REVISTA DE ISTORIE MILITARA nr. 3-4 (197-198) / 2023

Dossier: Romanian-Ottoman-Turkish Relations
at the Centenary of the Republic of Tiirkiye

@ Assessing the Romanian Army: A Review of the Ottoman Military
Attaché’s Report in Bucharest (1891)

® The Regime of General Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in the Analysis of the
Office for Documentation and Administrative Studies of Romania (1941)

@ What Actually NATO Means for Them? Turkish and Romanian Historical
Perceptions on NATO




o
)
S
d
h
ap)
<
<
—
e
-
|
=
-
|
=4
O
=
2]
|
R
a
<
B~
2]
e
>
R
~<
I
=
<
=2
2
|

oo @
A £

REVISTA DE ISTORIE
MILITARA

Publicatia este editatd de Minis-
terul Apérérii Nationale, prin
Institutul pentru Studii Politice de
Aparare si Istorie Militara, membrual
Consortiului Academiilor de Apérare
si Institutelor pentru Studii de Se-
curitate din cadrul Parteneriatului
pentru Pace, coordonator national
al Proiectului de Istorie Paralela:
NATO — Tratatul de la Varsovia

COLEGIUL DE REDACTIE

+ Dr. CARMEN SORINA
RIINOVEANU, directorul Insti-
tutului pentru Studii Politice de
Aparare si Istorie Militara

+ Dr. HAROLD E. RAUGH,
Jr, EUCOM, vicepresedinte al
Comisiei Internationale de Istorie
Militara

+ Dr. JORG ECHTERNKAMP,
Centrul de Istorie Militara si Sti-
inte Sociale, Potsdam, Germania

« Dr. RANDY PAPADOPOULOQOS,
United States Department of the
Navy

o Prof. dr. MIHAIL E. IONESCU,
Scoala Nationala de Studii Politice
si Administrative

+ Col. dr. FLORIN SPERLEA, lect.
univ., Academia Fortelor Terestre
»Nicolae Balcescu’, Sibiu

o Colonel (r) dr. PETRE OTU,
presedinte al Comisiei Roméne de
Istorie Militara

« Dr. JAN HOFFENAAR,
presedintele Comisiei Olandeze
de Istorie Militara

« Prof. univ. dr. ION SISCANU,
Universitatea ,Dunirea de Jos’,
Galati

+Prof. univ. dr. DENNIS
DELETANT, London University

o Comandor (r) GHEORGHE
VARTIC

+ Conf. univ. dr. FLORIAN
BICHIR, Universitatea Nationald
de Aparare ,Carol I”

SUMAR

+ Dosar: relatiile romano-otomane-turce la centenarul Republicii Turcia
— ALEXANDRU MADGEARU — Campaniile otomane din
Tara Romaneasca, 1394-1395

— SERKAN OSMANLIOGLU — Noi detalii despre armata otomana
in Batalia de la Iasi (1578)

— YUSUF HEPER — Surse otomane-roméane despre numirea lui

Ferhad Pasa in fruntea campaniei din Tara Romaneasca si pregatirile

militare conexe (1595)

— AHMET TASDEMIR — Evaluarea armatei roméne: raportul atasatului

militar otoman din Bucuresti (1891)

— ADRIAN-BOGDAN CEOBANU, SILVANA RACHIERU — Atasatii

militari romani in Imperiul Otoman péna la Primul Razboi Mondial

— METIN OMER - Cauze si implicatii militare ale emigrarii populatiei
musulmane din Roménia in Imperiul Otoman / Republica Turcia
(1878-1939) 79

— VOLKAN MARTTIN - O evaluare a rolului trupelor turcesti din
Europa de Est si Balcani in timpul Primului Razboi Mondial

— ALIN SPANU - Regimul generalului Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk
in analiza Oficiului de Documentare si Studii Administrative
din Romania (1941) 119

— ADRIAN VITALARU - O etapa in relatiile diplomatice roméno-turce:
ambasada Roméniei la Ankara (1938-1940)....

— YIGIT ANIL GUZELIPEK — Ce inseamna NATO? Perceptiile istorice

ale Turciei si Romaniei asupra NATO

— ANDREEA-IULIANA BADILA — Romania si Turcia in dinamica
relatiilor Est-Vest in timpul Razboiului Rece. Proiecte de securitate

in Balcani si intélniri oficiale, 1953-1989

« Revista este inclusd in baza de date a Consiliului National al Cercetarii Stiintifice
in Invatamantul Superior, fiind evaluata la categoria ,,C”.

« Revista indexata in bazele de date EBSCO Publishing, CEEOL si ERIH PLUS.

« Pozitia revistei in lista-catalog a publicatiilor este la numarul 5017
ISSN 1220-5710

CONTENTS

+ Dossier: Romanian-Ottoman-Turkish Relations at the Centenary of the Republic of Tiirkiye
— ALEXANDRU MADGEARU - The Ottoman Campaigns in Walachia, 1394-1395

— SERKAN OSMANLIOGLU — Some New Findings on the Ottoman Army at the Battle
of Tasi (1578)

— YUSUF HEPER - According to the Ottoman-Romanian Sources: Appointment of Ferhad Pasha

to the Wallachia Campaign and the Military Preparations (1595)

— AHMET TASDEMIR — Assessing the Romanian Army: A Review of the Ottoman Military
Attaché’s Report in Bucharest (1891)

— ADRIAN-BOGDAN CEOBANU, SILVANA RACHIERU — Romanian Military Attachés
in the Ottoman Empire until the First World War

— METIN OMER — Causes and Military Implications of the Emigration of the Muslim Population
from Romania to the Ottoman Empire / Republic of Tirkiye (1878-1939)

— VOLKAN MARTTIN — An Evaluation on the Role of Turkish Troops in Eastern Europe
and the Balkans in the First World War

— ALIN SPANU - The Regime of General Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in the Analysis of the Office

for Documentation and Administrative Studies of Romania (1941)

— ADRIAN VITALARU — A Stage in Romanian-Turkish Diplomatic Relations:
The Romanian Embassy in Ankara (1938-1940)

— YIGIT ANIL GUZELIPEK — What Actually NATO Means for Them? Turkish and Romanian
Historical Perceptions on NATO

— ANDREEA-IULIANA BADILA — Romania and Tiirkiye in the Dynamics of East-West Relations
during the Cold War. Security Projects in the Balkans and Official Meetings, 1953-1989

« Redactor-sef: MANUEL STANESCU
+ ALEXANDRU VOICU - redactor
« ION MIHAIU — coperta
+« ELENA LEMNARU - tehnoredactare computerizati

Adresa redactiei: strada Constantin Mille nr. 6, cod 010142, Bucuresti, sector 1,
telefon: 0213157827, telefax: 004021-3137955, http://ispaim.mapn.ro/pages/view/88

B 0691/13.10.2023

IPSDMH - REVIEW OF MILITARY HISTORY 3-4/2023




DOSSIER:
ROMANIAN-OTTOMAN-TURKISH
RELATIONS AT THE CENTENARY
OF THE REPUBLIC OF TURKIYE







Dossier:
Romanian-Ottoman-Turkish Relations at the Centenary

of the Republic of Tiirkiye

THE OTTOMAN CAMPAIGNS
IN WALACHIA, 1394-1395

ALEXANDRU MADGEARU *
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Abstract

The expansion of the Ottoman Empire in the northern part of the Balkan Peninsula started
after the battle of Kosovopolje (15 June 1389) led to the occupation of Bulgaria in 1393 and to
the first raid of the Turks in western Walachia. The voevode Mircea launched an attack against
the base of those marauders (Karinovast), in the context of a larger offensive organized by Si-
gismund of Luxemburg. As punishment, the Ottoman army led by Sultan Bayezid I entered in
Walachia in the autumn of 1394. The date of the campaign was subjected to a long controversy,
but there is no strong reason to deny the date of 10 October 1394 mentioned by the Serbian
annals for the battle usually called “Rovine’”. The name “Rovine” was not a real placename, but
a Serbian noun meaning ‘cliff” or “ditch’ used to describe the features of the battlefield. The
location of the battle is too disputed, but it was somewhere on the route from Turnu Mdgurele
to Curtea de Arges. The battle was won by Mircea, but a part of his boyars preferred to support
the alliance with the Turks. Their chief, Viad, was perhaps the son of voevode Dan 1. Mircea
took refuge in his Transylvanian feud, and signed a treaty of alliance with Sigismund of Lux-
emburg at Brasov (7 March 1395). A Hungarian army entered in Walachia in April 1395 and
contributed to the liberation of the fortress Turnu (also known as Little Nicopolis), which was
conquered by the Ottomans in the previous campaign. This victory of the armies of Sigismund
and Mircea determined a counteroffensive of Bayezid I in May 1395. Sigismund went back to
Walachia at the beginning of July to revenge the defeat. The cooperation between Mircea and
Sigismund was achieved too late to obtain the defeat of the Ottoman invaders. In the autumn
of 1394, Mircea was able to stop the conquest of the entire Walachia, preserving a part of it,
despite the treason of Vlad. This partial preservation of power allowed the agreement of
7 March 1395, whose outcome was the expedition of the Hungarian army in April 1395.
However, the Ottoman forces remained strong enough to cancel the results of this campaign,
in the counteroffensive from May 1395 commanded by Bayezid I against the joined forces of
Mircea and Sigismund.

Keywords: Bayezid I, Mircea, Sigismund of Luxemburg, Ottoman Empire, Walachia, Bul-
garia, Dobrudja, battle of Rovine
2 /
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Preliminaries

At the end of the 14th century, the Otto-
man state reached the Danube, the natural
frontier of the Roman Empire which has sub-
stituted. During a period of two decades, two
of the successor states of the Constantinopo-
litan imperial power were conquered, entire-
ly (Bulgaria), or partially (Serbia). The Tsar
from Tarnovo Ivan Shishman accepted to be
the vassal of Murad I in 1376, but this did not
impede the following Turkish raids. Sofia was
occupied in 1385, and Nis (which belonged to
Serbia) in 1386. The Serbian knez Lazar Hre-
beljanovi¢ from Krusevac was too compelled
to become a vassal of Murad I, in 1385. His
state was extended from Novo Brdo to Bel-
grade. The expansion of the Ottoman Turks in
the northern part of the Balkan Peninsula was
not stopped by the victory obtained in 1387 at
Plo¢nik (south-west of Ni$) by the armies of
Lazar Hrebeljanovi¢, of the Bosnian king Tvrt-
ko and of the Albanian ruler Gjon Kastriota,
against the beilerbey of Rumelia Lala Sahin Pa-
sha'. Encouraged by this defeat, Ivan Shishman
attempted the liberation from the vassalage (he
refused to take part in that campaign against
Serbia). After the battle of Plo¢nik, he refused
to give Silistra, as he promised before. This
treason was punished in 1388 by an offensive
commanded by the Great Visir Candarliza-
de Ali Pasha. The Tatar Emir Kutlubuga from
eastern Moldavia refused to cooperate in the
war against Ivan Shishman. The cities Preslav,
Shumen and Silistra were occupied, and Ivan
Shishman had no other chance than to become
again the subject of Murad L. Even if the tsarate
of Tarnovo continued to exist, its most part
was already under Turkish occupation®

In the north-eastern part of Bulgaria exist-
ed the state created by the despote Dobroti¢
(from the Terter family). This state included
the harbors Emona, Varna, Kavarna and Kali-
akra®. After the death of Dobroti¢ in 1385 or
1386, came to the rule his son Ivanko Terter,
who was until then the master of a territory
centred in Dristra (Silistra). Nothing certain is
known on the fate of Ivanko Terter after 1388.
The land of Dobroti¢, as well as Silistra, were
acquired by the Romanian Voievode Mircea
before 20 January 1390, the date of the first

4
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document (the alliance with the Polish King
Vladislav Jagiello) which mentioned his title
terrarum Dobrodicii despotus et Tristri dom-
inus®. It results that the land of Dobroti¢ and
Silistra were conquered after the campaign of
Candarlizade Ali Pasha, when Silistra was oc-
cupied by the Turks®, therefore sometimes in
1389, when the Ottoman forces were concen-
trated elsewhere: in a new campaign against
Serbia.

Eight or nine months after the subjection
of Ivan Shishman, Murad I organized a new
attack against Lazar Hrebeljanovi¢. The Serbi-
an ruler was from the beginning of 1389 the
vassal of the Hungarian King Sigismund of
Luxemburg. In the battle of Kosovopolje (near
Pristina) from 15 June 1389, the Ottoman army
of around 40.000 men fought against the coa-
lition commanded by the Knez Lazar Hrebel-
janovi¢. In the Ottoman army were included
the troops of the Serbian vassals Marko Kralje-
vi¢ (the king of the southern Serbia) and Kon-
stantin Dejanovi¢ from Velbujd. On the side of
Lazar were the forces of the ruler from Pristi-
na Vuk Brankovi¢, other troops from Bosnia
commanded by King Tvrtko and Vlatko Vuk-
ovi¢, as well as other sent by Georgios Kastrio-
tis from Albania. It is possible that also the tsar
of Vidin Ivan Sratsimir contributed with some
troops®. The participation of some Romanians
sent by Mircea was mentioned in a late copy of
the proclamation of the victory (fetih-ndme),
and in several late Ottoman chronicles. The
earlier Ottoman chroniclers (Orudj bin Adil
and Asikpasazade) did not mention the Roma-
nians among the participants. They are absent
in one of most reliable sources, the “Life of
Stephen Lazarevi¢” by Constantine of Kosten-
ets, as well as in the oldest Serbian annals. The
Byzantine sources (Laonikos Chalkokondyles,
Dukas, Makarios Melissenos) ignore too this
Romanian presence in the battle of 15 June
1389. By this reason, the assertions from the
youngest Ottoman chronicles were considered
to be doubtful’. Both supreme commanders
died in this clash which prepared the reconfig-
uration of the geopolitical situation in the Bal-
kan Peninsula. Stephen and Vuk Lazarevi¢, the
sons of Lazar, became the vassals of Bayezid I,
being obliged to pay the harach and to fight on
his side. The southern Serbia was left to anoth-
er vassal, Vuk Brankovic®.
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By turning northern Serbia into a vas-
sal state, the Ottomans reached a part of the
Danubian borderland. Very soon, in Novem-
ber 1389, Sigismund of Luxemburg began his
attacks against the territory mastered by his
former vassal Lazar Hrebeljanovi¢®. On his
turn, Mircea found the opportunity to expand
his state beyond the Danube, like he did in the
terra of Dobroti¢. The so-called Podunavia
was not located in Dobrudja or Bulgaria, as it
was considered for a long time. Marian Coman
has demonstrated that Podunavia was the re-
gion around Branicevo, annexed by Mircea
in 1389 after the battle of Kosovopolje. This
region was adjacent to the Banat of Severin,
possessed by Mircea since the beginning of his
reign. The name Podunavia was attested in the
documents issued by Mircea for the first time
at 4th September 1389 and until 10 June 1415.
Before that, Podunavlje was under the domi-
nation of Lazar Hrebeljanovi¢, since 1379. The
name Podunavlje continued to be mentioned
in the titles of the Serbian rulers until 1413. It
was therefore a disputed territory, or a divid-
ed one'’. This expansion put Mircea in rivalry
with Sigismund, and by this reason he estab-
lished the alliance with Vladislav Jagiello (the
document was signed in Lublin on 20 January
1390). The treaty specified that Vladislav will
act ...contra Sigismundo regem Ungariae, et ip-
sius subditos, pro toto ipsius posse atque poten-
cia, nos debet et tenetibus adiuvare, contra al-
ios veros nostros emulos (“has the duty to help
him with all his powers against Sigismund, the
King of Hungary and against his subjects, and
against other our enemies”)!!. Therefore, the
Voievode Mircea was involved in the partition
of the Bulgarian and Serbian territories. He
became thus a rival also for Bayezid I.

The agreement with Vladislav Jagiello was
concluded before the first Turkish invasion in
Walachia. Sometimes in 1390, the city of Vidin
was attacked by an army commanded by Firuz
Bey, following the orders of Bayezid I. The tsar
of Vidin Ivan Sratsimir remained in position
under Ottoman domination (until 1396), and
his land became the base for the first Otto-
man raid (akin) in Walachia. The Ottoman
chronicles recorded that Firuz Bey received
m Revista de istorie militara m

afterwards the order to cross the Danube. The
akingi (irregular troops specialized in plunder)
entered in “Iflak’; taking a large booty in stuff
and captives. The danger of future attacks de-
termined Mircea to change the attitude toward
Sigismund, because they had now a common
enemy. On 20 March 1390, at Suceava, the en-
voys of Mircea signed a new agreement with
Vladislav Jagiello, specifying that Mircea had
the possibility to close peace with Sigismund'

It was sustained that Mircea accepted to
pay the harach after the invasion of 1390, on
the basis of the brief accounts from the chron-
icles of Mehmed Pasha and Idris Bitlisi*, but
Mihai Maxim demonstrated that there is no
proof in the Ottoman sources for the establish-
ment of the vassalage before 1394

The attack of the army of Mircea against
the base of the akingi from Karinovas: (Kar-
nobat) was a revenge for the raid of Firuz Bey,
and came when a powerful enemy of Bayezid I,
the bey of Kastamonu Siileyman Candaroglu
IT (1385-1391), entered in contact with him, to
join the plot against Bayezid I. The campaign
against Karinovasi was mentioned in several
Ottoman chronicles, but the date is uncertain.
Aurel Decei, who was the first historian who
examined in detail this event, argued for the
year 1393, but further studies proposed the
year 1391, soon after the attack of Firuz Bey".
Because the Ottomans and their Serbian vas-
sals continued the attacks on the Danubian
borderland of Hungary in 1391-1393, Sigis-
mund was preparing a powerful counteroffen-
sive in Serbia and Bulgaria. There were some
successful actions in northern Serbia and Bul-
garia in the summer of 1392, and even Ivan
Shishman was convinced by secret negotia-
tions to rebel against Bayezid I'¢. Tasin Gemil
considered that the attack against Karinovasi
was organized in the context of this large of-
fensive'”. This interpretation seems to be the
best explanation for the reason why Mircea
undertook such a long distance campaign in-
side the Turkish territory.

Bayezid I found out about the possible new
treason of Ivan Shishman. The offensive ac-
tions of Sigismund of Luxemburg and Mircea
fulfilled in Bulgaria in 1392 showed that the
control on this territory was by no way certain.

A new campaign was directed to the remaining
[ ]
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part of the Bulgarian tsarate in the summer of
1393. Tarnovo was conquered on 17 July 1393
after a siege of three months. In Nicopolis,
where he took shelter, Ivan Shishman hoped
that Mircea will help him, but this did not
happen. He surrendered to Candarlizade Ali
Pasha. The tsarate of Tarnovo was existing no
more, being incorporated in the Ottoman Em-
pire. The Danube became the strong frontier
of this emerging state'®. Now, it was possible to
punish Mircea for his offensive actions. Silistra
was too conquered by the Turks in the summer
of 1393, but Mircea kept the other possessions
in Dobrudja until the end of his reign. The doc-
uments including in the title the expression
“up to the Great Sea” are dated up to 10 June
1415. It was proven that only in 1420 Dobrudja
(in the present meaning of the name) was in-
cluded in the Ottoman Empire?.

The campaign of Bayezid I in Walachia
in the autumn of 1394

After the conquest of the tsarate of Tarno-
vo, Bayezid I was finally able to tackle an ur-
gent issue: the threat of new attacks performed
by Sigismund of Luxemburg or by Mircea. Of
course, it was supposed that it was easier to
strike the smaller power, Walachia. Its ruler,
Mircea, needed a severe punishment for what
he did with the akingi. But, as he will find, he
was underestimating this enemy. About one
year after the surrender of Ivan Shishman,
Nicopolis became the starting place for the
campaign against Mircea. The target was the
residence of the voievode, Arges (Arkis in the
Ottoman sources). Meanwhile, Sigismund
was too preparing a new campaign against the
Turks, but for a later moment. On 6 September
1394, his envoy asked for naval support from
Venice, announcing that the king will attack in
the following May®. Actually, this really hap-
pened, as it will be presented in the next sec-
tion of this study.

The oldest testimony about the campaign
of Bayezid I in Walachia is that of Philippe de
Mézieres. In Une epistre lamentable et consol-
atoire sur le fait de la desconfiture lacrimable
du noble et vaillant roy de Honguerie par les
Turcs devant la ville de Nicholopoli en lempire

de Boulguerie, addressed in 1397 to the Duke
[ 1

of Burgundy Philippe le Hardi, he wrote that:
Baxeth, environ trois ans a passés, ot une autre
bataille contre les Walaquiens en laquelle il fu
desconfis a plain et perdi environ XXX m Turs
qui furent mors en la bataille, et grant plan-
te de crestiens aussi furent mors*. From this
short but clear passage results that the battle
occurred sometimes in 1394, and that it was
a victory obtained by the Romanians in open
field. Philippe de Méziéres found these facts
from some of the participants at the battle of
Nicopole (25 September 1396). It is impos-
sible to ascertain the manpower involved in
the battle. If the number given by Philippe de
Meézieéres was true, then it could be supposed
that the Ottoman army had at least 50.000
men. The casualties were great on both sides.

The anonymous chronicle of the years
1296-1413 discovered by Ioan Bogdan is the
next source in the chronological order. Ac-
cording to the examination of Dumitru Na-
stase, the original chronicle was written in
Greek, possibly by the notary of the Patriar-
chate Ioannis Hortasmenos (1370-1431), and
then translated in Medio-Bulgarian. After the
relation about the battle of Kosovopolje it is
mentioned the campaign against voevode Mir-
cho. In the battle were killed many important
Turks and the Christian vassals Marko Kralje-
vi¢ and Konstantin Dejanovi¢. The arrows of
the Romanians made so many casualties that
Bayezid was forced to retreat. Yet, he was able
to put one of the boyars to rule the country in
the place of Mircho, who took refuge in the
country of the Hungarians?.

The “Life of Stephen Lazarevi¢” written in
Serbia by the Bulgarian Constantine of Kos-
tenets in 1431 mentioned the participation of
the despot in the battle against Mircea in the
year 6903, where Marko and Konstantin died*.
Complementary data about the campaign of
Bayezid I in Walachia was provided by 39 Ser-
bian annals from the 15% century (edited by
Ljubomir Stojanovi¢ in 1890). In the campaign
were involved the forces of the Serbian vassals
Stephen Lazarevi¢, Marko Kraljevi¢ and Kon-
stantin Dejanovi¢ (the last two died during the
fights). All these old annals are dating the bat-
tle in the year 6903 (1 September 1394 — 31
August 1395). Ten variants of the annals dated
after 1460 are specifying that the battle when
m Revista de istorie militara m
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died Marko Kraljevi¢ took place on 10 October
1394. For the death of Konstantin Draga$, an
additional note made on a manuscript from the
Athonite Chilandar monastery (Romanov tip-
ik) mentioned the date 17 May, but without the
year and the place where he died. This notice
opened the long debate about the date of the
battle between Bayezid and Mircea. Some his-
torians inferred that 17 May 1395 was the real
date of the battle, because they were sure that
Konstantin Dejanovi¢, identified with what
Konstantin Draga$ mentioned in the notice,
died on that occasion. Actually, the notice con-
cerned the brother of Konstantin, loan Dragas,
who died on 17 May 1380%*. This source should
be excluded from those concerning the cam-
paigns in Walachia of Bayezid I. Yet, it is possi-
ble that Konstantin Dejanovi¢ died in the next
war, which, as we will demonstrate below, oc-
curred in May 1395. This results from the do-
nation document of his daughter Helen for the
monastery Petra in Constantinople made in
October 1395. From the text preserved only in
a later copy, it could be inferred that more than
three and less than six months passed since the
death, but the place, the exact date and the cir-
cumstances of the death remained unknown
to the author of the text®. Therefore, there is
no strong reason to deny the date of 10 Octo-
ber 1394 mentioned by the Serbian annals.

A larger account of the campaign was
transmitted by the Byzantine historian Laon-
ikos Chalkokondyles, who wrote after circa 70
years after the events. He wrongly placed it af-
ter the battle of Nicopolis, but the relation itself
is valuable for the details about the hostilities.
We quote here the English translation of An-
thony Kaldellis: “Later he sent armies to ravage
the land of Hungary and Hungarian Walachia.
After some time, he campaigned against the
Walachians and against Mircea the ruler of
Walachia, accusing him of being at war and
marching against him with the Hungarians. It
was against this Mircea that Bayezid, the son of
Murad, marched, accusing him of having sided
with Sigismund, the emperor of the Romans,
during the previous war against the barbarians.
He crossed the Danube and pressed forward,
reducing the land to slavery. Mircea assembled
an army from his territory but decided not to
march against him and offer battle; rather, he
m Revista de istorie militara m

first safeguarded the women and children, set-
tling them on Mount Brasso. Then he followed
the army of Bayezid through the forests of that
land, which are extensive and enclose it on all
sides, making it inaccessible for invaders and
not easy to occupy. Following him, then, Mir-
cea performed remarkable deeds, giving battle
if any contingent of the enemy broke away to
seek supplies in the surrounding countryside
or to plunder pack animals. Thus he followed
the army with great daring and he fought con-
spicuously well in shadowing Bayezid. It is said
that as the Turkish army was moving through
this area, Mircea gave it a very hard time, as
he isolated it and would not let up in killing its
men. At that point Evrenos, the minister, ex-
pressed the opinion that the army should en-
camp there and seek relief. (...) So at that time
Bayezid encamped there for the rest of that
day, and on the next day he ferried his army
across the Danube in the safest way he could.
And that is what the army did that held against
Walachia”.

The Ottoman chronicles transmitted de-
tails not present in the Christian sources, but
with the usual chronological confusions of
these sources. According to the oldest chroni-
cles of Enveri, Orudj bin Adil, and Semseddin
Ahmed Kemalpasazade, the Ottoman army
commanded by Bayezid I crossed the Dan-
ube by Nicopolis and advanced toward Arges.
Somewhere near the town, and on the shore of
the river with the same name, the Turks were
encountered by the army of Mircea, which was
marching from his residence. In the first day
of the battle, the casualties were great for the
both parts. During the following night, the
Grand Vizier Ali Pasha ordered the drown-
ing in the river of the bodies of the Turks and
the retreat on another position. Next day, the
Romanians saw only their dead, and, by this
stratagem, they were convinced that their
casualties were higher. The chroniclers sustain
that Mircea decided to make peace and to pay
the harach. After that, Bayezid returned by
Nicopolis to Adrianople. In the chronicle of
Sa’adeddin Mehmed Efendi it was mentioned
the reason of the campaign (the previous at-
tacks of Mircea), but the account of the battle
is different: the Romanians waited the battle

near a mountain and most of them were taken
[~ ]
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prisoners. The author also stated that Mircea
begged the sultan to be pardoned for his re-
bellion, promising the increasing of the harach
which was paid until then®.

A short Greek chronicle written in Mac-
edonia sometimes in the 16th century men-
tioned the campaign of Bayezid I beyond the
Danube in the year 6903. The voevode of the
Vlachs Mircea defeated him and followed him
up to the Danube. Marko and Konstantin died
in the battle, and Bayezid I escaped with only
few people®.

The anonymous chronicle of the years
1296-1413 was the source of the Romanian
universal chronicle of Mihail Moxa (1620),
where the chapter about the battle was cop-
ied with some differences (the refuge to the
Hungarians is missing)®. The later Walachian
sources (“Letopisetul Cantacuzinesc’, its Ar-
abic version, the “History” of Radu Popescu,
and the work of Mihail Cantacuzino about the
genealogy of his family) added a new element
in the tradition about the battle: it was fought
somewhere near the lalomita River. Many
Turks died and the rest run away beyond the
Danube, not by a ford®. The mention of the Ia-
lomita River could be explained by a confusion
with the battle fought by Iancu de Hunedoara
on 2 September 1442. The army commanded
by the beilerbey of Rumelia Sehabeddin Pasa
crossed the Daube by Nicopolis and suffered
a disastrous defeat on the lower valley of Ialo-
mita. The Romanians captured a large booty*".

The “History” of Radu Popescu transmit-
ted a more elaborated narration, based on
several sources, but with some mistakes. He
quoted “the historian Ghiorghe Franti” for the
two battles between Mircea and Bayezid: one
near Nicopolis and another on the Ialomita,
but these names are not present in the work
of Georgios Sphrantzes. He mentioned “Mar-
co Cralevici, Costandin and Drégas’, but as al-
lies of Mircea. Now it is known that the man-
uscript of Georgios Sphrantzes used by Radu
Popescu was a changed version composed by
Makarios Melissenos at Naples in 1573-1576.
In this version, it is mentioned that Bayezid I
started the war against Mircea, who came to
fight in an unfavourable place, that the sultan
retreated, and that Mircea decided to pay trib-
ute for preserving the peace®. This text (also
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known as Pseudo-Sphrantzes), derived from
that of Laonikos Chalkokondyles, has no in-
trinsic value. The genuine text of Sphrantzes
did not include the passage about this battle.
The name Rovine was taken by Radu Popescu
from the chronicle of Gheorghe Brancovici,
who includes a short notice: “6903. Mircea, the
voevode of Walachia, defeated the emperor
Baiat at Rovine. Then perished Marco Cralevi-
ci, Costandin and Dragas”.

It is strange that Dimitrie Cantemir, so well
informed about the Ottoman history, wrote
nothing about the war between Bayezid I and
Mircea in his famous book. He presented only
the battles of Kosovopolje and Nicopolis, and
ascribed to the reign of Bayezid I the battle of
Razboieni won by Stephen the Great against
Mehmed II (25-26 July 1476).

The name Rovine which designates the bat-
tle between Bayezid I and Mircea was not a
placename, but a Serbian noun whose meaning
was “ravine’, “clift” or “ditch” It was mentioned
in the Serbian annals, but only in the newest
group. The expression Ha posunaxv described
the topographical situation of the battlefield:
“at the cliffs”*. Sergiu losipescu (who consid-
ered that the battle took place just at Curtea
de Arges) advanced an ingenious idea: that
the Serbian word which means “ditch” was a
misunderstanding of the Greek word fosaton
mentioned in the short Greek chronicle pre-
sented above. In Greek, the word fosaton has
several meanings, among whom “army’, but
also “trench” or “ditch” The Serbian who read
this chronicle made a mistaken translation,
using the other meaning of the word®. The
hypothesis is possible at a first glance, but it
is contradicted by the date of the short chron-
icle established by Peter Schreiner: in the 16"
century (the clue is the surname of the mur-
der of Murad, Kobili¢, used only since that
period). The same Byzantinist also proved that
this short chronicle was based on the Serbian
sources. Since the Serbian annals which men-
tioned the expression Ha posunaxv are dated
in the 15th century, the idea proposed by S. lo-
sipescu (who quoted in a footnote the work of
Schreiner!) could not be accepted””. The name
Rovine from the Romanian late medieval writ-
ings (Gheorghe Brancovici and Radu Popescu)
do not reflect an internal tradition about the
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battle, because Gheorghe Brancovici took it
from the Serbian sources.

The existence of some toponyms Rovina or
Rovine in Walachia could not be taken in itself
as an indication for the location of the battle,
because also in the Romanian language exists
the noun rovind (of Slavic origin). Such topo-
nyms were formed as many others on the basis
of the topographical features. It would be more
accurately to call the battle “at the Arges River’,
but the name Rovine remained established in
the historiographical tradition. This does not
mean that it should be excluded that one or
another Rovine was the real place of the bat-
tle. For instance, the wood Rovine on the hills
near the Ddmbovnic River, around the villag-
es Tutulesti, Suseni and Costesti. This place is
located at circa 65 km south from Curtea de
Arges, on a possible way from Turnu, and the
landscape is suitable for the location of the
battle. Ion Nania mentioned even a placename
Putul lui Baiazid (“the well of Bayezid”) in the
village of Negrasi, and a local legend about the
battle and the church erected after that, dedi-
cated to Saint Paraskeve (the feast day 14 Oc-
tober is four days after the day of the battle)*.
Another identification in a place more close to
Curtea de Arges (20 km south), at Merisani (at
the confluence of Valsan with Arges), was pro-
posed by Nicolae Constantinescu®.

Gheorghe 1. Ionescu proposed the loca-
tion between the lower basin of Arges and the
Neajlov Rivers, in a region largely wooded, at
a distance of around 70 km from the Danube
(he considered that the noun rovind meant in
fact a place eroded by water)*. Other attempts
of identification were based on the wrong idea
that the army of Bayezid I entered in Walachia
from Banat (as it was described in a late com-
pilation whose lack of value was demonstrated
by Aurel Decei). Because near Craiova exists
some placenames Rovine, it was supposed that
they indicate the location of the battle®.

Teodor Nicolau, an infantry general, ex-
plained very clearly why the single possible
crossing place was by Turnu and why a detour
by Craiova was a strategic absurdity. But, be-
cause he believed that the word rovine could
also mean “meadow” (which was not true for
the medieval placenames), he proposed a lo-
cation at 30 km north of Turnu, at Putineiu, in
the area of Calmatui*>.
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Regardless the location, it is clear that the
result of the fight was determined by the tacti-
cal advantage of the wooded field, which com-
pensated the higher number of the enemies.
The skirmishes organized by the Romanians
along the way to the battlefield situated some-
where near the river Arges, on the way to the
residence of Mircea, contributed too to the
weakening of the enemy, who started well the
campaign, with the conquest of Turnu. This
fortification (also known as the Little Nicop-
olis) was built few years before, when Mircea
became aware about the increasing danger of
the Ottoman attacks. The central tower with
the diameter of 17,4 m was encircled by a pre-
cinct ruined by the Hungarians in April 1395
(see the next section), and repaired by the
Turks in 1397-1398%.

The fight of 14 October 1394 was only a
moment of the Turkish-Romanian war which
continued in the spring of the next year. The
oldest sources (Philippe de Mézieres and the
anonymous chronicle of the years 1296-1413)
support the opinion that the battle was won by
Mircea, because Bayezid I had great losses and
it was forced to go back beyond the Danube.
Yet, Mircea lost his position at Arges, because
those boyars who were inclined to a policy of
alliance with the Turks against the Hungarians
supported a rival: Vlad. These boyars thought
that the resistance was illusory, knowing what
happened in Bulgaria. This Vlad was most
probable the son of voevode Dan I, and by this
reason he was too entitled to the rule of the
state. It is even possible that, before the attack,
he went to Bayezid to claim his support for
taking the power*.

Vlad ruled at Arges with the obligation of
paying the tribute, but also Mircea continued
to be voevode, ruling the eastern part of the
country, including the former land of Do-
broti¢, as it could be inferred from the treaty
closed with Sigismund on 7 March 1395 at
Brasov (see the next section). It was supposed
that he moved to the secondary residence of
Targoviste®, but this seems to be difficult to
accept, because the town was in a region which
could be controlled by the Turks. It would be
more probable that he took refuge in one of
the Transylvanian feuds, Amlas or Fagaras,
which offered a real shelter and opportunities
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for completing the loses with local men. The
anonymous chronicle of the years 1296-1413
mentioned that he went to the Hungarians
when the boyars gave the power to another un-
named ruler*. We remember that, according
to Laonikos Chalkokondyles, Mircea took care
of the women and children, sending to “mount
Prasovon” Of course, they were not settled in
the mountains, but in the area beneath them,
which corresponds with the land of Fagaras.

The alliance between Sigismund
and Mircea and its results

In the battle of 10 October 1394 and in the
following five months, Mircea was left alone
by his potential ally, Sigismund of Luxemburg.
The Hungarian king was present in Transyl-
vania since December 1394, but he had other
concerns which seemed more important for
him, like the campaign in Moldavia in Janu-
ary — early February 1395, where he suffered a
surprising defeat in the ambush at Hindau (or
Ghindaoani). The Moldavian voevode Stephen
I was the vassal of his enemy Vladislav Jagiello,
while the former voevode Roman was the vas-
sal of Sigismund?. In this humiliated situation
which followed after the defeat in Moldavia,
Sigismund became more eager to cooperate
with Mircea against the Turks. Even left with
only a part of his country, Mircea remained
still able to continue the fight. The alliance was
the obvious solution for both rulers, especially
because Sigismund did not receive the expect-
ed help from Venice in an anti-Ottoman war.
The alliance was stated in the treaty signed at
Brasov on 7 March 1395. It is true that, for-
mally, the document expressed vassalage rela-
tionships, but this is normal, because Mircea
was the vassal of the Hungarian king since he
possessed the Transylvanian feuds. Yet, the
treaty could be defined as a military conven-
tion closed between equal partners, signed
by Mircea because, as he stated, Sigismund
already helped him against the Turks. Mircea
swore to fight together with Sigismund against
the Turks and their allies (adherentes). He
signed with the small seal, because, as he stat-
ed, the big one was not available. It was sup-
posed that the big seal was lost in the battle®.

If in 4 April 1395 Mircea was still recognized
[0 1

by the abbot Gavril of Cozia as gospodin in the
inscription on a bell®, when Vlad was ruling
at Arges, this means that the authority of the
usurper was not too much extended. The east-
ern parts of his state, formerly in terra Dobrot-
ici, were mentioned as a possible war region in
the treaty.

Only one month after the treaty, Sigis-
mund became truly involved in the hostilities
from Walachia. On 6 April 1395, he decided
to send against the Turks from Walachia (ad
partes Transalpinas) an army commanded by
Stephen of Losoncz®. The fights of the Hun-
garian army in Walachia against the Turks and
their Romanian allies (the adherents of Vlad)
were narrated in the chronicle of Ioannes de
Thurocz. The campaign which had as a final
result the reconquest of Little Nicopolis could
be dated in late April or early May 1395°". The
fight at Little Nicopolis (Turnu) was also men-
tioned in two documents from 8 December
1397, and one from 4 April 1404°% Some his-
torians considered that the army entered from
Severin and that the main fight took place
somewhere in Oltenia, perhaps near Craiova®,
but the expression alpibus transitis illius terre
ad plana descenderunt is more suitable with
a march from one of the passes of the South-
ern Carpathians through the lowlands. Besides
that, the final point of the offensive was Turnu,
easier to reach by that direction than by cross-
ing several major rivers like Jiu and Olt.

A passage from the document of 8 De-
cember 1397 confirms the information from
the chronicle of Ioannes Thurocz, that the
conquest of the fortress occurred before the
death of Queen Mary®. Therefore, the day of
the death of Sigismund’s wife is an important
chronological indication for the succession
of the events in the spring of 1395. Sergiu
losipescu thought that the date of the battle of
“Rovine’, which for him is 17 May 1395, could
be confirmed by Jan Dlugosz, who wrote in the
chapter of the year 1395 of his History of Po-
land: Die Lunae decima septima mensis Maii,
Maria Hungariae Regina, Sigismundi consors
et germana soror Hedvigis Poloniao Reginae,
Budae moritur. In his opinion, it is possible
that in Poland two pieces of news arrived from
Hungary, one about the death of the Queen
Mary of Anjou and another one about the
m Revista de istorie militara m
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battle of 17 May 1395, and that they were re-
corded viceversa, even if the battle itself is not
mentioned in the text®. This hypothesis was
an attempt to provide a confirmation for the
date of the death of Konstantin Dejanovi¢, and
it was later endorsed by other Romanian histo-
rians®®. But a Polish scholar proved that there
are independent and earlier testimonies certi-
fying that Queen Mary of Anjou died indeed
on 17 May 1395, and that Jan Dlugosz did not
substitute the date of her death with that of a
battle he ignored®. The question is closed. The
conquest of Little Nicopolis could be dated at
the end of April, or at most in the first days of
May, taking into consideration the time need-
ed by Sigismund to travel from there to Buda.

The victory of the armies of Sigismund and
Mircea and especially the conquest of Little
Nicopolis determined the counteroffensive of
Bayezid [, soon after the departure of the Hun-
garian king. This attack was described in an
anonymous chronicle from Firenze. The relia-
bility of this source (put in evidence by Serban
Papacostea)® is founded on the knowledge that
the Florentine merchants were able to gather
from Hungary, where they were very active
during the reign of Sigismund®. Therefore, it is
true that a Turkish-Romanian-Hungarian bat-
tle occurred sometimes in May 1395, but not
necessary on the 17. If the battle of “Rovine”
would have happened on 17 May 1395, why
this source is speaking about Sigismund, and
not about Mircea? The other sources (Philippe
de Méziéeres, the anonymous chronicle of the
years 1296-1413, the Serbian annals, the Ot-
toman chronicles), when they described the
campaign of Bayezid I in Walachia, are men-
tioning only Mircea. Sigismund became in-
volved in the war only after this campaign of
the autumn 1394, when Mircea had no ally to
resist in front of the Ottoman army.

The fights of April-May 1395 were also
recorded in the chronicle of the monk of
Saint-Denys (the author was identified as
Michel Pintoin). In this source, the descrip-
tions of the battles fought by Murad and
Bayezid I mixed and distorted events from dif-
ferent moments between the battles of Kosov-
opolje and Nicopolis. For instance, Sigismund
was victorious in the battle where Murad died
(he did not fought at Kosovopolje!), but in the

first part of the same chapter, it is written that
Lamorat (...) cette année il avait amené avec
lui, a travers la Valachie et la Bulgarie, qui
étaient devenues des provinces de son empire,
une multitude si prodigieuse de Turcs, (...). A la
nouvelle de son arrivée, l'illustre roi de Hongrie
rassembla en toute hdte une armée composée
des nobles, des bourgeois, des gens déglise, et
de tous les chrétiens de son royaume. (...) Le roi
forma son avant-garde de quatre cents hommes
délite, qu’il envoya a la rencontre des Turcs,
afin de connaitre leurs mouvements et de savoir
comment il pourrait les attaquer. Mais a peine
ce corps eut-il passé une riviére voisine, qu’il
rencontra tout a coup les Barbares, sévit enve-
loppé de tous cotés et assailli vigoureusement.
Malgré leffroi que cause souvent une attaque
imprévue aux coeurs les plus intrépides, les
chrétiens opposérent une courageuse résistance.
(-..) Les chrétiens obéirent avec empressement;
retrouvant toute leur énergie, ils se jetérent sur
lavantgarde des Turcs, dont ce premier enga-
gement avait un peu épuisé les forces, et com-
battirent avec acharnement. Ils frappaient a
coups redoublés avec une vigueur infatigable;
leurs coups étaient presque tous mortels; car la
plupart des ennemis étaient mal armés®. This
fragment might concern the campaign of April
1395, and it was thus understood by several
historians®.

After the burial of Queen Mary at Varadi-
num (Oradea), Sigismund went back to Tran-
sylvania to prepare a new campaign in Wala-
chia, to avenge the defeat suffered in May. On
5 June 1395, he was at Pyspuky (today, Epis-
copia Bihorului), and on 21 June 1395, he was
again at Brasov. After few days, he crossed
again the mountains by the Bran-Rucér Pass. It
is known that on 6 July 1395 he was camped at
Campulung, answering to some property liti-
gations®. The wrong date at the end of June or
early July of Mary’s death supported by various
historians determined a wrong understanding
of the succession of events, placing the death
of the queen in the days before this moment
when the king was present at Campulung.
By consequence, it was considered that Sigis-
mund returned to Buda sometimes after the
conquest of Little Nicopolis, dated in this time
framework at an uncertain moment after 6™
July, perhaps in the first part of August 1395%.
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On the basis of the document issued at Cam-
pulung, it could be instead supposed that the
king was preparing a new campaign in Wala-
chia, but the hostilities were not yet started.
What happened then, it is not clear, but there
is a document which records the presence of
Sigismund in the army camp at Severin on
25 August 1395%. From Severin, he returned
again in Transylvania (is mentioned at Sibiu
on 13 and 17 September, and at Medias at 26
September)®.

The following confrontations between Si-
gismund and the partisans of Vlad and the fate
of this usurper, until the battle of Nicopolis,
are out of the subject of this study, whose con-
clusion is that the cooperation between Mircea
and Sigismund was achieved too late to obtain
the defeat of the Ottoman invaders. In the au-
tumn of 1394, Mircea was able to stop the con-
quest of the entire Walachia, preserving a part
of it, despite the treason of Vlad. This partial
preservation of power allowed the agreement
of 7 March 1395, whose outcome was the ex-
pedition of the Hungarian army in April 1395.
However, the Ottoman forces remained strong
enough to cancel the results of this campaign,
in the counteroffensive from May 1395 com-
manded by Bayezid I against the joined forces
of Mircea and Sigismund.
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vain, Din relatiile..., p. 91; V. Veliman, Domnia...,
p- 404-405; N. Constantinescu, Mircea cel Bdtrdin,
Bucuresti, 1981, p. 93; N. Serbénescu, N. Stoices-
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p- 117-118; C. Rezachevici, Rolul...., p. 165; S. An-
dreescu, Despre titlul lui Mircea cel Bdtran, domn
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62; G. L. Constantin, Le traité..., p. 264; A. Ghiatg,
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Constantinescu, Puncte de vedere asupra datdrii
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Arheologie ,A. D. Xenopol’ Iasi, 23, 1986, 2, p. 707;
N. Constantinescu, Puncte..., p. 784, 793-795; C.
Rezachevici, Bdtdlia..., p. 320; M. Diaconescu, The
Relations..., p. 255.
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320; E. Petcu, C. Topoe, Povestea unei fictiuni: legen-
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Contributii la cronologia domniei lui Mircea cel
Bdtrin si a lui Vlad Voievod in Tara Romdneascd,
in Idem, Contributii..., p. 133-136; C. Rezachevici,
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refuge at Brasov. M. Diaconescu, The Relations..., p.
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“7 P. P. Panaitescu, Mircea..., p. 305-308; V. Per-
vain, Din relatiile..., p. 96.
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142 (nr. 87); N. lorga, Histoire..., p. 358-359; R. R.
Rosetti, Istoria..., p. 99; B. Campina, Lupta..., p. 262-
263; G. T. Ionescu, Contributii..., p. 142-144; V. Per-
vain, Din relatiile..., p. 93, 96-98; T. Gemil, Rapor-
turile..., p. 345-346; M. Diaconescu, The Relations...,
p. 257-258, 273-276, 281; N. Constantinescu,
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ges (sec. XIV-1848), Bucuresti, 1994, p. 238-239 (nr.
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V. Pervain, Din relatiile..., p. 100-101; N. Serbénes-
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1985, p. 210-211 (c. 201); Janos Thurdczy, Chron-
icle of the Hungarians. Translation by E Mantello,
Foreword and Commentary by P. Engel, Blooming-
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Romanian-Ottoman-Turkish Relations at the Centenary

of the Republic of Tiirkiye

SOME NEW FINDINGS ON THE OTTOMAN
ARMY AT THE BATTLE OF IASI (1578)*
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Abstract

In 1578, the Battle of lasi took place between the Ottoman forces and the Cossacks as a
result of the invasion of lasi, the major city of Bogdan (Moldavia), by Alexandru and the Cos-
sacks that he gathered. The composition of Ottoman military forces during this engagement
indicates the absence of direct involvement by the imperial army; instead, the regional san-
caks and volunteer warriors from the vicinity areas actively participated in the campaign. In
this regard, the Battle of lasi has significance in exemplifying the organizational capacity of
the Ottoman Empire to mobilize additional forces when needed. This research is grounded on
the yoldaglik defteri (comradeship register) which was prepared by Davud Bey, the Sancakbey
of Silistre and the commander of the Ottoman army. The study aims to reveal the issues re-
garding the sancak soldiers and volunteer warriors in the Ottoman army. In this respect, their
identities, military roles in the battles and the dirliks that was granted to them as a recognition
for their services will be analysed. In addition, the original information about the battle in the
commandership register will be subjected to a comparative analysis alongside other relevant
archival documents and literature, with the aim of presenting these findings to the attention
of scholars.

Keywords: Cossacks, Ottoman Army, Alexandru Potcoavd, Bogdan, lasi, Moldavia,
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Introduction Ottoman capital Istanbul, put the Ottoman

By the 17* century, the Cossacks, settled | government in a highly challenging situation.
along the northern frontier of the Ottoman | Such circumstances sometimes effected the
Empire, had conducted raids against various | course of international relations. There are
Ottoman cities, with particular emphasis on | many studies about the effects of the Cossacks
Istanbul. These raids, especially directed at the | on relations between the Ottoman Empire and

*Iwould like to take this opportunity to express my gratitude to Eray Akcay for assisting me in accessing
the Russian literature related to the subject.

** Dr., Lecturer, Turkish National Defence University, Fatih Institute of Military History Studies,
ORCID: 0000-0002-3600-3321.
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the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, as well
as the struggles during the following centuries’.
On the other hand, there is no comprehensive
research focusing the uprisings and conflicts
in the region during the 16" century, a period
marked by the emergence of the Cossacks as
an evolving power?. The rebellion of Alexandru
Potcoava (1577-1578), which took place during
this period and resulted with a short-term in-
vasion of Iasi, the main city of Bogdan, remains
arelatively unexplored subject. This study aims
to examine this historical process within the
context of military history under the light of
new documents. Our primary sources for this
research are derived from Ottoman archival
documents. The main source in this regard is
yoldaslik defteri (comradeship register) which
was prepared by Davud Bey, who was the san-
cakbey (governor of a sancak) of Silistre and
the commander of the Ottoman army during
the Battle of lasi®. This register holds consider-
able importance because it provides informa-
tion about the composition of the army during
a campaign in which the main forces were not
directly involved. It offers valuable information
regarding the participants of the battle, their
sancaks (sub-province, subdivision of an eya-
let) of origin, their roles in the conflict, and the
rewards they received for their contributions.
Furthermore, we will delve deeper into the de-
tails of the battle, while shedding light on the
soldiers’ effectiveness.

Alexandru’s rebellion

During the latter half of the 16" century, a
series of significant events occurred, disrupt-
ing the political atmosphere within the Prin-
cipality of Moldavia. The main actors in these
events were the Ottoman-appointed voivodes,
the deposed ones and magnates supported
by the Poland-Lithuania Commonwealth.
These kinds of developments sometimes led
to throne changes in Moldavia. The Ottomans
had already suppressed a similar rebellion in
Bogdan before the rebellion of Alexandru. In
this sense, it became evident that the rebel-
lion led by Ion Potcoava, also known as Yovan
Voivode in Ottoman sources, increased the
unrest and turmoil in the region* In addition,

the suppression of this rebellion and the death
of Yovan Voivode caused unrest among the
Cossacks, and they united around Alexandru,
who emerged as the avenging brother>.

According to the ndme-i hiimdyiin (sultan’s
letter to foreign rulers) dated 7 November 1577,
which was sent to the Polish king, a few rebel-
lious villages in Poland played an encouraging
role in the Alexandru’s rebellion®. The inhab-
itants of these villages supported Alexandru
without the approval of their own king. Thus,
the Cossacks asserted that their attacks on the
region were in response to and at the invitation
of the Bogdanians’. The aforementioned ndme
provides valuable information about Alexand-
ru’s first activities. It reveals that the insurgents
forged collaborative relationships with nearby
fortresses that had resisted Ottoman author-
ity, and they were involved in acts of plunder
and livestock theft in the villages surrounding
Bander. Moreover, in order to gain support-
ers, the rebellious Cossacks promised tax ex-
emption to the local inhabitants in exchange
for their support. In the subsequent sections
of the ndme, the Ottoman government ques-
tioned the legitimacy of Alexandru’s rebellion.
The Ottomans emphasized that Yovan was a
famous nobleman, whereas Alexandru was an
unknown pretender who had no true fraternal
connection to Yovan. In this way, it is under-
stood that the Ottomans endeavour to dis-
credit Alexandru’s claims in order to diminish
his public support. It also explains the use of
the term “bandit” in reference to Alexandru’s
followers. The Ottoman administration also
employed veiled threats towards Poland, im-
plying that they might not complain in case of
Tatar raids if they did not exercise caution in
this matter.

The Ottomans did not have the opportu-
nity for a direct intervention in Bogdan. This
restraint was primarily because of the circum-
stances of that period, notably the ongoing and
protracted Ottoman-Safavid Wars, which ne-
cessitated substantial military commitments
to the East®. Therefore, the Ottoman tried
to suppress the rebellion by the forces of the
sancakbeys, auxiliary forces, and collaboration
with tributary states, similar to their approach

during the Yovan rebellion’.
[19 |
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The armies of both Sides

Ottoman archival documents contain sub-
stantial information about Alexandru and his
supporters. Within these records, details re-
garding the composition of the forces through
phrases such as “hayli tiifenkli geliip...gelen kef-
erenin ekseri tiifenkli imis...”" signifies that they
arrived with a significant number of rifles...the
majority of the enemy were armed with mus-
kets. Similarly, expressions such as “bir miifsid
dahi zuhilr idiip hayli tiifenklii ile geliip..”"* im-
ply “a deceiver appeared and arrived with a lot
of muskets..;, while “hayli tiifenkli ile vildayet-i
mezbiireye miistevli olup...”"? suggests that
“lhe] invaded the province with many mus-
keteers”. Davud Bey’s register does not offer
a specific quantification of the Cossacks, in-
stead, he only recorded that they came with
“miibdlaga tiifek¢i” (a significant number of
musketeers) to emphasize the substantial
musketeer presence among the rebels'*. Some
documents contain information regarding the
size and composition of Alexandru’s army.
For example, a ndme-i hiimdyiin addressed to
the Polish king, stated that Alexandru’s army
consisted of over 2000 Polish infantry and
Cossacks as cavalry. However, there is no in-
formation about the number of the Cossack
cavalry®. These descriptive expressions offer
invaluable insights into the organization and
the armament of the opposing forces.

Table 1: Sipahis and zaims who came from
the Sancak of Silistre
District Number
Silistre 119
Hirsova 52
Tekfur Goli 61
Pravadi 19
Varna 68
Yanbolu 10
Karinabad 5
Rusi Kasr1 12
Aydos 2
Ahyolu 1
Total 349

In a hitkm (order), dispatched to the
Sancakbey of Silistre, the total strength of
Alexandru’s force was estimated as 2000, but
it is noteworthy that Alexandru’s followers
were characterized as bandits in the same
document'®. According to the Ottoman docu-
ments, the force under Alexandru’s command
exceeded 2000 soldiers. Considering that they
repelled the Ottoman and Bogdanian forces, it
can be inferred that they had the capability to
defeat a regular army and used firearms effec-
tively'”. As previously mentioned, Alexandru
was supported by certain rebel villages and
fortresses within Poland. Most probably, these
rebels also provided soldier to Alexandru. The
above-mentioned statement “Lehliiden iki
binden ziydde tiifenk-enddz piyide” (“more
than two thousand musketeers from Poland”)
also indicates the support to Alexandru.

The Ottoman military force assembled
against the Cossacks under Alexandru was not
the regular Ottoman army. Instead, it com-
prised troops from the sancaks close to the
region. In the ferman sent to the Sancakbey of
Silistre, the initial requested was to intervene
with the forces from Nikopol, Bender and
Vidin sancaks, alongside akinjis (Ottoman ir-
regular light cavalry) and volunteer warriors'.
However, the armament of the enemy troops
and their fortified position in Iasi increased
the need for diversified categories of troops
under the command of Davud Bey. Therefore,
the Ottomans tried to enlist artillerymen and
musketeers to join Davud Bey and also re-
quested artillery support from the sancakbeys
of Silistre, Nikopol, Vulcitrin, and the voivodes
of Wallachia and Moldavia®. In the ferman
dispatched to the voivode of Transylvania, the
presence of the musketeers was particularly
emphasized; “... Amma gonderdigin lesker ek-
seri tiifenkli ola. Husus-1 mezbiir mithimdir.
Ihmalden ihzar eyleyesin...”®” (“... But the sol-
diers you send should be mostly musketeers.
This point is crucial. May you prepare them
without negligence..”). As mentioned earlier,
some volunteers were to be recruited supple-
ment the musketeer need. Davud Bey’s regis-
ter holds significant importance as it provides
detailed information about the composition
of the Ottoman army mobilized against the
Cossacks. However, it is important to note

50 1
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that the register includes individuals, who | including sipahi, zeamet holders and ¢avus (a
were deemed worthy of dirlik (revenue granted | term used for palace servants and a military
as a living) and terakki (increase in revenue), | rank) from the sancaks close to the battle-
were recorded in the register. The Ottoman | field. Ottoman practices included regulations
force was under the command of Davud Bey, | regarding the granting of dirliks to the sons
the Sancakbey of Silistre. As a natural conse- | of these groups, even if they did not actively
quence of this situation, the core of the army | participate in battle>. However, their moti-
composed of the zeamet and timar holders | vation for participation in the campaign was
from the Sancak of Silistre. These soldiers | primarily driven by the aspiration to expedite
were from various districts within Silistre such | acquisition of a dirlik through companionship.
as Hirsova, Lake Tekfur, Pravadi, Varna, Yan- | According to the register submitted by Davud
bolu, Karinabad, Rusi Kasri, Aydos and Ahyo- Bey, 66 offspring of soldiers joined the war®.
lu, rather than being exclusively from a single | Within this contingent, 61 were from the San-
centre?.. cak of Silistre, 3 from the Sancak of Nikopol

The number of soldiers from Silistre and its | and 1 from the Sancak of Pasa. One of these
surrounding districts varied from each other. | $@#jacks was not specifically mentioned in the
The highest number of zeamet holders and register. Among these offspring, 7 had fathers
sipahi originated from Silistre, Varna, Tekfur who were zaims, 2 were dergdh-i ali cavus (pal-

Gélii, and Hirsova (Table 1). Apart from Silis- | 2°€ heralds or messengers) and the remainder
tre and its sub-districts, the army also com- | Were sipahi. One of the zaims was identified as

prised soldiers from Pasa, Kostendil, Nigbolu the alaybeyi (the highest timar holder of a dis-
(Nikopol), Cirmen, Bosnia, Selanik (Thessa- trict) of Silistre. The register also provided de-

loniki), Yanya (Ioannina), Avlonya, Prizren tailed information about the roles held by the
Vize a,n d Tirhala (Table 2)’ ' " | sipahis. For example, Yagmur, who possessed a

timar valued 7,098 akge (small silver Ottoman
coin, asper), was listed as a geribasi (military

Table 2. Zeamet holders and sipahis from recruiter)?,

other provinces Another group against Alexandru was eli
] emirliler”, a group whose numerical strength
Sanack/Village Say was less than the offspring of sipahi or zeamet
Pasa 6 holders. However, Davud Bey’s register also
Késtendil 5 offers information about the usefulness of this
Nikopol 9 group. 16 eli emirli were mentioned in the reg-
ister®. While there is no direct information
Girmen 2 regarding the prior usefulness of three among
Bosna 1 them, one imperial sekban, one imperial ¢asni-
Selanik 5 gir and one castle azeb. It is understood that
these soldiers had royal orders due to their
Yanya ! terakkis in their positions. For the other three,
Avlonya 2 there is limited information except a phrase
Prizren 1 “emr-i serifi vardir” (he has an imperial order).
: The remaining 10 soldiers were identified as
Vize 1 individuals who had participated in the battle
Tirhala 1 against Yovan Voivode and were granted dirlik

orders in acknowledgment of their services®.

Total 28 .

Another group of volunteer warriors who

actively participated in combat against the
Cossacks under the command of Davud Bey

The Ottoman army included not only | was the garip yigits. Before the emergence of
zeamet holders and sipahi from Silistre and | special military units such as sekban and lev-
other sancaks but also another group con- | ent, the term garip yigit, referred to the people
sisting of the offspring of military officers, | from the reaya (non-military population) who
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voluntarily joined the pashas, beys and various
state officials to acquire a dirlik. This meth-
od of recruitment gained widespread popu-
larity during the 16" century Ottoman wars.
There are many examples that these units were
equipped with firearms and assigned various
roles during campaigns®. As a matter of fact,
the number of garip yigits enlisted for their
companions, which corresponds to 446 men,
constituted more than half of the total number
of soldiers submitted by Davud Bey®.

The register presented by Davud Bey con-
tained detailed information about the roles
and contributions of the garip yigits during the
battle against Alexandru. Their responsibili-
ties can be categorized under several headings
such as “agag¢ siirmekde ve metrisler ihddsinda
ve karavullarda...”® (carrying firewood, dig-
ging trenches, and participating in guard
duty...). This suggests that they were actively
involved in various activities like battlefield
preparations and the execution of siege-relat-
ed operations.

The active involvement of the garip yigits
in the trenches shows that their role extend-
ed beyond preparations for the siege; they also
played a crucial part in protecting the Otto-
man forces against potential enemy offensives.
The phrase “nicesinin akrabasin sehid olup bas
kestip ve diri getiiriip” (“many of their kins
were martyred, they brought prisoners and
beheaded enemies”) implies the kinship ties
among the garip yigits. This shows that the de-
cision to engage in the fight for survival was
not solely an individual choice, but also a deci-
sion made at the familial level.

The practice of presenting enemy heads
and captives as evidence of their camaraderie is
notable. On the other hand, the phrase “many
of their relatives were martyred..” shows that it
is not possible to express the number of garip
yigits, but they participated the campaign in
numerous ways beyond those directly men-
tioned within the register.

It is possible to mention some facts about
435 soldiers whose names are recorded in the
register®. For example, there is an indication
under the names of 13 garip yidits that they
are Hungarians. Their names were as follows:
Hasan b. Abdullah, Pervane, Bali b. Abdullah,
Hiidaverdi b. Abdullah, Mustafa b. Abdullah,
Keyvan b. Abdullah, Memi b. Abdullah, Siiley-
man b. Abdullah, Ali b. Abdullah, Haydar b. Ab-
dullah, Yusuf, Hyas and Behram?*. The reference
to Abdullah as their father’s name shows that
these 13 individuals were miihtedi (converts
to Islam). Also, some of them, Murad b. Hiis-
rev, Divane Ali and Piyale b. Abdullah had the
term Arnavud (Albanian) under their names®.
Furthermore, the titles, bayrakddr (ensign) be-
neath the names of Memi and Ali imply their
potential role as flagbearers among the volun-
teer warriors they were associated with®.

There are indications about the sancak or-
igins of certain warriors. For example, Bosnia
was indicated beneath the name of Kurd, while
Silistre was attributed to Mustafa b. Abdullah
and Mahmud b. Abdullah¥. It is also possi-
ble to acquire some information from the re-
cords about their fathers. For example, while
Mehmed Cavus was recorded as Mustafa’s
father, Mehmed’s father Iskender was noted
as “merdiim-i Sultan Mustafa” (Sultan Musta-
fa’s man)®. Other recorded father names in-
clude Hac1 Osman, Mehmed Kethiida, Katib
Stileyman. Evidently, it is evident from these
names that individuals with regular incomes
or wealth were also inclined to enlist as garip
yigit in pursuit of acquiring dirlik.

There was also a group of garip yigit pre-
sented by Mustafa who served as Davud Bey’s
kethiida (assistant responsible for helping
some government officials). Since they were
also under the command of Mustafa Kethii-
da, it is likely that they played an active role in
both in battlefield preparations and the siege
together with Davud Bey. However, these 100

Table 3: Soldiers worthy of cirlik and terakki in the defence of Bogdan®*

Garip Offsprings of zaim and Zeamet o A Lo
yigits timar holders holders Sipahi Faris/Azeb Eli emirli
616 65 23 392 2 15

59 1
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warriors were recommended to be awarded a
timar valued 3,000 akge in recognition of their
role in capturing Cossack prisoners®. In addi-
tion to these 100 men, Mustafa Kethiida sub-
mitted another register that included addition-
al 61 volunteer warriors. Some of the names
in this register had accompanying notes that
describes their usefulness. For example, 20 of
the soldiers were remarked as “head” and one
was as “sword”. These notes were evidence of
how these warriors proved their usefulness.
As a matter of fact, it is known that the Otto-
man soldiers, especially garip yigits who joined
the campaigns to acquire a dirlik, proved their
comradeship and received dirliks by present-
ing items confiscated from the enemy*.
Another military group within the Otto-
man army, mentioned in the register, consisted
of soldiers assigned to guardian duties. Ac-
cording to the register dated 25 May 1578, sub-
mitted by a man named Murad, 32 sipahi were
allocated as a precautionary measure in case of
a potential enemy attack®. The soldiers were
not only stationed to provide security but also
to address concerns related to public order. As
a matter of fact, during the Alexandru invasion,
there was public disorder around Silistre and
Cirmen. The government had even sent orders
to the begs of these two sancaks, tasking them
with the responsibilities of maintaining secu-
rity and capturing the bandits in the region*

Battle of Iasi (1578)
The archival documents offer large amount
of information about the battle in Iasi. For ex-

ample, a ndme-i hiimdyun dispatched to the
Polish king on 9 November 1577 is important
as it reflects the Ottoman perspective about
the invaders and is the earliest document we
have about the invasion®. Despite the warn-
ings conveyed to Poland about the invaders,
it is understood that the Cossacks swiftly
crossed into Bogdan territory. In the ferman
dated 3 December 1577, sent to the Sancakbey
of Silistre, stated that Alexandru crossed the
border of Bogdan on 22 November 1577, ap-
proximately two weeks after the Ottoman ulti-
matum to the Polish king about the invaders*.

The first military unit that fought against
Alexandru and the Cossacks were the soldiers
who were left by the voivode of Bogdan for
defence. This unit encountered the Cossacks
shortly after they crossed the border. The skir-
mish unfolded in the vicinity of the Pruth River,
near lasi®®, and continued until nightfall.* In a
ferman dispatched to the voivode of Bogdan,
it was emphasized that the beys of Silistre and
Nikopol had fought against Alexandru but were
unable to secure victory due to shortage of mus-
keeters”. The following day, the battle resumed
but neither side gained upper hand at the begin-
ning. Subsequently, the invaders entered Iasi.
According to Romanian sources, Alexandru and
the Cossacks entered the city on 4 February*.
Afterward, Alexandru assumed the leadership,
established his headquarters in the church and
palace, and fortified these positions®.

Davud Bey recognized the necessity of ar-
tillery support to effectively fight with the en-
trenched Cossacks. An order was dispatched

Castle troops % 0

Zeamet holders ____
[PERCENTAGE]
offspring of zaim
and sipahi
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Silistre
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to the bey of Vulgitrin, instructing him to sup-
ply artillery and akinjis to the bey of Silistre®.
Furthermore, a similar directive was issued in
a ferman dispatched to the voivode of Walla-
chia, ordering the transportation of artillery
along with “tiifenk-enddz” (musketeer) sol-
diers®.

The church and palace, which had been
fortified by Alexandru and his forces, were be-
sieged by the Ottomans. A line of wood and
barrels was used to encircle the invaders®
Davud Bey described the comradeship of var-
ious military units, highlighting their services
included standing guard, digging trenches,
and carrying logs®. Therefore, it appears that
after the Ottoman forces surrounded Alex-
andru, their focus shifted towards battlefield
preparations. This included assignments such
as the appoitment of karavul (guard duty) and
digging trenches safeguard against enemy in-
cursions and maintain general security. Since
the logs were used both for a blockade and a
platform needed by the artillery, it is not pos-
sible to say anything definite. Davud Bey also
recorded the involvement of zaimzddes and
sipahizades in “kulle ihddsi” (tower construc-
tion) in addition to the above-mentioned ser-
vices®. In this context, the towers likely refer
to the platforms that the Ottomans construct-
ed for their artillery, facilitating easier target-
ing of enemy soldiers positioned on the walls
and bastions™®.

While Alexandru and the Cossacks man-
aged to cross the border into Bogdan and reach
Iasi, they were not strong enough to resist
Davud Bey and his reinforced army. Therefore,
they attempted to flee after more than a month
of siege. In some of the Ottoman documents,
there are references to Alexandru’s intention
to flee from Iasi and return to Poland via the
Bogdan border, albeit without specifying an
exact timeframe. For instance, a ndme-i hiima-
yun addressed to the voivode of Erdel (Tran-
sylvania) alludes to Alexandru’s plan to flee
from the border between Wallachia and Bog-
dan, emphasizing the necessity for vigilance®.
In Davud Bey’s comradeship register and in
his arzuhals (petitions), it is emphasized that
Alexandru fled during night although specif-
ic details about his escape point are lacking®.
Due to the relentless Ottoman assaults, the in-

2]

vaders were compelled to flee from both the
castle and the church through a small gate at
00:45 on the night of 12 March 12,

Under the cover of darkness, the Cossacks’
attempt to escape was interrupted by the Ot-
tomans. Alexandru and his followers were
stopped by Davud Bey and his troops, and
another skirmish took place. The Romanian
sources emphasized the name “Ciorbestilor” as
the place of this final battle*®. Ottoman sourc-
es do not provide any information regarding
this matter. Within Davud Bey’s official record,
there is solely a reference to the skirmish dur-
ing Alexandru’s escape®. According to this
register, Alexandru attempted to escape on the
night of 3 Muharram 986 (12 March 1578) but
was captured by the Ottoman soldiers®. In his
letter to the king of Poland, Davud Bey stated
that he had decapitated thousands of enemies
including Baltsat, one of the Cossack leaders,
and punished many others®.

The Ottoman forces won the battle and
took many prisoners. Although Davud Bey’s
records indicate the capture of Alexandru and
twenty of his associates, there is no specific in-
formation regarding the total number of pris-
oners®. Mustafa Kethiida requested dirliks for
the garip yigits who had brought Cossack cap-
tives, but there is no precise details about the
number of prisoners®. However, these individ-
uals constituted just a portion of the overall
captives. Some captives could not be present-
ed by the soldiers. Directives were dispatched
from the Ottoman central authority to address
this matter. In an official order dated 23 March
1578 to the voivode of Bogdan, it was request-
ed that all captives taken in the conflict with
Alexandru, regardless of their possession by si-
pahi, Hungarians, Wallachians or Moldavians,
should be chained and sent to Istanbul as soon
as possible®. It was also emphasized that the
captives held by the Bogdanians would not be
eligible for ransom, and payments would only
be made for captives held by the sipahis. Sim-
ilar orders were issued to other Ottoman ad-
ministrators. For instance, in a letter addressed
to the voivode of Wallachia, it was stated that
captured Cossacks should not be executed; in-
stead, they should be transferred to Istanbul
for sentencing to serve in kiirek (hard labour)®.
These kinds of instructions were dispatched to
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the begs of Silistre, Nigbolu, Kostendil, Vidin,
Alacahisar, and Cirmen®.

It is understood that the captives request-
ed by the Ottoman administration arrived in
Istanbul before 29 April 1578. In the order
sent to Petru, the Voivode of Bogdan, report-
ed the arrival of the Cossacks and urged him
to promptly send the required tribute. Con-
sidering that the first order sent regarding the
prisoners was dated 23 March 1578, it is un-
derstood that the prisoners reached Istanbul
in 35-36 days. However, the insurgent leader
Alexandru, who had been wounded in the bat-
tle, died on the way®.

In addition to the compensation received
in exchange for their captives, Ottoman sol-
diers were rewarded for their comradeship
in battles. The register provided by Davud
Bey encompasses detailed records about dir-
liks and terakkis awarded to various military
groups based on their ranks and positions. For
example, while zeamet holders received 2000
akce terakki, this was 1500 akce for sipahis
and eli emirlis. There were also differences for
those who received dirliks for the first time.
While the offsprings of the dergdh-i dli ¢avus
received 6000 akge valued timar, the sons of
sipahizdde, zaimzdde and garip yigits earned
3000 akge valued timar. In addition, only 100
of the garip yigits were rewarded with dirlik.
Apart from these groups, some officials were
granted terakki. For example, the faris offered
by Peter Voivode and the sons of the dergdh-i
ali miiteferrikas (members of an elite guard
unit of palace cavalry) presented by Sancakbey
of Silistre were in this respect®.

Conclusion

The rebellion led by Alexandru and the
subsequent invasion of Bogdan in the latter
half of the 16th century played a crucial role
in emerging the Cossacks as a distinct group.
This uprising demonstrated the Cossacks’ ca-
pability to influence the political dynamics in
Bogdan, even if only temporarily, by affecting
changes in leadership. This event is significant
because it showed the Cossacks’ effective use
of fircarms and their ability to manoeuvre
swiftly against both Ottoman and Bogdanese
forces albeit for a temporarily advantage.

With the outbreak of the Safavid conflicts
in the east, which required the deployment of

the main Ottoman army, the Ottomans sought
to suppress the rebellion by mobilizing local
sancaks and districts. This type of military
mobilization provides valuable insights into
the composition of the Ottoman army during
campaigns. In our study, we have focused on
an important register that we discovered and
extensively analysed. This register prepared by
the Bey of Silistre, who commanded the Otto-
man forces, detailed the allocation of soldiers to
specific sancaks and districts designated for the
campaign. It not only recorded regular Otto-
man troops but also identified volunteer groups
that joined the campaign in order to acquire
dirlik. Through this research, our objective is to
highlight the significance of comradeship regis-
ters in Ottoman military history studies.

NOTES

! For detailed information, see. Dariusz Kolo-
dziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations
(15th-18th Century) : An Annotated Edition of Ahd-
names and Other Documents, Leiden 2000; same
author, “Polonya ve Osmanli Devleti Arasinda Tar-
ih Boyunca Siyasi ve Diplomatik liskiler’, Savas ve
Baris: 15-19. Osmanli-Polonya Iliskileri, Ankara
1999, p. 21-35; Yiicel Oztirk, “Osmanli-Lehistan
iliskilerinde Savas, Diplomasi ve Ticaret’, Karad-
eniz Arastirmalary, XV1/55 (2017), p. 225-252. For
the overview of Ottoman-Lehistan relations in the
XVII-XVIIIth centuries, see. Mustafa Nuri Tirk-
men, “XVIL Asrin Ikinci Yarisinda Osmanl Dev-
leti ile Lehistan Iliskilerinin Bozulma Sebepleri
Uzerine Bazi Degerlendirmeler’, Uluslararast Tiir-
kiye-Ukrayna Iliskileri Sempozyumu: Kazak Déne-
mi (1500-1800) Bildiriler, p. 153-168; Ugur Demir,
“Baris Asri: Karlofcadan Belgrada Osmanli-Le-
histan Diplomatik Miinasebetleri (1699-1739)’, Tiir-
kiye-Polonya Iliskilerinin 600. Yildoniimii Uluslar-
arast Sempozyum Bildirileri (27-28 Eyliil 2014), Is-
tanbul 2018, p. 49-67; same author, “Osmanli-Rusya
Miinasebetlerinde Bir Doniim Noktasi: Kazak Hat-
manhgrnin Isgali (1764) ve Bir Kazak Beyzadesinin
Rusya’ya Dair Raporw’, Uluslararas: Tiirkiye-Ukray-
na lliskileri Sempozyumu: Kazak Dénemi (1500-
1800) Bildiriler, istanbul 2015, p. 777-804.

2For some evaluations on the Cossacks and the
Ottomans in the 16th century, see. Ahmet Onal,
“XVI. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Osmanli-Leh Iliskil-
eri’, Tiirkiye-Polonya Iliskilerinin 600. Yildéniimii
Uluslararasy Sempozyum Bildirileri (27-28 Ey-
liil 2014), Istanbul 2018, p- 20-31; Yiicel Oztiirk,
Oziiden Tuna’ya Kazaklar-1, Istanbul 2004; same
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author, “Relations Between the Turkish Empire,
Zaporozhian Cossacks and Crimean Khanate in
the First Half of the 17th Century’, Bulletin of Taras
Shevchenko National University of Kyiv, 2018, p. 26-
34. For a recent study on the relations between Wal-
lachia-Moldavia and the Ottomans in the perspec-
tive of the sources of both sides, see. Yusuf Heper,
Osmanly Devleti ve Eflak-Bogdan Iliskileri (1574-
1634), Phd Thesis, Usak Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitiisti, Usak 2020.

3 Cumhurbagkanlhigi Devlet Arsivleri Baskan-
1ig1 Osmanli Arsivi (Presidency Ottoman Archives)
(=BOA), Bab-1 Asafi, Nisan Tahvil Kalemi Defterleri
(A.NST.d), nr. 1085.

* For Ion Potcoava’s voivodeship and rebellion,
see. Yusuf Heper, Osmanli Devleti ve Eflak-Bogdan
Iliskileri (1574-1634), p. 88-114, 124-128.

5 The claim that Alexandru was Yovan’s broth-
er is considered a fabrication by Nicolae Jorga (Os-
manl Imparatorlugu Tarihi, C. 1II, cev. Niliifer
Epgeli, Istanbul 2017, p. 244); In some studies, he
is referred to as Yovan’s brother (Mykhailo Hru-
shevsky, History of Ukraine-Rus, The Cossack Age
to 1625 (Volume 7), tr. Bohdan Struminski, Toronto
1999, p. 116); Yiicel Oztiirk, Oziiden Tuna’ya Ka-
zaklar-1, Istanbul 2004, p. 305; N. A. Mohov, Ocer-
ki Istorii Moldavsko-Russko-Ukranskih Svyazey (S
Drevneysih Viemen Do Nagala XIX Veka), Izdatel-
stvo: Stinitsa, Kisinev 1961, p. 62.

¢ BOA, Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 104 (27
Saban 985/9 November 1577). Pages 1-190 of the
register were prepared as a master’s thesis (Ozge
Tenes, 33 Numarali Miilumme Defterimin Tran-
skripstyonu ve Degerlendirimest (p.1-190), Atatiirk
Universitesi Tiirkiyat Aragtirmalar1 Enstitiisii, Mas-
ter’s Thesis, Erzurum 2019). However, there are
many reading mistakes in this thesis. Therefore, we
used the original register.

”Dinu C. Giurescu, lon Vodda Cel Viteaz, p. 197.
As cited in Yusuf Heper, Osmanli Devleti ve Eflak-
Bogdan lliskileri (1574-1634), p. 134.

8 For detailed information on this subject, see.
Bekir Kiitiikoglu, Osmanli-Iran Siyés'i Miindsebetleri
(1578-1612), Istanbul 1993; Turgay Kogak, Osman-
li-Safevi Miicadelesinde Askeri Harekat Alam ve Mu-
harebeler (1578-1590), 29 Mayis Universitesi Sosyal
Bilimler Enstitiisii, Master’s Thesis, Istanbul 2016.

° At the time of the invasion, military activity was
ongoing in the region. While the Sancakbey of Silistre
was dealing with the Cossacks who invaded Bogdan,
the Sancakbey of Akkirman was busy with the repair
of the Bender Castle. Even the voivode of Bogdan was
requested to help in this work within the possibilities.
In this context, it was requested to help the Sancak-
bey of Akkirman in various matters ranging from

the supply of stone and lime needed for the castle to
the construction of the unfinished parts (Mithimme
Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 54 (18 Saban 985/31 October
1577)). For the ferman written to the Sancakbey of
Silistre and the voivode of Bogdan, see. same register,
hk. 55 (18 Saban 985/31 October 1577).

10 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 672 (20 Zil-
hicce 985/28 February 1578).

11 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 673 (20 Zil-
hicce 985/28 February 1578).

2 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 677 (19 Zil-
hicce 985/27 February 1578).

13 1t is known that the Cossacks learned to use
the firearms they captured from Ottoman fortresses
in the 16th century and improved themselves in this
field. In fact, they were far ahead of the Tatars, who
preferred to use bows. On the military capabilities of
the Cossacks and the skills they improved, see. Lin-
da Gordon, Cossacks Rebellions Social Turmoil in
Sixteenth Century Ukraine, Albany 1983, p. 79-88.

14 A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 6.

15 % hala Silistre Sancagibeyi Davud, Bogdan
voyvodasiyla mektiblar gonderiip miifsid-i mez-
birun karindast ndmina bir bedbaht zuhiir idiip
Lehliiden iki binden ziydde tiifenk-enddz piydde
ve atlu Kazaklar ile vildyet-i Bogdana duhiil idiip
muhkem cenk olup bi'l-fi'il Yas Pazari'nda oturup
etraft muhdsara olundugu i’lam eylemisler idi...”
(Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 716 (Selh-i Zilhic-
ce 985/9 March 1578)); Russian studies also refer to
2000 infantry and Cossack cavalry with reference
to the above mentioned ndme (N. A. Mohov, Oger-
ki Istorii Moldavsko-Russko-Ukranskih Svyazey (S
Drevneysih Vremen Do Nagala XIX Veka), p. 62). In
the same study, it is stated that there was a rumour
that those who revolted against the Turks in Bogdan
were from Russian origin and were supported by
Russia, and that this idea was spread by the Polish
boyars (p. 64, fn. 121).

16 .. Kazaklarimn karindasidir deyii Alexand-
ru ndm bir mel'un dahi voyvoda niamina kaldirup
iki bin mikddr: eskiyayla Bogdana duhill itdiikde...”
(Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 747); Davud Bey
also emphasized this point in his letter to the Pol-
ish king after the battle and stated that Alexandru’s
army was composed of many bandits, former shep-
herds, former slaves, Polish and Czechs (A. Mohov,
Ocerki Istorii Moldavsko-Russko-Ukranskih Svyazey
(S Drevneysih Vremen Do Nagala XIX Veka), p. 63).
Davud Bey’s expressions should be evaluated as a
discourse that underestimation of the other army in
order to exaggerate his victory. The aforementioned
bandits managed to defeat both the Ottoman and
Bogdanian forces and caused the request for re-
inforcements. For the information given by the
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Venetian ambassador on this issue, see. A. Mohoyv,
Ocerki Istorii Moldavsko-Russko-Ukranskih Svyazey
(S Drevneysih Vremen Do Nagala XIX Veka), p. 62.

7 Alexandru’s early successes were said to have
increased his popularity among the Cossacks and
raised their support (A. Mohov, Ogerki Istorii Mol-
davsko-Russko-Ukranskih Svyazey (S Drevneysih
Vremen Do Nagala XIX Veka), p. 63).

18 “sen serdar nasb olunup miiretteb ve miikem-
mel sancagin askeri ile Nigholu ve Bender ve Vidin
sancaklari begleri..... sancagina miitedllik alaybegi
ve zuamd ve erbdb-i timari ve livd-yi mezbiirda
olan akincilart toycarvyla topgular ile miiretteb ve
miikemmel diismen yaragiyla ve gidzddan sefalu
goniilliileri ihrac idiip” (Mihimme Defterleri, nr. 33,
hk. 230 (22 Ramazan 985/3 December 1577).

1 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 230, 233, 621,
622.

20 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 672 (20 Zil-
hicce 985/28 February 1578).

2 A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 10-20.

2 For example, son of a sipahi could acquire a
dirlik. (Halil Inalcik, “Timar’, DIA, XLI, 170).

2 A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 46-48.

2 ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 46.

% Eli emirliler, a nomenclature generally applied
to those who had an order in their hands to get dir-
lik, appears in many comradeship registers from the
second half of the 16th century onwards. These in-
dividuals, who were in comradeship but could not
receive their dirliks yet, indicates the intensity in the
system. For detailed information on the eli emirli-
ler, see. Serkan Osmanlioglu, Osmanli Devleti'nde
Goniillii Askerlerden Garip Yigitler (XVI. Yiizyil),
p- 187-194; For the aforementioned decline and its
role in the Ottoman military transformation, see.
Coskun Unsal, “Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda Ask-
eri Degisim ve Kapikulu Stvarileri (16-17. Yiizyil)’,
Harp Tarihi Dergisi, say1 7 (June 2023), p. 7-28.

% ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 23.

%7 Apart from one soldier, there is no informa-
tion about the amount of dirlik granted to these
warriors due to their usefulness. The timar order of
this soldier was valued 3000 akge.

% For detailed information on the recruitment
of these volunteer fighters in the battles especially
for supply and logistics, see. Serkan Osmanlioglu,
Osmanli Devletinde Goniillii Askerlerden Garip
Yigitler (XVI. Yiizyil), p. 91-131.

% The number of garip yigits submitted by
Davud Bey in his own name was 435. However, 11
additional garip yigits were added at the end of the
register and submitted with separate arzuhals. They
were also counted in this number.

% ANNST.d, nr. 1085, p. 34, 40; As the invasion
coincided with the winter season, it must have af-

fected the Ottoman soldiers who went to battle
outside the campaign season. Davud Bey records
for the volunteer warriors that “siddet-i sitay: bu
kullar: ile ¢ekiip...” (those who experience the
harshness of winter with this servant of yours...)
(A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 40).

3 A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 34, 40.

32 The data in the table is based on page 63 of
ANST.d, nr. 1085, which refers to the summary of
the register. Since the summary here includes the
dirliks and terakkis granted to the soldiers, it is im-
portant in terms of indicating the final decision of
the state regarding the number of soldiers.

3 There is also information in the ruus records
for the garip yigits who participated in the battles
in Bogdan. For some of the soldiers submitted by
the Sancakbey of Silistre, Davud Bey, to the voivode
of Bogdan and the Sancakbey of Nikepolis, see.
BOA, Kamil Kepeci Tasnifi (KK), nr. 233, p. 16 (26
Rebiulevvel 986/2 June 1578), 85 (14 Cemaziyelahir
986/14 August 1578), 155 (8 Ramazan 986/8 No-
vember 1578), 171 (11 Ramazan 986/11 November
1578), 177 (17 Ramazan 986/14 November 1578),
200 (18 Zilhicce 986/15 February 1579).

3 ANNST.d, nr. 1085, p. 34-36.

% ANNST.d, nr. 1085, p. 35.

% ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 35.

3 ANNST.d, nr. 1085, p. 35.

3% ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 36.

% “Silistre beyinin kethiidds: defteridir Bogd-
anda yoldagshk idiip Kazaklarla gelen yiiz neferi

. idiip ibtidddan iicer bin timara buyuruldu”
(A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 41).

40 For example, during the Cyprus Campaign
(1570), a garip yigit who brought an enemy tulga
(helmet) was assigned a timar of 2000 akce (BOA,
KK, nr. 221, p. 19 (6 Rebiulevvel 978/8 August 1570).

4 A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 56.

22 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 199, 221, 240.

* For name-i hiimdyin, see. Mithimme Defterl-
eri, nr. 33, hk. 104 (27 Saban 985/9 November 1577).

w “ . voyvoda ndmun olan haramzide mdh- 1
ramazanw on birinci giinii Bogdan sinurunda Turla
suyun gegiip vildyete girdiigiin...” (Mithimme Deft-
erleri, nr. 33, hk. 230 (22 Ramazan 985/3 December
1577)).

4 “Bogdan sumrinda Turla suyun gegiip vildyete
girdiigiin muhdfizada olan ddemleri karsu varup
cenk idiip...” (Mihimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 230
(22 Ramazan 985/3 December 1577)).

% “ziyade cenk olup ahsam olunmagin ferdgat
olunup...”(Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 237 (22
Ramazan 985/3 December 1577).

4 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 677 (19 Zil-
hicce 985/27 February 1578).
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* @Grigorie Ureche, Letopisetul Tarii Moldovei
Pana La Aron Voda (1359-1595), (Constantin Giu-
rescu edit), Bucuresti 1916, p. 245-246.

¥ “zafer miiyesser olmayup akibet bir kargir
kilisayt tahassun itmekle muhasara olunup” (Mithi-
mme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 747 (29 Zilhicce 985/9
March 1578). Heper unintentionally read the word
“tahassun” (To take protection in a castle or fortress,
to take refuge in a rocky place) as “taht” (throne)
(Yusuf Heper, Osmanli Devleti Ve Eflak-Bogdan
fligkileri (1574-1634), Phd Thesis, Usak Universi-
tesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Usak 2020, p. 132).
Tahassun, which means making a fortified shel-
ter for protection, is also important in explaining
why the Ottomans wanted artillery. Likewise, the
register shows that not only the church but also a
palace in the region was fortified “...Yas Pazari'nda
olan saraya ve kilisaya tahassun iden Alexandru...”
(A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 45-48).

5 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 233 (22
Ramazan 985/3 December 1577), 622 (14 Zilhicce
985/22 February 1578).

51 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 640 (15 Zil-
hicce 985/23 February 1578).

52 N. A. Mohov, Ocerki Istorii Moldavsko-Russ-
ko-Ukranskih Svyazey (S Drevmneysih Vremen Do
Nagala XIX Veka), p. 63.

* A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 6, 34.

% ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 48.

% Veysel Goger, 16. Yiizyill Osmanly Kale Kusat-
malary (Strateji, Taktik, Kusatma Asamalart ve
Teknolojisi), PhD Thesis, Marmara Universitesi
Tiirkiyat Arastirmalar1 Enstitiisii, Istanbul 2014, p.
129-132.

% “Eflak sitnuruyla Bogdan sinurunun ortasinda
firar etmek iizere oldugun i'lam eyledigi ecilden..”
(Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 33, hk. 237 (22 Ramazan
985/3 December 1577).

"“ve meldin gice ile kagup miinhezim ve makhiir
olup...” (A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 6); “gice karalugun-
da kagup” (ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 45); “Gice ile firar
idiip...” (ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 66-3a); “lain-i mezbiir
gice ile firar eylediikde...” (A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 66-
7a).

% V. Motogna, “Ceva Nou Despre Alexand-
ru-Voda, Fratele lui Ion Potcoava (1578)" RI, An.
XII, N-le 1-3, Bucuresti, lanuar-Mart 1926, p. 3.
As cite in Yusuf Heper, Osmanli Devleti ve Eflak-
Bogdan Iliskileri (1574-1634), p. 134.

¥ Yusuf Heper, Osmanli Devleti ve Eflak-Bogdan
Iliskileri (1574-1634), p. 134.

0 “Gice ile firar idiip miinhezim ve makhiir old-
ugu muhdrebede bas kesiip diri dutup...” (A.NST.d,
nr. 1085 p. 66-3a); “lain-i mezbiir gice ile firdr ey-

[He 1

lediikde ardindan erisdiigii mahalde geregi gibi hid-
med ve yoldaglik idiip...” (A.NST.d, nr. 1085 p.
66-7a).

61 “Sene sitte ve semdnin ve tisa mie Muharrem-
inin tigtincii gicesi gice karalugunda kagup sabaha
degin cenk idiip makhiir ve miinhezim dutulduklar:
muhdrebede...” (ANST.d, nr. 1085 p. 45-48).

©2N. A. Mohov, Ocerki Istorii Moldavsko-Russ-
ko-Ukranskih Svyazey (S Drevneysih Vriemen Do
Nagala XIX Veka), p. 63.

6 There are references for this situation in the
register submitted by Davud Bey. For example, in
Petro Voivode’s letter of request, a faris of Bandar (a
cavalry unit in some Ottoman fortresses) is report-
ed to have captured enemies and beheaded some of
them (A.NST.d, nr. 1085, 2/1-a); The same situation
was the case for a soldier from the faris of Bend-
er, who was presented by a man named Mehmed.
(same register, p. 2/2-a). There are also records of
garip yigits who captured prisoners: “bas kesiip ve
diri getiiriip hidmet ve yoldaslikda bulunup” (same
register, p. 34, 66-3a, 4a, 5a, 6a, 7a, 8a, 9a); Some
studies emphasized that those prisoner taken with
Alexandru were important figures of the Cossacks
(Mykhailo Hrushevsky, History of Ukraine-Rus, The
Cossack Age to 1625 (Volume 7), p. 116).

& A.NST.d, nr. 1085, p. 41-42.

% Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 34, hk. 43 (14 Mu-
harrem 986/23 March 1578).

% Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 34, hk. 44 (14 Mu-
harrem 986/23 March 1578). Also see. Yusuf Heper,
Osmanly Devleti ve Eflak-Bogdan Iliskileri (1574-
1634), p. 134.

7 Mithimme Defterleri, nr. 34, hk. 50, 51 (14
Muharrem 986/23 March 1578); It appears that
there were captives in the possession of different
persons in addition to the administrators and sipa-
his of the region. However, it is not clear whether
the captives were from the Battle of Iasi or not. For
example, Haci Hasan, one of men of the Crimean
Khan Mehmed Giray, can be shown as such kind of
example. In the ferman sent to Petro Voivode the
Voivode of Bogdan, it is mentioned that Hact Hasan
had to sent his prisoner. However, it was requested
to send the prisoner back upon understanding that
the prisoner was not Bogdanian, but rather a Pol-
ish (Mihimme Defterleri, nr. 34, hk. 266 (13 Safer
986/21 April 1578)).

8 Yusuf Heper, Osmanli Devleti ve Eflak-Bogdan
fligkileri (1574-1634), p. 134. In some studies, it is
emphasized that Alexandru was impaled (A. Mo-
hov, Ogerki Istorii Moldavsko-Russko-Ukranskih
Svyazey (S Drevneysih Vremen Do Nagala XIX
Veka), p. 63, subnote 120).

For detailed information on the dirliks and ter-
akkis, see. ANST.d, nr. 1085, p. 63.
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Abstract

Starting Long Wars which could occupy the state for a long time on the western front and
the emergence of the Romanian nationalist Michael the Brave on the same dates changed pol-
itic balances in Wallachia turned against Ottoman. Taking advantage of the wars with the
Habsburgs, Michael rebelled against Ottomans in Bucharest on 13 November 1594, he turned
his direction to the towns and villages along the Danube and he inflicted great damages to
the Muslim people living this region. After the danger of security along the Danube, Ottoman
authorities decided to produce more permanent solutions in Wallachia. In this context, the
Wallachian voivodeship was directly transformed into an Ottoman province and Satirct Me-
hmed Pasha was appointed as a governor. Also, ulufe soldiers were appointed to the castles
which about to be built in Bucharest and Targoviste. The task of implementing decision taken
by the Porte was given to Ferhad Pasha. As a matter of fact, Ferhad Pasha came to Ruse after
providing the ammunition and soldiers etc. necessary for Wallachian campaign. For a while,
he supervised the bridge works that would facilitate Ottoman army’s crossing to Wallachia and
later he was dismissed from his duty due to the pressure of his rivals in Istanbul.
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Introduction

The last quarter of the 16" century led the
Ottoman Empire to reconsider its domestic
and foreign policies. After the Ferhad Pasha
peace (1590), which was concluded after a
long Thirteen-Year War with the Safavids in
the east, a new field of struggle was opened
in the west. Starting in 1591 with mutual
conflicts on the Bosnian frontier, the strug-
gles turned into an official general war two
years later with the approval of Sinan Pasha'.
This process, known as the “Long Wars” or
the “Fifteen Years War”, which was a turning
point in Ottoman history, emerged in 1591 as
a result of the mutual conflicts between Telli
Hasan Pasha, the governor of Bosnia, and the
Habsburg commanders trying to strengthen
the Habsburg borders®. In addition to these
border conflicts, the Habsburg King Rudolf II’s
failure to pay the tribute tax twice constitut-
ed the last phase of this tension. The Ottoman
Divan, which convened upon these events, de-
cided to declare war against the Habsburgs as a
result of Sinan Pasha’s insistence®. During this
period, the heavy taxes imposed on the people
by Alexandru cel Rau (Alexandru III the Bad),
the Voivode of Wallachia, led to a boyar con-
spiracy against him. Although the boyars com-
plained to Constantinople about Alexandru cel
Rau, nothing changed. Some of the boyars who
complained to him were even captured, while
others were killed by the voivode. Michael,
who was thought to be among the conspir-
ators, found the solution of taking refuge in
Transylvania after the decision to arrest him.
Ban Michael, who emerged in such a compli-
cated period, was able to use the dissatisfac-
tion in Wallachia in his favour®.

In his endeavours before Constantinople,
Alexandru cel Rdau demanded the capture of
Ban Michael, claiming that he had taken sev-
eral loads of coins (100-200.000 coins) with
him. On the other hand, many boyars such as
Stroe Buzescu and Radu Florescu, who were
supposed to capture Michael, switched to the
side of Alexandru cel Réu after the commit-
ments made®. In this way, Ban Michael, who
hid in Transylvania for two weeks under the
supervision of the Transylvanian politician
Baltazar Béthory, and with the Transylva-

nian prince Sigismund, went to Istanbul to
[0 1

take the voivodeship when the conditions in
Wallachia became favourable. Meanwhile,
Sigismund Béthory, who was on good terms
with the Ottoman centre, pleaded with Sinan
Pasha and Edward Barton, the British ambas-
sador in Istanbul, to elect Michael as voivode®.
Although E. Barton did not play an active role
in Michael’s election as voivode, he played
a major role in ensuring that he was well re-
ceived at the Ottoman Palace’. When Michael
arrived in Constantinople for the voivodeship
in May 1593, he met a group of boyars who
simultaneously supported him. In their peti-
tion submitted to Imperial Council (Divan-1
Himayan) on 30 May / 9 June 1593, the boyars
stressed that they could not endure the cruelty
of Alexandru cel Rdu and that the oppression
was unbearable and requested the removal of
the cruel voivode®. As Kara Celebizade states,
the Ottoman statesmen were convinced that
it was necessary to appoint a new voivode in
Wallachia, since they saw that Alexandru was
no longer wanted®.

Michael, on the other hand, prepared the
official present (piskes), which had become a
custom in order to obtain the office of voivod-
ship. He tried to guarantee his position by
giving 100.000 gold coins as a gift to Sinan
Pasha and other state officials'®. Some of the
money Michael spent until his accession to the
voivodeship was paid by his cousin Andronic
Cantacuzino. However, he had to borrow
money from Greek, Jewish and Turkish mer-
chants in Istanbul in order to cover the 7.000
loads of coins (700.000.000) he spent during
his stay in Istanbul. Later on, he gave them a
guarantee that he would pay this amount'’.

Finally, the Ottoman state authorities de-
cided to dismiss Alexandru in August 1593 on
the grounds that he had disturbed the peace
in Wallachia and killed some of the janissar-
ies in Bucharest'?. On 2 September 1593, the
voivodeship of Transylvania was even in-
formed and requested to capture the former
voivode in case he fled to the Habsburg or
Hungarian provinces and send him to Con-
stantinople by loyalty®. Upon the dismissal of
Alexandru cel Rau, Michael, who was nominat-
ed as a candidate for the throne of Wallachia
with the support of the Oltenian boyars who
had influence in Wallachia and the rich Greek
m Revista de istorie militara m
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merchants in Istanbul, was appointed as
voivode of Wallachia by the sultan in a short
time'. While in Istanbul, he was dressed in a
robe, a sign of the voivodeship, and was sent
off to Wallachia with a splendid ceremony®.
When Michael assumed the office of voivode-
ship, he was obliged to send food and ammuni-
tion to the Turkish armies in Hungarian lands
(Veszprém), which was the battlefield of the
Ottoman Empire against the Habsburgs'®. Af-
ter a while, he wanted to join the “Holy League”
(Rom. Liga Sfanta), which was formed in Eu-
rope with the encouragement of Pope Clem-
ent VIII, with the intention of getting rid of the
economic and political clamp of the Ottoman
Empire, of which he was a tributary”. For this
purpose, he sent a message to the Habsburg
Emperor Rudolf II, stating that he did not pro-
vide military support to the enemy in order to
prevent them from becoming stronger against
Christendom, and expressed his intention to
join the Holy League'®. Radu Buzescu, who
arrived as a secret envoy of Michael, who had
not yet been able to make an alliance with the
boyars regarding the rebellion against the Ot-
toman Empire, met the Habsburg Envoy (Rom.
Emisarul Imperial) Marini here. He showed
him the purpose of his visit and the letters sent
by Rudolf II to Michael. Marini then said that
he would personally come to Wallachia to visit
the voivode in order to make sure of his loyalty.
Meanwhile, Radu Buzescu made an agreement
with Prince Sigismund Bathory of Transyl-
vania. According to this agreement, Michael,
the voivode of Wallachia, together with the
voivodes of Moldavia and Transylvania, would
raise their swords against the Ottoman Em-
pire, the sworn enemy of the Habsburgs'. The
replacement of Aaron the Tyrant and Sigis-
mund Bathory caused the political balance in
Transylvania and Moldavia’s to shift in favour
of the Ottomans. The changing political bal-
ance in Transylvania and Moldavia encour-
aged voivode Michael®.

There is no doubt that the disobedience of
the voivods of Wallachia, Moldavia and Tran-
sylvania, who attempted to rebel during such
a complex and difficult period of the Ottoman
Empire, would have caused consternation in
Istanbul. Within the framework of this idea,
the subject chosen as a study sample includes
m Revista de istorie militara m

the preparations for the military expedition
against Michael the Brave, the voivode of Wal-
lachia, in 1595. This study will be analysed in
a multifaceted manner within the framework
of the documents in the Muhimme Record
(A{DVNS. MHM. d.), Kamil Kepeci (KK.d.)
1872?' and Revenue Office continuing Re-
cords (MAD.d.) in the Presidential Ottoman
Archives, as well as the information reflected
in contemporary chronicles and the works of
western authors.

Analysis of the Wallachian Revolt
(13 November 1594)

At the beginning of 1594, Transylvanian
Prince Sigismund Bathory, after long efforts,
concluded an alliance agreement with the
Habsburg Emperor Rudolf II. Later, he includ-
ed the voivodeship of Moldavia in this treaty.
Thus, the principality of Transylvania accepted
to be an ally of the Habsburgs and to be ready
to cooperate with them militarily when neces-
sary. The preparations made in the neighbour-
ing principalities against the Ottoman Empire
were enough to attract Michael, who wished
to join the Holy Alliance. Even before waiting
for proposals from Wallachia, he sent envoys
to the voivodes of Transylvania and Moldavia,
proposing to them to act together in attacks
against their common enemy, the Ottoman
Empire, and finally full agreement was reached
between the three Romanian principalities.
This unity, which was approved by Emper-
or Rudolf II, was further strengthened by the
promise of the Transylvanian principality to
send troops under its command to Bucharest®.
At this point, Sigismund Bathory sent some
4,000 of Transylvania’s elite Szeklers troops,
distinguished for their martial qualities, with
45 cannons to Wallachia under the leadership
of Michael Horvéath and Thury Ferenc®.

At this time, Michael was subjected to
pressure from the people and institutions
from whom he had borrowed money while he
was in Istanbul. In fact, many complaints were
received by the Sultan in this regard. In one
of these complaints, Piri, one of the contrac-
tors of the Dervish Convent of Mualla, com-
plained that he could not receive his receiva-
bles even though he had sent men to Michael

many times?’. In the other, it was mentioned
[37]
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that the boyars were guarantors for the sums
borrowed from the foundations of Hace-i
Sultani Saadettin Efendi, but they were not
paid on time®. Although the Ottoman admin-
istration repeatedly warned Wallachia to pay
the debts, Michael kept postponing them be-
cause he could not afford to pay them. Indeed,
the reais of Wallachia, crushed by econom-
ic obligations, were not in a position to bear
the extra financial burden®. Instead, Michael
wanted to solve this problem once and for all
by inviting all those who owed him money to
his mansion in Bucharest. At Michael’s invi-
tation, when all the creditors had gathered at
the Bucharest mansion, he first started to cal-
culate the debts. Then the cannons there were
turned on the crowd and the mansion was set
on fire. At the end of this bloody showdown,
Michael voivode started the rebellion move-
ment simultaneously with the neighbouring
voivodes on 13 November 1594%. In connec-
tion with the events unfolding in Wallachia,
Aaron the Tyrant, the voivode of Moldavia,
sent troops from Hungary to the Danube for-
tresses of Bender, Izmail, Chilia and Akkerman
and tried to take these places back?. In Banat,
Gheorghe Palatici incited the Serbian, Roma-
nian and Bulgarian minorities under Ottoman
protection and caused a lot of mobilisation on
the Transylvania-Temesvar border. Increasing
in number, the rebel groups started this rebel-
lion by causing great damage to the convoys
providing aid to the Ottoman fortresses on the
Transylvanian border®. In parallel with these
rebellions in the north of the Danube, Michael,
the voivode of Wallachia, led the Wallachian
army to Giurgiu Castle on 16 November 1594.

In the Ottoman chronicles, the cause of
the riots in Bucharest is attributed to the raid
on Michael’s mansion by creditors pressuris-
ing him and the counter-attacks by the forc-
es of Wallachia. According to the narratives
of the Ottoman authors, the revolts, which
are dealt with on this basis in the chronicles,
present different perspectives. Among them,
Pecevi writes about the events leading up to
Michael’s rebellion based on the narrative of
Alican Efendi, the regent of Giurgiu. Accord-
ing to Pecevi’s account, a group of creditors,
including janissaries, pressured Michael every
day for the payment of debts. These creditors,

even to the point of outrage, stoned Michael’s
mansion and set it on fire, as well as ill-treating
his men and taking whatever clothes etc. they
found in the mansion. Michael, who could not
endure these incidents any longer, used this
as an excuse to slaughter the creditors on the
spot, including the janissaries, and turned his
direction to the Danube mansions®. Naima
and Katip Celebi, who seem to have been in-
spired by Pegevi to write about this event, give
similar details®’. Gelibolulu Ali, although con-
fusing the place of this event with Moldavia,
accepts the fact that the rebellion was based
on the debt incident®. Likewise, in the histo-
ries of Karacelebizdde and Hasanbeyzéde, the
revolt in Wallachia is attributed to the same
reasons®. Selaniki, on the other hand, who of-
fers a different perspective from these authors,
does not go into these details, but only states
that Michael received large debts from people
such as janissaries and solachs, and the strug-
gle against those who came to demand their
creditors and the transformation of this strug-
gle into a rebellion®.

Western authors, who deal with this event
independently of Ottoman sources, do not go
into any of these details, but emphasise that
Michael and his men carried out a great massa-
cre in Bucharest with the help of the Transylva-
nia principality®. The British envoy T. Wilcox,
interpreting the events in Bucharest on the ba-
sis of the news he heard in Moldavia, states that
the voivodeships of Wallachia and Moldavia
revolted against the Ottoman Empire, to which
they were tributary, and that Turks and Jews in
the voivodeship centres were killed*. Finally,
in his message to Valentin Prépostvari, Prince
S. Bathory, Prince of Transylvania, about the
massacres in Bucharest, described them with
the following words: “Mihai Horvath, Captain
of Figaras, and the armies I allowed to go to
Wallachia have so far slaughtered all the Turks
they could get their hands on in Bucharest and
other parts of Wallachia. They are now advanc-
ing every day along the Danube”¥.

After Bucharest, Michael, voivode of Wal-
lachia, lost no time and led the Wallachian
army to Giurgiu Castle on 16 November 1594.
Giurgiu Castle, which was under siege by the
Wallachian forces for some time, could not be
captured®, but the castle was severely dam-

[55 1
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aged®. Unable to make sense of these unex-
pected rebellions in the north of the Danube,
the Ottoman rulers urgently needed to be in-
formed about the events taking place in the
Danube islands. As a matter of fact, orders
sent to the kadis and sanjaks in Silistra, Ruse,
Vidin and the Danube ports requested de-
tailed information about the situation on the
Danube and how the enemy was gathering®.
Michael the Brave and Aaron the Tyrant were
dismissed upon the certainty of the revolts in
Wallachia and Moldavia. The task of bringing
Bogdan Sasul, who was elected instead of Mi-
chael, the voivode of Wallachia, was given to
Mustafa Pasha*. After these preparations®,
Mustafa Pasha headed straight to Danube in
the winter of 1594-95 and waited for the forces
of Wallachia in Ruse. Michael, who mentions
the battles with Mustafa Pasha in his memoirs,
states that he ambushed him in Ruse, killed
many people in this battle, including Mustafa
Pasha, and set Ruse on fire by taking the re-
maining cannons and other ammunition®.
Following this event, the armies of Wallachia,
taking advantage of the vacuum of authority
on the Danube, sacked Floci (10 December
1594), Harsova (1 January 1595) and Silistra
(8 January 1595) respectively. On the other
hand, Nicopolis, Bogazkdy (Rom. Cernavodi)
and Tutrakan were also affected by these plun-
ders. The Ottoman trade and port city of Ibrail
(Rom. Braila) on the Danube was captured by
the forces of Wallachia in March 1595. Thus,
voivode Michael was able to control the flow of
trade and ammunition from the Danube to the
Black Sea through Ibrail, the new control cen-
tre of Wallachia on the Danube™. In particular,
Michael’s control of Ibrail made it difficult for
the Ottoman navy to cross the Danube to Silis-
tra and Ruse.

Appointment of Ferhad Pasha as Serdar
of Wallachia

Since the sudden attacks of the armies of
Wallachia-Moldavia against the Ottoman
Empire in the winter of 1594-95 caused great
confusion in and around the palace, more or-
ganised military expeditions against the rebels
were necessary”. According to Pecevi, Mi-
chael’s crossing over frozen Danube River in
winter, sacking Ruse and its neighbourhood
m Revista de istorie militara m

and massacring the inhabitants was enough to
infuriate Mehmed III*. As a matter of fact, on
2 Rajab 1003 (13 March 1595), the despatch-
es from the Danube mansions mentioned
that Michael had retreated to Wallachia after
the looting and massacres he had committed
there. For the time being, the Sultan asked for
vigilance against possible attacks from Wal-
lachia®. At this point, the increase in attacks
from Wallachia-Moldavia and the endan-
germent of security in the Danube mansions
pushed the Ottoman statesmen to take a de-
cision. Selaniki, who relates the discussions
about the direction of the expedition to the
West in the spring, states that Ferhad Pasha
held a meeting to determine the direction of
this expedition. In this meeting, the state offi-
cials, including Ibrahim and Mehmed Pasha,
argued that the enemy in Budin should be at-
tacked, while Halil Pasha expressed his opin-
ion that an expedition should be organised
against the cults of Wallachia and Moldavia.
Upon this last idea, which was also accepted
by Ferhad Pasha, it was decided to organise an
expedition to Wallachia and Moldavia in the
spring®. Sultan Mehmed III approved the de-
cision taken at this meeting:

Serdar Ferhad Pasha
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“.. The voivods of Wallachia-Moldavia, who
are my tributary, being on a course of treason,
rebellion and rebellion in accordance with their
treachery mentioned in their clans, not only
caused damage and damage to some parts of
my homeland, but also took some castles and
especially since they are on the path of sedition
and mischief, in order to overcome the this en-
emy, my firmdn has been issued with my hatt-1
humdyim in the name of expedition against
Wallachia and Moldavia by my sirddr Ferhad
Pasha’.

The Sultan decided to organise an expedi-
tion to the region. Mehmed III appointed Fer-
had Pasha as serdar of the Ottoman army on
12 Ramadan 1003 (21 May 1595) for the cam-
paign against Michael®. On the other hand, as
a result of long discussions in Imperial Coun-
cil, it was ruled that the Wallachia and Mol-
davia voivodships would be transformed into
beylerbeyliks. After these decisions taken in
Istanbul, it was time for Ferhad Pasha’s prepa-
rations for the campaign against Wallachia®.

Military Preparations for the Wallachia
Expedition
While Western sources mostly focus on
Michael’s diplomatic traffic in Wallachia,

Ottoman authors of the period give impor-
tant details about these preparations. Hasan
Beyzade refers to the preparations in Istanbul
and states that Ferhad Pasha and his entou-
rage were busy procuring the ammunition and
equipment required for the expedition and that
orders were written to the governors to join the
expedition®'. Katip Celebi and Naim4, on the
other hand, mention the ten thousand janis-
saries placed under the command of Ferhad
Pasha, who arrived in Davutpasa with a large
procession, and the navy loaded with cannons
and ammunition sent to Ruse via the Danube®~.
There is an extensive list in the Revenue Office
continuing records (MAD.d.) regarding the
war materials purchased by Ferhad Pasha be-
fore the campaign. This list includes the num-
ber and value of the tools to be used in rifle
production such as barrels, gunpowder nests,
rods, rifle and gunpowder chests, etc. On the
other hand, a wide variety of materials such
as water containers, water bags, water bowls,
powder pouches, shovel handles, cart bases
and rings are listed for use in army supply®.
Further elaborating on this information,
Topcular Katibi Abdilkadir Efendi (the Ar-
tillery Clerk) writes that these munitions and
ammunition were loaded on camels and trans-
ported to the Danube by land, while four ba-
calushkas and eight kolonburnas produced at
the Tophane-i Amire were transferred to the
Danube by ships from the Black Sea. In ad-
dition to mentioning that the crew of neccar,
blacksmiths, architects, etc. required for the
bridge to be built over the Danube was to be
assembled in Ruse™, Topgular Katibi also re-
ported his observations on the readiness of the
shayka and gunboat ships in Nicopolis and Vi-
din. The task of protecting the bridge between
Ruse and Giurgiu against possible attacks was
also assigned to Sokulluzade Hasan Pasha®.
The Beylerbeyi of Rumelia was assigned to
provide troops for Sokulluzade Hasan Pasha
who was to go to Wallachia. The sergeants in
charge of this task made announcements to
the people in the towns and villages within
the province of Rumelia and asked them to be
ready in time for the preparations for the ex-
pedition without using the summer and win-
ter months as an excuse®. According to the
Mithimme provisions and the other sources of
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this time, another duty of Sokulluzidde Hasan
Pasha was to organise raids on enemy territo-
ries and to obtain information about the en-
emy’s intentions and preparations by captur-
ing prisoners. As a matter of fact, Sokulluzade
Hasan Pasha and Osman, the Sanjak Beyi of
Solnuk, who served under him, were victori-
ous in his battles with a group of rebels in Wal-
lachia and were praised by the sultan®’.

These preparations, which are mentioned
by contemporary sources of the period, are
further elaborated with the judgements of the
mithime. In particular, it is understood that
the pine wood used in the construction of the
cannons mentioned by the Topgular Katibi
came from the vicinity of Gallipoli, Lapseki
and Bergos. In the decree sent to the kadis in
question, the necessity of preparing labourers
and tractor trucks to bring the pine wood to Is-
tanbul was emphasised®. Again, in addition to
the sergeants, company people and janissaries
on guard in the sanjak of Caffa (Kefe) to join
Ferhad Pasha, the sergeants of the dergah-1
mualld, the company people and the janissar-
ies on guard were ordered to set off to join the
expedition®.

In addition to the supply of troops, it is
noteworthy that a number of measures were
taken to meet the ammunition of the expedi-
tionary troops. As it is known, most of the sup-
plies such as meat, grain, timber, oil and hon-
ey for the Ottomans’ expeditions to the West
were made from Wallachia-Moldavia. How-
ever, the rebellion of these voivods made the
situation even more complicated. W. Baltasar
even states that these rebellions had a negative
impact on the Ottoman campaigns in the West
and draws attention to the shortage of ammu-
nition in the Ottoman army®. In fact, the ex-
istence of the records of the mithimme, which
indicate that such shortages were observed in
Istanbul, confirms this®’. In this context, the
ammunition required for the Wallachia expe-
dition was met from the sanjaks in Rumelia.
Every five households in the sanjaks of Pelo-
ponnese, Avlonya, Karli-ili, Inebahti, ilbasan,
Delvine and Ioannina (Yanya) were required to
give one sheep®. In the decree sent to the kadis
in the sanjaks of Silistra, Vidin and Chirmen,
it was requested that the provisions found in
Belgrade as niizul cereal be brought and pre-
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pared before the expeditionary Ferhad Pasha
arrived in that neighbourhood®. In addition,
the kadi of Kirkkilise (Kirklareli) was tasked
with the preparation of 7,698 kg of barley to be
used as food for riding animals, which were of
great importance in the supply of the army®.
After the procurement of ammunition,
ammunition, soldiers, etc. required for the
Wallachia campaign, 28 campaign routes were
determined for Ferhad Pasha from Istanbul to
Ruse®. Topgular Katibi describes the route of
the Ottoman army in detail about the man-
sions and ranges that Ferhad Pasha visited
until his arrival in Ruse. Accordingly, Ferhad
Pasha and his entourage, after his destination
at Davud Pasha, moved to Halkali, Benefse
Cayir1®, Catalca Valley and arrived in Edirne
on 23 May 1595%. The English envoy Barton
points out that Ferhad Pasha stayed here for
five days in order to recruit men for the army
and to rest his exhausted war horses®. In fact,
it is seen that the subasi of Tekfurdagi, Vize,
Kocacik and NaldokenYoruks were warned
from the centre to make sure that the soldiers
in this vicinity catch up with the serd before
Ferhad Pasha crossed the Balkans and arrived
at the Danube mansions (12-13 June 1595)%.
Following the small-scale measures tak-
en, Ferhad Pasha and his entourage set out
from Edirne on 27 May 1595, passed through
Yambol and arrived at Karinibéd field after a
while. In the meantime, he received the news
that Michael, one of the prisoners brought by
Hasan Pasha, was requesting help from the
voivodeship of Transylvania and the cannons
were positioned close to Silistra in order to
prevent sudden raids™. In addition, Bervan Bey
was assigned with volunteer soldiers to pro-
tect Silistra and its surroundings from enemy
raids’’. The Ottoman army travelled through
the mountains and passes named Cali-kavak
and stayed at Matara-Burnu for three days.
Ferhad Pasha took delivery of the galleys full
of ammunition brought by the Black Sea and
headed towards Razgrad (Hazergrad)’. Since
the Ottomans used the Danube River only from
Ruse and Belgrade to Budin and Esztergom in
their campaigns beyond the Danube, the can-
nons, supplies and ammunition loaded from
Istanbul were brought to Varna via the Black

Sea and then brought to Ruse or Belgrade by
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various means’®. In this context, the cannons
brought to the Varna pier via the Black Sea
should have sailed to the Danube and directly
to Ruse, but the Ottoman fleet could not reach
Ruse and Silistra via the Danube because of the
300-400 soldiers Michael had put in Ibrail Cas-
tle. At this point, the order given to Hidir and
Hasan, the chiefs of artillery companies, was
to lighten the cargoes of the ships waiting in
Varna and to fill them with soldiers in order to
survey both sides of the Danube. If there was
no possibility of the enemy harming the ships
on the Danube coast, it was necessary to take
the caramurels™ in tow and go straight to Silis-
tra and from there to Ruse. If it was observed
that the Danube was blockaded by enemy
troops, it was recommended to dig trenches
on the banks of the Danube and place cannons
there, and after ensuring the safe passage of
caramurels and galleys, the cannons should be
sent to Ruse by land™.

While the Ottoman army was travelling to
the Danube coast, preparations for the bridge
between Giurgiu and Ruse were underway
in Nicopolis. According to Mithimme judge-
ments, the ships needed for the bridge were
being built in the Nicopolis shipyard™. In the
judgement written to Miislihiddin, the kadi of
Hazergrad, who was in charge of this matter,
the following information about the prepara-
tions was requested:

1 — How many of the ships being built in
Nicopolis have been completed so far?

2 — How many ships are left to be released
into the Danube River?

3 — Is the timber for these ships ready? If
it is ready, in how many days will it be com-
pleted?

4 — What are the aims of the Wallachian
army?

The main concern of the Ottoman authori-
ties was that Michael would make a sudden raid
and destroy this fleet. In his memoirs, voivode
Michael states that when he learnt about the
preparations of the Ottoman army on the Dan-
ube, he sent his men to Ibrail, Cervena, Tutra-
kan and Nicopolis for sudden raids”. After a
while, it is even seen that Nicopolis was set on
fire by Michael. The news that Michael’s sol-
diers had damaged the navy had reached the
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ears of the serdar. Taking these circumstances
into consideration, the Ottoman authorities
instructed Miislihiddin, the kadi of Hazer-
grad, to keep the ships under guard day and
night with the beys of Vidin and Nicopolis
and the sekbanbashi, and to request soldiers
who could use firearms if necessary’. On the
other hand, in the firman sent to Sekbanbasi
Hiiseyin, he was asked to arrive in Nicopolis
immediately with his janissaries to protect the
ships”. The gunpowder needs of the janissaries
under Sekbanbashi were also met from Nicop-
olis Castle®. In addition to these preparations
made in Nicopolis, he was asked to bring eight
wide-mouthed, short-barrelled mortars, called
kazgan, tied to camels®'. Probably, the kazgans
were requested due to their ease of transport
and use.

Almost every military expedition was full
of problems such as rains, building bridges for
crossing rivers and swamps, and waiting for
the soldiers of the provinces who were delayed
on the way®. In this respect, the fact that the
soldiers of the provinces, who were supposed
to join the expeditionary army at the begin-
ning of May, did not join the main army caused
some problems. As a matter of fact, Ferhad
Pasha had already complained to the centre
while he was still in Razgrad when he saw that
the soldiers expected to join him had not yet
arrived. Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, who includes
his complaints, writes that they created a re-
luctance in Ferhad Pasha during the Wallachia
Expedition®. Moreover, when Ferhad Pasha
arrived in the region, only 4.000-5.000 of the
40.000-50.000 soldiers who had been called for
service were ready for duty. The reason for this
situation was related to the anger towards Far-
had Pasha during the events in Ganja®. In par-
ticular, the historian Hasan Beyzade includes
Ferhas Pasha’s reproach to the centre that not
even one tenth of the army was ready for the
campaign even though he was very close to
Ruse and therefore he should not be held re-
sponsible for the defeat in Wallachia®. Ferhad
Pasha even felt the need to enlist recruits un-
der the name of “kul karindas1” in order to
recruit soldiers. Enlisting recruits in the cam-
paign was a new formula that the state devised
in order to meet the intense need for soldiers.
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The fact that Ferhad Pasha, who embarked on
the Wallachia Expedition, preferred this for-
mula was very important in terms of showing
the troubles experienced in the army*.

As a matter of fact, the orders sent from
the centre to the sanjaks located in the right
and left branches of Rumelia were important
in terms of showing the problems encountered
regarding the supply of soldiers at the time of
the campaign, as well as confirming the views
of Ottoman authors regarding the problems
in the army. Therefore, although Ferhad Pasha
was eight or nine days away from Ruse, the fact
that there were still soldiers from these regions
who did not come to Ruse angered the central
administration. In the order sent to the kadis
of the sanjaks responsible for this matter, the
sipahs with fiefs, miiteferrika and sergeants
were asked to put on their weapons and come
to Ruse immediately. There were even threats
that those who were not present during the roll
call in Ruse would be deprived of their dirliks®.
At this time, Michael was aware that Ferhad
Pasha was busy in Razgrad with the army pro-
curement. However, since he could do nothing
but fight the enemy day and night along the
Danube River, he requested help from Poland
through Jan Potocki, the Polish Hetman®.

Ferhad Pasha and his entourage finally ar-
rived in Ruse from Razgrad in July 1595. With
the arrival of the Pasha, the timbers brought by
ships from Nicopolis were landed here and the
bridge construction started. Since the Danube
River receded in the summer months, bridges
were connected to the island between Ruse and
Giurgiu and architects and neccars were invit-
ed here. When Ferhad Pasha set up his camp
in Ruse, information about the enemy was ob-
tained thanks to the information provided by
the soldiers captured and brought from Wal-
lachia®. Based on this information, Ottoman
authors record that the number of Wallachian
forces exceeded 70.000 soldiers®. However,
according to the information provided by the
Wallachia envoy to Transylvania, Michael had
30,000 Romanians, more than 10,000 Hungar-
ians and some Cossack soldiers®".

While the Ottoman army was building
bridges across the Danube River, the kadis in
the south of the Danube were assigned duties
in order to prevent ammunition shortages. In
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the orders sent to the kadis of Shumnu, Eski
Cuma, Ruse, Razgrad, Izladi, Ivlaca, Tarno-
vi, Lofca and Pleven, the inhabitants of these
towns were asked to collect one sheep for every
ten sheep and deliver them to Ruse through
their owners or proxies®. On the other hand,
after Ferhad Pasha’s arrival in Ruse, it is ob-
served that concrete steps began to be taken
for the transformation of the voivodeship of
Wallachia into a beylerbeydom. According to
the plan prepared by the Imperial Council in
this regard, the fortresses to be built in Walla-
chia-Moldavia were to be staffed with soldiers
with ulufes, aghas were to be appointed, and
2000 or 3000 fully equipped soldiers were to
be deployed to defend these regions upon the
arrival of the serdar®. In particular, it was de-
cided to appoint ulufe soldiers from Silistra
and Dobrudja to these fortresses®.

Dismissal of Ferhad Pasha

Despite all these preparations, Ferhad Pa-
sha could not resist the attrition activities ini-
tiated by his rivals in Istanbul. Sinan Pasha was
at the centre of the opposition front against
Ferhad Pasha in Istanbul®. In addition to Si-
nan Pasha, Ibrahim Pasha was also one of the
leading figures of this opposition front. Ibra-
him Pasha had a serious influence in the centre
as he was the second vizier with the position
of regent of sadaret. Almost all Ottoman au-
thors of the period agree that when Ferhad Pa-
sha was still on his way to Ruse, the requests
for troops from the centre were used against
him by Ibrahim Pasha®. Ibrahim Pasha, who
was waiting to become Grand Vizier, not only
slowed down the logistics of the army in order
to eliminate him, but he also reduced his rep-
utation by spreading the rumour to the sultan
that the military hated Ferhad Pasha®. Thus,
as a result of the successful propaganda of Si-
nan Pasha, who was at the centre of the op-
position front against Ferhad Pasha, and Ibra-
him Pasha, who was the implementer of these
decisions, Ferhad Pasha suffered a serious loss
of reputation. In the last critical phase of the
preparations for the Wallachia Expedition,
these two created a “leadership vacuum” in the
expedition and reduced his power both at the
front and at the centre®.

Sinan and Ibrahim Pashas were of course
[ |

37




not alone in this coalition formed against Fer-
had Pasha at the centre. One of the names in
this coalition was Cigalazade Sinan Pasha. He
was in a rivalry with Ferhad Pasha to the point
of enmity. On the other hand, Siyavus Pasha
of Kanijeli was positioned against Ferhad Pa-
sha. The rivalry between these two was based
on a rumour that Siyavus Pasha wanted to be
made grand vizier again. Cerrah Mehmed and
Hadim Hasan Pashas, who were also members
of Imperial Council, were among this team
working against Ferhad Pasha. Finally, the ul-
ema wing of the opposition front was headed
by Shaykh al-Islam Bostanzade Efendi®”. Ac-
cording to Hasan Beyzéde, the reason for the
Shaykh al-Islam’s participation in this team
against Ferhad Pasha was the events that took
place in the Hagia Sophia Mosque during the
funeral prayer of Sultan Murad III. Although
the duty of leading the funeral prayer of the
Sultan was assigned to Hace-i Sultani Hoca
Saadettin Efendi, Shaykh al-Islam Bostanzade
Efendi had performed this duty. For this rea-
son, Shaykh al-Islam Bostanzade Efendi had
leaned towards the opposition front where Si-
nan Pasha was located'®. This opposition team
agreed on the dismissal of Ferhad Pasha and
carried out propaganda against him. With the
advantage of Farhad Pasha’s distance from the
centre, Sinan Pasha gained the sultan’s trust
in Istanbul. Not even five months after his
dismissal from Sadaret, he regained this posi-
tion'.

In the end, Ferhad Pasha was dismissed
from his post and exiled to Istanbul as a re-
sult of the influence of his arch-rival Sinan
Pasha. The sources of this time about the rea-
son for Ferhad Pasha’s dismissal generally have
a narrative style that the rivalry between the
two was reflected differently to the sultan and
Ferhad Pasha was left alone in the centre'®
However, regarding Ferhad Pasha’s dismiss-
al, the historian Selaniki interprets this event
differently from other authors. According to
him, the reason for Ferhad Pasha’s dismiss-
al was that he did not have enough troops
at the front and that he turned his face away
from the cries for help during the massacres
in Wallachia-Moldavia in the Danubian Man-
sions'®. However, a document in the Topkap1
Palace provides a different information about
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Ferhad Pasha’s dismissal from these narratives.
According to this, during the death of Sultan
Murad III, some money went missing from the
treasury and Ferhad Pasha was held respon-
sible for this incident. Ferhad Pasha, on the
other hand, completely denied the accusation
of theft and even demanded an investigation
into the incident. Although it is not yet clear
whether this demand was realised or not, it is
a question mark whether this allegation was
made to defame Ferhad Pasha against the sul-
tan or whether it was a real incident'®.

While Ferhad Pasha was busy with the
bridge construction in Ruse, unaware of all
these events, Ahmed, the Chief Doorkeep-
er (Kapicilar Kethiidast) was ordered to go to
Ruse with eighty men and capture him. How-
ever, Ahmed Agha, was only able to send the
seal of the sultanate from Ruse in order to avoid
any disturbances among the soldiers while the
army was so busy with the bridge construc-
tion'®. Ferhad Pasha, who had been informed
of these events a few days before, managed to
escape from Ruse, leaving the responsibility to
Satirct Mehmed Pasha'®. Hasan Beyzade and
Topgular Katibi giving interesting information
about his experiences on his return to Istan-
bul. Among them, Topgular Katibi mentions
that in order to capture Ferhad Pasha, the
Chief Doorkeeper and his entourage searched
for him with horsemen in the Balkans. He then
states that Ferhad Pasha fled the region dis-
guised as an ordinary peasant by entering the
gorges to cover his tracks'””. Hasan Beyzade,
on the other hand, evaluates the event from a
different perspective by emphasising that Far-
had Pasha had scattered his personal treasure
to distract attention and fled in this turmoil'®®.
As a matter of fact, Ferhad Pasha would soon
pay for his loss of political power with his life.
Ferhad Pasha, who escaped from the team that
wanted to capture him, reached his farm in Li-
troz and started to hide here. In the meantime,
he was pardoned through the mediation of
Safiye Sultan, but Ibrahim Pasha found a way
to obtain a decree from the sultan for his mur-
der. Bostancibasi Ferhad, who was assigned to
capture him, took the former grand vizier from
his farm and imprisoned him in the Yedikule
dungeons. The next day, Suleyman Aga, who
was assigned to carry out Ferhad Pasha’s exe-
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cution, strangled him with the executioners'®.
It would be appropriate to mention two events
that caused Ferhad Pasha’s death. The first of
these was the appointment of Damat Ibrahim
Pasha as the grand vizier in his place when he
went on an expedition to Wallachia. Because
Ibrahim Pasha was the most important imple-
menter of the broad coalition Sinan Pasha had
formed around him to eliminate Ferhad Pasha.
The second is the fact that Ferhad Pasha did not
have the eyes of his rival Sinan Pasha put out
after the rebellion and gave up on this job'".

Conclusion

In the last quarter of the 16 century, the
rebellion of the voivodes of Wallachia and
Moldavia against the Ottoman Empire, to
which they were tributary, necessitated urgent
measures against these voivodeships. Follow-
ing the appointment of Ferhad Pasha as serd-
ar, it was decided to change the status of these
regions and to directly annex them to the Ot-
toman Empire. It can be argued that the Ot-
toman rulers adopted such a radical solution
in order to maintain the flow of ammunition
and supplies and to facilitate the passage of the
Tatar army during the campaigns to the West.
On the other hand, Ottoman sources agree
that the purpose of the campaign against Wal-
lachia was to eliminate Michael the Brave, the
voivode of Wallachia. Unlike the other sourc-
es, Topgular Katibi explains the objectives of
the expedition by stating that the expedition
was aimed at revenge against Michael and that
after the rebellion was suppressed, the prov-
inces of Transylvania and Habsburg (Nemge)
could be easily raided''’. Therefore, the prepa-
rations for the expedition to be realised within
the framework of this objective lasted approxi-
mately three months, and during this time Fer-
had Pasha arrived in Ruse, having largely com-
pleted the preparations for the supply of food,
supplies, ammunition, and soldiers for the Ot-
toman army. However, he was exposed to the
intrigues in Istanbul during the construction
of the bridge that would allow the Ottoman
army to cross to Wallachia. The key figures at
the centre of these intrigues were Sinan Pasha
and Ibrahim Pasha. Especially Ibrahim Pa-
sha’s propaganda to discredit Ferhad Pasha in
the eyes of the sultan showed its effect after a

while. With Sinan Pasha taking over the office
of sadaret, the influence of Ferhad Pasha and
his supporters at the centre diminished. Fer-
had Pasha, who was dismissed from the office
of sadaret due to the intrigues carried out at
the centre, could not avoid being assassinated
by his rivals. This event, which left a deep im-
pact on Ottoman history, was frequently dis-
cussed by the authors of the period. From this
point of view, I think that the rivalry between
two prominent Ottoman statesmen must have
benefited by Michael, the Voivode of Walla-
chia, the most.
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Table I: List and Prices of the Material’s Mustafa Pasha Bought Before
the Wallachian Expedition

Material Type Piece/LWeiigg:;lt iness/ Unit Price (T;:II"(:rtla(l)fVIiluunis)

Saka Box 1 Pair - 800
Wood - - -
Carpet 4 part 30 Kurus 120
Trowel 1 Piece - 360

Oak Lumber 224 Kg'? - 700
Different kind of Trunks 6 Piece 8 Kurus 48

Strap 27 Piece - 2900

Red Leather 7 Piece 80 Kurus 560
Arrow made by Oak 4 Piece - 61
Kubur Yarn 4 Top 10 Kurus 40

Camel Sack 6 Pair 80 Kurus 1080
Beeswax 2.5Kg - 25

Saw 15 Piece 12 Kurus 180
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White Felt 1 Piece - 45
Red FEIt 2 Piece 75 Kurus 150

Carpet 50 Piece 5 Kurus 250

Latch 4 Piece 8 Kurus 32
Scales (For Gun Carriage) 50 Piece 150 Kurus 6000

Axe for Cars 4 Piece 4 Kurus 16

Small Link 10 Piece 15 Kurus 150

Trunks 4 Piece/5 Kg - 16

(BOA, MAD.d 00383, s. 87)

Table II: Rental Fees of the Servants During Mustafa Pasha’s Wallachia Expedition

Service Group

Hire Costs (Term of Kurus)

Cost of Hammal for Transported Gunpowder

50
Cost of Hammal for some Ammunition 70
Hire Costs for the Pulling Horses 23.200
Paddler Costs 160
(BOA, MAD.d 00383, s. 87)

Table I1I: Material List of Bought by Ferhad Pasha Before Wallachia Expedition

. Piece/Weightiness/ . Total Value
Material Type Length Unit Price (Term of Kurus)
The Grip of Gun Barrel 580 Piece 73 Kurus 42.340
Rifle Teller 1000 Piece 15 Kurus 15.000
Gun Stock 577 Piece 13 Kurus 7501
Ramrod 1920 Piece - 960
Rifle Scratcher 192 Piece - 4000
Arm Trunk 98 Piece 100 Kurus 9800
Chamber Trunk 20 Pair 125 Kurus 2500
Rifle Ball Trunk 101 Piece 50 Kurus 5050
Rifle Trunk 10 Piece 1200 Kurus 12.000
Bombardier Trunk 70 Pair 65 Kurus 4550
Gunpowder Trunk 56 Pair 85 Kurus 4760
5 1
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Paper of Istanbul (for Tughra) 80 400 Kurus 3200
Zamerra of Tirhala'? 196 Piece 19 Kurus 3724
Camel Sack 62 Pair 180 Kurus 11.160
Wick Yarn 50 Sac 20 Kurus 100
Prick Sac 20 Piece - 70
Waterskin for Water Bearer 723 13 Kurus 9399
Water Pan (for Water Bearer) 2 Barrel - 2000
Tap (for Water Bearer) 2 Piece 2400 Kurus 4800
Bucket Pit 2 Piece 40 Kurus 80
Hand Bucket 4 Piece 20 Kurus 80
Black Felt 979 Piece 12 Kurus 11.748
Pickaxe and Axe Grasp 9950 Piece 10 Kurus 19.900
Trowel 1613 Piece 4 Kurus 6452
Money Sac 360 Piece 10 Kurus 3600
Gunpowder Suc 3240 Piece 10 Kurus 32.400
White Tarp 129 Piece 150 Kurus 19.350
Basket - 4 Kurus 215
Arrow Head and Circle 10 Piece - 360
White Dye 223 Piece 72 Kurus 16.056
Dye for Flag 3 Piece 450 Kurus 1350
Pickaxe 6380 Piece - 2120
Grasp of Iron Shovel 1513 Piece - 2763
Belt for Flag bearer 312 Piece 120 Kurus 37.440
Oil 2 Piece/360 kg 50 Kurus 600
Kibble 2 Piece 100 Kurus 200
Pore for Tug 10 Piece 10 Kurus 100
Wicking 1000 Metre - 800
Cotton 175 Sac - 29.179
Galloper and its Circle 580 Sac Piece 10.940
Water pump 300 Piece/54 kg 5400
Bronze Bombard 500 3.5 Kurus 1750
Hakbe of Water Bearer 70 5 Kurus 350
Leather 29 Piece/300 kg - 2900
Saw 950 Piece 12 Kurus 11.400

(BOA, MAD.d 00383, s. 84-85)
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Table IV: The List of Materials Required Artillery Ammunition

Material Type Piece/Xiiggtl'lhtiness/ Unit Price (TZ:E:);/?(I::M)
Floorboard 989 -
Lunette 149 1835
Iron wire 7.6 kg 5 Kurus 30
Chain for Artillery cannons 67 130 Kurus 11.310
Wood Scales 140 130 Kurus 18.200
Chains 71 130 Kurus 9230
Hobs 228.486 4 Kurus 913.944
Spike for floor 2326 150 Kurus 348.900
Wand - 15 Kurus 255
Argil - - 540
Tin 38 Kg 50 Kurus 1050
Tinderbox 7.6 Kg 50 Kurus 300
Tall oil 1203 Kg 62 Kurus 2860

(BOA, MAD.d 00383, s. 86)

Table V: Rental Fees of Service Groups who Involved
in the Wallachia Expedition

Service Group Hire Costs
(Term of Kurus)

Blacksmiths 616.231

Neccar of gun carriage 30.232

Daily Labours 60.907
Sawyers 1952
Sawyers 1949
Group of Nafakaci 2043
Irgats 570
Renting Price of Horses, Camels, Mule etc. 1609

Fee Paid for Loading Fees of Materials for Axe,

Cutters, Rug, Strav etc. 6000

(BOA, MAD.d 00383, s. 86)
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continuation of this decree, 60 neccars from Po-
morie (Ahyolu), 20 neccérs and 40 axemens from
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1% Hasan Bey-zade, Tdrih, pp. 431-433.

101 Pecevi, Tarih, 11, pp. 168-169.

192 {smail Hami Danismend, fzahlt Osmanly Tar-
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19 Danismend, ibidem, pp. 203.
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Sevim), Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, Istanbul 1990,
pp. 33.

13- A whoolen cloak worn by shepherds and
peasants.
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Abstract

The 19" century witnessed a rapid surge in technological advancements, particularly in the
fields of communication and transportation. These innovations revolutionized the temporal
and spatial dimensions of military operations by enabling the swift acquisition and dissemi-
nation of previously restricted technical and tactical information. As a response to this change,
one of the predominant methods for gathering intelligence on the armed forces of foreign na-
tions was the appointment of military attachés. This study aims to examine an important
military attaché report, specifically focused on the Romanian army in 1891. The report was
prepared by Hafiz Sevket Bey, the Ottoman attaché in Bucharest. This comprehensive report
offers detailed information on the organization of the Romanian army, with particular em-
phasis on the reforms implemented in 1891. This article aims to reveal the administrative and
military organization of the Kingdom of Romania by focusing on the recruitment procedures,
armament, and the composition and roles of various army units, including infantry, cavalry,
artillery, combat service support, and the navy within the contextual framework provided by
Hafiz Sevket Bey.

Keywords: attaché, military intelligence, military organization, Ottoman Empire, Roma-

nian Army, Sevket Turgut Pasha
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Introduction lution progressed at a relatively slow pace until

The nature of warfare has experienced on- | the 19 century, a notable acceleration became
going transformation throughout centuries, | evident, particularly after the Napoleonic
primarily propelled by advancements in fire- | Wars. Consequently, the organization and ad-
arms and military technology. While this evo- | ministration of warfare assumed heightened
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complexity in response to these technological
advancements. Armies expanded into mas-
sive formations, encompassing hundreds of
thousands of soldiers, necessitated centralized
control and intricate strategic planning. These
conditions paved the way for the establish-
ment of a general staff organization.

The advent of emerging technologies like
railroads and telegraphy during the 19t centu-
ry had a profound impact on the time and space
perception in military operations. It brought a
notable shift in the speed and scale of mobili-
zation and deployment, thereby strategic and
tactical thinking totally reshaped. With the
Crimean War, the focal points of concern for
general staffs extended beyond considerations
of weaponry and army sizes; they began to be
encompassed by the intricate realms of logis-
tics and strategy. Various inquiries, including
the enemy mobility, potential targets, offensive
intentions, and defensive capabilities, emerged
as the foremost issues requiring resolution.'

The significant rise in the mobility of peo-
ple, goods, and ideas has led to global homog-
enization, leading to an increasing uniformity
among individuals. This homogenization has
a notable influence on military doctrines, as
John Lynn aptly described, causing a shift to-
wards the strategy of “imitation of success”
rather than the pursuit of differentiation.
Consequently, the 19 century witnessed the
emergence and establishment of “interstate” or
“international” law and diplomatic relations.
In addition, technological advancements ac-
celerated communication and transportation,
enabling the rapid acquisition and dissemina-
tion of previously classified technical and tac-
tical information. These developments directly
impacted military intelligence. Throughout
the preceding centuries, military intelligence
predominantly revolved around the efforts of
political and military leaders, who sought to
discern the political intentions, military capa-
bilities, and wartime strategies of their adver-
saries through personal espionage networks.
However, in the latter part of the nineteenth
century, a transformative shift took place with
the advent of specialized officials, particular-
ly military attachés, who assumed diplomatic
roles in foreign states. These attachés gained
access to similar information via their diplo-

matic positions and this method became the
main method for “imitation of success” in the
realm of military affairs.?

The practice of gathering military intelli-
gence about the armed forces of foreign states
through the appointment of military attachés
can be traced back to the Napoleonic Wars.
In the early 19* century, Napoleon pioneered
the deployment of military representatives to
the French embassies for strategic planning of
campaigns. These military envoys were tasked
to report the developments within host coun-
tries. Following the Napoleonic Wars, this
practice was adopted by several European
states, including Prussia, France, etc. During
this period, the institution of military attachés
and their core responsibilities underwent a
systematic and organized transformation.
These appointments began to entail a clear de-
lineation of their roles, with a primary focus
on reporting significant developments within
their designated areas of responsibility. Their
observations encompassed a comprehensive
range of subjects, including but not limited to:
gaining a detailed understanding of the foreign
state’s military forces, which involved not only
assessing numerical strength but also tracking
periodic changes, discerning key indicators,
and measures indicative of a potential conflict;
obtaining precise and timely information on
military mobilizations; presenting a compre-
hensive military-focused portrait of the host
country, considering all relevant military, sci-
entific, law enforcement, and educational in-
stitutions, to identify noteworthy elements for
emulation and other valuable innovations.?

In parallel with the unfolding develop-
ments in Europe, the Ottoman Empire initi-
ated the practice of appointing officers to the
attaché position within its embassies. Howev-
er, it is noteworthy that, until the late 1850s,
the majority of these appointments were ori-
ented towards non-military roles. Following
the conclusion of the Crimean War, the Otto-
man Empire adopted a policy of appointing at-
tachés with military ranks and accompanying
responsibilities.*

The formal establishment of the military
attaché system within the Ottoman Empire
took place during the 1860s. The Ottoman
Empire began appointing military attachés to

[0 1
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Ottoman embassies in prominent European
cities, including Paris, St. Petersburg, London,
and Berlin. Conversely, the appointment of a
military attaché in Romania, which is the cen-
tral focus of this study, commenced in 1889.
These military attachés operated under the
jurisdiction of the second section of the Ot-
toman General Staff. Staff officers were se-
lected for these roles based on their perceived
competence to effectively fulfil the established
expectations. The duties and responsibilities
of attachés, particularly those related to the
collection and dissemination of information,
were also comprehensively outlined in official
directives.®

In the aftermath of the Crimean War, the
Ottoman Empire underwent significant chang-
es in its diplomatic practices, a transformation
that included the establishment and develop-
ment of the military attaché institution. In the
subsequent years, the Ottoman government
initiated the deployment of military attachés
to various European capitals. One of among
such attachés was Staff Major Yusuf Kenan
Bey, who was assigned to the Ottoman Em-
bassy in Bucharest in 1889.° However, Yusuf
Kenan Bey’s tenure failed to meet the expected
standards, leading to his dismissal on 8 Octo-
ber 1890, due to perceived deficiencies in his
performance. To fill this vacant position, Staff
Senior Captain Hafiz Sevket, who had previ-
ously served as the attaché in Madrid since
1887, was appointed. He was also promoted
to the rank of major upon assuming this new
role.” Hafiz Sevket Bey arrived in Bucharest on
29 December 1890, officially commencing his
duties in his new position.?

The reports prepared by military attachés
offer valuable sources of information for the
19* and 20" century military history studies.
This article will provide such kind of a report
concerning the Romanian army, which was
meticulously prepared by Hafiz Sevket Bey
in 1891, titled “Romanya Devletinin Kuvve-i
Askeriyesi” (“The Military Power of Romania”).’
This comprehensive report provides intricate
information on the organization of the Roma-
nian army. Hafiz $evket emerged as a promi-
nent figure within the late Ottoman military
hierarchy and later achieved the rank of major
general. He played pivotal roles in significant

historical events, including the 31 March Inci-
dent, the Balkan War, and World War I. Moreo-
ver, he held strategic positions such as Ottoman
Minister of War and Minister of Public Works
in the last years of the Ottoman Empire.'

During his tenure in Romania, Hafiz Sevket
Bey diligently followed the military develop-
ments and endeavoured to fulfil the primary
objectives of his mission. His sense of duty
and commitment are discernible through the
Ottoman archival sources. Hafiz Sevket Bey
and other officials from the Ottoman Embassy
closely observed the annual military manoeu-
vres conducted in various Romanian cities.!
Furthermore, he actively participated in offi-
cial ceremonies and special events attended by
King Carol.** This active involvement in mon-
itoring the military activities and participating
in public events highlights his effective utiliza-
tion of open-source intelligence opportunities.
His dedication to gathering information is well
exemplified in a report dated 21 March 1897,
which he submitted to the Ottoman Ministry
of War. This report meticulously detailed the
preparations and expenditures made by the
Romanians in anticipation of potential con-
flicts in the Balkans.'

Hafiz Sevket Bey’s tenure as the military
Attaché in Bucharest was remarkably lengthy,
spanning 19 years, his dedication and signif-
icant contributions consistently garnering
commendation.'* Over the course of his ser-
vice, he received recognition from the Roma-
nian monarchy, being honoured with the 3
degree of the Etoile Cordon de Roumanie in
1903 and subsequently the 2" degree in 1909."
In addition to this, Ottoman officials acknowl-
edged his devoted service, presenting him the
3 degree Order of the Medjidie in 1895, fol-
lowed by the 2" degree in 1905.1¢

Throughout his dedicated service, Hafiz
Sevket Bey achieved notable promotions, ad-
vancing from the rank of major to colonel.
He was elevated to the position of lieutenant
colonel on 15 October 1894, and subsequently
attained the rank of colonel on 24 July 1903."
In 1908, he was assigned as the commander
of the 46" brigade of the Ottoman army upon
expressing his desire to transition into active
army duty. With this appointment he was pro-
moted to the rank of brigadier general.®
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The report of Sevket Bey on the Romanian
army constitutes the focal point of our study.
Sevket Bey meticulously compiled this report
on 5 December 1891, approximately one year
after assuming his position in Bucharest. Upon
examining the report’s contents, it becomes
evident that one of the primary motivations
for its preparation was the implementation
of regulations by General lacob Lahovary, the
Minister of War, in 1891. These regulations
precipitated substantial modifications to the
organization of the Romanian army. Conse-
quently, through this report, Sevket Bey aimed
to apprise Ottoman policymakers of the afore-
mentioned changes and the ensuing organiza-
tional reforms.

The report, archived in the collection of
the Harbiye Military Museum Library under
the record number 11509, is in a hardbound
format, with no known duplicate copies. This
meticulous document spans an extensive 85
pages and was handwritten in Ottoman cal-
ligraphy. It is meticulously organized into 13
primary headings, each comprising numerous
subheadings. These headings comprise a wide
spectrum of topics, including the Romanian
army’s involvement in the 1877-1878 war and
subsequent post-war regulatory changes, the
administrative and military organization of
the Romanian army, detailed explanations of
the recruitment process and principles, as well
as the central and provincial organizational
framework of the Romanian army. Moreover,
the report provides an in-depth examination
of the structural composition of various mil-
itary classes during both peacetime and war-
time, along with an analysis of the armament
utilized by the Romanian forces. In light of
this outlined context, this article aims to offer
a comprehensive exploration of the Romanian
army. Within this regard, the article will com-
mence by delving into the recruitment proce-
dures within the Romanian army, followed by
a comprehensive exploration of the military
organization of the Romanian Kingdom, in-
cluding headquarters, infantry, cavalry, artil-
lery, combat service support, and navy. By do-
ing so, the article aspires to make a scholarly
contribution to the field of military history,
particularly in the context of Romanian army

studies.
=5 1

1. Conscription in the Romanian Army

The Romanian military underwent sig-
nificant organizational reforms through new
legislation enacted in February 1889. This
restructuring effort resulted with the estab-
lishment of four army corps, each compris-
ing eight brigades and thirty-three regiments.
These legislative changes played a pivotal role
in reshaping the organizational capacity of the
army corps, which were centralized as follows:
the 1% in Craiova, the 2" in Bucharest, the 3™
in Galati, and the 4 in Iasi. Prior to 1880, each
of these army corps was composed of eight
provinces. However, this arrangement proved
challenges, as it did not consider the distri-
bution of population among these provinces.
Consequently, the allocation of less populated
provinces to certain army corps created organ-
izational difficulties. In response, a regulatory
framework was introduced in 1880, ushering
in a new system that aimed to balance popula-
tions among the army corps more equitably."

The population of Romania was around 5
million during the 1880s and 1890s. Of this
population, approximately 1.115.547 resided
in the jurisdiction of the 1** Army Corps in
Craiova, 1.231.161 in the 2™ Army Corps area
in Bucharest, 1.184.391 in the 3'* Army Corps
in Galati, and finally, 1.313.914 in the 4" Army
Corps in Iasi. The recruitment processes were
conducted independently by the recruiting of-
fices of each army corps.?’

The institution of conscription in Romania
during that period was formalized by the Con-
scription Law of 1873, which underwent sub-
sequent amendments in both 1882 and 1891.
The final set of regulations was led by Minis-
ter of War Iacob Lahovary in 1891. With this
law, the Romanian military was organized into
three: the regular army, the reserve army, and
the militia (home guards). The regular army
was further divided into three subcategories:
the regular, active reserve, and reserve. The
conscription system in the country encom-
passed all physically eligible men, although
certain exemptions and special considerations
applied. Military service in Romania entailed
a commitment spanning twenty-five years,
commencing at the age of 21 and concluding
at the age of 46. This extended service duration
was divided into distinct phases. The first nine
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years of military service were dedicated to the
regular army, comprising the first three years
of regular active service, followed by six years
of active reserve service. The subsequent six
years were allocated to the reserve army. The
final part of military service spanned 10 years
in the militia, which functioned as a form of
home guard service. Upon completion of ac-
tive regular duty, soldiers were returned to
their hometowns but remained subject to re-
call for major manoeuvres and wartime mobi-
lization.” This conscription system effectively
endowed the Romanian army with a substan-
tial reservoir of trained reserves that could be
activated and mobilized as required.

Reserve soldiers, the second category of
conscripts within the Romanian army, were
organized into groups based on their marital
and parenthood status. In case of mobiliza-
tion, these classes would be called sequen-
tially, beginning with the youngest members.
In 1891, the total numerical strength of the
reserve army in Romania was estimated to be
approximately 120.000. The third category of
the Romanian army was known as the militia,
comprised of individuals aged between thir-
ty-six and forty-six. Recruitment within this
group occurred during campaigns, primarily
to maintain the internal security and defend
borders and fortified positions. The total num-
ber of this group amounted to around 180.000.
When combined with the regular army, count-
ed between 150.000 and 200.000, the potential
expeditionary capability of the Romanian army
could have reached approximately 500.000.%

Regular army soldiers underwent an ex-
tensive three-year basic military training pro-
gram. For those who were not serving in the
regular army, military training was conducted
through various methods. For instance, bian-
nual drills were scheduled for Sundays during
the autumn and spring seasons. These drills
occurred in company centres during April and
May, and in battalion centres in August and
September. The duration of these trainings was
six hours in the spring and four hours in the
winter. Soldiers selected through the lottery
system but awaiting their conscription turn
were called upon to undergo 60 days of train-
ing individually. During major manoeuvres, all
soldiers were summoned to participate in the

exercises and received additional training and
education, thereby ensuring their continuous
readiness for regular duty.”

Exemptions and deductions constitut-
ed significant aspects of conscription within
the Romanian army, with specific regulations
meticulously outlined in the 1891 legislation.
According to this law, individuals convicted of
homicide and those sentenced to two years or
longer imprisonment were ineligible for mil-
itary service. Additionally, some individuals
were granted exemptions from regular service.
These exemptions included individuals who
were physically weak or disabled, sons of wid-
ows or elderly parents, and sons of individuals
who had become disabled while serving in the
army. These groups were exempted from com-
pulsory military service during peacetime but
were conscripted during wartime campaigns.
Members of the Muslim or Christian faiths
who had received religious education and suc-
cessfully passed the required examinations en-
joyed complete exemption from compulsory
military service. Furthermore, the residents of
Dobrudja region were exclusively assigned to
the reserve army and were exempted from ser-
vice in the regular army.?

Deductions from the military service dura-
tion and deferments were integral components
of Romania’s conscription policies. While grad-
uates of religious education programs received
exemptions, the situation varied for those
with formal education, who were subject to a
system of reduced military service duration.
Under this framework, graduates of institu-
tions of higher education, foreign colleges, and
mining schools were obligated to serve only
six months in the regular army. Conversely,
graduates from educational institutions other
than those of higher education were subjected
to one year of military service. However, the
privilege of reducing the duration of military
service was applicable if they completed their
education by the age of twenty-six. Privileged
conscripts who served six months or one year
were subsequently transferred to the active
reserve for one year, followed by two years
in the reserve duty category. Those who were
obligated to undergo military service but had
health-related issues could obtain a two-year
deferment. The decision regarding deferment
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was made by a committee consisting of three
military doctors. Furthermore, individuals
who were exempted from military service or
granted deferment were obliged to pay a cer-
tain amount of money.”

The annual quota of young individuals sub-
ject to compulsory military service amounted
to approximately 50.000 in 1891. Within this
demographic, 29.000 individuals were con-
scripted annually. Among these, 13.500 were
assigned to the regular army, while the re-
maining 15.500 of the annual conscripts were
allocated to the reserve force, with 13.300 in
the infantry reserve, and 2.200 in the cavalry
reserve.”

Another important change introduced by
the legislative reforms of 1891 was in the re-
cruitment policy of the Romanian kingdom,
involving a transformation in the recruitment
centres. The lottery process was carried out in
each army corps centre and some provinces.
However, conducting the conscription pro-
cess in multiple centres hindered the efficient
recruitment of battalions. Consequently, the
method was revised, and each regimental de-
partments started to conduct the recruitment
process. It is important to note that the con-
scription process in Romania was executed
through a lottery system, with the commence-
ment and conclusion of service terms for each
cohort taking place in February.?’

21 in November and December, continu-
ing until the end of January. The conscription
lottery process was executed by a commission
composed of an officer appointed by the Min-
istry of War, an officer from the Ministry of
Interior, a doctor, the director of the recruiting
office of the affiliated regiment, and the local
administrator of the province where the lottery
took place. This commission was responsible
for evaluating prospective conscripts, review-
ing requests for exemptions and deferments,
and adjudicating appeals and objections re-
lated to the previously announced population
lists. The decisions of the commission were fi-
nal, and only individuals whose exemption ap-
peals were rejected were granted a twenty-day
period to substantiate their rights and claims.?®

After the commission’s assessments, indi-
viduals subject to military service were cate-
gorized into five groups. The first group com-

prised conscripts evaluated as suitable for
military service. The second consisted of those
who had submitted requests for exemption
or deferment. The third group included indi-
viduals whose military service duration had
been reduced to either one year or six months.
The fourth contained conscripts and military
school students currently in active service. The
fifth and final category consisted of those who
were exempt from military service. The last
step of the recruitment process was drawing
lot. Only the first part of these five groups was
included in the conscription lottery.?’ After de-
termining the required number of conscripts
for the regular army, the remaining individuals
were allocated to the reserve infantry, known
as the Dorobanti. The Calarasi regiments,
constituting the reserve cavalry, were not part
of the lottery system. Recruitment for the
Calédrasi cavalrymen was voluntary, as these
individuals had to possess horses and meet the
needs of their horses. Also, recruitment to the
naval force was conducted through volunteer
enlistment. Prior to the lottery, individuals
who wished to enlist voluntarily were allowed
the opportunity to express their preference for
either the land or naval forces, and those who
preferred naval service were directly enrolled.
If the number of volunteers was insufficient,
lots were drawn from residents around the
Danube River and Black Sea coasts. The results
of the lottery were final, irrevocable, and could
not be subject to repetition under any circum-
stances. Following the drawing process, the
results were compiled and publicly announced
in each province.*

2. Military organization of the Kingdom
of Romania

The Romanian military organization was
structured into three distinct components:
the regular army, the reserve army, and the
militia (home guards). The Romanian regular
forces predominantly comprised the active
units, such as infantry, cavalry, artillery, and
the navy. Additionally, there were combat ser-
vice support forces responsible for technical
aspects, including military engineering, logis-
tics, and military health service. These forces
were organized under four army corps.
m Revista de istorie militara m
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The organizational structure of each army
corps was consistent, featuring two infantry
divisions, each comprising two brigades, with
each brigade including two regiments. Addi-
tionally, there was an advance guard battalion,
a cavalry brigade consisting of three Calarasi
regiments, two artillery regiments each with
seven to eight batteries and each battery
equipped with six guns, an engineer battal-
ion, a railway company, a bridging company, a
transportation company, and a medical com-
pany. Each army corps also had a headquarters
which consisted of a command echelon, staff
officers, artillery and engineering commis-
sions, a military health service commission,
and a court-martial. It is important to note that
the three cavalry regiments Rosiori, an infan-
try regiment with three battalions, one regular
and two reserve units in Dobrudja, were not
counted in the army corps organization.*

There was no permanent peacetime organ-
ization for the reserve and the militia forces.

Their recruitment primarily served as a con-
tingency measure to replace potential casu-
alties within the regular army. Facilities for
storing various clothing, equipment, and es-
sential ammunition needed for mobilization
were established within the army corps head-
quarters located in Craiova, Bucharest, Galati,
and Iasi. It was estimated that in the event of a
war, the army could achieve full mobilization
within twenty-four days.* The Romanian mil-
itary organization during both peacetime and
wartime was as follows. Additional details re-
garding this organizational framework will be
provided in subsequent sections dedicated to
relevant subtopics.

The presented data provides an overview of
the peacetime military establishment of Roma-
nia, including 2.398 officers, 38.481 non-com-
missioned officers and enlisted men. This
structure encompassed 109 battalions, 332
companies, 73 cavalry squadrons, 58 artillery
batteries, 8.942 pack animals, and 348 guns.

Peacetime establishment of the Romanian Army*

Rank Pack
Battalion | Company Cavalry | Battery | Officer and | Animal Gun
squadron .
File
General
Staff 20 4:3 5:3
Advance
Guard 4 16 80 1.864
Regular
Dorobanti 33 132 594 13.200
Infantry
Reserve
Dorobanti 66 264 761 5.096
Total 103 412 1.435 | 20.160
Infantry
Rosiori 12 93 1.704 1.443
Regular 2 208 | 3424 | 2788
Calérasi
Cavalry Reserve 30
Calarasi
Remount (1) 7 100
Army Stable 5 111
Total Cavalry 66 403 5.339 4.231
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Field Artillery 58 262 5.226 3.438 348
Siege Artillery (1) (6) 30 561 31
Artillery
21 Fire Platoons 23 910 450
4 Labour 10 734
Sections
Total Artillery 58 325 7.431 3.919 348
Engineering (6) (24) 104 2.742
Transportation (4) 9 434 452
4
Com!)at Administration 84 985
Service (quartermaster)
Support sections
Health Service (4) 10 694
Gendarmerie 3 28 687 340
Total Peacetime 109 442 73 58 | 2398 | 3.8472 | 8.942 | 348
Establishment

Remarkably, the naval component, which was
not included in the table, comprised a fleet of
18 warships and a personnel count of 1.954.
The Romanian navy consisted of 178 naval
and civilian officers, 1.426 non-commissioned
officers and enlisted men, 50 cadets, and 300
enlisted reserves.*

The manpower of the Romanian army
during wartime comprised 3.638 officers, and
136.500 enlisted personnel, organized into 110
battalions, 436 companies, 80 cavalry squad-
rons, and 64 artillery batteries. This force was
supported by 24.868 pack animals, and an ar-
tillery contingent with 348 guns. While there

Wartime establishment of the Romanian Army*

Cavalry Rank Pack
Battalion C::_ Squa- Battery | Officer and Animal Gun
pany dron File
General
Staff 20 4 5
Advance 4 16 80 4.200 120
Guard
Infantry Dorobanti 99 396 2.475 99.000 3.000
Total 103 412 2.555 | 103.200 | 3.120
Infantry
Rosiori 12 93 2.250 1.800
Cavalry
Calarasi 60 360 7.800 7.248
Total Cavalry 72 453 10.050 9.048

m Revista de istorie militara m

e 1
1.56 |




. Field Artillery 64 408 12.800 10.000 348
Artillery
Siege Artillery (1) (6) 30 1000 200
Total Artillery (1) (6) 64 438 13.800 10.200 348
Engineering (6) (24) 160 6.000 1.000
Combat
Service Transportation (4) 16 2.000 1.000
Support
Health Service (4) 16 1.000 500
Total Wartime Establishment 110 436 80 64 3.638 | 13.6500 | 24.838 348

was no increase observed in the number of
officers and equipment during this period, it
is noteworthy that the overall size of the army
could be increased through the mobilization
and incorporation of the reserve units, poten-
tially resulting in a fourfold increase.*

As directly indicated by Hafiz Sevket Bey,
the Romanian soldiers were characterized by
their exceptional valour and aptitude for mil-
itary service. Their inclination towards hunt-
ing rendered them highly proficient in infantry
and artillery forces, while those residing in the
plains, due to their early exposure to horse-
manship, proved to be excellent candidates
for cavalry. With adequate training and metic-
ulous organization, they had the potential to
form a formidable military force.”

2.1 Central organ of the army:
headquarters

King Carol I held the position of com-
mander-in-chief of the Romanian army. The
administration of the army was under the di-
rect control of the Ministry of War. However,
as the commander-in-chief, the king was sup-
ported in military affairs by aides-de-camp
and a contingent of staff officers. This advisory
assembly, presided over by a brigadier general,
included two colonels, two lieutenant colo-
nels, and a major. Their primary responsibil-
ities encompassed providing counsel to the
king, serving as agent between the monarchy
and the armed forces, and organizing meetings
with foreign military attachés.®®

The other executive component within the
core of the Romanian central military organi-
zation resided in the Ministry of War, under the
m Revista de istorie militara m

command of Brigadier General Iacob Lahova-
ry. In 1891, the Ministry of War comprised 116
military and civil officers. Their hierarchical
classifications were delineated as follows: one
brigadier general, a civil inspector, three colo-
nels, four lieutenant colonels (one of doctor),
five majors (one of a pharmacist), 11 captains,
four civil officers, six chief clerks, one surgeon,
seven first lieutenants, five second clerks, four
architects, seven registrars, five calligraphers,
thirty-one copy clerks, and six quartermaster
non-commissioned officers.*

The Ministry of War comprised two dis-
tinct departments, each subdivided into five
branches. Each department was responsible
for the administrative affairs of its class. The
first department was specifically devoted to
managing the primary combatant elements of
the armed forces, consisting of the following
sections: 1. Staff officers and infantry, 2. Cav-
alry and Remount, 3. Artillery, 4. Engineering,
and 5. Navy. In contrast, the second depart-
ment was primarily responsible for adminis-
trative affairs, and its sections included; 6. Ad-
ministration and logistic-supply, 7. Account-
ing, 8. Inspection, 9. Military health service,
and 10. Pensions and grants.*

Undoubtedly, one of the most significant
sections within the central organization was
the department of staff officers. Throughout
the 19" century, when command and admin-
istration of armies became more complex, the
Romanian department of staff officers had a
developed organization under the jurisdic-
tion of the Ministry of War. This department
assumed numerous responsibilities such as

military regulations, reforms, mobilization
=~ |
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procedures, inspections, and the coordination
of transportation activities. It also played a
pivotal role in the regulation of military edu-
cation and training programs. The department
of staff officers was systematically divided into
three distinct branches, each led by a colonel.
The first department assumed a wide range of
vital functions, including the developments
of military regulations, supply, mobilization
and conscription, organization of the autumn
manoeuvres, and the assessment of Romania’s
military readiness for a potential campaign.
The second branch held the responsibility of
coordinating crucial elements, encompassed
army logistics and communication systems,
entailed the management of railways, post-
al services, and telegraphy. Furthermore, this
branch conducted assessments of foreign mil-
itary forces and engaged in scholarly research
into the histories of significant campaigns and
battles. As for the third branch, it was subdi-
vided into three specialized groups: the first
dedicated to geodetic activities, the second
to topographical surveying, and the third to
cartographic plotting. The personnel within
the Department of Staff Officers were under
the command of a brigadier general, and their
organization was structured as follows: three
colonels (branch directors), one lieutenant
colonel (director of the geodesy section), one
major (director of the topography section),
10 captains, eight first lieutenants (topogra-
phy section officers), one captain (administra-
tor), one officer (librarian), one translator, six
clerks, two engravers, two printers, one lithog-
rapher, one photographer, and two laborers.*!

2.2, Infantry in the Romanian Army

The Romanian infantry was organized into
two parts. The first one, recognized as the reg-
ular force, included four advance guard battal-
ions, each with four companies, and alongside
eight line regiments, two battalions with four
companies each. The second part of the in-
fantry, constituted the reserve force, was the
Dorobanti. This force was comprised of 33
Dorobanti regiments with two battalions, each
of with four companies. Rotational military
service was the norm in Dorobanti regiments.
Until 1891, only two companies and the officer

cadre of the Dorobanti regiment were on active
[z ]

duty during peacetime. Consequently, the war-
time organization of the Romanian infantry in
each army corps before 1891 encompassed 20-
21 infantry battalions, comprising one advance
guard battalion, eight Dorobanti regiments with
two battalions each, and two line regiments.
However, in comparison to their contemporar-
ies, the number of infantry troops in the Roma-
nian army was considered insufficient. During
this period, for example, an Ottoman army
corps comprised 34 infantry battalions, Russia
had 32, and Austria had 25. Additionally, the
Romanian infantry faced organizational chal-
lenges due to its dispersion into small, scattered
companies across various regions. These mat-
ters led to protracted periods for mobilization,
increased expenditures, and hindered the effec-
tive execution of training.*

In 1891, Minister of War Iacob Lahova-
ry presented a comprehensive report to the
parliament, outlining the imperative need for
substantial modifications in the Romanian
military organization. Consequently, a new set
of regulations was enacted, indicating signifi-
cant changes in the Romanian military organ-
ization. Among the pivotal aspects affected by
these reforms was the infantry division, which
underwent profound transformations. Efforts
were directed towards addressing the chal-
lenges faced by the Romanian infantry in com-
parison to their contemporaries. As part of
these reforms, the regular line regiments and
the Dorobanti force were combined into a uni-
fied Dorobanti force. Additionally, the number
of battalions within the regiments was reduced
from four to three, with each regiment now
consisting of one regular battalion and two re-
serve battalions.*”

During peacetime, the regular battalions
within the Dorobanti regiments were primari-
ly responsible for defending strategic locations
in Dobrudja and major urban centres, includ-
ing Bucharest, Craiova, Galati, and Iasi. On
the other hand, the remaining battalions held
reserve status and were assigned to attend in
periodic training exercises on a rotational ba-
sis. They were also tasked with guard duties,
participation in major manoeuvres, and serv-
ing as a resource to fulfil the manpower needs
of the regular army.**
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With the combination of the Dorobanti
and line regiments, the total strength of the
Romanian infantry increased to 103 battalions,
of which 99 battalions were constituted with-
in the Dorobanti, comprising 33 regular force
battalions and 66 reserve force battalions. The
remaining four battalions constituted the ad-
vance guard. Consequently, the infantry of an
army corps now comprised 25-26 battalions,
bringing it into closer alignment with the nu-
merical strength of infantry formations ob-
served in contemporary armies.*

The total strength of the Romanian infan-
try during peacetime encompassed 19.646
personnel, which included 1.355 officers, 4,346
non-commissioned officers, and enlisted men.
The hierarchical distribution of ranks within
this contingent was as follows: 24 colonels, 25
lieutenant colonels, 83 majors, 429 captains,
437 first lieutenants, 307 lieutenants, 41 doc-
tors (holding the rank of captain), 9 musicians,
33 third lieutenants, 424 staff sergeants, 1.687
sergeants, and 2.202 corporals. Additionally,
there were 1.944 individuals in the advance
guard battalions, comprising 1.864 enlisted
men and 80 officers. On the other hand, the
wartime composition of the Romanian infan-
try consisted of 2.475 officers, 99.000 enlist-
ed personnel, and 3.000 pack animals. When
considering all infantry forces, the peacetime
organization comprised of 103 battalions, 412
companies, 1.435 officers, and 20.160 enlisted
men. This expanded during wartime, reaching
a total of 103 battalions, 412 companies, 2.555
officers, and 103.200 enlisted personnel with
the mobilization of the reserves.*

Before 1891, Romanian infantry regiments
were primarily identified using numerical
designations. However, the implementation
of new regulations brought about a transfor-
mation in which each regiment was assigned
a unique and distinctive name. These names
were inspired by various sources, including the
military units with which the regiments were
historically associated, notable geographical
locations within the regiments’ areas of oper-
ation, or the names of significant figures from
Romanian history. For instance, the third reg-
iment adopted the name “Olt’; the twelfth reg-
iment “Cantemir’, the twenty-first regiment

was “Ilfov IV’ the thirty-second regiment
“Mircea” and the thirty-third regiment “Do-
brudja”¥’

In 1891, the Romanian infantry was armed
with Martini-Henry rifles model 1870, char-
acterized by an 11,43-millimeter calibre, a
weight of 3,970 kilograms, and a length of 1,26
meters. These rifles had an effective range of
up to 1,380 meters and were accompanied by
a 0.52-meter, 800-gram bayonet. Despite their
serviceability throughout the 1880s, it became
evident that these rifles needed replacement.
Consequently, in 1887, the Romanian gov-
ernment allocated ten million francs for the
acquisition of 100.000 new rifles. To make an
informed decision on the choice of these ri-
fles, a committee composed of officers from
various ranks was convened. This committee
conducted a comprehensive evaluation of the
prominent rifles available during that period,
subjecting them to rigorous trials. Following
a thorough assessment, the commission con-
cluded that both the Mannlicher and Mauser
rifles outperformed their counterparts. Sub-
sequently, in November 1891, the committee
placed an order for 100.000 Mannlicher rifles.*

2.3. Romanian cavalry

The Romanian cavalry was divided into
two categories: the Rosiori, which constitut-
ed the regular cavalry force, and the Calérasi,
the reserve cavalry of the Romanian army. The
Rosiori were fully equipped and supplied by
the state, while the Calarasi recruits were re-
sponsible for procuring their own equipment,
supplies, and livestock. The Rosiori cavalry
was organized into three independent regi-
ments, with each regiment consisting of four
cavalry squadrons along with a separate pla-
toon. A colonel led each regiment, supported
by 11 regimental senior officers. Additionally,
there were two third lieutenants and one staff
sergeant within each regiment. In the sepa-
rate platoon, there were also five officers and
130 non-commissioned officers from various
ranks who specialized in service support roles,
including riflemen, tailors, tanners, shoemak-
ers, saddlers, and fencing instructors. During
peacetime, the Rosiori cavalry, consisting of
12 squadrons, had 93 officers, 1.704 non-com-

missioned officers and enlisted men, and 1.443
[=o |
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pack animals. In wartime, these numbers
expanded to 93 officers, 2.250 non-commis-
sioned officers and enlisted men, and 1.800
pack animals.*

Between 1889 and 1891, significant chang-
es were introduced to the organization of the
reserve cavalry, the Calarasi. Previously, the
reserve cavalry consisted of 50 squadrons,
encompassing 12 regiments, each with four
squadrons, in addition to two Dobrudja squad-
rons. 16 squadrons of this force were on active
duty while the remaining 34 were designated as
reserve units. However, in 1891, a restructur-
ing was initiated. Eight of the 12 Calarasi regi-
ments (1%, 274, 3rd 44 5th gth 10t 12%) were re-
configured, each now composed of one active
and three reserve squadrons. Meanwhile, the
remaining four regiments (34, 7, 8, 11th) were
reorganized with five squadrons each: four as
active force and one as reserve. Consequent-
ly, the peacetime cavalry organization of the
Calarasi comprised 24 active and 30 reserve
squadrons, consisting of 298 officers, 3.423
non-commissioned officers and enlisted men,
and 2.788 pack animals. In times of war, the
numbers expanded to 60 squadrons, featuring
360 officers, 7.800 non-commissioned officers
and enlisted men, and 7.248 pack animals.*

Horses offered by Cilarasi recruits un-
derwent rigorous evaluations, conducted by
a squadron commander and a veterinarian,
before being accepted. The final decision,
however, rested with regiment command-
ers. If a horse failed to meet the established
criteria, a remount horse could be provided
to the recruit for a fee of 300 francs. During
peacetime, Calérasi recruits were responsible
for maintaining the expenses of their horses,
but under active service, all associated costs
were covered by the army. Caldrasi squadrons
were further organized into sections, with a
rotational system in place for guard duty. Each
enlisted man served one week in every eight
weeks, resulting in approximately 20 weeks,
equivalent to 140 days, of active service over
their four years in the cavalry reserve. Consid-
ering training periods over these four years,
each reserve Cilarasi recruit was expected to
serve for a total of 440 days. During their ac-
tive service, their primary duties encompassed
internal security operations and judicial re-
sponsibilities.>!

[0 1

In addition to the Rosiori and Célarasi
units, the Romanian cavalry organization in-
cluded the remount depot and military stables.
As of 1891, these units comprised 12 officers
and 222 non-commissioned officers and enlist-
ed men, responsible for procuring and main-
taining the army’s equine requirements. When
combining the number of soldiers and horses
within the Rosiori and Cildrasi classes with
these units, the total peacetime strength of the
Romanian cavalry amounted to 403 officers,
5.339 non-commissioned officers and enlisted
men, and 4.231 pack animals. Conversely, dur-
ing mobilization, the strength of the cavalry
reached 453 officers, 1.050 non-commissioned
officers and enlisted men, along with 9.048
pack animals.®

In 1891, the Romanian cavalry was armed
with the Martini-Henry carbines, com-
pact rifles measuring 0,94 meters in length
and weighing 3,47 kilograms. Additional-
ly, the first line of the Rosiori regiments was
equipped with lances, which were 3,05 meters
in length and weighed 2,50 kilograms. Cavalry
non-commissioned officers had revolvers in-
stead of carbines, while recruits in the caval-
ry batteries were armed with either a cavalry
sword or a bayonet.*

2.4. Romanian artillery force

The Romanian artillery was organized
into three main divisions: field artillery, siege
artillery, and labour companies, along with a
fourth category comprising fire departments
stationed in major cities. The field artillery was
composed of eight regiments, with 50 infantry
and eight cavalry batteries. Each battery was
under the command of a captain and includ-
ed three officers. Infantry batteries were or-
ganized with 81 non-commissioned officers
and enlisted men, along with 50 pack animals,
while cavalry batteries comprised 92 non-com-
missioned officers and enlisted men, along
with 82 pack animals. During peacetime, the
eight field artillery regiments collectively fea-
tured 262 officers, 5.226 non-commissioned
officers and enlisted men, 3.438 pack animals,
58 batteries, and 348 guns. In case of mobiliza-
tion, these numbers increased to 408 officers,
12.800 non-commissioned officers and enlist-
ed men, 10.000 pack animals, 64 batteries, and
348 guns.”
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The siege artillery, primarily appointed in
fortified positions, defensive lines, and for-
tresses, was organized as a battalion consisting
of six companies and a separate platoon. These
six companies comprised of 24 officers and
534 non-commissioned officers and enlisted
personnel. Including the personnel at the bat-
talion headquarters and the separate platoon,
the siege artillery’s total peacetime strength
amounted to 30 officers, 561 non-commis-
sioned officers and enlisted men, accompa-
nied by 31 pack animals. The wartime estab-
lishment, on the other hand, expanded to 30
officers, 1.000 non-commissioned officers and
enlisted, with 200 pack animals.>

Another unit within the Romanian artillery
was the artillery labour companies, organized
into two companies and two platoons, as fol-
lows: 1. The labour company stationed at the
Bucharest artillery factory, led by one captain,
two first lieutenants, and 400 non-commis-
sioned officers and enlisted men; 2. The ware-
house platoon, a part of the Bucharest artillery
factory, under the command of a captain, a
first lieutenant, a lieutenant, and 70 non-com-
missioned officers and enlisted men; 3. The
firearms industry company, consisting of a
captain, a first lieutenant, a doctor, and 224
non-commissioned officers and enlisted men;
4. The gunpowder factory platoon, comprised
a captain and 40 non-commissioned officers.
In total, the artillery labourer unit encom-
passed 10 officers and 734 non-commissioned
officers and enlisted men.>

The artillery class included twenty-one fire
platoons responsible for fire service, stationed
in various cities across Romania. This collec-
tive unit comprised 23 officers, 910 non-com-
missioned officers and enlisted men, and 450
pack animals. When considering the combined
strength of the field artillery, siege artillery, ar-
tillery labour units, and fire platoons, the total
number of personnel within the Romanian ar-
tillery in 1891 amounted to 325 officers, 7.431
non-commissioned officers and enlisted men,
3.919 pack animals, 58 batteries, and 348 guns
during peacetime. In wartime, these numbers
increased to 438 officers, 13.800 non-commis-
sioned officers and enlisted men, along with
10.200 pack animals, 64 batteries, and 348
guns.”’

The Romanian artillery was equipped with
steel Krupp guns, primarily in 87-millimeter
and 85-millimeter calibres. In addition to their
primary weaponry, field artillery personnel
were equipped with revolvers, cavalry battery
personnel with swords, while infantry and
industrial artillery personnel were equipped
with bayonets.*

2.5. Combat service support units
in Romania

Apart from the primary land army compo-
nents, which included infantry, artillery, and
cavalry, the Romanian military had combat
service support units responsible for various
essential functions such as engineering, gen-
darmerie, supply, transportation, and medical
health service. The engineering class played a
vital role in scientific and engineering opera-
tions and was organized into two regiments.
Each regiment comprised three battalions,
each of which consisted of four companies and
a separate platoon. The engineering regiments
were diverse, with individual battalions spe-
cializing in various functions such as digger
and sapper operations, telegraph services, rail-
way construction, and bridge engineering. As
0f 1891, the Romanian army included 12 digger
and sapper companies, four telegraph compa-
nies, five railway companies, and four bridge
companies. Notably, the railway battalion was
responsible for both operating the railway line
connecting the fortifications around Bucharest
and constructing railroads. This railway line in
Bucharest was also constructed by the railway
battalion. Each engineering company was me-
ticulously organized and equipped with a com-
prehensive array of wagons and tools tailored
to its specific functions. For example, within
each digger and sapper company, there were
two wagons containing tools related to topog-
raphy, carpentry, and ironworking, along with
an assortment of materials that included gun-
powder and dynamite. Considering all compo-
nents of the engineering class, the total num-
ber of personnel during peacetime amounted
to 104 officers and 2.742 non-commissioned
officers and enlisted men, and this number in-
creased to 160 officers and 6.000 non-commis-
sioned officers and enlisted men.*®
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The engineering class demanded spe-
cialized technical expertise, and to provide
comprehensive training and education for its
personnel, two engineering schools were es-
tablished in Romania. One of these schools
served the first and second army corps in Bu-
charest, while the other catered to the needs
of the third and fourth army corps in Focsani.
These schools were under the command of
a major and staffed with a captain and a first
lieutenant.®

During this period, a primary focus of the
engineering class was the execution of fortifi-
cation projects aimed at enhancing Romania’s
defensive capabilities in the event of poten-
tial conflicts. These projects were conducted
under the guidance of Belgian General Henri
Alexis Brialmont and resulted in the construc-
tion of numerous redoubts and fortifications
in the regions surrounding Galati, Bucharest,
Focsani, and Iasi.®!

The second component of the combat ser-
vice support units within the Romanian army
was the Gendarmerie. This specialized force
held the responsibility of maintaining secu-
rity in Bucharest and Iasi. Gendarmes were
enlisted through the lottery system and were
preferably selected from conscripts who met
specific qualifications, including height, liter-
acy, and knowledge of proper etiquette. The
Gendarmerie service was executed through
the deployment of two infantry companies
and three cavalry squadrons. Specifically, one
infantry and two cavalry squadrons were sta-
tioned in Bucharest, while one cavalry squad-
ron and one infantry company were based in
Iasi. The overall strength of the Gendarmerie
force comprised 28 officers, 687 non-commis-
sioned officers and enlisted men, along with
340 pack animals.®

The third category within the combat ser-
vice support units was responsible for fulfill-
ing the transportation needs of the army. This
category consisted of four companies, each
under the command of a captain and assigned
to one of the four army corps. The collective
strength of this category included nine of-
ficers, 434 non-commissioned officers and
enlisted men, and 452 pack animals. The sub-
sequent unit was the quartermaster division,

which comprised four platoons responsible for
[ 1

overseeing various aspects of logistics within
the army. Each platoon had specific responsi-
bilities: the 1** Platoon managed equipment re-
quirements, the 2" Platoon oversaw industrial
supplies, the 3 Platoon handled provisions,
and the 4" Platoon addressed tannery-related
needs. In total, the quartermaster division en-
compassed 81 officers, three civilian officials,
and 985 non-commissioned personnel within
the Romanian army. The final unit was dedi-
cated to managing the military health service.
This unit included four medical companies,
with each company serving one of the army
corps. These four companies comprised 10 of-
ficers and 694 non-commissioned officers and
enlisted men. During mobilization, each army
corps was equipped with four mobile hospital
vehicles, one equipment vehicle, one medical
vehicle, and one supply vehicle. Additionally, a
medical-surgical vehicle was allocated to each
army corps or brigade.®

2.6. Romanian naval force

In 1891, Romania did not have a separate
ministry for the navy, and the naval operations
were conducted under the jurisdiction of the
Ministry of War. The navy underwent signifi-
cant reforms with the regulation in 1886. This
regulation outlined the responsibilities of the
navy, which firstly included collaboration with
the army during military campaigns, coast-
al patrols, and offering support for military
transportation, secondly, inspecting and en-
suring the safety of merchant ships bearing the
Romanian flag both on rivers and at sea.®*

Recruits for the navy were selected from
volunteers within Romania. Those interested
in serving in the navy were recruited from res-
idents along the Black Sea and Danube coasts
for a period of eight years, consisting of five
years of regular service and three years of re-
serve service. Naval recruits who successfully
completed their regular service were exempt-
ed from general military duties, distinguishing
them from infantry and cavalry personnel.
Residents of Dobrudja, also, had certain priv-
ileges within this system. They served as a re-
serve force for the Romanian Navy totalling
three hundred men. They were occasionally
summoned for one month a service period,
primarily employed for activities like port and
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coastal inspections, as well as receiving train-
ing aboard naval vessels.*®®

Unlike the infantry, cavalry, and artillery
branches, the Romanian navy did not possess
a dedicated naval officer school. The need for
naval officers was met by individuals who pur-
sued education at naval institutions in France
and Italy. Similarly, the requirement for tech-
nical personnel, such as machinists and en-
gineers, was fulfilled by recruiting individu-
als who had received their education abroad.
Moreover, the shortage of naval officers was
partially addressed by considering non-com-
missioned officers with three years of ship ser-
vice, graduates of land forces schools seeking
to transition to the navy, and some land forces
lieutenants. To prepare non-commissioned
officers for roles in the navy, a naval training
school was established in Galati. The educa-
tional program at this school spanned three
years, with the curriculum encompassing the-
oretical instruction during the first semester,
followed by practical exercises aboard ships
in the subsequent semester. Upon successful
completion of this comprehensive training,
graduates were enlisted in the navy with the
rank of corporal.®®

The Romanian naval force was organized
into four distinct entities: the Flotilla Com-
mand, Flotilla Corps Depot, Inspectorate of
Harbours and Warships, and the Naval Ship-
yard. The Flotilla Command functioned as the
central command and control hub for the Ro-
manian naval forces and comprised 15 officers
and non-commissioned officers. The Flotilla
Corps Depot, led by a colonel, was responsi-
ble for the coordination of the Romanian na-
val force, and encompassed 33 officers, along
with 500 non-commissioned officers and en-
listed men. Additionally, the Corps Depot was
responsible for overseeing the organization of
the naval school, which included 21 officers,
446 non-commissioned officers and enlisted
men, 50 military students, and 300 reserves.
The third component, the Inspectorate of Har-
bours and Warships, was tasked with manag-
ing and supervising river and sea activities.
This unit was composed of 83 military and
public officers, 340 regular non-commissioned
officers and enlisted men, as well as 300 irreg-
ular non-commissioned officers and enlisted

men. Finally, the Romanian naval organiza-
tion’s last segment, the Naval Shipyard, was
primarily engaged in the refurbishment of war-
ships and the construction of smaller vessels. It
comprised 25 military and public officers, 140
non-commissioned officers and enlisted men.
In total, the comprehensive personnel strength
of the Romanian navy in 1891 amounted to:
64 naval officers, six military engineers, one
mechanical engineer, seven machinists, sev-
en artillery officers, one engineering officer,
17 public officers, six doctors, five adminis-
trative officers, 34 engine officers, 30 guards,
288 non-commissioned officers, 1.138 enlisted
men, 50 cadets, and 300 reserve enlisted men,
amounting to total of 1.957 individuals.®”
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May 4, 1889, Bucharest. Request
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
to the Romanian Legation in Constantinople
to take steps to obtain
the consent of the Ottoman authorities for
carrying out repair and maintenance works
for the gunboat Grivita
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In 1891, the Romanian army possessed a
significant naval contingent, which included
a diverse range of vessels with various classes
and displacement. The Romanian naval fleet
was comprised of 18 warships, consisting of
the following: a protected cruiser Elisabeta,
12 gunboats — two side-wheeled and one bot-
tom-wheeled — (Romania, Stefan cel Mare,
Oltul, Siretul, Bistrita, Grivita, Fulgerul, Mir-
cea, Rahova, Smardan, Opanezul and Alex-
andru cel Bun), and 5 torpedo boats (Naluca,
Sborul, Smeul, Soimul and Vulturul). De-
tailed information about these vessels is as
follows:*®

Conclusion

The Romanian army underwent significant
military reforms in 1891. These reforms were
undertaken with the primary objective of en-
hancing the capabilities of the Romanian mil-
itary establishment, which recently attained
independence and lacked long-term organi-
zational practices and experiences. A signifi-
cant part of these reforms especially centred
on the endeavour to increase the potential of
the reserve force, in line with contemporary
practices observed in modern armies. Conse-
quently, as a part of this strategic realignment,
important reform initiatives were implement-
ed within the Dorobanti and Célarasi, which
constituted the fundamental components of
the Romanian army. The Romanian infantry’s
total strength increased by uniting the line
regiments and the Dorobanti regiments. This
modification increased the wartime capability
of Romanian infantry within each army corps
to 25-26 regiments, representing a notable in-
crease from the previous 20-21 regiments be-
fore 1891. Likewise, a restructuring initiative
was implemented within the cavalry, leading
to the expansion of the Cilirasi squadrons
from 50 to 54. Additionally, the active force
of the Calarasi squadrons increased from 16
to 24.

When examining the restructured Roma-
nian military organization, it becomes evident
that a sufficient number of officers had been
assigned to the various battalions. Particular-
ly the meticulous organization of the artillery
units, marked by an ample contingent of of-

ficers and a well-provisioned arsenal, distin-
guished the Romanian land forces from their
counterparts in the Balkans. The regular exe-
cution of military manoeuvres and the com-
prehensive involvement of all reserve forces
in these exercises represented an achievement
that remained beyond the reach of most ar-
mies during this period. The arrangement of
both combat forces and combat support ser-
vices demonstrated a structure in line with
contemporary armies, effectively prepared for
both peacetime and wartime operations. Fur-
thermore, the overall direction and adminis-
tration of the military were organized under
the General Staff, supplemented by the estab-
lishment of departments tailored to specific
classes or functions.

Romania’s strategic geographic location,
encompassing both the Danube River and the
Black Sea coasts, necessitated the establish-
ment of a diverse array of naval assets char-
acterized by varying types and displacement
capabilities. These circumstances contributed
to the emergence of a substantial naval capa-
bility within the Romanian Kingdom. Notably,
the presence of various types of torpedo boats
within the Romanian naval flotilla reflects
the Romanian military’s ability of adoption
new technologies and doctrines such as the
prevalent asymmetric warfare doctrine of the
era, which primarily centred around torpedo
boats. After the 1877-1878 War, the major
powers of the time began to emphasize the
significance of highly manoeuvrable torpedo
boats over larger, high-displacement warships.
The construction timelines of the torpedo
boats integrated into the Romanian fleet align
with this period of transition. However, de-
spite Romania’s significant maritime capacity
in the regional context, featuring a variety of
naval platforms, there was a shortage of naval
officers available to effectively command and
control these platforms. The absence of a na-
val academy within the Romanian navy, even
as late as 1891, represented a significant and
noticeable deficiency in the Romanian mili-
tary, especially considering the paramount sig-
nificance of technical training within the naval
forces above all others.
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Abstract

Between 1878 and 1918, around fifty military attachés were accredited by the Romanian
state in various European capitals, and their reports™ remained unpublished for the most part.
The history of this position began in Constantinople, where a military attaché was appointed
for the first time in 1878, a mission that he kept only for a year. Gradually, attachés were estab-
lished in other European capitals, too. The activity of Romanian military attachés in various
European capitals in the late 19" century and the beginning of the subsequent century can rep-
resent the topic of more comprehensive analyses in Romanian historiography, and the names
of those who served are worth retrieving. Among them are the Romanian military attachés in
the Ottoman Empire, for whom short biographies are outlined in the following lines. The main
focus is on the last of them, Lucian Trantomir, a Romanian military attaché in Constantinople
between 1913-16. The sources for such research are diverse, ranging from documents kept in the
Romanian Military Archives to the Archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs or various county
archives in Romania. The investigation of such detailed reports written abroad by seasoned
military personnel can provide new perspectives, as in the case of other Romanian military
attachés, for reconstructing the involvement in the conflicts marking the beginning of the 20"
century.

Keywords: Romania, Ottoman Empire, military attaché, diplomacy, co-Balkan regional
policy, biography
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Introduction tary attachés appointed by the Romanian state
In the last decade, Romanian historio- | until 1918, from nominal lists published in the
graphy’ has manifested more interest in mili- | early 1980s? to the presentation of the activ-
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ity carried out by military attachés in Paris
and Berlin® in 1878-1940. In the same context,
case studies were written, such as the activity
of General Dabija — military attaché in Sofia
in 1910-13 — analysed more thoroughly*, giv-
en that his memoirs were published as early as
the mid-30s°. However, all these publications
are far from exhausting the subject, consider-
ing that between 1878 and 1918, around fifty
military attachés were accredited in various
European capitals, and their reports® remained
unpublished for the most part. Among them
are the Romanian military attachés in the Ot-
toman Empire, for whom short biographies are
outlined in the following lines. The main focus
is on the last of them, i.e., Lucian Trantomir, a
Romanian military attaché in Constantinople
between 1913-16. A first attempt of his biogra-
phy was published a couple of years ago’. The
sources for such research are diverse, ranging
from documents kept in the Romanian Mili-
tary Archives to the Archive of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs or various county archives in
Romania.

The situation of military attachés in the
late 19" — early 20" century: general aspects

The history of this position began in Con-
stantinople, where a military attaché was ap-
pointed for the first time in 1878, i.e., Romu-
lus Magheru, but he kept his mission only for
a year. Gradually, attachés were established in
other European capitals, too. Several instruc-
tions and circular letters of the Ministry of
War in late 19* century (mainly circular letters
of the Ministry of War in the late 19" century,
mostly from 1892 and 1896) and early 20* cen-
tury regulated the mission of Romanian mili-
tary attachés. It involved studying the organi-
sation of the state where they were accredited,
facilitating weapon orders and monitoring stu-
dents and young officers who studied or ben-
efited from internships abroad. On the other
hand, several aspects were considered while
appointing them in various European capitals:
full military service, solid financial capital to
cover the cost of living specific to European
cities, and fluency in several foreign languages.
The last two conditions were required from all
Romanian representatives abroad®.

In order to understand their place in the
history of the Romanian diplomacy, it is nec-
essary to outline several details concerning the
role and position of military attachés in a dip-
lomatic mission. Article 45 of the Regulation
for Romanian Legations Abroad, adopted in
June 1880, clarified the status of military at-
tachés. “They depend on the head of the lega-
tion for all matters regarding their report with
local authorities, but they receive instructions
from their Ministry and correspond directly
with it for all matters related to the technical
aspects of military art, conveying their reports
to the head of Legation, too. Military attachés
are appointed by ministerial letter and acquire
no right in their diplomatic career for this ser-
vice. The Ministry of War pays their wages
and other compensations. They attend public
ceremonies in their uniforms, along with the
legation’s personnel™. Four decades later, the
Instructions regarding the attributions and
rights of military attachés, comprising 16 ar-
ticles, were structured into seven chapters:
The situation of military attachés attached to
Legations, The duties of military attachés, The
appointment and recalling of military attachés,
The correspondence, The library, Detailed mat-
ters, Wages, subventions, and compensations.
Hence, the military attachés were part of the
General Staff; at the same time, they were mili-
tary agents and advisers attached to the Roma-
nian diplomatic missions. In 1913, there were
military attachés in France and Belgium, resid-
ing in Paris, and in Germany, Austria-Hunga-
ry, Italy, Bulgaria, and Serbia, residing in So-
fia, in the Russian Empire and the Ottoman
Empire and Greece, residing in Constantino-
ple. They were subordinated to the General
Staff and belonged to the Intelligence Office.
Concerning their activity, they were officially
named, among others, “mediators” between
the Romanian and foreign authorities in or-
ganising various military missions. In addition,
they were not entitled to give interviews to the
Romanian or foreign press, and their activity
could not be the subject of publications during
their missions. The military attachés were ap-
pointed following a proposal from the Minis-
try of War at the recommendation of the Gen-
eral Staff. Once he arrived in one of the coun-
tries mentioned above, the attaché went to the
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head of the diplomatic mission, who intro-
duced him to the local community following
international customs. He also handed over
to the head of mission all the military records,
classified information, and available political
and military reports, which he subsequently
sent to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, who,
in turn, submitted them to the General Staff.
On the contrary, the correspondence concern-
ing current, job-related matters was conveyed
directly to the last. The military attaché ben-
efitted from 400 francs annually to subscribe
to various publications in the country where
he was accredited. If he wished to make study
travels in the country where he was accredit-
ed, he did not require any special permission,
but he had to inform the head of mission of the
itinerary, purpose, and duration of his travel.
Being assimilated to a legation advisor, he was
entitled to transport, relocation, and rent com-
pensations according to the Wages Law. In ad-
dition, he received Lei 1,000 for emergencies'®.

The military attachés were recruited by the
Chief of the General Staff, who then presented
the list of possible candidates to the Minister
of War. The last handed the list over to King
Charles I, the Supreme commander-in-chief.
The Minister of Foreign Affairs was not con-

+ Colonolul Magheru,.—(Veat oxpllostia).

Colonel Romulus Magheru, source:

Universul, 1897
[0 1

sulted in the decision-making. The selection
criteria concerned several conditions: the mil-
itary attaché had to be able and capable of join-
ing the highest circles of the society to carry
out his duties, to have solid military knowl-
edge, to have notions of science and culture,
and to be well-off financially to cope with the
demands of the mission'%. There were excep-
tions, though. For instance, General Dabija,
attached in Sofia between 1910 and 1913, re-
called having been proposed for this position
by General Mavrocordat, the Head of the Mil-
itary House of King Charles I and a former at-
taché in Vienna in the 1890s. Subsequently, he
had discussed with the Minister of War, too. In
early April 1910, King Charles I granted an au-
dience to Dabija and requested more informa-
tion about the foreign languages he spoke. Be-
cause he was fluent in French and German and
had some notions of Russian, Dabija was told
he had time to learn Bulgarian, too. A month
later, when the sovereign granted him an offi-
cial audience, he received further instructions,
among which: to know as soon as possible the
language of the state where he was sent and
to send him the reports drafted for the Gen-
eral Staff. He would expect a political report
about the neighbour south of the Danube in
six months. He was warned, however, not to
get inspiration from the reports written by the
minister plenipotentiary in Sofia®.

The military attachés sent
to the Ottoman Empire

From 1878 to 1916, three military attachés
were sent to Constantinople. It is worth men-
tioning that, following the departure of the first
military attaché — in 1879, Romulus Magheru,
— from 1879 to 1910, Romania accredited no
more military attachés in the capital of the
Ottoman Empire. Furthermore, from 1911,
the military attaché in Constantinople was
also accredited in Athens; he spent a couple of
months a year in the two capitals.

Romulus Magheru (1878-79)
Romulus Magheru was born on June, 6
1847. He was the son of general Magheru, who
played an important role in 1848 Revolution
in Wallachia. In 1864, he entered the military
school, after two years he became a second
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lieutenant and two years later a lieutenant. In
1872 he was promoted to captain, and five years
later, when the Russo-Ottoman war began, he
became a major. Few notes about Magheru can
be found from the Norwegian officer Flood,
who was in Romania between December 1876
— January 1877: “After the recommendation of
a mutual friend, I was well received by Captain
Romulus Magheru, who served as my guide in
Bucharest (...) Magheru is 30 years old, officer
since 1866, captain for 5 years, artillery and
major staff officer. When you have been a cap-
tain for 5 years and have actually served for 3
years, you can pass an exam, almost exclusively
on regulations. After the exam is over, those
who pass are registered, in order of classifica-
tion, on the promotion board to the rank of
major. Magheru does not want to participate
in January [i.e. 1877], although by doing so he
will be overtaken by younger officers”!* After
1879, he was appointed military attaché of Ro-
mania in Berlin. Romulus Magheru was pro-
moted lieutenant colonel in 1885 and colonel
in 1891.

Aristide Razu (1910 - 1913)

Aristide Razu is the most famous of the
three military attachés in Constantinople
due to his successful military career. Born on
March 7, 1868, in Cahul, he studied abroad,
graduating in October 1895 from Polytechnics
— University of Liege (Belgium), with a degree
in electrical engineering'. Upon his return to
Romania, Aristide Razu attended the Higher
War School. After graduation, he became an
assistant professor of fortifications at the Spe-
cial School of Artillery and Engineering until
1903, when he moved to the 2" Army Corps'.
In June 1902, he married Margareta Laura Zoe
Mandrea, the niece of Costache Aman, the
step-brother of the painter Theodor Aman,
founder of the Romanian Academy of Fine
Arts'. On February 15, 1910, Aristide Razu
was appointed military attaché in Constan-
tinople' and, from August 1, 1911, his mission
was extended to Athens as well>. Meanwhile,
he was promoted lieutenant colonel. Aristide
Razu was in Constantinople during critical
moments in the history of the Ottoman Em-
pire: the Italian-Ottoman War and the Balkan
Wars. In the context of the outbreak of the
m Revista de istorie militara m

Young captain Aristide Razu.

Source: Viorel Frincu, Personalititi militare buzoiene
in Campania din Bulgaria (1913), in Strajer in calea
furtunilor. Magazin al Fundatiei
»Maresal Alexandru Averescu”

first Balkan war, in a report dated September
21, 1912, he notified that the empire was in
the most difficult period in its history®; but,
his activity (in special, his reports about the
Ottoman army) was not appreciated by his
superior.! After leaving the Ottoman capital,
Aristide Razu returned to Romania. He played
an important role in the First World War, be-
coming a divisional general*.

Lucian Trantomir (1913 - 1916)

Born on September 9/21, 1873, in Iasi, Lu-
cian was the son of Lazar and Pulcheria (Pro-
fira) Trantomir. At that point, his father was
44, and his mother 26. His parents lived on Str.
Kogélniceanu, nr. 699%. Lucian was baptised
on November 22, 1873, in the Annunciation
Church of the city. Two years later, in Novem-
ber 1875, his sister Beatrice was born?.

He left home in 1889 to pursue his mili-
tary career, but Lucian Trantomir was home-
sick despite seeing his father quite often. The
young man had a hard time facing the army
rigours. “I find it very hard to leave home, es-

pecially when I come to school here! As I think
11
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about it, I enjoyed so much freedom at home!
(...) Here, the reveille is at 5% in the morning;
you must wake up, dress quickly, and go out
for the morning roll call. It is hard out here
when you think of all the facilities at home”?.
Two years later, in June 1891, he still suffered
from an illness that harrowed his last months
of school. Considering he had to spend one
more week at the school infirmary, he asked
his father for some francs to cope with the
situation. “Please, get me 4 francs to give him
something for better care (all nurses are like
that) and buy what I need without bothering
you with it”*. He also asked his father to send
him three books but hide the French novel in
his pocket, not the German books, which were
“instructive and allowed”; “you can bring them
wrapped, without disguise””.

After graduating from the Officer School,
Trantomir evolved in his military career grad-
ually: from an ensign in the 7" Cdldrasi Reg-
iment on July 10, 1894%, to a lieutenant® on
April 8, 1898, a captain from March 14, 1905,
in the 3" Rogsiori Regiment® and a major in
March 1912%2 Throughout his career, he re-
ceived several decorations: “Tresor Sane” as an
officer from the emperor of Japan, the fourth-
class “Mecidiye” Order from Sultan Abdul Ha-
mid II, the third-class “Prussian Crown” Order
from Emperor Wilhelm II and the “Romanian
Crown” Order as a knight, the “National Keen-
ness” Medal for his participation in the second
Balkan war®.

On February 13, 1903, a Thursday, Lucian
Trantomir married Aurelia, the daughter of
Constantin Dandaricu, born on March 18/31,
1881%. The two had a daughter together, i.e.,
Aurelia-Lucienne-Nicole, born in Bucharest
on April 27, 1905%*. However, the marriage did
not last due to the untimely death of his wife
at 26, in September 1907, in the Swiss sana-
torium of Leysen, suffering from pulmonary
tuberculosis. In addition, from the beginning
of the year, Aurelia Trantomir had to visit the
Davos or Leysin sanatorium to treat her illness
(“double bacillus infiltrate”)%.

In 1906, Trantomir was attached to the
Austro-Hungarian army for ten months. He
was assigned to the 6% “Albrecht Prinz von
Preusen” Dragons Regiment for seven months.

For the subsequent three months, he was at-
[=5 1

tached to the cavalry division in Vienna. Upon
returning to the country, the captain published
in March 1907 the work An Austro-Hungari-
an Cavalry Division in 1907 comprising three
chapters (The Organisation of the Austro-Hun-
garian Cavalry; The concentration of the Cav-
alry Division from Vienna to Ratischkovitz, for
Mass Instruction, August 10-22; Psychology
of Annual Manoeuvres), where he presented,
among others, the distribution of the cavalry,
instruction, and horse procuring®.

Lucian Trantomir replaced Al. Razu in
Constantinople*. Though appointed in May
1913, Trantomir did not reach the Bosporus
shores immediately. The outbreak of the Sec-
ond Balkan War postponed his departure.
When he arrived in Constantinople, the Ro-
manian Legation comprised Constantin G.
Manu (minister plenipotentiary), Constantin
Langa-Rascanu, Emanuel Rosetti-Roznovanu
(secretaries), Alphonse Lahaille (first drag-
oman), and Epaminonda Papacosta (second
dragoman). One of the first decisions taken by
Trantomir in his new position was to subscribe
or perhaps even continue paying subscriptions
to the leading journals: “Messager d’Athénes”
(one-year subscription between July 1, 1913
and July 1, 1914 cost him Lei 40) and “Lloyd
Ottoman” (for half a year, between Novem-
ber 1, 1913, and April 30, 1914, it cost him Lei
11.35)%. The practice continued in the subse-
quent years. In early February 1916, he asked
the Ministry of War to reimburse Lei 190 for
subscriptions to the “Lloyd Ottoman” and “Ta-
nin” publications*.

Trantomir had no experience in the Otto-
man Empire; we suppose that the mission was
his first trip to Constantinople. The only previ-
ous relationship identified thus far is the deco-
ration he had received from Sultan Abdul Ha-
mid on November 30, 1907 (the fourth-class
“Medjidie” Order)*. The awarding diploma
states that he received it for “the high quali-
ties distinguishing him and his heartwarming
feelings for Our Empire making him worthy
of Our Imperial favour” However, one should
not suppose that Trantomir took particular
actions or initiatives to support the Ottomans.
According to historians, during the reign of
Abdul Hamid II, there was an “inflation” of
decorations. The sultan was exceedingly gen-
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erous in granting them. Trantomir’s decora-
tion in November 1907, when he was the head
of the Budget Office within the Ministry of
War, can be understood in the context of the
negotiations to sign a military convention be-
tween the Ottoman Empire and Romania. The
former suzerain coveted this convention, but it
was never concluded. The lack of sources only
allows us to suggest this connection; there are
no supporting documents at this point.
Returning to his military and diplomatic
missions, one can noticed that, once arrived
on the Bosporus shores, Trantomir was still
interested in Bulgaria (probably following in-
structions from Bucharest). In late December,
he sent a calculation based on the original
Bulgarian map on a 1:126.000 scale, compris-
ing the fortification system in place to defend
Sofia and the directions towards Serbia. The
Serbian military attaché in Athens had given
him the original Bulgarian map and promised
to provide him with a detailed description of
the Bulgarian defence system. The Romanian
officer learned that the Serbians had acquired
ten copies of the map mentioned above on the
eve of the Serbian-Bulgarian conflict by paying
Lei 10,000 to a Bulgarian officer®. Several days

Lieutenant colonel Trantomir, source:
ANI, Colectia Documente, Pachet 30

later, Trantomir wrote a report about the mili-
tary situation in the Ottoman Empire. It com-
prised information about the army on land
grouped into three categories — forces avail-
able for operations, forces unavailable for the
moment, and disappeared, about the marine;
in the end, he detailed the financial situation*.
Furthermore, in early 1914, the instructions
sent by the Head of Section II within the Gen-
eral Staff, Colonel Petala, to the Romanian mil-
itary attachés in Sofia, Constantinople, Berlin,
Vienna, Rome, Paris, and Petersburg went
along the lines: “I have the honour of asking
you to please send the Regulations of the stag-
es and any instructions, orders, etc. urgently in
force concerning the service of stages in that
army”®.

The domestic context in the Ottoman Em-
pire during Trantomir’s mission in Constan-
tinople is dominated by an increase in the pow-
er of the leaders of Young Turks and a decrease
in the role and visibility of the reigning sultan,
Mehmed V. These three years of the Ottoman
history are intensely debated even after a cen-
tury, primarily due to the repressive ethnical
policy promoted by the so-called Young Turk
triumvirate Enver-Talaat-Djemal, “the three
pashas” Enver Pasha, the Minister of War;
Talaat Pasha, the Minister of the Interior, and
Djemal Pasha, the Minister of the Navy. Lu-
cian Trantomir arrived in an empire where the
national Turkish ethnic discourse had become
dominant, and excesses were commonplace,
especially considering the 1915 moment®.
Furthermore, upon analysing the context of
the Ottoman Empire joining the First World
War, the historian Mustafa Aksakal character-
izes the Ottoman society in 1914 as “a perfo-
rated society, with perforations running along
ethnic and religious lines™.

In the autumn of 1913, the Empire bounced
back after the Balkan Wars; the Treaty of
Constantinople, ending the second military
conflict for the empire, was signed on Sep-
tember®. The Empire lost 80% of its Europe-
an possessions and became more of an Asian
empire, welcoming around 400,000 Muslim
refugees from the area. Hence, “the Balkan
Wars intensified Ottoman and Muslim feel-
ings of vulnerability, sense of violation, and
revenge”™®. The Ottoman army, concerning
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which the Romanian military attaché in Con-
stantinople gathered intelligence, had suffered
enormous losses presented by the propaganda
service as accidents of history to preserve the
image of the Ottoman army as eternally glori-
ous. The consequences of these losses included
a new reform of the Ottoman army on May 12,
1914. The addition of August 1914 was seen as
a way to rejuvenate the military and make the
recruiting process more effective®.

The Ottoman Empire joined the First
World War in October 1914, somewhat forced
by the traditional ally — Germany and entirely
unprepared to face the war years. However, the
decision to join the war stirred enthusiasm; the
propaganda was successful if we analyse the
photos taken those days in front of the impos-
ing door of the Ottoman Ministry of War (the
present-day Istanbul University). As Ottoman
Empire joined the war, one of Romania’s great-
est fears — featured in various correspondence
— was the impact of Ottoman military involve-
ment in the war on Romania’s commerce.
More precisely, a closing of the straits would
have devastated the Romanian economy;
hence, monitoring the evolution of the conflict
became a priority, as proven by the frequent
reports of the military attaché Trantomir®.
Therefore, Lucian Trantomir, in two out of the
three years spent on his mission in Constan-
tinople, lived in a city in war. Though it was not
located in the conflict area per se because the
closest front was situated in the Dardanelles,
Trantomir visualised the war under different
forms to complete his intelligence for reports.
Army enrolling and troop transfers became
frequent phenomena in the city’s streets. Per-
manently getting news from the front or con-
cerning the shell production at the Tophane
factory (near the legation), hospitals hosting
wounded soldiers on the front — all were part
of the daily landscape. He had no movement
restrictions within the city, which made it eas-
ier for the Romanian military attaché to gath-
er intelligence as requested by Bucharest. His
office was in Romania’s Legation in Constan-
tinople (Taksim), in the city’s diplomatic area.
At the same time, the Ministry of War and the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs were in the old area
of the city (the classic Istanbul). It was also
closer to the Sultan’s palace, but Mehmed V,
who reigned from 1909 to 1918, was the least

involved in the decision-making among all
modern sultans of the Empire.

Trantomir also carried out his activity in
Athens. Before his departure, he held sever-
al conversations with the Minister of War.
Through a verbal order, the latter asked him to
investigate whether the Greek army had been
inoculated with anticholera serum during the
1912-1913 campaign. Following a field trip, the
military attaché reported that, in the first part
of the campaign against the Ottoman armies in
Thessaly and Epirus, the Greek troops had not
suffered from cholera or been inoculated with
anticholera serum. During the winter, though,
they had been through gangrene caused by
limb frosting, which led to many human loss-
es (around 1,000 soldiers died). Things were
different during the second campaign against
Bulgaria. As cholera wreaked havoc, the Greek
troops were inoculated with that substance. In
June-July 1913, 10,000 became sick with chol-
era and 1,300-1,500 died®'.

Before the First World War outbreak, the
military attaché’s activity was characteristic of
his mission; for instance, in the spring of 1914,
he sent to Bucharest the campaign equipment
of the Ottoman infantry, which he had ob-
tained through mutual exchange. Hence, he
had asked the Bucharest authorities for the
equipment of the Romanian infantry*>. Fol-
lowing the outbreak of the conflagration, his
activity became more intense, and additional
tasks were added®. For instance, in November
1914, the military attaché reported recruiting
Moise Aron D. Mihailovici, born in Tulcea in
1893. The young man had come to Romania’s
General Consulate in Constantinople to obtain
a permit to return to his country because he
was threatened with recruitment in the Otto-
man army.

He was recruited and assigned to the 33
Tulcea Regiment. The consular representation
was invited “to note in his free passage permit
that he would be delivered by the relevant cus-
toms and police authorities to be sent to his as-
signed Regiment”**. It is just an example within
a wide array of such cases, where careful anal-
ysis and collaboration were required between
the military attaché, Romania’s consulate, lo-
cal police, and City Hall to identify the cor-
rect status of each subject. In 1914, numerous
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frauds attempt to avoid Ottoman military ser-
vice were recorded. Similarly, when Romania
joined the war in 1916, some Constantinople
residents tried to escape forced repatriation to
Romania or later to labour camps®. The effects
of the war’s outbreak were noticed in other
directions, too. In early 1915, Trantomir was
warned that all future correspondence would
be conveyed in a sealed envelope via the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs, only addressed to the
Chief of General Staff, not various military
heads®. Some of his notes help us to recon-
struct the expenses made by the military at-
taché in Constantinople in 1916%.

While serving on his mission in the Otto-
man Empire, Trantomir was promoted from
major to lieutenant colonel. The head of the
Legation, Constantin G. Manu, gave him the
news on March 29, 1916, On April 1, 1916,
Trantomir sent to the General Staff his re-
quest for approval of a short leave in April to
visit his sick daughter and solve several family
matters. Furthermore, in his favour, the mili-
tary attaché argued that he had not taken a
day off in around a year. “The momentary lull
in Turkiye”™ was another reason to request
a return to Romania®. A month later, he re-
ceived the order to return to the country “to
bring the papers requested”. By analysing
the passport issued in Bucharest for this visit
to Romania on May 11/24, 1916, we note that
Lucian Trantomir travelled with his orderly,
Halil Feta Selami (a Muslim who most prob-
ably spoke Turkish). This choice made his stay
in Constantinople easier. The same passport
shows he had obtained the passage permits in
Bulgaria and the Ottoman Empire on June 30,
1916, which means that the attaché returned
to the Ottoman capital less than two months
before Romania entered the war.

Around the same period, in April 1916, the
military attaché in Sofia, Tencesu, drafted a re-
port requesting the burning of the old archive
(from the founding of this position to 1914).
He provided further explanations: the General
Staff had drafted and possessed the Bulgarian
army’s classified leaflet until late 1914; from
that moment on, all the reports penned by
Tencescu were in Bucharest. Subsequently, he
mentioned the work written by General Dabi-
ja®, a former military attaché in the Bulgari-

an capital, comprising valuable information
about the military organisation of the neigh-
bour south of the Danube. As a last argument,
he stated there was no more space in the iron
house, which was relatively small. On April 25,
the request was approved, and two days later,
he was ordered to draft an official report of the
burnt papers®.

The return to the country

Romania’s entry into the war in August
1916 determined breaking off the diplomat-
ic relations with Bulgaria, Germany, Aus-
tria-Hungary, and the Ottoman Empire. Lieu-
tenant Colonel Lucian Trantomir returned to
his country and was assigned to the General
Headquarters on September 23, 1916%. Within
the General Headquarters, Trantomir worked
in the 4™ Grade of the General Staff Service;
his superior was Colonel Vasile Niculcea®.
Subsequently, he was assigned as head of the
3 Grade for a few months. At the end of his
mission, Brigadier Rusescu highlighted his
qualities: “A sharp, ordered, and skilful spirit,
endowed with excellent common sense and
a great insight into society norms”®. Subse-
quently, Trantomir became the deputy head
of the General Staff within the second army
commanded by General Alexandru Averes-
cu®”. The moment and causes of his death are
not known so far. However, the documents
that we consulted indicate that, in May 1919,
he was no longer alive, which means that he
must have died in 1918.

Conclusion

The activity of Romanian military attachés
in various European capitals in the late 19
century and the beginning of the subsequent
century can represent the topic of more com-
prehensive analyses in Romanian historiogra-
phy, and the names of those who served are
worth retrieving. The investigation of such
detailed reports written abroad by seasoned
military personnel can provide new perspec-
tives, as in the case of other Romanian military
attachés, for reconstructing the involvement
in the conflicts marking the beginning of the
20" century. It is also helpful for a compara-
tive analysis of Romania’s situation in an in-

ternational context. In the specific case of
[—=]
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Romanian-Ottoman relations, the activity of
military attachés helps us understand the new
context of the diplomatic relations between
the two states after 1878 and Romania’s strate-
gic positioning in regional policy.
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Dossier:
Romanian-Ottoman-Turkish Relations at the Centenary

of the Republic of Tiirkiye

CAUSES AND MILITARY IMPLICATIONS
OF THE EMIGRATION OF THE MUSLIM
POPULATION FROM ROMANIA TO THE
OTTOMAN EMPIRE / REPUBLIC OF TURKIYE
(1878-1939)

METIN OMER *

e N
Abstract

This paper aims to analyse to what extent the emigration of Turks and Tatars from Roma-
nia to the Ottoman Empire / Republic of Tiirkiye had military causes. The chronological limits
of the study are the year 1878, when Dobrogea entered the borders of the Romanian state, and
the year 1939, when the Second World War started.

The analysis is divided into two parts. The first part explains to what extent military ser-
vice in a Christian army was a cause of emigration and discusses whether the authorities in
Bucharest succeeded in integrating Muslims into the Romanian army. In the second part, the
interwar period is examined. The study shows that performing military service in a Christian
army was no longer the main cause of emigration, but there were local abuses by some repre-
sentatives of military institutions. These were investigated and action from the central author-
ities was called for, but the phenomenon, which had complex causes, could not be stopped. This
part also explains the attraction that the transformations in the Republic of Tiirkiye and the
military and political skills of its founder, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, had on the Turks and Ta-
tars of Dobruja. A final aspect analysed is the involvement of the Ministry of National Defence
in the regulation of the emigration process.

The main sources used in the study are unpublished archival documents from Romania and
Tiirkiye, newspapers and magazines of the Turkish-Tatar community, and the national press.

Keywords: Turks, Tatars, Dobruja, Romania, Tiirkiye, emigration

/

Introduction integrate a region with a complicated demog-

With the incorporation of Northern Do- | raphy, different legal customs, and a distinct
bruja within Romanian borders following the | administrative system. In the region that had
Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-1878, the au- | been part of the Ottoman Empire for four cen-
thorities in Bucharest had to find solutions to | turies, the majority of the population consist-

* Researcher, “Ovidius” University of Constanta.
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ed of Turks and Tatars. During the period of
1877-1878, there was a significant migration
of this population to the Ottoman Empire. Ac-
cording to a French consular report, in 1878,
Dobruja had 71,146 (31.5%) Tatars, 48,783
(21.6%) Turks, 46,504 (21%) Romanians out
of 225,692! inhabitants. By the year 1900, only
12,459 Turks and 28,450* Tatars remained.
The process continued into the interwar peri-
od when, as a result of Southern Dobruja be-
ing annexed to Romanian borders in 1913, the
Muslim population increased significantly. In
1928, in the Quadrilateral alone, there were
137,439 “Turko-Tatars’, representing 40.56%
of the total population of 338,897%. Accord-
ing to some estimates, approximately 115,000
Turks and Tatars emigrated during the inter-
war period*.

The causes of this phenomenon were com-
plex. Some of them, such as property issues
or the functioning of schools and communi-
ty institutions, remained constant from 1878
to 1940, while others, such as the ideological
aspect, the relationship with the Ottoman
Empire or the Republic of Tiirkiye, acquired
different connotations. The community itself
did not have a unified attitude. There were two
main schools of thought regarding emigration.
The first group supported staying in Dobruja
and accepting the benefits offered by the Ro-
manian state. The second group consisted of
those who preferred emigrating to the Otto-
man Empire / Republic of Tiirkiye, consider-
ing it a space where they could preserve their
identity. During the interwar period, a new
trend appeared among the Tatar population,
supporting the idea that the direction of em-
igration should be Crimea, the territory from
which their ancestors came®.

This study aims to analyse the causes and
military implications of the emigration of
Turks and Tatars from Romania to the Ot-
toman Empire / Republic of Tiirkiye. Three
main aspects are examined: the issue of Mus-
lims serving in the Romanian army, their re-
lationship with military institutions, and the
involvement of the Ministry of National De-
fence in regulating the emigration process. The
study is chronologically divided into two parts:
the period before World War I and the inter-

war period. This division was considered nec-
[0 |

essary considering how the Turks and Tatars in
Romania perceived the Ottoman Empire and
later the Republic of Tiirkiye.

The period before World War I. Can
Muslims live in a Christian country?

Before World War I, in the debates regard-
ing emigration from a military perspective, the
most important aspect was the issue of serving
in the Romanian army. This problem sparked
extensive controversy within the communi-
ty. In fact, the major theme of these discus-
sions was finding an answer to the question
of whether a Muslim could live in a Christian
country. The discussions divided the com-
munity, with different positions taken among
the Turkish and Tatar elites. Those in favour
of emigration argued primarily that it was im-
possible for a Muslim to adhere to religious
customs in a Christian country. On the oth-
er hand, leaders who attempted to persuade
members of the Muslim community to stay in
Romania included significant figures such as
Ibrahim Temo® and Mehmet Niyazi’, person-
alities who contributed to the modernization
of the Turko-Tatar society.

To understand the perspective of those
who supported emigration, one must consid-
er an aspect related to military service. The
majority of the Tatar population in Dobruja
migrated to this region following the Crimean
War of 1853-1856. According to some estima-
tions, due to policies restricting the rights of
Crimean Tatars in the peninsula and its sur-
roundings, at least 300,000 Tatars emigrated to
Ottoman territories. Some of them settled in
Dobruja, which was then part of the Ottoman
Empire®. One of the main reasons for emigra-
tion, as stated in reports prepared by officials
from Crimean police, was the introduction of
mandatory military service and, especially, the
impossibility of adhering to Islamic precepts in
the Tsarist army and the prospect of fighting
against fellow Muslims’.

However, due to the close traditional, cul-
tural, and religious ties with the Ottoman Em-
pire, a special policy was adopted towards the
immigrants. Because Dobruja was the territo-
ry where Russian and Ottoman armies clashed
throughout the 18" and 19" centuries, the
region held particular strategic importance.
m Revista de istorie militara m
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Thus, Crimean Tatar immigrants who arrived
in the region before the Crimean War were
integrated into special military units of the
Ottoman army. In 1826, the Ottomans estab-
lished the first sipahi unit composed of those
who had emigrated from Crimea. It was based
in Silistra and included Tatars, Turks, and
Cossacks. Eventually, each community had its
own sipahi unit led by its own leader’®. One
such unit made up of the Kabail Tatars from
the Babadag area fought on Ottoman fronts
located 4,000 km away''. In exchange for their
military service, the Kabail Tatars were exempt
from certain taxes and were given the oppor-
tunity to advance in military positions. Their
leader, Han Marza, held the rank of miralay
(colonel)®. The large number of Tatars settled
between the Danube and the Black Sea led the
region to be called “Little Tartary”’>.

For immigrants after 1856, the Ottoman
state adopted a different strategy. This time,
considering the very large number and diffi-
cult conditions in which they arrived, various
facilities were provided to the immigrants.
They were given a house, food, two oxen for
ploughing according to the possibilities and
were exempt from paying taxes (osur) for 10
years, and from military service for 20 years'.
Under these conditions, with military facilities
that included special status units or exemption
from military service, the prospect of joining a
Christian army could not be an attractive one.

The issue was discussed at the diplomat-
ic level between Bucharest and Istanbul. The
defining moment in resolving this problem
was the promulgation, on March 9/21, 1880,
of the Law for the Organization of Dobruja,
which, given its scope, was also known as the
Counstitution of Dobruja. The law regulated
aspects concerning the territory of Dobruja,
administration, judiciary, finances, and the
military power. In the process of adopting the
law, Romanian officials collaborated with the
Ottoman counterparts. The main concerns
raised by the Sultan’s diplomats were relat-
ed to the Muslim community. A preliminary
version of the law was sent to the Grand Vi-
zier, Said Pasha, and the Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Sava Pasha, on February 1/13, 1880,
by Dimitrie C. Bratianu, the envoy extraordi-
nary and minister plenipotentiary of Romania

Ibrahim Temo

in Constantinople’. Suleiman Bey, the minis-
ter plenipotentiary and envoy extraordinary
of the Ottoman Empire in Bucharest, made
some remarks on the draft, which he sent to
Sava Pasha on February 13/25, 1880. After the
latter’s approval, the minister plenipotentiary
and envoy extraordinary of the Ottoman Em-
pire in Bucharest presented the these remarks
to Boerescu'®.

Suleiman Bey addressed the Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Romania, asking him to ex-
empt Muslims from mandatory military ser-
vice. In his report, he also mentioned having
discussions on this matter with some deputies,
who received his remarks favourably'. In the
final version of the “Constitution of Dobru-
ja’, Article 67 stated that, for ten years, there
would be no conscription from Dobruja for
the “regular army’, although a territorial army
(cavalry and infantry) would still be formed.

Article 68 stipulated that Muslim residents
o1 |
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would form separate companies within the
territorial army, while their uniforms, paid for
by the state, would retain the fez and turban'®.

Another important legislative moment
with regards to the Muslim community and
military service was related to the incorpora-
tion of Southern Dobruja within Romanian
borders in the wake of the Second Balkan War.
The territory, also known as the Quadrilateral
or New Dobruja, had a demographic composi-
tion where Turks and Tatars were the majority,
followed by Bulgarians and then Romanians®.
Moreover, it had a unique legal and economic
situation. Similar to Northern Dobruja, offi-
cials in Bucharest chose to integrate it gradu-
ally, based on a set of special measures.

As a result, on April 1/14, 1914, the Law
for the Organization of New Dobruja came
into effect®. The law consisted of 160 articles,
regulating all aspects related to the function-
ing of institutions in Southern Dobrogea. Re-
garding military service, Article 106 specified
that all inhabitants of the new territory would
be subject to military service obligations. An
exception was made for Muslims, who were
exempted until the year 1920. Additionally, a
provision was introduced stating that Muslims
who were to perform military service should
be grouped “as much as possible” into separate
units*.

Unsurprisingly, all these legislative efforts
were not enough to stop the emigration pro-
cess. Turks and Tatars continued to migrate to
the Ottoman Empire due to military service
considerations, but especially for financial and
cultural reasons. However, there were com-
munity leaders who opposed the departure of
Muslims from Romania.

Among them, a special place is held by Is-
mail Sabri Bey, second lieutenant in the Royal
Regiment in Bucharest and graduate of the Ro-
manian military school. He was born on April
22/4 May 1883 in the Dobruja town of Isaccea.
On July 1, 1907, he was appointed second lieu-
tenant in the 4" Rosiori Regiment, and on July
1, 1910, he was promoted to the rank of officer.
Although he was promoted to the rank of cap-
tain on April 1/14, 1916, a few months later, on
August 1/14, 1916, he resigned from the army.
He was, however, recalled to the army because

Romania entered the war on August 27, 1916,
[g5 |

and Sabri participated in the operations in
Transylvania. During the battles, at the begin-
ning of 1917, he disappeared from the front
and was sentenced by the Romanian Martial
Court for desertion. Eventually, he reached
Istanbul, fleeing to Ankara in 1920 together
with Anisoara, his Romanian wife, to support
Mustafa Kemal. After the establishment of the
Republic, he settled in Istanbul, where he re-
mained until his death in 1957

In the context of articles published in the
Istanbul press accusing the Romanian state
of causing Muslims within its territory to
emigrate due to its policies, Sabri Bey sent
a “lengthy” letter in the last month of 1908,
which was not published in its entirety but
only as an extended summary in the Ottoman
daily Ikdam. In his statement, three main ideas
stand out: criticizing the decision to emigrate,
listing the facilities offered by the Romanian
state, and encouraging Muslims in Romania
to join the Romanian army®. He argued that
Muslims were emigrating solely due to “ig-
norance and fanaticism’, which he deemed
a “misconception” Consequently, Muslims,
who were the most numerous and owned the
most properties, had fallen “to the bottom of
the ladder”, according to him. In Sabri Bey’s
opinion, Muslims should take advantage of the
facilities provided by the Romanian state. Ad-
dressing the question “What do Muslims lack
in Dobrogea?’, he stated: “Even though we are
becoming a minority day by day, we lack noth-
ing..” In addition, he listed the facilities offered
by the Romanian state: institutional (the func-
tioning of the Muftiate and Mohammedan
tribunals), financial (payment of imams’ and
teachers’ salaries, maintenance of mosques),
and educational (establishment of schools)?.

In Sabri Bey’s letter to the newspaper Ik-
dam, an important aspect was his attempt to
persuade the Turks and Tatars in Romania to
join the Romanian army. Firstly, he pointed
out that Muslim customs were respected dur-
ing military service, citing the example of the
opportunity to wear the fez, which he said had
sparked envy “among many sons of the Roma-
nian aristocracy” who wished they could wear
it. He also criticized the reluctance of Mus-
lims to attend Romanian military higher ed-
ucation institutions, mentioning that, despite
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its efforts, the Romanian government could
barely find three people to become officers. He
provided a specific example, mentioning the
Ministry of War’s attempt to create a “special
company” consisting of Muslims “in the most
important regiment of Célarasi in Bucharest”.
The initiative failed even though orders were
given for them to be “treated with utmost care.
Their barracks, their kitchen..”” Out of the forty
young Muslims, three deserted within the first
twenty days, and the rest were taken away “by
their parents through petitions accompanied
by tears™*.

Surely, the opinion of this officer from the
Romanian army must be viewed critically. It is
more of an image that the authorities in Bucha-
rest were trying to promote. Indeed, Romani-
an officials took into account certain sensitiv-
ities of the Turks and Tatars, being careful to
preserve certain institutions, such as Muslim
tribunals. However, they did not always suc-
ceed in finding satisfactory solutions for var-
ious issues, such as, for instance, the salaries
of imams and of the Turkish language teachers
or the distribution of lands. Moreover, in the
newspaper Ikdam, in the issue dated January
12, 1909, another letter from Constanta was
published, this one anonymous, which seems
to be a kind of response to Sabri Bei’s state-
ments. Its tone is critical towards the officials
in Bucharest, who are seen as the main culprits
for the emigration®. In fact, emigration had
complex causes, and it cannot be solely attrib-
uted to the mentality of the Muslim communi-
ty or the policies adopted in Bucharest”.

The perception of the military service and
the Romanian army in general by the Turks
and Tatars in Dobrogea gained greater im-
portance in the lead-up to the First World
War. That’s why, during this period, voices
opposing emigration, especially for military
reasons, multiplied. The presence of a numer-
ous Muslim community in both Romanian
and Bulgarian Dobruja led the governments
in Bucharest and Sofia to seek their support.
Therefore, officials from both countries tried
to address many of the community’s demands.
In Romania, these efforts translated into reg-
ulations governing the functioning of institu-
tions such as the Muslim tribunals (qadis)®.
Additionally, the opinions of the community

members mattered in this context. An exam-
ple in this regard is Ahmed Menesi, a student
at the normal school in Iasi, a Muslim who
was well integrated into Romanian society. He
published an article in May 1914 in response
to rumours, most likely spread by Bulgari-
an authorities, suggesting that the Romanian
state was about to introduce military laws and
begin conscriptions®. This news sparked a
wave of emigration, a situation that did not sit
well with Romanian authorities because, in the
eyes of the Muslim population and interna-
tional opinion, the Romanian administration
could be suspected of not respecting minority
rights®*. Menesi countered these claims, stat-
ing that the Bulgarians’ words were “deceptive”
and the Romanians’ were “sincere’, aiming to
convince his compatriots to perform military
service in the Romanian army. He portrayed it
as a “blessing to serve in the Romanian army”
because it was superior to the Bulgarian army.
Furthermore, Menesi asserted that Romanian
military representatives planned to “build bar-
racks with mosques and baths where worthy
and cultured religious leaders will be sent™.
Although there were some facilities provided
for Muslims, such as the presence of an imam
in the army and attention to providing food in
line with Islamic precepts, there were never
mosques in Romanian barracks.

The process of emigration could not be
stopped during this period, military service
and especially the prospect of war representing
significant factors that led Turks and Tatars to
emigrate. Nevertheless, many members of the
community fought during the First World War,
in the Romanian army, some even being dec-
orated®>. Among them, Kiazim Abdulachim
stood out, who fell in the battle of Marésesti
in the summer of 1917. He was decorated, and
the Dobrujan press dedicated a series of arti-
cles praising his sacrifice. His brother, the pol-
itician Selim Abdulachim, founded the Cultur-
al and Sports Association Second Lieutenant
Kiazim Abdulachim in his honour, aiming to
support young Muslims in Dobruja®.

The Republican Era. Emigration:
a “necessity for the defence of the nation”
In the interwar period, the emigration

process was influenced by two major events.
[oa]
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Firstly, with the incorporation of Southern Do-
bruja within Romania’s borders in 1913 in the
wake of the Second Balkan War, recognized by
treaties signed after the Great War, the Turk-
ish and Tatar population of Romania increased
significantly. Considering that the emigration
process continued after 1918, in 1930 Roma-
nia had 154,772 Turks and 22,141 Tatars, ac-
cording to the census. Most of them resided
in the counties of Durostor and Caliacra®. The
issue was not the difficulty of integrating Mus-
lims. The experience officials in Bucharest had
with Northern Dobruja and the presence of a
well-integrated community in this region, with
experience in dealing with Romanian institu-
tions, facilitated this process®. The problem
was primarily demographic, this time related
to the Bulgarian population. Unlike Bulgari-
ans, Turks, and Tatars did not have territorial
claims, thus becoming a sort of “allies” to the
Romanian state in the region. In this sense,
the phrase “the guardians of Romania at the
southern border”, encountered in the Turk-
ish press in the region, is illustrative.

Secondly, the establishment of the Re-
public of Tirkiye in 1923 was met with great
enthusiasm by the Turkish-Tatar community
in Romania, who embraced the reforms initi-
ated in Ankara without significant resistance.
Under the leadership of Atatiirk, Tirkiye was
perceived as the identity space and a source of
pride for the community in Dobruja.

In this context, the emigration of Turks
and Tatars from Romania posed a problem for
the country. Their mass emigration could be
exploited by Bulgarian revisionism, accusing
Romania of persecuting minorities in Dobro-
gea, and it jeopardized the demographic bal-
ance in the region, which was unfavourable to
Romania. Therefore, there was a debate among
the elites regarding their stance on emigration.
Although there were voices opposing emigra-
tion, ultimately, the opinion prevailed that, in-
stead of Muslim emigrants, Aromanians from
the Balkans should be colonized®. Neverthe-
less, efforts were made to identify the causes
of emigration and resolve them. Some of these
causes were related to Romanian military in-
stitutions such as the gendarmerie, border
units, or the army.

An important factor that prompted Roma-
nian authorities to address the issue of emigra-
tion was the criticism coming from the Turk-
ish political elite and society. Following articles
in the Turkish press that attributed Turkish
emigration to policies directed against minori-
ties, officials in Bucharest requested reports to
understand the extent of the phenomenon and
the challenges faced by the Muslim communi-
ty. For example, a report from the Romanian
minister in Constantinople, Gheorghe Filality,
dated January 3, 1926, which was prepared in
response to an article in the Halk newspaper
published on December 31, 1925, that stat-
ed that “Turks in Romania wish to emigrate
because minorities can no longer live in Ro-
mania”*,confirmed the trend of emigration,
among the causes, “as stated by the Prefect
of Durostor County’, being “the way they are
treated by soldiers, gendarmes, and military
units, which impose various chores on the
Turkish population, hindering them from their
agricultural work and taking their food at mea-
gre prices”®. The same report also called for
measures to improve the situation of the Turk-
ish population®.

In the first half of the interwar period, one
of the causes driving the emigration of Turks
and Tatars was the issue of land distribution
for war veterans. Dissatisfaction regarding
the process of allocating land to those who
had fought in the Great War was expressed in
the Turkish-Tatar press in Dobruja. Articles
addressing this problem emphasized the sac-
rifice Muslims had made by fighting in the Ro-
manian army: “We shed our blood, mixing it
with that of our Romanian brothers-in-arms’,
the tergiversations in being given land being
described as “unjustifiable”*. Romanian insti-
tutions also noticed this issue and called for
the regulation of the situation. They even es-
tablished that families of ploughmen, orphans,
invalids, widows, demobilized individuals, and
those who had completed military service in
the Romanian army should be granted at least
5 hectares of cultivable land*.

In the second half of the 1930s, the au-
thorities” concern for the emigration process
increased. This interest was due to the inten-
sification of the phenomenon and the initia-
tion of negotiations regarding the signing of a
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convention between Romania and Tirkiye to
regulate emigration. The General Inspectorate
of Gendarmerie played a key role in identifying
the causes of emigration. The reports prepared
by this institution were significant because
they highlighted abuses by officials within the
organization as one of the causes of emigra-
tion. In a comprehensive report from 1935,
reference was made to the “obligations and
chores” that the population had to perform
at the request of civilian and military author-
ities, which could turn into abuses. The report
compiled by the General Inspectorate of Gen-
darmerie mentioned five categories of manda-
tory labour that led to dissatisfaction among
the Turkish population. Firstly, there was the
requirement to supply drinking water to bor-
der guard posts. Water had to be transported
over long distances, ranging from two to ten
kilometres, whenever needed. Secondly, the
Muslim population was demanded to supply
food to border guards and gendarmes. Nor-
mally, payment for the products should have
been made on the spot, but it was sometimes
delayed for years. The third, fourth, and fifth
categories involved the compulsory transpor-
tation of items needed by border guard posts,
by gendarmes tracking Bulgarian komitadji,
and of materials for building gendarme posts,
schools, and churches®.

These were also added isolated cases, many
of them local misunderstandings. For example,
at the beginning of 1934, a case was investigat-
ed in which a lieutenant from the Romanian
army was accused of forcibly occupying one of
the rooms of the mosque in the village of Ah-
madlar, near Turtucaia, turning it into a flour
storage and taking all the windows and straw
mats that were in the building*. In response
to these accusations coming from the Turkish
diplomatic representation in Bucharest, the
Secretary-General of the Ministry of Defence
stated that, in fact, the room was not occupied
by force, but with the approval of the hatip, of
the general committee and of the village hall,
and that the room was empty*.

In addition to addressing these specific is-
sues to prevent emigration, Romanian officials
adopted a series of measures to facilitate the
integration of Turks and Tatars, such as fund-
ing the Muslim Seminary in Medgidia and

introducing an amendment to the Romanian
Constitution of 1923, stating that the religious
representative of the Muslim community is a
senator by right*. Military measures were also
implemented, among which two can be men-
tioned. The first one is the admission without
exams of Muslim students from Dobruja to
military high schools across the country*. The
second measure involved the appointment of
military chaplains in barracks where Muslims
resided®. Their status was regulated by two
laws, the first enacted in 1921, and the second
in 1937%.

However, these measures failed to stop the
wave of emigration. The image of Atatiirk as
a strong military leader and the sense of duty
towards strengthening the Turkish army were
among the factors that influenced the decision
to emigrate. Atatlirk was admired not only for
his political abilities but also for his military
prowess, being considered the “Great Turk
who saved the Turks and Turkishness from a
great tragedy”. Part of the Turkish elite in Ro-
mania viewed emigration as a “necessity” for
the “defence of the [Turkish] nation’, believing
that it would contribute to the growth of the
Turkish army®. They also contributed to the
equipment of the Turkish army. Emigrants
were allowed to transport their animals. There-
fore, they were encouraged to take with them
horses of 4 to 8 years of age, taller than 1.45
meters, and with a chest width of more than 15
cm, sought-after by the Turkish army**

This admiration of the Turkish-Tatar com-
munity in Romania for the Republic of Tiirki-
ye and its achievements is also evident from
the visits made by community leaders or even
larger groups to Ankara. For example, in 1933,
Senator Ahmet Tasci Rifat and Mufti Hafiz Ri-
fat from Durostor visited Ankara to celebrate
ten years since the proclamation of the Repub-
lic and watched the military parade®.

Given that the emigration trend could not
be halted and both states agreed to allow Turks
and Tatars to leave Romania for Tirkiye, offi-
cials’ efforts were focused on organizing this
process under the best possible conditions.
Ankara’s goal was for the emigrants to arrive
in the best possible material conditions in
order to adapt quickly and contribute to the

country’s economic development. Bucharest,
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on the other hand, aimed to strictly enforce
bureaucratic procedures, so as to avoid un-
foreseen situations that would have created
problems for the Romanian authorities. An
important aspect of these procedures was the
military one. To be included on the emigration
lists, an individual or a family needed an appli-
cation accompanied by a municipal visa certi-
fying the emigrant’s address, a collector’s office
visa indicating whether or not they had debts,
and a military representative’s visa confirming
that the applicant had completed military ser-
vice. Then, the application had to be submitted
to the Prefecture and the Turkish Consulate®.

The issue of fulfilling military service was a
problem because there were cases where fam-
ilies wanted to emigrate but couldn’t because
a family member had not yet fulfilled this re-
quirement. To bypass all these bureaucratic
procedures, many families chose not to ap-
ply for an emigration visa but for a visitation
visa to see their relatives. Once they arrived in
Tiirkiye, they settled there and did not return.
However, in this way, even if they managed
to establish themselves on Turkish territory,
they did not benefit from several advantages
offered by the laws there®. To avoid this situa-
tion, Turkish officials attempted to inform the
population about the procedures that needed
to be followed. In such a meeting organized at
the village café in Caibular, Cainargeaua Mare
commune, Turkish diplomatic representatives
conveyed to the locals that “Those who have
sons in the army should have no worries be-
cause, after they complete their military ser-
vice, the Turkish state will bring them back”®.

Eventually, the emigration process was
regulated through the Convention regarding
the emigration of the Turkish population from
Dobruja, concluded on September 4, 1936. In
fact, the need to regulate the emigration pro-
cess through on an agreement between Anka-
ra and Bucharest had been recognized by the
Romanian Ministry of National Defence as
early as 1933. In a report on emigration and
its consequences submitted by the Ministry of
National Defence to the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, after requesting the cessation of em-
igration and the identification of its causes, a
set of measures was proposed in the event of
an agreement with Tiirkiye. Thus, emigration

was supposed to take place over a period of
10-15 years because, otherwise, it “would have
certain repercussions on the total strength of
the army, necessitating significant changes in
the organization of the army” The emigration
was to be organized in stages and by regions
and, concerning those serving in the army, it
was proposed that they be discharged as soon
as their families could emigrate™.

The final form of the Convention stipulated
that the emigration process would take place
over a period of five years, with specific areas
designated for emigration each year. In addi-
tion, it established the conditions and bureau-
cratic procedures and it applied exclusively for
the Turks from Dobruja. Regarding military
service, Article 18 specified that “Young Mo-
hammedan Turks from Dobruja, enrolled for
evacuation from their region, will be released
from military service if they prove that their
family has fulfilled all the formalities pre-
scribed for emigration and if they declare their
intention to emigrate themselves. Similarly,
young Mohammedan Turks residing in a re-
gion whose population is destined to emigrate
in the current year will not be enrolled, under
the same conditions”®. Thus, the requirements
of the Ministry of National Defence were par-
tially met.

Conclusions

From the analysis of the emigration trend
of the Muslim population from a military per-
spective, we can draw the following conclu-
sions. One of the main causes of emigration
was the requirement to serve in a Christian
army. This issue was especially prominent be-
fore World War I due to the significance of re-
ligious factors in defining the identity of Turks
and Tatars and the privileged status they had
in the region during the Ottoman period.

As a result of the Romanian state’s efforts
to encourage Turks and Tatars to join the Ro-
manian army, the initial negative perception
changed. Consequently, due to the benefits
provided by the authorities in Bucharest, such
as retaining special uniforms or appointing
imams as military chaplains, an increasing
number of Muslims chose to enrol in Roma-
nian military schools. Some of them even be-
came opponents of the emigration trend, ex-
pressing their views in the Ottoman press.

[ee |
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However, with the reshaping of Romani-
an borders following the Second Balkan War
and World War I, and the establishment of
the Republic of Tiirkiye, the military aspects
of emigration underwent changes. While mil-
itary service was no longer a major issue, cer-
tain local abuses by representatives of military
institutions led some community members to
emigrate. These problems were reported in
the gendarmerie or Ministry of National De-
fence reports, and measures were proposed to
address them. These initiatives were not suf-
ficient to halt the emigration trend, especially
considering that, after 1923, a significant por-
tion of the community admired the changes in
the Republic of Tiirkiye and the achievements
of its leader, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk.

Under these circumstances, faced with a
strong emigration trend, Ankara and Bucha-
rest attempted to find solutions to allow the
smooth conduct of this process. An important
aspect was the possibility of emigration for
Turks and Tatars who were in military service.
This situation, as well as the manner in which
the emigration should take place, were regulat-
ed through the convention concluded in 1936.
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Abstract

The First World War assumed a new dimension with the Ottoman Empire’s involvement.
The war fronts expanded to include the Caucasus, the Suez Canal, the Persian Gulf and the
Turkish Straits; however, conflicts continued in Europe until November 1914 when the Otto-
man Empire joined the war. Previous experiences of the Tripoli and Balkan wars revealed that
Ottoman Empire’s isolation brought about significant losses. After the “July Crisis; amid the
war ravaging in Europe, Ottoman administrators held negotiations between the blocs resulting
in an alliance agreement with Germany. This agreement positioned the Ottoman Empire as
one of the Central Powers. During the initial years of the war, the Ottoman Empire battled to
repel attacks against itself and relieve the burden on its allies in Europe. Turkish troops, who
demonstrated their capabilities through victories at Canakkale and Kutii'l-Amare, were dis-
patched to Galicia, Romania, and Macedonia in accordance with Enver Pasha’s belief that the
outcome of the First World War would be determined in Europe. These units fought in battles,
received recognition from their fellow soldiers, and experienced casualties. This study presents
the activities of Turkish troops using available information and documents and evaluates the
situations encountered during this process from a range of positive and negative perspectives.

Keywords: First World War, Galician Front, Romanian Front, Macedonia Front, Joint Op-
erations
/

Introduction mained neutral in the conflicts took a stance

It is noteworthy that the Ottoman Empire | against the Ottoman Empire and disregarded
was diplomatically isolated during the Tripoli | its territorial losses. In a backdrop of double
and Balkan Wars at the beginning of the 20th | standards, by other major powers (particularly
century. Even those political groups that re- | Britain), employed against the Ottoman Em-
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pire, seeking diplomatic and military coopera-
tion and alliances is a necessary step taken by
the Union and Progress administration.!

In the course of events that unfolded after
the Balkan Wars, the “July Crisis” was insti-
gated by the assassination of the heir to the
Austro-Hungarian throne, Franz Ferdinand
Archduke of Austria-Este, and his wife Sophie,
Archduchess of Austria in Sarajevo, on 28 June
1914, which marked the perceived catalyst for
the global conflict that ensued. Although the
murder of Crown Prince Ferdinand — who was
disliked by many within the dynasty — was a
contributing factor, the new process was pri-
marily shaped by nationalist and idealistic
concepts, creating an atmosphere in which
parties gave each other harsh ultimatums. In
the aftermath of the assassination, the voices
of mediators and peacekeepers were notably
subdued, overshadowed by the longstanding
rivalry between blocs and the intense compe-
tition to establish dominance. As a result, the
warmongers gained the upper hand, culminat-
ing in Austria-Hungary’s declaration of war
against Serbia on 28th July, 1914. Subsequently,
the blocs declared war on each other, one after
another.” Based on previous experiences, the
Ottoman Empire deemed it preferable to align
themselves with one side rather than remain
isolated among the competing blocks. The key
figures of the Union and Progress, who held
influence over the administration of the Otto-
man Empire, initiated the pursuit of European
alliances.® Negotiations regarding this matter
were conducted with Britain, France, Germany
and Russia. However, the initial attempts yield-
ed no results. Since the blocks took into con-
sideration the Ottoman Empire’s performance
in the Tripoli and Balkan wars, the alliance’s
demands were not met positively. Conversely,
it appears that German Emperor Wilhelm II
had a favourable view of the Ottoman Empire
in order to achieve Germany’s Middle East ob-
jectives. It could be argued that this mindset
facilitated the covert treaty arrangement be-
tween the Ottoman Empire and Germany on
August 2, 1914.*

This alliance agreement paved the way for
the Ottoman Empire to declare war on the
Allied Powers approximately three months

later. According to the secret alliance agree-
[o0 |

ment, the Ottoman Empire would maintain its
neutrality, armed with the name of “miisellah
bitaraf”. However, due to the effect of the war
in Europe, it was Germany’s wish for the Otto-
man Empire to enter the war as soon as possi-
ble. On the other hand, the fact that the battle-
ships Sultan Osman and Resadiye, which were
ordered to Britain after the Balkan War, were
not delivered due to the war situation, can be
counted among the factors that accelerated the
entry of the Ottoman Empire into the war. The
fact that these battleships were not delivered
caused outrage among the people. Britain’s at-
titude towards the Ottoman Empire since the
Balkan War brought the Ottoman adminis-
trators and public opinion closer to Germany.
Just in this process, the German battlecruiser
Goeben and the lightly armoured Breslau took
refuge in the Dardanelles, which strengthened
the Turkish-German alliance. As it is known,
these ships joined the Ottoman navy under
the names Yavuz and Midilli, and German ship
personnel were dressed in Ottoman uniforms.®

As the German Ambassador to Istanbul,
Baron Hans von Wangenheim made it clear
that the Ottoman Empire was anticipated to
enter the war.® The conflict in Europe trans-
formed into trench warfare, and Germany’s
failure to see the desired results from Aus-
tria-Hungary against Russia, after the Tan-
nenberg triumph in Eastern Europe, led to the
entanglement of the war in the European con-
tinent. As Germany faces challenges in both
Western and Eastern Europe, it is hoping for
support from Britain and Russia beyond the
European continent to alleviate its burdens.”

In this setting, on October 27th, 1914,
the Ottoman navy, led by German Admiral
Wilhelm Souchon and commanded by Enver
Pasha, sailed into the Black Sea and attacked
essential Russian ports including Odesa and
Novorosisk. The “Black Sea Incident” was a
clear indication of Ottoman Empire’s involve-
ment in the war. Britain and France declared
war on 5 November in response to the event,
while Russia declared war and attacked the
eastern border of the Ottoman Empire on 1
November.®

The entry of the Ottoman Empire into the
war was actually associated with the goal of
ending the Russian dominance in the Black
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Sea. But later it was seen that this could not
be achieved at the desired level. On the other
hand, with the gains from the war, there was
no obstacle for the Ottoman Empire to reach
its strong days again, especially the “Avrupa-i
Osmani [Ottoman Empire in Europe” lost with
the Balkan War and the “Elviye-i Selase (Kars,
Ardahan, Batum/Batumi)” lost in the 1877-
1878 Ottoman-Russian War became possible.

The actions of the Allied Powers shaped the
fronts in which the Ottoman Empire partici-
pated during the first year of the war. Moreo-
ver, until the early months of 1915, the Otto-
man Empire was preoccupied with the Darda-
nelles, Suez, and Canal operations, including
the operation on the Suez Canal. When Ger-
many was making no progress, the Canal and
Sartkamis operations diverted the Entente
States’ attention away from Europe.’ And, as is
well known, the Gallipoli Campaign of the Al-
lied Powers began on 19th February 1915 with
the aim of aiding Russia and ending the war
through the defeat of Germany via the elimina-
tion of the Ottoman Empire. Troops landed on
24th April 1915, and the campaign concluded
on 9th January 1916, with the departure of the
last Entente soldier from Gallipoli.

Considering the events that took place si-
multaneously from the entry of the Ottoman
Empire to the war until the beginning of 1916;
on the Caucasian front, Kopriikoy on 5-14 No-
vember, First Azap on 16-23 November 1914,
Operation Sarikamis on 22 December 1914
— 4 January 1915, First Tortum on 5 May-5
June 1915, Second Tortum on 6-13 June and
10- It is seen that he fought the Second Azap
battles on 16 January 1916."° In the same peri-
od, the British advanced from Basra to Amare
on the Iraqi front and the Battle of Selman-1
Pak was fought on 22-25 November 1915.'" At
the same time, the First Canal Expedition was
carried out on the Canal-Sinai front. During
the Turkish victory in Kutiil-Amare in April
1916 on the Iraqi front, there were days that
preceded the Second Canal Expedition on the
Canal-Sinai front, and the Canal-Sinai front
was transferred to the Palestine-Syria front in
the following days.'?

The total number of Ottoman soldiers
who fought in such a vast region was around 2
m Revista de istorie militara m

million 850 thousand, including the Ottoman
soldiers born in 1891-1893 who were under
arms at the time of the war and the Ottoman
soldiers who were in reserve during the war."
The reflection of this number on the fronts
was as follows: According to the mobilization
order dated August 2, 1914, the number of
Russian troops opposite the 3rd Turkish Army
on the Caucasian front was approximately
350,000."* On the other hand, as of Novem-
ber 1914, the Turkish force on the Iraqi front
exceeded 23,000, of which 377 were officers,
while the British force against them exceeded
20,000 with Indian soldiers. In the first days of
January 1915, there was a British force of more
than 30.000 in the Suez Canal area.” In Gal-
lipoli, it is seen that there was a force of about
489,000 people, considering that there were
410,000 British, Anzac and 79,000 French per-
sonnel, together with the navy, on a rounded
basis, against the Ottoman Empire, which re-
sisted with a total force of 260,000 people until
the end of September 1915."® When all these
figures are put together, it would be unfair to
say that the Ottoman Empire, which fought
against the Allied forces of 265,000 Russians,
539,000 British and colonial forces and 80,000
French on the Caucasus, Iraq, Canal and Gal-
lipoli fronts, did not ease the burden of Ger-
many on the European fronts."

Strengthened by its victories in Gallipoli
and Iraq, the Turkish army faced two challeng-
es in the summer of 1916 — the Second Canal
Campaign and Russia’s offensive in the East.
Both were met with a well-prepared response,
and the Russian attacks were successfully re-
pulsed.'®

This brief introduction explains the his-
torical process that led to the deployment of
Turkish troops to the European battlefields, a
subject that remains controversial.

Events Leading to the Deployment
of Turkish Troops to Europe
As this article focuses on the actions of the
Turkish troops in Galicia, Romania and Mac-
edonia during the First World War on the Eu-
ropean fronts, it is necessary to look at what
happened in Europe from the time the First

World War began until the summer of 1916.
[97 |
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The general course of the war was deter-
mined by the European fronts, which influ-
enced the thoughts and objectives of every
participating state. In this regard, the objec-
tives and goals of Great Britain and Germany
have been extensively discussed throughout
the literature."

It is evident that, with the aid of Germany,
the Austro-Hungarian Empire opposed Russia
in the Eastern European front, while German
forces were engaged in fighting against French
and British troops in the West. Specifically, the
attitudes of Austria-Hungary and Russia were
instrumental in shaping the course of the war
and exerted significant influence on the activi-
ties in the Eastern European Front throughout
the First World War. However, the significance
of the German strategy (Schlieffen Plan) is
evident in the conflicts of the Central Powers
in Europe. As per this strategy, operations in
Eastern Europe were delayed after those in
Western Europe, giving priority to the West-
ern Front. The Schlieffen plan appears rather
straightforward in two stages: The initial step
entails bypassing the French fortifications
in the western region by entering France via
Belgium, followed by promptly advancing to-
wards Russia in the east in the second stage to
benefit from Russia’s delays during prepara-
tion. Collaborating with Austria-Hungary for
military purposes constituted the fourth phase
of the plan formulated by Moltke the Young-
er for execution. However, it has become
necessary to dispatch reinforcements to the
Austro-Hungarian troops, who have failed to
halt the Russian advance as anticipated. Gen-
eral Ludendorff’s assessment reveals that Aus-
tria-Hungary’s military strength has gradually
declined over the past three years. The parties
acknowledge that the risk of disintegration
among Austria-Hungary’s troops, comprised
of diverse ethnic communities, could further
erode its military capability. It can be stated
that the Eastern European battlefields stretch
in an arc from the Baltic Sea in the north to
the Adriatic below. During the initial months
of the conflict, the northern region of this hy-
pothetical arc saw activity with the Tannen-
berg and Mazuria Lakes struggles, while the
focus of fighting towards 1916 shifted to the

Carpathians. Galicia and Romania (Dobruja
[95 |

/ Dobrogea) are regions that border the Car-
pathians and lack significant topographical
features. These territories have been the sub-
ject of continuous power struggles due to their
geographic location and were the site of major
conflicts in Eastern Europe during the First
World War.

Advancing on the Eastern front during Au-
gust 1914, the Russians entered East Prussia
and invaded the rest of Galicia. They defeated
the Austro-Hungarian troops near Lemberg
(Lwow-Lviv).® Following this Russian ad-
vance, on 11 September the Austro-Hungar-
ian troops were forced to retreat behind the
San River.?® Although on 13 September the
German forces advanced towards the Russian
zone southeast of the Eastern European Front,
the town of Przemysl, a crucial fortification on
the Eastern front, was besieged by the Russians
on 22 September following the retreat of the
Austro-Hungarian troops. When examining
the overall progress of the war, it becomes ap-
parent that the Russians considered two po-
tential options for their operation: one head-
ing West-Northwest, and another heading
South-Southwest. The successes of the Entente
Powers on the Western Front, particularly at
the Marne, prompted Russia to swiftly choose
the West-Northwest direction, specifically
Silesia. In response, Germany formed a new
army called the “Ninth Army” in Silesia to as-
sist the Austro-Hungarian forces. The German
9th Army crossed the Vistula River in early
October and advanced towards the vicinity
of Warsaw, exploiting the weak Russian front
line. By the end of October, they had arrived.
During the process, the Austro-Hungarian
troops gained the upper hand in the Russian
area, reclaiming the San River line and Prze-
mysl by 9 October. In late 1914, Erich von Falk-
enhayn, the Chief of the German General Staff,
assigned Hindenburg, along with Ludendorff,
to the Eastern European Front. Anton Lud-
wing August von Mackensen was appointed to
the 9th Army in these changes.”

It is apparent that the Russians confronted
the 9th Army with two armies in violation of
regulations. At the end of 1914, 143 Russian
divisions encountered 53 Austrian and 39 Ger-
man divisions.”® Following the start of 1915,
the Eastern European war entered a period
m Revista de istorie militara m
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of stagnation due to the winter season, while
battles continued on the Western front. On
the Eastern Front, two-pronged assault on the
Russians was planned by German General von
Ludendorff and the Chief of the Austrian Gen-
eral Staff General Franz Conrad von Hotzen-
dorf. The Tenth German Army was formed
in eastern Prussia to execute this plan, which
aimed to push Russia out of Poland.?* Russian
troops in eastern Poland and Galicia were di-
vided by the northwest-southwest boundary
of the area. The troops of both nations were
split into two separate sections, with new units
formed specifically for this operation.”

The Germans launched an operation in
Masuria from the north and south during the
formation of the 12th Russian Army in early
February 1915.% The Russians were trapped in
the region and their morale weakened due to
the lack of supplies, which ultimately led to the
German victory.”” Compared to the positive
developments in German territory, the Aus-
tro-Hungarian troops’ delayed completion of
their supplies determined the fate of the oper-
ation that would start from the Carpathian di-
rection. This process saw only minor advances
accompanied by great losses in Eastern Europe
on behalf of the Central Powers.?

Meanwhile, Italy’s decision to support the
Allied Powers in the first half of 1915 had an
impact on the general course of events. In the
autumn of the same year, German and Aus-
tro-Hungarian forces marched into Serbia and
captured Belgrade. Advancing Central forces
eradicated half of the Serbian army, removed
Serbia and Montenegro from the maps, and
declared control over the northern areas of Al-
bania. In response, the British and French sup-
ported Greece and deployed troops to Thes-
saloniki, leading to the closure of the Serbian
Front and the establishment of the Macedoni-
an Front.” The Gallipoli Campaign proved im-
pactful in determining the stance of the Balkan
states. In the third quarter of the year, Greece
announced mobilisation; Bulgaria joined the
war in support of the Central Powers.** The
potential threat of attack from the Allied Pow-
ers via Macedonia became a concern for the
Ottoman Empire towards the end of 1915.3' In
the “Donanma (Navy)” magazine published on
those dates, it is reported that Russia invaded
m Revista de istorie militara m

Bessarabia but subsequently retreated without
achieving any results.*? Similarly, von Bronsart
highlighted this situation in his confidential
report.®

Sending Turkish Soldiers to Europe
and the Balkans in 1916

The debate regarding the deployment of
Turkish soldiers to Europe has been covered
extensively. In this regard, evaluations were
made about whether it was a request of the
German General Staff or a proposal by Enver
Pasha.** According to sources, General Falk-
enhayn’s claim that he rejected Enver Pasha’s
offer is thought to be true for the initial phase
of the war.*® Because, considering the course
of the war in Eastern Europe, the fact that
the Austro-Hungarian troops could not cope
with the Russian attacks meant that a victory
such as Gallipoli would be jeopardized for the
Ottoman Empire.*® Although the connection
between Galicia and Istanbul seems distant
in terms of geographical location, the Russian
policy expressed as “The road to Constantino-
ple passes through Warsaw” clearly reveals this
situation.”

The Russian attacks that started in the
summer of 1916 in Eastern Europe inflicted
great losses on the Austro-Hungarian troops.*®
The failure to stop the Russian attacks was
evaluated as the collapse of the Eastern Euro-
pean Front and a herald of general defeat. Due
to the critical situation on the Western front,
it is not considered possible to support Aus-
tria-Hungary, which Germany had strength-
ened financially and morally with the armies
it established since the beginning of the war, in
the same way in the middle of 1916. It can be
said that the decision of the German Chief of
General Staff Falkenhayn to evaluate the Turk-
ish troops in fighting on the Eastern European
Front was shaped in this environment.*

During the period when Turkish troops
were sent to Europe, the size of the Ottoman
Army increased.” It can be assessed that,
with the increase in personnel and the estab-
lishment of a new organization, the Ottoman
Empire was in a relatively stable position on
the fronts where it fought.* The 15th Corps,
followed by the 6th Corps — both significantly

better equipped than the Ottoman forces on
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the front line — were dispatched to Eastern Eu-
rope as prestigious units. In a similar vein, the
20th Corps was deployed in Macedonia.*

Activities of the 15th Turkish Corps
on the Galician Front

The 15th Corps, which had achieved great
success in the Gallipoli campaign, was reor-
ganised to be sent to Galicia.*» According to
the plan prepared for the transfer order, the
corps, consisting of 625 officers, 31,560 sol-
diers and 5,293 animals, was transferred via
Hungary — via Belgrade, Budapest, Krakow,
Przemy$l, Lemberg, Podwysokie — to the
river Zlotalipa, under the command of Lieu-
tenant General Felix Graf von Bothmer, who
had been deployed in the south of the Eastern
Front since mid-August.** The units in which
the 15th Turkish Corps participated were the
German Southern Army within the Karl Army
Group and consisted of the 3rd and 7th Army
Groups. The Southern Army consisted of the
9th Corps, the Hoffmann Corps, the 15th
Turkish Corps, the 6th Corps, the 12th Corps,
the 48th Reserve Division and the Range In-
spectorate under the command of Felix Graf
von Bothmer. The 15th Turkish Army Corps
initially joined the Linsingen Army Group fur-
ther north, around Kovel, but was placed un-
der the command of Graf von Bothmer after
its deployment to Galicia.** They took up place
on the west coast of the Zlotalipa.* In this re-
gion, the Russian 47th Division, consisting of
the 185th and 187th Regiments, the 41st Divi-
sion, consisting of the 161, 162, 163 and 164th
Regiments, the 26th Division, consisting of the
101st, 102nd, 103rd and 104th Regiments, and
the 3rd Turkestan Division, consisting of the
10th, 12th and 23rd Regiments, took part in
the war.* In the battles of Zlotalipa, the Turk-
ish troops suffered a total of 100 wounded
and 30 martyrs (between 14 and 22 August).*
While part of the corps took over the positions
of the Hungarian troops and took part in the
battles, the corps continued its transport op-
erations.®

The Corps, led by Colonel Yakup Sevki Bey,
is deployed with the 1st Bavarian Reserve Di-
vision on the right, the Hoffmann Corps on
the left, and the Corps Headquarters in Pod-

wysokie. Additionally, the headquarters of the
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20th Division under the command of Lieuten-
ant Colonel Yasin Hilmi is located in Szumla-
ny, and the headquarters of the 19th Division
under the command of Lieutenant Colonel
Sefik is located in Mieczyszcow.” The endeav-
our to assault the 77th Turkish Regiment led
by Captain Saip against the watchful Alliance
soldiers was hindered by artillery fire on the
2nd of September. On the following day, con-
flicts occurred in the Potutory area where the
310th Hungarian Honat Regiment, employed
in the attack, had to retreat, and the Hoffmann
Corps was fatigued.” In the attempt planned
for the 5th of September, the 15th Turkish
Corps was assigned to assist the Hoffmann
Corps. During the withdrawal and securing on
6th September, the rear-guard of the 20th Di-
vision was at risk of encirclement owing to the
untimely movement of the 1st Bavarian Re-
serve Division. Heavy losses were incurred by
the 20th Division during the withdrawal, with
the 1st Battalion of the 61st Regiment bearing
the brunt of it. The entire 5th Division was also
captured, besides the regimental units’ losses.
In the area of the 19th Division, two compa-
nies from the 2nd Battalion of the 77th Regi-
ment were surrounded and captured, another
event similar to others.>

On 7th September, after the allocation of
responsibilities, the Corps headquarters were
left unchanged, but the 20th Division’s head-
quarters was relocated to Lipicagorna, and
that of the 19th Division was moved to Hutys-
ko. During the latest resettlement, clashes re-
sulted in around 1,500 casualties, including
deaths, injuries, and missing persons. Never-
theless, no activity was detected on the night
of 8th September, nor on 9th September.>

In the meantime, objective assessments
were made that security precautions in the
Corps vicinity were inadequate and that the
Russians could approach very closely. Fur-
thermore, solely relying on scouts for security
was deemed incorrect. On September 15th,
in the 61st Regiment region and under Cap-
tain Bahattin’s command, a raid was conduct-
ed on the Russian trenches across from the
419-altitude hill. At the same time, the Rus-
sian troops’ attack on the 2nd Battalion of the
62nd Regiment was repelled, and the assault
on the 397m hill in the 57th Regiment area
m Revista de istorie militara m
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was unsuccessful towards the evening. On
September 15, the Russian offensive aimed at
breaking the battle line formed by the Turkish
and German troops, targeting the 61st Turkish
Infantry Regiment. This attack resulted in sig-
nificant losses to Turkish soldiers. Due to the
absence of tactical reserves, no reinforcements
were provided to prevent the breaking of the
battle line.** The 20th Turkish Infantry Divi-
sion, which suffered significant losses during
the Russian attacks, eventually secured a 5 km
front, while the relatively resilient 19th Turk-
ish Infantry Division defended a 10 km front.
It was observed that the Russians had made a
move in the battles that had taken place thus
far, and responded accordingly. According to
the predetermined order of attack, the conflict
that commenced at dawn on 16th September
persisted on the 307-altitude hill in the 19th
Division zone, located within the areas of the
62nd and 63rd Regiments of the 20th Division,
directed by Major Ahmet Muhtar, and was
successfully repulsed within twelve hours. It
was documented that poison gas was admin-
istered by Russian forces in the territory of the
62nd Regiment, led by Major Nazmi, during
this conflict.*®

The Russian troops, who advanced to the
second line on the Hill 397, under the respon-
sibility of the 57th Regiment, commanded
by Major Hayri, acted together with the 57th
Regiment of the 72nd Regiment and were
pushed back with the fire support of the 55th
German Division, thus clearing the area of
the 19th Corps of Russian troops. In the Sep-
tember 16 fighting, in which the 15th Corps
fought for about 12 hours, defended its posi-
tions and achieved significant successes, the
opposing Russian troops were 185 and 187
of the 47th Division; 161, 162, 163 and 164 of
the 41st Division; 101, 102, 103 and 104 of the
26th Division; and 10, 12, 21 and 23 regiments
of the 3rd Division. Although four divisions
achieved success against the Russian troops, it
was observed that the Turkish Corps became
exhausted, sustained considerable casualties,
and even experienced a shortage of officers
in some of its divisions. In this instance, there
was a modification made to the boundary be-
tween the 15th Turkish Army Corps and the
m Revista de istorie militara m

Gerok Group, resulting in Lipicadolna line be-
ing handed over to the Gerok Group, except
for Hill 417.5¢

While there was a general stalemate on
the front during the morning of 17 Septem-
ber, the attack launched towards the 61st and
63rd Regiments by the 20th Division at ap-
proximately 11 o'clock was countered by the
216th German Reserve Division and the 20th
Division, resulting in defeat for the attackers
in Lipicadolna. During these battles, in which
Russian troops attacked the positions of the
Turkish Corps until evening, casualties were
sustained, and officers, including regimental
commanders, fought alongside privates. Since
deploying in Galicia, the Turkish Corps has
lost 95 officers and 7,000 soldiers, leaving six
battalions and 22 companies without a com-
mander within a month. Overall, there was
a setback at the front between 18th and 24th
September.

The 41st Russian Division, comprising the
162nd, 163rd, and 164th Regiments, launched
a direct attack on the southern section of the
77th Turkish Regiment’s territory as well as the
62nd Regiment. They successfully took over
the first-line trenches located on the eastern
side of Hill 421. However, a counter-attack car-
ried out by the Russian forces on September 24
at 17:00, saw them being pushed back. Despite
incurring significant casualties, a noteworthy
number of prisoners were taken. Between the
25th and 29th of September, reconnaissance
missions were conducted and artillery and
heavy infantry weapons were fired, but no oth-
er action occurred on the front. The Turkish
Corps replaced the 62nd Regiment with the
61st Regiment as a precaution on the 27th of
September. Intelligence reports indicated that
the Russian troops, who were anticipated to at-
tack in October, began to approach the Turk-
ish positions and subsequently attacked the
Hoffmann Corps on the 30th of September.
At approximately 13.30, the 77th Regiment
launched an attack on the 61st, 72nd, and 57th
Regiments, successfully reaching the positions
of the 61st and 57th Regiments. A bayonet bat-
tle ensued, involving the 72nd Regiment under
the leadership of Major Rifat. In the report sent
to the Turkish Deputy Commander-in-Chief,

it was stated that this battle was the fourth in
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which the Corps participated. Approximately
500 prisoners were taken, with the majority
of losses suffered by the 61st, 62nd, and 57th
Regiments, totalling 45 officers and 5,000 pri-
vates. Roughly 12,000 soldiers were armed
with rifles. The deficiencies at the command
level were addressed by the non-commis-
sioned officers who were in charge of directing
the battalions and companies.*”

At approximately 11 o'’clock on the 1st of
October, an assault on the 20th Division zone
was thwarted with gunfire, while no move-
ment was detected in the 19th Division re-
gion.”® Artillery fire persisted on the 2nd and
3rd of October, with occasional intervals and
sporadic gunshots. Although Russian troops
temporarily advanced in these attacks, they
were subsequently driven back with a coun-
ter-offensive. The Russian attempt to seize Hill
421 (Cevattepe) on the 6th of October was
repelled. The Turkish Commander-in-Chief
received a report stating that 15 officers and
3,000 privates were lost by the Turkish forces
in the mentioned two days. Meanwhile, the
losses on the opposite side were four or five
times higher.”® The 20th Division was incapac-
itated by tremors and the fatigue of the Corps
reserves necessitated adjustments to the front
line. As per army orders, the 20th Division was
removed for recovery, while the 36th German
Reserve Division and 18th Reserve Infantry
Regiment were dispatched in its place and re-
mained under army control.°

Between 8th and 15th October, there was
little activity on the front. Prior to the re-
newed assault commencing on 15th October,
the Corps units worked to enhance their po-
sition and fortify their positions. The attack
was launched directly against Turkish posi-
tions which suffered heavy losses and were
eventually eliminated. By the evening of 16th
October, the 61st Regiment had taken up
position in Hutysko as a corps reserve. Lieu-
tenant-Colonel Sedat, who had the necessary
skills to form and develop Turkish units simi-
lar to the German storm troopers (Stoftrupp)
in Galicia, was appointed to replace the com-
mander of the 19th Division, who left Galicia
on the same day.!

The Headquarters of the 20th Division has
reached Hutysko. Apart from sporadic clash-
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es, there were no noteworthy offensives on the
front. Towards the end of the month, the 15th
Turkish Corps took advantage of the situation
and attacked the Russians on the Cevat and
Riza hills east of Hill 421, which is in front of
the front. As a result, the 63rd Turkish Regi-
ment captured a considerable number of pris-
oners and ammunition.®*

By the end of 1916, battles in early No-
vember had established divisional lines and
disbanded the German Lebedor Detachment.
The 57th Regiment from the 19th Division and
the 62nd Regiment from the 20th Division,
with one battalion missing each, were placed
in corps reserve. Reinforcement works were
carried out due to the continued stagnation
on the front. In the meantime, it was observed
that the Russian divisions underwent alter-
ations, and it was ascertained that the 21st,
23rd, and 52nd Russian divisions were posi-
tioned opposite the Turkish Corps.®

In 1917, arrangements were ongoing in the
Galician Front. On 14 January, the 36th Ger-
man Division on the right of the Corps was
placed under the operational control of the
15th Turkish Corps, resulting in a change in
the Corps’ line.

The assault of Russian forces on the 19th
Division commenced at daybreak on 28th Jan-
uary 1917. As a consequence of the attack on
the 77th Regiment towards the 397-altitude
(Cikilani) hill, some of the trenches were re-
captured in a counter-attack. According to the
testimonies of the detained captives, the units
responsible for the attack were the 81st, 82nd,
and 23rd Regiments. The assault on the right
flank of the 57th Regiment failed to proceed
due to the defensive firing and artillery of the
German division located to the north.**

In February 1917, the 72nd and 77th Regi-
ments of the 19th Division exchanged their ar-
eas of responsibility. Despite several attempts
by Russian troops to attack on different days
throughout the month, they were unsuccess-
ful. On 12 March, the 20th Division took the
positions to the left of the 36th German Re-
serve Division, while the 119th German Divi-
sion took control of Cikilani and its surround-
ing areas, previously held by the 19th Division.
Furthermore, on 15th March, the 36th Ger-
man Division, under the supervision of the
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15th Turkish Corps, began operating under the
command of the 27th German Corps. Based
on the available intelligence, it was determined
that the 21st Russian Division, which previ-
ously faced the 19th Division, was substituted
by the 108th Division and the 3rd Transamur
Division. Furthermore, two regiments of the
3rd Transamur Division were located in the
Cikilani.®®

Meanwhile, the political events in Rus-
sia had an impact on the front. Two Russian
soldiers approached the trenches in the 15th
Corps region and stated that they did not want
war, which can be interpreted as reflecting
Lenin’s stance on permanent peace.® Although
there was mutual artillery fire, the front re-
mained stagnant until mid-May. Nevertheless,
Russian aircraft activity and movements be-
hind the front suggested a forthcoming attack,
prompting the preparation for a counterattack.
The Turkish troops’ strategic placement pre-
vented significant casualties from the Russian
attacks that began in the spring of 1917. It is
evident that the Russians sustained significant
casualties during the conflicts that persisted at
various intervals and intensities until the end
of May. The new series of Russian attacks that
started in June 1917 continued relentlessly un-
til the end of the month.*

Departure of the 15th Corps from the
Front and the Activities of the Remaining
20th Turkish Division

On 10th April, Turkish military officials
announced that their troops stationed in Gali-
cia would be transferred to another front. In
compliance with this, the 15th Corps made
arrangements to return home in May-June.
In accordance with the orders of the Turkish
Commander-in-Chief, the 15th Corps will
depart successively, with the 19th Division
leaving after handing over its positions to a
German division, while the 20th Division will
continue to serve at the front for some time.
The 19th Division successfully adhered to
the transfer schedule from 11th June to the
evening of 7th July. They were replaced by the
German 15th Reserve Division. Although Ke-
rensky was the Head of Government during
the transfer of the corps headquarters, it had
no effect on the front. However, it was ob-
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served that the Russian troops expedited their
preparations for the offensive. As a result, the
7th Siberian Corps and 22nd Russian Corps
were stationed against the 15th Corps. Heavy
artillery fire began at 5 o’clock on June 29, fo-
cusing on the 20th Division area followed by
the attack on Rohatyn and then expanding to
the entire front the next day. Specifically, be-
fore noon on the first day, the 20th Turkish
Division area was attacked first against the
61st Regiment, then in the afternoon against
the 62nd and 63rd Regiments, and continued
through the night. During this attack, poison
gas shells were fired, trenches were destroyed
by artillery fire, and communication lines were
cut. However, they were able to repel their op-
ponents. The attack was focused on the centre
of the front, resulting in heavy casualties for
the 20th Division and neighbouring German
divisions. After the fire subsided at night, artil-
lery fire increased again at around 5 o’clock on
July 1st. Since artillery fire was directed at the
15th German Reserve Division and the 20th
Turkish Division but not at the 75th German
Reserve Division, the latter responded by join-
ing the battle against the Turkish Division. The
Russian troops attacked the Cevat and Riza
hills with the aim of capturing the 421-altitude
hill. The Turkish troops prioritized the defence
of the 421-altitude hill and recognized its key
strategic importance. Although Cevat and Riza
hills changed hands during the Russian attack,
they could not progress much under the artil-
lery fire of the 20th Division in the afternoon.
The Russian troops, which consisted of the
1st, 3rd and 5th Finnish Divisions and two
Transamur divisions, were eventually repelled
and the hills were retaken with a counter-at-
tack at 4pm. During these battles, the Russians
used 305-millimeter heavy railway guns, as
well as their 150-millimeter howitzers, which
they had not used before. The absence of a new
attack on 3rd July indicates that the Russian
forces lacked offensive power.%

On the days when the Russian troops
moved south, the 15th Turkish Corps depart-
ed on July 15 to return home. The 20th Turkish
Division, remaining at the front, came under
the command of the Rohatyn Area Command
at 6 pm on July 12, 1917. Although the division
requested to reduce its area of responsibility
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to higher authorities in the region, no positive
response was received. Meanwhile, Russian
troops moved southwards and attacked the
Austro-Hungarians, resulting in the splitting
of the front. The Russian Central Government
openly called for the attacks to continue and
for the removal of opponents from the trench-
es to be prevented. However, despite the de-
mands, anti-war sentiments and intimidation
on the Russian side weakened the impact of
the attacks. For this reason, the Russian Com-
mand, which ceased the offensive on 10 July
and resorted to defensive strategies, opted to
reinforce the rear lines and relocate the unit
headquarters to that area. Consequently, the
Bohm-Ermolli Army Group initiated prepara-
tions for a counter-attack, led by the Southern
Army on the following day, after a successful
attack on 19 July.® Upon the aerial reconnais-
sance taken on 21st July, it was observed that
after the Russian forces withdrew by burning
the settlements, a warm contact was made,
and the advance continued. The following
day, it was evident that the Russian front had
disappeared. In the first phase, the forward
operation began with the intention of tak-
ing advantage of the rout against the Russian
troops situated between Seret and Dniester.
Depending on the situation at the frontline,
the Turkish 20th Division moved towards the
southeast on July 25th and 26th. By the end of
July, they had taken control of Nyvra village.
However, before advancing beyond Zbruch
River, they were instructed to return home.”™
In accordance with the orders, the artillery
units assembled in Hutysko on August 8th,
and the infantry arrived on August 19th. The
artillery and 22nd infantry then departed by
train on August 16th. The Turkish 20th Divi-
sion’s headquarters arrived in Istanbul on the
11th of September 1917, and the remaining
soldiers returned to Istanbul on the 26th.™

Activities of the 6th Turkish Corps

on the Romanian (Dobrudja) Front
Romania’s effective neutrality during the
First World War came to an end on 27 Au-
gust 1916, when it joined the Allies. Bulgaria’s
participation in the war and Russia’s successes
in summer 1916 were major factors that led

to Romania’s decision to enter the conflict. 7
[og |

Considering the potential to win regions like
Transylvania in light of Russian troop advanc-
es under Brusilov’s command, the Romanian
administrators enlisted unprepared troops to
join the war. Unfortunately, Romanian infan-
try did not possess automatic rifles, gas equip-
ment, or trench mortars, and their artillery
was lacklustre. Romania’s geographical loca-
tion is also considered a weakness, being sit-
uated between Transylvania and Bulgaria, the
Romanian capital is not far from the Bulgari-
an border. Moreover, there are landforms that
facilitate the entry of the Central Powers into
Dobruja (Dobrogea).”

However, differing opinions exist between
the British and Russian General Staff regard-
ing Romania’s actions in the war. The British
perspective was influenced by their aim to
unify with the Entente soldiers in Thessalon-
iki, as well as the elimination of the Bulgarian
barrier through Romania’s operation towards
Bulgaria which resulted in the defeat of the
Bulgarians. In the Russian perspective, the ap-
peal of moving towards the West holds greater
weight, given the assistance of the Romanians,
whose political requests will be fulfilled in the
operation aimed towards Bukovina and the
Carpathians.”* Nevertheless, certain obstacles
arose during the implementation of their cho-
sen course of action. It has become apparent
that the Romanians, who pursued the latter
viewpoint, made the right choices in these
matters. In the Russian perspective, the ap-
peal of moving towards the West holds greater
weight, given the assistance of the Romani-
ans, whose political requests will be fulfilled
in the operation aimed towards Bukovina and
the Carpathians. Due to the general landscape
shaped by the disruptions, the perception that
Romania had made an incorrect decision dur-
ing the war grew prevalent. The German and
Austrian troops, commanded by Mackensen,
who were in charge of the occupation of Do-
bruja, determined the course of the war in the
face of Romania’s operation on 27/28 August.
Thus, the success of Romania was directly re-
lated to the speed of its army. The Romanian
army, advancing to Transylvania in the west,
suffered a defeat by Mackensen at Tutrakan on
5th September.”

Simultaneously, the Ottoman General Staff
issued an order on 20th July 1916 to place a
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two-division corps in reserve within the 5th
Army area.’® In accordance with the order,
the 15th Division from the 17th Corps and
the 25th Division from the 14th Corps were
taken into reserve along with the headquar-
ters of the 6th Corps under the command of
Mirliva (Brigadier General) Mustafa Hilmi
Pasha.”” The 25th Division was directed to
assemble in Edirne and the 15th Division in
the regions of Manisa and Soma to be subse-
quently transported to Uzunkoprii Train Sta-
tion for the transit of troops to Romania.”® It is
significant to mention that the initial transfer
occurred concurrently with the period when
Romania entered the war. The Office of the
Commander-in-Chief has reported that the
6th Corps will finalize its deficiencies while
gathering in Edirne during the ongoing ship-
ment to Galicia.” The host detachment will
minimize issues in dispatch and transfer. The
25th Division, which has access to various ho-
tels and barracks in Edirne, has an advantage
over the 15th Division coming from Mani-
sa-Soma towards Bakirkoy. While they were
seated in their respective locations, the tele-
gram dated 20th August, received by the 6th
Corps Commander Mustafa Hilmi Pasha from
the Mackensen Headquarters, outlined the
need for prompt action. Since the completion
of their deficiencies by the 6th Corps’ divisions
was delayed, the 25th Division, commanded
by Colonel Siikrii Ali Bey and composed of the
59th, 74th, and 75th Regiments, was appoint-
ed on 7th September. Additionally, the 15th
Division commanded by Lieutenant Colonel
Hamdi Bey, comprised of the 38th, 45th, and
56th Regiments, was appointed on 26th Sep-
tember.®® Transfer delays also occurred due to
the inadequate Bulgarian railways and slow
supply.®* The deployment of Turkish troops to
the front lasted from 19 to 23 days. The 15th
Division was deployed to Varna, whereas the
Corps Headquarters and the 25th Division
were demobilised to Pravadi following orders
from the Mackensen headquarters.®

At the same time, the German General
Mackensen and the Bulgarian General To-
shev disagree about the operation in Romania.
Mackensen believes that attacking from the
Romanian left flank will bring a decisive re-
sult due to the morale it will raise, but Toshev
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points out the danger of a counter-attack when
advancing on the left flank. As instructed by
Mackensen, the 3rd Army launched an attack
across a broad front, with no clear focal point
or reserve forces in place. Despite the initial
success of the Army’s plan to push the oppo-
nent towards the coast, the attempt ultimately
failed due to insufficient cavalry and reserves,
resulting in the missed opportunity to secure
a critical position like Gobadin (Cobadin).®
On 16th September, the Central forces made
progress in a continued operation, with the
pioneers of the 3rd Army reaching the forti-
fied positions at Tuzla-Gobadin-Rasova. The
Romanian positions were attacked on 17th
September, and in response to the advancing
troops becoming exhausted, the command
advised them to hurry up and the importance
of preventing Russian aid reaching the Roma-
nians was emphasised. The soldiers, who had
been marching for days, were fatigued. The
opposition, stationed in fortified positions,
took advantage of this and displayed more re-
silience. Consequently, the planned objectives
were not met. The targeted outcomes were not
achieved in the attacks carried out without a
focal point. It was observed that the Alliance
forces returned to their previous positions to
prepare in this regard. On 20th September, the
25th Division arrived at Bayramdede, which
is currently known as Independenta, and es-
tablished their campsite. The 2nd Battalion of
the 56th Regiment from the Turkish 15th Di-
vision arrived at Karadmer via train, and Colo-
nel Sitkrii Alj, the 25th Division Commander,
transferred this battalion to Bayramdede. The
1st Battalion of the Turkish 56th Regiment was
placed under the command of the Army Com-
mander in Hacioglu Pazarcik, while the Reg-
imental Headquarters and the 3rd Battalion
remained in Varna.*

The Allied forces advanced against the Do-
bruja troops on September 21st with the 1st
Cavalry Division. Lieutenant Colonel Mustafa
[zzet Bey commanded the reconnaissance of
the 74th Regiment, which occupied the south-
ern ridges of the Engez (now known as Gen-
eral Scérisoreanu) and Kasik¢i (Casicea) line
to the right of the Dobruja troops. His reports
indicate that an opposing marching column
was advancing towards Engez and Kasikel
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via Edilkéy, which is now known as Miristea.
At 11 o'clock, it was observed that the afore-
mentioned marching column had reached in
front of the positions of the 74th Regiment.
Despite facing artillery fire, the opponent
continued to advance by reducing their lines.
The troops that were moving towards Kasikg1
were scattered by the artillery fire, but they
still managed to reach Kasik¢i. It was appar-
ent that the opponent possessed the strength
of 3-4 battalions in contrast to the 2nd and 3rd
Battalions of the 74th Regiment who were in
position. Two companies from the regimental
reserve and a heavy machine gun team were
summoned to reinforce the battalions. Fol-
lowing the positional resistance that persisted
until 5pm, a counter-attack was conducted on
the orders of Lieutenant Colonel Mustafa {zzet
Bey, the Regiment Commander. During the
battle, the Turkish regiment received support
from two heavy batteries, a German howitzer,
as well as two Turkish and three Bulgarian bat-
teries, which provided firepower. The oppo-
nent on the Kasikg side was observed to have
withdrawn, leaving several dead and captives.
However, due to limited availability and dark-
ness, a follow-up operation was not possible.
As a result of the Battle of Engez-Kasikgilar,
the 74th Turkish Regiment suffered 22 fatal-
ities, and 130 privates and two officers were
injured.®

On the 25th, the 25th Division marched
from Bayramdede to Giivemli, also known as
Chirnogeni today. At 11.30, while situated 20
km west of Guivemli, the division redirected its
course towards there upon receiving news that
the Allied forces were approaching Hamzaca
(Amuzaca/Amzacea) from Topraisar. Due
to poor visibility caused by the darkness and
the absence of reconnaissance, communica-
tion issues and difficulties arose. Meanwhile,
the 75th Regiment was heavily fired upon. In
this battle, the Turkish forces suffered a total
of 25 casualties, including three martyrs, one
of whom was the battalion commander, 20
wounded and 2 missing.%

During the last two days, the troops have
been engaged in discussions and fortifica-
tion. On the night of 23 September, the 25th
Division received orders to launch an attack

on Amzacea. It was also decided that the al-
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lies would support the Turkish troops with a
cavalry division in the attack planned for the
following morning. The Division Command-
er, Colonel Stikrii Ali, ordered an attack at 7
o’clock in the morning. The operation involved
two companies from the 59th Regiment and
the 2nd Battalion of the 56th Regiment, along
with the Divisional Engineering Company and
the 77th Machine Gun Company serving as
the division reserve. Additionally, the artillery
regiment received orders to attack from a po-
sition behind a hill, which was at an altitude
of 125. The operation was executed at Azaplar
(Tataru) in the 75th Regiment and at Erebil
in the 59th Regiment. The cavalry division
and Bulgarian cavalry division will advance to
Amzacea at approximately 5pm to gather in-
formation. Meanwhile, the gunners will iden-
tify the most appropriate position and inform
Mustafaasi.

Division Commander Colonel Sikrit Ali
Bey ordered the attack at 8.30 based on the
information obtained. The attack will be
launched from two arms with heavy artillery
support of the allied troops. In the afternoon
south of the 104-altitude hill, the 59th Regi-
ment encountered an opponent infantry bat-
talion supported by two batteries and a heavy
machine gun company on the left arm. The
59th Regiment, in command of the 2nd Bat-
talion of the 56th Regiment from the right,
swiftly advanced forward. Simultaneously, the
75th Regiment was approaching Karakoy, now
known as Pelinu, and successfully occupied it,
making contact with the 59th Regiment on its
left. These events became known as the Battle
of Karakdy. Following the success of the 75th
Regiment, the opposing forces were observed
retreating to Amzacea. The conflict persisted
until 3 pm, when the 59th Regiment captured
Hill 104, allowing the 75th Regiment to en-
ter Amzacea and advance northwards. In the
Amzacea Offensive, which took place on 24th
September, nine officers and 103 soldiers were
martyrs, and a total of 997 casualties were in-
curred, with 598 soldiers being injured.®”

During that same period, the 74th Regi-
ment began operating with the allied troops,
following General Topalov’s command to ad-
vance. Lieutenant Colonel M. Izzet Bey, the
Regiment Commander, assembled the battal-
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ion commanders to explain the order given on
the map. While the regiment fulfilled the order
at 7 oclock and held the Engez-Kasikgci, the
3rd Battalion exceeded their remit by execut-
ing the order incorrectly. In response, the 2nd
Battalion followed suit. Despite the Regiment
Commander noticing the situation and in-
structing the advancing battalions to return to
their designated positions and continue with
the reinforcement work, it was too late. Both
battalions found themselves in hostile contact
with the opponent. Meanwhile, following the
death of the 3rd Battalion Commander, the
Regiment Commander rallied the troops and
launched a counter-attack in an effort to halt
the advance of the opponent, comprised of
two Russian regiments and some Romanian
forces, using the trenches as cover. General
Topalov issued orders to resume the attack at
5pm. During the execution of Topalov’s order
to attack, in the battles known as the Second
Battle of Engez-Kasikei, the Turkish Regiment
suffered the loss of one officer and 58 privates,
with 6 officers and 328 privates wounded, and
230 personnel missing. Conversely, one officer
and 112 privates were taken captive.®® Follow-
ing this action, there was a pause on the front
until 30 September and a counterattack was
expected due to the preparations made by the
Romanians.

The Romanians had relied on the Russians
for victory in the north, but lengthy Russian
movements denied them the advantage they
had hoped for. While Romanian troops were
assumed to be outnumbered by assaults from
the south and southwest, the boost in morale
imparted by Mackensen’s skilful leadership
changed the course in favour of the allied forc-
es. The losses and withdrawals suffered in the
early days of Dobruja led the Romanian mil-
itary administration to concentrate on the
southern operation. Subsequently, on 1 Oc-
tober the Romanian Dobruja Army initiated a
counter-attack. During the offensive, the Turk-
ish 25th Division was attacked and Amzacea
was bombarded with artillery.®

At the same time, rival infantry regiments
were observed advancing towards the front
of the Turkish 59th Regiment. At 8.45, it was
observed that the remaining opponent forces
were progressing towards the right flank of
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the Turkish 75th Regiment. In this situation,
Lieutenant Colonel Hamdi Bey, commander of
the 15th Division, issued an order for the 38th
Turkish Regiment, which was short one bat-
talion, to advance towards Hill 104. At 10:20,
an advancement of cavalry and infantry units
were observed approaching the frontline of the
56th Turkish Regiment, but it was halted by
artillery fire. The battle commenced at 11am
in the area of the 75th Turkish Regiment. The
right flank of the 75th Regiment’s cavalry divi-
sion experienced difficulty while dealing with
a superior force, consequently requesting aid.
The Commander of the 25th Division, Colonel
Siikrii Ali Bey, assigned the 2nd Battalion of
the 38th Regiment to assist the struggling di-
vision. Similarly, the 75th Regiment requested
support from the division to protect its right
flank. Consequently, the 3rd Battalion of the
38th Regiment and the 77th Heavy Machine
Gun Company were deployed. At 1pm, the cav-
alry division clashed with the opponent north
of Tasliyiik and the situation on the division’s
front became dangerous. Despite being halted
by Turkish artillery fire on the 59th Regiment’s
front, the opponent advanced towards the 56th
and 74th Regiments. The 74th Regiment, un-
der allied command, took part in a battle on the
right flank, with 1st Battalion led by Lieutenant
Colonel Georgiev, due to the regiment’s broad
responsibility in the region. Although the Cav-
alry Division and 25th Division successfully
repelled the opponent until sunset, they were
unable to initiate a pursuit operation. From
the statements of the prisoner, it was disclosed
that the opposing units partaking in the assault
were the 243rd and 244th Brigades. A fruitless
nocturnal offensive occurred in the district
of the 25th Division, whereas the remaining
troops were preoccupied with strengthening
their positions during the obscurity of the
night.”® There were both improvements and
setbacks in the battles that occurred during
the evening of 3rd October. During the battles
that persisted nearly without interruption until
6th October, the Corps suffered 6,372 casual-
ties, including 21 officers, 1,202 men martyred,
and 55 officers and 3,499 men wounded, 2/3 of
them from the 25th Division.”

Cernovoda (Cernavodd) and Mecidiye
(Medgidia) were the primary targets of the Oc-
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tober offensive, which aimed to sever the Ro-
manian main supply line and seize the strongly
fortified Gobadin.”” The attack was influenced
by modifications to the front line structure
made by German authorities. The opportunity
for adjustments arose from the front’s stagna-
tion, which persisted until October 18th, 1916.
In the forthcoming attack on the 19th of the
month, the group order informed the troops
that General Kantarciyev would command the
eastern part of the territory, spanning from the
Black Sea to the Gobadin railway, while Gener-
al Toshev would lead the western part extend-
ing from the railway to the Danube. The troops
in both groups would be under the direction of
Field Marshal Mackensen.*

On the morning of 19th October, artillery
from the newly established positions of Ger-
man and Bulgarian forces commenced firing.
Upon raiding their opponents, who were un-
able to retaliate, the 15th Division launched
their attack at 9:30am followed by the 25th
Division at 1lam. The 15th Division made
significant progress in their advance without
facing formidable opposition. However, fur-
ther progress was hindered by the opponent’s
resistance in the subsequent hours. With the
attack, the security elements of the opponent
were pushed back on the entire front, and their
principal positions were reached on that day.”*

As of 21st October, Mackensen ordered the
continuation of the ongoing offensive, follow-
ing two days of successful battles, which has
the potential to be decisive by putting pressure
on the opponent. Upon receiving the order,
the Commander of the 6th Corps set the target
as the Kacamak (Viisoara) — Idriskuyu (Veter-
anu) line and requested an attack by establish-
ing close contact with the neighbouring units.
Although the Turkish divisions had completed
their preparations by 7 oclock, Mustafa Hilmi
Pasha ordered them to attack without waiting
for the neighbouring 4th and 1st Bulgarian di-
visions, which could not be contacted. He also
requested the army to urge the neighbouring
units to take action. Despite the late attack
from the neighbouring unit, the 25th Division
achieved success, compelling its opponent to
retreat towards Gobadin whilst endeavouring
to reinforce the gained positions. Simultane-

ously, the Bulgarian division on the right failed
[Too |

to advance, creating a gap of approximately 3
km with the 25th Division which was bridged
with the division’s precautionary measures.
The front of the 15th Division encountered a
similar situation where the 25th Regiment of
the 1st Division, with whom it was in action,
could not advance, resulting in a dangerous
gap. The opposing artillery fire caused signif-
icant damage to the exposed 45th Regiment.
However, the ordered line was reached four
and a half hours after the attack began.*®
Romanian and Russian troops, defeated in
Gobadin, attempted to evacuate Dobruja. To
this end, they aimed to hold Cernovoda, a key
position, in the hope that the evacuation could
be carried out without any casualties. At the
same time, Mackensen, wishing to further his
success with an attack, declared that he would
command the attack that was to take place on
22 October and that he would command both
groups.” In the attack the 6th Corps assigned
the 25th Division the right part of Idriskuyu
and the area 3 km west of the Mecidiye line.
On the left of the same line, the 15th Division
was given control. In the north of Kocayiik,
the 74th Regiment was allocated as the corps
reserve. The attack began at 9am on 22nd Oc-
tober, under challenging circumstances where
communication between troops was inhibited
and orders inadequately delivered due to rain-
fall causing the telephone lines to be discon-
nected overnight. Nevertheless, the 25th Divi-
sion successfully reached its target by midday,
while the 15th Division moved closer to the
Mahmutkuyu (Izvoru Mare)-idriskuyu line.
Although the 1st Bulgarian Division’s weighty
manoeuvres resulted in occasional gaps in
the front, the 15th Division overcame these
hazards with the aid of reserves. On October
25th, Mackensen was informed of Cernovoda’s
evacuation, prompting him to consider cap-
turing it. Turkish troops bolstered the offen-
sive, encountering similar obstacles in the pro-
cess.” Since General Toshev did not want the
troops to assemble in Cernovoda, he ordered
them to circumvent the city and gather in the
Tortoman vicinity after splitting the force to
ensure this location’s safety.”® According to re-
ports, Romanian troops withdrew towards the
north-northwest direction after Mecidiye and
Cernovoda changed hands on 25 October.”” On
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26 October, Colonel Stikrii Ali Bey, command-
er of the 25th Division, began assembling his
troops in the region now called Mircea Voda,
following the instructions received from Colo-
nel Kishelov, commander of the 4th Division.
Despite being assigned to reconnaissance, the
6th Corps successfully repelled the opponent
units in the southern Dobruja region.'®

After assuming control over Southern Do-
bruja, the German General Staff planned the
operation in Romania and made necessary
preparations. As per the plan, the 217th Ger-
man Division, the 1st Bulgarian Division, and
the 6th Corps were relocated to the Danube
front. General Toshev disbanded the Eastern
and Western Army Groups and repositioned
the units under his command as before. On
October 27th, the 6th Corps Commander
Mustafa Hilmi Pasha issued a defence order
and instructed the corps to establish a position
between Derinkdy (Dropia) and Mecidiye for
fortification works. As of November 1st, re-
ports were received that Russian and Romani-
an troops had mostly withdrawn to the west
of the Danube. The 15th Division Commander
held a meeting with General Kantarciyev to
discuss the objective of repelling the opposing
postal unit located on Hill 280. At 8 am on 2
November, the division departed from Pazarli
(Targusor) with a column and security equip-
ment, and advanced without encountering
notable resistance. At 3 pm, as per the order
from General Kantarciyev, the security equip-
ment was withdrawn, and the division’s head-
quarters were set up in Kacamak, where the
division stayed for the night. During the same
period, the 25th Division Corps remained at
its designated position and focused on fortifi-
cation.'™

The process of reinforcing the troops’ po-
sitions, which commenced on the 4th of No-
vember, was ongoing until the 8th of Novem-
ber. On the 14th of November, the 3rd Army
assessed the opponent’s situation, who had
launched attacks in recent days, and tasked the
6th Corps with defending the section extend-
ing from the railway to the northbound high-
way from Tortoman. Although the defence line
of the corps reached 15 km, the presence of the
corps was still minimal. As of 23rd November,
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when the Danube army advanced from Zistovi
towards Wallachia, the opponent was left with
limited options.'®

The military operation, initially launched
by Russian and Romanian forces targeting the
right flank of the 3rd Bulgarian Army, focusing
on German troops located in Romania, and
also impeding Mackensen’s forces crossing
the Danube, was halted by increasing artillery
fire from the Combined Division and the 6th
Corps, causing it to reach a standstill. It was
estimated that there were four to six battal-
ions opposing the Competent Division and the
same amount facing the 6th Corps. However,
following the opponent’s heavy losses during
the two-day offensive, the front and Cernovo-
da experienced a period of stagnation until 29
November, while Mackensen’s Danube Army
successfully completed its crossing of the Dan-
ube from Zistovi. The progress made by the
9th German Army in western Romania caused
the opposition to evacuate Dobruja. As a re-
sult, the 3rd Army assigned the 74th Regiment
to the 6th Corps, which continued to strength-
en its position in response to the updated cir-
cumstances.'® Apart from previous attacks on
the 4th Division, the Corps front experienced
no significant movements between 2-7 De-
cember. Stubborn Russian forces carried out
an attack, beginning with a night raid on the
4th Division area, which intensified periodi-
cally. The Russians suffered heavy casualties
and were repelled.'®*

Mackensen enquired of Toshev wheth-
er the 3rd Army intended to attack. Addi-
tionally, it was announced that the northern
march would persist to aid the Central forc-
es advancing in Romania. Preparations and
arrangements have been made pertaining to
this matter. Following orders from the army,
the 6th Corps provided the required notifica-
tions to the divisions to carry out the offensive
task from the Pazarli (Targusor) — Satiskdy
(Crucea) — Kartal (Vultura) line. The military
personnel proceeded on the morning of 15th
December and the divisions on both sides
progressed in sync. It was observed that the
army corps lending support to the 3rd Army’s
northern advancement was efficient, resulting

in the rival forces attempting to sustain some
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altitudes being displaced by the offensive. At
the same time, it appears that the 6th Corps
engaged in the Baskdy-Cineli Battles along the
Babadag north line. The 6th Corps advanced
until December 25th and was subsequent-
ly placed under the command of the Danube
Army. The opposing forces, having lost their
ability to attack Dobruja, retreated to Magin
(Mécin).1%

After the 6th Corps had relocated to Roma-
nia, the Turkish authorities, considering the
situation on Turkish fronts, recognized the ne-
cessity to strengthen their forces there. There-
fore, they chose to send solely the 26th Turkish
Division under Mackensen’s command. Since
the Bulgarian authorities prioritized the trans-
port of their own units, the 26th Turkish Di-
vision, which waited for an additional 10 days
in Edirne, was able to travel to Tirnova with-
in 15 days. During the three-day transfer to
Patras, only the headquarters travelled by train
while the other troops marched on foot. The
Commander of the 26th Division is Lieuten-
ant Colonel Hamit Fahri. The 73rd Regiment,
involved in the establishment of the division,
is led by Major H. Tahsin, the 76th Regiment
by M. Nuri, the 78th Regiment by Omer Liitfi,
and the 26th Artillery Regiment by Lieutenant
Colonel Ali Haydar.'®

The Romanian authorities had intended to
bolster morale by organising resistance along
the road to Bucharest following their recent
defeat. The Romanian army, alongside Russian
troops, aimed to launch an attack against the
Danube Army as a whole. After assessing the
situation, Mackensen deemed it appropriate
for the right wing of the army to continue with
the offensive whilst the left wing took a defen-
sive stance to counter the concentration of Ro-
manian forces. After the 78th Regiment suc-
cessfully extricated the 217th German Division
troops from a challenging position during the
Battle of Marzédnesti on 27th November, the
26th Turkish Division was ordered to launch an
attack. The division suffered 13 casualties, in-
cluding 3 injured soldiers. Although there was
initial belief that on December 1st the 26™ Di-
vision had engaged with the opponent south of
Tirnova, by 12.30 pm, the 73rd Regiment faced
a challenging predicament leading to the with-
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drawal of several companies. Thanks to Major
H. Tahsin’s efforts, a chance to counter-attack
emerged, and the opponent withdrew towards
the north with considerable losses. In the Bat-
tle of Draganesti (Draganesti-Vlasca), reports
indicate that one officer and 85 soldiers from
the 26th Turkish Division lost their lives, while
7 officers and 518 soldiers sustained injuries
and 357 soldiers were declared missing.'"”

Since the opposition’s attack power was
neutralised by the general counter-attack, the
26th Division, along with the Central forces,
were tasked with providing cover until the 3rd
of December. At 6:30 am, the Kaufmann Cav-
alry Brigade in Balarya (Baléria/Valea Plopilor)
engaged in battle, and after yielding the front-
line to the 78th Regiment sent from the 26th
Division, withdrew, leaving reinforcements to
maintain the defence. It was determined that
the units of the 9th Romanian Army, support-
ed by artillery, were the opposing force. Dur-
ing the battle, the 78th Regiment faced criti-
cal moments.'® To strengthen the weak right
flank, the commander of the 78th Regiment,
Omer Liitfii, assumed control of the pass-
ing-through 73rd Regiment in the village of
Balarya. Although the Romanian forces, who
attacked the newly arrived 73rd Regiment at
12:30, were initially successful, they were not
able to maintain their position during the sub-
sequent counterattack. It was recorded that
the Turkish division, which had inflicted heavy
casualties on its opponents, suffered 500 killed
and 160 wounded.'®

Meanwhile, after the defeat of the Romani-
an army, which had been reinforced by Russian
troops, Mackensen’s forces marched towards
Bucharest. The destruction of the bridges dur-
ing the withdrawal strengthened the belief that
the opponent could not return. When they
reached the advance guard, it became appar-
ent that there were no military forces located
in Bucharest. This prompted Mackensen to
send his staff officer to capture the city. The
staff officer sent to Bucharest reported that the
city had been declared an open city.''* After
Mackensen’s arrival, he ordered the troops to
turn their route eastwards. The inauguration
ceremony in Bucharest was conducted only
by the 26th Division of Turkish troops, who
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held a parade suitable for the occasion.!!! The
procession included the Division Band, Di-
vision Headquarters, Cavalry Company, and
one team from every detachment, along with
the 78th Infantry Regiment and Engineering
Company. The Turkish troops stayed stationed
in the southern parts of Bucharest and did not
enter the city, except for the ceremonial guard.
Lieutenant Colonel Hamit Fahri Bey, who was
the Commander of the 26th Division head-
quartered at the Imperial Hotel in Bucharest.'?

After the capture of Bucharest by Allied
forces, a follow-up operation ensued. During
the pursuit, the 26th Turkish Division engaged
in combat in Vizirol (Viziru). Ordered by the
Danube Army to attack, the 26th Division took
action at 8am on 26th December and were able
to approach the opponent easily due to the
foggy weather. Following the lifting of the fog
at 10 o’clock, the opposing sides fiercely bat-
tled. Although the 78th Regiment approached
the opponent’s trenches at a distance of less
than one kilometre, it had to halt due to heavy
artillery fire, while the 76th Regiment was un-
able to advance against its robust opponent
because of the weakness of its left flank. It was
subsequently realised that the resilient oppo-
sition was the troops of the 124th Russian Di-
vision. The same assault was instructed to be
replicated the following day, thus aiding the
efforts of the 9th German Army. The offensive
continued on 28th December, but the flank of
the 26th Division remained on the defensive.
It was determined during reconnaissance on
29th December that the opponent had left their
positions overnight. The 26th Division, which
took action in conjunction with the Danube
Army at 5 am, captured Vizirol and proceeded
with its pursuit. On 30th December, the divi-
sion reached Osmanol (Unirea) and continued
to advance in line with the adjacent units. The
26th Division suffered 258 martyrs and 1,428
wounded during the five-day pursuit.'®

On 4 January 1917, 6th Corps Command-
er Mustafa Hilmi Pasha arrived in Vizirol and
took command of the 26th Division. Mean-
while, the 15th Division crossed the Danube
from Harsova and reached Osmanol. Thus the
15th and 26th Divisions of the 6th Corps came
under the command of the Danube Army. In
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the Danube Army’s first attack of the new year,
the 26th Division was given the task of finding
the opponent. On 5 January, the division de-
feated the enemy’s weak rear and managed to
advance north in two columns. To block the
foe’s retreat, the 78th Regiment marched to-
wards Nazéru (Silistea) with the 78th on the
right and the rest of the division on the left.
From January 10 onwards, there were several
days of low-intensity activity, including recon-
naissance operations, artillery fire, and posi-
tional fights. This continued until the end of
March. On March 26, 1917, the 26th Division
was informed of its transfer.!'* Following the
notification, the division was relocated to Is-
tanbul in April 1917. Subsequently, the 15th
Division and the 145th Brigade assumed re-
sponsibility for the division’s previous area of
operation.'®

Especially in recent times, it has been ob-
served that Russian soldiers have emerged
from their trenches expressing anti-war sen-
timents. The front remained unchanged until
July 1917, when reconnaissance activities re-
vealed that the Romanians were using French
war equipment and being trained by French
officers. In spite of German control in and
around Ibrail (Braila) in August, the bombing
and reconnaissance activities of French planes
did not lessen. While Romanian harassment
fires persisted in September, an overall sense
of retreat was noted. On September 3rd, a raid
was ordered with attacking troops, the 15th
Division attacked Mihailea, and successfully
repelled the Romanians who had left destroyed
trenches with excessive material inside. After
the incident, the frontline remained stagnant.
On September 30th, it was announced that the
15th Division would be relocated to Istanbul.
Despite no developments on the front in Oc-
tober and November, it was initially planned
for the 46th Division to be replaced by the
15th Division in Istanbul. However, this plan
was later dropped, and the “advance units” of
the 46th Division, including the 25th Division,
began to return home. In December 1917, the
Goltz Cavalry Division took over the 25th Di-
vision’s area, and the division returned to Is-
tanbul within 21 days. In the new year, a sec-
tion of the 75th Regiment was transported by
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rail, but there was no significant progress on
the front. Although it was announced that the
15th Division and 6th Corps Headquarters,
which remained at the front until March 1918,
would relocate to Trabzon and further east
through Kostence (Constanta), the transpor-
tation in April and May involved freight from
Ibrail to Cernovoda, then by train to Kostence,
and finally to Batumi using the Akdeniz, Resit-
pasa, and Olga vessels. The headquarters ar-
rived in Batumi on May 9th. The 15th Division
was transferred to Batumi in five stages with
the divisional headquarters arriving on June
29th, 1918.11¢

Activities of Turkish Troops on the
Macedonian Front

Allied troops aiding the Serbian army in
Macedonia pulled back to the Greek border
due to the attacks. During this time, the Cen-
tral Powers paid close attention to the Greek
borders, which were still neutral, as they aimed
to win over the Balkan states. In October 1915,
French General Sarrail (Saray) assumed com-
mand of the Allied forces in Salonika, which
were later reinforced by the arrival of the
57th and 122nd French Divisions. Venizelos’
overthrow of King Constantine in Greece al-
lowed the Greeks to join forces with the Al-
lies. The situation in Greece raised concerns
and prompted mobilisation among Bulgarians.
Subsequently, in August 1916, the Bulgarians
captured the region up to the Struma River
with the progressive movements of the 7th and
10th divisions. Thereupon, on 12th September
1916, the Allied Powers launched an assault on
Ostrovo-Monastir (Bitola).!'”

During Enver Pasha’s meeting with Hin-
denburg and Ludendorff in September 1916,
the situation on the Macedonian front was
discussed. The strategic importance of Mac-
edonia was discussed in terms of preventing
Allied forces in the Balkans from meeting Rus-
sia, ensuring road links between the Central
Powers and transporting supplies from Ger-
many.'® At the end of the negotiations, Ger-
man officials requested that Turkish soldiers
be sent to Macedonia on 12 September. Enver
Pasha ordered the 50th Division, which was to
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join the 2nd Army, to go immediately to Istan-
bul and assemble at Bakirkoy (Makri-keuy).'*
Meanwhile, the infantry units also changed
their rifles.’

The 50th Turkish Division, consisting of
the 157th, 158th and 169th regiments under
the command of Lieutenant-Colonel Sikrii
Naili Bey, was transported by rail every day
until 25 October. It is worth noting that the
divisional commander was not told which
front he was going to, nor were the Bulgari-
an officials in the region. The divisional adju-
tant, who went with the first convoy, arrived
in Drama on 23 September and received the
first order from the commander of the 10th
Bulgarian Division to assemble the division in
Angista (Agistas). When the combat units of
the 50th Division reached Drama with the di-
visional headquarters, they received their first
operational order from the 10th Bulgarian Di-
vision. This Bulgarian division was responsible
for taking precautions in the region against the
danger of Allied landings between the mouth
of the Meri¢ (Maritsa) and the mouth of the
Struma, and for stopping their advance in the
region between the mouth of the Struma and
the west of Serres (Sérrai). In the initial order
of operations, it was observed that the 10th
Bulgarian Division’s field of responsibility was
divided into four subdivisions. With the ex-
ception of the area east of the Mesta River, the
50th Division was assigned to the remaining
three subdivisions. Following reconnaissance
and observations of the unit’s area of respon-
sibility and the adversary, Stikrii Naili Bey is-
sued his initial comprehensive directive on
October 18th. In the order; “Doksambaz-An-
gista” line, where the 27th British Division is
located between Lake Takyanos and the sea,
the 10th British Division is to the west of this
division, the 1st Bulgarian Brigade is located
to the west of the 50th Division and the 2nd
Bulgarian Brigade is located to the east, under
the command of the 10th Bulgarian Division
of the 50th Turkish Division. It was announced
that he was assigned to defend the “Leftera
Bay-Praviste” line.'*

While Stikrii Naili Bey requested that the
10th Bulgarian Division address deficiencies
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in area inspections, communication, fortifica-
tion, and logistical support, defensive meas-
ures were also taken. The Division Command-
er’s requests were answered positively, to some
extent, between 22 and 25 October. Despite the
reinforcement works being a priority for sever-
al days, no progress was made due to the rocky
structure of the region and the lack of materi-
als. The disparity in comprehension between
the Turks and Bulgarians is evident from the
Bulgarian troops’ satisfaction with subpar for-
tifications that disregarded concealment and
obstruction, despite being in the same area.'??

While fortification and positioning efforts
continued with intricate arrangements, re-
ports received by the division between 28-30
October drew attention to the attack order
adopted by the opponent, stating that Italian,
Russian and Greek soldiers were seen at the
front as well as British and French. The antic-
ipated attack commenced at 8am on 31st Oc-
tober with heavy naval and artillery fire. It was
noted that the gunfire was aimed particularly
at the zone of the 169th Regiment and Tevfik-
bey Farm, which was guarded by the 1st Bul-
garian Brigade.'

The 169th Regiment has established its po-
sition in the first place with three battalions in
the north of Dedebali (Galipsos), and placed
one battalion as a reserve in the north of Lak-
ovikia. The 158th Regiment has assigned two
battalions to the first line and is monitoring
the Aegean Sea. It has deployed one battalion
in Moustheni as the regiment’s reserve and the
other battalion as the division’s reserve in the
north of Arsakli. It has been observed that the
British Division troops have been given attack
orders. In a fierce naval and artillery environ-
ment, the 80th British Brigade advanced to-
wards Neohori-Dedebali at 3.30 pm. Effective-
ly slowing down the pace of their march were
the shots fired by the 50th Division artillery. In
the evening, the British troops made four ef-
forts to seize the forward positions with rein-
forcements, only to be repelled by the intense
artillery and infantry fire of the 50th Division.
They were forced to retreat to their old po-
sitions. In this battle, known as the Battle of
Karabayir, British artillery fire caused damage.
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The 50th Division suffered 115 casualties, in-
cluding 19 martyrs.'*

Although the British attempted new attacks
from the Serres region between 1st November
and 6th December, they were unsuccessful due
to artillery fire from the 50th Division area.
Furthermore, no movement was observed on
the front during this period. The construc-
tion of connection roads and shelters with the
assistance of local people was carried out in
those days. Engineer companies were formed
from non-combatant soldiers. Additionally,
the artillery units were reorganized based on
the battle experience gained.'”

Despite the general stagnation in the Stru-
ma and Vardar areas of the Macedonian front
in the autumn of 1916, the Allied attacks on
the Bitola side intensified day by day. The ar-
rangements in the Struma section resulted in
the replacement of the 11th German Army by
the 1st Bulgarian Army and the focus on rein-
forcing the Struma due to the shifted forces.'*
The Supreme Command of the Central Powers
decided to convert the Turkish forces situated
in the Struma sector of the Macedonian Front
into a two-division corps and augment it with
a strengthened Turkish regiment under the
command of the 11th German Army.'” The
decision taken on November 9 was imple-
mented by the Turkish Commander-in-Chief,
who sent the 46th Infantry Division to the front
and established the 20th Corps comprising the
50th Division and the 16th Depot Regiment in
Istanbul. The Corps Commander, Abdiilkerim
Pasha, was appointed.'

The Ottoman Rumelia Detachment, con-
sisting of three infantry battalions, a heavy ma-
chine gun company, a cavalry platoon, an artil-
lery battery, a fortification team and a combat
team led by Staff Major Mehmet Nazim Bey,
was assigned to the 11th Army in the Monastir
region of the Macedonian Front. With a total
strength of 3,598 personnel, the reinforced
177th Infantry Regiment was part of this de-
tachment.’” Thus, besides the 20th Corps,
which housed the 50th Division, the Mace-
donian Front also involved the 177th Infantry
Regiment. However, upon the Corps’ arrival in

Drama on December 6, the frontline remained
[T~ 1

107




stagnant. In his orders subsequent to meet-
ings and investigations, Corps Commander
Abdiilkerim Pasha instructed the corps to re-
inforce its designated territories by exploiting
the terrain, defending against rival attacks and
repulsing incoming attacks.'*

In the new year, the 20th Turkish Corps
area on the Macedonian Front, comprising
of 42,410 soldiers, did not engage in any sig-
nificant operations; instead, its units focused
on training and reinforcement.”®! The usage
of poison gas by the Allied Powers put the
possibility of a poison gas attack on the front
on the agenda and special training was given
for this postulate. Consequently, officers who
spoke foreign languages were sent to Sofia
to receive training on assault troops. In Feb-
ruary, the first line units were replaced with
reserves in order to maintain the same struc-
ture within the corps. Efforts were made to
address communication problems at the same
time. Meanwhile, after the establishment of
the Corps, cases of indiscipline and deser-
tion were reported among the militia units of
the 50th Division, and in order to deter such
behaviour, morale-boosting measures and
some degree of punishment were introduced.
When other Turkish fronts faced a critical
situation in March 1917, the Turkish Com-
mander-in-Chief attempted to withdraw some
troops from the European fronts to reinforce
these fronts. All the units except the 50th Di-
vision and the 177th Regiment were able to
return home. After the transfer was complet-
ed on 11 April 1917, the 20th Corps returned
home and was subsequently transferred to Pal-
estine. Furthermore, the 46th Division, which
was included in the Corps programme, was
also deployed to Iraq.'*

There were no significant alterations to
the status quo of the remaining 50th Division.
April was characterised by reciprocal artil-
lery fire and specifically targeted artillery fire
on the 169th Regiment’s positions, supported
from the sea by the British. In May, the first-
line regimental zones of responsibility were
revised. The division’s return to the homeland
was scheduled for June, with the 50th Division

relocating on 30 June and gathering in Istanbul
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on 25 July 1917. Depending on the situation
in other Turkish fronts, the 50th Division was
dispatched to Aleppo. Following the departure
of the 50th Division, the only remaining Turk-
ish troops on the Macedonian Front were the
Ottoman Rumelia Detachment (177th Regi-
ment) in the Monastir (Bitola) sector.'?

Activities of the Ottoman Rumelia
Detachment in North Macedonia
The Ottoman Rumelia Detachment, a re-
inforced infantry regiment consisting of the
177th Turkish battalion, was assembled in
Kopriilii on December 29, 1916. Initially, the
detachment set up camp in tents near the sta-
tion, later moving into buildings with the ar-
rival of 2,500 supply units, increasing its total
strength to 4,336. On February 18, 1917, the
detachment was relocated to the vicinity of
Prilep. Due to its location on the front line, the
Detachment remained uninvolved in any ma-
jor conflicts. Later, it fell under the control of
the 62nd Corps and the Reorganized Division
in the region between the Prespa and Ohrid
lakes. When the threat of losing the strate-
gically significant Giyavat Pass between the
Macedonian and Albanian fronts arose due to
the intense attacks of the Allied Powers, the
11th German Army took measures in this re-
gard.'3
The French offensive, commencing on 12
March with the objective of seizing control
of the Giyavat Pass, focused its efforts on the
central German battalion. Subsequent to the
deployment of a well-equipped Turkish battal-
ion, the attack shifted towards the Bulgarian
battalion’s positions. Upon the commence-
ment of French artillery fire in the morning of
March 20th, the Bulgarian battalion relocat-
ed the area where their commander was sta-
tioned to the Turkish troops. Seeking to with-
draw, the Turkish battalion moved and took up
their positions under the increasing intensity
of the artillery fire. As they settled, the 12th
Company found themselves in an indefensi-
ble position, thereby creating a one-kilometre
gap between the 9th and 11th Companies. The
French seized an opportunity and attempted
to launch an assault, resulting in the martyr-
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dom of 80 soldiers from the 12th Company.
The 3rd Battalion Commander responded to
the situation with a dominant counter-attack,
leading to victory. The next day, all four com-
panies of the 3rd Battalion were positioned on
the first line. Subsequently, there was no fur-
ther engagement other than artillery fire and
reconnaissance activities until the end of the
month.'*

The second battalion of the detachment
departed from Prilep on 18th March and as-
sumed responsibility for the area previously
occupied by the Austrian battalion upon ar-
rival two days later. The area was later passed
on to the German battalion, and the second
battalion moved to the rear of the third. It was
agreed that the Turkish detachment would in-
itiate the attack scheduled for April. The plan
entailed moving the 2nd Battalion behind the
3rd Battalion. However, it failed to consider
that the strength of the detachment was sig-
nificantly diminished with 415 casualties in
March alone. On April 1st, following artillery
fire, the 62nd Corps launched the attack at 5:50
pm. The main attack was ordered by Staff Ma-
jor Mehmet Nazim Bey to be launched from
the positions of the 2nd and 3rd Battalions,
alongside the 9th, 10th, and 12th Companies
of the 3rd Battalion. Additionally, he ordered
the 1st Battalion to execute the secondary at-
tack. Due to French artillery and machine fire,
the operation progressed slowly. Nevertheless,
the Turkish troops managed to infiltrate the
French positions. Due to the casualties, the
operation ceased at the current line. During
the French counter-attack on the 2nd of April,
the Platoon Commander was hesitant to relin-
quish the acquired positions, taking the casu-
alties into consideration. Nevertheless, despite
the Detachment’s diminishing fighting ability,
the French intensification of the attack caused
Detachment Commander Mehmet Nazim Bey
to face a challenging decision to revert to his
former positions. Following the French troops’
reclaiming of their former positions, the front
came to a standstill, allowing for only sporadic
artillery fire engagement between both sides.
The detachment incurred 712 casualties, in-
cluding 20 officers, over the two-day conflict.
m Revista de istorie militara m

Owing to the unsuitability of combat from the
local supply soldiers and the inflicted losses,
the Detachment Commander endeavoured to
relocate the troops to a rest area located behind
the front. The Turkish Commander-in-Chief
was asked by him to provide combat officers
and privates. As a consequence, 13 officers
from Istanbul and a small number of privates
from the 16th Depot Regiment in Drama were
dispatched. However, the proposal to rest the
troops was rejected with evasive responses.
While the prolonged correspondence went on,
the French offensive, which began at 7 a.m. on
May 7th, focused on the 3rd Battalion’s area.
The bayonet attacks of 7-8 May that followed
were successfully repelled. In the last French
assault, the detachment suffered 139 casual-
ties, mostly from the 10th Company.!*

In late June 1917, Detachment Command-
er M. Nazim Bey requested his dismissal after
his unit rest proposals were rejected. Conse-
quently, he left the detachment on July 10th.
Lieutenant Colonel Ali Bey took over as the
commander, assuming the role on July 28th.
During this period, the region was in a state of
stagnation, with troops concentrating on rein-
forcing fortifications.'’

After Greece joined the Allied Powers, a
series of attacks were launched by the Allies in
the Ohrid-Prespa area, with a particular focus
on the Turkish zone during August. The Turk-
ish troops were lauded for their defensive ef-
forts during the assaults. Lt-Col. Ali Bey, like
his predecessor, requested that the platoon be
given a rest, but he too was delayed by the 62nd
Corps and the Crew Division. Furthermore,
a decision was made for the platoon to enter
into combat and to participate with 80 soldiers
in a limited-targeted assault on the positions
of the Allied Powers, which were being held by
the Russians. During this attack that occurred
on the night of September 6, 1917, the front
lines of the Russian positions were reached. 41
casualties were suffered by the Turks, whilst
the Germans had two. The French replaced
the Russian troops on the following day, after
which the assault began. The shelling, which
commenced in the morning, persisted until

the evening of September 7, causing signifi-
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cant casualties among the Turkish forces. Nev-
ertheless, the assaulting French troops were
repelled and retreated to their former posi-
tions. During this short struggle, the detach-
ment suffered 129 casualties. After analysing
the seeming deadlock on the battlefield, the
Detachment’s break was discussed. Finally, af-
ter persistent efforts, a long-awaited order was
received from Ludendorff. On 3rd December
1917, the Detachment was deployed in Bucin
and the vicinity, carrying out supply, mainte-
nance and training activities. During this time,
Lt. Col. Ali Bey left the Detachment and was
replaced by Cavalry Lt. Col. Sadik Bey, and 3rd
Battalion Commander Major Sabir Bey was in
charge of the Detachment until the arrival of
the new commander. The detachment arrived
in the Ohrid — Prespa region from the rest area
on February 11, 1918, and conducted rein-
forcement and reconnaissance activities. How-
ever, due to the stagnation at the front, they
were forced to return home. By May 1918, the
Ottoman Rumelia Detachment was instructed
to depart from the Ohrid-Prespa region and
join the 15th Turkish Division in Romania
before moving to Batumi.'*®® After spending
some time in Constanta with the 15th Divi-
sion, the detachment returned home on June
28,1918.1%

Evaluation

Turkish forces deployed in Eastern Europe
and the Balkans achieved several victories over
the course of more than a year. Memoirs and
archives have documented some issues. The
Galicia front reports by Yakup Sevki Pasha,
Mustafa Hilmi Pasha’s Dobruja front reports,
and Nazim Bey’s writings in Macedonia con-
tain statements about the allied officers’ gener-
al attitude. The Turkish troops were entrusted
with critical responsibilities in both territory
and mission during the war. Furthermore, de-
spite disparaging reports provided to the Ger-
mans by Bulgarians who fought with Turkish
troops on the shared front, the statement of
Mustafa Hilmi Pasha regarding the situation
remains significant. Commanders of the mil-
itary found it unacceptable to underestimate

the challenges encountered by Turkish soldiers
[T701

or the successes attained despite substantial
losses. It can be stated that Yakup Sevki Pasha,
Mustafa Hilmi Pasha, Siikrii Naili Bey, Nazim
Bey, and Ali Bey exhibited a patriotic mindset
in facing the challenges they encountered. Fur-
thermore, Cevat Pasha’s appointment to the
Galicia Front over Yakup Sevki Pasha indicat-
ed a more measured approach. Additionally,
the German Command personnel expressed
contentment with the new regulation.

When reporting on the Turkish troops’ ac-
tivities on the frontlines, there was a neglect
of the soldiers’ fatigue conditions during bat-
tles."® Additionally, casualties were observed
as a result of communication issues with allied
troops."*! Several measures were implement-
ed to prevent confusion in the historiography
of correspondence, including the order from
Mustafa Hilmi Pasha for troops to adopt the
Gregorian calendar instead of outdated ver-
sions, starting on 27th September 1916.*2 It
is documented that Allied force command-
ers, particularly those on the Romanian Front,
along with the 3rd Bulgarian Army Command-
er, General Toshev, employed persuasive and
condemnatory language towards the Turkish
troops, specifically the 25th Division.'*®* How-
ever, he acknowledges the significant reduc-
tion in the number of Turkish troops and the
broad extent of his responsibility."** The Turk-
ish troops faced superior opponent units due
to inaccurate estimations of the number of op-
posing forces on the Dobruja front.'*

Furthermore, the main issues can be at-
tributed to delays during transport, lack of
provisions, transportation line irregularities,
and prioritizing allied soldiers’ dispatch in
transport vehicles.'® In the conducted oper-
ations, there were issues caused by informing
the low-level command staff and soldiers only
moments before the attack.'”

The archival documents indicate that the
language barrier was a significant impediment
in executing the German command team’s
combat directives. This problem arose be-
cause the instructions were only available in
German, while the Turkish troops also had to
communicate in German."® It is worth noting,
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however, that memories of the deployed region
convey no issues existed between the troops
and the local population. Archival records and
memoirs reveal the cooperation between the
local population and the Turkish troops. It is
evident that the Central Powers were appre-
hensive about the deployment of Turkish sol-
diers to the areas with Turkish communities
in Western Thrace and Macedonia. The docu-
ments expose the Bulgarian command’s appre-
hension about the close proximity of Turkish
soldiers to the local Turkish population.

At the same time, the level of training and
military knowledge of Turkish officers is very
high, and they have good communications
with their counterparts in the allies. The fatal-
ity of large numbers of officers during the con-
flicts has been a major concern for the com-
mand. Turkish unit commanders serving in
Eastern Europe and the Balkans have regularly
expressed their worries about the gap left by
officer losses in their correspondence.'®

In this context, the losses of Turkish troops
serving in Eastern Europe and the Balkans can
also be counted. The total casualties of Turkish
troops in Galicia, in terms of martyrs, wound-
ed and missing, as in other European fronts,
cannot be calculated with today’s possibili-
ties. However, it is possible to draw up a ta-
ble which, as a result of archival and library

research, can provide information on this
subject (See also. Table 1). According to the
war diary of the Turkish troops who fought in
Galicia between 14 and 22 August 1916, there
were a total of 100 wounded and 30 mar-
tyrs.’*® In the battle of 16 September 1916, the
20th Division lost 243 martyrs, including 28
officers, and 670 wounded and missing. The
19th Division suffered 125 martyrs, including
12 officers, 416 wounded and 245 missing.'!
According to the report by the Chief Phy-
sician of the Corps, during the clashes that
transpired on 16th and 17th September 1916,
the Corps lost 45 officers and 639 privates who
were martyred, while 22 officers and 2477 pri-
vates were injured.'”® Between 29 June and
2 July 1917, the 15th Turkish Corps suffered
248 martyrs, including 6 officers. 1,027 were
injured, including 15 officers. 1,275 personnel
were missing in action.!”

The following information pertains to
casualties, specifically martyrs, wounded indi-
viduals, and missing persons, on the Romani-
an Front. During the period of September 14th
to 17th in 1916, one officer and thirty privates
from the 75th Regiment were martyred. The
total number of casualties was 349 men, of
whom 269 were wounded and 49 were miss-
ing. According to sources, due to transporta-
tion limitations, the seriously injured were left

Table 1: Casualties of Turkish troops on the Romanian front

Date/Period ‘ Martyr Wounded Missing
Unity
(1916) Officer Private Officer | Private | Officer | Private
14-17
September 75th Regt 1 30 269 49
21 74th Regt 2 22 130
September &
21 September 75th Regt 1 2 20 2
21 59th Regt 3 9 7015
September
24 74th Regt 1 58 6 328 1 229
September &
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75th Regt 13 109 27
59th Regt 84 5 429 241
56th Regt, 2nd
Battalion 4 2 40 17
24 77th Regt, Machine 1 1 13
Gun Coy
September
Engineer Company 1
Artillery Regiment 1 4
Cavalry Company 1 2 2
Subtotal 25th Division 103 9 598 287
1-6 6th Corps 18 795 39 2,854 8 950>
October ’
25-26 6th Corps 40 1,824 98 7,622 13 2,0071%¢
October
! 26th Division 1 86 7 517 357
December
26-30 26th Division 258 1,449
December

in the village of Edil, where the regiment was
deployed.”” On September 21st, during the
Battle of Engez-Kasikeilar, the 74th Regiment
suffered a total of 154 casualties including 22
martyrs, two officers and 130 wounded pri-
vates.'®® Similarly, the 75th Regiment suffered
25 personnel losses, including 3 martyrs, one
of whom was the battalion commander, 20
wounded and two officers missing in action
on the same day. During the fighting around
Amzacea on 24 September, the 25th Division
suffered 997 casualties, including 103 mar-
tyred privates, nine officers, 598 wounded pri-
vates and 287 missing.'”

When Lt. Col. Mustafa, commander of the
56th Regiment, was martyred on 3 October
1916, Lt. Col. Kazim, commander of the 38th
Regiment, took over the command of his reg-
iment.'®® During the Battle of Drigénesti in
December 1916, the 26th Division suffered the
loss of an officer and 86 privates. Additionally,
seven officers and five hundred and seventeen

privates were wounded, and three hundred and
fifty-seven privates were missing in action.'®
Following a 5-day operation commencing on
December 26, the 26th Division suffered 258
martyrs and 1,449 wounded. '¢*

During the Battle of Karabayir on the Mac-
edonian Front, the 50th Turkish Division suf-
fered 113 casualties, including 19 martyrs.'s®
Additionally, the Ottoman Rumelia Detach-
ment in North Macedonia incurred 415 casu-
alties in March 1917, and suffered 712 casual-
ties, including 20 officers, during the two-day
battle that commenced with the French coun-
ter-attack on April 2, 1917. Similarly, despite
the repulsion of the opponent with a bayonet
attack on 7-8 May, 139 individuals, mostly
from the 10th Company, sustained casual-
ties.'* Furthermore, during the confrontations
that persisted until the evening of September
7,1917, the Detachment encountered substan-
tial losses and subsequently forced the French
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to retreat back to their former positions. The
Detachment’s casualties in this particular en-
gagement amounted to 129 individuals. It is
evident that Turkish forces endured consider-
able casualties.

Turkish troops have received recognition
from authorities in Germany, Austria, and Tiir-
kiye for their services.'® An archive document
dated October 25, 1916, announces awards for
soldiers who participated in the “pursuit with
very small units in the flat and waterless plains
of Dobrudja” operation.'*® Thanks to their suc-
cess in the Battle of Balarya on 3rd December
1916, the 26th Division received appreciation.
Later, Major Omer Liitfii's 78th Regiment flag
received a medal as a commendation. During
the end of 1916, the 26th Division participat-
ed in the Battle of Vizirul, where clashes with
regiments from the 124th Russian Division fa-
cilitated the advance towards Ibrail (Briila).'*”
The bravery and valour of the Turkish soldiers
in these battles enhanced the Turkish army’s
magnificence, as per the allied commanders’
statement. ' The naming of the 50th Turkish
Division serving in Macedonia as “Zafer (Tri-
umph)” can also be seen in this context.

Turkish military personnel have been ob-
served actively conducting training on various
fronts where they operate. Training exercises
were carried out behind the front lines, in ac-
cordance with the conflicts allowed in Eastern
Europe and the Balkans.'® Soldiers were pro-
vided with a range of training programmes,
including “Air Defence” and “Fire Practice” for
artillery units, “Assault Units (Shock troop/
Stof3trupp)” and “Bomb and Machine Gun” for
infantry, and “Defence Construction Practices”
and “Concrete Construction” for engineering
units. Moreover, soldiers were trained in sow-
ing and planting, which also involved the use
of agricultural machinery.'”” The German mili-
tary authorities have stated that these training
courses have enabled the Turkish army to ful-
ly demonstrate its capabilities. This has been
demonstrated by the historical record. The re-
turning troops have been effective both on the
Syrian-Palestinian and the Caucasian fronts.
In the end, they played a key role in the success
of the Turkish War of Independence.

Conclusion

When evaluating the activities of the
Turkish troops, it is evident that the Galicia,
Romania, and Macedonia fronts gained pres-
tige for the Ottoman Empire. Galicia is a his-
torically significant region that has seen nu-
merous struggles for dominance, including a
Russian-German-Austrian contest during the
First World War, particularly on the Eastern
Front. The Turkish troops performed their du-
ties commendably during these conflicts.

Turkish troops who fought alongside var-
ious Central Powers units on the fronts in
Galicia, Romania, and Macedonia ultimately
fell under the authority of the German Gen-
eral Staff. In August 1916, due to Germany’s
growing significance in coordinating central
command for the Central Powers, strategic
planning across all fronts, and mobilising
their armies, Cevat Pasha was selected to re-
place Yakup Sevki Pasha. The decision was
made because Yakup Sevki Pasha was unable
to establish a productive relationship with
the Germans, particularly along the Galician
front. This was considered a German coup. It
is apparent from archive documents regard-
ing Enver Pasha’s extensive cooperation with
the German General Staft that he successfully
averted any issues with Germany and strove to
improve the position of the Ottoman Empire
during the war. Enver Pasha’s commendable
efforts in enhancing the prestige of the Otto-
man Empire must be acknowledged. Turkish
soldiers who were considered to have no issues
adjusting to foreign troops were chosen for de-
ployment in Europe and the Balkans. Turkish
troops received a warm welcome from their
fellow soldiers where they were stationed. The
15th Corps, which fought in Galicia, was par-
ticularly renowned as the “Heroes of Gallipoli”
and received accolades for their valour.

The great challenge that the Turkish Corps
stationed in Galicia, Romania, and Macedonia
encounter is the tremendous length of their
area of responsibility. According to archival
documents, Turkish troops launched an attack
before their deployment to the front had been
completed and their commanders had taken
control of the units. Another issue highlighted
in the documents is that the fatigue of soldiers

during wartime is not considered. Archival re-
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cords reveal that the frequent violent fighting
resulted in the loss of a significant number of
Turkish soldiers, thus hampering the troops’
ability to carry out their missions."”* This caused
several predictable challenges during the war.

Turkish unit commanders are making ef-
forts to tackle issues that emerge from misin-
terpreting orders. It could be argued that the
Turkish soldiers who fought alongside soldiers
from the Central Forces encountered significant
challenges. The management of the Galician
and Romanian fronts by German or Austrian
commanders, the presence of Bulgarian officers
in Macedonia, the use of foreign languages in
correspondence, calendar differences in official
communication, and a shortage of translators
are just some of the challenges faced.

Nevertheless, Turkish forces fighting in
Europe acquired significant knowledge and
experience that translated into subsequent vic-
tories on the fronts. Alongside their proficien-
cy and expertise in infantry, cavalry, combat,
bombs, and poisonous gas, progress has also
been achieved in logistics and administrative
activities.

Turkish soldiers, who bravely fulfilled their
responsibilities while serving abroad and de-
fended their trenches at heavy cost, undoubt-
edly demonstrated heroism that has an excep-
tional status in history.
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Dossier:
Romanian-Ottoman-Turkish Relations at the Centenary

of the Republic of Tiirkiye

THE REGIME OF GENERAL MUSTAFA
KEMAL ATATURK IN THE ANALYSIS
OF THE OFFICE FOR DOCUMENTATION
AND ADMINISTRATIVE STUDIES
OF ROMANIA (1941)

ALIN SPANU *

e N
Abstract

At the beginning of 1941, the Office of Documentation and Administrative Studies in the
Ministry of the Interior in Bucharest developed an analysis of Tiirkiye under the leadership of
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk. The political evolution, doctrine, and institutions involved in imple-
menting the reforms and the results obtained were analysed. The analysis is pertinent, it does
not omit the delicate events in the evolution of Tiirkiye, but, as a whole, it is favourable to the
regime of Kemal, which laid the foundations for Tiirkiye's development into an important re-
gional actor.

1t is possible that this analysis was requested by the Romanian Prime Minister, General Ion
Antonescu, who wanted to know how a military man could successfully reform a state that was
on the edge of the precipice. Maybe General Antonescu was thinking of following his example
and initiating some necessary reforms for Romania at that time. The objective of the analysis
was to identify the means that allowed the evolution of Tiirkiye to the level of an important
regional political actor.

The analytical material is appreciative of a man who changed a country through will, ded-
ication, and effort. All the reforms initiated in the 1920s were the basis of Tiirkiye’s develop-
ment, especially after the Second World War, when it became an extremely important actor in
the Black Sea area, the Middle East, NATO, and South-Eastern Europe.

Keywords: Tiirkiye, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, regime, analysis, Romania
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The Ottoman Empire was a major expan- | turies. Twice (in 1529 and 1683), the Ottoman
sionist power starting from the 14" century, | army reached Vienna, but each time Christian
which dominated and influenced Southern, | forces managed to repel the attackers. Starting
Eastern, and Central Europe for several cen- | from the 18" century, the Ottoman Empire went
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through a slow and steady decline, due to both
internal crises and the conflicts (most of which
were lost) with Austria and Russia. The loss of
territories in Europe and the Caucasus, as well
as the absence of reformist sultans or grand
viziers, deepened the crisis, so much so that
in the 19" century, the Ottoman Empire was
referred to as the “sick man of Europe” Howev-
er, the major Western powers (especially Eng-
land and France) preferred to keep this “sick
man” alive because they realized the immense
market represented by Ottoman territories,
and the loans granted were guaranteed with
extremely favourable economic concessions.

At the beginning of the 20" century, the
Christian states in the Balkans (Serbia, Mon-
tenegro, Bulgaria, and Greece) formed an al-
liance and launched the final major offensive
to drive the Ottomans out of Europe (1912-
1913), which they successfully achieved. The
fact that, after the cessation of hostilities,
Bulgaria attacked its former allies (Serbia and
Greece, June 1913) led Romania and the Otto-
man Empire to intervene, each gaining a terri-
tory. Thus, the Ottomans recaptured some of
the territories lost in Europe during the First
Balkan War.

In the First World War (1914-1918), the Ot-
toman Empire’s alliance with the Central Pow-
ers (Germany and Austria-Hungary) proved
fatal. They lost the war, many colonies (some
declared independence, while others came un-
der Anglo-French control), and were forced to
accept provisions that infringed upon their in-
dependence, sovereignty, and national dignity.
General Mustafa Kemal emerged against the
backdrop of increasingly vocal discontent and
of the preservation of feudal structures both
in administration and politics. As a military
commander that scored resounding successes
in the First World War, with a profound un-
derstanding of the Ottoman state and a vision-
ary with regards to the future of his country,
Kemal took on the role of reforming Tiirkiye.
He first launched a counteroffensive to drive
out enemy forces occupying various parts of
the national territory, then removed the Sul-
tan and all feudal institutions (political, eco-
nomic, religious, etc.). His structural reforms
in all areas secularized the state, developed it,

and radically transformed it in a short period.
[T501

Through his handling of internal and external
affairs, Mustafa Kemal, also known as Atatiirk
(the father of the Turks), became a role model
for other political leaders. His longevity helped
him choose and educate disciples to continue
his work and vision.

In this context, at the beginning of 1941,
the Office for Documentation and Adminis-
trative Studies within the Ministry of Interior
in Bucharest prepared an analysis of Tiirkiye
under the leadership of Atatiirk. The analysis
examined political developments, doctrines,
institutions involved in implementing re-
forms, and more. The analysis is pertinent, not
omitting sensitive aspects of Tiirkiye’s history
(such as the massacres of Greeks and Armeni-
ans), but, overall, it is favourable towards the
Kemalist regime, which laid the foundations
for Tiirkiye’s development and transformation
into a major economic power.

It is possible that this analysis was request-
ed by the Romanian Prime Minister, General
Ion Antonescu, who wanted to understand
how a military leader could successfully re-
form a state on the brink of collapse. Perhaps
General Antonescu was considering following
Atatiirk’s example and initiating some neces-
sary reforms for Romania at that time.

The history of General Mustafa Kemal’s
rise to power

As a defeated state on the battlefield, the
Ottoman Empire requested an armistice,
which was signed at Mudros (September 30,
1918), and then was compelled to sign the
Treaty of Sevres (August 10, 1920), which
reserved for it the fate of a “small Anatolian
state, devoid of independence and complete-
ly economically subservient™. In essence, the
empire was dismantled (from nearly 1.6 mil-
lion square kilometres in 1914, it was reduced
to just over 450,000 square kilometres), its fi-
nances were controlled by Anglo-French rep-
resentatives, its army reduced to 50,000 men,
a few ships, and without the right to possess
a military aviation. This extremely oppressive
treaty was signed by the Sultan but was nev-
er ratified by the Parliament of Istanbul or any
other legislative assembly.

However, the Turkish national idea fol-
lowed a slow but steady ascent, gaining trac-
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tion among the “young intelligentsia” at the
beginning of the 20" century and expanding
in scope and depth with the Young Turks’ rev-
olution (1908). The spread of progressive ide-
as among the masses took place against the
backdrop of World War I and the ensuing loss
of territories, some inhabited by foreign mi-
norities, who were awakened by the upsurge
in nationalism spreading across Europe. Nev-
ertheless, the idea did not have a leader until
General Mustafa Kemal, later dubbed Atatiirk
(the father of the Turks)?. When the govern-
ment in Istanbul understood the danger posed
by General Kemal, they sent him to Anatolia
as an inspector of the Third Army. However, it
was here that the general realized the gravity
of the situation in his country, as well as the
fact that the Turkish nation vehemently reject-
ed the partition that the authorities in Istanbul
had assumed through the signing of the Treaty
of Seévres. It was then that he understood the
need to begin organizing the struggle for the
independence of his nation.

The first sign of revival was the message
sent from Amasya on June 22, 1919, signed
by General Kemal and other senior officers,
which marked the beginning of the war of in-
dependence for the new Turkish nation. Ke-
mal proposed the creation of a national gov-
ernment in Anatolia that would represent the
people and the national will. On July 23, 1919,
he organized the first National Congress in
Erzurum, where he was elected president. The
congress drafted programmatic documents
and issued a proclamation outlining the prin-
ciples on which the struggle for complete in-
dependence and territorial defence should be
based. Until the assumption of political power,
the Congress decided to elect a “Committee of
Representation” to act as an executive body.

At the Sivas Congress (September 4-11,
1919), which brought together representa-
tives from all provinces of Anatolia, Mustafa
Kemal was also elected president. In addition,
the statutes of the previous Congress were
adopted and declared valid for all of Tiirkiye. A
motion was also passed to reject any diminish-
ment of sovereignty on national territory and
to request the recognition of Tiirkiye’s com-
plete independence.

However, the unity of all moral and physi-
cal forces was not yet complete. The next step
m Revista de istorie militara m

was the convening of a National Assembly
with extraordinary powers to represent na-
tional sovereignty. For this purpose, Mustafa
Kemal ordered general elections and on April
23, 1920, the National Assembly was con-
vened, forming the government of the new
Turkish state, known as the “Government of
the Grand National Assembly” The next stage
was the commencement of the war for libera-
tion from enemy occupation: the Greeks to the
west, the French to the south, and the Arme-
nians to the east. The French were defeated in
the Battle of Marash (January 21 — February
13, 1920); through the Battles of Oltu (June
18-25, 1920, and September 3-5, 1920), the Ar-
menians were expelled, and the Greeks were
driven out of the occupied areas by September
1922. The victory was confirmed by the Treaty
of Lausanne (July 24, 1923), which recognized
the complete independence of Tiirkiye, “ac-
quired after an immense effort by the entire
nation™. The Treaty of Lausanne established a
free state born from the will and strength of
the Turkish people, which accepted two condi-
tions: the demilitarization of the straits and the
handover of the Mosul Vilayet. Thus, the inde-
pendence lost by the Treaty of Sévres was re-
stored through the military exploits of Mustafa
Kemal in just four years after the defeat in the
First World War.

The first reform by the new government was
the abolition of the monarchy on November 1,
1922, while the Caliphate was still retained.
The government’s seat was established in An-
kara and, on October 29, 1923, the Republic
was proclaimed. Mustafa Kemal was elected
president and, after four months, the Caliphate
was also abolished, as it was incompatible with
the idea of total national sovereignty. Members
of the House of Osman were invited to leave
the Republic. One by one, the people liberated
themselves from all the previous frameworks,
taking sole responsibility for the future. All
these reforms are collectively known as the
“Turkish Revolution’, which, constitutionally,
began with the illegal elections for the Grand
National Assembly in 1920.

This “sui generis” Revolution — “which we
could say was legally conducted, in a spirit
of authority and discipline™ — acted illegally
only in the 1920 elections, held without the
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authority of the Sultan, but justified by a se-
vere internal crisis and direct interference of
the enemy in the affairs of the state. The Grand
National Assembly itself, the result of these
elections, established its power gradually, thus
giving legal legitimacy to its actions. What
characterizes this Revolution is the fact that
it represents the natural outcome of events of
the First World War, “having no need for any
ideological preparation™. Placed in a revolu-
tionary situation, the Turkish people and Gen-
eral Mustafa Kemal were compelled to impro-
vise historically in order to achieve their goal:
freedom of the nation.

The fundamental political principle of the
pragmatic democracy in the Turkish Repub-
lic was that reality should take precedence
over doctrine. Therefore, Kemalism cannot be
characterized as a left or right-wing doctrine.
It represents a continuous adaptation in ac-
cordance with the realities of Turkish life and
“not a servile intersection of other systems™.
Kemalism favoured end results over programs.
The centre of gravity of all its programs was
represented by the energy and insight of its
spiritual leaders. It does not fit into slogans
and formulas passed down from one genera-
tion to the next. Therefore, the regime of the
new Tiirkiye is not defined by formulas, but
by the name of its creator — Mustafa Kemal
Atatiirk. The most important reforms imple-
mented after the proclamation of the Republic
were:

1. The establishment of the Republican
People’s Party (CHP), whose statutes were
adopted on September 9, 1923;

2. The complete secularization of the coun-
try;

3. The adoption of a new Constitution on
April 20, 1924;

4. The abolition of the tithe system and its
replacement with a general tax through the
Law of March 1, 1925;

5. The abolition of the fez and its replace-
ment with the hat, based on a decree by the
Council of Ministers in September 1925;

6. The closure of dervish monasteries and
the dissolution of religious sects through the
decree of September 2, 1925;

7. The introduction of the 24-hour day
through the law of December 26, 1925;
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8. The adoption of the Gregorian calendar
in place of the Hegira calendar through the law
of December 26, 1925;

9. The major judicial reform through the
introduction of the Civil Code, based on the
Swiss model, and the Commercial Code, in-
spired by German and Italian models, in 1926.

10. Alphabet and language reform through
the law of November 3, 1928.

11. Establishment of mandatory weekly
rest, on Sundays, through the law of May 29,
1935.

12. Separation of state and religion, en-
shrined by the Grand National Assembly on
April 5, 1928.

13. Political and social rights for women,
equal to men, through the laws of 1930 and
1935.

Through political, social, and economic
reforms, Tiirkiye underwent a total transfor-
mation, both morally and materially, “with
unforeseen repercussions for the future of this
nation in all fields”, as stated by the experts at
the Office for Documentation and Administra-
tive Studies in Bucharest.

Kemalist doctrine and ideology

The political doctrine of Mustafa Kemal
can only be defined in the light of specific facts
and realities, without getting lost in classical
formulas. Thus, Article 1 [nu cumva Artico-
lul 3?] of the Constitution of April 20, 1924,
states that: “Sovereignty belongs absolutely to
the nation. The governing principle is based
on the right of the people to decide for them-
selves and effectively determine their own des-
tiny. The form of government is the Republic”
Article 2 was amended by the Law of February
5, 1937, and it has the following content: “The
Turkish state is republican, nationalist, popu-
list, statist, secular, and revolutionary. The of-
ficial language is Turkish, and its capital is the
city of Ankara” Also in 1937, Article 44 was
amended, which outlines the appointment of
the prime minister and ministers: “The Prime
Minister is appointed by the President of the
Republic from among the members of the As-
sembly. The other ministers are chosen by the
Prime Minister from among the members of
the National Assembly, and all ministers are
presented to the Assembly after the approv-
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al of the President of the Republic. (...) If the
Assembly is not in session, this formality is
postponed until the Assembly convenes. The
government will inform the Assembly of its
political standpoint within a maximum pe-
riod of one week. The Prime Minister selects
the Undersecretaries of State from among the
members of the Assembly and presents those
selected for approval to the President of the
Republic”

The freedoms of Turkish citizens are high-
lighted in Article 68: “All citizens of Tiirkiye
are endowed at birth with liberty and full right
to the enjoyment thereof. Liberty consists in
the right to live and enjoy life without offense
or injury to others. The only limitations on
liberty — which is one of the natural rights of
all — are those imposed in the interest of the
rights and liberties of others. Such limitations
on personal liberty shall be defined only in
strict accordance with the law’, Essentially, this
Constitution is characterized by a deeply na-
tional spirit, being inspired and crafted from
the needs and tendencies of the people. It has
a realistic nature, as the people who fought to
secure their sovereign and independent exist-
ence remain masters of their own destinies.

Its unified spirit and tendency are also re-
markable. Starting from the unconditional
sovereignty of the nation, it effectively leads to
the principle of a single power within the state,
represented by a single body: the Grand Na-
tional Assembly. From the realism and unitary
system of this Constitution, its original char-
acter emerges: authoritarianism, since democ-
racy, whose supreme ideal is the complete in-
dependence of the country, tends towards the
concentration of the moral and material forces
of the nation into a single body.

From the spirit of this concentration sys-
tem, with any deviation with a national scope
being excluded, the body where the national
will is represented actually gains broad au-
thority and exercises guardianship over the
collective life of the country. As for how the
Turkish Republic is organized, it is based on
the principle of representative democracy.
The nation’s will, expressed through universal
suffrage, constitutes the sole source of power
in the state, with sovereignty being exercised
on its behalf by an elected body. The coun-

try’s fundamental law acknowledges that the
National Assembly, which is the emanation of
the people, is the sole source of power. It elects
the President of the Republic, who in turn ap-
points the cabinet members from among the
members of the Assembly.

The National Assembly also selects the
members of the Council of State and the Court
of Accounts from among individuals who have
held high administrative positions. In turn, the
National Assembly is elected through univer-
sal, indirect, majority, equal, individual, op-
tional, and secret vote. Citizens of both sexes
who have reached the age of 22 have the right
to participate in these elections, and only those
who have reached the age of 30 can be elected,
with some minor restrictions based on moral
considerations or intellectual incapacity. Suf-
frage is indirect because voters are not called
upon to directly choose their deputies. They
first elect members of the electoral colleges,
and these elected representatives then choose
the national representatives in the second
stage. However, the program of the Republi-
can People’s Party in the late 1930s proposed
replacing this system with direct suffrage.

The National Assembly is the sole body
through which national sovereignty is ex-
pressed. It has extensive competence, exercises
general control over the officials of public in-
stitutions and government bodies. It performs
acts of high politics and high administration,
approves the budget, can dissolve itself, and it
is the final recourse for citizens against injus-
tices or administrative irregularities commit-
ted against them. The Assembly elects with an
absolute majority a president from among its
members, who can be re-elected indefinitely
for four-year terms.

However, the democracy established by
General Kemal should not be understood in its
usual sense. It unequivocally rejects the clas-
sical liberal regime, both in the political and
economic domains, and recommends itself as
a democracy based on discipline and authority
exercised solely for the benefit of the commu-
nity. It grants the greatest power to the Nation-
al Assembly, which embodies the nation’s will.
Precisely for this reason, it cannot be dissolved
by any authority other than itself. Local organ-

ization is managed by Administrative Councils
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directly elected by the people.

Regarding the relationship between the
Assembly and the executive power, the Con-
stitution establishes the president’s right to
promulgate laws within ten days from the date
of their passage, but also to return to the As-
sembly those laws the president has objections
with. If the Assembly votes for the same law
a second time, the president is obligated to
promulgate it.

The supreme command of the army is vest-
ed in the Grand National Assembly, which is
represented by the President of the Republic
(Article 40).

Statism

Statism (as provided for in Article 2 of the
Constitution) represents a complete reorgan-
ization on an economic and social level that
was necessary and without which independ-
ence and freedom risked remaining mere aspi-
rations. This is because private initiatives and
capabilities were insufficient to meet the nu-
merous demands, especially economic ones,
in the new state, which found itself obliged to
take on these large responsibilities on its own.

The system imposed that the state-created
industry be managed anonymous companies,
subjected to the rules of private economy and
of the commercial, control and supervision
code, exercised by the state in its capacity as
a shareholder. In 1933, the first five-year in-
dustrialization plan began, which sought to
replace private initiative in the fields where,
despite all efforts, it was still insufficient. This
plan had two important characteristics:

1. It was not inspired by the principle of “a
outrance” autarky (excessive);

2. It aimed exploit the country’s natural re-
sources with its own means, primarily of those
sought-after domestically.

The essential lines of the second plan con-
cern mining industry and electrification of
the country, food industry, chemical industry,
maritime trade, and small-scale industry®. The
institutions implementing the plan enjoy free-
dom of action and all the advantages attribut-
ed to private enterprise, overseen by the state.
The plan has the following managing institu-
tions: Siimerbank, Etibank (with the purpose
of exploiting mines), and Is Bankasi.

This industrialization is one of the impor-
tant concerns of the governments and has
been placed under state’s control in order to
achieve its goal uniformly and with sufficient
capital. Political leaders, despite the contro-
versies that arose regarding the incongruity of
this regime with the democracy established by
the Constitution, have always stated that the
regime advocates for moderate statism and
opposes any excess that would discourage pri-
vate initiative. Therefore, a protectionist policy
has been adopted, whose autarkic character is
merely complementary.

In the program of the Republican People’s
Party, it is considered that the foundation of
economic life is individual work and that the
effective intervention of the state in certain
matters is necessary not because of a lack of
lack trust in it, but because it is indispensa-
ble for the country’s rapid economic uplift, to
prevent it from falling prey to capitalism like
other democratic countries. In the Party’s 1935
program, it is mentioned that “To the same ex-
tent that the state is interested in playing its
constructive and creative role in economic
matters, it seeks to encourage private initia-
tives and regulate and control those that are
already established” Thus, the Party’s program
gives official recognition to activities unfolding
outside of a centrally planned economy, with
the aim of protecting it from overproduction.

At the same time, the state takes on the role
of price control and prevents conflicts of inter-
est between producers and consumers. With
the same spirit of balance, peace, and concilia-
tion, disputes between employers and workers
are also prevented. This state intervention was
applied not only in industry but also in agri-
culture, on as large a scale as possible. For this
purpose, an Agricultural Institute was estab-
lished, which contributes, through its branch-
es, to the development of agriculture.

The conclusion of Romanian analysts was
that “The Party is an enemy of capitalism and
pauperism alike™.

Nationalism and revolutionism

Turkish nationalism expressed “faith in the
vitality and future of its race”, translating the
aspirations of the people towards unity and in-
dependence. From this perspective, Kemalism
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can be defined as a vigorous reaction against
the Ottoman feudal social structure, which di-
vided the people into different castes and cate-
gories, whether it was the theocratic aristocra-
cy (representatives of cults and religion) or the
economic and social elite (large landowners,
major merchants, tithe collectors). In practice,
the secular regime was a rejection of Ottoman
cosmopolitanism and a reaction against the
universalist policies promoted by the sultans
for centuries.

In the program of the party founded by Ke-
mal, the nation was defined as “a social and po-
litical entity, comprising fellow citizens bound
to each other by a common language, culture,
and ideal” For the new Tiirkiye, religious and
racial community did not equate to national
community. To belong to the same nation, it
was not required to belong to the same race
and religion, but it was necessary to speak the
same language, have the same culture, and even
share the same ideals. Therefore, according to
Article 9 of the Statute adopted at the 4" Con-
gress of the Republican People’s Party, in 1935,
“any citizen who habitually uses the Turkish
language, who has assimilated Turkish culture,
and who has embraced the principles of the
Republican People’s Party, may be admitted to
the Party. He should not have taken a stance
against the national struggle, have not partici-
pated in movements or organizations directed
against it, and should exhibit a mentality that is
not politically negative in character”.

On this occasion, it is worth mentioning
the extreme measure that allowed the crea-
tion of a unified Turkish national state, with
social and economic consequences, such as
the evacuation of Armenians and Greeks from
Anatolia. These acts were not peaceful and
damaged Tiirkiye’s image internationally. The
official viewpoint was that national necessi-
ty took precedence, leading to deportations,
population exchanges, or even massacres of
minorities “when they were found to be in
collusion with the country’s enemies™'. Ac-
cording to an erudite historian, Norbert de Bi-
schoff'?, “Depuis l'expulsion des Grecs et des
Arméniens, 'Anatolie et avec elle, la Turquie,
ont vraiment un caracter national unifi¢”’*. On
the other hand, regarding the only remaining
element, the Kurds, who represent a significant

numerical force, Tiirkiye “works with brutality,
employing all means of political pressure to
suppress them with their distinct ethnic iden-
tity in the national republic. Their existence is
in annoying contradiction with the fundamen-
tal principles of the state, which aims to be a
national state, along with the fear of creating
diplomatic and military complications for the
Turkish nation in difficult times”*. The disap-
pearance of the first groups (Greeks and Ar-
menians) required Turkish nation to fill the
void, especially in the economic sphere, a pro-
cess that amounted to a genuine revolution.

The idea of revolution in Kemalist ideology
should be understood as creation and radical
transformation through a continuous march
towards progress, with the aim of achieving
the greatest leaps possible. Certainly, in its
early stages, revolutionism was used in the
sense of radicalism that did not tolerate half-
way measures in its reformist zeal but aimed to
“work as swiftly as possible, bypassing stages
and making leaps through time”**. The method
employed in this process of reorganization was
experimental and consisted of not starting a
new operation until the old one had been ver-
ified. In this way, reforms had to demonstrate
a logical sequence and a distinct sequence, so
that the final result could not be a failure.

Republican People’s Party

The unification of the Turkish people had
its earliest beginnings in the “Association for
the Defence of National Rights of Anatolia and
Rumelia” This association, which constituted
the first nucleus of national resistance, was
the one from which the Republican People’s
Party would later emerge. At that time, in the
beginning, the Association had a single ideal:
to drive the enemy out of the national territory
and achieve true independence, both political-
ly and economically. Its field of action was the
entire country, with all citizens as members
without distinction, and it had two bodies,
decisional and executive: periodic congresses
on one hand and a permanent representative
council on the other.

At the first Congress in Sivas, elections
were decided for the Grand National Assem-
bly, which convened on April 23, 1921. In the
same year, a Constitution was voted on, which,
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intentionally, omitted two important insti-
tutions: the Sultanate and the Caliphate. The
Constitution drew inspiration from a concept
that holds a pivotal place in Tiirkiye’s consti-
tutional history: that of the sovereignty of the
nation, without any restrictions or conditions
of any kind. It established a republic without
a president and a system with a single power,
represented and exercised by the Grand Na-
tional Assembly. This responded to the ur-
gent need to concentrate national forces and
entrust them to a unified command. As the
Association achieved its goals after the War of
Independence, it was to transform into a new
organization with a different ideal. From these
considerations, the Republican People’s Party
was born, encompassing the entire nation with
which it identified and which would carry out
the great social revolution in its name.

Before founding this organization, Musta-
fa Kemal, through a proclamation dated No-
vember 7, 1922, invited all the intellectuals of
the country to make their ideas known. Then,
through a tour of the country’s major cities, he
invited the population to public conferences
and answered questions on the subjects dis-
cussed. On this occasion, he emphasized that
it was about an organization open to the entire
nation and not a party defending the interests
of a specific class, against which another par-
ty would rise to defend the interests of other
classes or categories. “By the People’s Party, we
do not mean to designate only a part, but the
entirety of the nation. It defends the interests
of the entire nation and all categories equally,
aiming to bring them into harmony for their
common well-being. The interests of different
categories of citizens are perfectly reconcilable
and not a means to separate them into classes.
All citizens fall into the category we call the
people. Therefore, the People’s Party will be a
school of civic education for our people™®, Ke-
mal affirmed on several occasions, gaining the
sympathy of the population.

This secular movement served as a school
for the nation’s political leadership and for the
civic education of the people. The party had
no opposition because the supreme leader was
also the party’s president. The President of the
Republic presides over this party, which was
unique precisely to ensure unity and avoid po-

litical party discord. Dissidents who emerged
and established a new party, the Liberal Party,
were disavowed by President Kemal and had
to dissolve it and return to the old ranks, even
though they claimed that their program faith-
fully reflected the ideas and principles of the
Republic’s leader. Remarkably, the principle
of a single party emerged naturally and not
through a dictatorial law or measure, perhaps
because it was led by the very person who en-
joyed the absolute trust of the nation.

The party, even from its earliest begin-
nings, avoided overly theoretical discussions.
Statesmen asserted that the party’s develop-
ment was linked to the demands of the mo-
ment and circumstances, not to programs,
and the principles of freedom, equality, and
property were subordinate to the higher in-
terests of society. In the new state, national
sovereignty had to be exercised by the leader
with the cooperation of the cadres moulded in
his image, who were to represent only the col-
lective interests. For their education, the elites
of these political cadres of Turkish democracy
were continuously in direct contact with the
leader, being alternately summoned to discuss
political, social, and economic issues related to
the nation’s interests. The ideas and realities
of the revolution were studied and analysed in
free discussions in a special atmosphere, un-
der the watchful eye of Atatiirk. Everyone in-
volved in the President’s politics absorbed its
spirit, which had its source in Ankara and then
spread throughout the country. The ideas that
the chosen individuals expressed within the
Grand National Assembly were later “baked”"”
in these free conversations under Atatiirk’s
presidency.

The program of the Republican People’s
Party

The fundamental program of the admin-
istration was that of the Republican People’s
Party, a realistic and dynamic one, well repre-
sented in the Grand National Assembly®. This
program directly originates from everyday life,
and the path it follows is the one charted by
the Turkish nation as a whole. Its spirit does
not allow the Party to be concerned only with a
part of the nation or a specific region but with
the entire collective living within the country’s
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borders. By merging the government adminis-
tration with that of the party, the goal was sole-
ly to demonstrate that no distinction was made
between citizens, since “power is singular, and
it belongs to the nation™.

Looking beyond these general lines, it can
be seen that in this program, the life and health
of the Turkish citizen constitute a national
matter that the government must always con-
sider. Alongside national security, individual
security is emphasized, which must be guaran-
teed by the laws of the Republic and by judges.
For this reason, the judicial organization and
legislation must adapt without deviation to the
dynamics of secular life. In turn, economic life
is considered as a whole, encompassing activ-
ities in agriculture, trade, industry, and pub-
lic works in general, domains that cannot be
viewed separately.

“In the mechanism of political life, Atatiirk
stated, which constitutes the expression of a
nation’s independence and worth, the state,
culture, and economy that form its main
mechanisms are interconnected”. To main-
tain all the results of the revolution, the exec-
utive authority considered its own authority
essential, aimed at ensuring the security of
citizens and national order. As for local au-
thorities, they have the mission of organizing
five-year work plans under a central technical
bureau and focus on improving public aesthet-
ics and hygiene. Special attention is given to
cities, which, due to their geographic location
and natural beauty, are intended to attract
tourists and generate income for the country.

Agriculture was considered the foundation
of the national economy, so the government
made the following commitments:

1. Not to leave any farmer without land,
which, to the extent it provides for a family’s
subsistence, takes on an indivisible character
protected from any encroachment. The extent
of land exploited by large cultivators or farm
owners is limited according to population den-
sity and the fertility of the region where they
are located.

2. To increase, improve, and protect work-
ing tools.

3. To take special measures by regions and
to create agricultural centres, which, for exam-
ple, ought to teach peasants the most suitable
agricultural and industrial procedures. Meas-
ures were also taken to standardize products

m Revista de istorie militara m

to make them economical and easier to export.

4. To ensure abundant and inexpensive
production.

5. To provide each family with at least a
pair of animals, preferably horses.

The agricultural industry is also granted
special importance, thus strengthening the
fight against plant epidemics and agricultural
pests. Research has been done with the aim of
identifying the most suitable technical meth-
ods for activity and production in order to im-
prove yield and quality. In this way, wheat and
animal breeds improved, and visits by farmers
have been organized to see how work is done
in other regions, demonstrating the attention
they are granted.

The improvement of the situation of peas-
antry represented a primary objective, and, to
achieve these results, the Party has organized
People’s Houses everywhere with a rural sec-
tion, whose members are tasked with provid-
ing villagers with all the benefits that culture,
on the one hand, and hygiene, on the other
hand, impart to people. Their main task is to
work on the education and development of
the peasantry from a social, sanitary, and in-
tellectual perspective. These Houses organize
rural celebrations to which townspeople, in
particular, are invited, as they have an interest
in creating closer ties between the rural and
urban environments. They cooperate with the
sections of popular courses for the free edu-
cation of peasants and with the sections of
social assistance for medical aid. At the same
time, they are equally responsible for provid-
ing personal services to villagers, such as han-
dling correspondence for illiterate peasants or
dealing with business matters they may have in
the city, etc. They have been designated with
the mission of offering advice to villagers, pro-
viding them with technical information, and
instilling hygiene rules. Peasants are invited
to visit the People’s Houses in their district,
where they will receive a warm welcome, get
information and advice on all subjects of inter-
est to them, and attend conferences, presenta-
tions, and film screenings organized especially
for them.

The state also organized a corps of “rural
educators’, who form the core of the educated

peasant masses, so crucial for the future. These
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educators are recruited from among soldiers
performing military service and receive special
training to prepare them for the role of edu-
cators. Once they enter the villages, they have
the mission of teaching the peasants hygiene
rules, the art of modern construction, the se-
crets of agricultural techniques, and serving as
schoolteachers, among other responsibilities.
The Republican People’s Party expressed its
will to provide land to all peasants. This idea
was put into practice between 1930 and 1937,
and large rural properties that were not well
utilized were distributed to landless peasants.
It should be added that in Tirkiye, before the
period leading up to the Second World War,
there were over 600 credit cooperatives. “This
system unique to Tiirkiye yielded unexpected
results”!, noted Romanian analysts.

In foreign trade, the fundamental principle
was to preserve the active nature of the bal-
ance of trade. For domestic trade, the follow-
ing priorities were emphasized: organization,
standardization, nationalization of trade, and
the establishment of cooperatives.

Industrialization was one of the challeng-
es of the Kemalist regime, representing one of
the greatest national causes. It was a necessi-
ty for harnessing the country’s resources and
achieving the ideal of an advanced and pros-
perous nation while also being a matter of
national defence. To achieve this, loans were
provided, coal and iron mines were exploit-
ed, and vessels of various tonnages were built.
Secondly, plans were drawn up for infrastruc-
ture construction (bridges, roads, railways,
etc.), and special attention was given to finan-
cial matters, which are key elements to the
vitality, strength, and functioning of the state
mechanism through currency stabilization,
credit consolidation, coordination of monop-
olies, etc. The corporatist system was not al-
lowed as it contradicted the general principles
of Kemalism, which only permitted the rep-
resentation of the collective interests of the
community in front of the state and not the
representation of interest groups. Trusts, mo-
nopolies, and cartels were prohibited, as were
unions that could create discord between em-
ployers and workers. “Success in this endeav-
our can only be achieved through a rational

and systematic approach”?, declared Atatiirk.
As for the workers, they were organized and
guided through the organs of the Party.

The institutions that implemented Ke-
malist reforms

The leaders in Ankara made efforts to re-
build and reform everything that was old in
the attempt to endow the country with entire-
ly new institutions and organizations. For this
reason, they placed great importance on the
activities carried out by popular organizations
and private associations, alongside the activi-
ties of official authorities. First and foremost,
emphasis was placed on the activities of the
People’s Houses and the Societies of Turkish
Linguistic and Historical Studies, which began
to produce works in line with the principles of
the Revolution to create a revolutionary cul-
ture and propagate it throughout the country.
The most recent works include the “Statutes of
the Republican People’s Party” adopted at the
5% Grand Congress of the Party (June 1, 1939)
and the “Program” adopted at the Fifth Grand
Congress of the Republican People’s Party
(May 1939). Apart from these, which were the
most visible, there are still others:

1. The federation of sports associations, in-
itially comprising 14 sports clubs, was led by
the Council President himself. It was admit-
ted as a public interest institution, subsidized
by the state and national organizations, and
eventually grew to encompass over 180 clubs.
It constructed sports facilities in cities, thanks
to local administration, and spread the passion
for sports everywhere.

2. The Association for Child Protection
distributed various types of aid to children and
organized a “Children’s Week” with conferenc-
es, performances, and more. In 1932, 800 con-
ferences were held, and the number of speech-
es and meetings focused on children during
this period exceeded 1500.

3. The Turkish Red Crescent also plays a
very important social role. Between 1923-1933,
it spent nearly 1.5 million Turkish pounds on
disaster relief, constructed buildings with al-
most 1,000 sections and branches. Its income
is exclusively derived from contributions and
donations from citizens.

4. The Association for Public Education was
founded with the aim of educating poor chil-
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dren, especially those of laborers, and provid-
ing assistance to needy students who wished
to pursue higher education. Dormitories and
schools with special programs were estab-
lished, where many hours were dedicated to
the teaching of foreign languages, convincing
Turkish students not to attend schools run by
foreigners.

5. The National Association for Economics,
established in 1929, expanded to have over 200
branches and conducted extensive propagan-
da among the people through exhibitions of
national products. Deposits in 1928 amount-
ed to 23 million pounds, and in 1932, they
reached 40 million pounds, indicating a nearly
100% increase.

6. The Aeronautics League received strong
support from the People’s Republican Party
and achieved the following:

¢ Obtained three million pounds by 1933.

e Inaugurated nearly 500 branches across
the country.

e Established aviation schools and organ-
ized aeronautical competitions.

e Brought engineers from France and
Germany and actively promoted civil aviation
to the masses.

e Constructed hangars and aerodromes.

e Published magazines, organized avia-
tion-themed conferences, and celebrated fa-
mous pilots.

e Organized an Aviation Lottery, which
served as a significant source of income.

People’s Houses

General Mustafa Kemal gave his party a
mission with which political organizations
are not usually entrusted: that of educating
the people, not only politically but especially
culturally, guiding them in all branches of na-
tional activity, advising, assisting, and facili-
tating their work and activities. This unique
cultural organization in the world is that of
the People’s Houses. Established in 1932, they
had grown to over 200 by 1940, spread across
numerous cities and villages, with more than
100,000 members of both sexes, each playing
“the most blessed role in the social education
work undertaken by the Party”?. The cultur-
al policy pursued by the Party in the country
through them aims to promote sciences, tech-

nology, fine arts, and to disseminate the most
accurate information about the country’s pol-
itics and economy. These Houses are open to
all citizens, whether or not they are members
of the Party. They are divided into nine sec-
tions, which are as follows: language, history,
and literature; fine arts; dramatic art; sports;
social assistance; popular courses; libraries
and publications; village; museums and exhibi-
tions. The work in each of these sections is not
entrusted to paid staff, but to the members of
the Houses, who volunteer to serve the com-
munity.

The language, history and literature sec-
tions are tasked with assisting the Society for
the Study of the Turkish Language in its lin-
guistic reform work, publishing literary and
scientific periodicals (reaching approximate-
ly 30 in number), organizing conferences on
various topics of public interest, engaging in
historical studies, local history, etc., in short,
demonstrating a consistent activity in the are-
as under their jurisdiction.

The fine arts sections aim to promote the
appreciation of fine arts among the people, or-
ganize concerts even in villages, and provide
effective protection to all artists, painters, etc.

The dramatic arts sections establish am-
ateur theatre groups in each House, organ-
ize performances, and distribute educational
films, etc.

The Sports sections, which the Party con-
siders to be of utmost importance, oversee and
subsidize all sports events in the country. They
are responsible for organizing athletes and en-
sure that sports are a healthy exercise and not
an exhausting effort.

The responsibilities of the social assistance
sections are particularly significant. They of-
fer valuable support to state institutions. All
Houses have medical cabinets where member
doctors care for local patients. They open dis-
pensaries for children, assist mothers, provide
aid, etc. For example, the House in the city of
Trabzon has a medical staff of 28 practitioners.
Several Houses periodically organize medical
tours with medical personnel who go to vil-
lages in their jurisdiction, tend to the sick, and
distribute medication.

As for the popular courses sections, they

work to teach reading and writing to illiter-
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ate individuals of all ages, organize at people’s
request conferences, technical courses for all
craft trades, history courses, civic and social
knowledge courses, accounting courses, typ-
ing courses, sewing courses, and equally em-
phasize foreign language education.

The libraries and publications sections are
tasked with maintaining and enriching the
libraries of the People’s Houses, publishing
works on industry or commerce, and organiz-
ing reading rooms.

Finally, the museums and exhibitions sec-
tions are responsible for organizing educa-
tional trips, ensuring the protection of art and
historical monuments, etc. These sections also
organize exhibitions in which all manufactur-
ers and producers of the country participate.

In 1937 alone, 3,000 conferences were held,
along with 1,164 concerts, 135 art exhibitions,
1,164 performances, and 1,549 cinema ses-
sions. The libraries of the People’s Houses were
visited by 1,598,191 individuals, compared to
149,949 in 1933.

The Society for the Study of the Turkish
Language also plays a paramount role in the
cultural development of the country. It has
accelerated the progress achieved through
the adoption of new Turkish alphabet and
has enriched the language with the necessary
number of authentic words that have replaced
foreign ones. The results of these efforts are
published by the society for the benefit of edu-
cational institutions.

On the other hand, the Society has achieved
something extraordinary in the field of linguis-
tics by developing dictionaries and publishing
a Great Turkish Encyclopaedia.

Conclusions

The analysis of the regime of General
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in Tirkiye is an ob-
jective and in-depth approach of the trans-
formation of a nearly paralyzed feudal state
into a functional one, firmly anchored in the
international system. The goal of the analysis
was to identify the means that allowed Tiirki-
ye to evolve into a significant regional politi-
cal actor. In the preparation of this work, the
analysts at the Office of Documentation and
Administrative Studies used various sourc-

es from Romania, Tirkiye, and other states,
FERY

which led to an objective picture. Although
leader Atatiirk had passed away several years
before the work was written, the situation in
Tirkiye had not suffered any erosion. No one
was criticizing the former president or his re-
gime, and no one was claiming to be a saviour
of the nation. On the contrary, the goals set by
Kemalist doctrine were faithfully implement-
ed in practice, and no one deviated from their
implementation.

On the other hand, the situation in Roma-
nia was a difficult one, especially in light of
the events of the previous year: the territorial
losses in the summer of 1940, the abdication
of King Carol II, the proclamation of a nation-
al-legionary state, the cohabitation between
General Ion Antonescu and the Legionary
Movement, and the Legionnaires’ rebellion
(January 21-23, 1941). In what foreign policy
was concerned, Romania had joined the Tri-
partite Pact to secure from Germany guaran-
tees for its remaining borders. However, two
neighbouring countries, the USSR and Hun-
gary, were still targeting Romanian territories
and were acting subversively to achieve their
goals.

Even if General Antonescu had wanted
to implement the Kemalist model, the highly
volatile situation both inside and outside Ro-
mania only allowed for partial implementation
of the reforms. In any case, on June 22, 1941,
Romania joined Germany, Hungary, Italy, and
Finland in the campaign against the USSR. Ro-
mania’s objective was the liberation of Bessara-
bia and northern Bukovina, as well as remov-
ing the communist threat from national bor-
ders. In the long term, the aim was to regain
north-eastern Transylvania.

The analytical material remained only an
objective, at times appreciative, perception of
a man who changed a country through will-
power, dedication, and effort. All the reforms
initiated in the 1920s laid the foundation for
Tirkiye’s development, especially after World
War II, when it became a highly important
player in the Black Sea region, the Middle East,
NATO, and Southeast Europe.

Selected bibliography:
Atatirk, Mustafa Kemal, Originea, influenta si

130

m Revista de istorie militara m




actualitatea Kemalismului, Editura Semne, Bucha-
rest, 2001 de Bischoff, Norbert, La Turquie dans le
monde . LEmpire ottoman, la République turque,
Mayenne, Paris, Payot, 1936

Clerget-Coll, Marcel, La Turquie- passé et
présent, Armand Colin, Paris, 1938

Cojocaru, lonut, Romdnia si Turcia actori im-
portanti in sistemul de relatii interbelice (1918-
1940), Editura Cetatea de Scaun, Targoviste, 2014

Idem, Turcia de la Atatiirk la Erdogan, Editura
Cetatea de Scaun, Targoviste, 2018

Ekrem, Mehmed Ali, Atatiirk, fauritorul Turciei
moderne, Editura Politicd, Bucharest, 1969.

Erickson, Edward J., Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk,
Editura Litera, Bucharest, 2014

Manescu, Dr. N., Turcia de astdzi, Bucharest,
1939

Mikusch, D. v., Gazi Mustafa Kemal 1880-1938,
Editura Scrisul Roméanesc, Craiova, 1944

NOTES

! The National Central Historical Archives
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fairs — Office for Documentation and Administra-
tive Studies (hereinafter: MI-ODSA), file 28/1941,
page 1.

2 Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk (born March 12, 1881,
Thessaloniki — died November 10, 1938, Istanbul)
was a Turkish military officer and politician. He
graduated from the Military Academy in 1904 and
joined the Committee of Union and Progress in
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pire. He served as an officer in Libya against Italy
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appointed as the commander of the defence in Gal-
lipoli, after which he became the military attaché in
Sofia in 1914. During World War I, he commanded
the 19th Division, the 16th Army Corps, and the
7th Army. He distinguished himself by repelling the
Anglo-French landings at Gallipoli in 1915, fighting
against Russian forces in the Caucasus (1917-1918),
and in the Palestine-Sinai region. In 1919, he found-
ed the Turkish nationalist movement in Ankara
and initiated the struggle to drive out the Anglo-
French-Italian-Greek forces from Tiirkiye. He led
the troops that defeated the Greek armies at the
battles of Sakarya (August 1921) and Dumlupinar
(August 1922). On October 29, 1923, he proclaimed
the Republic of Tiirkiye, became its first president,
and initiated a series of modernization reforms in
society. For more information about his life and ac-
tivities, refer to the following sources: Mehmed Ali
Ekrem, Atatirk, Atatiirk, fauritorul Turciei mod-
erne, Editura Politica, Bucharest, 1969; Mustafa Ke-

mal Atatiirk, Originea, influenta si actualitatea Ke-
malismului, Editura Semne, Bucharest, 2001; Paul
Rezeanu, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, in the “Historia”
magazine, Year VIII, No. 81/September 2008, p. 32-
37; Edward J. Erickson, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk,
Editura Litera, Bucharest, 2014; Ionut Cojocaru,
Turcia de la Atatiirk la Erdogan, Editura Cetatea de
Scaun, Targoviste, 2018.

3 ANIC, fond MI-ODSA, file 28/1941, p. 2.

* Ibidem, p. 3.

>Ibidem.

¢ Ibidem.

7 Ibidem, £. 5.

8More in: Dr. N. Méanescu, Turcia de astdzi, Bu-
charest, 1939, which includes statistics, maps, and
comprehensive data regarding agriculture, forest-
ry, livestock farming, mineral resources, industry,
transportation, foreign trade, public finances, cur-
rency, credit, etc.; Marcel Clerget-Coll, La Turquie-
passé et présent, Armand Colin, Paris, 1938.

® ANIC, fond MI-ODSA, file 28/1941, p. 13.

0 Ibidem, f. 13.

1 Ibidem, p. 14. The figures show that, despite
the bloody losses suffered by the Armenians, at the
beginning of 1914, there were still two million of
them in the territory of Tiirkiye, but after the Turk-
ish-Armenian war in 1920, only 50,000 souls re-
mained (cfm. Norbert de Bischoff, La Turquie dans
le monde, Lempire ottoman, la République turque,
Payot, Paris, 1936, p. 171-172). The Greeks num-
bered over two million, but after the exodus to the
motherland, around 90,000 remained in Tirkiye.

2 Norbert de Bischoff (b. 1894, Vienna — d.
1960, Vienna), Austrian diplomat since 1920, with
missions in Ankara (1930-1933) and Paris (1933-
1938). Retired in 1938 and forced to leave for Paris.
From 1947, political representative and, from 1953,
ambassador in Moscow until 1960. He published:
Ankara: Eine Deutung des Neuen Werdens in der
Tiirkei, Holzhausen, Vienna/Leipzig, 1935; La Tur-
quie dans le monde, Lempire ottoman, la Répub-
lique turque, Payot, Paris, 1936.

13 Norbert de Bischoff, La Turquie dans le
monde..., p. 173.

14 ANIC, fond MI-ODSA, file 28/1941, p. 15.

1> Ibidem.

16 Ibidem, p. 17.

7 Ibidem, p. 18.

8 More in: ,Discours prononcé par Atatiirk le
ler Novembre 1937” and in C. Beyar, Président du
Conseil prononcé devant la Grande Assemblée Na-
tionale le 8 Novembre 1937, ,Discours Programme”.

19 ANIC, fond MI-ODSA, file 28/1941, p. 19.

2 Ibidem.

2 Ibidem, p. 21.
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Abstract

Romanian-Turkish relations went through several stages between the two world wars, both
in terms of political-military relations and in terms of diplomatic representation. Raising the
level of diplomatic representation from legation to embassy in 1939 was an initiative of King
Charles II, who wanted to consolidate his regime by achieving diplomatic successes. The death
of president Atatiirk and the appointment of a new head of state in Ankara delayed the crea-
tion of the Turkish embassy in Bucharest. Tiirkiye was therefore the last member of the Balkan
Pact to implement the agreement reached by the four Allied states in the last months of 1938.
Romania and Tiirkiye also adopted different formulas for the appointment of ambassadors.
Although the leaders in Ankara opted for the appointment as ambassador of the diplomat who
had been in charge of the diplomatic mission in Bucharest since 1931, the leadership in Bucha-
rest appointed, in the period 1939-1940, two ambassadors (V. Stoica and R. Crutzescu). Even
if there were changes at the symbolic level and regarding the rules of diplomatic precedence,
this new stage did not produce important changes in the relations between the two allied states.

Keywords: embassy, diplomatic relations, Romania, Tiirkiye, V. Stoica, R. Crutzescu
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tiple connections between the two countries. | end of the war, a Romanian (High) Commis-
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riod marked by negotiations for the signing of
the peace treaty and internal political turmoil
in the Ottoman Empire®. However, it was not
until July 20, 1922, that relations between the
Kingdom of Romania and the Ottoman state
were re-established at legation level?, without
Bucharest sending a head of diplomatic mis-
sion to Istanbul®. On April 24, 1924, Gheorghe
Filality, a diplomat with experience in the Bal-
kan area, who had served as Romania’s com-
missioner in Tirkiye since 1919, handed his
letters of accreditation as envoy extraordinary
and minister plenipotentiary to the President
of Tirkiye®. Basically, the last country defeat-
ed in the war with which Romania resumed
diplomatic relations and established a legation
was Tiirkiye.

Another moment of political and symbol-
ic significance in Romanian-Turkish relations
occurred on August 1, 1929, when, after a pe-
riod of delays, the decision was taken to move
the Romanian legation from Constantinople to
Ankara®, which became the capital of the Turk-
ish Republic in 1923. Thus, after a more tense
phase in the first decade of the interwar peri-
od, Romanian-Turkish relations went through
a “period of cooperation” in the 1930s”. An im-
portant moment was the creation, in 1934, of
the Balkan Pact, which put relations between
Bucharest and Ankara on new terms. On the
basis of this alliance between Romania, Tiirki-
ye, Greece and Yugoslavia, relations between
the four countries intensified, and in 1938
there was talk of raising the rank of diplomatic
representations from legation to embassy.

Negotiations between the Balkan Pact
countries on the transformation of legations
into embassies took place at a time when Ro-
mania had opened its first embassy in Warsaw
in May 1938, but was also negotiating with
other European states on the change of status
of diplomatic representations. Despite the in-
sistence of Romanian diplomacy, against the
backdrop of an increasingly tense internation-
al political context as a result of the Czech-
oslovak crisis, only France and the Vatican
accepted the transformation of legations into
embassies in December 19385,

For both King Charles II and the govern-
ment in Bucharest, it was important that the
states of the Balkan Pact also accepted the

proposal made by Romanian diplomacy, as it
would have given a signal of cohesion at a time
when the Little Entente, the other regional alli-
ance to which Romania belonged, had become
inoperative.

Therefore, the present study aims to pres-
ent, first of all, the negotiations between the
states of the Balkan Pact on the issue of raising
the level of diplomatic representation and to
find an answer to the question: why did Ro-
mania’s allies in the Balkan Pact take this step
slightly later than the Vatican or France? Why
was Tiirkiye the last of the Balkan allied states
to appoint an ambassador to Romania? Then,
we will present some aspects concerning the
functioning of the Romanian Embassy in An-
kara, focusing on the composition of the diplo-
matic staff and, especially, on the professional
profile of the two Romanian ambassadors (Va-
sile Stoica and Radu Crutzescu). At the same
time, we will analyse the context in which the
Bucharest authorities decided, in September
1940, to change the diplomatic representation
from embassy to legation.

A political initiative turned into reality:
Romanian embassies in Balkan
Pact countries

After negotiations with Poland and con-
tacts with representatives of major powers on
the issue of transforming legations into embas-
sies, another direction assumed by Romanian
diplomacy aimed at obtaining the agreement
of the Allied States, within the Balkan Pact and
the Little Entente, to transform legations into
embassies’. According to some Italian sourc-
es, this issue seemed to have been discussed
between representatives of Romania and Tiir-
kiye since February 1938 at the meeting of the
Balkan Pact held in Ankara'®. However, it is
certain that King Charles II discussed, during
his visit to Turkiye in June 1938, with President
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, the possibility of rais-
ing the level of diplomatic representation as
an expression of friendly ties between the two
states'!. This topic of interest for Romania was
also addressed in July 1938, on the occasion of
the visit to Romania of the Minister of Foreign
Affairs of Tirkiye, Tevfik Rustii Aras, on the
occasion of Queen Marie’s funeral?2. Howev-

er, the first public confirmation of Romania’s
[132]

m Revista de istorie militara m

133




actions to its allies came in the second half of
August 1938. Following negotiations held in
Bled, Yugoslavia, between representatives of
the Little Entente states, it was decided on 22
August that “the legations in Bucharest and
Belgrade should be raised as soon as possible
to the rank of embassies”'®. Czechoslovakia, in
full crisis, following the claims of the German
minority on its territory, maintained its point
of view not to proceed to the lifting of its lega-
tions to the rank of embassy.

However, the most important moment oc-
curred in Geneva in the autumn of the same
year. Representatives of the Balkan Pact states
agreed, within the framework of the proceed-
ings of the Permanent Council held on Sep-
tember 16, to proceed to lift the legations to
the rank of embassy'*. The move was intended
to reconfirm the ties between the four allies, as
the other alliance of Romania and Yugoslavia,
along with Czechoslovakia, was put to great
test. The decision was not a simple one. British
diplomatic documents show that the Greeks
did not want the legations of the Balkan Pact
states to be raised to the rank of embassy.
Therefore, they tried to persuade the British

Tevfik Riistiit Aras

to intervene in order to appease Romania’s in-
itiative. But the British refused to get involved
in the Balkan states’ issue. As Tirkiye, through
the voices of Atatiirk and Aras, although “em-
barrassed’, responded positively to the initia-
tive launched by King Carol II, the Greeks also
agreed’®. These decisions must also be linked
to international developments in the Balkans,
marked by the signing, on July 31, 1938, of the
Thessaloniki Agreement between the Balkan
Pact, through the Greek leader I. Metaxas, and
Bulgaria’®. This agreement paved the way for
a better relationship with Bulgaria, which led
Tevfik Ristit Aras to declare, in September
1938, that he supported the embassy elevation
of the legations “of the five Balkan states™”.

By the end of November, no action was
taken to materialize the Geneva agreement
of 16 September. This is closely related to the
tense situation in Europe, the focus of Roma-
nia’s foreign policy on the consequences of the
Munich Conference and the preparation of the
tour carried out by King Carol II in Europe, as
well as the death, on November 10, 1938, of the
President of Tiirkiye, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk.

However, at the end of November, Romani-
an diplomacy tried to speed up the process of
raising the legations of the Balkan Pact states to
the rank of embassy. On November 29, Nicolae
Petrescu-Comnen called on the Romanian
ministers plenipotentiary in Ankara, Athens
and Belgrade to inform the governments of the
three allied states that Romania “has made all
the necessary preparations to raise its legations
to the rank of embassy” in the states of the Bal-
kan Pact’®. The Romanian dignitary proposed
that the entire operation be carried out in De-
cember, and the transformation of legations
into embassies to enter into force starting Jan-
uary 1, 1939%. Romanians received an encour-
aging response only from Greece. This prompt-
ed the Romanian Foreign Minister to send, on
December 4, to the legations of Greece, Yu-
goslavia and Tirkiye, a message in a harsher
tone, stating “for extremely serious reasons
we are obliged to urgently promulgate the law
whereby the ties of Paris, the Vatican, Belgrade,
Athens and Ankara are elevated to the rank of
embassies”. Petrescu-Comnen reiterated part
of the message of November 29, suggesting to
the Balkan Pact states that the measure should

IFEY!
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be put into practice in the following steps: “We
(Romanians, author’s note) promulgate the law
later this week. Reform to enter into force on
January 1, next year. Applications for agree-
ment to be made during the month of Decem-
ber. The new ambassadors should present the
accreditation letters only during January, at a
date that would be agreed upon”. The Roma-
nian Foreign Minister called for an immediate
response, motivating that a big change would
take place in Romania’s diplomatic corps. Actu-
ally, the reality was different. On the one hand,
a government reshuffle was being prepared in
Romania, and one of the ministers concerned
was Petrescu-Comnen himself?’. On the oth-
er hand, King Carol II was preparing for the
creation of the National Renaissance Front,
which was founded in mid-December 1938. In
this political framework, it was important that
the process of asserting Romania’s legations in
France, the Vatican, Yugoslavia, Tirkiye and
Greece to be completed as soon as possible.
This act was beneficial both for the king, who
sought to consolidate his regime, challenged
from within, and for the foreign minister, who,
in the event of losing his position in the gov-
ernment, would be satisfied to be appointed as
the head of an embassy.

However, Tiirkiye’s new Foreign Minister
Siikrii Saracoglu did not share the Romanians’
view. He reasoned that it was impossible to im-
plement this measure from January 1: “finan-
cially speaking, the creation of a Turkish Em-
bassy to Bucharest on the 1% of January 1939,
both from the point of view of voting law for
the creation of three new embassies, as well as
their placing in the state budget”. The Turk-
ish dignitary was advancing as a possible date
for the transformation of the Bucharest lega-
tion into an embassy in the middle of 1939. The
reasons were legal, financial, but they were also
related to the fact that Tirkiye’s new leader-
ship, headed by President Ismet inoni, wanted
to restructure the diplomatic corps. Therefore,
the Turkish proposal was for Romanians to
implement the timetable, and Tiirkiye would
also proceed to the appointment of ambassa-
dors to the three Balkan Pact states “at a later
date and as soon as possible”®. The Yugoslavs
also tried to calm down the haste with which
the government in Bucharest wanted to com-

Siikrii Saracoglu

plete the process of transforming legations into
embassies. The Yugoslavs argued that parlia-
mentary elections would be held in Decem-
ber 1938%. After the suffrage, the government
was to be reshuffled. Therefore, the measure
would be implemented with a “slight setback”
compared to the timetable proposed by the Ro-
manian Government®. On the other hand, the
Greeks initially agreed with the proposals from
Bucharest®. Then, having learned about Tiirki-
ye’s decision, they revised their point of view.
Motivating that in Geneva in September 1938,
the foreign ministers of the Balkan Pact states
agreed to proceed simultaneously to the lifting
of legations to embassy rank, the leadership of
the Athens Foreign Ministry informed Roma-
nia on December 5 that Greece would do the
same as the other allied states?”. However, the
Greek Foreign Minister was told his Romanian
counterpart that Greece was going to press Tiir-
kiye to speed up the adoption of measures to
transform legations into embassies?.

Despite these obstacles, the leaders in Bu-
charest sought to complete their plan. As a re-
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sult, on December 12, the Romanian Foreign
Minister announced the governments of the
Balkan Pact states that Romania will proceed to
the lifting of the legations to the rank of embas-
sy, and the Allied states will do the same as soon
as possible”. In this context, on December 12,
1938, the act proposing the lifting of the lega-
tions to the rank of embassy was signed, and at
the meeting of the Government of Romania on
December 17 the decision was taken to hand
King Carol II the decree whereby the three
legations of Romania were transformed into
embassies on January 1, 1939%. As of January
1, 1939, Romania was represented in Ankara,
Athens and Belgrade at embassy level. The am-
bassadors were not immediately appointed, as
stated in the proposal of the Romanian Foreign
Minister in December 1938.

The ministers plenipotentiary of Romania
from Greece and Tiirkiye were recalled from
January 1, 1939%. They were replaced with Va-
sile Stoica in Ankara (February 1) and Radu Tr.
Djuvara in Athens (February 24)*. In Belgrade,
the new ambassador, starting February 1, 1939,
was Victor Cédere. Professor, politician, and
diplomat, he led Romania’s legation in Yugosla-
via between November 1936 and August 1938%.

[136]
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In the end, Yugoslavia, Greece and Tiirki-
ye acted individually, and not simultaneously,
when they, in turn, lifted the Bucharest lega-
tions to the rank of embassy and appointed
ambassadors. The Greeks were most recep-
tive, who began legal proceedings as early
as December 1938%*. However, it was only at
the beginning of March 1939 that the Greek
Ambassador to Bucharest, Constantin Collas,
submitted his credentials. Greece chose to
appoint as ambassador the minister plenipo-
tentiary who had previously been active in the
Romanian capital®. Also, on February 1, 1939,
Yugoslavia appointed the Bucharest minister
plenipotentiary Jovan Duci¢ as ambassador to
the Romanian capital®. Duci¢’s appointments
in Bucharest and Cadere in Belgrade were
made public as Romanian Foreign Minister
Grigore Gafencu was on a visit to Yugoslavia
on February 1, 1939%.

The last ambassador of the Balkan Pact
states appointed to Bucharest was Tiirkiye’s. In
mid-June, on the occasion of the visit of Ro-
manian Foreign Minister Grigore Gafencu to
Tiirkiye®, the Turkish government announced
that it would implement the decision to trans-
form the Bucharest legation into an embassy;,
while also asking for approval for the future
ambassador®. Hamdullah Suphi Tanribver®,
who was active in Romania since 1931 as an
envoy extraordinary and minister plenipoten-
tiary, was appointed ambassador to Bucharest
on July 8, 1939*. Thus, all three Allied states
chose to accredit their ministers plenipotenti-
ary in Bucharest as ambassadors to Romania.

Romanian ambassadors in Ankara:

Vasile Stoica and Radu Crutzescu
Romania’s first ambassador to the Repub-
lic of Tuirkiye was Vasile Stoica. Born in Avrig
(Transylvania, then part of the Austro-Hun-
garian Monarchy) on January 1, 1889, V. Sto-
ica has been involved unofficial in diplomacy
since the First World War, when he was part of
a Romanian ‘propaganda mission’ to the Unit-
ed States of America, but he joined the Roma-
nian diplomatic service in July 1921 as second
class secretary of legation. Although his early
career was marked by various tensions, which
took him out of the diplomatic corps in two
stages (1923-1926; 1928-1929), from 1930 his
m Revista de istorie militara m




work in the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs moved to a higher level. Vasile Stoica was
promoted to Minister Plenipotentiary 2" class
and appointed at the head of the Romanian
legation in Albania. After two years in Tirana,
he was appointed head of the legation in So-
fia (1932-1936) and then became the chief of
the diplomatic mission in Latvia (1936-1939)*.
Vasile Stoica thus had diplomatic experience
in diplomatic missions in the Balkans and the
Baltic States, and his work was appreciated
by King Charles II. In addition, Stoica was in-
volved, from his observation post in Riga, in
the complicated relations between Romania
and the USSR, which was another of his ad-
vantages, given Tiirkiye’s role in the security of
the Black Sea area, where Soviet-Turkish rela-
tions were of particular importance.

Vasile Stoica was one of Romania’s senior
diplomats who had a good relationship with
the political decision-makers in Bucharest.
That is why his appointment as ambassador
to Ankara was supported by the Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Grigore Gafencu, with whom
he had the same old political affinities, as
both diplomats were members of the Nation-
al Peasants’ Party. In this context, on January
18, 1939, Gafencu informed Stoica that he had
requested the approval of the Turkish officials
for his appointment to the rank of ambassador,
and that he would retain the rank of minister
plenipotentiary 1% class (obtained in 1938) in
the internal hierarchy of the Romanian Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs®.

Ambassador Stoica arrived in Ankara in
the first decade of March. The first important
protocol meeting was with the Turkish Foreign
Minister on March 11, 1939. The Romanian
diplomat reported to Bucharest that: “I was
received with a real burst of joy”*. A few days
later, on March 15, he presented his letters of
accreditation to the Turkish President, ismet
Inénii*. Stoica’s mission began in a tense inter-
national context, marked by the disappearance
of the Czechoslovak state and the problems
generated by Romania’s minister plenipoten-
tiary in London, V. V. Tilea, who informed the
British authorities about an alleged “ultimatum”
submitted by Germany to the Romanian state®.

An experienced diplomat with a strong
personality, Vasile Stoica was a keen observer
m Revista de istorie militara m
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of Turkish politics and an assiduous promoter
of Romania’s political and economic objectives
in its relations with the Republic of Tirkiye.
He sought to integrate as quickly as possible
into the diplomatic and political environment
of the Turkish capital and to understand as
well as possible the political psychology of
the Turkish leaders. As Tiirkiye was becom-
ing an increasingly important ally of Romania
and Turkish sensitivities had to be contained,
Stoica called the attention of the leaders in Bu-
charest to avoid mentioning the defeat of the
Turks in 1877/1878 by the Romanian army in
published articles and speeches on the occa-
sion of the celebration of May 10. The fact that
the Romanian ambassador’s suggestions were
sent to the king and the head of the Romani-
an government shows, on the one hand, the
credibility that Stoica had in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and, on the other, the attention
that the authorities in Bucharest were showing
towards relations with Ankara®.

We do not insist here on his activity in An-

kara, a subject addressed in various specialized
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studies®®, but we mention the fact that Stoica
was an important piece in the gears of Roma-
nian diplomacy. However, his involvement,
together with the other Romanian represent-
atives in the capitals of the Balkan Pact states,
in the project to set up the “bloc of neutrals”
in the last months of 1939 stands out®. This is
why Stoica’s work in Ankara was appreciated
by the King. For example, on October 27, 1939,
Charles II noted in his Diary: “Afternoon con-
ference with Argetoianu, Gafencu, Cadere and
Stoica on our Balkan policy. The ambassadors
made their report, particularly the one in An-
kara. It was agreed that the action of forming
a Bloc of neutrals in South-Eastern Europe
should continue, with the Balkan Pact as its
foundation and leaving Yugoslavia to begin its
negotiations... A fine plan, but I don’t see much
hope of success now, as the spirits are agitat-
ed”. Even though the project to form a bloc of
neutrals failed, Stoica’s work was not affected.
In the first part of 1940, the Romanian ambassa-
dor was involved in obtaining information, via
the Turkish channel, about the Soviet Union’s
policy towards Romania and the Balkans. Stoi-
ca had a series of meetings with decision-mak-
ers in Ankara, sending to Bucharest telegrams
and reports full of substance on the subject®.
Although Vasile Stoica was appointed, on
March 4, 1940, Undersecretary of State at the
Ministry of National Propaganda®, he contin-
ued his work in Ankara. It was not until June
22, 1940, that Stoica left Tiirkiye, ending his
mission as Romanian Ambassador to Ankara®.
Vasile Stoica’s replacement at the head of
the embassy in the Turkish capital was Radu G.
Crutzescu. A diplomat by profession, Crutz-
escu was born in Bucharest on September
5, 1892, and was admitted to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs following an exam as a legation
attaché in 1918. His career was different from
that of Stoica, who had joined the diplomatic
corps as a 2™ class secretary. Crutzescu there-
fore rose step by step through the diplomatic
ranks, becoming legation counsellor in 1930°*.
Working for a period in the Ministry’s Central
Administration in the Directorate of Political
Affairs, he became deputy director in 1932,
a position which gave him a good position in
the administrative machinery of the Ministry

of Foreign Affairs. However, it was only after
FETY!

Titulescu’s replacement at the head of the Stur-
dza Palace that Radu Crutzescu was promoted
to the rank of minister plenipotentiary 2™ class
and was appointed, in November 1936, to head
the legation in Sofia®. So Crutzescu’s first mis-
sion as head of legation was to Bulgaria, where
he replaced Vasile Stoica. After his move to
Moscow, prepared in the first months of 1938,
did not materialise, Crutzescu was appointed,
on 1 May 1938, at the head of the legation in
Prague, where he worked until mid-January
1939, when he returned to the Central Admin-
istration of the Ministry and was appointed
Director of Political Affairs. He served only
briefly in this important position in the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs, since he was appoint-
ed, on March 1, 1939, envoy extraordinary and
minister plenipotentiary of Romania to Ger-
many®’. Thus, Radu Crutzescu was, at the end
of the 1930s, one of the members of Romania’s
diplomatic elite, since he held important posi-
tions in the Ministry and was entrusted with
leading difficult and highly rated diplomatic
missions in the Romanian diplomatic service,
such as the one in Berlin.

In a context where V. Stoica had been ap-
pointed undersecretary of state in the Roma-
nian government, and Romanian-German re-
lations seemed to be viewed in different terms
by the leaders in Bucharest, Radu Crutzescu
was replaced in Berlin by Alexandru Romalo
and appointed, on June 1, 1940, to head the
embassy in Tiirkiye®. Radu Tr. Djuvara had fol-
lowed the same path the year before, when he
was transferred from the Romanian legation
in Germany to the embassy in Athens. Even
though Crutzescu no longer worked at the
diplomatic mission in Tirkiye, as Djuvara had
been in Greece, he had expertise in the Balkan
area and was well acquainted with significant
foreign policy issues as a result of combining
important positions in the Ministry’s Central
Administration (in the Directorate of Political
Affairs) with work at the head of diplomatic
missions.

Considering the international political cir-
cumstances, Radu Crutzescu took over the
embassy rather quickly. On June 24, he arrived
in Istanbul®®, a day later in Ankara, and on
June 28, 1940, he presented his letters of ac-
creditation to the President of the Republic of
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Tiirkiye®. The beginning of his mandate was
marked by the ultimatums received by Roma-
nia and the ceding of Bessarabia to the Soviet
Union. In this context, there were problems in
the transmission of telegrams between Anka-
ra and Bucharest, caused, according to Crutz-
escu, by the measures taken by the Bulgarian
authorities®.

So, Radu Crutzescu, with the help of his
collaborators, had to integrate quickly into the
political and diplomatic environment in Anka-
ra, being, from the beginning of his mandate,
assailed by important requests from Bucha-
rest. First of all, the Romanian government
wanted to know whether, in the context of
the events at the end of June, Tiirkiye would
respect its obligations under the Balkan Pact
if Bulgaria attacked Romania®. Then, in the
first days of July 1940, Crutzescu was asked by
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to explain to
the Turkish authorities the “change of course
in the orientation” of the Romanian state’s for-
eign policy, stressing that the “foundations of
the Balkan Pact” and the close ties between the
two states would not be affected®. Crutzescu
complied with these requests and, when the
situation calmed down, sent a first relevant po-
litical report to Bucharest by courier on July 5,
1940. He did not shy away from stating that the
ceding of Bessarabia to the Soviet Union had
been received in Tiirkiye with “deep satisfac-
tion, even if disguised under “expressions of
sympathy” for Romania®. In addition, Crutz-
escu made a coherent analysis of the geopolit-
ical situation in Europe, stating that a military
clash between the Germans and the Soviets
was “almost inevitable”*.

Crutzescu was a keen observer of the in-
ternational scene, as well as an analyst of Turk-
ish-Romanian relations with many critical
touches. In telegrams and reports sent to Bu-
charest he drew attention to political actions
or information published in certain Turkish
newspapers that affected the interests and
international image of the Romanian state.
Crutzescu also intervened on several occa-
sions with the Ankara authorities to ask them
to tone down the attitude of some Turkish
newspapers towards Romania®.

Radu Crutzescu’s stay at the head of the
diplomatic mission in Ankara was short-lived.

The political changes in Romania in the first
half of September 1940 generated a chain reac-
tion in Romania’s diplomatic service. General
Ion Antonescu, Prime Minister and “leader”
of the national-legionary state, ordered the re-
placement of several heads of diplomatic mis-
sions, including Radu Crutzescu. Moreover, on
September 11, 1940, Antonescu decided that
Romania’s embassies should be transformed
into legations and that the rank of ambassador
should be abolished®®.

In this context, on September 12, Crutz-
escu informed the Turkish Foreign Minister
of the decision taken by the new leadership
in Bucharest. Mehmet Siikrii Saracoglu was
“unpleasantly surprised” by the sudden and
unilateral decision of the Bucharest authori-
ties, given that Romania had insisted in 1938
on converting the legations into embassies®.
However, according to diplomatic practice
based on the principle of reciprocity, the other
member states of the Balkan Pact had to accept
Bucharest’s decision and proceed to convert
the embassies in Bucharest into legations®. Of
Romania’s three allies, Tirkiye and Yugoslavia
had the most objections. On the one hand, the
Turkish state had been the last to transform
the legation in Bucharest into an embassy, and
on the other it had raised the head of the diplo-
matic mission in Bucharest to the rank of am-
bassador. The Ankara authorities did not want
to change Tanridver, so the compromise was
that he should be accredited as minister plen-
ipotentiary, but retain the right of precedence
“he had when he first presented his letters (of
accreditation, n.n. A.V.) as minister” and after
the transformation of the Turkish embassy in
Bucharest into a legation®. In this context, on
September 23, 1940, the measure to transform
the Ankara legation into an embassy was of-
ficially implemented”™, although Yugoslavia
postponed taking a decision, as the Bucharest
authorities would have wished™.

This is the diplomatic framework in which
Radu Crutzescu ended his mission in Anka-
ra in mid-October 19407. In practice, he was
initially accredited as head of the Romanian
Embassy in Tiirkiye, but ended his mission as
minister plenipotentiary at the head of the Ro-
manian state legation in Ankara.

Vasile Stoica and Radu Crutzescu collabo-

rated with a number of diplomats who worked
[T29]
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in the embassy, as well as with the staff of the
consulate in Istanbul, which operated under
the coordination of the diplomatic mission
in Ankara. Although the symbolic prestige of
the diplomatic representation increased with
the transformation into an embassy, no ma-
jor changes were made to the diplomatic and
consular staff structure. Stoica and Crutz-
escu collaborated with the 2™ class secre-
tary Mihail Popescu, appointed in Ankara on
July 1, 19397, with the counsellor Gheorghe
Céapitaneanu’™, who had replaced Constantin
Marinescu Eliad, who had worked in Ankara
from 1931 to 19397. Radu Crutzescu also had
as his first collaborator the counsellor Emanoil
Krupenski’®, who was transferred to Ankara in
July 1940, replacing Céapitaneanu, while Gheo-
rghe Zerva” and Vaghelie Hrisicu” worked at
the consulate in Istanbul. The Ankara embassy
therefore did not have a large diplomatic staff,
like that of some diplomatic missions in the
capitals of the great powers (England, Germa-
ny, France) or in countries with which Roma-
nia had a tense relationship, such as Hungary.

Conclusions

The transformation of Romania’s lega-
tions in Tiirkiye and the other states of the
Balkan Pact into embassies was obviously an
achievement with symbolic connotations for
Romanian diplomacy. In the context when the
international situation in Europe was marked
by major tensions, and at internal level there
were important political transformations that
increased the number of the king’s challeng-
ers, achieving “victories” in foreign policy
was meant to strengthen the regime of Carol
II. This explains the insistence with which the
Romanian diplomacy initiated negotiations on
this issue, as well as the tenacity with which it
sought to implement the agreements on the
transformation of legations into embassies. At
the same time, we should note that, by raising
the legations to the rank of embassy, it was
also aimed at boosting relations with the allied
states, in the present case with Tiirkiye. How-
ever, achieving this goal is difficult to prove if
we analyse the evolution of relations between
Romania and Tiirkiye between 1939 and 1940.
The Romanian Embassy in Tirkiye was
headed by two experienced diplomats (Vasile

Stoica and Radu Crutzescu), who had worked
in their careers in Romania’s diplomatic mis-
sions in the Balkans. They headed the diplo-
matic mission with the rank of ambassador,
while in the internal hierarchy of the Romanian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs Stoica was minister
plenipotentiary 1% class and Crutzescu minis-
ter plenipotentiary 2" class. While for Stoica
the mission to Tiirkiye was a springboard to an
important political-administrative position,
that of undersecretary of state at the Minis-
try of National Propaganda, for Crutzescu
the quick end of his mission in Ankara meant
a return to a director’s post in the central ad-
ministration of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Instead, the Turkish leaders preferred the op-
tion of continuity in the diplomatic post, ac-
crediting as ambassador the diplomat who had
headed the diplomatic mission in Bucharest
since 1931.

The raising of the diplomatic representa-
tion between Romania and Tiirkiye to the lev-
el of embassy between 1939 and 1940 was an
important and symbolic stage in the history
of relations between the two countries. Even
if there were no notable political changes af-
ter the creation of the embassies, and the de-
cision to return to diplomatic representation
at legation level by the Bucharest leadership
displeased the Turkish leaders, the Ankara
legation was a very important diplomatic mis-
sion during wartime. At the end of the conflict,
the new leadership in Bucharest, in agreement
with Ankara’s leaders, decided to return to the
1939-1940 level of diplomatic representation
starting in March 1946, transforming the lega-
tions into embassies.
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WHAT ACTUALLY NATO MEANS FOR THEM?
TURKISH AND ROMANIAN HISTORICAL
PERCEPTIONS ON NATO
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Abstract

Since the end of the Cold War, remarkable changes have occurred in international systemic
dynamics. Although these changes are mostly imagined on the axis of polarity in terms of inter-
national relations, the changes in the missions and visions of international organizations are
also noteworthy. In this context, NATO, a Cold War organization, is among the first examples
that come to mind. To put it more clearly, NATO has gone beyond being a mere security organ-
ization and has gained different missions from nation building to humanitarian aid. On the
other hand, the organization, which increased the number of allies, accepted a significant part
of its ‘old enemies’ as its ‘new friends. In this context, it is considered extremely important to
compare the perceptions of an old ‘friend’ of the organization like Tiirkiye and a relatively new
‘friend’ of the organization like Romania towards NATO. This comparison provides an insight
into NATO’s perceptions of its allies; on the other hand, it provides a test of the perceptions of
two nation-states in two different blocs towards NATO during the Cold War period. This study
aims to investigate both Tiirkiye’s and Romanian’s perceptions on NATO by considering the
modernization and westernization concepts in the sense of security.

Keywords: Tiirkiye, Romania, NATO, Security, Modernization, Perception

/

Introduction

It is not a surprising fact that many of the
studies focusing on the concept of security in
the International Relations literature still rely
on military security. Although the tradition-
al understanding of security has been greatly
eroded and diversified due to the intense im-

pact of globalization, military security is still
the first type understood from the notion of se-
curity. Because, for an actor that cannot ensure
its military security, the lower layers of tradi-
tional security such as cyber security, climate
and environmental security, and energy secu-
rity will not mean much. On the other hand,
the dominant influence of the realist paradigm

* Assoc. Prof., Karamanoglu Mehmetbey University, Department of Political Science and International

Relations.
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in International Relations played a remarkable
role in the establishment of this understand-
ing. While realism defines the reason for ex-
istence of states in the international system as
survival, it also emphasizes that it is essential
for states to achieve this mission on their own
within the framework of the self-help princi-
ple. However, one of the most important crit-
icisms of the realist paradigm in modern in-
ternational relations is the fact that even the
dominant power has a limited capacity to be
self-sufficient in the modern international sys-
tem. In other words, the modern international
system has created a mechanism, shaped by
the principle of interdependence rather than
self-sufficiency. In this context, even in an area
that is extremely fundamental to international
relations, such as security, states consider co-
operation as an obligation rather than a choice.

In this context, NATO and the Warsaw
Pact, the two most prominent international
organizations of the Cold War period, were
established as an outcome of the collective se-
curity approach. Under the influence of nucle-
ar armament and nuclear war hysteria, one of
the keywords of the Cold War period, NATO
and the Warsaw Pact adopted military security
as their priority mission. In addition, securing
discipline within the pole they lead, by using
various pressure tools has come to the fore as
another reason for the existence of both organ-
izations. In both organizations, where there
was a vertical structure within a hierarchical
understanding, the decision-making process
was largely monopolized by the USA and the
USSR. In other words, the relationships of or-
ganizational members with the organization
are largely shaped by complying with the de-
cisions taken rather than participating in the
decision-making process.

Accordingly, depending on the conditions
of the Cold War, what perception and thoughts
the polar leader has about his own members,
rather than the perceptions and thoughts of
the members of the organization about the
organization they are affiliated with, emerge
as a much more fundamental issue. Because
the relations of both organizations with their
members have actually emerged as a perfect
reflection of the relations of the polar leaders
with their allies.

On the other hand, the Cold War official-
ly ended with the collapse of the USSR. As a
result, although the Warsaw Pact abolished
itself, NATO still continues to exist today.
This situation actually points to an extremely
ironic fact. While the disappearance of one of
the two organizations, which we can consider
ontologically as the reason for each other’s ex-
istence, should automatically mean the com-
pletion of the mission of the other actor, today
the importance and role of NATO in terms of
the international system continues to increase.
Moreover, former Eastern Bloc countries such
as Romania, which were members of the War-
saw Pact during the Cold War, have adopted
becoming a member of NATO as a priority
foreign policy goal since the 2000s.

In this context, the end of the Cold War
is not just about revealing the sharp change
in the foreign policy preferences of the for-
mer Eastern Bloc members. In addition, it is
possible to claim that the evaluations made
about NATO have shifted from an ideological
and subjective level to a more critical and ra-
tional basis since the 1990s. Therefore, today
it is observed that the relationship between
NATO and its members is evolving from
monologue to dialogue, unlike the Cold War
period. This situation brings with it the reality
that member countries’ perceptions of NATO
are extremely important for the future of the
organization.

In the study consisting of two parts, the
main chronological division is determined
as the Cold War. Therefore, in the first part
of the study, Tiirkiye’s perceptions regarding
NATO are mostly included. The second part
of the study consists of the perceptions of
Tirkiye and Romania, both NATO members,
regarding NATO in the new world order that
emerged after the Cold War. In this section,
the perceptions of both countries regarding
the organization are presented as comparisons
on the basis of similarities and differences.
The conclusion of the study is a prediction of
Tirkiye’s and Romania’s future perceptions of
NATO, considering the increasing importance
of NATO in the international system after Rus-
sia’s invasion of Ukraine.

[T241
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1. Separation before Alliance: Tiirkiye’s
and Romania’s Perceptions of NATO
during the Cold War

The 20th century appears as the period in
which the disciplinary roots of international
relations were formed. On the other hand, the
same century also hosted the two great world
wars that humanity has ever seen. Although
the period in question is worth examining in
many aspects, one of the most important is-
sues that stand out from a military perspective
in the first half of the 20th century is the in-
tense polarization in the international system
and the military alliances established depend-
ing on these polarizations. Because, these alli-
ances established in the pre-war conjuncture
gave very clear signals about who and how the
blocs would be formed during the war period.
In this context, although Tiirkiye and Romania
were rival actors within two hostile military
organizations during the Cold War, coopera-
tion emerged as a much more dominant choice
than competition for Tiirkiye and Romania at
the very beginning of the century.

Due to the re-establishment of the bal-
ance of power in the international system im-
mediately after the First World War, Tiirkiye
and Romania determined their foreign policy
preferences as anti-revisionism. This situation
undoubtedly represents a balancing policy
that Tirkiye, Romania, Yugoslavia and Greece
need against the Italian threat, which is felt
very intensely in the Balkans.!

In this context, the Balkan Entente, estab-
lished on February 9, 1934, represents the first
significant collective security initiative that
Tiirkiye and Romania took part in in the first
half of the 20th century. On the other hand,
the Balkan Entente, built during the interwar
period, failed to become an insurance against
the extraordinarily aggressive and expansion-
ist policies of Italy and Germany, which were
increasingly rising in the international system.
As a result of the occupation of all member
countries of the pact by Germany during the
Second World War, except Tirkiye, expecta-
tions increased that the new alliance relations
to be formed after 1945 would be different
from the pre-war ones. An important point
that should be noted at this point is the fact

that the foreign policy preferences of the USSR
will be the main dynamic in the conjuncture
that will occur after the war.

According to Dimitrov, the main reason
for the separation between the USA, Britain
and the USSR, which fought together against
the Nazis during the Second World War, was
that they could not reach a consensus on the
future of the Eastern European countries and
local institutions after the war.> On the other
hand, it would be an incomplete analysis to see
the emergence of the Cold War, which left its
mark on the 20th century, as solely the Eastern
European issue and local institutions. While,
in retrospect, the effects of the American Rev-
olution and the French Revolution produced
extremely ‘legitimate’ and ‘modern’ results
that continue to this day, it is a controver-
sial issue even today to what extent the 1917
Revolution was able to realize its essence.?
In this context, the Tsarist regime’s rejection
of the American and French Revolutions and
the introduction of another revolution with
completely different dynamics from these two
revolutions at the beginning of the 20th cen-
tury actually made the long-existing east-west
dichotomy meaningful, this time through the
Soviets. This situation actually represents an
extremely interesting situation. Because, while
the east-west dichotomy, which has lasted for
a long time historically, was previously mani-
fested between Europe and the Ottoman Em-
pire; after the Second World War, the USA and
the USSR, neither of which were Europeans,
became the ‘pole’ leaders of the east-west di-
chotomy. In the final analysis, the alliance rela-
tionship that existed out of necessity between
the USA and the USSR during the Second
World War ended, as expected, after the war.
After this date, Soviet expansionism began to
show itself very clearly in different points of
the international system, especially in Eastern
Europe. In many Eastern European countries
such as Romania, the Soviets managed to con-
solidate socialist regimes in a top-down man-
ner; border neighbours such as Tiirkiye came
under intense threat from the USSR. In this
context, with the official start of the Cold War,
the harsh competition between the USA and
the USSR, which spread to almost every field,

brought with it the paranoia of nuclear war.
[T2=1
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This situation necessitated the establishment
of military organizations with broad participa-
tion for the security of the polar leaders and
their allies.

Although experiencing the Soviet threat
intensely during this period was a common
concern of Tirkiye and Romania, being able
to eliminate the Soviet threat stands out as the
main dynamic that separates the two coun-
tries. During this process, Tiirkiye has endeav-
oured to build a foreign policy around the axis
of westernization and modernization policies,
which are a natural extension of the Atatiirk
period. According to Landau’s dialectical anal-
ysis, although the principles of westernization
and nationalism are seen as opposites of each
other* it has been interpreted as a manifesta-
tion of politics. Even when the Second World
War ended, the distinction between domestic
and foreign policy in Tiirkiye remained ex-
tremely blurred. On the other hand, domes-
tic policy and foreign policy were considered
complementary to each other.” In this context,
as of 1946, Turkiye transitioned to multi-par-
ty political life with the establishment of the
Democratic Party. Although it is still a highly
controversial issue whether Tiirkiye’s political
choice was influenced by internal or external
dynamics, it is certain that the effort to be ‘sim-
ilar’ with its western allies, especially the USA,
against the Soviet threat played a huge role in
this choice. Becoming a member of NATO,
which was founded in 1949 and is the defence
organization of the West, became the primary
goal of Turkish foreign policy in this period.
It is possible to claim that this primary goal
is fed by two different motivations. The first
reason that we can consider as realpolitik is
to eliminate the increasing Soviet pressure on
Tiirkiye by joining with western allies and or-
ganizations. The second motivation is related
to Tirkiye’s foreign policy mind rather than re-
alpolitik. Although the United Nations, which
was established almost simultaneously with
NATO, symbolizes Tiirkiye’s presence in the
international arena, it has become an ideolog-
ically heterogenous organization. In addition,
NATO was envisioned as a purely western
organization in which the westernization and
modernization efforts that have existed since
the Atatiirk period could be realized. On the
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other hand, it had been an extremely difficult
process for Tiirkiye to achieve this foreign pol-
icy goal.

As a result of the general elections held on
May 14, 1950, a new era began in Tiirkiye when
the Republican People’s Party handed over
power to the Democratic Party. It is possible
to claim that this new era is shaped by a rela-
tive consensus in foreign policy, as opposed to
very intense domestic policy debates in Tiirki-
ye. Because, in the new period, Turkish foreign
policy continued in a line aimed at protecting
from the Soviet threat, as in the previous pe-
riod.®* One of the developments that support
this argument, which we can conceptualize as
‘two parties, one foreign policy, has been ex-
perienced specifically in the context of NATO
membership. As of 1949, when the single-par-
ty period was experienced in the country, Tiir-
kiye has made intense attempts on the axis of
the USA and the UK to become a member of
NATO since the establishment of the organi-
zation. On the other hand, these initiatives of
Ttrkiye were rejected as nothing more than
verbal commitments that the USA and Britain
would support Tirkiye in case of an attack on
Tirkiye.”

On the other hand, the Korean War, which
broke out in June 1950, was not only the first
serious foreign policy test of the Democratic
Party; it was perceived by the foreign policy
makers of the period as a great opportuni-
ty for Tirkiye’s NATO membership. In this
context, Turkiye, which sent 4500 soldiers to
the Korean War, eventually became an offi-
cial member of NATO in 1952. At this point,
Tiurkiye’s persistent membership applications
to NATO should be stated chronologically; in
addition, it is thought that analysing the rea-
sons why Tiirkiye’s applications were rejected
would be useful for the arguments of the study.

As stated before, Tiirkiye has made intense
diplomatic contacts in order to become a mem-
ber of NATO since its establishment. In this
context, the first official application was made
on May 11, 1950, and was rejected. Continuing
the same policy of the Republican People’s Par-
ty towards NATO, the Democratic Party made
a second application on August 1, 1950, and
this application was also rejected. According
to Sancaktar, the main reasons for the rejection
m Revista de istorie militara m




of Tiirkiye’s applications to NATO are the US’s
establishment of independent military organi-
zations in the Middle East and the Mediterra-
nean and the involvement of Tiirkiye in west-
ern defence within these organizations. On the
other hand, another important reason is that
NATO is not only a military organization, but
also a homogeneous organization in terms of
political, cultural and other common values.
Because the intense discussions between the
Republican People’s Party and the Democratic
Party are related to procedure, there have been
no discussions on the basis of NATO member-
ship. In this context, the Republican People’s
Party also welcomed the Democratic Party’s
decision to send troops to Korea; he empha-
sized ‘UN ideals’ and ‘US friendship’® Tiirkiye’s
NATO membership was perceived by both the
Republican People’s Party and the Democrat-
ic Party as a satisfactory outcome of Tirkiye’s
support for the ‘free world’ and its existence
built on western values. In the final analysis,
in the mentioned period, Tiirkiye’s relations
with the USA and NATO were not just about
national interests; in addition, it is possible to
claim that it also has a spiritual and emotional
dimension.

NATO membership, which was seen as one
of the most successful moves of Turkish for-
eign policy throughout the 1950s, and percep-
tions towards the organization changed for the
first time in the 1960s. The détente period that
started in the international system in the 1960s
was not a period in which the tension between
the polar leaders decreased relatively; it was
also a period when security perceptions in in-
ternational relations changed. In this context,
due to the decrease in the risk of possible war
between the USA and the USSR, the agenda of
international relations began to move beyond
purely military issues.” Due to this situation,
Tirkiye’s importance in the eyes of the USA
and NATO began to decrease relatively com-
pared to the previous period, and a period of
‘national disappointments’ towards the USA
and NATO began for Tiirkiye. In 1964, these
disappointments turned into a foreign policy
trauma for the USA and NATO.

As it is known, one of the most important
issues that has occupied Turkish foreign poli-
cy since the 1950s has been the Cyprus issue.
m Revista de istorie militara m

The military operation that Tiirkiye planned
to carry out to protect the Turkish population
living in the region was blocked by the USA
in 1964, as a result of the incident that went
down in political history as the Johnson Let-
ter. Although this obstruction was perceived
as a great disappointment by the Turkish side
in terms of Tiirkiye-US relations, the state-
ments regarding NATO in the letter expressed
a much greater disappointment for Tiirkiye.
Accordingly, it was stated in the letter that
NATO would not be able to defend Tiirki-
ye if a possible military operation by Tirkiye
against Cyprus brought Tiirkiye and the USSR
face to face.’® Although this situation did not
cause a radical change in Tiirkiye’s percep-
tions of NATO, it led to the USA and NATO
being seriously questioned for the first time in
terms of Turkish foreign policy since 1949. In
this process, in the context of multidirectional
foreign policy, it is possible to claim that the
socialist left movements that rose greatly in
the 1960s in Tiirkiye had an important role in
questioning the USA and NATO. According
to Doster, the centre-right and centre-left in
Tiirkiye have never made a statement against
NATO. On the contrary, Tirkiye’s engagement
in NATO was seen as a rational choice for dif-
ferent ideological segments in the country. On
the other hand, the socialist left, which start-
ed to gain popularity in Tiirkiye in the 1960s,
saw the USA and NATO as co-actors and, as a
result, expressed these actors as implementers
of imperialism, which significantly shaped the
Turkish society’s perception of NATO.!

It can be claimed that there are four main
reasons why Turkish foreign policy’s unilateral
dependence on the USA and NATO was trans-
formed by a multidirectional foreign policy
discourse in the mentioned period. First of all,
Tirkiye’s failure to find the support it expected
from the USA and NATO on the Cyprus issue
gave very strong signals to Turkish foreign pol-
icy makers that Tiirkiye’s international inter-
ests and the USA’s international interests may
differ. In fact, in Tiirkiye’s ‘emotional’ engage-
ment with the USA and NATO in the 1950s,
it can be seen that there was a belief that the
interests of the two countries and NATO were
perfectly compatible. Secondly, the rejection
of the USSR’s invasion threat against Tiirkiye
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through official channels provided a relative
relief in Turkish foreign policy. Thirdly, the
unique dynamics of the détente period in the
international system expanded the movement
area of Turkish foreign policy. In other words,
the assumption that a strong engagement with
the USA and NATO is a rational and nation-
al foreign policy since the end of the Second
World War has given way to a more realistic
and versatile foreign policy discourse since the
1960s. This discourse was envisioned as an ex-
tension of the independent foreign policy doc-
trine. Finally, in 1966, France criticized the An-
glo-Saxon hegemony in NATO and decided to
withdraw from the military wing of the organ-
ization,"” which was also a warning criticism
for Tiirkiye. It can be seen that until the 1980s,
Tirkiye’s perception of NATO was based on a
‘sceptical loyalty’ towards the organization. On
the other hand, it is possible to claim that as a
result of a déja vu experienced in Turkish for-
eign policy in the 1980s, Tiirkiye’s perception
of the USA and NATO returned to that of the
1950s. This return is undoubtedly closely re-
lated to the very important developments that
took place in the international system in the
1980s.

The junta administration that seized power
as a result of the September 12, 1980, Military
Coup in Tiirkiye showed an extremely strong
will to return to strong engagement with the
USA and NATO. This choice is undoubtedly
closely related to the neo-liberal trend that is
on the rise in the international system. With
the neo-liberal trend, which is expressed as
the reflection of political liberalism in the eco-
nomic field, in the 1980s, the view that the state
designs the economy evolved into the view
that the economy designs the state.'® This new
trend has found a perfect response in Tiirkiye
as well; the discourse of the West and Western
organizations representing the modern and
free world has begun to find a response among
Turkish foreign policy makers again.

On the other hand, it would be an incom-
plete analysis to see the increasing importance
ofthe USA and NATO in Turkish foreign policy
since the 1980s as merely an ideological trend
in the global system. Because two very impor-
tant developments that took place in the in-
ternational system in 1979 increased the need

of the western allies for the USA and NATO.
[Tacl

With the USSR’s invasion of Afghanistan in
1979, the period of détente in the internation-
al system that had been going on for a while
officially ended. More clearly, the belief and
expectations among the international public
opinion that the Cold War is about to end have
turned into a pessimistic reality that the Cold
Wiar is still continuing. Secondly, as a result of
the Islamic Revolution that took place in Iran
in the same year, one of the USA’s closest allies
in the region suddenly turned into its biggest
enemy, resulting in a major change in the Mid-
dle East policies of the USA and NATO, espe-
cially towards Tiirkiye. Although this change
may at first glance be expressed as the renewed
importance of the USA and NATO in Tirkiye,
this situation has also brought about the ne-
cessity for the USA and NATO to defend the
southeastern wing of the international system.
In this context, unlike the 1950s, it can be seen
that the relations of the USA and NATO with
Tirkiye have evolved from a hierarchical and
vertical basis to a relatively more horizontal
and negotiable basis. Romania’s perceptions
of NATO, another country used in the study
during the Cold War, are extremely different
from Tirkiye’s perceptions. Rather than being
a direct conflict between Tiirkiye and Roma-
nia, this situation is a reflection of the conflict
and competition between the military organi-
zations to which both countries are affiliated.
Founded in 1955, the Warsaw Pact is a
military organization with similar functions
to NATO. The organization, which can be de-
scribed as the other of NATO, aimed to pro-
tect the socialist bloc, led by the Soviet Un-
ion, against any threats that may come from
the West. Similar to the NATO example, the
Warsaw Pact does not only have the mission
of preventing threats that may come from
the NATO side; it also undertook the task of
disciplining the USSR’s own bloc. According
to Deletant, although Romania is one of the
founding signatories of the Warsaw Pact, it has
always strived to gain an autonomous position
within the Warsaw Pact. In fact, this reflex of
Romania sometimes went as far as testing the
power of the USSR. In addition, it seems that
Romania was extremely reluctant to enter into
a military conflict with NATO members dur-
ing the Cold War.!*
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On the other hand, when two Balkan states,
Tiirkiye and Greece, became NATO members
in 1952, Romania’s threat perception towards
NATO increased significantly. Because, this
situation was perceived by Romanian foreign
policy makers as an invasion threat to Roma-
nia through NATO.” On the other hand, it is
difficult to claim that this threat went beyond
the classic Cold War paranoia, since NATO
and the Warsaw Pact refrained from entering
into a hot conflict with each other in Europe
during the Cold War.

In the final analysis, the fact that Romania
tried to pursue an autonomous and independ-
ent policy within the Warsaw Pact during the
Cold War period proves that Romania’s en-
gagement with the Warsaw Pact was not an
emotional one, like Tiirkiye’s engagement with
NATO, but was a mandatory relationship. In
particular, the USSR’s use of hard force to sup-
press the democratic movements in Czecho-
slovakia, which went down in political history
as the Prague Spring, gradually weakened Ro-
mania’s ties with the Warsaw Pact. With the
official end of the Cold War as a result of the
collapse of the USSR, a new era began for Ro-
mania, like many Eastern Bloc countries. This
new era represents a process shaped around
the discourse of modernization and a strong
engagement with western organizations such
as NATO. In the next part of the study, Tirki-
ye’'s and Romania’s perceptions of NATO after
the Cold War and the relations between Tiir-
kiye and Romania within NATO will be ana-
lysed.

2. Unification After Separation: Tiirkiye’s
and Romania’s Perceptions of NATO After
the Cold War

Although the end of the Cold War was
welcomed with great satisfaction by the in-
ternational public, this situation brought with
it some unsettling dynamics for states and
international organizations. This state of un-
easiness raises different concerns for states; it
also expressed different concerns for interna-
tional organizations such as NATO. Although
the Cold War period represents almost half a
century of nuclear war paranoia for states, the
bipolar world system actually allowed almost

all states in the international system to devel-
op their own foreign policy habits. In other
words, that long lasting Cold War conditions
had deeply rooted what states should do in
foreign policy in terms of opportunities and
threats. Therefore, with the evolution of the
system from bipolar to unipolar, many states
in the international system had to redesign
their foreign policies both doctrinally and in
practice.

On the other hand, the situation has been
slightly different for international organiza-
tions that face similar dynamics in terms of
polarity. Because many of the international or-
ganizations that are active actors in the inter-
national system today were established under
the conditions of the Cold War. Within simple
logic, it can be claimed that the existence of
most of these organizations depends on the
existence of the Cold War. As mentioned be-
fore, the main motivation that makes NATO
meaningful was the Warsaw Pact itself. There-
fore, with the end of the Cold War, it became
necessary for these international organizations
to continue their existence by experiencing
radical transformations in their missions and
visions. It should be noted right away that this
mission and vision transformation does not
mean that the relevant organization gives up
its basic mission and vision; but it refers to
the addition of new visions and missions to
the current ones. In addition to successfully
undertaking this new vision and mission, new
trends emerging in the international system
also played a major role in NATO’s continued
existence as a strong international actor in the
international system after 1990.

In this context, the End of History thesis
put forward by Francis Fukuyama just before
the end of the Cold War had a great impact on
international relations. Accordingly, as a result
of the developments in the USSR and Eastern
Europe, Marxist and socialist ideologies suf-
fered an absolute defeat against liberalism and
capitalism. In other words, Fukuyama claimed
that liberalism, led by the USA, had declared
its final victory and that this was the end of his-
tory in the context of ideologies.'® This thesis
of Fukuyama has created a strong perception
that the United States, in particular the unipo-

lar world system, and all international organi-
[7490]
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zations operating under the leadership of the
United States, such as NATO, have no alterna-
tive in the new world order. When this argu-
ment is examined specifically for Tiirkiye and
Romania, it has created a perception of NATO
that differs within its own dynamics for both
countries, but is also similar at one point.

Former members of the organization, such
as Tirkiye, have attempted to gain an impor-
tant place for themselves in the foreign policy
agenda of the dominant power because they
perceive the USA and NATO as partners, de-
spite the disappearance of the Soviet threat.
More clearly, this situation can be analysed as
the perception that the USA is the sole ‘boss’
of the international system with its superpow-
er identity, just like in the early years of the
Cold War, and the articulation of the USA and
NATO in accordance with this perception. For
Romania, the perception of NATO is related
to the natural attraction of modernization and
westernization due to the lack of alternatives
that emerged with the end of the Cold War.
Therefore, in the international conjuncture
that emerged after 1990, westernization and
modernization were not a choice for the for-
mer Eastern Bloc states; but had to considered
a necessity.

The two most suitable geographies to an-
alyse this argument specifically for Tiirkiye
are the Middle East and the Balkans. The Gulf
War, which broke out in 1990, was a turning
point for the elimination of concerns that
Tiirkiye had lost its importance in the eyes of
the USA and NATO. In this context, Tiirkiye,
which has complied with the UN and NATO
decisions from the very beginning, played an
active role in the Gulf War when NATO sent
its air forces to the southeast of Tiirkiye.'” This
situation undoubtedly strengthened Tirkiye’s
position within NATO, distinguishing be-
tween former NATO members that emerged
with the end of the Cold War and countries
that later tried to integrate into the western
system. Similarly, Tiirkiye, which played an ac-
tive role in the Yugoslav crisis, one of the most
important international problems of the 1990s,
in both the Bosnian War and NATO’s inter-
vention in Kosovo, strengthened its position
within NATO in late 1990s and early 2000s; at

the same time, it continued to imagine NATO
[1=50]1

membership as an important part of the dis-
course on a modern Tiirkiye. Finally, it can
be claimed that Tirkiye, whose motivation
for European Union membership was at the
highest level in the 1990s and 2000s, perceived
NATO as an intermediary institution to facil-
itate its membership in the European Union
during this period.

It seems that Romania, which was on the
verge of a major transformation in the early
2000s, had a similar foreign policy motivation
as Tirkiye in the same period. In this context,
it seems that the main motivation for Roma-
nia’s NATO membership in 2004 was the in-
ternational public recognition of its success
in national development, democratic pro-
gress and transition to a free market economy
through NATO.*® Considering the 1990s as the
transition period from the old system to the
new world order, Romania successfully com-
pleted its membership in the European Union
in 2007 and completed the institutional phase
of its modernization process. Just as seen in
the example of Tiirkiye, it is seen that Roma-
nia perceives NATO membership as a com-
plementary and essential process in order to
strengthen the European Union membership
process. On the other hand, unlike Tiirkiye,
it seems that the Russian factor still plays an
extremely important role in Romania’s percep-
tion of modern NATO. As is known, the pro-
cess that started with the Soviet occupation of
Romania’s Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina
regions with the 1939 Molotov-Ribbentrop
Pact was completed with the consolidation
of top-down Soviet socialism in the country
with the end of the Second World War." The
place this situation has acquired in Romania’s
socio-political memory causes Romania’s se-
curity perception to be strongly coupled to
NATO today. Undoubtedly, the expansionist
foreign policy approach that Russia is current-
ly pursuing in (South)Eastern Europe and the
Balkans makes Romania’s security concerns
extremely meaningful. According to Naumes-
cu, the occupation of Crimea by Russia in 2014
also increases the importance of this region,
which was once perceived as a periphery, for
NATO.®

In this context, it can be seen that Tiirkiye
gave extremely strong support to Romania’s
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NATO membership process from the very be-
ginning. It is seen that Tiirkiye attaches great
importance to Romania’s NATO membership
in order to ensure stability in the Balkans, and
provides this support in order to accelerate
the democratization process and limit the dis-
tance of the army from civilian politics in both
countries.” In the final analysis, both coun-
tries consider NATO membership not only
in terms of military and territorial security; it
is also seen that it is evaluated in the context
of democratization, civilization and modern-
ization. Because, this argument supports that
NATO is not perceived only as a military or-
ganization by its allies today. This thesis is very
parallel to the changing mission and vision of
NATO after the Cold War.

Conclusion

In the International Relations literature,
there are many academic studies regarding
Tiirkiye’s and Romania’s relations with NATO.
On the other hand, very few of these studies
tested Tirkiye and Romania comparatively
within the same study. Similarly, a large portion
of the studies in the literature have discussed
the relations of both countries with NATO
solely in terms of geopolitical paradigms and
military security. In this study, the hypothesis
that NATO is not just a military organization
is supported by the secondary hypothesis that
the majority of international actors envision
the notion of modernization as a very impor-
tant axis of their national and international se-
curity. The geopolitical reasons for the study
are also explained by the threat posed by the
USSR and Russia to both countries.

In this context, the USSR’s demands on
Tiirkiye immediately after the Second World
War became the main motivation for Tiirkiye’s
strong engagement with the USA and NATO.
In addition, it is certain that the westernization
and modernization principles of the Atatiirk
period made NATO an extremely important
actor for Tiirkiye in this period. On the other
hand, it seems that Tirkiye perceived NATO
and the USA as close partners in the 1950s.
It seems that this perception is envisioned as
an emotional bond rather than a rational en-
gagement for Tiirkiye. The biggest foreign pol-

icy success of the USA in this process is that
it has perfectly created the perception among
its allies such as Tirkiye that the interests of
the USA and NATO are equal to the interests
of its allies. With the détente period, it seems
that Tiirkiye’s emotional engagement with the
USA and NATO has settled on a more ration-
al basis. Just as Romania tested the power of
the USSR within the Warsaw Pact from the
1960s onwards, Tirkiye tried to eliminate its
unilateral dependence on the USA in the con-
text of its multidirectional foreign policy dis-
course from the second half of the 1960s to the
1980s. During this process, Tiirkiye began to
perceive the USA and NATO as two separate
actors and tried to fulfil its obligations towards
NATO despite the tensions with the USA. The
foreign policy preferences of Tiirkiye, which
wanted to test its level of importance in the
unipolar world system in the eyes of the USA
and NATO, with the end of the Cold War, un-
der the influence of the neo-liberal trend that
dominated the international system since the
1980s, the examples of the Gulf War and the
Yugoslav crisis should be considered in this
context. In the final analysis, it can be seen that
Tiirkiye’s perception of NATO in the historical
process is also directly proportional to its per-
ception of the European Union.

For Romania, which gave great impetus to
the modernization and westernization process
in the 2000s, NATO was perceived as a tool of
modernization. In addition, it appears that Ro-
mania has extremely tightened its engagement
with NATO, especially after Russia invades
Ukraine in 2022. This situation reinforces the
fact that NATO is still an extremely important
organization for the western bloc. Tiirkiye’s
strong support for Romania’s NATO member-
ship from the very beginning reveals the par-
allelism in the forward-looking domestic and
foreign policy goals of both countries.
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Abstract

The framework of bilateral relations between Romania and Tiirkiye during the Cold War
was analysed taking into account the evolution of the international system and the ideological
bipolarity of the two political-military alliances, to which the two states belonged. After Sta-
lin’s death, the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Romania, and Khrushchev’s relative policy
of détente, the establishment in Bucharest gradually began to build its own agenda abroad. It
aimed at resuming relations with the West, especially in the economic area, and to assert itself
internationally, by launching initiatives including in the field of security and cooperation in
the Balkans.

The objectives of the Romanian officials have also found their counterpart in relations with
Tiirkiye, which is also interested in reconsidering the relations with the US and its allies after
the missile crisis and in prioritizing its own foreign interests. Particularly, after Nicolae Ceaus-
escu came to power, we witness a notable evolution of Romanian-Turkish relations maintained
by a dynamic exchange of mutual visits starting from the level of heads of government (Mau-
rer — Demirel), Foreign Ministers or those who held portfolios in the economic, technical, in-
dustrial, cultural and scientific area and up to head of state (Ceausescu-Sunay), maintained
until the second half of the 1980s. The constant development of the bilateral dialogue has
been reflected in countless long-term agreements concluded between Romania and Tiirkiye at
industrial, technical-scientific, cultural, commercial level, the establishment of joint economic
commissions, but also in the progress made in the area of military cooperation, in the field of
military industry and in the mutual support of security projects aimed at transforming the
Balkans into an area of peace and good neighbourly relations.
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At the end of World War II, due to well-
known political-ideological reasons, Roma-
nia’s fate was sealed, becoming an integral part
of the sphere of influence of the Soviet Union.
The same course was followed by the other
states in Eastern Central Europe, constrained
both internally and externally by the Soviet
hegemon: Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
GDR, Poland, and Hungary.

Referring to the foreign policy actions of the
states that entered the process of Sovietization,
these were limited and conditioned by Mos-
cow’s desires and interests on the international
stage. This involved freezing bilateral relations
with Western states and imperative security
measures, along with narratives condemning
Western policies. Moreover, any foreign inten-
tions, including visits between socialist bloc
states, were carefully controlled and monitored
by the USSR, which received detailed reports
about their content and nature.

The new post-war geopolitical realities
were reflected in the behaviour of democratic
states grouped around the North Atlantic Alli-
ance, which Tirkiye also became a member of
on February 18, 1952.

The division of Europe into two antagonis-
tic political-military camps substantially af-
fected the dynamics of international relations
and the dimension of bilateral cooperation be-
tween states. Hence, in the first decade of the
Cold War, Romanian-Turkish relations were
even more sporadic and less documented in
archives or historiography.

Even though after Stalin’s death in March
1953, officials in Bucharest became interested
in shaping their own foreign policy agenda and
resuming relations with Western states, their
actions were very modest. They were aware of
the major dangers that could arise from an act
of defiance. An essential role in re-establish-
ing relations with Western states was played
by Romania’s admission to the United Nations
structures on December 14, 1955, an event
that facilitated affirmation and involvement
in security and cooperation issues in Europe
through initiatives and projects.

As early as the summer of 1957, discus-
sions took place within the Political Bureau

of the Central Committee of the Romanian
Workers’ Party (PMR) regarding the possibil-
ity of launching a security project in the Bal-
kans at the United Nations General Assembly.
However, this was to be analysed with Soviet
officials before proceeding. Shortly after, be-
tween August 15-16, a delegation led by Ion
Gheorghe Maurer visited Moscow, where V.V.
Kuznetsov! provided a positive response to the
Romanian leaders, appreciating that their ini-
tiative “ensured security not only in this part of
the world, in the Balkans, and in Europe, but
also in Asia”

The Romanian project aiming for the secu-
rity of the Balkans was part of a broader plan
to create a denuclearized zone in the region,
consistently advocated during UN sessions
and materialized in General Assembly resolu-
tions such as 1236 (XII) “Peaceful and neigh-
bourly relations among States” in 1957, 1301
(XIII) “Measures aimed at the implementation
and promotion of peaceful and neighbourly
relations among States” in 1958, or 2129(XX)
“Actions on regional level with a view of im-
proving good neighbourly relations among
European States having different social and
political systems” in 1965.

Romanian security initiatives in the Bal-
kans received ample support from the Sovi-
et Union, especially from a military strategic
perspective. Nikita Khrushchev’s promotion
of the principle of peaceful coexistence led to
changes in the approach to security and disar-
mament in relations with the West. However,
developments in the Middle East, specifical-
ly the situation in Syria, an “ally” of Moscow
in the Arab world, created tensions in Turk-
ish-Soviet relations?.

In this context, a proposal for “improve-
ment and development of relations between
Balkan states” coming from an intermediary
state, such as Romania, a satellite state, might
have been better received by Western states
than if the invitation had come directly from
the Soviet hegemon. Thus, on September
10, 1957, before the UN session, Romania,
through the voice of the Prime Minister of
the Romanian People’s Republic, Chivu Sto-
ica, addressed a message to its counterparts
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in Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Yugoslavia, and
Tirkiye. The message extended an invitation
to contribute to the “strengthening of friend-
ship” and peace among the peoples of the Bal-
kans* Furthermore, Chivu Stoica’s call aimed
at organizing a conference to develop a “col-
lective understanding” to which states in the
region, regardless of their political-ideological
orientation, could adhere. This understand-
ing would be based on principles of equality
in rights, sovereignty, and non-interference in
internal affairs, embodied through the conclu-
sion of a treaty to transform the Balkans into
a zone of peace. The response was favourable
from the leaders of Yugoslavia (September 13),
Bulgaria, and Albania (September 18). Greece
gracefully declined the proposal (September
23)°, and Tiirkiye, as we will show, hesitated for
years to take a stance on Romania’s initiatives
in the Balkans. Indeed, given their ideological
nature and NATO membership, the reactions
of Tiirkiye and Greece did not surprise the po-
litical leadership in Bucharest.

On September 10, 1957, Romania’s repre-
sentative, Chivu Stoica, sent a separate mes-
sage to the Prime Minister of Tiirkiye, Adnan
Menderes, expressing interest in the develop-
ment and strengthening of Romanian-Turkish
relations. This interest also extended to con-
solidating peace in the Balkans and peacefully
resolving disputes®.

The documents from the National Archives
and those of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
particularly telegrams and reports from the
embassy in Ankara, reveal that the Turkish
government had no reaction to the message
from “Comrade President Chivu Stoica” re-
garding Balkan collaboration’, nor to subse-
quent invitations. This situation persisted until
1966, when Romanian diplomatic notes still
mentioned that “as known, the Turkish gov-
ernment has not provided any official response
to our initiatives from September 10, 1957,
and June 5, 1959, regarding Balkan collabora-
tion and the transformation of this region into
a denuclearized zone™.

Moreover, until Nicolae Ceausescu came to
power, Romanian-Turkish relations were char-
acterized by the typical Cold War bloc rheto-

ric: mutual distrust, hesitation, suspicion, and
the promotion of major powers’ interests at
the expense of national ones. While a gradu-
al opening towards the West occurred in Ro-
mania following the withdrawal of the Soviet
troops in 1958, in Tiirkiye the economic crisis
and measures adopted by the Adnan Men-
deres government heightened internal contra-
dictions. The signing of a military agreement
with the USA further inclined Tiirkiye to serve
American interests, according to a note from
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1959°.

The military coup in Tiirkiye in 1960, the
return to a parliamentary regime, the rise of
the Ismet Inénii government, the Cyprus
crisis, and the missile crisis of 1962 were all
events that led officials in Ankara to revise
their foreign policy agenda. They were disil-
lusioned and felt isolated from their alliance
partners. Tirkiye’s shift in its international
arena also coincided with Romania’s interests,
which aimed to build bilateral relationships
with states outside the Warsaw Pact, particu-
larly in the economic zone.

On February 11, 1961, Tirkiye’s ambassa-
dor to Bucharest, Izzet Aksalur, in an audience
with Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, confirmed
that “economic and cultural relations are de-
veloping well” between the two countries after
the change of regime in Ankara and that he
aimed to further enhance them. The Turkish
official acknowledged the “economic momen-
tum in the Romanian People’s Republic (RPR)”
and appreciated the “friendly” attitude of the
press and especially that of the Romanian au-
thorities, who “welcomed him warmly” Turk-
ish delegations that visited the RPR “returned
to Tiirkiye with the best impressions™*.

Regarding Romanian-Turkish political re-
lations, the Turkish ambassador did not hes-
itate to mention that “the two countries have
different socio-political regimes”: “Romania is
amember of the Warsaw Treaty, and Tiirkiye is
a member of NATO, and in these conditions,
the two countries have important obligations
to fulfil. In this situation, political issues can
only be resolved in a comprehensive manner,
addressing them as a whole and not on a re-
gional level”'".
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Leader Gheorghiu-Dej supported the Tur-
kish ambassador’s opinions regarding the
“progress” between the two countries in devel-
oping economic, trade, and cultural relations.
He noted that “the mutual visits of delegations
and personalities has contributed to strength-
ening relations’, and that “the possibilities for
developing relations between the Romanian
People’s Republic and Tirkiye are much be-
yond the current level of relations”2

During the meeting, Gheorghiu-Dej
brought up the Romanian government’s pro-
posals for creating a zone of peace in the
Balkans, a solution to disputes among neigh-
bouring countries. He also mentioned the
convening of a conference to discuss matters
of general interest, potentially resulting in an
agreement to maintain peace in the Balkans.
The leader from Bucharest highlighted the
support received from the governments of
Albania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet
Union, which officially declared “its readiness,
along with other major powers, to guarantee
an agreement aimed at transforming the Bal-
kans into a zone of peace”. Furthermore, Ghe-
orghiu-Dej informed the Turkish ambassador
in Bucharest that during his visit to the United
States, “some American circles view Romania’s
initiative positively’, subtly indicating that “so
far, no response has been received from Tiirki-
ye” However, the leadership of the Romanian
People’s Republic “is patient in this regard”3.

In conclusion, Ambassador Izzet Aksalur
returned to the status of the two countries,
stating that “they are part of two opposing mil-
itary blocs” and that “the issue of maintaining
peace in the world can only be resolved glob-
ally”*. This led to the assertion that “regional
solutions cannot have an effect as long as ma-
jor problems are not resolved on a global scale”
Regarding Romania’s expected response, the
Turkish ambassador’s justification implied
that preparing a position for the government
in Ankara stemmed from its “international
commitments” (NATO membership). In the
end, he stated that “it is good to wait for the
results of the UN discussions”". This referred
to the 15th session of the General Assembly,
where Romania’s initiative was on the agenda,

indicating that Tiirkiye was not ready to have
an individual stance and was waiting to adopt
a bloc position.

In June 1962, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej
pointed out that Greece and Tiirkiye had a
“negative attitude” towards Romania’s initi-
atives at the UN and also towards proposals
supported by the Soviet government regard-
ing security in the Balkans and the Mediter-
ranean'®. Although Turkish officials had not
officially provided a response recorded in Ro-
manian archives, the authorities in Bucharest
were aware of Tiirkiye’s position based on its
political-ideological affiliation. Hence, they
sought to find common elements for cooper-
ation in the economic sphere.

The final years of the Gheorghiu-Dej re-
gime outlined a framework of Romanian-Turk-
ish bilateral relations geared towards collabo-
ration in trade, cultural’’, sports, and scientific
exchanges, through agreements, conventions,
and more, which would be further embraced
and developed during Nicolae Ceausescu’s era.
An example in this regard was the Romanian
proposal from November 1964, addressed to
Ismet Inoni’s Turkish government, suggesting
the conclusion of a long-term economic (spe-
cifically commercial) cooperation agreement.
However, it was not accepted on the grounds
that Tirkiye “was not yet in a position to move
towards such extensive bilateral economic co-
operation”. This invitation was successfully re-
visited only in the following years'®.

The year 1966 represents a key moment in
the development of Romanian-Turkish bilat-
eral relations, initiating a series of reciprocal
visits that opened up new perspectives and
fundamental changes in the dimensions of co-
operation, consolidation, and partnership be-
tween the two states. The initial moment was
marked by the visit of the Prime Minister of the
Romanian Socialist Republic, Ion Gheorghe
Maurer, to Tirkiye (July 25-31, 1966), upon
the invitation of his Turkish counterpart, Sii-
leyman Demirel (extended on April 11, 1966).
Subsequently, a year later, Stileyman Demirel*
visited Romania (September 11-17, 1967).
This was followed by the visit of the Romanian
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Minister of Foreign Affairs, Corneliu Manes-
cu, to Tiirkiye (November 24-26, 1968), against
the backdrop of his popularity among the An-
kara authorities, who supported his candidacy
for the presidency of the UN General Assem-
bly. Everything culminated with the visit of the
President of the State Council of the Romanian
Socialist Republic, Nicolae Ceausescu, in 1969.

Returning to Gheorghe Maurer’s visit to
Tiirkiye from July 25 to 31, 1966, accompa-
nied by Foreign Minister Corneliu Manescu?®,
which marked the upward trajectory of Ro-
manian-Turkish bilateral relations, it is note-
worthy that the visit was prepared to explore
new possibilities of collaboration between the
two states. Beyond economic subjects and the
status of trade exchanges®, they discussed the
political situation in Europe and the Balkan
region, as well as disarmament and the prohi-
bition of nuclear weapons. Maurer explained
the “necessity of peaceful coexistence” among
states with different socio-political systems
and the establishment of a European security
system?. Turkish Prime Minister S. Demirel,
accompanied by the Turkish Foreign Minis-
ter during the Romanian-Turkish meeting,
expressed interest in the proposals from the
Bucharest delegation, stating that the impor-
tance of peaceful coexistence “must go beyond
a mere statement of intention”. This was a top-
ic to which the Turkish government attribut-
ed significant importance in its foreign policy
agenda, “unlike in the past”

Regarding Romania’s initiative in the Bal-
kans, Prime Minister Demirel “manifested an
inclination to move beyond the initial position
and consider the issue of establishing a Euro-
pean security system’; showing interest in the
“practical approach” to implementing this mat-
ter. Despite the nuanced changes highlighted
in the Turkish Prime Minister’s discourse on
the dimension of the bilateral relationship with
Romania, Ankara’s “commitment to NATO”
was not forgotten, framed within a “collective
defence system” due to the “threat material-
ized by the territorial claims of the Soviet Un-
ion over two eastern provinces of Tiirkiye”*.

The Turkish Prime Minister’s conclusion
was that, despite a “certain mutually advanta-
geous approach” with Moscow and an inten-

tion for collaboration, he could not help but
reiterate an older position that “security in a
specific region is not valuable as long as secu-
rity is not achieved worldwide”*.

The visit of the Romanian government del-
egation to Tiirkiye marked the first extensive
bilateral contact between the two states, where
the complex issues of European security were
discussed. This led to the conclusion of new
agreements in the fields of science, arts, tour-
ism, as well as the initiation of negotiations on
maritime navigation and other economic do-
mains®.

At the invitation of the Romanian side, on
September 11-17, 1967, the Prime Minister of
Tirkiye, Silleyman Demirel, visited Romania,
during which the security issues in the Balkans
were revisited, which were the basis for Roma-
nian initiatives supported at the UN sessions.
The year 1967 was particularly significant for
the establishment in Bucharest, as Romania’s
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Corneliu Ménes-
cu, successfully ran for the presidency of the
UN General Assembly. He became the first
Romanian to be elected to this position on
October 19, 1967, by 112 out of a total of 120
states. Tiirkiye was among the states that voted
in favour.

From the beginning of the year, on Feb-
ruary 25, 1967, in a note proposing a visit to
Romania by a delegation led by Siileyman
Demirel, the Turkish side responded “positive-
ly and promptly” to the Romanian request to
support Corneliu Manescu’s candidacy for the
presidency of the twenty-second session of the
UN General Assembly*.

The support for Mainescu by Tiirkiye”
marked the positive outcome of the course of
Romanian-Turkish relations, amid the devel-
opment of contacts at the level of government
leaders and foreign ministers. Also in 1967, in
the second half of May, LS. Caglayangil, the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Tiirkiye, visited
Romania® to examine the progress of resolv-
ing the issues discussed with Prime Minister
Maurer in Tirkiye and the possibility of sign-
ing consular and legal assistance conventions®,
as well as new agreements in tourism, air, road,
and maritime transportation, among others®.

However, the most significant aspect that
[[=7]
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emerged during the visit of the Turkish diplo-
mat Caglayangil to Romania was his admission
that “the membership of Balkan countries in
different socio-political systems does not con-
stitute an obstacle to the normal development
of relations between them” This statement
carried significant weight in the development
of Romanian-Turkish relations at the highest
political level, highlighting Tiirkiye’s desire to
open up new perspectives for cooperation in
the Balkans®.

The evolution of Romanian-Turkish re-
lations was noted during the visit of Turkish
Prime Minister Stileyman Demirel to Romania
in the autumn of 1967, accompanied by the
Foreign Minister, 1.S. Caglayangil, who was vis-
iting Bucharest for the second time that year.

During the discussions, the Turkish Prime
Minister officially explained why Tiirkiye did
not respond to the proposals made by the
President of the Council of Ministers of the
Romanian People’s Republic in 1957 and also
remained silent on those from 1959. He stat-
ed that, until 1964, “Turkish statesmen did not
refer in their statements to the issue of Balkan
collaboration” Modest progress appeared a
year later at the United Nations General As-
sembly when Foreign Minister Caglayangil
declared that “establishing friendly relations
between Tiirkiye and the other Balkan coun-
tries would contribute to consolidating peace
and promoting cooperation in our Balkan
region”. This aspect was also noted in the
documentary records of Romanian diplomats
in 1967, reporting that Demirel’s government
program was aimed at expanding foreign rela-
tions with socialist states and achieving “great-
er independence from the USA and NATO”
This suggests that Tiirkiye was beginning to
adopt its own position on international is-
sues®.

Moreover, starting in the fall of 1967, we
observe substantial changes in the discourse
of Turkish officials. If, up to that point, the
government justified its position through its
membership in NATO, within the frame-
work of a collective defence system, Siilleyman
Demirel changed the paradigm, stating that
“countries will be entitled to seek security in a

regional framework” as long as they cannot be
[1221

protected within the UN. However, in the end,
he makes a veiled mention of NATO member-
ship obligations stemming from Tiirkiye’s stra-
tegic and geographic position®.

Interestingly to note in the dynamics of Ro-
manian-Turkish relations was the appearance
in the pro-government newspaper “Zafer” on
August 24, 1967, of an editorial by former am-
bassador to Bucharest, C.T. Karasapan, which
highlighted the Romanian proposals for col-
laboration among the Balkan states from the
late 1950s, “which did not resonate in Ankara
at that time™®.

Later on, we can observe that Tiirkiye’s
relations with socialist states entered a new
phase, in which the government in Ankara
aimed “to develop [them] harmoniously, in a
spirit of neighbourliness”, through reciprocal
visits, including with the Soviet Union, even
if, in fact, economic collaboration was para-
mount®.

During the exchange of talks that took
place in the autumn of 1967 between the two
Romanian and Turkish delegations, Prime
Minister lon Gheorghe Maurer reiterated
that Romania attaches great importance to
creating an atmosphere of understanding and
good neighbourliness in the Balkans. He con-
sidered that the highly positive development
of friendly relations between Romania and
Tirkiye, countries with different social-polit-
ical systems, represents a significant contribu-
tion in this direction®. In turn, Turkish Prime
Minister Demirel emphasized during the visit
that the Turkish government is making efforts
to establish good neighbourly relations in the
Balkans, highlighting the rapid development of
relations between the two states, especially in
the economic, social, and cultural domains®.

From November 24-26, 1968, Foreign Min-
ister Corneliu Ménescu made another visit to
Tiirkiye, emphasizing the need for new op-
portunities to develop bilateral relations and
new actions and exchanges of views regarding
Balkan collaboration®. The main proposal was
to organize a meeting of the foreign ministers
of the countries in the geographical region of
the Balkans®. The Romanian official was well
received by the government in Ankara, espe-
cially given his popularity for his actions at the
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Nicolae Ceausescu bidding farewell to the President of the Republic of Tiirkiye,
General Cevdet Sunay (March 29, 1969, Esenboga Airport)

Source: “Fototeca online a comunismului romdnesc’, reference number: 14/1969

UN. The results of the bilateral meeting were
favourable for both parties, and the visit, as
always, provided an opportunity to conclude
new conventions and agreements in the eco-
nomic domain. The visit of the Romanian For-
eign Minister was also conducive to organizing
and arranging the visit of the President of the
State Council, Nicolae Ceausescu, to Tiirkiye*.

Following this, from March 24-29, 1969,
Nicolae Ceausescu and his wife Elena made
another visit to Tirkiye (Ankara, Istanbul, and
Izmir) at the invitation of counterpart Cev-
det Sunay. The visit represented a landmark
moment in the history of Romanian-Turkish
relations after Romania’s proclamation of in-
dependence in May 1877, particularly during
Nicolae Ceausescu’s era. After the meeting

between the two heads of state, fruitful Roma-
nian-Turkish collaboration ensued, supported
by new reciprocal visits over two decades, an
acceleration of the regulation of bilateral rela-
tions through a huge series of agreements in all
fields, although the most important dimension
remained consistently economic, followed by
trade.

An important area in which “fruitful col-
laboration” was sought was the “improvement
of the peace climate” in the Balkans, an obses-
sive theme on Nicolae Ceausescu’s foreign pol-
icy agenda. “I believe that no effort is too great
to make the Balkans a zone of good neigh-
bourliness and fruitful collaboration”, stated
the Romanian official in his first speech at

Ankara on March 24, 1969, during the dinner
[7z0]
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hosted by Sunay*>. In his interventions during
the visit, Ceausescu highlighted the “positive
evolution of relations between Romania and
Tirkiye”, demonstrating “convincingly that
differences in societal organization are not
an impediment” He emphasized that ensur-
ing peace and security “does not go through
the division of the world into opposing mili-
tary blocs but through collaboration” between
states*®. Demirel, in turn, assured that Turki-
ye’s foreign policy is intended to contribute to
the defence of peace and the improvement of
the climate in the Balkans, emphasizing that
“there are possibilities” for Romanian-Turkish
relations “to develop even further, as well as to
establish contacts in other areas” Economic
cooperation and agreements in trade, tourism,
transportation, consular relations, and legal
assistance were already appreciated*. At the
end of the visit, the joint Romanian-Turkish
statement stated that the constructive contri-
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bution of bilateral relations between the two
states would positively influence the situation
in the Balkans. The two leaders shared com-
mon beliefs regarding nuclear disarmament
and the peaceful resolution of tensions®.
Furthermore, in interviews with the news-
paper “Scénteia” during President Ceausescu’s
visit to Tiirkiye, Cevdet Sunay emphasized that
there was “full agreement for the development
and diversification of relations between Roma-
nia and Tiirkiye”, and “there is no problem to be
settled”. This provided an open path towards
bilateral collaboration in all areas. Supporting
this initiative, S. Demirel added that Tiirkiye’s
“open and fair” policy was directed towards
peaceful coexistence and collaboration with
both large and small states, aiming to serve
mutual interests”. Demirel concluded that Ro-
manian-Turkish relations had seen significant
development and represented “the most beau-
tiful proof that belonging to different allianc-
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Nicolae Ceausescu welcoming the President of the Republic of Tiirkiye,
General Cevdet Sunay (April 13, 1970, Bucharest-Otopeni International Airport)

Source: “Fototeca online a comunismului romdnesc’, reference number: 15/1970
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es and having different social systems do not
constitute an obstacle to mutual development”.

On April 13-17, 1970, President Cevdet Su-
nay accepted the invitation from his counter-
part Nicolae Ceausescu to visit Romania, tour-
ing cities like Bucharest, Craiova, Constanta,
the Black Sea coast, and the hydroelectric
plant on the Arges River. He acknowledged
the nature of the Romanian-Turkish bilateral
relations, which had reached their peak with
the Romanian leader’s visit to Tiirkiye a year
prior. The significance of the visit was empha-
sized by the signing of an agreement between
the Romanian and Turkish governments to es-
tablish a joint economic commission aimed at
intensifying economic, industrial, and techni-
cal cooperation between the two states®. The
issue of security remained a constant in the
messages of the two leaders, reiterating their
mutual beliefs in supporting any realistic ini-
tiative for good neighbourly relations among
Balkan states®, based on principles of equali-
ty, non-interference in internal affairs, and the
avoidance of the use of force.

In the early 1970s, against the backdrop of
international developments and a climate of
détente in relations between the USA and the
Soviet Union, Western states became increas-
ingly interested in Romania’s foreign policy. A
particular aspect was the growing number of
reciprocated visits®. In American diplomats’
notes, Nicolae Ceausescu was appreciated as
a “maverick” within the Eastern bloc, especial-
ly after publicly condemning the Warsaw Pact
troops’ invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968.
Moreover, Romania’s openness to the West,
its affirmation within CSCE meetings through
security and disarmament initiatives like re-
ducing nuclear weapons, and the aspiration
to transform the Balkans into a zone of peace,
were actions that gave the Romanian dictator a
significant image capital in the West>'.

On July 30, 1971, a telegram from the Ro-
manian embassy in the USSR stated that the
US State Department had received informa-
tion suggesting a conference of the Warsaw
Pact states was to be convened to discuss Eu-
ropean security issues and aspects of relations
among the Balkan countries. American diplo-

mats in Moscow hinted that during this meet-
ing (about which their Romanian counterparts
had not been informed), “issues related to the
visit of the Romanian party and government
delegation to China were to be raised, which
had caused dissatisfaction among the other so-
cialist countries of the Warsaw Pact”

The tension in relations between the Ro-
manian leader and the socialist bloc was re-
flected in documents from Bulgarian archives
after the meeting in Crimea on August 2, 1971:
“indeed, a series of opinions were expressed
regarding the existing differences with the Ro-
manian communist leader, Nicolae Ceauses-
cu™3. After returning from Yalta, Todor
Zhivkov, the President of the State Council of
Bulgaria, informed his colleagues about Mos-
cow’s concern that, “by aligning among them-
selves and with China’, Yugoslavia, Romania,
and Albania could form a distinct group in the
Balkans that could “openly or secretly” create a
regional Balkan bloc “based on anti-Sovietism”.
In Leonid Brezhnev’s opinion, the leader of
Moscow, “Ceausescu has gone too far”, which
is why serious discussions were scheduled with
him to make “the Romanians realize that their
actions are wrong and dangerous™*.

Indeed, a key aspect in Romania’s relations
with members of the Warsaw Pact was the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, which represented one of the best op-
portunities for the leadership in Bucharest to
assert itself on the international stage, expose
its own foreign policy line, and free itself from
Soviet pressure. Consistently, through the in-
itiatives of the establishment in Bucharest to
address security and other issues outside the
patterns imposed within the socialist polit-
ical-military bloc, Romania and Ceausescu
were in the spotlight of criticism from Leonid
Brezhnev. However, the Soviet leader limited
himself to such verbal observations, which
weighed heavily in the analysis of international
relations. Romania’s behaviour was not sanc-
tioned within the meetings of the Warsaw Pact
because the Soviet Union had an interest in
maintaining an atmosphere of fair play among
socialist states while presenting a bloc posi-
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tion, especially on security issues, to Western
audiences.

Inaugurated in Helsinki on November 22,
1972, the preliminary conference on Europe-
an security was a success for Moscow’s diplo-
macy. In January 1973, in a summary of the
discussions held by the USSR leader with the
Ministers of Foreign Affairs regarding the pro-
gress of negotiations with Westerners, Leonid
Brezhnev remarked, “we could turn the world
upside down in just one year, we, the social-
ists”**, emphasizing that the success was due
to the joint action of the member states of the
Warsaw Pact.

At the end of the reunion, Brezhnev did
not fail to point out, once again, that “it was
not helpful when the Romanians in Helsin-
ki entered into discussions on unimportant
matters™s, classified as “trifles” that could lead
to postponing the CSCE process. The Soviet
leader’s reactions oscillated between calling
for bloc unity and constant reprimands of
Ceausescu, often invoked in discussions with
other socialist counterparts: “I told Ceauses-
cu [...] the Westerners are just waiting for us
to falter and give them pretexts to postpone
everything. [..] We must work together. If
cracks appear, then we will have difficulties™’.

Romania continued to pursue its own
course in relations with the Western world and
Tiirkiye, aiming to develop economic relations,
acquire technologies and licenses, without “es-
caping” from the socialist bloc. Romania was
aware of the importance of maintaining a sta-
tus quo in its relationship with Moscow and
the Eastern states.

In the first half of the 1970s, Romani-
an-Turkish cooperation continued to be con-
structive for both states, through the sign-
ing of new economic and trade agreements,
technical-scientific and cultural agreements.
On March 26, 1971, a new government led
by Ismail Nihat Erim was installed in Anka-
ra. Between November 3-7, 1971, Corneliu
Miénescu, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the Socialist Republic of Romania, made an-
other official visit to Tiirkiye, during which he
reported that against a backdrop of détente,
the Erim government continued “to contribute
and support any constructive proposal” aimed

at serving peace in the Balkans. Ménescu re-
ported that the Romanian delegation was re-
ceived “with great attention and cordiality”>®.

On March 21, 1972, a note signed by Ro-
mania’s ambassador to Ankara, George Marin,
pointed out that there were new developments
in Tirkiye’s attitude regarding collaboration in
the Balkans: “new, positive qualitative nuanc-
es”This change in the Ankara government
was determined by the policy of the major
powers, which, in the interest of solving global
problems, “can neglect small countries, even
when they are part of the same military alli-
ances”®. Furthermore, this political conviction
was also shared by the leadership in Bucharest
about the Eastern alliance to which Romania
belonged, a common element that brought
Romania and Tiirkiye even closer. The Ankara
government noted the “reduction of the stra-
tegic interest of the USA in Tiirkiye” by choos-
ing Greece to build a base for the Sixth Fleet,
a signal that undermined the Turks’ trust and
collaboration with NATO. Meanwhile, Tiirki-
ye offered assurances that it makes “efforts to
maintain friendly relations with neighbouring
countries’, which was a reality, launching a se-
ries of invitations, including visits to Yugosla-
via, Bulgaria, and Greece®'. The Bulgarian side
proved to be the least cooperative, refusing the
possibility of a bilateral meeting®?, while the
Greek authorities engaged in several bilateral
contacts, albeit against the backdrop of NATO
membership.

Starting in 1973, from the contacts be-
tween the Romanian ambassador and military
attaché in Ankara and Turkish officials, we
can discern the mutual desire to develop bi-
lateral relations, including in the military do-
main. Initially, opportunities for development
in military education emerged, with exchange
visits between naval training ships, meetings
between military sports teams®, and later, in
early 1974, the first tentative talks at the level
of Defence Ministers. lon lonitd, the Romani-
an Minister of Defence, extended an invitation
to his Turkish counterpart, Hasan Esatisik, to
make an official visit to Romania®.

After the adoption of the Helsinki Final Act
in August 1975, which, among other things,
provided for order and security on the Europe-
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an continent based on principles of sovereign
equality of states, non-use of force or threat of
force, and cooperation between states, a new
series of reciprocal visits was recorded in Ro-
manian-Turkish relations.

On August 27-29, 1975, President Siiley-
man Demirel made another visit to Romania
at the invitation of his counterpart, Nicolae
Ceausescu. During the meetings, the two heads
of state exchanged views on the conclusion of
the CSCE conference in Helsinki, concluding
on an optimistic note that it would have re-
verberations on establishing real peace in the
Balkans®. The leader of the Romanian Social-
ist Republic also argued that expanding coop-
eration among Balkan states in different areas
would transform the region into one devoid of
nuclear weapons, military troops, and foreign
bases. The President of Tiirkiye approved the
statements made by his counterpart, stating
that the development of Romanian-Turkish
relations was not only in the interest of both
countries, but also for security in the Balkans.
The good collaboration was seen from a “long-
term perspective”.

Less than a year later, on June 22, 1976,
Nicolae Ceausescu visited Tiirkiye once again
for four days at the invitation of the new Turk-
ish president, Fahri Korutiirk. The newspaper
“Scanteia” stated on the front page of June
23, 1976, that the visit of the Romanian dic-
tator to Tiirkiye represented a “new impetus”
and “a new and significant moment in Roma-
nian-Turkish dialogue at the highest level’,
emphasizing the common desire of the two
countries “to contribute to the strengthening
of peace, security, and cooperation in the Bal-
kans”®. The issue of security in the Balkans be-
came more present and obsessive than ever in
Ceausescu’s discourse, with the official stating
that Romania, like Tiirkiye and other countries
in the Balkans and Europe, was “deeply inter-
ested in the Mediterranean, the Aegean, and
the Black Sea to be dominated by understand-
ing and security’, and the seas should become
“those of peace and collaboration”®. The issue
of disarmament was not forgotten, and the de-
sire was for the Balkans to be devoid of nuclear
weapons, troops, and military bases®.

On August 3, 1976, a meeting took place
in Yalta, Crimea, between Nicolae Ceausescu,
the General Secretary of the Romanian Com-
munist Party, and Leonid Brezhnev, the Gen-
eral Secretary of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, regarding the perspectives of
collaboration among Balkan states. The Soviet
leader explained to his Romanian counterpart
that “raising the issue of a Balkan union or
alliance has no solid basis” because Tirkiye
and Greece were part of NATO. “Such a un-
ion has no justification’, said Brezhnev, other
than Ceausescu’s “desire” to have “something”
in the Balkans™.

Nicolae Ceausescu offered a detailed re-
sponse, arguing that “the problem is not un-
derstood correctly”: “First of all, no one rais-
es the issue of a Balkan union. This would be
entirely unrealistic. Secondly, improving rela-
tions and developing collaboration between
Balkan countries is not only in the interest
of the Balkan countries but also of socialist
countries, I could say even in the interest of
the Soviet Union””% Nicolae Ceausescu also
mentioned the transportation routes in the
Balkans, “which could not be ensured through
Bulgaria, Romania, Tirkiye, Greece, or Yu-
goslavia’, adding that it was “in everyone’s in-
terest to solve certain problems of this kind”
The Romanian official asked Brezhnev what
the socialist countries had to lose. The Soviet
counterpart manifested irritation with how
Bucharest handled the situation, especially in
its relationship with the West: “You raise the
issue of expanding and deepening regional col-
laboration in the Balkans™”3.

During March 21-23, 1977, George Ma-
covescu, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
Socialist Republic of Romania (RSR), visited
Tirkiye to meet his Turkish counterpart, LS.
Caglayangil. The discussions covered vari-
ous topics, including the positive outcome of
Ceausescu’s visit to Tiirkiye and the successful
collaboration between Romanian and Turkish
delegations in the CSCE, particularly concern-
ing economic aspects’™. A key issue analysed
in the context of Balkan security was Bulgar-
ia’s negative stance towards collaboration with
Tirkiye. In this regard, the Turkish leadership
expressed concerns about the USSR’s position
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on Balkan cooperation, especially econom-
ic, which they were going to discuss during
the Turkish foreign minister’s upcoming visit
to Moscow”. At the end of George Macoves-
cu’s visit to Tiirkiye, following an agenda set
by Nicolae Ceausescu, especially focusing on
regional security, the Romanian and Turkish
delegations concluded that “there are ample
opportunities for political cooperation in the
Balkans™”.

Nicolae Ceausescu’s persistence in reacting
to the Balkan situation often perturbed Leonid
Brezhnev. During the meeting on August 14,
1978, in Yalta, the Soviet leader confided to his
trusted ally, Bulgarian leader Todor Zhivkov,
that the relationship with the Romanian dic-
tator was “agitated” The essence of the Soviet
attitude towards this situation can be summa-
rized as follows: “I know, Todor, that you've
had several opportunities to speak directly
and frankly with Ceausescu. It’s clear that the
necessity for such influence is now extreme-
ly important’, Brezhnev stated””. The policy
promoted by Romanian officials regarding
Balkan cooperation created “diplomatic com-
plications for Bulgaria: «When they stir up the
issue of establishing Balkan cooperation, they
do it simply on a whim»” From Brezhnev’s per-
spective, the issue of regional cooperation in
the Balkans, as seen by Romanians, Yugoslavs,
and Greeks, was a way to reduce the influence
of the Warsaw Pact states in the region. This
was the essence of their approach. Brezhnev
recommended “countering decisively all pro-
jects aimed at creating an autonomous Bal-
kan group to promote «their particular inter-
ests»”7.

During this period, new details emerged
regarding the prospects of Romanian-Turkish
relations, particularly in the military domain.
Hasan Isik, the Turkish Minister of National
Defence, positively assessed the state of bi-
lateral collaboration, proposing that the Ro-
manian side “prepare to discuss possibilities
for mutual supply of materials necessary for
the army” and cooperate in “building indus-
trial facilities in Tiirkiye to produce technical
means necessary for the army and which could
be exported to Romania and other countries”.

In the conversation with Romanian ambassa-
dor George Marin, Hasan Isik explained that
part of the army’s necessary imports were to
be “paid for by deliveries of military materials
produced in Tiirkiye” These Turkish proposals
were to be discussed with the Romanian side
during meetings with Ion Hortopan, the Dep-
uty Minister of National Defence and Chief of
the General Staff, and possibly with Minister
Ion Coman, who had received invitations to
visit Ankara’. During protocol actions with
Romanian diplomats on August 1, 1978, Gen-
eral Kenan Evren, the Chief of the General Staff
of the Turkish Army, emphasized the interest
in Romania’s foreign policy in the Balkans and
relations with neighbouring countries. Taking
advantage of the occasion, Evren reminded of
the invitations extended to the two Romanian
military leaders mentioned above to visit Tiir-
kiye, from which he expected a response®.

In contrast, on August 17, 1979, the
Ceausescu couple undertook a new visit to
Turkiye®!, this time for a day. The Romani-
an-Turkish conversations once again high-
lighted mutual interest in the “cause of un-
derstanding and cooperation in the Balkans
and in Europe”. Beyond the good Romani-
an-Turkish collaboration in all domains appre-
ciated by both parties, on May 5, 1980, in a tel-
egram sent from Ankara, Turkish Army Gen-
eral Kenan Evren reiterated the perspective of
military cooperation, extending an invitation
for the Deputy Minister of National Defence
and Chief of the General Staff of the Romanian
Army to visit Tiirkiye®.

On April 5-8, 1982, General Kenan Evren,
the president of Tiirkiye, visited Romania.
During discussions with his Romanian coun-
terpart, progress and prospects of Romani-
an-Turkish relations in all domains were em-
phasized, along with the importance of bilat-
eral collaboration in the Balkans®, culminating
in a Joint Declaration®. Besides the economic
objectives visited by the Turkish general, the
protocol of the meeting of the Political Execu-
tive Committee of the Romanian Communist
Party mentioned that the heads of both states
had established measures to deepen Romani-
an-Turkish relations, especially in the context
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of the continuity of the European and regional
security process post-Helsinki®.

To further emphasize Romanian-Turk-
ish friendship, on May 20-23, 1983, Nicolae
Ceausescu visited Tiirkiye at the invitation of
Kenan Evren. Attention was also focused on
the situation of nuclear disarmament in the
Balkans and the need for normalizing relations
between the West and the East¥. Concurrent-
ly, Turkish newspapers like “Turkish Daily
News’, “Cumhuriyet’, “Hurriyet’, and “Turkiye”
appreciated Ceausescu’s visit, highlighting the
continuation of the strong friendship relation-
ship between Romania and Tiirkiye®.

The way the newspaper “Scanteia” por-
trayed the two reciprocal visits in the early
1980s did not capture concrete elements of
progress in Romanian-Turkish relations or
propose practical measures or initiatives the
two states were expected to undertake in the
direction of Balkan security. The informa-
tion was lacking in substance, formulated in
the propagandistic spirit of the era of Nicolae
Ceausescu’s personality cult, to showcase the
efforts and extensive activity that the dictator
carried out abroad.

In the same vein, during the visit from
October 19-21, 1987, when dictator Nicolae
Ceausescu met with Turkish leader Kenan
Evren in Ankara, discussions regarding the im-
portance of Romanian-Turkish collaboration
for security and stability in the Balkans were
resumed, but without any practical proposals®.
Even in the content of the folder about the visit
of the President of the Romanian People’s Re-
public (RPR) to Tiirkiye found in the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs’ archive, details about this
topic were not identified. The documents were
limited to the economic sector, potential joint
actions in the commercial field, and present-
ing the progress made between the two coun-
tries®. At the end of the official discussions,
the “strengthening of good relations” between
Romania and Tirkiye was emphasized®.

Although Romania continued to maintain
good cooperative relations with Tiirkiye in
the 1980s, contemporary sources seem to in-
dicate that bilateral relations did not unfold at
the level of the previous decade. The plans and
concrete measures that animated the repre-

sentatives of the two states in the 1970s were
replaced by courtesy visits to economic and
cultural objectives.

The Romanian-Turkish relations in the dy-
namics of the Cold War reflected the evolution
of the post-war international climate analysed
in the context of the division of the European
continent into two opposing political-military
groups: NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organ-
ization. After Stalin’s death, and implicitly the
withdrawal of Soviet troops from Romania in
1958, the establishment in Bucharest gradu-
ally evolved from conformism to defiance in
relations with Moscow, becoming interested
in resuming relations with the Western world,
especially economically, and culturally and sci-
entifically.

Without escaping from the structures of
the socialist bloc, aware that it ensured its po-
litical survival, Romania tried to get closer to
Tirkiye, a NATO member country, itself dis-
traught by US policies in managing the mis-
sile crisis of 1962 and that of Cyprus. Beyond
the constraints imposed by the rhetoric of the
bloc, the common denominator found by both
states was the interest in shaping their own
foreign policy line and asserting themselves
internationally.

The development of Romanian-Turkish bi-
lateral relations gained consistency after Nico-
lae Ceausescu came to power, and this fact can
be seen through the dynamics of exchanges
of mutual visits at the level of heads of state,
prime ministers, foreign ministers and more.
The talks between Romanian and Turkish of-
ficials were materialized essentially by signing
countless long-term agreements of a scientific,
technical, commercial, industrial nature, set-
ting up joint economic commissions, but also
exchanges of experience in enterprises to no-
tice the progress made in the two states.

Despite the post-war realities imposed by
Europe’s ideological affiliation and bipolar
geo-political structure, during the meetings,
Romania and Tiirkiye also tackled more del-
icate issues such as the military dimension,
security and cooperation in the Balkans, their
transformation into a zone of peace, aspects
of disarmament, and which were material-
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ized through mutual support within interna-
tional forums, in particular UN and CSCE,
but also through bilateral cooperation in the
area of defence industry, weapons and mil-
itary equipment. Beyond the status of the
two states belonging to blocs with antago-
nistic political systems, Romania and Tirkiye
demonstrated until the end of the Cold War
that the level of bilateral cooperation and di-
alogue remained at a high level, supported by
common interests.
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