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Abstract 

The American intellectual and diplomatic discourse with the late Ottoman Empire is an 

understudied field of history. Major works to date are primarily focused on the US relations with 

the Turkish Republic starting in 1924, which at best may highlight the Barbary Wars and the 

Treaties of 1830 and 1862 as a precursor. Few works offer, if any, a comprehensive insight into 

the diplomatic relationship that evolved between the US and the Near East from 1830 to 1930. 

This research is meant to fill the absence by probing into the service of key American diplomats 

and intellectuals who visited and sojourned in the late Ottoman Empire and their findings. 

Therefore, The Intellectual and Diplomatic Discourse of American Progressives and the 

Late Ottomans, 1830–1930, traces the diplomatic endeavors and histories lending to American 

congressional and executive decisions of reforms and the formation of American foreign policy 

in the Near East. The research also analyzes how progressives relied on Ottoman reforms to 

inform their political theories as diplomatic communications piqued political interests. Ideas 

began to surface in lectures and publications during the mid-nineteenth century, brought forth by 

forerunners such as Lieber, Woolsey, and Burgess. By the dawn of the Progressive Era, 

American intellectuals would infer valuable ideas from the Turks to enhance progressivism in 

the United States politically, economically, and socially. The notions brought forth by American 

intellectuals displayed considerable diversity as progressivism continued to evolve into the 

twentieth century. 
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Preface 

By 1917, the consequences of World War I had become so devastating that hunger, 

famine, and destruction plagued the European continent. In the spring, the United States entered 

the Great War due to a breach of German diplomacy. During that same spring, at least initially, 

the Russian Revolution played out in a seemingly bloodless coup d’état. On the southern part of 

the coast of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire lay the island of Krk which had a rich history that 

dated back to the early Middle Ages. Its enormous Frankopan and Baska castles, still standing 

today, guarded the Hapsburg Empire against adversaries on the Mediterranean Sea to the south 

and Italy to the west. However, it was vulnerable and easily accessible from the east by land, as 

only a narrow waterway separated the mainland from the island. As history unfolded, Russian 

armed forces, consisting of soldiers who favored the Russian Revolution, advanced into the 

southern part of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire between July and August of 1918, ravaging its 

lands.1  

John Maricich retold his experience of the Russian invasion of Krk as described below: 

Purportedly untouched by war, it was harvesting time on the island of Krk, and 

the fourteen year old adventure filled Master Maricich was bored, watching the servants 

weigh and count the little grain the crops generated that year. His father had strictly 

ordered that his son learn the family trade and begin with the servants at dawn. By nine 

o’clock, the boy was already restless. “Can’t we go to the woods and hunt?” he asked his 

tutor. “Master, your father, wants you to learn the family trade,” the tutor replied. “One 

day, you will run the estate and these lands,” the tutor continued. “You must take care of 

me regardless of what I decide. I want adventure,” the boy exclaimed as he picked up his 

knife and saddlebag and took off towards the woods and mountain chain towering over 

the island's southeastern side. As was his charge, his tutor had to follow the young noble 

who outran him. Whether fate or the hand of God guided the young boy is unknown. That 

 
1 See John Paul Newman, “Post-Imperial and Post-War Violence in the South Slav Lands, 1917-1923.” 

Contemporary European History 19, no. 3 (2010): 250.  
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fateful day was the last time the boy and his tutor would see the estate or people they 

knew on the island.  

That fateful day opened a new chapter in their lives, an adventure one could only 

dream of as history would play out.  

     Driven by hunger, the boy returned home for dinner in the late afternoon. As 

they approached the village, they heard screams and gunshots like war. The boy and tutor 

decided to return to the woods, hiding until it had stopped. Three days later, they entered 

the village and learned of the events. They found a fatally wounded yet alive man who 

stated, “The Russians, the Russians killed us all, they took all the food and grain… 

escape if you can….” The boy and tutor found a small boat in a remote place in the 

harbor and set south. “Where can we go,” the boy asked. “South,” the tutor replied. 

“South, to the Ottomans, they protect Slavs, Croatians, I heard. Then we will go to 

America, away from this terrible place and wars,” the tutor answered. The boy and tutor 

worked in the Ottoman lands, eventually brought them to Palestine and modern Israel, 

and from there, they migrated to the United States of America. Three years later, 

deprived of family, lands, and title of nobility, the boy, now seventeen, with his tutor, 

entered Ellis Island. They worked at the Southern Pacific Company in Salt Lake City. 

From there, they took a job on the Western Pacific Railroad until they reached San 

Francisco, California.2  

 

     This boy who immigrated with his tutor to the United States was the author’s 

grandfather.3 The significance of this account raises questions for inquiry. Why did the tutor 

want to escape to the Islamic Ottoman Empire? Why did they want to come to America? Was 

there a connection between the Ottoman Empire and the United States? If so, what did that 

connection reveal during this time in history? These questions led to the far-reaching questions 

from which this research emerged.  

 
 2 The Southern Pacific Company dispatched from New York where immigrants bought tickets on Ellis 

Island. Depending on their destination, there were connections in Salt Lake City, Utah going to San Francisco. See 

the Library of Congress Railroad Map Collection, 1828-1900. 
3 This history is transcribed from an unpublished recording during a family interview between John Edward 

Maricich, an immigrant from Krk of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire, and his son Francis Maricich on December 3rd, 

1980. 
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CHAPTER 1 

                                             Introduction 

The only history of much interest is that of the human mind. Tales of great achievements 

are interesting but belong to biography and do not make history because they tell little of the 

general development of man and his creations.1 

  

In 1870, Charles Saunders Peirce traveled to Constantinople during the reign of 

Abdülhamid II. His objective was to advance the study of the composition of the sun.2 The 

opportunity presented itself with the eclipse of December 22, 1870, as part of the totality that 

passed through the Mediterranean.3 This opportunity was to build on an earlier study performed 

in 1869, and it was recommended that observers from that year join the team for the 1870 

eclipse. Peirce’s father, Benjamin Peirce, was commissioned by the government to draw up and 

construct travel plans.4  

Peirce, one of the greatest American minds of the nineteenth century, became the father 

of pragmatism and co-founded the “metaphysical club,” which comprised so many future 

intellectuals. Born on September 10, 1839, in Cambridge, Massachusetts, his father, Benjamin, 

was a renowned mathematician and natural philosopher at Harvard University.5 Charles followed 

in his father’s footsteps and mastered many scientific disciplines and humanities. However, his 

adaptability was unmatched in his time. At the brink of the Civil War, Peirce was excluded from 

 
1 Charles S. Peirce, The Nation 51: 177, CN 1:90. 28 August 1890. Peirce Edition Project Writings of 

Charles Peirce. IUPUI, Indianapolis, IN. 
2 Also see Charles S. Peirce Papers at Harvard University.  
3 The First Trip of C.S. Peirce through Europe (June 18, 1870 – March 7, 1871). Peirce Online Manuscript, 

Graphics, Marginalia, and Letters. The Institute of American Thought. Indiana University School of Liberal Arts. 

Bloomington, IN.  
4 Ibid. 
5 Peirce Edition Project Writings of Charles Peirce, A Brief Biography. IUPUI, Indianapolis, IN. 
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service and instead was appointed as an aide to the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey, a career he 

held for the next thirty years.6 Through this career, he ventured into astronomy and geodesy, 

specific to his journey to the Ottoman Empire to trace the solar eclipse of 1870. 

Peirce’s voyage started from New York on June 18, 1870, at the onset of the Franco-

Prussian War. His responsibility was to locate the main sites to observe the eclipse from 

Constantinople westward to Spain. Leaving London in July, he went to Rotterdam, from whence 

he sailed down the Danube River on a small boat, arriving at Rousse. From there, he took a train 

to Varna, where he was dispatched via boat across the Black Sea to the Golden Horn.7 

Constantinople made a remarkable impression on Peirce, who landed on August 27, 1870.8 His 

letters during his six days stay in the Ottoman Empire detailed personal observations of the vast 

and multiple nationalities, the languages, and the existing political unrest.9 Constantinople was 

an international stage where prominent individuals and politicians conducted business and 

collaborated. Peirce came across businesspeople related to Boston’s elite and knew Daniel 

Webster, Nathan Appleton, and Edward Everett. In addition, he encountered curious individuals 

such as the revolutionist Rossetti, a Romanian writer and political leader who was part of the 

Wallachia uprising in 1848.10 

 
6 Peirce Edition Project Writings of Charles Peirce, A Brief Biography, IUPUI, Indianapolis, IN. 
7 The First Trip of C.S. Peirce through Europe, June 18, 1870 – March 7, 1871, Peirce Online Manuscript, 

Graphics, Marginalia, and Letters. The Institute of American Thought. Indiana University School of Liberal Arts, 

Bloomington, IN. 
 8 Ibid. 

 9 Letter from Charles S. Peirce to his wife Melusina Fay, Constantinople, 08.28.1870, Peirce Online 

Manuscript, Graphics, Marginalia, and Letters, The Institute of American Thought, Indiana University School of 

Liberal Arts, Bloomington, IN. 

 10 Ibid. 
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Upon entering Constantinople, Peirce was astonished by its beauty, describing the Turks 

as good and honest.11 However, he voiced his regret for not learning French, the language spoken 

among the international community in the Empire. Pierce benefited greatly from befriending 

Edward H. Palmer and Charles Drake.12 Palmer was a British professor of Arabic at Cambridge, 

and Peirce was an eager student who learned quickly. Palmer also shared his study of Sufism and 

sun worship. Palmer documented his travels through the Sinai Peninsula from 1868 to 1869 in 

The Exodus of Israel, published in 1870.13 Commissioned by King Edward VII of Great Britain 

to explore the intellectual philosophy of the Near East, Palmer authored Oriental Mysticism in 

1867.14 While in Constantinople, Drake and Palmer worked as British tour guides dressed in 

Turkish clothing and speaking fluent Arabic. Peirce found Palmer most entertaining, while 

Palmer and Drake ensured Peirce saw the prominent architecture, art, and historical sites from 

antiquity.15 In his last reflections, Peirce wrote of Constantinople as the loveliest place he had 

ever visited, leaving Turkey on the steamer Neptune.16 Therefore, Peirce’s experience in 

Constantinople exhibits key takeaways of intellectual diffusion.  

Peirce took considerable time to reflect and describe his observations during his seven-

day journey in Constantinople. Arguably, he was not the only intellectual who encountered or 

 
11 Letter from Charles S. Peirce to his wife Melusina Fay, Constantinople, 08.28.1870, Peirce Online 

Manuscript, Graphics, Marginalia, and Letters, The Institute of American Thought, Indiana University School of 

Liberal Arts, Bloomington, IN. 
12 See Charles F. Drake, The Literary Remains of the Late CFT Drake. (London, Great Britain: Richard 

Bentley and Son’s, 1877).  
13 Edward Henry Palmer, The Desert of the Exodus: Journeys on Foot in the Wilderness of the Forty Years' 

Wanderings, Undertaken in Connexion with the Ordnance Survey of Sinai and the Palestine Exploration Fund, 

Volume 1 (London, Great Britain: Deighton, Bell and Company, 1871). 

14 E. H. Palmer, Oriental Mysticism (New York, NY: Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, 1867). 
15 The First Trip of C.S. Peirce through Europe, June 18, 1870 – March 7, 1871, Peirce Online Manuscript, 

Graphics, Marginalia, and Letters, The Institute of American Thought, Indiana University School of Liberal Arts, 

Bloomington, IN. 
16 Letter from Charles S. Peirce to his wife Melusina Fay, Hellespont, 09.07.1870, Peirce Online 

Manuscript, Graphics, Marginalia, and Letters, The Institute of American Thought, Indiana University School of 

Liberal Arts, Bloomington, IN. 
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sojourned in the Near East. Others, like Lieber, Woolsey, Burgess, Dewey, Croly, Roosevelt, 

Wilson, and a host of progressive diplomats, took a significant part and interest in the late 

Ottoman affairs. Therefore, the research of this work will trace ideas gleaned and shared by 

influential diplomats and progressive intellectuals who connected with, lived, and served in the 

Ottoman Empire. Thus, this research traces the years 1830 to 1930 of diplomatic and intellectual 

discourse between the United States and the Ottoman Empire.  

Inheriting the Ottoman throne in 1808, Mahmud II sought to modernize the Empire to 

compete with Europe and safeguard its borders. However, he passed away in 1839. Building on 

his father’s ideas, Abdulmejid I, the Reformer, ascended to the throne. He initiated a series of 

progressive reforms in the Ottoman Empire. Thus, by 1839, the Ottoman Empire entered the 

Tanzimat, a secular movement within its Islamic state.17 The Tanzimat included a series of 

reforms to modernize its political, economic, and social structures already underway in Europe.18 

The Ottoman reconstructive reform period lasted until 1869.19 As a Muslim Empire, one way the 

government sought to safeguard its borders was to deal with any internal divisions by extending 

greater autonomy, civil rights, and civil liberty to its Christian minority groups. For the Ottoman 

Empire, the reforms largely developed from religious diversity, primarily due to the vast territory 

of the Balkans, granting Christian minority groups equality as an addendum known as the Hatt-i-

Sherif of Gülhane.20 Furthermore, it was a geopolitical move to extend an olive branch of 

tolerance and create harmony within its diverse society. The Ottoman government anticipated the 

 
17 The word Tanzimat is translates to ‘reconstruction’ from Turkish to English. 
18 Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey (Montreal: McGill, 1964), 89. 
19 See breakdown of years found in Butrus Abu-Manneh, “Two Concepts of State in the Tanzimat Period: 

The Hatt-ı Şerif of Gülhane and the Hatt-ı Hümayun,” Turkish historical review. 6, no. 2 (2015): 117–137.  

20 Abdülmecid I. “Gülhane Proclamation, 1839.” World History Commons. Roy Rosenzweig Center for 

History and New Media. Accessed August 3, 2022. 
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tranquility of its state by appeasing minority groups, especially among the Empire’s territories 

that bordered other Christian nations. Extending greater autonomy, civil rights, and civil liberty 

to minorities was controversial in the early nineteenth century. Arguably, not even in the United 

States in the early nineteenth century were legal protections and personal freedoms guaranteed 

for everyone living within its borders. 

Across the Atlantic Ocean, between the 1890s and the 1920s, Americans grappled with 

their search for modernization and sociopolitical order following the American Civil War with 

the slow integration of political and socio-economic improvements attributed to an evolving 

industrial age.21 The idea of autonomy, civil rights, and civil liberty among minority groups in 

the United States did not emerge until the Reconstruction and Progressive eras from the 1870s to 

the 1920s.22 A topic still ongoing today. Therefore, the focus of The Intellectual and Diplomatic 

Discourse of American Progressives and the late Ottomans, 1830–1930 seek to answer how 

American diplomats and intellectuals analyzed the Ottoman Empire and its reform movement, 

from the Tanzimat period beginning in 1830 and extending to the 1930s.  

As such, the first research question investigates how American diplomats documented 

and communicated their findings from the Tanzimat reforms. American diplomats and 

intellectuals documented and shared their results from the Ottoman reforms to the United States 

via the State Department’s dispatches, letters, and telegrams. Diplomats also communicated 

through the United States Navy, which was an integral part of the American presence in the 

Ottoman Empire. From the onset, diplomats and intellectuals also lectured, wrote personal 

 
 21 See Robert H Wiebe, The Search for Order, 1877-1920 (New York: Hill and Wang, 1967). Also, Eric 

Foner, Reconstruction: America's Unfinished Revolution, 1863-1877 (New York, NY: Harper, 2011), 60-62. 
22 See John Milton Cooper, Pivotal Decades, The United States, 1900-1920 (New York, NY: Vintage 

Books, 2011). 
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letters, and published autobiographies, newspaper articles, and travel accounts about the Ottoman 

reform movement. The missionaries accounted for most American citizens in the Empire. 

Rightfully so, the Treaty of 1830 enhanced the idea of evangelizing and setting up American 

foreign schools.23 Therefore, American missionaries worked diligently since the 1820s. At the 

same time, the clerical leadership kept the American diplomats informed and documented their 

experiences throughout all parts of the Empire. However, The Intellectual and Diplomatic 

Discourse of American Progressives and the Late Ottomans, 1830–1930, is dedicated and 

explicitly restricted to the diplomatic and intellectual discourse. Therefore, the religious aspects 

are integrated as necessary, especially given the vast amount of research already concluded 

covering American missionaries and the Armenian genocide in the late Ottoman Empire. The 

religious perspective is a significant concession concerning the United States and the Ottomans. 

However, suppose one undertakes the religious aspect within the diplomatic discourse. In that 

case, it warrants and should be dedicated as a second volume, for it should include a thorough 

inquiry and analysis of the plight among the Armenians, Greeks, Jews, and even American 

missionaries throughout all of the territories during the late period.  

The second question answers to what extent did American diplomatic endeavors and 

intellectuals affect American congressional and executive decisions and reforms based on the 

historical context of the Near East? The evidence based on primary works reveals how ideas 

from the Tanzimat reforms transposed in the nineteenth century through intellectuals such as 

Francis Lieber, Theodor Woolsey, and John W. Burgess. The research explains the trajectory of 

how these men contributed works informed by observations from the late Ottoman Empire and 

 
23 See Appendix 1 - Treaty Between the United States and the Ottoman Empire Commerce and Navigation, 

1830, Article III. 
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shifted American political theory. Regarding public policy, they advocated for the abolition of 

slavery and toleration, prison reforms, civil rights, and liberty for minorities. These sociopolitical 

enhancements raised interest in to what extent American diplomats and intellectuals understood 

the Tanzimat reforms and how they were inspired or influenced by how the Ottomans handled 

internal divisions. To the Progressives, the “existence of liberal Turkey was welcomed both on 

sentimental and material grounds due to its ability to secure liberty, equality, and justice to a 

people deprived of the most fundamental guarantees of government.”24 Therefore, the research 

analyzes how American Progressives reversed the perspective of the Ottomans once held by the 

Founders by restoring the relationship between America and the Near East. By using notions of 

the Tanzimat as a case study, Progressives realized how it might benefit and positively impact 

American society and what society could look like. By expansion of the Federal government 

during the Progressive era, American minority groups were set on the same path to achieve 

greater autonomy, civil rights, and civil liberty as the Ottomans attempted in the first half of the 

nineteenth century. Consequently, American intellectuals used any parts of the Tanzimat reforms 

formulated to influence early progressive leaders by taking Western progressivism added to an 

already diverse society guided by a central government to generate reform. 

Through the one hundred years of interactions with the Sultanate and Porte, America 

demonstrated ingenuity in foreign policy by integrating progressivism into foreign policy to 

enhance global trade relations. On the international level, intellectuals and progressives built on 

the ideas and outcomes of the Tanzimat by implementing human rights, international law, 

consular reform, and expansion of diplomatic authority. Distinguishable examples include 

 
24 Lewis Einstein, American Foreign Policy by A Diplomatist (New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin 

Company, 1902), 144. 
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leveraging personal diplomacy, newspaper campaigns, employing the US Navy, the Big Stick 

Policy, Dollar Diplomacy, and Chester concession. America established humanitarian 

organizations during and after World War I to assist with the ensuing crises. While the United 

States participated as an observative party of the Berlin Conference of 1884-1885, the Americans 

never signed the treaty. The United States served as a mediator between nations during the 

Lausanne Conference of 1923, primarily to protect American interests in the region. America 

learned how to distinguish between spheres of influence and spheres of interest. For America, 

trade was more valuable than territorial gain or political ambition.  

How has American foreign policy progressively changed regarding trade based on 

diplomatic interactions with the Ottoman government from the 1830s to the 1930s? The 

isolationist agenda of the nineteenth century set the stage for American diplomatic endeavors at 

the turn of the century as new opportunities for trade alliances opened.25 Consequently, the 

American tradition of isolation in the Near East was a stroke of genius to avoid enmeshment in 

the European system, as it would later hinder economic expansion and diplomatic relations. A 

pivotal moment of shifting American trade policy in the Near East came at the juncture of the 

Turkish Revolution because preserving Turkey as a neutral market that served American 

interests and foreign trade.26 To the Progressives, the “existence of liberal Turkey was welcomed 

both on sentimental and material grounds due to its ability to secure liberty, equality, and justice 

to a people deprived of the most fundamental guarantees of government.”27 As early as 1909, 

Progressives regarded the late Ottoman Empire as the peculiar field for the exercise of talents of 

division while advocating for collaboration of the missionary schools to teach students skills to 

 
25 Lewis Einstein, American Foreign Policy by A Diplomatist (New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin 

Company, 1902), 2. 
26 Ibid., 140. 
27 Ibid., 144. 
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advance American trade interests.28 Therefore, policymakers decided to extend valuable aid, 

abandon special rights of jurisdictions found in the treaties, and assist the new Turkey. This 

policy was sustained into the 1930s as America took critical steps to mend relations with the 

Turkish Republic in the post war years. Therefore, the research analyzes how American 

policymakers altered and expanded foreign policy in the Near East to achieve their goals under 

the United States-Ottoman Treaties of 1830 and 1862 and beyond.  

A determinant of the United States foreign policy was expanding a global economic 

network, an essential topic of the Pan-American Conference of 1898.29 The conference occurred 

after the American diplomatic corps established a long sought after and thriving commerce 

within the late Ottomans. However, the War with Spain in 1898 and the United States emergence 

as a world power made policymakers rethink foreign policy.30 When it came to the Spanish, 

America found itself at crossroads and divided on foreign policy.31 The unforeseen 

complications of international relations with the new responsibilities flashed almost as a 

revolution before the United States in the wake of the Spanish War.32 The notion of Social 

Darwinism provided an intellectual justification for expansionism in the 1890s.33 On one side of 

the spectrum were those who resented the idea of empire since the United States had once fought 

 
28 Lewis Einstein, American Foreign Policy by A Diplomatist (New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin 

Company, 1902), 145. 
29 See the Charles Evans Hughes papers, 1836-1950, General Correspondence, “Latin America,” The 

Manuscript Reading Room, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.  
30 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, With the 

Annual Message of the President Transmitted to Congress December 5, 1898, Documents 490-1105. 

31 Bemis, Samuel Flagg, A Diplomatic History of the United States (New York, NY: Henry Holt and 

Company, 1950), 463-475. 
32Lewis Einstein, American Foreign Policy by A Diplomatist (New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin 

Company, 1902), 8.  
33 See Julius W. Pratt, Expansionists of 1898 (Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins Press, 1936) and America’s 

Colonial Experiment How the United States Gained, Governed, and in Part Gave Away a Colonial Empire (New 

York, NY: Prentice Hall, 1973). 
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and won independence from British imperialism. Another group advocated against imperialism 

due to a view of underdeveloped societies and races. However, on the other side of the spectrum, 

a second group favored spreading ideas of democracy and economic benefits in a growing world 

economy. Therefore, expansionists argued that America could advance economic development 

and democracy, especially after the victory in the Philippines with potential markets in China.  

Progressives suggested economic development by leveraging foreign markets intertwined 

with the idea that the Open Door policy would solve economic, social, and political problems 

created by the industrial revolution.34 Finding itself in the position of world power, America 

demanded the most favored nation status to maintain an open door for trade with other nations, 

spearheaded by Theodore Roosevelt.35 However, as history played out, American business did 

not springboard at the rate anticipated, and United States foreign policy proved ineffective in its 

Latin endeavors.36 More questions than answers left Progressives in the status quo over the 

American acquisition of the Spanish empire. Why is this important to this research? From the 

start of US-Ottoman relations, the 1830 Treaty already granted the United States the most 

favored nation status with the Ottomans. Therefore, America already used its standing to open 

doors of economic opportunity in the Near East. Initially slow, the idea proved workable in the 

late Ottoman Empire. Consequently, policymakers used what they learned from these 

interactions with the Turks as a case study applicable to trade and world politics, albeit in a small 

 
34 See the William McKinley Papers, 1847-1935, General Correspondence, Series 1, Reel 1-16. The 

Manuscript Reading Room, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.  
35 See William Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy (New York, NY: Dell Publishing 

Co., 1959), and Thomas J. McCormick, The China Market: America’s Quest for Informal Empire, 1893-1901 

(Chicago, IL: Quadrangle Books, 1967), and Thomas McCormick, “Insular Imperialism and the Open Door: The 

China Market and the Spanish-American War.” Pacific Historical Review 32, no. 2 (1963): 155–69.  
36 See John Mason Hart, Empire and Revolution: The Americans in Mexico since the Civil War (Berkely, 

CA: University of California Press, 2002) and Fredrich Katz, The Secret War in Mexico: Europe, the Unites States, 

and the Mexican Revolution (Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press, 1983). 
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way. Furthermore, when America could not pursue economic benefits from the Spanish 

dominions in the way it anticipated, Progressives turned to the Near East and built upon what 

they had already started before the war against the Spanish. Led by Secretary of State Hughes, 

Grew, Bristol, Dewey, and Jennings worked to secure renewed relations and a new treaty with 

the Turkish Republic post-World War I while observing ideas from the Kemalist reforms.  

The research methodology includes intellectual, diplomatic, political, and social histories 

to answer the overarching research questions. Two frameworks analyze a close relationship 

between the Tanzimat reforms of the Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth century and the United 

States Progressive movement in the period from the 1890s to the years between the world wars. 

The research analyzes, investigates, and draws from American, British, and French archival 

materials by key diplomats and businesspeople who lived in the Ottoman Empire during the 

nineteenth century and early twenties. Their first-hand experiences, documentation, and reports 

are essential to understand the historical context of the events and changes that the Tanzimat 

reforms had on the Ottoman social structure. Moreover, diplomats reported their findings 

through the United States Department of State. Thus, a diplomatic methodology applies based on 

foreign relations between the United States and the Ottoman Empire.  

The second framework includes an intellectual history determined by the primary 

scholarship of progressive intellectuals like Francis Lieber, Theodore Dwight Woolsey, John W. 

Burgess, John Dewey, Herbert Croly, and Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr.37 These intellectuals 

contributed viewpoints aimed at either expanding American democracy, the federal government, 

or altering the democratic process from the 1830s to the 1930s. Consequently, the topics of this 

 
37 An intellectual history is a systematic approach used when investigating the philosophical dynamics of 

notions and ideas, thus, applied as part of the methodology unique to this research. These intellectuals were active 

authors in the United States post-Civil War and the Progressive era.  
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work will involve an analysis of the cross-integration of political ideas between the Ottoman 

Empire and the United States.  

The historiography encompasses two nations and is, therefore, analyzed in two distinct 

segments due to the cross-national nature of the research. First, an account of Ottoman 

historiography is outlined, followed by historiography specific to the Progressive Era in the 

United States, with elements of critical works focused on the Reconstruction Era. Furthermore, 

since diplomatic history is a significant part of this research, the historiography of American-

Ottoman international relations is considered. In doing so, three gaps in scholarship are 

identified. First, from this research, it would indicate that no significant or minor works within 

Ottoman or American historiography explore the research questions proposed within this 

dissertation of how key diplomats and United States ambassadors who lived in the Ottoman 

Empire during the nineteenth century documented the events and changes of the Tanzimat 

reforms and reported these findings to the United States. The second gap shows a need for more 

scholarship on how progressive intellectuals drew from strands of ideas and referenced historical 

events of the Tanzimat reform movement to enhance progressivism. Finally, a gap in scholarship 

parallels Tanzimat and progressive ideas. 

In a careful review of Ottoman historiography, one of the earliest and leading authorities 

is Franz Babinger, an author deemed the most accurate historian of “Orientalism” and Ottoman 

history.38 His detailed account  Die Geschichtsschreiber Der Osmanen Und Ihre Werke, 

 
38 The American Research Institute in Turkey, Harvard University’s Department of Middle Eastern Studies, 

and The University of Chicago has identified Franz Babinger’s work as the leading historian on Ottoman 

scholarship. See “ARIT Local and Online Library Resources.”  Digital Library for International Research and 

Historians of the Ottoman Empire. 

http://www.dlir.org/
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abbreviated “GOW, 1927,” is used by most Ottoman scholars in research.39 Franz Babinger used 

the primary sources from Brusli Mehemed Tashir’s Osmanli Müellfler (1914), a publication that 

included the archives and catalogs from libraries in crucial locations within the old Ottoman 

Empire.40 

Building on Franz Babinger's scholarship, early works of Ottoman history showing the 

progression from a dying empire to a modern republic are found in The Development of 

Secularism in Turkey (1964), written by Niyazi Berkes, and The Emergency of Modern Turkey 

(1968), written by Bernard Lewis.41 Lewis researched the long period of Ottoman history from 

1800 to 1923.42 Another major work is History of the Ottoman Empire and Turkey, published in 

1977 by Stanford J. Shaw and Exel Kural Shaw, two volumes of comprehensive research of 

Ottoman history in English.43 Finally, in 1978, Edward W. Said challenged Western scholarship 

and bias toward the East in his groundbreaking work Orientalism. Edward W. Said argued that 

Western perspectives and scholarship are focused on a politically driven articulation that must be 

revised and placed into proper historical context when writing history about the East.44 Due to 

 
39 Franz Babinger, Die Gaschichtsschreiber Der Osmanen Und Ihre Werke (Leipzig, Germany: Otto 

Harrassowitz, 1927). Additionally, the American Research Institute in Turkey has identified Franz Babinger’s work 

as the leading historian on Ottoman scholarship. See “ARIT Local and Online Library Resources.”  Digital Library 

for International Research 
40 Franz Babinger, Die Gaschichtsschreiber Der Osmanen Und Ihre Werke (Leipzig, Germany: Otto 

Harrassowitz, 1927), VI-VII. See the University of Toronto Robarts Library Internet Archive that contains the 

original manuscripts of Bursil Mehmed Tashir’s work in Turkish. 
41 Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey (Montreal: McGill, 1964), 82. 
42 Bernard Lewis, The Emergency of Modern Turkey (London, Great Britain: Oxford University Press, 

1968), 23. 

43 Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey: Volume II: 

Reform, Revolution, and Republic: The Rise of Modern Turkey, 1808-1975 (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 1977) Vol I and Vol II. 

44 Edward W. Said, Orientalism (New York, NY: Knopf Doubleday Publishing Group, 2014), xvi-xx. 

http://www.dlir.org/
http://www.dlir.org/
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Said’s argument, there has been a development in recent years to revive Ottoman research and 

revise Ottoman historiography.45 

In addition to Said’s argument, an investigation by scholars discovered that Ottoman 

historiography was severely fragmented, disorganized, and lacked a uniform referencing 

system.46 During its seven hundred and twenty-two years, the Ottoman government employed 

thousands of scribes that recorded the Empire's endeavors and domestic undertakings.47 

Manuscripts from these scribes are pending interpretation as only one thousand historians can 

cipher and translate the documents and artifacts.48 Moreover, the first attempts by scholars in this 

momentous task lacked centralization and showed inconsistencies in theory, with gaps in the 

historical context that revealed preconceptions. Based on these findings, the historical 

community established a partnership between Harvard’s Center for Middle Eastern Studies and 

the University of Chicago to oversee a project that employs global historians with the task of 

updating and delving deeper into Ottoman historiography; their means include transcribing, 

refreshing, and updating Ottoman history based on the uniform standards of professional 

historians. The “Historians of the Ottoman Empire" project has secured funding and appropriated 

resources. In this venture, thirty nations have joined with several recognized scholars 

specializing in Ottoman studies.  

An additional organization is The Institute of Mediterranean Studies of Crete.49 Like the 

project of “Historians of the Ottoman Empire,” the Institute of Mediterranean Studies of Crete is 

 
45 Suraiya Faroqhi, Approaching Ottoman History: An Introduction to the Sources (Cambridge, NY: 

Cambridge University Press, 1999) 15. 

46 See the Historians of the Ottoman Empire at the University of Chicago.  
47 See the Robin Dougherty Special Collections at Yale called “Near East Collection.”  
48 Kafadar, C., Karateke, H., Fleischer, C. “Historians of the Ottoman Empire.” Division of the Humanities. 

Univeristy of Chicago.   
49 See the Institute of Mediterranean Studies on Crete. 
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also funded and commissioned to refresh Ottoman historiography and explore histories of any 

nations that border the Mediterranean Sea from the thirteenth to the twentieth centuries. Here the 

Department of Ottoman History is dedicated to analyzing the social, economic, and cultural 

history of the Ottoman Empire while investigating the architectural, scientific, and other artifacts 

to build a historical context. As shown, neither the “Historians of the Ottoman Empire” nor The 

Institute of Mediterranean Studies is researching the topic outlined within this dissertation. 

Additionally, a few scholars have secured grants to understand the nature of specific scribes that 

authored manuscripts from explicit segments of time during the Ottoman Empire. As a result of 

these efforts, scholars have revisited Ottoman history and divided its historiography into two 

categories. The first shows the classical Era or “golden age” of Osman I to Süleyman the 

Magnificent, which spans the 1300s to around 1600. In contrast, the second category investigates 

what initiated the Empire’s decline as early as 1800 until its disintegration by 1923.50  

     By inquiring into the Classical Era, historians can clarify misconceptions surrounding 

the Ottoman Empire and the Western label “Orient” and “Orientalism.”51 The more significant 

works focusing on the classical Era are seen in Karen Barkey’s Bandits and Bureaucrats: The 

Ottoman Route to State Centralization (1994). This work reveals Ottoman control of elites and 

peasants while manipulating bandits as a strength of its state.52 The groundbreaking research 

Cemal Kafadar’s Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State (1995) 

investigates the court system, charity, duress of slavery, and conversion during the middle 

 
50 Carol Finkel, Osman’s Dream: The Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923 (New York, NY: John 

Murray, 2007), 289. 

51 Edward W. Said. Orientalism (New York, NY: Knopf Doubleday Publishing Group, 2014), xix. 
52 Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (London, Great 

Britain: Cornell University Press, 2018), ix-xi. 
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centuries of Ottoman society.53 Kafadar’s study aids Ottoman historiography by providing a 

broader understanding of the origins of the Ottomans and Ottoman governing principles. 

Süleyman the Magnificent and His Age: The Ottoman Empire in the Early Modern World (1995) 

by I. Metin Kunt and Christine Woodhead is a history investigating the political and diplomatic 

context between Ottomans and Europeans.54 In 1998, Rhoads Murphy began researching 

Ottoman warfare as a military machine. Therefore, Ottoman Warfare, 1500-1777, fills a needed 

gap by detailing Ottoman campaign successes in Europe, North Africa, and the Middle East.55 

Rifa’at Abou-El-Haj’s work Formation of the State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to 

Eighteenth Centuries is a comprehensive study of the changing social classes and order. He 

suggests that the Ottomans held to a fluid institutional structure and bureaucracies, leading to 

decentralization.56 Another exciting sample comes from Gabriel Piterber’s An Ottoman Tragedy: 

History and Historiography at Play, by analyzing the Ottomans throughout the seventeenth 

century as a period of fraught.57 Karen Barkey’s Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in 

Comparative Perspective (2008) assesses Ottoman success and failures by comparing them to 

contemporary empires.58  

 
53 Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State (Oakland, California: 

California University Press, 1995), Introduction.  

54 I M. Kunt and Christine Woodhead, Suleyman the Magnificent and His Age: The Ottoman Empire in the 

Early Modern World (New York, NY: Routledge, 2014). 

55 Rhoads Murphy, Ottoman Warfare, 1500-1777 (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 1998). 

56 Rifa’at Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth Century 

(New York, NY: State University of New York Press. 2005), 5-8.  

57 Gabriel Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play (Oakland, 

California: University of California Press, 2003).  

58 Karen Barkey, Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2008). 
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With refreshed Ottoman historiography, Gàbor Àgoston and Alen Master saw a need to 

publish The Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire in 2008.59 Colin Imber’s The Ottoman Empire, 

1300-1650: The Structure of Power (2009) researches the Empire’s government structure and the 

complexity of how the Ottoman state worked from its founding to the seventeenth century.60 

However, no author in the new millennium has had both the familiarity with and courage to write 

the entire history of the Ottoman golden age, starting with Osman I to Süleyman the 

Magnificent, until historian Carol Finkel wrote Osman’s Dream: The Story of the Ottoman 

Empire, 1300-1923.61 Finkel included ‘The Speech’ given in 1927 by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, 

qualifying the new modern republic of Turkey.62 Osman’s Dream combines all works covering 

the Ottoman Empire to date. Finkel goes beyond military history by including minority groups 

within the Ottoman territory.63 In 2013, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age 1300-1600 by 

Inalick Halil was the latest attempt to show Ottoman culture as a military principal and the 

world’s most influential Islamic state; written in three volumes, it focuses on the organization of 

the Ottoman state, economic and social life, and thirdly, religion and culture.64 The second 

volume, An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, has been republished as a 

stand-alone work.  

 
59 Bruce Alan Masters and Gàbor Àgoston, Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire (New York, NY: Facts on 

File, Incorporated, 2010).  

60 Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire, 1300-1650: The Structure of Power (London, United 

Kingdom: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2019). 

61 Carol Finkel, Osman’s Dream: The Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923 (New York, NY: John 

Murray, 2007). 

62 Ibid., 1. 
63 Ibid., 22. 
64 Halil Inalcik, Application of the Tanzimat and its Social Effects (Lisse: De Ridder Press, 1976). 
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Ottoman historiography exploring the Empire's decline to disintegration is highlighted in 

Suraya Faroqhi’s Approaching Ottoman History: An Introduction to the Sources, published in 

1999. Approaching Ottoman History fills a three-pronged gap in Ottoman historiography that 

Edward W. Said had been left out in the Orientalist model; it includes the history of decline, the 

“eastern question,” and the impact of the West on the Ottomans.65 Suraya Faroqhi’s work 

contributed to additional areas for investigation in which historians decided to divide Ottoman 

historiography further. Based on Faroqhi’s three-pronged model, a perspective of Turkish 

nationalism and Turkey's emergence as a republic was added as different genres of how the 

Tanzimat is studied.66  

Daniel Goffman’s 2002 publication The Ottoman Empire and Early Modern Europe 

shows the history of the Ottoman Empire and Europe during the Renaissance, arguing how the 

Ottoman Empire, as the most extensive Empire, had a considerable influence on Europe.67 

Goffman builds on Cemal Kafadar’s thesis by showing compromises between the extremes of 

Islam and Christianity. Therefore, Goffman suggests that the Ottomans were more centralized, 

organized, and civilized than European nations of the early modern European Era.68  Donald 

Quataert’s work Ottoman Empire 1700-1922 focuses on Ottoman social structures and their 

endeavors to succeed.69 By breaking down each social system under each Sultan, Donald 

 
65 Faroqhi, Suraya. Approaching Ottoman History: An Introduction to the Sources. (Cambridge, NY: 

Cambridge University Press, 1999), 15-18. The decline period of Ottoman history is 1800-1923. 

 66 Faroqhi, Suraya. Approaching Ottoman History: An Introduction to the Sources. (Cambridge, NY: 

Cambridge University Press, 1999), 1-25. 

 67 Daniel Goffman, The Ottoman Empire and Early Modern Europe (London, United 

Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 1-5. 

68 Daniel Goffman, The Ottoman Empire and Early Modern Europe (London, United Kingdom: Cambridge 

University Press, 2002), 8-9.  

69  Donald Quataert. The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922 (United Kingdom: Cambridge University 

Press, 2000). 
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Quataert’s work shows that the social structures contributed to the victories on the battlefields 

during the expansion era.70 In addition, he suggests that the Ottomans did not impose Sharia Law 

in their conquered lands but allowed for the legal traditions and laws of each new territory and 

people.71 This enhances the notion that the Ottoman government was more advanced than 

Europe.   

By opening the door to the Tanzimat as a subfield of Ottoman historiography, historians 

have offered revisionist approaches by considering the reforms as part of Turkish nationalist 

history and the Young Turk Revolution in 1908. Halil Inalcik’s work Application of the 

Tanzimat and its Social Effects (1976) provides a detailed account of the improvements made in 

the shift within Ottoman society due to the Tanzimat reforms.72 The 1977 publication by Albert 

Hourani and Andre Raymond in the British Journal of Middle Eastern History investigates the 

Ottoman economy based on its relationship with Britain and France in the nineteenth century.73 

Additionally, Carter V. Findley speaks to the economic importance of the Porte and explains the 

change over time in his Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789-

1922.74 

“The Sultan and the Bureaucracy: The Anti-Tanzimat Concepts of Grand Vizier Mahmud 

Nedim Pasa” (1990) shows the gradual shift of the Tanzimat reforms in the late nineteenth 

 
70  Donald Quataert. The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922 (United Kingdom: Cambridge University 

Press, 2000). 
71 Ibid, 89. 
72 Halil Inalcik, Application of the Tanzimat and its Social Effects (Lisse: De Ridder Press, 1976), see 

footnote 6 on page 5. 
73 A. Hourani, “The Achievement of Andre Raymond,” British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, 18(1), 

(1991) 5–15.  

74 Carter V Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789-1922 

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), 6, 70. The Porte is the bureaucratic branch of the Ottoman 

government responsible to carrying out most functions of the foreign affairs alongside other departments.  



28 
 

century under grand vizier Mahmud Nedim Pasa by Butrus Abu-Manneh.75 This opened the door 

for several revisionists to analyze each reform movement. Hakan Y. Erdem bridged a gap in his 

Slavery in the Ottoman Empire and its Demise, 1800 – 1909, by contrasting slavery in the 

Western world with that of the Middle East.76 This work was followed by The Empire in the 

City: Arab Provincial Capitals in the Late Ottoman Empire (2002) by Jens Hanssen, Thomas 

Philipp, and Stefan Weber.77 The focus of Selim Deringil's book Conversion and Apostasy in the 

Late Ottoman Empire (2012) shows the disintegration of the religious cores of the Ottomans due 

to the Tanzimat reforms in the late nineteenth century.78 Drawing upon the framework of the 

Tanzimat reforms, John Bragg inquired into social networks of the Middle East in his 2014 

Ottoman Notables and Participatory Politics: Tanzimat Reform in Tokat During the years of 

1839-1876.79 In his “Two Concepts of State in the Tanzimat Period: The Hatt-ı Şerif of Gülhane 

and the Hatt-ı Hümayun” (2015),  Butrus Abu-Manneh explains the shift of power structure due 

to the Crimean War and the Tanzimat.80  

Emine Ö Evered analyzes educational reforms under the Tanzimat period of the Ottoman 

Empire until the very end of its existence, including the transition into the Young Turk 

movement, in her Empire and Education Under the Ottomans: Politics, Reform and Resistance 

 
75 Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The Sultan and the Bureaucracy: The Anti-Tanzimat Concepts of Grand Vizier 

Mahmud Nedim Pasa,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 22, no. 3 (1990): 1.  

76 Hakan Y. Erdem, Slavery in the Ottoman Empire and its Demise, 1800 – 1909 (Houndsmill; Macmillan 

Press, 1996). 
77 Jens Hanssen, Thomas Philipp, and Stefan Weber, The Empire in the City: Arab Provincial Capitals in 

the Late Ottoman Empire (Baden Baden, Germany: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2002).  

78 Selim Deringil, Conversion and Apostacy in the Late Ottoman Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2012). 

79 John Bragg, Ottoman Notables and Participatory Politics: Tanzimat Reform in Tokat, 1839-1876 

(Hoboken: Taylor and Francis, 2014), Preface.  

80 Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The Sultan and the Bureaucracy: The Anti-Tanzimat Concepts of Grand Vizier 

Mahmud Nedim Pasa,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 22, no. 3 (1990): 1. 
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from the Tanzimat to the Young Turks of 2012.81 Another leading scholar on Ottoman reform in 

education is Benjamin C. Fortna. His work Imperial Classroom: Islam, the State, and Education 

in the Late Ottoman Empire offer a new interpretation of the many-sided view of education in 

the late Ottoman period based on scholarly materials.82 Finally, Christine Philliou offers a 

revisionist interpretation in her 2012 Biography of an Empire: Governing Ottomans in an Age of 

Revolution. Therefore, Philliou focused on the early nineteenth century, during which the 

Tanzimat reforms were at their height as the Empire was modernizing and expanding into the 

Balkans.83  

A second relatively less explored history is the interim period of the Ottoman 

constitutional reform era, 1865 to 1878.84 Avi Rubin studies the shift of secular courts that 

became part of the Tanzimat reforms as early as 1839 in his Ottoman Nizamiye Courts: Law and 

Modernity. Although few works are translated into the area of the Ottoman judiciary system, in 

Justice Interrupted: The Struggle for Constitutional Government in the Middle East, Elizabeth F. 

Thompson traces the notions of democracy and the democratic process in the Middle East.85 

Finally, Wajih Kawtharani shows the change to a new Ottoman Constitution, which grew out of 

 
81 Emine Ö Evered, Empire and Education Under the Ottomans: Politics, Reform and Resistance from the 

Tanzimat to the Young Turks (London: I.B. Tauris, 2012), Chapter 2. 

82 Benjamin C. Fortna, Imperial Classroom: Islam, the State, and Education in the Late Ottoman Empire 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), Preface. 

83 Christine Philliou, Biography of an Empire: Governing Ottomans in an Age of Revolution (Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 2011), xvii-xviii.  

84 Avi Rubin, Ottoman Nizamiye Courts: Law and Modernity (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 1-3.  

85 Elizabeth F. Thompson, Justice Interrupted: The Struggle for Constitutional Government in the Middle 

East (United States: Harvard University Press, 2013). 
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the Tanzimat reforms between 1865 to 1878, in his “The Ottoman Tanzimat and the 

Constitution.”86 

A work that analyzes Ottoman diplomacy and European power is The Great Powers and 

the End of the Ottoman Empire by Marian Kent. The research shows the repercussions of 

imperialism on the Ottoman Empire and to what degree it contributed to its weaknesses and 

decline.87 The End of Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923, written by A.L. Macfie and published in 

1998, analyzes the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire and how this shaped both Western and 

Eastern historiography.88 The Well-protected Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power 

in the Ottoman Empire, 1876-1909 by Selim Deringil is a revisionist account of Sultan 

Abdülhamid II’s rule and autocratic state that ignited the Young Turk Revolution. Based on the 

works offered, it is evident that Ottoman historiography is more concerned with either the 

classical Era, or “the golden age” of Osman I to Süleyman the Magnificat’s rule, or the long 

century includes the subfield of the Tanzimat reforms.89 None of these works draw the parallels 

between Ottoman and American reforms or reconstruction that this dissertation seeks to explore, 

thus a gap in research.  

The American historiography covering the Progressive Era is primarily concerned with 

domestic economic, social, and political issues, domestic policy, and cultural norms. To fully 

 
86 Wajih Kawtharani, “The Ottoman Tanzimat and the Constitution.” Arab Center for Research & Policy 

Studies, (2013), 7.  

87 Marian Kent, The Great Powers and the End of the Ottoman Empire. (London, United Kingdom: Taylor 

& Francis, 2005), Preface.  

88 Alexander Lyon Macfie, The End of the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923 (London, United Kingdom: Taylor 

& Francis, 2014). 

 89 Selim Deringil, The Well-protected Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power in the Ottoman 

Empire, 1876-1909 (London, United Kingdom: I. B. Tauris, 2011).  
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appreciate Progressive historiography, it is essential to differentiate between historical 

interpretations of the Reconstruction and Progressive Eras. For example, Francis Couvares’  

Interpretations of American History (2009) pointed out that the orthodox traditionalists led by 

William A. Dunning and the Dunning School’s original version of Reconstruction portrayed 

freedmen, women, and children as “former ignorant slaves;” basically viewed, by the Dunning 

School, as people who could not do for themselves.90 On the other hand, W.E.B. DuBois' work 

Black Reconstruction in America (1935) placed African Americans in the center of the historical 

narrative.91 C. Vann Woodward valued DuBois' work and consented to his analysis.92 

Frank L. McVey, 1896, wrote the first history of populism and argued that the People’s 

Party responded to industrialization.93 John D. Hick’s The Populist Revolt (1931) asserted that 

populism was an interest group politics.94 C. Vann Woodward published a Progressive 

interpretation of Southern populism in Origins of the New South: 1877-1913 (1951).95 Richard 

Hofstadter’s Age of Reform: From Bryan to FDR (1955) offers a revisionist interpretation. 

Hofstadter argued that populists were provincial-minded capitalists who were nativist, anti-

Semitic, and anti-intellectual.96 Paul W. Glad’s McKinley, Bryan and the People (1964) and 

Walter T. K. Nugent, The Tolerant Populists: Kansas Populism and Nativism (1963) protested 

 
90 Francis G Couvares et al., Interpretations of American History (New York, NY: St. Martin. 2009), 27. 

91 W.E.B Du Bois, Black Reconstruction in America: An Essay Toward a History of the Part Which Black 

Folk Played in the Attempt to Reconstruct Democracy in America, 1860-1880 (London, Great Britain: Translation 

Publisher, 1935), 47.  

 92 Francis G Couvares et al., Interpretations of American History (New York, NY: St. Martin. 2009), 30. 

 93 Frank L. McVey, The Populist Movement (New York, NY, Macmillian Co. 1896). 

 94 John Donald Hicks, The Populist Revolt: A History of the Farmers' Alliance and the People's 

Party (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1931), vii-viii. 

 95 C. Vann Woodward, Origins of the New South, 1877–1913 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University 

Press, 1951).   

96 See Chapter 1 of Richard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform: From Bryan to FDR (New York, NY: Vintage 

Books, 1960). 
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against Hofstadter’s thesis. Glad noted that William McKinley’s and William Jennings Bryan’s 

campaigns used populist rhetoric on the agrarian ideal and the yeoman farmer hero.97 Nugent’s 

work prompted a historiographical shift to a post-revisionist perspective that countered 

Hofstadter’s intolerant thesis. Nugent found that nativism and anti-Semitic accusations were not 

sustained in reviewing more than two hundred primary sources.98 

Post-1960s works include neo-revisionist statements that suggest defending Hofstadter’s 

view, while others argued that populism’s roots could be found in religious and ceremonial 

origins.99 However, what primarily interested Hofstadter was a disconnection between the real 

and perceived interests of the people he described. In his article, “The Populist Heritage and the 

Intellectual,” C. Vann Woodward offered a unique perspective.100 Woodward noted that 

Populists' opponents usually were worse offenders and asked if it was fair to emphasize traits not 

primarily associated with the movement and ignore the poorer conduct of their adversaries.101  

     Robert H. Wiebe explains an additional insight in his The Search for Order, 1877-

1920, pointing out how American society changed from 1870 to 1920.102 Wiebe argues that the 

"age of reform" between the end of Reconstruction and the start of the 1900s represented a 

collective search for order in American social life. His thesis suggests that the United States was 

a society without a core. He also points out that American writers and politicians presented 

 
97 Walter T. K. Nugent, The Tolerant Populists: Kansas Populism and Nativism. (Chicago, IL: Nugent 
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different visions of social order. Finally, according to Wiebe, a bureaucratic consensus of 

Progressives and corporate business leaders emerged, who proposed an efficient public 

administration to restore coherence to American life.103 Thus, Wiebe charts the structural change 

in American society from the 1870s to the 1920s. Wiebe’s foundational work contributed to a 

considerable shift surrounding the debate of the progressive movement. The Search for Order is 

typically paired with Richard Hofstadter’s The Age of Reform (1955), as Wiebe offers a tacit 

revision of Hofstadter’s narrative of the period. However, Wiebe’s narrative is a concise picture 

that contradicts the deeper skeptical reflection of Hofstadter's argument.104  

Michael Kazin offers a solid overview of the debate on how America began to move 

toward modernization. In his book, The Populist Persuasion: An American History (1995), 

Michael Kazin analyzes the details of the populist movement by concluding that there are two 

strands of populism. One strand draws upon the rationalism of the Enlightenment and the 

commoner’s belief. The second strand sprung from an impulse featuring religious oratory, camp 

meetings, and new churches. Kazin’s work falls within the post-revisionist genre.105 He found a 

new interpretation of populism by identifying these two strands that he argues are more impulse 

than ideology and about politics and democracy rather than right and left designations.106 

David Kennedy offers a conflicting perspective on how America entered a different phase 

of modernization through the lens of the First World War. His book, Over Here: The First World 
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War and American Society (2004), outlines the political innovations, social disruptions, and 

cultural legacy of America's experience in the Great War.107 His argument explores a 

fundamental question, whether or not America fulfilled expectations brought on by reform for 

workers, women, and African-Americans.108 This can also be seen in John W. Chambers’ The 

Tyranny of Change: America in the Progressive Era, 1890- 1920 (2000). He argues how 

minority groups were challenged to find their way of life in a new industrialized America. In 

doing so, he focuses on the political dynamics that shaped the Progressive Era.109  

Michael A. McGerr’s Fierce Discontent: The Rise and Fall of the Progressive Movement 

in America, 1870-1920 (2005) is another comprehensive work that shows the rise of the middle 

class in America who were advocating for expanded political, economic, and social rights.110 

Economic historian Alfred Chandler’s The Visible Hand: The Managerial Revolution in 

American Business pinpoints how new business models in communication, transportation, and 

production on a large scale blossomed in the Progressive Era.111 John Milton Cooper, Jr's work 

Pivotal Decades, the United States 1900-1920 also shows the economic side while branching 

into the social and political aspects of Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson’s 
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administrations.112 Finally, consensus historian John Milton Cooper’s work Woodrow Wilson: A 

Biography (2011) presents Wilson as a transformative president.113  

Steven J. A. Diner’s book Very Different Age: Americans of the Progressive Era (1998) 

shows America at the height of the industrial revolution that transformed American economic 

life through agriculture, social, and political movements.114 Burton W. Folsom's work The Myth 

of the Robber Barons: A New Look at the Rise of Big Business in America (2018) investigates the 

economic and political minds of the Progressive Era.115 In his Crisis and Leviathan: Critical 

Episodes in the Growth of American Government (1987), Robert Higgs carefully analyzes how 

the United States government was forced to expand in the Progressive Era.116 Unfortunately, 

none of the works mentioned a parallel or comparison between the Tanzimat reforms of the 

Ottoman Empire to the United States Progressive movement. 

Based on the gaps in Ottoman and American historiography, the dissertation and research 

draw from the philosophical and intellectual notions of the political theory presented by specific 

authors such as Fancies Lieber, Theodore D. Woolsey, John W. Burgess, John Dewey, Herbert 

Croly, and Oliver Wendel Holmes Jr. More specifically, Theodore D. Woolsey contributed ideas 

on political thought that influenced the progressives in two works; Political Science (1887) 
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and Communism and Socialism (1880), respectively.117 John Dewey took ideas to new heights by 

developing sound theories to enhance government and education. In his, Ethics of 

Democracy, published in 1888, Dewey challenged the founding generation with his broader view 

on natural law and social contract theory.118 As an international consultant, he spent considerable 

time in Turkey, reviewing the internal problems of the Turkish state and education system.119 

Coined the “Apostle of Progressivism,” Herbert Croly wrote two works based on 

Hegel's Philosophy of History and human social progress. Croly contributed new political, 

economic, and social perspectives to advance America. The Promise of American Life, 1909, 

describes the theme of American foreign policy.120 His second work Progressive 

Democracy, published in 1914, advocated that the democratic process of the twentieth century 

was worthy of change.121 Croly was also influenced by August Comte's work, Religion of 

Humanity. Another influential intellectual in this time frame is Charles Merriam. He wrote A 

History of American Political Theory, 1903, which contributed foreign policy ideas toward 

colonialism and 'barbaric races' by creating a civilized political order.122 President Woodrow 

Wilson's progressivism cannot be left out as he took an active role in the Balkan and Armenian 

cause, seen in his Fourteen Point Speech and unpublished writings. James Kloppenberg's 

Uncertain Victory: Social Democracy and Progressivism in European and American Thought, 
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1870-1920, shows how ideas from Europe and the United States were shared to form a social 

democracy and progressivism.123 

Leland J. Gordon wrote a focused history tracing treaties in Ottoman-American relations 

from a diplomatic historiographical viewpoint as early as 1799.124 Harry N. Howard 

commemorates international relations in his 1976 article, “The Bicentennial in American-

Turkish Relations.”125 Samuel F. Bemis wrote The American Secretaries of State and Their 

Diplomacy in 1963, adding all the secretaries of the state, starting with Benjamin Franklin. This 

work is a generalized history of diplomacy that does not include a comprehensive breakdown of 

American ambassadors or diplomats of the nineteenth century within the Ottoman Empire.126 

Finally, George F. Kennan published a work commemorating the sixtieth anniversary of 

American foreign relations. It primarily focused on Japan and China, with a chapter showing 

“America and the Orient;” consequently, his work is not focused on an in-depth analysis of 

American-Ottoman relations.   

A work that includes British, German, and Russian foreign aides is Constantinople: the 

City of the World Desire, 1453-1924, by Philip Mansel.127 Ideas and American Foreign Policy: 

A Reader by Andrew J. Bacevich analyzes American foreign policy and international relations 
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from the early Era, the expansionist period, and Cold War.128 Hacer Baher published From 

Empire to Republic: The Role of American Missionaries in US-Ottoman Relations and their 

Educational Legacy showing how American missionaries supported the cause of civil rights for 

minority groups during the Tanzimat reforms.129 Baher’s edition supports this dissertation 

research; however, the focus is not on the diplomatic side of foreign policy. Robert B. Zoellick's 

study, American in the World: A History of U.S. Diplomacy and Foreign Policy, investigates 

United States diplomatic and foreign relations from George Washington’s administration to that 

of George W. H. Bush.130 While this work is a comprehensive analysis that spans multiple 

presidencies, it lacks focus on American diplomacy in the Ottoman Era. “Charting New Ground 

in the Study of Ottoman Foreign Relations” by Houssine Alloul and Darina Martykánová 

analyzes Ottoman foreign relations considering the “eastern question.”131 Finally, Fahir 

Armaoğlu writes about American-Ottoman foreign policy during World War II and the Cold 

War.132 

Interestingly, Şohnaz Yilmaz’s Turkish-American Relations, 1800-1952 Between the Stars, 

Stripes, and Crescent (2015) surveys Turkish-American relations focused on American 

merchants, missionaries, and investors active in Ottoman lands.133 The study shows how the 
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United States attempted evangelization and establishment of economic networks in an Islamic 

state that allowed for religious freedom, accepting a wide range of ethnic groups while its 

government was in a state of severe decline. Şohnaz Yilmaz identifies a gap where Ottoman-

American relations had received next to no attention from historians.134 This gap is lamentable 

because there was indeed a significant interaction between the two nations due to the United 

States' interests in the Ottoman Empire from the late eighteenth century.  

The research of this dissertation seeks to uncover communications and works by 

significant ambassadors and diplomats. Among these is David Porter, who documented his 

experiences in his Constantinople and Its Environs (1835).135 Dabney S. Carr sent a big 

expedition to the Dead Sea via Ottoman lands and recorded and entered the findings as a primary 

source.136 George P. Marsh aided imprisoned individuals from the 1848 revolutions and 

promoted religious freedom. He is most noted for his notes of travels through the Mediterranean 

area, which culminated in his authorship of Nature and Man. He is viewed as the father of the 

modern Conservation Movement.137 Ambassador Edward Joy Morris's papers and archival 

materials show the Lincoln era's foreign relations and treaties between the Ottomans and the 

United States.138 Wayne MacVegh wrote letters documenting the political and social situation in 

the Ottoman Empire, while George H. Boker secured two treaties.139 James Longstreet, the 
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notable hero of the American Civil War, was bold in his dealings with Sultan Abdülhamid II. 

Longstreet's fearless position earned him an advisory role to the Sultan on significant 

decisions.140 Another key diplomat was Oscar Straus, whose work Under Four Administrations 

from Cleveland to Taft (1932) reveals a wealth of information on American-Ottoman relations.141 

Under Straus, the diplomatic corps impacted American foreign policy to the extent that a shift 

came in 1901 under Theodore Roosevelt’s administration. Henry Morgenthau was among the 

last to serve as United States ambassador to the late Ottomans. Sr. Ambassador Morgenthau 

witnessed the progression and decline leading to the Armenian genocide.142 His appointment 

ended in 1916 as the Ottomans took the side of the Central Powers. Once World War I ended, 

America sent Admiral Mark Bristol, Joseph Grew, and Charles H. Sherrill to the new Republic 

of Turkey.  

Chapter 2 set the stage for American sentiments of the Ottomans among the Founding 

Generation. Next, the chapter describes pre-treaty American-Ottoman international relations by 

examining initiatives and correspondences from George Washington’s to Andrew Jackson’s 

administrations. This is dedicated to a brief history leading up to and analyzing the Tanzimat 

reforms in detail. Finally, the early post-treaty period highlights the first forty years of American 

ambassadors, diplomats, and expeditions in Ottoman lands, specific to the nineteenth century. 

Consequent chapters are dedicated to the intellectual discourse and its impact on progressivism 

between the two governments. Therefore, it contributed significantly, which caused a shift in 
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American democracy toward progressivism based on the migration of ideas gleaned from the 

Tanzimat of the Ottoman Empire.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Early American Encounters with the Ottomans 

 

We ought to begin a naval power if we mean to carry on our own commerce.  

Can we begin it on a more honourable occasion or with a weaker foe?1 

 

 

American public opinion and sentiments against the Ottoman Empire were deeply rooted 

during the Colonial Era. Fanning the flames of American sentiments against Ottoman despotism 

were the hated Barbary raiders, Ottoman state sponsored corsair aggressors against American 

vessels and crew who tampered with American trade. For hundreds of years, the Barbary pirates 

terrorized the Mediterranean. They sailed from ports along the North African coast, taking their 

name from the Barbary states of Tripoli, Tunis, Algiers, and Morocco. The Muslim pirates sided 

with the Ottoman Turks against Christians. As Jefferson described, “Algiers, Tunis, and Tripoli 

are only Provinces of the Ottoman Empire, and altho’ the Porte has for a long time ceased to 

send Pachas there, the Sultan of Constantinople is always considered by them as the Sovereign 

Lord—his will is there respected—his orders executed.”2 In addition, the Ottomans used a policy 

of power play, one nation against another, by issuing formal treaties with stronger countries 

while raiding weaker nations—all under the authority of the Sultanate. The corsairs “preyed on 

merchant's vessels attacking ships and imprisoning the crews.”3 The captive sailors were 

enslaved at hard labor or sold in African and Ottoman slave markets if no ransom was paid to the 

 
1 Thomas Jefferson to George Washington, 12 July 1790, Thomas Jefferson Papers, Founders Online. 

National Archives.  
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pirates. Colonists of Massachusetts and Virginia encountered slavery under the Algerines.4 

Despite the harassment, colonists obtained some protection under the British crown before the 

American Revolution, building a lucrative trade in the Mediterranean. 

The total exports to Barcelona, Marseilles, Leghorn, and Tangier from British America in 

1770 amounted to £707,000 sterling.5 Jefferson estimated that in the pre-war years, some 1,200 

seamen and upwards of 100 ships totaling 20,000 tons were engaged in this commerce annually, 

accounting for one-sixth of the wheat and flour and one-fourth of the dried and pickled fish 

exported from American ports.6 The South exported rice and lumber, the middle colonies sold 

grain and flour, and the New England region traded rum and fish, thus, affecting economic 

interest from each section. By far, tobacco and cotton proved the most sought-after colonial 

commodity in Mediterranean markets.7 However, after America threw off British rule, United 

States merchant ships no longer had protection from the British Royal Navy, resulting in the 

exploitation of American vessels bound for Mediterranean ports by the Barbary pirates. The 

United States depended on its goods to reach markets and had to protect its commercial fleet. 

The issue was rooted in a weak foreign policy under the Articles of Confederation.  
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Debates over American foreign policy was nothing new in the early republic. To 

understand American foreign policy in the early nineteenth century, one must access its history 

dating back to the Confederation government of 1777. The Articles of Confederation did not 

provide uniform trade laws or international commerce. Each state held the power to govern its 

commercial activities. Therefore, each state was also responsible for protecting against foreign 

interference. In addition, the War for Independence had severed America from global markets. 

The Framers recognized the importance of reestablishing international commerce, but in doing 

so, its policy needed anchoring in an overarching foreign policy promoting national security. 

Unlike Britain, the young nation did not have a military or navy. The Hamiltonian vision was an 

“energetic” central government participating in world diplomacy and trade.8  

The Federalists advocated for a broader commercial policy and national security. 

However, the Jeffersonian Democrats saw the Hamiltonian vision as “empire building,” 

jeopardizing liberty and individual rights, arguing that America would echo the “empire 

builders” of old and might fall into despotism.9 Antiquity proved that all empires eventually 

collapsed. The demand for a national solution outweighed the Anti-federalist's arguments. 

Unfortunately, the British plagued the United States from the north, the Natives in the west, and 

the Spanish in the south. These pressing issues raised public concern and set newspapers in 

motion. The State Gazette of North Carolina wailed, “We are the prey of every nation!”10 To 

make matters worse, the Barbary pirates raided American merchant ships for ransom in the 

Mediterranean. Hamilton had advocated, “We must endeavor as soon as possible to have a 
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York, NY: George F. Hopkins, 1802), 149-154. 
9 Brutus, “From New York Journal,” Independent Chronicle, November 8, 1787.  
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navy”11 because the United States could not fight the pirates and protect its overseas trade with 

fewer warships. 

Great Britain took note of American lack of vessels and saw an opportunity to leverage 

the Barbary pirates in their favor against the United States. Lord Sheffield published, “We must 

therefore retain the carrying trade wherever we possibly can.”12 He continued, 

 

“It is not probable the American States will have a very free trade in the Mediterranean; it 

will not be the interest of any of the great maritime powers to protect them there from the 

Barbary States. If they know their interests, they will not encourage the Americans to be 

carriers. That the Barbary States are advantageous to the maritime powers is certain. If 

they were suppressed, the little States of Italy, &c. would have much more of the carrying 

trade. The French never showed themselves worse politicians, than in encouraging the 

late armed neutrality…which would have been as hurtful to the great maritime powers as 

the Barbary States are useful. The Americans cannot protect themselves from the latter; 

they cannot pretend to a navy.”13 

 

The words by Sheffield influenced American public opinion, which welcomed the 

message of reconciling the idea of piracy with national law. Therefore, as early as 1784, 

Congress agreed to appropriate $80,000 to bribe the Barbary pirates.14 However, not all founders 

found the tribute beneficial and sought other avenues to resolve the issue. In August of 1785, 

Madison argued the problem with an ideological approach. “Congress should regulate trade,”15 

he continued in a letter to Monroe, and  “they [the States] can no more exercise this power than 

they could separately carry on the war, or separately form treaties of alliances or Commerce.”16 
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In 1786, John Jay suggested, “If our Government could draw forth the Resources of the Country 

which … are abundant, I should prefer War to Tribute, and carry on our Mediterranean Trade in 

Vessels armed and manned at the public Expense.”17 The same year, 1786, an envoy from 

Tripoli visited London.  

Upon hearing the news, John Adams wrote to Jefferson to meet him in London. Although 

Adams suspected that one object of the Tripolitan envoy’s mission to London was “to obtain aids 

from England to carry on War against us,” he confidently asserted, “there are not wanting 

persons in England, who will find means to stimulate this African to stir up his Countrymen 

against American Vessels.”18 Accordingly, Jefferson and Adams sailed to England. In London, 

the envoy asked Tripoli's ambassador what gave the Barbary states the right to seize American 

ships and cruise. The answer was simple, “money” was the sole agent.19 However, Adams and 

Jefferson’s views on policy toward the Barbary states were divided. Furthermore, Adams had 

tried to sway Congress to take his side by keeping Foreign Minister John Jay up to date on 

negotiations. He also described the corsairs’ method of fighting as having an “awesome ferocity 

born of religious frenzy and encouraged by the promise of rewards both temporal and eternal.”20  

Although the lack of consensus was evident between Adams and Jefferson, the 

Ambassador of Tripoli in London assured the American delegation that the tribute would 

guarantee safe passage, release the American captives, and leave American ships alone. America 

continued to pay. Jefferson argued for a stronger Navy, “It will be easier to raise ships and men 
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to fight these pirates than money to bribe them.”21 Adams disagreed; “We ought not to fight 

them at all,” he said, "unless we are determined to fight them forever.”22 A new treaty was 

signed with the Barbary states. However, the attacks continued. It would take a new constitution 

to protect American trade and broaden the scope of American foreign policy.  

During the summer of 1787, the founders ensured that the new Congress was empowered 

to regulate commerce, raise armies, and tax. The Anti-federalists accepted the notion of world 

trade provided sectional rights and interests were secured. The new Constitution would also 

establish a court system to uphold foreign policy among the states. Thus, American foreign 

policy focused on two specific goals. First, to stay out of the war due to the lack of an adequate 

navy and military. Secondly, to protect American sovereignty due to English and French 

imperial ambitions. European countries had grown accustomed to paying tribute to the Barbary 

rulers to keep their citizens and shipping safe. In a letter to Jefferson, Edward Church, United 

States Consul to Lisbon, wrote, 

   

"When we can appear in the Ports of the various Powers, or on the Coast, of Barbary, 

with Ships of such force as to convince those nations that We are able to protect our 

trade, and to compel them if necessary to keep faith with Us, then, and not before, we 

may probably secure a large share of the Meditn: trade, which would largely and speedily 

compensate the U.S. for the Cost of a maritime force amply sufficient to keep all those 

Pirates in Awe, and also make it their interest to keep faith."23 

 

By 1793, George Washington issued The Proclamation of Neutrality by urging all 

American citizens to “carefully avoid all acts and proceedings whatsoever which may in any 

 
21 Thomas Jefferson to John Adams, 11 July 1786, Thomas Jefferson Papers, Founders Online, National 

Archives.  
22 Thomas Jefferson from John Adams, 3 July 1786, John Adams Papers, Founders Online, National 

Archives.  
23 Thomas Jefferson from Edward Church, 2 September 1793, Thomas Jefferson Papers, Founders Online, 

National Archives. 



48 
 

manner tend to contravene such disposition.”24 Three years later, Washington stated in his 

farewell address not to “entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, 

rivalship, or interest.”25 Early negotiations between the United States and the Ottoman 

government had begun under the Adams administration. In a letter to Robert Livingstone, John 

Adams described the convenience of navigation and trade if the Turkish government permitted 

free passage through the Dardanelles.26 As early as 1799, William Smith, United States Minister 

to Portugal, was appointed Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to the Porte.27 This 

appointment was an initial step toward a treaty and the olive branch to secure diplomatic 

relations. Jefferson’s victory in the election of 1800 placed negotiations on hold. Jefferson found 

that war was cheaper than paying tribute to keep the peace with the Barbary states. 

By 1801, newly inaugurated United States President Jefferson refused to pay tribute to 

the Barbary states, which had increased significantly. Instead, without the consent of Congress, 

he sent a squadron of ships to the Mediterranean Sea to protect American interests and defend 

against attacks on its ships and citizens.28 Secretary of State Madison announced that a small 

squadron of frigates was dispatched in his circular letter to American consuls around the 

Mediterranean.29 By 1805, Pasha Yusuf Quaramabli signed a treaty releasing American hostages 
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and promising to end attacks on American ships.30 In his annual message to Congress, Jefferson 

reported, “The States on the coast of Barbary seemed generally disposed at present to respect our 

peace and friendship.”31 Within a decade, America stood firm and defeated the British in the War 

of 1812.  

The significance of the War of 1812 was that America proved its ability to defend itself; 

this fact shifted the global power structure and resulted in friendly relations between the United 

States and Great Britain, henceforward allies. A decade later, the Barbary pirates commenced 

their aggression again. After the War of 1812, Commodore Stephen Decatur led American 

fighting men to victory in a second war against the Barbary pirates. The raids stopped. President 

Madison declared, “Peace is better than war; war is better than tribute.”32 This was the second 

time America had proven its maritime power. The Barbary Wars played a significant role in 

paving the way for a formal treaty and diplomacy between the United States and the Ottoman 

Empire.  

The harsh treatment exhibited by the Barbary pirates also permeated all Turkish domains 

as non-Muslims suffered at the hand of their Muslim overlords. Under the Ottoman yoke, life for 

Greeks and Christian minorities was complex. As a legally inferior class to Muslims, Greeks 

were often subject to arbitrary prohibitions such as the barring possession of arms. Moreover, 

their word counted for less than a Muslim’s in courts of law. Additionally, they were subjected to 

the infamous devşirme system, in which Christian boys were forcibly taken from their homes 
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and indoctrinated to become Sultan’s loyal slave soldiers, the Janissaries.33 While the promise of 

reforms under Sultan Mahmud II intended to create greater autonomy within the Empire, the 

opposite was perceived. The Christian minorities saw an opportunity to achieve independence 

from the Ottoman government leading to conflicts and wars.34 A Greek intellectual wrote, “Let 

us hope that in time the erroneous political opinion of Europe will be persuaded that Turkey can 

be civilized and will be civilized by Christians, and not by Turks, and being so persuaded that it 

will stretch out a helping hand to throw off the yoke that now oppresses the country.”35 Between 

1820 and 1821, the Greeks found themselves in revolution and war, fighting to establish an 

independent Greek state after four hundred years of Ottoman rule. A name etched in history for 

his love of Hellenic liberty is Adamantios Coraëy, who sought foreign backing for the Greek 

cause. 

     Coraëy, the foremost intellectual of the Greek movement for independence, petitioned 

Jefferson for American support. Born in Smyrna, a prestigious center of Hellenist thought and 

ideals, Coraëy spent most of his life in Paris, where he trained in medicine.36 However, medicine 

was a secondary interest, for he was passionate about foreign languages, the French 

Enlightenment, and its ideas.37 Coraëy upheld the cause of the French Revolution but denounced 

the Reign of Terror under Robespierre.38 Introduced by Paradise in Paris a few years earlier, 

Jefferson and Coraëy’s friendship emerged from deeper discussions surrounding the works of 
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classical writers, philosophy, and government.39 Coraëy translated many original manuscripts 

into modern Greek and sent these to Jefferson.40 Then, inspired by the ancient works of the 

Grecian Golden Age, he joined the political liberation movement against the Ottoman Empire. 

Coraëy wrote, “My innate hatred of the Turks grew almost to frenzy from the moment I tasted 

the liberty of a well-regulated community. To my mind, Turk and wild beast became 

synonymous terms and are still.”41 Coraëy’s sentiments impressively contrast with the idea that 

Turks would provide progressive ideas not long thereafter. Aged eighty-five and too old for 

combat, the vigor of his pen became his weapon, declaring that the Hellenistic race could no 

longer serve as enslaved people.42  

     In his July 1823 letter to Jefferson, Coraëy requested "to send American negotiators, 

recognize Greek autonomy, and provide an advisory letter.”43 Later, this would serve as the 

lynchpin of the Webster Resolution for the Greek cause. Eventually, American support, Coraëy 

hoped, would aid Greek independence. Jefferson, now eighty, a political giant in all respects, 

wrote a magnificent response. The author of the Declaration detailed the American framework of 

democracy and republicanism.44 As an authority on foreign matters, Jefferson exercised the 

diplomatic chord of American restraint. The idea of restraint and sympathy stemmed from the 

precedent set by Washington’s Proclamation of Neutrality of 1793 and the Monroe Doctrine of 
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1820. Thus, Jefferson demonstrated early American foreign policy as a balance of restraint and 

sympathy, “No people sympathize more feeling than ours with the sufferings of your 

countrymen, none offer more sincere and ardent prayers to heaven for their success: and nothing 

indeed but the fundamental principle of our government, never to entangle us with the broils of 

Europe, could restrain our generous youth from taking some part in this holy cause.”45  

Based on Jefferson’s response, American citizens sympathized with the Greeks. Around 

the nation, interest groups banded together, publishing empathetic sentiments toward the Greek 

cause. For example, students at Columbia University unified “in the anxious wish that Greece 

may once more be free; and desire equally with them.”46 Another example is the circular letter 

“Founded on Freedom and Virtue,” in which theological students in Andover resolved, “Any 

brave and generous nation, struggling for civil and religious freedom, is a spectacle never to be 

regarded with indifference.”47 One of the prominent citizens of New York, Cornel Nathanial 

Rochester, publicly shared his sentiments, “the Greeks have appealed to the United States for 

sympathy and assistance.”48 The Committee of the Greek Fund of New York were fervent in 

their address to rally consensus, “to the Greeks of the present day, sunk, degraded, and enslaved, 

how deeply must the consciousness of their servitude be embittered by the recollection of the 

glories of their ancestors!”49  

What had brought about the Greek movement for independence? Sultan Mahmud II 

publicly proposed to reform Ottoman society by centralizing the government and granting 

equality to all citizens regardless of creed. He reasoned that it would strengthen the Empire. The 
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existing law grouped citizens into millets, the Ottoman taxation system, and yet Christians were 

a self-governing religious class led by the Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople.50 All 

Christian ethnicities maintained a distinct ethnic identity from their co-religionists.51 The concept 

of a ‘Greek’ or ‘Hellenic’ identity had not existed for centuries. Furthermore, the Greek language 

was firmly associated with Byzantine Christianity for over a millennium.52 Therefore, even under 

the Ottoman Empire, Greeks continued to be identified as ‘Romans’ or Rǔm people without 

equal civil rights.53 The Ottoman government’s ideas of granting civil liberties and equalizing all 

citizens of the Empire was an early attempt at Turkish nationalism and unification of its 

territories. The Greeks inferred that the notion was a call to fight for liberation and sovereignty. 

The Greek Revolution took the stage on an international level, and its news spread across 

the globe. Constantinos Rhigas coined the Tyrtӕs of modern Greece and aided the movement 

through publications of poetry, songs, and a Greek Journal.54 Unfortunately, he died a martyr 

after the Austrian government handed him over to the Turks in exchange for Hungarian refugees. 

However, the Porte fell back on its promise, and the European nations learned a lesson, causing 

no small stir. As the Greek Revolution lit a fire for independence, the Philhellenic grassroots 

movement mushroomed in European countries and the United States.  

Philhellenism, an intellectual movement hewed out of the Renaissance, played a critical 

role in the Greco revolution. The goal was to preserve and restore Hellenic culture rooted in 

antiquity. Prominent Enlightenment thinkers around Europe formed Philhellenic committees. 
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These committees joined the movement to fight for Greek liberation.55 In his second annual 

message to Congress, President Monroe spoke warmly of the Greek cause: “The mention of 

Greece fills the mind with the most exalted sentiments …of which a strong hope is intertwined 

that these people will recover their independence.”56 America saw several volunteers who rallied 

for Greek independence, including George Janis of New York and Samuel Griddle Howe, an 

abolitionist from Boston with whom intellectual Francis Lieber corresponded.57 Johnathan Miller 

of Vermont also joined the American volunteer ranks. In addition, the English engaged in the 

coalition. John Bowing, Lord Byron, an English reformer, and Jeremy Benthem volunteered with 

the Scots George Finlay and Frank. A. Hastings.58   

The perspective held by Americans of the Ottoman Turks during the early republic can be 

described as ‘abhorrence’ due to its tyrannical governance. The mere utterance of “despotism” 

made any American reflect in anguish. Ottoman existence countered American hard-fought 

liberty and freedom. Letters by the framers and congressional debates clearly described the 

American position.59 Therefore, American public opinion favored the Greek Revolution, 

empathizing with the cause of independence like the Americans in 1776.  

 Like Coraëy, intellectual Lieber assumed the Greek cause and joined the ranks. The 

Waterloo campaign proved to Lieber that national zeal and unity were critical for liberation 

against Napoleon's forces. With confidence in the Greek cause, Lieber dispatched to join the 

movement. The Greek War for Independence left a lasting impression and impacted Lieber’s 
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unity and civil liberty ideas. It was well-known how the Greeks were grossly mistreated in the 

most inhumane and barbaric ways possible. Raids on defenseless civilians were launched at any 

time. The Congress of Verona had decided on the Greek fate as the Holy Alliance declined 

support, partly because the European powers placated the Turks and partially because Russia had 

pushed the Greeks to insurrection in pursuit of self-interest in the region.60 In a letter to Prince 

Mavrocodato to, Lord Byron wrote,  

“I am very uneasy at hearing that the dissensions of Greece still continue and at a 

moment when she might triumph over everything in general, as she has already 

triumphed in part. Greece is, at present, placed between three measures: either to 

reconquer her liberty, to become dependent on the sovereigns of Europe, or to return to a 

Turkish province. She has the choice only of these three alternatives. Civil war is but a 

road that leads to the two latter. If she is desirous of the fate of Walachia and the Crimea, 

she may obtain it tomorrow; if of that of Italy, the day after; but if she wishes to become 

truly Greece, free and independent, she must resolve today, or she will never again have 

the opportunity.”61 

 

The Greeks faced three choices; however, they needed a man like George Washington or 

Alfred the Great to look up to. When American charity sponsored the Greek cause with $80,000 

for the Greek Revolution, it caused no minor upheaval in the United States.62 American 

newspapers printed articles in support of the Greek cause. The Niles’ Weekly Register wrote, 

“We cannot be indifferent to the relentless tyranny now exercised over them by their savage and 

ferocious masters.”63 A resolution was set forth among the citizens of Albany, “we view, with 

extreme mortification and regret, the policy of the potentates of Europe, especially those 
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claiming to belong to the “holy alliance,” in remaining passive spectators of the great scene now 

acting before them in Turkey, instead of affording the suffering Greeks that countenance and aid, 

which all Christendom had a right to expect.”64 Consequently, Henry Clay knew American 

sympathies for the Greeks were high against its despotic ruler when, in 1824, he debated in favor 

of the “Webster Resolution.” Meanwhile, Coraëy, an intellectual not well known today, became 

a household name in the early republic. Corey, as Jefferson called him, forced the hand of 

American legislators to reconsider foreign policy in the Near East. The lingering question was, 

what side should America take considering the Proclamation of Neutrality of 1793 and the 

Monroe Doctrine, the two early policies of American foreign policy?  

In January of 1824, the Eighteenth Congress of the United States engaged in a fierce 

debate concerning the Greeks. Daniel Webster introduced his “Webster-Resolution,” an 

intervention in American foreign policy in Greece. Greece was seeking liberation from the 

Ottoman Empire. “Resolved, that provision ought to be made, by law, for defraying the expense 

incident to the appointment of an Agent or Commissioner to Greece, whenever the President 

shall deem it expedient to make such appointment.”65 The resolution would also recognize the 

sovereignty of Greece and appropriations of funds. Additionally, Joel R. Poinsett of South 

Carolina called for a “declaration of American sympathy” to be added to the “Webster-

Resolution,” showing sentimental support for the Greek cause. Both Webster and Poinsett were 

met with opposition.66 
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 John Randolph of Virginia reminded the House and Chairman of the lingering 

sentiments of the Barbary pirates and that such a resolution could only entice the United States 

into war.67 George Cary of Georgia argued, “Let us not mingle ourselves with the embroiled 

policies and disputes of Europe.”68 Noted by Clay of Kentucky, the opposition used shrewd 

extortion of “extravagant and boundless rage, arguing anything and everything but the question 

before the Committee, accusatory of enthusiasm, of giving the reins to excited feeling, of being 

transported by the imaginations.”69 Building on Webster’s exquisite oration, Clay rose to the 

stand. In an explosive message, Clay countered the opposition to rally votes for the resolution 

favoring mediation of foreign policy to assist the Greeks. Clay’s closing argument pointed to 

nothing short of genius,  

“What, Mr. Chairman, appearance on the page of history would a record like this 

exhibit? In the month of January, in the year of our Lord and Savior, 1824, while all 

European Christendom beheld, with cold and unfeeling indifference, the unexampled 

wrongs and inexpressible misery of Christian Greece, a proposition was made in the 

Congress of the United States, almost the sole, the last, the greatest depository of human 

hope and human freedom, the representatives of a gallant nation, containing a million of 

freemen ready to fly to arms, while the people of that nation were spontaneously 

expressing its deep-toned feeling, and the whole continent, by one simultaneous emotion, 

was rising, and solemnly and anxiously supplicating and invoking high Heaven to spare 

and succor Greece, and to invigorate her arms, in her glorious cause, while temples and 

senate houses were alike resounding with one burst of holy and generous sympathy;-in 

the year of our Lord and Savior, that Savior of Greece and of us-a proposition was 

offered in the American Congress to send a messenger to Greece, to inquire into her state 

and condition, with a kind expression of our good wishes and our sympathies-and it was 

rejected!”70 
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Clay did not stop there. He continued by exclaiming that,  

“Go home, if you can, go home, if you dare, to your constituents, and tell them 

that you voted it down-meet, if you can, the appalling countenances of those who sent 

you here, and tell them that you shrank from the declaration of your own sentiments-that 

you cannot tell how, but that some unknown dread, some indescribable apprehension, 

some indefinable danger, drove you from your purpose-that the spectres [sic] of cimeters 

[sic], and crowns, and crescents, gleamed before you and alarmed you; and that you 

suppressed all the noble feelings prompted by religion, by liberty, by national 

independence, and by humanity. I cannot bring myself to believe that such will be the 

feeling of the majority of the committee. But, for myself, though every friend of the cause 

should desert it, and I be left to stand alone with the gentleman from Massachusetts, I will 

give to his resolution the poor sanction of my unqualified approbation.”71 

 

During the Eighteenth Congress, the debates of January 1824 brought to light, for 

consideration, that if the United States took “any measure in favor of Greece, the barbarous and 

infuriated Janissaries of Smyrna were to assassinate our Consul and fellow citizens residing 

there.”72 Furthermore, Washington had warned in his Farewell Address of 1796 that taking a 

favorable stand for one nation faced with conflict might provoke retaliation against the United 

States.73 Henceforth, an action that potentially might cause the Ottoman Porte would guide 

American foreign policy in the Near East and Balkans. Furthermore, no international law 

protected against the atrocity of assassinating diplomats in the region. However, it would take an 

additional six years before America would apprehend a treaty with the fierce Turks. President 

Jackson proved the right man to secure a relationship with the “Ruler of the World.”  

Jackson arrived on horseback in Washington, D.C., and left by train eight years later. 

During his two terms in office, 1829-1837, the United States saw profound changes through 
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modernization in communication and transportation. However, it was not enough. Jacksonian 

democracy was America's first attempt at expanding civil rights and, thus, altering the social 

fabricate by granting Americans equality, albeit in a small way. Jackson started the process. 

Originally from a humble background, Jackson emerged as the hero of the Battle of New Orleans 

during the War of 1812. Once in office, Jackson viewed himself as the hero of the average 

person. His upbringing was in the backcountry, and he distinguished himself beyond most in 

battle, rising to the rank of general. In short, Jackson was a self-made man who, for his time, 

embodied the American character.  

His government position was clear. Jackson upheld the idea of a strong and centralized 

government, drawing upon Hamilton's vision.74 Hamilton wrote, "Let the thirteen States, bound 

together in a strict and indissoluble Union, concur in erecting one great American system, 

superior to the control of all transatlantic force or influence, and able to dictate the terms of the 

connection between the old and the new world!"75 This was a principal Jackson would follow. In 

his first inaugural address, Jackson upheld the Hamiltonian vision, "the application of laws, and 

the management of our relations with foreign powers from the chief objective of an Executive, 

and are as essential to the welfare of the Unite as the laws themselves."76 He also outlined 

economic and social improvements by, "liquidation of the national debt…fostering care of 

commerce and agriculture”… and distributing "surplus revenue amongst the states according to 
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the apportionment of representation for education and internal improvements."77 President 

Jackson held a plan and vision of progress for America.  

     His plan and vision were not restricted to the elite but adhered to a policy of 

inclusiveness. Thus, the commoner was at the center of the age of American expansion. 

Therefore, the Ottoman Empire was not the only government in quest of reform, civil rights, and 

centralization of power. Similarly, the United States underwent stages of transformation during 

the same era. However, the United States and Ottomans faced the essential question focused on 

the distribution of power that extended to all territories and domains. President Jackson 

highlighted his martial ability in the War of 1812. The ‘Hero from the Battle of New Orleans’ 

took the lead in the White House. Globally, the United States appeared more vigorous than ever 

and one not to be tinkered with. It was against this background that US-Ottoman treaty 

negotiations opened.  

On February 11, 1830, President Jackson sent American envoys Captain James Biddle, 

David Ottley, and Charles Rhind to negotiate a treaty of navigation and commerce between the 

United States and the Ottoman Empire.78 The treaty “was to be made on the most favored nation 

status.”79 The treaty of 1830 honed, as Edward Van Dyke wrote, capitulation, a letter of 

privilege, to allow the United States to govern American citizens residing in the empire, establish 

American missionary schools, and allow religious freedom, trade, and commerce.80 The 
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consensus was that peaceful relations and diplomacy with the Ottoman Empire would serve 

American interests in the Mediterranean and Near East.81  

In his Second Annual Message to Congress in 1830, President Jackson outlined the 

outcome of American-Ottoman treaty negotiations,  

“The injury to the commerce of the United States, resulting from the exclusion of our 

vessels from the Black Sea, and the previous footing of mere sufferance upon which even 

the limited trade enjoyed by us with Turkey has hitherto been placed, have for a long 

time been a source of much solicitude to this government, and several endeavors have 

been made to obtain a better state of things.”82 

 

In 1814, a comprehensive report prepared for President Madison and Congress by the 

Secretary of Treasury W. Jones detailed that from 1801 to 1808, Mediterranean exports had 

dropped significantly from over $10 million in 1806 and 1807 to slightly above $543,770 by 

December 31, 1810.83 However, imports had increased considerably from the same geographic 

area. Duties from imports from the Near East soared to $32,371.84 American manufacturers 

experienced a shift in commerce resulting from the Embargo Act of 1807. The American cotton 

industry, especially dyed cotton yarn, had one competitor in the global market, the Ottomans. 

There was no secret that America already outdid the British, and “the Americans make good red 
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cotton for the weaver, superior to Turkey yard.”85 Consequently, President Jackson necessitated 

a treaty with the Ottomans to navigate and reinstate commerce of the Black Sea to boost trade. 

“Sensible of the importance of the object, I felt it my duty to leave no proper means 

unemployed to acquire for our flag the same privileges that are enjoyed by the principal 

powers of Europe. Commissioners were consequently appointed to open a negotiation 

with the Sublime Porte. Not long after the member of the commission who went directly 

from the United States had sailed, the account of the Treaty of Adrianople, by which one 

of the objects in view was supposed to be secured, reached this country. The Black Sea 

was understood to be opened to us. Under the supposition that this was the case, the 

additional facilities to be derived from the establishment of commercial regulations with 

the Porte were deemed of sufficient importance to require a prosecution of the 

negotiation as originally contemplated. It was therefore persevered in, and resulted in a 

treaty, which will be forthwith laid before the senate. By its provision a free passage is 

secured, without limitation of time, to the vessels of the United States to and from the 

Black Sea, including the navigation thereof; and our trade with Turkey is placed on the 

footing of the most favored nation. The latter is an arrangement wholly independent of 

the Treaty of Adrianople; and the former derives much value, not only from the increased 

security which, under any circumstances, it would give to the right in question, but from 

the fact ascertained in the course of the negotiation that, by the construction put upon the 

Treaty by Turkey, the article relating to the passage of the Bosphorus is confined to 

nations having treaties with the Porte. The most friendly feelings appear to be entertained 

by the sultan, and he evinces an enlightened disposition to foster the intercourse between 

the two countries by the most liberal arrangements. This disposition it will be our duty, 

and interest to cherish.”86 

 

In February 1830, the Turkish Commission of the Twenty-first Congress deliberated on 

the treaty between the United States and the Ottomans. The Commission focused on monetary 

compensation and expenses of “foreign intercourse.”87 There was a concern that prior presidents 

had made appointments and dispatched ships for war under the “necessary clause” without the 
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Senate's approval, consistent with Article II Section 2.88 The Biddle, Ottley, and Rhind 

delegation had made their mission a mystery.89 To avoid upsetting the checks and balances of the 

Constitution, the Senate included measures tied to compensation. The Executive appointment of 

said person was to be approved by the Senate and report directly to the Secretary of State, who 

would report to a committee on foreign affairs in Congress.90  

Another concern was the “power granted to each diplomat.”91 Based on the Virginia 

Dynasty’s interactions with the Near East, it was agreed that diplomats to the Empire must abide 

by the Proclamation of 1793 and forge a friendship, not a foe.92 The Turkish Commission 

recognized Ottoman “despotism as fixed where it is now.”93 The Twenty-Second Congress in the 

House recognized that “trade which would open to the United States by ratifying our treaty with 

Turkey had constituted, in ancient times, one of the richest portions in the world.”94 Riches were 

sought by “European powers, but few obtained.”95 Mr. Dearborn of Massachusetts suggested an 

American “investigation” and exploration of the Ottoman Empire, raising questions about the 

constitutionality of federal power to act as a pioneer in a foreign land.96 Mr. Dearborn advocated 

“to open for it, new fields for the enterprise.”97 Indeed, it was with “promptitude to embrace the 

opportunity.”98 This idea was realized during the first forty years of the United States and 

Ottoman relations. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Road to the Tanzimat 

 

“The gradual development of the equality of conditions is, therefore, a providential fact, and it 

processes all the characteristics of a divine decree: it is universal, it is durable, it constantly 

eludes all human interference, and all events as well as all men contribute to its progress.”1 

 

The development of the Ottoman Empire is essential in understanding the formation of its 

social structure, which necessitated reforms. The Empire reached its greatest extent across three 

continents, inhabited by a diverse population of various creeds and ethnicities. In addition, its 

geographical size and scale offered a varied topography of fertile lands, coastal and river 

systems, and natural resources beneficial for cultivation. Therefore, a brief survey of significant 

expansions during Ottoman history is critical to understand its multicultural dynamics, which led 

to the Tanzimat.  

Under their leader Ertogrul, the Ottomans were given the marshlands south of Nicaea as 

fiefs, the limit of Byzantine sovereignty in northwest Asia Minor. Yenishehr was the capital. 

Osman succeeded Ertogrul in 1288 AD, and on the extinction of the Seljuk Kingdom in 1300 

AD, he assumed the title of Sultan. Consequently, the Ottoman Empire commenced with Osman 

I in c.1299 AD as the leader of the Turkish tribes in Anatolia. He established a formal 

government and gave a foundation to the Ottoman Turks. “It was in this Osmanli statesmanship 
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that the many liberalities known as the Capitulations of Turkey had their origin.”2 Osman I 

conquered and expanded the territory of Anatolia.3  

During Osman I’s rule education, religious toleration, and cultivation of land were 

implemented.4 His son, Orchan, continued Ottoman expansion into the Balkans, Hungary, and 

other central European regions.5 They conquered North Africa and Baghdad and took control of 

Mesopotamia. Through these conquests, they became a middle eastern trade giant. No other 

nation could go east or west without crossing the Ottoman Empire. Therefore, the Empire 

flourished due to the toll required by merchants who traveled across the overland trade routes 

between Europe and Asia. The Ottoman Navy played a significant part in protecting and 

contesting the important seagoing trade routes. The Ottomans competed with the Italian cities in 

the Black, Aegean, and Mediterranean seas and with the Portuguese in the Indian Ocean and the 

Red Sea. Additionally, Orchan improved Ottoman society by encouraging arts and sciences.6 

However, the golden height of Ottoman existence came in the 1500s. 

During the reign of Suleiman, the Magnificent, who ruled from 1520 to 1566, the 

Ottoman Empire peaked in glory and dominion.7 A Turkish historian described, “From this time 

on, the Turkish power rapidly developed, especially in Asia Minor.”8 Suleiman the Magnificent 

created an unwavering system of law in which justice was fair and overall efficient. He also 

welcomed various forms of arts and literature.9 By the nineteenth century, Ottomans had 

 
2 A Turkish historian quoted in Samuel Sullivan Cox, Diversions of a Diplomat in Turkey (New York, 

NY: C.L. Webster & Company, 1887), 80. 
3 Ibid., 209. 
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid., 90. 
7 Ibid., 78. 
8 The Age of Süleyman “the Magnificent,” Department of Education, The Metropolitan Museum of Art. 
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established a political, economic, and social presence through vibrant cities with government 

centers and courts of law.10 Since Suleiman the Magnificent, diplomats walked through a 

monumental gate to reach the seat of government, especially the Grand Vizier and the many 

ministries. Since French was the official language among diplomats, the gate became known as 

the Sublime Porte or the Grand Gate. Henceforth, the West adopted the term to refer to the gate 

as a metonymy for the Ottoman Empire. Additionally, during Suleiman the Magnificent rule, 

there were learning centers, arts and crafts, and trade with the West and the East. The golden age 

placed the Empire as a giant between Europe and Asia, known as the Near East, and at the heart 

of the Empire’s success were the Janissaries, the Sultan’s soldiers.  

The Force of Janissaries, who forcibly Islamized Christians, was the cornerstone of the 

military system, enabling Turkey to affect such rapid conquests. The force was raised from the 

tribute levied every five years from the newly acquired Christian territories.11 The Janissaries 

gradually achieved the position of a privileged and powerful military class, constantly insisting 

on more pay and favors or leading new expeditions to loot.12 While they extended the limits of 

Turkey’s dominions, their intrigues, and revolts at Constantinople, where they constituted a 

Praetorian Guard, weakened the Empire. They became involved in plots and factions, frequently 

changing the Sultanate in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. While the Janissaries were 

divided into a unique social group, the overarching population was differentiated by religion; in 

the Ottoman Empire, thus, social status was structured by religion.  
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According to American Charge Edward Morris, the Ottoman society consisted of 

individual groups who “coexisted harmoniously throughout the Ottoman territories.”13 

Consequently, two main characteristics, Muslim and non-Muslim, marked the social order of the 

Ottoman Empire, and within each, tribe members had specific tribal laws to settle disputes. 

Within these parameters, the social structure of the Ottoman Empire was split into three groups, 

Muslims, Christians, and Jews, who lived throughout the various territories. The religious 

association was distinguished by dress code, and collective identity was based on religion.14 The 

Christian minority consisted of Orthodox Christians, Armenian Christians, Jews, and 

missionaries.15 Each group within the Ottoman society had different rights and interests, thus, 

requiring governance based on birth, family, extended family, tribe, and religious division.16 

Muslims followed the Sharia based on the Quran and Sunnah, and Christians and Jews followed 

their religious instruction, together creating the social framework of the Empire.  

The conquerors, Turks, originated from the Mongols and were at the top of the social 

structure. As they advanced west from their original home in central Asia, the Turks gradually 

lost their primitive culture through intermarriage with women of white races. With time, Turks 

became regarded as belonging to the Caucasian race. The Muslim community was not uniform 

but divided between Sunni and Shia Muslims. The division of Sunnis and Shias dates to the 

seventh century. It was an ideological struggle over who was to be the Caliph after the passing of 
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Muhammad.17 However, with time, the Caliph rested with the Sultanate. There was also popular 

Islam expressed in the Sufi mystical orders, to which sizable portions of the Muslim population 

belonged.18 The Sheikh al-Islam of the religious establishment represented Islam in the Ottoman 

Empire. The Sultan appointed the Sheikh al-Islam, who advised the Sultan on spiritual matters, 

legitimized government policies, and appointed judges.19 

The Greeks and Armenians of the region possessed the predominant wealth and 

commercial power. The Rǔm people, Greeks, were concentrated in the Pontus of Anatolia, 

mainland Greece, and the surrounding islands.20 Armenians were located west of Anatolia, with 

a more significant concentration in the east, within the Armenian territory of Anatolia.21 Greeks 

and Armenians held religious commonalities with orthodox Russia. The Jews were primarily 

descendants of those who came from Spain towards the end of the fifteenth century. Some of the 

Ottoman Jews were wealthy, while the majority of Jews were in a state of misery. Nevertheless, 

Muslims accepted the Jews because some Jews professed Islam while secretly practicing 

Judaism, known as Dönmehs.22 There were also several Slavs, especially Croats, in the region. 

Other groups consisted of Pomaks, Gypsies, Wallachians, and Circassians.23   

      Additionally, there were the Levantines, descendants of Europeans who settled in the 

coastal areas of the Empire before the Tanzimat era. In Egypt, there was a Christian Coptic 
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population. The Maronite Christians resided in Mount Lebanon, the Alawites in northwestern 

Syria, and the Druze in the Druze Mountains area in southern Syria and partly in Lebanon. The 

Christian groups who lived in concentrated areas developed a unique communal autonomy.24 

Christians throughout the Empire sponsored the local Muslim governments in which they lived.  

The non-Muslim religious communities were not only about religion but also provided 

courts of law and schools of education for their respective communities.25 Moreover, these non-

Muslims paid jizyah while Muslims were exempt.26 It was only after dramatic and long-standing 

European impact that the identities shifted and emerged towards a more European style of 

territorial and linguistic identity. Due to its size and scale, Ottoman governance took place at the 

local level by the various communities led by a Muslim governor, an effective system.27 

However, in time, corruption and greed would dominate the territorial governors the Sultan 

appointed.  

Under the unreformed system, the head of the state was the Sultan, who was vested with 

absolute and autocratic powers. The Ottoman Empire was the legitimate Islamic authority 

overseeing all Muslims of the Empire - the Caliphate.28 The Sultan was limited by the undefined 

obligation not to transgress the Koran's and Sunnah's prescriptions and traditional sayings, as 

interpreted by Chief Mufti.29 The Sultan had unquestioned power of life and death over his 

subjects. On the other hand, anyone opposing the Sultan who secured the support of the 
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Janissaries could obtain a decree from the Mufti declaring the Sultan a breaker of the divine law, 

a tyrant unfit to govern and dethrone him.30 The only stipulation was that a male successor of the 

House of Osman existed in hereditary order. Consequently, there was a religious and military 

check on the Sultan.  

At the top of the social order was the government of the Ottoman Empire, composed of 

the military and the bureaucracy. The next level of the sociopolitical structure was the religious 

order, including a legal system. In the cities of the Empire, some Muslim noble families held 

positions of wealth and power. Moreover, due to the importance of religion, the noble families 

sent their children to obtain religious education and to become functionaries in the religious and 

legal establishment, consequently retaining control of religious endowments, Awqaf, sources of 

great wealth, and political power.31 The legal system was led by judges who interpreted the 

Islamic sacred law for the general population. A provincial governor ruled each territory and 

liaised between the rulers and the ruled.  

Some conquered territory was converted into military fiefs, granted to distinguished 

soldiers who ruled the fief territories as governors.32 The Sultans' high personal abilities, the 

Janissary force's existence, and the Mohammedan religion created a feeling of equality between 

all Muslim subjects. Therefore, it prevented the growth of such a feudal aristocracy as it existed 

in Europe.33 However, the late eighteenth century saw a shift in the local fief territories as 

governors evolved into aristocrats at the expense of the Porte and the local population. These 
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landholding military governors ruled in their own right. Most governors obtained their 

nominations by bribery and enriched themselves by collecting excessive taxes from those whose 

welfare was entrusted to their charge.34 The result was provinces impoverished by hordes of 

predatory military governors, “living on booty, the Turks were satisfied with levying on the 

Christians moderate taxes, regulated in proportion to the wants of the State and the caprice of the 

provincial governors. Of those taxes, an exceedingly small amount reached the public 

Treasury.”35  This practice of skimming off the top continued as the Empire shrunk in size due to 

wars with the European powers.  

Until the middle and latter part of the eighteenth century, the Ottomans could feel 

themselves on an equal footing with Europe and, prior, even superior to Europe. These 

sentiments would gradually change due to the wars between various European powers and the 

Ottomans. It is not possible to cover these wars within this chapter. Instead, relevant outcomes of 

specific conflicts are analyzed in multiple chapters to understand the impact of European 

diplomatic encroachments on the reforms. However, the rise of the Industrial Revolution was a 

significant event that would place the Turks at a disadvantage.  

The Industrial Revolution, led by Great Britain, became the umpire of modernization. 

Clearly, the gap between the Ottoman Empire and Western Europe was shifting in favor of the 

Europeans because of industrialization and modernization in science, technology, military, and 

economic power. Spurred on by significant advances in medicine, Europe experienced dramatic 

population growth. Technology enabled modern shipbuilding and the creation of powerful navies 
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and armies, resulting in capital gains and expansion. The benefits of the Industrial Revolution 

served as a push factor to force Turkey to modernize. 

Britain became an interested party in the Ottoman Empire's affairs due to its acquisition 

of India, the “jewel in the crown.” Britain sought passage through the Mediterranean to maintain 

the connection with India, crossing the Sinai Peninsula and Egypt and dispatched from the Red 

Sea.36 Moreover, due to mechanization, Britain surpassed France as the leading commercial 

superpower in the Near East. However, Britain and France were not the region's only two leading 

commercial powers; Russia had antagonized the Turks for centuries, pursuing an extended 

influence and dominance over the Ottomans.  

The Russians and Turks engaged in numerous wars. The treaties signed during these wars 

would erode the Empire over time. However, Russia posed the greatest challenge to the Ottoman 

Empire for religious and geopolitical reasons. First, Russia, an Orthodox Christian religious 

establishment, supported the Orthodox Christians of the Ottoman Empire. Secondly, Russia 

desired to advance southwest to the Black Sea. The tensions between the Ottomans and Russia 

powerfully drove Ottoman policy and foreign affairs for over one hundred years. The Russian-

Ottoman War of 1768 to 1774 was a critical turning point. Resmi Ahmed Effendi documented 

the diplomatic events leading up to the war in 1768.37 As a diplomat in Europe, Resmi Ahmed 

showed how the French were the inciter, causing intrigues as a path to war.38 The Russians 

emerged victorious in this confrontation by taking Crimea, bringing the Russians to the banks of 
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the Black Sea, and insisting on the freedom of the sea.39 The Black Sea, from then onwards, was 

no longer an enclosed Ottoman territory.40 Nevertheless, French intrigues did not stop.  

Napoleon Bonaparte's expedition to Egypt in 1798 complicated matters, especially for the 

British. Napoleon occupied Cairo in July 1798.41 A month later, the French fleet was destroyed 

by the British in the Battle of the Nile, severing Napoleon's communications with France.42 In 

September 1798, the Ottomans declared war on France and allied with Britain and Russia. By 

1801, the French force in Egypt finally surrendered to a British expeditionary force led by Lord 

Nelson. Therefore, the latter part of the eighteenth century was a period of territorial contraction 

within the Ottoman Empire, but not necessarily a decline of the state; for the Ottomans, the idea 

of reform was sparked after the territorial loss of Crimea.43  

     The Russo-Turkish War of 1768 ended in disaster for the Ottomans. Ottoman forces 

proved ineffective and unorganized compared to their Western counterparts, stirring the 

“sediments of the empire.”44 Ottoman Sultan Abdülhamid I died from natural causes and was 

succeeded by his nephew, Sultan Selim III.45  The new Sultan was forced by the defeats and the 
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continued curtailment of the Empire to introduce reforms based on the institutions of the West. 

Selim III initiated the first reforms, Nizam-I Cedid of 1791, to modernize the Ottoman Empire 

after major defeats against Russia in the past decades.46 When Selim III came to the throne, the 

authority of the Sultane was scarcely recognized, even in name, over vast tracts of his Empire. 

Officially insubordination and local tyranny had reduced the people, especially the Christians, to 

the lowest depths of misery. The territorial governors had become practically independent and 

misruled their fiefs with the same tyranny, speculation, and chaos as the rest of the Ottoman 

dominions.47  

Selim’s reform efforts were comprehensive and included the following: 

“1. the introduction of Western military methods on the French model to replace 

the Janissaries, 2. the abolition of the feudal system through the resumption by the 

sovereign, on the death of their fief holders, whose revenues were thenceforth to be paid 

into the Central Treasury and appropriated to the upkeep of the new military force, 3. the 

appointments of governors was limited to three years, renewable where a governor had 

proved satisfactory to the governed, 4. the abolition of tax-farming and collection of the 

revenue by officers of the Imperial Treasury, 5. restriction of the power of the Grand 

Vizier by compelling him to consult a divan of twelve superior Ministers on all important 

measures, and 6. the spread of education among all classes of Ottoman subjects.”48 
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 Selim III employed many foreign advisers, many of whom were French.49 He also 

established permanent embassies in Western Europe, and people who served in these embassies 

in the West became the architects of the future reform in the later years of the Ottoman Empire.  

The reforms also saw many schools opening throughout the Empire, intending to raise the 

literacy rate among ordinary people. In addition, the Ottomans employed European teachers who 

provided a new curriculum for the new schools.50 These measures were part of Selim III's plan to 

connect the Ottoman Empire to European nations. The primary goal of the Nizam-I Cedid was 

for the Ottomans to reorganize, modernize, form a bond with Europe, and quickly catch up 

economically and technologically. As a result, dozens of young Turkish men from the Ottoman 

government were sent around Europe to study.51 In addition, the reforms would result in a new, 

secular army and other fiscal departments being reconstructed for the first time in centuries.52 

With the arrival of the new secular army, many Islamic zealots in the Empire rose in 

rebellion against Selim III. In 1805, the Janissaries, obviously opposed to this kind of 

competition, revolted against recruitment and defeated the secular troops. Additionally, auxiliary 

soldiers of the Ottoman army rebelled in 1807 because they were required to wear European-

style uniforms.  
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The change of uniforms was enough to arouse rebellion because this touched on a 

sensitive issue of Islamic collective identity.53 The problem of European-style uniforms meant 

abandoning the external appearance that distinguished Muslims and infidels.54 Islamic tradition 

requires believers to differentiate themselves from the infidels. The Ottoman’s traditional 

worldview, including the opposition to reform, had to be overcome to implement reform.  

The Islamic State and community believed they were the sole repositories of 

enlightenment and truth, surrounded by the outer darkness of barbarism and unbelief. Therefore, 

the transition was complex.55 There were two primary opponents to reforms in the Ottoman 

Empire, the Ulama, the religious establishment, and the Janissaries.56 The Janissaries were the 

Sultan's loyal military force of the Ottoman Empire.57 The Janissaries were originally Christian 

boys from the Balkans, abducted from their families and raised as Muslims, and eventually 

transformed into elite soldiers and loyal servants of the Sultan.58 Colonel Ahmed Djèvad 

described, “Due to corruption by selling their positions to non-professionals, the Janissaries 

gradually declined with time and became an ineffective and weak military force.”59 The 
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Janissaries and the Ulama, the religious establishment, supported the mutiny of the auxiliary 

troops.60 The Janissaries and the Ulama had ideological reasons to oppose the reforms.  

Due to the territorial retrenchment, many Ottoman nobles and even the general public 

grew increasingly concerned about Selim III’s new army and Western reforms.61 Many viewed 

the new army as a threat to the established order of Ottoman society that rested on the Janissary 

Order. With Islamic roots, the Janissaries were the heart of Ottoman society and the army for 

over five hundred years. In addition, the public was unhappy with the increase in taxes needed to 

outfit the new force.62 Furthermore, reforms meant eroding religion within the Ottoman State. 

Again, since the reforms were conducted with foreign advice, it was easier to discredit them as 

infidel innovations.  

In 1807, the Janissaries, armed with a Fetva of the Mufti, invaded the palace and deposed 

Selim III, putting Mustapha IV on the throne.63 An attempt to restore Selim III led to his and 

Mustapha IV’s assassination. Mahmud II, the sole surviving male of the House of Osman, 

became Sultan in 1808. The new Sultan shrewdly issued an Imperial edict renouncing all 
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“infidel” customs and innovations, and the old system and its abuses were reestablished more 

firmly than ever.64 However, the ideas of reform still lingered. 

Mahmud II is often described as the Ottoman version of the Russian Peter the Great, a 

Machiavellian and reformer. He issued edicts of civil rights and liberties for all people within all 

districts of the Empire, not only Constantinople. In a Firman dated February 22, 1834, he 

explained, “No one is ignorant that I am bound to afford support to all my subjects against 

vexatious proceedings to endeavor unceasingly to lighten, instead of increasing their burdens and 

to ensure their peace and tranquility. Therefore, those acts of oppression are at once 

contradictory to the will of God and my imperial orders.”65  He repealed the authority of 

governors and officials to carry out the death penalty, “They shall not presume to inflict 

themselves the punishment on the death of any man, Raya or Turk unless authorized by the legal 

sentence pronounced by the Cadi, and regularly signed by the judge.”66 Mahmoud II became 

known among the European powers as “amiable man of his word” of good sense and judgment 

for the empire.67    

     During the Greek Revolution and war for independence, the Janissaries again revealed 

their incompetence as they had in the war with Russia in 1768.68 Therefore, Mahmud II was 

determined to abolish the Janissaries in the name of military reform. Military reform was vital in 

maintaining the central government's power. He had learned from observation to carefully 
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formulate reforms within an Islamic framework to forestall accusations of infidel innovations.69 

Mahmud II calculated that the Janissaries would revolt against the new military reform. Muslim 

instructors were employed, and a religious decree was issued to align the military reform with 

the Sharia.70 As Mahmud had expected, everything was going as planned as the Janissaries 

revolted again against the reforms. The revolt gave the Sultan a segway to crush the Janissaries 

yet retain the support of the people. The Janissaries no longer enjoyed popular support as 

protectors of the faith. Instead, they became viewed as an unruly and self-interested group.71 

Thousands of Janissaries were killed in the uprising, and the Janissary Corps was finally 

abolished.72 The road to creating a European-style army and comprehensive reforms was now 

possible.73 

     Drawing from the ideas of Selim III, reforms drawing on assistance from European 

advisors were now openly carried out. New schools were established, mainly to support the 

military reforms.74 A medical school for army doctors and military sciences was founded. French 
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was used as the primary language of instruction.75 Foreign language did not only mean exposure 

to foreign manuals on military sciences but eventually became an introduction to the world of the 

latest ideas. Mahmud II also implemented cultural improvements to the Turkish dress code, arts, 

and architecture.76 

Mahmud II also reformed the bureaucracy. Clerks now became ministers with European 

titles. In addition, Ottoman Muslims were encouraged to learn foreign languages. Starting in 

1827, students were sent abroad to study. When the United States ratified its first official treaty 

with Turkey, the Ottoman Empire established a Bureau of Translation that worked in connection 

with the printers. Therefore, with time, the initiative opened the Empire to spread foreign ideas. 

The reopening of overseas embassies in 1834, closed since the fall of Selim III in 1807, brought 

increased exposure to the philosophies of the West. Mahmud II’s reforms were a top-down 

reform process.77 They encountered junctures, and opposition from below, rather than being 

encouraged by the population. Thus, Mahmud II’s reforms did not follow the bottom-up pattern 

of the French Revolution, where the masses overthrew the aristocracy.  

Mahmud II’s reforms strengthened the central government's position at the expense of 

competing agents of power that used to exist in the Ottoman Empire, such as the Ulama, the 

religious establishment. Consequently, the Ulama and provincial notables gradually suffered a 

reduction of leadership, power, and influence due to the growth of the power of the centralized 

state power because of reform. Mahmud II's reforms helped pave the way for the modernization 

of the Empire and the start of the Tanzimat reform movement. An English consul exclaimed, “If 
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we compare Turkey as she is with what she was twenty-five years ago, the change is 

marvelous.”78 In 1839, Sultan Abdulmejid I succeeded Mahmud II.79 The succession marks the 

beginning of a period known in Ottoman history as the Tanzimat, reform initiatives, or 

reorganization of the Empire. 

On reaching the throne, Sultan Abdulmejid I resolved to continue the reforms initiated by 

his predecessor. Accordingly, he proclaimed a charter of reforms on November 3, 1839, known 

as the Decree of Gülhane. It added three specific measures to the previous proclamation, “1. All 

his subjects' lives, property, and honor, irrespective of race or creed, were guaranteed. 2. the 

incidence of taxation was determined, and its collection was regulated. 3. the European recruiting 

system was introduced for Moslems.”80 Despite the goodwill of the Sultan, the new measures 

encountered severe opposition, especially from proponents of the dominant creed, who 

succeeded in rendering them insignificant. Furthermore, inconsistent attempts to introduce the 

reforms led to uprisings in Asia Minor, Syria, and Lebanon. 

The firman of Abdulmejid I of 1856 was known as the Hat-i-Humayun. The Sultan 

undertook to maintain the franchises and securities given by the Hat-i-Sherif of Gülhane to all 

classes of his subjects without distinction of race or religion. These provisions contained 

numerous directions for the summoning of local councils of each Christian community for local 

self-government, for ensuring the free exercise of religion, for providing mixed tribunals in 

matters where the litigants were of different religious persuasions, both Muslim and Christian, 
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for raising contingents of Christian troops, and for numerous improvements in the administration 

of legal and of commercial matters.  

Under Sultan Abdulmejid I, there was a need for wide-scale administrative change to 

carry out the reforms of the Empire. Consequently, a modern educational system was developed 

to educate skilled army and administration workers.81 The notion of public schooling throughout 

the territories was continued under his uncle, Sultan Abdulaziz.82 Over time, educational reform 

proved to be a significant stepping stone in the modernization of Turkey. In addition, 

administrative reform sought to remodel the provincial government by adding a public 

administration of justice.83 To strengthen the government, Sultan Abdulaziz implemented a 

Vilayet Law, placing the local government of each territory under the centralized government 

that operated from Constantinople.84 The Vilayet provinces were placed under a governor and 

had a structured system of subdistricts. The central government in Constantinople appointed each 

governor. In theory, each territory collected taxes and carried out administrative tasks for the 

central government, thus connecting the regions within the Empire directly to Constantinople.85 

The Vilayet Law also created local councils in the provinces, consisting of appointed officials 

 
81 William James Joseph Spry, Life on the Bosporus: doings in the city of the sultan: Turkey, past and 
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and elected members. The local councils operated alongside the governors in a representative 

form, forging a step toward territorial nationalism.86  

A Ministry of Education was established, transferring education from the control of the 

religious establishment to the central government. Under the Ulama, the Ottoman educational 

system initially supported an ethnocentric concept of Turkish-Islamic significance, with their 

ethnicity as the center of all meaningful historical developments. Once the educational system 

was transferred from the Ulama to the new Ministry, the status of the religious sector was 

weakened throughout the Ottoman Empire. The decision proved unpopular among the religious 

leaders. New foreign schools benefitted under the Ministry of Education since programs focused 

on skills needed for modernization.87 However, the Ministry of Education was challenged to 

change its curriculum as it proved outdated compared to the foreign schools that brought an 

appealing educational program focused on modernization.88  

Reforms in the military, administration, and education led to reform in the legal system, 

shifting the collective identity toward secularism. Ultimately, reforming the judiciary system 

weakened the hold of Islam on society. Under the legal reforms, the significant decision was to 

grant all subjects of the empire equality before the law. Under the unreformed state, religious 

minorities such as Jews and Christians enjoyed religious autonomy in the Empire.89 However, 
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Christians were not equal to Muslims in terms of the law. The Hatti-i-Sherif and the Hatti-i-

Humayun extended equality to all minority groups of the Empire. Muslims, Jews, and Christians 

were now equal before the law, superseding the Sharia.90 Equality before the law was a 

revolutionary change. Because granting equality to minority groups before the law eroded the 

basic principles of the Sharia, which preferred Muslims over Jews, Christians, and other 

minorities.  

The Hatti of 1856 centralized how citizens were viewed before the law rather than the 

past practices adhering to unique sets of rules governed by different legal authorities.91 As a 

result, a uniform legal system was implemented and used for all citizens for the first time. The 

idea of granting equality to minorities was meant to preserve their loyalty to the Empire. 

However, the opposite was achieved. Instead, it accelerated the Christian desire to escape the 

Ottoman yoke.92 The foundation of these schemes of reform, like their precursors and successors, 

was shipwrecked because of the inability to integrate these into a constitution. The idea of 

constitutionalism and parliament was part of a broader movement mitigating Western notions 

and Islamic values to avoid the loss of Islamic identity while reforming. Reform in the Empire 

was essential, but so was preserving the Empire's Islamic character. 

Furthermore, the Turco-Moslem, who dominated by the sword to accord equality before 

the law, proved incompetent in executing the 1839 and 1856 reform initiatives. When Abdulaziz 

came to the throne, his perspective of equality meant the eventual submersion of his dominant 

militarist status. Therefore, he reluctantly embraced the necessity of progress. Unlike his 
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predecessors, he was determined to give equal opportunity to his subjects’ races and creeds. 

Moreover, the prolonged period of reform throughout the nineteenth century set in motion how 

the Islamic world would respond to the crisis brought on by modernity. 

For the Muslims of the Empire, the idea of equality before the law caused considerable 

opposition and frustration. Therefore, many Muslim subjects of the Empire could not accept 

modernization without complaint. Henry Wheaton observed, "The heterogeneous materials of 

the Ottoman Empire have never been completely blended into one nation because the indelible 

distinction of race and religion remain."93 While the reforms proved relatively successful, 

ideological differences dominated the local intellectual discourse because religion, secularism, 

and nationalism competed within the Ottoman Empire. Islamic reformers recognized a need to 

answer the European claims of stagnation associated with Islam and its culture. The European 

sense of superiority, spurred on by ideological differences, was viewed by the Muslim reformers 

as more dangerous than an invasion and occupation. However, the Ottoman Empire did not 

become more liberal or democratic due to the Tanzimat. Instead, it was an attempt to strengthen 

the central government, and in that sense, the reforms were successful. Western philosophical 

foundations led to Islamic modernism. Muslim thinkers recognized a need to reconcile tensions 

between faith and tradition. 

Muslim intellectuals explored the compatibility of Islam with modern ideas of reason, 

science, technology, democracy, constitutions, and representative government. As a result, 

Islamic reformers found no conflict with Islam if modern ideas were correctly vetted and 

interpreted. In the Near East, practical implementations of Western influence and culture 
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impacted nearly every part of the Ottoman Empire. For example, the new education system gave 

a new status to those who had received Western-style education. In addition, the spread of 

foreign languages and printing newspapers and journals in Arabic carried the latest ideas into 

local communities in the provinces.  

New impressions and ideas were also gathered by students who visited Europe. One such 

student was Egyptian Rifa'a al-Tahtawi, who traveled to Paris from 1826 to 1831. Upon return, 

al-Tahtawi noted, “that in France, even the common people know how to read and write...but 

among their ugly beliefs, he said, was this, that the intellect and virtue of their wise men are 

greater than the intelligence of the prophets.”94 “According to the declaration of the Turkish 

Minister made to Lord Stratford de Redcliffe, the Turks consider “the Koran superior to any 

other code of laws, and no modern law and no Imperial ordinance, nor any human power can 

abrogate the principles of that sacred and supreme authority, or diminish their binding effect on 

the consciences of the Muslim.”95 Would it be possible to learn Western ways without dissolving 

the Islamic identity of the community? This question is a core issue with continuing implications 

for Turkey today. Could Muslims accept the ideas of the modern West without betraying their 

past? Harvard President Felton stated, “The Turks will never do this as long as they acknowledge 

the binding obligation of the law of the Koran. The Eastern Question must be settled by 

establishing a good government at Constantinople….”96  

 
94 Quoted in Rifa'a al-Tahtawi, An Inman in Paris: al-Tahtawi visit to France, 1826-1831, Translated by 
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Another Muslim reformer and a crucial catalyst for Islamic reform and change were 

Jamal ad-Din al-Afghani. Al-Afghani supported modern science and presented Islam as a 

religion of progress and change. He argued that modernity did not threaten Islam if correctly 

interpreted.97  

Correct interpretation required reopening ijtihad, the practice of understanding an Arabic 

independent Islamic law and jurisprudence. Reopening the gates of ijtihad meant allowing for a 

more liberal interpretation of the Islamic religion. Ijtihad had been forbidden since the tenth 

century. Al-Afghani argued that Islam was a religion of reason and action.98 His notion was 

welcomed with open arms by intellectuals in the Ottoman Empire.99 With the reopening of 

ijtihad, Muslims could claim to reappropriate the sources of Western power, such as reason, 

science, and technology. Furthermore, he argued that the evolution of philosophy, medicine, 

science, and mathematics was part of the original contribution of Islamic civilization and its 

glorious past.100  

The Ottoman Empire left an outstanding legacy marked by military dominance, 

innovation, ethnic diversity, religious tolerance, and architectural marvels. A legacy the United 

States diplomats would come to witness, experience, and document as US-Ottoman relations 

were established in the early nineteenth century. The Tanzimat was observed first-hand by 

American diplomats in service at the American Legation in Constantinople. 
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CHAPTER 4 

The First Forty Years of Turkish Relations 

 

"Notwithstanding, the Ottoman Empire is a European government and is not farther from the 

center of Europe than St. Petersburg is, still but little is known respecting it to general readers. 

Heretofore, it has been regarded as a barbarous government, containing a people almost beyond 

the bounds of civilized life. Less correct information is therefore, possessed by Europeans, on the 

subject of Turkey, than of any other country in Europe; - and many of the numerous books which 

yearly appear in Turkey and the Turks, are written for sale, and not for the purpose of imparting 

facts respecting the government or the people. They are intended to amuse, and not to instruct; - 

to benefit the writer, and not the reader."1 

 

The appointment of the United States' first Charge d’Affaires to Turkey fell to 

Commodore David Porter, the undisputed naval hero from the War of 1812, when he set sail for 

Constantinople in 1830, serving in this role until he died in 1843. George Porter, a nephew of the 

Commodore, accompanied his uncle. Skilled in multiple languages, the Commodore planned to 

use George Porter as his secretary at the Legation. However, the United States consul of 

Morocco died, and the Commodore took the opportunity to promote his nephew to diplomatic 

service. The appointment, however, left Commodore Porter without a secretary. Thus, John 

Porter Brown was invited to fill the vacancy.2 

Porter Brown was an adolescent when asked to serve. Originally from Chillicothe, Ohio, 

Brown’s mother was Commodore Porter’s sister. The War of 1812 took an economic toll on the 

family estate, and Brown, Porter Brown’s father, died early and left his family destitute. 

 
1 John Porter Brown, "Notes on the Ottoman Empire," Scioto Gazette, May 12, I852. 
2 David Porter to Edward Livingstone, February 16, 1832, Turkey, Vol II, Records of the Department of 
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Consequently, the Browns moved in with her relatives, who were coastal people and traveled the 

seas in war and for trade. It was here that the fourteen year old Porter Brown heard his uncle's 

legendary stories and fame. Porter was hailed as a Decatur, Perry, or Jones with the temper of the 

Hero from New Orleans, Jackson. It just so happened that Porter was taking on the diplomatic 

post to the Ottoman Empire when the Browns arrived there. However, it would be a few years 

before the two met. 

In the meanwhile, Heap, a navy surgeon, was married to Brown's sister. Heap had served 

in the United States Navy in the Mediterranean, and the family had lived abroad for many years. 

Then, in 1825, he was commissioned into diplomatic service as consul in Tunis. Brown and 

young John Porter Brown journeyed with the Heap family to Tunis, where they arrived in 1829. 

Brown had traveled from the American frontier to Tunis in North Africa within one year, 

opening a new window of adventure. Given his young age, he was placed in a school with his 

cousins where he learned French, Italian, and Arabic.3 His invitation to Constantinople was due 

to his superior proficiency in these languages.  

Porter Brown's service started in 1834 at the age of twenty and lasted forty years. During 

these forty years, Brown changed American perspectives and sentiments towards the Near East 

and the ‘abominable Turk’ by writing articles in American newspapers. Porter Brown also served 

as United States Consul, Dragoman, Secretary of the Legation, Charge’ d’Affaires, and 

interpreter for the first Turkish envoy to the United States. In addition, he served under twelve 

United States presidents, twenty-three different secretaries of state, and eight American ministers 
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to Turkey. These accomplishments coined him the “Father of American-Turkish relations.”4 Few 

subsequent diplomats would foster relationships with the Turkish government, key government 

officials, and even the Sultan, like Porter Brown. Therefore, this chapter will unfold within 

Porter Brown's diplomatic service framework.  

From the start, Brown needed to make himself diplomatically indispensable. Learning 

and improving languages were vital. With such high marks in languages, Brown hired a tutor, 

Halim Effendi, to advance his linguistic talents, this time in Turkish. Halim Effendi was the head 

of the Muslim school in Constantinople.5 Not only did Brown learn Turkish, he also gained a 

more profound knowledge of Ottoman society and Muslim life. Brown authored articles in the 

Scioto Gazette and The Knickerbocker that would explore the daily life of the Near East, the 

Turkish pursuit of modernization, reforms, and his adventures.6 In the United States, people were 

not only amused by his stories, but the prejudice held against the Turks slowly began to 

deteriorate.  

Brown also attended essential functions that caused him to connect with Ottoman and 

American leaders. His manners and etiquette won the hearts of American tourists as he assisted 

them. Commodore Porter expected his nephew to follow in his footsteps and eventually take 

charge of the Legation in Constantinople. Uncle and nephew were building American-Ottoman 

relations from the ground up. Employing American consuls in Ottoman lands was brand new, 

and work had to be accomplished to secure relations. Transported from the American frontier to 
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the Court of the Sultan, Brown had made a seamless transition in language and culture. 

Therefore, much of his career was dedicated to mitigating the gap between the East and West. 

Documenting the initiative of American-Ottoman relations was an essential duty of 

Commodore Porter, who wrote letters that resulted in a two-volume work, Constantinople and 

Its Environs, published in 1835. He described Constantinople as a culturally homogenous city 

where Turks, Greeks, and Armenians lived harmoniously regardless of religious differences. 

Every citizen appeared content, and he never viewed the Turks as barbaric or infidels, “I find 

them (Turks) reasonable people, ready to fulfill their engagements and only require others to 

fulfill theirs.”7 He described Constantinople based on its Christian heritage and Homeric tales.  

Here the Commodore reported on his first meeting with the Sultan. The Sultan [Mahmud 

II] “came to a distance of about three paces from the vessel. When he stopped, he cast his eyes 

around us and immediately asked, who I was? They told him. He then asked who my nephew 

was.”8 They informed him, “Every person called ashore, and each received a present in money.”9 

As Porter reported, he made a keen and strategic observation about the reform movements under 

Mahmoud II,  

“Since that time, Sultan Mahmud has proceeded in his reforms as rapidly as Turkish 

indolence, Turkish pride, and Turkish superstition will permit. He has achieved one of the 

most difficult of all triumphs, abolishing the turban among his troops and approximating 

their uniform, arms, and military discipline to the standard of European models. He has 

introduced, or at least attempted, many improvements in his system of marine; he has 

relaxed the stern etiquette of the court and the seraglio very considerably; he has become 

the proprietor and publisher of a paper called the Ottoman Monitor, printed in French, 

Arabic, Armenian, and Turkish; and, what is perhaps more effectual than all this, he has 

encouraged, by his own example, a change of dress, and a relaxation of social habits and 

 
7 David Porter to Edward Livingstone, September 13, 1832, Turkey, Vol II, Records of the Department of 
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8 David Porter, Constantinople and Its Environs (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1835), 8.  

9 Ibid., 9.  



92 
 

manners, which, by wearing away the as parities prejudice the growth of ages of 

inveterate hostility, may, and probably will in time, bring the followers of the Saviour of 

mankind and the disciples of Mahomet to a better temper and understanding. These 

successful attempts of the only despot of the age who has exerted himself in ameliorating 

the condition of his subjects have already produced many and radical changes. Turkey is 

not what it was; nor are its habits and institutions what they once were. Great changes 

have taken place, and are hourly taking, place, that will either result in a dismemberment 

of the Empire, the deposition of Sultan Mahmoud, or gradually resuscitation of the 

remnants at least of this vast association of kingdoms. Thus, the ancient accounts of the 

state of Turkey, its dress, manners, and habits, are gradually becoming obsolete.”10 

 

 

The American delegation of diplomats had arrived in the Ottoman Empire when Sultan 

Mahmud II sought to modernize his military and place Turkey on the road to modernization. 

Thus, he sought to compete with European powers. When Commodore Porter arrived, the Turks 

did not know much about America. However, American competition in the global cotton market 

caused the British to sell their cotton in the name of America.11 The Sultan and government 

officials were naturally curious about the ‘new’ United States, its principles, and the potential the 

diplomats would teach them. Therefore, sharing of ideas took place. However, in the 1830s, 

American interests were primarily set on building trade and commerce, as strictly charged by the 

State Department.  

Porter and Porter Brown recognized that cultivating American relations with the Ottoman 

government solely rested on their shoulders for the Treaty to succeed. To foster these relations, 

the Porters frequently attended social gatherings, weddings, circumcisions, and other festivals in 

the homes of Ottoman officials. Bestowed with the most favored nation status, the Legation 

represented the United States as a nation of strength, dignity, and power to maintain favor. In a 

letter dated October 5, 1831, to the Secretary of State Livingstone, Porter wrote he had 
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personally bonded himself and all future representatives to supply the Sultan with “friendly 

council and advise” regarding naval supply, instruction, and training.12  

Due to the Sultan's military reforms, there was only one way to compete at the Porte, the 

navy's strength and military expertise. The British had gifted inadequate steamers to the Sultan. 

At the time, America was known for winning the War for Independence and the War of 1812. 

Secondly, American military ingenuity was displayed on the Barbary Coast in 1805 and 1815. 

Eckford, the leading naval architect, was invited to construct small vessels navigable on the 

Bosphorus.13 The construction of American ships continued after Mahmud II's death. Porter 

reported to Secretary of State Livingstone, 

“The foreman of Mr. Eckford, under my private council and advice, conducts the work; 

he has fifteen Americans with him who receive each two dollars per day, and all their 

expenses paid. The money deposited in his hand two weeks in advance. Besides this sum 

of 150 dollars for each man had been placed subject to ray orders, to pay their passage 

home, whenever they shall have completed their engagement with the Sultan, … When I 

speak of the 600 Greeks, Turks, and Italian employed, I mean those only under the orders 

of the Americans. The number of men employed altogether in the navy yard amount to 

four or five thousand. The American part of the establishment, entirely under American 

control and American regulation and over which the Turks exercise no authority, 

occupied space as large as the navy yard at Washington, with workshops, mould lofts, 

forges and nearly all put up since we have been here.”14 

      

In 1836, Commodore Porter petitioned the government as Foster Rhodes was solicited by 

the commander of the Ottoman Navy, Capuda Pasha, to employ American navy officers and 

sailors to operate the new Ottoman navy and new American vessels.15 However, the petition was 
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not honored. Nevertheless, Porter saw virtue in strengthening diplomatic relations by sending the 

request for using retired American navy officers to train the Ottoman navy.16 Though naval 

influence dominated the tactful discourse in the early years, it is uncertain why the Department 

of State rejected the idea.  

Additional opportunities were seen in trade, commerce, and other areas. Many private 

investors arrived in Constantinople hoping to sell the latest military inventions. No other 

innovations could flatter Ottoman officials. Porter inquired about samples of the movable 

chamber rifle,17 but his list grew,  

“Hall’s rifles  

Cavalry pistols with swivel ramrods  

Muskets with bayonets attached in the new mode  

Cadet’s muskets  

A complete suit of infantry and cavalry uniforms with belts and cartouches  

Swords, for both artillery and cavalry.”18 

 

Porter did not try to impress upon the high-ranking officers in the Empire. More so, he 

sought solid trade between the two nations, and weapons manufacturing appealed to the Porte. 

America proved its ability to provide quality goods, and Porter’s point was to focus the Porte on 

American manufacturing and sign trade agreements. Surprisingly, Warren Hidden of New York 

would strike it rich with the Sultan by presenting a process to produce printed paper money in 
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Constantinople. Ottoman caimes were made by hand and sealed to prove genuine.19 Therefore, 

the production of caimes was time-consuming as the handprint and seal did not show well.20 

Although the idea granted Hidden work for life and opened the door for Americans to the Sultan, 

nothing made the Sultan happier than the power of the purse by ensuring enough paper money 

circulated.  

Hidden and his family lived in Constantinople for fifty-five years.21 His sons, Alexander 

and Nicholas Hidden, were born and raised in the Ottoman Empire, where they remained for 

forty years.22 They knew Constantinople as their first home. Under the lead of Alexander, the 

two brothers took an interest in Ottoman life. They wrote The Ottoman Dynasty: A History of the 

Sultans of Turkey from the Earliest Authentic Record to the Present Time, with Notes on the 

Manners and Customs of the People, 1912. Since his father was a friend of the Sultan, Hidden 

had access to genuine Ottoman history. Critical individuals supplied him with the primary 

evidence—a work from an Ottoman perspective detailing much of its history and culture.  

Upon the success of Warren Hidden, many American inventors tried to carve out a 

market share. However, hardly any walked away with contracts. The two soaring American 

exports to Turkey were rum and mocha coffee. Mocha coffee was the only monopoly held by the 

Americans. Americans would purchase an entire crop and sell it for ten times its original value, 

thus becoming the middle merchant at a lower cost.23 However, it was not American-made and 

 
19 Treasury notes were handmade and certified with a seal by the Minister of Finance.  
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did not promote American quality manufacturing sought by the Treaty. To promote American 

commerce with Turkey, John Porter Brown contributed an article in Hunt’s Magazine, clearly 

hitting at futile ingenuity, 

“When the Treaty of 1830 was made, one American firm, Churchill, Bunker & Co., 

existed in Constantinople. Mr. Bunker was from New York, and his associate was an 

Englishman. It was dissolved in 1882, and since then, up to the present date, no other 

American (native) firm has been established in Constantinople. Within the last five or six 

years some natives of the Ottoman capital have visited the United States and made 

themselves acquainted with the trade to be carried on between the two countries. A few 

foreign houses established at Constantinople have also opened some inconsiderable trade 

with New York and Philadelphia in drugs, oil of roses, geranium, and jasmin, Rum, 

brandy, sugar, clocks, stones, scales, India-rubber goods, paints, and a few other 

unimportant articles of American ingenuity, have been imported into Constantinople. The 

chief returns have been the wools, &c., already mentioned.”24 

  

While the Mocha monopoly brought huge profits, America failed to secure a sustainable 

market using American manufacturing. Nevertheless, the basis of the Treaty was commerce, and 

Porter was determined to find ways to encourage and promote American trade with the 

Ottomans. Consequently, the Europeans did not view the United States as a competitor before 

the 1860s.  

By 1840, Porter had established consular posts throughout the Empire that penetrated the 

interior of the Ottoman lands. Consistent with the Treaty, each nation would rule in the affairs of 

its respective citizens. The consular posts aimed to protect American citizens throughout the vast 

Empire. Each consular had the freedom to act in the best interest of the United States. Porter’s 

ability to remove them from office was the only check placed upon them. Based on a Presidential 

decision, Porter received communication in 1840 to overturn all consulates throughout Turkey 

 
24 John Porter Brown, “Americans and American Trade at Constantinople,” Hunt’s Merchants’ Magazine, 
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except for Smyrna, Alexandria, and Constantinople.25  The consuls were reduced to agents in 

Beirut, Cypress, and Salonica.26 President Van Buren substantiated his decision based on 

unproductivity in advancing public policy.  

The task fell to Porter Brown to “inform the Minister of Foreign Affairs that the 

determination of the President had its cause in business considerations of expediency and 

convenience only.”27 Therefore, Porter was disturbed and anxious about the outcome of 

diplomatic relations and American interests in the Empire. Sultan Mahmoud II had died the 

previous year, and turmoil was everywhere, especially in the territories of Turkey, in part 

because the promised reforms of equal rights were not yet implemented. Furthermore, America 

had to gain favor with the new Sultan to achieve good diplomatic standing. However, America 

was slipping in reverse due to the upheaval. Closing the consulates did not help American 

prestige. Therefore, Porter wrote to Secretary of State John Forsyth, “Permit me to observe that I 

much fear our citizens in the last will feel the want of consular protection unless agents are 

permitted, they will be obliged to resort to the humiliating alternative of British Consular 

protection, as was the case before we had a treaty with Turkey.”28  

Under Mahmoud II’s reform efforts, western schools were welcomed to further the ideas 

of the West and modernization. For America, this meant an upswing of missionaries that had 

come to set up schools and evangelize in Turkey. In 1918, the first ABCFM missionaries to the 

 
25 David Porter to John Forsyth, June 9, 1840, Turkey, Vol VIX, Records of the Department of State, 
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26 David Porter to Commander Hull, December 16, 1840, Turkey, 1839-1849, 71, Records of the 

Department of State, National Archives, Washington, D.C. 
27 David Porter to John Porter Brown, June 12, 1840, Turkey, 1839-1849, 85, Records of the Department of 

State, National Archives, Washington, D.C. 
28 David Porter to John Forsyth, June 9, 1840, Turkey, Vol IX, Records of the Department of State, 
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Empire. However, by Muslim law, Muslims converting to another religion were met with the 

death penalty, so the American missionaries focused on teaching the Christian population. 

Additionally, with the overturn of consulates throughout the territories of the Ottoman Empire, 

American missionaries would have to seek protection from Europeans. Porter’s intuition became 

a reality as Americans turned to the British consuls for protection. Nevertheless, by the time 

Porter died in Constantinople, Porter Brown was armed with the experience and the needed 

languages to take over the Legation. Brown continued writing and informing the American 

public of Ottoman culture and politics, thus infusing ideas of the Near East in the United States 

through the Socio Gazette. 

The death of Porter in 1843 stripped the post of its former glory due to growing issues. 

American diplomats were expected to serve but needed the means. During his tenure, Porter had 

forged a relationship with the Sultan and high officials in the Empire. His letters to the 

Department of States describe his interactions, “My residence at St. Stephane is well suited to 

limited ray means, and had the advantage of bringing me into more intimate and unrestrained 

contact with the Sultan and officers of his family, as his residence here on his visits to the camp, 

which is always established for the instruction of the troops, is adjoining the ground occupied by 

me.”29  

Porter also bought personal gifts for the Sultan. In addition, his son, Admiral David 

Dixon Porter, revealed that his father and the Sultan would speak privately for hours, sharing 

 
29 David Porter to Louis McLane, June 25, 1834, Turkey, Vol IV, Records of the Department of State, 

National Archives, Washington, D.C. 
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their military experiences and exploits in life.30 Following such an impressive precedent, in the 

latter part of 1843, Dabney Carr was sent to replace Commodore Porter.  

Carr, a relative of Jefferson, sent a dispatch to survey the interior of Turkey. Carr brought 

with him a new purpose and vision of American-Ottoman relations. Nevertheless, Carr was 

inexperienced and did not particularly care for the formalities and ceremonies required of a 

diplomat. As a result, he was unprepared to meet or speak with the Sultan. There are no records 

of Carr interacting directly with Sultan Abdulmejid I; instead, he gave that responsibility to those 

under him.31  One such man was William Francis Lynch. 

America wanted to understand the potential of Ottoman lands for economic pursuit. His 

valuable contribution was the organization of an expedition to the Dead Sea. The dangerous 

journey was delegated to Lynch, who held a spectacular naval career. Lynch set sail to 

Constantinople from New York. Struck with the beauty of the city and the Golden Horn, he 

wrote, “The pen cannot describe, nor can the pencil paint, the scene: I will not, therefore, attempt 

it.”32  The first order was to obtain an edict of protection from the Sultan to survey the land to 

learn more about its interior.  

Porter Brown accompanied Lynch to meet the young Sultan Abdulmejid I. The 

experience proved fruitful and pleasant as Lynch and the Sultan became friends. Lynch presented 

the gifts from the President of the United States, including a painting of Native Americans. The 

Sultan expressed that he was pleased to learn how the United States was progressing in civilizing 

 
30 David Dixon Porter, Memoir of Commodore David Porter: Of the United States Navy (New York: J. 
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32 William Francis Lynch, Narrative of the United States Expedition to the River Jordan and the Dead Sea 
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its population.33 Because the Ottomans were tracking the progress of the North American 

Indians, they viewed themselves as superior to Americans. Lynch would soon understand this 

phenomenon. Sultan Abdulmejid, I wanted to shower Lynch with gifts, but Lynch declined the 

offer, stating that the firman to travel the interior was the greatest gift the Sultan could grant 

him.34  

By 1849, Lynch wrote, consistent with other travel accounts of the Ottoman Empire, 

about his observations. His perspectives offered insights into current ideas as he reported to the 

United States. The first item was the cultivation of cotton in correlation to slavery, 

 “Both farm and school are under the superintendence of Dr. Davis of South Carolina, a 

gentleman who, in the estimation of Armenians, Turks, and Franks, is admirably 

qualified for his position. He is intelligent, sustains a high character, and has many years 

of experience in this branch of cultivation. Already he has made the comparatively acid 

fields to bloom, and besides the principal culture, is sedulously engaged in the 

introduction of seeds, plants, domestic animals, and agricultural instruments. The school 

is held in one of the kiosks of the sultan. In that event, the Ottoman Empire will present a 

most eligible field for the amelioration of the condition of the free negro of our own 

country.”35 

    

 Lynch detailed keen observations regarding the Eastern practice of slavery. He noted, 

“By a law of the Ottoman Empire, no one within its limits can be held in slavery for a period 

exceeding seven years”36  He contrasted this idea against the chattel system of North America, 

enslaving people for life. Another observation that he noted was how some enslaved people 

willingly sold themselves into slavery, knowing that they would be liberated at the end of their 

service of seven years. It was a widespread practice for women of Georgia and Circassia to 

 
33 William Francis Lynch, Narrative of the United States Expedition to the River Jordan and the Dead Sea 

(Washington: T.K. and P.G. Collins, 1849), 76. 
34 Ibid., 78. A firman is an official degree by the Porte offering protection under the Sultan. 
35 Ibid., 59. 
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pursue slavery rather than suffer in their homelands.37 Lynch also described that no prejudice 

based on race and color existed in the Ottoman Empire.38 While social classes were the basis for 

structuring individual socioeconomic status in America, religion filled this role in the Ottoman 

Empire. Lynch described the notions of Ottoman slavery compared to slavery in the West, 

“slaves constitute an intermediate class, having no bonds of common interest, no ties of 

sympathy to sustain it, often too indolent to labour, and too insolent to serve, it is, collectively, 

the most depraved and unhappy race in the western hemisphere.”39 Thus, he contrasted the 

Ottoman enslaved person who, “is emancipated at the expiration of seven years, when he 

becomes eligible to any office beneath the sovereignty. Many of the high dignitaries of the 

Empire were originally slaves. The present Governor of the Dardanelles is a Black and was, a 

brief time since freed from servitude.”40 The remaining observations by Lynch are primarily 

noted from the expedition mapping the land and economic possibilities.  

The slave trade was heavy on Porter Brown’s heart. Consequently, he held an audience 

with the British Ambassador Canning in hopes of ending the Circassian and African slave trade 

carried out on British ships.41 The British had officially abolished all slave trade in 1807, and 

Canning presented the idea to the Sultan. The Sultan regarded it as a “shameful and barbarous 

practice” and hoped to abolish the infamous trade within his dominions.42 While Sultan 

 
37After the Crimean War, Russia obtained land that once belonged to the Ottomans around the Black Sea. 

The Circassians were converted Sunni Muslims who had lived under Ottoman rule relatively peaceful. In 1864, the 

Russian government started an ethnic cleansing of all Circassians during which over one million were killed. 

 38 William Francis Lynch, Narrative of the United States Expedition to the River Jordan and the Dead Sea 

(Washington: T.K. and P.G. Collins, 1849), 60. 

 39 Ibid. 

 40 Ibid., Chapter 60. 

 41 John Porter Brown to Secretary of State, June 4, 1846, Turkey, 1839-1849. Miscellaneous 
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42 Stanley Lane-Poole, The Life of the Right Honourable Stratford Canning, Viscount Stratford de 
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Abdulmejid I established a law prohibiting the African slave trade from using Turkish ships after 

August 1850, America was at the peak of its use of enslaved people. As Porter Brown took over 

the Legation acting as Charge d’Affaires and Dragoman in the years following Carr’s vacancy, 

he brought a renewed interest in improving American-Ottoman relations. 

Porter Brown had fostered a relationship with the Sultan, his family members, and high-

ranking Ottoman officials during his uncle's service as the first Charge in the Empire. In a letter 

to Secretary of State James Buchanan, Brown proposed a hospital and funds to care for 

American sailors.43 Based on observation, he recognized and advocated for the educational 

reform of American diplomats before entering service.44 In addition, he suggested reforming the 

current tariff system to encourage American trade and increase prestige with the Porte.45 The 

tariff system was intertwined with Britain. His concern was that such a policy would make the 

United States appear weak and take the side of the European intrigues in the Near East.  

 The height of Porter Brown’s career came when the Sultan sent a Turkish minister to 

tour the United States. As the most skilled Dragoman, Porter Brown was appointed the diplomat 

to accompany Amin Bey’s journey to the United States. Meanwhile, George P. Marsh and his 

wife arrived in 1850 in time to take over the duty as Charge. Marsh had already served in Italy 

when his dispatch arrived. Interested in science, plants, and animal life, Marsh planned to exploit 

the land, collect plants, and observe animal life in the region while fulfilling his duties. He later 

documented his findings and earned the title of America's first Father of modern conservation.  
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Porter Brown and Amin Bey, his wife, and his mother, eager to visit family in the United 

States, departed Constantinople on May 20, 1850. Brown wrote in advance to the Socio Gazette 

to inform his readers of their journey.46 They reached New York in September because they 

decided to tour the Mediterranean, stopping in several ports in Italy and Spain.47 Once in 

America, President Fillmore received the party and held an audience with the Turkish minister, 

proclaiming him the nation's guest.48 For seven months, they toured the United States in the most 

refined manner, and to impress Amin Bey, transportation and lodging were free. The press 

covered their every step and their speeches.49 America marveled at the intelligence, wisdom, and 

high status of the “Grand Turk.” Thus, shifting American perspectives to a renewed worldview 

of the Ottomans. Amin Bey was a modernized Turk and the link to improve American-Ottoman 

diplomatic relations.  

In New England, the delegation visited important New England factories and 

manufacturing centers, Webster's home, and selected hospitals, prisons, and poor houses.50 Amin 

Bey took sufficient interest in the American education methods for the deaf, dumb, and blind.51 

On November 4, the company visited Hitchcock, who honored the guest with a splendid 

welcome described in the Socio Gazette, 

“A very tasteful and brilliant entertainment was given to Amin Bey, the Ottoman 

Commissioner, on Monday evening, by Dr. Hitchcock, of Boston, at his beautiful 

residence, Newton. The cards of invitation to the guest took them thither and back by 

special railroad trains; and many of the most distinguished citizens were present on the 

occasion. On leaving the cars at Newton, the guests proceeded to the house, which was 

brilliantly illuminated, while a fine band of music gave forth a melodious welcome. 

Brilliant fireworks were sent up, both at the entrance and the departure of the company. 

 
46 John Porter Brown., Esq. ‘Letter to the Editor.’ The Daily Socio Gazette, September 5, 1850, 2. 

47 Ibid. 
48 The Daily Socio Gazette, September 28, 1850, 2. 
49 The Editor, ‘The Grand Turk,’ The Daily Socio Gazette, September 25, 1850, 2. 
50 The Baltimore American and The Daily Socio Gazette, November 1, 1850, 2. 
51 The Editor, “Visit of Amin Bey to Columbus,” The Daily Socio Gazette, November 29, 1850, 3. 
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On one side of the doorway hug the Turkish flag, and on the other the American. The 

center ornament of the supper table bore the inscription, “Amin Bey, the Nation’s guest” 

surmounted by the Turkish and American flags in miniature. Amin Bey expressed 

himself highly gratified with this fete; which was one of the pleasantest reunions we have 

had here for some time. The company left about ten o’clock, highly pleased with the 

liberal and successful arrangement, which their host made for their entertainment, ….”52 

      

Porter Brown also took the opportunity to brief America on the many Turkish 

improvements and Ottoman reforms during the current and late Sultans.53 Once they reached 

Ohio, there was no doubt that Porter Brown was home. He was hailed as a hero, for he had 

engaged in his endeavors in the Ottoman Empire for many years. The Socio Gazette wrote, “he is 

invaluable to our government. With the aid of the accomplished statesman and scholar, 

Honorable George P. Marsh, of Vermont, our Minister at Constantinople, we think no court in 

Europe is better represented by us than is that of the Sultan.”54 The visit to America was a 

milestone that reached beyond what Brown and Sultan Abdulmejid I could ever have imagined 

or dreamt of – and a significant success in strengthening diplomatic relations. The newspapers 

printed, “The visit of Amin Bey served to eradicate many prejudices, from the minds of our 

people, regarding his country, its government, and his co-religionists. Turkey is not the 

barbarous land some have thought it is. The world, indeed, is progressing; Civilization is 

advancing with steady strides in the farthest East.”55 The visit was concluded with a dinner at the 

White House on March 11, 1851, and a legislative bill passed awarding Brown $5,120 as Charge 
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d’Affaires in Turkey.56 Once back in Turkey, the Sultan expressed gratitude for Brown and Amin 

Bey's successful journey.  

Porter Brown continued to build the American relationship during the 1850s. However, 

he received news that Edward Joy Morris was appointed Minister to Turkey in 1861.57 On July 

17, 1861, Brown wrote Secretary of State Seward,  

 

“I beg leave to express my personal gratification with the appointment of the Honorable 

E. Joy Morris as the chief of the Legation. I have had the honor and pleasure of his 

acquaintance for many years, and my intercourse with his has been of a very friendly 

nature. I have already mentioned his appointment to H.H. Aali Pacha, in terms which I 

thought would be agreeable and useful to him.”58 

 

Morris arrived in Constantinople in the late summer of 1861. Morris was dispatched as a 

diplomat to Italy from 1850 to 1853 and served as a House member from 1857 to 1861. His 

appointment to the Ottoman Empire was not too far of a stretch. He had traveled the Empire and 

published, Notes on A Tour through Turkey in 1842 upon graduation from Harvard University.59 

A highlight of Morris’ journey was his visit to Egypt, where he got a personal audience with 

Mohammed Ali. Why was Egypt the highlight and not Constantinople? Morris’ notes explain the 

events as he shared his observations in the United States Gazette during his journey.60 While 
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Sultan Mahmud II contemplated modernization, a new reality emerged in Egypt. In the early 

nineteenth century, Mohammad Ali established his autonomous control as the local ruler de 

facto.61  

During the Greek War for Independence, the Ottomans enlisted Mohammad Ali to help 

suppress the Greek uprising.62 He was promised Syria in return for his assistance, but the 

Ottomans did not keep their promise.63 The Turko-Egyptian fleets were defeated in Navarino by 

a combined British French force in 1827.64 Consequently, Mohammad Ali invaded Palestine and 

Syria in 1831 and defeated the Ottomans in Konya, deep inside Anatolia, in 1832; this resulted in 

Mohammad Ali threatening the Ottoman Empire.  

       In their despair, the Ottomans sought help from Russia and signed a defense pact 

with the Russians in 1833.65 The Russians were interested in preserving the Ottoman Empire 

against other threats, but this gave the impression to other European powers that Russia was 

acquiring an effective protectorate over the Ottomans. Concerned with the balance of power in 

Europe, Britain worked to remove Mohammad Ali from Syria.66 Again, however, Mohammad 

Ali defeated the Ottomans in 1839. This time, Britain and Russia formed a coalition to remove 

 
61 Ibid., 40. Most primary sources by American diplomats use Mehemet Ali or Mohammad Ali instead of 

Mohammad Ali as the ruler of Egypt. Mohammad Ali was an ordinary soldier who converted to Islam. As he 

eventually rose as the strongest military leader he was made to rule over Egypt and Syria within the Ottoman Empire 

independent of the Porte. 
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the threat of Mohammad Ali, forcing him out of Syria and back to Egypt. In exchange, 

Mohammad Ali was granted hereditary control of Egypt for his removal from Syria, starting a 

dynasty that lasted until 1952.67 

Mohammad Ali differentiated Egypt from the Ottoman Empire by instituting military 

reforms, followed by modernization. Different from the Ottomans, Egyptian reforms were 

followed through and implemented. Mohammad Ali’s first step was rebuilding the army in Egypt 

after the European model.68 Then, he made the revolutionary stride by recruiting Egyptian Arab 

peasants for the Egyptian army.69 Before this time, the local population had never served in the 

military.  

Economic development in Egypt was crucial for promoting local wealth that would 

enable Mohammad Ali to maintain power.70 As a result, he developed ministries, and provincial 

administrations were advanced. Extensive responsibilities, such as supervising, recruitment, 

taxation, public works, and education, were granted to regional officials by Mohammad Ali.71 

Vocational schools were established for military officers, accountants, civilian administrators, 

and medical doctors. In addition, instruction in languages came in 1835.72 

Economic modernization was a critical source of capital for Mohammad Ali’s regime, 

and there was a considerable increase in Egyptian trade.73 Additionally, the construction of 
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irrigation works and the development of a market for exports, especially cotton, were 

implemented. 74 As a result, Egypt traded more with Europe than the Ottoman Empire. 

Communications and transportation were improved as steamboats graced the Nile. Agriculture 

flourished with exports of cotton and sugar.75 Of the cotton production, Morris observed, 

 

“In 1823, the export supplied the demands of the countries on the Mediterranean and left 

a surplus of nearly fifty thousand bags for the English market. In 1834, twenty-five 

million pounds of cotton were raised in Egypt; in 1835, more than 100,000 bales, of an 

average weight each of three hundred and three quarters, were exported from Alexandria. 

The price paid for this quantity by the merchants is stated to have exceeded £700,000. 

The cotton wool of Egypt; is said to be equal to the best American. At this rate, the pasha 

will become a formidable competitor with the United States in the production of cotton. 

The climate of Egypt; is much more favorable to the growth of cotton than that of our 

southern states, as it is drier, and the crop is not exposed to heavy frosts and rains. Labour 

is also cheaper in Egypt; - The ambition of the pasha for military glory and conquest 

renders him inattentive to his true interests. The conscription drains the country of so 

many of its active labourers, that vast tracts lie uncultivated and barren in Upper Egypt; 

for want of hands to till them. If he should ever turn his ambition from war to develop the 

riches of the soil, Egypt; would become the most abundant producer of cotton in the 

world. It may be doubted, however, whether any country, in the same period of time, 

could exhibit such an astonishing increase in the production of cotton as the United States 

has since 1790. In 1838, the exports from the United States amounted to the prodigious 

quantity of 595,952,297 pounds.”76 

 

The construction of canals, bridges, telegraphs, and railway lines and the modernization 

of Egyptian cities increased the immigration of Europeans who shared their expertise in great 

numbers.77 Under the reforms, Egypt extended the construction of new canals, such as the 

opening of the Mahmoudia Canal, linking Cairo with Alexandria.78 As a result, Egypt 

transformed into a robust and centralized state with unprecedented power over its people.  
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Morris described Mohammad Ali as a seventy-three year old, ignorant of book learning 

but a keen observer of human behavior. He was “educated in camp and possessed self-reliance, a 

strong common sense, and vigorous judgment.”79 He was a military genius who understood civic 

matters and a modern change agent. Morris described the simplicity of the lifestyle. “Any citizen 

was at liberty to access all public areas of the palace in Alexandria. The formalities surrounding 

the Sultanate in Constantinople are not found in Egypt, thus a change from the customs and 

traditions toward modernization.”80 Anyone was welcome to enter the audience room and 

introduce themselves to Mohammed Ali,  

 

“A personal friend of my fellow traveler, a diplomatic agent, was kind enough to offer to 

introduce us to Mohammed Ali. We ascended the flight of marble; steps from the 

courtyard, and found ourselves in a large hall paved with marble. Proceeding a few steps, 

we came to the door of the divan, which is open, we observed the pasha, at the end of the 

room, surrounded by several English officers and the English vice-consul. The 

pasha inquired our object in coming to Egypt, to which we answered—as in courtesy 

bound-primarily, to see the progress Egypt had made in civilization under the 

government of his highness; and secondarily, to examine its antiquities. He replied, that 

we might travel with the utmost safety in all parts of his dominions. He granted our 

request for a firman; with much kindness, at the same time declaring that it was 

superfluous, as every Frank traveled in his dominions was under his special protection.”81 

       

Morris continued the dialogue about the cotton trade, “the enterprise of his highness was 

making Egypt a formidable rival with the United States in the production of cotton. This caused 

him to revert to the visit of Delaware, under Commodore Patterson, to Alexandria, in 1834, 

which seemed to have left a very favorable impression on his mind about the power and 
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character of the United States.”82 They continued speaking on various topics for forty-five 

minutes before taking leave. Morris described,  

“We were very favourably impressed with the pasha from this interview. He possesses a 

quick, intuitive perception, that is in some degree expressed by the rapid and searching 

glances of his eye. He is evidently a good judge; of character, and ac- customed to weigh 

well the worth of men, before he admits them to intimacy or confidence. There is less of 

dignity in his manner than in his views and sentiments, which are those of one who 

would have been a real benefactor to his subjects, had he been educated in a better school 

of moral sentiment.”83 

 

Morris concludes from the interview with Mohammed Ali that “his ideas of reform are 

too vast to be encompassed in a single generation. Time and mental enlightenment alone can 

raise a people from a state of approaching barbarism to civilization.”84 Eventually, his son 

Ibrahim Pasha would rule Egypt, a liberal man looking to continue building and reforming the 

nation.85 Therefore, Morris’ journey in Ottoman lands and Egypt provided him with the needed 

knowledge and skills to serve in the role of Charge in Constantinople during the War Between 

the States.  

When the American Civil War broke out, the Porte was gravely concerned that any 

American citizens were taking sides with the confederacy. Accordingly, the Ottoman 

government did not allow Confederate sympathizers to enter the Empire, and passports were 

confiscated from Americans within the Empire whose sentiments favored the South.86 One of 

Porter Brown’s dispatches revealed the telegrams on the issue of May 29, 1861, “I would here 
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take occasion to add that I am confident there is not now one citizen of the United States in this 

place animated with sentiments other than those of entire loyalty to the government of the United 

States, and devotion to the cause of the Union.”87 In addition, Porter Brown conferred with Heap, 

Consul General, who affirmed on June 12, “this consulate general will exercise the utmost 

vigilance in counteracting the proceedings of any American citizen who, either personally or by 

agents, is found negotiating with the government or individuals for purposes hostile to the 

republic.”88 Union loyalty was a concern as the Porte favored centralization of government, and 

overall, the American Civil War was unfavorable to American-Ottoman relations.   

On June 26, 1861, word came of Sultan Abdulmejid I’s death. The new Sultan, Abdulaziz 

Khan, the brother of Abdulmejid I, would now rule the Empire. President Lincoln and the State 

Department delivered the following condolences, 

 

“Deeply affected by the decease of a sovereign whose great goodness of heart and many 

generous impulses have engraved his memory in the minds of all, and which will 

distinguish the history of his reign, it is with much pleasure that I convey to the 

knowledge of the government of the United States of America the great qualities of his 

illustrious successor, his Imperial Majesty Sultan Abdul Aziz Khan. The President of the 

United States will receive with much interest the assurance which your highness has been 

pleased to convey to me of the intention of his Imperial Majesty to continue to cultivate 

the friendly relations which have always so happily existed between the government of 

the United States and that of the Ottoman empire-relations to which he attaches a very 

high appreciation.”89 

 

 
87 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States of the Two Houses of Congress 
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89 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States of the Two Houses of Congress 

at the Commencement of The Second Session of the Thirty-Seventh Congress, Vol I (Washington, D.C.: Government 
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Porter Brown assured the State Department in July of 1861 that the new Sultan “is acting 

with much energy of character, introducing many salutary and greatly needed financial reforms 

in the government. His activity and intelligence have made him exceedingly popular among his 

subjects, inspiring them with great hopes for the Empire's future. There exists perfect harmony 

and cooperation among all his ministers and other public functionaries.”90 One of Morris’ first 

orders was to hold an audience with the Sultan and assure the Porte that no American citizens 

unfavorable to the Union lived within the Empire.  

Turkey understood that the success of any nation was unity. Ottoman sentiments of the 

American Republic and the American Civil War are described in the following communication: 

“H. H. Ali Pasha warmly deprecated the principle of " secession," advocated by the southern 

States, as ruinous to all governments, and especially to the great American republic, the strength 

of which so much depends upon its unity. He expressed a warm interest in the future welfare and 

prosperity of the government of the United States.”91  

On October 25, 1861, Morris described the event of presenting his credentials to the 

Sultan and the mutual Treaty and welfare between the two nations,  

“I had an audience with the Sultan on the 22nd ultimo, on which occasion I delivered my 

letter of credence as minister resident and presented to him the congratulations of the 

President of the United States on his accession to the throne. On that occasion I 

pronounced the following address to the Sultan. The President has instructed me to 

convey to your Majesty the assurance that he will be pleased to avail himself of every 

occasion to manifest the friendship of the government of the United States for that of 

Turkey, and his desire to modify the existing Treaty so as to improve as far as possible 

 
90 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States of the Two Houses of Congress 

at the Commencement of The Second Session of the Thirty-Seventh Congress, Vol I (Washington, D.C.: Government 
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the commercial interest of the two countries. The reply of the Sultan was of the most 

cordial and friendly character.”92 

 

Morris and Sultan Abdulaziz fostered a close friendship, like the friendship between 

Commodore David Porter and Sultan Mahmoud II and Porter Brown and Sultan Abdulmejid I. 

By February 25, 1862, Morris secured a treaty with the Ottomans, the Treaty of Commerce and 

Navigation Between the United States and the Ottoman Empire that significantly deepened the 

relations employing extending and expanding American commerce and property rights in the 

empire.93 One month later, on March 25, 1862, the one-year celebration of Abdulaziz’s rule was 

underway. The Sultan invited all foreign diplomats in Constantinople to honor the treaties with 

European nations to attend the festival. It was unprecedented as each diplomat was received in 

person for the first time. The event took place at the Dolma-Bagtchè palace, and a speech was 

prepared and delivered on behalf of all diplomats by British Sir Henry Bulwer. After the speech, 

the Sultan made his way down the line to greet and speak with each diplomat individually. 

Morris documented, 

 

“When the Sultan came to me, he inquired in quite a carnest manner as of the war in the 

United States. I replied that it was a great calamity for us as well as for the world; that it 

was waged on one side for the destruction of a government which had been to the people 

living under it a source of countless blessings, and on the other for the preservation of the 

American Constitution; but that it would soon end with the maintenance of the Union and 

the free institutions of the country. His Majesty replied that civil war was an incident in 

the history of all nations, and he begged me to convey to the President his most ardent 

wishes for the prosperity and continued union of the republic of the United States. I 

 
92 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to Foreign Affairs. Part II. Communicated to Congress 

December 1, 1862 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1862), 786-787. 

93 See Appendix 2, The Treaty of Commerce and Navigation Between the United States and the Ottoman 

Empire February 25, 1862, Articles I – XXIII. 
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thanked his Majesty for his kind wishes and assured him that both the government and 

people of the United States were gratefully sensible for his friendship and good will, and 

particularly so in a dark period of their history. The manner of the Sultan, while 

addressing me, was very cordial and manifested a perfect sincerity of purpose.”94 

 

During Morris's tenure, ideas relating to political and social reforms in the Ottoman 

Empire and the United States were exchanged. Sultan Abdulaziz also took an interest in the 

reforms in Egypt. His curiosity caused him to embark on an expeditionary tour there in April 

1863. He wanted to learn and witness the reforms firsthand. This was the first time since 1517 

that a Sultan would leave Constantinople to visit any part of the Empire.95 Undoubtedly, 

Abdulaziz held a different perspective from his predecessors, “determined to know something 

personally of the regions he governs and does not like to be the puppet of ministers and 

European advisers.”96  

Consul General Thayer reported the Sultan's logic, "I have been brought up among 

eunuchs and women; what can I know of my kingdom? Give me men to serve me who can lead 

me right.”97 In a stirring speech through an interpreter, the Sultan pledged, 

 

"I feel a lively satisfaction in seeing assembled about me the honorable agents of the 

friendly and allied powers. I have come to Egypt for the sole purpose of giving to the 

Viceroy a new proof of my goodwill and of my special affection, and of seeing this so 

important part of my Empire. All my efforts look to the development of the happiness 

 
94 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to Foreign Affairs. Part II. Communicated to Congress 

December 1, 1862 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1862), 790.  

95 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying Documents, of 

the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The First Session of the Thirty-Eighth Congress. Part II 

(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1864), 1205.  
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and well being of all classes of my subjects throughout my dominions and to the 

strengthening of the ties which unite us to Europe. I have also the conviction that the 

Viceroy marches equally in the same direction, and that following in the footsteps of that 

illustrious man of our nation, his grandfather, he will be able to maintain and perfect his 

work."98 

 

The grandfather was the famous Mohammed Ali, who had passed away and left the 

nation of Egypt in hereditary succession to his grandson, Khedive Ismail, the Viceroy who 

favored the European model.99 Nevertheless, he provided the means for the significant 

advancement of the country and the emergence of a Westernized intellectual elite in government 

and education. One crucial development during Khedive Ismail's time was the opening of the 

Suez Canal in 1869.  

     Egyptians and Europeans interacted in business and European-modeled schools. 

Khedive Ismail founded specialized schools for lawyers, administrators, engineers, technicians, 

linguists, teachers, artisans, and religious Sheikhs. He was Egypt's first ruler to bring girls' 

education and expand women’s rights.100 Khedive Ismail encouraged general Western habits, 

dress, and lifestyle. Before his departure, “His Majesty took from his breast the decoration of the 

Osmanieh and gave it, with the saber of honor, to the Viceroy in token of his special 

appreciation.”101 Thayer concluded, “It is believed that his inspection of the achievements of the 

progressive wisdom of modern Egypt, with which he has expressed great satisfaction, will 

improve the administration of the entire Ottoman empire.”102 

 
98 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying Documents, of 

the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The First Session of the Thirty-Eighth Congress. Part II 

(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1864), 1206. 
99 Ibid. Khedive is a title he gave himself to emphasize Egypt's independence from the Ottoman Empire. 
100 Ibid. 
101 Ibid. 
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Sultan Abdulaziz returned to Constantinople with a renewed appreciation for reform. 

While the United States fought the American Civil War, the Sultan enacted new improvements 

within the Ottoman Empire from 1863 to 1867. In his communication to Secretary of State 

Seward, Morris described the Porte’s interest and legislative reform measures in multiple areas, 

such as political, domestic, and social, that enhanced life for all citizens throughout the 

Empire.103 Another engaging reform the Ottomans implemented was in the area of infrastructure 

to improve industrial reform. In November of 1865, Morris reported,  

“It is with pleasure that I find myself enabled to report another proof of practical progress 

in the interior of this Empire. The isolation of the commercial centers from the marts of 

the interior, and the difficulties of transportation, as well as the great expense attending 

the movement of merchandise to the seaports, has induced the government, through its 

own resources and the aid of foreign capital, to engage of late in an extensive system of 

road making.”104 

 

Domestic infrastructure was not a new concept in the United States; it had connected its 

sections via roads, canals, and railways since the idea of the American System in the early 1800s. 

However, what Ottoman infrastructure would accomplish was managing commercial activities 

from the interior of the Empire to its seaports. Likewise, the idea gleaned was that American-

made goods could reach the interior of Ottoman lands, open new markets, and reduce the costs of 

imports.105   

 
103 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying Documents, of 
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Upon the death of Lincoln, the entire world and the Ottomans mourned the President of 

the United States. Lincoln was an international leader who advocated for social, political, and 

economic change. The Sultan exclaimed, “Peace proclaimed in America, and President Lincoln 

assassinated at Richmond.”106 The State Papers of 1866 and archives at the Library of Congress 

overflowed with condolences, and Morris was busy forwarding these to the State Department.107 

Part of Lincoln's legacy is summoned in the Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution, and the 

Ottomans took an interest in the abolition of slavery. The Porte abolished the slave trade in the 

mid-nineteenth century. Nevertheless, the new provision conveyed a message from the Sultan,  

 

“His Majesty the Sultan, and all the members of the Ottoman government, most cordially 

rejoiced in the re-establishment of the integrity of the American Union, and, as I was also 

aware, their sympathies during the late civil war had invariably been on the side of the 

constituted government of the United States.” Thus, “he (the Sultan) remarked that the 

Porte entertained a sincere feeling of respect and friendship for the government of the 

United States due to its principles of equity and justice.”108 

 

On August 24, 1868, First Navy Admiral David Glasgow Farragut, foster son of the late 

Porter, arrived in Constantinople. Farragut was “a naval officer of such preeminent fame and 

achievements that the sovereigns of Europe had treated him with princely honors.”109 Morris 

presented Farragut to the Sultan, by whom he was received with striking cordiality. His Highness 
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the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The First Session of the Thirty-Nineth Congress. Part III 

(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1866), 288.  

107 Ibid., 344. 
108 Ibid. 

109 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying Documents, of 
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Aali Pasha, the Grand Vizier, subsequently gave him a grand dinner at which all the ministers of 

the imperial cabinet and other leading Turkish functionaries were present.”110  

     While Morris continued to build American-Ottoman relations, some areas needed 

improvement. The reforms initiated a radical deviation from the Sharia and were a severe blow 

to the religious establishment and its authority. During events, internal and external threats by 

European powers against the Empire resulted in all missionaries being ordered out of Turkey. 

The American-Ottoman Treaty stated that American citizens could not be expelled from the 

Empire unless they broke the law.111 According to William Goodwell, one of the first American 

missionaries to the Ottoman Empire, the American missionaries would continue to seek 

protection from the British.112 Doing so damaged the American diplomatic efforts, and the 

British did not mind.  

During the latter part of 1865, new prohibitions regarding printed materials, persecutions 

of Christian minorities and Jews, and Muslim revolts against the reforms began mushrooming in 

the territories. To make matters worse, antagonistic forces against American citizens, especially 

the missionaries, surfaced in the last year of Morris’ stay in Constantinople. He worked to 

resolve the matters. However, no international law existed, and the renewed American-Ottoman 

Treaty of Commerce and Navigation, ratified in February of 1862, did not include the needed 

capitulation of privilege. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Conversations Lead to Ideas 

“Government is not made in virtue of natural rights, which may and do exist in total 

independence of it and exist in much greater clearness and in a much greater degree of abstract 

perfection; but their abstract perfection is their practical defect. By having a right to everything, 

they want everything. Government is a contrivance of human wisdom to provide for human 

wants. Men have a right that these wants should be provided for by this wisdom. Among these 

wants is to be reckoned the want, out of civil society, of a sufficient restraint upon their passions. 

Society requires not only that the passions of individuals should be subjected, but that even in the 

mass and body, as well as in the individuals, the inclinations of men should frequently be 

thwarted, their will be controlled, and their passions brought into subjection. This can only be 

done by a power out of themselves, and not, in the exercise of its function, subject to that will and 

to those passions which it is its office to bridle and subdue. In this sense the restraints on men, as 

well as their liberties, are to be reckoned among their rights.”1 

 

How could such instability and adversity take place amidst such promising reforms? 

What had set these dynamics into motion? The reforms under Abdulmejid I contained new 

measures of liberty and freedom for all levels of society within the Empire. The Tanzimat proved 

beneficial to Ottoman society as it allowed for trains, steamships, telegraphs, newspapers, and 

new forms of technology. Citizens were able to access both information and transportation at a 

rapid pace. The newspapers were critical in fostering a closer bond between the government and 

the governed. In that sense, the Ottoman Empire experienced a milestone in modernization. The 

quote above by Edmund Burke was an attempt to quell the “monstrous tragi-comic scene”2 to 

come during the French Revolution. The Ottoman Empire experienced a similar fate. The events 

unfolding within the Empire over the next thirty years deviated from the original intent of 

 
 1 Edmund Burk, Reflections on the Revolution in France, and on the Proceedings in Certain Societies in 

London Relative to that Event: In a Letter Intended to Have Been Sent to a Gentleman in Paris (London, Great 

Britain: J. Dodsley, 1791), 88-89. 

2 Ibid., 11. 
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reform. To find the answers to the questions posed, a deeper analysis of the ideas, mindset, 

leadership styles, and perspectives of the reforms of Abdulaziz and Abdülhamid II is critical.  

Like his brother, Sultan Abdulmejid I, Abdulaziz received a traditional education. 

Different from his brother, he held a love for music, art, and architecture. William James Joseph 

Spry, a Fellow of the Royal Geographic Society, described, “Only the finest, rarest, and 

expensive art by French and Germans entered Constantinople in those days, a fine art gallery, 

under a glass-roofed corridor are many hundreds of paintings.”3 Abdulaziz’s love for paintings, 

jewelry, and porcelain cost ₤140,000 annually. He restored the Dolma-Bagtchè, once a 

magnificent palace in the eastern part of Constantinople that stood abandoned.4 He “spent 

incredible sums on its erection and decoration.”5 No expenses were spared on his harem, “the 

clothing, cosmetics, jewels averaged over two million pounds sterling per annum, while another 

half-a-million was required for food.”6 

Furthermore, “the Imperial establishments, when fully mounted, consisted of at least 

6,000 servants and officials.”7 The most outstanding achievement and most expensive project of 

Sultan Abdulaziz was outfitting the new Ottoman navy. The United States followed the project 

with the keenest eye. Morris reported to the Secretary of State in 1866: 

“Sir: As considerable changes have taken place in the Turkish navy since a previous 

communication in relation thereto, I have the honor to submit the following correct 

 
3 William James Joseph Spry, Life on the Bosporus: doings in the city of the sultan: Turkey, past and 

present, including Chronicles of the caliphs from Mahomet to Abdul Hamid II (London, Great Britain: H.S. Nichols, 

1906), 23. 

4 Ibid., 5. 

5 Ibid. 

6 Ibid.  
7 Ibid., 225. 
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statement as to its present condition. The Turkish navy is composed of the following 

vessels: 

Screw steamers. 

One three-decker, armed with 110 cannons, mostly Armstrong guns; three two-deckers of 

95 cannons each; three frigates, armed with 80 cannons each, mostly Armstrong; nine 

corvettes, 25 cannons each; six brigs of 10 cannons each, and four schooners, with 5 

cannons. 

Of wheel steamers. 

There are four corvettes of 30 guns each; one brig of 12 guns; six dispatch boats, 4 to 6 

cannons each; also, ten small brigs of from 4 to 6 cannons, stationed at various seaports 

and islands of the archipelago. 

Iron-clads. 

Five frigates. These splendid vessels are completely iron-clad, with rams, and are armed 

with 40 cannons of the latest invention, rifle barrelled. Of these, three have already 

arrived from England, and are stationed in the Bosphorus; a sixth frigate, which will also 

be iron-clad, is under construction at Constantinople. She will have a battery of eight 

150-pounder Armstrong guns; upon the two cannons of the same caliber, and upon the 

bow an enormous piece of 600. When this vessel is completed, the Turkish navy will 

have six of the most formidable iron-clad frigates in the world, equipped with the latest 

inventions and built in the most perfect style, both as to sailing and fighting qualities. 

Wheel steam yachts. 

These are five in number, of which three, of large dimensions and sumptuously fitted up, 

of an average speed of about 15 miles per hour, were built in England for the special use 

of the Sultan; a fourth belongs to Prince Murad, the successor to the throne, and the fifth 

is in the service of the high functionaries of the Porte. 

Sailing vessels. 

One three-decker, a solid vessel, carrying 120 cannons, of which the upper series are 

rifled and of large caliber; one two-decker of 80 guns; two corvettes of 30 guns each; four 

brigs of 20 guns each. To these must be added five other brigs, and more than ten cutters 

carrying from 6 to 12 guns, chiefly used as guard boats in the seaports of the Empire. 

Transport steamers. 

Of these, there are eight-wheel steamers of various sizes, and six-screw steamers. There 

are also of sailing transports, two frigates, eight corvettes, twenty brigs, and four small 

cutters. There are twelve wheel steamers of various sizes used for postal purposes and as 
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dispatch boats, and also 18 steamers used for carrying passengers on the Bosphorus, but 

which may be used for subordinate naval purposes in time of war. 

There are under construction, also, one two-decker and two corvettes, all screw-vessels, 

and six other steamers of which one is a frigate. Two paddle-wheel corvettes, and three 

screw brigs, are being built in the imperial dockyards of Nicomedia and the Black Sea. 

The whole number of naval vessels in the Turkish service is at present about 180, 

carrying in all about 2,600 guns. It will be seen from the above table that the Turkish 

navy has already grown into quite formidable dimensions.”8 

 

By 1875, the Ottoman Navy was the third largest in the world. Before the Crimean War, 

the Ottoman Empire had no national debt.9 However, it accumulated to £140,000,000.10 “His 

excessive extravagance had brought the empire to desperate straits for want of money,”11 Morris 

reports on the financial decline,  

“The Turkish government having failed to make provision for the payment of the semi-

annual interest on the general debt falling due on this day, has issued the following notice 

to the public. The imperial finances are in great disorder, and unless prospects of general 

peace shall permit large reductions in military and naval expenditure, I fear that the 

promise made for October will not be redeemed. This failure to sustain its credit in time 

of peace must have a disastrous effect on the credit of the government and will render it 

impossible to negotiate foreign loans in case of war. A resort to paper money seems to be 

the last expedient; the current resources are not sufficient to pay the navy and army and 

civil employés and meet obligations to foreign creditors. Should the Empire be plunged 

in war by outside complications and influences, its power of self-defense will be 

seriously crippled through the want of monetary resources.”12 

 

 
8 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying Documents, of 

the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session of the Thirty-Nineth Congress 

(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1866), p. 231-232. 
9 William James Joseph Spry, Life on the Bosporus: doings in the city of the sultan: Turkey, past and 

present, including Chronicles of the caliphs from Mahomet to Abdul Hamid II (London, Great Britain: H.S. Nichols, 

1906), 223. 

10 Ibid. 

11 Ibid., 214. 
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The Empire's population grew increasingly dissatisfied, and the situation of the Empire 

became more serious each day. The promised reforms under Abdulmejid I were applied in 

Constantinople but not executed in the provinces; there, the reforms were only dead letters.13 

Reform came with a price, a price Abdulaziz was unwilling to pay. Integrating the Hatt-i Sherif 

of Gülhane and the 1856 Hatt-i Humayuninto a constitution was at the heart of the long-

promised reforms. The goal was to anchor these edicts within a constitution by extending 

“equality between Christians and Mohammedans, reorganize the courts of justice, lighten 

taxation, allow for the free profession of religious faith, and Christian subjects throughout the 

country was granted permission to acquire landed property.”14 Consequently, elevating the 

Christian population to equal Muslims. The ministers of the Empire “laid before His Majesty, 

who at length consented to issue a firman” instead of making a significant change on a 

constitutional level.15 It was known that “Abdulaziz was adverse to any radical changes in the 

Constitution.”16  

Extending property rights to the Christian minority also opened the opportunity for 

foreigners and was embraced by the American legation in Constantinople. The new proclamation 

would serve United States interests and attract American business enterprises to the Empire. On 

June 25, 1867, Morris reported,  

I have the honor to transmit enclosed a translated copy of the law recently published, 

granting the right of property to foreigners in landed property in the Ottoman Empire, and 

the protocol attached to the same. It is expected that the different governments 

 
13 A Turkish historian quoted in Samuel Sullivan Cox, Diversions of a Diplomat in Turkey (New York, 

NY: C.L. Webster & Company, 1887), 106. 
14 William James Joseph Spry, Life on the Bosporus: doings in the city of the sultan: Turkey, past and 

present, including Chronicles of the caliphs from Mahomet to Abdul Hamid II (London, Great Britain: H.S. Nichols, 

1906), 225. 

15 Ibid., 226. 
16 Ibid. 
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represented here will give their adhesion or not to the protocol. Their assent is necessary 

to enable their subjects to enjoy the privileges conceded by this new law.17 

 

On June 18, 1867, Fuad Pacha, the Foreign Minister of the Porte, communicated to 

Morris, 

“I have the honor to communicate to you, enclosed, a law clothed with the imperial 

sanction, granting to foreigners the right of property in real estate in the Ottoman empire. 

The imperial government, in abolishing all distinction between Ottoman subjects and 

foreigners in the holding of real property in Turkey, has sought to give a larger 

development to the public prosperity, and to render more productive the relations of 

Turkey with other countries. The realization of this aim must contribute to their 

reciprocal advantage. 

For the reason, however, that the accession of strangers to the right of property is 

destined to favor and facilitate their establishment in the Ottoman territory, the Sublime 

Porte has been obliged to occupy its attention with the probable consequences of this new 

situation, in view of the particular regime enjoyed by foreigners under the provisions of 

the ancient treaties. It should, in fine, consider and regulate the practical conditions for 

the exercise of the right of property by foreigners, for the purpose of preventing the 

difficulties and misapprehensions to which the application of this new law may give rise. 

It is in this spirit of precaution and solicitude that I have the honor to submit to you the 

draft of the protocol enclosed, which will form an international agreement between the 

imperial government and the friendly powers, and the acceptance of which will secure to 

their respective subjects the immediate enjoyment of the right of real property, as 

provided for by the law in question. 

This protocol will remain open for the reception of the successive adhesions of the 

friendly powers who desire that their subjects shall profit by the advantages of the new 

law. In submitting to you this communication I do not hesitate in expressing the 

conviction that the government of the United States of America will appreciate the views 

of public policy and the liberal sentiments which have inspired the imperial government 

in this important; measure, and that it will willingly give its adherence to the particular 

provisions which are-its indispensable sequence. 

 
17 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying Documents, of 

the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session of the Fortieth Congress (Washington, 

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1867), 6. 
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I beg you, sir, to accept the assurance of my perfect consideration.”18  

 

However, the Sultan did not act upon integrating the civil reforms into a constitution, 

thereby instilling a fear that the next sultan could retract each reform; as time went on, it was 

evident the reforms would benefit the European powers. The entire world was now following 

and watching Sultan Abdulaziz. The same year, the Sultan decided to travel to France and Great 

Britain with his nephew Abdülhamid II and a considerable staff.19  

     The Sultan aimed to break “barriers of national and religious prejudice.”20 American 

newspapers published the story. The New York Tribune reported on the Sultan's arrival in France. 

Napoleon III welcomed the delegation at the Élysée Palace.21 In Paris, the Ottoman court toured 

the Paris Exhibition, Exposition Universelle. Here the Sultan interacted and held diplomatic 

meetings with many European leaders. Leaving Paris after ten days, the Sultan traveled to Great 

Britain. England and Queen Victoria received the Ottoman administration at Buckingham 

Palace. The Memphis Daily reported: 

“The arrival, the streets through which he passed were covered of flags, streamers, and 

flowers…guards on both sides by unbroken lines. Behind the lines were vast crowds of 

men, women, and children. When the Sultan passed between the lines, the soldiers and 

the people manifested great enthusiasm and shouts of welcome, cheering, wavering of 

handkerchiefs and banners.”22 

 
18 United States State Papers, Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying Documents, of 

the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session of the Fortieth Congress (Washington, 

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1867), 7. 
19 William James Joseph Spry, Life on the Bosporus: doings in the city of the sultan: Turkey, past and 

present, including Chronicles of the caliphs from Mahomet to Abdul Hamid II (London, Great Britain: H.S. Nichols, 

1906), 228. 

20 Ibid. 

21 The New York Tribune, “Europe.” July 1, 1867, 1. 
22 The Memphis Daily, “Foreign.” July 12, 1867, 1. 
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The highlight was the inspection of the British fleet and infrastructure. The Sultan was 

well received among the British and French, and hopes ran high of a renewed enthusiasm for 

Turkish modernization,  

“He cannot fail to have been impressed by the evidence, perceptible on all hands, of the 

blessings the people of England enjoy in consequence of their living under a 

constitutional form of government, and must have profited by learning the progressive 

nature of the people and the success of all their industries, manufactories and free 

institutions throughout the country. But, to the disappointment of the sanguine, the new 

era for Turkey did not appear to be any nearer its consummation on his return home.”23 

 

However, the Sultan remained indifferent to public interest upon his return to Turkey. 

Matters of the Ottoman state shifted from bad to worse. A telegram reached the State 

Department, “the traditional abuses which have hardened into customs almost prevent the 

possibility of reform or alteration. No man can be a successful autocrat at second-hand.”24 When 

pressing matters of the state were presented, the Sultan withdrew himself to the harem. 

Henceforth, his ministers "implored him to consider the wants of his subjects.”25  

With Porter Brown's death and Morris's departure, the American diplomatic corps 

awaited new representation. Wayne MacVegh served for twelve months, replaced by George H. 

Booker.26 Famous for his poetry and patriotism of the Union cause, Booker arrived in 
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24 Ibid., 1110. 
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Constantinople in 1871.27 However, the American Legation faced the challenge of building 

continuity with the Porte. Forty years of diplomacy were on the verge of collapse, as were the 

reform initiatives of the Empire, due to Abdulziz’s demeanor. 

The effects of the European loans that Turkey had committed to in the later part of the 

1860s became a focal point of international events. Turkey could not pay bondholders the 

promised soaring interest and dividend, so it fell back on its promises.28 United States diplomat 

Goodenow forwarded the Sultan’s Iradé on the Turkish budget of 1874 to 1875 to Secretary of 

State Fish. The Iradé, crafted by the Minister of Finance Yussuf Bey, stated, “At this moment, 

the bonds could not be issued except at disastrous rates, and the operation will only be 

practicable by carrying out the whole of the measures proposed.”29 With a striking blow at the 

reforms, he continued, 

“It is evident that the measures necessary for this object will call for painful sacrifices for 

the moment. Not only will the regular service have to be placed on the footing of a severe 

economy, which can be affected by their reorganization, but many projects of 

improvement will have to be deferred. The Empire offers a vast field for such projects; 

the opening up of communications by land and sea, the development of the wealth of the 

mines and forests, the construction of ports, and many similar undertakings, call for the 

attention of the government, and would indefinitely increase the prosperity of the 

country. But in the present state of the finances these projects, though of incontestable 

utility, are impossible, the charges of the Capital necessary for executing them being 

larger than any profit which it could be hoped to derive from them. If the finances are 

reestablished on the solid basis of an equilibrium between income and expenditure, this 

difficulty will disappear in a short time. The Capital necessary for undertakings so 

essential and so pregnant with results will be easily found at rates much below those 

which have hitherto had to be paid, and the progress of the Empire will advance with 

rapid steps. We have deemed it right to present these observations, they being necessary, 

 
27 George H. Booker Papers:1890-1942, MS Coll 661, Folder 62, Manuscript Collections, St Paul, MN. 
28 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, Transmitted to 
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1162. 

29 Ibid. 



128 
 

in our opinion, to the explanation of the budget which has been referred to us, and on the 

observance of which depends on the credit of the Empire.”30 

 

Europe was angered at the Turkish financial decision, speculating that the Empire's end 

was at hand.  

Since the Ottoman government had not kept to the promised reforms, Christian groups in 

the Balkans took up arms in revolt. The Porte suspected Russia helped the rebels, and the 

Turkish government appealed to many European powers for assistance. The insurrection 

escalated, and the Ottomans could not suppress the uprising, quickly spreading in the provinces. 

However, the 1856 Treaty of Paris barred the right to the interference of the Europeans in the 

internal administration of the Ottoman Empire.31 The insurrections continued. The Western 

powers could only suggest implementing long-awaited reforms in the territories. 

The one man with the qualifications to carry out the reforms was Midhat Pasha. 

“Educated in France, he could elaborate on organic law, like Locke,” Midhat had served as 

governor in the provinces, established good government, and mitigated revolution.32 He was “an 

enlightened statesman and the genius of constitutional reformatory endeavor.”33 By May of 

1876, he was in Constantinople and advocated for reform. Meanwhile, the “Grand Vizier lost no 

time urging the Sultan to adopt the constitutional reforms urged by Midhat Pasha.”34 Abdulaziz 
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refused. As a result, it was determined that the Empire should not be sacrificed due to the 

Sultan’s obstinacy.35 On May 30, 1876, United States Charge d’Affaires wrote to Secretary of 

State Fish, attaching the Porte’s announcement,  

“His Imperial Majesty the Sultan Abdulaziz had been dethroned and Murad Effendi 

proclaimed Emperor of Turkey. So quietly had the change been wrought during the hours 

when men slept that the announcement was a very general and complete surprise. There 

has been little excitement beyond what so startling intelligence would occasion; no 

disturbance whatever. Many are evidently gratified; none appear to be angry. “36 

 

The Grand Vizier officially informed the Empire of the change of Sultans, “in obedience 

to the unanimous wish of the whole people, Abdulaziz Khan has been dethroned today, and His 

Majesty Sultan Murad the Fifth, heir presumptive of the imperial throne, has been proclaimed 

Emperor of Turkey.”37 Sultan Abdulaziz was removed from power because he resisted the idea 

of having a constitutional caliphate. Abdulaziz had fouled the attempts of reform, and it cost him 

his and his family's lives.38 Therefore, 1876 became the year of the three sultans.  

Murad Effendi, son of the late Sultan and nephew of Sultan Abdulaziz, was called out of 

Egypt and enthroned as Murad V. At first, Murad V appeared as the ideal candidate, speaking 

five languages and having participated in the Egyptian reform movement. Booker, the American 

Minister Resident, reported on the Egyptian judiciary reform experiment:  
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“At the request of the Egyptian government, I have the honor to present to the 

consideration of the Department of State a scheme of law intended to be introduced into 

Egypt if the consent of the great powers to the project can be obtained. I also inclose an 

explanatory circular letter from the Egyptian government. It seems to be unjust that there 

should be any hesitation to permit the Egyptians to take that first step towards self-

government which will be the result of an independent judiciary - an institution which 

forms the basis of human freedom in all civilized countries, and which assures to the 

citizens liberty and equality in precise proportion to the perfection of their legal 

systems.”39 

 

Booker also reported on the Egyptian articles of ‘Jurisdiction in Civil and Commercial 

Matters,’ an outline of the new judiciary system to try all criminal offenses under a tribunal, 

balanced and composed of diverse judges from all classes.40 The significance was a shift from a 

strict Islamic court and judge to a modern panel of judges. In addition, Consular-General 

Beardslay reported on improving Egyptian infrastructure, railway system, and education – all of 

these Murad V, while a prince, had a hand in.41  

Murad V was a man upholding modernization and succession of the Ottoman throne. In 

negotiations that had taken place quietly, Murad had given his word to support constitutional 

reform. As the Ottomans placed Murad V on the throne, they experimented with the unique idea 

of having a constitutional caliphate system. The new government included a parliament 

representing all territories, religions, and citizens of the Empire. The idea was to create a 

government where the Caliphate could be removed from power. However, the constitutional 

caliphate system challenged how to balance power. The constitution also explained the 
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Caliphate's role concerning society and the Sharia. However, implementing a constitution and 

placing the Caliphate underneath it appeared contradictory to the Quran, and another question 

raised by the religious leaders was regarding representation.  

Once the parliament was established, the Christian territories sent their non-Muslim 

representatives. This posed the question: Could non-Muslims participate as representatives of the 

Ottoman parliament? If so, should non-Muslims carry the same weight as Muslims? Some of the 

Ulama said ‘no’ to non-Muslims while others said ‘yes,’ creating confusion. Representation was 

problematic given the size and scale of the Ottoman Empire. Therefore, the issue of a 

constitutional caliphate became controversial. The toil of the debates contributed to mental 

stress, and Murad V suffered from a nervous breakdown and was thus rendered unfit for the role 

of Sultan. A few weeks later, he showed signs of insanity. He ruled the Ottoman Empire for three 

months before being deposed due to mental health conditions. American Ambassador Maynard 

reported on September 9, 1876, “His Imperial Majesty's mental condition rendered him unfit for 

an occasion of such solemnity.”42 A new Sultan was proclaimed.  

Murad V’s fate spurred the regeneration of the Ottoman state. A new era of confidence in 

the Tanzimat reforms, “Sir: I have the honor to inform you,” wrote Maynard to Fish, “that on 

Thursday last, the 7th instant, occurred the grand inaugural ceremony of girding the new 

Sultan.”43 The Sultan enthroned was Abdülhamid II, who came to the throne during “unique and 

unfavorable circumstances”44 as he inherited the issues his uncle had left behind. As the 

youngest son of Abdulmejid I, no one thought Abdülhamid would become Sultan; consequently, 
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his education suffered, and he was ignorant of the principles of government.45 Little is known 

about Sultan Abdülhamid’s early years. Born September 21, 1842, his Circassian mother died 

when he was eleven. His stepmother was also Circassian and cared for and educated him.46 At 

first, Abdülhamid resisted the throne but “forcibly presented, he then at once resolved, with the 

aid of his ministers, to commence a career of usefulness and reform.”47Over time, Abdülhamid II 

grew into a complex leader and can be studied from multiple perspectives. Accounts of the 

Sultan varies from his own view as an enlightened ruler to a reprehensible murderer among 

British historians in the early part of the nineteenth century to a romanticized version in the late 

part.48 However, Carol Finkle’s Osman’s Dream (2007) is probably the more balanced account 

of Abdülhamid.49   

The Daily Levant Herald published the imperial speech, which outlined continued 

improvements of reform and, more importantly, what everyone wanted to hear, “immediate 

reform must be effected in the provinces, administrative, financial, and judicial reform, in order 

to create throughout the provinces a really normal state of things, and one in conformity with the 

bases adopted for the central organization.”50 Because Abdülhamid II did not have an issue with 
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the idea of a constitutional Caliphate, the Tanzimat reforms were now backed with executive 

energy. 

The overarching international events and involvement of the Great Powers cannot be 

diminished in understanding the effects of reforms and the outcome within the Ottoman domain. 

The global entanglement of the late 1870s and early 1880s negatively impacted the Ottoman 

reforms, causing an earlier than necessary termination. Intellectual John Dewey noted this 

phenomenon in his Middle Works, 1899-1924, a concept reviewed in a later chapter.51 The 

uprising in Bulgaria over the reconstruction of the vilayets resulted in the Bulgarian massacres 

carried out by Abdülhamid’s predecessor. Russia came to the Bulgarian cause, and the 1876 war 

was fought.52 Britain, France, and Russia took the opportunity to exercise their policies of 

colonialism. "We have on our hands a very sick man," Nicolas I of Russia once told Sir George 

Hamilton Seymour, the English Ambassador at St. Petersburg.53 Britain, France, and Russia 

viewed Turkey as a nation of dissatisfied subjects, religious diversity, corrupt bureaucracy, and 

weak government. Troubles brewed due to the lingering constitutional reform. Russia, the 

Eastern Orthodoxy, quickly came to the Christian defense in pursuit of additional territory. The 

‘Hatti’ of 1839, issued under Abdulmejid I, was primarily concerned with improving conditions 

among the non-Muslim citizens of the Empire. 

The Czar government took the looming opportunity to strike at the Ottomans by sending 

“a ‘Note’ calling for an international conference of the Great Powers to discuss the long-
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promised Ottoman reforms.”54 The Russians reasoned the “need for peace and safety of the 

Christian population in the Ottoman Empire.”55 Abdülhamid II agreed to a meeting. He hoped to 

strengthen the well-being of the Ottoman citizens. However, later Russia’s intention would prove 

to be slightly different. Article IX of the Treaty of Paris of 1856 outlined, “the said Powers have 

no right to interfere, either collectively or separately, in the relations of His Majesty the Sultan 

with his subjects, or the internal administration of his Empire.”56 Consequently, the Sultan made 

a strategic diplomatic move by undercutting Russian intentions and making peace with Serbia 

and Montenegro.57 Eugene Schuyler, American Consulate-General, forwarded the agreement 

between the Turks,  Bosnia, Herzegovina, and the Bulgaria territories, to Maynard.58   

      Finally, in January of 1877, the Ottomans “announced a general scheme of reform for 

the whole of the Ottoman Empire. This great act, sanctioned by the Sultan, was designed to 

improve the government which had existed for over six hundred years” as “it contained much of 

immediate value, and enough to open the way for further improvement.”59 The new constitution 

included “its existing territories and possessions, and its semi-dependent provinces.”60 Spry, who 
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spent considerable time in Turkey during the reign of Abdülhamid II, documented the outline of 

the Ottoman constitution once made public:  

“The Sultan was to be a Constitutional Sovereign, irresponsible and inviolate; the liberty 

of his subjects was to be guaranteed by the laws. Islamism was, as formerly, to be the 

State religion, but all other faiths professed in the Empire were to be freely practiced, and 

to be protected in their privileges, on condition that public order and morality were not 

disturbed. The Press, within strictly defined limits, was to be free, and education was to 

be carried out under State supervision. All subjects of the Sultan, whether Mussulman or 

Christian, were to be equal in the eye of the law, and alike eligible for public offices. 

Taxes were to be equally distributed; property was to be guaranteed, and the domicile 

was declared inviolable, except in cases legally prescribed. Torture and inquisition under 

any form were absolutely forbidden. 

The proceedings of the law courts were to be public, prisoners might be defended by all 

lawful means, and the judges were to be irremovable. As in England, the ministers were 

to be responsible to Parliament, and on the Chamber of Deputies demanding their 

impeachment, they might be tried by the High Court of Justice. If they should be defeated 

in Parliament on any important question, the Sultan would change them, or appeal to the 

country. Public officials were not to be dismissed without legal or sufficient cause; yet 

they were not to shelter themselves under the orders of a superior if they committed acts 

contrary to law. 

With respect to the legislative body, it was decreed that this should consist of a House of 

Nobles or Senate, and a Chamber of Deputies. For every fifty thousand inhabitants there 

was to be one deputy, the votes to be taken by ballot; general elections were to recur 

every four years. The persons of the deputies were declared inviolate except under certain 

conditions. Provision was made for the government of the provinces by administrative 

councils; and the Constitution was not at any time to be changed without the sanction of 

both Chambers and the concurrence of the Sultan.”61 

 

Fair elections were held to vote for parliamentary representatives from all parts of the 

Empire. On April 7, 1877, Maynard forwarded the communication from the Ottoman Foreign 

Minister of an invitation to the United States Minister Resident of Parliament, "His Imperial 

Majesty the Sultan will open the chambers tomorrow, Monday, at seven o'clock, Turkish time, in 
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the ball of the throne at the palace of Dolma-Baghtché. Reserved places are put at the disposal of 

the heads of missions who desire to witness, in full dress, this ceremony, with their first 

secretaries and first dragomans.”62  The telegram also included the Imperial Speech by Sultan 

Abdülhamid II, accounting for the history of his grandfather’s reform efforts, events in the 

territories, and logic as to why a constitutional caliphate was necessitated. The Sultan’s closing 

remarks included, “I highly appreciate the imperious necessity of carrying to a still higher degree 

of perfection the progress already so considerably realized, from the origination of the Tanzimat 

until today, in all branches of the administration, and in the general situation of my empire.”63 

The year 1877 was a busy but happy one. The reforms appeared to be cemented in a 

stable and centralized institution. In his dispatch to Secretary of State Evarts, Maynard wrote, 

“those friends of Turkey who hoped for a new departure and great results from the constitution, 

have not yet realized the full measure of their expectation,” attaching the newspaper article from 

the Daily Levant Herald dated June 19, 1877.”64 However, the provinces apprehended an 

opportunity to seek independence, giving rise to the Eastern Question. 

These are the years in which the so-called “Eastern Question” developed. The question 

that preoccupied the European powers focused on the balance of power in Europe in light of the 

fate of the Ottoman Empire. If the Ottoman Empire declined, disappeared, or collapsed, the 

Europeans feared it would lead to a struggle for the remnants of the region.65 Ultimately, the 

Ottoman demise might upset the balance of power in Europe and create a more extensive 
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European war. In addition, Christians who lived in the Balkans of the Ottoman Empire were 

looking to adopt modern European ideas, such as nationalism. Therefore, another part of the 

Eastern Question was the conflict between the Ottoman Empire and its Christian subjects.  

Meanwhile, hawkish Czar Alexander II masqueraded behind the reform movement to 

strike. He declared war against the Porte, and Russia issued a proclamation, “having exhausted 

every effort, the obstinacy of the Porte compels us to proceed to more decisive measures.”66 

Russia’s intention for waging war was to gain unlimited access to the Sea of Marmora, exclusive 

to Ottoman sovereignty under the Treaty of Paris of 1856.67 Breaking the Ottomans by war 

would, the Russians plotted, open new negotiations revising Articles X through XIII of the 1856 

Treaty.68 Ultimately, it would provide Russian access to the Straits of Bosphorus and the 

Dardanelles.  

While waging war against the Russian forces, the Porte sent word to Queen Victoria for 

help, “Russia was soon made to understand that the Treaty of 1856 was to include all arbitrary 

parties.”69 After much deliberation, Russia agreed to step down. Meanwhile, the Germans used 

the situation as a segue to gain a foothold with the Ottomans. Bismarck called for a conference in 

Berlin. The Berlin Conference of 1878 outlined specific goals for discussion and set straight the 

provinces in the Balkans that had incited the war. However, the Treaty of Berlin on the 
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Conclusion of the Russian-Turkish War accomplished the opposite by allowing specific 

concessions and granting autonomy to Bulgaria, Eastern Romelia, Montenegro, Serbia, and 

Romania.70 The only European power that withheld its colonial policy was Germany.  

As the host of the Berlin Conference, Germany showed kindness by assisting the 

Ottomans with reforming its military and supplying new and improved arms. In addition, Kaiser 

Wilhelm II visited the Sultan twice and secured the railroad initiative from Berlin to Baghdad. 

Some Turkish sources claim Kaiser Wilhelm II trembled in the presence of the Sultan. However, 

no such sources are found to substantiate the claim. The Berlin Conference dealt with specific 

questions giving rise to the Eastern Question:  

“First, the condition of the provinces or States nominally under the suzerainty of Turkey. 

Secondly, the rights of populations of alien races and religions are actually under Turkish 

dominion. Thirdly, it had to consider the claims of the Greeks—that is, of the kingdom of 

Greece—for an extended frontier. Fourthly, the claims of the Greek population under 

Turkey for a different system of rule. Finally, it had to deal with the Turkish possessions 

in Asia.”71 

 

Russia ambitiously looked to revise treaty conditions and wasted no time. The Treaty of 

Berlin carved away at the Porte’s domain in the Balkans: 

“Bulgaria was erected into a principality, paying a tribute, but otherwise totally 

independent of Turkish control. To the south of the great mountain range the province of 

Eastern Roumelia was formed, nominally under the political authority of the Sultan, but 

really ruled by a Christian governor-general, and effectively protected against Turkish 

interference by her newly conferred privilege of self-administration. The independence 

which the Montenegrins had maintained by arms for four hundred years was now 

recognized, and some addition of territory given them. Roumania and Servia were 

declared independent. Bosnia and Herzegovina were made over to Austria. Russia 

regained the strip of Bessarabia which had been taken from her in 1856, and, besides, 
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retained her conquests in Asia: Batoum, Kars and Ardahan. England took the island of 

Cyprus, by way of requital of her friendly offices, agreeing to pay an annual tribute to the 

Sultan while she remained in possession.”72 

 

The Ottomans protested as they saw their sovereignty eroding, as the Treaties of San 

Stefano, Berlin, and Anglo-Turco were signed within a few short months in 1878.73 

Consequently, the Berlin Conference was an attempt to avoid war and settle disputes among the 

European powers concerning the Ottomans, whose power was diminishing.74 Additionally, the 

Treaty of San Stefano, signed on March 3 of the same year, proved unbalanced, and England 

intervened, thus, resulting in the revised Berlin Treaty of 1878.75 England also entered a separate 

and confidential treaty with the Ottomans, the Anglo-Turco Treaty, to settle ownership of 

Cyprus.76 The Cypress Treaty was ratified in secret on June 4, 1878.77 American Minister to 

Turkey, Maynard reported,  

“This now famous instrument can hardly be deemed successful as a measure of re-

establishing peace in the East. True, a conflict between Great Britain and Russia has been 

postponed, if not prevented, and the relations between Turkey and Russia agreed upon at 

San Stefano confirmed; in all the provinces, there are great disturbances, amounting in 

some instances to actual war.”78 
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Shortly after the San Stefano Treaty, General Grant arrived in Constantinople. His six-

day visit could not have been better timed.79 He was a hero of the American Civil War and 

served as United States President for two terms. His reputation was well-known to the entire 

world. Grant had set out on a world tour and stopped by the Porte. Upon arrival outside 

Constantinople, Grant understood the scars and ramifications of war. “I found the authorities in 

Constantinople looking and feeling very gloomy,” he wrote, “the sight is wretched enough. In a 

small portion of the city is stowed away more than a hundred thousand refugees, men, women, 

and children, who have fled to the Capital before a conquering Army.”80 Nevertheless, Maynard 

documented the events, “every disposition was shown to honor the distinguished American and 

to make his stay agreeable. A programme of civilities was arranged….”81 

     The Ottoman newspapers praised Grant, and the Porte expressed excitement over his arrival,  

“On the arrival of His Excellency, General Grant, in the harbor, the assistant of the grand 

master of ceremonies, together with an aide-de-camp of the minister of war, will obtain a 

large boat from the admiralty and go on board the steamer to congratulate His 

Excellency. In pursuance of a decree of His Imperial Majesty the Sultan for the 

admission to a private audience, His Excellency will go to the palace accompanied by the 

United States minister. A dinner in his honor will be given at the war department.”82 

 

 The audience with the Sultan took place at the imperial villa of Yeldizkiosk.83 

Afterward, the Sultan and Grant toured the imperial stables. The Sultan wanted to send Grant 

 
79 John Russell Young, Around the World with Grant (New York, NY: American News Company, 1879), 

346. 
80 Ulysses Grant papers, 1819-1974. Box 10, Reel 2, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, 

Washington D.C., 2-3. 

81 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, Transmitted to 

Congress, with the Annual Message of the President (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1878), 861. 
82 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, Transmitted to 

Congress, with the Annual Message of the President (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1878), 864. 
83 Ibid., 864. 
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home with a gift, one of his best horses.84 However, Grant declined. Upon Grant’s departure, 

Maynard concluded, “the attentions shown by all, from the Sultan to the private subject, 

including the diplomatic corps and other foreign residents, especially the Americans, were very 

gratifying, and he left expressing himself well pleased with his visit.”85 Once again, the United 

States demonstrated friendly relations with the Empire amidst external adversity, boosting 

Turkish confidence.  

At the new Turkish Parliament’s grand opening on December 13, 1877, the Sultan spoke 

of internal improvements' accomplishments. However, a change of ministers and organizational 

structure had taken place. The office of the Grand Vizier was abolished and exchanged with a 

premier.86  The Sultan announced that Ahmed Vefyk Pasha, an unpopular man, would now serve 

as the Empire’s first premier.87 The representatives questioned why the former ministers were 

replaced. They also demanded a review of the armistice with Russia. The new ministers were 

unaware and unable to answer the questions, resulting in chaos. The two sides violently and 

aggressively attacked each other. Upon hearing about its discord, Abdülhamid II dissolved the 

parliament the following day.88 “Like his predecessors, he regained despotic power, unchecked 

by parliamentary or any other control.”89 Thus he reverted the central government to its original 
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and traditional way, and the office of the Grand Vizier was re-established.90 An article with the 

news in the Herald Levant was sent to Secretary of State Evarts:  

“Yesterday evening, while the ministers were holding a special council at the Sublime 

Porte, under the presidency of Sadik Pasha, their deliberations were suddenly interrupted 

by the arrival of the second chamberlain of the palace, Osman Bey, who announced to the 

prime minister, Sadik Pasha, that he was charged by His Majesty the Sultan to receive 

from his excellency the seals of the state.”91  

 

Abdülhamid II realized that Muslim and non-Muslim citizens were not ready for a 

representative government. Therefore, despite the seemingly harsh and rash decision to end the 

parliament, Abdülhamid II allowed the new constitution to remain. However, it was never acted 

upon. Nevertheless, he showed the qualities of his grandfather, Mahmoud II. Abdülhamid II was 

diligent, with firm determination and endurance. Economically, he restored the Empire’s 

shattered finances by “agreeing to foreign control of proportions of the crown revenues and 

administration of the public debt.”92 Subsequently, he reduced the national debt by ninety 

percent after his uncle’s lavish spending. Moreover, his foreign policy was clear and 

straightforward, keeping out of foreign entanglement when possible. One American who was 

personally familiar with the political progression and events since the 1850s was Samuel S. Cox. 

He had visited the Empire twice. Based on the commonality of internal improvements and 

foreign policy, United States Ambassador Cox and Abdülhamid II forged a close friendship.  
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In 1885, Cox was appointed Charge under Grover Cleveland’s administration to the 

Ottoman Empire. Cox had a relatively advantageous political career as a representative of Ohio 

in the House. His diplomatic autobiography, Diversions of a Diplomat in Turkey, was written to 

and in honor of Abdülhamid II. He documented and analyzed every aspect of Turkish culture, 

government, and socio-economic conditions. From this work, we can learn from the 

conversations with Sultan Abdülhamid II. Eighteen years Cox’s junior, the Sultan often solicited 

answers about how America became a great nation. Cox documented, “As General Grant was 

from my native State of Ohio, it was my special pride to be known as his devoted friend.”93 From 

the onset, Cox, like other diplomats, was at the mercy of the Sultan, and relations depended on 

either global power or commonalities. Cox understood he must impress the Sultan. To his 

advantage, commonalities were his agent, “the day we landed, the Sultan's Foreign Minister, 

Assim Pasha, sent a messenger to tender us a cordial welcome. He prepared an audience with the 

Sultan, whose aide-de-camp came to greet us on behalf of His Majesty the day after our 

arrival.”94 As one could expect, by oriental tradition, the audience was postponed two times.  

Naturally, anxiety ran high as it was customary to present diplomatic credentials in 

French and English. Cox wrote it was the “greatest effort of my life,” and “I laboriously worked 

at it.”95 “I was about to meet, in most unrepublican fashion, the ruler of forty million people and 

the Caliph of two hundred million.”96 Cox describes the scene of traveling to the palace for the 

reception: 

 
93 Samuel Sullivan Cox, Diversions of a Diplomat in Turkey (New York, NY: C.L. Webster & 

Company, 1887), 7. 
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“The Bosporus, the Seraglio Point, the silent gesture of the minarets, the marbled palaces, 

and the very uniforms and languages on every side gave to the expected reception a 

bewildering delight. The bright blue of the summer skies, the rolling hills of the Asiatic 

shores, and the perpetual movements of the waters, with their strange craft, their restless 

birds, sportive dolphins, and peculiar people, added their thrilling sensations.”97 

 

Presenting diplomatic credentials was no light matter in the Ottoman Empire. By 

tradition, a ceremony took place in which both nations followed a strict protocol. Once at the 

palace, the American diplomats lined up by rank, followed by the Legation staff and the United 

States naval officers. Abdülhamid II stood in the center to receive the American delegation of 

ministers, “no person was ever decorated in a gorgeous array, and yet in his bearing and 

demeanor, he is unostentatious.”98 Finally, the moment had come for Cox to give the speech that 

he had diligently practiced: 

“Your Majesty: It is my special delectation to present from my Government the letters of 

the President of the United States which accredit me as their representative near your 

Majesty. Without indulging in any personal retrospect, in which are associated many 

early and recent memories of a charming sojourn in your superb Capital and of 

instructive travel in your historic country, and without indulging in any formal and 

unnecessary protestations as to the past and future relations between the Ottoman Empire 

and the States of the Federal Union, it is my pleasure to say, that, by inclination, interest, 

tradition, friendship and justice there can be no other than relations of comity and 

kindness between the respective nations. The United States would not, if they could, 

depart from the invariable policy which forbids all entanglements in foreign affairs, a 

policy which has signally marked our intercourse and which has preserved from stress 

and severance, amidst all vicissitudes, our relations with other Powers. 

It is gratifying that I can follow a predecessor who has established satisfactory relations 

with Your Majesty. I hope to be allowed to share in the goodwill extended to my friend 

and predecessor. It is a delightful duty to assure Your Majesty that I will endeavor to 
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continue and increase (if possible) the cordiality of those ties by which the two great 

nations of the Orient and Occident are so happily inbound.”99  

 

The Sultan was pleased. He expressed satisfaction that Cox had visited the Empire and 

had knowledge of its government and affairs.100 Cox had been introduced to the Sultan with 

Charge Lewis Wallace in 1881.101 However, at the end of the reception, the Sultan did something 

unpredictable, breaking the protocol. Cox describes, “he (the Sultan) steps forward and shakes 

me warmly by the hand.”102 By tradition, not even a Muslim shook the hand of the Sultan. 

Furthermore, if the Sultan were pleased with a new diplomat, a private discussion would be held 

with the new appointee after the ceremony. This is precisely what happened.  

The Sultan asked Cox, "Have you been to Constantinople before?" Cox responded, "Yes, 

your Majesty. I was here in 1851, thirty-four years ago." This excited astonishment and 

interest, and Cox added, "It was on our American great day - the Fourth of July. Then I saw 

Your Majesty with your father. The occasion was the reception of the Cherif of Mecca. Your 

Majesty was then eleven years of age.” This led to much conversation about the changes since 

that time. After this private interview, the reception ended most happily.”103 

 

Abdülhamid II and Cox often met to discuss progress in the two countries. Cox 

described, “In some of the meets which I had with the Sultan, he was curious as to the 

miraculous growth of our own land in population and resources.”104 No wonder he took an 

interest, for one cannot deny the incredible progress of modernization during Abdülhamid II's 
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administration. He made internal progress in agriculture and improved sanitary conditions by 

establishing hospitals and medical centers. Infrastructure in terms of roads and industry lined the 

Empire.105 He solicited foreign capital for constructing railways. Furthermore, he modernized 

education, and centers for schools were built and employed. In a note to Consul-General Eugene 

Schuyler, Cox wrote, “Education is thriving and has even invaded Harem,” as he enclosed a note 

written in English from Adile Sultana.”106  

In one meeting, Cox explained the role of the census reports to the Sultan. Having served 

on the Census Committee in the House of Representatives, Cox explained in detail the benefit of 

how the census reports were used. Cox had participated in reforming the census law carried out 

in 1880. The meeting resumed the following year with a reception since the United States 

shipped several boxes of census materials to the Empire. Cox and the Sultan reviewed the 

materials. In this manner, Cox taught Abdülhamid II how to use and interpret the data; “each 

census volume was explained to him, agriculture, petroleum, minerals, manufactures, population, 

cotton, debts, and taxation.”107 The photographs, statistical tables, and data showed “what man, 

under the conditions of our American life, had done in a century…the grand results of our 

American policy and civilization.”108 The Sultan marveled as Cox explained, “progress of 

settlements are here traced across mountains and valleys; the population with its variety of race 

and nativity; its educational, benevolent and religious conditions; its occupations and mortality; 

 
105 The Abdulhamid II collection at the Library of Congress is viewable online. It contains nearly two 

thousand photographs of the internal improvement during his administration. The Sultan did not use images of 
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106 Samuel Sullivan Cox, Diversions of a Diplomat in Turkey (New York, NY: C.L. Webster & 

Company, 1887), 594.  

107 Ibid., 43. 

108 Ibid., 39. 



147 
 

its industries, finance, commerce, wealth, debt, taxation, expenditure, and revenues all as data for 

social science and political order.”109 The Sultan was ready to implement the Census in Ottoman 

domains to track progress and modernization.  

The photographs of Native Americans sparked further conversation as “the Red Men" 

attracted the Sultan’s keen attention.110 He asked many questions about their origin, movements, 

present numbers, condition, and government, “I could see that he surmised them to be of Mongol 

race.”111 Next, Cox explained “the relations of our Indians to the Federal Government, as wards, 

of whom it was the guardian.”112 The Sultan then wanted to know if the Natives were helpful to 

the nation and how the government provided for them, Natives. How did the United States 

government deal with Native peoples not part of the mainstream culture? Or share the same 

religion? People who held to entirely different traditions, not Western at that? Cox explained, 

“the effects of white raids, whisky, and land-grabbing, as well as the ‘reservation’ plan, and the 

probability that by intermingling with the white population, they would in time, and like our 

other races, be absorbed in our composite system of society.”113  

     In the 1880s, America and Turkey were alike in reflecting a mosaic of races and 

religions. While race dominated class structure in America, religion did in Turkey. However, the 

Ottoman ‘Hatti’ of 1839 was designed to bring toleration, peace, and harmony. The conversation 

deepened as “the Sultan asked curiously, pointing significantly to the minaret of the new mosque 
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visible from the kiosk, if they believed in one God.”114 Cox did not realize the whirlwind of 

events that would culminate from the Native American discussion. However, his time was 

subsequently spent protecting American citizens due to Turkish jealousy and documenting the 

onslaught against non-Muslim populations.115  Therefore, the conversation concerning Native 

Americans is of interest in the sphere of ideas. One must understand the mindset of the Sultan on 

this point. As he perceived it, he had faced a growing domestic threat from the Armenian 

population within the Empire since the Treaty of San Stefano of 1878. According to Article 16 of 

the treaty, reforms were to be implemented to protect Armenians from the Kurds and Circassian 

populations.116 However, alternate ideas lodged in the Sultan’s mind regarding the Armenians.  

In 1878, the same year the Treaty of San Stefano was ratified, Comte Author de 

Gobineau visited and shared his race theory with Sultan Abdülhamid II.117 Gobuneau’s racist 

ideas appealed to the Sultan, who faced a conundrum over what he perceived as an ‘Armenian 

threat. As a result, scientific racism was applied under religious auspices against Christian 

minorities. Moreover, when seeking answers to how America had become modernized, 

Abdülhamid II had perceived during conversations with Cox how American raids, land-

grabbing, and reservation systems against Native populations had solved the Native American 

question. Armenians were natives of ancient Armenia, and Greeks had lived in Anatolia since 
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antiquity before Osman I’s conquest. Gobineau’s race theory intensified in the Ottoman Empire 

to the point that massacres were carried out by the Sultan against the Armenians from 1894 to 

1896, followed by genocide during World War I. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Nineteenth-Century Intellectuals and Political Theories  

 

"In the full enjoyment of the gifts of Heaven and the fruits of superior industry, economy, 

and virtue, every man is equally entitled to protection by law; but when the laws 

undertake to add to those natural and just advantages artificial distinctions… and 

exclusive privileges…the humble members of society – the farmers, merchants, and 

laborers…have a right to complain of the injustice of their government."1  

 

The initial forty years of the Tanzimat were marked by America forging relations with 

the Ottomans. The American Legation seized each opportunity to ensure America had a market 

share in the Near East. The first part of the nineteenth century had proved tumultuous for the 

Ottomans due to the Greek independence movement, uprisings, and internal corruption. In 

theory, the Tanzimat set ablaze innovative ideas empowered to alter the political and social 

underpinnings of the Turkish Empire. This phenomenon was slowly recognized among nineteen 

century intellectuals. The intellectual movements during the nineteenth century are essential to 

understand the dynamics which connected and transitioned progressive ideas between the Far 

East and the United States. Among these intellectuals were Francis Lieber, Alexis de 

Tocqueville, Theodore D. Woolsey, and John Burgess. Henceforth, this chapter will trace the 

strands of ideas which transcended into the United States as precursors of progressivism and 

hewed from the Tanzimat. 

Lieber was born on the brink of the nineteenth century. His family’s political activities 

placed him in an adverse position to the Napoleonic government from an early age. A 

nationalistic fervor marked his youth and his actions of bravery. He survived being shot in the 
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neck and chest during the Battle of Namur. Mahmoud II’s implementation of modernization was 

not a secret in Europe. The Sultan worked quickly to introduce the decree culminating in the 

Tanzimat granting Christian minorities equality before the law. The idea was revolutionary in 

itself, especially emerging from the Sultanate. However, the Greeks were not keen to remain 

under Ottoman domination. For the Greeks, independence evolved from its intellectual 

community in the late eighteenth century, fueled by the French Revolution. Therefore, the 

Greeks ignited a nationalistic movement seeking independence. The word spread quickly, and 

people from all over Europe and the United States joined the Greek nationalist. Lieber hardly 

more than a boy had ripened by his military experience in the Napoleonic war. Therefore, with 

limited options for the future, Lieber’s nationalist zeal drove him to offer his services for the 

Greek cause against the Ottomans in 1821. Lieber reached Marseilles in southern France like a 

vagabond on foot through Switzerland. From there, ships were dispatched to Greece to fight the 

Turks.2 A letter to his parents dated December 10th, 1821, reveals, "You know how fondly I love 

you, and how much I regret that the steps I have taken have given you pain…rather Rejoice that 

he has been allowed to fight for freedom and Christianity."3      

In 1823, with the encouragement of Barthold G. Niebuhr, Lieber published a detailed 

account of his experiences in Tagebuch meines Aufenhalts in Griechenland (Journal in Greece). 

By 1827, he became part of a valuable group of German immigrants who entered the United 

States as political exiles whom despotic measures had targeted. In Europe, Lieber learned the 

importance of freedom and anything that might infringe on individual liberty. Once in the United 

States, he used his experiences by applying the social improvements of the Ottomans under the 
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Tanzimat to the social inequalities found in the United States in the nineteenth century. His 

works paved the way to improve American society, extending legal toleration and equality by 

defining and teaching their enjoyment and checks required for their full development. Therefore, 

Lieber became an early leading intellectual during the antebellum era. His ideas would set 

America toward modernization in the decades leading to the progressive movement.  

Lieber brought a wealth of experience as his previous political activity connected him to 

the Napoleonic wars and the Greek Independence movement against the Ottomans. His ideas and 

reflections elevated him as an early political intellectual and coincided with President Jackson's 

concepts of federalism and union. His views on nationalism, civil liberty, human rights, and 

international law made him an authority on constitutionalism. Upon entering Boston, Lieber 

made connections to commonalities with Greek independence through his first impressions, 

"never in the history of the world has so much wisdom and humanity been shown as in this 

civilization. Each new colony was received into the Union as soon as it required the number of 

inhabitants. This proves that just laws rule them."4 The architecture reminded him of the 

freedom-loving Greeks of antiquity, whose sovereignty he had once set out to fight for, “the new 

churches and banks are in the Grecian style. I find that the Doric order prevails in Boston.”5 

Lieber quickly observed representative government at work, later described in a speech, 

 

"History, my lords, has been my favorite study, and in the celebrated writings of 

antiquity, I have often admired the patriotism of Greece and Rome; but my lords, I must 

declare and avow that, in the master states of states of the world, I know not the people 

nor the Senate, who, in such complication of difficult circumstances, can stand in 

preference of the delegates of America assembled in General Congress at Philadelphia.”6 

 
4 Francis Lieber Papers, Folder 4, 16 March 1827–8 July 1827, South Carolinian Library, University of 
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Lieber was welcomed into Boston's high society. The American Fourth of July is “one of 

unity and celebrated by all citizens in honor of liberty," Lieber described.7 At the celebration, 

Lieber gave a toast, “Liberty to all the civilized world."8 Next, another gentleman proposed a 

toast in Lieber’s favor, “the Germans who, although not yet enjoying liberty, have nevertheless 

been the pioneers of liberty.”9 With these words, Lieber knew he had anchored the ship in the 

correct port.        

Famed as an author, Lieber secured a position at the Academy of Arts and Sciences as the 

history and political economy chair at the College of South Carolina.10 Although the position 

was in the South, Lieber wrote in 1835, "I took the appointment to support my family and write 

on the topics I long for.”11 However, from 1857 to 1865, he advanced to Chair in history and 

political science at Columbia Law School in New York. After the American Civil War until 

1872, he chaired constitutional history and public law. Lieber later expressed in a letter to 

Mittermaier, "There is nothing so repugnant as slavery."12 Slavery reminded him of the Greeks 

under the Ottoman yoke, the same reason Lieber enlisted to fight the Ottomans. Later in his life, 

Lieber wrote, "I do not like the Turks," he wrote on the 18th of April 1854, "They are a coarse 

race, without a history, if history signifies aught else than a series of combats and like events. I 
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12 Francis Lieber Papers, Box 39, Folder 38, Online Archive of California, Huntington Library: Manuscript 

Collection, The California Digital Library, C.A. 
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feel no enthusiasm for the people who dwell in the most beautiful garden of Europe.”13 The 

provisions of the Tanzimat sought to extend civil rights to Christian minorities throughout 

Ottoman provinces. However, the renewed liberties were only partially implemented as corrupt 

bureaucrats undermined its provisions. The Greeks sought full sovereignty. 

When the Greek insurrection came in the 1820s, it was viewed as a nationalistic 

movement of liberty by the Great Powers. The atrocities committed by the Turks filled all with 

horror. As a German Nationalist, Lieber enlisted on the Greek side to fight for liberty. Lieber 

was particularly interested in how the Turkish government implemented the Tanzimat in the 

provinces and its effects on the population. He followed developments of the Republic of Zagori 

near Janina in Albania. It obtained two general assemblies unique to Christians.14 Muslims were 

prohibited in the newly established assemblies. This was an early attempt at representative 

government in the provinces under the Tanzimat. The assemblies voted on issues related to 

taxation and government laws. However, a renewed effort was underway because certain Pashas 

undermined the Ottoman firmans. The Augsburg Gazette rallied “all true friends of Turkey” to 

congratulate Rechild Pasha’s appointment to ensure the preservation and renovation to improve 

the Ottoman provinces.15 Henceforth, once in America, Lieber’s life was committed to 

advocating for ideas of unity, democracy, and civil liberties. He warned against abuses limiting 

the rights and freedom of citizens. He called for prison reforms, the abolition of slavery, and a 

uniform interpretation of the law. More famously, he established the Lieber Codes setting rules 

of conduct for Union soldiers throughout the Civil War. In the long term, the codes were used as 
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a template for international laws and customs of war.  After the Civil War, he promoted progress 

based on social changes contributing to modernization.  

On August 20, 1838, the National Gazette of Pennsylvania printed an article praising 

Lieber's work on American prison reform and Penal Codes.16 Penal Codes were nothing new to 

Lieber, for the Ottomans had already implemented the idea. On that note, Lieber worked to 

contrive Penal Codes and criminal reforms in the United States. His work earned accolades 

around the country, and Tocqueville took an interest in Lieber's notions - "he asks for a list of all 

my works to introduce me to the Institute," resulting in the Paris Papers of Prison Reform.17 

Tocqueville traveled to America to observe the democratic system and prisons.18 Lieber 

and Tocqueville met in 1831 and found commonality regarding prison reform. Tocqueville was 

of the French aristocracy, and his family was not untouched by the French Revolution.19 

Tocqueville's father came from a prestigious family, and his mother was of progressive nobility 

whose parents were executed.20 Therefore, Tocqueville was a nineteenth-century intellectual who 

advocated “the gradual development of the equality of conditions as a providential fact, it 

processes all the characteristics of a divine decree: it is universal, it is durable, it constantly 

eludes all human interference, and all events as well as all men contribute to its progress.”21 His 

parents were themselves imprisoned but released with the fall of Robespierre. Tocqueville saw 

America at the time when American nationalism was on the rise, saying, "in America, I saw 
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more than America."22 Thus, the original idea of Penal Codes, as devised by the Ottomans, 

became part of a more significant nineteenth-century intellectual movement cemented in Europe 

and the United States.  

Additionally, Tocqueville voiced concern about how radical individualism could destroy 

the foundations of American republicanism.23 Consequently, he argued that majority rule could 

turn despotic. The phenomena of majority rule and radical individualism were dynamics of the 

French Revolution when the Janissaries assumed power in the Ottoman Empire and Abdelaziz 

was dethroned. In a letter to Hillard, Lieber shared Tocqueville's concern regarding Napoleon III, 

who had begun to retain unchecked power; he wrote, "People of France have begun to feel 

unsafe."24 Prime Minister Guizot had proposed, "There is a greater enthusiasm for servitude 

shown in France at present than ever before for liberty or even for anarchy."25 Therefore, 

Tocqueville upheld that free institutions of religion helped curb ideas of possible radical 

behavior.26 As early as 1823, Jefferson explained to Adams that the people of France were "not 

ready to take the step from a despot ruler to freedom."27 Lieber concluded, "A Bonaparte 

inherently hates representative liberty."28 For Lieber, the ultimate model nation was Great 

 
22 Yale Tocqueville Manuscripts, Box 3. Gen Mss. 982, General Collection, Beinecke Rare Book and 

Manuscript Library, Yale University. 
23 Alexis Tocqueville, Democracy in America: Vol. 2 1835 (Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund, n.d.), Chapter 

2. 
24 Francis Lieber Papers, Folder 62, 7 March 1855-1 January 1856, South Carolinian Library, University of 

South Carolina, S.C.     
25 Francis Lieber, The Life and Letters of Francis Lieber (Boston, MA: James R. Osgood, 1882), 280. 
26 Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America (Paris, France: Westvaco Corporation, 1831), 183. 
27 Thomas Jefferson to John Adams, 4 September 1823, Thomas Jefferson Papers, Founders Online, 

National Archives, July 21, 2022. 

28 Francis Lieber Papers, Box 50, Folder 33, Online Archive of California, Huntington Library: Manuscript 

Collection, The California Digital Library, C.A. 
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Britain, with “its ability to remove an administration by one vote from the House of Commons – 

that is republicanism,” he exclaimed.29  

In the late 1830s, Lieber met Charles Sumner in Boston. In his diary, Lieber described his 

meeting with Sumner as "July 27, a trip to Boston. Many walks with Charles Sumner."30 The two 

men exchanged idealistic notions of how a state functions best when entrenched in civil liberties 

and nationalism. Lieber was aware of Turkey's reform movement that had begun before the 

Greek War for Independence. He observed the American share of social inequalities and the 

need for reform. Slavery was one of the areas. Lieber wrote, "Man is an individual and cannot 

become a thing."31 Therefore, Lieber and Sumner often communicated concerning the issue of 

slavery.32 Lieber wrote, “The history of ideas in our civilization points almost to every narrow 

incipiency, like the beginning of the Osman empire - a standard planted before a tent, and an 

Osman did that."33 Lieber wrote of Sumner, "he will be one of the lights of this country."34 

Lieber had keenly observed how slave factions were deteriorating the American nationalistic 

spirit. If the nation were to survive, it needed unity derived from the rule by law, not by men. 

However, the question of slavery and civil liberty lingered.  

Two years later, Lieber forwarded his manuscripts to Sumner to "receive new ideas, to be 

led into new views."35 Later published as Legal and Political Hermeneutics Or Principles of 

 
29 Francis Lieber Papers, Box 50, Folder 33, Online Archive of California, Huntington Library: Manuscript 

Collection, The California Digital Library, C.A. 
30 Francis Lieber Papers, Folder 14, 6 March 1835 -7 August 1835, South Carolinian Library, University of 

South Carolina, S.C.     
31 Francis Lieber Papers, Folder 17, 28 July 1837 – 27 November 1837, South Carolinian Library, 

University of South Carolina, S.C.     
32 “Selected Letters of Charles Sumner.” National Archives, Last modified June 3, 2019, Washington, D.C. 
33 Francis Lieber, The Life and Letters of Francis Lieber (Boston, MA: James R. Osgood, 1882), 325. 
34 Francis Lieber Papers, Folder 14, 6 March 1835 -7 August 1835, South Carolinian Library, University of 

South Carolina, S.C.     
35 Francis Lieber Papers, Folder 17, 28 July 1837– 27 November 1837, South Carolinian Library, 

University of South Carolina, S.C.     
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Interpretation and Construction in Law and Politics: With Remarks on Precedence and 

Authorities (1839), Lieber introduced America to a new intellectual dynamic by broadening the 

interpretation of law and politics. Lieber became acquainted with Clay, Calhoun, Webster, and 

other House members and Senators. He eagerly sat in on the debates. Before his death, Clay, too, 

had heard of Political Hermeneutics and agreed that "a uniform interpretation of the Constitution 

was beneficial.”36 Lieber hoped uniformity of interpretation could broaden and expand civil 

liberty and bring national unity where sectional factions tore at American democracy. Even the 

Ottomans introduced the idea of unifying their empire by broadening its scope of law through the 

Tanzimat. Lieber’s message was "the greatest blessing of a modern civilization… a plane step in 

the progress of humanity."37 The notion remained with Lieber for life as he combined his 

knowledge, experience in Europe, and work. However, a new concept had slowly developed 

around racism that countered Lieber's idea of union, democracy, and civil liberty, namely, 

Scientific Racism, used to suppress minority groups in the Ottoman Empire and the United 

States.  

Intellectual currents also flourished in science among Joseph A. Gobineau, Samuel 

Morton, and Josiah Nott, who influenced the antebellum discourse by contributing scientific race 

theories. French intellectual Gobineau was born in 1816 in Valley d-Avary and came from the 

French aristocracy. Gobineau was a French diplomat to Brazil, Switzerland, Sweden, Persia, 

Greece, and Germany. Appointed chef de cabinet in 1849 under Foreign Minister Tocqueville, 

his name was well known. In 1853, he authored The Inequalities of Human Races.38 The ideas 

 
36 Francis Lieber, The Life and Letters of Francis Lieber (Boston, MA: James R. Osgood, 1882), 126-128. 
37 Ibid., 324. 
38 Comte de, Arthur Gobineau, The Inequality of Human Races (New York, NY: G.P. Putnam's 

Sons, 1915).  
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proposed within his work launched the concept of scientific racism. Gobineau advocated for a 

white Aryan race, or the Teutonic race, which was superior to all others. He suggested the 

aristocracy was purer than commoners due to less inbreeding with other races. He wrote, “Due to 

miscegenation, the Greek people had lost the Aryan blood responsible for ‘the glory that was 

Greece.’ The Greeks mixed Arab, Bulgarian, Turkish, Serbian, and Albanian blood.”39 Thus, in 

this part of the nineteenth century, an academic, political, and social grassroots movement started 

in Germany known as Gobinism. Gobineau wrote, 

“The Greeks will not control the Orient, neither will the Armenians nor the Slav 

nor any Christian population, and, at the same time, if others were to come—even the 

Russians, the most oriental of them all—they could only submit to the harmful influences 

of this anarchic situation. [...] For me [...] there is no Eastern Question, and if I had the 

honour of being a great government, I should concern myself no longer with 

developments in these areas.”40  

 

American physician and natural scientist Morton published his Crania Americana, An 

Essay on the Varieties of the Human Species. He advocated that skulls of the various races were 

different and, therefore, cranial capacity determined intellectual ability. The hierarchy tested 

ranked Caucasians at the top and Africans at the bottom. These ideas contributed to racial 

stereotypes, a concept enhanced by Nott, a medical doctor from South Carolina who traveled to 

France in 1835 to study medicine further. During his time in Paris, he worked alongside six 

hundred physicians. One of these was Oliver Wendell Holmes Sr. The other was George 

Glidden.  

In 1854, Nott and Glidden published the work, Types of Mankind and Races of the Earth 

based on Morton's work. In 1856, Josiah Nott obtained Gobineau's approval to translate 

 
39 Quoted in Michael D. Biddiss, Father of Racist Ideology: The Social and Political Thought of Count 

Gobineau (New York, NY: Weybright and Talley Inc, 1970), 191. 
40 Ibid., 195. 
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Inequality of Human Races into English.41 Gobineau's writings inspired pro-slavery factions and 

white supremacists, qualifying the notion of Scientific Racism and slavery in the United States. 

The idea of Scientific Racism would continue to evolve to the 1930s, expressed in eugenics. The 

South applied racial ideas and legitimized slavery based on scientific evidence. The notion of 

Scientific Racism extended to the Supreme Court and integrated to interpret the law and used in 

rulings concerning slavery. In 1857, Chief Justice Taney of Maryland heard the Dred Scott Case. 

The decision of the Court was pronounced in an elaborate and exhaustive opinion, delivered by 

the Taney court, with seven of the nine judges in agreement. Taney’s deliberation revealed the 

notion of Scientific Racism: 

      “The legislation and histories of the times, and the language used in the Declaration of 

Independence show that neither the class of persons who had been imported as slaves, nor 

their descendants, whether they had become free or not, were then acknowledged as a part of 

the people, nor intended to be included in the general words in that memorable instrument. 

They had for more than a century before been regarded as beings of an inferior order and 

altogether unfit to associate with the white race, either in social or political relations, and so 

far inferior that they had no rights which the white man was bound to respect; and that the 

Negro might justly and lawfully be reduced to slavery for his benefit. This opinion was at 

that time fixed and universal in the civilized portion of the white race.”42  

 

Additionally, Taney upheld the Fifth Amendment and prohibited Congress from making 

laws relating to slavery in the territories. The decision placed the Supreme Court in favor of 

slaveholders. The Dred Scott decision was not unanimous among the High Court's benches. 

Justice Benjamin Curtis of Massachusetts, although Republican, proudly professing himself to be 

a Whig, fought against it. Politically the Dred Scott Case only strengthened the Republican 

Party. Nevertheless, Republicans were especially displeased. The Republican Party had as one of 

 
41 Josiah Nott Papers, Box 1, Folder: Correspondence, David Rubenstein Rare Book and Manuscript 

Library, Duke University, Durham, N.C.  
42 Dred Scot vs. Sandford, 60 U.S. 393, 396, (1856). 
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its significant planks the prohibition of slavery in the territories. With the High Court’s ruling, 

the Republicans realized that even if they achieved electoral success, they could not abolish 

slavery. There was only one way left to deal with the slave issue, war.   

Lieber, too, noticed an additional dangerous tendency concerning the outcome of the 

Dred Scott case. His collections on slavery contained the Dred Scott Case of 1857, for he saw the 

Supreme Court decision as a democratic abuse of liberty under the auspices of republicanism. In 

a letter to Tocqueville discussing Political Ethics, Lieber wrote, "Pray send me everything you 

may lay before the chamber regarding abolition as soon as printed. I have a large collection of 

materials regarding slavery."43 In On Civil Liberty and Self-government, Lieber warned of 

“despotism as fatal negotiation of freedom.” "Liberty," Lieber explained, "always involves the 

possibility of abuse."44 If the power goes unchecked in a democratic society, citizens might 

suffer some form of social injustice and be left without a voice. He labeled the phenomena "the 

Taney Principle."45 In Europe, Lieber was aware that, outside of the Turkish reforms, unchecked 

power and abuse of liberty were also rampant among Ottoman bureaucrats.  

Furthermore, Lieber pointed out that "liberty, by necessity, must function within a 

framework of duty and responsibility. Society must, therefore, reciprocate characteristics of right 

and morality. Otherwise, society will become trapped in a cycle of democratic absolutism,"46 he 

 
43 Francis Lieber Papers, Folder 23, 23 August 1839-26 September 1839, South Carolinian Library. 
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Carolina Press, 2005. 

44 Francis Lieber, The Life and Letters of Francis Lieber (Boston, MA: James R. Osgood, 1882), 120. 
45 Francis Lieber Papers, Box 1, Folder 4, Online Archive of California, Huntington Library: Manuscript 

Collection, The California Digital Library, C.A. 
46 Francis Lieber, Manual of Political Ethics (Boston, MA: Freeman and Bolles, 1839), 2-3. 
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contended. In his lecture, Right and Duty, Lieber noted that within liberal nationalism, citizens 

are ethically obligated to civic duty. There can be "no right without duties and no duty without 

rights."47 Judge Story praised Political Ethics. From his perspective, it "contains the most 

accurate depiction that constitutes the state."48 Disgusted with slavery and civil inequality, Lieber 

resigned his professorship in South Carolina in 1855. At the end of 1856, he left the small town 

of Columbia to take up his residence in New York. In May 1857, he was asked to Chair history 

and political science at Columbia College. Lieber assumed the duties of the chair, where he 

taught until 1867. He continued at Columbia Law School, a position he held until he died in 

1872. Here Lieber expanded political theory in constitutionality, civic duty, and international 

law. If the concept of citizens’ obligations to the law and civic duty was upheld, Lieber argued 

that nationalism at work should perpetually realign the nation's laws through amendments. This 

opportunity came after the American Civil War.  

In 1865, Lieber published a pamphlet, Amendments to the Constitution Submitted to the 

American People, available for all citizens to read his ideas on reform and reconstruction. 

"Things have changed and need readjustment,"49 Lieber proclaimed. Acknowledging the gap 

between the language of the preamble of the Declaration of Independence and the current laws, 

he became a proponent of social modernization. He pointed out that Europe had abolished 

slavery. Therefore, abolition is the "prerequisite for a high modern civilization."50 The pamphlet 

included several amendments. However, one proposal set precedence for the Civil War 
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Amendments by extending suffrage to formerly enslaved people. In this manner, Lieber appealed 

to Americans to exercise their civic duty and responsibility. However, in his lectures, Women 

and Women's Suffrage and Lecture on Women's Suffrage, Lieber opposed extending voting rights 

to women based on ecclesiastical notions.51 

Moreover, Lieber also favored a law of nations and an international tribunal. The Greeks 

had experienced horrendous treatment, not only by the Porte but also by European countries 

acting from self-interest. He believed the dynamic of self-interest needed constrictions. Although 

the existence of civilized nations influenced each other, Lieber argued that a 'Law of Nations' is 

necessary for restraint and protection.52 Therefore, he suggested "to add a table of international 

law, development of commerce between nations, and an administration of justice."53  

From 1860, Lieber corresponded with Yale President Theodor Dwight Woolsey, who 

edited Lieber's Manual of Political Ethics (1838) and On Civil Liberty and Self Government 

(1874).54 Drawing upon the Tanzimat, Lieber inherently argued the government as the promoter 

of citizens’ interests in the nation on which it acts.55 Woolsey upheld Lieber's ideas of the state, 

reform, and civil liberties while furthering ideas of international law and individualism. Lieber 

and Woolsey, nineteenth-century intellectuals, tapped into a river of ideas by analyzing the 

outcomes of the Tanzimat reform initiatives of Ottoman domains. After Lieber’s death, Woolsey 

continued communication until 1880 with Matilda, Lieber's wife, and reinforced much of 

Lieber’s influence in the direction of American foreign policy, notably toward the Ottomans. As 
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the President of the Journal of the American Oriental Society, Woolsey connected with the 

Ottoman Empire, reflecting on American-Ottoman treaties, international commerce and law, and 

the role of ambassadorship. 

Consequently, Woolsey used the Empire's events to epitomize progressive intellectual 

change in international law. Furthermore, he informed and educated on what took place in 

Turkey in the scholarly community through his lectures and writings. In this aspect, one may 

perceive Woolsey as a metaphysical pragmatist. Henceforth, not only did the American public 

learn about the Ottoman reforms, constitutional crises, European interventions, and religious 

persecutions of Christians from newspapers, briefings by the State Department, and diplomats 

but also from Lieber and Woolsey.  

Woolsey became a leading American intellectual on foreign relations and law in the late 

nineteenth century. His first publication of, Introduction to the Study of International Law was 

published in 1860.56 Due to the rapid global events from 1860 to 1880 involving the Ottoman 

Empire, Woolsey republished his work five times to ensure current updates in real time.57 While 

international law was not firmly cemented in the international community, Woolsey 

contextualized the idea based on global events in the nineteenth century. He advocated for 

international law reform, calling for "a congress of men of one mind to produce uniformity."58 

His idea of uniformity called for the centralization of power as an international coalition. 

Woolsey advocated the "rights of ambassadors, neutral territory, war on land and sea should be 

settled by codes, rules, resulting in fewer grounds for controversies and violations of such law 
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codes."59 Therefore, diplomacy preventing war could seek resolution in "mediation, arbitration 

by standing courts, and private or compromissory arbitration."60  

Furthermore, Woolsey laid the foundation of the individual within society, individual 

rights, and the individual's relation to the state, "the Creator of man has implanted in his nature 

certain conceptions which we call rights. These are the foundation of the system of justice,” he 

explained, "the moral progress of society…is dependent to a great degree upon their correct 

estimate of rights and obligations."61 He then described the difference between the individual and 

state versus the law of nations. "Nations, he explained, are organized communities of men, differ 

from the individual men of a state, in that they are self-governed, no law is imposed on them by 

any external human power, while yet they retain the accountable moral nature, which must 

govern the members of a single society."62 He further explained the interconnectedness of 

nations that creates international law, "is united with political law, and the relations of the 

government to the people, under the head of public law, as opposed to private, by which the 

relations of its members are defined and protected. This law, or system of relations between 

states, is now extensively called international law."63 Thus, Woolsey propagated an ideal of 

international law based on agreements between respective nations. He wanted to deal with 

humanitarian issues within this model, including the international slave trade. Woolsey described 

how British and American merchant vessels, including fugitives, carried enslaved people from 
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Africa to the Western Hemisphere. However, under the existing international law, these ships 

were not subjected to inspection or tampered with when docked in foreign ports due to prior 

arrangements between nations. However, Woolsey debated within himself whether the existing 

international law was beneficial and should "override a greater act of humanity."64 The inquiry 

into the international slave trade led Woolsey to analyze unjust interferences between nations 

leading to unnecessary wars such as the Barbary Wars.  

Consequently, Woolsey advocated for reform on an international scale to prevent 

provocative behavior and to protect the integrity of each country. He used the convention of 

Unkiar-Skelessi of 1833 between Russia and Turkey as an example of causation. Under its terms, 

Russia was prohibited from interfering in the state affairs of Turkey.65 However, France 

protested the treaty, arguing it was “likely to give rise to an armed intervention of Russia in the 

internal affairs of Turkey."66 In the Treaty of Paris of 1856, England and France once again 

upheld the 'non-interference' provision.67 Russia signed. However, time would prove France 

correct. Russia did not enforce the non-interference clause of the 1856 Treaty and launched a war 

on Turkey in 1877, inventing pretexts for invasion. Later, intellectual John Dewey concurred 

with Woolsey's analysis concerning European intervention in Turkey during the Tanzimat reform 

movement. Woolsey also sought to protect individual rights that otherwise might fall victim to 

war. Therefore, he used the peculiar circumstances surrounding the Martin Koszta Affair to 
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exemplify reform in international law. The Koszta affair nearly drew three nations into war as 

the incident transpired in the Ottoman provinces.  

Koszta, an Austrian, participated in the Hungarian Rebellion of 1848 and 1849. Koszta 

then fled to the Ottoman Empire, where he obtained a United States passport with the help of the 

United States Charge d’Affaires in Constantinople. He was exiled to the United States until 1853 

and returned to Turkey due to business. As an American, Koszta received a teskeereh.68 Learning 

of his arrival, the Austrian Consul-General in Smyrna arranged for his arrest and ordered Koszta 

to be thrown into the sea.69 When America learned of these circumstances, the United States 

Charge d’Affaires in Constantinople instructed the captain of the United States ship of war, Saint 

Louis, to demand Koszta's release and, if necessary, to recourse to force.70 Thus, Koszta’s life 

was spared. However, Woolsey argued that the circumstance involved individual rights and 

warranted the reform of the existing international law. While the matter was resolved 

diplomatically, Woolsey contended that the circumstances demanded changes to the current 

vague law. Thus, he raised significant questions considering the incident:  

"Granting that the man was an Austrian subject, could he be legally seized in Turkey? 

His crime had been a political one. The Turks had refused, with the approbation of 

ambassadors of the most important Christian powers, to deliver up the Hungarian 

fugitives on the ground of the political nature of the offense. The Austrian officials, in 

seizing him, committed an offense against the sovereignty of Turkey, and so, an offense 

against the law of nations. 

But was he an Austrian subject? Austrian nationality ceases, according to what is said in 

$ 70, on the authority of Mr. Fælix when a subject emigrates with the consent of the 

government. He had more than the consent of his government to his abandonment of his 

country; he was forced into exile. 

 
68 Travel papers with protection by the issuing national authority. In this case the United States.  
69 Throwing someone into the sea was common practice to assassinate individuals.   
70 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, Transmitted to 
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What were his relations to the United States? Not those of a citizen, but of a domiciled 

stranger. His oath, declaring his purpose to become a citizen, and his long stay here, put 

this out of the question, and his temporary absence could not shake this character off. 

Moreover, he had a passport, certifying to his American nationality. 

Would it have been in accordance with international law for the captain of the frigate to 

use force in protecting him within the port of Smyrna? Active and aggressive force 

certainly not. As things were, the demonstration of force saved the use of it. But to 

complain of such force would have fallen to the duty of Turkey, as it would have taken 

place within her. As for force, absolutely considered, for instance on the high seas, 

Austria could not have complained, if the evils of a sudden wrong on her part were in that 

way sought to be prevented."71 

 

From Woolsey’s questions, innovative ideas emerged, contributing to the concept of 

“outlawry of war”72 and protecting from unjust invasions and human rights in times of war. The 

Ottomans came under international scrutiny as the Eastern Question unfolded in world politics 

from 1856 with the Treaty of Paris. As seen in the previous chapter, the Eastern Question was 

the oldest existing problem in European politics as it preoccupied the European consort. The 

concept dates back to the Greek War of Independence and was an attempt to describe the 

territorial effect of the political decline of the Ottoman Empire. The political and economic signs 

pointed to the collapse of the Empire. All major European powers sought to carve out 

geographical holdings. Therefore, the tension created around the Eastern Question could quickly 

become a breach of international security. Theoretically, Woolsey suggested that mutual goals 

would cause an overarching society of nations within a network of states worldwide. Contracts 

would define its conditions; a universal community, the spread of improvements, and truth thus 

made possible. From such a place, mutual privileges would produce a universal law of nations, 

 
71 Theodore D. Woolsey, Introduction to the Study of International Law an Aid in Teaching and in 

Historical Studies (New York, NY: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1879), 1121-122. 

72 The idea of ‘outlawry of war’ was picked up by Senator Borah and Levinson, the Levinson-Borah Plan. 

Discussed in a later chapter.  



169 
 

defining the rights of all nations and what they owe one another. International law resulted from 

special agreements originating from the justice and humanity of countries. 

Furthermore, Woolsey advocated that a state’s relationship with its citizens was essential 

because it sustains the territory and those living within its borders. Consequently, Woolsey 

argued for an interconnected framework in which the individual, state, and territory depended 

upon international law for public safety. Finally, Woolsey contended that the sphere of the state 

was responsible for the care and welfare to extend all interests in education, culture, morality, 

and religion, assist the poor, and promote economic development.  

In a series of lectures culminating in his work, Political Science (1877), Woolsey offered 

additional perspectives on individual rights, federalism, and the function of the state. The state is 

needed for society to thrive. An individual can make nothing of himself or his rights except in 

society. An unorganized society cannot progress and could have no security, recognized rights, 

order, settled industry, motivation, or hope for the future. Progress and welfare are critical for 

humanity socially and worldwide because all interests must be cared for. However, there is a 

balance between caring for the whole society and caring for the individual without neglecting or 

controlling individual rights. Thus, Woolsey took the position that the state cannot be limited in 

restraining individuals from injuring each other but may justly act positively for the general 

welfare,73 "the sphere of the state, then, may reach as far as the nature and needs of man."74 

Lieber's ideas suggested reform by "broadened duty of the state to do for man, first, what he 

could not do alone, secondly, what he ought not to do alone, and  third, what he will not do 
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alone."75 Woolsey upheld Lieber's ideas of the state's role and reform as he advocated for "courts 

to seek redress and prevention of wrongs, secure individuals to uphold rights, care for the 

welfare of the community, industry, labor, and capital, and ways of health and sanitary 

conditions. The general limitation on the state’s power is that there shall be no act to restrain the 

individual, except where there is imperative reason for such restriction."76 

Similarly to the Tanzimat reform movement, Woolsey enumerated citizens' political, 

economic, and social rights that no government should take away. As Woolsey saw the 

American social struggle and Turkish domestic and international events unfolding, he attributed 

these to a new theory of social liberty in America. From an intellectual perspective, liberty is a 

domain in which the individual is referred to his own will and upon which "government shall 

neither encroach itself nor permit encroachments from any other quarter. Such sphere of action is 

necessary for the welfare and progress both of state and individual."77 Therefore, Woolsey's ideas 

of the state and society resulted in the notion of a social ideal and method of governance 

promoting the interest of society. Intellectual John W. Burgess would coin the word sociocracy 

for this idea.78  

Born into Tennessee slave culture in 1944, Burgess emphasized with the North and 

enlisted on the Union side in 1862.79 Upon graduating from Amherst College and passing the bar 
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in 1869, an opportunity to tour Germany presented itself. It came at the time when Germany 

unified something appealing to Burgess after the disunity brought on by the American Civil War. 

Burgess studied at the University of Gӧttingen and was appointed professor at the University of 

Berlin. The French and German schools of political science intrigued him, which contributed 

significantly to his intellectual development.80 As a student, Burgess’ views on government were 

rooted in Hegelian philosophy, which inspired his ideas of the modern state for life.81  

In 1876, Burgess accepted and filled Lieber’s position at Columbia College in New York, 

where he taught Political Science, international law, and history. Here, he established America’s 

initial Department of Political Science. Unlike his predecessors, Burgess sought to develop 

American political science based on historical determinism instead of the founding generation's 

natural rights theory.82 Burgess believed “history and political science were linked because the 

former is the latter’s foundation.”83 His essential work, Political Science and Comparative 

Constitutional Law (1890), aimed at a comprehensive and “scientific” analysis of sovereignty, 

liberty, and government.84 Burgess advocated for an interdisciplinary approach based on the 

scientific method.85 A notion he borrowed from the German model of inquiry. However, his 

work was flawed by scientific racism and outlined ethnographical lines ranking Teutons as 
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82 Ibid. 
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84 John William Burgess, Political Science and Comparative Constitutional Law, Vol 1 Sovereignty and 
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superior.86 Interestingly, Burgess accounted the Turks and Slavs as simple and original races 

without much Teutonic admixture.87 Therefore, Burgess deemed Turks and Slavs purer than 

Greeks and Albanians.88 Moreover, he disregarded African American civil rights advocating that 

“the United States was far ahead of Europe in the domain of civil rights.89 Yet, the Turks backed 

and implemented the idea of civil rights in the first half of the nineteenth century.  

Burgesses’ scientific method inspired William Archibald Dunning, who published his 

ideas on The Constitution of the United States in Civil War and Reconstruction, 1860-1867.90 

Dunning, a student and faculty member at Columbia under Burgess, upheld racist views in the 

historical context of Reconstruction. The Dunning School emerged as the leader of American 

historiography. Therefore, John Burgess became the father of the Dunning School of History. 

Another student Burgess directed was Charles E. Merriam, who authored A History of American 

Political Theories (1920).91 Merriam became one of the progressives who continued the ideas of 

political theory from the nineteenth century as he served under Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

Consequently, Burgess was influential at Columbia and had an essential impact on progressive 

political thought as he took inspiration from Lieber and Woolsey’s contributions. 

Building on Woolsey’s notions, Burgess included the relationship between the individual 

and state, thus, distinguishing the concept of state and government. Therefore, Burgess 

postulated that the American Civil War necessitated a shift toward nationalism. In his work, 

Political Science and Comparative Constitutional Law (1890), Burgess explained the 
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constitution as creating two spheres of government and liberty, granting rights to individuals 

rather than protecting preexisting rights. This would have a significant impact on twentieth-

century progressives. In doing so, he theorized expansion of the federal government by drawing 

upon ideas by Lieber and Woolsey, thus formulating new concepts of individual liberty 

concerning the overarching state.  

Burgess argued that the current state was above all other organizations in sovereignty. 

This was a stepping stone toward apprehending progressive reform within government 

administration, public policy, and practices on local, state, and federal levels. Burgess explained 

that the state is a "double organization"92 expressed in a hierarchical order, ranging from local 

and town governments at the bottom to the federal government at the top. In the center is the 

state government. Thus, each tier of government worked within the comprehensive overarching 

system of federalism. The double organization, he reasoned, was responsible for upholding the 

individual rights of society, being accountable to the federal government for all levels of society, 

and a new national principle, expanding the United States government. Furthermore, he argued, 

the public was ready for the extension of government in nearly all areas to improve progress and 

the general welfare to benefit all.93  

This model was built upon the ideas Lieber and Woolsey had documented regarding the 

Ottoman Tanzimat reform initiatives; the Tanzimat upheld the expansion of individual rights, 

liberty, and autonomy for all its subjects. Lieber worked to advance American political thought 
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and further the ideas of progressive democracy and civil liberties.94 Woolsey advanced Lieber’s 

ideas by advocating the scope of the state, individual rights, the role of society, and international 

law.  

Throughout his life, Burgess corresponded with Woolsey.95 At the turn of the century, he 

communicated with Progressives David Hill and Henry Cabot Lodge.96 Therefore, one can infer 

that Burgess was the interconnection between the ideas offered by the nineteenth century. 

Intellectuals’ regarding the Ottoman Tanzimat and the progressives of the twentieth century. 

Burgess continued expanding his views concerning the state as “the perfect harmony of 

humanity, the civilization, and the world."97 Henceforth, he advocated for the development and 

improvement of local, state, and federal government in the age of industrialization. Education 

was the primary tool used by the Ottomans to bring modernization. Burgess recognized that 

education would be the primary agent to usher in modernization. A notion intellectual Dewey 

had already realized.  

John Dewey of Burlington, Vermont, had graduated from John Hopkins University and 

the University of Vermont.98 His philosophical ideas were influenced by William James and 

Charles Sanders Pierce, known as the “Father of Pragmatism.”99 Pierce attended Lawrence 
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Scientific School. He advocated mathematics as the supreme science and was the first world-

class mathematician the United States produced. Pierce traveled with his father to Europe and the 

Ottoman Empire to map a solar eclipse in his early thirties. He spent ten days in Thessaly during 

his first European voyage in early September 1870. He aimed to identify potential observation 

sites from Constantinople to Spain tracking its path. Pierce eventually observed the eclipse on 

December 22, 1870, near Catania in Sicily. During this journey, he learned about and observed 

the Near East. His letters to his mother and wife reveal his experiences in Turkey.  

In the late 1870s, amidst Reconstruction, Charles S. Pierce introduced pragmatism as a 

practical concept of scientific methodology in his work, How to Make Our Ideas Clear (1878). 

Like many other intellectuals of the time, Pierce was heavily influenced by Kant, whom he 

called “a somewhat confused pragmatist.”100 In his definition of pragmatism, Pierce advocated 

for adapting knowledge to influence morals. Knowledge is, therefore, he contended, procured by 

observation of external facts and experience.101 Drawing upon his theoretical framework, Pierce's 

letters reveal a shift in a worldview based on the cultural observations and encounter derived 

from his time spent in the Near East. Henceforth, pragmatism applied served as the procedure of 

rational applied improvement among intellectuals contrasting laissez-faire which framed the 

political debate profoundly. Dewey published, The School and Society by the late nineteenth 

century, promulgating educational reform. Dewey focused on progressive education in a battle 

against classical curricula, calling for educational reform. 
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Dewey called out in his letters to Navy Officer, author, and diplomat to the American 

Legation in Constantinople Klyce Scudder, "My method comes from the study of logic."102 

Dewey added, "Pluralistic thinking is the ability to analyze and think from different perspectives 

rather than a monism."103 His educational philosophy emerged from pragmatism, the idea of 

enriching learning through practical application to enhance the transfer of knowledge, "I define 

philosophy as the generalized theory of education, he stated. I might also say that on the moral 

side, I was, as to subject matter, interested in democracy and its metaphysics, democracy seems 

to give the best illustration of scientific pluralism…."104 Like his colleagues, Dewey also took an 

interest in government and authored several books, earning him recognition as a leading figure in 

education and the development of curricula. Dewey worked with inner-city immigrant children 

in Chicago from diverse backgrounds to develop a balanced curriculum. Due to his successful 

breakthroughs in progressive education, Dewey often took to the international stage and traveled 

to nations to observe educational systems. His wife contracted malaria in Turkey in 1924, which 

caused her to have weakened health that led to a heart attack in Mexico in 1926, ultimately 

contributing to her death in 1927. Through Dewey and others, the concerns among the early 

intellectuals in the nineteenth century would give way to the Progressive Era and the notion of 

progressivism.
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CHAPTER 7 

Progressive Diplomats Turn the Tide 

"The United States, on the whole, have had an honorable diplomatic history, partly, 

perhaps, if not mainly, owning to their being removed from the close intercourse and 

mutual jealousies of the nations of the old world…."1 

 

In the Summer of 1884, Honorable Abram Stevens Hewitt, House member from New 

York’s 10th District, toured the Yildiz Palace grounds in Constantinople. His son fainted in the 

hot sun and was brought to the guard house for assistance. Two boys in radiant garments saw the 

incident and reported it to their father, Sultan Abdülhamid II. He sent his attaches to Hewitt’s 

hotel to see how the boy was faring, for he was concerned for his well-being. He invited the 

Hewitts to the palace the next day. The Sultan and Hewitt forged a friendship. Hewitt gifted his 

indelible pencil and special cigarettes to the Sultan for his kindness and care of his son.2 Out of 

this place of friendship, Abdülhamid shipped Hewitt a collection of Ottoman Turkish, Persian, 

and Arabic works covering four hundred volumes of law, sciences, history, and humanities.3  

During his rule from 1876 to 1909, Abdülhamid II continued to build on the Tanzimat 

reforms initiatives initiated by his grandfather Mahmoud II (r. 1808 to 1839)4 and his father 
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Abdulmejid (r. 1839 to 1861).5 Unlike his uncle Abdulaziz, he did not squander the public purse 

on personal pleasures. Instead, he took a keen interest in improving the socioeconomic 

conditions of the Empire. Undoubtedly, Abdülhamid II led a tyrannical leadership style, given 

the numerous massacres during his rule. On the other hand, the Sultan attempted serious 

institutional reform efforts that brought partial modernization of the late empire. The evidence is 

seen in the collection of the voluminous photographs granted to the United States and Great 

Britain. Therefore, Abdülhamid’s government was marked by multiple progressive initiatives. 

He aimed to modernize life for all citizens. His progressive ideas ran concurrently with the onset 

of progressivism in the United States. However, Abdülhamid’s initiatives had begun fifteen years 

earlier, in 1876, before the Progressive Movement of the 1890s in the United States.  

The Sultan used photography astutely to document progress, “Every picture is an idea. 

One picture can evoke political and phycological significances that a hundred written pages 

could not convey. I, therefore, desire more benefit from photographs than from written papers.”6 

From the photographic collection gifted by Abdülhamid II, education expanded to include all 

minority groups, females, and the disabled.7 High schools were built, and foreign teachers were 

employed.8 Likewise, his government sought to expand museums, arts, and printed materials to 

enhance culture and spread information to people.9  Public healthcare, sanitary measures, and 

hospitals were established throughout the Empire.10 Under the Sultan’s rule, science did not go 
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unnoticed, and he ensured Turkey integrated discoveries.11 His emblem endorsed all government 

projects, buildings, and architecture. He rarely allowed publication of his photography, but 

instead, again, his symbol was used; however, he documented his progressive initiatives through 

photography.12 Thus, people knew the government was progressively at work, as marked by his 

insignia. The Turks also established the Department of Industry and Commerce and the 

Department of Census and Statistics.  

British Spry, a geographer sent by Queen Victoria and a close friend of the Sultan, 

viewed him as diligent, with firm determination and endurance.13  Economically, he restored the 

Empire’s shattered finances by “agreeing to foreign control of proportions of the crown revenues 

and administration of the public debt,” consequently reducing the national debt by ninety percent 

after his uncle’s lavish spending.14 Moreover, his foreign policy was clear and straightforward, 

keeping out of foreign entanglement when possible while expanding the infrastructure with the 

aid of science. United States diplomat Cox admired Abdülhamid’s progressive reforms and saw 

plentiful opportunities for economic development.15 The documentation shows Abdülhamid II as 

a progressive ruler, regardless of his reputation following the Hamidian massacres.  

Alexander W. Terrell, Lloyd C. Griscom, and Charles M. Dickinson belonged to a 

generation of progressive diplomats who altered the course of American foreign policy in Turkey 

 
11 Abdulhamid II Collection of Photographs, African and Middle Eastern, Ottoman Turkish Collection, 

Library of Congress, Washington D.C 
12 See the Abdulhamid II Collection of Photographs at the Library of Congress, Washington D.C. The 

collection contains fifty-one albums and 1,819 photographs. A similar set was sent to the British as an imperial self-

portrait of modernization. However, these never circulated until 1945 in the United States and 1973 in Great Britain.   
13 William James Joseph Spry, Life on the Bosporus: doings in the city of the sultan: Turkey, past and 

present, including Chronicles of the caliphs from Mahomet to Abdul Hamid II (London, Great Britain: H.S. Nichols, 

1906), Chapter 34. 

14 Ibid., 287. 

15 See Samuel Sullivan Cox, Diversions of a Diplomat in Turkey (New York, NY: C.L. Webster & 
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through personal diplomacy. Like Hewitt, these diplomats forged a friendship with the Sultan 

and came to view Abdülhamid II as a hard worker, early riser, and devoted husband and father. 

However, he often lamented to his close American diplomatic friends over the opposition he 

faced among the greedy bureaucrats of his government who tried, through pilfering, to nullify the 

reforms. Nevertheless, the American Legation in Constantinople carefully documented 

Abdülhamid’s measures. The American diplomats in the early Progressive Era learned of the 

improvements of the late Ottoman government, spearheaded under Hamid, and communicated 

these back to the United States. Further, Terrell, Dickenson, and Griscom continued 

communicating their positive observations, enhancing foreign policy in the wake of 

progressivism in the United States. 

Alexander W. Terrell was born in Virginia. Dr. Terrell, his father, was a landowner in 

Cooper County, Missouri, and a slave owner.16 He died of cholera in August of 1833, and his last 

words to his wife were, “Educate my boys if it requires all the state.”17 Alexander W. Terrell 

studied law at the University of Missouri and became a judge. When the American Civil War 

broke out, Terrell entered it on the Confederate side. There is no secret that he held biased views 

of racial stereotypes. After the Civil War, Terrell practiced law, owning a plantation in 

Robertson County, Texas.18 He made his political debut in the Texas Senate in 1876, serving 

four terms, and was elected in 1891 to the Texas House of Representatives. Terrell’s later life 

was marked by progressive initiatives such as the Terrell Election Law of 1905, launching direct 

 
 16 Christopher Johnson Terrell to Dear Captain,” January 7, 1832, James McCartney Family Papers, quoted 
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 18 Alexander Watkins Terrell Reminiscences: An Inventory of Alexander Watkins Terrell Reminiscences, 
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primaries.19 He was also heavily involved with railroad bills during the first part of the 

Progressive Era. Terrell was appointed to the Ottoman Empire under President Cleveland’s 

second term in office in 1893. Terrell sought the position to pursue his interests in history and the 

art of the Near East. His personality was one of indiscreet behavior in private and public. He 

spoke spontaneously and took criticism personally. 20 Nevertheless, his service in the Ottoman 

Empire would begin to alter American-Ottoman relations at the turn of the century through the 

idea of “personal diplomacy.”21 

Terrell joined the corps of diplomats under Walter Quintin Gresham. Gresham had served 

in the Chester Alan Arthur cabinet in the 1890s. As a supporter of Cleveland, in 1892, he earned 

a new position in the State Department. Gresham did not choose diplomats or oversee 

appointments. Posts of foreign service were handed out to individuals who were politically 

faithful or gave significant contributions. Therefore, there were no prior connections between 

Gresham and Terrell. To make matters worse, Terrell’s unrestrained and nonchalant personality 

clashed with Gresham’s, and he voiced that Terrell was an inadequate choice for the diplomatic 

position in Turkey.22  

On the contrary, the Ottoman Empire was most appealing to Terrell. Not only was Terrell 

promised a leave of absence to travel in Europe and the Middle East, as well as tend to his 

business in Austin. The break enabled Terrell to travel, who saw an opportunity to collect ancient 

artifacts and bring these back to the University of Texas. Terrell departed for Turkey with his 

 
 19 Alexander Watkins Terrell Reminiscences: An Inventory of Alexander Watkins Terrell Reminiscences, 
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University of Kentucky, 1988), 120-126. 
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wife on May 27, 1893, leaving one of his sons in charge of the dairy farm. However, Terrell 

sensed he was repudiated with full recognition for his intellect and accomplishments in Texas. 

This sentiment carried over into his service in Turkey.23 As a former Confederate, the odds were 

already against him. 

Additionally, Terrell’s viewpoint of diplomacy in Texas was as a political campaign 

where only victory mattered, not rules. Furthermore, there was no ethical code of conduct for 

diplomats. Only three implicit actions applied: 1. not to comment on domestic affairs or events in 

the country diplomats were stationed, 2. abstain from writing letters home for publication, and 3. 

refrain from public controversies. One by one, Terrell would break the rules.24 Terrell’s Texas 

behavior caught the attention of the State Department as Gresham voiced concerns.25  

As the United States entered the Progressive Era in the 1890s, the Ottoman Empire stood 

at the center of European politics due to the Eastern Question. Internal issues were smoldering 

with resentment, and revolutionaries among the radical Armenian population were mobilizing. 

Abdülhamid II, often criticized as the “Terrible Turk” by Europe and the United States, ruled the 

Empire from 1876 to 1909.26 By the time Terrell arrived in Constantinople, Abdülhamid II’s 

reputation was known as a monstrous tyrant among the European powers. However, Abdülhamid 

regarded himself as a model of domestic virtue.  
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26 See Lloyd Griscome, Diplomatically Speaking (New York, NY: The Literarily Guild of America, Inc., 

1940), Chapter 11. 
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Terrell’s rank at the Legation was minister, a lower position than most ranks. The 

arrangement proved problematic at the Porte since diplomats were served by rank, not arrival 

time. Thus, a Russian ambassador took precedence over an American minister. Although the 

United States held the most favored nation status in the Ottoman court, American diplomatic 

matters lagged and were constantly placed behind those of the Great Powers. The United States 

did not have territorial ambitions. Henceforth, no threats existed in that sense between the two 

nations. By this time, American missionary families placed themselves at risk of violence and 

reprisals in persistent efforts to convert Muslims to Christianity.27 Therefore, the Ottomans 

viewed the American missionaries as threatening their political and social core. In 1892, 

Abdülhamid II voiced, “The only way to fight against them is to increase the Islamic population 

and spread the belief in the Holiest of Faiths.”28 However, the Armenians wanted to revolt and 

establish independence alone or with the help of the United States or the Great Powers. 

Consequently, Armenians immigrated to the United States, obtained citizenship, raised 

funding for revolt, and returned to Turkey.29 The State Papers contain frequent dispatches from 

Terrell to the Department informing of the impending crises and cruel treatment against 

Armenians.30 Terrell advocated for Christians that Muslims should not prohibit them from freely 

exercising their religion.31 This led to political fragmentation between Cleveland’s administration 
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and the Hamid regime. Armenians and other Christian minorities could seek United States 

citizenship to prevent arrest. When arrested, they sought protection under the capitulation clause 

of the 1830 Treaty.32 The burden fell on Terrell’s desk to resolve this issue. Therefore, the 

Armenians advocated a more aggressive diplomatic policy to persuade the Sultan to back down. 

Terrell came to believe the situation of the Armenians was similar to that of reconstruction in the 

United States. He reasoned, “had seen the resentful violence of a proud and dominant race, 

caused by enforced reforms for a subject race, which was increased by the arrogance of the 

enfranchised negroes, resulting in Ku Klux Klan outrages.”33  

Terrell spent the second half of 1893 getting into his routine as minister to Turkey. 

Diplomat Cox had proved that one of the few ways to work effectively was to obtain a personal 

meeting with the Sultan and become his friend, thus, building personal diplomacy. The 

opportunity came in December of 1893. Here was Terrell’s opportunity to show what he could 

do in the international arena.34 It was a new progressive venture into personal diplomacy 

determining the future course of American foreign policy - a concept used today as unique 

tradeoffs between two governments. Terrell decided that the social occasion offered him a 

chance to show the Sultan his plainspoken Texas manners and to ingratiate himself with the 

Turkish monarch. Unfortunately, Terrell insulted the Sultan at the dinner, not on purpose, but by 

speaking “off the cuff” and using personal charm. The Sultan did not look kindly upon Terrell’s 
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manners and conveyed the matter to the dragoman, Gargiulo.35 Nevertheless, Terrell and 

Abdülhamid II became friends over the Armenian question.  

In an 1894 telegram to Mavroyeni Bey, Foreign Minister Saïd Pash described the activity 

of Armenian extremists assaulting Muslims.36 An investigation showed Armenian extremists 

allegedly planned an attack in the United States.37 Because Terrell informed the State 

Department of the attack, an intrigue occurred in the United States, where Armenians slandered 

Terrell. The same year, in the spring, the Turks began a series of massacres in Turkish Armenia, 

Saussoun. These genocidal acts were carried out for two years, during which the Armenian and 

Greek Orthodox populations were persecuted and imprisoned.38 According to Spry, these 

enormities are supposed to have originated with a few Kurds who raided the Armenian villages 

and stole their livestock.39 Therefore, the Armenians pursued the robbers to recover their 

property, and a fight ensued.40 The situation between the Ottoman government and Armenians 

would escalate from this point. However, no international law existed to prevent such 

persecution at the time. The American Legation worked hard to protect American citizens within 
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the Empire, for at this time, the word American was perceived to be synonymous with the word 

Christian.  

Massacres had taken place on a large scale, “the terrible massacres during August 1894, 

by the Turkish troops, with their accompanying horrors, were not isolated events. It is not often 

that 6,000 people are slaughtered at once, but the process of gradual extermination has been 

going on for years, with exactly similar scenes repeated on a smaller scale from week to week.”41 

In response to the massacres, Great Britain, France, and Russia formed an international 

committee to investigate the atrocities, to “obtain confirmatory evidence, and to impress on the 

Sultan that the long-promised reforms in the Christian provinces of the Empire could no longer 

be delayed.”42 Terrell, therefore, petitioned for an American to join the Turkish commission to 

investigate the alleged rumor, but Cleveland refused.43 Terrell estimated the death toll as 

between 50,000 and 100,000.44 Upon inquiring, the Sultan’s aides assured Terrell the Armenians 

were rebels, and Terrell believed the explanation instead of waiting for the evidence. As a former 

Confederate brigadier general, Terrell held biased views.45 While the massacres were ongoing, 

Terrell downplayed the Armenian massacres as “sensational and exaggerated” in the United 

States press.46 The Armenians used The New York Times to accuse Terrell of not protecting 
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them.47 In a letter to his wife, he wrote, “Armenians are, as a race, the most ungrateful people 

and the grandest liars on earth.”48 An embarrassment to United States government, Secretary of 

State Gresham rebuked Terrell, and the State Department was displeased with him. Thus, Terrell 

appeared as a sympathizer of the Turks, and his relationship with the Sultan drew only 

contempt.49  

In response to the Armenian atrocities, the European powers presented the Armenian 

Reforms to the Sultan in 1895.50 The document outlined twelve legal provisions to protect and 

safeguard Armenian rights within the Empire.51 However, the Treaty of Berlin of 1878 limited 

intervention by the hands of the European powers. By the fall of 1895, the European powers 

“learned with much satisfaction that an Imperial decree had been issued approving the Armenian 

reform scheme drawn up by the British, French, and Russian Ambassadors in conjunction with 

the Porte.”52  

In the spring of 1895, Secretary of State Gresham died, and Attorney General Richard 

Olney succeeded him. The new working relationship with Olney was harmonious for Terrell. By 

the end of the year, Onley sent Congress a message supporting Terrell’s work in Turkey. 

However, the American press kept taunting and downplaying Terrell. Finally, in the spring of 

1897, Terrell provided his resignation. Upon returning home to the United States, Terrell 
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received a hero’s welcome “after four years of arduous labor in a foreign country in a manner 

that should bring pride to any man.”53 Abdülhamid II offered Terrell to become his press agent. 

The Texas diplomat had vested his diplomatic career and reputation by exploring personal 

diplomacy, a new idea in American foreign policy in the Near East.54 Because of the 

controversial nature of the Ottoman’s treatment of minorities, Terrell came under the diplomatic 

microscope. Therefore, his diplomat record was perceived as indecisive. However, the notion of 

personal diplomacy would carry forward as persona grata to the Sultan by progressive diplomats. 

As a result, diplomatic services in the Near East came under re-examination. 

The newspapers had rallied public opinion against the State Department and Executive 

Branch for allowing incompetent diplomats to serve. In 1895, Secretary of State Richard Olney 

advised President Cleveland to issue an Executive Order outlining specific guidelines and 

prerequisites for anyone acting as American Consul. Implied regulations of this capacity that had 

existed since the 1860s proved outdated and inefficient. The new Executive Order placed 

parameters around qualifications and salaries to ensure American interests and foreign policy 

followed abroad by each diplomat.  

 During his second appointment to Turkey, the United States had placed much confidence 

in Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary Oscar Straus. The newspapers hailed his 

return to Turkey. The American Monthly reported, "We possess already a body of men, either 

now or at some former time in diplomatic or consular posts in the Orient, who would furnish 

plenty of talent… a good instance of this has just been afforded with the appointment of the 
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Honorable Straus… a guardian of all proper interest goes back to Turkey."55 Indeed Straus was 

able. Born in Otterberg Bavaria, Straus immigrated at a young age. His family settled in 

Talbotton, Georgia, in 1854.56 He entered law school in New York and was a prestigious 

member of the firm L. Straus & Sons, which imported pottery and glassware.57 He served three 

unconventional times in the Ottoman Empire during Abdülhamid II’s reign, Minister from 1887 

to 1889, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary from 1898 to 1899, and United States 

Ambassador from 1909 to 1910. He advocated for American schools, international peace, and 

religious toleration. His autobiography Under Four Administrations from Cleveland to Taft 

(1932) reveals a wealth of information regarding American-Ottoman relations. 

Straus worked to improve the relationship by calling for diplomatic reform and 

empowerment of the diplomatic role. It was not uncommon for American diplomats to travel 

directly to their next appointment in Europe and Asia. In a letter to General Porter, the United 

States Ambassador in Paris, Straus observed how dispersed and disconnected American 

diplomats were. Diplomats were spread throughout various capitals and carried out their work 

independently without cooperation. Therefore, Straus recognized how diplomats worked in 

confusion until they were checked on by the Secretary of State, resulting in a loss of time and 

failed opportunities for America.  

Additionally, Straus recognized the lack of training to make informed decisions among 

the younger diplomats. The lack of training could draw the United States into an unnecessary 
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war with the Ottomans. For example, Straus described how former diplomats had begged the 

State Department to send war fleets to force the Turks to comply with American requests at the 

Porte. However, Straus took a different position, "if the United States sent a fleet of war vessels, 

how would the Porte, England, France, and Russia react?"58 Straus advocated how the lack of 

training among the diplomatic core could result in adverse relations.  

Additionally, Straus advocated how effective communication between diplomats could 

offer insights into developments helpful to colleagues in various locations and nations. Straus 

also advocated for training and permanent service.59 Therefore, he proposed a bi-annual 

conference in Europe with all American Ambassadors headed by the Secretary of State. The goal 

was to compare notes, share information, and discuss areas of concern.60 A conference would 

assist diplomats in matters of issuing passports, citizens' naturalization, public policy among 

various governments, trade relations, and restrictions. 

Consequently, less experienced diplomats would connect with more experienced 

colleagues. Straus shared his progressive ideas of consular reforms intending to strengthen the 

American diplomatic discourse in Europe.61 Professional training and a code of conduct was a 

progressive idea the United States apprehended based on diplomatic trends experienced in 

Turkey. However, Straus’ views on diplomatic reforms were not officially introduced to 

Congress until 1905. 

After the Berlin Treaty of 1878, the demeanor of Sultan Abdülhamid II changed due to 

the erosion of the Empire. All foreign matters were submitted at the Porte and brought before the 
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Sultan, who held direct jurisdiction over all foreign activity. Before 1878, foreign cases were 

discussed with the Foreign Minister of Turkey. Moreover, a rift ran through the Empire because 

the reforms lacked integration into a constitution. After 1878, there was a stark change in Sultan 

Abdülhamid II's personality and attitude against Christians and Jews. When asked whether 

Abdülhamid objected to the United States sending a Jewish diplomat, he replied, "Not at all, I'm 

delighted to receive one. In my mind, there is no difference between a Jew and a Christian; both 

are infidels."62 Friendly as the Sultan had been in the past, he showed his displeasure in the most 

obvious manner. 

Furthermore, the Sultan’s personality was characterized by fear of meeting the same fate 

as his predecessors. Therefore, no one entered his presence without always showing their hands 

to show they were not carrying weapons. He took the hero from the battles against Russia 

everywhere he went so that no one would try to harm him. Everything he ate was prepared by his 

mother and carried by a trusted servant, thus, preventing poisoning. He only trusted three 

government officials, Tashin Paşa, the Sultan's private secretary and a foreign policy minister; 

Izzet Bey, the head of the secret service and organizer of the Armenian massacres; and Hassan 

Pasha, the Sultan’s favorite minister.63 Amidst these adverse conditions, the Legation attempted 

to perform its duties with the utmost courage. However, little had been accomplished. The 

intervention was needed to protect American interests due to the Armenian massacres and 

persecutions. Straus and the State Department knew the situation well and attempted to 
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overcome the challenges. However, they were stalled while the State Department looked for a 

new Secretary for the American Legation in Turkey. 

Lloyd Carpenter Griscom was born in 1872, four years before Abdülhamid II became 

Sultan. He graduated from the Warton School of Finance, Economics, and Law at the University 

of Pennsylvania.64 From 1893 to 1894, at twenty-one, he held the post of Attaché in London and, 

later, private secretary to the American Ambassador Thomas F. Bayard in London.65 Bayard had 

held the position of Secretary of State under Grover Cleveland’s first administration from 1885 

to 1889, and he had unsuccessfully thrown his hat in the ring for the Democratic Presidential 

nomination.66 Nevertheless, Bayard acquired tremendous experience that Griscom benefitted 

from. In 1897, Griscom served as the district attorney of New York.67 Everywhere he turned, he 

held an unusual ability to connect with the right people at the right time. 

Furthermore, he was a dashing and adventurous young man. Volunteering in the Spanish-

American War of 1898 placed him into a league of political progressives such as Theodore 

Roosevelt. Everyone favored him due to his optimistic and playful manners and as a keen 

observer of people. Griscom’s personality and characteristics were just what was needed in 

Constantinople and the Hamid court in 1898. Griscom, who belonged to a rising generation of 

progressive diplomats, would be the right man for the American Legation.  
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In the late summer of 1898, while mountain climbing in Switzerland, a cable arrived for 

Griscom from Secretary of State John Hay, offering him the position of Secretary of Legation at 

Constantinople. A new adventure awaited Griscom as he boarded the Orient Express in Paris on 

September 12 to report to Straus in Constantinople. Griscom began his duty early the following 

day, and Straus set him at work in the archives, for these were far more neglected than those at 

London. However, Griscom’s playful character soon found other matters in the garden more 

appealing. After a few hours, a temptation became irresistible. Quickly, he pulled himself into a 

fig tree, and, with his mouth full, he heard a voice booming, "Mr. Griscom, I expect the 

Secretary of my Legation to attend to his duties and not spend his time eating figs in the garden. I 

had to swallow hastily before I could reply meekly, ‘Yes, Mr. Straus.’ I felt I had made a bad 

start."68 Straus, surrounded by Consul General Dickinson and his staff. Additionally, the 

missionaries led by Reverend Dwight, Herrick, and Peet assisted the American Legation.69 Now, 

Griscom was added to the fold.  

The outbursts and onslaught against the Armenian population in the mid-1890s had left 

American schools and property severely damaged, in many cases, burnt down. The United States 

held an indemnity claim of ninety thousand dollars. The Sultan was in no hurry to pay, and the 

non-responsiveness angered Washington D.C. The Turkish government refused to admit to the 

massacres. Instead, they blamed 'wild people' outside their district for the property damages. 

Reflecting back, the American missionaries were integral to the 1830 Treaty between the United 

States and the Ottomans. However, the missionaries operated under capitulations, and Article I 
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of the 1862 Treaty did not change that.70 Before Straus arrived in 1887, a letter from 

Constantinople described next to no action taken regarding the American missionary schools - 

“everything was fine."71 The reality proved different. 

 Due to the ninety thousand dollar indemnity claim, the Sultan had yet to call Straus for 

an audience in six months. The American Legation found themselves in an uphill battle at the 

mercy of the Sultan, and "success depended on whether they were persona grata to the Sultan."72 

American papers and requests relating to the issues of the schools were scattered between 

departments at the Porte. It took months to respond if one were to come at all. Straus was 

helpless. The person at the head of the procrastination was Sultan Abdülhamid II. So severely 

had matters worsened.  

Most inconspicuously, Griscom learned about the Sultan's spy system, which was how 

the Sultan managed to stay in power,  

"I engaged a teacher, a tall, good-looking Turkish Jew. At my first lesson, I asked him 

about his life in Turkey. Instead of answering, he shifted the subject. I persevered: "Have 

you ever seen the Sultan?" Instantly he put his finger to his lips, walked to the door and, 

glanced up and down the hall, crossed to the window and peered out, even made sure no 

one was underneath the sofa. Then he whispered in my ear, "Whatever you do, I beg of 

you not to express any view on the Empire. Do not even mention His Majesty or any 

public question in front of your servants. Just speak French. Nobody can tell who is a 

paid agent."73 

 
70 Article I under the 1862 Treaty maintained, All rights, privileges, and immunities, which have been 
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or suffer to be enjoyed by the subjects, ships, commerce, or navigation of any other foreign power, shall be equally 

granted to and exercised and enjoyed by the citizens, vessels, commerce, and navigation of the United States of 

America. 
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The spy system rounded up anyone with the slightest negative comments or suggestions. 

Abdülhamid II had turned into a totalitarian despot. At the Legation, Straus admonished Griscom 

never to leave any papers on his desk or speak out in a loud voice and heard through a closed 

door. Straus was aware that someone at the Legation reported to the Sultan for certain 

communications was known by the Sultan. It was not because the Sultan wanted to know about 

the Americans, but he wanted to know which Turks associated with them.74  

Griscom also learned of twenty-five-year-old diplomat Stratford Canning from Great 

Britain. His government neglected him due to attention focused on Napoleon. To end the Russo-

Turkish War (1806-1812), Canning, without approval, had secretly communicated with Russia 

and hammered the Sultan with threats. As a result, Russia wanted to avoid fighting the war on 

two fronts, and the Ottomans performed poorly. Canning kept up the pressure for two years until 

Russia and the Turks ratified the Treaty of Bucharest of 1812. Thus, the Russian forces withdrew 

in time to meet up with the Grande Armée, whom they defeated. Canning became the 'Great 

Ambassador' among the Turks and diplomats. He was the model for every young diplomat in 

Constantinople. Upon learning about the story, Griscom concluded that every young diplomat 

would be a Canning. Griscom's ‘Canning’ moment came in December of 1899, "Mr. Griscom, 

Mrs. Straus, and I are sailing for New York in three days, and I don't know how long I'll be 

away.”75 As a Master of Diplomacy, Straus decided on what appeared as a policy of self-
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sacrifice. “In my absence, you will be Charge d’Affaires of the Legation."76 Griscom was 

twenty-seven, about the same age as Canning.  

Griscom went to work in late December of 1899. The list of long and pending issues 

between the two governments was extensive. He decided to employ Terrell’s idea of personal 

diplomacy and Canning’s courage. With the help of the dragoman, Gargiulo, Griscom set up a 

meeting with Taschen Bey, something no one had dared to do before. In this meeting, Taschen 

Bey was surprised at Griscom's young age and scrutinized him up and down. Finally, Griscom 

stated, "You know, Tahsen Bey, I'm left alone in charge of the American Legation, and if there's 

anything that would help to smooth relations between our Governments, I'd like to do it. The 

United States is deeply concerned that nothing's being done about our long-standing issues. If a 

few questions were settled, I'm sure American sentiment would become more friendly towards 

Turkey.”77 Griscom handed him the list. "Nothing there involves a European crisis. Someday 

you'll grant these anyhow; why not now?"78 Taschen Bey laughed. The directness appeared to 

have worked.  

The next day, Gargiulo returned from the Porte, "the Sultan wants you to pick out one 

item on the list, and he will grant it."79 Within three days, an imperial permit to rebuild the 

hospital in Caesarea came. Shrewdly, Gargiulo advised to keep it a secret. They sent a second 

request, and it, too, was endowed. Item after item was granted over the next few weeks. It was 

now Griscom's turn to do something for the Sultan. A messenger from the Palace arrived at the 
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Legation: "His Majesty wishes you to buy him a thousand pounds worth of American pianos."80 

A few months later, the Steinway pianos were delivered. Then in April of 1900, Griscom was 

summoned to remain for an audience with the Sultan after a Friday morning prayer.  

Inviting Griscom to sit down, Sultan Abdülhamid II offered Griscom a cigarette from his 

black gunmetal case. The Sultan maintained a lively conversation, never touching on business 

but discoursing at length about his new progressive programs, such as waterworks and their 

effect on the typhoid fever rate. He described shooting expeditions he had made in his youth, and 

“when I left, he asked me to be sure to come to the next Selanilik."81 It was the beginning of a 

strong friendship that would continue for years. After the meeting, the permit for Harput College 

was bestowed. Dr. George Washburn was appointed treasurer by the American Board of 

Commissioners for Foreign Missions.82 Washburn and the missionaries now urged it was time to 

approach the Sultan regarding the indemnity of ninety thousand dollars. A note from Secretary of 

State Hay to Griscom arrived in his handwriting, stating, "You may make as unprincipled a 

settlement as you please."83 One of Griscom's goals was to restore trust between the two 

governments, even if it meant using similar tactics as the Sultan without damaging the 

friendship. But, first, Griscom realized Abdülhamid II had to understand that the United States 

was serious.  

After 1878, the Sultan was meticulously concerned about his image around the world. 

Therefore, Abdülhamid employed a host of translators who read newspapers worldwide to keep 
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himself informed of what was written about the Empire. At the Constantinople cricket club, 

Griscom becomes friends with Ferguson, an Englishman in charge of Reuters' Telegraph 

Agency. Ferguson and Griscom mapped out a campaign that would go worldwide. The editors 

began rumors claiming war fleets were coming to Turkey to settle the indemnity claim. The 

information made newspaper headlines. The Herald Levant wrote, "The Porte is Firm. Still 

Refuses to Grant an Exequatur."84 In Berlin, the wire read, "Why the Porte Said “’NO.’”85 

Griscom asked the State Department for the Navy to dispatch a fleet. The New York Times 

printed "Turkey to Resist – Collecting Indemnity by Force"86 and "Warship Sent to Turkey," 

"Battleship Kentucky Ordered to Smyrna."87 Secretary of State Hay did not stop it. The campaign 

proved impactful. The Sultan begged for relief to save his reputation. Griscom nonchalantly 

responded, "the United States allows freedom of the press under its Constitution, and there is not 

much I can do."88 Sultan Abdülhamid II had met his equal for the first time in many years. He 

invited Griscom to the palace for opera. A couple of days later, the Kentucky arrived.  

Ferguson cabled the worldwide press while Griscom kept the coded cables going to the 

ship and State Department. Before long, Izzet Bey, with the cavalry, waited outside the Legation, 

demanding to see Griscom. "Don't worry," Griscom said to Balthasar. "Go serve His Majesty's 

representatives as many cups of coffee as they will drink. Say the American Charge regrets being 

delayed in a polo game."89 The delay was an Ottoman tradition, but only among Turkish 
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dignitaries. Never would foreign diplomats leverage it. Izzet Bey had come to seek Griscom's 

assistance to divert a potential war with the United States. However, it was a staged war. 

Griscom claimed it was out of his control. America would indeed reconsider if the Sultan were 

willing to pay the indemnity. The debt was paid.90 In 1901, Griscom said farewell to Turkey.  

At the State Department, John Hay stated, "As head of our foreign service, Lloyd, I 

suppose I ought to reprimand you for some of those chances you took - then he smiled."91 On his 

way to his next diplomatic post, Griscom, now a married man, stopped in Turkey. The Sultan 

invited him to dinner and decked his bride in the Grand Cordon of the Chefekat of pure 

diamonds. Abdülhamid pulled Griscom to the side, and, to his surprise, the Sultan whispered in 

perfect French, "Adieu, mon cher, et bon voyage."92 Abdülhamid had bluffed the entire Empire 

concerning his French, for he spoke it perfectly. The Sultan gave Griscom the gunmetal cigar 

case with his initials monogrammed in diamonds, Abdülhamid, El Gazi.93 However, by 1901, 

new stirrings were taking place.  

When Miss Stone, an American missionary, was abducted with Katerina Tsilka by a 

brigand in the vilayet of Salonica of Bulgaria,94 the responsibility fell on Consul General Charles 

M. Dickinson's desk to resolve the case. Dickinson had studied law at Binghamton University in 

New York and was a famed and prestigious lawyer. In 1878, he became manager of the 

 
90 Charles Monroe Dickinson Papers 1897-1913, Box 3, Folder: Turkey, Newspaper Clipping, July 24, 

1901, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington D.C. 
91 Lloyd G. Griscom, Diplomatically Speaking (New York, NY: The Literarily Guild of America, Inc., 

1940), 176. 
92 Ibid., 181. 
93 El Gazi means Conqueror a title given to Osman the Great the first Sultan of the Empire.  
94 United States State Papers, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, Transmitted to 

Congress, with the Annual Message of the President (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1902), No. 

923. 



200 
 

Binghamton Republic, which piqued his interest in politics.95 In 1897 he accepted the US 

Consul-General position in the Ottoman Empire. In 1901, Dickenson was appointed as a 

diplomatic agent to Bulgaria. His excellence in diplomacy elevated him to American Consul-

General at Large in 1905. Dickinson employed Griscom's methods by using the newspapers to 

stir American sentiments. He threatened the Bulgarian government and held Turkey responsible 

for Miss Stone. Newspaper clippings from the Dickinson papers containing the Miss Stone case 

worried all European powers. The monarchs speculated that if the case turned into war, America 

would win over the Ottomans and take possession of the Empire, leaving nothing for Europe.96 

Finally, after a wild chase through the Balkans and much pressure, the brigand known as "the 

gentleman and the soldier" released Ms. Stone and Tsilka.97 Katrina Tsilka was pregnant when 

the two ladies were kidnapped and gave birth in captivity. The Miss Stone case became another 

victory for the United States in the region, and America appeared more vigorous than ever due to 

the cunning of a few good diplomats.  

Dickinson also proved a master of science in international trade by opening several 

venues of commerce that had been closed to the United States.98 In a tribute, William Peacy of 

New Jersey reported how American orders shipped to the Levant in the millions.99 Dickinson 

used "tact and ability educating the Turkish merchants of the benefits of doing business with 
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97 Charles Monroe Dickinson Papers 1897-1913, Box 3, Folder: Turkey, Newspaper Clipping, November 
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American manufacturers."100 The tact was to cut out the third-party shipping services and create 

direct lines from the United States to Turkey. A strategy used by the Germans, Dickinson added 

American ingenuity by mapping out what goods were lacking in the Empire.  

By the late nineteenth century, German interest had nearly monopolized the Ottoman 

Empire's infrastructure based on the Sultan’s Public Debt initiative. The Public Debt program 

was a progressive measure to allow foreign capital to infuse the Empire while exploiting its 

resources. Thus, the Ottomans concentrated the energy of self-existence on diplomacy and its 

fiscal system. The economic model leveraged six areas: transportation, communication, shipping, 

mining, agriculture, and exports. German political influence at the Berlin Conference enabled 

concessions for railways, the construction of harbors, docks, drainage systems, bridges, quays, 

mines, tramways, and gas and electricity work.101 It facilitated these activities by establishing 

centralized banking systems connected to Europe and supporting trade. 

Additionally, Germany had solid representation through the Ottoman Empire, with 

officials in critical places to keep the geopolitical status. The German embassy in Constantinople 

was one of the most lavish foreign outposts. Germany's success lay at the heart of using a 

commercial network through European banks that guaranteed money to merchants at a lower 

cost. Following the German example, Dickinson recognized a market for American food 

supplies, machinery, and household goods.102  

 
100 Charles Monroe Dickinson Papers 1897-1913, Box 3, Folder: Turkey, Newspaper Clipping, n.d., 
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He set out to construct a large warehouse in Constantinople in partnership with Wands 

Biglow & Co.103 Smaller distribution centers were created in twenty to thirty cities, serving as 

showrooms with sales representatives to reach the masses of Turkish merchants who sold goods 

in the Bazaars. The steamer Stalheim of Barber & Co's served as a direct line from the United 

States to the Levant, offering lower freight rates and long-term credit with significant capital.104 

These measures cut out competitors and the intermediary, lowering costs and boosting profits by 

instituting competitive pricing for merchants. Sixty American manufacturers were part of the 

first shipment.105 Also, the Standard Oil Company wanted to carve out a portion and sent a 

delegation to Turkey to review its favorable market conditions. The initiative resulted in the 

American Merchant Marine and a $6,000,000 million boost in profits.106 Dickinson instructed all 

American consul general officers to do the same throughout the region.107 At last, the long-

sought trade success broke through. Dickinson made American headlines.  

The American newspapers had proved critical in the ninety-thousand-dollar indemnity 

claim and the Miss Stone case. However, they had not aided friendly American sentiments with 

the Turks. If the business plan would work, America had to shift her perception of the Ottoman 

Turks that had been molded over the previous twenty-five years. Diodati Thompson wrote, 

"America and Turkey – A Friendly View of the Situation in Constantinople – Need an American 

Ambassador and Fitting Officers – The Sultans Attitude- His Ability- The Progressive Party-
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Influence of Roberts College."108  Thompson described the wonders wrought by Griscom, 

Garguilo, and Dickinson, "Turkey where Muslim and Christian have sunk all their animosities 

and work in harmony for the American idea all men are born free and created equal…For now, 

liberal ideas are spreading among classes, and religions and affairs are shaping themselves for 

great changes."109 The article proved instrumental in improving American sentiments, especially 

with the section, “Women wear the fashion of Paris in their homes and men wear the same 

clothes as Americans with the added Fez."110 

Once back in the United States, now as Consular-General at Large, Dickinson set out to 

make Straus' ideas of diplomatic reform a reality. Bill S. 1435, To Provide for the 

Reorganization of the Consular Service of the United States, was introduced by Mr. Lodge in 

1905.111 The Bill outlined the qualifications and the responsibilities of diplomats, their salaries, 

education, personality and characteristics, and an examining board that would oversee 

presidential appointments.112 In section 3, the Bill called explicitly for “commercial agents” and 

consuls.113 The responsibilities of the commercial agents were solely focused on American 

interests in commerce. Section 6 of the Bill examined common law principles, rules of evidence, 

and the trial of civil and criminal cases.114 The exam was to be administered by the Civil Service 
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Commission, answering the Consular Board. In addition, a candidate had to prove competent in a 

second modern world language other than English.115  

More importantly, the Civil Service Commission and Consular Board would score each 

candidate's exam and "provide the information to the President."116 Thereby creating a process of 

checks and balances for fair and democratic selection of competent individuals. Dickinson was 

appointed acting examiner on the Board of Consular Recognition.117 The diplomats were also 

equipped with a new level of authority, acting as direct representatives of the President of the 

United States. In response, the newspapers wrote, “Uncle Sam plans to turn the diplomatic 

thumbscrew by means of an ambassador on the sick man Europe.”118 
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CHAPTER 8 

Change in Intellectual and Diplomatic Discourse 

"Chronic wrongdoing...may in America, as elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by some 

civilized nation…walk softly but carry a big stick."1 

 

 In 1901 Theodore Roosevelt was elected to the White House. During his administration, 

progressives shifted the perception of foreign policy by dealing with Turkey using the Big Stick 

policy. This was due to Terrell’s, Griscom’s, and Dickinson’s diplomacy, which proved worthy 

of implementation in Turkey. Terrell was the first diplomat in the 1890s who leveraged the idea 

by becoming a close friend of the Sultan. However, his tenure was muddled due to controversies 

and bias. Therefore, progressives placed safeguards around the post through Senate Bill 1435, 

introduced in 1905.2 Griscom improved the idea of personal diplomacy by pursuing persona 

grata to the Sultan while working for American interests in the region. He also used newspapers 

worldwide that divulged the affairs of the Porte and the Ottoman court. Dickinson especially 

built on Griscom’s ideas of employing newspaper campaigns to invigorate business relations 

between the United States and the Empire. Finally, he flexed American power in the Miss Stone 

case, placing the Ottomans and Great Powers on alert. The shift in diplomatic strategy proved so 

workable in the 1890s that it once again swayed American perceptions of the Ottomans. 

Therefore, part of this chapter focuses on how progressives changed their methods of interaction 
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with the Turks. The second part of this chapter emphasizes the emergence of the Young Turks as 

a progressive movement and the stark changes in ideological perceptions in the World War I era. 

Additionally, Intellectual Herbert Croly’s landmark work was The Promise of American Life 

(1909), attributed to American foreign policy at the turn of the century. He advocated for an 

American international system to secure alliances in the Western Hemisphere through it. While 

this idea, at first, was unique to the United States relations in the Western Hemisphere, 

promoting Pan-Americanism, it would eventually prove applicable to American foreign policy 

globally. By 1915, he had authored articles covering current events in Turkey.3 

Croly, an American journalist, was born into a family of civil reformers after the 

American Civil War. As a Harvard graduate, Croly cofounded The New Republic in 1914. His 

debut as a social intellectual came by connecting history to the early twentieth century. Croly 

was passionate about the East and China, associating himself with specific diplomats. Moreover, 

Croly’s political theory suggested updating the American political system with governing 

principles and economics aligned with modernization. Expansion of the national government 

would assist in solving social problems and promoting public policy and the welfare of citizens. 

This idea was picked up by Roosevelt and integrated into his domestic program, New 

Nationalism. Roosevelt supported these principles to the extent of integrating the progressive 

agenda into foreign policy. Therefore, the United States shifted foreign policy to further a 

progressive agenda worldwide at the dawn of the new century. Secretary of State John Milton 

Hay pursued Roosevelt’s efforts to integrate Croly’s ideas, especially in Spain and Turkey.  

 
3 The New Republic, Vol. 3, 1915, 87. 



207 
 

Hay served as Secretary of State under Presidents McKinley and Roosevelt. Hay was 

born in 1838 into a prestigious Indiana family who moved to Illinois.4 Upon graduation from 

Brown University, Hay became a literary star on campus and earned awards at a young age, 

placing him in the intellectual elite. He began to study law under his uncle, and he befriended 

Lincoln, who owned a practice next to his uncle’s office.5  During the American Civil War, Hay 

worked as Lincoln's secretary.6 In 1865, upon the assassination of Lincoln, Hay decided to serve 

as a diplomat.7 Hay was also the cousin of George Washburn (1833-1915), the second President 

of Roberts College in Constantinople.8 Washburn spent significant time in Turkey and authored 

Fifty Years in Constantinople (1909), which included critical elements of the Turkish reform 

efforts.9  

It is worth pausing here and reflecting on relationships to understand their significance. 

Roberts College was the first American college founded outside of the United States. It quickly 

took the lead among American missionary schools in the Ottoman Empire. More importantly, 

Reverend Cyrus Hamlin (1811-1900), who held political connections, was invited to serve as its 

first president.10 He was the cousin of Hannibal Hamlin, Lincoln’s first Vice President, and his 

 
4 John Hay Papers, Series 1, Writings and Diaries by John Hay, John Hay Library Special Collections, Box 

A, Brown University, RI. Also see Philip McFarland, John Hay, Friend of Giants: The Man and Life Connecting 
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A, Brown University, RI. 
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(New York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2013). 
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College (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2012), ix. 
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10 Quoted in Ümit, Devrim, "Introduction," Fifty Years in Constantinople and Recollections of Roberts 

College (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2012), ix. 
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son-in-law was Washburn, who helped advance Roberts College as its second president. Like 

Washburn, Hamlin’s time in Turkey resulted in the work Among the Turks (1881).11 It includes a 

thorough description of the reforms under Abdulmedjid, and Hamlin describes the value of the 

Hatt-i-Sherriff of Gülhane’s granting equal rights to all citizens. No wonder Hay had extensive 

knowledge of the Tanzimat reform movement and modernization efforts brought forth by the 

Ottomans. As Secretary of State, Hay contributed progressive ideas to foreign policy in trade and 

the democratization of oppressed nations.12 He was instrumental in the Open-Door Notes and the 

Hay-Pauncefote Treaty that secured the Panama Canal. 

Additionally, he shared Roosevelt’s ideas handed down by Croly. As Secretary of State, 

Hay upheld the Big Stick policy in Turkey because of the Ottoman's stubborn persistence in 

retracting their reforms of toleration. However, Hay exercised a pragmatic approach as American 

citizens were increasingly affected. These were the years John G.A. Leishman, Lewis Einstein, 

and Francis Marion Huntington-Wilson served at the Legation in Constantinople. His 

responsibility was to carry out the policy on behalf of the Secretary of State and President.  

Leishman arrived in Constantinople in 1901 as Minister and was later promoted to 

Ambassador, the first diplomat to hold the title in Turkey. Leishman was an American 

businessman from Pennsylvania. Orphaned at an early age, he was ambitious. He earned a small 

fortune as a senior member of the steel brokerage firm Leishman and Snyder. He worked his way 

up the ranks of the Carnegie Steel Company and retired from business to serve as a diplomat in 

Europe. He accepted a post in Turkey in 1900. Here, he assisted Dickenson in the release of Miss 

Stone. Leishman returned to Turkey in 1906 as the first United States Ambassador. He 
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distinguished himself for diplomatic tact and agility, negotiating with Turkey for full rights for 

American citizens and their schools in the Empire. 

        The American schools in the Ottoman Empire held a long history. Washburn arrived in 

Constantinople in 1853 and spent fifty years building a system for private schools founded by the 

Americans and American mission boards in the Empire.13 Due to the Penal Codes, American 

missionaries focused on Christian minority groups. Students came from Greeks, Armenians, 

Bulgarians, and Syrians. These students were of diverse Christian backgrounds, all seeking a 

Western inspired education. However, they also participated in many rebellions and uprisings 

against the Turks throughout the territories. The schools set up by the American missionaries 

were accused of inciting the revolts. Nevertheless, the proof was never produced to qualify the 

accusations. The uprisings and rebellions culminated in international negotiations carved away at 

the Turkish domains.  

Due to the lingering suspicions, the Turkish government laid obstacles in the way for the 

schools to carry out daily activities and expand as needed. Building permits were prolonged for 

months, all books and printed teaching materials were subjected to inspection, and American 

agents were prohibited in the Armenian territory. In addition, double school taxes were levied.14 

Worst of all, unannounced rules were implemented concerning teachers and staff; this led to 
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local authorities shutting down the schools until requirements were fulfilled.15 Finally, traveling  

American missionaries were killed by Mohammedan tribesmen in the interior of the Empire.16 

Despite the opposition, Minister to Turkey Straus worked extensively and kept careful records at 

the American Legation showing the location of each school, the year each school was 

established, the students by religious affiliation, and other pertinent demographic records.17 He 

also documented what happened to each school and when.18 The American Legation was 

engrossed.  

Straus provided the "Proposed Additional Regulation of Public School Instructions" to 

the United States Secretary of State Bayard. The new regulations limited foreign schools.19 

Straus also wrote a supplemental document entitled Memorandum of Religious Rights by 

translating the rights and privileges of various communities within the Empire from the Hatti of 

1856 until the Treaty of Berlin in 1878. The goal was to compare the new regulations to existing 

international treaties the Ottoman Empire was obligated to follow. Parts of these provisions are 

found in the United States state papers. In contrast, the Straus papers include the full 

Memorandum of "parameters of religious freedom, the right to freedom of education, the right to 

a constitution, the law of publication, and private schools."20 To continue their operations, the 

American schools had to prove compliance with the Ottoman government, and it could take 
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months to obtain a new permit in each territory.21 Straus outlined how the rights and privileges of 

the schools were breached, based on the Hatti of 1856 and the Berlin Treaty of 1878. 

Leishman’s primary responsibility was to obtain an Imperial Irade of rights and 

protections for the American missionary schools. Securing these special rights and protections 

for the schools and properties occupied his four years. Finally, the Great Powers obtained their 

rights and protections in 1901.22 In Washington, Reverend Stuart Dodge spearheaded a 

delegation urging President Roosevelt to gain the same for the American missionary schools in 

Turkey. Roosevelt realized the settlement would be a difficult road but eventually achievable.  

In light of progressivism, the United States viewed itself as politically secure, socially 

cohesive, and economically prosperous. Furthermore, politically, progressivism had proved it 

could resolve most of its differences peacefully, and its people believed in the evolutionary, 

democratic, and economic historical process. Therefore, Roosevelt saw no issues between 

imperialism and reform. On the contrary, he encouraged the reform movement in the territories 

acquired in the 1890s and overseas, resulting in his Big Stick policy of demonstrating power in 

peacetime, but only for democratic purposes.23 Henceforth, American diplomats leveraged the 

Big Stick policy when dealing with the Ottoman government. Roosevelt’s personal view was, 

"Spain and the Ottomans are the two powers I would rather smash than any in the world.”24  
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An opportunity to resolve the issues between the two powers through a powerful 

showcase of naval diplomacy occurred in the late summer of 1903. The Turks had remained 

fearful of American naval power since the Barbary Wars. Leishman wired to inform Secretary of 

State Hay about the assassination of Vice Consul Magelssen in Beirut.25 Due to a coding error, 

there was a grave misunderstanding as the Vice Consul was not assassinated but only made an 

attempt to do so.26 Upon clarification, Roosevelt ignored the mistake and hoped Leishman would 

use the Navy's presence in the pending school question. Therefore, the President dispatched 

Admiral Cotton, who oversaw two cruisers, to the Mediterranean.27 Upon arrival, Leishman 

informed the State Department that the Navy squadron severely impacted the Turkish 

government. Cheiko Bey, the Turkish Minister in Washington, protested. Hay did not waste 

time. In a single sentence, he suggested the Turkish government settle the pending matters. 

Chekib Bey explained to the Times, “Unhappily massacres sometimes occur, he said, but do they 

not occur in Christian lands? Nobody would be so foolish as to hold the United States 

government responsible for lynchings.”28 However, the Turkish government prolonged 

procrastination and excuses.29 Roosevelt was apprehensive about striking, not knowing the 

outcome, cautioning Secretary of War Elihu Root of “pushing matters to a conclusion in Turkey 

and taking Smyrna.”30 However, a decision was made to retract the dispatch as the vessels 

required a refit.31  
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Early in 1904, Turkish policy became more resolute regarding diplomats. Only foreign 

ministers with the rank of Ambassador were allowed to hold an audience with Abdülhamid. This 

strategy aimed to stop Leishman’s persistence with the Sultan, for he had a lower position.32 Two 

months later, after long consideration, the Turkish government informed Leishman that it refused 

to grant special rights and protections to American schools. The decision was the final indignity. 

Finally, Roosevelt employed the Big Stick by sending a squadron of American battleships into 

the region.33 The decision was not solely based on the Turkish problem. Instead, Roosevelt saw 

an opportunity to display the United States Navy. The combination could not have come more 

opportune as elections loomed in the fall.  

Turkish sensitivity to American diplomacy was related to the degree of coercion 

Roosevelt was able or willing to apply. The Sultan procrastinated and fabricated excuses not to 

meet with Leishman. Finally, however, it was found out that Abdülhamid had met with other 

diplomats of the European powers and excluded the United States. Urged by Secretary of State 

Hay, Leishman asked again for an Imperial audience, although he felt it was below his dignity. 

His orders were to imply that if an audience were not granted, the United States government 

would interpret it as an unfriendly act. 

Furthermore, the State Department inquired which Turkish port to anchor its fleet. 

Against these demands, Abdülhamid met with Leishman and promised: “to take the matter under 

immediate consideration.”34 However, the response was once again delayed. Roosevelt gathered 
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214 
 

his cabinet, analyzed the situation with Turkey, and concluded to send the Navy. Upon the news, 

representatives of the Great Powers hurried back to Washington from their vacation places to 

probe into the nature of Roosevelt’s intentions. The New York Times reported that Washington 

was “almost completely deserted by the diplomatic body, but since then, representatives of the 

German, Austrian, and French Embassies have appeared here, and all of them are 

communicating with the State Department or the White House.”35 The plan was likely to keep 

the intentions of the mission concealed from the Porte. The United States Navy steamed into the 

Mediterranean, cruisers appeared off the coast of Smyrna, and the Captains received much 

ceremony, a guard of honor, and a band. With the Navy in Smyrna harbor, Twefik Pasha granted 

more than just the school question by resolving the issue of diplomatic ranking and the case 

concerning the property of Mrs. Lane in Smyrna.36 On the school’s front, the informal 

memorandum declared “that there should be no distinction between the American schools and 

those of other nationalities.”37 Consequently, Roosevelt’s Big Stick policy proved significant in 

American diplomacy.  

In 1906, Leishman was graced by Lewis Einstein as the Third Secretary of Legation.38 

Einstein was a progressive diplomat and historian. He wrote extensively about his diplomatic 

experiences and the histories of each nation he served. Thus, Einstein's works and papers would 

fill a critical gap in the United States Foreign State Papers relating to the Ottoman Empire and 

the Young Turk movement. As Third Secretary, he enjoyed a reasonably relaxed lifestyle in 

Constantinople. A life of leisure, "dining with the Ottoman Princes,"… “playing bridge at the 
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club, and enjoying outings with various Ottoman ministers.”39 After hours, Einstein described 

evening events where he met the prominent Ambassadors of the Great Powers.40 In addition, 

Einstein detailed his frequent visits to historical sites to collect artifacts and his visits to 

museums.41 American newspapers had begun to highlight a "new Progressive Party emerging in 

Turkey labeled the Young Turk Liberal Regime."42 American progressives and intellectuals took 

an interest in the origination and followed the developments of the Young Turks. British Rhoden 

Buxton and Lewis Einstein traced the nationalist movement.  

The French Socialist Press reported on the beginning stages and how the reformers, the 

Young Turks, were organized.43 As a result of the reversion to absolute monarchy under 

Abdülhamid II, the Young Turk movement emerged as a conspiracy group spreading through 

colleges in Constantinople. However, Ottoman authorities derailed their conspiracy scheme, and 

the participants fled to foreign cities throughout Europe. Furthermore, the Sultan forced the 

population to dismiss all tutors from individual Turkish homes.44 The attempt was to stop ideas 

of constitutionalism from spreading. Exiled throughout Europe, the Young Turk conspirators 

formed a secret revolutionary congress. The Congress, comprised of Turks, Armenians, Greeks, 

Bulgarians, Jews, Arabs, and Albanians, resolved to work for the Sultan's abdication and 

reinstate the 1876 parliament.45 Their ages ranged primarily from twenty to twenty-five, with 
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twelve as the youngest and forty as the oldest.46 By 1902, Ottoman oppositionists came together 

in Paris in what was known as the first Congress of Ottoman opposition.47  

Most party members advocated for centralization of the government and industrialization, 

arguing that giving power to minority groups would only cause the Empire to fall apart. Unity 

was vital to carry out the goals and maintaining control. The revolution was of an intellectual 

mode, owing its debt to France. Different from the Tanzimat, it was through books, French 

translations of English literature, interactions with French tutors, and the ideas from the 

traditions of French democracy that the Young Turks emerged, enlightened to reform Turkey.48  

Charles Buxton, a British lawyer and radical activist of the British Liberal Party, visited 

Turkey in 1903. He became interested in Ottoman affairs, and the Tanzimat reform movement 

started under Mahmoud II. In Britain, he had followed England's internal reforms and the 

sentiments of the Great Powers of Europe. In 1907, the opportunity presented itself to Buxton to 

witness the conditions in Constantinople firsthand. As a member of the Balkan Committee, he 

accepted an invitation to trace the revolution. His journey as an eyewitness began in the fall of 

1907. Buxton documented the events for the next nine months by interviewing key leaders and 

learning how the Young Turks launched the revolution in real time. His work Turkey in 

Revolution (1909) contains his findings and report.  

The Young Turk Revolution laid the path for the future of the Ottoman Empire with a 

more significant measure of reforms. The reforms under the Young Turks can be viewed as a 

bridge between the Tanzimat and Kemal reforms. Similar to the French, it was a seemingly 
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bloodless revolution at first.49 However, it rallied the many minority groups of the Empire using 

the slogan, "This is what comes of having a Sultan who rules without consulting his people."50 

Sir William Whittell wrote a column in the Times highlighting the Armenian massacres by Kurds 

and Lazes. American progressive diplomat Einstein responded, "The regime which was guilty of 

such atrocities is over."51 Regarding the previous animosity between Turks and Armenians, "the 

Young Turks," Einstein wrote, "they called to bury all resentments and hatreds, private and 

public."52 Like Einstein, Buxton learned that the Young Turks was a broad term for all political 

groups that sought additional reforms and modernization within the Empire in the early twentieth 

century. 

The body formed in Salonica through a Committee of Liberty years prior and vowed to 

destroy the tyranny of the Sultan. Einstein described, "Some reports had from time to time 

filtered through about recent disturbances in Macedonia, but they conveyed something so 

chronic and so remote that no one at Constantinople paid much attention to them."53 Out of this, 

the Committee of Union and Progress, a new Progressive Party was able to emerge without 

interference. Buxton described, "the Committee of Union and Progress was so secretly organized 

no one knew the names of its leaders for many years."54 The idea of the Tanzimat was to draw 

power away from the Sultan into a parliamentary body fitting into the European model of 
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Western society. The revolutionaries advocated bringing back the constitution and Parliament. 

Thus, they sought to abolish the Ottoman Sultanate, prevent the Empire's collapse, and restore its 

former glory. The Young Turks realized the Great Powers of Europe were acting out of self-

interest and not for the Empire's or its people's greater good. However, the West did not entirely 

broadcast the progressive side of the nationalistic movement. In a letter dated August 30, 1908, 

Chief Justice Holmes Jr. wrote to Einstein, "My wife, who reads the papers, has been wondering 

that there was not more sympathy expressed with the changes."55  

The Committee of Union and Progress used Abdülhamid II's tactics against his political 

opponents to fight despotism.56 Therefore, the Young Turks were tightly knit, never discovered, 

and left to carry out their concealed plan. Although there were factions of different opinions, 

they all agreed on removing the Sultan, reinstating the 1876 parliament, and upholding the 

constitution. By spreading these ideas, they won over a group of young officers of the audacious 

army in Macedonia and Albania, such as Major Enver Bey, Niazi Bey, and Hussein Hilmi Pasha, 

who joined the ranks.57 Macedonia was chosen for its geographical area, and operations were 

headed by Nazime Bey, who took the guise of a preacher.58 The date was set for July Fourth, 

1908, as the banner was raised to favor the revolt.59 Like the French in the Tennis Court in 1789, 

the Young Turks took a pledge. Niazi proclaimed, 

 

"We have come out to fight against the despotism, if necessary. But our objects are 

pacific and liberal. We call upon all Ottoman subjects to inaugurate a new era of equality. 

To you, Christians, we say, the great Powers and the Balkan States have done nothing for 
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you. They have only sowed discord between you while playing for their hand. Our own 

government is also to blame. Let us work together for our country.  

 

I promise freedom to every race and creed, on condition that they renounce all ideas of 

annexation to other countries. So long as a Turk remains alive, this country will belong to 

the Ottomans. I appeal to all the bands to report themselves to me and arrange a common 

programme."60 

 

 

On July twenty-third, 1908, the Committee of Union and Progress placed an ultimatum 

on the Sultan, demanding that he bring back the constitution. They declared that the Sultan's 

dynasty would be in danger if he did not revive the 1876 Constitution. Sultan Abdülhamid II 

understood that the Empire was on the verge of civil war and accepted the conditions the next 

day.61 Burton documented the demonstrations and joyful celebrations in the streets to the extent 

that women threw off their garbs and veils. The revolution "made the growth of good things 

possible and opened the way for progress and all that progress meant."62 However, behind the 

scenes, the Germans were working in silence. 

Abdülhamid had already forged a friendship with the Germans. In partnership with the 

Germans, the Young Turks brought reform through the continued development of transportation 

and communication. As a result, roads, railroads, and canals expanded. In 1907, electricity was 

generated that advanced infrastructure and shifted Turkish society toward true modernization 

with industrial centers made possible. In addition, six reform laws came regarding property 

rights, aiding private citizens, and commerce and business ventures. Before the revolution, the 

Porte had never granted political equality. However, the Young Turks gave privileges to 
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Christians to show tolerance and unbiased integration of all groups. "Liberation and fraternity of 

races and creeds" was shouted during their marches.63   

Under the new regime, Christians were allowed to form their churches and self-govern in 

education, private property, and religion. In the past, Christians had suffered from the disorder 

that had emerged from the Hatti. Now, Christians served equally in the army and enjoyed 

desegregated schools. Additionally, the word rayah, applied to Christians, was erased from all 

public documents.64 However, Einstein clarified that "the new rulers of Constantinople cared 

nothing about religious practices," which would soon prove true.65  

Like their predecessors, a looming problem faced the Young Turks - how to deal with the 

Balkans and their territories. One idea proposed was to annex the territories without granting 

national autonomy. The second idea was to reform the Empire, extending personal security and 

equality. There was a fear of giving freedom at the risk of a reactionary movement that could 

result in the restoration of despotism. The United States resolved a similar matter by 

implementing a process of annexation in which reserved, separate, and concurrent powers 

worked in a comprehensive framework of federalism. However, the Turks did not adopt the idea. 

Instead, they had observed the corruption behind the American government system. The 

American struggle for life and exemplified by Hassan Fehmi Pasha, who ridiculed American 

democracy, “Ils appellant ça une République, mais il n’y a pass d’ari. On entre dans un tram on 

vote; on sort d'un tram on vote; une femme tombe dans la rue tout le monde vote (They call it a 

Republic, but there's no ari (Eagle). We enter a tram we vote; we get out of a tram we vote; a 
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woman falls in the street everyone votes), Einstein explained to Chief Justice Holmes, "I do 

understand their distance for those who have erected as the highest virtues the eminently selfish 

ones. Our ‘Captains of Industry’ pose perhaps tightly as public benefactors, but after all, their 

primary and usually ultimate consideration has been their paunch."66  

Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr. was born into a prestigious Massachusetts family in 1841. In 

1835, his father, Dr. Holmes, studied medicine in Paris simultaneously with Nott. His mother 

was Amelia Lee Jackson, daughter of Judge Jackson of Boston, an ardent abolitionist. As an 

officer, Holmes Jr. fought on the Union side in the American Civil War from 1862 until 1865. 

He entered Harvard in 1864 and was later admitted to the bar in 1867. Roosevelt appointed him 

to the Supreme Court and was friends with Henry Cabot Lodge and Louis Brandeis. His work 

The Common Law (1881) explained pragmatic ideas by advocating experience above logic.67 He 

suggested that "the law embodies the story of a nation's development through many centuries."68.  

Judge Holmes was a pragmatist and member of Pierce’s Metaphysical Club. He was an ardent 

reader of worldwide literature, including the ideas of Croly and Dewey. Therefore, Judge 

Holmes took an interest in the developments of Turkey as a progressing nation during Lewis 

Einstein’s time of service. Consequently, Einstein informed Holmes of the progressive initiatives 

under the Young Turks.69 In return, Holmes exchanged ideas of progressivism in the United 

States with Einstein.  
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The Young Turks viewed themselves as the champions of liberty in a society where the 

people were granted civil rights. They reasoned that prosperity and equality flourish from such a 

place of reform. Therefore, they did not need American democracy. These insights proved 

significant to United States Chief Justice Holmes in 1909 when faced with decisions concerning 

monopolies and anti-trust laws. Holmes analyzed progressive laws of countries, which informed 

his decisions in the Supreme Court and private talks with the President and other dignitaries.70 

His ideology was anchored in Hegelianism. Hegelian philosophy is rooted in metaphysics as 

absolute idealism, informed and shaped by logic, natural science, and historical progress. 

Therefore, Hegelianism advocated distinct characteristics of progress. First, Hegel contended 

that progress is never linear, but there is wisdom at every age.71 Secondly, he suggested that 

improvement is never perfect, and it takes three moves before achieving the right balance. There 

will always be extreme opposites, but these extremes will eventually find a balance over time. 

For Hegel, the essential question was, what fragment of sense and reason might be contained in 

otherwise frightening or foreign phenomena? This was partly the philosophical underpinnings of 

intellectual progressivism in the United States. Progressivism had grown from a transformation 

in American political thought in the nineteenth century as it had looked to progressive 

developments in Turkey in the first part of the twentieth century.  

In April of 1909, an extreme wing of the Committee of Union and Progress surfaced with 

a new agenda. Major Enver Bey said, "There had been no officers in the committees of Young 

Turks… all were fellow workers on a common level in common cause."72 However, Burton 
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described an inner circle that existed with a different plan.73 In due time, it would unfold. 

Finding themselves in the same quandaries as Sultan Abdülhamid II, the Committee of Union 

and Progress established a rule of terror administered by a junta of unknown officers. By decree 

of a secret court martial, these officers proceeded to proscribe, deport, or otherwise remove any 

dangerous or suspect political opponents without any formalities or judicial procedure. As they 

were in the minority and had to rule against the consent of the governed, a terrorist regime was 

necessary. Consequently, martial law was established in the capital in 1909 and maintained 

during the succeeding years through World War I.  

The extremists drew on the ideas of Pan-Islam held by Abdülhamid II to create 

Turkification as a collective identity. The European Powers had opposed the idea of Pan-Islam 

because it interfered with colonialism.74 By the First World War, Turkey and Germany used Pan-

Islamic propaganda to stir popular sentiments against the Entente, mainly the British, and to 

induce Muslim troops under British command to desert.75 Therefore, Germany used Pan-Islam as 

a political weapon after its economic foothold in the late Ottoman Empire. On the other hand, 

Turkification was accepted among the European Powers in the spirit of nationalism. Therefore, it 

was never met with opposition. However, the Young Turks reintroduced Pan-Islam endorsing 

Turkification at the heart of its success by armed force.76  

Turkish citizens were told that the Empire consisted, based on religion, of one dominant 

race and dominated races, i.e., Turk versus non-Turk. Einstein noted how the extremist wing of 

the Young Turks adhered to Gobineau's idea of Teutonic race superiority.77 In Paris, Leon 
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Cahun, a librarian, had written a history of Central Asia describing the military greatness and 

exploits of Turks in the Middle Ages. The peaceful librarian in Paris could never have suspected 

how his account was to exercise a political influence in the Near East. The discovery of 

Gobineau's idea and Cahun’s history blended into the idea of Turanianism. These intellectual 

histories played into the policy of Turkification based on their claimed heritage. By February of 

1909, Einstein wrote to Holmes, "I prize your letters for keeping me in touch with the larger 

world of ideas…for Constantinople is hardly more sterile than ever…but in place of ideas we 

have the daily changing spectacle of international politics…for the Serbes are again on the 

warpath"78 However, the dull political spectacle would soon turn into action.  

An unsuccessful counter-revolution started on April 13, 1909. Einstein wrote to Holmes, 

"You will have some problems of national responsibility to determine: the Servians were set on 

their feet by Europe though in a mutilated form. They try to regain the missing members and are 

at once accused of disturbing the peace and set upon by the powers who miscarried them at 

birth."79 The Sultan did nothing. Troops, fresh from Salonika, entered Constantinople and put 

down the 'rebels.' The troops proved ruthless, and the Sultan was deposed and imprisoned in a 

palace on the Bosphorus. All his property was dispersed and sold. The Young Turks merely 

wanted a Sultan as a figurehead, so Abdülhamid’s brother was perfect for the role since he had 

spent thirty-three years as a prisoner. He was a “puppet,” the regent who replaced Abdülhamid 

II. Einstein analyzed, "The Balkan states understood that if the Turks were able to reform 

themselves, it would not be long until what had worked in their favor would turn against them."80  
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Straus arrived in Turkey for his third term, now as Ambassador, while Einstein was 

appointed Charge d’Affaires.81  Straus held an unusual ability to examine events and practically 

apply ideas. For example, in a lecture on Metaphysics, Straus stated, "Religion is a government 

which claims and exercises control over mankind."82 Straus analyzed that when religion is 

intertwined with government, decisions are filtered through the force of the respective religious 

establishment. He concluded that the spiritual forces at work had tainted the reforms that once 

started in Turkey. One year later, in 1910, Fancies Marion Huntington-Wilson arrived in 

Constantinople.  

Huntington-Wilson was an influential diplomat who served American interests in 

multiple nations. Additionally, he was an author and Assistant Secretary of State. As a 

progressive, he recommended a new model of the State Department and advocated for Pan-

Americanism, drawing upon notions by Croly. He specifically wrote of the great opportunities in 

the Near East with establishing the new regime in Turkey, the Young Turks.83 He was close 

friends with Griscom, who often recommended Huntington-Wilson for diplomatic posts.  

Taft and his Secretary of State Philander C. Knox, the US Steel giant and lawyer, wanted 

to take the idea of progressivism in foreign policy one step further. Therefore, they enhanced the 

concept of “Dollar Diplomacy” by improving commercial interests overseas. Consequently, Taft 

sent Huntington-Wilson as an “Extraordinary Ambassador Envoy” to the Ottoman Empire to 

review new developments under the Young Turk movement. Taft was interested in trade with a 

now more progressive Turkey. The President had commissioned Huntington-Wilson to 
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investigate the Chester Concessions84 and review railway building and mining in Turkey. Taft 

announced to Congress: 

 

"To return the visit of the Special Embassy announcing the; accession of His Majesty 

Mohammed V, Emperor of the Ottomans, I sent to Constantinople a Special Ambassador 

who, in addition to this mission of ceremony, was charged with the duty of 

expressing to the Ottoman Government the value attached by the Government of the 

United States to increased and more important relations between the countries and the 

desire of the United States to contribute to the larger economic and commercial 

development due to the new regime in Turkey. 

The rapid development now beginning in that ancient Empire and the marked progress 

and increased commercial importance of Bulgaria, Romania, and Servia make it 

particularly opportune that the possibilities of American commerce in the Near East 

should receive due attention."85 

 

During his visit, Huntington-Wilson observed how Roberts College had produced some 

of the Ottoman Empire's most significant reformers, who were now part of the Young Turk 

movement. Traveling to the capitals within the Balkans, he learned of additional reforms these 

newly independent states had implemented since their liberation from the Empire. For example, 

King Ferdinand spoke of land, military, and civil reforms in Sofia.86 Hunting-Wilson witnessed 

reforms, called mes enfnts, throughout the Balkans and advocated for the United States to follow 

the same economic development by leveraging Dollar Diplomacy, specifically in Turkey.87  

 The new regime, however, used a heavy hand to implement Turkification in its 

territories. All minority groups were forced to learn, read, and write the Turkish language.88 This 
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was the breaking point that resulted in the Balkan Wars. Between 1911 and 1913, the Young 

Turks fought the Italians over Libya. Next, the Balkans rose in revolt against their enslavers and 

won. The Turks signed the Treaty of London in 1913, ceding the northern territories of 

Montenegro, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece. By 1913, the Turks handed over the executive 

command of the capital and the Dardanelles to German General Liman von Saunders. In a letter 

to Holmes, Einstein described, "The Turks were in ruins by thirty years of misgovernment. They 

overthrew the tyranny, but the debts of the old generation were visited by the new. A race with 

every military virtue is dragged down because of financial vices."89 For the Young Turks 

reasoned, "Our religious principles urge us to free the Mohammedan world from the powers of 

the unbelievers and to give independence to the followers of Mahomet."90 Another significant 

factor for the new regime was its relationship with Germany. Einstein wrote, “it is said the 

German Keiser smiled on Abdülhamid’s government.”91 Consequently, Turco-German interests 

formed the idea of an “anti-Slavic” brotherhood; thus, the Turco-German Entente was sealed.92 

The alliance brought no small stir among the European representation. However, the First World 

War was brewing. 

The European territorial losses of the Empire during the last quarter of the nineteenth 

century had left the area of Anatolia to the Turks. Thus, Anatolia was established as the heartland 

of the Turkish people. This allowed for the emergence of the Armenian problem found in 
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Articles Twenty-three and Sixty-one of the Treaty of Berlin.93 The Armenian Christian 

community had lived in the eastern provinces of the Anatolian Peninsula since before the 

Turks.94 Under the reforms, Anatolia developed impressively, especially in the West, during the 

nineteenth century.95 Eastern Anatolia remained less developed. However, since the Hamidian 

massacres, considerable social and political tension has existed between the Armenians and the 

Kurds in the east. Nevertheless, Armenians were offered some protection under Article 61 of the 

Treaty of Berlin.96 

The Armenian extremists engaged in provocations against the Ottomans to attract 

European intervention on their behalf.97 Cooperation with Orthodox Russia meant cooperation 

with the traditional enemy of the Islamic Ottomans.98 A lack of government control and 

suspicion toward the Armenians threatened what the Turks had left of their Empire.99 Besides, 

the two periods of massacres preceded the war years. It was this combination that allowed for the 

genocide of the Armenians during the Great War.100  

 

In 1912, President Wilson appointed Henry Morgenthau Sr. Ambassador to Turkey. 

Morgenthau witnessed the progression and decline that would lead to the Armenian genocide.101 
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Armenians had fought on the Turkish side at the beginning of the World War.102 However, 

rumors soon spread that groups of Armenians were staging a rebellion, thereby creating 

additional hostility toward them. This was additionally enhanced by Carl Adolf Bratter’s 

pamphlet Die Armenische Frage (1915).103 The New York Tribune reported, “Bratter, a Berlin 

political writer says, “Armenian atrocities always arise in the same way: Revolutionary 

Armenians are incited by Great Britain or Russia to uprisings, rebellion, and treason. Full of 

bitterness, the Turks have tried vainly to suppress these conspiracies for decades.”104 Enver, 

Talaat, and Jemal, the leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress, crafted the “Armenian 

policy.”105 The Committee of Union and Progress ordered Armenian communities to forcefully 

relocate from border areas and military fronts to prevent the rumored revolts. In addition, 

Armenian soldiers had their weapons confiscated. The triumvirate entrusted the governors-

general, the local command, to execute the genocidal process. From the documentation by 

Morgenthau, it is evident that mass deportations and exterminations took place 

simultaneously.106 Germany and Austria hesitated to interfere.107 German Naval expert Von 

Reventlow endorsed the Armenian policy by telling the American press, “We Germans must 

consider the handling of the Armenian question as an internal affair of the Turks.”108 In a 

conversation with the German Ambassador Mortmann, Talaat Pasha stated, "Turkey is taking 

advantage of the war to thoroughly liquidate its internal foes, the indigenous Christians, 
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without being disturbed by foreign intervention. What on earth do you want? The question 

is settled. There are no more Armenians.”109 

Ambassador Sharp of France described how Armenians in Erzerum, Dertchun, Equine, 

Van, Bitlis, Mush, Sassun, Zeitun, and throughout Cilicia were killed on a mass scale.110 

Morgenthau worked tirelessly to engage American intervention to save the Armenians. He 

described that "Men were sent to labor camps, and hundreds were taken out to deserted areas and 

shot."111 The relocation efforts soon turned into mass exterminations, especially in the sites along 

the fronts and rural provinces. Turkish and Kurdish soldiers forced whole families "to march 

away from their homes. Bands of Ottoman soldiers marched through Armenian villages and 

tortured inhabitants. Armenian houses and churches were robbed and destroyed."112 Some 

Armenians did rebel against the slaughtering of their people. The rebellions allowed Turkish 

authorities to justify increased removals and killings by stating that the acts were in retaliation to 

the Armenian counter-rebellion. They claimed that Armenians in the eastern provinces must be 

removed or eliminated.  

Fear and rumors continued to stoke the flames of violence. Morgenthau urged the United 

States to intervene in the genocide based on countless reports from missionaries and 

diplomats.113 He also established the Armenian Commission, raised funds, and reported coverage 
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of the massacres in multiple newspapers to rally American sentiments.114 Additionally, he met 

with Turkish leaders to stop the atrocities.  

Christians in other parts of the world, mainly Europe and America, heard reports of the 

Armenian persecution. Organizations were formed to provide aid. Some ambassadors living in 

Constantinople worked to convince Turkish officials to stop the violence. Even the German 

Ambassador denied that the anti-Armenian measures originated with the Germans.115 

Morgenthau described the events as "a campaign of race extermination."116 What turned into the 

Armenian genocide was part of a more significant transition taking place in the Ottoman Empire. 

American newspapers wrote, "It is hoped that Turks now lost Armenia for good."117 The 

transition from a common identity to territorial self-determination had unfortunate consequences. 

The shift from co-existence, where religious communities lived together under the Tanzimat, to 

European territorial nationalism resulted in unavoidable clashes and horrific bloodshed. Not all 

products of modernity and change had positive results. Some were quite catastrophic. Indeed, the 

Turkish-Armenian conflict was the worst example of this reality.  

When Morgenthau resigned, Abram Elkus replaced him, the last United States 

Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire before World War I.118 As a reputable lawyer and ardent 

reformer in the United States, Elkus drafted "thirty bills enacted into law in the areas of child 
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labor, tenement housing, and night work for women."119 Once in Turkey, Elkus and his wife 

organized a massive relief effort for Armenians, Jews, and Greeks, saving thousands of lives.120 

Upon the United States' entry into World War I, Elkus was recalled home.121  

World War I ended the Ottoman Empire that had ruled the Middle East for six hundred 

years. At the war's end, the Empire collapsed and ceased as a political entity. From the ruins of 

the Empire, the modern Middle Eastern state system emerged. The winds of world war closed 

the Eastern question; it was not relevant anymore as it was no longer necessary for the European 

powers to preserve the integrity of the Ottoman Empire for European peace. The Europeans were 

already at war. The Ottoman decision to side with Germany and Austria in the war essentially 

decided the fate of the Ottoman Empire. When his former advisers asked Abdülhamid II why 

they lost the war, he answered that they had fought on the wrong side. If they had taken the side 

of the British, they would have been on the winning side. He reasoned that the British rarely lose.  

The Western powers, Britain, France, and the Russians, had every reason and interest to 

seek the Empire's defeat and dismemberment. In early 1916, British and French officials Mark 

Sykes and Francois Georges-Picot signed the notorious Sykes-Picot agreement dividing the Arab 

parts of the Middle East between Britain and France.122 France claimed Cilicia in southern 

Anatolia, coastal Syria, and Lebanon, and the sphere of influence stretched eastwards toward 

Mosul. Britain declared Iraq, Basra, Baghdad, and a sphere of influence west to the 

Mediterranean. Britain also got the ports of Haifa and Acre in Palestine in this agreement. Much 
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of Palestine was under an international administration, with France and Russia agreeing.123 

Russia, however, was overtaken by its revolution in 1917 and opted out of the “colonial spoils.” 

At the end of World War I, the nationalist movement demanded Turkish control of all the 

areas within the natural boundaries inhabited by a Muslim majority. The Treaty called for an 

international regime of the Straits, an Armenian state in the east, and Greek control of eastern 

Thrace and Izmir. The Turks were coerced into signing The Treaty of Sèrvres with the European 

powers in August 1920.124 Upon conclusion of World War I, American primary concerns 

regarding Turkey were the repeals of capitulation that violated the Treaty of 1830.125 Secondly, 

the forced deportations and massacres of Armenian Christians in the east threatened the 

American missionaries. Therefore, President Wilson advocated for the “Turkish portion of the 

Ottoman Empire to be assured a secure sovereignty.”126 Congress rejected Wilson’s Treaty of 

Versailles and ended American mandates in Turkey.127 

To enhance European prestige, the Powers sought to punish the Turks as a power that 

urged Muslims everywhere to rise against the European rulers. The Turks had been “agitated by 

the use of Pan-Islamism and Bolshevism.” 128 Now they must pay. Pan-Islamism was a 
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progressive attempt and partly used among all Turks to slaughter Armenians from 1915. In a 

confidential telegram to the State Department in 1919, the American Consulate in Tiflis wrote, 

“The policy of the British in ordering the Armenians of Karabagh to submit to well-known 

Turkish leaders is incomprehensible. The reason, they claimed, was the inadequacy of troops. 

The Armenians are asking why they should surrender to suicide.”129 The Allied powers wanted 

to teach the Ottomans a lesson.  

The strategy was to dismantle and weaken the Turks and further oversee them once 

disarmament was achieved. As a result, the Treaty of Sèvres successfully separated the Arab 

regions from the Empire. However, this was not the case with Anatolia and Eastern Thrace.130 

Additionally, international financial controls were placed on the Turkish economy. As a result, 

not only did the Empire crumble, but it also resulted in the conversion of Turkey into a European 

semi-colonial dependency.131  

In May of 1919, the Greeks landed in Izmir, Smyrna, under the guidance of the European 

powers, claiming western Anatolia.132 The new Greek conquerors, formerly a part of the Greek 

minority ruled over by the Ottoman Empire, were now the lords. The Greek troops were the 

ultimate provocation to the Turks. They were the source of outrage and humiliation, as the 

Greeks had been under Turkish domination for four hundred years.  
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There were also demands by the Armenians in Eastern Anatolians for their independent 

state.133 Admiral Bristol informed the United States, “European desire for the sphere of influence 

in Turkey will have a better chance of satisfaction if Armenia is recognized …partition of 

Turkey by accepting mandate for Armenia…the British are against the Turkish nationalist 

movement…this is a European intrigue of selfish interests trying to involve America.”134 

Admiral Bristol recognized that America could potentially become entangled in an international 

conflict. His advice was to stay out. He also acknowledged, “Turkey suffers from bad 

government, lack of education, and the benefits of modern civilization. This condition is due to 

European intrigues of the past, and those same influences are now trying to partition Turkey of 

selfish spheres of influence to materially benefit these countries.”135  Nevertheless, events 

escalated into the Turkish War for Independence. Thus, it would take another cycle of revolution 

and war before Turkey could advance as a modern nation.
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CHAPTER 9 

Progressives, Intellectuals, and Kemalist 

 

“It is particularly significant that the Sultan, from his palace, had noticed, the stars in the 

United States flag, and remarked that as his own flag was decorated with two of the 

heavenly bodies, he thought there must be some affinity between the laws, religion and 

manners of the Turks and the Americans, and he considered this coincidence as a good 

omen for the future of friendly intercourse between the two nations.”1    

 

 

Mustafa Kemal Atatürk was born in 1881 in Salonika, Greece, under Ottoman rule.2 As a 

graduate of the Ottoman Military Academy in 1905, he joined the Committee for Union and 

Progress three years later. By 1919, Atatürk founded the Turkish Nationalist Movement, which 

sparked the Turkish War for Independence post-World War I.3 As part of his Kemalist policies, 

the movement set out to complete the Christian genocide that started under the Young Turks 

during the First World War. Atatürk sought the unity of Turkey through Kemalism, which, as 

with many ideological movements, was a direct outgrowth of the war.4 Upon conclusion and 

victory of the Turkish War for Independence, Kemal took the name Atatürk and founded the 

Turkish Republic.5 He continued to build on the Tanzimat and Young Turk reforms by adding 

secularism, a dramatic modernization that laid the foundation upon which modern Turkey was 

created. This chapter explores American foreign policy given the Lausanne Treaty of 1923. 

Through its negotiations, Atatürk fostered a close friendship with Admiral Bristol, Ambassador 
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Grew, Dewey, and diplomat lawyer General Sherrill. Additionally, this chapter will describe 

Atatürk’s reforms from the perspective of American progressives and diplomats.  

During the Turkish War for Independence (1919-1923), Turkish nationalists rose in 

revolt under the leadership of Kemal, who was a successful military officer and war hero of the 

First World War.6 Kemal, a supporter of the Young Turks and the Committee of Union and 

Progress, was responsible for the Armenian genocide. Now he led the troops in Smyrna. Turkish 

nationalism had taken root during the Great War and the war against the Greeks, having 

powerful Islamic undertones. At this time, a shift took place, and only Muslims were considered 

national citizens of Turkey. The Turkish resistance was extreme against the Greeks, and the 

Armenians in Anatolia were viewed as infidels. The war empowered the Turks with the 

argument to complete the genocide started in 1915 and incited a powerful spirit of resistance 

amongst the Muslim public. During the War for Independence, the revolutionaries recaptured 

Izmir. Kemal aimed to rid Anatolia of Orthodox Greeks and the remaining Armenians. Thus, the 

second phase of the Armenian genocide began, for this was part of the original plan emanating 

from ideas of scientific racism. However, due to its geographical location, the 1922 atrocity was 

coined the Pontic genocide due to its historical site.7 The recapture of Smyrna marked the 

beginning of the Turkish Republic.8     

Upon the recapture of Smyrna, the French offered the protection of Chrysostom, the 

Greek Orthodox archbishop of Smyrna, which he declined. Instead, Nureddi Pasha had 
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Chrysostom brutally and publicly tortured and killed by the masses of Turks. The incident 

signaled to non-Turks that a ‘storm’ was coming. It marked the beginning of the Pontic genocide 

and the fire of Smyrna. However, the incident was not isolated. The Turks unleashed a plan to 

exterminate the Greeks and Armenians throughout the interior of Anatolia.9 At this time, Bristol 

was organizing relief efforts in the interior of Anatolia at the request of American Consul 

General Horton.10 The New York Herald drafted multiple articles on the event of relief 

organization under Bristol’s command.11  Refugees came from all parts of the interior and 

countryside of Turkey, gathering at the quay in Smyrna as the city was set ablaze. Three days 

before the fire, Meletios wrote to Venizelos, “Hellenism in Asia Minor, the Greek state and the 

entire Greek nation is descending into hell from which no power will be able to raise them up 

save them.”12 In response to the fire, Jennings led an evacuation of 300,000 people from Smyrna 

to the neighboring Greek islands and the mainland.13 The evacuation started on September 10, 

1922 – a successful operation.   

After the Turkish War for Independence, Kemal took the name Atatürk and was 

proclaimed the first president of Turkey. Under Kemal’s regime, religion was separated from the 

state. Furthermore, religion was replaced with secular nationalism and reduced to personal belief. 

The collapse of the Empire and Atatürk's decision not to expand the borders paved the way for 

radical secularized reforms. American newspapers exclaimed, “The Sick Man’s Recovery – 
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Courage and Vision of Kemal.”14 The foundation of a new Turkish Republic was laid, creating 

one central nationalist government. 

At the end of 1922, Ankara became the new capital, and the Sultanate was abolished. 

Sultan Mehmed VI fled while replaced by Abdülmecid II, who was appointed Caliph, a purely 

ceremonial position with no political power. In October 1923, Turkey formally became a 

Republic. Furthermore, the Arab lands were given up. Kurdish and Armenian claims and 

Anatolia's French and Italian protectorate zones disappeared. Turkey now controlled the straits, 

successfully restoring its complete and total independence. The new government entered 

negotiations with the European Allied powers during the Conference on Near Eastern Affairs 

held at Lausanne, culminating in the Treaty of Lausanne in July 1923. Among the American 

representatives were Bristol, Grew, and Jennings.15 

The Lausanne Conference began on November 20, 1922, as a progressive move in 

American foreign policy.16 Secretary of State Hughes gave clear and confidential instructions to 

Bristol. First, the United States was not a signatory of the treaty but expected to participate in 

negotiations to ensure American interests by providing a memorandum to the European powers. 

Hughes reasoned that the directive would “serve as a caveat and basis upon which we could take 

the part of as a candid friend with interests to be protected.”17 Second, they read that oned the 

Powers would then consult American opinion. Third, American ‘observers’ were with authority 
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or to interject and object to protect American interests.18 Lastly, Hughes wrote, “We will avail 

ourselves of the first appropriate opportunity to make a treaty with Turkey.”19 

On May 25, 1923, a private meeting was held with only six Allied Delegations. His 

Excellency Ismet Pasha, Prime Minister Venizelos, and Minister to Berne Grew were present. 

The conference aimed to present the Lausanne agreement in hopes that Turkey and Greece 

would accept. Each of the six allied representatives gave their closing arguments as to the 

importance of the agreement.20 In the end, Minister Grew spoke, 

“As a representative of a Government not directly involved in the problem which you are 

seeking a solution, I can appropriately restrict my remarks to certain larger and more 

fundamental aspects of the present situation in the Near East, which in the stress of crises 

which may not always receive adequate consideration. The States most directly 

concerned in this afternoon’s deliberation have at least one characteristic in common. 

Both have undergone a period of struggle; Both are at the threshold of eras of 

reconstruction; Both are faced by problems of interval organization which demand the 

undivided services of the thoughtful and self-controlled statesmanship fully alive to its 

responsibilities and to its privileges...”21  

 

 

Grew spoke on behalf of a nation whose history empathized with Turkey and Greece. He 

continued, 

 

 “Urging therefore that no effort be spared to find a peaceful solution of the present 

problem in earnestly recommending above all that no hasty or ill-considered move be 

made, I am appealing to nothing less than the Patriotism of both Turks and Greeks. I 

appeal to you in the name of the future history of the state’s you represent.”22 
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With these words, Turkey and the Allies sealed and signed the Lausanne agreement. 

Grew informed Bristol, “We have been generally congratulated on the part that we were able to 

play in aiding this settlement….”23 The focal point of the Lausanne Treaty reached between 

Turkey and Greece was a provision for a “population exchange.” The Allies and the United 

States did not want more bloodshed and extermination of people. Grew wrote, “It was not the 

Turks who proposed the exchange of populations but the Allies themselves, including the 

Greeks.”24 This was by far the most reasonable solution, for in 1923, there was no international 

law against genocide. The idea of an international law conceived in the previous century by 

Woolsey was at an infant stage. Morgenthau also advocated for human rights and an 

international collation based on human rights. Bristol and Morgenthau agreed on international 

law to protect people of diverse religious and ethnic backgrounds. The idea was communicated 

to the new Secretary of State, Frank Kellogg.25  

Under the Policy of Population Exchange, the national identities were defined by 

religion, not language. Therefore, Turkish Christians were defined as Greeks and sent to Greece. 

Muslims who spoke Greek were defined as Turks and were sent to Turkey. At the helm, Admiral 

Bristol actively provided United States destroyers to aid the exchange of thousands of people.26  

The causation of the population exchange was two homogeneous nation-states. Jennings 
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remained in Turkey until 1930 to assist with the pressing welfare problems.27 ”The leaders of 

Turkey,” Jennings wrote, “have the best interest at heart for the Turkish people.”28       

Unfortunately, President Calvin Coolidge procrastinated and did not forward the Treaty 

of Lausanne to the Senate until January 1924, months later. The Senate rejected it. James W. 

Cadashian led the lobby against its ratification and viewed the Turks as “morally unfit for self-

rule.”29 His family members had been killed in the 1915 genocide. Grew recognized that a 

standalone treaty was necessitated between the United States and the Republic of Turkey. On 

August 6, 1923, a general treaty of Amity and Commerce was signed and negotiated by Bristol. 

American interests in 1923 focused on a clear path as it called for keeping capitulations 

regarding economic and commercial activities. It included 1. Protection of American education 

and religious institutions. 2. Provisions for damages to American property. 3. American rights to 

exert complete influence to protect minority groups. 4. Freedom of the straits. 5. America offers 

to assist Turkey with international financial activity through American loans. 6. Secure 

archeological research opportunities in Turkish domains and general observations for continuity 

as necessary and proper.30 Regardless of the opposition in the United States Senate, the Turks 

held to their progressive agenda. This agenda was influenced by Social Darwinism and the ideas 

of French philosopher and sociologist Émile Durkheim, who regarded nationalism as a form of 

civil religion. For Turkey, as a young republic, the concepts of Durkheim and Social Darwinism 

meant the evolution of additional reforms.  
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 In March 1924, the Caliphate was finally abolished. The role of Islam in law and 

education was terminated. The Sharia courts were abolished, and a modified version of the Swiss 

Civil Code replaced personal law. The Sufi mystical orders were banned. In 1925, a unique hat 

law required that men wear hats with brims, which would seem a relatively innocuous 

introduction to a new direction. However, it had significant political and cultural importance. 

The hats with brims were designed to obstruct the regular performance of prayer—a way of 

imposing secular reform. Western clothing was now required, thus, prohibiting social identity 

based on religion. Secularism was established as a principle of governance under the Turkish 

Constitution of 1924. It contained 105 Articles propagating the republic’s new framework.31 Any 

reference to Islam was omitted from the constitution. Bristol explained,  

 

“Any solution of nature to infringe upon Ottoman unity would far from assuring calm and 

prosperity…the only means of establishing a new and stable state of affairs is the 

maintenance of Ottoman sovereignty. The reforms which Turkey has on various 

occasions attempted have not given the results intended because of a series external and 

internal circumstances. In order to guarantee the full and complete application of these 

reforms, the Turkish government declared its readiness to accept the assistance of one of 

the Great Powers on condition that its independence not be infringed upon and its 

national pride not be wounded.”32 

 

 

Kemalist philosophy rested on a unified social order as Turkey was rebuilt on the Six 

Arrows: republicanism, populism, nationalism, laconism, statism, and reformism.33 Kemalism 

was the logical result and shifted to Westernization.34 Under the new Turkish Constitution of 
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1924, the Latin alphabet was introduced. Changing the alphabet created a disconnect between the 

present and the past. The secularized reforms were part of a deliberate effort by Atatürk to 

emphasize the uniqueness of the Turkish nation. Kemal gave a stirring speech explaining “a 

devastated country on the edge of a cliff…bloody struggles with various enemies…years of 

war… and then a new homeland, a new society, a new state regarded internally and externally by 

continued reforms.”35 Opposition to these reforms was ruthlessly crushed. Those who opposed 

were generally the fanatics of the ancien régime.36 The new Turkish government sought to 

rebuild its foundations without opponents. Therefore, at first, unquestionably autocratic in 

nature. 

Despite Atatürk’s heavy hand, his vision was to enhance the educational system in 

Turkey. He believed in the future of the new Republic, and education was vital. Two of his long-

term goals were for citizens to learn about democratic principles and to enhance literacy.37 Thus, 

education would secure the future of Turkey and ultimately bring continuity to modernization. 

Therefore, in 1924, Dewey received an invitation from Atatürk to assess the education system in 

Turkey. Dewey and Atatürk understood and agreed that, without literacy, it would be impossible 

to secure progressive change for the benefit of the individual and the future.38 This idea was also 

supported by Bristol, who advocated for freedom and education in the Near East.39 
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Dewey documented his reports and findings in The Middle East: Essay on Politics and 

Society.40 In his notes on Secularizing a Theocracy, Dewey explored the notion of loyalty. He 

suggested, “nationalism: a devotion to the state which will interfere with men’s loyalty to the 

church”41 Thus, interference in the historical context of Turkey in 1924 implied disunity of the 

social order. Therefore, Dewey contended that the separation of church and state was imperative 

to modernization. He explained, “Progressive Turk’s alliance with the church and state was a 

reactionary political influence.”42 His critical finding was the realization of an authentic Turkey 

versus the imaginary Turkish domains, the way Europe would want it.43 

As a keenly observant, Dewey walked the streets of the new capital Ankara, observing 

the new city's construction. He noticed how the railways were reconstructed, highways 

implemented, and American businesses signed new contracts with the government for trams, 

streets, public facilities, and residential homes. Fifty years prior, the Germans had monopolized 

Turkish infrastructure. Dewey drew parallels between the construction of Ankara and the 

American West, for he sensed the American pioneer spirit in Turkey as the people were going 

into the wilderness of Anatolia to build a new country within a country.44 

Probably the keenest observation made by Dewey was what he called “the Turkish 

Tragedy.”45 Like many American diplomats, Dewey reflected on the critical element that if the 

European powers had not intervened and demanded reforms for minority groups, Turkey would 
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have modernized without the demands outlined in the Treaty of 1856 and the Berlin Conference 

of 1878. As a result, the Turkish model would have continued to improve, unlike American 

progressive reforms for its minority groups. From its dross, however, the good would emerge. 

This did not mean Dewey agreed with the genocides. However, it is essential to remember that 

the genocides occurred from the antagonistic stirrings incited by provocative European powers in 

the region who were seeking self-interest. Dewey’s thinking here is hard to justify. Nor should it 

be considered an explanation or an excuse for what happened. Nevertheless, Dewey advocated 

how the issues of the “Eastern Question” could have been resolved differently while respecting 

Turkish rights as sovereignty.46  

In his essay Foreign Schools in Turkey, Dewey called for the accountability of foreign schools. He 

contended that foreign schools used a “cover” of religion to teach their respective political ideologies. In 

Dewey’s mind, secular democracy and nationalism divorced from religious encumbrances toward more 

pragmatic forms of political discourse. He advocated how a nationalistic curriculum had fueled ideas of 

self-determination, aiding movements of independence among the Greeks and Armenians of the late 

Empire. If the foreign schools included a diversified curriculum, Dewey advocated, all religious groups 

within the Turkish society would have benefitted from the education, resulting in a more rapid 

modernization without recourse to revolution or genocides. He concluded, “I may, of course, have a 

wrong understanding of the situation, but to the best of my belief, this dilemma is a flat one.”47 Therefore, 

Dewey attributed the Turkish Tragedy to the foreign schools’ misdirected and ill-informed educational 

plan, creating friction and disunity between Christians and Muslims. Dewey’s notion is apparent in the 

United States State papers as different diplomats communicated how American schools progressed in 
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Turkey. Therefore, Dewey reasoned, the Muslim population was left in a dark age while Christians 

advanced with progressive ideas to work for their political independence.48 However, Muslim schools 

were unwilling to agree to the Christian schools' curriculum. Dewey's conclusion concurred with 

Atatürk’s idea to completely secularize all curricula. Dewey contributed to revolutionary change in 

Turkey, a nation steeped in traditional reforms, by offering views that helped guide it toward becoming a 

modern society. His analogy was that America was an applied Enlightenment, and Turkey was an applied 

Enlightenment in progress on a small scale. “Turkey, no doubt, is a paradigmatic social experiment,” 

Dewey reasoned.49  

In 1927, Grew, a strong progressive with a vision, was the United States' first 

Ambassador to the Republic of Turkey. The Treaty of Lausanne, the Treaty of Amity and 

Commerce, and an extradition treaty established Grew’s reputation and led directly to his 

appointment first as Under Secretary and later as Ambassador. The Herald Tribute wrote, “…he 

has received the highest distinction which can be conferred by the department for the service he 

so fittingly represents. He has been made Ambassador to Turkey….”50 Grew had served the 

Department of State for twenty-five years and was hardly a newcomer to the corps.  

In this role, Grew advocated for the reform of American Foreign Services. Like his 

predecessors, Straus and Dickenson, he was an ardent spokesperson against politically driven 

appointments. The New York Times hailed him as “the father of career services.”51 In 1927, when 

Bristol was called to China, Grew replaced him in Constantinople. “He is particularly well 

trained in the complicated questions involved in Tukey’s new international status and her 
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relations with the United States,”52 The New York Times wrote. Grew’s involvement during the 

Lausanne Conference had equipped him for the task. He shared the same views and ideas voiced 

by Bristol and Dewey and arrived in Turkey at a critical time to regenerate U.S.-Turkish 

relations.53  

Grew, and the entire world followed the changes during the Turkish Revolution by the 

Young Turks and the post-war Turkish Nationalist movement led by Kemal Atatürk. Impressed 

by its social progress, he wrote, “The leaders of the new Turkey have achieved a noble record 

during the past ten years. A social revolution is taking place. The old is rapidly replacing the 

new. Turkey is undertaking to achieve in a few years what other countries have taken centuries 

to accomplish….”54 Jennings had voiced the same sentiment one year earlier.  

After the defeat of the Lausanne Treaty, Grew worked to mitigate negative American 

sentiments toward Turkey. However, due to the massacres, the missionaries were the first to 

sound the alarm for a biased view of Turkey without further clarifying Armenian extremist 

activity. The ministers withdrew their claims when Grew and his family were escorted to the ship 

in New York harbor because a fanatical Armenian threatened to shoot the United States 

Ambassador to Turkey and the Turkish Ambassador to the United States.55 Grew labeled the 

attempt “Machiavellian intrigues.”56  
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Anti-Turkish sentiments ran high in the United States among missionaries, Armenian 

descendants, Congressional members, and nativists due to the genocides and the influx of 

Turkish immigrants. From 1901 to 1920, nearly three hundred thousand Turks immigrated to the 

United States.57 Most of whom kept their identity concealed due to the rampant anti-Turkish 

views. American sentiments against Turkey displeased Grew as he lamented that “few in the 

United States recognized the Turkish phenomena”58 of renewed reform. It was not because 

Turkey was left unnoticed but due to its misguidance in World War I and the slaughter of 

Christian minorities. American public opinion was necessary to ratify a formal treaty with 

Turkey. In the Senate, Swanson and King defeated the treaty by alleging that Grew used 

diplomatic tactics by negotiating a trade-off between the past events of the massacres versus the 

future opportunities for business and trade. Therefore, the United States sought a new way to 

renew diplomatic ties with Turkey. Bristol and Turkish Foreign Minister Tevfik Rüştü agreed to 

extend the modus vivendi for continued commerce.59 Everyone had one clear understanding; 

trade with Turkey had significantly increased until 1914, thanks to Dickenson and his staff at the 

Legation.  

     Ambassador Grew presented his letter of credence to President Atatürk on October 12, 

1927.60 Grew and all Turkish ministers well received the American representation. However, 

Grew’s official appointment was held in the Senate for over one year, “although Mr. Gerard and 

the American Committee opposed to the Lausanne Treaty did not leave an attack at the 
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qualifications of Mr. Grew to serve as Ambassador to Turkey, their supporters both in and 

outside of the Senate were able to exercise pressure which held up the confirmation of the 

appointment for almost eleven months after it had been made on May 19, 1927.”61 The New York 

Times of April 8, 1928, reported, “the tangle over Mr. Grew’s confirmation arises out of Senator 

King’s prolonged opposition to the Lausanne Treaty negotiated by Mr. Grew.”62 Secretary of 

State Frank Kellogg wrote to Grew, “The President and I have appreciated the fine work which 

you have already done in Turkey under conditions unusually difficult for you. Your confirmation 

has now taken place. I look forward with confidence to consolidation and development of 

American-Turkish relations.”63 Grew had to continue to combat anti-Turkish sentiments in the 

United States to secure a treaty with Turkey.  

Godfrey Cabot, Grew’s uncle by marriage, an iron millionaire who founded Cabot 

Corporation, visited Ankara on business. Cabot expressed the negative impact the genocides had 

on Congress in Washington, D.C. In an eighteen-page letter, Grew responded by sharing his 

ideas about the broader long-term effects of U.S.-Turkish relations and the political 

ramifications. The response was sent both to Cabot and Beverly Farms, the residence of Justice 

Holmes; Grew had included critical findings in the Legation’s archives, 

“For my part, I’m trying to keep a balanced judgment. I have no sympathy with those 

diplomats and others who can see only the point of view of the country where they reside; 

there is plenty to condemn in Turkey…But on the other hand, I have no sympathy with 

those who, like, Senator King, condemn wholesale everything that is being done because 

they are inflamed on one single issue – the treatment of the Armenians. I am the first to 

condemn the terrible deeds which has been done to the Armenians in the past – one of the 

cruelest and greatest scandals in modern history. But I do not want to see the Turkish 

Republic condemned to bear permanently the sins of the Ottoman Empire nor even if its 
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own sins committed in the heat of war and revolution. The German Republic to all intents 

and purposes has been absolved by the world at large of responsibility for precisely the 

same kind of deeds committed by the German Empire under far less extenuating 

circumstances and on foreign soil. Yet our Senate ratified our Treaty with the German 

Republic. There are two sides to every question although most of our fellow countrymen 

are unaware that there is another side in the present case. Our files are full of evidence of 

atrocities committed by both Armenians and Greeks upon the Turks; I have examined 

them before writing this letter to be sure of my ground; we have a large volume full of 

affidavits to that effect, collected by the Interallied Commission of Inquiry.”64  

 

Grew shared the ‘Conditions in the Near East - Report of the American Military Mission 

to Armenia’ by Major General James G. Harbord. The investigation found an Armenian 

revolutionary committee, ‘the Association of Armed Men,’ formed in 1882. It aimed to provoke 

disturbances and massacres through revolutionary propaganda to provide the interested powers a 

pretext for intervention. The interested power was the Russians. The report revealed how the 

Armenians had engaged in opposition against the Kurds in what appeared as self-defense. While 

the Kurds claimed they were driven from their villages and massacred in the cruelest ways by 

Armenian regulators who worked together with Russian Bolsheviks, there is no substantiating 

proof. These atrocities took place in multiple Turkish villages and cities, “according to British 

Consul Stevens at Batum, these statements are verified by a commission that examined the 

allegations and on which Armenians had a representation. In Baku, the massacre of 2,000 

Azarbaijanese by Armenians in March 1918, was followed by the killing of 4,000 Armenians by 

Azarbaijanese in November of the same year.”65 Interestingly, the names of cities and villages 

are the same ones mentioned in Morgenthau’s reports at the onset of Armenian deportations and 
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during the genocide. However, no international law existed to enable intervention and stop the 

mass executions reported by diplomats.  

The idea of permanent world peace had been circulating among progressive intellectuals 

since the First World War. By analyzing, in part, the Ottoman Empire’s long history of wars, 

Lieber and Woolsey had advocated for an international law and a tribunal to protect civilians 

since before the American Civil War. Wilson’s League of Nations was a similar attempt but was 

rebutted by Lodge. Among the Senators against the League were William Borah and Samuel 

Levinson. Once Dewey heard about Levinson’s ideas for an alternate ‘outlawry’ plan, he joined 

the movement.66 The Levinson-Borah plan was introduced as the most straightforward path to 

achieving international law on a grand scale. 

Similarly to Lieber and Woolsey’s ideas, the plan called to outlaw war as a legal method 

of settling international disputes, to establish a code of international law that all nations follow, 

and to create a court of justice similar to the United States Supreme Court, with an international 

tribunal to oversee war criminals.67 The Levinson-Borah plan piqued Justice Holmes' interest, 

and Holmes corresponded with Dewey regarding outlawry.68 However, the two pragmatists 

found the implementation of rules of war contradictory to the concept of prohibiting war by law. 

Furthermore, intellectual progressives in government foresaw the potential of a warring nation 

possibly misusing international conventions by circumventing the law. Therefore, the Borah-

Levinson ideas gave way to the Kellogg-Briand Pact in 1928.  
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Admiral Bristol had conferred with Secretary of State Kellogg about the need for a 

coalition among nations promoting peace and security.69 The Kellogg-Briand Pact was 

legislation aimed at outlawing war and was a national policy to settle international disputes. 

Turkish Foreign Minister Tevfik Rüştü told Grew he “regarded the Pact a masterpiece essential 

for permanent world peace.”70 Turkey was second, next to the United States, to ratify and sign 

the treaty, thus, joining the global peace corps. Several nations followed the example. The Pact 

adopted ideas of Turkish Foreign policy crafted by Atatürk of “peace at home and peace in the 

world” 71 However, the Kellogg- Briand Pact led to a false sense of security as German 

aggression was brewing. Grew, with diplomats, business groups, philanthropists, educators, and 

even some missionaries, worked to sway American public opinion to gain political consensus for 

a formal US-Turkish treaty. One initiative was the organization of The American Friends of 

Turkey. Inspired by Jennings’s unflinching courage against the odds during the fire of Smyrna, 

the organization was the most effective tool to sway Americans. Jennings had stayed behind in 

Turkey from 1922 and was due back to the United States in 1930. During his eight years in 

Turkey, Jennings assisted in the rebuilding of Turkish social welfare focused on children and 

youth. Admiral Bristol became president of the organization, and Dewey served as a director.72  

The American Friends of Turkey started as a humanitarian organization to promote a 

better understanding and the development of goodwill between the people of Turkey and the 

United States. Its specific aim in the 1930s was to cooperate directly with the Turkish people 
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through their institutions and government in numerous ways acceptable to its leaders. Since the 

formation of the Turkish Republic, leaders have expressed interest, while holding to the essential 

areas of their culture, in drawing from the experience of other nations. The American Friends of 

Turkey organization stepped into Turkey with a program to further and build upon the already 

started reform efforts under President Atatürk. The American Friends of Turkey printed that “the 

new Turkey is reaching forth her hands into the field of social services in which America has 

always led the world, they need our continuing cooperation.”73 The activities of the American 

Friends of Turkey set out their involvement in four specific programs that included child welfare, 

education, Turkish student aid, healthcare, juvenile prisons, libraries, publications, translations, 

and a general program. Bristol conceived the idea of cooperating with the Turkish people in their 

efforts to establish a similar organization to meet the existing and pressing needs.74 The work 

promoted social welfare and public policy among Turkish youth and children. Dewey recognized 

education as a critical factor in maintaining reform. While Turkey was not yet fully 

democratized, it was moving in that direction. To spread democratic ideas, Dewey advocated for 

a new social core by integrating sound education at its foundation. It would have a ripple effect 

in all remote areas of Turkish homes, and their children would teach anyone without an 

education.  

To reach the American public, The American Friends of Turkey organized luncheons and 

dinners inviting prominent guests in New York. The press was also invited to report on the 

events held. In addition, they printed pamphlets and newsletters about the incredible work 

accomplished. These included testimonials by competent observers offering opinions by both 
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Turks and Americans. During the ninth anniversary of the Turkish Republic, Ahmet Muhtar, the 

Turkish Ambassador to the United States, was invited as the guest of honor to speak about the 

new Turkish Republic. In his speech, Muhtar explained the delicate balance of international 

amity and the real difficulty of one person making themselves understood by another.75  The 

Herald Tribune commemorated the event by writing a full-page outlining and attributing the 

Turkish reforms under Atatürk’s leadership as “these republican years have for one thing been 

the most peaceful era in Turkish history.”76 As Benjamin Franklin once predicted upon the 

United States, the Friends of Turkey broadcasted, “Today, a century and a half later, American 

and Turkish observers are similarly convinced that this is ‘A Rising Sun’ in the New Turkey.”77     

Atatürk had progressively improved Turkey for fifteen years. Grew coined him a nation-

builder for the many fundamental changes he implemented. Grew continued to work to promote 

goodwill among Americans. In a 1930 radio speech from New York, Grew stated: 

“Modern Turkey, my friends, is working out a problem which never before has been 

attempted… One by one the old branches, dead and rotting, have been chopped off, 

almost overnight from the central tree trunk where the sap is healthy and capable of 

contributing to new and healthy growth. This amazing revolution is due to a keen and 

forceful nationalist spirit, much of the same intensity as that which inspired our own 

country in 1776, but it is due in greatest measure to one man, the father of his country, 

Mustafa Kemal, who, having driven the foreign invaders from his land, set about to cure 

the ‘Sick Man of Europe’ and to make him permanently well and strong. “78    

 

Gender equality and women’s rights were introduced. The 1930s saw an additional 

milestone in civil rights, introduced by a constitutional amendment allowing for women’s 
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suffrage. Women could also hold office. Polygamy was outlawed. Penal and commercial reforms 

were implemented based on the German and Italian models. The Gregorian calendar was adopted 

to synchronize time with the Western world. Atatürk established a parliamentary republic and 

separated religion from state affairs. Ambassador Grew wrote, “I am most keenly interested in 

the progressive program of the Turkish Republic and its leaders. They have their fair share of 

fault and failings…but they are on the right track…they will make good.”79  

The critical aspect of Turkish reforms was secularization by the disestablishment of Islam 

within the law. All religious organizations and affiliations infiltering and influencing Turkish 

society were permanently closed. There were no longer religious leaders to guide, in some 

instances, control the minds of the Turkish people. History in Turkey had already proven reforms 

workable and citizens willing to adopt them, but the religious leaders had stood in the way.80 

Therefore, by secularizing the nation, mixed messages were stopped. Grew was anxious that 

secularization could lead to a new uprising among the people. He, thus, stated, “The opinion 

prevails that this manifestation of religious zeal is a definite and hostile demonstration against 

the Government's anti-religious policy and a calculated protest.”81 Atatürk implemented a new 

Turkish history focused on the Sultanate over time instead of in a religious context to balance the 

disestablishment. Granting recent historiography would also qualify the reforms. Religion was 

not the only force against disestablishment but also poor economic conditions. Grew realized 

poverty was a dynamic potentially leading to public discontent and uprising. He wrote, “The 
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growing economic difficulty which the people are experiencing daily and making their lives is, I 

think, the fundamental factor of discontent and overshadows all other factors at present.”82 The 

economic issues did not go unnoticed by Atatürk, who suggested immediate intervention. 

Atatürk did the unexpected. He advocated improving the work already begun, taking 

progressivism one step further: “We want to make it more effective minimizing the problems 

causing the economic grievances under the current conditions.”83 He suggested creating a two-

party system, whereas the current government only allowed one party. This one-party system did 

not allow the people to rule by voting for a representative of choice and different political views. 

A two-party government system would allow the citizens more government control by popular 

vote for what they deem the best option. In short, Atatürk wanted to promote a policy of 

progressive republicanism. 

Consequently, he proposed resigning from the current party and starting a new party, the 

Liberal Republican Party. Grew noted this development both in his diary and at the embassy. 

The entire staff deliberated among themselves on the political progress underway. Grew wrote in 

his report,  

“in summing up, he ascribes this adverse state of affairs in Turkey to the fact that the 

Grand National Assembly is composed of but one party, the members of which abstain 

from free discussion in the Assembly and from healthy criticism of their own cabinet, 

with the result that the government has become quasi non-responsible. The remedy he 

finds in the creation of a Party of Opposition with complete freedom of political 

discussion both in the Assembly and press.”84   
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Grew realized the attempt to implement a two-party democratic system was premature. 

Although it only lasted three months, “the persistence in clinging to democratic reforms of 

government was the most striking aspect of the events of the last few months…both Atatürk and 

Ismet fundamentally believed in democracy.”85 Atatürk revealed, “I do not want to die without 

bringing the regime of personal rule in Turkey to a close. I want to create a liberal republic.”86 

However, it would take another fifteen years before a two-party system was realized. 

Nevertheless, Ataturk laid the foundation. Grew advocated, “Turkey is a republic in name 

only. I believe that the present system is the best possible for Turkey. Theories of liberal 

democratic government must be subjected to the critical elements of the time, the place, and 

circumstances….”87 Thus, Grew held to the idea voiced by Lieber that progress comes with the 

change of time.  

In January 1932, Grew was appointed Ambassador to Japan. Premier Işmet Pasha 

telegrammed Grew, “Positive progress toward realization of primordial ideal of true 

humanitarian civilization stop there already exists of itself tranquility heart and success in 

politics the United States and Turkey and development in my country toward realization this 

humanitarian ideal.”88 Grew had upheld progressivism and improvements in Turkey. He 

expressed that he was privileged to have followed its development during his five years of 
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service. To Grew, Turkey was an unfolding novel scene. He acknowledged there were internal 

problems, but he predicted, based on past achievements, the future of the Turkish Republic, 

“with intensely virile will to succeed, I confidently believe in the future of the Turkish 

Republic.”89    

On March 21, 1932, Charles H. Sherrill was appointed Ambassador to Turkey, replacing 

Grew.90 Born in 1867 in Washington D. C., Sherrill attended Yale University and graduated as 

an American lawyer.91 During World War I, he became a brigadier general and the deputy 

commander of the National Guard in New York.92 He served as United States Ambassador in 

Argentina and Turkey, earning the nickname ‘diplomat lawyer.’ Sherrill took an interest in 

history, travel, and sports. General Sherrill had a unique way with totalitarian leaders, and, 

interestingly, Sherrill’s love for sports drew him to meet Adolf Hitler twice in 1836.93 As an 

author, he wrote extensive works and advocated for new political theories and foreign policy. His 

Modernizing the Monroe Doctrine (1916) built on Croly’s ideas and contributed to Pan-

Americanism. During his one-year service in Turkey, from 1932 to 1933, he befriended Atatürk. 

Consequently, he authored A Years Embassy to Mustafa Kemal (1934), a glowing biographical 

presentation of Atatürk detailing the progressive reforms which brought national changes on a 
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large scale in Turkey. A third work by Sherrill worth mentioning is Prime Ministers and 

Presidents (1922) used to contrast European government leaders.  

In a telegram dated December 26, 1932, coded ‘strictly confidential,’ Sherrill reported to 

the State Department, “Mustafa Kemal is a far greater man than he has hitherto shown himself to 

be, I ventured to insist that he was too big a man to rest content with devoting his energies, as he 

is now, solely to the reform of the Turkish history and Turkish linguistics, that he is meant for a 

higher and nobler objective.”94 Atatürk had a heavy hand in the genocides during World War I 

and the Turkish War for Independence. Therefore, Sherrill’s perspective was quite controversial 

as he suggested Kamal should benefit not only his country alone but humanity around the globe. 

Sherrill advocated, “What nobler justification could a statesman find for his own existence than, 

after having achieved magnificent national results, he should splendidly crown them with valiant 

defiance and the overthrow of the worst evil now existing throughout the world.”95 Sherrill was 

pointing to Hitler and Mussolini, who, by this time, were actively proving the Kellogg-Briand 

Pact to be outdated.  

Sherrill was asked to speak at Roberts College during the Ambassador's Founders' Day. 

The memorandum offered an inspirational message to the audience. The first half of the speech 

was devoted to voicing admiration for the results characterizing the return of sovereignty over 

Turkey and outlining the successful progressive reform initiatives. Sherrill praised the Turkish 

people and its farsighted leader Gazi Mustafa Kemal Atatürk. He continued, “You will have 

learned how pro-Turk I have become since my arrival here, but I am just as pro-American as I 
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am pro-Turk. I wish everyone in this hall were as me, both pro-Turk and pro-American.”96 He 

then turned his attention to the discussion and refusal of a Mandate over any part of Turkey by 

the American people. The Turks and their youth had gravely misunderstood this issue. Sherrill 

clarified that the Americans had blocked the European powers by standing in the way of 

claiming a Mandate; otherwise, they would carve out more area. In closing, he stated, “The 

United States was the only one of the victorious powers which as a result of that victory neither 

asked nor received any territory, any money, or any Mandates….”97 Sherrill’s speech ended the 

first hundred years of American-Turkish diplomatic relations. 

 
96 Charles H. Sherrill, Scrapbooks 1884-1937, MS3191, Container 17, Volume: 34, “Turkey,” New York 

Historical Society and Museum and Library, New York, NY. 
97 Ibid. 
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CHAPTER 10 

Epilogue 

A clear idea is defined as one that is so apprehended that it will be recognized whenever it is met 

with, and no other will be mistaken.1  

 

The common themes scholars have focused attention on are either aspects of Ottoman 

history or selected segments of diplomacy in the Near East, often starting with the Turkish 

Republic. However, no scholarly work exists that comprehensively analyzes the American 

diplomatic and intellectual discourse from 1830 to the 1930s. Neither is there a scholarly work 

tracing how American diplomats ascertained progressive ideas from the late Ottoman Empire. In 

tracing the diplomatic discourse, no academic work holistically analyzes how American 

policymakers altered and expanded foreign policy to achieve their goals in the Near East under 

the United States-Ottoman Treaties of 1830 and 1862. Thus, the lack of scholarly work has 

created a blind spot in the research of these specific to these years. 

On the contrary, The Intellectual and Diplomatic Discourse of American Progressives 

and the Late Ottomans, 1830–1930, traced the diplomatic endeavors and their histories lending 

to American congressional and executive decisions of reforms and the formation of American 

foreign policy in the Near East. The research also analyzed how progressives relied on Ottoman 

reforms to inform their political theories as diplomatic communications piqued political interests. 

Ideas began to surface in lectures and publications during the mid-nineteenth century, brought 

forth by forerunners such as Lieber, Woolsey, and Burgess. By the dawn of the Progressive Era, 

 
1 Charles S. Peirce, How to Make our Ideas Clear, Popular Science Monthly, 12 January 1878, 286-302. 
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American intellectuals would infer valuable ideas from the Turks to enhance progressivism in 

the United States politically, economically, and socially. The notions brought forth by American 

intellectuals displayed considerable diversity as progressivism continued to evolve. However, 

one stark contrast came with Woodrow Wilson, who was elected President as the First Balkan 

War erupted. Wilson’s perspective of the late Ottomans was not one of consensus.  

As a young undergraduate student, Wilson followed Britain’s engagement with the Turks 

through William Gladstone. He viewed Gladstone as a moral Christian, “the greatest statesman 

who ever lived,” and whose liberal ideas shaped Wilson’s political perspective.2 Over time, he 

developed an entrenched anti-imperial philosophy against the Ottoman Empire. Gladstonian 

liberalism held to a fierce condemnation of the Ottoman Empire due to the eastern crises of 

1876. In his Bulgarian Horrors and the Eastern Question of the East (1876), Gladstone called 

for a moral foreign policy in response to the Bulgarian massacres.3 He condemned the Sultan for 

the 1876 massacres in Bulgaria, “from the first black day they entered Europe, they [have been] 

the one great anti-human specimen of humanity.”4 Furthermore, the Eastern Question pushed 

Wilson to become a persistent student of Gladstone’s liberal policies and ideas that impacted him 

for life. This impact imparted to Wilson a deep-rooted prejudice toward the Ottoman Empire and 

fostered his anti-imperial sentiment. Therefore, Wilson’s road to the Presidency was not 

untouched by Ottoman affairs. 

As President-Elect in 1912, Wilson and his close adviser Colonel Edward House 

contemplated sending Henry Morgenthau as the next Ambassador to Turkey. Wilson facetiously 

 
2 See Part II of Sigmund Freud and William Bullitt, Thomas Woodrow Wilson, Twenty-eighth President of 

the United States: A Psychological Study (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1966), 82-85. 
3 William Ewart Gladstone, Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East (London, Great Britain: J. 

Murray, 1876), 31. 
4 Ibid., 10. 
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stated, “There ain’t going to be no Turkey.”5 With the First Balkan War underway, Wilson was 

ready to redraw the map and exclude the Turks in the region. Wilson’s idea of eliminating the 

Turkish Empire was expressed to House, “we agree that Turkey should cease to exist.”6 

Additionally, Gladstone’s perspective of the diverse complexity of the Ottoman society paved 

the way for Wilson to find a pretext to oppose the empire, “Turkey that mass of different races is 

a veritable hornet’s nest which keeps Europe always in alarm.”7 Wilson’s bias was also fueled by 

the flood of European immigrants into the United States, shifting the American social structure.8 

This social transformation disturbed the American elite as nativists’ sentiments were on the 

horizon. Consequently, the vast influx of immigrants into America helped shape Wilson’s 

perception of the Turkish society.  

Consequently, Wilson planned to lay the idea of an obliterated Turkey before the Peace 

Conference. Edward House wrote, “he thought he should say that Turkey should become effaced 

and that the disposition of it should be left to the peace conference.”9 Furthermore, House 

advised, “It should be stated that Turkey must not be partitioned among the belligerents, but 

must become autonomous in its several parts according to racial lines.”10 Thus, House persuaded 

Wilson to use the idea of partitioning Turkey by redrawing its boundaries and allowing for its 

 
5 Diary of Colonel House, 18 December 1912, The Papers of Woodrow Wilson, Vol 25 (Princeton, 

Princeton University Press), 610. 

6 Diary of Colonel House, 3 January 1917, The Papers of Woodrow Wilson, Vol 40 (Princeton, Princeton 

University Press), 404. 
7 Baron de Moncheur to Baron de Broqueville, 14 August 1917, The Papers of Woodrow Wilson, Vol 43 

(Princeton, Princeton University Press), 469. 
8 See John Milton Cooper Jr., Pivotal Decades, the United States 1900-1920 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: 

Harvard University Press, 1990).   
9 Diary of Colonel House, 13 October 1917, The Papers of Woodrow Wilson, Vol 43 (Princeton, Princeton 

University Press), 378-79. 
10 Ibid. 
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autonomy. As a result, Wilson decided to use the strategy of moral foreign policy by including 

the future of Turkey in his League of Nations. 

In his State of the Union speech in 1917, Wilson advocated for the “safety and rights 

from oppression and injustice of the peoples of the Balkans” by using Lincoln’s ideas of 

emancipation and applying these to his moral foreign policy.11 Wilson viewed World War I as a 

war of “emancipation from the threat and attempted mastery of selfish groups of autocratic 

rulers.”12 The League of Nations clearly outlined his position on the fate of the Ottomans as he 

promoted the importance of minority rights because of national self-determination, thereby 

qualifying the Armenian and Greek causes.  

In his Congressional Government A Study in American Politics (1885), Wilson revealed 

his abhorrence of the Founding Generation, viewing them as hypocrites.13 As he saw it, their 

political theory lacked the agility to improve and modernize society into a current ideal state. In 

this way, Wilson’s ideas concurred, in the same aspects, with those of Lieber, Woolsey, and 

Burgess, who warned against democratic despotism and the importance of upholding the vision 

to expand the government. But on the other hand, the Founders sought to decentralize power and 

avoided the Ottomans due to what they saw as centralized despotism.  

Nevertheless, the progressives reversed the Founder’s perspective of the Ottomans by 

rehabilitating the view of the Turks and using them as examples. This notion became more 

 
11 Wilson Annual Message on the State of the Union, 4 December 1917, The Papers of Woodrow Wilson. 

Vol 45 (Princeton, Princeton University Press), 197-99. 
12 Address to a Joint Session of Congress, 11 February 1918, The Papers of Woodrow Wilson, Vol 46 

(Princeton, Princeton University Press), 320-23. 
13 Woodrow Wilson, Congressional Government: A Study in American Politics (New York, NY: Houghton 

Mifflin, 1885), Introduction. 
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evident after the War with Spain in 1898. The United States did not attain the economic 

prosperity envisioned by acquiring the Spanish empire. Instead, the Progressives turned to what 

America started in the late Ottoman Empire and reflected on Turkish reform initiatives as a case 

study. The outcome for the American progressives was how a mixture of Western progressivism, 

added to an already diverse society guided by a centralized government, achieved reforms. 

Henceforth, America applied this formulation to assist with its modernization efforts.  

The Intellectual and Diplomatic Discourse of American Progressives and the late 

Ottomans, 1830–1930, serves as an overview and is a mere beginning of a topic and period 

largely left unnoticed and understudied. As stated in chapter one, additional investigation is 

recommended to trace the religious aspects amidst the diplomatic discourse. Further studies and 

analyses can be achieved in the relationship between the Ottomans and the Founders, Turkish 

records of American diplomacy, 1830-1930, the French diplomats and intellectuals in Turkey, 

and the Russian movements of Slavophil and Pan-Slavism based on Nikolay Danilevsky’s ideas.  

Further studies can be undertaken regarding Charles E. Merriam’s progressive 

contributions in the late Progressive era. Theodore D. Woolsey’s life, ideas, service as President 

of the Journal of American Oriental Society, and legacy are left untouched. There are no 

historical biographies of historian Lewis Einstein who contributed new ideas in foreign policy 

and was an eyewitness of the Armenian genocide. Another progressive who made significant 

contributions in the Progressive era is Lloyd C. Griscom. His life and legacy have not been 

written about since his diplomatic autobiography in 1940. From an economic and diplomatic 

perspective, Francis Marion Huntington-Wilson’s life is open to further study. Another diplomat 

is progressive Charles M. Dickenson, whose life and ideas affected entrepreneurship and 

consular reform in Turkey and the United States.    
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Through The Intellectual and Diplomatic Discourse of American Progressives and the 

late Ottomans, 1830–1930, it becomes apparent how American sentiments were negatively 

fueled against Ottoman despotism due to the Barbary Wars. As the Greeks decided on 

independence, debates heightened in Congress over American intervention. The central question 

was how America should engage, if at all, in diplomatic relations with the Near East. American 

foreign policy in the late eighteenth century followed a policy of non-entanglement with a 

European ambition. Political intellectuals of the time recognized there was a grave issue at hand. 

America was a model nation. It had fought and won independence from Great Britain and was 

proved the victor in the hated Barbary Wars, showing its military capacity in the Near East. The 

Barbary Wars undoubtedly altered American-Ottoman relations, and the Treaty of 1830 was 

ratified between the two governments.14 The appointment of Porter as America’s first Charge 

d’Affaires opened the door to new intellectual insights within the Empire. Due to Brown's 

footing with the Sultan, America forged a solid and personal bond with the Turkish government 

during the next forty years. Therefore, America came into a deeper connection with the Turks at 

a time when Sultan Mahmoud II built on earlier reform efforts to centralize authority and resolve 

issues related to modernization. However, a more aggressive intervention was needed to compete 

with its European contemporaries. 

The early attempts of reform initiatives moved the Ottoman Empire through cycles of 

political and social changes to achieve modernization. Thus, the Ottomans entered the Tanzimat. 

With the enactment of the Hatt-i Sherif of Gülhane, equal treatment of people throughout the 

Empire and protection of the civil rights of its diverse populations was ensured. Under the Hatti-i 

 
14 See Appendix 1 - Treaty Between the United States and the Ottoman Empire Commerce and Navigation, 

1830. 
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Sherif, Turkey’s progressive reforms also replaced its traditional institutions, following the 

prototype of European models. As a result, a reorganization guided by official policy statements 

ensued. The new European-modeled institutions included the Hatti-i Humayun of 1856 and the 

first Ottoman constitution of 1876, which shifted the traditional authority of the political and 

legal systems that had existed for hundreds of years.  

Progressivism was spurred on by the Industrial Revolution and affected several nations, 

including its seedbed, Great Britain. From this perspective, progressivism was a more extensive 

global event to modernize. As seen in previous chapters, the Ottoman Empire felt increased 

pressure from the Industrial Revolution. Geographically, the Empire was more extensive than its 

contemporary European cohorts. Additionally, reforms took time to implement across such a 

sizeable geo-political area. Initially, the Turks were forced into modernizing their military to 

keep their dominance. Still, other reforms were warranted to compete and, secondly, to keep the 

Empire intact. 

Consequently, Abdülhamid II shrewdly enhanced the Empire by allowing foreign powers 

to capitalize on infrastructure, thus enhancing economic development. Furthermore, he continued 

building upon the earlier reforms, including his grandfather’s ideas of education, art, and 

architecture, seemingly committed to modernization. However, when Hamid realized the 

representatives were not ready to work harmoniously under a parliamentary structure, he 

reverted to despotism. As Abdülhamid II dissolved the new parliament and refused to cement the 

provision of equality of the Hatt-i Sherif into the constitution, the Young Turks launched a 

revolution in 1909.  

The Young Turks focused on reinstating the Ottoman constitution and parliament. 

However, equality was never achieved. Instead, pan-Islamist ideas took hold, and genocide of 
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minority groups ensued. After World War I and the Turkish War for Independence, Mustafa 

Kemal Atatürk took the lead and followed a firm road of secularization. Kemalism, however, did 

not become a reality until after religious unity was realized through the policy of Population 

Exchange under the Lausanne Treaty of 1923. This step was designed to prevent other genocide 

due to a lack of international policies.  

Unlike the European powers, the United States did not seek territorial ambitions in the 

Ottoman Empire after World War I. Instead, the Treaties of 1830 and 1862 focused on fostering 

an economic alliance. While Porter and Brown laid the foundation for Ottoman-American 

relations during the initial forty years, Morris continued the diplomatic work of Porter Brown 

until 1870. Meanwhile, Lieber, Woolsey, and Burgess brought awareness of the many reform 

initiatives in the United States. At the same time, Peirce added the dynamics of scientific 

discovery and cultural traits of the Empire. Finally, diplomats Morris, Cox, and author Hidden 

published respective works covering Ottoman history, culture, and reforms, results based on 

firsthand experiences in Turkey. The American perception of the Ottomans was thus changed.  

On the other hand, the United States was desperate for political and social order as 

America entered the Progressive Era. The philosophical underpinnings of intellectual 

progressivism in the United States grew from a transformation in American political thought 

through progressive thinkers. Like the Ottomans, the United States was modernizing. Cities 

began to increase in population as the nation underwent urbanization. Immigrants arrived from 

around the world, and industrialization helped create a class of extremely wealthy individuals 

and poor workers. With the enormous industrial centers came severe challenges and difficulties. 

These challenges included unsafe housing, racism, exploitation, lack of women's rights, poor 

education standards, child labor, and corruption. Minority groups, consisting of African 
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Americans, women, and immigrants, found themselves within a society claiming civil rights, 

liberty, and freedom for all; however, the reality proved different. Because the Federal 

government had yet to improve and update legislation based on the social changes, it had the 

systemic ability to develop and enact change; however, improvements were slow. Some 

minorities, such as women, did not enjoy complete freedom, were excluded from political rights, 

and were socially degraded. Regardless, other ethnic groups and minorities worked hard toward 

acculturation and integration. In the cities, the working class felt the harsh backlash of big 

business, and child labor was rampant in the industrial centers. America lacked, and the growing 

pains of modernization amidst industrialization were evident. Those kinds of social, cultural, and 

ethnic disparities have existed since the seventeenth century. Lieber described these antagonistic 

abuses within society as “social enslavement” as he called for change.15 Yet, unlike other 

countries, people flocked to the United States, even acknowledging those difficulties because the 

real possibilities were liberating and endless.  

Progressive intellectuals, therefore, argued for ideas of civil liberty, social equality, and 

fundamental human rights that would extend into the exploitation of workers. They also 

advocated for individual rights as moral progress founded on a justice system. However, 

effective reform called for political change. Consequently, intellectual progressives sought to 

improve and expand the federal government. This came partly due to the diplomatic 

communications from Turkey, which provided answers, albeit in a small way. Just as the 

Founders had drawn upon the ideological and political thought of the Greco-Romans, the 

Enlightenment, and the Scientific Revolution, which spanned nations and timetables, the 

 
15 Francis Lieber Papers. Box 1. Folder 4. Online Archive of California. Huntington Library: Manuscript 

Collection. The California Digital Library, C.A. 
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progressives looked to world events of their times to glean ideas. The European and Ottoman 

theater of events was no secret to Americans from the 1830s to the 1930s. As the news of foreign 

affairs, global reforms, and domestic issues was shared and printed, they informed the American 

government and citizens. Without question, the Ambassadors and diplomats from 1830 until the 

1930s exhibited ideals of Intellectual Progressivism, for all the diplomats were progressives. 

Additionally, America realized diplomatic reform was needed and took an innovative 

approach to foreign policy as diplomats Terrell, Griscom, and Dickenson ushered in personal 

diplomacy. The approach worked so well that Theodore Roosevelt integrated progressivism into 

American foreign policy concerning Turkey. However, with the added twist of the Big Stick. 

During the years of the Young Turk Revolution, intellectuals analyzed its movement and 

changes. As World War I brewed, Ambassador Morgenthau documented the genocidal policies 

unleashed against Christian minorities. Although the World War had severed relations, America 

kept a presence in the region. As Grew was appointed the first Ambassador to the new Republic 

of Turkey, aided by Bristol and Jennings, he worked to restore United States-Ottoman relations 

in a joint effort with intellectual Dewey. They established Friends of Turkey to assist the Kemal 

regime in rebuilding Turkey, qualifying the relations as new beginnings in the years between the 

World Wars. Moreover, further research identified that scholars might undertake the Progressive 

Era in conjunction with the Near East in international law, human rights, public policy, civil 

rights, and expansion of government.  

Consequently, the United States stood unwavering in its relationship with the late 

Ottoman and the Turkish Republic from the 1830s to the 1930s. Analyzing the Tanzimat and the 

period of initial reform which proceeded, it is vital to understand how these were essential to 

forming the Turkish Republic post-World War I. Many reforms during this period gave future 
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leaders the intellectual and practical foundations to modernize. But it is also essential to 

recognize the impact of the reforms upon the United States. As the beacon of democracy, 

America learned from the ebb and flow of Turkish ideas and reform initiatives to make 

American democracy stronger and to progressively improve the future. 
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Appendix 

 

Appendix 1 - Treaty Between the United States and the Ottoman Empire Commerce and 

Navigation, 1830. 
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Appendix 2 - Treaty of Commerce and Navigation Between the United States and the Ottoman 

Empire February 25, 1862. 
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Appendix 3 - Treaty of Paris, 1856, On the Conclusion of the Crimean War. 
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Appendix 4 - Treaty of San Stefano on the Conclusion of the Russian-Turkish War, 1878. 
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Appendix 5 - Treaty of Berlin on the Conclusion of the Russian-Turkish War, 1878. 
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Appendix 6 – Anglo-Turkish Treaty, 1878. 
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Appendix 7 – Armenian Reforms. Text of the Scheme Presented by the Powers to the Porte, June 

4, 1895. 

 

 

 



311 
 

 

 

 

 



312 
 

 

 

 



313 
 

 

 

 



314 
 

 

 

 



315 
 

 

 

 



316 
 

 

 

 



317 
 

 

 

 



318 
 

 

 

 



319 
 

 

 

 



320 
 

 

 

 



321 
 

 

 

 



322 
 

 

 

 



323 
 

 

 

 



324 
 

 

 

 



325 
 

 

 

To Be Continued in Volume II 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



326 
 

Bibliography 

Archival Sources  

 

Abram Steven Hewitt Papers, 1803-1903. The Cooper Union Library Archives and Special 

Collections, New York, New York. 

 

Alexander Watkins Terrell Papers, 1890-1912. Texas State Archives. University of Texas 

Libraries. Austin, Texas. 

 

Carroll Spence Papers. Georgetown University Archival Resources. Georgetown University 

Washington D.C. 

 

Charles Evans Hughes papers, 1836-1950, The Manuscript Reading Room, Library of Congress, 

Washington, D.C. 

 

Charles E. Merriam Papers, 1893-1957. The Hannah Holborn Special Collection Research 

Center. The University of Chicago. Chicago, Illinois. 

 

Charles H. Sherrill. New York Historical Society and Museum and Library. New York, New 

York. 

 

Charles Monroe Dickinson Papers 1897-1913. Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress. 

Library of Congress, Washington D.C. 

 

Charles S. Pierce Papers. Hollis for Archival Discovery. Harvard Library at Harvard University. 

Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

 

The Daily Socio Gazette. Newspapers.com by Ancestry. Online. 

 

David D. Porter Family Papers. Manuscript Reading Room. Library of Congress. Washington, 

D.C. 



327 
 

 

David D. Porter Family Papers. Manuscript Division, William Clements Library. Michigan State 

University. Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

 

 Elkus Family Collection. Center for Jewish History. New York, New York. 

 

Europe and the Ottoman Empire: Diplomacy and International Relations. Arcadian Library 

Online.  

 

Eugene Schuyler Papers. Manuscript Division at the Library of Congress. Washington, D.C.  

 

Francis Lieber Papers. Online Archive of California. Huntington Library: Manuscript Collection. 

The California Digital Library. 

 

Francis Lieber Papers. South Carolinian Library Repository. University of South Carolina. 

Colombia, South Carolina. 

 

Frank B. Kellogg Papers, 1890-1942. Minnesota Historical Society. Manuscript Collections. St. 

Paul, Minnesota, Minneapolis.  

 

George H. Booker Papers:1890-1942. Minnesota Historical Society. Manuscript Collections. St 

Paul, Minneapolis. 

 

George Marsh Perkins Papers. Dartmouth Library Archives and Manuscripts. Dartmouth 

College, Hanover, New Hampshire. 

 

Henry Morgenthau Papers. Manuscript and Reading Room. Library of Congress. Washington, 

D.C. 

 

Herbert David Coly Papers. Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections. Cornell University 

Library. Ithaca, New York. 

 



328 
 

Horace Maynard Papers. Special Collections Online. University of Tennessee. Knoxville, 

Tennessee. 

 

Irvin B Laughlin Papers. Herbert Hoover Presidential Library. National Archives. Washington, 

D.C. 

 

John Dewey Papers, 1895-1992. The Hannah Holborn Special Collections Research Center. 

University of Chicago Libraries. Chicago, Illinois.  

 

John William Burgess Papers, 1873-1930. Archival Collections, Rare Books & Manuscripts 

Library. Colombia University, South Carolina. 

 

John and Ruth Burgess Collection. Special Manuscript Collections. Jones Library. Amherst, 

Massachusetts. 

 

John Van Antwerp MacMurray Papers, 1913-1942. Princeton University Library Special 

Collections. Princeton, New Jersey. 

 

Joseph Clark Grew Papers. Hollis for Archival Discovery. Harvard University, Cambridge, 

Massachusetts. 

 

Joseph Clark Grew Papers. Booth Family Center for Special Collections. Georgetown 

University. Washington, D.C. 

 

Josiah Notts Papers. David Rubenstein Rare Book and Manuscript Library. Duke University. 

Durham, North Carolina.  

 

Lewis Einstein Papers, 1808-1968. The University of Wyoming American Heritage Center. 

Laramie, Wyoming. 

 

Lloyd Carpenter Griscom Papers, 1898-1951. Manuscript Division at the Library of Congress. 

Washington, D.C. 

 

Lew Wallace Collection, 1799-1972. Indiana Historical Society. Indianapolis, Indiana. 



329 
 

   

Louis Agassiz Papers. Hollis for Archival Discovery. Harvard Library at Harvard University. 

Cambridge, Massachusetts.  

 

Mark Bristol Papers. Manuscript Reading Room. Library of Congress. Washington D.C. 

 

Oscar Status Papers, 1856-1955. Manuscript Division at the Library of Congress. Library of 

Congress, Washington, D.C. 

 

Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr. Papers. The John G. Palfrey (1875-1945) Collection. Hollis for 

Archival Discovery. Harvard Library at Harvard University. Cambridge, Massachusetts.  

 

Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr. Papers. Harvard Law School Library Digital Suite at Harvard 

University. Cambridge, Massachusetts.  

 

Salomon Levinson Papers, 1905-1998. Hannah Holborn Gray Special Collection Research 

Center. The University of Chicago. Chicago, Illinois.  

 

Scudder Klyce Papers, 1911-1933. Manuscript Division. Library of Congress. Washington, D.C. 

 

Thomas F. Bayard Papers. Manuscript Division. Library of Congress. Washington, D.C. 

 

Ulysses Grant papers, 1819-1974. Manuscript Division. Library of Congress. Washington D.C 

. 

United States National Archives. Records of the Department of State, Consular Dispatches, 

Turkey, Vol. II-IX. Washington, D.C. 

 

United States National Archives. Records of the Department of State, Consular Dispatches, 

Turkey, Vol. I-XXIV. Washington, D.C. 

 

United States National Archives. Records of the Department of State, Diplomatic Instructions, 

Turkey, Vol. I-II. Washington, D.C. 

 



330 
 

United States National Archives. Records of the Department of State, Dragoman’s File, Turkey, 

Vol. I-II. Washington D.C. 

 

United States National Archives. Records of the Department of State, Miscellaneous 

Correspondences of the Legation, Turkey, Vols. 1831-1834, 1834-1839, 1839-1849. 

Washington, D.C. 

 

William Edgar Borah Papers, 1951. Manuscript Reading Room. Library of Congress. 

Washington, D.C. 

 

William McKinley Papers, 1847-1935. The Manuscript Reading Room, Library of Congress, 

Washington, D.C. 

 

Woolsey Family Papers. Manuscripts and Archives. Yale University Library. Yale University, 

New Haven, Connecticut.  

 

Yale Tocqueville Manuscripts. Beinecke Rare Book & Manuscript Library. Yale University, 

New Haven, Connecticut.  

 

Primary Sources  

 

Abdülhamid II Collection of Photographs. African and Middle Eastern. Ottoman Turkish 

Collection in the Library of Congress, Washington D.C. 

 

Abdülmecid I. “Gülhane Proclamation, 1839.” World History Commons. Roy Rosenzweig 

Center for History and New Media. Accessed August 3, 2022.  

 

Abdülmecid I. "Islahat Fermani Decree,” 1856. World History Commons. Roy Rosenzweig 

Center for History and New Media. Accessed August 3, 2022.  

 

Adamantios Korais Collection. Adamantios Korais Library and Argenti Museum. Library 

Department of the Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs. Chios, Greece. 

 



331 
 

An Oriental and Former Raya, The Spry East and The West. Athens, Greece: National Printing 

Office, 1868. 

 

Anti-Slavery Society. Declaration of Sentiment of America. Broadsides, leaflets, and pamphlets 

from America and Europe. Library of Congress. Washington D.C.  

 

Bank-ı Osmanî-i Şahane'nin imtiyaz mukavelesi, 4 Şubat 1863 - Act of concession of the 

Imperial Ottoman Bank, February 4, 1863 - Convention relative à la concession de la 

Banque Impériale Ottomane. CST069. Salt Research. Istanbul Turkey. 

 

Bemis, Samuel Flagg. A Diplomatic History of the United States. New York, NY: Henry Holt 

and Company, 1950. 

 

Benton, Thomas, H. Thirty Years' View, A history of the Working of the American Government 

for Thirty Years, from 1820 to 1850. Chiefly taken from the Congress debates, the Private 

papers of General Jackson and the Speeches of ex-Senator Benton, with his Actual View 

of Men and Affairs: with Historical Notes and Illustrations, and Some Notices of Eminent 

Deceased Cotemporaries. New York, NY: Appleton and Company, 1854. 

 

Bratter, C. A. Die Armenische Frage. Berlin, Germany: Concordia Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 

1915. 

 

Boston Daily Adviser. Chronicling America. Historical American Newspapers. Library of 

Congress. Washington D.C. 

 

Bonaparte, Napoleon. The Directory and the Egyptian Expedition. Alfred Boulay de la Meurthe. 

Paris, France: Bri’xelles, 1880. 

 

Burgess, John William. Political Science and Comparative Constitutional Law, Vol 1 

Sovereignty and Liberty. Boston, Massachusetts: Ginn, 1890. 

 

Burgess, John William and Murray Butler, Nicholas. Reminiscences of an American scholar: the 

Beginnings of Columbia University. New York: Columbia University Press, 1934. 

 



332 
 

Burke, Edmund. Reflections on the Revolution in France, and on the Proceedings in Certain 

Societies in London Relative to that Event: In a Letter Intended to Have Been Sent to a 

Gentleman in Paris. London, Great Britain: J. Dodsley, 1791. 

 

Buxton, R. Charles. Turkey in Revolution. London, Great Britain: Scribner, 1909.  

 

Byron, Lord. Letters and Journals of Lord Byron. Life of Byron: 1823. Letter DXXVII. Creative 

Commons. 

 

Brutus. 1787. “From the New York Journal.” Independent Chronicle (Boston), November 8, 

1787.  

 

Calhoun, J.C. Exposition and Protest Reported by the Special Committee of the House of 

Representatives on the Tariff. South Carolina State Library Online Collections. Colombia 

SC. 

 

Calhoun, J.C. “South Carolina Ordinance of Nullification, November 24, 1832.” Lilliam 

Godman Law Library. Yale Law School. New Haven, CT.  

  

Channing William E. Tribute of William Ellery Channing to the American Abolitionists. New 

York, NY: Antislavery Society, 1861. 

 

Charles S. Pierce Collection of Papers. University of Navarra, Spain.  

 

Charles S. Peirce, Peirce Edition Project Writings of Charles Peirce. IUPUI, Indianapolis, IN. 

 

Cleveland, William L. A History of the Modern Middle East. New York, NY: Avalon 

Publishing, 1994. 

 

Creasy, Edward Shepherd. History of the Ottoman Turks: From the Beginning of Their Empire 

to the Present Time. London, United Kingdom: Richard Bentley, 1877. 

 

Croly, Herbert David. The Promise of American Life. United Kingdom: Macmillan, 1909.  



333 
 

 

Colorado Historical Newspaper Collection. The Steamboat Pilate. February 22, 1935. 

 

Consular Reform and Commercial Expansion: Endorsements of the Lodge Bill Or a Similar Bill 

for the Reorganization of the Consular Service of the United States. United 

States: National Business League (Non-partisan), 1903. 

 

Cox, Samuel Sullivan. Diversions of a Diplomat in Turkey. New York, NY: C.L. Webster & 

Company, 1887. 

 

Cyprus. Great Britain. Foreign. Historical Section. Library of Congress. Washington, D.C. 

 

Dewey, John. The Ethics of Democracy. United States: Andrews, 1888. 

 

Dewey, John. The Middle Works, 1899-1924, Journal Articles., Essays, and Miscellany 

Published in the 1923-1924 Period. Volume 15. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois 

University Press, 1983. 

 

Dewey, John. The Public and Its Problems. New York, NY: H. Holt, 1927. 

 

Drake, Charles F. The Literary Remains of the Late CFT Drake. London, Great Britain: Richard 

Bentley and Sons, 1877. 

 

Dred Scot vs. Sandford, 60 U.S. 393, 396 (1856). 

 

Du Bois, W.E.B. Black Reconstruction in America: An Essay Toward a History of the Part 

Which Black Folk Played in the Attempt to Reconstruct Democracy in America, 1860-

1880. London, Great Britain: Translation Publisher, 1935.  

 

Einstein, Lewis David. A Diplomat Looks Back. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1968. 

 

Einstein, Lewis David. Inside Constantinople: A Diplomats Diary During the Dardanelles 

Expedition April – September 1915. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1968. 



334 
 

 

Elbridge, Gerry. “Letters of Delegates to Congress: Volume 21 October 1, 1783 - October 31, 

1784, Elbridge Gerry to Samuel Holten.” A Century of Lawmaking. American Memory. 

Library of Congress.  

 

Elkus, Abram I. The Memoirs of Abram Elkus: Lawyer, Ambassador, Statesman. United 

Kingdom: Taderon Press, 2004. 

 

Felton, Cornelius Conway. Greece, Ancient and Modern, Vol 2 of 2 Lectures Delivered Before 

Lowell Institute. Cambridge, MA: University Press, 1867. 

 

Gladstone, William Ewart. Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East. London, Great 

Britain: J. Murray, 1876. 

 

Gobineau, Arthur, Comte de, The Inequality of Human Races. New York, NY: G.P. Putnam's 

Sons, 1915.  

 

Gobineau, Arthur, Comte de, Correspondance entre le Comte de Gobineau et le Comte de 

Prokesche-Osten (1854-1876). Bahá’i Library Collection. Paris. France. 

 

Goodell, William. The Old and the New: Or, The Changes of Thirty Years in the East, with Some 

Allusions to Oriental Customs as Elucidating Scripture. New York: M. W. Dodd, 1853. 

 

Great Britain Foreign Office. Turkey in Europe. London, Great Britain: H.M Stationary Office, 

1920. 

 

Great Britain. Foreign Office. Research Department. Map to illustrate agreements regarding 

Asia Minor, Mesopotamia, etc.: including the Sykes-Picot arrangement of 1916 

regarding Syria and Palestine. Library of Congress Geography and Map Division, 

Washington, D.C. 

  

Griscom, Lloyd, C. Diplomatically Speaking. New York, NY: The Literary Guild of America, 

Inc, 1940. 

 



335 
 

Jackson, Andrew. “First Inaugural Address March 4, 1829.” American Treasures of the Library 

of Congress. Library of Congress. Washington D.C  

 

Jackson, Andrew. “Veto Message July 10, 1832.” Lilliam Godman Law Library. Yale Law 

School. New Haven, CT.  

 

Jefferson, Thomas, Papers. Founders Online. National Archives, Washington D.C.  

 

James B. Angell Papers, 1943-1916. Bentley Historical Library. University of Michigan. Ann 

Arbor, Michigan. 

 

James McCartney Family Papers. History of Howard and Cooper Counties, Missouri. St Louis 

National Historical Company, 1883. 

 

John Adams Papers. Founders Online. National Archives, Washington D.C.  

 

Haddad Yvonne, Muhammad Abduh: Pioneer of Islamic Reform, Pioneers of Islamic Revival, 

ed. 'Ali Rahnama. London: Zed Books, 1994. 

 

Hamilton, Alexander. Federalist Paper No. 23 in the Federalist, On the Constitution by Publius. 

New York, NY: George F. Hopkins, 1802. 

 

Hamlin, Cyrus. Among the Turks. New York, NY: Robert Carter and Brothers, 1881. 

 

Hartzidimitriou, Constantine G. ed., Founded on Freedom and Virtue, Documents illustrating the 

Impact in the United States of the Greek War for Independence, 1821-29. New York, 

NY: Aristide D. Caratzas, 2002. 

 

Hay, John Milton. House Divided. The Civil War Research Engine at Dickinson College, 

Carlisle, PA. 

 

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. The Phenomenology of Mind. London, United Kingdom: S. 

Sonnenschein, 1910.  



336 
 

 

Henry, D. Thoreau. On the Duty of Civil Disobedience. London, Great Britain: The Simple Life 

Press, 1903. 

 

Hidden, Alexander W. The Ottoman Dynasty: A History of the Sultans of Turkey from the 

Earliest Authentic Record to the Present Time, with Notes on the Manners and Customs 

of the People. New York, NY: N. W. Hidden, 1912. 

 

Hill David Jayne. River Campus Libraries. Rare Books, Special Presentations, and Preservations. 

Rochester University, New York, NY. 

 

History of Turkey: Primary Documents. Harold B. Lee Library. Euro Docs. Bringham Young 

University. Provo, UT. 

 

History of Turkey: Primary Documents. Harold B. Lee Library. EuroDocs. 

 

Holmes, Oliver W. The Common Law. Boston, MA: Little Brown, 1909. 

 

Horton George. The Blight of Asia. Indianapolis, IN: The Bobbins-Merrill Company Publisher, 

1926. 

Huntington-Wilson, Francis M. Memoirs of an Ex-Diplomat. Boston, MA: Bruce Humphries, 

Inc. 

 

Hunts Merchants’ Magazine, March 1857. 

 

Institute of Mediterranean Studies on Crete. Rethymno, Crete. Last Modified December 19, 

2022.  

 

Ion P. Theodore and Brown N. Carroll. Persecutions of the Greeks in Turkey since the beginning 

of the European War. New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1918. 

 

Jackson, A. First Inaugural Address March 4, 1829. American Treasures of the Library of 

Congress. Library of Congress. Washington D.C.  



337 
 

 

Jackson, A. Veto Message July 10, 1832. Lilliam Godman Law Library. Yale Law School. New 

Haven, CT.  

 

“Jamal ad-Din al-Afghani, (1838-1897).” Jewish Virtual Library A Project of AICE. American 

Israeli Cooperative Enterprise. Accessed August 4, 2022. 

 

Jefferson Thomas. Jefferson’s Fair Copy. Founders Online. National Archives. Washington D.C. 

Jenkins, David. “Inside the Hellenic Collections: The Greek War of Independence.” Princeton 

University Library. Last Modified 2022.  

 

John Hay Papers. Series 1. Writings and Diaries by John Hay. John Hay Library Special 

Collections, Box A. Brown University, RI. 

 

John Hay Papers. Manuscript Division at the Library of Congress. Washington D.C. 

 

Journal of American Oriental Society. Hathi Trust Digital Library, 1843-1920. New Haven, CT. 

 

Kemal, Namik. Opposition in Exile: Namık Kemal's Hürriyet Newspaper, 1868-1870. Konya, 

Turkey: Vakifbank Culture Publications, 2020. 

 

Kirh, Cengiz “The Ottoman Tanzimat in Practice.” Lecture, Ottoman History Podcast, Ottoman 

State Archives, Online, December 5, 2015.  

 

Korais, Adamantios, Collection. Adamantios Korais Library and Argenti Museum. Library 

Department of the Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs. Chios, Greece. 

 

Kostopoulou, Elekra. “Local Autonomy and the Tanzimat” Lecture, Ottoman History Podcast, 

Ottoman State Archives, Online, July 11, 2013. 

 

Lane-Poole, Stanley. The Life of the Right Honourable Stratford Canning, Viscount Stratford de 

Redcliffe: From His Memoirs and Private and Official Papers. Vol II.  New 

York: Longmans Green and Co., 1888.  



338 
 

 

Lieber, Francis. Amendments to the Constitution Submitted to the American People—New York, 

NY: Loyal Publication Society of New York, 1865. 

 

Lieber, Francis. Letter to A Gentleman, Written After a Trip from Philadelphia to Niagara. 

Philadelphia, PA: Carey, Lea, and Blanchard, 1834. 

 

Lieber, Francis. On Civil Liberty and Self Government. Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott, 1874. 

 

Lieber, Francis. Manual of Political Ethics. Boston, MA: Freeman and Bolles, 1839. 

 

Lieber, Francis. Manual of Political Ethics, Designed Chiefly for the Use of Colleges and 

Students at Law. Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott, 1874. 

 

Lieber, Francis. The Life and Letters of Francis Lieber. Boston, MA: James R. Osgood, 1882.  

 

Lieber Francis. The Service of Franz Lieber to Political Science and International Law, 1808-

1881. New York, NY: A.S. Barnes & Co., 1880. 

 

 

Lowrie Walter and St. Claire Clarke Matthew. American State Papers, Documents, Legislative 

and Executive of the Congress of the United States, from the First to the Third Session of 

the Thirteenth Congress, inclusive Commencing March 3, 1790, and ending March 3, 

1815. Washington: Gales and Seaton, 1832. 

 

Lausanne Conference on Near Eastern Affairs, 1922-1923: Records of Proceedings and Draft 

Terms of Peace. London, United Kingdom: H.M. Stationery Office, 1923. 

 

Lynch, William Francis. Narrative of the United States Expedition to the River Jordan and the 

Dead Sea. London, Great Britain: Haldon Brothers and Co, 1849. 

 

Macpherson, David. Annals of commerce, manufactures, fisheries, and navigation, with brief 

notices of the arts and sciences connected with them. Containing the commercial 

transactions of the British Empire and other countries, from the earliest accounts to the 



339 
 

meeting of the Union Parliament in January 1801, and comprehending the most valuable 

part of the late Mr. Anderson's history of commerce with a large appendix. London, Great 

Britain: Nicholas & Sons, 1805. 

 

MacVegh Family Papers 1833-1915. The Historical Society of Pennsylvania. Philadelphia, PA. 

 

Madison, James, Papers. Founders Online. National Archives, Washington D.C.  

 

Manuscripts of the Islamic World. Princeton University Libraries. Princeton University, NJ. 

 

Martin, Lawrence and Woodrow Wilson. U.S. Topographic Branch Geological Survey, and 

United States Department of State. Boundary between Turkey and Armenia: as 

determined by Woodrow Wilson, president of the United States of America. Geography 

and Map Division at the Library of Congress. Washington, D.C., 1920. 

 

Merriam, Charles Edward. A History of American Political Theories. London, United 

Kingdom: Macmillan, 1920. 

 

Monroe, James, Papers. Founders Online. National Archives, Washington D.C.  

  

Morris, Edward, J. Notes on A Tour through Turkey. Charleston, SC: Nabu Press, 2012. 

Museum of Greek and Philhellenism. “Important Philhellenes.” Society for Hellenism and 

Philhellenism. European Dynamics, Europe.  

 

The New Republic, Vol. 3, 1915. 

 

The New York Herald. Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers. Library of 

Congress Washington D.C. 

 

Office of the Historian. “Biographies of Secretaries of State: John Milton Hay (1838-1905).” 

United States State Department. 

 



340 
 

Ottoman History. World History Commons. Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and New 

Media. Santa Cruz, CA. 

 

Palmer, Edward H. Oriental Mysticism. New York, NY: Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, 

1867. 

 

Palmer Edward Henry. The Desert of the Exodus: Journeys on Foot in the Wilderness of the 

Forty Years' Wanderings, Undertaken in Connexion with the Ordnance Survey of Sinai 

and the Palestine Exploration Fund, Volume 1 London, Great Britain: Deighton, Bell 

and Company, 1871. 

 

Pears, Sir Edwin. Forty Years in Constantinople, The Recollections of Sir Edwin Pears, 1873-

1915. New York, NY: D Appleton & Company, 1916. 

 

Permanent Bureau of the Turkish Congress. Greek Atrocities in the Vilayet of Smyrna: May to 

July 1919 Documents and Evidence of English and French Officers: First Series, Volume 

1. Lausanne, Switzerland: Imprimerie Petter, Giesser & Held, 1919. 

 

Peirce, Charles S. Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce. Cambridge 

Massachusetts: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1974. 

 

Peirce Online Manuscript, Graphics, Marginalia, and Letters. The Institute of American Thought. 

Indiana University School of Liberal Arts. Bloomington, IN. 

 

Porter Brown, John. “Americans and American Trade at Constantinople.” Hunt’s Merchants’ 

Magazine, March 1857. 

 

Porter Brown, John. "Notes on the Ottoman Empire." Scioto Gazette, May 12, I852. 

 

Porter Brown, John. " Original Foreign Sketches – The East." Scioto Gazette, May 23, I839. 

 

Porter, David. Constantinople and Its Environs. New York: Harper & Brothers, 1835.  

 



341 
 

Porter, David Dixon. Memoir of Commodore David Porter: Of the United States Navy. New 

York: J. Munsell, 1875. 

 

Prime, Edward Dorr Griffin and Goodell, William. Forty Years in the Turkish Empire: Or, 

Memoirs of Rev. William Goodell. New York: Robert Carter and Brothers, 1883. 

 

Roosevelt, Theodore. “Annual Message to Congress, December 4, 1904.” Milestone Documents. 

National Archives. Washington D.C. 

 

Roosevelt, Theodore. Spanish American War. Naval History and Heritage Command. United 

States Navy. Washington, D.C. 

 

Sheffield, John Lord. Observation on the Commerce of the American States. London, Great 

Britain: J. Debett, 1783. 

 

Simon, E. T. Correspondence of the French Army in Egypt, Intercepted by Nelson’s Squadron. 

London, Great Britain: Chez Garnery, 1798. 

 

Spry, William, J. J. Life on the Bosporus: doings in the city of the sultan: Turkey, past and 

present, including Chronicles of the caliphs from Mahomet to Abdul Hamid II. London, 

Great Britain: H.S. Nichols, 1906. 

 

Sumner, Charles, Papers. Founders Online. National Archives, Washington D.C.  

 

State Department of the United States. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United 

States. Constantinople, Turkey: State Department, 1862. 

 

State Department of the United States. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United 

States. Constantinople, Turkey: State Department, 1870-1879. 

 

Straus, Oscar. Under Four Administrations from Cleveland to Taft. Boston, Massachusetts: 

Houghton Mifflin Company, 1932. 

Sykes Mark and Georges-Picot Francois. “The Sykes-Picot Agreement: 1916.” Lilliam Godman 

Law Library. Yale Law School. New Haven, CT. 



342 
 

 

Tahsin Pașa. Star Memories. Istanbul, Turkey: IZ Publishing, 1931. 

 

The Age of Süleyman “the Magnificent” (r. 1520-1566). Department of Education. The 

Metropolitan Museum of Art. 

 

The American Research Institute in Turkey. “ARIT Local and Online Library 

Resources.”  Digital Library for International Research (DLIR), SALT Research, and the 

Internet Archive. Last modified 2015.  

 

The Annual Report: Immigration and Naturalization Service. Washington DC: Government 

Printing Office, 1976. 

 

The Avalon Project, Documents in Law, History, and Diplomacy. “The Treaty of Commerce and 

Navigation Between the United States and the Ottoman Empire; February 25, 1862” Last 

modified 2008. 

 

The Avalon Project, Documents in Law, History, and Diplomacy. “Treaty of Peace and Amnity 

between the United States of America and the Tree Bashaw Bey, and Subjects of Tripoli 

in Barbary,” Last modified 2008. 

 

The Congress of Berlin 1878. The Jefferson and Adams Reading Room. Library of Congress. 

Washington D.C. 

 

The Holmes-Einstein Letters, Correspondence of Mr. Justice Holmes and Lewis Einstein 1903-

1935. New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1964.  

 

 

The Memphis Daily, July 12, 1867. Library of Congress, Washington D.C. 

 

The Near East Collection. Robin Dougherty Special Collections at Yale University. New Haven, 

CT.  

 

The New York Times, 1904. Library of Congress, Washington D.C.  

http://www.dlir.org/
https://saltresearch.org/primo_library/libweb/action/search.do?vid=salt


343 
 

 

The New York Times, 1927. Library of Congress, Washington D.C.  

 

The New York Times, 1965. Library of Congress, Washington D.C.  

 

The New York Tribune, 1867. Library of Congress, Washington D.C.  

 

The New York Tribute, 1894. Library of Congress, Washington D.C.  

 

The Ottoman Constitution. Atatürk Institute of Modern Turkish History. Boǧaziçi University. 

Istanbul, Turkey. 

 

The Papers of Woodrow Wilson. Vol 1-69. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966-1994. 

 

The Times, 1903. Library of Congress, Washington D.C. 

 

The Times, 1923. Library of Congress, Washington D.C. 

 

Tocqueville, Alexis de. Democracy in America: Vol 1, 1831. United States: Sever and 

Francis, 1863. 

 

Tocqueville, Alexis de, Democracy in America: Vol. 2 1835. Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund, n.d. 

 

Turner, William. Journal of a Tour in the Levant. London, United Kingdom: John Murray, 1820. 

 

Rifa'a al-Tahtawi. An Inman in Paris: al-Tahtawi visit to France, 1826-1831. Translated by 

Newman. London, Great Britain: Saqibooks, 2011. 

 

United State Papers. “A Guide to the United States’ History of Recognition, Diplomatic, and 

Consular Relations, by Country since 1776: Turkey,” Office of the Historian, Accessed 

July 16, 2022. 



344 
 

 

United States State Papers. The message of the President of the United States of the Two Houses 

of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session of the Thirty-Seventh 

Congress. Vol I. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1861.  

 

United States State Papers. Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying 

Documents, of the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The First Session of 

the Thirty-Eighth Congress. Part II. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 

1864.  

 

United States State Papers. Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying 

Documents, of the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The First Session of 

the Thirty-Nineth Congress. Part III. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 

1866.  

 

United States State Papers. Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying 

Documents, of the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session 

of the Fortieth Congress. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1867.  

 

United States State Papers. Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying 

Documents, of the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Third Session 

of the Fortieth Congress. Part II. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1869.  

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to Foreign Affairs. Part II. Communicated to 

Congress on December 1, 1862. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1862.  

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Volume II. 

Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1873. 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1874.  

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1876.  



345 
 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1877. 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1878.  

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1880.  

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1885. 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1888. 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1890.  

 

United States State Papers. Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying 

Documents, of the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session 

of the Thirty-Nineth Congress. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1893. 

 

United States State Papers. Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying 

Documents, of the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session 

of the Thirty-Nineth Congress. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1894. 

 

United States State Papers. Message of the President of the United States, Accompanying 

Documents, of the Two Houses of Congress at the Commencement of The Second Session 

of the Thirty-Nineth Congress. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1896. 



346 
 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1892.  

 

United States State Papers, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, With 

the Annual Message of the President Transmitted to Congress Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1898. 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1902.  

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1903. 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Transmitted to Congress, with the Annual Message of the President. Washington, D.C.: 

Government Printing Office, 1904. 

 

United States State Papers. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 

Supplement, The World War. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1915. 

 

United State Papers. “Barbary Wars, 1801-1805 and 1815-1816,” Office of the Historian, 

Milestones in US Foreign Relations. 

 

US Congress. American State Papers. Documents, Legislative and Executive of the Congress of 

the United States, 13th Cong., 1st-13th sess., 1789-1815, Vol, 6. Washington, D.C., 1832. 

 

US Congress. Congressional Record. 18th Cong., 1st sess.,1824. 

  

US Congress. Congressional Record. 21st Cong. 1st sess., 1832. 

 



347 
 

US Congress. Congressional Record. 21st Cong. 2nd sess., 1831. 

 

US Congress. Congressional Record. 22nd Cong., 1st sess.,1832. 

 

US Congress. Congressional Record. 31st Cong., 1st sess.,1850. 

 

Van Dyck, Edward. Capitulations of the Ottoman Empire: Report of Edward Van Dyck. 

Consular Clerk of the United States at Cairo. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 

Office, 1881.  

Varlık, Nükhet. Plague and Empire in the Early Modern Mediterranean World: The Ottoman 

Experience, 1347–1600. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015. 

 

Washington, George, Papers. Founders Online. National Archives, Washington D.C  

 

Washburn, George. Fifty Years in Constantinople. New York, NY: Houghton and Muffin Co., 

1909. 

 

Washington, George. Washington's Farewell Address to the People of the United States, 

1796. Boston, MA: Houghton, Mifflin, 1913. 

 

Washington Times, October 29, 1922, Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers. 

Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 

 

Wheaton, Henry. History of the Law of Nations in Europe and America: From the Earliest Times 

to the Treaty of Washington, 1842. New York, NY: Gould, Banks & Company, 1845. 

 

William, Hugh. “Essays on the Constitution of the United States” in the State Gazette of North 

Carolina. 1778.  

 

Williams E. and Lossing B.J. The Statesman’s Manual: Containing the President’s Messages, 

Inaugural, Annual, and Special from 1789-1858 with their Memoirs and Histories of the 

Administrations. New York: Edward Walker, 1858.  

 



348 
 

Wilson, Woodrow. Congressional Government: A Study in American Politics. New York, 

NY: Houghton Mifflin, 1885. 

 

Wilson Woodrow. “Fourteen Point Speech (1918).” Milestone Documents. National Archives. 

Washington D.C. 

 

Woolsey, Theodore Dwight. Communism and Socialism in Their History and Theory: A 

Sketch. United States: C. Scribner's Sons, 1880.  

 

Woolsey, T. D. Introduction to the Study of International Law An Aid in Teaching and in 

Historical Studies. New York, NY: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1879. 

 

Woolsey, Theodore Dwight. Political Science: Or, The State Theoretically and Practically 

Considered. New York, NY: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1877. 

 

Wyman Bury, George. Pan-Islam. London, Great Britain: Macmillan, 1919. 

 

Young, John Russell. Around the World with Grant. New York, NY: American News Company, 

1879. 

 

Young, R.H. The Great Debate Between Hayne and Webster. New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin 

and Co., 1898.  

 

Secondary Sources 

 

Books 

 

Abou-El-Haj, Rifa’at. Formation of the State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth 

Century. New York, NY: State University of New York Press. 2005.  

 

Armaoğlu, Fahir. Turkish American Relations with Documents. Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 

1991. 

 



349 
 

Babinger, Franz. Die Gaschichtsschreiber Der Osmanen Und Ihre Werke.Leipzig, Germany: 

Otto Harrassowitz, 1927.  

 

Bacevich, Andrew J. Ideas and American Foreign Policy: A Reader. Oxford, England: Oxford 

University Press, 2018. 

 

Baher, Hacer. From Empire to Republic: The Role of American Missionaries in US-Ottoman 

Relations and their Educational Legacy. Berlin, Germany: Peterlang, 2019.  

 

Barkey, Karen. Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 2008. 

 

Bemis, Samuel F. The American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy. New York, NY: 

Cooper Square Publishers, 1963. 

 

Biddiss, Michael D. Father of Racist Ideology: The Social and Political Thought of Count 

Gobineau. New York: NY, Weybright and Talley, 1970. 

 

Berkes, Niyazi. The Development of Secularism in Turkey. Montreal: McGill, 1964. 

 

Barkey, Karen. Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization. London, 

Great Britain: Cornell University Press, 2018. 

 

Barkey, Karen. Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective. New York, 

NY: Cambridge University Press, 2008. 

 

Bemis, Samuel F. The American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy. Plano, TX: Cooper 

Square, 1963.  

 

Benson, Lee, Puckett John L., and Harkavy Ira Richard. Dewey's Dream: Universities and 

Democracies in an Age of Education Reform: Civil Society, Public Schools, and 

Democratic Citizenship. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 2007. 

 



350 
 

Bragg, John. Ottoman Notables and Participatory Politics: Tanzimat Reform in Tokat, 1839-

1876. Hoboken: Taylor and Francis, 2014.  

 

Brown, Bernard Edward. American Conservatives: The Political Thought of Francis Lieber and 

John W. Burgess. New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 1951. 

 

Calhoun, Charles W. Gilded Age Cat: The Life of Walter Q. Gresham. Lexington, KY: 

University of Kentucky, 1988. 

 

Carpenter, Teresa. The Miss Stone Affair: America's First Modern Hostage Crisis. New York, 

NY: Simon & Schuster, 2016. 

 

Chambers, John Whiteclay II. The Tyranny of Change: America in the Progressive Era, 1890- 

1920. New Brunswick: NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2002.  

 

Chandler, Alfred. The Visible Hand: The Managerial Revolution in American Business. 

Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1977. 

 

Christos Papoutsy. Ships of Mercy: The True Story of the Rescue of the Greeks: Smyrna, 

September 1922. Portsmouth, NE: Peter E. Randall, 2008. 

 

Cohen, Naomi Wiener. A Dual Heritage: The Public Career of Oscar S. Straus. Philadelphia 

PA: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1969. 

 

Cooper, John Milton. Pivotal Decades, the United States 1900-1920. Cambridge, Massachusetts: 

Harvard University Press, 1990.  

 

Cooper, John Milton. Woodrow Wilson: A Biography. New York, NY: Vintage Books, 2011.  

 

Couvares, Francis G., Saxton, Martha, Grob, Gerald. N, Billias, George Athan. Interpretations of 

American History. New York, NY: St. Martin. 2009. 

 

Dadrian, Vakahn N. The History of the Armenian Genocide: Ethnic Conflict from the Balkan to 

Anatolia to the Caucuses. Providence, RI: Berghahn Books, 1997. 



351 
 

 

Deringil, Selim. Conversion and Apostasy in the Late Ottoman Empire. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2012. 

 

Deringil, Selim. The Well-protected Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power in the 

Ottoman Empire, 1876-1909. London, United Kingdom: I. B. Tauris, 2011.  

 

Diner, Steven J. A Very Different Age: Americans of the Progressive Era. New York, NY: Hill 

and Wang, 1997.  

 

Dogan Çetinkaya, Y. The Young Turks and the Boycott Movement: Nationalism, Protest and the 

Working Classes in the Formation of Modern Turkey. (New York, NY: Bloomsbury 

Publishing, 2014). 

 

Erdem, Y Hakan. Slavery in the Ottoman Empire and its Demise, 1800 – 1909. Houndsmill; 

Macmillan Press, 1996. 

 

Evered, Emine Ö. Empire and Education Under the Ottomans: Politics, Reform, and Resistance 

from the Tanzimat to the Young Turks. London: I.B. Tauris, 2012.  

 

Faroqhi, Suraiya. Approaching Ottoman History: An Introduction to the Sources. Cambridge, 

NY: Cambridge University Press, 1999. 

 

Findley, Carter V. Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789-1922. 

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980.  

 

Finkel, Carol. Osman’s Dream: The Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923. New York, NY: 

John Murray, 2007. 

 

Folsom, Burton W. The Myth of the Robber Barons: A New Look at the Rise of Big Business. 

Reston, VA: Young Americas Foundation, 2018.  

 

Foner, Eric. Reconstruction: America's Unfinished Revolution, 1863-1877. New York, 

NY: Harper, 2011.  



352 
 

 

Fortna, Benjamin C. Imperial Classroom: Islam, the State, and Education in the Late Ottoman 

Empire. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002. 

 

Francis Lieber and the Culture of the Mind: Fifteen Papers Devoted to the Life, Times, and 

Contributions of the Nineteenth-century German American Scholar, with an Excursus on 

Francis Lieber's Grave: Presented at the University of South Carolina's Bicentennial Year 

Symposium Held in Columbia, South Carolina, November 9-10, 2001. Columbia, South 

Carolina: University of South Carolina Press, 2005. 

 

Freidel, Frank. Francis Lieber, Nineteenth-century Liberal. Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Louisiana 

State University Press, 1947. 

 

Freud, Sigmund and Bullitt, William. Thomas Woodrow Wilson, Twenty-eighth President of the 

United States: A Psychological Study. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1966. 

 

Glad, Paul W. McKinley, Bryan, and the People. Open Library. 1964. Accessed November 21, 

2021. Google Books.  

 

Goffman, Daniel. The Ottoman Empire and Early Modern Europe. London, United 

Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 2002.  

 

Hanssen Jens, Philipp Thomas, and Weber Stefan. The Empire in the City: Arab Provincial 

Capitals in the Late Ottoman Empire. Baden Baden, Germany: Nomos 

Verlagsgesellschaft, 2002.  

 

Haslip, Joan. The Sultan the Life of Abdul Hamid II. New York, NY: Holt Reinart and Winston, 

1973. 

 

Hart, John Mason. Empire and Revolution: The Americans in Mexico since the Civil War. 

Berkely, CA: University of California Press, 2002. 

 

Hicks, John Donald. The Populist Revolt: A History of the Farmers' Alliance and the People's 

Party. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1931. 

 



353 
 

Higgs, Robert. Critical Episodes in the Growth of American Government. Oxford, England: 

Oxford University Press, 1987.  

 

Hirschon Renée. Crossing the Aegean: An Appraisal of the 1923 Compulsory Population 

Exchange Between Greece and Turkey. New York, NY: Berghahn Books, 2003. 

 

Hofstadter, Richard. The Age of Reform: From Bryan to FDR. New York, NY: Vintage Books, 

1960. 

 

Hook, Sidney. John Dewey: An Intellectual Portrait. Omaha, NE: Prometheus Books, 1939. 

 

Houlgate, Stephen. Freedom, Truth, and History: An Introduction to Hegel's Philosophy. New 

York, NY: Routledge, 1991. 

 

Imber, Colin. The Ottoman Empire, 1300-1650: The Structure of Power. London, United 

Kingdom: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2019.  

 

Inalcik, Halil. Application of the Tanzimat and its Social Effects. Lisse: De Ridder Press, 1976. 

 

Ion, Theodore P., and Brown, Carroll N. Persecutions of the Greeks in Turkey since the 

beginning of the European War. New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1918. 

 

Lewis, Bernard. The Emergency of Modern Turkey. London, Great Britain: Oxford University 

Press, 1968. 

 

Kafadar, Cemal. Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State. Oakland, 

California: California University Press, 1995.  

 

Katz, Fredrich. The Secret War in Mexico: Europe, the United States, and the Mexican 

Revolution. Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press, 1983. 

 

Kazin, Michael. The Populist Persuasion: An American History. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University 

Press, 1998. 



354 
 

 

Keddie, Nikki. Sayyid Jamal al-Din al-Afghani, A Political Biography. Los Angeles, California: 

Near East Center, 2019. 

 

Kennan, George. American Diplomacy. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1951. 

  

Kent, Marian. The Great Powers and the End of the Ottoman Empire. London, United 

Kingdom: Taylor & Francis, 2005.  

 

Kennedy, David. Over Here: The First World War and American Society. Oxford University 

Press, USA, 2004. 

 

Kloppenberg, James T. Uncertain Victory: Social Democracy and Progressivism in European 

and American Thought, 1870-1920. New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1986. 

 

Konstantinos, Fotiadis Emm. The Genocide of the Pontian Greeks. Aristotle University, 

Thessaloniki, 2019. 

Kunt, I M., Woodhead, Christine. Suleyman the Magnificent and His Age: The Ottoman Empire 

in the Early Modern World. New York, NY: Routledge, 2014. 

 

Macfie, Alexander Lyon. The End of the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923. London, United 

Kingdom: Taylor & Francis, 2014. 

 

Masters, Bruce Alan., Àgoston, Gàbor. Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire. New York, 

NY: Facts On File, Incorporated, 2010.  

 

Mansel, Philip. Constantinople: City of the World's Desire, 1453-1924. London, United 

Kingdom: John Murray Press, 2011. 

 

McCormick, Thomas J. The China Market: America’s Quest for Informal Empire, 1893-1901. 

Chicago, IL: Quadrangle Books, 1967 

 



355 
 

McFarland, Philip. John Hay, Friend of Giants: The Man and Life Connecting Abraham Lincoln, 

Mark Twain, Henry James, and Theodore Roosevelt. New York, NY: Rowman & 

Littlefield Publishers, 2017. 

 

McLean, Roderick R. Royalty and Diplomacy in Europe, 1890-1914. United 

Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, 2007. 

 

McGerr, Michael. A Fierce Discontent: The Rise and Fall of the Progressive Movement in 

America. London, United Kingdom: Free Press, 2010.  

 

McVey, Frank L The Populist Movement. New York, NY, Macmillian Co. 1896. 

 

Mead, Walter Russell. Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and how it Changed the 

World. London, Great Britain: Routledge, 2002. 

 

Murphy, Rhoads. Ottoman Warfare, 1500-1777. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 

1998. 

 

Nugent, Walter T. K. The Tolerant Populists: Kansas Populism and Nativism. Chicago, IL: 

Nugent University of Chicago Press, 1963.  

 

Historians of the Ottoman Empire at the University of Chicago. Division of the Humanities 

Chicago Illinois.   

 

Piterberg, Gabriel. An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play. Oakland, 

California: University of California Press, 2003.  

 

Pratt, Julius W. Expansionists of 1898. Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins Press, 1936.  

 

 

Pratt, Julius W. America’s Colonial Experiment How the United States Gained, Governed, and 

in Part Gave Away a Colonial Empire. New York, NY: Prentice Hall, 1973. 

 



356 
 

Philliou, Christine. Biography of an Empire: Governing Ottomans in an Age of Revolution. 

Berkeley: University of California Press, 2011.  

 

Phillips, D. C. A Companion to John Dewey's "Democracy and Education.” Chicago, 

IL: University of Chicago Press, 2016. 

 

Richmond, Steven. The Voice of England in the East: Stratford Canning and Diplomacy with the 

Ottoman Empire. New York, NY: I.B. Tauris, 2014. 

 

Rosenberg, Charles E. The Cholera Years: The United States in 1832, 1849, 1866. Chicago, IL: 

University of Chicago Press, 1962. 

 

Rubin, Avi. Ottoman Nizamiye Courts: Law and Modernity. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 

2011.  

 

Said Edward W. Orientalism. New York, NY: Knopf Doubleday Publishing Group, 2014.  

 

Salt, Jeremy. Imperialism, Evangelism, and the Ottoman Armenians, 1878-1896. London, Great 

Britain: Frank Cass & Co LTD, 1993. 

 

Shaw, Stanford J., and Ezel Kural Shaw. History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey: 

Volume II: Reform, Revolution, and Republic: The Rise of Modern Turkey, 1808-1975. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977. 

 

Smith Michael Llewellyn. Ionian Vision: Greece in Asia Minor, 1919-1922. United 

States: University of Michigan Press, 1998. 

 

Taliaferro John. All the Great Prizes: The Life of John Hay, from Lincoln to Roosevelt. New 

York, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2013. 

 

Thompson, Elizabeth F. Justice Interrupted: The Struggle for Constitutional Government in the 

Middle East. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2013. 

 



357 
 

Turan, Selahattin. “John Dewey’s Report of 1924 and his Recommendations on the Turkish 

Educational System” ERIC. Last Modified 3/24/1997. 

  

Trask R. Roger. The United States Response to Turkish Nationalism and Reform, 1914-1939. 

Minnesota, MI: University Minnesota Press, 1971. 

 

Quataert, Donald. The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922. United Kingdom: Cambridge University 

Press, 2000. 

 

Waldo H. Heinrichs. American Ambassador: Joseph C. Grew and the Development of the United 

States Diplomatic Tradition. New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1986. 

 

Wiebe, Robert H. The Search for Order, 1877-1920. New York: Hill and Wang, 1967.  

 

Williams, William Appleman. The Tragedy of American Diplomacy. New York, NY: Dell 

Publishing Co., 1959. 

 

Woodward, Vann C. Origins of the New South, 1877–1913. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State 

University Press, 1951. 

 

Yilmaz, Şuhnaz. Turkish-American Relations, 1800-1952: Between the Stars, Stripes, and the 

Crescent. London, United Kingdom: Taylor & Francis, 2015.  

 

Zoellick, Robert B. America in the World: A History of U.S. Diplomacy and Foreign 

Policy. New York, NY: Grand Central Publishing, 2020.  

 

Özoğlu Hakan. The Decline of the Ottoman Empire and The Rise of the Turkish Republic: 

Observations of an American Diplomat, 1919-1927. Edinburgh Great Britain: Edinburgh 

University Press, 2021. 

 

Articles 

 

 



358 
 

Abu-Manneh, Butrus. “The Sultan and the Bureaucracy: The Anti-Tanzimat Concepts of Grand 

Vizier Mahmud Nedim Pasa.” International Journal of Middle East Studies 22, no. 3 

(1990): 257–74. 

 

Abu-Manneh, Butrus. “Two Concepts of State in the Tanzimat Period: The Hatt-ı Şerif of 

Gülhane and the Hatt-ı Hümayun.” Turkish Historical Review 6 2 (2015): 117–37.  

 

Adalian, Rouben Paul. “Henry Morgenthau Sr.” National Armenian Institute. Last modified 

2003. 

 

 Alloul Houssine and Martykánová Darina. “Charting New Ground in the Study of Ottoman 

Foreign Relations.” International History Review 43, no. 5 (2021): 1018-1040.  

 

Anscombe, Frederick E. “Islam and the Age of Ottoman Reform.” Past & Present, no. 208 

(2010): 159–89.  

 

Bryson, Thomas A. “Admiral Mark L. Bristol, an Open-Door Diplomat in Turkey.” International 

Journal of Middle East Studies 5, no. 4 (1974): 450–67. 

 

Cohen, Naomi W. “Ambassador Straus in Turkey, 1909-1910: A Note on Dollar Diplomacy.” 

The Mississippi Valley Historical Review 45, no. 4 (1959): 632–42.  

 

Emerson, Blake. “The Democratic Reconstruction of the Hegelian State in American Progressive 

Political Thought.” The Review of Politics 77, no. 4 (2015): 545–574.  

 

Firges, Pascal. "French Revolutionary Transformations of Diplomatic Practice: The Case of 

Franco-Ottoman Relations, 1792-17971." International History Review 41, no. 5 (2019): 

962-980. 

 

Gordon, Leland J. “Turkish-American Treaty Relations.” The American Political Science Review 

22, no. 3 (1928): 711–21.  

 

Greene, Molly. “The Ottoman Experience.” Daedalus 134, no. 2 (2005): 88–99.  

 



359 
 

Hourani, A. (1991). “The Achievement of Andre Raymond.” British Journal of Middle Eastern 

Studies, 18(1), 5–15.  

 

Howard, Harry N. “The Bicentennial in American-Turkish Relations.” Middle East Journal 30, 

no. 3 (1976): 291–310.  

 

Igor Despot. “The Balkan Wars: An Expected Opportunity for Ethnic Cleansing.” Journal of 

Muslim Minority Affairs 39, 3 (2019): 343-355.  

 

Johnston Robert D. "The Age of Reform: A Defense of Richard Hofstadter Fifty Years On." The 

Journal of the Gilded Age and Progressive Era 6, no. 2 (2007): 127-37.  

 

Karpat, Kemal H. “The Balkan National States and Nationalism: Image and Reality.” Islamic 

Studies 36, no. 2/3 (1997): 329–59. 

 

Kawtharani, Wajih. “The Ottoman Tanzimat and the Constitution.” Arab Center for Research & 

Policy Studies, 2013.  

 

Majstorovic, Darko. “The 1913 Ottoman Military Campaign in Eastern Thrace: A Prelude to 

Genocide?” Journal of Genocide Research, 21, 1 (2019): 25-46.  

 

McCormick, Thomas. “Insular Imperialism and the Open Door: The China Market and the 

Spanish-American War.” Pacific Historical Review 32, no. 2 (1963): 155–69. 

 

Newman, John Paul. “Post-Imperial and Post-War Violence in the South Slav Lands, 1917-

1923.” Contemporary European History 19, no. 3 (2010): 249–65.  

 

Palabiyik, Mustafa Serdar. "The Emergence of the Idea of 'International Law' in the Ottoman 

Empire before the Treaty of Paris (1856)." Middle Eastern Studies 50, no. 2 (2014): 233-

251.  

 

Smith, Keith. "The Realism That Did Not Speak Its Name: E. H. Carr’s Diplomatic Histories of 

the Twenty Years’ Crisis." Review of International Studies 43, no. 3 (2017): 475-93.  

 



360 
 

Turan Selahattin. “John Dewey’s Report of 1924 and his Recommendations on the Turkish 

Educational System,” ERIC. 3/24/1997.  

 

Yalçın, Mustafa Onur. "From Empire to Republic: The Role of American Missionaries in US-

Ottoman Empire Relations and their Educational Legacy." Insight Turkey 22, no. 2 (Spring, 

2020): 231-3. 

 

Woodward, C. Vann. “The Populist Heritage and the Intellectual.” The American Scholar 29, no. 

1 (1959): 55–72. 

 

Ümit, Devrim. "Introduction" In Fifty Years in Constantinople and Recollections of Roberts 

College. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2012. 

 


