final reply was given
to the Russian ambassador and he returned to his country, it was
evident that war would start. What would the result be if the infi-
del ships sailed into the Black Sea and soldiers marched against
the borders like invading grasshoppers? It was even possible that
they would attack the ships in the Black Sea. God forbid if grain
and basic supplies were not provisioned to the city for thirty or
forty days, then all hell would break loose, and they (govern-
ment officials) would end up seeking their survival. While, now,
there was no state of war, if a few of their ships fired a few shots
against the suburbs outside the Bosphorus, panic would start in
Istanbul, and the people would lose their heads. He argued that a
potential campaign could not be compared to others. In the last
(1768-74) and past campaigns, Russia did not have a fleet in the
Black Sea. For this reason, according to his limited knowledge,
the preferred option must be preventing war. If the Russian am-
bassador did not accept the reply and insisted on returning to
his country, the chief of scribes must postpone the answer to the
next meeting, and then, they must convene another consultation
council to decide.
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Former chief assistant Mustafa sent his opinion in a let-
ter to the chief of scribes. He suggested that during his interview
with the Russian ambassador, the chief of scribes should men-
tion that Russia violated the peace treaty despite the Ottoman
Empire’s loyalty to its stipulations and the Ottoman government
promised the ambassadors of Britain and France that a solution
to the crisis would be found within the framework of the peace
treaty which they communicated to their governments. As no
reply had come yet, if the Ottoman government gave a “yes-or-
no” answer, this would offend them. For this reason, after their
replies arrived, the issue could be negotiated again.

This document provides detailed insights into the Otto-
man statesmen’s perceptions of the empire’s military and finan-
cial weaknesses and what factors shaped their decisions about a
war over Crimea. First of all, it seems that the Ottoman states-
men were aware of the lack of discipline in the Ottoman army
and military deficiencies. The problem of discipline made the
deployment of troops at strategic military positions difficult. The
corruption in the Ottoman army was known to the grand vizier;
there was a big discrepancy between the number of payrolls and
the number of available soldiers ready for a campaign. Despite
being a risky task, since many people obtained salary benefits,
the grand vizier still made some modest attempts to ameliorate
this problem by ordering headcounts in the garrisons and cancel-
ing the payrolls of those absent.'*

A visible concern among the participants was the need
to fight a multi-front war against Russia, Austria, and their al-
lies in the Caucasus, the Georgian princes. From their evalu-
ations of the situation, they expected to fight at least on three
fronts, covering the Balkans and the Caucasus. In addition, they
expected the Black Sea and the Mediterranean to be the naval
theater of operations since they expected that Russia could de-
ploy its Baltic Fleet and use it against the Ottoman possessions.
The memories of the Battle of Cesme (1770) were still fresh;
Fleet Admiral Hasan Pasha, commanding a galleon, was a vet-
eran of that battle.** However, another major concern was the

132 Uzungarsili, Sadrdzam, supra note 64, at 231-32.
133 Uzungarsili, Cezayirli, supra note 106, at 20.
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emergence of the Russian Black Sea Fleet which posed another
challenge: the provisioning of the Ottoman capital. Providing
an adequate supply of grain to this population at an affordable
price was a priority of the Ottomans and a source of legitima-
cy."** Due to the cost-efficient nature of maritime transportation
compared to overland transportation, ports and maritime routes
were vital in provisioning the capital city. In 1758, 85 percent of
grain consumed in Istanbul came from areas around the Black
Sea and the Sea of Marmara.'%

Provisioning the imperial capital represented the sul-
tan’s power and sovereignty, and its failure could lead to ri-
ots."*® In case of war, the flow of food supplies would be dis-
rupted. Bureaucrats feared an uprising that would harm their
careers and even cost their lives. The “mob” of Istanbul, ig-
nited by military failures, economic hardship, and rising pric-
es, could take to the streets and demand “justice,” these social
forces had proved their capacity by even dethroning sultans in
past revolts.*” Between 1603 and 1703, six out of nine sultans’
reigns ended with dethronement. Tezcan showed how the new
political transformations limited the sultans’ absolute author-
ity as other power centers, such as the ulama and janissaries,
emerged.'*® On July 17, 1703, six hundred soldiers whose pay
had been in arrears for months staged a rebellion. The Treaty of
Karlowitz (1699) and the territorial losses had already harmed
the sultan’s legitimacy and created discontent. In addition,
Shaykh al-Islam Feyzullah Efendi, the sultan’s tutor, had been

134 Rhoads Murphey, Provisioning Istanbul: The State and Subsistence in
the Early Modern Middle East,2 Foop aND Foopways 217 (1987).

135 FARIBA ZARINEBAF, MEDITERRANEAN ENCOUNTERS: TRADE AND PLU-
RALISM IN EARLY MODERN GALATA 154 (2018). In addition to grain, the Black Sea
basin was a significant source of other food supplies such as rice, butter, meat, and
cheese. For different types of food supplied to Istanbul and their geographical origins,
see Table 5 in CaANDAN TURKKAN, FEEDING IstaNBUL: THE PoLiTicAL EcoNnomy oOF UR-
BAN PROVISIONING 233-34 (2021).

136 Id. at 49.

137 For an evaluation of the urban revolts, the motivations, and connec-
tions of the urban rebels, see Marinos Sariyannis, Unseen Rebels: The “Mob” of Is-
tanbul as a Constituent of Ottoman Revolt, Seventeenth to Early Nineteenth Centu-
ries, 10 TurkisH HisToricAL REVIEW 155 (2019).

138 Baki Tezcan, THE SEconD OTTOMAN EMPIRE: PoLITICAL AND SOCIAL
TRANSFORMATION IN THE EARLY MODERN WoORLD 5-7 (2010).
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granted enormous control over the sultan and government. His
nepotism and other grievances brought together a coalition of
factions from the ulama, military, and merchants. Shaykh al-Is-
lam Feyzullah Efendi was killed as a result of the rebellion, and
the sultan was dethroned.'*

With these concerns and the possible disastrous results
of a multi-front war in mind, the Ottoman statesmen sought to
legitimize their acceptance of the Russian annexation by re-
sorting to the principles of Islamic law. They were to invoke
and adapt these principles to appease the bureaucracy and may-
be the Ottoman public. These efforts will be mentioned in the
next section.

LEGITIMIZING THE PEACE AND THE ACCEPTANCE
OF THE RUSSIAN ANNEXATION

The Russian demand required a consultation council with a
broader participation of the bureaucratic elites. But some people
invited to the council had no detailed information about the on-
going crisis. A memorandum was prepared and sent to the sultan
for approval. It was to be read aloud at the beginning of the
council."” Upon reading the memorandum, the sultan issued an
imperial decree, requesting a unanimous decision from the grand
vizier and warning him and the participants: after the council, no
one should complain that they were not properly informed about
the situation and criticize the decision; those who prefer silence
when they were expected to air their views freely and afterward
criticize the handling of the crisis would be punished.'*!

The consultation council met on December 18, 1783 (Muharram
23, 1198).!42 The memorandum was read aloud. Then, the grand
vizier addressed the participants, clarifying that there were only
two options: accepting the Russian demands or declaring war on
Russia. At this point, he urged the participants to air their views

139 Rira’at ALt ABou-EL-HaJ, THE 1703 REBELLION AND THE STRUCTURE
oF OTtToMAN PoLitics 9-23 (1984).

140 VAsiF, supra note 2, at 89.

141 Id. at 89-90.

142 Id. at 90.
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freely, without fear.'* During these lengthy discussions, Siiley-
man Pendh Efendi, director of the Imperial Kitchen, said that the
financial and military situation of the state had become known to
all participants by the reports that were read aloud. He shared his
experience of the last Ottoman—Russian War (1768—74). At that
time, there was only one enemy, Russia, but now Austria was
also an enemy.'** At this point, the fleet admiral interrupted him
and gave the bad news: there were not two enemy states; there
were now three or four. Venice could join, too, and the ruler of
Georgia had already submitted to the Russian authority. He went
on to say, “Under these circumstances, we have four enemies
that are ready to attack us on land and sea in Anatolia and Rume-
lia.” Siileyman Pendh Efendi continued his speech and brought
attention to the grain provisioning of Istanbul. A few Russian
warships approaching the Black Sea entrance of the Bospho-
rus firing a few shells could easily cut off the supply lines. He
warned that even now, the quality of bread had decreased due
to the rumors of war. In the event of war, in his view, all state
officials would be forced to stop thinking about the conduct of
war and rather concentrate all their energy on food provision
problems. He suggested accepting Russia’s demands.'*

The grand vizier addressed the participants and men-
tioned his efforts to prepare the state for war despite the short
time—about one year—since he came to the post. The partic-
ipants all affirmed that the grand vizier had done the best he
could. He continued his speech, stating it was his duty to inform
all that this level of preparation was far from sufficient compared
to the enemy. He urged everyone to take this fact into account.'*
Siileyman Feyzi (first accountant)'¥” agreed with the grand vi-
zier. He stated that since Islamic law was binding for the Otto-
man Empire, he requested the opinion of scholars and jurists.
He seemed to be trying to save the administrative and military

143 I will only include some of the comments here since the full account
can be found in: /d. at 90-99.

144 Id. at 92.

145 Id. at 93.

146 Id.

147 He was appointed to that post in November 1783, see: SUREYYA. supra
note 64, at 3:90.
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bureaucracy from any responsibility by turning it into a deci-
sion of the ulama. Naturally, this would cause opposition in their
ranks. Miiftizdde Ahmed Efendi and Tevfik Efendi responded
by stating that the approval for war or peace necessitates having
detailed information about the weaknesses of the state.Yet, the
scholars had no information on these issues.'® This comment
prompted the grand vizier to reply. He argued that everything
was made clear by the information provided at the council about
the weakness of the state. Still, as the financial situation was
one of the important sources of the weakness, the chief financial
administrator could provide more information about it. Then he
replied shortly by putting forward that even in the absence of
a military campaign, the expenditures of the state exceeded its
revenues.'*’ Other bureaucrats gave evidence of the military and
financial weakness of the state to successfully wage a war. '*

Sirr1 Selim Efendi, director of the Imperial Arsenal, men-
tioned the costs of naval deployments as planned by the grand
vizier and emphasized that they necessitated a great amount of
money. Then he asked: “Under these conditions, how would
it be possible to start a campaign?” He finished his speech by
emphasizing that even the fleet admiral, a usually hawkish vi-
zier, did not favor war. The fleet admiral agreed, suggesting that
given the state of weakness, war would end in disaster.”! The
grand vizier wanted the participants to openly and freely air
their views. He reminded everyone that the sultan’s edict clear-
ly stated that those who preferred silence in the council and
later talked in a way like sowing the seeds of discord would be
punished heavily.'*?

After other participants shared their views, the shaykh
al-Islam, nakibii’'l-egrdf, and Miiftizade Ahmed Efendi started to
discuss among themselves. By citing the principle of choosing
between bad and worse, they argued that, in the current situa-
tion, peace with Russia should be preferred to war.'>® Then, the

148 VAsIF, supra note 2, at 93.
149 Id. at 94.

150 Id.

151 Id. at 95.

152 Id. at 96.

153 Id.
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chief assistant made important comments. He stated that if the
council unanimously accepted the Russian demands, by work-
ing day and night, the financial and military situation should be
improved, border provinces should be reinforced militarily, and
war preparations should continue. Because the enemy was aware
of the Ottomans’ military and financial weaknesses, it would
come up with new demands soon. If it were decided to accept
the Russian demands, preparing the state for a war should be
added to the council decision as its condition. This peace should
not be considered eternal (sulh-i miiebbed).">*

Finally, the shaykh al-Islam wanted to hear the opinion
of the head of the fatwa department (fetva emini). The latter
replied, “Due to the weaknesses of the Ottoman Empire and
its limited military power, Islamic law approves accepting the
Russian demands.” Miiftizade Efendi stated that he agreed with
this view. The grand vizier and shaykh al-Islam started to ad-
dress all participants, asking the majority individually if they
agreed with accepting the Russian demands. They all agreed
and approved.'*

Ahmed Vasif, too, portrayed this decision as a necessity.
He cited the well known principles of Islamic law, choosing the
lesser evil and the necessity/duress that made normally prohibit-
ed acts acceptable. He likened the situation to the amputation of
one limb to save the rest of the body. He emphasized the tempo-
rary nature of the Russian annexation and peace, because once
the state gained enough strength, this situation would be cor-
rected. Menchinger pointed out how Ahmed Vasif’s arguments
were built upon the arguments that historian Mustafa Naima put
forward to legitimize the peace made through the Treaty of Kar-
lowitz in 1699. In addition, his views showed some similari-
ties to the contemporary bureaucrat Diirri Mehmed’s work that
defended the Kiiciik Kaynarca Treaty (1774) and argued about
the necessity of reforms after pointing out to the decaying mili-
tary and fiscal system of the empire. Diirri Mehmed underlined
the necessity of peace and reform for liberating Crimea and op-
posed opening a premature war without sufficient preparations.

154 Id. at 97.
155 Id. at 98.
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He used the case of Saladin to legitimize his point and explained
how, after completing the preparations, he was able to take Je-
rusalem and Damascus back from the Crusaders in ten years.'*
On December 22, 1783, Austrian ambassador/nuncio
Herbert presented a note to the Porte, which clarified that Austria
would join and support Russia in case of war.!*” Another consul-
tation council with a limited number of participants took place.
Siileyman Feyzi pointed out the fact that many Muslims were
living in Crimea and Kuban, and he stated his concerns about
their future treatment under Russian rule. Another bureaucrat,
probably the chief assistant, told him this issue had been dis-
cussed with the Russian ambassador previously, and the ambas-
sador made it clear through his translator that no stipulation to
that end could be added to the official text of the sened that Rus-
sia requested. Siileyman Penah argued that if Russia refused the
Ottoman demand, then it would be necessary to oppose it; but,
the state lacked such power, and since jihdd becomes an obli-
gation only when one has the capability, given the fact that the
state lacked it, then, they were exempt from this obligation.'
Siileyman Feyzi replied by stating that his intention was not to
insist on imposing such a solution; however, it was evident that
for approving the act of leaving those Muslims under Russian
rule, government officials would become “targets to the arrows
of condemnation and scolding.” As a result, this issue was re-
ferred to the grand vizier. In his reply, he pointed out that, despite
their calls for aid, the state was in no position to help and, in fact,
needed aid, and he asked this situation to be considered.
Stileyman Feyzi pointed out another concern: since
many Crimean elites and people lived in the Rumelia, they
could claim that the Ottomans left their nation under infidel
rule, and other Ottoman subjects could agree with this agitation
and join them. To be prepared for such a situation and to pro-
tect the government officials from such criticisms, at least this

156 Id. at 99; MENCHINGER, supra note 2, at 88—89. On Diirri Mehmed and
his work, Nuhbetii’I-emel fi tenkihi’l-fesadi ve’l-halel, see: Ali Ibrahim Savas, Ldy-
iha Gelenegi iginde XVIII. Yiizyil Osmanli Islahat Projelerindeki Tespit ve Teklifler, 9
BiLIG 92-96, 87-114 (1999).

157 Anderson, supra note 110, at 39.

158 VAsIF, supra note 2, at 102.
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issue must be demanded from the ambassador so that it would
be included in the meeting’s minutes and the bureaucrats would
be able to say they did whatever they could, but the ambassa-
dor refused it. This necessitated a member of the ulama to be
present, and Miiftizade Ahmed was called. Siileyman Penah'*
also pointed out that having sufficient strength was a condition
for assisting other Muslims and gave the example of Muslim
prisoners of war kept in Malta who could not be saved with a
military campaign. He suggested that this issue be brought to
the ambassador’s consideration in a friendly manner during the
negotiations. Later on, the ambassador rejected this request.'®
However, this last meeting clearly showed that even though the
bureaucrats were concerned about the fate of the Crimeans, they
were also worried about the legitimacy of such a decision and
the possible blame that could bring to themselves or even trig-
ger a rebellion. For this reason, they at least wanted the issue to
be mentioned to the ambassador and, this way, to be included
in the meeting’s minutes. It might be argued that this evidence
would be used to convince other Ottoman elites, maybe the ula-
ma and factions within the bureaucracy who could influence
public opinion, that everything possible was done to protect the
Crimean Muslims.

The second document I will include in my article is a
report (telhis) by the grand vizier presented to the sultan.'s! It
is written on a felhis-sized paper, and upon reading the grand
vizier’s report, the sultan inscribed his edict on it. It showcas-
es the efforts to legitimize the government’s decision through
Islamic law and a legal opinion. From the document, we un-
derstand that when Grand Vizier Halil Hamid Pasha visited the
sultan some days before, the sultan emphasized that the sened
would be issued because of the state’s weakness, and asked a
question: When, with God’s help, who is invincible, sufficient
power to avenge the enemy is accumulated, would it be lawful to

159 Here, Vasif refers to him as “Morali Siileyman Efendi” due to his
birthplace and to avoid confusion with other participants.

160 Id. at 104.

161 SAT., HAT., 1451/77, 10/08/1203. Its text does not contain any infor-
mation about its date, and the date provided in the catalog is May 6, 1789 (Sha'ban
10, 1203). Yet, due to its contents, it can be dated to December 1783 or early 1784.
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terminate the treaty and declare a campaign against the enemy?
Upon this question, the grand vizier continued, he had asked for
a legal opinion (fetva), and a draft was penned and then read to
the shaykh al-Islam, who issued his opinion. The grand vizier
informed the sultan that to be stored, the document would be
presented to him.

The sultan wrote his opinion on this document. He ar-
gued that the document that contained the legal opinion, due to
its legal nature, must contain the shaykh al-Islam’s signature and
seal, and he approved its delivery to him for safekeeping. The
sultan ended the document with a prayer showing his intention
to declare war against and avenge Russia when the state accu-
mulated enough strength for a campaign.

I could not locate in the SAT the text of the legal opinion
for which the sultan asked. Yet, it is very much in accordance
with Islamic law, and since, according to the Ottoman states-
men, Russia violated the treaty by annexing the independent
Crimean Khanate, it made the treaty null and void, ending the
state of peace between the two empires. Hence, the Ottomans,
in their view, gained the right to retaliate against that violation
militarily. However, due to their weakness at that time, they
chose to postpone exercising that right. It seems that the sultan
and grand vizier wanted to legitimize the Ottoman acceptance
of the annexation by showing that it was only temporary and
that this wrong would be corrected once enough strength was
gained. It also can be argued that the sultan did not want to
leave anything to chance and wanted the legal opinion to be
binding, so he insisted on having the shaykh al-Islam’s signa-
ture and seal on it. It is interesting that he wanted to keep that
document, maybe to use it to legitimize his own situation in
case of a future rebellion.

The Ottoman Empire officially recognized the Russian
annexation of the Crimean Khanate, and the Ottoman delegates
signed and presented the sened demanded by the Russian am-
bassador on January 9, 1784 (Safar 15, 1198). Remarkably,
the Ottoman delegation consisted of three delegates who rep-
resented the three branches of the Ottoman bureaucracy as if
to show their unity and approval: Hasan Pasha (fleet admiral),
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Miiftizade Ahmed (former qadi of Istanbul), and Mustafa Efen-
di (chief of scribes).!®?

CONCLUSION

The legitimacy of the sultanic authority was a great concern for
sultans in the late Ottoman Empire since defeats and territorial
losses combined with other problems could provoke rebellions
and result in dethronement. It was difficult for the Ottomans to
accept the Russian violation of the peace treaty and remain in-
different to the Crimean Muslims’ pleas for assistance as they
came under the rule of a Christian power. Worse, this loss was
not a result of a war; the empire faced a fait accompli and was
forced to accept it without firing a shot. On the other hand, the
Ottoman statesmen were aware of the empire’s military and
financial weaknesses and refrained from declaring war against
Russia. Facing this situation, the sultan tried to maintain his le-
gitimacy by using the consultation councils as a decision-mak-
ing body in order to reach a bureaucratic consensus and by
invoking the principles of Islamic law on power imbalance in
war decisions and termination of treaties. The bureaucrats ben-
efited from the precedents set by the Prophet and other Mus-
lim rulers and scholarly works that favored a temporary peace
forced by the conditions. At the same time, they had to con-
sider the domestic consequences of their decision and legal/
religious legitimization also served as a tool that could limit
the possibility of a rebellion. This search for legitimacy in the
face of crisis with the empire’s more powerful enemies and
popular uprisings can account for the increasing influence of
the ulama in this period.

162 SAT.,A.,DVNS.,DVE., D., 083/1, pp.158-160. The transcription
of this important document, which consisted of three articles, was published, see:
Osman Kése, “Osmanli Devleti Tarafindan Kirim ile ilgili Rusya’ya Verilen Resmi
Belge ‘Sened’ (1784),” History Studies 2, no. 2 (2010), 353-362.
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TRANSCRIPTION OF DocuMENT I (SAT, TSMA.-E., 705/29)

1.

irili ufakli yiiz elli pare gemisi oldugundan baska, Ak
Deniz’de dahi miittefiklerinden kiilli donanma pey-
da edecegi ve Mosku ve Nemce’nin askerleri hudud
baslarinda miiheyya olduklar1 ecilden,

def’a varacak hiicumlar1 ve serhadlerde el’an anlara mu-
kavemet ve miidafaaya vafil askerimizin adem-i viicudu
hatira geldikce aram ve rahati selb ediyor. Bunlarin tek-
liflerini kabul miigkil

oldugu gibi, vakt-i miitdla‘a ile ebvab-1 cengin kiisadi
dahi igkal oldugu bi-istibahdir. Hosimdi gayri ¢are nedir?
Meclis-i mesveretde karar bulan cevab bir kerre ilgiye
virilsiin, lakin

kabul etmeylib devletine avdetini metalib ve 1srar mef-
hum oldugu takdirde, re’is efendi kendiiye hitab idiib,
il¢i bey, senin boyle devletime avdet iderim diyecegin
bizim ma‘limumuz degil idi

¢linki me’mdariyetin boyle imis, stiret-1 hali efendilerim-
ize ifade edelim, ne gline re’y buyururlar ise sana beyan
ideriz kelamin1 edd ve hakimane meclisi vakt-i ahara
ta’lik eylesiin, yine bir yere geliiniib bir kat

dahi sdylesiliib zira avakib-1 kar1 fikr 1azimdir makalatini
irdd eyledi. Miikaleme-i mezblre halda Defter Emini
Nazif Ahmed Efendi bendelerine dahi gosterildikde, il¢i-
ye irdd olunacak cevab Kirim keyfiyeti

France ve Ingiltere devletlerine ilgileri taraflarindan
yazildi, anlardan ecvibe gelmedik¢e Devlet-i ‘Aliyye
buna 14 ve na‘am diyemez kelamindan ibaret olacak idi.
Isbu miikalemenin mefhumuna gore elbette Ingiltere
ilgisi kapudan pasa hazretleri ile miilakatin1 ve ne s6z
sOyledigini Rusya il¢isine sdylemisdir. Bu stretde ilgi-i
mersum verilecek cevabi 1sga eylemeyiib Ingiltere dev-
letinin viir(d edecek haberini

ilgileri size ifade itdi ve Frange devletine dahi devletimiz
kat‘ice mukaddem cevab verdi makalini dermeyan ede-

adem-i miimasat sozlnii



10.

I1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The Ottomans and International Law

aldikda avdet edecek imis, meclis-i miilakatda avd ve in-
strafini tebyin ve 1srar ve bizim tarafdan dahi sen bilirsiin
mu‘amelesi gosterildigi gibi muharebe kapilar1 agilacagi
ve Nemce ve Rusyalu

ikisi birden miiheyya olmalariyle serhaddata yiiriiyece-
kleri bedihidir. Hududlarimizda a‘dayr mukabeleye vafi
asakir ve Karadeniz’de sevahil-i Islamiye’yi muhareseye
kafi ceng sefiinimiz

olmadig1 ciimleye ma‘limdur, bu babda kulGba hayret
ar1z olacak seydir. Kirim maddesini kab0l miiskil ve red-
dinde hudlis-1 ceng muhakkak ve serhaddatin geregi gibi
el virecek asakirden

huliivvu mukarrer ve zamana muhtac idiigii ve a‘da va-
kit vermeyecegi niimayan olmagin, re’is efendi il¢i ile
milakatinda miicab olmayub avdet sadedinde musirr
oldugu halde, hakimane ne islerse

isleyiib, cevab-1 kat‘lyi meclis-i ahara ta‘lik eyleme-
si ve ba‘dehi bir yere geliniib tekrar Bab-1 asafi’de bir
mesveret-i umlimiyye akd ve ilacit miisavere olunmasi
miinasib miilahaza olunur deyt takrir eyledi.

hala Tevki’i Celebi Mehmed Efendi dahi kapudan pasa
ve Ingiltere ilgisinin miikalemelerini kird’at ve kelama
ibtidar idiib, il¢i-1 mesfiir verilecek cevabi 1sga eylemey-
ecegi zahir oldu.

buna kat‘l cevab verildikde beher hal muharebe avdet
ve Rusyalu ve Nemgelii kis demeyiib hududlarimizda ve
Moskulu sefain-i menziilesi Karadeniz’e hiicum edece-
kleri bi-istibahdir. Bu suretde

bizim her canibde miidafa‘a-i a‘daya vafiye asakirim-
iz olmadig1 ve eyyam-1 sitdda askeri istedigimiz gibi
ihrac ve diisman karsusuna isale imkan olamiyacagi (...)
[vazihatla?] Tiflis han1 Erekli Han

didikleri mel‘in Moskulu’ya teba‘iyyet Ananur'® tari-
kiyle Moskulu Tiflis ve Glircistan’a arabalar isler yollar
acdiklar1 ve tabur-1 makhirunin ucu Tiflis’e geldigi bun-
dan akdemce Cildir Valisi

163 Ananuri in Georgia. It was a military stronghold on the bank of the

Aragvi River.
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Stileyman Pasa’nin benim yedimle viirtid eden tahriratin-
da ve gonderdigi havadis kagidlarinda muharrer olmag-
la, ebvab-1 ceng acildig1 gibi, Erekli Han ma‘iyyetinde
olan Mosku askeri ile

Cildir eyaleti ve Kars etrafina ve Ag¢ikbas Hakimi Sol-
oman bi-iman dahi bir tarafdan Cildir ve Fas ve Ana-
kra’ya sl-be-si itale-i pay-i tecaviiz idecekleri muhak-
kakdir. Heniiz

Cildir kila“in1 ta“mire me‘mir bina eminleri mahalline
varali iki ay oldu ve gonderilen tob ve mithimmat Trab-
zon’dan nakl olunamadi. Ol havali dahi miite‘addid ser-
askerlere ve kiilliyetlii asakir

ve mithimmata ve akg¢e ve zehaire muhtacdir. Siraze
sokiildiigii halde kiiffar-1 hak-sar her canibden bize
saskinlik virmek igiin taraf taraf bas gosterecekdir. Bun-
lar etraflica miilahaza

olunub, Mosku ilgisine meclis-i miilakatda kat‘l cevab
verilmekden ise, hakimane meclis-i ahara ta‘lik ve tekrar
bu husus ciimle ile bir kat dahi miisdvere olunmasini
emr-1 sevab zan iderim, zird avakib-i kari

ve Devlet-i ‘Aliyye’nin ahvalini ve diismanlarimizin
hallerini miitala‘a ve muvazene lazimdir deyt takrir ider.
Rlznamge-i evvel Ebubekir Pasa-zade Siilleyman Beye-
fendi bendeleri, kapudan pasa hazretleriyle Ingiltere
ilgisinin

miikalemesini ledelmiitala‘a Tersane-i amireye me ‘muri-
yetim sebebiyle bu miikalemeyi kapudan pasa hazretleri
bana tamameca ifade etdi ve sifahen bana soyledigi ke-
limatda Kirim maddesi sened virilmeksizin

bir stret kabll edecegini ve Nemgelii tarafindan bir tek-
lif zuhur etmeyecegini ta‘ahhiid eyleyecegini Ingiltere
il¢isi mecliste beyan eyledigini dahi soyledi. Miigariini-
leyh hazretlerinin dedikleri gibi Ingiltere ilgisi sened i‘ta
olunmaksizin Kirim hususunda devlet-i ebed-miiddetin
siikitiyle ise rabita viriib, Nemceliiniin dahi bir giine tek-
lifleri olmayacagini tanzim eyledigi stretde, kendii akl-1
kasirima gore sekiz-dokuz
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senedir siikit olundugu gibi birka¢ sene dahi igmaz
mu‘amelesini tecviz ederdim, zira ceng kapular1 a¢ildik-
da ibtida otuz bin kise nakde ve asakirin ita‘at ve sebat-
larina

ve berren ve bahren iki diismana mukavemete vafi tertiba-
ta muhtac, askerimizin adem-i zabitalar1 Rabbiilalemin’e
siZinarak a‘da taraf taraf hiicim eyledikleri halde viizera
ve zabitana adem-i inkiyad 1le

perisanlik gostermeleri Sofya’da vuku® bulan hadiseden
ve alti-yedi aydir leyl-li-nehar bu kadar evamir-i ekide
1sdar ve miibasirler ta‘yin olunmusiken heniiz serhadler-
imizde ve Isma‘il ve Silistre

ve Sofya’ya ve huslisd diismanin muvacehesinde kain
Ada-kal‘asina bi-ecma‘iha bes-alt1 bin yenigeri 1sal olu-
namadigindan, istidlal olunur kuvvet ve kudret Hakk’1n
olub, aciz ve mazliima

mu‘in olacagindan eger¢i siibhemiz yokdur, lakin, adat-1
ilahiyye her sey’i esbab ile halk edegeldigi dahi inkar
olunamaz. Havadis-i atiyennin netayicine ilm Allah’a
mahs(s olmagla, esbab-1 zahirede

min-kiilli’l-viicuh fikdan derkar iken, nusret-i gaybiyy-
eye istindden boyle kavi diigmanlar ile ebvab-1 harbi ag-
mak tiryakin hasiyyet-i mechilesine igtirar birle zehr-i
miilhiki igmek gibidir, Huda gdstermeye,

badi-i emirde perisanlik dahi olur ise, Devlet-i ‘Ali-
yye’ye yazik olur. Muhassal-1 kelam, re’is efendi il¢i ile
miilakatda il¢i-1 mesfir miilzem olmayub, elbette devle-
time avdet ederim dirse, hakimane

iskat ve tekrar bu emr-i hatiri climle ile bir kat dahi miisa-
vere i¢lin cevab-1 kat‘lyi meclis-i digere ta‘lik eylemesi
miinasib olmak gerek, yine ferman efendilerimizindir
deyt takrir ider.

Hala Matbah-1 amire Emini Siileyman Penah Efendi kul-
lar1 dahi getiirdiliib salifiilbeyan mukaleme kagidi ira‘et
olundukda, kelama ibtidar idiib, bu sefer, evvelki sefer-
lere kiyas olunamaz. Karadeniz’in

sahilleri Moskulu’nun yed-i tasarruflarinda ve isitil-
digine gore yiiz elli pare kebir ve sagir gemileri Azak
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Denizi ve Kers ve Yenikal‘a Bogaz1 ve Ozi suyu iginde
mevcud, askerleri hudud baslarinda

amade ve Nemgelii dahi mu‘adata miiheyya ve tabur-1
mesfirlar serhadler karsularinda isarete muntazir olma-
lariyle, Mosku il¢isine cevab-1 kat‘1 i‘ta ve devletine av-
det eyledigi gibi, harb-i kiydm idecegi zahirdir.

Kiiffar gemileri Bahr-i Siyah’a ve asakir-i menzileleri
serhadlerimizde bir cerad-1 miintesir gibi yiiriidiiklerinde
hal neye varir? Karadeniz’e ¢ikan gemilerinde [gemile-
rimize?] dahi hiicim etmeleri bedihidir. Bu sehre Hakk’a
siginarak otuz-

kirk giin zehair ve levazim-1 zartriyye gelmese, basimiz-
da kiyamet kopar ve kendii derdimize diiseriz. Heniiz
bir ga‘ile yogiken, ale’l-gafle a‘danin birkag teknesi
bogazdan tasralarda

birkag tob atsa, Istanbul’a gulgule diisiib ahalisi birbir-
ine girmekle, ciimlemizi sasururlar. Iste, bu sefer evvelle
kiyas olunamaz dedigimin sirr1 budur. Gegen seferde ve
eslafda Bahr-i Siyah’da

Moskov’un donanmasi yogidi. Benim akl-1 késirima
kalirsa, Allah’a sigmarak, def*aten vahideten ceng kap-
ular1 agilmamaga sa‘y olunmak vacibdir. Hasil-1 kelam,
karardade olan cevab1 Mosku ilgisi

1sga eylemeylib avdet iderim cevabinda 1srar gosterdigi
takdirde, re’is efendi cevab-1 kat‘lyi meclis-i ahara ta‘lik
ve tekrar akd-1 mesveret ve bade’l-istisare ne de karar
buyurulursa, ana gore

‘amel olunmak lazimdir deyl ifade eyledi. Kethiida-
yi esbak Lalelili el-hac Mustafa Efendi re’yini sifahen
sOylemeksizin re’is efendi kullarina tahriren ifade etme-
kle, anin me’al-i muhassali dahi il¢iye Rusyalu’nun
ahdinde durmadiklarim1 ve Devlet-i ‘Aliyye’nin se-
bat-1 kadimine dair ba’z1 akval irad olunarak su Kirim
maddesinin dhdnamelere tevfik olunarak bir nizdm-1
miistahsene rabtigiin ingiltere ve France

ilgilerine s6z viriiliib, anlar dahi devletlerine tahrirat-
lariyle heniiz cevab gelmedi, bdyle iki devlet-i azimeye
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soz verilmisiken, cevablari kablelviirGdunda 1a ve na’am
cevabi verilmek anlarin

47. igbirarlarin1t mucib olur, bakalim, anlardan cevab gelsiin,
sonra gorlisliriiz cevabi virilmek mazmtnundan ’ibaret-
tir.

TRANSCRIPTION OF DocUMENT II (SAT, HAT 1451/77)

hiive

1. Sevketll, kerametll, mehabetld, kudretld, velini‘metim
efendim,

2. Cakerleri huzur-u hiimaytn-u keramet menfurlarinda

iken Kirim ve Taman ve Kuban iclin Rusyaluya veri-
lecek sened ber mukteza-y1 vakt-ii-hal

3. adem-i kudret hasebiyle ‘it‘a olunacakdir, ‘avn-ii indyet-i
miintekim-i kahhar ile a‘dadan ahz-1 sar edebilecek kuv-
vet-U-miknet husile geldigi

4. vakt, nakz-1 ‘ahd ile dlisman iizerine sefer etmekde
cevaz-1 ser‘-i serif ne vechile oldugu su’al-i hiimaytn
buyurulmusidi. Hustis-u mezbiirun

5. vech-i ser‘isi semahatli efendi da‘ilerinden su’al ve is-
tiftd’ iclin bir kit‘a fetva-y1 serife streti kaleme aldiril-
magla manzir-u mekarim mevfir

6. daveraneleri buyurulmak iglin merfi‘-1 ‘atebe-i ‘ulya-
y1 daveraneleri kilindig1 ve ba‘de efendi-i miisariinileyh
da‘ilerine ird’et ve fetva-yi

7. serifesi ahz ve nezd-1 hiilmaylnlarinda hifz i¢iin huzir-u
sahanelerine ‘arz ve takdim olunacagi ve Isma‘il’den ge-
len tertib-i ‘asker

8. resmi tahriratdan girii kalmagla hakpay-1 miilikanelerine
simdi ‘arz olundugu ma‘lim-u daveraneleri buyurulduk
da emr-ii ferman sevketli,

9. kerametld, kudretll, hamiyyetld, velini‘metim efendim
padisahim hazretlerinindir.
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(Hatt-1 hiimay{in)
(B)
1) Benim vezirim,
2) Saret-i fetva-i serif vech-i ser‘isi
3) mucibince hala mesned-i fetva
4) olan semahatlii efendi da‘imizin
5) fetva-i serifesi imza ve miihriyle
6) alinub taraf-1 hiimayGnumuza hifz olmak
7) igiin irsali miinasibdir.
N
1) Isma‘il’den gelen tertib-i ‘asker resmi
2) manzurum ve ma‘limum olmusdur
3) Cenab-1 hazret-i miintekim-iil-kahhar olan Allah azze
saniihi (...)'"*
4) ittifak ve goniil birligi ile bu dinsize (...)
5) ahz-1 intikdm miiyesser eyleye. Amin
6) ya hayriil-nasirin.

Reverse page'®
1. Sadr-1 fetva semahatlii efendimiz tarafina virilmek igiin

nezd-i sadr-1 ‘4zamiye (...)
2. sahsa virile.'®

164 This sentence in the document is difficult to read so it is with great cau-
tion that I have interpreted it as shown in the transcription.

165 Reverse pages of documents were used for writing instructions on the
next process or the authority the document would go through.

166 This inscription is located on the bottom right of the page, written in
the opposite direction. There is another inscription near the top left margin of the doc-
ument but due to ink smudges, I could not read it.





