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CHAPTER |

CLASSES AND THE PROBLEM OF AGENCY
INTHE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

The Ottoman Boycott Movement that appeared between 1908 and 1914
was a social movement comprised of different social and political actors.
Political organizations such as the Committee of Union and Progress;
civil societies and different social networks; various social classes such as
Muslim traders and working classes; professional classes such as public
officials, teachers, lawyers and the like; and the Muslim public in gener-
al played significant roles in this movement. The modernization process
and the integration of the empire into the world economy in the course
of the 19" century brought drastic changes to the social and econom-
ic structure of the Ottoman Empire. The transformation of the public
sphere and the emergence of a modern civil society in the empire paved
the way for different sections of society to play their parts. Therefore, the
public sphere and the civil society, the political and social actors of the
boycott movement, mass politics, modern ideologies and competing dis-
courses are the main subjects of this thesis.

As a social movement, the Ottoman Boycott Movement made use of
modern technology and embraced different agendas and interests of var-
ious sections of society. The main social actors—such as merchants,
working-classes, state bureaucracy, professionals and provincial nota-
bles—had vital roles in the boycott movements and the political and so-
cial life of the empire. An expanding public sphere and a flourishing civ-
il society provided an opportunity for the communication and organiza-
tion between different social actors.
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1.1. Non-Muslim Bourgeoisie and the State

One of the crucial features of Turkey’s social history is the elimination of
the non-Muslim population and the emergence of nation-states succeed-
ing the Ottoman Empire. This elimination process is considered in the
historiography as if solely a political project. According to the existing lit-
erature on Turkey, the main actor of this process was the state or bureau-
cratic elite. The political cadres of the Committee of Union and Progress
also play a decisive role in these narratives. This tendency in the histo-
riography is directly linked to the main arguments of the relevant histo-
riography. The main pillars of historiography take into account mainly
the state and the state elite as agent of fundamental changes in the histo-
ry of the Ottoman Empire and Turkey. Thus, it omits the existence of dif-
ferent social actors in history." However, social and political phenomena
like the Ottoman Boycott Movement afford us an opportunity to uncov-
er the significance of these widely neglected social and political actors.
The Ottoman Boycott Movement was a crucial component of the elim-
ination process of the non-Muslim communities in the Ottoman Empire.
In 1908, it emerged as an Ottomanist movement and targeted mainly for-
eign powers. Different foreign merchants and business activities of for-
eign countries—such as Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, Italy, United States
and Greece—in the Ottoman Empire were affected by it. However, af-

1 One should also underline the fact that in the last decades there appeared a number of sem-
inal studies on the social history of the Ottoman Empire and Turkey in which different so-
cial actors have entered the stage. However, although the quantity of these studies contin-
ues to increase, they are still marginal within the literature. Moreover, their impact on so-
cial and political thinking in contemporary Turkey is rather weak. I would like to mention
Quataert’s work as one of these seminal studies that deeply influenced young scholars in
Turkey: Donald Quataert, Social Disintegration and Popular Resistance in the Ottoman Em-
pire, 1881-1908: Reactions to European Economic Penetration, (New York: New York Univer-
sity Press, 1983). See also Quataert’s article on new developments in historiography that in-
tend to go beyond the narratives mainly focused on the political and military elite in Tur-
key’s history: Donald Quataert, “Ottoman History Writing at Crossroads,” Turkish Studies
in the United States, (Ed.) Donald Quataert and Sabri Sayari, (Bloomington: Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 2003), pp. 15-30. Yet, this does not mean that there did not exist any studies
mentioning social resistance practices in the Ottoman Empire and Turkey before. See the
following works as very limited early examples: Cagatay Ulucay, XVIII ve XIX. Yiizyillarda
Saruhan’da Eskiyalk ve Halk Hareketleri, (Istanbul: Berksoy Basimevi, 1955) and Halil
Inalcik, “Application of the Tanzimat and its Social Effects,” Belleten, No. 28, 1964, pp.
623-649. Studies on gender have also contributed to this new trend in historiography, al-
though the quantity of monographs is still very limited. Many of the works are on promi-
nent women or women movements, but not on patriarchy and gender relationships.
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ter 1909 and particularly 1910 the economic presence of non-Muslims
in the Ottoman Empire gradually became one of the main targets of this
political and economic protest movement. The movement slowly moved
against native non-Muslims who subsequently suffered severely. The in-
corporation of the Ottoman economy into the world capitalist economy
created favorable conditions for non-Muslim merchants, who started to
operate under the protection of the Great Powers. When a Muslim pro-
test spoke out against foreign states such as Greece, the native merchants
acting under the banner of the Great Powers and those who could exploit
the opportunities provided by the capitulations suffered as much as the
foreign merchants. Yet, as the boycott movement strengthened its net-
work and organization and as the resentment against non-Muslim com-
munities increased, non-Muslim traders were also deeply affected.

Therefore, Milli Iktisat (National Economy), which propagated the de-
velopment of the Ottoman economy, was not only an invention of nation-
alist intellectuals or the policies of state elites, but also a social movement
consisting of different social actors. The literature on the national econ-
omy, which will be analyzed in the following chapters, concentrates to a
great extent on the intellectual history and does not take into account the
social base of this process. The quest for the construction of a native indus-
try, the abolition of the capitulations, and the economic development of
Ottoman subjects became popular issues of the National Economy during
the Second Constitutional Period (1908-1918). However, the Ottomanist
element within this discourse and these practical policies evaporated, and
the call for a National Economy gradually culminated into a demand for
the dominance of Muslim/Turkish element in the Ottoman economy. That
is why, before entering into an analysis of social relationships that resulted
in the Ottoman Boycott Movement, one has to evaluate the historiography
on social classes and the period in which the movement occurred.

The common assumption on the 19"-century Ottoman Empire focus-
es to a great extent on the relationship and the struggle between the non-
Muslim bourgeoisie and the reforming state elite. Although there is some
merit to this interpretation, this kind of bilateral polarization misses sev-
eral significant points regarding social and economic developments. In
the second half of the 18" century and particularly during the 19" cen-
tury, the fundamental pillars of Ottoman economy and society changed
drastically. Historiography on the Ottoman Empire emphasizes two dy-
namics behind these fundamental changes. One of them was the integra-
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tion of the Ottoman Empire into the expanding world economy; the oth-
er was the reform efforts of the modernizing Ottoman ruling elite. Two
distinct social groups emerged as a result of these developments: the non-
Muslim bourgeoisie and the modern state bureaucracy.

The increasing trade between Europe and the Ottoman Empire in the
course of the 19" century stimulated the rise of the non-Muslim bour-
geoisie who played an intermediary role between the world markets and
the majority of the small peasantry. The economy of the empire was to
a great extent based on agriculture. The international trade between the
Ottoman Empire and the world markets depended mainly on agricul-
ture and small producers. Neither lands nor agriculture was monopo-
lized in the hands of a land-owning class. The presence and persistence
of small peasant producers was one of the main peculiarities of the Ot-
toman economy. This economic structure was the basis for the rise of a
non-Muslim bourgeoisie.?

The predominance of small and independent family farms, particular-
ly in the Anatolian agrarian structure, prevented the rise of a larger land-
owning class. The lack of a large landowning class in the provinces fa-
cilitated the recentralization of the agrarian order, attempts to modern-
ize the state and the undermining of the power of the provincial notables
(ayans).® As a result, the agricultural production particularly in Anato-
lia was not based on a single crop, but on the export of various products
such as grains, raw materials for dyes, ores, figs, raisins, filberts, cotton
and tobacco.* Therefore, it was almost impossible and futile for foreign
investors and merchants to control small producers, because of their im-
mense number and specialization in different products. The mediation
between peasant farmers and the world market provided an economic
opportunity, and it was the non-Muslim merchants who took advantage
of this opportunity that resulted from both the expanding world econo-
my and the agrarian structure of the Ottoman Empire.”

2 Caglar Keyder, Tiirkiye’de Devlet ve Siniflar, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1995), pp. 30-32.

3 Caglar Keyder, “Europe and the Ottoman Empire in mid-nineteenth Century: Develop-
ment of a Bourgeoisie in the European Mirror,” paper presented at the Colloquim of the
European Association for Banking History V. East Meats West: Banking, Commerce and
Investment, Istanbul, 15"-16" October 1999, p. 3.

4 Sevket Pamuk, The Ottoman Empire and World Capitalism, (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1987), pp. 53 and 150.

5 For the general structures of the agrarian economy and the dominance of the small peas-
ant producers see: Caglar Keyder and Faruk Tabak (ed.), Landholding and Commercial Ag-
riculture in the Middle East, (Albany: Suny Press, 1991).
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The small peasantry’s domination of agriculture was not the only fac-
tor that triggered the rise of the non-Muslim bourgeoisie. It has also been
claimed that non-Muslims and particularly Greeks dominated the econ-
omy before the Ottomans came to Anatolia. Greek nationalism also con-
tributed to this point of view, stating that trade was characteristic of the
Greek community.® Although Augustinos has criticized such reduction-
ist and essentialist evaluations, he has also underlined the significance
of ethnic affiliations within the rise of a non-Muslim bourgeoisie.” Cul-
tural as well as different economic causes played their parts in the rise of
the non-Muslim merchant class. European merchants preferred to con-
sult with an intermediary native merchant class in order to avoid the in-
stability of inter-state relationships. Such a diplomatic crisis harmed the
interests of European merchants. Therefore, collaboration with a native
merchant class facilitated their transactions with the great mass of peas-
ants. Second, foreign merchants had to pay the same internal tax as their
Ottoman counterparts. It was only in the export taxes that they paid less
and had an advantage. As a result, they began to avoid the more difficult
internal trade relationships and left the ground to non-Muslim traders.
Furthermore, as many scholars have asserted, the religious affiliations
between Greeks, Armenians and Europeans reinforced the intermediary
position of non-Muslim merchants.?

On the other hand, non-Muslim traders were also eager to take an ini-
tiative in this process. They managed to receive berats, a type of foreign
passport that secured them a position above Ottoman law and regula-
tions. The capitulations and berats provided Greek and Armenian mer-
chants legal extraterritoriality, as the official representatives of the Great
Powers. These berats enhanced the position of non-Muslims in the econ-
omy at the end of the 18" and the beginning of the 19" century, when
the Ottoman state tried to balance the state of affairs by granting similar
rights to the first non-Muslims under the title of Avrupa Tiiccart (Europe-
an Merchant) and to Muslims under the name of Hayriye Tiiccart (Bene-

6 For an example of a scholarly defense of this view see the work of Vryonis: Speros Vry-
onis, “The Byzantine Legacy and Ottoman Forms,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, No. 23-24,
1969-1970, p. 286.

7 Gerasimos Augustinos, Kiiciik Asya Rumlart Ondokuzuncu Yiizyilda Inang, Cemaat ve Et-
nisite, (Ankara: Ayrac, 1997), p. 174.

8 Orhan Kurmus, Emperyalizmin Tirkiye’ye Girisi, (Ankara: Savas Yayinlari, 1982), pp. 18-
20; Fatma Muge Gocek, Burjuvazinin Yiikselisi Imparatorlugun Cokiisii, (Ankara: Ayrac
Yayinevi, 1999), p. 211-213.
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faction Merchant).” However, these countermeasures were not enough
to impede this process. As a result, the cultural capital of non-Muslim
merchants, which provided them with cultural and linguistic proximity
to foreign investors, increased their economic and political power within
the economic and social structure of the Ottoman Empire.

The Greek historians Haris Exertzoglou and Elena Frangakis-Syrett
have called our attention to the Greek bourgeoisie itself. They have
claimed that the rise of the Greek bourgeoisie in the 19" century was due
to their economic organization and trade network. For instance, Franga-
kis-Syrett has argued that, when foreign merchants entered the Anato-
lian markets, they encountered already established Greek merchants and
trade networks. Greek success, she has asserted, depended on a “tight-
ly knit kinship organization” among the Greek merchant class and their
knowledge of the inner-Anatolian markets, such as the customs and
tastes of that market.'® Similarly, Exertzoglou has claimed that free trade
and commercial organization was more significant than the berats and
the protection of the Great Powers in the rise of the Greek merchants in
the 19" century. He has argued that building large “independent houses
with huge capital resources, credit facilities and prestige” might just have
been the result of an “elaborate organization based on extensive commer-
cial and business networks.”"

The non-Muslim merchants who played such an intermediary role in
the economic transactions mainly conducted four economic activities:
collecting taxes, lending money, dealing with currency exchange, and
trade.'? As Kasaba has argued, the non-Muslim bourgeoisie was not a full
ally of foreign economic interests. They were also struggling against them
in order to secure a better place in the economic network, trying to put
limits to the power of both the government and foreign capital. As a re-
sult, they became one of the dominant forces in the Ottoman Empire in

9 For the attempts of the Ottoman state see: Ali Thsan Bagis, Osmanli Ticaretinde Gayri Miis-
limler, (Ankara: Turhan Kitabevi, 1998), pp. 57-77 and 107-113.

10  Elena Frangakis-Syrett, “The Economic Activities of the Greek Community of Izmir in
the Second Half of the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries,” in Ottoman Greeks in
the Age of Nationalism, ed. Dimitri Gondicas and Charles Issawi, (Princeton: The Darwin
Press, 1999), pp. 18-20.

11  Haris Exertzoglou, “The Development of a Greek Ottoman Bourgeoisie: Investment Pat-
terns in the Ottoman Empire, 1850-1914,” in Ottoman Greeks in the Age of Nationalism, ed.
Dimitri Gondicas and Charles Issawi, (Princeton: The Darwin Press, 1999), pp. 90-91.

12 Resat Kasaba, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Diinya Ekonomisi, (Istanbul: Belge Yayinlari,
1993), p. 70.
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the course of 19" century." Likewise, Exertzoglou has contended that
the Greek bourgeoisie was not a “comprador” class that worked for the
benefit of European capital."* He has argued that they were not only in-
volved in trade, but also in other areas such as banking, industry, min-
ing, and the like. Apart from this mediating role, they also had to com-
pete with foreign capital. Kasaba has also voiced doubts regarding the
existence of a comprador non-Muslim class in Western Anatolia in the
19" century. For him, the fierce competition between foreign capital and
non-Muslim merchants released the economy from the direct control of
Western powers.'”

The other reason for the non-Muslim bourgeoisie’s rise to economic
power was the gradual development of port cities and the formation of
a convivial bourgeois lifestyle within these flourishing cities. Their geo-
graphic location provided port cities and small towns on the trade routes
with an advantageous place in the economy and increased their signif-
icance. The cultural traits and the transformation of daily life in these
flourishing cities attracted the attention of the contemporaries as well as
the students of this age. There emerged a bourgeois class who adopted a
new lifestyle, new consumption patterns and new customs according to a
so-called “Western way of life.” This peculiarity separated the non-Mus-
lim class in particular and non-Muslim communities in general from the
Muslim population of the empire.'®

This difference reveals the fact that “culture matters” when bearing in
mind the conlflicts between the non-Muslim and Muslim communities of
the empire, particularly after the second half of the 19" century. The dif-
ference between the life-styles contributed to the divergence and separa-
tion of the two communities. This cultural difference became the sym-
bol of the rising non-Muslim bourgeois class, although this life-style did
not represent the entire non-Muslim population of the empire. The ten-
sion between the non-Muslim merchant class (as the champion of the
integration to the World Economy) and the Muslim merchants (as the

13 1Ibid., p. 74; For similar claims see: Osman Kurmus, Emperyalizm’in Tirkiye’ye Girisi, p.
158.

14 Haris Exertzoglou, “The Development of a Greek Ottoman Bourgeoisie: Investment Pat-
terns in the Ottoman Empire, 1850-1914,” p. 98.

15  Resat Kasaba, “Was There a Comprador Bourgeoisie in Mid-Nineteenth Century Western
Anatolia?” Review, Vol. IX, No. 2, Spring 1988.

16  Caglar Keyder, “Birinci Dunya Savas: Arifesinde Liman Sehirleri ve Politika,” Memalik-i
Osmaniye’den Avrupa Birligine, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlar1, 2003), p. 61.
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losers in this process) has not been sufficiently studied. It is quite ap-
parent that the cultural traits of the non-Muslim bourgeoisie were the
main ingredient of its identity. In the literature on Turkey, this life-style
and identity and culture has been taken into consideration as a proof of
its bourgeois character. It was the Western lifestyle that made this mer-
chant class a bourgeois class. As a result, the bureaucrats of the Ottoman
state and Turkey have been characterized by their Western lifestyles, and
those sections of society who have not had such cultural traits have been
considered traditional classes. They have been depicted as being against
any social and economic change. Different cultural characteristics might
have played a crucial role in the formation of the social classes, but still
remains a subject for future research.

Culture matters in the formation of a particular social class, but it is
not possible to freeze a cultural feature as the main determinant of a so-
cial class. Therefore, a social class may have different cultural traits at dif-
ferent times and in different places. The historiography on the 19'"-cen-
tury Ottoman Empire has to a great extent focused exclusively on the re-
lationship between the small peasantry, the central state authority and
the rising non-Muslim bourgeoisie. As the small peasantry did not ex-
press itself as an agent, scholars have focused their attention only on the
bureaucracy and the non-Muslim bourgeoisie.

Apart from the formation and the activities of the non-Muslim bourgeoi-
sie, the main issues discussed in the literature on the Ottoman Empire are
the activities of the state elite, their reforms in order to enhance the power
of the state, and the creation of a modern bureaucracy to achieve this goal
during the 19" century. In most of the studies, the state and the bureaucra-
cy appear as the only actors in the historical analysis. This is why scholars
refer to concepts such as the “state class,” “bureaucratic class,” or “bureau-
crat bourgeoisie” in order to define the state as a social agent."” This point
of view is also widespread among Leftist intellectuals. For instance, Ahmet
Insel has pointed to the state elite as the sole agent and even taken into con-
sideration the servants of the sultan (kapikullart) as the social group that
deeply influenced the bureaucrats of the 20" century.'®

17 The most extreme position in this regard is the one defended by Metin Heper. See Me-
tin Heper, The State Tradition in Turkey, (Walkington: The Eathen Pres, 1985), or Metin
Heper, “The Strong State and Democracy: The Turkish Case in Comparative and Histori-
cal Perspective,” in Democracy and Modernity, Ed. S. N. Eisenstadt, (Leiden: Brill, 1985).

18  Ahmet Insel, Diizen ve Kalkinma Kiskacinda Tiirkiye, (Istanbul: Ayinu Yayinlari, 1996), p. 79.
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It has been argued that there appeared a tension between the Christian
mediating merchants as the actors of the empire’s integration into the
world economy and the state bureaucracy. Keyder, for instance, has ar-
gued that this merchant class was jeopardizing the bureaucracy.'® First,
the social transformation that this class initiated posed a threat to the so-
cial legitimacy of the bureaucracy, by undermining the position of the
traditional sectors in the Ottoman economy. This bourgeois class was al-
so a competitor in the process of surplus extraction from the small peas-
antry. Thanks to the immunities and privileges that the foreign pow-
ers granted to the non-Muslim bourgeoisie, they were able to transfer
the wealth that the incorporation of the empire into the world market
had generated into their own pockets. Furthermore, the old tax system
was not appropriate for the rapidly changing economic conditions of the
time. Thus, while revenues and production in the Ottoman Empire in-
creased, the bureaucracy’s share was reduced.”

The relevant historiography has generally claimed that the conflicts be-
tween different social groups emerged due to ethnicity. Therefore, ethnic
and religious contflicts in the Ottoman Empire are considered to be on-
ly a social question. However, scholars such as Keyder and Kasaba have
put this view in another way. They have argued that there were class con-
tradictions in Ottoman society; however, these were concealed by ethnic
conflicts and did not engender a full-fledged consciousness. As a result,
the reforms of the Ottoman elite, the creation of a modern education sys-
tem and a modern central bureaucracy, as well as movements such as
the Young Ottomans and the Young Turks brought with them a rival-
ry between the Muslim bureaucracy and the non-Muslim bourgeoisie.
This struggle between the Ottoman state and the non-Muslim bourgeoi-
sie, and the elimination of the latter by the creation of a Muslim business
class are the arguments most widely accepted in the literature on the Ot-
toman Empire, which are questioned in this thesis.

Since the Turkish historiography is very much based on the contro-
versy between the non-Muslim bourgeoisie and the Muslim bureaucrats,
one should focus on one of the most extreme examples of these argu-
ments. Fatma Muge Gocek in her study The Rise of the Bourgeoisie and the
Demise of the Empire has introduced a new concept in order to grasp this
relationship between the bureaucracy and the non-Muslim bourgeoisie.

19 Caglar Keyder, Tiirkiye’de Devlet ve Siniflar, p. 54.
20  Tbid., p. 69.
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She has introduced the concept of “the bourgeois class with two bod-
ies,” arguing that in the course of 19 century there appeared a bourgeois
class with two components divided across religious and ethnic features.
The Muslim/Turkish bureaucratic component of this fragmented bour-
geoisie eliminated the non-Muslim commercial bourgeoisie and played
an essential role in the construction of a new nation-state.”' In line with
the general arguments of the historiography on Turkey, she has claimed
that the rise of centrifugal forces and the military defeats subverted the
authority of the Ottoman central government. As a result, it decided to
reform the state organization, resulting in the construction of a modern
state. The ultimate aim was to enhance central authority. The institution-
al reforms, the building of a modern bureaucracy, and a modern educa-
tion system were put in force for a more efficient administration. As an
outcome of these efforts, two new social classes appeared: bureaucrats
and intellectuals. They were different from the previous traditional elite
of the empire. The resources over which they began to achieve control
were taken out of the hands of the sultan.

The basis of these new bureaucratic elite was the human resources that
depended on a western education system. This modern education pro-
vided the newly growing bureaucratic bourgeoisie with a cultural capi-
tal, which gave them a distinct social consciousness. This particular con-
sciousness motivated them to initiate reforms and revolution. The new
bourgeoisie gained a distinctive identity that bestowed on it a distin-
guished place in society. The formation of this new class was based on

1.22 Eldem has also defined the rich bureaucrats who

this cultural capita
invested their money in the Ottoman bank as Muslim bourgeoisie.”

The second social group whose economic resources were derived from
their economic relationship with the world market also withdrew them-
selves from the direct control of the sultan.* The rise of the bourgeoi-
sie and their increasing autonomy was linked to their relationship to the
market economy. The commercial bourgeoisie was under the protection

of the Great Powers, and their increasingly dominant position in inter-

21  Fatma Muge Gocek, Burjuvazinin Yiikselisi Imparatorlugun Cokiisii, p. 9.

22 1Ibid., pp. 178-180.

23 Edhem Eldem, Osmanli Bankast Tarihi, (Istanbul: Turkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih
Vakfi ve Osmanli Bankasi Tarihi Arastirma Merkezi, 1999), p. 295.

24 Fauma Muge Gocek, Burjuvazinin Yiikselisi Imparatorlugun Cokiisii, p. 104. For Gogek, the
resources from which they derived their power in the last instance was under the control
of the sultan.
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national trade was no longer under the sultan’s control. Yet, their ethnic
and religious affiliation did not lead them to undermine the sultan’s pow-
er through the power they gained in the economic sphere. They were not
able to form such a powerful social force.?

Gocek has argued that this process brought to the fore a bourgeois
class which was divided into bureaucratic and commercial segments.
Furthermore, this separation also coincided with another division based
on religion. These divisions were also an expression of a difference based
on their different conceptions of civilization. These distinct civilizations
were related to the separation of their interests. This is why, according to
Gocek, the bourgeoisie that emerged in the Ottoman Empire was not ca-
pable of producing a unique vision for the prospective transformation of
the empire and creating a hegemonic position within society. Their two
struggles with each other and with the sultan finally contributed to the
demise of the empire. This fragmentation along religious and ethnic lines
transformed into a polarization.

1.2. Muslim Merchants

However, there were other social actors (such as the working class, peas-
ants, and traditional guilds) whose activities and struggles had a signifi-
cant impact on social and economic developments. Their efforts were ef-
fective in limiting the penetration of European capital into the empire
and in bargaining for new legal regulations with the Ottoman State.
Alongside these lower classes, there were also a Muslim merchant class
and the Muslim middle classes on the Balkans and in Anatolia. Although
they were generally depicted as the losers in these economic develop-
ments, they had crucial roles in economic and social life.

The old argument regarding the absence of a Muslim bourgeoisie in the
Ottoman Empire holds that the Muslims in the empire were indifferent to
trading activities. This argumentation is to a great extent based on an arti-
cle by Sussinitzki, which was translated into English in a volume edited by
Issawi.?” As Hilmar Kaiser has revealed, this article was written within the

25 1Ibid,, p. 241.

26  For these effective instances of resistance see: Donald Quataert, Social Disintegration and
Popular Resistance in the Ottoman Empire 1881-1908.

27 A.]. Sussnitzki, “Ethnic Division of Labor” (originally published in German in 1917 as
“Zur Gliederung Wirtschaftlicher Arbeit nach Nationalitdten in der Turkei,”), The Eco-
nomic History of the Middle East 1800-1914, Ed. Charles Issawi, (Chicago: The University
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context of pre-World War I orientalist propaganda literature and has rac-
ist features. Kaiser has portrayed this literature in detail and shown how
German orientalists depicted non-Muslims, particularly Armenians, as
parasites and “bloodsuckers” in the context of German diplomatic inter-
ests in the Middle East.”® This literature, and especially the article by Suss-
nitzki, not only illustrates non-Muslim Ottoman communities as exploit-
ers of their country, who abused Turkish tolerance, but also represented
Turks as an ethnic group who lacked “racial aptitude for trade.”®® Thanks
to this argumentation, Germans thought about getting rid of non-Muslims
whom they considered British and French allies, and collaborating with the
Turks and the Committee of Union and Progress who were in need of Ger-
man help. Kaiser has also revealed that the modern historiography, from
Modernization Theory to Dependency and World-System Theory, repro-
duced this racist argumentation of German orientalist literature. However,
one should also underline the fact that Turkish nationalists and the elite of
non-Muslim communities repeated this argumentation endlessly in the last
decades of the Ottoman Empire. As mentioned in this chapter, the non-
Muslim elite attributed to their community a civilizing mission, by restrict-
ing trade and industrial activities to their own community only.

According to this widespread argumentation, Muslims/Turks were ap-
athetic to trade, commerce, banking, industry, and so on. The Muslim/
Turkish population only consisted of peasants or bureaucrats/officers of
the state. This argument was repeated endlessly, also by those who want-
ed to create a Muslim/Turkish merchant and business class in the empire.
Particularly after the 1908 Revolution, the newspapers and journals were
full of variations on this argumentation and calls for the participation of
the rich in commercial activities. One may consider this argumentation a
representation of the truth, or the ideological discourse of a political and
economic project, because the writers, elites, and intellectuals who prop-
agated this thesis were the ones who wanted the Muslim element to pre-
vail in the economy. Therefore, this argument was always framed within
the project of Milli [ktisat (National Economy).

of Chicago Press, 1966). This is one of the main and extensively quoted texts that claimed
the absence of Muslims in trade. However, although Sussnitzki has asserted that “trade is
characterized by a very significant absence of the largest of the Turkish ethnic groups,” he
does not ignore Muslim/Turkish element in different economic sectors, such as industry.
28  Hilmar Kaiser, Imperialism, Racism and Development Theories: The Construction of a Domi-
nant Paradigm on Ottoman Armenians, (Ann Arbor: Gomidas Institute, 1997).
29 1bid,, p. 31
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The second point to be highlighted is the fact that the statistics cited
in order to analyze the state of the Muslim bourgeoisie are the 1913 and
1915 Industry Statistics published by A. Ginduz Okciin.*® However, in-
dustry is not the only basis or determinant for the formation of a par-
ticular class. Moreover, industry was not the primary economic activity
in the Ottoman Empire. Therefore, the Muslims’ share in the industrial
sector cannot provide information concerning the state of Muslim mer-
chants in the economy. These statistics should be supported by data on
the trading activities of the Muslim population. However, even these sta-
tistics on the industry indicate that the 19.6 percent (or, roughly 1 out of
5) of the workshops were owned by Muslims/Turks.?' This percentage al-
so indicates that Muslim merchants active in the industry could actually
constitute a social group that could effectively support a social and eco-
nomic project. Therefore, the Muslim merchant class should be taken in-
to consideration as an agent in Turkey’s history.

The historiography on the Ottoman Empire mentions the Muslim mer-
chant class in two ways. First of all, due to the rise of the non-Muslim
bourgeoisie, they lost their prominent place in the international trade. As
the Greeks and Armenians of the Ottoman Empire took advantage of the
opportunities provided by an expanding world economy, the econom-
ic significance of Muslim merchants and provincial notables declined.*
The loss of their position in the economy has turned out to be their to-
tal disappearance in the historiography on the Ottoman Empire.** Their

30  Osmanh Sanayii 1913, 1915 Yillart Sanayi Istatistiki, ed. A. Gundiiz Okctin, (Ankara: Si-
yasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yayi, 1970).

31  Yet, one should aware of the fact that this evaluation and calculation was made by the
journal Sanayi, the reprasentative of Muslim/Turkish entrepeneurs. Zafer Toprak, Milli
Iktisat, p. 191.

32 Niyazi Berkes does not mention the state of the Muslim merhant class after the Ottoman
classical system started to disintegrate. He has mentioned the rise of non-Muslim mer-
chants and their relationship with the Great Powers, but claimed that there is not enough
information about their Muslim counterparts. He has not claimed that the Ottoman mer-
chant class disappeared, but rather underlined the decline of the guild system and the ar-
tisans. Yet, it is apparent for him that the main agents in the social and economic histo-
ry of the Ottoman Empire were the state elite and the Great Powers, apart from the struc-
tural changes. Niyazi Berkes, 100 Soruda Tiirkiye Iktisat Tarihi, Vol. 11, (Istanbul: Gercek
Yaynevi, 1970), pp. 273-279.

33 Even Huri Islamoglu-Inan who has aimed for a total history of the Ottoman Empire has
mentioned the Muslim merchant class only to claim their disappearance: “merchant capi-
tal was increasingly integrated into the economic division of labour of the European mar-
ket; internal trade and market networks declined relative to foreign trade and trade shift-
ed from inland centres to coastal towns; the indigenous and predominantly Muslim mer-
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disappearance coincides with the common assumption on the social his-
tory of Turkey, which claims that the Ottoman Empire and Turkey in its
initial decades lacked a Muslim/Turkish bourgeoisie. As Cemal Kafadar
has argued, the claim that Muslims did not participate in trade is so wide-
spread in the historiography that there is only insufficientresearch on the
subject, even on the periods before the 19" century.** According to the
literature, it was only during World War I and under the Kemalist regime
that a “nascent” bourgeoisie was created.*

Korkut Boratav has argued that the Muslim/Turkish bourgeoisie was
nascent, unorganized, and separated and did not have much capital accu-
mulation. Thus, he has asserted that they had the characteristics of an es-
naf (guild). Furthermore, they were to a great extent dependent on non-
Muslim merchants.* Keyder has claimed that until the1950s the class is-
sue did not play a significant role and that this delay was due to the elim-
ination of the Greek and the Armenian population. After they were gone,
there was nothing by way of a Muslim bourgeois class.?”

Muslim merchants, particularly in Anatolia, do not appear in a signifi-
cant number in Turkish scholars’ social analyses on the Ottoman Empire.
They have been presented as an impotent, scattered, almost dead social
group who did not have any agency after the 18" century. As they were
the losers in the process of integration into the world economy, their re-
sentment regarding their decline is the only reason why they have en-
tered academic studies.*® Although they constituted the social base of the
protest movements against non-Muslim communities, their role has not

chant classes were dealt a blow as foreign merchants or their agents—the Christian mi-
norities—gained precedence.” Huri Islamoglu-Inan, “Introduction: ‘Oriental Despotism’
in World-System Perspective,” The Ottoman Empire and the World Economy, ed. Huri
Islamoglu-Inan, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), p. 11.

34  Cemal Kafadar, “A Death in Venice (1575): Anatolian Muslim Merchants Trading in the
Serenissima,” Journal of Turkish Studies, Vol. 10, 1986, pp. 191-218.

35  Fora typical example see: Feroz Ahmad, “Dogmakta Olan Bir Burjuvazinin Oncisii: Geng
Tirklerin Sosyal ve Ekonomik Politikas1 1908-1918,” Ittihatciliktan Kemalizme, (Istanbul:
Kaynak Yayinlari, 1996), pp. 25-26.

36  Korkut Boratav, Tiirkiye Iktisat Tarihi 1908-1985, (Istanbul: Gercek Yayinevi, 1995), p.
15. Similar to the hegemonic view, he has claimed that it was only during World War 1
and Kemalist takeover that this Muslim bourgeoisie started to grow thanks to the political
circumstances (p. 27).

37  Caglar Keyder, “Misir Deneyimi Isiginda Turk Burjuvazisinin Kokeni,” Memalik-i
Osmaniye’den Avrupa Birligine, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlar1, 2003), p. 142.

38  For instance, Kasaba has mentioned them within this context. See Resat Kasaba, Osmanli
Imparatorlugu ve Diinya Ekonomisi, p. 88.
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been thoroughly investigated.

The second occasion on which this particular section of society has en-
tered the narrative is the study of the motivations and ultimate goals of
the political elite. They have been mentioned in the context of the state
elite and the Young Turks beginning to create a native (Muslim/Turkish)
bourgeoisie.* It has been claimed that their existence and eventual access
to economic power was directly related to the policies of the Commit-
tee of Union and Progress, particularly during World War 1. This time,
Muslim merchants took advantage of rising Turkish nationalism and the
elimination of non-Muslim communities. They were to fill the newly
emergent social gap. The economic and political policies of the Commit-
tee of Union and Progress paved the way for the rise of Muslim provincial
merchants. In this context, the Muslim merchant class has been depict-
ed only as a dependent section of the society in Turkish historiography.*

As T have mentioned above, it has been argued in the literature that
trading activities determined the general characteristics of the bourgeoisie
and that the empire lacked an industrial bourgeoisie. According to this ar-
gument, the non-Muslim bourgeoisie and the Ottoman bureaucracy were
two rival powers in the Ottoman Empire during the 19" century. Further-
more, it has been claimed that the state bureaucracy lacked Muslim bour-
geois collaborators in its struggle against non-Muslim merchants and,
therefore, created such a class at the close of the empire, entirely liquidat-
ing the non-Muslim communities in the empire.*' For instance, accord-
ing to Keyder, society did not demand Turkification, apart from the bu-
reaucracy. It was the Young Turks who attempted to impose this project
from above.* Although the economic policies of the Committee of Union
and Progress played a decisive role in strengthening the position of the

39  Ayse Bugra, Devlet ve Isadamlari, (Istanbul: 1letisim Yayinlari, 2003), pp. 67-72. Bugra has
also claimed that the landowners and the merchants, who were among the founders of the
banks established between 1908 and 1918, cannot be considered the origins of the Turk-
ish entrepreneurial class. Although she does not explain why, their relationship with the
Unionists should be the reason.

40  Charles Issawi, “The Transformation of the Economic Position of the Millets in the Nine-
teenth Century,” Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, Ed. Benjamin Braude and
Bernard Lewis, (New York: Holmes and Meier Inc, 1982); see also: Ayse Bugra, Devlet ve
Isadamlan, pp. 73-74; Caglar Keyder, “Turkiye’de Devlet ve Simiflar,” p. 93-95; Ahmet
Insel, Diizen ve Kalkinma Kiskacinda Tiirkiye, p. 138.

41 For a summary see: Caglar Keyder, “Birinci Dunya Savasi Arifesinde Liman Sehirleri ve
Politika,” p. 69.

42 Caglar Keyder, “Misir Deneyimi Isiginda Tirk Burjuvazisinin Kokeni,” p. 156.
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Muslim merchant class vis-a-vis the non-Muslim bourgeoisie, particularly
in the Second Constitutional Period (1908-1918), the Muslim merchant
class was not a creation of the Young Turks and their economic policies.

Yet, in contrast to Keyder and Kasaba’s claims, who argue that the Ot-
toman Empire lacked an active Muslim bourgeoisie, one can even find
traces of its existence in their own studies. For instance, Keyder has ar-
gued that the Ottoman bureaucracy received support from Muslim trad-
ers and notables for their nationalist program. Muslim traders collaborat-
ed with the policies of the Committee of Union and Progress that aimed
at the elimination of non-Muslims from the economy.

Furthermore, Keyder has asserted that, although Muslim merchants
and guilds could not exploit the newly emerging opportunities creat-
ed by the world economy, there was no decrease in their numbers. They
continued to exist; however, their position in the economy became sec-
ondary.” Therefore, although it is evident that they lost power over the
course of the 19 century, they continued to exist and did not disappear.
For instance, Ahmad has mentioned several economic boycotts against
non-Muslim communities; yet, he has not explored the activities of the
Muslim merchants and notables and repeated the general thesis of the
“non-existence of a Muslim bourgeoisie.”** A study by A. Uner Turgay
has also depicted the existence and actions of the Muslim/Turkish mer-
chant class in 19"-century Trabzon, although he has conceded to the tra-
ditional argument in the historiography by underlining the fact that the
foreign trade in the Black Sea was monopolized by the non-Muslims.
However, he has also mentioned the Muslim resentment regarding the
hegemony of non-Muslims in the economy. In his narrative, the Mus-
lim merchant class, although they had lost their prominent place, has ap-
peared as an active social group struggling against non-Muslims, by us-
ing various means. They not only established different economic ven-
tures which were not executed by non-Muslims, but also wrote protest
letters to the governors. Their resentment was also recognized by foreign
observers. These ethnic conflicts had their roots in the economic sphere,
and both non-Muslims and Muslims were aware of the fact.** Muslim

43 Caglar Keyder, Tiirkiye'de Devlet ve Siniflar, p. 51.
44 Feroz Ahmad, “Dogmakta Olan Bir Burjuvazinin Onctst...” pp. 25-60.
45 A. Uner Turgay, “Trade and Merchants in Nineteenth-Century Trabzon: Elements of Eth-

nic Conflict,” Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, Ed. Benjamin Braude and Bernard
Lewis, (New York: Holmes and Meier Inc, 1982).
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merchants’s resentment in the course of the 19" century was to be trans-
formed into concrete action after the 1908 Revolution.

Apart from the continuing existence of the Muslim merchant class in
the provinces and the countryside, another significant point is that the
prominence of the non-Muslim bourgeoisie was not permanent. Their
position in the economy had its peaks and valleys. As Kasaba has ar-
gued, the 1873-1896 crises undermined the prominence of the non-Mus-
lim bourgeoisie and its intermediary position within the trade networks.
They began to lose their advantageous position due to the emergence of
the Public Dept Administration (Duyun-u Umumiye), and this facilitated
the economic plans of the Committee of Union and Progress and the rise
of a Turkish/Muslim bourgeoisie.*®

There are some exceptional studies that have mentioned the signifi-
cance of the Muslim bourgeoisie and the Muslim middle classes, such as
the work of Donald Quataert and Kemal Karpat. Quataert has claimed
that, although international trade is easy to observe, it was never as im-
portant as domestic trade in the Ottoman Empire between 1700 and
1922, “both in volume and value.”* He has argued that some studies
have overstated the significance of the international trade, because it is
“well-documented, easily measured and endlessly discussed in readi-
ly accessible Western-language sources.”* Studies that over-emphasize
international trade and world markets are mainly based on the second-
ary literature, or the archives of the Great Powers (such as Great Britain,
France or United States). Therefore, these sources do not reveal the role
of Muslim merchants and domestic trade, which is not well documented.
Although the flow of goods between and within different regions in the
Ottoman Empire was crucial, it is impossible to quantify this trade. Qua-
taert has not denied that non-Muslims were dominant in foreign trade
and even surpassed European merchants, thanks to the berats they had
obtained for the Great Powers. Yet, “domestic trade overwhelmingly out-
weighed the international,” and it was the Muslim merchants who dom-
inated trade between interior towns, trade networks, and the trade be-

46  Resat Kasaba, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Diinya Ekonomisi, p. 94.

47  Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire 1700-1922, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), p. 124.

48  Donald Quataert, “The Age of Reforms 1812-1914,” in An Economic and Social History of
the Ottoman Empire, Ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert, (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2000), p. 824.
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tween port cities and their hinterland.*’

Quataert has also underscored that, although guild manufacturing de-
clined severely due to competiting imports of cheap and high-quality for-
eign industrial products, the manufacture structures and producers suc-
cessfully adapted themselves to the changing environment. There oc-
curred a shift in the manufacture, which also altered their production
preferences in different fields in which they could survive or compete
more easily.”® Both Muslim merchants and Muslim producers existed
during the 19" century.

Kemal Karpat has also underlined the significance of the Muslim mid-
dle classes in the course of 19" century. In contrast to other scholars who
consider the state bureaucracy the initiator of Turkish modernization,
Karpat has taken into account “the success of Turkish modernization and
its popular acceptance” due to the “internal social growth that produced
a middle class.”" Although he has not repudiated the notion that the sul-
tan and his bureaucrats were significant actors in the political field, it was
the new middle class that held the “true force.” Thanks to the commer-
cialization and privatization of the agrarian economy, a significant num-
ber of people engaged in trade of agricultural products. This contributed
to the rising power of the small towns and its notables (esraf).>

Lorans Tanatar-Baruh in her study on Istanbul textile merchants has
indicated that, apart from a few large firms, it was small business own-
ers who competited with each other in the market.”®* Her information to a
great extent was gathered from the Annuaire Oriental, which became one
of the crucial sources for the economic history of the Ottoman Empire.
She has confirmed the traditional assumption, by claiming that non-Mus-
lims dominated the textile sector. However, she has underlined the exis-
tence of a Muslim element. First of all, they had a small share of around
10 percent in the textile trade. At first sight, this share reveals that they
did exist. However, Tanatar-Baruh has added that Muslims “were dom-

49 1Ibid., pp. 834-841.

50  Donald Quataert, Ottoman Manufacturing in the Age of the Industrial Revolution, (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993). Quataert reveals how the patterns of industri-
al production in the Ottoman Empire changed after the Industrial Revolution.

51  Kemal Karpat, The Politicization of Islam Reconstructing Identity, State, Faith and Communi-
ty in the Late Ottoman State, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), p. 91.

52 Ibid., p. 94.

53  Lorans Tanatar-Baruh, “A Study in Commercial Life and Practices in Istanbul at the Turn
of the Century: The Textile Market,” Unpublished MA Thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 1993.
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inant in the trade of raw materials, such as cotton, or in a traditional
branch of textile production.”®* Although they had a smaller share in the
economy, Muslim merchants did exist in all sectors, and in some they
held a significant share. Tanatar-Baruh has also underlined the fact that
Muslim merchants gained more significance after the 1908 Revolution. **

Another scholar who has examined empirical data regarding the Ot-
toman bourgeoisie—such as the personal card catalogue of the Otto-
man Bank—is Edhem Eldem. He has asserted that, with 16.5 percent, the
share of Muslims using banking services was low when compared to the
empire’s non-Muslim population. However, he has also added that this
ratio “is probably higher than what most of the socio-economic mod-
els for the period would have predicted.”® He has demonstrated that the
“surviving crafts of the time” were under-represented in the Ottoman
Bank card catalogue; however, this sector was the part of economy where
most Muslim businessmen operated. Thus, one may still have reserva-
tions concerning the Muslim presence in the economy.

The presence of Muslims as active actors in the economy is now grad-
ually finding a place in the literature. For instance, Elena Frangakis-
Syrett, an expert on the commercial life of Smyrna while concentrat-
ing on Greeks, has tried to underline the presence of Muslim merchants
along with the non-Muslims in Smyrna’s economy. She has mentioned
both Muslim and non-Muslim trading networks when referring to na-
tive commercial initiatives.*’ It is not a coincidence that she has referred

54  Lorans Tanatar-Baruh, “At the Turn of the Century, Textile Dealers in an International
Port City, Istanbul,” Bogazici Journal Review of Social, Economic and Administrative Stud-
ies, Vol. XI, No. 1-2, p. 39.

55  Ibid., pp. 41-44.

56  Edhem Eldem, “Istanbul 1903-1918: A Quantitative Analysis of a Bourgeoisie,” Bogazici
Journal Review of Social, Economic and Administrative Studies, Vol. XI, No. 1-2, p. 61.

57  Elena Frangakis-Syrett, “Uluslararast Onem Tasiyan Bir Akdeniz Limaninin Gelisimi:
Smyrna (1700-1914),” Ed. Marie-Carmen Smyanelis, Izmir 1830-1930 Unutulmus Bir Kent
Mi? Bir Osmanli Limamindan Hatiralar, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yaymlari, 2008), pp. 47, 48, 50,
54, 55. A chapter in this edited volume was dedicated to the Muslim community in Smyr-
na. The title of this chapter, which actually consists of an interview with Fikret Yilmaz, in-
dicates a neglected point. The Muslim community of Smyrna is defined as an “unknown”
community. The interviewers, Chistoph Neumann and Isik Tamdogan, asked him about
different aspects of Muslim presence in Smyrna in the course of the town’s history. One of
the main subjects of the interview was the economic activities of the Muslim social class-
es. Although he repeated the traditional discourse on Muslims in the economy to a certain
extent, his narrative well depicted the active involvement of the Muslim classes in the eco-
nomic and social life of Smyrna. “Bilinmeyen Bir Cemaatin Portresi: Miisliimanlar, Firket
Yilmaz'la Soylesi,” Ed. Marie-Carmen Smyanelis, Izmir 1830-1930 Unutulmus Bir Kent Mi?

31



to Gad. G. Gilbar’s study on Muslim big merchant-entrepreneurs of the
Middle East.

Gilbar has questioned the wide-spread claim that it was the local non-
Muslims and foreigners who controlled the economy and particularly
the foreign trade in the Middle East. He has not only asserted that Mus-
lim big merchants were active in international trade even during the 19"
century, but also that they invested in agriculture and industry. These
merchants also turned into entrepreneurs and invested in “commercial
agriculture, manufacture, modern industries, transportation and social
services,” such as education.”® Gilbar has also claimed that, through the
wealth they accumulated from their commercial and industrial invest-
ments, Muslim merchants found opportunities to influence the political
developments in their countries, particularly in the early 20" century.*®
Yet, to a great extent he has concentrated on the “eastern crescent” of
the Middle East and underlined the fact that the merchants’ role in the
foreign trade in Western and Northern Anatolia and Egypt was limited.
The place of Muslim merchants in foreign trade in the Western crescent
was also relatively weak. The only exception was Beirut, where Muslim
entrepreneurs flourished. For the port cities of Western Anatolia and
the Mediterranean, he has repeated the traditional arguments as sum-
marized above and designated states as the main obstacle to economic
and commercial development. Therefore, it was the rise of the nation-
states after the 1920s that brought a halt to the convivial activities of the
merchant class, just like the Ottoman state, which did not want a strong
Muslim bourgeoisie as a power base.*® However, his claims raise signif-
icant questions regarding the presence of a Muslim merchant class in
the economy of the Middle East and provoke new research on econom-
ic activities, other than international trade with Europe and the port cit-
ies of the Levant.

In a similar manner, Ayhan Aktar has made use of the journal Annu-
aire Oriental in order to gather information regarding the economic activ-
ities and professions in Istanbul between 1868 and 1938. He has drawn
attention to the regions that the Annuaire Oriental included. He has not-
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ed that this collection also took into account traditional economic spac-
es—such as Eminoni, Kapalicars: and Sultanhamam—where Muslim
traders were most likely to work. In contrast to these traditional plac-
es, Galata and Beyoglu were dominated by native as well as foreign non-
Muslims. Accordingly, there appears a “dual structure” in Ottoman cit-
ies in the course of the modernization process during the 19" century.®’
Apart from underlining the dominant position of the non-Muslim mer-
chant class in the process of the Ottoman economy’s integration to the
world markets, he has also mentioned that the traditional sectors did not
disappear. They rather tuned with this transformation process, and their
existence is apparent in the “yellow pages” of the Annuaire Oriental. The
information available in these sources reveals the fact that the number
of esndf in this traditional area did not decrease, but rather increase. For
him, it was the guild organizations (which protected the esnaf from dras-
tic changes) that dissolved. However, their members did not disappear
and continued to operate in the market.®> According to Aktar, these two
distinct social sections of society lived side by side, in isolation from each
other and had distinct cultures and tastes. Yet, at the beginning of 20"
century and in the course of Ottoman Boycott Movement, these two so-
cial groups were to come face to face with each other.

Mataract has employed a different source that uncovers the existence
and activities of the Muslim bourgeoisie at the end of the 19" and the be-
ginning of 20" century. She has analyzed the trade letters of a Muslim
trading family.®* Three entrepreneur brothers who were settled in Rize,
Istanbul and Manchester corresponded with each other while they exe-

61  Ayhan Aktar, “Sark Ticaret Yilliklar'nda “Sar1 Sayfalar:” Istanbul’da Meslekler ve Tktisadi
Faaliyetler Hakkinda Baz1 Gozlemler, 1868-1938,” Tiirk Milliyetciligi, Garimiislimler ve
Ekonomik Déniisiim, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2006), p. 170.

62 Ibid., p. 175, 193, 196-197. Aktar has not only focused on Istanbul, but also made com-
parisons with other cities, such as Izmir and Bursa. See also Ayhan Aktar, “Bursa’da Devlet
ve Ekonomi,” Tirk Milliyetciligi, Garimiislimler ve Ekonomik Déntisiim, (Istanbul: Iletisim
Yayinlari, 2006), p. 224. Yediyildiz has also claimed that Muslims continued to prevail in
the industry, although they retreated in commerce vis-a-vis non-Muslims. In his article,
he has focused on the silk industry in Bursa and asserted that Muslims preserved their
place in the economy. Although this article has been written to defend the view that Is-
lam is not an obstacle to economic development and entrepreneurship and an outcome of
the rising Islamism in Turkey, it also refers to some archival sources. M. Asim Yediyildiz,
“XIX. Yiizyilda Bursa Ipek Sanayi ve Ticaretinde Gayrimuslimlerin Yeri,” Uludag Univers-
itesi Ilahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi, Vol. IV, No. 4, 1992, pp. 273-280.
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bul: Ottoman Bank Archives and Research Center, 2005).
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cuted their business. Although Matarac1 was very much influenced by
the existing literature abrogating the significance of a Muslim merchant
class, she has contextualized these letters as a sample “confirming the ex-
istence of a Muslim bourgeoisie dealing in trade within and without the
boundaries of the Ottoman Empire.”® Their identity, which was strongly
defined by Islam and based on their relationship with non-Muslim mer-
chants within the empire, is significant for this case study of the Ottoman
Boycott Movement.

Similar to Gocek, Karpat has also suggested that the Ottoman mid-
dle class was divided into two groups, in line with the ethnic and reli-
gious divisions within society. However, according to Karpat, the Mus-
lim bourgeoisie did not consist of state bureaucrats, but rather of the
provincial merchant class, landowners and notables. He has also in-
sisted that the privileges that the non-Muslim communities acquired
thanks to the reform edicts of the 19" century and the priviledges that
they acquired caused a deep resentment among Muslims. The Muslim
middle classes considered these reforms and privileges as an economic
freedom for non-Muslims, which they lacked. Similar to Quataert, Kar-
pat has argues that local retail trade was controlled by Muslims. The di-
vide between the Muslim and non-Muslim counterparts of the Otto-
man middle class widened because of the permanent immigration of
Muslim populations from lost Ottoman lands. Not only did the ratio of
Muslims in the population increase, but also the “cultural-ideological
orientation” of this new middle class changed.® The rapid expansion
of education, modern media and new forms of associations provided
for the middle classes the infrastructure to express their interests and
transform their identities. Karpat has taken into account different ide-
ological standing points and programs such as Islamism, Ottomanism,
and nationalism, as expressions of a growing middle class and their as-
pirations.®®

As a result, one can argue that there was a Muslim bourgeois pres-
ence in the countryside, with economic sources and an organized civ-
il society. The modernizing reforms of the state elite—such as the con-
struction of a modern education system, transportation, press, industry,

64 1Ibid., p. 8.
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voluntary associations, and so on—also contributed to the power of the
Muslim middle class. The divide between the non-Muslim and Muslim
elements of the Ottoman middle class was crucial for further econom-
ic and political developments. The rise of Islam and its popularization
as an ideology of the lower and middle classes increased in the second
half of the 19" century, particularly during the reign of the Abdulhamid
I1. However, this divide became more important in the Second Constitu-
tional Period, when the theories and policies of National Economy came
to the agenda. The tension and struggle between the two sections of the
Ottoman middle classes became apparent. During the 1908 Ottoman
Boycott, the merchant class did not eagerly take part in the movement.
Merchants who had economic links with the boycotted parties tried to
uphold their relationships. The boycott in 1908 and 1909 was against
Austria and Bulgaria and occurred under the fraternity atmosphere of
the 1908 Revolution. However, particularly after the Balkan Wars, the
Muslim merchant class became active in the economic and social clash-
es between different ethnic and religious communities. This thesis takes
into consideration the Muslim merchants as social agents within a so-
cial movement.

Different social actors who were also influenced by these novel devel-
opments had a deep impact on the historical process. First, there had al-
ways been different dynamics and groups within the state elite and the
non-Muslim bourgeoisie with their diverging goals. Secondly, different
sections of society—such as the working class, provincial Muslim mer-
chants, the petty bourgeoisie, and professionals—also played their parts.
To exclude these groups and classes from an analysis would lead to mis-
interpretations; therefore, this thesis attempts to place the Muslim mer-
chant class and working class into the historical context and evaluate
their place within a social movement.

1.3. The Muslim Working-Class

The historiography on Turkey constantly repeats the lack of adequate in-
formation on the history of the lower classes in the Ottoman Empire and
Turkey. This lack of information is due to the lack of a history or even the
existence of working-classes in the Ottoman Empire, according to most
studies. Although there have appeared numerous studies on the history
of the working class in Turkey, younger scholars still refer to the “pover-
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ty” of the present state of the literature.®” Scholars who are interested in
the history of the working-class in Turkish history relate this “poverty”
to the mentality of the historians, as they are primarily preoccupied with
the actions of the state and the political elite. This is why historians have
not focused on the history of the working class.®® Apart from the mental-
ity, scholars who deal with labor history also mention difficulties related
to the sources and archives, which are said to be unproductive.

Interest in labor history emerged when social and leftist political move-
ment gained power in Turkey. Work that appeared in the 1960s and
1970s were to a great extent focused on the history of the worker’s move-
ments and their organizations. Before, research on working-class histo-
ry had been left to amateur historians, journalists and union activists.
Their studies brought to the fore crucial information concerning work-
ers’ movements and their first attempts at establishing unions and po-
litical organizations. Hiiseyin Avni [Sanda] wrote in 1935 on the 1908
Strike Wave, which was one of the flourishing periods of workers’ strikes
in the history of Balkans and Middle East.®® He has analyzed different as-
pects of the 1908 Strikes, such as the actions in various industrial and
service sectors, women and child labor, foreign capital, the suppression
of the state, the political elite’s treatment of the workers, the organiza-
tions of workers, and so on. In 1951, Lutfi Erisci published a booklet on
the history of the working-class in Turkey. His book is similar to Huisey-
in Avni’s study and has mainly focused on occupational and political or-
ganizations that emerged during the labor struggles.”” Both writers have
contextualized the labor struggles in the Ottoman Empire and Turkey in
relation to semi-colonialism. In addition to these two works, Kemal Siil-
ker has also mentioned the history of the working-class and labor strug-
gles in his book on trade unions in Turkey.”’

These early studies have not had a significant impact on the historiog-
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raphy on Turkey, although many of these writers’ articles were also pub-
lished in newspapers. However, as social and political movements in Tur-
key experienced a revival in the 1960s, activists and young scholars be-
came more curious. Under these circumstances, two crucial studies have
appeared, one of them the continuation of Siilker’s research, but in a much
better organized version,’”” and the second by Oya Sencer [Baydar], who
has brought together information of workers’ movements and their or-
ganizations in unprecedented detail and scale.”? Although this PhD the-
sis did not result in Sencer receiving the PhD degree, for political reasons,
her subsequent book has been based on a survey of primary sources. The
events surrounding this thesis and book has also demonstrated why histo-
rians avoideded the study of working-class history in the university circles.

The relationship between workers and socialists has also been an-
other subject that these narratives concerned with. The studies of so-
cialist Turkologists—such as Rozaliyev, Snurov and Sismanov—which
were translated into Turkish during the 1970s took working-class move-
ments into consideration, as a determined outcome of historical prog-
ress. Accordingly, the industrialization process in Turkey had given birth
to a working-class that was to pioneer socialism in Turkey. Obvious-
ly, these books were only a Turkish variation in the field of internation-
al labor history. This is why they neither included detailed information,
nor were based on in-depth research.”* However, they provide significant
information and a particular point of view regarding labor history, at a
time when historiography virtually ignored the lower classes and exclud-
ed them from the narrative. Numerous socialist periodicals published in
the 1970s simplified and repeated the general findings of this literature.
Although this political tendency paved the way for an academic critique
of labor history for being reductionist, a significant amount of informa-
tion was gathered as a result of this process.”” Moreover, not all histories
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in the political journals were a repetition. For instance, Zafer Toprak has
published an article in one of these socialist journals and thereby written
a crucial contribution to the literature on the 1908 Strikes.”

Most of these studies on working-class history in the Ottoman Empire
and Turkey have concentrated on the activities of the trade unions, or-
ganizational initiatives, political struggles, the leaders’ deeds, and strikes.
Yet, this tendency to limit working-class history to such fields is not pe-
culiar to Turkish historiography; it is a universal trend in labor historiog-
raphy.”’ Different facets of working-class history—such as daily life, gen-
der, ethnicity and race, culture, religion, identities, and the like—have
entered historiography as novelties, particularly after the 1960s.

The working-class found mention in the works of the elite as well
as scholars only within the framework of debates regarding socialist
thought in Turkey. Intellectual history is one of the most developed ar-
eas in the historiography on Turkey, when compared to social and cul-
tural studies. Historians and political scientists often mention the work-
ing-class when analyzing socialist thought in intellectual circles. The lit-
erature has asserted that socialism was restricted to a few personalities.
Moreover, some of these, like Huiseyin Hilmi (Istirak¢t), were not aware
of what socialism really was. This was so because socialism did not have
a social base in the Ottoman Empire. That is to say, an industrial revo-
lution did not take place in the Ottoman Empire, and as a result there
was no sizeable working-class population that would have triggered the
emergence of a socialist ideology. There was nothing by the way of a cap-
ital-labor contradiction.”®
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These arguments take into account a particular definition of working-
class. The narratives of the Turkish historiography, to a great extent, as-
sume the working-class as a population of men working in a modern in-
dustrial plant. Workers who operate in service sectors, such as transpor-
tation, are not even counted among the members of the working-class.
That is to say, a member of the working-class is a blue-collar worker.
Once more, this approach is not peculiar to the historiography on Tur-
key. Marcel van der Linden has argued that a significant number of in-
terpretations on the working-class are based on “free” wage-earners. He
has claimed that the working-class is comprised of different types of la-
bor. Capitalist relationships may even be compatible with unfree labor.
For him, the main point is the commodification of labor, and “this com-
modification may take on many different forms.””®

Scholars who belong to similar schools of thought may have different
definitions and classifications. For instance, E. J. Hobsbawm has point-
ed out the end of the 19" century as the period in which a working-class
was formed. He has mainly focused on blue-collar workers operating in
the modern industry, who subsequently created a particular way of life
and culture.®’ On the other hand, E. P Thompson has not restricted his
definition of the working-class to industrial labor. His seminal work on
the making of the English working-class concentrates mainly on the ex-
perience of the 18" century and ends at the very beginning of the 19%
century. Thompson was interested in various formations of the working-
class as comprised of declining artisans and their experience and con-
sciousness. He has considered class as a historical phenomenon against
the structuralist definitions and uncovered how the workers were ac-
tive and conscious participants in the process of their own making. This
is why he has concentrated on the real experience of the working-class,
through which they emerged as an agent in the historical process.®' The
port workers in the Ottoman Empire, “the heroes of the Boycott Move-
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ment,” were also present in the formation of their class and, as this thesis
will discuss in the following pages, their agency in this movement con-
tributed this process.

Although Thompson in his book occasionally referred to different sec-
tions of the working-class—such as unskilled workers, causal labor-
ers, paupers, and agricultural laborers—he has been accused for main-
ly concentrating on skilled artisans.®” As mentioned above, this partic-
ular point is crucial at this conjunction, since the literature on Turkey
has delineated a sharp distinction in between industrial laborers and ar-
tisans, or guild workers.® The presumption underlying this distinction
is the equation of capitalism with industrial revolution. Therefore, for
a many Turkish historians, it is nonsense to speak of capitalism, bour-
geoisie and working-class, since there was no industry in Turkey until
the mid-20™ century. For them, the Turkish case has been a unique ex-
ample from which notions such as class and social agency are absent.®
However, as Sewell has argued, the class-conscious workers’ movement
was not an outcome of factories and industry, until the 1871 Paris Com-
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mune. These workers were to a great extent artisans. Yet, he has also un-
derlined the fact that there no longer were any “traditional” urban crafts,
since capitalism and new exploitative practices had already transformed
crafts long before the invention of machinery.® Therefore, one should fo-
cus not on the level of industrialization, but the development of capital-
ist relationships in the Ottoman Empire, in order to evaluate and analyze
the social classes.

Christopher H. Johnson has argued that proletarianization was not an
outcome of technological development only. The division and special-
ization of labor, the increasing control over the means and knowledge
of production, the disciplining of labor, and the existence of replace-
able labor units were all there before the emergence of modern indus-
try.% Therefore, before the industrial revolution, capitalism had already
degenerated many artisans and journeymen into a proletariat. Produc-
ers had lost their ownership of and control over the means of produc-
tion. This separation of producers from the means of production turned
them into wage laborers.®” Many master artisans lost their control over
the means of production if they were unable to become capitalists. “Cap-
italism and proletarianization are two perspectives on the same historical
phenomenon,” and there were many different routes to the formation of
a working-class.® Furthermore, as Raphael Samuel has once underlined,
it was not only the factory system that, together with capitalism, emerged
as a new mode of production, but also a proliferation of small produc-
ers. Samuel has refered to the combined and uneven development of cap-
italism and revealed how steam-power and handicraft skills went hand
in hand in the mid-Victorian Britain.? That is to say, the absence of large
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industrial plants does not necessarily mean the absence of working-class
formation and working-class movements.

The refrain of the Turkish historiography on labor and the history of
the lower classes as well as the agency of different sections of society is
based on evasion and theoretical assumptions. Yet, different theoretical
backgrounds and approaches might also shed light on the history of dif-
ferent classes in the course of Ottoman and Turkish history. Crucial con-
tributions in this vein are the articles by Sherry Vatter who has written on
the struggle of journeymen in Damascus. Her studies has demonstrated
that the structure of guilds or a production based on artisanship was not
an obstacle to the emergence of a labor struggle and the emergence of a
working-class. Moreover, the traditional organizational structure of guilds
and their traditional ideals facilitated and legitimized their struggle.”

1.4. Culture, Class Consciousness, and Islam

This thesis will show how different sections of society and different so-
cial classes played a central role in an empire-wide social movement and
represented themselves and their particular interests under the guise of
national ideals. The actions of the port workers within the Boycott Move-
ment, for instance, prove how a particular guild organization trans-
formed itself within the modernization process in general, and during
the Boycott Movement in particular. The port workers even succeeded in
building an empire-wide network. One can argue that their tradition sur-
vived until the early 20" century. Their legacy was not dead, contrary to
the claims that guilds had vanished in the course of the modernization
process. Yet, it is quite apparent that their organization and discourse al-
so adapted well to the changing circumstances.

Unfortunately, the historiography on the Ottoman Empire and Tur-
key does not offer enough information for an analysis and evaluation of
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the transformation of the guilds’ structure in the 19" century. Neither is
there enough knowledge on how Muslim urban notables and merchants
coped with this process of modernization and integration into the capi-
talist world economy. Thanks to the studies by Quataert it is quite obvi-
ous that Ottoman manufacturing did not completely perish in the age of
industrial revolution. As mentioned above, some of the sectors in the Ot-
toman economy were able to take advantage of the newly emerging op-
portunities, while others could not. As Quataert has argued, although the
place of the Ottoman Empire in the world economy diminished, its to-
tal production did not decrease. Manufacturing and production was able
to transcend the regulations and confinements of the guild structure. He
has well depicted that manufacturing is not necessarily machine-based
production in a factory and indicated how native traders adapted to the
transformation process resulting from the integration into the capitalist
economy.”!

As noted above, there is not enough information available on thet
Muslim/Turkish merchant class and urban notables. It has widely been
claimed that Turkish history lacks a Muslim bourgeoisie similar to the
bourgeoisie found in Western history, a bourgeois class that struggled
against the landed aristocracy and the state and finally brought democ-
racy to its country. Yet, the literature on the emergence of capitalism in
England and the revisionist literature on the French Revolution have al-
so undermined these theoretical postulates.” Turkish historiography has
assumed that the merchant class should have lived according to a West-
ern life style and, to a great extent, looked for Western patterns of daily
life and culture. As a result, private property, the process of commodifi-
cation, commercialized social and economic relationships, and the trans-
formation of life style in a different manner did not enter the historians’
agenda. In order to conduct an analysis of Muslim merchants, land own-
ers and entrepreneurs, further research is needed, on their trading net-
works, their relationship with the foreign and non-Muslim bourgeoisie,
their social relationships, their life styles, and their class discourse, which
were to a great extent dependent on Muslim identity.**
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However, even though the structure of guild organizations in particu-
lar sectors had degenerated and paved the way for good fortunes in busi-
ness, others succeeded in preserving their organizations, particularly the
ones comprised of laboring classes. They survived and continued to af-
fect the social and economic life of the Ottoman Empire. The process of
modernization and the integration of the empire into the capitalist econ-
omy were not smooth processes.”* On the contrary, they provoked many
different types of popular resistance, and social organizations with tradi-
tional roots, such as the guilds, found for themselves a space to act.

The historiography on working-class experiences in France and Britain
has indicated that the transformation of pre-existing discourses, popular
and religious traditions, trade, and community solidarities played signif-
icant roles in class formations and the emergence of a class conscious-
ness.” Yet, as Sewell has argued, these existing organizations and their
traditional discourses also underwent a transformation and recruited
Universalist arguments and vocabulary in order to include other workers
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or legitimize their actions.?® In a similar vein, port workers in the Boy-
cott Movement referred to their traditional rights, which they claimed to
have had for centuries. Their guild organization facilitated their activi-
ties within the Boycott Movement. The balance of power in the national
movement provided them with a shelter under which they were able to
preserve significant elements of their traditional organization. Further-
more, thanks to the Boycott Movement and their political affiliations,
they also strengthened their empire-wide network.

Moreover, they made use of nationalist arguments and presented
themselves as representatives of Ottoman and national interests, and as
defenders of the rights of consumers and people. They also cited the ide-
als of the new constitutional regime in defending their so-called tradi-
tional privileges in the Ottoman ports. Therefore, they were quite suc-
cessful in developing a class discourse based on different cultural ele-
ments, while their positions in the harbors were undermined by capital-
ist relationships.”’

New relevant information will help to better understand how people
played a part in the making of their own history. Yet, this thesis is not a
study on class formation and class consciousness; it will only analyze the
social origins of a popular social movement. Therefore, it focuses mainly
on different patterns of mobilization and the agency of different segments
of society. This study gives us an opportunity to see the Muslim mer-
chant and working classes in action within the Boycott Movement. Their
actions and their social movement invoke new questions regarding the
formation of classes and the culture, which was to a great extent based
on Muslim identity. The answers to these questions may facilitate our un-
derstanding of the social base of Muslim/Turkish nationalism, which was
not only an intellectual current, but also a social and mass phenomenon.
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