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ABSTRACT

BEYOND PROTECTIONISM-FREE TRADE DICHOTOMY':
THE “NATIONAL ECONOMY” AND THE 1908 BOYCOTT MOVEMENT IN
THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

SERTKAYA, Hazan
M.S., The Department of Political Science and Public Administration
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. E. Attila Aytekin
February 2024, 160 pages

This thesis questions the relationship between the 1908 Boycott and the National
Economy that the literature regards as the historical opposite of the “liberal” economy.
In this way, it aims to open to gquestioning the dichotomies existing in the history of
Ottoman economic thought. The history of Ottoman economic thought is based on an
oscillation between serbesti-i ticaret and usul-i himaye. Following 1908, it turns to a
dualism between “liberal” economy/laissez-faire and ‘“national” economy/
protectionism. Accordingly, scholars divide the 1908-18 period into two sections: the
period of “liberal” economy (1908-1913/14) and the period of the National Economy
(1913/14-1918). This thesis calls the scholars who apply a periodical and conceptual
division between the “liberal” economy and the “national” economy and attribute
specific qualities to the “national” that they do not attribute to the “liberal” the National
Economy Thesis (NET), and it analyzes Zafer Toprak’s arguments as the pioneer of
the NET. To question this dualism, it focuses on the 1908 Boycott that emerged at the
dawn of the “liberal” economy period but that the existing literature regards as a
manifestation of the “national” economy. Then, a discrepancy arises between the
leitmotiv attributed to the 1908 Boycott and its timing. Interrogating this discrepancy,
this study argues that the National Economy, in contrast to “liberal” economy/laissez-
faire, does not present an appropriate economic framework to analyze the boycott. On

the contrary, the boycott itself is related to liberal free-market economy at least in three
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respects. First, the boycott had a concern for free trade. Second, despite protectionist
demands, they never intended a longstanding state intervention. The role of the state
was limited to the equalization of competition between Ottoman merchants and foreign
merchants. Third, there was a controlling attitude towards the lower classes due to the

fear that the mobilized lower classes could destroy the free market.

Keywords: economic thought, National Economy, protectionism, laissez-faire, 1908

Ottoman Boycott
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HIMAYECILIK-SERBEST TiCARET iKiLiGININ OTESINDE:
“MILLI IKTISAT” VE OSMANLI IMPARATORLUGU’NDA 1908 BOYKOT
HAREKETI

SERTKAYA, Hazan
Yiksek Lisans, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Y 6netimi Bolumu
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. E. Attila AYTEKIN
Subat 2024, 160 sayfa

Bu tez, 1908 Boykotu ile, literatiiriin “liberal” iktisatla tarihsel olarak zitlik i¢inde
gordiigii, Milli Tktisat arasindaki iliskisini sorgulamaktadir. Bu yolla Osmanli iktisadi
diislince tarihindeki yerlesik ikilikleri sorgulamay1 amaglamaktadir. Osmanli iktisadi
diislince tarihi, serbesti-i ticaret ve usul-i himaye arasinda bir salmim {izerine
kuruludur. 1908°den sonra, “liberal” iktisat/laissez-faire ile “milli”” iktisat/himayecilik
arasinda bir ikilik ortaya c¢ikar. Benzer bigcimde kimi akademisyenler 1908-18
donemini iki bdliime ayirir: “liberal” iktisat donemi (1908-1913/14) ve Milli Iktisat
donemi. Bu tez, “liberal” iktisat ile “milli” iktisat arasinda donemsel ve kavramsal bir
ikiligi uygulamaya koyan ve “milli” iktisada, “liberal” iktisada atfetmedigi belirli
nitelikler atfeden akademisyenleri MiT (Milli iktisat Tezi) olarak adlandirir ve MIT’in
oncusi olarak Zafer Toprak’in argiimanlarina odaklanir. Bu ikiligi sorgulamak adina
bu c¢aligma, mevcut literattrin “milli” iktisadin bir tezahiirii olarak gordiigii ancak
“liberal” iktisat doneminin hemen basinda ortaya ¢ikan 1908 Boykotu’nu ¢ozimler.
Aciktir ki 1908 Boykotu’na atfedilen temel iktisadi motif ile boykotun zamanlamasi
arasinda bir farklilik ortaya cikar. Bu farkliligi sorgulayan bu calisma, literattriin
“liberal” iktisada/laissez-faire’ye tarihsel bir karsitlik icerisinde ele aldigi Milli
Iktisat’in, boykotun analizi icin uygun bir iktisadi diisiince cercevesi sunmadigini
savunur. Aksine boykot, en az ii¢ agidan liberal serbest piyasa ekonomisiyle i¢ icedir.

Ik olarak boykot serbest ticarete kayda deger dl¢iide ihtimam gosterir. IKinci olarak
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himayecilik taleplerine ragmen wuzun siireli bir devlet miidahalesi asla
hedeflenmemistir. Devletin rolii, Osmanl tiiccarlar1 ile yabanci tiiccarlar arasindaki
rekabeti esitlemekle smirlidir. Ugiincii olarak, serbest piyasay: tahrip edip ortadan
kaldiracagindan korkulan alt smiflarin kendiliginden hareketliligi sebebiyle, alt
siniflara karsi onlar1 daima denetim altinda tutmaya ¢alisan bir egilim boykot stiresince
hakimdir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iktisadi diisiince, Milli iktisat, himayecilik, laissez-faire, 1908

Osmanli Boykotu
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. The Problematic

From the last quarter of the 19" century onwards, the history of Ottoman economic
thought was based on an oscillation between usul-i himaye (protectionism) and
serbesti-i ticaret (laissez-faire/free trade). The existing literature on the economic
thinking of the late Ottoman era has evaluated this oscillation as an indication of
Ottoman backwardness, patrimonialism, the copy-pasting of European debates or
sociocultural flaws of Ottomans. Nevertheless, the Ottoman economy and economic
thought was not the only one vacillating between protectionism and laissez-faire. The
world witnessed the first crisis of capitalism in 1873-96. Stuck in Smithian capitalism,
European countries had to search for new ways of sustaining their economies. Under
the conditions of crisis of overproduction, they directed their attentions and resources
from the international market to their internal market. They needed to protect the
profitability of their economies within conditions of deflation, which necessitated
pursuing protectionist economic policies. All this pointed to a paradigm shift in

economics from Smithian laissez-faire policies to protectionist ones.

The Ottoman Empire was not immune to this change, either. The Ottoman economy
and accompanying Ottoman economic thought, in the process of being a part of
capitalist relations of distribution, also had to keep up with this paradigm change.
Hence, the oscillation of the Ottoman economy between usul-i himaye and serbesti-i
ticaret does not indicate Ottoman backwardness or its traditionalism; to the contrary,
it is a sign of its close connection with European economic relations and the change
that was simultaneously taking place. Ottoman economy was indeed part of the
worldwide economic system, and the dual nature of Ottoman economic thought does

not constitute an anomaly. In line with the worldwide paradigm shift, in the Ottoman
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context the models of serbesti-i ticaret and usul-i himaye apparently differed in three
main respects: the degree of state intervention, foreign trade and customs, and
international division of labor. The proponents of protectionism were aware that the
Ottoman economy did not have equal conditions of competition with merchants of
powerful European economies. Influenced by the Listian ideas of protection, Ottoman
intellectuals regarded the state help in the economy as a solution not to be swallowed
by greater economies of Europe. The supporters of the laissez-faire approach, on the
other hand, promoted competition unconditionally. Any attempt for state intervention
in the economy would distort its functioning. Universal laws of free trade capitalism
were as binding for the Ottoman context as for European countries. Nevertheless, these
two approaches to economy substantially converged, at least in two respects. First,
Ottoman protectionism never conceived of perpetual state intervention, as Fredrich
List himself, from whom Ottoman protectionist intellectuals were influenced, asserts.
As soon as the Ottoman economy reached an adequate competitive power in the
international market, the state would withdraw from the economy. Thus, both models
ultimately aimed at integration with free trade system. Second, while serbesti-i ticaret
seemed to differ from usul-i himaye about the path to development by putting forward
agriculture rather than industry as the main sector in order to keep up with European
economies, it promoted agriculture only as a mid-phase before the transition to
industry. When it came to economic policy, Ottoman policy-makers would inevitably
adopt policies promoting industry following a period of agriculture. Both views
searched for a way for participating in the international division of labor either through

agriculture or industry.

This dual structure of the Ottoman economy became a legacy for the post-1908
process. There is a considerable literature that divides the post-1908 period into two
sections called the “liberal” economy (1908-13/14) and the National Economy
(1913/14-18), focusing on either the onset of WWI, the end of Balkan Wars or
the 1913 coup d'état. This long-standing dualism existing in Ottoman economic
thought contrasts the “liberal” / laissez-faire economy and the “national” / protectionist
economy. The proponents of this periodical and conceptual dualism, pioneered by

Zafer Toprak but followed later by prominent names from diverse schools, refer to two
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distinct perspectives and two different periods, and the existing literature equates each
period with a perspective. It defines the National Economy as a distinct alternative in
the face of “liberal” economy and regards it as an outcome of national sentiments
rather than as a response to deadlocks of capitalism. Therefore, the literature based on
the dualism between “liberal” and “national” attributes the latter to a positive savior
mission in that it rescued the country from the imperialist yoke imposed by foreign
economies. From the dualist perspective, a milli bourgeoisie did not exist until the
Unionists ‘intervened’ in the economy and ‘created’ it. Accordingly, the Ottoman class
dynamics were relatively weak then. The argument is that in the National Economy
period, Unionists contributed to the transition to capitalism by implementing
protectionist policies from the top down. The National Economy refers to an active
state intervention in the economy; thus, there would be a narrow space in this period

for free trade, if any.

In this thesis, | call this line of thought, which divides the 1908-18 period into two
sections as “liberal” and ‘“national” and makes such assumptions regarding the
National Economy, as the National Economy Thesis (NET). To avoid confusion, |
should initially clarify a point: Throughout the thesis, the National Economy refers to
a set of economic policies, while the National Economy Thesis (NET) means an
academic argument about this set of policies. Although I discuss certain modified
versions of NET, | basically focus on Zafer Toprak’s arguments as the pioneer of the
NET. However, while regarding Toprak as the most prominent scholar of the NET and
his arguments as the basics of the NET, this thesis never ignores the line of
development and change in Toprak’s thought. He published several books on the
National Economy from different publishing houses in different times with some
modifications. From his early writings to late ones, the degree of periodical and
conceptual contrast between laissez-faire and protectionism, or between “liberal” and
“national” economy, diminishes. More obviously, in the book National Economy-
National Bourgeoisie [Milli Iktisat-Milli Burjuvazi] which was first published in 1995
by the printing house of Tarih Vakfi Yurt, the sharpness between two economic views
and periods is more obvious. In his book the National Economy in Turkey 1908-1918
[Tiirkiye de Milli Iktisat 1908-1918], on the other hand, Toprak relatively relieves the

3



contrast between two approaches and periods, and his study takes a more nuanced
form. While the former book was based on a sharp periodical contrast, the latter draws
a rising curve regarding the dominance of the National Economy from 1908 to 1918.
In the former, he nearly evaluates the serbesti-i ticaret—usul-i himaye controversy as a
representation of “liberty-despotism dilemma” (Toprak, 1995, p. 10), which means a
sharp dualism. Based on the latter book, the National Economy in Turkey 1908-1918,
it is possible to find out roots of the National Economy at the very beginning of the
1908 Revolution, while it is hardly possible in his book National Economy-National
Bourgeoisie. Then, there is a change in his thought. Taking into consideration this
gradual variance in his thought, this thesis prominently focuses on the latter book, the
National Economy in Turkey 1908-1918. It represents less dichotomous picture of the
“liberal”/ laissez-faire and “national”/protectionist economy than National Economy-

National Bourgeoisie, but it still relies on a periodical and conceptual dualism.

The NET is pioneered by Zafer Toprak but he is not the only figure. Indeed, the NET
refers to a broad spectrum of scholars from diverse schools. Feroz Ahmad, Sina Aksin,
Sevket Pamuk and Murat Koraltlrk, for instance, applied to the periodical dualism
between the “liberal” economy and the “national” economy. Likewise, Caglar Keyder,
Ayse Bugra, Serif Mardin, Metin Heper, Erik J. Zircher and several grand names of
the literature persistently repeated the arguments of the NET. They regarded either the
start of WWI, the end of Balkan Wars or the 1913 coup d'état as a turning point in
economic policy. From the period of the National Economy (1913/14-1918) onwards,
Unionists put into agenda the “project” to create a national bourgeoisie which they
consider it to be never existent before. Beyond these names above, Toprak’s arguments
spread over subsequent studies on the economic policies of the post-1908 period. As
Toprak’s arguments gradually influenced the literature, those who were influenced by
him relied their studies on a more dichotomous scheme of the 1908-1918 period than
Toprak himself. In other words, as the pioneering role of Toprak increased in the
literature on the National Economy, scholars following him under his influence

caricaturized the “liberal” versus “national” economy duality more than Toprak did.

A group of scholars who absorb this dualism of the NET regarded a boycott at the da-
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wn of the 1908 Revolution as an initial manifestation of the National Economy.
Among these scholars studying on the 1908 Boycott movement, Dogan Cetinkaya,
Mehmet Emin Elmaci, Sule Seving Kisi and Selim Ahmetoglu regard the boycott as
an embodiment of the National Economy. Yet, there are significant nuances among
accounts of these scholars. Cetinkaya, for instance, presents the most comprehensive
analysis of the boycott and this thesis has substantial overlaps with his analysis. There
were also scholars like Erdal Yavuz and Hasan Unal who do not conceptually use the
National Economy but an equivalent term. Their difference from the first category of
scholars is largely conceptual. Donald Quataert, on the other hand, differs from all the
names in the sense that he does not equate the boycott with either the “liberal” / laissez-
faire economy or “national” / protectionist economy. In this respect, he constitutes an
exception within the literature on the 1908 Boycott. His account of the boycott is the
least concordant with the NET while being the most suitable to the perspective that

this thesis adapts.

The 1908 Boycott was organized as a response to Austria-Hungary’s annexation of
Bosnia-Herzegovina and the independence of Bulgaria. The boycott was a multi-actor
movement involving the Unionists, workers, governmental actors, merchants, workers
masses and the press. These actors all shared a common idea: Ottomans should avoid
Austrian and Bulgarian goods and services and search for new alternatives to use them
again. The repeat, there is a considerable literature regarding the boycott as a
manifestation of the National Economy. In this way, it reproduces the dichotomy
between “liberal” and “national” economy. Considerable enough, the 1908 Boycott,
the literature almost wholly evaluates as part of the National Economy, took place in
the first months of the “liberal” economy period. A blatant discrepancy, therefore,
emerges between the timing of the 1908 Boycott and the economic leitmotiv attached
to it. Based on the NET literature mentioned above that divides the 1908-18 era into
two sections called the periods of “liberal” (1908-1913/14) and the ‘“national”
(1913/14-1918) economy, the boycott could not be a part of both the “liberal” and the
“national”. In other words, from the mentioned dualist perspective, the 1908 Boycott
could not possibly represent protectionism in economy on the one hand, and the

laissez-faire, on the other.



Starting from this contradiction, | set about investigating the 1908 Boycott, to reveal a
more nuanced understanding regarding the economic perspective that informed the
boycott. In this way, | reconsider the assumption of the boycott literature that the 1908
Boycott has been a manifestation of the National Economy. Accordingly, | investigate
the motivations instigating the boycott, its actors, objectives, and social and economic
dynamics in detail. | argue that the National Economy does not present an appropriate
economic model to analyze the boycott. Then, I question whether the “liberal”
economy” which the conventional literature regarded as the historical opposite of the
National Economy is suitable for the analysis of the 1908 Boycott. While arguing the
economic framework of the boycott, | also aim to open the bifurcation of economic
views and periods as “liberal” and “national” to discussion in the 1908-18 period. |
ultimately hope that this inquiry will pave the way for questioning the established
dichotomy assumed in studies of Ottoman economic thought between serbesti-i ticaret

/ free trade and usul-i himaye / protectionism.

In this thesis, | problematize the relation of the 1908 Boycott to the National Economy.
To this end, I search for answers to the following interrelated questions: “What were
the economic and political motivations behind the 1908 Boycott?”, “Who were the
actors of the boycott and to what extent were they willing to participate in it?”, “What
kind of economic demands did the boycott raise?”, “To what extent did the boycott
promote demands for protectionism?”, “To what extent did the boycott interrupt the
free trade?”, “How did the state react to popular mobilization caused by the boycott?”,
“Why did the workers come side by side with the Unionists?”, “What were the social
and economic dynamics that brought competing actors together around a boycott?”
and ultimately “Considering the historically supposed contrast between the “national”
economy and the “liberal” economy, what was the nature and content of the

relationship between the 1908 Boycott and the “national” economy?

1.2. A Terminological Remark

This thesis questions the assumed dichotomy between the “liberal” / laissez-faire

economy (1908-1913/14) and the “national” / protectionist economy (1913/14-1918).
6



The assumed contrast between the “liberal” and the “national” makes clarification of
these terms necessary. Thus, | make a terminological remark regarding my utilization

of ‘national’ and ‘liberal’.

First, the ‘national’ corresponds to two words in Turkish: ulusal and milli. While ulusal
refers more to the nation-state and the identity it created, milli bears a broader meaning
encompassing traces of Ottoman nationalism and Islamism. Milli transcends the
meaning of ulusal. Throughout the thesis, | employ the ‘national” only with respect to
milli, and | directly use ulusal without translation if necessary. In some sections, just
in the section 3.2. The Story of the Boycott, I prefer to use milli in order to highlight
the emphasis on the word choice.

Second, questioning the economic dualism between the “national” and the “liberal”,
this thesis also bears a conceptual objection. The established contrast between the
“national” and the “liberal” provokes the impression that the “liberal” and the
“national” were mutually exclusive concepts, and the “national” cannot be “liberal”.
Thus, while referring to parties of the assumed dichotomy, | use, if necessary, the terms
with quotation marks in order to unfold the hesitation of this thesis about the use of
these concepts. This thesis suggests the use of protectionism and laissez-faire / free
trade instead of the national economy and the liberal economy. Yet, | also employ the
concept National Economy with capital letters when | do not write down the term
national with quotation marks, since the term National Economy corresponds to a
settled literature and set of arguments within the late Ottoman-Turkish history of

economic thought.

Third, in order to put my hesitation about naming of parties of the given dualism, |
have said that | use the term ‘liberal” with quotation marks. Yet, | also employ the
word liberal without quotation marks, referring to a specific meaning. | am aware that
there are different meaning of ‘liberalism’ and ‘liberal’ changing based on different
time periods, contexts and viewpoints. Throughout the thesis, | employ the term liberal
without disregarding the intertwined connection between liberalism and capitalism. It

refers to a specific way for enforcement of capitalist relations of production, which
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suggest a free-market economy and a limited degree of state intervention in the
economy. Having theoretically a popular component, liberalism always bears a class
fear. It fears that the voice of people is directed towards free trade and the bourgeoisie.
In this respect, while arguing that the National Economy and the National Economy
period (1913/14-1918) have substantial liberal roots, | also refer to their relation to
capitalism, in addition to the hesitant intervention of the state in the economy. The

term liberal without quotation marks correspond to such a content.

1.3. Sources

To answer these questions, my main primary source will be newspapers. This choice
is based on two considerations. First, having read Cetinkaya’s (2004) statement that
official documents were not as beneficial as he had hoped, I choose to concentrate on
the press. Second, the 1908 Boycott represents a popular movement that entailed
different social groups and classes. Considering also that there was a boom in the
number of newspapers after the 1908 Revolution, the newspapers could present a
broad panorama of popular reactions. Hence, | utilize the following newspapers in this
thesis: Gave, Servet-i Funun, Sura-yi Ummet, Ahenk, Koyll, Ulum-u Iktisadiye ve
Ictimaiye Mecmuast, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, Beyanii’l Hak and Karagoz.
I also use three Ticaret Layihasis (numbers 2, 3 and 4). In the selection of my primary
sources, | have endeavored to ensure that they comprised publications which have
received limited scholarly attention. In addition, considering that the boycott has
relatively different timelines and involved different actors in different places, | have

restricted the use primary sources to those pertaining to Istanbul and izmir.

Gave is particularly important since it is the only official publication of the 1908
Boycott, the official publication of the Committee of Boycott in Izmir. Servet-i Fiinun
was a very influential newspaper in which liberal ideas flourished. It published the first
call for the boycott; nonetheless, the scholarship on the 1908 Boycott has not examined
it. Because of the role Unionists played in the boycott, there was a need to analyze an
official publication of the CUP. Sura-y: Ummet constitutes a prominent one among the
Unionist publications. Likewise, | utilize Ahenk and Koylu since they also spoke for

8



Unionist concerns. Koyli is especially important since its target group was obviously
peasants and workers. Besides Unionist publications, it has been necessary to analyze
a newspaper relatively distant from the Unionist ideas in order to reveal reactions of
different segments of the society. Therefore, | include Beyanii’l Hak as a source in this
study. Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi was one of the few newspapers published
on commerce. Moreover, its columns constituted an arena for the dualism between
“usul-i himaye” / protectionism and “serbesti-i ticaret” / free trade during and after the
1908 Boycaott. It is also crucial to understand the reflection of the boycott on economic
debates. Ulum-u Iktisadive ve Ictimaiye Mecmuas: represents a scholarly circle
including Cavid Bey who served as the Minister of Finance several times in the
National Economy period. Thus, reactions in the journal to the boycott can help clarify
the relationship between the 1908 Boycott and the National Economy. Since a plethora
of humor newspapers emerged after the 1908 Revolution, it was necessary to include
a humor newspaper in this analysis, Karagoz. Lastly, | have scanned Ticaret Layihasis

(numbers 2, 3 and 4) to find the echoes of the boycott outside the Ottoman territory.

1.4. Structure

Determined to reveal the economic leitmotiv of the 1908 Boycott and to criticize the
dichotomy that the conventional literature established between the “liberal” economy
/ serbesti-i ticaret/free trade /laissez-faire and the “national” economy/usul-i himaye /

protectionism in the Ottoman Empire during 1908-18, this thesis consists of 4 chapters.

Chapter 1 is the introduction. Chapter 2 problematizes the conventional literature that
divides Ottoman economic history into binary perspectives or periods. It goes back to
the mid-19™ century to trace the distinction between usul-i himaye / protectionism and
serbesti-i ticaret / free trade. Firstly, this study addresses the historical nature of late
Ottoman economic thought and its dichotomous nature. Then, it claims that the
seeming dichotomy between usul-i himaye and serbesti-i ticaret was not peculiar to
the Ottoman context, but it resulted from a paradigm shift in a broader scale as a result
of the 1873-96 Long Depression. Thereafter, in this chapter, | clarify usul-i himaye
and serbesti-i ticaret with their historical roots and actors in order to reveal their
9



overlaps and distinctions and question whether a genuine dichotomy between two

existed.

The section “A Periodization in the Ottoman Economic History: In-between Laissez-
Faire and Protectionism in the 1908-18 Period”, applies this critical approach to the
1908-18 era. In this period, the distinction of the previous era between usul-i himaye
and serbesti-i ticaret took the form of a dualism between “national” and “liberal”
economies. However, since such naming assumes that the “national” and “liberal”
were mutually exclusive, | either utilize these terms with quotation marks or replace

them with ‘protectionism’ and ‘free trade / laissez-faire’.

In the next section “Discussing the National Economy Thesis (NET)”, I elaborate on
the National Economy Thesis (NET). The NET is the line of thought in which scholars
divide the 1908-18 period into two parts as the “liberal” and the ‘“national” and
attribute distinctive qualities to the National Economy. I delve into the NET’s
assumptions which led the scholars to distinguish between the “liberal” and the
“national”. T also question whether their liberally-loaded ontological assumptions,
such as the perception of the world into distinct entities which sets the ground for, the
politics-economy separation or the politics-society separation for instance, lead them
to employ a dichotomy between “liberal” and “national” economy and attribute

particular characteristics to the national but not to the liberal.

I begin Chapter 3 by inquiring why there are only a few studies directly on the 1908
Boycott, despite the economic significance which the limited number of scholars who
have studied it attaches to the boycott. Thereafter, | try to understand the ways in which
those scholars establish a connection between the 1908 Boycott and the National
Economy. | divide the scholars of the boycott literature into three groups based on the
relationship they have pointed out between the “national” and the “liberal” economies

and the connection they have established among actors of the boycott.

After the literature on the 1908 Boycott, | move to the story of the boycott, which
constitutes the core of this thesis. In this section, based on primary sources, | primarily
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elucidate the commencement of the boycott, the goods and services boycotted, its
scope and repercussions. Then, | delve into the details of the boycott, which would
enable to answer the central questions of this thesis. Accordingly, | question the scope,
content and limits of the early demands for protectionism in the boycott. | also
problematize the moral concepts repeatedly used in the boycott and their prominence
in economic opposition to the goods of Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria. In order to
reveal how a broad coalition is formed around the boycott, | analyze the role of the
boycott actors under different headings, from governmental actors to the Unionists,
workers, merchants and esnafs. In the section “Respect for Free Trade”, considering
the attachment of the 1908 Boycott to the National Economy, | question whether the
boycott was genuinely distant from laissez-faire or ultimately promoted it.

The possible contribution of this thesis to the literature is twofold. First, only a limited
number of studies have directly analyzed the boycott and most of them discuss it
exclusively in relation to the National Economy. Thus, the boycott turns into a one-
dimensional event and a moment in a linear path towards the National Economy. This
study proposes a re-evaluation of the relationship between the 1908 Boycott and the
National Economy. It also reconsiders the possibility that the boycott can be associated
with the historical opposite of the National Economy, i.e., the “liberal” economy.
Second, by interrogating this relationship, this thesis engages in a rare endeavor: It
suggests re-evaluating the accepted dichotomies in the Ottoman history of economic
thought between serbesti-i ticaret / free trade / “liberal” and usul-i himaye /
protectionism / “national” economy. To avoid superfluous generalizations, the thesis
primarily suggests rethinking the division between the National Economy and the
“liberal” economy specifically in the 1908-18 period, and it proposes to reconsider the
possibility that what the literature calls the “liberal” and the “national” was liberal.
This thesis tries to demonstrate that the 1908 Boycott, which the literature largely
regards as a significant manifestation of the National Economy, is a liberal movement
indeed at least in three respects: First, it had a strong concern for free trade. Second,
demands for economic protection of the state were not quite common, and such
demands never aimed at a longstanding state protection, which only meant leveling

the ground of competition between Ottoman merchants and foreign merchants. Third,
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despite the boycott’s objective to mobilize the masses, there was an oppressive and
panicky attitude towards lower classes because of the fear that the mobilized lower

classes could destroy the free market.
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CHAPTER 2

A DOMINANT THEME IN THE LATE OTTOMAN ECONOMIC
THOUGHT: USUL-I HIMAYE (PROTECTIONISM) VERSUS SERBESTI-I
TICARET (LAISSEZ-FAIRE)

2.1. Late Ottoman Economic Thought and Environment

Although there is a well-settled idea in the literature on the late Ottoman economic
thinking that Ottomans have never had an original economic understanding of the
society in a modern sense; thus, they merely lied upon Western-adopted ideas
inherently alien to Ottoman lands, recent studies reveal this is not the real story. The
conventional scholars whose studies are based on a linear path of modern economic
development on which the Ottoman state had to proceed point out that Ottoman
intellectuals were characterized only by mere imitation and lack of a proper scientific
mentality of economics, but not by adaptation, pragmatism and endeavor to come close
to capitalist modernity just as all the beginners would do (Kilingoglu, 2015, p. 6).
Indeed, Ottoman intellectuals’ inclination toward imitation never refers merely to the
copy-pasting of European ideas; their borrowing of ideas was rooted in their pragmatic
needs and rational decision-making. Then, Ottoman intellectuals were not the first to
adapt to the superior since it is the rule of how interaction and development occur. In
addition, the conventional view asserts that modern economic ideas entered the
Ottoman land just through Western influence as a moment in the Westernization path
since Ottoman intellectuals were unaware of any conceptual structure of economics
(Berkes, 1975, p. 328). Even when there is no word on economic Westernization in
their writings, the questions they asked such as “Why Ottoman could not keep pace
with economic developments in Western Europe?”’(Geng, 2014, p. 11) encourage those
who consider such questions to evoke in mind a Western developmental line. On the

other hand, scholars like Eyiip Ozveren (2001, p. 137), albeit emphasizing the “policy-
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oriented” character” of Ottoman economic disputes, underscore the adaption of
Western classic books not as a “translation” but as “transliteration” with some sort of
original touches. Deniz Kilingoglu (2015) highlights relative pragmatic originality in

line with the Western economic mentality even by imitating, copying and discussing.

In addition to the ‘backward’ character of Ottoman economic mentality, according to
those scholars, the Ottoman intelligentsia could never come close to the current
socioeconomic debates of the era. For a long time, intellectuals and state officials were
unaware of mercantilist experiences in Europe. Since a physiocratic trend never
existed in the Ottoman context, there was no room for mercantilism, too (Ozveren,
2001). In parallel to absence of initial steps of economic thinking and mercantilism, as
Niyazi Berkes (1975) and Caglar Keyder (2014) would agree, capitalism has never
existed in the Ottoman-Turkish context. Even the Smithian approach, when it could
pervade among the intelligentsia, has a retarded, sporadic, non-complete and just
“normative” character, rather than being “positive”. Similarly, because of their
belatedness, Ottomans lacked analytical and theoretical knowledge and merely looked
after “the reel” (Sayar, 2021, p. 394). They were just in a practical desire to “save their
country from downfall” (Cakmak, 2011, p. 102).

The significance of such claims regarding the nature of Ottoman economic thought is
that such a literature regards Ottoman intellectuals’ seeming inclination towards the
practical rather than the philosophical / the theoretical and also their supposed mental
isolation from the West as a significant reason for the oscillation between the two
seemingly opposite lines of economic thought. Yet, such a particularistic evaluation
of Ottoman economic thought turns a blind eye the worldwide economic conjuncture.
Indeed, this vacillation between usul-i himaye and serbesti-i ticaret was never peculiar
to the Ottoman context (Kilingoglu, 2015). This duality took several names and forms
throughout 19" and 20" centuries: an oscillation between usul-i himaye
(protectionism) versus serbesti-i ticaret (laisse-faire). | argue that they are not two

exclusive and conflicting as much as the literature suggests.

According to Diren Cakmak (2011), Ottomans within a patrimonial tradition did not
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regard economics as a serious endeavor, and they merely copied Western economists’
thoughts without questioning. Thus, Ottoman intellectuals were experiencing a
missing “evolution of Ottoman economic thought”®. Hence, in the face of Ottoman
“liberalism” adopted through French influence, the German Historical School could
enable its Ottoman followers to emerge by copying the West. Likewise, earlier than
Cakmak, Berkes (1990, p. 47) highlighted the “long-standing infertility of Ottoman
imagination”. Berkes who complains about “Turks who were accustomed to
childminding [lalalik]” ( p. 71) states that even when “intervention” entered the
Ottoman economic system, it had no traces of rationality of Europe but of Ottoman
confiscations (p. 91). Thus, Berkes adheres to the particularistic view of Ottoman
history, which assesses the Ottoman economic development and economics in a
vacuum, as if it were a uniquely backward moment in the flow of history. In a similar
vein, Ahmet Guner Sayar argues, where there is no division between positive and
normative economics, “brain confusion would be focused on laissez-faire-

mercantilism conflict”, which results in a copy-based economic policy (2021, p. 285).

Partly different from Berkes, Sayar and Cakmak who relate the given duality only to
the backwardness of Ottoman economic thought and its internal practical responses,
Ozveren (2001) emphasizes the Ottomans’ policy-orientedness. To him, as the
previous scholars argue, Ottomans did not have a theoretical economic foundation,
either mercantilist or physiocratic. Nevertheless, the 1838 Anglo-Ottoman Treaty gave
rise to the Classical Approach, and following economic policies indirectly led to the
opposite “productionist focus”, i.e., seeds of protectionism, which led up to the
reinvention of the alternative “alla turca” (2001, pp. 136-138). Thus, he takes into
account reasons other than Ottoman ‘backwardness’. Like Ozveren, Seven Agir (2021,
p. 68) who emphasizes the 1873-96 Great Depression with respect to the rise of
protectionism, underscores “the Ottoman political elite’s resentment of

privileges...fueled by rising nationalism” due to economic concessions. She considers

! This is also the name of her book. He seems to use the term ‘evolution’ deliberately to connote a
unique Western path of evolution towards a modern and unquestioanably better economic
understanding.
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the relationship between the Great Depression as a crisis of capitalism and stirrings of
rising nationalism. Just partly different from Ozveren in terms of seeing mercantilist
nuances in Ottoman economic history, Vedit Inal (2011, p. 18) similarly seems close
to relating the free trade-protectionism debate to the 1838 Treaty followed by British
economic dominance. On the other hand, in line with Ozveren, Agir and Inal did, while
Toprak realizes “first stirrings of [protectionist] reactions to Western economic
models” in the 19™ century based on Listian ideas (2017, p. 28), he differently puts
particular stress on the emergence of nationalism following the French Revolution,
which ultimately led to the “National Economy as a reflection of nationalist discourse
in the economic sphere” (2017, p. 28). Yet, he does not say any explicit word on the

late 19th-century crises of capitalism.

Obviously, neither the evaluation of the protectionism-laissez-faire conflict as a result
of Ottoman backwardness nor the assessment of this conflict as an automatic response
to a West-related treaty —as if Ottoman state-society lived in a vacuum and the treaty
somehow came to the Ottoman territory from somewhere outside with destructive
effects— does present an adequate explanatory frame. Similarly, relating the debate
predominantly to the nationalist influence and assessing it with retrospective glasses

fails to consider the Ottoman transformation within a broader socioeconomic context.

I adopt a comprehensive approach in this study, locating the Ottoman in a European-
wide picture. Although it is undeniable that Ottoman intellectuals were relatively weak
in economic theory, | refuse to attribute the protectionism-laissez-faire conflict that
characterizes Ottoman economic thought wholly and exclusively to the so-called
innate sociocultural flaws of the Ottomans or their internal responses to external
dynamics. In other words, in line with the changes in the broader worldwide picture,
there existed more reasons for the emergence of this conflict, except ‘patrimonialism’,
copy-pasting, shallowness, eclecticism, “policy-orientedness” or nationalism. One can
hardly understand the laissez-faire-protectionism contradiction without regarding the
Ottoman state as a part of world economic history and without the undeniable
influence of the following Long Depression in the late 19" century [also called the

Great Depression] that challenged almost all the European capitalist states. Indeed, it
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is a must for any study on the late 19th-century economic thought to regard the Long
Depression as a determinant “in the periphery as well as in the core” (Pamuk, 1984, p.
116). | assume such a broad approach from above would prompt those interested in
Ottoman economic thought to conceive of the Ottoman experience of capitalism within
all the experiences of capitalism in Europe. It enables us to overcome particularistic
approaches that consider the Ottoman flow of history in a vacuum without any
interaction with the outside. Yet, since this crisis of capitalism in the last quarter of the

19 century is not the primary focus of this study, it suffices to explain it briefly.

The period from the late 18™ to the middle of the 19" century was an era of the highest
inflation that has ever been experienced in the Ottoman context (Pamuk, 2021, p. 172).
It was also “a period of deindustrialization” characterized by British economic
dominance (Agir, 2021, p. 56). Following the high inflation rates, debasements [fagsis]
in the silver ingredient were implemented several times. The Ottoman state was in
acute need of currency to overcome the budget deficit with a high level of inflation in
return. As Ozveren (2001, p. 134) highlights, the Anglo-Ottoman Commercial Treaty
of 1838 enabled the Classical Approach to flourish in such an environment. Yet, the
budget deficit caused by state-led industrialization propelled Ottoman intellectuals and
state officials to face monetary losses caused by the classical approach (Kilingoglu,
2015, p. 43) and to interrogate it.

At the same time, the 1873-96 Long Depression, when Abdulhamid Il appeared on the
political scene, was an era of financial crises worldwide. During the years of the Long
Depression, assumed to end the age of economic liberalism, the protectionist
alternatives emerged as an efficient solution for Europe, including the Ottoman state,
to live through economic crises. Now, the period characterized by “the search for new
markets for British manufactured goods” which is “justified with liberal ideas” (Agur,
2021, p. 49) was transforming into a new epoch for later-comer states. Within a
deflationary trend, economically more robust countries embarked on the protection of
the “profitability of their industries” and markets through higher customs walls,
resulting in the “fracturing of the world market” (Kasaba, 1988, p. 107). “The tendency

of monopolization on a world scale” gradually revealed protectionist economic
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policies (Celik, 2022, p. 388). Under the conditions of an overproduction crisis,
especially the protectionist customs policies were efficient ways for countries like
Germany, France and the USA to enable prices to stay high in order to protect their
production capacities while leading to shrinkage in commaodity export (Celik, 2022, p.
345). In other words, as Muammer Kaymak (2010, p. 192) emphasizes, countries like
Germany and the USA were trying to overcome the crisis of capitalism through
protectionism and monopolization attempts under the powerful patronage of state

intervention.

Obviously, following the Great Depression of the late 19" century, European countries
of Smithian capitalism which could not fulfill their expectation in international trade
shifted their routes towards their own internal markets and protectionist policies. In
such conditions, Europe experienced a considerable paradigm shift in economics just
as the Ottoman economic mentality did. As Hobsbawm (2021, p. 53) argues,
protectionism was one of two economic reactions of capitalism to its own problems
(the other being ‘scientific management’). All the developed countries —except
Britain— adopted protectionist measures, while for countries on the periphery, these

measures did not take place as directly as for the developed countries.

Emine Kiray points out, “for the countries which do not have the capacity of saving-
investment enough, the Great Depression created the effect of financial crisis-debt
crisis” (as cited in Celik, 2022, p. 347). Likewise, Sevket Pamuk (1984, pp. 116-118)
adds that “the post-1873 Depression”, accompanied by the global decline in wheat
prices, led to “the establishment of European control over Ottoman finances”. The
Ottoman state which could not find a way for capital export from the West and had
come gradually under the financial control of European countries (Kaymak, 2008) was
trying to sustain its political existence through protectionist policies. Overall, despite
some differences from the West, the Ottoman was not as immune from the world
juncture —~where a considerable paradigm shift occurs—as most scholars of the existing

literature suggest.

As a result, to understand the emergence of the laissez-faire versus protectionism
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debate —the foundational axis of the Ottoman-Turkish economic thought- rather than
falling into the trap of ‘Ottoman backwardness’ and the seeming Ottoman isolation
from the world conjuncture, | take the Great Depression into account within a
broadscale environment of crises of capitalism because only such a perspective enables
us to evaluate the long-standing protectionism-free trade or usul-i himaye — serbesti-i
ticaret debate as a controversy embedded in the integration with capitalist relations of
production. In other words, in line with the West, laissez-faire and protectionism were

two responses to a crisis of capitalism in the Ottoman context, too.

2.2. Dichotomous Nature of Late Ottoman Economic Mentality: Seeming

Distinctions

From the middle of the 19" century to the end of World War | (and even today), the
rivalry between laissez-faire and protectionist approaches to economic development
characterized the history of late Ottoman economic thought. Then, the economically
protectionist front set against “the monopoly of the laissez-faire approach at both
theory and policy levels in the empire” (Kilingoglu, 2015, p. 42) just as in the global
context. The laissez-faire-protectionism competition was the dominant theme in the
intellectual debates (Aytekin, 2023).

Now, | explain two approaches briefly. Names and assumptions under two views are
far away from being exhaustive. Indeed, | aim to clarify the roots of two approaches
stretching to the revolutionary era. Hence, | selectively employed the intellectuals
below to show the basic assumptions of the two. Also, because | suggest that laissez-
faire and protectionist approaches are not two internally consistent lines of thought, 1
intentionally overlook slightly asserted or unique arguments for practical purposes. I
rule out some influential names such as Namik Kemal who is assessed as a supporter
of both laissez-faire (Cavdar, 1992) and protectionism (Toprak, 2017). | intentionally
ignore Prens Sabahaddin, who is regarded as an influential name of “liberalism”, for
the same reason. Yet, | do not overlook the existence of “ambivalences” in thoughts
of the Ottoman intellectuals such as Ahmet Mithat or Akyigitzade Musa who asserted
more or less their adherence to laissez-faire of Adam Smith “in theory”, which is an
19



ambivalence already existing the worldwide context (Kilingoglu, 2015, p. 25). Taking
into consideration that, first, inconsistencies have already existed in the ideas of
Friedrich List, and second, these names ultimately pointed out the Ottoman need of
protectionist policies “in practice”, | include them among protectionist names. Indeed,
I only aim to show congruence between the two sides of the debate, and I argue that

the competition between the two do not refer to a sharp division.

I argue that distinctions between protectionist and free trade approaches, called usul-i
himaye and serbesti-i ticaret, can be classified under three interrelated subheadings:
the degree of state intervention, foreign trade and customs, and international division

of labor. I deal with the three below under the title of each approach.

2.2.1. Serbesti-i Ticaret (The Laissez-Faire/ Free Trade Approach)

The laissez-faire approach emerged in the Ottoman context almost sixty years earlier
than the protectionist approach. The Ottoman affinity for Britain created an
environment on the side of liberal laissez-faire ideas. Thereby, the Ottoman state “took
a series of steps that favored markets and free trade” (Agir, 2021, p. 58). From the
1830s onwards, the Ottoman three-legged economy —provisionalism, traditionalism,
and fiscalism— met laissez-faire ideas. The Ottoman intellectuals now confronted the
idea that the state was not an all-overarching state that would be able to control all the
parts and segments of the state as in the Classical Age (Geng, p.84-85), if such a state
has ever existed in history (Aytekin, 2023). All the three considerably lost their share
in economy, although fiscalism sustained its prominent place throughout existence of
the Ottoman state (Kilingoglu, 2015, pp. 17-18). Such realization of change which
was accompanied by the entrance of modern economics into the Ottoman scene
overlapped with the acceptance of laissez-faire economics as the only way. Tanzimat
attempts towards laissez-faire principles following diplomatic reports of the reign of
Selim 111, in this sense, concurred with the rise of modern economic ideas in the
Ottoman context. Interestingly enough, the earliest analysis on economics which
promotes “new scientific discipline” (Kilingoglu, 2015, p. 26) —Tedbir-i Umran-
Mulki- coincides with the 1830s being quite early for an original European-style work
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of analysis to come up. Similarly, Serandi Arsizen and Alekko Sucu’s adaptation-
based books underpin the first free trade ideas that came up in the 1850s. David
Urquhart, a British official, fostered the ideas of an international division of labor and
the free market (Sayar, 2021, p. 191), favoring British economic interests in the same
period. Yet, laissez-faire ideas became popularized primarily by popularizing some

publications, especially newspapers such as Takvim-i Vekayi or Ceride-i Havadis.

No doubt, the first name of the laissez-faire view in its developed version is Sakizli
Ohannes whose commitment to the ideas of Adam Smith is observed in the name of
his book: “Mebadi-i /Im-i Servet-i Milel” meaning “Tenets of Science of Wealth of
Nations”?. As expected from a defender of the Smithian approach, he regards the state
as an external institution to society and economics. To Ohannes, the state should never
intervene in functioning of the market as it results in the malfunctioning of
competition. State intervention prevents endeavors and enthusiasm of the people and
weakens their ability to enterprise (Cavdar, 1992, p. 57). While he separates a limited
room for state intervention for services like transportation, Ohannes does not regard
state assistance to the poor in normal conditions as acceptable since he fears that
financial help of state would pave the way for their idleness (Cakmak, 2011, p. 156).
Cavid Bey, a follower of Sakizli Ohannes, agrees in the non-interference of state and
emphasizes the right to property as a driving force prompting people to work. For both,
some Ottoman applications such as guilds, gediks, yedd-i vahid or other monopolistic
policies are age-old practices leading to Ottoman underdevelopment. Both never
regard the Ottoman case as an exception of competition and withdrawal of the state.
Indeed, as Mikael Portakal emphasizes (Kilingoglu, 2015, p. 62), universal laws of
laissez-faire capitalism were just as valid for the Ottoman state as they were for

developed countries.

To laissez-faire supporters, competition had to be followed especially in external trade.
There should be no barriers to the competitive functioning of international trade such

as high tariffs or ant protectionist policies. Cavid Bey suggests that the protection of

2 “[Im-i Servet” also means economics, which is one of the early versions of the term iktisat.
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domestic industry leads to more expensive products in the internal market, which
paves the way for profiting of a specific group of people at the expense of the rest in
turn (Cavdar, 1992, pp. 66-67). Ohannes similarly points out that “[financial]
premiums by customs [for the sake of domestic economy] may inspire misconduct”
(as cited in Sayar, 2021, p. 367). The promotion of competition in the international
market necessitates for them division of labor among different countries with different
levels of development. In the debate over the specialization of the Ottoman state —
either industry or agriculture—, free-trade supporters were on the side of agriculture
(Inal, 2011, p. 24). Due to the Ricardian principle of comparative advantages,
Ottomans had to specialize in agriculture for their sake. In this debate that is not
peculiar to the Ottoman case?, laissez-faire advocates promoted a gradual engagement

in industrialization as a way of development rather than rushing into industrialization.

2.2.2. Usul-i Himaye (The Protectionist Approach)

The distinctive side of protectionists is their acceptance of incomparable Ottoman
underdevelopment in terms of the self-functioning of the market, as opposed to
developed countries of Europe. Most names, many of whom were members of the
Young Ottomans, agree that, without the helping hand of the state, the Ottoman
merchants and artisans cannot fully compete as a powerful actor; thus, merchants and
industrialists of developed countries would smash them. From their perspective, state
intervention should exist but as an equalizing supportive power in the market for the
benefit of domestic trade. In this vein, the protectionist approach does not aim to
annihilate laissez-faire but contrarily attempts to set the ground for it. This
competitively equalizing dimension of the protectionist approach also appears in the

1908 Boycott context in next pages.

Moreover, the role of the state was not restricted to internal trade but also related to
external trade with specific tariffs, but without prolonged economic concessions.

According to Ahmet Mithat, —contradictorily— since free import would prevent the

% For the Russian case, see Kilingoglu (2015), p. 25.
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establishment of industry by the hand of foreign capital, high level of tariffs on
imported goods should be implemented. In addition, specific tariffs could be applied,
being high for ornaments and low for products like machine (Berkes, 1975, p. 340).
For Musa Akyigitzade, since the production capacities of different countries are not
equal, in the absence of state production, the weak could be crushed by the powerful
(Toprak, 1985b, p. 636). Hence, without state protection, competition could never be
sustained. Then, the state help was a power enabling equal conditions of competition

in the market.

In this sense, Friedrich List’s idea of protection of nascent industries came to the
agenda as the only, but temporary, way for a higher level of economic competition and
development. From Listian view, it was a stage “crucial for an economy in its early
stages of development” (Agir, 2021, p. 69). Yet, there was no evidence that it would
be an inevitable stage for all the states. List regarded the nascent-industry argument as
valid for latecomers. Furthermore, for List and also Akyigitzade, the desire for
protection was not overlong. After all, the aim of the Listian “national” economy was
never autarky (Ince, 2015, p. 385), aiming at a self-sufficient economy. As soon as the
Ottoman economy achieved a competitive power enough, it would withdraw from the
laissez-faire market. Indeed, according to Onur Ulas ince (2015, p. 380), List assessed
Britain —conventionally the home for laissez-faire— as “the prime example of
successful economic development and a model to be emulated by late industrializers”.
Then, whether List himself was completely distinct from the laissez-faire approach or
his protectionism constituted a complementary element for laissez-faire understanding

should be reassessed in the existing literature.

For protectionists, industrialization which would prevent the Ottoman economy from
being swallowed by other industrial countries with higher economic development, was
the only way of Ottoman development, rather than agriculture. In this way, “national”
interests could be sustained in the face of developed countries. Otherwise, as
Akyigitzade (as cited in Cakmak, 2011, p. 200) emphasizes, Ottomans could be
dependent on other countries. To him, economic “liberalism” resulted from the

economic policy defending the economic interests of British nation (Sayar, 2021, pp.
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382-383). International division of labor, in this respect, restricting countries to

specific roles would just impede the Ottoman economic development.

As the protectionist approach which has found its roots in usul-i himaye view of the
19t century flourished, it took the form of the National Economy [Milli Iktisaf] after
1908. No doubt, there were differences in the transition from usul-i himaye to the
National Economy. There were also differences within the concept National Economy.
After Balkan Wars, it shifted to a policy aiming at “the empowerment of Muslim/Turk
subjects in the face of non-Muslims” (Cetinkaya, 2023a, p. 155), which included their
replacement and dispossession. Yet, the core assertions, which were related to the role
of the state, market relations, division of labor and so on, are more or less the same
from usul-i himaye to the National Economy. Hence, | regard the National Economy
as the prolongation of previous protectionist views within continuity. Considering this
sequence, I primarily understand by the “national” of the National Economy the

economic introversion.

2.2.3. Beyond Dichotomies

Following the Long Depression of 1873-96, most economies entered the new age of
protectionism. While supply was soaring, demand stayed far behind supply, which
resulted in an extensive deflationist period. Governments tended to take heed of those
who demand protection of domestic producers in the face of import goods
(Hobsbawm, 2021, p. 49). Yet, such a protectionist tendency resulted from the
intention to ‘equilibrate’ demand and supply in the way of capitalist relations of
production. After all, ‘equilibrium’ was still the core of economics, laissez-faire was

still the dominant view, and the state would enable the ‘equilibrium’.

The Ottoman state was not outside the world conjuncture. As Pamuk (1984, p. 118)

points out, in the period of the depression, “world economic forces were an important

determinant of the performance of the Ottoman economy”. Indeed, in this age of

conjunctural changes in which Ottoman trade volume with Europe was expanding

throughout the 19™ century and it gradually got dependent on giants of the world
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economy (Kiray, 1995, p. 66), it was hardly possible to regard the Ottoman case as
isolated from the rest of world, which makes emergence of a paradigmatic change
inescapable for the Ottoman frame as well. Protectionism as a cure for the crisis of

capitalism was also emerging in the Ottoman intellectual circle.

Yet, just as the way and the extent to which countries experienced capitalist crises
differed based on their economic well-being, the Ottoman case had some distinctions
and contradictions. For instance, the ideas of Ahmet Mithat or Musa Akyigitzade may
surprise those who first studied the Ottoman economic thought since their ideas were
aligned with not only Fredrich List but also Adam Smith. However, such
contradictions were not peculiar to the Ottoman case. According to Kilingoglu (2015,
p. 25), this was “a reflection of various dilemmas that intellectuals in the capitalist
periphery had to face in the nineteenth century”. Furthermore, it was already

questionable how far Listian protectionism were from laissez-faire ideas.

| go a step further and argue that the contradictions of the laissez-faire versus
protectionism contest itself may not be specific to the “capitalist periphery” but
intrinsic to capitalism. There was nothing against the free functioning of the market.
The state is always an arena where social and economic relations occur. Since it is not
an entity out of political relations, there was no such thing as state intervention that
could come from outside and ‘intervene’ in the economy in the sense that
protectionism suggests. Given the unending need of laissez-faire capitalism for state
protection, it was never surprising to see implementers of protectionist measures as
faithful followers of laissez-faire (Polanyi, 2001, p. 153) like Ahmet Mithat or Musa
Akyigitzade. In other crises of capitalism as well, laissez-faire policies, which were
held responsible for the crisis, were always followed by protectionist economic
measures. For instance, in the 1930s when world economies increasingly adopted
protectionist policies, these policies were “a response to the 1929 Great Depression”
since only upon the adoption of protectionism, “industrialization would become
possible to start” (Boratav, 2017a). So, | evaluate the Ottoman laissez-faire versus
protectionism debate in the context of the reaction of the former to the crisis of

capitalism cyclically. It is unsurprising to detect convergences between the free trade
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and the protectionist views (Polanyi, 2001), both in the developed world and Ottoman

territory.

In the Ottoman case, these two seemingly distinct approaches overlap in two main
respects. First, Ottoman protectionist intellectuals never envisioned an everlasting
state intervention. Indeed, whenever Ottoman economic development arrived at a
sufficient stage of competition, the state would draw back from the economic sphere.
In other words, according to protectionists, intervention in functioning of the economy
would exist just for a limited time when the “self-regulating market system”, in
Polanyi’s words, (2001) get distorted. Then, it is not astonishing to read Kilingoglu’s
(2015, p. 50) words: “Ahmed Midhat is definitely a liberal” in terms of “monopoly,
private property... and competition”. Furthermore, protectionists were heated
defenders of ‘competition’. While they were worried that Ottoman merchants would
stay far behind merchants from other nations so the competition may not function
properly, advocates of laissez-faire defended that the laissez-faire market would find
its equilibrium and competition be sustained if only the invisible hand is let to work
without state interference. Then, their difference between defenders of laissez-faire
and protectionism lies in the way in which competition is constituted, but not in its
necessary existence. Similarly, their disagreement on state intervention was related to
the ‘quantity’ of state intervention, rather than its ‘quality’. If there was an authentic
distinction between laissez-faire and protectionism, then it would problematize the
nature of the state or the state-economy relationship —i.e., the quality—, which is not

the case.

Second, regarding their developmental goals, the two views were not walking totally
on different paths. While both parties ultimately aimed at industrialization, they
differed in its timing. While protectionists like Musa Akyigitzade supported the
immediate adoption of industrialization (Toprak, 2017, p. 154) without an agricultural
period, proponents of free trade like Cavid Bey argued that if Ottomans give their
attention primarily to agriculture and trade, the industry could emerge on its own later
(pp. 155-156). Indeed, both parties intended to follow the “universal” path of
industrialization, although protectionists claimed it openly.
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The congruence of the two economic understandings should not surprise the
protectionists who indicate their adherence to List whose ideas were “the ideological
handmaiden of the British imperialism of free trade” (ince, 2015, p. 381). Moreover,
considering that List’s writings contain different interpretations of Adam Smith, and
that List himself suggests just a compiling reading of Smith (Watson, 2012), there
would be inevitable contradictions intrinsic to the Ottoman protectionist view of
economy. Consequently, the distinction between protectionism and free trade lies in
merely whether a transitionary period of agriculture is needed, but not in their ultimate
goal. The two agreed on integration with the capitalist world, but how it would take

place was still ambiguous.

| have argued so far that the protectionism-laissez-faire conflict does not correspond
to a genuine distinction since their main objective is the same: transition to capitalist
relations of production through participating in, immediately or after a time, free
market. Although scholars discerned at times the overlap between the two in the
literature, they regarded it just as a midway, called in the Ottoman intelligentsia as
“moderate protectionism” [himaye-i makule or himaye-i mutedile], (Kilingoglu, 2015,
p. 195), rather than a manifestation of contradictory nature of the protectionism-laissez
faire debate. ismail Safa, championed “moderate protectionism” in Osmanli Ziraat ve
Ticaret Gazetesi;* however, he could call his protectionism “moderate” since he
conceptualized usul-i himaye and serbesti-i ticaret in their purest form, in which the

state intervention was either all dominant or totally absent.

The protectionist view took the name of the National Economy from the 1908
Revolution onwards. The free trade view intertwined more with the Ottoman ideal of
‘the unity of elements’ [ittihad-: anasir]. The debate between the Listian and Smithian
views of late Ottoman economic thought continued with similar claims. Core ideas of
the laissez-faire and protectionist approaches and their extant dispute maintained far
into the revolutionary period of 1908 and thereafter. | should underline once more:

Albeit distinctions between two economic perspectives, it was not a genuine

4 Ismail Safa, “Usul-i Himaye ve Serbesti-i Ticaret”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 06.12.1908.
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distinction envisioning different socioeconomic orders. Proponents of the two were
aware that the world gradually integrated with capitalism. Hence, whenever
protectionism versus laissez-faire conflict is reproduced, then transition to capitalist

relations of production seems to be the only way out.

2.3. The Periodization in the Ottoman Economic History: In-between Laissez-

Faire and Protectionism in the 1908-18 Period

I have suggested so far reconsidering a settled dichotomy in the literature on the history
of Ottoman economic thought between usul-i himaye and serbesti-i ticaret or between
“liberalism and protectionism in today’s terms” (Toprak, 2017, p. 121). The debate
between two economic approaches did not come to an end when the 1908 Revolution
took place. Usul-i Himaye which relies on Listian economic view was still there but
with a new appellation, which is the National Economy. Serbesti-i ticaret, on the other
hand, was at the target of defenders of the usul-i himaye as the responsible of Ottoman

economic backwardness.

Based on this debate, there is a considerable literature that asserts a periodization from
1908 to 1918, regarding the first half from the 1908 Revolution to the end of Balkan
Wars, the start of the WWI or the 1913 Ottoman coup d'état as the period of “liberal”
economy and the other half as the National Economy. In this part, | narrow my focus
from all the history of Ottoman economic thought to the 1908-18 period primarily in
order to avoid reaching at overgeneralizing consequences by restraining the scale of

the study.

The periodization of the given era in terms of dominant economic leitmotiv between
1908-1913/1914 and 1913/1914-1918 is rarely asserted loud and clear in the literature,
while always exists in the background. This silence largely stems from a prevalent
disregard for economic dimension of the revolutionary era immediately after 1908,
which is clear in the recent literature on the centenary of the 1908 Revolution (Akkurt
& Pamuk, 2008; Aksin et al.,, 2019; Cavas & Demirel, 2018; Ergut, 2010; “IIL.
Mesrutiyet ‘100. YilI’ Cilt 1” 2008). Thus, publications either do not touch upon
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economic relations immediately after the revolution or superficially mention the
economic aspect. Yet, even when the literature touches on the economic dimension of
the period right after 1908, it reduces the economic relations of the era to a progression
from a “liberal” economy to “national” one. In this way, it overlooks the capitalist
dynamics behind the change from the “liberal” to the “national” in economic

mentality.

The periodization of the 1908-18 era is significant for this study in two respects. First,
—in accord with the main argument of the thesis that the 1908 Ottoman Boycott should
be evaluated neither through the laissez-faire nor its historical opposite, protectionism,
but through their inevitable overlap that is liberalism—, the illusory division between
two views cannot correspond to a historical period as opposed to what the literature
asserts, which results in historical fallacy of the laissez-faire-protectionism dichotomy.
In the following sections, accordingly, | present how the boycott as a case opens to
questioning the inappropriateness of laissez-faire versus protectionism duality.
Second, | analyze the 1908-18 era in this thesis to be able ask how and why the 1908
Ottoman Boycott which scholars regarded as strictly linked to the National Economy
could emerge in 1908 when the “golden age of “liberalism” newly started. This
guestioning uncovers the inappropriateness of evaluating the boycott within the mere
boundaries of the National Economy in the sense of a contrast to the “liberal”
economy. Beyond the dualism between the National Economy and laissez-faire
economy, | argue that the boycott represents the Ottoman integration with liberal

capitalist economic relations.

To repeat, there is a settled literature evaluating the Ottoman economic history as “a
vacillation like a seesaw between laissez-faire and protectionism” (Sayar, 2021, p.
394), which some mistakenly call the “liberal” and the “national”. Moreover, the
literature periodizes the late Ottoman economic history based on this duality without
placing the dispute into a worldwide economic perspective as if the Ottoman case was

insulated from the rest.

Towards the 1908 Revolution, laissez-faire ideas, called “liberal” ideas by most schol-
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ars as if the protectionist alternative was not “liberal”, came into prominence again.
Obviously, a constitutional bourgeoisie revolution referred to new “class dynamics”
through which existing “impediments to the increase in capital accumulation put by
different segments of the bourgeoisie” had to be removed (Uslu & Aytekin, 2015, p.
108). In other words, the cadre of the new regime had to adjust the economy to the
dynamics of the new regime. The revolutionary leadership was aware that the
constitutional framework could succeed if and only it was supported by a new
economic capitalist order other than the previous one (Kansu, 2017, p. 375). The
revolution amounted to a change in the methods of the dominant segment of the
bourgeoisie which could attain proximity to the political power. The discomfort of
propertied classes from deadlocks of the previous economic order was a constitutive
part instigating a bourgeoisie revolution. Thus, it is must to evaluate the 1908
Revolution as a key step in understanding the economic changes and capitalist

development of Ottoman economy-state-society relations.

The post-1908 period was not economically exempt from the laissez-faire-
protectionism dualism. “Whether there was a rupture or continuity between two eras
divided by World War I (WWI)” constituted “one of the most heated debates of
Turkish historiography” (Kansu, 2017, p. 4). Most scholars assess the period from the
start of the revolution to the start of WWI, the 1913 Ottoman coup d'état or the Balkan
Wars [1908-13/14] as a “liberal” period based on a pluralistic and mobilizing
environment of the revolution, as if emancipation was not accompanied in a short time
by oppressive policies and as if “the meaning of threefold discourse —egality, liberty
and fraternity— has not already been filled from (even) 1789 onwards by the propertied
classes” as in 1908 (Kansu, 2017, p. 377). On the contrary, the same scholars view the
period from the start of WWI, the 1913 Ottoman coup d'état or the Balkan Wars [1908-
13] to the end of WWI [1913/14-18]° as the period of the National Economy.

Ultimately, a bipartite picture emerged, considering almost the first half of the 1908-

5 Although one can extend the latter year from 1918 to the Proclamation of the Republic in 1923
onwards, to be able to avoid from superficial generalizations, | prefer to limit the given period to 1918
being the end of the WW1.
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18 period as economic “liberalism” and the second half as the National Economy. “The
conditions of the war directed the country towards the National Economy” (Toprak,
2017, p. 37). Then, the “national” seems in contradiction to the “liberal”. No doubt,
this periodical division also refers to the extent to which the Unionists hold the
governmental power regarding whether it supervises or is in full power (Aksin, 1980).
Nevertheless, this distinction does not correspond to a genuine division, characterized
by being “liberal” or “national”, in dominant economic mentality. Both what is called
“liberal” and the “national” are liberal and capitalist in the last instance. Diving the era
and the dominant mentality into two exclusive parts impedes our realization of liberal

capitalist mechanisms and practices disguised under the veil of the “national”.

Below, | present the scholars relying on the mentioned duality. These scholars
constitute the first dominant group in my literature review regarding the 1908-18
periodization. Yet, there is no internal consistency within this group. Whereas —for
instance— Zafer Toprak points out a sharp distinction between the 1908-14 and the
1914-18 eras, Sina Aksin highlights the “Economic Turkism” that existed in the former
era but just is veiled. The diversity in the first group and the messiness of studies on
the 1908-18 era stems from two main reasons. First, as | have asserted at the start of
this section, the literature mostly overlooked the economic dimension of the 1908
Revolution and the period immediately after the revolution while it is focused more
on its societal aspect. Thus, the given years rarely become a direct focus of a deep
analysis in terms of dominant economic leitmotiv. Second, besides the reception of
both milli and ulusal in Turkish as “national”, most scholars are not certain in what
they really mean by milli and milliyetcilik. While different scholars pronounce
nationalism [milliyetcilik] or the National Economy [Milli Iktisaf] —which appeared in
the political discussions more following the Balkan Wars—, it is quite challenging to
read between the lines to grasp what they meant by milli. In this line, it is complicated
to understand to what extent their milli converges with either Ottomanism, Islamism

or Turkism, which mostly reach an amalgamation of all (Cetinkaya, 2015, 2023b).

Indeed, while being also aware that the prevalent restriction of the “national” to one

exclusive current of thought blocks the grasp of milli, too. One movement of thought
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could hardly stand alone (Zurcher, 2000, pp. 186-187). For instance, Islamism could
easily intertwine with Turkism. As | argue below, while some scholars mean Turkish
nationalism by the National Economy with secular references and employ milli and
ulusal interchangeably, others refer to Ottoman nationalism by it. On the other hand,
what milli means rarely concerns scholars who treat it as taken-for-granted. Therefore,

milli as an ambiguous concept floats in space, which is nearly impossible to be cleared

up.

I need to strongly emphasize that this uncertainty is not a mere issue of coincidence or
negligence. Contents of words have an ideological dimension and are subject to a
political construction, too. Hence, one should read writings of those who employ milli
and ulusal interchangeably and those who attribute ambiguous content to milli
studiously in a way to reveal their underlying assumptions. Some other scholars with
whom this study concurs take it in relation to Muslim nationalism. Nevertheless, the
approach that regards milli as associated with Muslim nationalism bears always the
risk that the overemphasis on its sociopolitical dimension might disguise the role of
the milli in capital accumulation and class formation under the veil of Muslim
nationalism. While keeping in mind the strong relation of milli to Muslim nationalism,
I primarily mean by milli the economic introversion in the context of Milli Iktisat since
the major question of this study is the change in the Ottoman economic policy and
mentality. Yet, | am also aware that the content of the National Economy changed
significantly especially after Balkan Wars, it encompassed a meaning of dispossession
of non-Muslims and appropriation of their wealth. Now, | move into approaches to

periodizing the years 1908-18.

The prominent tendency in periodizing 1908-18, which is far more predominant, is
clarified below. Yet, some implicit exceptions can be detected on the laissez-faire-
protectionism duality. After looking into the first and most prevalent group of scholars
who relies on a sharp contradiction of “liberalism” and the National Economy, |

analyze the exceptions.

Feroz Ahmad (1986) is the scholar who puts forward the protectionism and laissez-

32



faire duality in a sharp way. To him, the economic battle was between what he called
“liberals” and the Unionists representing the protectionist front, while he also gave
space to the liberalness of Young Turks (1986, p. 79). From his angle, the dispute
between “liberals” and the Unionists shaped the 1908-13 era, ending with the victory
of the latter. Thereafter, the era of the National Economy started with a change in
economic mentality. After all, “Turks” were aware of the need for a national economic
recovery (1986, p. 55). Although I mostly understand his “national” to be related to
Ottomanism, his interchangeable and cursory use of “Turk” and “Muslim” without
clarification clouds our understanding. In addition, he states that “following the Balkan
Wars, the policy of Ottomanism was replaced by Islamism and Nationalism”. If we
were to consider the national in relation to Muslim nationalism, it remains unclear how
to draw the line between Islamism and nationalism. So, Ahmad seems bewildered
about the content of milli. All in all, despite confusions, Ahmad divides the 1908-18
era into two periods, one being “liberal” and the other “national”; hence, he ignores

and conceals liberal-capitalist practices in both.

Zafer Toprak, like Ahmad, discovers “a fault line” dividing the two eras of the
Unionists. The Balkan War, a “death decree of Ottomanism”, ended liberal
inspirations and “the golden age of Ottoman liberalism”, leading to the emergence of
Turkish nationalism (2017, pp. 36-40). He championed the National Economy as “the
economic dimension of Turkish nationalism” (2017, p. 44). “The National Economy
was based on protectionism” (toprak,86), and Turkish nationalism as the main pillar
of the National Economy includes “anti-liberal elements” (toprak, 35). From his
perspective, contrary to the West, nationalization did not go hand in hand with liberal
thought in the Ottoman context (2017, p. 35). Although he emphasizes some “national”
hesitations in the “liberal” era as well, Toprak highlights, the National Economy came
to the agenda just following the end of WWI (2017, p. 96). Obviously, Toprak
distinguishes “liberal” and “national” economic eras and views. However, he ignores
both being liberals. Thus, he not only periodizes the 1908-18 era but also divides the
period form 1838 Anglo-Ottoman Treaty to the end of one-party era into two sections
(E. Akyol, 2023, p. 273). While the first period from 1838 to 1913/14/15 was
dominated by “liberalism of Adam Smith”, the latter period, he called the stage of
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“deglobalization”, from 1913/14/15 to was an era of “independent economic policy”
characterized by “the National Economy of Friedrich List”. His use of “national” and
“liberal” is also problematic. Toprak employs the National Economy sometimes in
relation to Turkish nationalism (2017, p. 40) and sometimes to Muslim nationalism
(2017, pp. 47-48) makes the subject of his narrative difficult to understand. Moreover,
his interchangeable use of “milli” and “ulusal” blurs our mind. Due to the undeniable
significance of his comprehensive study on the National Economy, it will be analyzed

in detail in the following sections.

Compared to Ahmad and Toprak, Sina Aksin relies on a moderate duality. According
to Aksin, the Unionists gave up neither Turkism nor liberal Constitutionalism (1980,
p. 158) which reflects inevitably on their economic views. Despite his acceptance of
Turkism as the “genuine political program of the Unionists” (1980, p. 159), only
the 1913 Ottoman coup d'état which is followed by the abolition of capitulations
enabled “the Economic Turkism” to begin (1980, p. 280) which is a term he uses as
equivalent to the “National Economy” of Zafer Toprak. In this line, he divides the
1908-18 period into two called the Supervisory Government [Denetleme Iktidari]
(1908-13) and the Full Government [Tam Zktidar] (1913-18). Then, while Aksin relies
on a periodical duality in 1908-18, the source of difference between the 1908-13 and
1913-18 is not only related to whether one period is “liberal” or “national” but also to
the grip of power attained by the Unionists to realize their “national” ends. Yet, he
does not recognize the “national” being liberal in the last instance. The “national” is
distinct from the “liberal” in his thought in a contrast, and the latter leads to economic
dependency while the former gradually coming to the forefront. Consistent with his
argumentation, he employs “national” [milli] in a way only to mean Turkish

nationalism, corresponding to ulusal in Turkish.

Murat Koraltirk who seems to put an alternative reading of the National Economy
agrees with previous scholars on decisiveness of Balkan Wars in dividing the 1908-18
period. To Koraltirk, following the Wars of 1912-13, the “Turkification of Economy”
became prominent in the economic life (2011, p. 28). After the failure of constitutional

liberalism in creating Muslim entrepreneurs and accompanying negative results of the
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Balkan Wars, liberalism which favored “non-Muslims” ultimately lost its seat.
Accordingly, Turkish nationalism in the economic sphere increasingly came to the
forefront against liberalism (2011, p. 30). In conceptual level, he seems to equate his
“Turkification of Economy” with the National Economy of Zafer Toprak, although the
relation between milli and Turk Koraltiirk uses seems more ambiguous. Hence, despite
his objections to the National Economy, he concurs with Toprak’s views in the

sharpness of “liberal” versus “national” eras.

Although scholars | have covered so far do not point out a considerable distinction
between 1913 and 1914 as the beginning of the “national” era in terms of economic
policy, Sevket Pamuk is much more precise in that neither the 1908 Revolution nor
the 1913 Ottoman coup d'état changed the dominant economic policy, which means
liberalism was still preeminent. Although economic nationalism rose since the Balkan
Wars, only the beginning of WW1 in 1914 enabled the Ottoman policy to leave
“liberal” policies and embrace protectionist ones (2018, pp. 157-158) which
ultimately paved the way for the National Economy policy (2021, p. 227). Then, the
contrast between “liberal” versus “national” economic eras exists in Pamuk’s

approach, too.

So far, | have analyzed prominent scholars from different schools who rely on a sharp
distinction between the “liberal” economy period of 1908-1913/14/15 and the
“national” economy period of 1913/14/15-1918. The first objection of this thesis to
these scholars is that all the names split the 1908-18 term into two intervals
respectively as “liberal” and “national”; thus, they contribute to the reproduction of a
well-settled “liberal” versus “national” duality as if the two were mutually exclusive.
Although some of these scholars correctly qualify capitalist nature of the “national”
period at times, they still ignore the liberal capitalist nature of the “national” period
since they attribute liberal capitalist qualities only to the “liberal” / laissez-faire period.
They disregard the companionship between liberalism and capitalism by
disconnecting liberalism from capitalism; thus, authors evaluate only the latter period,
i.e., the period of National Economy in connection with capitalism. Second, these

scholars employ “National Economy” (also “national” and “nationalism™) without a

35



proper clarification, which leads to think the concept to be restricted to one current of
thought among Ottomanism, Islamism and Turkism. Leaving aside its significance in
terms of political thought, I employ the National Economy within its historical
development considering its early roots in protectionism of the late 19" century in this
thesis. Third, they overemphasize the role of the CUP in the given period. In a sense,
the myth of the omnipotent Ottoman state seems to be replaced by the CUP. These
scholars draw a continuity from the CUP to the future Kemalist state. Hence, they
overlook the class and the state formation processes embedded in the society while

drawing a linear progressive historical flow.

Below I present one full- and one semi-exception to the periodical dichotomy between
“liberal” and ‘“national” economies. The exceptional names below are not wholly free
of the problems mentioned. Nevertheless, these two scholars are not as problematical
as those who strictly rely on a sharp contrast between the 1908-1913/14 “liberal” and
the 1913/14-1918 “national” eras.

The first exceptional scholar to “liberal” versus the “National Economy” periodization
is Aykut Kansu who views the 1908-18 period as an almost whole liberal process. In
the historiographic first article of his famous book, Kansu (2017), different from all
the previous scholars, does not apply to a demarcation in the 1908-1918 since he
regards the year 1908 itself as the milestone. He does not divide the given period into
two. Indeed, he puts what are called by scholars “liberal” and “national” into the same
bag of liberalism-capitalism and regards the whole period as liberal. It is neither
because he keeps the 1908-18 period out of analysis as nothing occurred, nor does he
see any difference between the pre-1914 and post-1914. To Kansu, aware of the effects
of the 1913-14 events, there is a continuity in terms of embracement to “liberalism” at
least up until 1923, although 1923 itself was not as path breaking as “‘dominant Turkish
historiography” suggests (2017, p. 5). In addition, unlike previous scholars, he seems
quite precise with concepts. He employs the term “liberal” precisely in relation to
capitalism as this thesis totally agrees with, and he avoids using milli and ulusal
imprecisely so that he could clarify our understanding of “national”. In this study, I

strongly concur with Kansu on continuity of liberalism from 1908 to 1918 onwards
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and hardly evaluate the period as a linear process towards the National Economy in
the sense of a contrast to a “liberal” economy. Indeed, it is a whole liberal process in
which relations of production necessitates either laissez-faire or protectionism as a
way to capitalist relations, which the scholar of a settled literature above mistakenly
calls “liberal” and “national”. Then, the controversy is not basically between the
“liberal” economy versus the “national” economy —as if they were not historically
intertwined— but the issue of two routes to liberalism-capitalism. They are two
representations of capitalist mode of production in a historical moment which were

uncovered by historical conditions of relations of production.

Second, the semi-exception to the dominant “liberal” versus “national” periodical
dualism is Korkut Boratav and Tevfik Cavdar’s analyses. Boratav (2016, p. 24)
discerns a parallelism between the two calls them as “two branches of bourgeois
ideology in a road to economic policy”. Similarly, Cavdar (2003, p. 21) regards free
trade and protectionism as just two different ways of transition to capitalist relations.
Not applying to a periodical demarcation, Boratav (2016) evaluates the 1908-22 period
and Cavdar the 1908-18 period in a continuum, too. Boratav regards the whole period
as a “hesitant step towards a national [ulusal] capitalism” (2016, p. 21). Cavdar’s
labelling of serbesti-i ticaret and usul-i himaye instead of the “liberal” and the
“national” shows his proper consideration of them rightly as two liberal methods in
the late Ottoman economic history. Both submit capitalist nature of protectionism as
another road to capitalist relations of production obviously louder and clearer than all
the scholars, and they accept liberalism as the dominant line of Turkish economic
thinking (Boratav, 2016, p. 16). Then, according to Boratav and Cavdar, the Balkan
Wars or the 1913 Ottoman coup d'état does not imply a milestone in transition from
“liberal” period of state to “national” one. Nevertheless, they still constitute only a
semi-exception SINCE, compared to Kansu, they still speak of two distinct epochs
between which a transition was possible. In addition, their occasional use of “liberal”
exclusively in relation to free trade approach gives the impression that, its historical
opposite, i.e. the protectionist approach was, not liberal. There are also problems
stemming from their use of both milli and ulusal interchangeably and imprecisely,

which makes what they mean by them ambiguous to understand. While saying
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defenders of both free trade and protectionism aimed at ulusal bourgeoisie, Cavdar
neglects different implications of milli and ulusal in Turkish. In this respect, without
ignoring differences between Boratav and Cavdar, there exist some traces of the given

dualism in their analyses.

To conclude, it is obvious that —despite exceptions— there is a shared conviction among
scholars from diverse schools that the Balkan Wars (the 1913 Ottoman coup d'état
and/or the start of the WWI) divided the 1908-18 period as “liberal” and “national”
economic eras. Even if the scholars could give different names to the periods, they
share the underlying assumption based on “liberal” versus “national” duality. | suggest
questioning this periodical contrast between the “liberal” and the “national”. If such
an exclusive distinction exists, the scholars should clarify how the 1908 Ottoman
Boycott —accepted as an initial step of the National Economy- could burst at the very
beginning of the “liberal” 1908-1913 era. There seems an incongruity. The literature
suggests that the National Economy started with Balkan Wars (Toprak, 2017, p. 37)
or WWI (2017, p. 96) around 1913/14. Then, it is hard to understand how to evaluate
the 1908 Boycott through lenses of the National Economy. Such evaluation of the
boycott implies the exclusion of the “liberal” alternative, as if the “national” and the
“liberal” economic alternatives were not intertangled. In fact, the boycott, in parallel
to the acceleration of the transition to capitalist mode of production in the
Constitutional Era, included class dynamics and contradictions, and it had a kind of
nationalist moment as well in the sense of economic self-enclosure. Yet, it does not
refer to a moment of “national” economic policy in respect to contrast to the “liberal”.
There is no such major transformation from one mode of production to another, there
is only a change in method. The boycott took place at a moment of liberal capitalist
economic relations. Hence, | evaluate the 1908 Ottoman Boycott as a sample case for
impossibility of a mutually-exclusive laissez-faire-protectionism duality, which is
incorrectly called a liberalism-National Economy dichotomy. | am aware that the
literature on the boycott is scarce, which stems from its evaluation merely through

lenses of the National Economy. | wish this thesis would fulfill this gap.

Before ending this section, | also need to emphasize that | never suggest that there is
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no change in economic policy during the years 1908-18. Similarly, | never ignore that
the Balkan Wars set the ground for a new type of nationalism to emerge (Cetinkaya,
2023b). Accordingly, the content of the National Economy considerably changed and
increasingly took on an emphasis on dispossession of non-Muslims and capital
accumulation in his way. My point is that the economic transformation was not as
bifurcated as scholars of the existing literature assert. The establishment of a “national”
economy and “national” bourgeoisie does not characterize the periodization between
the 1908-1913/14 and the 1913/14-1918 periods. In addition to the fact that titles of
“liberal” and “national” which pave the way for the reproduction of an illusory
distinction, the transformation does not refer to a radical change in the type of state
from “liberal” to “national” which are fraternal twins. After all, both the free trade and
the protectionist approaches, falsely called “liberal” and “national”, were faces of

liberalism-capitalism and cannot overlap with a historical period.

2.4. Discussing the National Economy Thesis (NET)

By now, | have suggested the protectionism-laissez-faire contradiction was illusory,
and each is a way of consolidating liberal capitalist relations. The literature has already
approved the liberal capitalist nature of the Smithian laissez-faire view; thus, the same
quality of the Listian protectionist approach in the Ottoman context should be revealed
to prove both to have common capitalist connections. In the late Ottoman era,
“classical liberalism” was followed by protectionist policies, and the National
Economy as a “new type of neo-mercantilism” was based on protectionism (Toprak,
2017, p. 77). Again, | do not claim that laissez-faire and economic protectionism are
exactly the same, but their difference does not mean a total change in economic

relations as the existing literature suggests.

In this thesis, | regard The National Economy primarily as the name of protectionist
policies after 1908. It represents a set of policies “emerged with the inspiration of
Friedrich List in the last years of the Ottoman Empire and continued forcefully to the
early Republican period” (Agir, 2023, p. 115). The existing literature regards Ziya
Gokalp, Yusuf Akcura and Tekin Alp as pioneers of the National Economy. It came
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to the forefront, according to Toprak (1985b, p. 640), when Ottoman intellectuals
inclined towards “ulusguluk™ after 1908 with the influence of German economic
thought. They started to read List, Carey and so on instead of Smith and Ricardo.

Ottoman intellectuals ‘invented’ the ‘nation’ as a political and economic reality.

Zafer Toprak is the name who studies the National Economy most comprehensively.
Thus, first, I explain his understanding of the National Economy in this section. Then,
I continue with other names or approaches. In his famous book the National Economy
in Turkey, Toprak illustrates how economic understanding of the Unionists change
from the second constitutional era to the Republic, focusing more on the 1914-18
National Economy period. Toprak’s assumptions can be summarized under 8
interrelated characterizing articles. While the first one is the prominent concern of this
study, because of the need to reveal presupposition unfolding this first premise, I
address the following premises, too.

1. From the 1908 Revolution to Balkan Wars, laissez-faire ideas Toprak calls
“liberal” were dominant in the Ottoman economic context. Following the war,
a new era of the National Economy policy showed up. Thenceforth, the
“liberal” economic mentality of the Young Turk Revolution was left aside
(Toprak, 2017, p. 37), and the National Economy declared its victory against
“liberal” policies.

2. Based on a strict “liberal”-“national” duality, the 1913/14-18 period was the
main step towards the establishment of a capitalist state. In other words, as
soon as the National Economy took the stage in full sense in the face of the
“liberal” economy, the transition to capitalism could be accomplished.

3. In line with the absence of capitalism in the “liberal” 1908-13/14 period, class
dynamics were quite weak then. The national bourgeoisie was yet to emerge.

4. While he characterizes the “liberal”/ free trade economy with non-intervention
of the state in the economy, he defines the “national” / protectionist economy
with its active interference in the economy.

5. The National Economy policy was a “project” of the Unionists who “decided
to save the country at all costs” (Toprak, 2017, p. 40). Other societal actors
were recipients of the National Economy.
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6. The Unionists ‘created’ the national bourgeoisie. Thus, the existence of
bourgeoisie was dependent on the dominance of the Unionists.

7. The Unionists followed protectionist/ “national” economic policies instead of
laissez-faire/ “liberal” ones for creation of a national bourgeoisie. In the face
of the non-Muslim bourgeoisie, most of whom were merchants, the Unionist
embraced esnaf.

8. There was a continuation from the 1913/14-18 era in which the CUP was in
full power to the Republican era. The Republicans overtook the National

Economy from the Unionist.

These are the main articles claimed by Zafer Toprak coming first to minds when the
National Economy pronounced first. Throughout the thesis, | name this line of thought
that includes these articles more or less as the ‘National Economy Thesis (NET)’.
Indeed, the NET’s premises are so much prevalent that even names who read the
history in absolutely different way from Toprak converges with arguments of the NET.
Then, the NET refers to a background idea spreading across different strands of
thought, rather than an individual way of thought. I analyze below not only Toprak but
also several names from different schools or traditions so that the extent to which the
NET premises are rooted in the historiography could be uncovered. Yet, due to
multiple interpretations of the National Economy, after explaining diverse views, |
lean my study completely on Toprak’s approach of the National Economy for practical
purposes. By relying only on his view, | hope to avoid making unnecessary broad

generalizations.

2.4.1. Variants of the National Economy Thesis

The NET is supported by influential scholars in different ways and versions to varying
degrees. It is so much widespread that even names close to the Marxist way of analysis
seem inclined to the NET arguments. The aim of this section is not to exhaustively
cover all the scholars approximating to Toprak’s arguments, but to show how
pervasive the NET is. Thus, certain dissimilarities among Toprak and mentioned
scholars are not surprising. Among the NET arguments, | prefer to focus more on ones
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related to the mentioned duality in economic thought between the “national” and

“liberal” economies, i.e. between protectionism and free trade policy.

Caglar Keyder (2014) investigates the Late Ottoman history through a rivalry between
the state bureaucracy and the (non-national) bourgeoisie whose sources of power were
outside the Ottoman land. This changed, yet, in the time of the WW1 with
accompanying aims of the CUP for centralization. The policy of getting rid of non-
Muslim bourgeoisie accelerated in the post-1914 process, which amounts to the
victory of the bureaucracy in the face of the bourgeoisie. Since Keyder regards the
bourgeoisie as merely composed of Armenians and Rums based on the “ethic division
of labor’, this does not mean the defeat of the Muslim-Turk majority which were
indeed non-existent. Moreover, it seems to Keyder that evacuation of the “comprador
bourgeoisie” means distancing of the Ottoman context from capitalist economic
relations. The empty space that was now evacuated from the non-Muslim bourgeoisie
had to be filled by a new group of national bourgeoisie to be created. The Unionists
aimed to become integrated with the capitalist world system through creating a
national bourgeoisie. The 1908-18 period was an “experiment” of this integration
which results in fallacy of nascent capitalism and the capitalist state. Hence, according
to Keyder, in a rivalry between state vs. capitalism, bureaucracy vs. bourgeoisie or
politics vs. economics, the formers always won. All in all, he approves the National
Economy as the protectionist policy of the Unionists, who the literature nearly equalize
with the state out of which the bourgeoise is assumed to emerge. Yet, he pays little
attention to the connection of the National Economy to the establishment of capitalist
relations, which is his difference from Toprak who regards the full implementation of
the National Economy as the start of capitalism. To him, capitalism stands as a dream

that was never achieved.

Feroz Ahmad relies on rivalry between state bureaucracy and non-Muslim. After the
abrogation of capitulations, the Unionists who left aside “liberal” policies embraced
the creation of a national bourgeoisie. The omnipotent state engaged in rivalry with
the comprador bourgeoisie and attempted to create a new national one. In “the 1908-

18 era of competitive politics”, due to “lack of a class of national entrepreneurs” (1986,
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p. 57), capitalism could not emerge in full power. Then, Ahmad approves the National
Economy as a way to capitalism. Yet, he cannot put liberalness of the National
Economy properly. In his approach, despite the conflict between the state (equated
with the CUP) and the non-national bourgeoisie, the national bourgeoisie is regarded
to emerge as an epiphenomenal corollary of the Unionists just as Toprak does in his
study. Hence, Ahmad ignores the intertwined nature of the relationship between class,
state formation and economic relations. His overemphasis on state restricts the subject
of history to the state as a sole actor. Then, accepting the capitalist nature of the

National Economy, Ahmad has significant overlaps with the National Economy.

Sevket Pamuk’s (2021) understanding of the National Economy relies on a sharp
distinction between “national” and “liberal” economic policies. The Unionists who
gave up “liberal” policies embark on protectionist ones consistent with the rising
nationalism. This policy change stemmed from the objective of the CUP
administration to create a “Turkish bourgeoisie” (2021, p. 227) which were non-
existent in the Ottoman era (2008). To this end, national companies and banks had to
be established and small esnaf to be collectively organized. Then, Pamuk regards the
CUP —standing for the state in the post-1913 period— as the ‘subject’ of the National
Economy policies, leaving a narrow space for its ‘objects’, i.e., the people. Society,
state and economy seem to be separate areas of analysis. Yet, unlike Toprak, Pamuk
does not establish a direct relationship between the nation-state and the emergence of

capitalism which he indeed dates back to the early days of the 19™ century.

As exemplified in two scholars of the World System Theory —Keyder and Pamuk-,
Ayse Bugra (2013) in her prominent book Deviet ve Isadamlar: reproduces the
mentality of the NET without any explicit pronunciation of the National Economy or
its variants. Interestingly, she does that while opposing to the settled historiographic
assertion that explains a lack of an entrepreneurial environment among Muslim Turks
and their distance from trade through cultural reasons. Despite her appropriate
rejection of a biased argument, Bugra converges with the main premises of the NET
while stating that the traditional production was unable to handle European industry

(2013, p. 65), evaluating non-Muslim Ottomans as intermediaries between Muslim
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Ottomans and European merchants (2013, p. 66) and arguing the CUP policies to aim
at creation of capital accumulation for Muslims who suffer from its lack (2013, p. 83).
In accordance with the NET, she treats the state as an explanation of everything by
overemphasizing its role in socioeconomic relations. Her acceptance of the state and
market as totally separate entities and her evaluation of the Muslim bourgeoisie to
emerge as a dependent object of state policies proves her approximation to the National

Economy, too.

From a broader perspective, not only prominent scholars of the World System Theory
but those who are adhered to the Strong State Tradition (SST) (Dinler, 2011)
contributes to the reproduction of the NET arguments. Besides Bugra and Keyder as
explained above, others such as Serif Mardin and Metin Heper as faithful proponents
of the SST make implicit contributions to the NET. This well-settled view argues that
Ottoman-Turkish socioeconomic changes stem from the long tradition of the Ottoman
state which pervade and control every sphere of life. It regards society and state as
separate entities in a cause-effect relationship, which results in segregation of the
political and the economic as if one emerged out of the other. The SST which does not
have internal consistency intertwines with the NET in three salient intertwined

respects, each being related to bourgeoisie, state and capitalism respectively.

First, in parallel to the separation of the political and the economic, the SST regards
state and bourgeoisie as external to each other. To its proponents, the duality between
the strong state versus the weak bourgeoisie enables to regard the state, which it
assumes to overlap with the Unionist, as the mere agent and actor of history. In the
Ottoman case, SST scholars’ comprehension of the bourgeoisie as a “well-behaved
child of the state as the father” (Dinler, 2011, p. 33) establishes a dependency
relationship with the state. However, as Dinler criticizes, even in any stage of
capitalism anywhere bourgeoisie was not a self-appointed class which is itself formed
within the state. Indeed, just as in the NET, SST scholars conceived the bourgeoise
and state as external to each other, and just in that case, the dependency of the
bourgeoisie to state could make sense. Yet, the state determined by material conditions

of relations of production is never exempt from the formation of class relations
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(Corrigan & Sayer, 1981) and accordingly from the bourgeoisie, which is the point
that both the SST and the NET ignore.

Second, the SST underpins the NET by empowering the state as the mere agent of
socioeconomic transformations. It conceives the patrimonial state whose officials were
indifferent to trade capitalism as the only actor which would initiate capitalism.
Therefore, it again ignores the Muslim bourgeoisie which was active especially in
internal trade (Quataert, 1994) due to the dominance of state in economic sphere. Then,
the state as an “instrument” of capitalist relations gets on the stage once again just as
the NET argues and the state with a seeming “autonomy” serves as a veil concealing

class dimension.

Third, in parallel to two premises, SST lies on a specific understanding of liberal
capitalism on which NET relies, too. It views capitalism as independent of class
relations, subordination, exploitation and primitive accumulation as an innocent
process in accord with Weberian conception of capitalism (A. E. Akyol, 2022, p. 92).
For both SST and NET, in parallel to the state being described not with its role
embedded in social relations of production but with its instrumentality in legitimation,

capitalism means a mere issue of progressive development and rational organization.

Overall, the SST share the similar arguments with empowers the NET to different
degrees. Its importance for my study is it shows the spillover of the NET ideas. The
close connection of the NET with the SST can be discerned more easily in Keyder
(2014) and Bugra (2013) thanks to their direct emphasis on economic dimension and
state, it can be read more between the lines in Mardin (1990) and Heper (1985) who
focus more on sociopolitical dimension and underemphasize economic one. One
should assess Heper’s prominent argument that the state is so much “transcendental”
that it never makes any room for civil society and economy, and Mardin’s support for
the overarching state controlling even the emergence of a capitalist class in terms of
their relation to the NET.

The Kemalist historiography was not exempt from the discourse of the NET, too. Ac-

45



cording to Sina Aksin (1980), after taking the government, the CUP adopted Turkish
nationalism (ulusculuk) in capitalist development. For him, capitalism was something
helpful for the development of a country. In warfare, creating a new class of Turk
capitalists and making room for their commercial activity was the ultimate goal (1980,
p. 280). The bourgeoisie consisted of Rums and Armenians especially in Anatolia so
far. Now, Muslims would fill their shoes. The Unionists were the actor promoting this
process of replacement. Like Toprak, Aksin fails to put that it was more than a mere
replacement, but rather an appropriation and primitive accumulation. He repeats the
well-known argument that Muslim Turks distant from bourgeois ideology were not
included in the Ottoman bourgeoisie. Aksin attributes the absence of Muslim-Turk
bourgeoisie to cultural determinants, seeing Turks as unable to grasp Western
capitalism rationally (1980, pp. 79-80). Again, the new class of Muslim-Turks, when
invented, were emerging from policies of the CUP as a dependent and separate factor.
The CUP was the mere actor of economic change. He says the capitalist transformation
of the country, which Aksin attributes to a positive meaning that started with the CUP

continued in the Republic.

Even scholars who challenge the Kemalist historiography such as Erik J. Zlrcher are
influenced by the NET, albeit not as much as the Kemalist historiography aiming to
reproduce a discourse of economic victimhood does. According to Zircher, the state
under the protection of the CUP attempted to establish a new mighty class of national
bourgeoisie (2000, p. 183). Zircher points out the Unionists behind the National
Economy. He ignores that it was never a policy isolated from class and power relations
within the society. Indeed, the National Economy itself was formed through these
relations including participation of the people. In addition, he assumes a continuity
between the Unionists cadre and Kemalists of the Republic, of which both were either
bureaucrats or soldiers above the society and economy. Ultimately, even Zircher
shares to an extent the discourse of the NET. Different from previous scholars, he
makes a differentiation among “Ottoman nationalism”, “Panturkism” and

“Turk/Muslim nationalism” (2000, pp. 188-189) which clears confusions.

The position of Korkut Boratav is more complex. Boratav evaluates the 1908-22 peri-
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od as a whole liberal process while accepting some peculiarities of the years dominated
administratively by the CUP. Moreover, he affirms that there are two branches of
bourgeois economic policy and their ultimate capitalist nature: one being related to
“national” capitalism and the other to free trade (2016, p. 24). In this respect, he
significantly differs from the NET. Nevertheless, his acceptance of the National
Economy school as the “symmetric opponent of liberal schools” (2016, p. 26)
contributes to reproduction of the illusory distinction between the “liberal” and the
“national” just as the NET promotes. To Boratav, the National Economy required the
creation of a national bourgeoisie. The state was almost equal to the CUP. The
weakness of the Turkish bourgeoisie necessitated a Unionist state policy towards its
creation. After all, the “comprador (Ottoman) bourgeoisie” composed of Rums,
Levantines, Armenians and Jews dominated the economic sphere especially in terms
of external trade. In internal trade, on the other hand, there was a dependent group of
esnafs with small capital (2016, pp. 23-24). To him, the weak national bourgeoisie
stemmed not from competitive conditions but from special opportunities provided by
state mechanism. Yet, due to the belatedness of a national bourgeoisie, it was always
indebted its success to other classes or strata (2016, pp. 243-244). Then, just as in the
NET, the bourgeoisie emerges as a dependent state-related class out of nothing, which
is indeed a contrast to his criticism to Keyder’s approach (2017b). Moreover, his claim
implies a cause-effect relationship between the political and the economic, of which
separation amounts to falling into the trap of liberal analyses, which is the error Toprak
also falls into. Then, the state, including the CUP identified with the state, is
instrumentalized in the emergence of capitalism in full power. Yet, his allocation of at
least a room for small-scale national bourgeoisie by accepting embourgeoisement of
esnafs separates him from Toprak. Different from Toprak, he also explains the
National Economy not as a mere issue of nationalism but appropriation and primitive

accumulation. Hence, he does seem as firm as Toprak in promoting the NET.

Despite the dominance of the National Economy in the literature, there exists an
alternative that criticizes the concept National Economy. Because diversion from the
umbrella of the NET is quite rare in the literature, Murat Koraltlirk’s (2011) view is

worth analyzing in more detail albeit its problems. According to him, the Turkification
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of Economy signifies a conceptual breakage. While the National Economy means that
the Ottoman subjects take advantage of economy in the face of foreigners, the
Turkification of Economy means that Muslim-Turks are favored against the non-
Muslim subjects. In other words, the National Economy approach underemphasizes
the intended hostility towards non-Muslims by hiding them under the name of
“foreigner” and ignores discriminatory policies based on ethno-religious differences.
Moreover, it conceals the genuine content of the National Economy policies which
refers to a deliberate political choice to erase unpleasant memories from history.
Hence, Koralturk highlights that the National Economy relies on ambiguity of
concepts such as “foreigner” which in return evokes the idea of the National Economy
as a mere innocent process. The ambiguity of “foreigner” makes the “national”
ambiguous, too. Hence, the varying core of the “foreigner” in the 1910s through the
change in the content of nationalism from those who were not subjects of the
Ottoman/Turkish state to non-Muslims is explained away. Its main objective is to
create a new class of Muslim Turk entrepreneurs, the dosage of which increases from
1908 to the Republic in a continuum. To Koraltiirk, this would be achieved by

eliminating liberalism of the Constitutional Era.

His objection, at first sight, is a valuably rare challenge to deep-seated literature.
Especially his detection of the elusiveness of the “foreigner” which concomitantly
makes the “national” and the National Economy indefinite is eye-opening in that it
enables to realize the dissimulation power of the CUP policy under the veil of the
“national”. Yet, the Turkification of Economy has significant overlaps with the NET
so much so that it cannot be regarded as an alternative to it. Instead, one is just an
update of the other. Initially, Koraltiirk’s approach determines the policy of the CUP
as the creation of a “national” bourgeoisie out of nothing, whatever “national” means.
Similarly, he regards the bourgeoisie as a dependent variable to state policy as if the
state and bourgeoisie were separate in fact. In both conceptualization, there remains a
narrow space for real subjects of history, i.e., the people. Koraltirk, although he makes
a to-the-point inference that the National Economy dissimulates inner dynamics of
discrimination towards non-Muslims, his labeling of these discriminatory policies as

“ethnoreligious” leads to a disregard for class dynamics behind the policies. Hence,

48



the Turkification of the Economy set the ground for another level of concealment. It
conceals the process of capital accumulation under a nation formation by veiling the
connection between class formation and appropriation practices. Koraltiirk evaluates
the Turkification policy of the CUP as a continuous process from 1908 to 1923. Thus,
just as Toprak, he fails to realize that the continuity is not about Turkification but
embracement to liberalism and capitalism. Although Koraltirk presents at the
beginning the Turkification of the Economy as an alternative to the National Economy,

his approach is not more than a condensation of the National Economy in the 1920s.

2.4.2. A Challenge to the National Economy Thesis

Below, | present my theoretical opposition to the National Economy Thesis (NET)
prominent advocates of which I have summarized above. The NET’s arguments are so
prevalent that scholars from opposing schools from Marxism and Kemalism to World
System Theory embrace it as long as it fills an analytical gap in their framework. Since
there is no internal consistency within the NET, I focus on Zafer Toprak’s assertions.
My theoretical objection clarifies the value-laden nature of the NET in favor of a
liberal-capitalist view of the world and it reveals sources of the assumed contrast
between the National Economy and the “liberal” economy. In addition to its
underlying liberal premises, | touch on inconsistencies within the NET below. These
inconsistencies reveal the inappropriateness of the periodization between the 1908-14
and the 1914-18 periods and the seeming division between the “liberal” and the
“national”. Before getting into my theoretical objection to the NET, | touch on the
historical nature of the duality between the “liberal” and the “national”, centering

Toprak’s arguments. It is the NET that reproduces this duality.

2.4.2.1. The Historical Nature of the Duality

The existence of separate alternatives as “liberal” and “national” is central to the
National Economy Thesis. | argue that the two dominant approaches embedded in

Ottoman economic thought do not represent disparate alternatives. Thus, while
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arguing for the proximity between the “liberal” and the “national,” I prominently
object to the principal argument of the NET. They are just two methods in the ongoing
adoption of capitalist relations of production. Thus, both are liberal. Their difference
lies not in one’s embracement to liberalism but methods while going on this road. The
“national” never emerge as an alternative to the “liberal” following Balkan Wars. The
war has undoubtedly created a breakage in socioeconomic order, but it did not break

the market logic. Protectionism never amounts to refrainment from market economy.

However, from Toprak’s perspective, the story is different. In narrating the historical
roots of the National Economy, he speaks of a completely disparate school of
economics. He approaches these “liberal” and “national” views such that they seem
opposite competing economic models in a zero-sum game. He characterizes the
National Economy, the successor of the protectionist stance, by its novelty in the face
of the “liberal” economy. While touching upon debates of the era between
protectionism and laissez-faire, he regards the emergence of the former as dependent
on the retreat of the other. Accordingly, he classifies prominent names of the era based
on either of the two. He includes Musa Akyigitzade and Ahmet Mithat solely in the
protectionist camp while he incorporates Mehmet Cavid exclusively into the opposite
“liberal” camp. Therefore, the reason Mehmed Cavid takes a vital role in the “national”

fiscal policy of the early Republic seems impossible to explain.

There is two dividing line between the “liberal” and “national” views in the Ottoman
context. First, whether industrialization or agriculture is to be adopted in the path of
development differs between the two. Based on the adoption of industrialization or
agriculture, the Ottoman Empire would assume a position in the international division
of labor. The protectionist intellectuals have promoted industrialization while the
supporters of laissez-faire have emphasized agriculture. The insistence of the
supporters of free trade was based on that universal laws of economic had to be
implemented by all including Ottoman Empire. Second, the role each view attributed
to the state was different. The “national” protectionist stance prioritized the protection
of the internal market and promoted the state to adopt policies beneficial for its national

bourgeoisie or esnafs in the international arena such that its own bourgeoisie could
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enter the global market with equal competition power. So, the state had to ‘intervene’
in the market somehow, for instance, by increasing customs walls. If and only in this
case, would Ottomans be equal in market competition with foreign bourgeoisie. The
“liberal” free-tradist view, on the other hand, have argued that competition is distorted

if the state engages in underpinning its own market.

Thus, there was no gulf between laissez-faire and protectionism —falsely equated with
the “liberal” and the “national”- as wide as the NET argues. Their difference lies
initially in the sequence of the way the government is to follow for development and
secondly in the extent of state intervention. The agriculture-industrialization debate
does not refer to distinct modes of production. Likewise, one cannot distinguish the
“liberal” or the “national” by the existence of the state intervention but by its dosage
and timing. While the transition to the market economy is the common objective, the
way this transition takes place differs. The positive and emancipatory content Toprak
attributes to the “national” economic model does not emancipate it from the liberal

market logic.

Accordingly, the “liberal” economy is not an alternative exclusively favoring the
bourgeoisie whom Toprak equates with ‘imperial aims of the external forces.’
Likewise, the “national” does not represent an option backed by the non-bourgeoisie
actors like esnafs or peasantry, to whom he attributes a positive saving mission. There
is a more complex relationship than direct correlations. Their difference is also not the
issue of the “national” bourgeoisie who desires state intervention in the economy in
the face of the non-Muslim one. Because Toprak associates the bourgeoisie directly
with liberalism, those whose relationship with the bourgeoisie is just not direct and
explicit appear as something out of liberalism like for esnafs. Because he regards the
bourgeoisie as composed only of non-Muslims, he assumes the national bourgeoisie is
yet to emerge. Only after the start of “the era of capitalism” does it become possible

to speak of a national bourgeoisie in the full sense of the word.

Since Toprak restricts liberalism to the bourgeoisie, the actors outside whomever the

bourgeoisie is take on a “national” guise. Therefore, where he could not find the
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bourgeoisie in the full sense of the word, he declares the end of liberalism but the first
steps of nationalism. Then, in the absence of the bourgeoisie, the creation of the
national bourgeoisie becomes inevitable. In other words, to the degree that Toprak
regards liberalism as primarily and exclusively related to the floor on which the
bourgeoisie and bourgeois values stand, the way other than the bourgeois becomes
away from the “liberal” but related to the “national”. Then, the “national” - “liberal”
contrast takes a natural shape. However, the concept of liberalism goes beyond the
bourgeoisie and bourgeois interests. Indeed, “liberalism” necessarily encompasses
“quite disparate social and economic forces —including small producers, shopkeepers,
tradesmen and wage-earners as well as the grande bourgeoisie and its auxiliaries”
(Blackbourn & Eley, 1984, p. 77). Which segment is to come to the fore is determined
by the changing socioeconomic dynamics and “liberal movements’ national conditions
of existence” (1984, p. 78). Ultimately, Toprak’s perception of liberalism-bourgeoisie
relationships sharpens his conceptualization of the “liberal”’-“national” contrast and its

corresponding economic leitmotiv.

Considering these, | ask why Toprak treats two approaches that divide the 1908-1918
period into two as irreconcilable paths as “liberal” and “national” that never converge.
This study argues that its reason lies in Toprak’s ontological and epistemological

premises, which shows a tendency in favor of liberal distinctions.

2.4.2.2. Centrality of the State and Individuals

The first problem of the NET is related to the unit of analysis. It regards the state as an
independent variable. Toprak makes the state so firmly the center of the analysis that
he studies merely the nascent capitalist state, which is falsely assumed to be

independent of socioeconomic formation in the Late Ottoman Period.

The problem with the centrality of the state as an independent variable is that the NET
evaluates the state as one party of a dialectic duality. Toprak draws a struggle between

the bourgeoisie and the state, the latter including members of the CUP. Then, he
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regards the state —and the Unionists— as a class. However, apart from the problems
within the concepts of the bourgeoisie and the state, a group associated with state
cannot be a class. It is just a “social group or stratum” in which “a dialectical duality
would be unnecessary” (Boratav, 2017b). On the other hand, even if we approve of his
evaluations of the state as a class, he fails to establish a dialectical relationship between
the state and the bourgeoisie. While Toprak regards the bourgeoisie as dependent on
the state in one-way determination, the state and its associated group, mainly

bureaucracy, seem isolated from the bourgeoisie and also all the class dynamics.

The centrality of the state as an actor and agent with its own agenda paves the way for
two interrelated methodological weaknesses: (1) reification/abstraction fallacy and (2)
methodological individualism. They prove problems in Toprak’s ontological and
epistemological presuppositions, which enable questioning his conception of
liberalism and capitalism ultimately. Below, | explain these problems in an intertwined

manner.

Initially, Toprak evaluates the state as an ontological “thing” independent of social
actors’ social and economic interests. Forgetting that it is an abstraction —rather than
the reality one would observe through empirical methods—, he attributes an agency to
the state, leading to its reification, which is a fundamental methodological mistake
(Yalman, 2015, p. 77). In the abstraction process, the reality is “broken down into
manageable parts” (Ollman, 2003, p. 60) to understand it properly. One dimension of
a phenomenon temporarily comes to the forefront while other dimensions intentionally
become excluded or secondarily evaluated. Yet, this dimension is not the reality itself,
just an abstracted side of it. Falling into this trap, Toprak takes the outcome of the
abstraction process as the reality itself; thus, he disregards mechanisms embedded in
the empirical. The methodological downgrading of other aspects of the reality to one
salient aspect of the state misrepresents the reality. He treats the state as the mere
objective actor at the center of analysis; thus, he contributes it to “conceal the real

history and relations of subjection...”(Abrams, 1988, p. 77).

As for the relationship between the state and nationalism, Toprak falls into this error.
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He evaluates the state so predominantly intertwined with nationalism that it becomes
reduced to a mere matter of nationalism, ultimately leading to the mystification of the
state and its concealment as an ideological “construction” (1988, p. 77). His overstress
on the nation-state stems from reducing a concept to one dimension of reality, too. The
Unionists, governmental actors or any other societal actors seem restricted to their
roles in this “national” process. The state becomes a concept reified and reduced to the
empirical level, i.e., what is happening on the surface. This ‘surface’ amounts to
nationalism or national sentiments in Toprak’s narrative. The state of the 1908-18
period seems a step in the path towards the establishment of a nation-state.
Accordingly, Toprak evaluates the economic policies of the CUP in the 1914-18 period
only as an outcome of nationalism. Economic policies of the state seem to emerge not
from capitalist dynamics but from national sentiments. As he reduces the state to a
mere issue of nationalist sentiments, other dimensions of the state and its policies, such
as their embeddedness in the capitalist relations of production, become disguised under

nationalism.

By now, | have explained the reason that the NET is state-centered. | have stated at the
beginning that the reification/abstraction fallacy and methodological individualism are
two intertwined weaknesses of the state centeredness of the NET. It can seem
confusing —I prove it is not— how a state-centered approach is also adherent to
methodological individualism that ontologically prioritizes individual human action

over any association or institution.

The state of the NET stands between being a formal and concrete “set of institutions”
as the sole actor and being an entity standing for a sum of individuals. In other words,
it stands in liminality between the liberal-individualist and institutionalist views of the
earlier discussions. Nevertheless, if | say that Toprak lies on the powerful state as an
autonomous center of analysis and, at the same time, on individual-based historical
narrative, it may raise question marks. Indeed, it is a discrepancy inherent in the NET.
It renders the state so strongly the only subject of analysis that ultimately it takes the
form of an empty signifier, which leads to its ontological replacement by individuals.

If this replacement does not take place, then the very state becomes individualized.
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Yet, it is still a question for the NET: How to reconcile ‘state’ and ‘individual’ in the
analysis? Indeed, individual actors carry the state like ‘the wheels of a car’. These
wheels enable the isolation of car —i.e., the state— from the (objective) ground. Then,
the state, composed of individual actors, can go on its road without even touching upon
conditions out of which the car emerged. In this way, one guarantees the reification of
the state and its following isolation from social and economic relations. Consequently,
the reified and isolated state goes hand in hand with individuals that is the focus of
methodological individualism. Then, the NET relies on a particular understanding of

the state, which is either a ‘thing” composed of individuals or itself an individual.

Now, | clarify how the NET is methodological individualist, enabling one to
understand the connection between reification and methodological individualism.
However, | need to put my foundational assumption before: | take methodological
individualism as the ontological basis of liberalism with reference to Yalman. Yalman
(2015, p. 70) notes that while there are several liberalisms with different ontological
bases, the liberalism that relies on methodological individualism has been dominant
from the 19" century onwards. Hence, aware of liberalisms unconnected with
methodological individualism, | take it as the ontological foundation of liberalism due
to the prevalence of this specific conception of liberalism that Yalman emphasizes.
Hence, | intentionally overlook distinct kinds of liberalism here. Yet, beyond its
relation to liberalism, methodological individualism reveals ontological assumptions
of the NET.

Toprak, the pioneer of the NET, puts the state at the center of his analysis as if it were
a “thing.” Nevertheless, he does not attribute any explanatory power to the state. It
becomes a postulate that cannot explain any historical reality independent of itself.
Accordingly, Toprak explains why the CUP preferred Listian economic policies to
Smithian ones with the help of ‘state interest’ without clarifying what the ‘state
interest’ is, which factors constitute it or why it matters. He regards it as the source of
all the policy choices, but since he takes it in a vacuum, the state cannot account for
anything other than itself. As a result, the state becomes devoid of explanatory power

enough. ‘Individuals’ or a specific group of ‘individuals’ whose individuality per se
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characterizes the state take the form of an explanation of all the historical flow (Varel,
2020, p. 609). It is inevitable that the state as an isolated and unchanging entity could
not explain the changing economic, social and cultural dynamics of society. Again, it
is unavoidable that atomistic individuals and their motivations could necessarily fill
the space emptied by the state. Yet, attributing acts of the Unionist individuals to the
state, Toprak fails to clarify socioeconomic motives behind those individual actors

considering state interest.

To the extent that the state cannot explain the historical reality, the state retreats from
the analysis. Individuals seem to make history in full autonomy. The good or bad
qualities of individual actors, their success or unsuccess and their vision or narrow-
mindedness become carriers of history, just as in the National Economy in Turkey.
Toprak depicts the National Economy as the outcome of Unionist or Kemalist
individual endeavors, primarily of Ziya Gokalp’s and sometimes Yusuf Akgura’s and
Tekin Alp’s considerations. While he sees the roots of the National Economy in the
late 19" century writings of other ‘individuals’ such as Namik Kemal, Ahmed Midhat
or Musa Akyigitzade (2017, p. 27), up until Gokalp, Toprak regards what they strived
for not as the National Economy [Milli Iktisat] but as “ulusal economy”. Similarly,
even these names themselves take their inspirations from mere ‘individual’ actors such
as Friedrich List or influential ‘individuals’ like Gustav von Schmoller or Adam
Miiller, who replaced liberal ‘individuals’ such as Smith, Bastiat, Ricardo, Beaulieu,
rather than changing global dynamics or internal changes. Thus, he overlooks globally
simultaneous tendencies and the ever-repeating emergence of protectionism just after

the crises of free-trade capitalism, as mentioned in the first chapter.

As for individuals other than the Unionists, the emphasis on the ‘individual’ actors is
the same. In 1908, Young Turks united Muslims and non-Muslims against the
“despotism of Abdulhamid II”” (Toprak, 2017, p. 81). Similarly, the liberalism of the
CUP resulted from the opposition to Abdulhamid Il (2017, p. 41). Obviously, Toprak
attributes the source of a regime to an individual; therefore, he insulates the subject of
his analysis from external and internal socioeconomic changes. He ignores, for

instance, that 1875-1914 was “the age of empire” (Hobsbawm, 2021) when
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Abdulhamid Il was on the throne. The age witnessed new economic relations of
distribution shaped by imperialism and needed powerful emperors or emperor-like
actors. Thus, despotism was an outcome of a broader worldwide frame so much so that
one cannot restrict it to the personality of Abdulhamid Il. However, owing to his
methodological individualism, accompanied by his fallacy of abstraction, Toprak
evaluates concepts, thoughts or events in relation to the motives of individuals, which
is one root of his preference for a liberal analysis. Likewise, a literature influenced by
the NET regards the 1908 Boycott as a movement organized predominantly by the
Unionist individuals and it ignores that the boycott was also embedded in an “age of

boycotts” in the worldwide conjuncture (Cetinkaya, 2004).

Toprak’s methodological individualism indirectly leads to the equation of the CUP
with the state itself. He regards the Unionists, whose acts seem to be the acts of ‘state
reason’, as the agent of the state. To him, the CUP whose members were aware that
liberal thought cannot “save the country” (Toprak, 2017, p. 39) promoted the creation
of a national bourgeoisie in the name of the state. He evaluates the state —of which
name and content, albeit differ in time— in a continuum that devolves from the Young
Turks to the Unionists and then to the Kemalists, as if the state had an unchangeable
essential core undertaken by ‘individual’ actors. Moreover, once again, he reifies the
state with an ontological essence as if it was the taken-for-granted of analysis while
forgetting that the state without an ‘essence’ takes different forms based on social
relations of production. Indeed, if one remembers that “the only plausible alternative
to taking the state for granted is to understand it as historically constructed” (Abrams,
1988, p. 80), then no one can establish an equation between a specific group of elites
—the Unionists or the Kemalists— and the assumed core of the state. In this way, the
conceptualization of the state as “an essentially and formally unchanging...state as a
phenomenon” (Celik, 2022, p. 20) can disappear, which is the weakness that the NET
also has.

In Toprak’s narrative, ‘individual’ actors seem in-between liberalism and “state
tradition”. I put aside the ambiguity of terms like “state tradition, “Ottoman tradition”

and even “state” itself. On the one hand, the Unionists strive to “save the country”, SO
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improve the ‘“state tradition”; on the other hand, they challenge it by opposing
Abdulhamid. In a sense, they oppose the “state tradition” for the sake of the “state
tradition” and its interests. This stems from that Toprak contrasts liberalism with the
state tradition (Toprak, 2017, p. 33). Moreover, the failure of the “liberal” resistance
in 1908 in the face of the state tradition seems expected for Toprak. In his view (2017,
p. 35), liberalism “developed” as an outcome of “centennial social transformations” in
the West. In the Ottoman context, on the other hand, liberalism was an abrupt
momentary event that fell from the sky into the lap of ‘individual’ Ottoman
intellectuals. Besides the fact that he attributes a peculiarity to the relationship between
liberalism and “state tradition” in the Ottoman context, once again, ‘individual’
intellectual actors stand as bearers of this peculiar relationship. Differentiating the
Ottoman from the West, Toprak attributes liberalism to individuals, i.e., they ‘brought’
it to the Ottoman territory, but it did not develop in the socioeconomic environment of
the era. In a sense, liberalism in the Ottoman context was free of socioeconomic

transformations due to its ‘individual’ connections.

I have discussed so far that, where the state as the subject of analysis could not explain
historical reality, ‘individuals’ replace the state, which refers to methodological
individualism as the NET's ontological basis. Indeed, even where Toprak does not take
the subject of analysis as ‘individual’ by allocating wider explanatory room for the
state, he falls into the error of anthropomorphism. He attributes so many human-like
characteristics to the state that the state eventually becomes personified and
individualized. The state as a rational actor with a self-agenda can act, transform or
decide whatever is necessary. Just like a human being who is born, lives and dies, the
Ottoman state enters a period of “downfall”’(Toprak, 2017, p. 31), amounting to the
dying of a human being. Following the downfall, a new nation as a person/individual
is about to be born. Just as he underscores individuals’ will in shaping history, he now

emphasizes the state’s will as a person/individual.

Overall, the NET commences from methodological individualism. The NET which
historically puts the National Economy against the “liberal” economy -as if the

“liberal” and the “national” were in contrast— has particular ontological assumptions,
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which I associate with liberalism indeed. The principal significance of the liberal basis
of the National Economy Thesis for my study is indeed that it nullifies the periodical
divisions assumed between the 1908-1913/14 and 1913/14-1918 periods. Toprak
constructs his whole narrative on a liberal, ‘concrete’ and personified state composed
of ‘individual’ actors —without a periodically-conceptual distinction—, thus, inevitably
starts from a liberal ontological basis. In other words, what he does is not the analysis
of the “liberal” state up until 1914 and then the “national” state. He wholly analyzes
the liberal state instead. Then, what he examines in the “national” period is the analysis
of the liberal state, not the “national” state promoting the National Economy. In other
words, he literally studies the liberal state in a whole liberal period (1908-18) involving
what he calls the “liberal” and “national”. There is no contrast between the “liberal”
and the “national.” An analysis —that on the one hand has liberal ontological
assumptions and relies on the “liberal”- “national” contrast on the other— fails to draw

an appropriate demarcation between what is liberal and what is not.

2.4.2.3. The Separation of Economy-Society-Politics

As I have argued in the previous section, in Toprak’s narrative, the state that promotes
the National Economy seems in isolation as if it could exist by itself. It comes from
the outside and grasps the economy. This brings us to two other weaknesses: (1) the
separation of politics and economy and accompanying (2) the separation of politics
and societal actors. Indeed, | still speak of a failure in ontological assumptions. The
world seems composed of distinct entities like society, economy and politics which
Toprak assumes to be inter-related, never intra-related. In this part, | primarily hope
liberal presumptions of Toprak would encourage us to question if what he called the
“liberal” and “national” is appropriate to use, both relying on a liberal basis. In this
way, my argument that his liberally driven presuppositions propel him to make a
division between the “liberal” and ‘“national” economies could be more
understandable. Inconsistencies as well, I would show, contribute to our questioning.
Firstly, the problem of the economy-politics distinction is its disregard for the

emergence of the economy-politics separation as associated with the historical change
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in the mode of production, i.e., the transition to capitalism. This distinction refers to
the historical process of separation of direct producers from means of production. “As
a result of forms of surplus appropriation peculiar to capitalist relations of production,
formal differentiations like the politics-economy or state-society separations particular
to capitalism is evaluated as the reality itself.” (Yalman, 2015, p. 82). Thus, the
economy-politics separation Toprak applies to his thesis is value-laden in favor of
liberal-capitalist distinctions. He considers an artificial differentiation between

economic and political spheres as a natural condition of reality.

Then, the problem mentioned earlier reemerges: The capitalist state and artificial
distinctions related to it seem the reality itself but not abstractions. Accordingly, he
conceives of economy, state, and their relationship as single-dimensional distinct areas
with one unchanging essence. Therefore, he reduces the contents of concepts —like
economy and politics— to one dimension of reality while disregarding internal
mechanisms and relations beyond each. In this vein, he restricts politics to the field of
state and economy to the bourgeoisie. On the one hand, he overlooks that politics
involves more than the state and its officials just as the emergence of social movements
of 1908 exemplifies. Moreover, he goes one step further and identifies the state almost
only with the Unionists and their acts or thoughts. Yet, the NET overlooks, for
instance, that the field of politics expanded through mobilization of the masses in the
19 century (Cetinkaya, 2015). On the other hand, Toprak disregards sociocultural
dimensions of the bourgeoisie as well (Eldem, 2014) that he restricts to the economy.
Accordingly, he equates the economy-politics distinction one-dimensionally with the
bourgeoisie-state differentiation, which means a disregard for intersections between

them.

Indeed, the economy-politics separation relies also on a problematical relationship
between politics and economy. Toprak regards the state as an instrument of the
bourgeoisie. Yet, as expected from a state-centered analysis, what is good for the
bourgeoisie is determined by the very state, and this situation intensifies the
dependency of the national bourgeoisie on the state. As a result of a particular and

dependent relationship between the state and the national bourgeoisie, as the Unionists
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find a broader place in politics and state administration, the national bourgeoisie comes
to the fore, and vice versa. According to Toprak (2017, p. 36), this is especially clear
in the economic environment of the second five-year period of the Constitutional Era.
While the Unionists were getting on the stage, the Muslim-Turk bourgeoisie that
“seemed to never exist in the Ottoman reign” (Toprak, 2017, p. 102) began to rise.
Moreover, since he regards the two as never-crossing groups, one of which emerges
from the other, Toprak does not uncover the intertwined connections between the
bourgeoisie and members of the CUP being agent of the state. Accordingly, he never
questions whether the National Economy enriched the Unionist figures or enabled
them to bourgeoisify. At this point, what Toprak does not assert —rather than what he
does— characterizes his writing. There is no indication that he has included the
Unionists in the national bourgeoisie. Considering the flexibility of boundaries of the
bourgeoisie as a concept (Eldem, 2014), like those who have bonds in the Imperial
Ottoman Bank or those who adopt Western cultural codes, the national bourgeoisie
involves certain Unionist figures, as the 1908 Boycott proves in the next chapter since

the economic boycott was not an outcome of Unionist or governmental attempts.

The very economy-politics separation lies under the instrumentalization of the state
since only if one considers economy and politics separately can one become a tool for
the other. The state unidirectionally creates, shapes, supervises, steers or, if needed,
stops the bourgeoisie in its service. There seems to be nothing of a dialectic
relationship. So, there remains no room for questioning, for instance, if internal class
contradictions apart from ethnic ones existed within the bourgeoisie or if these
contradictions contributed to the rise or fall of the state or the CUP. Silence prevails
in his narrative once again. This instrumentalization of the state, resulting from the
separation of economy and politics, has two considerable outcomes. First, the
instrumentalized state that comes to the analysis somewhere outside disguises the
overlap between class and state formations. Free of socioeconomic changes, the state
becomes all above society and economy. It becomes something instrumental to be
changed, reached or captured rather than an “area of class and other contestation”
(Corrigan et al., 1980, p. 11) together which society and economy change, too. It
becomes something concrete to be conquered while members of the CUP are
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conquerors. Acts of the Unionists —conquerors— seem directed towards “saving the
country” as if Unionist actors were free of liberal capitalist relations of production.
Their personality seems free of their class interest. Second, as Toprak instrumentalizes
the state, he attributes a considerable amount of “concreteness” to the state, too, while
forgetting “the State... is an illusion” (Corrigan & Sayer, 1985, p. 7). This
“concreteness” leads to ambiguity of the state and promotes “the notion of the state as
a hidden structure” (Abrams, 1988, p. 74). He embodies the state in the form of the
Unionists, for instance. Their acts seemingly stand for actions of the state reason. It
seems a tangible instrument serving the creation of a national bourgeoisie. In the end,
the instrumentalization of the state and the concreteness attributed to it leads to
omitting the state and its inherently bourgeois practices as a mere “politically
organized subjection” (Abrams, 1988, p. 63) that is never external to us but “works
through us”(Corrigan & Sayer, 1985, p. 180).

The economy-state separation overlaps also with the liberal thesis that the state should
not intervene in market relations; otherwise, the market would be distorted. This is the
image he has in mind. Toprak who has such an understanding of liberalism regards
any moment that the state intervened as out of liberalism. This assertion results from
the external conceptualization of state and economy, in which, “at best, a spatially
separate political power may intervene in the economy” (Wood, 1995, p. 21). Indeed,
there can be such a thing as ‘state intervention in the economy’ only when one regards
the state and economy as externally related, as Toprak does. State formation and its
bureaucratic relations —somehow— never overlap with relations of production, class
formation and fortification of individual class positions. The national bourgeoisie
emerges outside the ground on which the nation-state emerged. The state first appears
and then, aloofly, the national bourgeoisie does. Even while speaking of the state
intervention in the Ottoman economy, Toprak does not consider that the bourgeoisie
can find a place in the state cadres. Their roles and missions seem disparate. Yet, the
bourgeoisie always needs ‘external’ help due to its inertia, which is the helping hand

of an omnipotent state.

Then, a picture emerges: He renders the bourgeoisie and the state as two main variables
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of the analysis to explain all the socioeconomic structure. Yet, he largely disregards
that, while the bourgeoisie is a class, the state embodied in the form of the Unionists
and other governmental actors amounts —at most— to a social group or stratum
(Boratav, 2017b). The bourgeoisie refers to a party in relations of production, which
is the party on the side of the appropriation of surplus. On the other hand, the state
means an arena on which relations of production take place. Even if | accept that the
state becomes embodied in the Unionist individuals as Toprak implies, it can, at most,
refers to a part in the re-distribution of surplus. One can include it in the “relations of
secondary distribution” (2017b, p. 275) which is about the allocation of surplus
appropriated. In contrast to class relations, as Boratav points out, there is no need for
antagonism when it comes to a group or stratum. Then, the state, in the sense Toprak
means, does not need a binary opposite, i.e., the bourgeoisie, while the bourgeoisie
does. Besides problems of supposing the bourgeoisie and the state as homogeneous
groups with a fixed essence, one cannot give equal weight to two concepts from
distinct categories as if the two had equal power in analysis. Accordingly, their
relationship is not the major dynamic to explain the roots of a given socioeconomic
formation. The problem is that, since the state is not a class category, it is not the
antithesis of the bourgeoisie, too. Just as the relationship between the bourgeoisie and
the state (and its “class fragment”) has not led to the decline of the empire (GOgek,
1996), it has not created the economy of a nascent nation-state either. They are not a

couple whose economic relations shape history.

It is the mistake Toprak falls into. He attributes so much explanatory power to the
contestation between the state and bourgeoisie —representing dissimilar and disparate
categories— that their relation ultimately seems a class duality behind all the era's
economic relations. From nuances —such as continuity Toprak draws between the
Unionists and the Kemalist state—, | understand he uses the state as an umbrella
primarily encompassing the Unionists. He explains all the economic relations in the
1908-18 period merely by contrasting the Unionists and the non-national bourgeoisie.
It seems as if the state encompassing the Unionists was on the side that seizes all
surplus value, and it was an actor granting it to either the national or the non-Muslim

bourgeoisie. As he does not establish a proper framework of class and class
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antagonism, however he uses class or class-related terms, Toprak’s analysis seems free
of class. It becomes, at most, a historical narrative in which ‘interest groups’ compete
or collaborate. Thus, the struggle he draws between the state —embodied in the
Unionists— and the bourgeoisie resembles a struggle between ‘interest groups.’ In such
a liberal-lensed historical narrative, to the extent that he fortifies the separation of
economy and politics, the state and class formations become separated, too. As the
state-class formation relationship becomes weakened, Toprak’s narrative comes close
to a specific understanding of the state that he conceptualizes as free of social relations
of production, which is a state that only a liberal historical narrative would envisage.

Such an evaluation cannot properly grasp the differing power and competence of the
bourgeoisie and the state and their positions in the appropriation of surplus. He
evaluates the Unionist economic policies against the non-Muslim bourgeoisie as a state
policy purely and simply oriented towards the rise of the Muslim bourgeoisie as a class
against the non-Muslim one. Yet, it is correct to use predominantly the non-Muslim
vs. national bourgeoisie contrast —he assumes the latter backed by the state and the
Unionists— in explaining the economic leitmotiv of the era as if non-Muslim and
national bourgeoisies were on the opposite side of the relations of production —without
the one between the bourgeoisie and working classes. It is my point that one cannot
read the years following WW1 through the lenses of the NET attributing the principal
economic dynamic to the conflict between the Unionist-backed national and the non-
Muslim bourgeoisie. It is indeed a mere intra-class conflict or, at most, a conflict
among “interest groups.” So, Toprak narrates the history through class-free

assumptions, despite his concern for class.

In analyzing the “liberal” era (1908-14) or view, it may be plausible to be class-free.
One can argue that the “liberal” era would be class-free anyway. However, it was class-
free even after 1913-14, following which the Toprak assumes the National Economy
to be in full effect. Then, a question arises: if he evaluates even the National Economy
—which he related with the full establishment of capitalism— through liberal class-free
lenses, how do we know where is the line dividing the “liberal” (1908-13) and the
“national” (1913-18) periods? Or one should ask: Is there really a line between the

“national” and the “liberal” contrary to the NET’s assumptions? The main argument
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of this thesis is based on the non-existence of such a line. Both periods and views —

better to revise as laissez-faire and protectionism— are liberal, in fact.

The economic sphere that Toprak puts under isolation from the political sphere
becomes the armor of capitalism. Although politics and political actors may change
after WWI, the economic road to capitalism remains the same. Hence, the separation
of economy and politics in the Ottoman context guarantees the survival of capitalist
relations of production. | emphasize not only the separation of the economic dimension
of capitalism from its political dimension but also the separation of actors of the
economy from actors of politics. In the second half of the 1908-18 period, when
Toprak even says the first steps of a nation-state to accompany capitalism, actors of
the nation-state were hardly actor in the economy. It is impossible to see any Unionist
names he included in the ranks of the bourgeoisie. Then, even in the era when state-
politics convergence is at the highest level, the economy and politics accompany each

other but as separate entities.

The economy-politics separation one more major problem: a problem in his specific
understanding of capitalism and also liberalism (A. E. Akyol, 2022). He regards
capitalism only as an economic matter related to capitalist accumulation while
disregarding its social and political dimensions. To the extent that he restricts
capitalism to a mere economic matter, he renders it free of exploitation, appropriation
and dispossession or its repercussions on social and political life. He embraces the
liberal valorization of capitalism as something progressive, enriching and
modernizing. He overlooks its deeper roots in the Ottoman territory and limits it to
specific historical moments. Again, silence dominates his narrative: Disregarding prior
steps of capitalism in the 18-19™ century, Toprak does not conceptualize capitalism as
a process within its relationality. Such a view of capitalism misleads his understanding
of liberalism, the state, the working classes and the bourgeoisie. As he regards
capitalism predominantly in relation to capital accumulation as a mere economic
matter, he looks at the National Economy era (1914-18) and relates it to capitalism due
to the seemingly new accumulation of the national bourgeoisie. Then, the remaining

“liberal” age (1908-14) and Ottoman liberalism emerged from capitalism. The
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coupling of capitalism only with the national gives the impression that capitalism
contrasts with liberalism. The “era of capitalism begins” only through “national” steps.
This is the primary source of his mistaken separation between the “liberal” and the
“national.” Only based on his understanding of capitalism and liberalism, devoid of
capitalist content, the “liberal” and the “national” can become detached from each
other. Thus, based on an artificial and liberally loaded distinction, one can divide the
1908-18 period into two exclusive periods as “liberal” and “national”, while

disregarding both being liberal.

After elaborating on the economic-politics disjunction problem, I came to the second
problem. Toprak’s establishment of the main contradiction either between the state
and the bourgeoisie or between the national and the non-Muslim bourgeoisie has
repercussions extending to the question of who the subject of Ottoman history is. |
question whether lower classes are actor of history in the NET. Toprak’s narrative with
rare references to the rest of the society gives the impression of the disappearance of
all actors but given dualities. Now, | open the issue a little bit more. I hope his liberally
based assumptions | show would enable to question presuppositions of his separation

between the “liberal” and the “national”.

Toprak seems to have already driven the people out of the sphere of the state —let alone
accept them as a part of the state being an arena of struggle. Only when dynamics
among the state, the national and the non-Muslim bourgeoisie cannot explain the
historical flow, they come to the agenda. Yet, when they are in question, Toprak deals
with the events related to them within their singularity. Namely, these events seem
spectacular occurrences to happen a few times in history. Their interrupting
participation in history constitutes an exception restricted to a couple of movements
like the labor movements of 1908, as if they had just started in 1908 without prior
steps. Even when working classes get to the stage of history, Toprak does not put them
in a class position by naming them always mavnaci, salapuryact, hamal, ekmekgi,

arabact and so forth, but not worker or laborer.

While this shows hesitation in calling a prominent group an actor in his analysis, let a
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class, it also refers to a problem in his definition of the working classes. He has a class
image in his mind that he precisely looking for it, while analyzing Ottoman history.
Toprak assigns the existence of classes to historical moments such as the transition to
the nation-state in 1923; thus, he ignores sociopolitical changes and class dynamics
before these moments. He looks for a class consciousness to be able to call them as a
class but cannot find it. Accordingly, in the National Economy in Turkey, he renders
class formation and capitalism an economic matter related to capital accumulation and
nation-state formation —rather than being an issue of appropriation of surplus value
and relations of production—, which overlaps with the liberal valorization of capitalism.
Then, the relation between the appropriator and those whose surplus value is
appropriated becomes absent. The disregard for this relationship results in the
underemphasis on inequality, domination and exploitation embedded in class

relations.

As Toprak establishes the contradiction either between the bourgeoisie and the state
or between the national bourgeoisie and the non-Muslim bourgeoisie, there remains
no room for the real one between the bourgeoisie and working classes. As he
establishes a false contradiction, the working classes seem not to react to the National

Economy.

Toprak who reduces the state to a mere administrative machine and a “triumph of
concealment” (Abrams, 1988, p. 77) enables the concealment of exploitative and
appropriative liberal practices in which working classes inescapably participate. Then,
the sphere of the state becomes free of the working classes. All the changes, reforms
or policies stem from the state. It becomes a ‘project’ put into practice by a group of
enlightened men of the state. The rest whose participation never shapes the policy
basically ‘receives’ the given. The ‘group interests’ of only the bourgeoisie and the
CUP —rather than the ‘class interest’ of the bourgeoisie and the working classes—

dominate politics. The history becomes the history written above.

Nevertheless, the National Economy is not a ‘project’ imposed above and received

from the rest. It stems from economic and moral unrest in society due to the devastating
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effects of WWL1. As Cetinkaya (2015, p. 29) highlights, it is not a mere invention of
nationalist intellectuals or a policy of state elites but a social movement involving
different societal actors. Actors other than the governmental officials and the
bourgeoisie are not passive recipients of the National Economy. In fact, this is a
necessary outcome of the historical conditions of the era. The 1908 Revolution gave a
new impetus to mass movements that promoted mass mobilization (Cetinkaya, 2004,
p. 31). This refers not only to new techniques of administration invented by the
Ottoman elite to recent political conditions but also to mutual interaction between
elites and masses, too (2004, p. 16). Accordingly, the state and the National Economy
mean an area in which mass mobilizations take place. Working classes within this area
may not have directly participated in the policymaking process as directly as the
Unionists do. Yet, they may have revealed their interests in disguise of national
sentiments. But this situation never erases them from the arena of the state and
National Economy. They are the real actors of history who neither unconsciously adopt
the National Economy nor unconditionally submit to it. They read the policy from their
own eyes and act accordingly. Hence, the National Economy is not either a pure class
policy in the service of the bourgeoisie. However, it appears so, since the policy
represents a sort of manipulation of class contradiction (A. E. Akyol, 2022, p. 209).
Considering that it formed through social relations of production just as the state itself,
the very National Economy is not something above and outside the society (2022, p.
368); thus, the National Economy cannot be assumed to passivate societal actors other
than the Unionists or the bourgeoisie, which is the error Toprak makes. Once again,
rather than his talking, silence shapes the analysis. The absence of societal actors,
especially, working classes in the ordinary flow of history gives the impression that
Toprak reserves the field of politics for the CUP and governmental actors who either
cooperate with or contradict the bourgeoisie. As he associates the National Economy
with the rise of the Unionists, the other actors that enable the emergence of the National
Economy have only secondary importance. Then, the National Economy policies of
the CUP seem to serve particularly and exclusively to the bourgeoisie. The
participation of Ottoman workers in the formation of the National Economy, for
instance, appears to be a matter of obedience rather than an articulation of class

contradiction under national fanaticism, as in the instance of Averof Zirhlis1 (A. E.
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Akyol, 2022, p. 210). The National Economy and politics become separated from other

societal actors.

One major source of exclusion of societal actors from the historical narrative is the
evaluation of the “national” against the “liberal” and accordingly the overlap of the
“national” with an exclusionary content. Toprak assumes that beneficiaries of the
National Economy exclusively were those who have an interest in the “national” in the
face of the “liberal.” The National Economy refers to favoring the protection of
“national” interests against “liberal” imperial ones.The National Economy seems
special to the national bourgeoisie and a Unionist group buttressing it. Yet, Toprak
misses that the National Economy is not a mere movement of those who benefit from
the “national” —not of the Unionists or the bourgeoisie— but of all societal actors.
Hence, the participation of different societal actors in the policy opens to questioning
its “national” emphasis. The oppressed segments of society who do not care much
about “national” interests took part in the policy in accord with their interests in the
disguise of nationalist sentiments. To illustrate, dock workers supported the
insurrection against the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina to which reactions the
existing literature evaluates as a start of the National Economy. Similarly, women
searched for ways of contributing the 1908 boycott®. Likewise, in following years
women participated in associations like Midafaa-: Hukuk-1 Nisvan Cemiyeti which
served not only the supply of labor force in the absence of men by encouraging women
to participate in the workforce but also enabled their economic independence (Toprak,
2014, p. 19). Likewise, Kadinlar: Calistirma Cemiyeti did not only ensure the energy
of the nascent National Economy in war conditions; it necessarily engaged in the issue

of subsistence and even survival of women (Karakisla, 2015).

Then we need to take into account interests disguised under the veil of National
Economy. It is a liberal policy shaped through the participation of diverse actors and

classes, so carries internal class contradictions and alliances. Each heterogeneous class

& Meclis-i Tetkikat-1 Seriyye Baskatibi Said, “Makale-yi Mahsuse”, Beyanii’'l Hak, 02.11.1908; Fatma
Mergube, “Ittihad Edelim”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908; Fatma Mergube, “Islam Kadlar1 ve Moda”
Beyanii’l Hak, 30.11.1908; “Kadinlar Boykotaja Nigin Ehemmiyet Vermiyorlar”, Koylii, 06.12.1908.
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becomes a part of the National Economy and takes advantage of it. Then, itis not either
an instrument of the bourgeoisie through which bourgeois relations grew fortified. Just
like the state itself, the National Economy is an area of struggle in which different
classes and interests compete. While Toprak largely stresses its bourgeois side and the
exclusionary coalition of the national bourgeoisie and the Unionists, societal actors

find a way to assert their interests.

The exclusion of societal actors from historical narrative is also related to a rooted
opinion in the literature Toprak also shares: the civil society-state distinction. Having
aware that there are various approaches to civil society, | adopt the conceptualization
of civil society in the broadest sense as a sphere of individuals, liberties and private
property. In the separation, one detaches civil society from the political sphere, and
equates the latter seems with the state. To the extent that it is so, one conceptualizes
the state as an area of oppression and obligations. Yet, there is a point overlooked: At
the analytical level, this distinction is an outcome of the abstraction process, i.e.,
insulation of a concept from external relations for analytical purposes. One abstracts
civil society and state from the social reality and conceptualizes it but mistakenly treats
two upshots of the abstraction process as the reality itself. Likewise, Toprak (1985a)
assumes a contrast between the two. He considers civil society to be under the political
domination of the omnipotent state. Then, there exist two contrasting claims: First,
state and civil society are separate entities. Second, in the Ottoman context, except for
a brief period after 1908, the two have mostly overlapped. The crucial point is that
they overlap but still be two separate entities of which the relationship is an inter-

relation, not an intra-relation.

Where state and civil society become separate and accordingly the author engages in
writing the history of the state, non-state actors become not accredited in the historical
narrative (Cetinkaya, 2004, p. 24) or pushed out of the ordinary course of history. Once
again, the state stands in a central position, while civil society on the opposite side.
However, 1 assert the contrary of Toprak’s claim: Civil society does not emerge in
spite of the state but takes a shape along with the state. The separation is empirically

impossible due to the impracticability of distinguishing civil society from the state
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(2004, p. 24). The 1908 Revolution itself is an illustrative example that proves how
civil society and the state feed on each other. On the one hand, the revolution promotes
civil society by curbing the sphere of influence of the Hamidian state. On the other
hand, “different ethnic, cultural, occupational, class-based groups” whom themselves
emerge from the very civil society “attempts to destroy the state structure following
the revolution” (Kansu, 2017, p. 367). The retreat of the state did not end up with the
victory of civil society. As I explain in the next section, Kamil Pasha government did
not take an opposing position against the popular mobilization of the 1908 Boycott.
Contrary, as civil society expanded, new governmental practices expanded, too. Civil
society flourished along with state. The issue now was not the right to use legitimate
force or a divine rule but public opinion. Hence, the new basics of the state necessarily

incited state intervention and empowered civil society to attain legitimation.

Then, historical reality does not necessarily overlap with his separation. It is an ideolo-
gical choice and a liberally loaded distinction stressing civil society as a distinct entity
in the face of a Leviathan state. When one approves this distinction, the state
accordingly becomes “the political icing in the economic cake” as separate from
economic relations in civil society, while one forgets it is the “most important
ingredient” and “essential relation of bourgeois society” (Sayer & Corrigan, 1987, p.
73). Unlike Toprak, one cannot assume the state constructs civil society, but state and
civil society are constructed together. Hence, the civil society-state separation which
lies under Toprak’s view refers not only to an impossibility but also to a particular

conceptualization of the state, which is the liberal state.

The significance of Toprak’s implicit state-civil society separation relying on a liberal
conceptualization is its disclosure that he evaluates the “liberal” and the “national”
from his liberal eyes. Then, there remains no considerable difference between the
underlying premises of the two views or periods. How the state-civil society relations
are in the “liberal” period (1908-13) does not seem different from the ones in the
“national” period (1913-18). The extent of the state-civil society separation may
change from one period to another, but the presence of this separation is absolute for

both the liberal and the national view/periods. Likewise, the position of the state —and
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its Unionist ‘individuals’— in the face of working classes does not change based on
either “liberal” or “national” actors in Toprak’s periods. There is no substantial
difference between the two regarding economic relations, too. While one suggests
protectionist policies, the other does laissez-faire in the way of capitalist relations. As
he attributes only an economic meaning to capitalism, restricts capitalism to the
national and ignores the relation of capitalism to liberalism, Toprak misses out that the
positive and savior mission he attributes to the national does not save it from being
liberal. Based on a liberal conception of the state-civil society relation which lies
behind Toprak’s exclusion of societal actors, one cannot conceptualize particular
periods exclusively as “liberal” or “national.” Both are liberal. Only as long as one
conceptualizes state and civil society as external to each other as Toprak does, can one

speak of a “National” Economy in a sense of contrast to the “liberal” one.
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CHAPTER 3

THE 1908 OTTOMAN BOYCOTT

3.1. Relative Silence of the Literature on the Boycott

Scholars of the conventional literature evaluate the late Ottoman economic thought
within an oscillation between the “liberal” and the “national” views that correspond
respectively to the 1908-13/14 and the 1913/14-18 periods. The 1908 Ottoman Boycott
that took place at the very beginning of the “liberal” economy period is not exempt
from this oscillation. Most scholars studying the 1908 Boycott evaluated the boycott
as an extension of the National Economy. It seemed one of the initial steps of the
creation process of a national bourgeoisie that has not emerged yet. They regarded the
National Economy as distinct from free market capitalism. Thus, the National
Economy seemed exempt from “liberalism”, i.e., an alternative to it. On the other hand,
such an evaluation of the boycott has apparently contradicted the conventional
conceptualization of the “liberal” 1908-13/14 and the “national” 1913/14-18 periods.
Yet, no scholar has explained how and why a boycott, labeled “national”, could

emerge at the very start of the “liberal” period of the economy.

For the reason of the disharmony between its timing and the leitmotiv attached to it,
there is a relative silence in the literature as to the boycott, though few scholars
repeatedly emphasize its importance in terms of the upcoming “national” economy.
Nevertheless, analyses of these limited number of scholars rarely say more than a
couple of words on its “national” significance, while not unfolding the ambiguous
content of the “national.” They regard its “national” side as taken-for-granted and
construct their study on this premise. As a result, a discrepancy emerges between the
significance of the boycott that scholars of this limited literature attach to and the space

that the boycott takes up in the literature. | assert that both relative silence on the
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boycott and its “national” label contrary to its “liberal” timing are not a coincidence.
Indeed, scholars are so loaded with conventional ideas —I have summarized under the
title of the NET in the previous chapter— on the “liberal” and the “national” that they
have missed out occurrence of a “national” boycott at the dawn of the “liberal”

economy period.

Nonetheless, there are studies analyzing the scale, flow of events, participants, effects
and consequences of the 1908 Ottoman Boycott. There also exist investigations
illuminating the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina by Austria or the independence of
Bulgaria. However, there is a limited number of studies relying directly on popular
reactions to the given incidents. Since my focus is not the abovementioned annexation
or the independence but the boycott, I intentionally overlook studies concentrating
exclusively on ‘Ottoman reaction to the occupation of Bosnia-Herzegovina’ or
‘independence of Bulgaria,” ‘Ottoman-Austria relations,” ‘the importance of Austria
on the Ottoman Economy’ and so forth, such as Filiz Colak’s (2020) and Hasan Unal’s
(1998) articles. 1 also rule out studies that are silent on the economic aspect of the
boycott as this thesis stresses its economic theme. Roderic H. Davison’s (1990), Zafer
Golen’s (1998) and Kudret Emiroglu’s (1994) studies are three of such analyses. Yet,
they are still beneficial in understanding the flow of events, actors and the historical

environment.

I evaluate the existing literature on the boycott through two groups of questions that
do not have a mere ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer. First, whether the author links the boycott
exclusively with the National Economy or an equivalent concept is initially significant
to understand on which side the author places the boycott in the seeming “liberal”-
“national” duality. To this aim, it is crucial to understand whether the scholar employs
the National Economy predominantly in contrast to a “liberal” alternative. In the case
that the writer equates the boycott with the “national” side of the duality —overall
dominant in Ottoman economic history— analyzing whether s/he loads it an
emancipatory and anti-imperialist content is essential to comprehend what the author
means by the “national.” Second, asking in what ways the scholar conceptualizes the

relationship between the state, bourgeoisie and people is significant to understand the
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motivation that leads the scholar to place the boycott under the National Economy.
This relationship reveals the historical premises of the scholar hidden in the description
of the boycott and discloses the extent to which they have a propensity to subscribe to
the NET. To illustrate, given the conventional NET view that political and economic
policies show continuity from the Young Turks to the later CUP cadres, understanding
the state-bourgeoisie-people relationship can clarify if the writer assumes a certain
level of parallelism between the economic leitmotiv of the boycott and the subsequent
economic policies. My one argument is that the NET is the primary source of their
evaluation of the boycott as a “national” movement in a way to reproduce the
conventional distinction between the “liberal” and the “national” embedded in the

Ottoman history of economic thought.

In the literature on the 1908 Ottoman Boycott, | have detected three distinct tendencies
regarding the relationship between the boycott and the National Economy: the scholars
(1) who link the boycott directly to the National Economy, (2) who do not attribute the
boycott directly to the National Economy but an equivalent concept and (3) who
associate the boycott conceptually with neither the “liberal” economy nor the

“national” economy.

There are also studies of more senior scholars who do not directly investigate the 1908
Boycott but place it in a broad historical narrative. Since their direct focus is not the
boycott, | do not include them in any of the three categories. Yet, due to their strong
influence on later studies, | need to mention them. While Fahir Armaoglu (1997) and
Niyazi Berkes (2012) just touch upon the issue, Feroz Ahmad (1986, 1999) and Sina
Aksin (1980) consider it more deeply, albeit in a piecemeal way. Ahmad directly uses
the concept National Economy. Aksin, on the other hand, does not directly relate the
boycott to the National Economy but to a concept similar to the National Economy,
which is “economic Turkism” (1980, p. 280). In line with general tendency of the
given literature, none of them delineates the boycott as a liberal instance. On the
contrary, as Ahmad states, thanks to the boycott, “the economic dimension of the
political conflict between the Unionists and the Liberals manifested itself” (1986, p.
32). To him, Liberals were different from the Unionists. Thus, just as senior names
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mentioned, Ahmad shares the conventional division between the “liberal” and the

other, i.e., the “liberal” and the “national.”

To Ahmad, the Austrian boycott was a part of the process of “promoting Muslim
enterprise and entrepreneurs” like all the following boycotts in the face of “foreigners.”
(1986, p. 110) In parallel to Ahmad who attributes a positive mission to the new
economic model, Aksin (1980, p. 91) defines the boycott as “a mass movement with
an economic content against an imperialist state.” Accordingly, the relationship that
Aksin establishes between the boycott and the establishment of a native industry gives
the same impression that the “national” mentality —brought to the agenda by the 1908
Boycott—is in a strict contrast to the previous one. Hence, considering the gist of their
works, both authors rely on a strict contrast between the “liberal” and the “national.”
Thus, one can easily evaluate Aksin and Ahmad as two names of the boycott literature
being the most concordant with the NET, who constitute possibly the source of the
literature assessing the boycott in line with the main NET arguments. For both names,
moreover, the boycott was primarily a matter of national sentiments organized by the
CUP. While allowing room for the impact of the popular support for the boycott, they
largely emphasize the role of the Unionists. Workers were actors hauled by the CUP
into the boycott rather than being actors consciously acting in line with their class
interests. The Unionists, which both Aksin and Ahmad regard as the de facto constant
core of the state from the 1908 Revolution to the Republican Era, were the leading

actor of the boycott narrative.

I have summarized senior scholars, especially Ahmad and Aksin, who merely touch
on the boycott, since they have constituted the foundation of the evaluations assessing
the boycott exclusively with the National Economy. Both these scholars and three
groups of scholars | deal with below share a common point: None of them considers
that the boycott promoted free market capitalism; thus, none of them connects the
boycott with the “liberal” economy. None of them even brings the word “liberalism”
together with the boycott. In addition, none of them properly clarifies what “national”
means in their writing. Apart from the problem that the “national” corresponds to both

milli and ulusal in Turkish, the most frequently used word milli includes different
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contents and connotations depending on the context, ranging from Ottomanism,
Turkism and Islamism to their various combinations. Now, | move into the three
approaches to the relationship between the 1908 Boycott and the National Economy.

First, Dogan Cetinkaya (2004), Sule Seving Kisi (1996), Mehmet Emin Elmaci (199743,
1997b, 2005) and Selim Ahmetoglu (2022) evaluate the 1908 Ottoman Boycott as an
instance of the National Economy. Yet, Cetinkaya, who makes the most
comprehensive analysis of the boycott, differs from the three in several respects; thus,
I need to review his study separately. Kisi, Elmac1 and Ahmetoglu all regard the
boycott as a significant manifestation of the National Economy. According to Elmac1
(2005), the economic awakening initiated by the 1908 Boycott developed into the
National Economy policy in the WWI period. The boycott revealed the matter of
ulusallik (national-ness) in the economy, which corresponds to the National Economy
policy of the CUP (Kisi, 1996). The National Economy of which the boycott was a
part has organized Muslim “esnafs” to ‘create’ a national bourgeoisie (Ahmetoglu,
2022). After all, the 1908 Boycott that ushered in the following boycotts curbed the
contribution of non-Muslims to the Ottoman economy, which in turn accelerated the
retreat of non-Muslims from the economic sphere. Moreover, the merchants —Elmaci
says most of them are Muslims— participating in the boycott received their “award”
through the protection of the domestic bourgeoisie (2005). Non-Muslim merchants
with strong relationships with the West were less reluctant to participate in the boycott.
Furthermore, merchants who committees of boycott divulged for their violation of the
boycott in Izmir were from either minorities or foreigners, which shows Muslim
domination in the boycott (Kisi, 1996). From now on, “our” merchants would be the

main actors in commercial relations.

She regards the boycott as “a first attempt in the character of uprising against
imperialism (1996, p. 14). Then, Kisi attributes an emancipatory content to the boycott
which ‘saves the country’ from imperial ties and “foreign” merchants. Elmac1 (2005)
goes further and equates the 1908 Boycott with the recent boycott against Italia for
holding Abdullah Ocalan and the one against France. To him, in the 1908 Boycott as
well, Ottomans were organized against an “external enemy,” which results from a

strong “national” hatred stemming only from the Austrian occupation of a Muslim
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Ottoman land. This is a curious interjection because it makes his argument that the
National Economy and the boycott economically aimed the creation of national

bourgeoisie void.

Because of the limitation of their texts, it is hardly possible to have a clear idea about
whether they contrast the National Economy with the “liberal” one. Nevertheless, their
emphasis on the novelty of the economic mentality prompted by the 1908 Boycott and
also the positive mission they attribute to this ‘new’ economic understanding gives the
impression that they have a distinction in their mind between the “liberal” and the
“national.” Yet, none of three elaborates on the meaning of the “national”. Moreover,
they employ the term in inconsistent meanings. Elmaci, for instance, uses it in relations
to Islamism due to just occasional participation of non-Muslim merchants, while he

also uses the term with ethnically Turkish references.

Lastly, all the three, while stressing the popular basis of the boycott, evaluate the
boycott as an initiative of the Unionists. Porters, a primary group of actors, seem to
participate in the boycott for their “national” sentiments rather than their class
interests. Similarly, Kisi and Ahmetoglu do not depict porters in the boycott as having
a consciousness through which they strive to attain their class interests. Instead, they
present workers and other participants of the boycott as isolated and free of class
interests. In the same vein, although their description of Muslim and non-Muslim
bourgeoisie —which they merely call “merchant” may differ, they describe the
bourgeoisie as independent of class interests and acting only through national
sentiments. There is a picture, then, with three segments of the society in isolation: the
Unionists, the bourgeoisie and the people. The top —i.e., the state and its bureaucrats—
determines the actions of the below segments of the society. Overall, the first approach
to the boycott represented by the three authors is the most compatible one with the
National Economy Thesis (NET).

Although he agrees with Kisi, Elmaci and Ahmetoglu on the identification of the
boycott with the National Economy, Cetinkaya does not fully adhere to the NET. He
has a relational perspective regarding the connections between the state (the CUP and
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the government), the bourgeoisie and the people, which the NET does not. While he
presents workers in the boycott as conscious actors who participated with specific
aims, he also regards the boycott as a collective action of the Unionists, the people and
merchants. Thus, neither the state nor the people appear outside the historical narrative.
Unlike scholars mentioned above, Cetinkaya does not directly attribute an
emancipatory and positive mission to the National Economy. He does not regard it as
way out in the face of the imperialist aims of European countries, as Aksin (1980)
claims. However, his approach to the “liberal”-*“national” duality is still ambiguous.
On the one hand, he does not necessarily place the National Economy against the
previous “liberal” economy. In this sense, he takes the liberal dimension of the
National Economy and of the boycott into consideration. He highlights, for instance,
that the 1908 Boycott, which included “demands one could call core of National
Economy”, always had a “respect for free trade (2004, p. 140). In addition, he
describes the boycott as a “transition from principles of classical liberalism to etatist
protectionist principles” (2004, p. 383). It is noteworthy in that he rectifies the
problematic division between the “liberal” and the “national” as “classical liberal” and
“protectionist.” This is an intervention that I agree with since such a statement provides

space for deeming the “national” as liberal.

On the other hand, the contrast he draws between the National Economy and “classical
liberalism”/ “economic liberalism™/ “liberalism” is so strict that the “liberal” and the
“national” appear as irreconcilable. This strictness seems to stem from not
emphasizing the liberal dimension of the “national” sufficiently. Hence, economic
policies seem exclusively “liberal” or “national”, as well as specific actors. He
identifies, for instance, Cavid Bey solely with liberalism. Having done so, his adding
of “classical” or “economic” before “liberalism” does not prove to be sufficient to
remove the contrast between the “liberal” and the “national.” Since Cetinkaya
considers the 1908 Boycott as a manifestation of the National Economy and since there
is considerable literature evaluating the Ottoman-Turkish economic history within a
duality between “national” and “liberal”, his more refined analysis contributes to the
duality between the “liberal” and the “national”. Cetinkaya’s usage of “national”

should also be considered at this point. Cetinkaya clarifies what he means by the
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“national” and the National Economy in another book (2015) with several examples
but he does not do so in the 1908 Ottoman Boycott. One can think that he uses the
“national” of the National Economy in relation to Ottomanism based on the general
argument of the book (Cetinkaya, 2004, pp. 47; 226; 382) and also his reasoning in
another book (2015, pp. 18-19). Yet still the use of “national” contains two problems.
Firstly, in the 1908 Ottoman Boycott, Cetinkaya underemphasizes the immanence of a
level of Islamic content in Turkish nationalism. Although he strictly underlines the
relation of Islam to what we know as Turkish nationalism in his subsequent writings
(2023Db), his argument that “National Economy is the economic dimension of the rising
Turkish Nationalism” (2004, p. 133) in the previous work gives the impression that,
while speaking of “Turkish Nationalism,” there exists a distinct kind of nationalism
exclusively associated with Turkism. Secondly, even when he considers the National
Economy as directly related to Ottomanism or Ottoman nationalism, the existence of
both ethnically Turkish (Cetinkaya, 2004, p. 149) and Islamic references in the boycott
—Cetinkaya mentions— renders restricting it to one current of thought impossible.
While indeed highlighting the impracticability of dividing late Ottoman strands of
thought (2015, 2023b), he hardly applies this remark to his early work on the boycott.

Overall, there emerges a dual picture in terms of the given duality between the “liberal”
and the “national” and the boycott: On the one hand, similar to what I strive to do here
he aptly draws the line between the ‘protectionist’ and ‘free-market’ views without
restricting liberalism to the latter; on the other hand, Cetinkaya in his more detailed
accounts contributes to the dichotomy between the “liberal” and the “national”. He is
aware of the strangeness of a “national” boycott taking place at the dawn of a “liberal”
period (2004, p. 133), yet he does not investigate this rigorously. Hence, a gap emerges
in the relationship between the 1908 Boycott and the “national” economic leitmotiv of
the era. Considering the compelling arguments in his later writings, one can conclude
that this gap in the 1908 Ottoman Boycott stems from the fact that Cetinkaya discussed
the boycott movement principally from the perspective of “modern social
movements”, but not the National Economy. As a result, the work in question does not
need to question the National Economy at the conceptual level. This will hopefully be

one of the contributions of this thesis.
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So far, | have dealt with the first approach to the relationship between the 1908 Boycott
and the National Economy. Second, Hasan Unal (1992) and Erdal Yavuz (1978) do
not directly employ the National Economy at the conceptual level but prefer alternative
terms that correspond to the same idea. Yavuz relates the 1908 Boycott to “national-
ness in economy” [“ekonomide ulusallik’] while Unal uses “economic nationalism”
with quite similar content. Although it is hard for each to figure out whether they use
their concepts in strict contrast to liberalism, their emphases on the novelty of the era
or the economic mentality they highlighted lead us to think so. A duality in economic
mentality and policies still seems to exist between the old “liberal” and the new
“national” ones. As in the first group of scholars— their missing emphasis on the
liberalness of this seemingly novel economic thinking gives the impression of a duality
to exist. Both attribute a positive content to the “national” economic model which they
declare as different from the previous one. Yet, Yavuz does not uncover the meaning
he implied by “nationalness” [ulusallik], “nationalistic” [uluscu] and “national ”
[ulusal]. Thus, one cannot comprehend what the ‘new’ economy brought about by the

boycott is.

Unal (1992, pp. 138-139), in the same vein, asserts that the boycott enabled the CUP
to practice “economic nationalism,” which could interrupt the foreign control over
commerce and industry. While emphasizing the “foreigner” against whom “economic
nationalism,” was on the agenda, Unal does not clarify who the “foreigner” of his
“economic nationalism” was. Thus, it seems ambiguous whether one should
understand by “nationalism” either “Turkish nationalism ... tinged with notions of
racial superiority and Turanism” (1992, pp. 38-39) or another kind of nationalism
loaded with “anti-Europeanism deriving from a belief that the Powers were out to
destroy the political independence of the Ottoman Empire, the Moslem community
and the Turkish nation” (1992, p. 48). While Unal and Yavuz converge in several
respects, they differ in the room they separated for the lower classes. While Yavuz
assigns a significant role to the mobilization of masses, including the lighterman
[mavnaci], boatman [kayik¢i], porters [hamallar] and the people mobilized by the
CUP, Unal evaluates the “annexation crisis” more from a strict institutional

perspective in which the lower classes can find a limited space, if any. Accordingly,
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whereas Unal does not establish even a relationship between the 1908 Boycott,
different actors of the boycott and “economic nationalism,” Yavuz adopts a more
relational approach and includes the bourgeoisie and the workers in the boycott
narrative, albeit still limited. Yavuz is also aware that “economic nationalism” was an
outcome of “the relationship between cadres of the constitutional monarchy and

certain segments of the capital” (1978, p. 172).

Third, Donald Quataert’s book section represents the last category of three approaches
to the boycott. As he directly examines the 1908 Boycott, not mere diplomatic
responses or its indirect influences, and he does not exclusively focus on its non-
economic aspects, | put his work into the third category. He attaches the boycott
neither to the “national” nor to the “liberal” economy. He does not even claim a
‘transition’ to occur between two economic models. As he does not rely on a duality,
there is nothing to call the “liberal” that most scholars put against the “national”.
Likewise, there is no “national” model to which one is to assign a positive meaning in
the face of ‘imperial’ exploitative aims of great powers. At most, Quataert says that
the boycott revealed the vulnerable position of the Ottoman Christians, who depended
on Western economy but living in a Muslim society. From his perspective, there
mainly existed a process of replacement between Muslim and non-Muslim merchants,
which would reflect on the following boycott attempts. While emphasizing the
instigating role of the Unionists, Quataert also includes workers —lightermen and
porters— and merchants into his historical narrative. In all these respects, his narrative
of the 1908 Ottoman Boycott is the most compatible with the approach of my thesis
and obviously the least compatible with the NET. The only points to add is that he
does not place much emphasis on the articulation of the boycott into liberal-capitalist

economic relations, which is an outcome of his descriptive narrative of the boycott.

3.2. The Story of the 1908 Boycott

3.2.1. First Sparks of the Boycott

In this part, | describe the 1908 Ottoman Boycott. | aim to elucidate the flow of events,
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actors of the boycott and various reactions of these actors to the boycott. Since the
focus of this thesis is not the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina to Austria-Hungary,
the independence of Bulgaria or the Ottoman bureaucratic reactions to two affairs, |
focus on the boycott movement that took place in response to Bulgaria’s and Austria-
Hungary’s policies in the society. The boycott lasted approximately 4-5 months from

the beginning of October onwards.

In the story of the boycott, | have grounded my narrative on newspapers called Servet-
i Funun, Sura-y1 Ummet, Ahenk, Koylu, Ulum-u Iktisadiye ve Ictimaiye Mecmuast,
Osmanl Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, Beyanii’l Hak, Karagdéz and Ahenk. | have also
utilized three Ticaret Layihasis (numbers 2, 3 and 4) to find out the repercussions of
the boycott on the commercial arena. | have preferred these newspapers because
scholars have rarely included them in their analyses of the boycott despite their
significance. | have incorporated Servet-i Flnun, for instance, since no scholar
studying the 1908 Boycott has ever examined it, although it is the newspaper that
ignited the first sparks of the boycott. Nevertheless, there are newspapers that one or

two scholars analyzed but | have dwelled on them again because of their significance.

The 1908 Boycott took place over a wide area. Although mapping the boycott
necessitates another study on a broader scale, I think only names of the places in which
the boycott occurred would help the reader imagine the prevalence of the boycott. The
places | have come across in primary sources are Selanik, Trabzon, Yafa, Beyrut,
Halep, Kahire, Sam, Trieste, Kavala, Dedeagag, Fiume, Manisa, Denizli. Yet,
according to newspapers, the boycott spread across places outside the Ottoman
territory like Misir, Suriye, Hindistan, Sirbistan, Karadag and Romanya. Yet, its
prevalence does not mean a constant timeline that has recurred everywhere. The
intensity, the integration of actors and the goods boycotted changed to a certain extent
based on socioeconomic balances of the given place. Therefore, | have restricted my
investigation to Istanbul and Izmir in terms of primary sources. Nonetheless, I have
incorporated news from other areas such as Selanik, Trabzon, Halep, Trieste and so on
to the extent that they would help the reader to understand my utilization of the boycott

and its details.
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On October 5, 1908, Austria-Hungary annexed Bosnia-Herzegovina which was under
its de facto control since the Treaty of Berlin (1878). The enunciation of Bulgarian
independence followed it (Quataert, 2017a). Thus, public opinion regarded the two
incidents as strictly associated. It was the common view that Austria-Hungary made
Bulgaria an instrument of its own ambitions. The former was the natural “companion”
of the latter.” The rage of masses directed primarily towards the Austrian annexation.
Despite the historical significance of Bulgarian land (Cetinkaya, 2004; Unal, 1992),
the larger trade relationship with Austria-Hungary made the latter the focus of the
Ottoman Boycott. Austria-Hungary violated the Treaty of Berlin to which masses (or
whom newspapers call masses) demanded observance.® Bosnia-Herzegovina had
belonged to “us” while under the interim control of “others”.® Nevertheless, even those
who strictly opposed the Austrian occupation were aware that Austria-Hungary had de
facto control over it. The only difference of Bosnia-Herzegovina from an Austrian land
was that it never sent a member to the Austrian assembly. Then, the annexation was
not surprising for Ottomans (Cetinkaya, 2004). Both the Austrian annexation and the
Bulgarian independence have meant an infringement of an international set of rules
which, however, had already been infringed several times before. Both attempts never
aimed to alter the status quo (Unal, 1992). Nonetheless, the fact that the annexation of
Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Bulgarian independence took place just following the
1908 Revolution in which a new regime of constitutional monarchy attained power
must have surprised masses. Therefore, newspapers wrote that masses evaluated
attempts of Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria as directed against the new regime of

constitutional monarchy.°

Less than two days after the declaration of the annexation, the boycott movement
commenced to spread among Ottoman subjects. Although an article in Servet-i Finun
titled “An Instrument for the Peaceful Protection of Rights” [Sulhen Midaafa-y:

7 “Bulgaristan Ilan-1 Istiklali”, Sura-y: Ummet, 07.10.1908; “Bulgarlar”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908.
8 “Bulgaristan Isleri”, Koylii, 08.10.1908.

% “Mesail-i Hazira-y1 Dahiliye”, Sura-y: Ummet, 10.10. 1908.

10 “Harb-i Iktisadi”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908.
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Hukukun Bir Vasitas1]** was the first article on the boycott to call Ottomans to boycott
Austrian and Bulgarian goods and services (Cetinkaya, 2004; Quataert, 2017a), a
series of articles written by Hiseyin Cahid in Tanin incited the first sparks of the
boycott largely. In his article, Horasani, the author of the article in Servet-i Finun
whose genuine name is Ubeydullah Efendi (Cetinkaya, 2004, p. 103), called Ottomans
to “boycott goods of our enemies” and added to “take the oath within serenity not to
buy goods of those who aim at injuring “our national constitutional government”. In
line with the unfettered sociopolitical environment of the 1908 Revolution, the press
that covered the issue continuously fanned the flames of popular reactions.
Newspapers that announced the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina by Austria-
Hungary and the Bulgarian independence, as an assault on either the Ottoman millet,
Islam or both of them, immediately mobilized the masses. The press drew such a
provocative picture that one who read a newspaper at that time can forget that Bosnia-
Herzegovina had already been under the actual control of Austria-Hungary for a long

time.

Moreover, the rage of the masses intensified when realized that the Ottoman state was
unable to undertake a military attack (Quataert, 2017a). However, on the one hand, the
boycott —rather than a battle— seemed to be the only way to follow. On the other hand,
the press disguised the popular preference for boycott under the name of war. In other
words, the boycott appeared as a war. Its narration in the newspapers was similar to an
account of a military operation. Austria-Hungary was our “enemy,”*? and the boycott
was a “weapon”.® Accordingly, “economic war” [harb-i iktisadi, muharebe-yi
iktisadiye4] or similar terms like “trade war” [ticaret muharebesi'®] became as

prevalent as the term “boycott” itself. Other names given to the Ottoman reaction such

Y1 Horasani, “Sulhen Miidafaa-y1 Hukukun Bir Vasitas1”, Servet-i Fiinun, 07.10.1908.

2 Horasani, “Sulhen Miidafaa-y1 Hukukun Bir Vasitas1”, Servet-i Finun, 07.10.1908; “Gazeteler ve
Boykotaj”, Koyll, 06.12.1908; “Boykotaj Cemiyetinden...”, Kdyll, 05.12.1908; “Boykotaj”, Gave,
17.12.1908.

13 “Gazeteler ve Boykotaj”, Koyli, 06.12.1908

14 «“Memleketimiz Avusturya Emtiasina Kars1 Muharebe-yi Iktisadiye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret
Gazetesi, 06.12.1908; “Avusturya Emtia-y1 Smaiyesinin Adem-i Istiras1”, Ahenk, 13.10.1908.

15 «“Harb-i Iktisadi” Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908.
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as aforoz'®, adem-i istira’’ and mukataa’® were less frequent than the names
emphasizing the boycott as a war. Those who were aware that boycott is not equivalent
to a battle engaged in proving that a boycott would be more devastating for Bulgaria
and especially Austria-Hungary than a battle'®. Ottomans had a close relationship with
Austrians; thus, avoiding Austrian goods would be a severely damage Austrian

merchants and Austrian state.2°

Although the Unionists had a considerable effect on the continuation of the boycott,
the extent of their influence in its outbreak is still ambiguous. According to Ahmad
(1999), the first reactions to the current situation in the Balkans had a religious tone.
The independence and the annexation created a proper opportunity for those who were
unsatisfied with the new regime of 1908 to attack it. Had the conviction that the new
constitutional order was incompetent in managing external affairs that the caliph
would, Kor Ali and his companions walked to the Palace?! on October 7. Those who
thought that the new government failed even in “the first serious crisis of the new
regime” (Ahmad, 1999, p. 42) attempted to turn an external affair into a matter to
evaluate the capability of the constitutional order. The annexation appeared to them as
an insult to Islam or the Sultan (Quataert, 2017a). From Ahmad’s (1999), Aksin’s
(1980) and Yavuz’s (1978) perspective, the CUP undertook the role to orientate
masses towards a movement as a reaction to seemingly “reactionary” and “feudal-
minded” figures who adopted the boycott (Aksin, 1980, p. 90) like Kor Ali and they
would like not to give up to them the leadership of movement that would be beneficial
for their political aims. Apart from the uncertainty on the initiators of the boycott,

“reactionaries” or the Unionists, which is a problematic division frequently resorted in

16 “Mektubat: Avusturya Emtiasma Kars1 Edilen Aforozun...”, Ahenk, 30.10.1908
17 «“Avusturya Emtia-y1 Sinaiyesinin Adem-i Istiras1”, Ahenk, 13.10.1908.
18 «Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 30.11.1908; “Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii '/ Hak, 21.12.1908.

19 “Muyharebe Ne Demektir? Muharebeye Ne Gibi Seyler Sebeb Olur...”, Koylii, 14.10.1908; Avusturya
Emtia-yt  Smaiyesinin Adem-i Istiras1”, Ahenk, 13.10.1908; “Paramiz1 Diismanlarimiza
Kazandirmayalim”, Servet-i Flinun, 15.11.1908.

2 “Yine Ahalimize, Vatandaslarimiza”, Sura-y1 Ummet, 09.10.1908.
21 “Mecnun Niimayiscilerin Tevkifi”, Sura-y1 Ummet, 09.10.1908.
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the Late Ottoman literature, Elmaci (2005) claims that the merchants?? of Selanik were

the first group in Istanbul to initiate the boycott.

In short, neither the existing literature nor newspapers of the era present a clear
description of the origin of the boycott. This thesis makes an attempt to draw attention
to two points that enable us to reevaluate the debate on the source of the boycott.
Firstly, the boycott itself was subjected to a political struggle. Just as the state itself,
the boycott was “historically constructed” (Abrams, 1988, p. 80) and could not have
an unchanging core attributed to a specific group of actors. Thus, actors from different
segments of the society attempted to grasp the leadership of the boycott by claiming
their role in the origin of the 1908 Ottoman Boycott. Thus, one should not attribute the
start of the boycott to a mere event, article or one sector of society. Second, such a
struggle cannot be exempt from relations of subjection; thus, it cannot be external to
people but “works through” people (Corrigan & Sayer, 1985, p. 180). Accordingly, a
search for an ‘organizer’—either reactionaries, the Unionists or merchants— leads one
to ignore masses who were angry enough to be a part of boycott without need for a
group of organizers (Quataert, 2017a). No doubt, Unionists had interests to gain from
the boycott just as Kamil Pasha government had. Both were in a politically vulnerable
position. Lower classes, especially workers continued to follow their class interest
after the 1908 Revolution. Hence, | consider the 1908 Boycott as an outcome of a

struggle among the concerns and interests of different actors in the late Ottoman era.

There were four main groups of actors in the boycott (Quataert, 2017a) whose
reactions differed from each other: (1) the grand vizier (After Kamil Pasha’s
resignation on February 14, 1909, Hiseyin Hilmi Pasha took office) and his cabinet,
(2) the Unionists, (3) the merchants and (4) workers including lightermen

[mavnacilar], porters [hamallar], freight waggoners [arabacilar] and all those

22 In this chapter, I employ the words “merchant” as the Turkish equivalent of “tliccar”. However, as |
have explained in the section “3.3.7. The Merchant and the Esnaf of the Boycott”, I use the term
merchant in a way not to exclude esnaf due to the overlaps or transitions between the two. To remember,
Zafer Toprak makes an implicit distinction between esnaf and merchant, defining the latter with its
international “capitalist” connections while relating the former with the National Economy. As noted
in Section 2 of this chapter, there is a considerable literature influenced by Toprak.
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employed in the delivery of Austrian and Bulgarian goods and services. Yet, | should
note that these categories are not mutually exclusive all the time. There were Unionist
merchants or workers (Elmacti, 2005), for instance. The press was the cement gathering
their differing demands and interests. There was a strong theme shared by all: Bulgaria
and Austria-Hungary violated legal rights of domination, and Ottomans, incapable of
engaging in a battle, had to undertake a boycott to take its revenge.

The attitude of Kamil Pasha’s cabinet was hesitation. While it never offered open sup-
port for the boycott, it also refused to hamper boycotters as long as their rage did not
directly aim at Kamil Pasha and its cabinet. He was aware that the Ottoman Empire
held “a weak diplomatic hand” (Unal, 1992, p. 117). The council of ministers sent a
diplomatic note to the states that had signed the Treaty of Berlin before (Cetinkaya,
2004), while hoping to solve this foreign crisis with Bulgaria and Austria-Hungary
without resort to weapons. The reactions of foreign states to the annexation and the
independence were important for the cabinet. For Kamil Pasha, aware that the
government did not have economic and military power to set about a battle, European

powers’ support meant that his hand would be more powerful at the diplomatic table.

Accordingly, the general attitude of European powers towards the current situation in
the Balkans took up considerable space in the newspapers, especially in the first days
of the boycott. An optimistic atmosphere was dominant. Ahenk wrote that the world
of civilization condemned the acts of Bulgaria and Austria.?®> England constituted a
special place in columns. It was “our English friend” whose goods are allowed to
purchase.?* In the case of the continuation of Austrian threats, the English fleet would
help the Ottoman state.?> Demonstrations celebrating English support in the first days
of the boycott in front of the Embassy of England?® was a manifestation of trust in the
help of English state. Kamil Pasha government, which desired to retain European

diplomatic support, sent a deed of protest to the ambassador of Austria (Cetinkaya,

23 “Siyasiyat”, Ahenk, 11.10.1908.

24 Fatma Mergube, “Ittihad Edelim”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10c.1908.

% “Telgraflar”, Koyli, 01.12.1908; “Devlet-i Osmaniye” Servet-i Fiinun, 30.11.1908.
% “Ingiltere Sefareti Oniinde Niimayis”, Sura-yt Ummet, 07.10.1908.
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2004) and it hoped for the convening of an international conference. Yet, even holding
a conference turned into a matter of contestation between officials of Austria-Hungary
and Ottoman Empire. The Ottoman government insisted on convening a conference to
prove its apparent preference for peace.?’ If a battle emerges between two countries,
the irreconcilable attitude of Austrian officials would be responsible for the conflict.
On the other hand, Austria-Hungary’s abstention from any concession?® and laying
down the termination of the boycott as a condition for the start of the conference?®
resulted in a deadlock between the two parties, and a conference has never been
convened (Cetinkaya, 2004).

3.2.2. Goods and Services of the Boycott and Early Demands for Economic

Protectionism

The prominent call of boycotters was to avoid Bulgarian and especially Austrian goods
and services. Their goods were “rotten” [¢lriik]3® and “dirty” [pis]3. Ottomans with
patriotism [hamiyet]®? who were never willing to “funnel money to Austria”® had to
boycott Austrian products. Ottoman merchants should have never engaged in trading
with Austrian goods. Purchasing them meant financing the equipment that may hit the
chests of Ottomans, which was an unpardonable offense.3* Newspapers also included

warnings towards porters and lightermen not to transport Austrian goods or not to

27 «Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’'l Hak, 09.11.1908; “Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 19.11.1908.
28 «Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 07.12.1908.
2 «7iibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 14.11.1908; “Miizakere-i tilaf”, Servet-i Fiinun, 09.12.1908.

30 «Sebat Edelim”, Ahenk, 17.10.1908; “Paramizi Diismanlarimiza Kazandirmayalim”, Servet-i Flinun,
15.11.1908.

3 “Boykotaj”, Gave, 17.12.1908.

321 have translated hamiyet to English as patriotism. Yet, | need to highlight that, different from
patriotism, hamiyet includes a powerful emphasis on collective interests against individual ones. In the
boycott context, for instance, one’s adoption of hamiyet means avoiding Austrian goods and services
even if it harms one’s personal interests. Moreover, the relationship between patriotism and nationalism
is much stronger than the one between hamiyet and nationalism.

33 Fatma Mergube, “Ittihad Edelim”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908.

34 “Boykotaj”, Gave, 17.12.1908; “Paramizi Diismanlarimza Kazandirmayalim”, Servet-i Fiinun,
15.11.1908.
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employ on behalf of an Austrian company. Boycott calls must have become successful.
Less than two weeks after the start of the boycott, a columnist wrote that he gladly
witnessed the decline of demands for Austrian goods. This was the very
“Ottomanness” [Osmanlilik] that our millet®® has newly realized and appreciated.3®
“Because of this very “patriotism” accompanied by “union” [ittihad] and “alliance”
[ittifak]”, the foreman of freight waggoners stated, “no merchant could get his goods
from customs administration yesterday in izmir”.3” Although there were those who
thought that the boycott could not become successful up until mid-November
(Quataert, 2017a), the people including merchants and especially workers —porters and
lightermen, freight waggoners, watermen and so on- clung to the boycott soon after
the first sparks of the boycott. Ottoman workers repeatedly refused to evacuate

Austrian ships.

Among the goods boycotted, sugar was a significant import item. To Quataert (2017a),
sugar constituted thirty percent of the total imports from Austria-Hungary around the
time of the boycott. The consulate of Trieste, an economically significant city of
Austria-Hungary, wrote that sugar was the most prominent commaodity exported from
Trieste to Ottoman territories.®® The tacit boycott coalition among the Unionists, Kamil
Pasha government, merchants and workers repeatedly promoted to avoid purchasing
this strategically important product imported from Austria-Hungart. Newspapers
publicly exposed merchants who have insistently ordered sugar from Austrian
producers,® among which were Franko, Veroplu, Bardakoglu and Nisli Hac1 Ali Aga.
Merchants without “patriotism” supplied one thousand five hundred sacks of sugar
from Austria-Hungary, and they handed out it to grocery stores under Russian sugar.

Their action was against “patriotism”. Yet, there were also “patriot” merchants

% Since translation of millet as ‘nation’ can lead to confusion, especially in this section of the thesis I
prefer to keep it in original version.

36 «“Sebat Edelim”, Ahenk, 17.10.1908.

37 “Boykotaj Cemiyetinden: Izmir Yiik Arabacilar1 Ustabasis1 Tarafindan Gonderilen Tezkere”, Koyl
05.12.1908.

3 “Trieste Sehbenderliginin 1909 Senesine Aid Ticaret Layihasidir”, Ticaret Layihas1 No:4, 1909
(1327).

% «“Aydin Vilayeti”, Ahenk, 01.11.1908.
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returning the sugar to its producer upon realizing that the sugar dispatched to small
districts of Izmir was Austrian-origin.*® Some found out a more drastic solution: Sugar
produced from the crop of grapes could substitute for Austrian sugar.** The helva esnaf
of Gordus district attempted to make their helva of sugar obtained from home grapes.
Moreover, the people of Gordis appreciated and gladly purchased these helvas. In the
name of the Boycott Committee of Gorduls, an anonymous author presented his hope
it to be a specimen for others. Around the same week, another newspaper discussed
substituting the sugar obtained from watermelon for the sugar produced from beet and

sugar cane.*?

Not only merchants but also Ottoman workers persistently participated in the boycott
of Austrian sugar. Porters have rejected even the evacuation of Greek ships that might
belong to Austria in the ports of Samsun, inebolu, Trabzon and Ordu (Emiroglu, 1994).
Similarly, freight waggoners dumped sacks full of sugar in the middle of a street that
they had unknowingly loaded up.*® Yet, to overcome such trade disasters caused by
porters and lightermen, merchants resorted to various ways like deceiving customers
by claiming that Austrian sugar originated in another European country (Kisi, 1996).4
They became worried that the boycott of Austrian sugar they traded would bear
disruptive results for themselves. Accordingly, some merchants said that they offered
to the market their stocked sugar which they had imported before the boycott so that
the Ottoman people could not be obliged to purchase the existing sugar in the market
at even higher price (Emiroglu, 1994). On the other hand, a search for a more
permanent solution continued in Ottoman public opinion. From mid-October onwards,

Osmanly Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi —a prominent pro-protectionist newspaper on the

4 «Aydin Vilayeti”, Ahenk, 12.11.1908.
4l “Gave Gazetesine: Gordiis Boykotaj Cemiyetinden”, Gave, 15 Ocak 1909.
42 «“Karpuzdan Seker Cikarilir m1?”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 10.01.1909.

43 “Boykotaj Cemiyeti’nden: {zmir Yiik Arabacilar1 Ustabasis1 Tarafindan Gonderilen Tezkere”, Koyli,
05.12.1908.

# izmir Postahanesi Memurlarindan Edremidli Ahmed, “Aynen: izmir Boykotaj Cemiyet-i
Muhteremesine”, Kéylu, 01.12.1908.

91



Ottoman economy-— argued several times how to produce “our own” sugar.*® The

newspaper applauded the opening of sugar factories in Karaman and Kirsehir

districts.6

Another important product subjected to the 1908 Boycott was the “Ottoman fez”.
Although its share in the total Ottoman imports from Austria-Hungary was less than
that of sugar, it became a public symbol of the boycott movement. Therefore, scholars
have also named the 1908 Ottoman Boycott the Fez Boycott (Toprak, 1994). For those
willing to prove their protest against Austria-Hungary, discarding fezzes has
constituted a ceremony of “patriotism”. Popular rejection of wearing fez immediately
turned into a collective demonstration in which a particular group of people
simultaneously threw their fezzes on the floor. Around the middle of December,
protestors splintered thousands of fezzes for eight days in Selanik (Quataert, 2017a).
In Izmir, the forty people in Ahmed Efendi’s coffeehouse took out their Austrian-
produced hats and wore home-produced felt kulah.*” In the coffeehouse of Mehmed
Efendi in Bergama, all customers cast their fezzes away and swore not to buy Austrian
goods, which was publicly appreciated with the chants of “Long live their
patriotism!”.*® Similarly, “based on the popular hatred”, the people disdained to put
on fezzes produced in Austrian factories; instead, they opted for fezzes produced in
Bursa, Rumeli, Hereke or Feshane.*® Furthermore, those who were not rapid enough
to replace Austrian fez with home-produced hats were publicly protested. A child took
fez of a man, the correspondence supervisor of Aydin who has not complied with the

principle of “union”, and he harshly trampled on it.>® While the man hit the head of

4 “Memleketimizde Seker Fabrikalar1 Thdas1”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 22.10.1908;
“Memleketimiz Avusturya Emtiasina Kars1 Yaptigi Muharebe-yi Iktisadiye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret
Gazetesi, 06.12.1908; “Cevablar”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 10.12.1908; “Cevablar:
Karaferye Terakki ve Uhuvvet Kulubli Heyet-i Muhteremesine”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi,
10.01.19009.

4 “Memleketimiz Avusturya Emtiasina Kars1 Yaptigi Muharebe-yi Iktisadiye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve
Ticaret Gazetesi, 06.12.1908.

47 «“Aydin Vilayeti”, Ahenk, 01.12.1908; “Telgraflar”, Kéyli, 01.12.1908.
48 “Telgraflar”, Koylu, 05.12.1908.

49 “Avusturya Emtia-y1 Siaiyesinin Adem-i Istiras1”, Ahenk, 13.10.1908.
%0 «“Fesler Hakkinda: Diinkii Niimayis”, Koyl(, 08.12.1908.
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boy, the boy never attempted to flee and told, “Hit me but never wear fez!”. Ignoring
“patriotism”, the man sued the boy and insistently refused to forgive him. The man’s
insistence made the masses angry. The anonymous author writing in the name of the
Committee of Boycott threatened the man, “If people of Aydin boycott you just like

an Austrian commodity, you cannot even become a sergeant of the municipality!”.5?

In brief, there was solid popular support for the idea of Ottomans abandoning Austrian
fezzes. This could be done in two ways: Ottomans could replace Austrian fez (1) either
with a fez produced in domestic factories in Hereke, Feshane, Karamiirsel®? or any
home production site (2) or with a hat other than fez. While some strongly advocated
the substitution of fez for home-produced hats called kulah or kalpak®3, others claimed
that fez constitutes the mark of Ottomannes as a national hat [milli serpus] for decades
and its replacements would lead to ridiculous results.>* This cleavage is also drawn by
the extent and the way parties supported the constitutional monarchy and the CUP.
While those who insisted on wearing fez in general stood more distant from the
Unionist and closer to traditional circles, others who advocated the abandonment of
fez had closer relationships with the Unionists. For the newspaper Beyanii’l Hak —
defending the former position—, the news that no one put on fez anymore has been
nothing more than a rumor, and people wearing kalpak has never exceeded five

percent.>® From this perspective, fez was still “our milli garment”.

Nonetheless, even this five percent disturbed the group insisting on fez. When a stu-
dent called Sevket came to the School of Law [Mekteb-i Hukuk] with an ordinary hat,
he publicly suffered an affront in the school, which resulted from the fact that Sevket

put on a hat without thinking about what impact a Muslim wearing a hat other than fez

51 “Gave’nin Bombalari: Aydin Tahrirat Miidiirii Ebu El Ahir Efendi’ye”, Gave, 31.12.1908.

52 “fttihad ve Itidal”; Ahenk, 15.10.1908; “Harb-i Iktisadi”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi;
18.10.1908; “Fes”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908; Velieddin ‘“Kasabadan Yaziliyor”, Koyli, 01.11.1908.

5 “Fesler Hakkinda: Diinkii Niimayis”, Koyli, 08.12.1908; “Iyi mi K&tii mii?”, Koylii, 05.12.1908;
“Boykotaj”, Gave, 17.12.1908; “Mektubat”, Ahenk, 05.12.1908.

4 “Fes ve Kalpak”, Beyanii’l Hak, 16.11.1908; “Fes ve Kalpak”, Beyanii’l Hak, 23.11.1908; “Fes”,
Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908.

%5 “Miiteferrika”, Beyanii 'l Hak, 28.12.1908.
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would have on Muslims.® Nonetheless, people on the side of the replacement of fez
seemed to be in the majority. A group of students from the same school with Sevket
expressed their support for replacement of fez since fez caused Europeans to evaluate
Ottomans as “savage”.®’ Similarly, merchants repeatedly emphasized economic,
political and social reasons to wear kalpak or kulah.® Esnafs like Ali Haydar
advertised his own-produced curly kalpak that he told to constitute our “national hat
[serpus-u mill]i.%° The only exceptional group whom no one expected to replace their
fezzes with home-produced hats was government officials. Since the issue of
governmental officials and their participation in the boycott constituted one of the
heated topics of the 1908 Boycott, it needs more clarification in the following pages

separately.

From the perspective of the two groups who argued for wearing a fez or its
replacement, there was a permanent solution only: transition to home production. It is
the crucial point that the existing literature of the 1908 Boycott has associated it with
the National Economy. There was a common idea in the public opinion that whatever
the solution to the independence and the annexation crisis could be in the short run,
domestic production had to be promoted in the long term so that “we” could get rid of
our economic shackles. The reason was clear: Whether one could replace fez with
home-produced kalpak or insist on wearing fez, there was no way to know in whose
factory they were produced.®® Those who strictly argued for the use of home-produced
kulahs or kalpaks thought that the replacement of fez could enable to keep the money
inside the country.®! Thus, Ottoman esnafs of home-produced hats called arakiye and

kalpak in Arabian regions of the empire started to earn a considerable income as people
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intentionally avoided fez. The losing esnafs and merchants of fez in istanbul, at the
same time, rallied in front of the Sublime Porte with the complaint that “they were
harmed because of the boycott” (Elmaci, 1997b, p. 30). From this view, then, the
protection of domestic factories producing hats other than fez seemed to be the only
enduring solution to compete with Austrian factories. For those who persisted in fez,
on the other hand, well-performing factories in our country can produce fezzes home.
Ottomans just had to improve these factories, and the first step to come from
merchants.®? According to proponents of fez, contrary to claims that our home-
produced fezzes cannot ‘compete’ with Austrian fezzes, domestic fezzes could enter
rivalry with ones produced in Austrian factories as long as the people kept their
“union” and “patriotism”.%3 Then, for this party of the fez discussion, moral values of
the boycott and promotion of home factories were helpful in ensuring the equal
conditions of ‘competition’. In sum, both approaches to wearing fez agreed on
promoting domestic factories, which would help Ottoman merchants in competition
with their non-Ottoman counterparts. This was also valid for other products or services
boycotted, such as sugar. People searched for domestic solutions such as the derivation
of sugar from home-produced watermelon and grapes. In the absence of such

solutions, limited state protection could become a way to produce “our own” sugar.%*

In the process of the protection, the boycott assigned two separate missions both to the
government and the people. The mission attributed to the government was relatively
smaller. It had to find a way of increasing customs for foreign merchants or remove
crushing bureaucratic obstacles for milli merchants so that they could ‘compete’ with
foreign merchants in equal economic conditions. Complaints that the previous
government could not lay customs enough to protect domestic products and Ottoman

merchants could not even compete with their foreign counterparts accordingly existed.
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This was the assumed reason behind that Ottomans gravitated towards cheap Austrian

goods®® instead of Ottoman products that were indeed of better quality.

Yet, demands for imposing high customs were not very common. The role of state as
an actor in economy was still quite limited. When such demands existed, they served
as an instrument of levelling the ground of competition for Ottoman merchants in the
face of foreign merchants. The people, meanwhile, had to look for a way to establish
“our own” companies and, individual capitals could be inadequate to this end. Thus,
more than one domestic merchant had to come together in a “union” and set about
establishing companies. The rich with “patriotism” should have become unified to set
up companies.® In this way, they could provide the people whatever they needed, from
sugar to hats and dresses. It was the only way to become victorious in the economic

war with Austria.®”

Besides the protection of the domestic economy, imports from countries other than
Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria seemed a way of combatting Austria-Hungary and
Bulgaria economically. On October 10-14, “Ottoman-Turkish and Rum newspapers”
revealed in Izmir the merchants who traded with Austrian shops and suggested the
people to have dealings with “French, English and Armenian shops™ (Quataert, 20173,
p. 112). A columnist warned the esnaf in izmir that they should purchase products
from England, France and other countries and sell them in their shops.% On the side
of customers, they should acquire the necessary goods from Italy, England or France,
if not Austria-Hungary. Yet, severe doubts about purchasing goods from even non-
Austrian or non-Bulgarian shops followed. The situation “could not continue in such
a way”.%° Even if it seemed possible to use the goods produced by “our French or

English friends” until we could produce them within the boundaries of Ottoman

8 «“Muharebe Ne Demektir? Muharebeye Ne Gibi Seyler Sebeb Olur...”, Koyli, 14.10.1908.
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territory, it would inevitably leave us in need of another country.’ Then, the purchase
of goods from other countries was limited to a period in which “we” could enhance
the production of the goods that we never dealt enough.”* Whenever individual
merchants gather adequate amount of capital together by adopting the principle of
“union” to establish domestic factories, and the government could promote them to
engage in home-production, then the people would immediately avoid purchasing the
goods produced outside the Ottoman territory. The reason lay in a common fear: “If
one day foreigners stopped supplying goods to us, we would stand bare-naked. Why
would we put ourselves in such a ridiculous situation?”’’? Then, merely boycotting

Austrian and Bulgarian products was not enough.

Other commodities subject to the boycott also existed while their volume and
prominence were less than sugar and fez. Cheese was a Bulgarian product boycotted.”®
Rolling paper, match, textiles and several kinds of products were among the Austrian
goods boycotted. Just like for sugar and fez, an Ottoman had to search for either
supplying them from non-Austrian and non-Bulgarian sources or providing them
inside the country. People were advised to cut their demands from them, too. In Izmir,
the supply of rolling papers from Austria in large amounts led to a tight boycott against
this product (Elmaci, 2005). Ahenk Yurdu —the printing house in which Ahenk, one of
the most influential publications of the boycott (Sevingli, 2023), was printed— feared
that the boycott would spread across itself, and indeed its fear come true in early
December 1908.74 It published an announcement in different versions from the first
days of the boycott to at least the end of 1908 that, although the country of origin of
most rolling papers in the Ottoman land was Austria, rolling papers produced in their

printing house (called Kuleli Sigara Kagidlart) were the most noted and pure of

0 Fatma Mergube, “ittihad Edelim”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908.
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French papers.”™ People also had to avoid Austrian match, and merchants coming
together should have also established new match factories. Accordingly, even as early
as December 27, 1908, news about opening new match factories arrived in
newspapers.’® It was also a suggestion that Austria should have consented to regies for

match, rolling paper and so on.”’

The boycott negatively affected ferries or ships operated by Austrian corporations as
well, of which Llyod is the most prominent one. Under the principles of the boycott,
every Ottoman had to avoid getting on Austrian ferries as a passenger. Porters,
lightermen and boatmen with “patriotism” determinedly refused to unload their
boats.” In fact, “in Istanbul, Selanik, Kavala, Dedeaga¢ and izmir,” any Austrian ship
could not unload passengers and their cargo.” It was the “patriotism” of “our” people
that prompted them to avoid using Austrian ferries or working for them. Austrian boats
coming from long distances had to leave without being able to put off their cargo.®
The people of Trabzon came together with the sense of “alliance” not to transfer either
Austrian passengers or cargo.8! Likewise, the people of Yafa forcefully hampered such
an attempt to transport passengers and load through Austrian ferries.®? The boycott

reached such a point that those who greeted the passenger, captain and crew of an
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Austrian boat were condemned. Even when one asked, “Are you even boycotting the
greetings of people?”, the other replied “For sure, this is how a boycott works.” In
some cases, the boycott spread across boats of other countries. People boycotted a
Greek ship on the claim that it transported Austrian commodities® to the ports of
Samsun, Inebolu, Trabzon and Ordu (Emiroglu, 1994). As for sugar and fez, until
Ottomans established Ottoman shipping and ferry companies, they were strictly
advised to use boats of those “who display a friendly attitude towards us” (Unal, 1992,
p. 141). Yet, during this brief period, | have not seen any news about establishing a
milli shipping or ferry company or any intention of such an advancement in

newspapers and secondary sources.

Austrian post offices, quite widespread in the Ottoman territory, were the target of
boycotters, too. A “patriot” Ottoman should have never given to or received from
Austrian post offices any post.® In some instances, the boycott of the Austrian post
offices was accompanied by violent acts, and as in Yafa, an Austrian post office was
ravaged.® The existence of Austrian post offices constituted a quite important heading
so much so that it became one of the headlines of the negotiations between the Porte

and the Austrian ambassador of Istanbul later.

So far, | have highlighted the goods and services that were subjected to the boycott.
They were crucial for Ottomans, the replacement of which necessitated some changes
in the economy in a way to ensure transition to a capitalist economy. The new regime
established after the 1908 Revolution, in the meantime, was trying to strengthen its
position economically as well as to maintain order. The repercussions of the 1873-96
Long Depression were still felt, too. Given such a socioeconomic picture, the boycott’s

invigoration of a long-standing debate between usul-i himaye [protectionism] and
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serbesti-i ticaret [laissez-faire], which | have discussed in the first chapter in detail,

was not surprising.

Throughout the boycott, newspapers involved several articles arguing the economic
model of the empire and the boycott together. In its most heated periods, there were
articles discussing the protracted conflict between two economic understandings.®’ In
Osmanl: Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, one of the few newspapers on commerce —even
when the boycott did not exist in its columns—, there were successive articles
discussing the long quarrel between the laissez-faire and the protectionist approach,
the young’s approach to commerce, the production and commercialization of sugar
and grapes, the establishment of [milli] trade companies, clubs of agriculture,
commerce and industry and several others arguing the relationship among the state,
trade and production. Columnists of other newspapers discussing the boycott alike did
not evaluate the boycott as a singular case that exceptionally took place and passed
away immediately. They placed it in a broader context in which they discussed the role
of the state, the share of commerce in the Ottoman welfare and the effectiveness of
Ottoman economic production. There was a strong vision of a “genuine boycott”
(Cetinkaya, 2004). From such a perspective, the Ottoman boycott was never restricted
to a moment of commercial avoidance of Austrian and Bulgarian goods. Ottomans had
to look for a way to advance or create new home production opportunities in the long
run. The persistence in alternatives to Austrian fez and sugar, | have highlighted above,
resulted from such a search. Insistent calls for the establishment of domestic trade or
manufacturing companies, rather than the temporary replacement of an Austrian good
with a non-Austrian one, were similarly associated with the aims of extending the

goals of the boycott to a broader economic scale.

In the eyes of the boycotters, the boycott represented the possibility of a
socioeconomic alternative against the old Hamidian order in two respects. Because of

87 Ismail Safa, “Serbesti-i Ticaret ve Usul-i Himaye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 22.11.1908;
Ismail Safa, “Usul-i Himaye ve Serbesti-i Ticaret”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 01.12.1908;
Ismail Safa, “Usul-i Himaye ve Serbesti-i Ticaret”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 07.03.1909;
“Diisiinelim”, Ahenk, 01.12.1908; “Telgraflar: izmir Mamulat-1 Dahiliye Teaviin Cemiyeti’nden”,
Ahenk, 05.12.1908.
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these two aspects themselves, the Unionists insistently attempted to grasp the
leadership of the boycott. The two also flamed the popular grudge towards the
Ottoman ancien regime in a way to extend the scale of the boycott to the entire
Ottoman economic mentality. First, there was a widespread belief that the Hamidian
regime followed a mistaken policy towards Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria, which
resulted in the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the independence of Bulgaria.
Unless the Ottomans threw out the Hamidian despotism, Austria-Hungary would
continue to make several tricks in the Balkans. It was also the very “policy that those
who plan to revive the Hamidian despotism would promote.” Yet, Ottomans now woke
up from the “nightmare”.8 For reversing the Hamidian policies, there needed a
permanent blow to Austria-Hungary. A limited and short-dated blow to the Austrian
state would eventually lead to the situation in which “we Ottomans” need Austrian
“rotten” and “dirty” goods again. Second, in popular opinion, the Hamidian order was
responsible for Ottoman economic backwardness since it had followed inadequate
economic policies. In a sense, an equation emerged between the boycott and the new
regime of constitutional monarchy. The boycott became an economic flag of those
who supported the new order. Thus, the first issue of Gave, the official publication of
Izmir Committee of Boycott (Sevingli, 2023), published an article celebrating the
opening of the parliament in its headline.®® Now, Ottomans were free of despotism.
The “ancien régime” was the government of “wastage” and “poverty,”% which
Ottomans would dispose of. It did not even care about “our millet’s trade of industrial

and commercial goods.” Contrarily, it levied the burden of high taxes on the people.®*

Yet, despite views attributing the responsibility to the government and its high taxes,
there were arguments that the people of the “ancien régime” were not able to engage
in trade on their own; however, they always needed the helping hand of the

government without being aware that the very government support was provided by
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“our” taxes.% The government was, on the one hand, the organ to which one attributed
the responsibility in case of economic failure; on the other hand, it was the authority
from which financial aid was expected. The boycott movement, therefore, did not
include a consistent vision of the state. While everyone criticized the previous

Hamidian regime, there were differing views on the economic mission of the state.

To reiterate, various inconsistent views existed on the government’s role in the
functioning of the economy throughout the boycott. On the one hand, the government
had to intervene in the economy by increasing customs walls on Austria-Hungary®?
and decreasing customs for home merchants trading with foreign countries.® On the
other hand, it should have never interfered in the economic order such much so that
any intervention in the boycott would mean an infringement of the law.% However, as
I am going to discuss below, even the desired interference of the government in the
boycott has ultimately included a hesitation towards the intervention. In other words,
the economic help of the government —as mentioned in the newspapers of the era— did
not aim at a long-standing interventionist economic policy but just equal ‘competitive’
conditions in which Ottoman merchants would be involved in free market. Public
opinion represented by newspapers generally has been respectful of free trade
(Cetinkaya, 2004) with a few exceptions. The fear of popular rage was similarly related
to the possibility that their rage might damage free market. Even those who argued for
a balance between the customs walls and the non-intervention of state shared the
hesitation that customs laid on Austrian goods may spread through all the goods, which
would have been “a serious economic mistake”.% State intervention was conditional
on the establishment of “competition” which is a frequent in the time of the 1908

Boycott. The state was to be a ‘referee’ to the competition.
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3.2.3. Concepts of the Boycott

Given that the Ottoman Boycott ignited the debate between usul-i himaye
[protectionism] and serbesti-i ticaret [laissez-faire], it was more than being a mere
historical moment of popular reaction to Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria; instead, it
represented an overall reevaluation of the dominant Ottoman economic mentality.
Ottomans must have understood there was a long way to a “genuine boycott”. To attain
its long-standing outcomes, Ottomans had to follow the way of “perseverance” [sebat],
“patience” [sabur], “fortitude” [metanet], “foresight” [basiret], “temperance” [itidal],
“calm” [sukunet/stikun] and certain moral concepts emphasizing an enduring process

of economic avoidance.

The boycott would reach the desired outcomes if only “we” displayed
“perseverance”.®’ If “we” insist on this principle, the boycott would harm the
“economic life” of Austria more than any kind of war would.®® Austrians had asserted
before that “Turks were devoid of perseverance”, and “we” had to prove otherwise. %
It was “our perseverance” to mold Austrian goods left in Austrian factories.
Newspapers publicly appreciated those who clung to “perseverance”!?, while
condemning others not acting in accordance with the boycott.%! Ottomans had to face
the negative results of the boycott with “fortitude™%? and “foresight™1% and never back
down from their decision. Insistent calls for strict obedience to such moral concepts

come not only from open supporters of the boycott. Even Tevfik Pasha, the minister
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of foreign affairs, highlighted in an interview that “we Ottomans should never give up
‘patience’ and ‘fortitude’”.2% Obviously, the government had a class fear that the

popular rage ultimately could target its existence.

In newspapers, these moral concepts enabled the organizing and strengthening of the
manner and amount of injury given to Austria-Hungary. People with “perseverance”
and “temperance” would boycott Austrian goods and services but avoid, at the same
time, impertinent acts. Islam had commanded “calm” and “temperance,” and people
had to leave the issue to the government. Ottomans should have never engaged in
“overdoing” [ifrat], so there was no need for excessive demonstrations.!%® “Our”
women alike would act through “fortitude” and never be inclined to “overdoing” by
renouncing their ornaments.% If Ottomans follow “perseverance”, “fortitude” and
“patience” that already existed in their nature, they would prove their bravery in the
economic war just as in a tangible war.'®” Then, these moral concepts would
economically damage Austria-Hungary, which the boycott targeted. Yet, the concepts
aimed at not only guaranteeing and organizing the economic loss to Austria-Hungary
and Bulgaria but organizing the Ottoman societal ‘equilibrium.” Society should never
overstep the mark. Limitations of popular reactions and demonstrations always
existed. The role attributed to “public opinion” was the evaluation of existing situation

29 ¢¢

through “foresight,” “temperance” and “calm”.%® The wait for governmental action
was the very manner expected from public opinion.1% Ottomans had to comply with
“the conservation of security and public order”; otherwise, they would be stuck in a
troublesome situation.*'° The government followed these moral premises as well, and

Ottoman subjects had to act accordingly. The “temperance” of the Ottoman
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government would prevent the ill ambitions of those who desired for a war.!!
Otherwise, as in the loss of Kanun-i Esasi because of a war in the absence of
“temperance”, situations would become even deteriorated alike.!'? The Ottoman
government followed a highly prudent policy with “foresight”,*3 and Ottoman

subjects had to assist the government in application of these principles.4

In line with the aims of the boycott to organize the Ottoman social order, all the press,
the governmental actors and the Unionists suggested the people embark on “fortitude”
but never resorted to violence. Acting with “outburst” [“galeyan”] —an ever-
condemned concept— and violence was never appropriate for a noble tribe like the
Ottomans. !> Just in parallel, the press appreciated the “good manners” [“terbiye”] and
“temperance” of Ottomans who avoided appealing to socially aggressive or extreme
ways of protesting, while condemning the people engaged in “inappropriate
demonstrations” like Kor Alit!® or like protestors in Karadag who burned the Austrian
coat of arms in front of the Austrian consulate.*'” People should have removed their

Austrian fezzes, but it should have never reached a violent conclusion.118

Besides suggestions or appreciation for non-violent acts that all these moral concepts
suggested, hesitations existed regarding the ‘wrong boycott’. In all the narratives of
the boycott, a hesitant trust in popular reactions was obvious. Clear attempts existed

to guarantee the way in which people practiced the boycott. Thus, the press engaged

11 «7iibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 02.11.1908; “Protokol ve Layiha-y1 izahiye”, Servet-i Finun,
07.03.1909.

112 «Bylgaristan Istiklali ve Efkar-1 Umumiye”, Sura-y: Ummet, 07.10.1908.

113 “Hariciye Nazir1 Tevfik Pasa ile Tanin Muharririnin Miilakat1”, Sura-y1 Ummet, 08.10.1908.
114 «yine Ahalimize, Vatandaslarimza”, Sura-y1 Ummet, 09.10.1908.

1S “Niimayis”, Sura-y: Ummet, 08.10.1908.

16 “Mecnun”, Sura-y1 Ummet, 09.10.1908; “Yine Ahalimize ve Vatandaslarimiza”, Sura-y1 Ummet,
09.10.1908.

U7 «“Telgraflar”, Koylu, 14.10.1908
118 “Boykotaj”, Gave, 17.12.1908.
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in serious endeavors to clarify the definition of the boycott'®® to assure its ‘acceptable’
practices. In this attempt, it utilized simple and plain language. Yet, there were those
who do not understand it correctly, some of whom, like the people of Denizli, dared to
boycott the newspaper Ahenk and Sedad. According to Koylu, this resulted from the
fact that “we Turks a bit of imitator”. These people accordingly just “imitated” what
they know as a boycott without knowing properly what it means.*?° The other group
who adopted the ‘wrong boycott’” was the boycotters who applied it superficially
without finding out the necessary details of the boycott. Thus, newspapers included
several announcements of those who sold or not sold Austrian goods to their
customers. For instance, a clothing store warned its clients not to assume that all the
stores are full of goods from Vienna.*?! According to the clothing store’s statement,
only fifteen percent of its goods was Austrian-made because the poor could afford
them. Likewise, the printing house Ahenk Yurdu published a series of announcements
that rolling papers produced in their workplace were never Austrian-made,*?? just as a
merchant called Samanlizade Abdulvahab published.*?® For the fear of a ‘wrong
boycott’, Ottoman governmental officials and the Unionists warned the people not to
act with “outburst” but “foresight”?* even in the late days of the boycott.?> Their class

fear was apparently continuing then.

19 “Harb-i iktisadi”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908; “Boykot Kimdir, Boykotaj
Nedir”, Servet-i Fiinun, 30.10.1908; “Boykotaj”, Gave, 17.12.1908.
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Finun, 21.11.1908.
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106



Besides “fortitude,” one of the most frequently-used words of the boycott narratives,
“union” and “patriotism” constituted a considerable place in columns. “Patriotism”,
which came to the fore in other boycotts of the world as well, meant in the context of
the boycott the renunciation of personal interests in line with the necessities of the
boycott (Cetinkaya, 2004, p. 130). In this line, public opinion condemned those who
did not take off their fezzes*?®, women who did not prefer home-produced goods'? or
merchants who sold their Austrian products under the title of a country other than
Austria-Hungary??® and several others because their manner was evaluated as their
lack of “patriotism”, which is condemned. While “patriotism” principally took place
in columns to fortify societal aspect of the boycott, “union” existed not only with a
societal content but also an economic one. In other words, “union” aimed not only at
societal actors like customers of Austrian products or workers employing in the service
of Austrian companies, but also at small producers or esnafs and merchants. Beyond
being the socially appropriate way of conduct for the boycott, “union” encompassed
the ‘unification’ of small producers to constitute an adequate amount of capital for
opening new factories or companies.'?® The Ottoman rich should have adopted the
principle of “union” and set up new factories because of the “scarcity of [Ottoman]
capital”. Otherwise, Ottoman factories would not produce all the goods European

factories had and never competed with them. 130

3.2.4. The State and the People of the Boycott

In this section, I employ the concept of ‘state’ in a way to encompass both actors: the
Unionists who undertook the success of the post-revolutionary era and also Kamil
Pasha’s (and Huseyin Hilmi Pasha’s after his resignation) cabinet. In this way, this

analysis can go beyond the equation of the state with an unchanging group of actors

126 “Midilliden Yazilan bir Mektuptan”, Koyl(, 01.12.1908.
127 Fatma Mergube, “Ittihad Edelim”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908.
128 «“Boykotaj Cemiyetinden...”, Koyli, 05.12.1908.

129 Aynizade Hasan Tahsin, “Ticaret Sirketleri ve Menafii Iktisadiyesi”, Beyanii’l Hak, 02.11.1908;
“Alem-i Islamiyet”, Beyanii’l Hak, 25.01.1909.

130 “Harb-i Iktisadi”, Osmanl Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908.
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as a seemingly fixed ‘core’ of the state or with a specific model of the state in a
historical moment. Moreover, this can pave the way for understanding the concept of
the state not as immutable but as a transforming “concept in motion” (Celik, 2022, p.
27). Given that the mobilization of masses mutually reshaped or deshaped the policy
choices of the Unionists and the Sublime Porte, the state, conceptually, indeed should
encompass all societal actors and their mutual relationships, too. Nevertheless, for
practical reasons, | restrict the state to two group of actors in the boycott context while

never disregarding societal actors like Ottoman workers or merchants.

The Committee of Union and Progress became a leading actor in the late Ottoman
agenda after the 1908 Revolution. Both primary and secondary sources of the boycott
accordingly attribute the organization and mobilization of masses to the Unionists, of
which | have mentioned the problems in the section 3.2.1. Nonetheless, the Unionists
played a considerable role in the direction of the boycott. Their active participation in
the boycott also resulted from a politically tactical necessity, which the existing
literature on the 1908 Boycott commonly ignored: The boycott commenced
immediately before the parliamentary elections in November-December of 1908. The
date that the existing literature argued as the start of the boycott was the day the CUP
declared its election program to public opinion (Kansu, 2017, p. 232). The Unionists
must have evaluated the boycott from the perspective of elections. The reason is that
contrary to the general conviction that the CUP constituted the societal and political
majority, its area of influence was indeed limited even at that time. However, the
Unionists persistently tried to make it seem so, and they “mislead the public opinion”
(Kansu, 2016). Even after the parliamentary elections, the Unionists could almost only
take 54 of 281 seats (Kansu, 2017, p. 358).

Thus, the Unionists were a prominent actor involved in the boycott. The press, an
instrument, was the most effective tool in the hands of the Unionists to influence public
opinion. There was an explosion in the number of newspapers after the 1908
revolution. The Unionists took advantage of this environment, and newspaper
constituted an instrument of their hegemony. Accordingly, the most heated

newspapers supporting the boycott had clear Unionist connections like Sura-y
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Ummet, Koyli, Ahenk, fttihad ve Terakki, Tanin and so on. Although the CUP declared
not to support the boycott, it tacitly promoted popular reactions in newspapers (Elmaci,

2005). Yet, its support occasionally took a more explicit form.

Amid the boycott, Ahmed Riza Bey, a prominent Unionist, stated that unless Austria-
Hungary fixes the mistake it committed, the boycott would never disappear. He
stipulated that the acceptance of concessions was necessary to terminate the boycott. 3!
Likewise, Unionists spoke in the name of not only the CUP but the people themselves.
Similarly, when the Ottoman Navy members appreciated demonstrations directly held
by the Committee of Boycott by starting firing cannons, members of the CUP in person
congratulated the Ottoman Navy.'*? The Unionists had a role even in the termination
of the boycott. Riza Tevfik, the deputy of Edirne as a member of the CUP, applauded
and thanked “patriotic porters and lightermen” proving their “patriotism”.%3% Austrian
officials as well realized the contribution of the CUP to the boycott. The Austrian
ambassador of Istanbul, Marki Pallavicini, remarked that negotiating with a Unionist
leader like Ahmet Riza Bey would become more appropriate to solve the crisis
(Davison, 1990, p. 17). Similarly, the general director of the Lloyd company went to
Selanik to talk directly to the notables of the CUP (Cetinkaya, 2004, p. 181).

The CUP’s attitude towards the boycott was more than merely directing it; it also
entailed controlling it. The grasping of the leadership of the boycott was a war of
hegemony among different social and political actors, and the Unionists knew that the
loss of organizational leadership would mean their failure in politics and undesirably

spontaneous movements of the masses. After all, they were not in the majority.

The seizure of this spontaneity was always on the Unionists’ agenda until the definite
termination of the boycott. The most obvious attempt to control the masses existed in

the publications with close Unionist connections, as evident in columns of Gave —the

131“Ahmet Riza Bey ile Miilakat”, Servet-i Flinun, 13.12.1908.
132 “Koyli”, Gave, 17.12.1908.
133 «“Boykotajin Ref’i”, Servet-i Flinun, 27.02.1908.
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official publication of the 1908 Boycott—, Koyl and Sura-y: Ummet | scanned and
also Tanin, [ttihad, Ittihad ve Terakki that existed in secondary sources. Moreover,
their hegemony in the boycott narrative affected columns of other pro-boycott
newspapers. The creation of moral values in the boycott context, mentioned in the
previous section, resulted primarily from such a desire to control spontaneity and their
class-based mobilization. Masses had to be mobilized, but just to a limited extent.
Accordingly, from mid-October of 1908 to January 1909, the tone of writings softened
when the seeming necessity to control them diminished. Columns of Unionists
publications, addressing directly “we Ottomans”, representing the war as a last but
probable resort and inviting them to boycott the goods of the “enemy”, were replaced
by the writings analyzing more the current political situation or negotiations between

the Ottoman and Austrian states.

In addition, the Committee directly organized or contributed to the organization of the
demonstrations against the Austrian annexation and Bulgarian independence. On
October 8, medrese students, the CUP members and several other segments of the
society rallied against Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria. The following day, Tanin —the
prominent Unionist newspaper— published an announcement to “take the revenge of
Turkey of the constitutional monarchy” towards patriot Ottomans (Quataert, 2017a, p.
193). Yet, demonstrations were immediately accompanied by call for “calm” and
“temperance”. On the same day, Sura-y1 Ummet, another pro-Unionist newspaper,
printed an article aiming to calm the people frightened by the possibility of chaos and
the loss of constitutional monarchy, and it advised them “silence” and “temperance”
as two commands of Islam.*** On October 12, Dr. Ali Riza Tevfik Bey [Boliikbas1]
delivered a speech to the masses in Istanbul that avoiding Austrian goods was enough
for boycotting and the gathering of masses in front of an Austrian store unnecessary
and absurd (Quataert, 2017a, pp. 105-106). Towards the end of the boycott, this man
of the Unionists praised porters and lightermen for their peaceful termination of the

boycott after accomplishing their mission.'® Dr. Riza Tevfik Bey was also the name

134 «“Yine Ahalimize ve Vatandaslarimiza”, Sura-y: Ummet, 09.10.1908.
135 «“Boykotajin Ref’i”, Servet-i Flinun, 27.02.1908.

110



who enabled the evacuation of goods of an Austrian company in Istanbul port despite
workers’ resistance (Cetinkaya, 2004, p. 292). In Trabzon where the Unionists
overtook a more leading role, the Trabzon branch of the Committee of Union and
Progress invited the merchants of the district and the general director of Trabzon
Customs Administration in the early days of the annexation to discuss the roadmap of
the boycott. When the Committee decided in the meeting that merchants would return
goods they ordered before, there existed a definite warning by the Committee that
traders should follow “good manner” and “kindness” (Ahmetoglu, 2022, p. 168).
Overall, the Unionists who organized some demonstrations also had a grip on the
boycott.

| should point out once more that the Unionist attempts to capture the leadership and
the spontaneity of the boycott should not cause one to assume that the 1908 Boycott
was an outcome of the attempts of the Unionists. Likewise, no one should assume that
it refers to a pure class politics promoted by the Unionists. The boycott itself was an
arena of struggle in which competing social and political forces attempted to take a
share. Moreover, the Unionists were not the only actors taking advantage of the
boycott. While the Unionists employed the boycott to fortify the new regime after the
revolution, Kamil Pasha aimed to solve the problem in a way to strengthen his position
against the Unionist opposition. Yet, the two groups of actors had one point in
common: controlling the masses. Both Kamil Pasha government and the Unionist
figures feared that spontaneous popular movements may turn against themselves. It

was a class fear as they knew that their spontaneity could target at them.

After the 1908 Revolution, the CUP did not have still a powerful governmental hand
(Kansu, 2017). Thus, it is more probable that “the policy pursued from the outbreak of
the [annexation] crisis through to the settlements of principle reached in January and
February 1909” (Unal, 1992, p. 240) were also of Kamil Pasha’s influence. Thus, it
becomes a mistake to underestimate the role of the Kamil Pasha government in the
boycott process, which those who relate the post-revolutionary process exclusively
with the Unionists often overlooked. Just as the Unionists attempted to do, Kamil

Pasha and his followers must have taken advantage of Bulgaria’s independence and
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the Austrian annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina for their political interests. In an
analogous way to the Unionists, Kamil Pasha’s government shared the fear that the
spontaneity of the masses could shake their position. For this very reason, they adopted
a hesitant policy towards the boycott. Kamil Pasha and his bureaucrats were not among
the organizers of the boycott. Yet, they did not hesitate to benefit from it. In the face
of Austrian officials’ complaints about the Ottoman government’s inability to cease
the boycott'%, it utilized the boycott as a matter of negotiation with Austria-Hungary.
Dersaadet ambassador of Austria-Hungary Marki Pallavicini was the most known
Austrian official who states Austrian complaints on the boycott. He conveyed
objections'®” of both the government of Vienna and the Austrian merchants or
companies. In most meetings with the Ottoman governmental officials, Pallavicini
highlighted that a peaceful solution would become impossible unless the Ottoman
government obviates the boycott.!® In any instance that the government became
unable to prohibit the mobilization of the masses on the other hand, it always resorted
to the same response: The boycott stemmed from the “free will” of the people;
therefore, the government can never interfere in their free choices in the market.!3°
Upon Austrian middlemen’s complaints on the boycott and the merchants promoting

the boycott, the minister of Zabtiye Sami Pasha emphasized that the Ottoman millet
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reached a consensus, and everyone was free to purchase or not to purchase any product
they want. If and only if an assault on these middlemen occurs, the Ottoman security
officials can intervene then.'#° Likewise, when the Austrian ambassador demanded the
help of the government to unload the burden of an Austrian ferry, the governor of Izmir
province highlighted that he could not force someone to carry the load ashore.'4!
Similarly, on the complaints of the Austrian minister of foreign affairs regarding the
dock workers, Kamil Pasha replied with an official letter on November 28 that they
are not government officials (Elmaci, 1997a; Emiroglu, 1994). After all, Ottomans
were ‘free’ to make commercial choices after the revolution. The Ottoman government

seemed determined not to implement ‘state intervention’ in the boycott.4?

While the government repeatedly emphasized its inability to prevent the free actions
of Ottomans in the face of Austria-Hungary’s objections, it also took considerable
precautions to avoid popular mobilization. Yet, obviously, the government could not
afford to hinder it as much as intended. At this very moment, the government tightened
the measures and warnings towards the boycotters. The severity of governmental
precautions increased as Austrian and Ottoman states approached a consensus. In the
early days of the boycott, there existed, at most, governmental suggestions that there
was no need for “outburst” and “violence” but “foresight” and “patience”.'** Towards
the mid-December, government became more active in the boycott. The Grand Vizier
called the steward of the porters’ guild [hamallar kahyasi] to warn porters to carry the
cargo of Austrian ships!* and commanded porters and lightermen to evacuate the
goods in Austrian ships.**® In January and February of 1909, the interference of the
Kamil Pasha government in the boycott took a more severe form. In some cases that
porters refused to work for Austrian companies, soldiers helped these companies to

evacuate their load. Similarly, the governor of Beirut waited in the dock until porters
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unloaded the cargo of Austrian ships. Furthermore, the Grand Vizier authorized the

governor of Halep district to use brute force if necessary.!46

Overall, towards the end of negotiations with Austria-Hungary, the Ottoman state
gradually adopted restrictive policies toward the workers refusing to work for Austrian
ships. In other words, while initially advocating that a governmental intervention in
the boycott can result in damaging results, as soon as the government considered ‘the
safety of life and property’ was in peril, the government began to intervene in the
boycott. Indeed, the partially permissive attitude of the government itself at the
beginning stemmed from pragmatic reasons. Again, the boycott had taken place in the
immediate aftermath of the 1908 Revolution, just before the parliamentary elections.
No doubt, insistent threats from the Vienna government played a considerable role in
tightening the intervention of the Ottoman government in the boycott, too. Kamil
Pasha’s government must have feared the interruption of negotiations. The Ottoman
Empire had lost both Bosnia-Herzegovina and Bulgaria long before the current events
but still tried to get some concessions (Unal, 1992). Nevertheless, even if one
disregards the influence of Austria-Hungary, considering the general attitude towards
the Ottoman workers, it is appropriate to evaluate that the government would attempt

to suppress workers in any way.

After the 1908 Revolution, the mobilization of workers gained momentum, and the
number of worker strikes considerably increased (Yildirim, 2012). Nevertheless,
following a limited period of free mobilization, the government of the new regime
attempted to restrict the acts of workers. The Ottoman government promulgated the
Provisional Law of Strike [Tatil-i Esgal Kanun-u Muvakkati] in the first week of
October 1908, which the parliament officially ratified justin July 1909 (Toprak, 1981).
The law gave the cabinet an extraordinary authority to enforce security and public
order. Thus, the control of Ottoman workers has not been peculiar to the boycott but
the typical pattern of the historical era. Their working conditions indeed became better

after the revolution, but the government has never promoted the ‘extreme’

146 “Hilmi Pasa ile Miilakat”, Servet-i Finun, 20.02.1909.
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mobilization of workers who revolt for their class interests. In parallel, studies on
Ottoman workers in the late Ottoman era show that the mobilization of dock workers
including porters and lightermen was not unique to the boycott moment. Independent
of the boycott, a general environment of strike existed among workers. Indeed, the
workers mobilized seemingly in response to Austrian annexation and Bulgarian
independence were aware that the boycott meant more than a mere milli issue. They
were aware that they could take advantage of the boycott for their class interests
(Quataert, 2017b). In the face of gradually restricting policies of the government, the

boycott constituted a free zone in to regain the rights they had lost before.

3.2.5. Organizations of the Boycott

The 1908 Ottoman Boycott enabled new boycott organizations to emerge. It was also
an outcome of the proliferation of organizations and associations after 1908. | have
stated before that the boycott was an arena of struggle in which different actors
competed to attain leadership. This observation also applies to organizations of the
boycott. 1 have come across three prominent boycott organizations called the
Committee of Boycott [Boykot/ Boykotaj Cemiyeti], the Syndicate of Boycott
[Boykotaj Sendikasi] and the Committee of Economic War [Harb-i Iktisadi Cemiyeti].
Based on existing sources on the boycott, there is no clear answer as to whether boycott
organizations with different names refer to separate organizations with different

people in charge or whether the same group managed all the organizations.

Indeed, what is more important than searching for a specific founder of each boycott

organization is that organizations were multi-actor ones. The boycott itself was not
imposed from above but emerged through the participation of different societal actors.
Thus, it may be impossible to know precisely which organization was led by whom.
Just as the leadership of the boycott never belonged to a particular group like the
Unionists, boycott organizations did not pertain exclusively to a specific group of
actors. As | have argued about the boycott and the state itself, the organizations were
an arena of struggle through which the Unionists, merchants or esnafs and workers

acted. Therefore, the izmir Committee of Boycott could take pride in incorporating
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both “heroic workers” and merchants'¥’. Likewise, while the committee felt itself
responsible for granting a special certificate [sehadetname] to merchants showing their
loyalty to the boycott, it has also claimed in its headline that its official publication
Gave has been the defender of rights of “esnaf and workers.” The committee was
controlled by neither esnafs or merchants nor workers but by the tacit coalition of

various actors in which each actor attempted to have more power.

Despite the coexistence of various actors, the Unionists were more dominant within

the organizations. The Unionist newspaper Tanin published the first call for the
establishment of a boycott organization in Istanbul (Cetinkaya, 2004; Quataert,
2017a). Two prominent names of the Istanbul Committee of Boycott —Ziya Balc1 and
Kibar Ali— were also among the leading CUP members. The official publication of the
boycott Gave was a supporter of Unionist ideas. This Unionist hegemony also brought
the workers and the Unionists together. The committee appreciated esnafs and workers
for their support of the boycott and called them to continue the boycott.'%® In some
other cases, Gave —in the name of the Boycott Committee— regarded itself as a
representative of workers and dealt with a long-standing conflict between freight
waggoners and the municipality.**® In January 1909, the humor newspaper Karagoz
narrated that only when the Syndicate of Boycott guaranteed that the goods standing
in Customs Administration were not Austrian goods, porters accepted unloading

Austrian ships.'

Boycott organizations were also concerned with merchants and esnafs. Along with
giving a special certificate showing their compliance, the Izmir Committee declared

the names of the merchants who could “prove their refusal to sell the goods of Austria-
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Hungary through bills and documents.”*®! It added that the committee was not sure
about the attitude of other businesses who could not show their proof of loyalty.
Determining who “patriotic” was under the control of boycott organizations. When a
governmental official decided that a store be exempt from the boycott, the committee
harshly responded: There was “committee of boycott to declare who would be exempt
from the boycott if needed.”*®> The Izmir Syndicate of Boycott, likewise, created
problems for the merchants who refused to become its members (Cetinkaya, 2004).

Boycott organizations spread over a wide area from the Balkans and Anatolia to the
Arabian Peninsula (Elmaci, 2005). Considering that each center of the boycott had
different combinations of actors and socioeconomic forces, the weight of actors within
each organization must have varied. Gave, for instance, gives the impression that
actors other than merchants were more dominant Izmir Committee of Boycott. On the
other hand, the existence of a separate organization in Istanbul for merchants called
the “Committee of Economic War” as different from the “Syndicate of Boycott”

illustrates the dominance of merchants (Quataert, 2017a) within that organization.

3.2.6. Respect for Free Trade

One point regarding the 1908 Boycott deserves a special emphasis: Despite hesitant

remarks on government’s contribution to functioning of economy, views emphasizing
the minimality of the government and the respect for free trade always prevailed. In
addition to the attitude of the government and the CUP in this direction, the press
which represents public opinion has insistently emphasized that the government
should have kept its hands off the economic decisions of the society. The people itself
were the implementors of the boycott!®3; thus, government officials could never

assume the right to prevent popular preference to avoid Austrian goods and services.

151 “Izmir Boykotaj Cemiyetinden Bilciimle Osmanlilara Miihim Bir Tebsir”, Gave, 31.12.1908.
152 “Izmir Boykotaj Cemiyetinde Bu Kerre Nesr Edilen Beyanatname Suretidir”, Gave, 17.12.1908.

153 “izmir Boykotaj Cemiyetinde Bu Kerre Nesr Edilen Beyanatname Suretidir”, Gave, 17.12.1908;
“Kism-1 Muhavele”, Gave, 17.12.1908; “Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 21.12.1908; “Ziibde-i
Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 14.12.1908; “Boykotaj Hakkinda”, Servet-i Flinun, 31.12.1908; “Avusturya”,
Koylu, 29.11.1908; “Koyli”, Kéyld, 29.11.1908; “Ahval-i Siyasiye”, Ahenk, 01.12.1908.
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In this direction, Gave as the official publication of the boycott criticized the governor
who regards the interference in the boycott among his momentous missions.>*
Beyanii’l Hak and Ahenk condemned the Austrian government which emphasized the
termination of the boycott as a precondition for the continuation of bureaucratic
negotiations.*®® The boycott was “a sign of outrage” of millet, in which the government
intervention was never acceptable. Similarly, Servet-i Funun, which praised itself for
starting the boycott,’%® highlighted that the people of any government were
autonomous in buying or not buying any good, except for violent attempts.*>” Koyli
also wrote that millet is no longer as blind as before, so the boycott never took place
on the advice of the government.*>8 At best, the government could ensure that those
who would come together for the unification of capital were honest.'>® Nevertheless,
Kamil Pasha government and the Unionists shared the attitude of the newspapers, too:
The people should have protested Austrian and Bulgarian attempts, but just to a limited
extent. They should have always followed “temperance” and “calm,” enabling public
order.1%° Boycotters were subject to the rule of laissez-faire. They could prefer not to
purchase any Austrian or Bulgarian products. Yet, in any way, they should have
avoided any attempt that would cause the government to associate with the boycott.
For instance, the participation of those who work in the Customs Administration could
mean the indirect involvement of the Ottoman state itself in the boycott.16* The
exemption of government officials from the boycott accordingly was related to

breaking a probable connection between the government and the mobilized masses.

All the people were free to make economic decisions in the ‘market’ except for gove-

154 “K4sm-1 Muhavele”, Gave, 17.12.1908.
155 « Ahval-i Siyasiye”, Ahenk, 01.12.1908; “Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak, 14.12.1908

156 Ahmed Ihsan, “Avusturya Politikas1”, Servet-i Finun, 12.11.1908; “Boykotaj Kalkti”, Servet-i
Funun, 25.02.1909.

187 «“Boykotaj ve Avusturya Sefiri Mosy® Pallavicini fadati”, Servet-i Fiinun, 26.11.1908; “Miizakere-
i Itilaf’, Servet-i Fiinun, 09.12.1908.

158 «“Avusturya”, Koylu, 29.11.1908.

159 Aynizade Hasan Tahsin, “Ticaret Sirketleri ve Menafii iktisadiyesi”, Beyanii’l Hak, 02.11.1908
160 «“ttihad ve Itidal”, Ahenk, 15.10.1908.

161 «“Boykot Kimdir, Boykotaj Nedir?”, Servet-i Finun, 30.10.1908.
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nment officials. Therefore, no one could suggest them to take their fezzes off, although
wearing fez meant the absence of “patriotism”!6? for most. Governors, district
governors and the soldiers wearing a uniform all were exempt from the imperatives of
the boycott.163 As for porters and lightermen, there existed always the same response
in the face of complaints from Austria-Hungary that the Ottoman government never
commanded them not to work for Austrian ships: Porters and lightermen have not been
government officials; thus, the government was never able to force them to work.64
No doubt, in a period when the government did not refrain from interfering with the
‘excessive’ mobilization of workers through legal arrangements (Y1ldirim, 2013), the
newspaper articles on the alleged inability of the government was not convincing.
Despite the change in the regime, oppression of lower classes was still there.
Moreover, the acclamation of government officials in some instances for their
conformity with the boycott —like preferring kalpak or kulah instead of fez!®®> or
newspaper articles written by them in favor of the boycott'6— constitutes a discrepancy
in terms of their exemption from the boycott. Nonetheless, the government, the
Unionists and the press all distinguished between government officials and
independent workers. In this way, they highlighted not only the minimality of the
government in the face of socioeconomic affairs but also the autonomy of the economy
against society and politics. The government officials, who represent state and politics,
could not behave as freely as workers, who represent the economy. Yet, even in the
distinction between the two groups of participants, the views that the porters working
only for an administrative office —like the porters in the Customs Administration— had

to leave the boycott existed. 6’

162 “Fesler Hakkinda: Diinkii Niimayis”, Koylu, 08.12.1908.

163 “Memurlar ve Boykotaj”, Koyli, 09.12.1908; “Boykot Kimdir, Boykotaj Nedir?”, Servet-i Fiinun,
30.10.1908.

164 «“Boykotaj”, Kdyli, 10.12.1908; “Ahval-i Siyasiye”, Ahenk, 01.12.1908

165 “Kalpak Iktisas1”, Gave, 17.12.1908; “Ittihad ve itidal”, Ahenk, 15.10.1908; “Fes-Kalpak™, Sura-y:
Ummet, 26.11.1908.

166 Giimriikk Memurlarindan Hafiz Omer, “Boykotaj”, Servet-i Fiinun, 01.12.1908; izmir Postahanesi
Memurlarindan Edremidli Ahmed, “Aynen: izmir Boykotaj Cemiyet-i Muhteremesine”, Koyl,
01.12.1908; Mekteb-i Miilkiye Miidiri Celal, “Vatandaglarima Teklifim”, Servet-i Flinun, 10.10.1908.

167 «“Boykot Kimdir, Boykotaj Nedir?”, Servet-i Fiinun, 30.10.1908.
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In the boycott, the government should have adopted minimal intervention because no
one should have distorted laissez faire despite a few opposing views. In other words,
rather than challenging the free trade, the 1908 Boycott ensured free trade. The
government and the Unionists feared that ‘excessive’ government help in the boycott
might distort free functioning of the economy [serbesti-i bey’ii sira]*®® and any
distortion of free trade would ultimately mean the loss of ‘competition’. The boycott
itself was expected to serve competition. In a purely free market economy, Ottomans
could not compete with foreign merchants. Accordingly, customs duty did not refer to
a direct government intervention but a balancing element between foreign and
domestic merchants.®® The role of the government was to organize and regulate
competition. If the Ottoman state were able to levy customs duty on Austrian goods,
the competition with Austria would become possible then.1’® Similarly, emphases on
the unification of Ottoman merchants to establish new domestic companies aimed at
the equalization of Ottoman merchants with foreign merchants in competition.t’!
Ottomans would be able to produce their own goods without resort to foreign ones
then.

Yet, the idea that the boycott could disrupt free trade must have come to mind, and
accordingly there was a response to it: Ottomans should not dare to purchase Austrian
goods or services or work for an Austrian company but this could not mean distortion
of the people’s rights to buying the goods or services they desire or to working in the
service of a company they choose.'”? In other words, one could suggest avoidance of
Austrian goods and services but never force Ottomans to do it. The general respect of
the boycott for free trade was most apparent in the objection of a columnist Ismail Safa

of Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, a newspaper defending economic

168 K ysm-1 Muhavele”, Gave, 17.12.1908.

169 fsmail Safa, “Serbestii Ticaret ve Usul-i Himaye”, Osmanl: Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 22.11.1908;
“Muharebe Ne Demektir? Muharebeye Ne Gibi Seyler Sebeb Olur...”, Kdyll, 14.10.1908

170 fsmail Safa, “Serbestii Ticaret ve Usul-i Himaye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 06.12.1908

111 “Harb-i Iktisadi”, Osmanl Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908; Aynizade Hasan Tahsin, “Ticaret
Sirketleri ve Menafii Iktisadiyesi”, Beyanii’l Hak, 02.11.1908.

172 «“Boykot Kimdir, Boykotaj Nedir?”, Servet-i Finun, 30.10.1908; “Memleketimiz Avusturya
Emtiasina Kars1 Muharebe-yi iktisadiye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 06.12.1908.
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protectionism'’3, to Cavid Bey who unconditionally defended free trade in Ulum-u
Iktisadiye ve Ictimaiye Mecmuasi. According to the former, rather than adopting
unlimited free trade, government had to adopt a dual stance: It could partially adopt
protection of products like sugar; however, Ottomans still had to import the goods
impossible to produce inside. Any attempt should not have damaged free trade. The
government was able to impose the 15 percent customs duty on Austria-Hungary;
however, it should not have spread to other countries’ commodities or the goods hard
to produce home. Such a case would be “a serious economic mistake”.1’* The same
columnist in his previous writings already emphasized the limitedness of government

which is “only responsible for the internal and external security of the country”.1’

Then, even a harsh objection by a protectionist intellectual to defenders of free trade
like Cavid Bey—mistakenly and exclusively called a “liberal” intellectual— ended up
with the defense of free trade in the boycott context. The more interesting point
regarding Cavid Bey is —despite Ismail Safa’s protectionist disapproval of his stance—
the existence of his writings that support the boycott (Cetinkaya, 2004, pp. 164-165).
While I do not distinguish any mention of the boycott in his newspaper Ulum-u
Iktisadiye ve I¢timaiye Mecmuasi, Cetinkaya detects some emphases on the boycott in
Tkdam: Austria had sold its products like fez without encountering any competition so
far. Ottomans could not win economically the Austrian merchants who both
professionalized in the production and owned a significant amount of capital, and the
boycott constituted a “non-economic instrument” to overcome them. In this way, just
as prevalent in the boycott process, through the regulating statements or moral
concepts imposed, he separates the economic from the non-economic, and restricts the
boycott to the latter. Cavid Bey’s implicit support can be related to the hegemony of
the nationalist ideology that the Unionists have strictly promoted. However, even the

173 Although Ismail Safa calls his stance “moderate protectionism” [himaye-i makule], because | cannot
realize a substantial difference between “moderate” and pure versions of protectionism, I prefer to
utilize his “moderate protectionism” as merely protectionism. As this thesis argues, mere protectionism
itself includes free market economy as a noticeable component.

174 1smail Safa, “Serbestii Ticaret ve Usul-i Himaye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 25.03.1909.

175 fsmail Safa, “Serbestii Ticaret ve Usul-i Himaye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 22.11.1908
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inconsistently supportive attitude of Cavid Bey who would become the minister of
finance several times in the National Economy period (1908-14) is illustrative in

showing the approximation between “liberal” and “national” economic views.

3.2.7. The Merchant and Esnaf of the Boycott

In this part of the thesis, | focus on the participation of not only merchants but also

esnafs in the1908 Boycott. Contrary to the conventional wisdom influenced by Zafer
Toprak, merchants and esnafs are not mutually exclusive categories. The literature
assumes the latter to be backed by the state and the Unionists and calls only the former
the bourgeoisie. Indeed, they are two categories between which connections and

transitions exist.

The growing Ottoman tendency towards a capitalist economy and commercialization
in the 19" century made the Ottoman esnafs increasingly more integrated with the
international market (Celik, 2022), which ended up blurring the boundaries between
the merchant and the esnaf. Just as the merchants who were engaged in international
trade, esnafs who were more active in internal trade showed a tendency of
embourgeoisement (Eldem, 2014). Esnafs did not die out in the face of competition
with non-Muslim merchants, adapted to economic changes (Pamuk, 2021) and were
exposed to capitalist transformation and embourgeoisement. Contrary to Toprak
mentioned in the previous chapter that the National Economy empowered the esnaf,
the boycott does not necessarily contribute to the empowerment of esnaf, assumed to

transform later into milli bourgeoisie by the NET, in the face of merchants.

Yet, it does not mean | utilize merchant and esnaf as equivalent. | just point out the
blurred boundaries between two group of actors, and the embourgeoisement of not
only the merchant but also the esnaf. In the boycott context, accordingly, categories of
merchant and esnaf are not necessarily exclusive. Yet, | still keep using the terms esnaf
and merchant separately since my primary sources sometimes use esnaf. Moreover,
the use of esnaf is more appropriate in some instances where it means a small retail

store with only local connections. In the primary and secondary sources on the boycott,
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| realized two usages of esnaf. First, newspapers used it almost as equivalent to
workers. They called freight waggoners and dock workers esnaf.1’® Public opinion
reportedly appreciated their “patriotism” for their determined support for the boycott.
Yet, they had been also pursuing their class interests long before the boycott; thus, the
tacit coalition of the Unionists, the Porte and the press had to keep them under control.
Second, the newspapers used esnaf to refer to those who owned a retail store and were

usually skilled in artisanship.’’

While the first meaning of the word esnaf is closer to the worker, this usage is related
to the category of merchant. My concern with esnaf stems from this second meaning.
In the newspapers, there was no clear differentiation between the merchant and the
esnaf as a skilled owner of a retail store. Again, this unclear boundary was due to both
the economic situation of the era —enlarging market and dominance of capitalist
mentality in the Ottoman territory— and the rather uninformed and superfluous use of
terms esnaf and merchant. Moreover, in line with the change in socioeconomic
relations, the meaning of the terms was changing, too. Those who were called esnaf

for a long time might be the merchants of the new era.

The encouragement in the newspapers urging the “merchants” to unify their capitals
to establish companies'’® or attributing them the primary role to developing home-
production units'’® are pretty illustrative. Based on these statements, the distinction

between a “merchant” lacking sufficient capital and an international network who was

176 «“Boykotaj Cemiyeti'nden: Izmir Yiik Arabacilar1 Ustabagisi Tarafindan Gonderilen Tezkere”,
Koylii, 05.12.1908; “Boykotaj Cemiyetinin izmir’de Nasir-i Efkar1 -Gemici-Atesci-Kayikci-Vapur ve
Mavna Amelesi-Hamal-Arabaci Vesair Esnaf ve Amelenin Miidafi-1 Hukuku Olmak Uzere Haftada Bir
Defa Nesr Olunur Osmanli Gazetesidir”, Gave, 31.12.1908; “Boykotaj Cemiyetinin izmir’de Nagir-i
Efkar1 -Gemici-Atesgi-Kayik¢i-Vapur ve Mavna Amelesi-Hamal-Arabaci Vesair Esnaf ve Amelenin
Miidafi-1 Hukuku Olmak Uzere Haftada Bir Defa Nesr Olunur Osmanli Gazetesidir”, Gave, 15.01.1909.

177 Velieddin “Kasabadan Yaziliyor”, Koyli, 01.11.1908; “ittihad ve Itidal”, Ahenk, 15.10.1908; “Dahili
Telgrafimz”, Karagdz, 19.10.1908; Gave Gazetesine: Gordiis Boykotaj Cemiyetinden”, Gave, 15 Ocak
1909; “Telgraflar”, Karagdz, 02.11.1908.

178 “Harb-i Iktisadi”, Osmanl Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908; Aynizade Hasan Tahsin, “Ticaret
Sirketleri ve Menafii Iktisadiyesi”, Beyanii'l Hak, 02.11.1908; “Alem-i Islamiyet”, Beyanii’l Hak,
25.01.1909; “En Ehemmiyetli Islerimizden Sirketler”, Koyli, 01.12.1908.

119 “Fes”, Beyanii’l Hak, 26.10.1908; Aynizade Hasan Tahsin, “Ticaret Sirketleri ve Menafii
iktisadiyesi”, Beyanii 'l Hak, 02.11.1908.

123



encouraged to bring together this limited capital with other “merchants”, on the one
hand, and an esnaf, on the other, is unclear. There is no reason, for instance, to assume
that producers of leather and shoes!® who do not have capital in substantial amounts
and international connections are “esnafs” but not small merchants. Furthermore, in
some cases, there can be an overlap of the two actors, where it is impossible to be sure
about including a person exclusively to the category of either esnaf or merchant. For
instance, “merchants” who ordered sugar to their store in a district but sent it back
when they realized Austrian origin®®! could be both merchant and esnaf. They ran their
business in small districts with limited international connections, but they had enough

capital to trade with the big merchants of port cities or to with international merchants.

The reason | devote a significant space to discussing the term esnaf is to enlarge the
boundaries of the term merchant, to highlight that merchant might overlap with esnaf
in some instances and ultimately to emphasize that the ‘bourgeoisie’ as a concept
might encompass this broad conception of the merchant. In this vein, the merchants
were not a uniform group but a one whose boundaries occasionally expanded or
contracted; thus, intra-class conflicts or inconsistencies always existed. Hence, |
propose to reconsider the role of merchants in a broader sense in the boycott, while
not ignoring their role in the social formation as the bourgeoisie. Based on the
extensive meaning of the word merchant, I aim to avoid the underrepresentation of
merchants in the boycott in this thesis. In other words, | suggest that the role of
merchants can be larger and also more contradictory than the literature has claimed so
far.Based on this notion of merchant, one can say that there were both merchants who
supported and did not support the boycott. There were merchants who both benefitted
from and suffered from it. Merchants who did not follow the boycott were the
merchants who were potentially damaged by it. After all, the popular aversion to
Austrian goods threatened the interests of not only Austrian merchants*? but also

some Ottoman merchants (Cetinkaya, 2004). In the face of such possibility, Ottoman

180 Velieddin “Kasabadan Yaziliyor”, Koylii, 01.11.1908.
181 «Aydin Vilayeti”, Ahenk, 12.11.1908.

182 “Devlet-i Osmaniye ve Avusturya Miizakerati”, Servet-i Finun, 30.12.1908.
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merchants resorted to legitimate or illegitimate ways to encounter the threat. The
attempts to deceive the people by claiming Austrian goods to be French or English
origin reflected a desire to minimize the threat they felt.'® The merchant Samanlizade
Abdulvahab’s annunciation in Servet-i Funun that he always followed the boycott, and
the rolling papers produced in his factory were never Austrian-origin'® was a
manifestation of his willingness to alleviate negative results of the boycott on his
business. The rally organized by the losing esnafs and merchants of fez in Istanbul
(Elmaci, 1997b) was also the reaction of merchants who could not cope with the
economic loss caused by the boycott. However, they do not share a common and
consistent attitude. As for workers of the boycott, for instance, despite exceptions like
those who work for services of Austrian companies'®, there is general compliance
with the boycott. The same applies to the Unionists. The attitude of merchants towards
the boycott, on the other hand, was more fragmentary, which results once more in their
underrepresentation in both primary and secondary sources that | have analyzed. The
lack of a common attitude among merchants to support or not to support the boycott
created the illusion that merchants —call it the Ottoman bourgeoisie— participated in
the boycott but just as a corollary of the Unionists. However, a more careful look at
the merchants of the boycott reveals their genuine presence in the boycott and their
varying decisions to join or not join the boycott. Their presence could be in the shape
of not only ‘support’ for but also ‘opposition’ to the boycott albeit the latter position
took a more implicit form. First of all, there is a good deal of news in the newspapers
about porters refraining from carrying Austrian goods,*®® which | have previously

discussed. In this way, the porters caused these products to go bad in ports or to be

183 «“Aynen: Izmir Boykotaj Cemiyet-i Muhteremesine”, Koylii, 01.12.1908; Giimriik Memurlarindan
Hafiz Omer, “Boykotaj”, Servet-i Fiinun, 01.12.1908.
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“Harb-i Iktisadi”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908; “Koyli”, Gave, 17.12.1908;
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25.02.1909.
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sent back to their country of origin. These goods could be ordered to the Ottoman
territory by one of two merchant groups: either the foreign merchants, such as the
French or the English, who traded in the Ottoman territory with Austrian merchants or
Ottoman merchants who owned considerable capital and had access to international
networks to trade with their European counterparts. In either case, considering that
there were several moments of confrontation in which workers refused to unload
Austrian ships, there existed a significant number of merchants based in Ottoman
territories who ordered Austrian goods and deliberately disobeyed the boycott. Each
confrontation in ports between workers and officials of Austrian ships, then, meant an
infringement of the boycott by merchants, which took place several times during the
boycott. However, newspapers did not touch on the merchant violations of the boycott
as lucidly as the workers’ reaction to Austrian goods in ports. When porters did not
unload the cargo of an Austrian ship and its cargo had to wait in the dock, newspapers
held the Austrian ambassador Pallavicini responsible —but not the merchant whose
order of the goods the porters rejected to unload.'8” Even after the termination of the
boycott when merchants were allowed to order Austrian goods—, recommendations of

newspapers to end the boycott were directed mostly to workers but not merchants.

Yet, the abovementioned invisibility of merchant foot-dragging by no means refers to
their total non-participation in the boycott. Indeed, their invisibility might be the proof
of their presence. In other words, the power of the merchants as a part of the
bourgeoisie might come from disappearing rather than appearing in active politics
(Ucar, 2013). Their dominance might be “most effective where it was most silent and
anonymous” (Blackbourn & Eley, 1984, p. 204). After all, they witnessed the boycotts
in other places of the world (Cetinkaya, 2004) and they must have learned from the
bourgeoisies in these boycotts. In the 1905 Chinese Boycott, for instance, merchants
had been the leading actors and united around the Shanghai Chamber of Commerce.

Nevertheless, the attempts of merchants “to get rid of foreign competition and build

187 “Boykotaj”, Koyli, 10.12.1908.

18 «“Boykotaj”, Servet-i Finun, 03.02.1909; “Boykotajn Refi”, Servet-i Fiinun, 27.02.1908;
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up a national industry” (Mckee, 1986, p. 166) ended up with their declaration of a
“truce” (1986, p. 187), which means their acceptance of the defeat. Ottoman merchants

who were aware of the Chinese Boycott!®® must have tried otherwise.

There were some momentary flashes of light, indicating merchants’ presence in the
boycott. Although newspapers rarely mention the full names of merchants as active
participants, except for disclosure of merchants by the committees of boycott, a writer
of Servet-i Flinun spelled out the name Abud Efendi among “honorable merchants”. %
The writer suggested that these “honorable merchants” compose a commission to
inspect which middlemen ordered Austrian goods and which merchants sold them. In
the same period, Abud Efendi, of whom | did not see any account or any sign of his
participation in the boycott, was the head of Dersaadet Chamber of Commerce. On the
one hand, he had been awarded the Pride Medal by Abdulhamid for his contribution
to Hijaz railways (Giilsoy & Nazir, 2009); on the other hand, several years later, he
gladly applauded the new regime of 1908 and added that the oppressive ancien régime
was genuinely responsible for the ineffectiveness of chambers and the new regime

would remove the obstacles towards entrepreneurial freedom (Koraltiirk, 2002).

The columnist suggested two other names to compose a commission to oversee other
merchants: ‘“Nemlizadeler” and “Samli Mustafa ve Mahdumlar1”. Similar to Abud
Efendi, a member of Samlizade family, Samlizade Mehmet, was a member of the
Chamber. Likewise, although any member of the Nemlizade family did not take place
in the executive of the chamber in 1908 when the boycott took place, from 1897 to
1919, multiple members of the family ranked among the senior executives of the
Chamber (Giilsoy & Nazir, 2009). | should highlight that the executive committee of
the Dersaadet Chamber of Commerce was not open to every merchant (and esnaf) who

wanted to participate. The chamber classified merchants into four categories, and only

189 Abidin Davud, “Vatanim1 Seven Osmanlilar”, Servet-i Finun, 10.10.1908; “Harb-i Iktisadi”,
Osmanly Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908; “Yine Ahalimize ve Vatandaslarimiza”, Sura-y:
Ummet, 09.10.1908; Horasani, “Sulhen Miidafaa-y1 Hukukun Bir Vasitas1”, Servet-i Finun,
07.10.1908; “Sark Meselesi Hakkinda”, Sura-y1 Ummet, 11.01.1909.

190 Mekteb-i Miilkiye Miidiri Celal, “Vatandaglarima Teklifim”, Servet-i Fiinun, 10.10.1908.
127



first-class and second-class categories, composed of wealthier merchants, could take

part in the executive.

Yet, there may be situations where this invisibility did not necessarily benefit
merchants. A newspaper claimed that “Franko, Veroplu, Bardakoglu and Nisli Hact
Ali Aga” brought one thousand five hundred sacks of sugar from Austria and
distributed them to grocery stores under the name of Russian sugar.®* Then, these
merchants, members of the bourgeoisie, were the names that lacked “patriotism”,
whose goods Ottomans should avoid. Among these merchants who were expected to
suffer from the boycott, Nisli Hac1 Ali Aga was one of the grand merchants of Izmir
so much so that he and the merchants around him established the Izmir Commodity
Exchange (Izmir Ticaret Borsasi, n.d.). Yet, except for this flash of light that we could
see him, there was no news on how Nigli Hac1 Ali supported or not supported the
boycott, too. Unlike Abud Efendi —a writer of Servet-i Flinun promoted his economic
interests by extolling him as an “honorable merchant”, and he probably benefitted from

the boycott— Nisli Hac1 Ali must have been among the losers.

The veiled visibility of merchants should bring to mind that merchants —the
bourgeoisie— might be embedded in the boycott process, and they must have realized
that they would achieve their interests through ways “other than heroic means or open
political action” (Blackbourn & Eley, 1984, p. 16). Their invisibility or veiled visibility
strengthened their hegemony and helped them defend their collective interests. In this
way, the attempts towards equalizing the competitive power of Ottoman merchants
vis-a-vis non-Ottoman merchants by creating obstacles to the latter could take a
“natural” form. Likewise, people could purchase domestic products even if they were
more expensive,'®? which is “naturally” expected from them. “Patriotism” in an
economic sense could become a “natural” and inevitable reaction of the masses, a

popular response that had already been expected from them.

191 «Aydin Vilayeti”, Ahenk, 01.10.1908.
192 «“Harb-i [ktisadi”, Osmanh Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 18.10.1908.
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3.2.8. Termination of the Boycott

By January 1909, the news on the boycott had substantially diminished and they were
immediately replaced by the news on negotiations between Austria-Hungary and the
Ottoman state. Now, “a new era of agreement commenced”. 1% There were still stories
that the boycott continued to instill severe damage to Austria-Hungary*®, and that the
boycott spread new regions outside the Ottoman territory.'®> Apparently, even the

termination of the boycott was a matter of contention among the actors of the boycott.

On January 18, 1909, the government sent an official document to the Customs
Administration stating that the boycott should not continue since negotiations with
Austria were in motion and that the administration would take necessary measures if
it continued.®® This contradicted the previous claims of the government that it had no
role in the boycott as it now got involved in the boycott to terminate it. When porters
refused to unload the Austrian ships, it did not hesitate to summon soldiers to make
sure that Ottoman trade relations with Austria-Hungary were safe.'%” After all, the role
of the government was to protect and be sure of the well-functioning of the free market,
if necessary, through security forces. Moreover, Hilmi Pasha, the fresh Grand-Vizier,
gladly praised the precautions, some of which necessitated brute force, that the
government took to end the boycott. The government also gave the Boycott
Commission an order to terminate the boycott.'% After this “order”, a group composed
of the members of the “Syndicate of Boycott” went to the Customs Administration and
asked “patriotic” porters and lightermen to leave the boycott. 1% Riza Tevfik, Unionist

Edirne deputy, also delivered a speech to convince them to cease the boycott.

193 “Tiirkiye-Avusturya”, Servet-i Fiinun, 10.01.1909.

194 «“Avusturya’min Teklifi”, Servet-i Flnun, 12.01.1909; “Ajans Telgraflari”, Servet-i Fiinun,
17.01.1909; “Boykotaj”, Servet-i Finun, 09.01.1909

195 “Miiteferrika”, Beyanii’l Hak, 18.12.1908; “Alem-i Islamiyet”, Beyanii I Hak, 25.12.1908
19 «Boykotaj: Riisumat Emanetinden”, Servet-i Fiinun, 30.01.1909.

197 Hilmi Pasa ile Miilakat”, Servet-i Finun, 20.02.1909; “Boykotajm Refi”, Servet-i Fiinun,
27.02.1909.

198 «“Boykotaj Kalktr”, Servet-i Fiinun, 25.02.1909.
199 «“Boykotajin Ref’i”, Servet-i Finun, 27.02.1909.
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The government was not the only actor demanding an end to the boycott, this was the
goal the CUP shared now. Accordingly, unlike in the last three months of 1908, the
boycott and Unionist names rarely appeared side by side in the newspapers. Unionists
were also unhappy with the uncontrollable mobilization of the masses, especially
workers. Actors of the bourgeoisie revolution of 1908 feared the mobilized classes. In
Trabzon, after the governor made the Austrian-Ottoman agreement published in local
newspapers, Unionists ordered an end to the boycott, and lightermen followed this
command (Quataert, 2017a).The new regime of 1908 had to stay on the right track.
Just a few months later, the 31 March Incident would take place. However, the workers
did not wish to end the boycott just yet. Although there were news stories that the
porters welcomed its completion,?®® ambassador Pallavicini’s persistent complaints to
the government around the same days suggest otherwise. He complained that, although
negotiations were continuing, the boycott did not come to an end,?°! which means that
workers continued to embrace the boycott. Even in early March, Pallavicini
complained that the boycott was still in force, and he intended to leave Istanbul, but
“temperance and seriousness of the Ottoman government dissuaded him”.?%? A
newspaper story published on February 9 used the heading “The Boycott is Still
Continuing”, and pointed out porters to refuse to unload ships of Austrian Llyod
company, and the same took place in Trieste as well.?%3 In Trablus, in mid-January,
watermen stopped and insulted the Honorary Ambassador of Trablus while trying to
reach the mainland through a canoe after getting off a Lloyd ferry.?* Even long after
signing the protocol on February 26, 1909, dock workers declared they would
“certainly keep their hands off of Austrian goods” (Yildirim, 2013, p. 200). Ottoman
porters were determined to maintain it until the parliament ratified the agreement. The

workers under pressure of Provisional Law of Strike tried to keep their elbow room.

200 «“Boykotaj”, Servet-i Fiinun, 28.02.1909.

201 “Devlet-i Osmaniye—Avusturya-Macaristan”, Servet-i Finun, 24.01.1909; “Avusturya Sefaretinin
Sikayetleri”, Servet-i Flinun, 26.01.1909; “Boykotaj, Servet-i Finun, 20.02.1909.

202 «protokol ve Laytha-y1 izahiye”, Servet-i Fiinun, 07.03.1909.
203 «“Boykotaj Elan Devam Ediyor”, Servet-i Fiinun, 09.02.1909

204 «Avusturya Sefaretinin Sikayetleri”, Servet-i Funun, 26.01.1909; “Trablus Hadisesi”, Servet-i
Finun, 16.02.1909.
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The boycott created a free space for workers in which they raised their interests. The

Interest of workers was not compatible with that of the bourgeoisie anymore.

After the two sides signed the protocol, “there was no need to continue the boycott”?%,
Yet, it had to be approved in the respective parliaments. In the end, the Ottoman state
recognized the annexation, which had already been under de facto control of Austria-
Hungary for a long time, and the Austrian state consented to submit in early January a
2,5 million liras of compensation to Ottoman Empire. While the compensation clause
created a climate of victory, the press highlighted that this amount was inadequate to
compensate for the loss of Ottoman territory. Throughout negotiations, although the
Ottoman demand for increasing customs duty to 15 percent was on the agenda, % there
is no reliable information that Austria-Hungary had accepted the Ottoman request. The
Ottoman state ultimately had to make do with Yenipazar, which Austria-Hungary
abandoned as compensation.?°” The boycott officially ended when the deputies ratified

it in the Ottoman Parliament in the first week of April.?%

Although the Ottoman Empire took the compensation it demanded and terminated the
boycott without engaging in a costly and deadly battle, the question regarding the
success of the boycott remained unanswered. Before evaluating the success of the 1908
Boycott, we need to put what the boycott meant. At this point, I quote the aims of the
boycott from Gave, the official publication of the boycott: “A boycott means a sort of
a milli war declared by subjects of the state influenced by it, against all the goods and
services of a state or an amirate that acts contrary to the international law and
agreements or that infringes boundaries of civilization.”?® Apparently, the boycott

aimed at damaging the infringer country through an economic “war”. Since the very

205 «“Boykotajin Ref’i”, Servet-i Finun, 27.02.1909.

206 «“Avysturya’min  Teklifi”, Servet-i Finun, 12.01.1909; “Ziibde-i Siyasiye”, Beyanii’l Hak,
21.12.1908; “Osmanlhi-Avusturya”, Koyll, 27.12.1908.

207 «“Yenipazar Sancag1”, Servet-i Fiinun, 01.12.1908; “Ahval-i Siyasiye”, Ahenk, 01.12.1908; “Ziibde-
i Siyasiye”, Beyanii 'l Hak, 21.12.1908,

208 Ahval-i Siyasiye”, Ahenk, 08.04.1909.
29 «“Boykotaj”, Gave, 17.12.1908.
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“subjects” of the other state would carry out the boycott, there was a popular

component, too.

Itis difficult to measure how much damage the boycott brought about for the economic
situation of Austria-Hungary. From the Ottoman side, newspapers emphasized
Austria-Hungary’s economic losses from the boycott.?1® Newspapers considered its
acceptance to start negotiations as a manifestation of the hardship Austria-Hungary
encountered. Servet-i Fiinun cited from the newspaper Istanbul that the total economic
cost and military expenditures of Austria-Hungary reached 337 million, and 1,5
million francs was added each month.?'! In related Ticaret Layihasis, Ottoman official
documents, which includes information parallel to the newspapers, there is an effort
to prove that the boycott heavily harmed Austria. Trieste Consulate, an economically
significant city of Austria-Hungary then, wrote that, due to the financial crisis in
America and the boycott, there was a stagnation in the trade of Trieste with the
Ottoman Empire.?'2 Yet, in the chart in which the consulate compared and contrasted
the import and export through Trieste with Austria-Hungary in 1908 and 1909, the
difference between the two was not substantial. Even so, the comparison of the years
1908 and 1909, which did not overlap with the Rumi calendar Ottomans used, could
not give a credible result. Moreover, as the consulate revealed, other factors such as a
financial crisis in another part of the world influenced the import and export with

Austria-Hungary.

Sevket Pamuk’s analysis on the Ottoman import and export relations with European
countries also reveals the difficulty of determining the amount of economic damage
the boycott caused (as cited in Quataert, 2017a). From 1907 to 1908, the amount of

Ottoman imports from Austria-Hungary decreased by %25. However, its imports from

210 «“Boykotaj Hakkinda Miizakere”, Servet-i Flinun, 20.12.1908; “Boykotajm Ref’i”, Servet-i Fiinun,
27.02.1909; “Avusturya”, Koylu, 29.11.1908; “Boykota;”, Servet-i Fiinun, 03.02.1909; “Memleketimiz
Avusturya Emtiasina Kargi Muharebe-yi lktisadiye”, Osmanli Ziraat ve Ticaret Gazetesi, 06.12.1908.

211 «“Boykotaj”, Servet-i Fiinun, 03.02.1909.

212 “Trieste Sehbenderliginin 1909 Senesine Aid Ticaret Layihasidir”, Ticaret Layihas1 No:4, 1909
(1327).
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Germany diminished by %22 as well, thus recording just a small difference between
the fall in imports from Germany and Austria-Hungary. In parallel, as Quatatert
(2017a) has highlighted, although the total trading of 34 Austrian post offices in the
Ottoman territory decreased by %10, that of some other branches, including the
Istanbul branch, considerably augmented from November 1907 to November 1908.

Overall, the 1908 Boycott was a complex process the success of which can hardly be
measured. Moreover, 4-5 months is not long enough to measure economic damage. In
such a short period, Ottomans could bring about a certain level of damage to the
Austrian economy but could not strike a devastating blow. Similarly, Ottomans could
refrain from Austrian goods and services and prefer domestic ones, but they could not
build domestic factories or companies in this short time. The boycotters were possibly
aware of it. For each group of actors, however, the boycott had different goals beyond

economically hurting Austria-Hungary.

Furthermore, it was open to question to what extent the boycott really aimed at
destructive results. At first glance, it resulted from mere ‘milli sentiments’ that
emerged as an outcome of the Austrian annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina and
Bulgarian independence; thus, it aimed at harming Austria-Hungary economically.
Yet, a deeper look reveals that the boycott represented a search for incorporating
Ottoman merchants into a ‘competitive’ free market in which non-Ottoman merchants
were already included. The boycott constituted an Ottoman attempt to be incorporated
into the free market through in-free-market ways, but never an opposition to the free
market economy. Contrary to the literature that regards the “National “Economy” in
opposition to the “liberal” free-market economic model and associates the 1908
Boycott with the former, the boycott already took the free market for granted.
Considering all these, damaging Austro-Hungarian economy extensively would mean
damaging the capitalist free market system that the Ottomans tried to be a part of. The
Ottoman expectation from the boycott, therefore, was not to erase Austria-Hungary
from the arena of the free market through destructive out-of-play methods but to

penalize it through the rules of the play.
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

This thesis has been an attempt to question the dichotomy assumed to exist in the
Ottoman economic thought between “liberal” economy / laissez faire and “national”
economy / protectionism. It has specifically concentrated on the periodization of the
1908-18 era that the existing literature largely divides as “liberal” and “national”. This
study has embarked on such inquiry through a study of the 1908 Ottoman Boycott. It
claims that the 1908 Boycott presents an appropriate opportunity to re-question a
settled dualism between historically opposite strands of Ottoman economic thought.
Contrary to scholars who relate the 1908 Boycott exclusively to the National
Economy, this thesis has argued that the boycott that promotes protectionist arguments
incorporates considerable instances of “liberal” / free trade approach. Thus, it is more
appropriate to evaluate the boycott neither through “liberal” economy nor “national”

economy but through their overlap.

From the late 19" century onwards, the dualism between usul-i himaye and serbesti-i
ticaret characterized Ottoman economic thought. The existing literature argues that,
until the Hamidian rule, the Ottoman economy was dominated by laissez-faire/
serbesti-i ticaret ideas, yet the Hamidian period was one of protectionism. After a
while, laissez-faire ideas supposedly became dominant again. In the post-1908 period,

the oscillation was between the “liberal” economy and the “national” economy.

This dichotomous structure of Ottoman economic thought leaves a legacy to the post-
1908 period. Accordingly, the existing literature divides the 1908-18 period into two
sections: the 1908-13/14 “liberal” economy period and the 1913/14-18 “national”
economy period. Among this literature, a significant names of the literature from
diverse schools including Zafer Toprak, Sina Aksin, Sevket Pamuk, Feroz Ahmad,

Murat Koraltirk and partially Tevfik Cavdar and Korkut Boratav. Based on this
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division, the literature attributes distinguishing characteristics to two approaches and
periods. State intervention is the most prominent dividing line between the “liberal”/
free trade economy and the “national”/ protectionist economy. The National Economy
represents active state intervention in economy to protect small producers and esnafs
and to create a national bourgeoisie. The “liberal” economy, the historical opposite of
the National Economy, suggests at least theoretically a total withdrawal of the state
and the domination of free competition. The National Economy undertakes a positive
mission in that it prevents the national merchants from being crushed under the
pressure of foreign bourgeoisie. The “liberal” / laissez-faire economy stands for the
imperial ambitions of foreign countries. Until the Unionists “created” a national
economy, a national bourgeoisie did not exist. The bourgeoise was absent, class
dynamics were hardly there, and capitalism was yet to appear in full. Throughout the
thesis, | have called this line of argumentation that divides the 1908-18 period into
periods of “liberal” economy and “national” economy and attributes such distinctive
characteristics to this division as the National Economy Thesis (NET). Yet, since the
NET does not a consistent set of arguments, this thesis has regarded Zafer Toprak as
the ideal type of the NET, who has a wide impact on the literature on the 1908-18

period.

Considering such a periodization that the NET literature pioneered by Toprak
employs, the 1908 Boycott against Austrian and also Bulgarian goods and services
that the literature largely associates with the National Economy broke out in early
October 1908, when the “liberal” economy of the revolutionary regime had recently
been established. Then, an apparent contradiction comes to light. Scholars of the
boycott literature evaluates it as one of the early embodiments of the “national”
economy, but it broke out at the very start of the “liberal” economy period. This thesis
has delved into this discrepancy between the leitmotiv attached to the boycott and its
timing. It has argued that the dividing line between the “liberal” economy and the
National Economy is not as sharp as the NET literature suggests. Moreover, it has
claimed that the historically established duality between the two economic strands
does not present an appropriate analytical framework to examine the 1908 Boycott and
also the economic thinking of the 1908-18 period. The 1908 Boycott has indeed
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substantial traces of its historical opposite, i.e., the “liberal” / free market economy.
As this study of the boycott has revealed, the National Economy also referred to a
liberal perception of economy. Thus, | have suggested to reconsider to replace the
dichotomy between the “liberal” economy and the “national” economy with the
dualism between protectionism and laissez-faire/free trade, and underline that both

were liberal perspectives in essence.

Besides the re-evaluation of the existing dichotomies in the history of Ottoman
economic thought, this thesis has also suggested reevaluating the 1908 Boycott itself.
The boycott literature, which consists of a limited number of studies, discusses the
boycott largely with respect to the National Economy. Although there are considerable
studies such as the Dogan Cetinkaya’s study the 1908 Ottoman Boycott which does
not disconnect the boycott from liberal-capitalist premises, the evaluation of the
boycott through the National Economy without taking its historical anti-thesis into
consideration reproduces the “liberal” economy - “national” economy duality and
places the boycott against “liberal economy”. Moreover, the literature takes the
National Economy for granted and fails to place it in an appropriate historical and
conceptual framework. Thus, it disguises other dimensions of the boycott under the
veil of the National Economy. Hence, this thesis has also aimed to contribute to the
literature on the 1908 Boycott.

Yet, one point should be clarified: This thesis regards the National Economy within a
historical process; thus, it focuses on its supposed contrast to “liberal” economy.
However, this study is absolutely aware that the concept National Economy also refers
to the appropriation of wealth of non-Muslim bourgeoisie in favor of Muslim national
bourgeoisie and the accumulation of wealth by dispossessing non-Muslims
bourgeoisie especially after Balkan Wars. Yet, this study focuses on the moment of
the 1908 Boycott in which such a dispossession did not come to light yet, as apparent
as in the period after Balkan Wars. Moreover, such conceptualization of the National
Economy as an oppressive and appropriative process itself proves that the National
Economy, which evolved from usul-i himaye / protectionism of the 19" century

considerably holds a liberal content.
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Clarifying the relationship between the National Economy and the 1908 Boycott, this
thesis has firstly analyzed the binary nature of the Ottoman economic thought in
Chapter 2. It has argued that the oscillation between usul-i himaye and serbesti-i ticaret
was neither peculiar to the Ottoman context nor a proof of Ottoman backwardness but
resulted from worldwide economic changes like the Long Depression. After freeing
the protectionism-free trade debate from Ottoman particularism, | have interrogated
the historical roots of each approach. In order to avoid cursory judgements, | have
restricted the focus of this thesis to the 1908-18 period, and | have analyzed a broad
spectrum of scholars from Kemalism to World System Theory. My analysis on the
periodization of the 1908-18 period has proved that there is an entrenched consensus

regarding the periodization of the given era as “liberal” and “national”.

In the next section, since the National Economy Thesis (NET) stands for the literature
that applies to this duality, |1 have problematized the presumptions of the NET that
urges it to make a duality between the two. It is the value-laden nature of it in favor of
liberalism and its several assumptions that lie behind the rivalry between “liberal” and
“national” economy. I have discussed the problems of the NET in two interrelated
subsections by focusing primarily on Zafer Toprak’s arguments. First, Toprak makes
the state so central to his analysis that the state becomes an independent variable and
a part of a dialectical duality. The centrality of the state stems from his ontological
assumption that separates the world into distinct entities such as economy, politics and
society. Such view paves the way for the second problem: Toprak establish dualities

between politics and economy, and between politics and society.

After a rather detailed criticism of the existing literature and especially NET, | have
delved into dynamics of the 1908 Boycott. My analysis has revealed that the boycott
always prioritized the “liberal”/free trade economic policies. While the boycott
included early demands for protectionism, it significantly considered free trade.
Protectionist demands hardly arrived at the point of demanding the active intervention
of the state in economy. Ottoman merchants did not have equal competitive power vis-
a-vis foreign merchants, and as soon as the government constituted free competition

for all, it would retreat from the economic sphere. The role of government would be
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nothing more than a ‘referee’ to competition. In line with this strong pattern of respect
for free trade, newspapers included repeated warnings that people were free in their
decision-making to participate in the boycott. For the same reasons, Kamil Pasha
government refused to end the boycott, claiming it to result from national feelings or
“patriotism” of the people. Likewise, governmental officials were strongly
discouraged to participate in the boycott since it would mean the participation of the

government in an economic boycott.

A common fear that the boycott would overstep its boundaries stemmed from the
anxiety that an unlimited mobilization of the masses would distort the free functioning
of the economy. Accordingly, insistent calls for “perseverance” [sebat], “patience”
[sabir], “fortitude” [metanet], “foresight” [basiret], “temperance” [itidal] and “calm”
[sukunet/sukun] towards masses and especially workers prevailed throughout the
boycott. Ottomans should participate in the boycott and mobilize through it but to a
limited extent. Accordingly, there was a fear that the boycott could undesirably spread
over goods other than Austrian or Bulgarian ones, which would end up distorting free
trade. The boycott did by no means target the total destruction of free trade; to the

contrary, it included a strong desire to protect it.

Nonetheless, economic concerns were not the only factor behind the strict emphasis
on such moral concepts. They also constituted an instrument of the conservation of
societal ‘equilibrium’. Masses had to avoid “outburst” [galeyan] which would cause
violent outcomes. The press, the Unionists and the Kamil Pasha government all
highlighted that intemperate mobilization was incompatible with Ottomanness.
“Genuine boycott” could easily turn into a “wrong boycott” in which the masses

overstepped the mark or misunderstood the boycott.

The 1908 Boycott relied on a tacit coalition among the Unionists, Kamil Pasha
government, workers, merchants and esnafs. Each group had a different goal that they
wanted to fulfill through the boycott. Accordingly, each adopted different attitudes
towards the boycott. The boycott broke out immediately before the parliamentary

elections which would be the first election after the 1908 Revolution. Kamil Pasha’s
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government wanted to consolidate its position with an international success. The
sphere of influence of the CUP was still limited, and it attempted to establish its
hegemony over the society. The boycott literature largely regards the boycott as an
outcome of Unionist attempts, which was only partially true. The Unionists organized
demonstrations, instrumentalized the press for the purpose of the boycott and even met
with Austrian officials. The boycott. However, was a complex and multi-actor process

that on which no one totally had a grip.

In this regard, the workers, including porters, lightermen and freight waggoners, were
prominent actors who actively participated in the boycott. In other words, contrary to
the NET argument that the National Economy was an outcome of Unionist policies,
non-Unionist actors like workers considerably participated in, organized and directed
the boycott. Yet, their aim was much more than milli issues. The year 1908 witnessed
both the outburst of several strikes of workers and proscriptive laws like the
Provisional Law of Strike. For workers who could not engage in a strike, the boycott
must have constituted an appropriate option to raise their class demands. They were
the most determined participants of the boycott. They firmly refused to unload
Austrian ships and carry its goods. Following their determined collective actions, both
the government and the Unionists did not hesitate to curb their undesired mobilization,

when necessary.

Merchants and esnafs were the least represented group in the scholarship in the 1908
Boycott due to their invisibility or veiled visibility in the primary sources. | have
argued that the underrepresentation might stem from practical reasons. The first years
of 1908 was “an age of boycotts” in which boycott movements broke out in different
regions of the world and the Ottoman bourgeoisie might have learned how to respond
to the boycott. In this vein, they might have preferred to be less visible. Yet, as | have
shown, this invisibility did not necessarily ensure that they economically benefited

from the boycott.

Going back to the focus of this thesis, there are at least three points, which | have

summarized above, that could prompt us to reevaluate the discrepancy between the
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timing of the boycott at the dawn of the “liberal” economy period and the “national”
leitmotiv attached to it by the literature. First, the boycott included respect for free
trade as a vital component. Second, the boycott involved demands for state
intervention; however, such demands, which were not very in number, never
envisioned a longstanding existence of the state in the economy. It was an enabler of
‘competition’ which is a frequently repeated term throughout the boycott. Third, the
tacit coalition among Kamil Pasha government, the Unionists and the press always
attempted to control and discipline lower class. They feared that their spontaneous
mobilization would destruct the free market economy. The repeated moral concepts

precisely served the alleviation of such a fear.

Obviously, the boycott included a considerable concern for free trade. It occurred at
the dawn of the “liberal” economy period as a movement with significant liberal
tendencies. Considering this fact that this thesis attempted to reveal, the thesis
questions that the literature reads the 1908 Boycott through the eyes of the National
Economy but not those of its historical opposite, i.e., the “liberal” economy. As the
boycott which the literature regards the seeds of the National Economy demonstrates,
the National Economy encompassed free trade. Just as the boycott did never challenge
the free trade but contrarily paid regard to it, the National Economy never aimed at the
replacement of a “liberal”/free trade economy with itself. Although there were
differences between two camps of the historical dichotomy between the “liberal”
economy and the “National Economy”, as evident in the case of the 1908 boycott, both
were liberal in the last instance. For this reason, | suggest that the historical duality is
not between the “liberal” and the “national” economy, but between free market/
laissez-faire and protectionism. Moreover, it was not a ‘dichotomy’ in the strict sense

of the term but a ‘dualism’ at most.

All in all, this thesis has endeavored to interrogate the separation between “liberal”
and “national” economies over the case of the 1908 Boycott. This study has revealed
new problems or questions for further research. First of all, because of the limitation
of language, this thesis has utilized the primary sources in Ottoman Turkish. The

utilization of the Austrian newspapers, for instance, could bring a new dimension to
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the boycott. Second, although this thesis has listed the places in which the boycott
could have occurred, a broader-scale study could map the distribution and the
frequency of the boycott on the Ottoman territory. Third, this thesis has engaged in the
general evaluation of the boycott; thus, it has not focused on specific actors. A more
concentrated study, for instance, on merchants and esnafs can reveal more about the
bourgeoise. Fourth, such a concentrated study can focus on non-actors of the boycott
like women. While there was mention of women and the boycott in the newspapers |
have consulted, there are no studies on their participation or non-participation in the
boycott. Lastly, this thesis has questioned the duality between the “liberal” economy
and the National Economy in the 1908-18 period through the case of the 1908 Boycott.
One could apply such an approach to other boycotts that took place in the later years,

like the boycott in 1913-14 against Rum goods and services of.
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APPENDICES

A. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

19. yiizyilin son geyreginden itibaren Osmanli iktisadi diisiincesi, usul-i himaye
(himayecilik) ile serbesti-i ticaret (laissez-faire /serbest ticaret) arasindaki salinima
dayanmaktadir. Ge¢ donem Osmanli ekonomik diisiincesine dair mevcut literatiir, bu
salmmi  Osmanli  Imparatorlugunun geri kalmighginm, patrimonyalizmin,
Avrupa’nin taklit edilmesinin veya Osmanlilarin sosyokiiltiirel eksikliginin bir
gostergesi olarak degerlendirmistir. Bununla birlikte Osmanli iktisadi diistincesi
himayecilik ile serbest ticaret arasinda salinim yapan tek 6rnek de degildir. Diinya
zaten 1873-96 yillarinda kapitalizmin ilk krizine tanik olmustu. Smithyen
kapitalizmde sikisip kalan Avrupa {ilkeleri, ekonomilerini siirdiirebilmenin yeni
yollarin1 aramak zorundaydi. S6zii edilen bu agir1 tiretim krizinin mevcut kosullarinda,
dikkatlerini ve kaynaklarini uluslararasi piyasadan i¢ piyasalarina yonlendirdiler.
Ekonomilerinin karliligin1 deflasyon kosullari iginde korumak mecburiyetindeydiler
ve bu durum himayeci ekonomi politikalarini izlemeyi gerektiriyordu. Tiim bunlar,
iktisadi diisiincede Smithyen serbest ticaret politikalarindan Listyen himayeci

politikalara dogru bir paradigma degisikligine isaret ediyordu.

Osmanli Imparatorlugu da bu degisimden muaf degildi. Kapitalist boliisiim
iliskilerinin bir pargasi olma siirecinde olan Osmanli ekonomisi de bu paradigma
degisikligiyle ayak uydurmak zorundaydi. Dolayisiyla, Osmanli iktisadi diisiincesinin
usul-i himaye ve serbesti-i ticaret arasinda gidip gelmesi, Osmanli imparatorlugu’nun
geri kalmishigini ve gelenekgiligini géstermek bir yana, Avrupa ekonomik iligkileriyle
yakin baglantisinin ve yasanan degisimin bir igareti olarak goriilmelidir. Osmanl
ekonomisi gercekten de ekonomik sistemin bir pargasiydi ve Osmanli ekonomik

diisiincesinin ikili yapis1 bir anomali teskil etmiyor.

Bu, yaygin paradigma degisimi dogrultusunda, Osmanl baglamindaki serbesti-i tica-
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tret ve usul-i himaye ikiligi temelde ii¢ ana hatta dayaniyordu: devlet miidahalesinin
derecesi, dis ticaret ve giimriikler ile uluslararasi i boliimii. Himayeciligin, usul-i
himayenin, savunuculart Osmanli ekonomisinin giiglii Avrupa iilkelerinin
tiiccarlartyla esit iktisadi rekabet kosullarina sahip olmadiginin farkindaydilar.
Friedrich List’in himayeci fikirlerinden etkilenen Osmanli aydinlari; devlet yardimin,
Avrupa’nin daha biiyiikk ekonomileri altinda ezilmemek i¢in bir ¢6ziim olarak
goriyordu. Ote yandan, serbest ticaret yaklasiminin destekgileri, dizginsiz bir rekabet
ortamini1 tesvik ediyordu. Ekonomiye herhangi bir devlet miidahalesi, onun isleyisinin
bozulmasi anlamina gelecekti. Serbest ticaret kapitalizminin evrensel yasalari, Avrupa
iilkeleri i¢in oldugu kadar Osmanli Imparatorlugu icin de baglayiciydi. Bununla
birlikte, bu iki iktisadi diisiince yaklasimi en az iki agidan értiisiiyordu. i1k olarak, usul-
1 himaye, himayeciligi savunan Osmanli aydimnlarinin etkilendigi Friedrich List’in
kendisinin de belirttigi lizere, siirekli bir devlet miidahalesi ongdrmiiyordu. Osmanli
ekonomisi uluslararasi piyasada yeterli rekabet giicline ulastiginda, devlet ekonomiden
elini ¢ekecekti. Dolayisiyla, her iki model de sonug olarak serbest ticaret sistemine
entegrasyonu hedefliyordu. Aralarindaki ayrim bu entegrasyonun zamanlamasina
dairdi. Ikinci olarak, serbesti-i ticaret, Avrupa ekonomilerine ayak uydurabilmek icin
ana sektor olarak sanayiden ziyade tarimi One ¢ikararak usul-i himayeden farkli
goriinse de tarimi sadece sanayiye ge¢is Oncesindeki bir ara safha olarak goriip tesvik
ediyordu. Osmanli politika yapicilar1 kaginilmaz olarak bir tarim politikasini takiben
sanayiyi tesvik politikalarimi1 benimseyecekti. Her iki goriis de uluslararasi is

boliimiine katilmanin, tarim veya sanayiyle, bir yolunu ariyordu.

Osmanl1 iktisadi diistincesindeki bu ikili yapi, 1908 sonrasi siirece bir miras olarak
kaldi. Bu donemde, daha 6nce usul-i himaye ile serbesti-i ticaret olarak adlandirilan
ayrim, “milli” iktisat ve “liberal” iktisat arasinda bir karsitlik halini ald1. Ancak bu tor
bir adlandirmanin “milli” ve “liberal” olanin karsilikli olarak birbirini digladigini
varsaymast nedeniyle bu calisma bu terimleri ya tirnak isareti i¢inde kullanir ya da
bunlar1 ‘himayecilik’ ve ‘serbest ticaret / laissez-faire’ olarak degistirir. 1908 sonrasi
donemi “liberal” iktisat (1908-13/14) ve Milli iktisat (1913/14-18) olarak ikiye ayiran,
I. Diinya Savas1’nin baglangicina, Balkan Savaslari’nin son bulmasina veya 1913 Bab-

1 Ali Baskinma odaklanan kayda deger bir literatiir bulunmaktadir. Osmanl iktisadi
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diisiincesinde uzun siiredir var olan bu ikilik, “liberal” iktisat / laissez-faire ile “milli”
iktisad1 / himayeciligi kars1 karsiya getirir. Bu donemsel ve kavramsal ikilige Zafer
Toprak onciililk etmis ancak daha sonra muhtelif okullarin 6ne c¢ikan isimleri
tarafindan takip edilmistir. Boylesi bir ayrimimnin savunuculari, iki farkli perspektife
ve iki farkli doneme atifta bulunur ve her donemi bir perspektifle esitlemektedir. Milli
Iktisat’s, “liberal” iktisada karsi acikca bir alternatif olarak tanimlar ve bunu
kapitalizmin ¢ikmazlarma bir yanit olarak degil, milli duygularin bir sonucu olarak
goriir. Dolayistyla, “liberal” ve “milli” arasindaki ikilik {izerine kurulu bu literatiir,
“milli” olani, {ilkeyi yabanci ekonomilerin emperyalist boyundurugundan kurtaran
olumlu bir misyonla iliskilendirir. Bu ikili perspektiften bakildiginda, bir milli
burjuvazi, ittihatcilar onu ‘yaratana’ dek mevcut degildir. Buna gére, o zamanlar
Osmanli smif dinamikleri nispeten zayiftir. Milli Iktisat déneminde Ittihatcilar,
himayeci politikalar1 tepeden inmeci bir sekilde uygulayarak kapitalizme gegise
katkida bulunmustur. Milli Tktisat, ekonomiye aktif devlet miidahalesini ifade eder; bu

nedenle, bu donemde serbest ticaret icin, olsa olsa, dar bir alan var olacaktir.

Bu tezde, 1908-18 dénemini “liberal” ve “milli” olarak ikiye ayiran ve Milli Iktisat
bahsedilen varsayimlar1 kabullenen diisiince hattina, Milli iktisat Tezi (MIT) ismi
verilir. Karigiklig1 6nlemek adina baglangigta bir noktay1 agikliga kavusturulmalidir:
Tez boyunca, ‘Milli Iktisat’, bir dizi iktisadi politikaya atifta bulunurken ‘Milli iktisat
Tezi (MIT)’, bu bir dizi iktisadi politikaya dair akademik bir argiiman silsilesini ifade
eder. Ayrica MIT’in belli basl yorumlarina yer vermekle birlikte temel olarak MIiT’in
onciisii olarak Zafer Toprak’in argiimanlarma odaklanir. Ancak Toprak’t MIT’in en
onemli ismi ve onun argiimanlarini1 da MIT’in temelleri olarak kabul ederken bu tez,
Toprak’in diistincelerindeki degisim c¢izgisini géz ardi etmez. Toprak’mn muhtelif
zamanlarda muhtelif yaymevlerinden Milli iktisat iizerine birkag kitap yayimladiginin
ve bunlar arasinda niianslar oldugunun farkindadir. Daha erken dénem yazilarindan
sonrakilere dogru, laissez-faire ile himayecilik arasinda ya da “liberal” iktisat ile
“milli” iktisat arasindaki dénemsel ve kavramsal karsitligin derecesi azalir. Daha
acikca ifade etmek gerekirse, Tarih Vakfi Yurt yayinevi tarafindan 1995’te ilk baskis1
yapilan Milli Iktisat-Milli Burjuvazi kitabinda, iki ekonomik gériis ve donem
arasindaki keskinlik daha belirgindir. Ote yandan, Tiirkiye de Milli Iktisat 1908-1918
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kitabinda Toprak, iki yaklasim ve donem arasindaki dikotominin keskinligini nispeten
azaltir ve bu ge¢ dénem ¢alismasi, daha niiansli bir formda karsimiza ¢ikar. Tk kitap
keskin bir donemsel tezada dayanirken sonraki kitap, 1908’den 1918’e kadar Milli
Iktisat’in hakimiyetinin yukari dogru yiikselen bir egrisini cizer. Ilk kitapta, serbesti-i
ticaret-usul-i himaye tartismasini neredeyse “ozgiirliikk-despotizm ikilemi” (Toprak,
1995, s. 10) olarak degerlendirir ki bu, keskin bir ikilige isaret eder. Sonraki kitapta,
Tiirkiye 'de Milli Iktisat 1908-1918 de oldugu iizere, Milli iktisat’in koklerinin 1908
Devrimi'nin ¢ok basinda bulunabilmesi, Milli Iktisat-Milli Burjuvazi kitabinda bu pek
miimkiin olamamaktadir. Dolayisiyla Toprak'in diisiincesinde bir degisim hatti
gorliriiz. Bu kademeli degisimi géz oniinde bulundurarak bu tez; 6zellikle son kitaba,
Tiirkiye 'de Milli Iktisat 1908-1918’e odaklanir. ilk kitaba nispetle daha az keskin ikili

bir resim sunmasina karsin bu kitap da yine donemsel ve kavramsal bir ikilige dayanir.

Milli Iktisat Tezi’nin (MIT) 6ne siirdiigii bu ikiligi benimseyen isimler, 1908
Devrimi’nin hemen bagindaki bir boykotu, Milli Iktisat’in ilk tezahiirii olarak
degerlendirir. 1908 Boykot hareketi {lizerine ¢alisan bu akademisyenler arasinda
Dogan Cetinkaya, Mehmet Emin Elmaci, Sule Seving Kisi ve Selim Ahmetoglu,
boykotu Milli Iktisat ile iliski ierisinde ele alir. Ancak bu isimlerin tarihsel anlatimlar1
arasinda 6nemli niianslar da bulunmaktadir. Ornegin, boykotun en kapsamli analizini
sunan Cetinkaya ile bu tez, kayda deger ortiismeler igerir. Ad1 gegen isimlerin aksine
Cetinkaya Milli iktisat’1 liberal-kapitalist iliskiler icerisinde ele alir. Milli iktisat’1
kavramsal olarak kullanmayan ancak Milli iktisat kavraminm icerdigi anlama esdeger
bir terim kullanan Erdal Yavuz ve Hasan Unal gibi isimler de boykot literatirii
igerisinde yer alir. Bu isimlerin ilk kategorideki akademisyenlerden farki biiyiik 6lciide
kavramsaldir. Ote yandan, iigiincii bir kategoriyi teskil eden Donald Quataert, boykotu
ne “liberal” / laissez-faire ekonomiyle ne de “milli” / himayeci ekonomiyle esitlemesi
anlaminda, sozii edilen isimlerden ayrilir. Bu bakimdan, 1908 Boykotu iizerine
literatiirde bir istisna teskil eder. Boykota dair anlatisi, MiT ile en az uyumlu olanken,

bu tezin benimsedigi yaklasim ile ise en uyumlu olandir.

1908 Boykotu, Avusturya-Macaristan’in Bosna-Hersek’i ilhak etmesine ve

Bulgaristan’in  bagimsizligin1 ilan etmesine karsilik diizenlenmisti. Boykot;
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Ittihatcilari, iscileri, hiikiimeti, tiiccarlari, halki ve basini iceren ¢ok aktorlii bir siirecti.
Tiim aktorler ortak bir amaci paylasmislardi: Osmanlilarin artik Avusturya ve
Bulgaristan emtian ve hizmetlerinden imtina etmeleri ve yeni alternatiflere

yonelmeleri gerekiyordu.

Bir kez daha yinelemek gerekir ki 1908 Boykotu’nu Milli iktisat’m bir tezahiirii olarak
goren Onemli bir literatiir bulunmaktadir. S6zii edilen literatiir bu sekilde, “liberal”
iktisat ve “milli” iktisat arasindaki ikiligi yeniden iiretmektedir. Ilginctir ki
literatiirdeki isimlerin &nemli bir kismmm Milli iktisat’m bir parcasi olarak
degerlendirdigi 1908 Boykotu, tam da “liberal” iktisat déneminin ilk aylarinda
gerceklesmistir. Oyleyse 1908 Boykotu’nun zamanlamasi ile ona atfedilen ekonomik
ana motif arasinda acik¢a bir geligki ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Yukarida bahsedilen, 1908-
18 donemini “liberal” (1908-1913/14) ve “milli” (1913/14-1918) iktisat donemleri
olarak bigak gibi ikiye ayiran MIT literatiiriinii esas alirsak boykot bir yandan “liberal”
diger yandan “milli” iktisadin bir parcasi olamazdi. Baska bir deyisle, iktisadi
diisiincede boylesi bir ikilige dayanan mevcut literatiiriin bakis agisindan, 1908
Boykotu bir yandan iktisadi himayeciligi, diger yandan laissez-faire’i ayni anda temsil

edemezdi.

Bu ¢eliskiden hareketle bu tez, 1908 Boykotu’nun bir incelemesini yapmaya koyulur.
Boylece boykotun iktisadi perspektifine dair daha incelikli bir anlayis1 ortaya
koyabilmeyi amaglar. Bunu yaparken 1908 Boykotu’nun Milli Iktisat’m bir tezahiirii
oldugunu varsayan boykot literatiiriiniin altta yatan varsayimlarini yeniden
degerlendirir. Bu dogrultuda boykotu ortaya ¢ikaran motivasyonlari, boykotun
aktorlerini, hedeflerini ve sosyal ve ekonomik dinamiklerini detayli bir sekilde inceler.
MIT literatiiriiniin tarihsel karsit olarak sundugu “liberal” iktisat ile iliskisi gdz oniine
alindiginda Milli Iktisat’in, 1908 Boykotu’nu ¢dziimlemek i¢in uygun bir iktisadi
diisiince gercevesi sunmadigini savunur. Sonrasinda bu literatiiriin Milli Iktisat’m
tarihsel zitt1 olarak gordiigii “liberal” iktisadin 1908 Boykotu’nun analizi i¢in uygun
olup olmadigini sorgular. Aslinda 1908 Boykotu’nun iktisadi ¢ergevesini tartigirken,
ayni zamanda 1908-18 doneminde “liberal” ve “milli” olarak ikiye ayrilan iktisadi

goriiglerin ve donemlerin tartigmaya agilmasint da amaglar. Nihayetinde bu
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sorgulamanin, Osmanh iktisadi diisiince tarihi ¢alismalarmin iizerine kurulu oldugu
serbesti-i ticaret / laisez-faire ve usul-i himaye / himayecilik arasinda varsayilan ikilige

dair bir sorgulama yolunun ag¢ilmasini hedefler.

Bu amagla, konu tizerine sinirl ikincil literatiirii ve birincil kaynaklari esas alarak bu
calisma, 1908 Boykotu'nu incelemeye baslar. S6zii edilen ve her biri bir amag
dogrultusunda segilen su birincil kaynaklardan yararlanir: Gave, Servet-i Finun, Sura-
yi Ummet, Ahenk, Koylu, Ulum-u Iktisadiye ve Ictimaiye Mecmuasi, Osmanli Ziraat
ve Ticaret Gazetesi, Beyanii’l Hak, Karag0z ve ayrica 2, 3 ve 4 sayili Ticaret

Layihalari.

Bu tez, giris boliimiinde c¢aligmanin temel meselesi, baglami, kapsami, kritik
kavramsal noktalar1 ve arastirma sorularini oraya koyar. Milli Iktisat ile 1908 Boykotu
arasindaki iligkiyi izah etmeyi amaglayan bu ¢alisma, ikinci boliimde Osmanli iktisadi
diistincesinin ikili dogasini izah eder. Usul-i himaye ile serbesti-i ticaret arasindaki
gelgitlerin ne Osmanl1 baglamina miinhasir oldugunu ne de Osmanl geri kalmiglhiginin
bir gostergesi oldugunu, ancak Uzun Buhran (1873-96) gibi diinya ¢apinda iktisadi
kirilma hatlarindan kaynaklandigini savunur. Himayecilik-serbest ticaret tartigmasini
Osmanl 6zgiilliigiinden kurtardiktan sonra, her iki yaklagimin da tarihsel koklerini
sorgular. Yiizeysel yargilardan ve asir1 genellemelerden kaginmak adina bu tezin odagi
1908-18 d6nemi ile sinirhdir ve Milli Tktisat Tezi (MIT) baglaminda Kemalizm’den
Diinya Sistem Teorisi’ne dek genis bir yelpazede akademisyenlerin yaklagimini analiz
eder. 1908-18 doneminin “milli” iktisat ve “liberal” iktisat baglaminda donemlere
ayrilmasi iizerine yapilan analiz, bu zaman araliginin “liberal” ve “milli” olarak

donemlestirilmesi konusunda yerlesik bir fikir birligi oldugunu gosterir.

Bu tez, Zafer Toprak’1 1908-18 devresini “milli” iktisat ve “liberal” iktisat olarak iki
kisma ayiran MIT literatiiriiniin dnciisii saymakla ve temelde onun argiimanlarin1 esas
kabul etmekle birlikte Toprak, MIT literatiiriindeki yegane isim degildir. MIT,
muhtelif okullardan genis bir yelpazedeki isimlere atifta bulunur. Ornegin, Feroz
Ahmad, Sina Aksin, Sevket Pamuk ve Murat Koraltiirk gibi akademisyenler de

“liberal” iktisat ile “milli” iktisat arasindaki donemsel ikilige deginir. Benzer sekilde
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Caglar Keyder, Ayse Bugra, Serif Mardin, Metin Heper, Erik J. Ziircher ve literatiiriin
biiyiik isimleri MiT’in argiimanlarm yineler. Bu literatiiriin dnemli isimleri, iktisadi
disiincede ve politikada olarak ya 1. Diinya Savasi’nin baslangicini, Balkan
Savaglari’nin sona ermesini ya da 1913 Bab-1 Ali Baskinini bir doniim noktas1 kabul
etmistir. Milli Iktisat dénemi (1913/14-1918) itibaryla Ittihatgilar, daha evvel
Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda hig var olmadigini diisiindiikleri milli burjuvaziyi yaratma
“projesini” giindeme getirmistir. Yukarida bahsi gecen isimlerin yani sira Toprak’in
arglimanlari, 1908 sonrast donemin ekonomi politikalar1 {izerine sonraki
calismalarinda da zuhur etmistir. Toprak’in arglimanlarinin literatiirdeki etkisi
arttitkca, ondan etkilenen ve ondan hareketle ge¢ donem Osmanli—erken dénem
cumhuriyet tarihi iktisadini inceleyenler, 1908-1918 donemini, Toprak’in bizzat kendi
calismalarinda oldugundan da daha belirgin bicimde, ikili bir sema {izerinden
incelediler. Bagka bir ifadeyle, Milli Iktisat {izerine literatiirde Toprak’in pay1 arttig1
Olciide, onu takip edenler de “liberal” iktisat ve “milli” ikiligini, Toprak’in yaptigindan

acikca daha fazla bir bi¢cimde, karikatiirize ettiler.

Bu sebeple bu ¢aliyma MIT literatiiriiniin oncii ismi olarak kabul ettigi Toprak’m
varsayimlarini sorgulamak i¢in kayda deger bir yer aywrir. Toprak’in kabulleri
Uzerinden bu literatliri  derinlemesine inceler zira bu kabuller, akademisyenlerin
“liberal” ile “milli” arasinda ayrim yapmalarinin altinda yatan tarihsel ve toplumsal 6n
varsayimlara isaret eder. Bunu yaparken de diinyay1 birbirinden bagimsiz varliklardan
miitesekkil olarak kavrama, siyaset-iktisat ayrimi veya siyaset-toplum ayrimi gibi
liberal ontolojik varsayimlarin, onlart “liberal” iktisat ile “milli” iktisat arasinda bir
ikilik kurmaya ve “milli” iktisada 6zel nitelikler atfetmeye ancak “liberal” iktisada

atfetmemeye yonlendirip yonlendirmedigini de sorgular.

Tezin “1908 Osmanli Boykotu” baslikli {igiincii boliimii, 1908 Boykotu’nun iktisadi
diisiince agisindan dnemine karsin neden dogrudan bu konu tizerine egilen az sayida
calisma oldugunu sorgulayarak baglar. Bunun ardindan, 1908 Boykotu iizerine
calismalar1 olan akademisyenlerin 1908 Boykotu ile Milli Iktisat arasinda nasil bir
baglanti kurduklarmi anlamaya calisir. Boykot literatiiriindeki akademisyenlerin,

“milli” iktisat ve “liberal” iktisat arasinda ne tiirden bir iliski kurduguna ve ayrica bu
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akademisyenlerin, boykotun aktorleri ile iktisadi formasyon arasinda nasil bir bag
tasavvur ettigini inceler. Burada temel gézlem, Donald Quataert harig¢ literatiirdeki
isimlerin boykotu miinhasiran Milli iktisat ile ya da “ekonomide ulusallik” ve “iktisadi
milliyetgilik” gibi Milli Iktisat’a muadil kavramlarla izah ettigi yoniindedir. Bunu
yaparken Milli Iktisat’in tarihsel zitti oldugu sdylenen “liberalizmi”i, &nceki

adlandirmayla serbesti-i ticareti, dislamis olur.

1908 Boykotu literatiirii {izerine tartismadan sonra, bu tezin ana hattin1 olusturan
boykotun anlatistyyla devam eder. Bu boéliimde, birincil kaynaklara dayanarak,
oncelikle boykotun nasil ortaya ¢iktigi, boykot edilen mal ve hizmetlerin igerigi,
boykotun kapsam ve sonuglar1 agikliga kavusturulur. Ardindan, bu tezin temel
sorularina cevap verebilmek i¢in boykotun iktisadi diisiince ve politika a¢isindan daha
detayl1 bir ¢oziimlemesine girisilir. Boykotun Osmanli iktisadi diisiince tarihine igkin

olan himayecilik-serbest ticaret ikiliginde nasil konumlandirilacagi sorgulanir.

Bu baglamda, bu tez boykot kapsaminda ortaya ¢ikan himayeci taleplerin kapsamini,
icerigini ve simirlarint sorgular. Bu sorgulama, boykotun daima “liberal” / serbest
ticaret politikalarina dncelik tanidigini ortaya koyar. Boykot, himayeci talepleri kayda
deger Olclide igermesine ragmen, ticaret serbestligi daima 6n plandadir. Himayeci
talepler ise devletin ekonomiye aktif miidahalesini talep etme noktasina hemen hig
varmamistir. Osmanli tiiccarlarin yabanc tiiccarlarla esit rekabet kosullarina sahip
olmadig biliniyordu. Hiikiimet yabanci tiiccarlar i¢in oldugu kadar Osmanl tiiccarlar
icin de serbest rekabet kosullarini temin ettiginde ekonomik alandan cekilecekti.
Hiikiimetin rolii ise rekabeti diizenleyen bir ‘hakem’ olmaktan ibaret olacakti. Serbest
ticarete yonelik bu baskin ihtimam dogrultusunda, gazeteler kisilerin boykota katilim
konusunda tam bir karar verme hiirriyetine sahip oldugunu israrla vurguladi. Tam da
serbest ticarete dair duyulan bu kaygi sebebiyle, Kamil Pasa hiikiimeti Avusturya-
Macaristan hilkumeti ile catismak pahasina boykotu sonlandirmay1 reddetti. Ona gore
boykot, 6zgiir iradeye sahip Osmanlilarin “hamiyet” hissiyatindan dogmustu. Benzer
sebeple hiikiimet memurlar1 boykota katilimdan kati sekilde menedildi zira bu,
hiikiimetin boykota katilimi1 anlamina gelecekti. Bu da hiikkumetin agik¢a ekonomiye

mudahale etmesi demekti.
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Yinelemek gerekirse 1908 Boykotu siiresince serbest ticaretin sekteye ugramamasi
temel bir kaygiydi. Boykotta, hukimet olsa olsa kiicik capli bir miidahalede
bulunabilirdi. Az sayidaki karsit goriise ragmen hi¢ kimse laissez faire’i bozacak
sekilde davranmamaliydi. 1908 Boykotu, serbest ticarete karsi ¢ikmak bir yana onu
koruma altina aliyordu. Hiikiimet ve Ittihat¢ilar, boykota hiikiimet miidahalesinin,
ekonominin serbest igleyisini bozabileceginden ve serbest ticaretin bozulmasimin da
nihayetinde rekabetin ortadan kalkmasina yol agmasindan endise ettiler. Aslinda
boykotun kendisinin rekabete hizmet etmesi bekleniyordu. Saf bir serbest piyasa
ekonomisinde Osmanlilar, yabanc1 tiiccarlarla rekabet edemezlerdi. Hiikiimetin rolii
rekabeti organize etmek ve diizenlemekti. Osmanh Imparatorlugu Avusturya
emtialarima giimrikk vergisi koyabilseydi o zaman Avusturya tiiccarlari ile rekabet
miimkiin olurdu. Osmanl tiiccarlarinin rekabet yoniinden yabancilarla ayni seviyeye
ulagsmalar1 maksadiyla yerli sirketler kurmalar1 lizerine yapilan vurgular da dikkate
degerdir. BOylece, Osmanlilar kendi mallarin1 yabanci tlccarlara bagsvurmadan

Uretecekti.

Yine tezin G¢tncl boluminde, boykot siresince tekrar edilen ahlaki kavramlar ve bu
kavramlarin Avusturya-Macaristan ve Bulgaristan emtialarina karsi ekonomik
muhalefetteki rolii tartisilir. Bu ahlaki kavramlardan birkagi “sebat”, “sabir”,
“metanet”, “basiret”, “itidal”, “siikiinet / siikin” ve “hamiyet” tir. S6zii edilen ahlaki
kavramlarm boykotun neredeyse tiim aktorlerince siklikla dile getirilmesi, iki temel
acidan 6nemlidir. Oncelikle bu kavramlarin kullanimi boykota iktisat dist bir
mudahaleyi temsil eder. Bir diger deyisle Avusturya-Macaristan tiiccarlarini iktisadi
zarara ugratmanin iktisat dis1 bir yoluydu. “Hamiyet” sahibi Osmanlilar “sabir”,
“sebat” ve “metanet” i elden birakmamaliydi zira Avusturyalilara kars1 uzun siireli,
“hakiki” bir boykotu ortaya koyabilmenin basat yolu buydu. ikincisi ve bu ¢alisma
acisindan daha kritik olan1 ise bu kavramlari, egemen siniflarin boykotun yarattig1 halk
hareketliliginin serbest piyasa diizenine zarar verecegine ve nihayetinde de kendilerine
yonelecegine dair sinif korkusunu ifade ediyordu. “Siikiinet” i benimseyen Osmanlilar
“ifrat” a kagmayacak, Olciisiiz gosteriler igerisine girmeyecekti. Oyleyse tekrar eden
bu ahlaki ¢agrilar, Osmanl Imparatorlugu’nda toplumsal ‘dengeyi’ de diizenlemeyi

hedefliyordu. Bu toplumsal denge ayni zamanda, boykota istirak eden toplumsal
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aktorlerin serbest piyasaya zarar verecek bir eylemde bulunmamasmi igeriyordu.
Ornegin boykot adr altinda, Avusturyali bile olsa tiiccarlara zarar vermek kinanmusti.
“Boykotun Hikayesi” alt bashiginda ayrica boykotun basat aktorleri birer birer
incelenir. 1908 Boykotu, ittihatcilar, Kamil Pasa hiikiimeti, isciler, tiiccarlar ve
esnaflar arasinda iistii ortiilii bir koalisyona dayaniyordu. Her grup, boykot araciligiyla
gerceklestirmeyi umdugu farkli bir hedefe sahipti. Boykot, 1908 Devrimi’nden sonra
yapilan ilk parlamento se¢imlerinden hemen once patlak vermisti. Kamil Pasa
hiikiimeti, uluslararas: bir basari ile pozisyonunu pekistirmek istiyordu. Ittihatcilarin
etki alan1 hala sinirliydi ve toplum {izerinde hegemonya kurmaya ¢abaliyordu. Mevcut
boykot literatiirii, boykotu genellikle Ittihatci girisimlerin bir sonucu olarak gorse de
bu ancak kismen dogruydu. Ittihatcilar, boykot kapsaminda gosteriler diizenlemis,
basin yoluyla halk1 harekete gecirmeye ¢calismis ve hatta Avusturyali yetkililerle bizzat
goriismiistii. Ancak bu, onlarin boykota hakimiyeti anlamina gelmiyordu zira boykot,

hi¢ kimsenin tamamen hakim olamadig1 karmasik ve ¢ok aktorlii bir siirecti.

Hamallar, mavnacilar ve ylik arabacilar1 gibi is¢i gruplart da boykota katilan 6nemli
aktorlerdendi. Oyleyse Milli iktisat’in ittihatgi politikalarm bir sonucu olduguna
yonelik argiimanimin aksine, isciler gibi ittihat ve Terakki dis1 aktorler boykota dnemli
Ol¢ciide katilmis ve boykota yon vermisti. Ancak, amaglar1 basitce bir “milli”
meseleden ¢ok daha fazlasiydi. 1908 yili, is¢i grevlerinin patlak verdigi ve Tatil-i
Esgal Muvakkati gibi yasaklayici kaidelerin uygulamaya kondugu bir donemdi. Grev
yapamayan isciler i¢in, boykot, smifsal taleplerini dile getirmek i¢in elverisli bir
secenekti. Oyle ki boykotun en direngli katilimcilari onlardi. Avusturya gemilerini
bosaltmay1 ve mallarini tagimay1 kesinlikle reddetmislerdi. Birlikte kararlilikta hareket
ettiklerini goren hiikiimet ve ittihatgilar, gerekli gordiiklerinde onlarin asir1 addedilen

hareketliliklerini engellemekte tereddiit etmediler.

Boykotun bir diger aktoér grubu tiiccar ve esnaflardi. 1908 Boykotu’nun birincil
kaynaklarindaki gériinmezlikleri veya smirli ve iistii kapal goriintirliikleri, nedeniyle
en az temsil edilen gruptu. Eksik temsil edilmelerinin pratik nedenlerden
kaynaklaniyordu. 1908'in ilk yillari, diinyanin farkli bolgelerinde boykot

hareketlerinin patlak verdigi bir “boykotlar ¢agr” idi ve Osmanli burjuvazisi boykota
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nasil karsilik verecegini boykotu daha evvel deneyimlemis iilkelerin burjuvazisinden
ogrenmisti. Bu baglamda, daha az gdriiniir olmay1 tercih etmis olabilirlerdi. Ancak
gosterdigim gibi, bu goriinmezlik, ekonomik olarak boykottan yarar sagladiklar
anlamina gelmiyordu. Bu az gorunurlik veya gorinmezlik, burjuvazinin kimi

gruplarimin ¢ikarmayken kimi gruplar i¢in degildi.

Bu calismanin temel odak noktasina geri doniildiigiinde, literatiir tarafindan boykota
atfedilen “liberal” zamanlama ile “milli” iktisat temas1 arasindaki acty1 bir kere daha
gbzden gegirmenin yolunu agabilecek en az ii¢ nokta vardr. {1k olarak boykot, serbest
ticarete saygly1 boykotun kag¢milmaz bir bileseni olarak iceriyordu. Ikinci olarak,
boykot, devlet miidahalesine yonelik taleplerini kapsamakla birlikte, sayica g¢ok
olmayan bu talepler, devletin ekonomide uzun siireli varligini tasavvur etmiyordu.
Devlet mudahalesi rekabeti saglayici bir faktordii. Rekabet boykot siiresince sikga
yinelenen bir sozciiktii. Uciincii olarak, Kamil Pasa hiikiimeti, Ittihatcilar ve basm
arasindaki zimni koalisyon, her zaman alt sinifi kontrol altinda tutup disipline etmeye
calisti. Onlarin kendiliginden hareketliliginin serbest piyasa ekonomisini yok
edeceginden korktular. Bu agikg¢a bir sinif korkusuydu. Tekrarlanan ahlaki kavramlar

da bu tur bir korkuyu hafifletmeye hizmet etti.

Bu tezin literatiire katkis1 iki yonliidiir. Oncelikle, literatiirde 1908 Boykotu’nu analiz
eden sinirli sayida ¢aligma bulunur ve bunlarin birgogu boykotu yalnizca Milli iktisat
ile iliski igerisinde ele alir. Boylece boykot tek boyutlu bir olaya ve Milli Iktisat’a
dogru giden dogrusal yolda bir noktaya dontisiir. Bu ¢alisma, 1908 Boykotu ile Milli
Iktisat arasindaki iliskinin yeniden degerlendirilmesini énermektedir. Ayn1 zamanda,
boykotun Milli Iktisat’in tarihi karsiti, yani “liberal” iktisat, ile iliskilendirilip
iliskilendirilemeyecegini yeniden gozden gegirir. Ikinci olarak, 1908 Boykotu, Milli
Iktisat ve “liberal” iktisat arasindaki baglantiy1 sorgulayan bu calisma, olduk¢a ender
bir ¢aba igerisine girmektedir: Osmanli iktisadi diisiince tarihinde hep var oldugu kabul
edilen, serbesti-i ticaret / serbest ticaret / “liberal” iktisat ile usul-i himaye /
himayecilik / “milli” iktisat arasindaki ikiliklerin yeniden degerlendirilmesini
onermektedir. Bu sebeple ¢alisma, bu ikiligin bir prototipi olan 1908-18 dénemine

odaklanir. Bu yolla 1908-18 doneminde “milli” iktisat ile “liberal” iktisat arasindaki
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boliinmeyi yeniden diisiinmeyi ve literatiiriin “milli” olarak adlandirdig1 iktisadi
diizenin de zaten liberal oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir. Bu tez, literatiirdeki isimlerin
biiyiik oranda Milli Iktisat’in tezahiirii olarak gordiigii 1908 Boykotu’nun aslinda en
az U¢ yonden liberal bir hareketi ve iktisadi bir diizeni ifade ettigini gostermeye
caligmaktadir: 11k olarak, boykotun serbest ticareti muhafaza etmeye yonelik giiclii bir
kaygis1 vardi. Ikinci olarak; boykot her ne kadar ekonomide devlet miidahalesini &ne
cikaran Milli Iktisat ile iliskilendirilse de boykot siiresinde devletin iktisadi
himayesine yonelik talepler pek yaygin degildi ve bu tiir talepler hi¢cbir zaman uzun
siireli bir devlet korumasini da hedeflememisti. Boykot daha c¢ok, sadece Osmanli
tiiccarlar1 ile yabanci tiiccarlar arasindaki rekabet esitlemeyi igeren talepleri temsil
ediyordu. Ugiincii olarak, boykotun amaci kitleleri seferber etmek olsa da serbest
piyasay1 bertaraf edebilecek durdurulamaz bir hareketlilik halinde duyulan korku
nedeniyle alt siniflara karsi baskict ve panik i¢inde bir tutum vardi. Egemen siniflar,
acikca bu hareketliligin liberal serbest piyasa diizenine ve nihayetinde kendilerine

yonelecegine dair bir sinif korkusu tastyordu.

Oyleyse 1908 Boykotu’nun gercekten ne olgiide yikict sonuglari hedefledigi de
sorgulamaya acgiktir. Ilk bakista boykot, Avusturya-Macaristan’in Bosna-Hersek'i
ilhak1 ve Bulgaristan'in bagimsizligin1 ilan etmesine cevaben ortaya ¢ikan, saf milli
duygulanimlardan kaynaklaniyor; bu yolla Avusturya-Macaristan’1 ekonomik olarak
zarara ugratmay1 amacliyordu. Ancak, aslinda boykot temelde, yabanci tiiccarlarin
coktan i¢inde yer aldig1 ‘rekabetci’ serbest piyasaya Osmanli tiiccarlarini da entegre
etme arayigini temsil ediyordu. Boykot, serbest piyasa ekonomisine kars1 bir muhalefet
degil, serbest piyasa yollariyla serbest piyasaya dahil olma girisimiydi. “Milli Iktisat”
1, “liberal” serbest piyasa iktisadina karsit olarak gdéren ve 1908 Boykotu’nu ilkiyle
iliskilendiren literatiiriin aksine, boykot zaten serbest piyasayi bir 6n kabul olarak
almistt. Oyleyse Avusturya-Macaristan ekonomisine genis capta zarar vermek,
Osmanlilarin da bir pargasi olmaya ¢alistiklar1 kapitalist serbest piyasa diizenine zarar
vermek anlamina gelecekti. Dolayisiyla, Osmanl’nin  boykottan beklentisi,
Avusturya-Macaristan’1 oyun digi yontemlerle serbest piyasa alanindan defetmek

degil, onu oyunun kurallariyla cezalandirmakti.
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