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Abstract

Although his period of reign, 1808-1839 (31 years), was very long, Mahmud Il was one
of the most ignored Sultans of the nineteenth century. His diplomatic abilities in particular are
never taken into account when scholars examine the fevered diplomatic developments between
1831 and 1840; called ‘The Eastern Question’ by western historians. One of the main reasons
for this ignorance is prejudice and preconceived ideas in the western scholar’s mind. According
to the general attitude of these historians, Mahmud and his statesmen were passive actors in the
process, and did almost nothing apart from watch the diplomatic developments in their
territories unfold. Such a view, infused as it is with ‘Orientalist’, represents the attitudes of the
European statesmen of the time and in the absence of the view from the Turkish side of the hill,
has tended to hold the field. Furthermore, it could be revealed that the cause of this biased point
of view is repudiation of the Eastern World with views based only on their own western
sources. These issues continue to be discussed under the umbrella of Orientalism, a concept
originated by Edward Said. However, this has been conducted as a cultural history centred
debate and therefore it seems that it might be useful to provide diplomatic examples in order to
make some contribution to the Orientalism debate. In this context, although this article is not a
theoretical study, it will attempt to convey the essence of the diplomatic struggle story of
Mahmud and his diplomats in the years of 1834 and 1835.
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Saltanat siireci 31 yil gibi, (1808-1839), uzun bir donemi kapsamasina ragmen, II.
Mahmud 19. Yiizyilin en fazla ihmal edilen Sulatanlarindan bir tanesidir. Batili tarihgiler
tarafindan ‘Sark Meselesi’ olarak adlandirilan 1831-1840 arasindaki tansiyonu yiiksek
diplomatik gelismeler, alimler tarafindan incelenirken, &zellikle II. Mahmud’un diplomatik
yetenekleri yeterince dikkate alinmamustir. Bu bihaberligin en 6nemli sebelerinden bir tanesi
batili alimlerin zihinlerindeki pesin hiikiimler ve 6nyargilardir. Bu tarihgilerin genel yaklagimina
gore, Mahmud ve devlet adamlar1 bu siiregte pasif aktorlerdi ve kendi hiikiim siirdiikleri
topraklarda meydana gelen diplomatik gelismeleri seyretmekten baska bir sey yapmanmuslard.
Donemin Avrupali devlet adamlarmin yaklasimlarini sergileyen bu nevi bir Oryantalist goris
Tirk tarafinin hikayesinin yoklugundan kaynaklanmakta ve alana hakim olmaya devam
etmektedir. Ayrica bu pesin hiikiimlerin sebebi, batinin sadece kendi kaynaklarina dayanmasi
nedeniyle dogu diinyasini tanimamasi olarak ortaya konabilir. Bu tarz sorunlar Edward Said
tarafindan ortaya konan Oryantalizm semsiyesi altinda tartisilmaya devam etmektedir. Bununla
birlikte bu tartismalar kiiltiirel tarih merkezli yiiriitilmektedir ve bu yiizden Oryantalizm
tartismalarina katkida bulunmak icin bu anlamda diplomatik 6rneklemler sunmak da faydal
olacaktir. Bu baglamda, bu ¢aligma her ne kadar teorik bir ¢calisma olmasa da, II. Mahmud ve
diplomatlarinin 1834 ve 1835 yillarindaki diplomatic miicadele hikayesinin hakikatini ortaya

koymaya ¢alisacaktir.
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I[I/IHJIOMaTI/I‘IeCKI/Ie MaHEBPbI 3AKITIYCHHBIX M I'OCYIaPCTBCHHBIX

aesiTesiel sl paspemenus kpusuca Mexmer Asau [ammu

Pe3rome

HecmoTps Ha mnTenbHBIM NEpUON NpaBiIeHUS ,KOTOphIA coctaBun 31 rof
(1808-1839 Cynran Maxmyn Bropoii ObUT OTHUM M3 CaMbIX «3a0pOIICHHBIX» CYJITaHOB
19 Beka. Hanpspokennsie auruiomatuudeckue coObitus 1831-1840 romo, KoTopbie
3amajHple WCTOPUKH HAa3bIBAIOT «BOCTOYHBIM BOTPOCOM», OBLIA HCCIIEIOBAHBI
YYCHBIMH, HO HE€ OBUIM TMPUHATH BO BHUMaHHE JUIUIOMATHYECKHE CIIOCOOHOCTH
Maxmyna Broporo. OgHa u3 BaXHEHIIMX IPUYHUH 3TOTO HEBEKECTBA — CTEPEOTUIIBI U
npeayOexaeHus B yMax 3amaJHblX YydeHbIX. CorylacHO o0O0meMy MOAXO0ay OSTUX
HCTOPUKOB, Maxmyn Brtopoil W rocymapcTBEHHBIE JesTENH OBUIM TaCCUBHBIMHU
y4yacTHUKaMU 3TOTO Ipoliecca W HHUYEro HE JeNald, KpoMmMe Kak Habmojand 3a
JTUIIOMAaTHYECKUMU COOBITUAMHU, MPOUCXOIALUIUMHU Ha 3eMJie, KOTOPOW OHU MpPaBUIIH.
Taxkoit BOCTOKOBEIHBIN B3I, OTpaXKaroUInun O JIXOIbI €BPOIENCKHUX
TrOCYJApCTBEHHBIX JEATENEd TOr0 BPEMEHH, IPOUCTEKAET U3 OTCYTCTBUSI MCTOPHUHU O
Typenkoir CTOpoHE W MPOAODKACT JOMHHHMpPOBATH B A3TOM oOmactu. boisee Ttoro,
MpPUYMHA STUX MpeAyOekIeHUII MOKeT OBITh BBIJBUHYTA, IOCKOJbKY 3amajl He
MPU3HAET BOCTOYHBIN MUP, IOTOMY YTO OH I0JIaraeTcs TOJBKO Ha CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE
pecypcebl. Takue mpoGieMbl MPOIOJIKAIOT 00CYXKAAThCsA MOJ 3TUA0N OpHEHTaIU3Ma,
BbIZIBUHYTOrO JnBapaoMm Caupom. OgHako 3TH Ae0aThl COCPENOTOYEHBI HA HMCTOPUHU
KYJIBTYpPbI, IOSTOMY ObUIO OBl MOJIE3HO MPUBECTU AUILIOMATHYECKUE MPUMEPHI B 3TOM
CMBICTIe, 4TOOBI BHECTH CBOM BKIIAJl B e0aThl O OpHEHTaIN3Me. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE, XOTh
U 3TO MCCIIEOBAHUE HE SIBIISIETCS] TEOPETUUECKUM, OHO MOMBITAETCS PACKPHITH MIPaBAY
0 JUIJIOMAaTUYECKOW ucTopuu OOpbOBI Maxmyna W ero aurmiaomaroB B 1834 u 1835

rogax.

KimroueBbie caosa: Kpusuc Mexmera Amm Ilamm, AHMIo-ocMaHckue

OTHOIICHMA, OcmaHckas UMIICpus
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Introduction

Before the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi some of the British politicians, notably,
Palmerston, George Canning, William Lamb, Charles Grant and Viscount Dudley,
thought that the Ottoman Empire was on the verge of collapse and they did not want to
offer any assistance because of their desire to cultivate a good relationship with Russia.®
They thought Russia was a more civilized country than the Ottoman Empire because it
was a Christian state and would offer better opportunities for an economic relationship.
One of these politicians, Richard Cobden, was a Radical M.P in the British Parliament.
According to him, “the Ottoman Empire was a despotic Muslim State in decline and
Russia was a peaceful, commercial, Christian Empire.”” 1t could be said that this
perspective reflects the influence of the Orientalist perspective of the time that the East
was characterized as being backward and needing to be modernized by the West. Some
Western politicians believed the East could never progress without their help. It may be
concluded that these misconceptions affected the relationships between the Ottoman
Empire and the European Powers. This can be seen clearly in their diplomatic
relationships during the Mehmet Ali Crisis. This time however, in contrast with their
support for the Greeks in the 1820s, British policy makers would eventually recognize
the importance of the Ottomans and support them against Russia and Mehmet Ali after
the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, on 8 July 1833°.

After the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, British policy toward the Ottoman Empire,
now managed by Palmerston®, completely changed, because he had become more
concerned about the danger Russia posed to the strategic position of the Ottoman straits.
Furthermore, according to Webster, Palmerston had already realized what danger
Russia posed to the Ottoman Empire even before the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi.

However, he was unable to support the Ottomans at that time. Webster stated that:

“Palmerston was more prescient than his colleagues, but his own conviction was

not sufficiently strong, his influence in the Cabinet not yet sufficiently powerful to

! Laurence Mark Guymer, Sir Henry Bulwer and the Ottoman Empire 1858-1865 [unpublished UEA Phd.
thesis, 2009], p. 13.

2 L.M., Ibid, p.15.

® Too see more information on the period before the Treaty of the Unkiar Skelessi look at Fatih Gencer,
“Hiinkar Iskelesi Antlagsmasin1 Hazirlayan Kosullar”, Tarih Okulu, No.22, 2015.

* For more information about the importance of Palmerston in the British Foreign Policy at that time look
at David Brown, Palmerston: A Biography, Yale 2010.
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obtain necessary action. From the weakness of these months came a whole series
of difficult problems.””

Russia had desired to secure ports first on the Black Sea and then on the
Mediterranean Sea for her own interests since the establishment of the Russian Empire.®
With the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, the Russian bureaucrats found an opportunity to
implement their dreams as Russia and the Ottoman Empire agreed to protect each other.
The Ottomans agreed that, in case of war, the Dardanelles would be closed to all other
Powers.” As Bailey mentioned,

“Britain did not fully awaken to the importance of the Ottoman Empire’s
geographical, political, and economic position in Europe until 1833 when Russia
threatened England’s position in the Near East by signing with Turkey the Treaty
of Unkiar Skelessi. 8

All of these reasons were enough to scare Palmerston about British interests in
India because, if Russia could dominate in the Ottoman lands, this might damage British
interest from India later on. Thus, as mentioned above, Palmerston and the British
policymakers thought that they had to assist in the politics and economics of the
Ottomans as much as possible, to defend British interests against the Russians. At the
same time, other European Powers with interests in the Ottoman Empire, namely France

and Austria, also interfered in the Mehmet Ali Problem.

In this context, the intervention of the European Powers over this domestic issue
was a blow for the Ottomans. Although many scholars have said that the defeat of
Mahmud 11 by his own governor was a great blow, this can be looked at differently.
There is no doubt that this defeat can be seen as a shame for the Ottoman Empire.
However, this military failure was converted into a diplomatic success by Mahmud I
and his governments. It should be considered that at that time, Mehmet Ali Pasha had
enough power to capture Istanbul, and even had a chance to declare his independence,
but due to the successful diplomatic policy of Mahmud 11, Mehmet Ali could not

properly utilise this opportunity. The reason for this is that Mahmud Il was using the

> Sir Charles Webster, The Foreign Policy of Palmerston: 1830-1841, Vol.l, London 1951, p. 273.

®S. Goryanof, Rus Arsiv Belgelerine gére Bogazlar ve Sark Meselesi, Otiiken Yayinlart , istanbul 2006.
"\/.J. Puryear, International Economics and Diplomacy in the Near East 1834-1853, Stanford University
Press, United States of America 1969, p. 9.

® F.E. Bailey, British Policy and the Turkish Reform Movement, New York Howard Fertig 1970, p. 38.
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conflicting interests of the European Powers politically, to the Ottoman advantage, so
the powerful Mehmet Ali Pasha could be stopped. Therefore, this period should not be
considered simply as a military failure, there was a diplomatic advantage achieved by
the Ottomans. In this article, in order to properly understand Mahmud II’s objectives, a
different method will be followed from that of foreign scholars. They have used Foreign
Office documents, and any state archives other than Ottoman, to examine this period.
Predictably, although there are many serious British and American academic studies in
this area, because they have failed to evaluate the Ottoman documents they have not
fairly assessed the Sultan’s effort to solve the problem.

As a matter of fact, the diplomatic struggle of Mahmud and his statesmen is a
neglected topic among the Turkish historians as well. For instance, although
Muhammed H. Kutluoglu examined the period, 1831-1841, in the context of Egyptian
Question®, he did not mention anything about the reports of the Ottoman diplomats,
Namik Pasha, Nuri Effendi, Mustapha Reshid Pasha, and also he did not use Mahmud’s
significant orders to these diplomats. The question is that how we could know what the
Ottomans diplomatically had done to resolve the problem without knowing these
indispensable materials. Kutluoglu did not also mention almost anything about the vital
events, which were directly related to the Mehmet Ali Problem, such as the treaty of
Unkiar Skelessi, the Euphrates Project, and the treaty of Balta Limani. There are also
some other Turkish historians, who studied the period, however they did not scrutinize
the Ottoman diplomatic struggle as well, such as Sinasi Altundag, have confined their
studies to the chronology of the historical events marking the struggle between the
Sultan and his vassal governor, and reflected upon its impact in the international
arena.’ Some of them, such as Sevim Unal, have examined Palmerston’s and his
ambassadors’ diplomatic efforts based on the Foreign Office documents, as has been
done in the English literature, and yet others, such as Miibahat Kiitiikoglu', have
investigated the problem based on its economic effects on Anglo-Ottoman economic
relations. However, it could rightly be said that none of them have considered Mahmud

and his statesmen’s intensive diplomatic endeavours between 1833 and 1839. As a

°® M.H. Kutluoglu, The Egyptian Question (1831-1841), Eren Press, Istanbul 1998.

105 Altundag, Kavalali Mehmed Ali Pasa Isyami Misir Meselesi 1831-1841, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Yaymlari, Ankara 1988.

Y M.S. Kiitiikoglu, Osmanh-Ingiliz Iktisadi Miinasebetleri 1580-1838, Vol.I., Tiirk Kiiltiiriinii Arastirma
Enstitiisii, Istanbul 1974 and Osmanli-Ingiliz Iktisadi Miinasebetleri 1838-1850, Vol 1L, istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Istanbul 1976.
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result of this approach to the era, the Turkish scholars have looked at Mahmud’s
relations with Russia, Britain, and the other European powers from an almost orientalist
perspective, just as the European scholars have done. Therefore, the purpose of this
article will be to investigate some parts (1834 and 1835) of Mahmud II’s struggle for
the prolongation of the Ottoman Empire’s life by using diplomacy, and this argument
will be clearly examined in detail and with proofs, in the light of the Ottoman

documents.
Mahmud and his diplomats’ diplomatic struggle in 1834-1835

With the beginning of 1834 the new relative position of the parties in the Anglo-
Ottoman relationship had started to become more apparent. When looking at this new
position from the point of view of the Ottomans, the most significant factors to examine
are Mahmud’s diplomatic manoeuvres, such as those of the summoning of the Russian
Navy Power to the Bosporus and the much-disputed Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi. Another
bold diplomatic move was to be added to these shrewd diplomatic tactics was with the
British attempt in 1835, when she wanted to request permission for the use of the
Euphrates Route, which entailed passing through the entire length of the Ottoman lands,
to reach India, her biggest possession, much more quickly, via the shortest possible
route.> As could be guessed, this British desire was another chance for Mahmud to
implement his real aim, which was to secure a military alliance with Britain to assist
him in combatting his rebel governor, Mehmet Ali. After all these manoeuvres from
Mahmud, British policy towards the Ottoman Empire seemed to undergo a radical
change; this was particularly visible in the revised attitude of the famous British Foreign
Minister, Palmerston. As a matter of fact, many international scholars of history have
conducted detailed studies of this British policy change, but they have universally
neglected to study the degree of Mahmud’s and his statesmen’s role in this change,
owing to a failure to avail themselves of the Ottoman record of events. Naturally, this
omission has brought about a one-sided narration of the period. This article will
examine in detail both these issues: what were the effects of Mahmud’s diplomatic
mentioned manoeuvres on the Anglo-Ottoman relationship in the period 1834 and 1835,

and also what other policies did Mahmud and his statesmen follow in those years in

12 To see the detail information on the Euphrates Project look at: Serkan Demirbas, Ingiltere'nin
Hindistan Rotalart Ve Bu Rotalardan Biri Olan Firat Nehri Projesi'nin Mehmet Ali Pasa Sorunu
Konteksinde Gésterdigi Gelisim, Osmanli Devleti'nde Nehirler ve Goller Sempozyumu, Kayseri 2013, pp.
805-819.
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order to facilitate the forging of an Anglo-Ottoman military alliance so they would be
better able to resist all their enemies in the region.

The most significant development in 1834-35 was the Euphrates project. Although the
Ottoman statesmen had tried to not to show their true colours to the Russians at the
beginning of the process because of the clauses in Unkiar Skelessi*®, Mahmud
eventually gave his permission for this project despite all the opposition from Russia,
which was trying to use all its privileges of presence in the Ottoman lands which had
arisen from the Unkiar Skelessi treaty, to prevent the British from achieving their aim in
this matter. As can be imagined, the Sultan’s permission in favour of the British
negatively affected the Ottoman-Russian relationship. This permission given by the
Sultan became a somewhat negative blueprint for future diplomatic relations between
Mahmud and Nicholas.** Another remarkable aspect of this process was that Mehmet
Ali also tried to exploit this project for his own plans just as Mahmud had. In this
respect, he played a double game. He indicated to Palmerston that he really wanted to
cooperate with the British in this project but was tied hand and foot since he was only a
simple governor, and it was the Sultan who was preventing him from helping the British
with the project.”™ At the same time, we also know from his statement to the Russian
translator in Alexandria that he thought that the Euphrates project was totally
unacceptable.’® The Ottoman diplomats reported this state of affairs to Mahmud and
informed him that Mehmet Ali was expecting to profit in either event: whether Britain
was going to triumph over Russia’s wishes in this competition over access to the

Euphrates; or Russia had its way."’

In 1835, the Ottoman documents indicated that relations between the Sultan and his
rebel governor were getting more and more volatile with every passing day, and on both
sides their open hostility was becoming daily more apparent. Mehmet Ali had planned
for his ambitions in this direction — a complete independence from the Sultan — to come
to fruition in this year. To make matters worse, Mahmud’s fears over the treaty of

Kiitahya had begun to come true. As a result of Mehmet Ali’s political attack, Mahmud

" BOA, HAT,. 1186/46758 B.

1 Of course, despite Mahmud’s strong desire to implement an Anglo-Ottoman alliance, and some of his
diplomats’ efforts in this process, on the other hand Mahmud and his men had been sometimes handling
the Russians tactfully - many Ottoman documents reveal these Ottoman tactics - while at the same time
striving to induce the British to enter into an alliance.

> BOA, HAT., 1171/46349 01.

1 Ipid.

7 1bid.
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thought that it would be wise to accelerate his diplomatic solution-seeking with the
European powers, particularly Britain. In this context, he ordered his statesmen that they
should obtain the opinions and attitudes of the British and French ambassadors about
their opinion on Mehmet Ali’s latest attack by requesting an official letter from them.®
Upon receiving this instruction, the Foreign Minister replied that he intended to request
this letter from Ponsonby. However, before he could do this, Ponsonby actually sent a
letter by himself through his translator which spontaneously brought up the subject. He
stated in his letter that Mehmet Ali’s demand for independence was a sheer fantasy and
his government would neither accept it nor conform to it." In fact, the indications were
that this attempt of Mehmet Ali’s had started to show his true colours since the last

period of 1834. Rodkey indicated on this topic that:

“In October, 1834, after Campbell had warned the foreign office of serious
intentions on the part of Mehmet Alito declare himself independent, Palmerston

warned the Pasha in no uncertain terms not to disturb the status quo. »20

Right after that the French translator brought a letter from the French
ambassador about the same issue, which stated that the French government did not
accept the legitimacy of this demand. However, the Ottoman Foreign Minister was not
as completely satisfied with the French communication as he was with the British one.
He gave as a reason for this, that the French Ambassador also advised in his letter that
the Ottoman Empire should not make any military advance towards Mehmet Ali. After
this, the French Ambassador was told that the Ottoman Empire did not have any
malevolent intentions and he was officially warned about his last letter. In response he
stated that the sentiments he had expressed in the letter were merely a reflection of the
instructions which he had been given by his government, however he strongly believed
that the Ottoman Empire did not harbour ill-will against Egypt and therefore he
apologised for any offence the letter may have caused.?’ The hard-line warning
obligated the French Ambassador to concede his position and demur. To add to the
opinions conveyed by these ambassadors, the Austrian Ambassador also presented a

letter of the Austrian government’s views about the same issue, and just like the British

'8 BOA, HAT., 360/20064.

9 1bid.

2 F S, Rodkey, “Lord Palmerston and the Rejuvenation of Turkey, 1830-41”, The Journal of Modern
History, Vol. 1, No. 4, Dec., 1929, p. 576.

21 BOA, HAT., 360/20064.
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and French Ambassadors he did it of his own accord.?> Mahmud was pleased with these
explanations of the ambassadors since it meant he no longer felt so diplomatically
isolated against his insubordinate governor, and with the help of this support, he could
compensate for his army’s weakness and inexperience with his abilities in diplomacy
and politics, as he had done in the past to combat the seemingly insurmountable
domestic issues of the Empire.”® As a result of his endeavours, it seemed that the
diplomatic developments of 1835 had started to take a turn for the better. One other
example for this came from Prince Metternich’s instruction to the Austrian ambassador

to London, Prince Esterhazy.

Namik Pasha was in London at that time, to negotiate the latest developments in
Anglo-Ottoman relations after the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi.?* Esterhazy showed the
instruction to Namik Pasha whereupon the Pasha reported to the Sultan and informed
him about it immediately, on 3 May 1835.%° Metternich explained in the instruction that
Austria had always stood up for the territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire and from
this point of view Mehmet Ali’s real aim of independence from that empire, which had
now come to light, should never be accepted?®. The most important information in the
instruction was that Metternich had intercepted a secret document informing him that
Mehmet Ali had organized a revolt in Albania, via the governor of Crete: Mustafa
Pasha. Esterhazy told Namik Pasha that Metternich had already informed the British
Foreign Minister of the situation and requested that the British and Austrian
ambassadors to Alexandria, Albania, Crete, and Greece, should be kept abreast of all the

latest developments and should not be allowed, under any circumstances, to contact

22 bid.

% Mahmud disbanded his old army the Janissaries (also called the Yenigeri Ordusu) in 1826. The
Janissaries had been a major feature in many military victories during the height of the Empire, but they
would not adapt to changing warfare techniques and became outdated, and unwilling to adapt to any
innovations. He established a modern army called the Asakir-i Mansure-i Muhammediye, however this
army was inexperienced and this was one of the main reasons for its easy and rapid defeat against
Mehmet Ali’s army in 1832. Therefore, knowing his armies’ weakness, Mahmud was seeking an
alternative solution to going to war alone once more against the Egyptian Army, like making a military
alliance with Britain. Thus the best way to achieve this aim was through the use of diplomacy.

2 To see different approach to the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi: Serkan Demirbas, “A New Perspective on
the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi Mahmud II’s Use of International Diplomacy to Resolve the Mehmet Ali
Problem”, Eskisehir Osmangazi Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, Say1 17(2), Eskisehir Aralik 2016,
pp. 1-16.

* BOA, HAT., 1174/46430 C.

%8 To see more information on Metternich’s policies during the Mehmet Ali Crisis look at, Hayrettin
Pinar, “Mehmed Ali Pasa Isyan1 ve Metternich’in Osmanli Siyaseti, Anadolu Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Dergisi”, Vol. 11, No. 2, Eskisehir 2011, pp. 157-178.
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Mehmet Ali about this dangerous attempt.?” When Namik Pasha learned of Metternich’s
talking with the Minister with respect to defending the territorial integrity of the
Ottoman Empire and the Sultan’s authority over it, he saw this situation as an
opportunity to elucidate the Ottoman points of view once more. So he went to talk to the
Foreign Minister about the subject. He explained that if Britain put pressure on Mehmet
Ali and tried to ignite within him once again the desire to obey his sovereign and
abandon his destructive rebellion against central government, he strongly believed that
Mehmet Ali would not attempt to oppose Britain in the matter.?® This last diplomatic
strategy was very likely to lead to another important development towards success,
which was a thought that pleased Mahmud, since it seemed that diplomatic support

from the European powers was in his favour now.

Despite all these positive developments, there was another major difficulty with
which Mahmud had to contend. The problem was with the city of Damascus. Damascus
was a critically important Ottoman city but it was now under Mehmet Ali’s control.?
Under Mahmud’s direction the Ottoman statesmen had undertaken some discreet
activities to rescue Damascus, but the British government did not have a favourable
attitude towards any forcible intervention in this city since they thought that any
possible crisis in the Ottoman lands might give the Russians an opportunity to exploit
the incident to their advantage using the new rights that had arisen from the Treaty of
Unkiar Skelessi. Consequently, because of the British sensitivity over Russian policy,
Mahmud did not want the British to know about the Ottoman activities in the region, at
least in the beginning. However, Britain came to hear of the Ottomans’ latest activities
in Damascus, and Palmerston sent a despatch about it to both Ponsonby and Colonel
Campbell.*® As a matter of fact, this was prepared after Mehmet Ali’s complaints to the
British. This is interesting because Mehmet Ali appears to have made a decision to
induce the British via diplomatic ways to agree with the rightfulness of his struggle, just
as his sovereign Mahmud had done. This despatch contained some complaints about
these latest Ottoman activities in the region, firstly conveying that the British

government was aware of the Ottomans’ secret activities in Damascus to try to

2" BOA, HAT., 1174/46430 C.
%8 Ibid.
% T see the desire of Mehmet Ali for Syria look at, Fatih Gencer, “ibrahim Pasa’nin Anadolu’yu

Istilas1”, Uluslararast Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, V. 9, N. 42.
% BOA, HAT., 361/20100 A.
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circumvent a revolution from Mehmet Ali, but the Ottoman power in this city was not
currently sufficient to successfully achieve any such thing. Secondly, they were also
well aware that the Sultan had ordered for preparations to start with a view to
establishing an army (from the districts, which were under the control of the central
government, and at Reshid Pasha’s command) for the purpose of attacking Mehmet
Ali.®* The Ottoman statesmen responded immediately to the British claims. They said
that firstly, the central government had not been provoking any kind of revolution in
Damascus as had been asserted. The last revolution had occurred as a result of the
cruelty and atrocities of Mehmet Ali and his son, Ibrahim Pasha, towards the public in
Damascus®2. However, if there were any Ottoman soldiers in Damascus, it was to force
the Egyptian soldiers to withdraw, back to their boundaries, because although Urfa and
Rakka were Ottoman cities and not under the control of Mehmet Ali, they were under
the occupation of his army at that moment. The Ottoman statesmen wanted the British
statesmen to evaluate the Ottoman activities in Damascus in this way.** As previously
examined, they were trying to conceal their real purposes for being there and at least
gain some time. They also stated clearly that they had legitimate reasons behind the
recent increase in Ottoman activities against Mehmet Ali. One of them was that
Mehmet Ali had stopped paying his taxes to the central government.** Mahmud
probably took this as a signal that Mehmet Ali had made a decision to accelerate the
process of acquiring his independence. This Ottoman statement seems to have changed
the British mind on the matter, since Colonel Campbell subsequently met with Mehmet
Ali and impressed upon him, in the name of the British Government, those exact points
which Mahmud had hoped and wished would be suggested by the British. As a matter
of fact, prior to this last situation, Palmerston felt that he himself, as a result of
Mahmud’s risky manoeuvres, should have prevented the Sultan from being dominated
in his own lands, since a Balkanised Ottoman Empire could have been dominated by
Russia much more easily, an eventuality he wished to avoid. On October 1834, he
communicated his opinion about this to Campbell, and explained to him about the kinds
of cities which Mehmet Ali had been trying to enlarge his province by occupying.

Rodkey explains this situation in more detail thus:

31 H

Ibid.
%2 To see more information on opposition against Mehmet Ali in the Ottoman lands look at Fatih Gencer,
“Kavalali Mehmet Ali Pasa Yonetimine Kars: Filistin Muhalefeti”, Belleten, LXX1X/286, Ankara Aralik
2015.
% BOA, HAT., 361/20100 A.
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“To sever from the Ottoman Empire the vast and fertile provinces held by
Mehemet Ali, the British foreign secretary maintained, "would not only trench
deeply upon the integrity of the Turkish Empire, but would fatally impair its
independence. "Instead of encouraging the Viceroy in his ambitions, Palmerston
strongly recommended that he should evacuate Orfa and Diarbekir, and pay the

tribute that he owed to the Sultan.

When Campbell spoke to Mehmet Ali on the matter he told him that his wisest
course of action would be to become a submissive and capitulatory governor to his
sovereign, Mahmud Il. Campbell added that if he were to co-operate in this way, he
would be safe from any possible attack or seizure. Most importantly, Campbell
indicated that the King of Great Britain was a close friend and ally of the Sultan, and the
King had been calling most emphatically for the continued territorial integrity and
stability of the Ottoman Empire in every respect and had long considered this to be the
key factor in European peace and security, hence, the King would never consent to the
division or weakening of the Ottoman Empire. Campbell also mentioned that the King
also would not allow the Ottomans to be hurt, nor would he allow Mehmet Ali to
proclaim his independence since this ambition was irrational, inadvisable and
detrimental to European stability. Campbell concluded his meeting with Mehmet Ali
with three points: firstly, that he should have to calm down and try to be an obedient
governor; secondly, he should pay the necessary taxes as agreed according to the treaty
of Kutahya; and thirdly, he should immediately withdraw his army from Urfa and
Rakka, where he had no right to be since these cities were not under his control.*® This
advice from Britain would have been a stunning blow to Mehmet Ali because he had
been striving to induce the European powers to accept his struggle’s legitimacy, just as
Mahmud had been doing, to promote his own cause. Since this last negotiation with the
British about Damascus had started badly following his rebel governor’s complaints to
Britain about him, it is easy to see that Mahmud must have been extremely pleased with
the way events were turning out. However, events had turned once again into an even
more positive outlook for the Sultan. In their doing so, the Sultan, so to speak, ‘killed
two birds with one stone’. The first benefit achieved was that Mehmet Ali in his

approach had debased himself in the sight of the British. In one sense, it could be said

¥ F. S. Rodkey, Ibid., p. 576.
% BOA, HAT., 361/20100 A.
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that ‘the hunter had become the hunted’. The second benefit, it transpired, was that in
contrasting with his governor, Mahmud actually reinforced his requests in the eyes of
the British about collaboration with the English to solve the problem.

France, which had now started to act in tandem with Britain in the Eastern Question,
wanted to get involved in the Damascus issue as well. Although France seemed to have
acted as an ally of Britain in solving the Mehmet Ali problem after the Treaty of Unkiar
Skelessi, it could not be expected from her to change her policies with respect to
Mehmet Ali that easily, since she had been a source of strength and support for the
governor ever since the beginning of his campaign. In France’s previous dealings in the
matter, whenever she became involved with the problem, she ‘played a double game’, at
one time in opposition to Mehmet Ali and at another time in his favour, and this
approach had been most vexatious to the Ottomans.*’

The same thing happened in connection with the Damascus issue. France sent a
motion to her ambassador to Alexandria, Bigos, and this motion was shown to
Mavroyani, the charge d'affaires of the Ottoman Empire to Vienna, by the French
ambassador to Vienna.*® There were two aspects to it. The first one was saying to
Mehmet Ali that the Egyptian soldiers should be immediately withdrawn from Urfa and
Rakka and in addition to this; he pays the taxes of Egypt, Crete, and Damascus to the

central government.

The second aspect of the message was of concern for the Ottoman Empire. It
was saying that the central government should have lessened its preoccupation with
Damascus and concentrated its efforts on achieving what was necessary with the treaty
of Kiitahya. As previously indicated, this approach annoyed the Ottomans once more.
Mavroyani declared that the allegations the French were making were nonsensical and
had no basis in fact. Mavroyani also said something uncomplimentary about Mehmet
Ali in the light of the latest developments. He asserted that in his opinion the governor
had destroyed his dignity in the eyes of the European powers because of his

overambitious aspirations and blatant deceit.*

Mavroyani also went on to make further scathing comments on the subject of

Mehmet Ali; that he was destitute of foresight and very inexperienced in terms of the

3" BOA, HAT., 1190/46885.
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European Powers’ policies. Mavroyani also met with Metternich about this issue and
mentioned his complaints to the British, and thereafter went on to discuss the comments
of Britain and France about Damascus. Metternich stated on these issues that Mehmet
Ali’s complaints were extremely inconvenient. He also said that he ordered his
ambassador to go to Alexandria in order to protest and his ambassador warned the
governor even more sternly than had the British and the French. He lastly said to
Mavroyani that Mehmet Ali had attempted to make some complaints about his
sovereign as well but according to Metternich that was a grave error because the
Austrians had to honour the sovereignty rights of the Sultan in compliance with their
administrative principles. Mavroyani said that he sent a motion, indicating his rejection

of Mehmet Ali’s complaints, to his ambassador to Istanbul. *

Following on from all of these developments, Mahmud found one more
opportunity to develop increased intimacy with the British, which was prudent because
he badly wanted to conclude this potentially disastrous matter within the shortest
possible time. The opportunity was provided by the need to improve economic
relations, and this was to culminate in the forging of the treaty of Balta Limani on 16
August 1838. Before these economic negotiations were made, an important economic
incident had taken place between the Ottomans, the British and Mehmet Ali. The details
of the matter were that, after the termination of the Levant Company in 1826, there was
no obstacle arising within British legislation that limited their trading with the immense
and fertile Ottoman lands. However, there was a negative side, which was called *“7
Vahid”. The Ottoman economy had always been closed ever since the establishment of
the Empire, which meant that the State had to grant permission regarding the import of
all goods. At first, the exportation of goods was not so highly regulated, as the State did
not have to give permission for every export. The majority of these items were salt, all
kind of pulses, and gunpowder, flour, spices and sugar.** However, in 1826 Mahmud
banned seven goods from exportation. These forbidden items were called the “7 Vahid”.
The British merchants were dismayed by this prohibition, and so they complained about
this troublesome situation to their Ambassador.”” Mahmud realised that this demand

from the British merchants could be used in solving the Mehmet Ali problem, and

40 H
Ibid.
*! Huri islamoglu-Inan, The Ottoman Empire and the World Economy, Cambridge University Press, New
York 1987, p.128.
*2 M. Kiititkoglu, Ibid., pp. 66-70.
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negotiations over this matter commenced in the 1830s.* However, it seemed that
Mehmet Ali would not relinquish his control over these monopolies in his region that
easily. In 1835, Mehmet Ali took the step of prohibiting the British merchants from
trading in silk in Damascus. Following this development, Ponsonby appealed to the
Sultan for termination of Mehmet Ali’s monopoly on these items.** The translator of the
British Embassy, Pizani, visited the Reis Effendi, the Ottoman Foreign Minister, to
negotiate this issue. In the meeting, the Reis Effendi asked about the reason for which
the courier, who came to the British Embassy a few days ago, had been sent. Pizani
responded that the Foreign Minister had sent an official letter, to communicate the fact
that Mehmet Ali was denying any commerce involving Damascus silk to the British
merchants based on 7 Vahid, and the Minister was demanding a rescript from the Sultan
on this issue.* Thereupon the Reis Effendi requested an official declaratory letter from
Ponsonby. Subsequently, in response, Ponsonby presented two official letters,
explaining the situation. Ponsonby stated in these letters that if these prohibitions were
coming from the central government, Istanbul, although this decision’s meaning was
contrary to the rapport between both countries, they could not deny that this was a right
of the Ottoman Government. However, if Mehmet Ali had made this decision without
asking the central government, he did not have a right to act in contravention with the
international treaties and principles; in fact, nor did he even have the power to make
such a decision. Ponsonby added that if the situation was indeed as he suspected, he
demanded that the Pasha be dismissed from his position for raising difficulties for the
British merchants, and also that all the tariffs which had caused the merchants such
difficulty and expense be revoked.* In response, the Reis Effendi advocated to the
Sultan that it would be a necessary course of action to submit a rescript, one which
proclaimed that Mehmet Ali’s decisions and actions had been without the proper
knowledge and permission of the central government, and they knew and accepted that

these kinds of decisions were adverse to the friendship between the countries.*’

This incident was appears to have been a good opportunity for Mahmud and his

statesmen to seize in order to sharpen the unpleasant emotions and feelings of hostility

*% This process has been examined in detail in Serkan Demirbas, “The Treaty of Balta Liman1’s Role In
Anglo-Ottoman Relations during the Mehmet Ali Problem”, Journal of History School, Say1 XXIV, izmir
Aralik 2015, SS. 233-251.
“ BOA, HAT., 1172/46369.
45 s
Ibid.
“® Ibid.
" Ibid.
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between the British and Mehmet Ali. In this context, the Reis Effendi asked Pizani a
critical question: what would happen if Mehmet Ali did not obey the Sultan’s orders?
Would the British statesmen complain that the rescript was useless and think the
Sultan’s orders impotent, or would they attempt to rescue British commerce in the
region from Mehmet Ali’s arbitrary rulings, by enforcing the rescript and obligating the
Pasha to fulfil what it instructed?*® This question was a roundabout way for the Sultan
to pose his real enquiry; which was whether Britain would intervene with military force
against Mehmet Ali when more and more conditions indicating the prudence of this
intervention had been cropping up with every passing day.

The Reis Effendi’s question was found to be a significant question and Pizani said that
he should let Ponsonby know about it. The following day, Pizani reported back that
Ponsonby had said that the question was quite clear and to the point but he had also
indicated that he needed more time to ponder upon it.*® He sent the response only four
days later saying that if the governor toes the line they would indeed be indebted to the
Sultan. Otherwise, if he were to oppose the order, there would be only one reason from
Ponsonby’s point of view. In this respect, he touched upon a quite interesting and
unimagined aspect of the situation. According to Ponsonby the reason was Russia. He
explained that diplomatic relations between the Pasha and the Russians were in very
good shape. He also said on this topic that because of this he and his government were
very well aware that the Pasha had been making concession eleven percent extra to the
Russian merchants, and therefore, if he insisted on contravening the rescript, they would
perceive it as disobedience to his Sovereign for the sake of the Russians. Ponsonby went
on to say that in such a case we would have to think very carefully about what we could
do to help against Mehmet Ali without adversely affecting the Ottoman interests.>
After Ponsonby’s response, it was decided that if the rescript were to be given to the
British, then they would be the ones to contend with Mehmet Ali since it was obvious
that his prohibitions made them very angry. In addition to this, when the British
merchants obtained extra trading privileges in the region and so rose head and shoulders
above the merchants of the other European powers, the British nation and state would

feel the warmest appreciation of the Ottomans. At the end of his report Reis Effendi

“® Ibid.
“* Ibid.
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stated that this rescript was vital because by way of it, they would be able to provide the
stimulus the British needed in order to exercise their power over the Pasha, and also it
might even provide cause for Britain to wipe out his army and even his existence.™
Mahmud’s men seemed to be as enthusiastic to gain British cooperation against the

renegade governor as was Mahmud.

In this regard, one of the most encouraging pieces of news with respect to this
cooperation came from Nuri Effendi, the Ottoman ambassador at London. He had met
with Palmerston on 14 July 1835, and reported that prior to this meeting with the
Foreign Minister he was well aware that the debated article of the Treaty of Unkiar
Skelessi had deeply hurt the British and as a result of this situation, the Anglo-Ottoman
alliance might be only possible with the Russian repulsion of the British.>? He therefore
said that he had seen fit to have a word with Palmerston about the Russians in order to
lead up to discussing the Egypt problem. In this context, he stated that he had heard
something about the Russians but he could not verify whether the information was true
or false due to the fact that he had not received any news from Istanbul for two weeks.
He had heard that there were a few articles in the newspapers to the effect that some
Russian war ships in the Black Sea had started to make certain preparations. He asked
Palmerston about whether he had any information concerning this news or not.>
Palmerston responded that he did not know about this situation; however he knew that
twenty thousand Russian soldiers were on the road to the Castle of Silistra through
Moldova and since the castle was under the control of the Russians this would
potentially cause much harm. Palmerston then started to talk, in fact complain, about the
Russians’ position in Istanbul and as one might expect, these complaints were a
welcome sound to Mahmud’s ears, since Palmerston’s complaining like this was
evidence that his manoeuvres had really started to properly bear fruit. Palmerston
opened the dialogue by saying that the Russian ambassador had been playing a very
active role in Istanbul and interfering with Ottoman administrative and diplomatic
affairs. He also stated that in these circumstances, how could it be asserted that the
Ottoman Empire was an independent country with this Russian penetration in the
Ottoman lands? He also proffered that while the Russians were continuing with their

influence in Istanbul, how were the British at the same time supposed to be aiding the
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Ottoman Empire? After this frank exchange of views Palmerston stated, just as
Mahmud had expected, that if the Ottomans had been feigning to be an allied country
with the Russians because of any feeling that they had no other source of help, Britain
would be the guarantor for the Ottomans that neither the Russians nor Mehmet Ali
would be able to damage the Ottoman Empire so long as the British Maritime power
was in the Mediterranean Sea.>

This offer of Palmerston’s shows an explicit change in the British policy in 1835
concerning the Eastern Question when compared to the period before 1833.>> Baker
clearly expresses the main aims of the British policy after the Unkiar Skelessi when he

writes:

“The two chief aims of British policy in this quarter from 1833 to 1839 were, first,
to prevent a renewal of Russian intervention in Turkish affairs, and eventually to
destroy the Russian sole protector ship of Turkey acquired in the treaty of 8 July;
and secondly, to maintain the peace between the Sultan and Mehemet Ali by
dissuading both from attempting any measure which might led to a renewal of

hostilities. ”®

After Palmerston had spoken, Nuri’s response was that there was no indulgence
of the Ottoman Empire or any other reason related to it concerning the Russian control
of the Castle of Silistra. According to Nuri Effendi’s explanation of affairs, sometimes
calamities happen and as a result of these the Russians captured the castle. However, he
could also reassure him that the Ottoman statesmen had been making great efforts day
and night under the guidance of the Sultan to reform and regenerate the Empire and it
was manifestly clear that after these reforms had been enacted they would soon be able

to recapture the Castle.”’

In fact, Palmerston had been taking the reform of the Ottoman Empire very seriously as

it was the only way to rescue the Empire from her enemies, particularly the Russians,

** Ibid.

*® To see the Mehmud II and his diplomats’ extraordinary efforts to change the British opinion on making
an alliance with the Ottomans: Serkan Demirbas, “A Fresh Look at Mahmud II’s Purpose in Calling
Russian Troops to Istanbul in 1833, Journal of History School, Say1 XXVIII, izmir Aralik 2016, pp.
347-378.

*® R.L. Baker and Viscount Palmerston, “Palmerston on the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi ”, The English
Historical Review, Oxford University Press Jan. 1928, Vol. 43, No 169, p. 84.
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and he fully appreciated the efforts the Ottomans were putting in to enhance the Empire.

Rodkey’s comments on this topic are:

“Henceforth until the renewal of war between the Sultan and the Pasha of Egypt
in 1839 Palmerston consistently counselled the Turkish government to keep the
peacein the Levant in order that it might succeed with its plans for military and
administrative reorganisation, and on more than one occasion he took practical
steps to further Ottoman Reform. Late in 1835 he instructed Ponsonby to exhort
the Turkish ministers to pursue “with increasing energy and perseverance that
wise system of organization — military, naval, financial, and administrative”-

which had already been so successfully begun. 58

Nuri also said something useful about Palmerston’s words with regard to the
Russian hegemony in Istanbul. He said that they had to make the Treaty of Unkiar
Skelessi as a result of Mehmet Ali’s rebellion because of the immediate necessity of an
alliance with another power to fortify the Empire against the problem. At this stage of
the meeting Nuri Effendi indicated — in accordance with the Sultan’s plan — that they
had really desired to make an alliance with Britain. He added that if the British
sponsored the Ottomans in every aspect, Mehmet Ali would have to revert back his old
position and accept the supremacy of the Sultan and thus the suspicions and

uncertainties arising from the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi would be laid to rest.*®

It seems Palmerston in the meeting was much clearer this time with an Ottoman

official on the Russian issue, so much so that he replied to Nuri’s words by saying;

“We do not have anything further to say about Unkiar Skelessi for now, when we
war with the Russians we will ask Istanbul and get the answer, there is no
problem with that. The problem is what does Russian hegemony in Istanbul really
mean? Even | have a proof in this matter. Although the Ottoman Empire had an
intention to acquire 30 Russian officers to use them in the training of the Ottoman
army, the Russian ambassador learned of this situation and restrained the
Ottomans from doing that. Instead of doing that, if some British officers went to
Istanbul, they would be able to reform the Ottoman Army very quickly and by this
means the Ottoman Empire could gain an edge over both Russia and Mehmet Ali.

I am making this suggestion since Britain really only desires for the Ottoman

8 E. S. Rodkey, Ibid., pp. 576-577.
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Empire to have power, strength, glory, and stateliness. In this respect, the King

only feels partiality and deep love to the Sultan.

Interestingly, after Palmerston had spoken thus he added that because of King
William’s sympathy with Mahmud, he would like to send five horses to the Sultan as a
gift, via a ship which was to take Lord Lambton to Petersburg, and Palmerston even
intimated that he had chosen the horses with his own hands. Most interestingly, he
mentioned that these horses were not so valuable themselves in financial terms but they
would be a strong evidence to show Mehmet Ali and the Russians that Britain would
stand by the Ottomans’ side in all circumstances.”® Mahmud was satisfied with the
King’s gift and he sent a letter to William to thank him for it. Mahmud also thanked
William for his country’s hospitality and the compliments to Nuri Effendi he had
received.®> Mahmud was very pleased by this situation and he saw it as another
occasion which had further improved the Anglo-Ottoman relationship.

When Nuri Effendi was convinced that everything was going well in London, he
reported that they should use praising and encouraging language much more with the
British and at the same time more critical and adverse language with the Russians from
then on. The reason for that was, he continued, that Britain had always behaved with
extreme favour to the Ottomans. For example, the last serious attempt Mehmet Ali
made to declare and announce his independence to all the European powers, as
examined above in detail, had been prohibited by Britain’s actions and this support
could not be forgotten. On the other hand, the Russians had always been an enemy and
generally brought trouble on the Ottomans from Nuri Effendi’s point of view. Owing to
these circumstances, he mentioned, how could they prefer the Russians to the British?
He also recounted Palmerston’s words about the Russian ambassador’s penetration into
Istanbul and said that it was as clear as day that all grace and respect shown to him so
far had been simulation, as if the Ottomans were a friend nation to the Russians,

according to the appearance of the existing conditions.®®

Nuri mentioned another current and significant topic to Palmerston in their

meeting: that when Mehmet Ali gave up all hope of British support, he had fallen back

% bid.
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upon the Russians and therefore, he continued, if Britain took sides with the Ottoman
Empire, Mehmet Ali would abandon Damascus and go back to his previous boundaries
and as a result of this situation the Sultan would enhance the power of his rulership.®
Nuri was another Ottoman diplomat, who raised the Damascus Question. He added that
if Mehmet Ali could be given a hard time in Damascus, the Damascus public would pay
more attention to the prosperity and safety in the other Ottoman regions under the
favour of the Sultan’s domination and this state of affairs would be conducive to
establishing a volunteer army against Mehmet Ali from out of the Damascus public. In
response, Palmerston said that they knew well that the Damascus public was
complaining about the central government in the beginning, however, when they saw
Mehmet Ali’s oppression, they would recognize and understand the value of the Sultan
and decide to get rid of Mehmet Ali. After he had said this, when Nuri stated that it
would be difficult to recapture Damascus from the Pasha at that moment, Palmerston
responded that it would be very easy from the British point of view; however, first of
all, the Ottoman statesmen should retire to ponder on the issue and later on they could
reconvene to negotiate the topic further.®® It was another positive development for
Mahmud because Palmerston had previously, at the outset, rejected the prospect of any
Ottoman intervention in Damascus. However, just a moment ago, he had been talking
about the ease of an operation in Damascus, despite the fact that he had been saying it
was not the right time at present. This was another change in the direction of British
foreign policy and it could be taken as yet another success by Mahmud with his

diplomatic policies.

After his many negotiations in London, Nuri Effendi was replaced by Mustafa
Resid Pasha, who was already in Paris in the capacity of the Ottoman ambassador. He
was regularly sending detailed reports about the diplomatic atmosphere in Europe and
the main character of these reports was that they were pro-British. Palmerston wrote a
laudatory letter to the Sultan about both of the Ottoman diplomats.®® Palmerston was
very happy with Reshid’s assignment to London because he knew very well how hard

the Ottoman ambassador was trying to win acceptance for the Anglo-Ottoman

% Ipid.
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cooperation in the region against their common enemies, Russia and Mehmet Ali.®’

Palmerston stated about these assignments that:

“I would like to declare my pleasure with the letter of the Sultan with respect to
the assignment of Mr. Reshid and also express my thanks about it to you, the
Sultan. | would also like to express how very pleased | am with Mr. Reshid’s
being sent to London vested as he is with extraordinary powers. All negotiations
and correspondences with the Ottoman Empire, which are to be done through Mr
Reshid, would be affected very positively, and are likely to develop the
relationship between both friend countries daily. As a matter of fact, | want the
Sultan to know that both the King and the British government are very sincere in
their desire to improve and enhance this long standing friendship. For my part, I
will do my best in order to maintain this historic relationship between the two
countries. I also want to add a point about Nuri Effendi’s great efforts in London.
He has done his utmost to increase the value of both his Sultan and his country in
the eyes of the British Public. 1 would like to declare that | am sure he will strive
as well to defend and protect his Sultan’s and his country’s rights in the presence

of the French 68
It is interesting to compare these flowery words with Webster’s record:

“Nourri Pasha, had no French and Palmerston found him an “oaf” on whom he

. . }J69
could make no impression.

In best orientalist fashion, Palmerston wrote that:

“Nourri is a greasy stupid old Turk, without an idea in his head” “A perfect
nullity with whom it is impossible to get on at all. He is like a Turk in a

melodrama on the stage: one of Bluebeard’s attendants.”™

We have here a perfect vignette of British orientalism in practice. On the one

hand Palmerston uses the most effusive language possible when writing to the

87 As a matter of fact, Mehmet Ali was not an enemy of the British at the beginning of his rebellion. He
even published some articles in the British newspapers, which showed him some support. However, when
the British had started to see him as the reason for the trouble with the Russians in terms of upsetting the
British over their interest in the region, as a result of Mahmud and his statesmen’s diplomatic efforts, they
withdrew their support and began to oppose him as strongly as they opposed Russia.

* BOA, HAT., 1172/46412 A.
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Ottomans, as he thought it what they liked, but in private he revealed the contemptuous
attitude which marked his own attitude, and those of so many other Westerners to the
‘Turk’. Such attitudes all fed into an underestimation of the diplomacy and policy of the
Sultan, which is why the story from the Ottoman archives needs to be told. It at least
counters the view that ‘greasy Turks’ were too ‘stupid’ to have a policy. The British

may just have been too arrogant to have seen what it was

Webster also explained, with great expertise, about the vital importance of the
Sultan in the diplomatic process in that the following;

“The representatives of all these states at Constantinople endeavoured by bribery

and by the use of the favourites and indirect methods of approach to get past the

official machinery to the source of power and decision, the Sultan himself.”™

™3, C. Webster, Ibid. p. 527
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Conclusion

As can be seen, at the beginning the British side had got some prejudiced
opinions about the Ottomans; however, the Mahmud’s and his diplomats’ risky
diplomatic and political tactics had changed their approach and at the end they gave the
support, which Mahmud wanted, to the Ottoman side to solve the Mehmet Ali problem.

Examination of this intensive diplomatic period, 1833-1839, from the point of
view of the Ottoman side is vital. As it has been revealed in every aspect all through this
article for 1834-35, the Ottoman influence, under the leadership of Mahmud, was in
large part a strong factor determining the alteration of the attitude of the British,
particularly Palmerston about this “Eastern Empire”. This mission was not easy since
this very same person, Palmerston, and the very same British politicians, had been
thinking the exact opposite at the beginning of the 1830s about the Ottoman Empire to
the way they now thought about the Empire in the second half of the 1830s.
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