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ontingencies, crucial choices historical actors have made at important
ttures, and the significance of the modern world in the emergence and de-
pment of nationalist practices.!

Armed with the rich theoretical framework that has grown out of the de-
¢s on nationalism, and the equally rich historiography, we have come to
w a great deal about the historical origins and contemporary relevance of
jonalist movements in the former possessions of the Ottoman Empire. But
¢ works do not spend much time addressing where the idea of the “na-
» came from and why it held such a sway over social transformations in
Ottoman Empire (and elsewhere in the world), superseding, or even sup-
ssing alternative identifications. Nor is the general literature on nations
nationalism of much help. One does not find a clear answer in Benedict
derson’s Imagined Communities, for instance, to the question of why it was
nation and not, say, religion that ended up being imagined by significant
mbers of people as they were forming their new political communities.
r,in his influential study, does Ernest Gellner make clear why, as a political
rimunity, the nation serves the requirements of modern capitalist societies
. In the years that followed the industrial revolution, Marx had thought a
bal alliance of people along class lines would follow much more readily
m the logic of capitalism.? _

What makes this question particularly intriguing is that of all the ways in
ich people in the Ottoman Empire could think of themselves, nationality
uld seem to make the least sense. The old imperial context certainly did not
d itself to such identifications, and even in its reorganization in the nine-
fth century, the idea of Ottoman and other possible nationalities devel-
pped haltingly and with many ambiguities. Religion was a much more famil-
way in which people were labeled and self-identified in the Ottoman
ipire. Yet out of this uncertain environment the nation grew and came to
minate the entire region. Even the artificial creations of the post-World
11 settlement, such as Jordan, have become permanent fixtures in the Mid-
ast, and the distinctions that were once thought highly superficial, such
at between the Syrians and the Lebanese, have become deeply ingrained
people’s mentalities. '

This chapter is a first attempt at discussing how the idea of nation grew and
me to dominate discussions of identity in the Ottoman Empire in the early
¢ntieth century. It argues that the idea of nation in the Middle East passed
ough two distinct stages that were linked to specific institutional changes -
at were taking place in the Ottoman Empire. The first of these was the no-
1 of an Ottoman identity that would apply to all the residents of the Ot-
f’nan Empire. This, in effect, implied a territorial definition of the empire
d its people. The institutional context for Ottomanism was created by the

7
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A_"Ir THE TURN OF the twentieth century, Morocco, the Ottoman Empire, ari
ran were the only three sovereign political entities in the long stretch ¢
land between the Atlantic Ocean and the Persian Gulf. The Ottoman Emp]ré
the largest of these entities, had already lost some land, most notably in ;
Balkans and North Africa, but had managed to hold on to most of the te
tories it had been controlling for as long as 600.years. As the armies in Furo
went to war and the Ottomans joined them in 1914, it was by no means a fo
gone conclusion that this situation would change radically and the Ottomén
Empire would cease to exist within a few years. | L
Yet‘, by the mid-1920s, some ten separate states had been established in the
remaining territories of the Ottoman Empire; the Balkan Jands had be
further fragmented with the creation of new states and the consolidation
some of the existing ones; 900,000 Greeks had left their homes in Anatolia
to move to Greece, other parts of Europe, and the Americas, in exchange
300,000 Muslims who had made the journey in the opposite direction; a
as many as 1.5 million Armenians had been inurdered or expelled from t
Ottoman territories. ’

. While an older body of writing explained this transformation by emph
sizing the primordial qualities of already existing nations who had been s
tering under the Ottoman yoke, more recent studies have been more nuanc
Nm'v the Ottoman Empire figures not just as a prison of nations, but also
having played a constitutive role in engendering nations and nationalism
Also, reflecting the developments in the general literature on nationalis

“studies on Ottoman transitions have become much more attuned to the r

— 198 —
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. the newly empowered states, followi ir
e tates, following their independence after

, pmﬁdep;e;os}fﬁftosfmﬂl a rev1e7v of the Ottoman tmiperial cor\lllfxrtl(iinw

then describe some ofctcllegizs:nzletshtﬁh: Come i s ineteenth cn

ol o o nges that came with the reforms and congj;

ﬁonzl ComeXttt%xia?}ism and sm'nlar broad identifications in this nivc ;)Iilsil

one narroweé e maptelr contmue:s b.y showing how these broad identifs

MRt a(I)lrE OC?] and limited ways of thinking about identity

Ottomanias Ot mpire, ﬁere, I pay special attention to the ecli
Y the newly developing Greek, Turkish, and Ardb identitilf

Imagining the Empire

toman Empire is to refer to the bord i

{pan Em, : fo rders that circumscribe it and
‘ hl?;toricalr; sg?i\t,l}in}gl glstl'nct. This is the assumption that lies bﬁlsi:;ll;lth
. contémpomri,es, “fith }el:plct‘s the exact extent of the Ottoman Empire ;1]1]
imempo these, pah ‘eaw}flﬂy drawn lines and distinct colors, A close ¢x
litﬂe that was real or perizne?livel‘};r‘;if eveﬁls' o demarcarons et
O na yas 1 . weli into the nineteenth :
oo Thesl;li;:e_vtvsz ]sgurroupded by a chain of tributary states ;flljin;)l;’}lf;lf:h
fome Bujgarian e Y;a?t%;le‘Emplre (1372-1453), Serbia ( 1372—1459;T
N AT e (138]_:; _1;21713& ities in the late fourteenth century, Bosnia (13853
Morey g LSS 33, Transylve}nia (1541~1699), Crimea ( 1475-1783)
Db povera théoﬁﬁ Aegean 1s'lands during the fifteenth centur;
g et Itteenth a.nd eighteenth centuries, and several §

. a8 well as Wallachia and Moldavia between the ﬁfteeilltbo;zfg
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udles to the full incorporation of the territory into the Ottoman Empire,
s other tributaries maintained their special ties to the Ottoman gov-
nt on a long-term basis. These tributary states and princedoms pro-
an added cushion of protection for the Ottomans, but they also intro-
defining the precise extent of the empire.?
tantive way of thinking about the Ottoman
a general definition of what an em-
- Such definitions, however, have the drawback of freezing their subjects
e by ascribing to them some general characteristics or an unchanging
Lice. Turthermore, it is hard to define the Ottoman Empire in precise
tem was in constant flux for much of its history. Its in-
d fluid, making it far more flexible and

states and empires. Charles Tilly’s well-
determinateness that

:d a layer of uncertainty in
ving toward a more subs
¢, we might want to be guided by

-as its political sys
Hions and boundaries remaine
ptable than many contemporary
wn definition does a good job of capturing this in

at the heart of the Ottoman Empire:

polity linked to a central power by indirect rule.

empire is a large composite
ajor seg-

he central power exercises some military and fiscal control in each m
ment of its imperial domain, but tolerates two major elements of indirect rule:
1) retention or establishment of particular, distinct compacts for the govern-
ment of each segment; and (2) exercise of power through intermediaries who
njoy considerable autonomy within their own domains in retarn for delivery of

compliance, tribute, and military collaboration with the center.!

Prior to the nineteenth century, the Ottoman Empire lacked uniform insti-
ions, a unified mode of administration, or even a uniform imperial culture
ideology that applied to all of its territories. This was partly due to the no-
dic and eclectic origins of the empire. It was also a consequence of the im-
rial government’s pragmatic approach to ruling a region with a very large
fumber of religiously, ethnically, and linguistically distinct communities,
nost of whom were also highly mabsile. Today, the results of this variegated
fule are readily apparent in the vast stretches of land that were once formally
part of the Ottoman Empire. Tor example, in south and southeastern Turkey,

Et is much easier to find impressive reminders of pre-Ottoman Roman, Ar-
tnenidn, Seljuk, and Mongol civilizations than it is to locate any indicator that
these were parts of the Ottoman Empire for more than four centuries.

. This contrasts sharply with what one finds in western parts of contempo-
rary Turkey, in the Balkans, and especially in parts of Greece and former Yu-
goslavia, where the Ottoman legacy is overwhelming. By building roads and
bridges, fortifying urban centers, and designing thousands of mosques, baths,
soup kitchens, religious schools, and libraries, the Ottomans clearly showed

that they were determined to transform the physical landscape of these parts




Dreams of Empire, Dreams of Nations 2u3

a Kesat Kasaba

wield their power freely and effectively for much of Ottoman history.
1d be noted that the relative lightness of the Ottoman presence in these
id not prevent the development of some very important and wealthy
centers. In fact, the distance from the center turned out to be an asset
Jaces like Beirut and Alexandria that developed into vibrant comumercial
+ in the nineteenth century. In addition to their own preferences and
ies, the Ottoman officials were constrained by the limited means that
vailable to them for running an empire as large as theirs had become,
‘way, they had no choice but to set some priorities and manipulate and
ilize existing structures and relations for their own purposes and benefit.
hat they were keen on thoroughly integrating only a relatively limited part
eir imperial possessions did not mean that the Ottoman officials some-
ow regarded those faraway provinces as not being part of the Ottoman lands.

enthey described the Ottoman Empire with phrases like “the lands of the
fed state” or the “well-protected domains,” they had in mind not only the
< areas, but the empire in its totality. According to Ahmet Cevdet Paga,
‘of the leading statesmen/ scholars of the nineteenth century, .

and i i
- zsoti)jizlf; ts}tlzo;:g };c;.es bfetvveen them and the imperial center in Istanb
e ot the | Ign ulrlllg 1;1 fc.yrmer Yugoslavia in the 1990s was motivated;
o e 151 thc Io this legacy as possible and revive the mythical p
e tde noymoreet ;nds. It was only in this relatively limited area, whi
Popire o e cor an one—thlr.d 0}“ the total territory of the Ottom
that theland sten kmans invested 51gn}ﬁcant1y and deliberately. It was h
the clasicnl oo nown as tirnar, which is described as the land system.
g 1 emp th, :vas applied most systematically and thoroughly. Fis
and. Conductedyre ua; Evere the bas.ls for the Ottoman tax and land systes
e o Otmmgn a;rz; only 1fn this part. Administrators that came throug
these s ystem of recruitment and training wielded powe
In the rest i i -

e T theoéetlziu dGOuI}}a'lnS, which at one point extended from Algeria
in e e e I;: ul in the east .and from Crimea in the north to Yeme
i Semi,_ o n rule was mediated by a diverse group of agents, in
ey oo -autono m;)us governors, urban notables, tribal chiefs, and zjmh
et .a s wenoJc completely sub.mitting to Ottoman rule, these group
i § renlgtbened their local power under the Ottoman um
et e poeauent Z}l lzleop ein these parts experienced the Ottoman goverh
e pos it dose. pervasive presence but more as a distant force that i
Conten w2 mOb}fl.anc.I lrregularly—most typically at times of soci;
e regionpar()unldlil;?n’ or c?xtr:aordipary levies.” To give but one exa
P e glon ang, which is one of the most important agriculturi

centers of modern Turkey, was never surveyed, ang its Iaiiié

He lands of the exalted state [of the Ottomans] do not resemble the lands of any
ther state. In its every corner, you can find unique conditions. No province re-

embles another province; nor does any given part of a province resemble an-
ther part of the same province, Therefore it is impossible for a method of ad-
iinistration that might be conceived by the state to be applied equally and

niformly everywhere.”

While the variations in directness of Ottoman administration may allow us

¢ differentiate between core and peripheral parts of the Ottoman imperial
nds, such a distinction would be primarily geographical and the boundaries
eparating such zones would by no means be fixed or impermeable. The very
arge numbers of circulating groups who constantly crisscrossed the large
waths of the imperial territories created an added layer of complication by
lurring the boundaries between geographical regions and administrative
inits. These mobile groups included nomadic tribes, peasant youths who
ould not be accommodated in the typically small holdings of their families,
hose who were uprooted by the imperial government as punishment or as a
ay of colonizing the newly conquered territories, and finally, the refugees
Jliose numbers soared as the empire withdrew from its possessions in Europe
1 the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Tronically enough, none of these
2d become a source of weakness for the Ottoman state in. its early years. In-
leed, the strength of the Ottoman Empire depended not on the consistency of
s practices and the uniform allegiance of its subjects, but on the fluidity, flex-
bility, and ambiguity that were the hallmarks of many of its central practices.

withdrew in 1840, the Ottomans used these r i
an% E;izx;r;;siatfive i}i;novafiqns and reforms l1‘3rC10t1£1(t; :;t;l;el‘)saﬂs forthele
to doy Wl‘?}i }tl Oiv v:}?atlon in Ottsaman methods of administration had
e empi,re W e Otto.metn elite saw the current and future strength(
dons ik er;lpire)s Welr proximity to.the Ottoman center, and as way stas
Bilkans were o s e es’gwa.rfi expansion, the western provinces and the.
part of the st b Priorities qf the Ottoman officials during the éarlier':‘.
rgrating e e’ 1story. ACC-OI‘dIIl.gI}.f, the Ottomans remained keen on jn-
st o I‘E gr(;l\finces in their imperial system. To be sure, the south
castern B ex_tendl';l eaut ling the 'Arab iapds, were also located on important -
Do cxtene an% Ms (;no India and East Asia, as well as south to the hol :'
ot strom e eCiaﬂe liftla. Nevertheless, the pull of the West proved to by ‘;
oo Souﬂ; D y after the fifteenth century. Consequently, in the east-’
. eastern parts, local potentates had the space and t}Jxe OpPO:ltil
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This varie ;
gated and fluid struct
: ure of O .
upon a generally accepted understanding ;;051;?;; U-Ie-Was ?le[th,j prisions among the stbject peoples of the empire. Their approach
an identity, n ortunistic and pragmatic than systematic. Some of the divisions

4 Ottoman domains were left as they were; others were manipu-
the instances, the court created divisions and categories where
iited. In most cases, the groupings the Ottoman officials came up
d not so much the intrinsic characteristics of the communities in
he nature and extent of the group’s obligation to the state.
pirewide fiscal surveys, the population was broadly classified on
religion as Muslim, Christian, or Jewish; and status, as peasant,
or nomad.’ An individual’s religion was the most generally used
ficial documents, but the denominations were drawn very
Jout much attention to any of the subgroupings that developed
religious communities as part of their own historical develop-
rally, the official documents refer to Christians as “zimmi” or
1d Jews as “Yahud,” “Yehud,” or “cifit”; but in some cases, zimmi
ed to all non-Muslims, not just the Christians, and gifit was in-
derogatory term. The imperial government differentiated some
sithin the Christian and Muslim community. Hence, one finds
o Greeks and Armenians; and the names of the individual Gyp-
nally qualified with “kspti” which was a bastardized form of Cop-
<ing a mistaken assumption on the part of the Ottomans about the
f the Roma. After the sixteenth century, those who belonged to a |
branch of the Shi’i Islam, known as Alevi (or Alawite) were iden-
1zilbas (“red-head”), in reference to their sixteenth-century defec-
< d service under the Shah of Iran in specially designated troops
ed caps. However, none of these subcategories reflected a clear and
t approach on the part of the Ottoman government.
creation of o] tal hou _on'fetirnes assumed.that the Ottf)man state kept the various reli_gious
clear-cut identities, on either the i . € aities it ruled over in neatly delineated compartments called millets,
¢ Imperial or on the local ley ubsequently became the bases for the nationalist movements in the
t seemns, howevet, that these interpretations that linked millets to na-
& based not on historical realities but on a backward projection of the
5ns that emerged in the late nineteenth century.”¥ From the vantage
the i ' . i jects . ‘of the Ottomans, the purpose behind the constitution of millets was to
the g?f; ";‘;tazf g Hnllform system of educationr.lcli\?(l)‘seugﬁrm System of rule; intain order within the framework of Istamic law. As 51.1c¥1,‘ these categ(‘)ries
mpire before the nineteenth centyr sewereo ded 1o be very broad and did not reflect the many divisions that existed
4 1 each of the main divisions. Furthermore, the categories used by offi-
{als in identifying individual subjects were not always consistent with the
one finds references to Kurds and Gypsies

The categories that the Ottoman g0
;ader millet classification. Hence,
¢ “cthnic” definitions were not used -

Jects were vague, constantl shifti vernment used to administer its g
precise and ch anging deﬁy‘t'l ng, and far from exclusive By using Shs‘u
nitions, : such i
the documents but such nonreligiou:
consistently to form the basis for the emergence of national identities within

t 5
meld together the separate comrnunlil;e(s)ttoman state was neither secking
nor consciously planti
ing the seeds'gf

very core of the officials wh
pery co : ‘ who were at the center of the i i '
h Ogherc;{ aIll( .1dent1ﬁcat10n would be far from unanfbl%npenal o
urxic and Islamic realms of the time Ottomlfltl1 Oui o
S Sultans an

an IlOblht mn SUIIOLIIld

S c f I
& (] (3] L02)] (8] Il gh b[[ eaucratic SErvice :;()Ine “1 t] e
a, d. a ans

prevailing myths, the w. i
br » 1i€ women in question seem t intained
nef;e;jsotl; copilct with their birthplaces and fam?lilt:sa V'(}Illn mntmc?
1018 to wield power and inf] in the palace i in
pec | oW uence, both in th i
1gn relations, Similarly, many of the high—ralfkfi,ljlga?ili:j e
ucrats

% [ i d fth ) {11 t H h
]
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refefred to
the sultan as the shadow of God on earth d his divi X . : L.
» and his divine persa t the mechanisms of lawmaking and representation in

Hle O <] alace alld was IOtGCted alld i
h.eld t}ll()ugh e}.aborate Iltua].s alld CeIEIIIOILIES. Ill thlS Serlse,
k

gious groups aboul
¢ Ottoman Empire.

ven though they appeared to be well tl:lought out and comprehensive, the

orms of the nineteenth century nevertheless contained a fundamental
seakness. In particular, the way in which the idea of Ottomanisin was articu-

d and promoted was not based on a thorough and serious study of who
thie subject people of the empire were, what their interests might be, or how
¢y could be brought together to serve the broader interests of the imperial

e, It seems that Ottoman officials expected that a sense of Ottomanism
uld develop by itself if people of different ethnic and religious backgrounds
to interact and cooperate with

re provided with space and opportunity

h other. Beyond this, the questions of how the people of the empire would
Affected by these policies, and whether they were in a position to provide
stantive suppott to the new governmental structures, did not become cen-
to the discussions of reform and reorganization. In official circles, prob-
tins of ethpicity and nationality were discussed mostly in relation to the non-
islim communities of the empire, their separatist goals, or the threat they
sed to law and order. Such references frequently conflated the questions of
anicity with the religious identity of the people involved. The Ottoman Em-~
ie followed neither the path of the Russian Empire, with its autocratic cen-
Alization and policies of Russification going back to Peter the Great, nor that

‘the Habsburgs who tried to institutionalize and promote civic coexistence
2 mote systematic way in their empire.?! ' 7

Tn the second half of the nineteenth century, these contradictions and incon-
itencies in Ottoman reforms gave rise to an increasingly vocal opposition.
vement. Inspired by a diverse group of authors and journalists, these so-

illed Young Ottomans posed pointed questions about politics, society, religion,
ation, and the West. They became increasingly critical of the reforming bu-

saucrats because they were seen as slavishly imitating the West and undermin-
g the unity and coherence of the empire without putting anything in its place.
t was the writers of this opposition movement who tried, for the first time, t0
larify who was (or should be) an Ottoman. They were of the opinion that the
ttoman state would have to abandon the territorial definitions of its future
od return once again to religion as an axis of legitimation. In 1868, one of the
eading authors of this school, Namik Kemal, wrote in the newspaper Hiirriyet:

Reforming the Empire

world of the succe i
8501 nation-states wa 1 .
process go s a long one. The fi
state unie‘;iot(’j:k to the: end of the seventeenth c_entufy Whglslttiar.t ol
scripting the ve a1 multifaceted program’ of registering, settlin eangpe‘
paying subjects ré’vgige_ number of nomadic tribes that were amgc;n ntsct
- While i1t was imple ' . 81
by the militar plemented only partially, and was mati
creating more}’s ecgzlc:rns of the state, this was nevertheless a ﬁrstazt;m: e
jects for the Otic ntary, and hence more easily taxed and admini D
e .toman state. This was also the first step i nistered, si
Pel::f institutions into ones that were better e ep in tr
uniform and centralized methods of overrule, 8

: ansforming the i
quipped to define and app

more ambiti : , , the Ottomans conti
ous projects that aimed to reform the empire’é legalntl(;lr?)'Ed‘ o
: » aCImInisty

bl b
2l

COITHNIIINT tleS. I or e}{alﬂple, = .

before they could enroll in

Muslims also b .
the gOVernmenic‘i?; ehglllble' to be appointed to some of the highest post
1845, a succession of l?gre::;?gtj{o change their religion. Starting as lzaﬂ;'
ative assemblies and .
convened to h j es and other elected
iments as Weue?hgeog)ig;he emlplre. Non-Muslims were part of tzzieesx;z
R ans also tried to :
of nation L R lo come up with a e
Lawon NZE’:)};;?? citizenship, which culminated 1'151 the dr:ififero;leimtm
Ottoman Empir; 3;:1 1869. fAccording to this law, all persons whE 1ivetd ?nnt;
otherwise, Tho s 1ie c011131dered Ottoman subjects unless they could
Ultimately, in 2 oo aw also regulated the issuing and control of pas e
ment ente;ed : illftltutlon that was adopted in 1876, the Ottorrf) o
> 7 : 4 a i
or the first time, into a contractual relationship Witrlla ii:iem :
ous*

e principle of Islam, and it endangers its own existence

le. I our state wants to have 2 long life, it

of Islam and maintaining ifs character as

it is its source of life; and

This state is founded on th
_ whenever it acts against this princip
should not cease being subject 1o laws
an Islamic state. In short, sharia is the soul of our states

it is the most effective medicine we know.”
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This does not mea ‘ '
n that the answers that gres
T ' . . . . .

tween the bureaucrats and their criice Wereg aj‘lw Olut of the conversati pite their weakness, and despite the fact that they ultimately failed to

y clearer than the worl @ empire, the reforms of the nineteenth century gave the Ottoman Em-

ough breathing space that it survived for more than sixty years after
icholas I of Russia first described it as a “sick man” in 1853. Further-
. this was not a mere survival, as is apparent not only from the economic
“but also from the decisive Ottoman victories against the British and Al-
forces at Gallipoli in 1915 and Kut al-Amara in 1916 during World War
Jontinuing nationalist propaganda notwithstanding, especially in the eco--
egions of the empire, there were many groups,

lically active and wealthier r
i and non-Mustim alike, who preferred the uncertainty of the late im-

%\ conditions to the near certain destruction that a nationalist implosion
|d bring. From Macedonia to Yemen, all across the imperial lands, people
erent backgrounds were pursuing rewarding lives by participating in di-
o networks and relationships. The idea that people should only live with
¢ ruled by people of their own “kind” would be alien to most of the sub-
‘of the empire. Therefore, many urban notables, merchants, and local in-
ctuals actively participated in the new experiments of the nineteenth cen-
and helped give them substance. They emerged as the main delegates or
sttors in the six parliamentary clections that were held in the Ottoman Em-
¢ hetween 1876 and 1919.% In the parliaments that were elected in 1908,
12, and 1914, 30-40 pércent of the delegates consisted of Greeks, Armeni-
% Tews, Arabs, Kurds, or Albanians.®
iven this background, the neatly drawn ideologies that fueled the incip-
it local nationalisms could be conceived only outside the empire’s bor-
efs, far from the social contexts which they were supposed to mobilize, and
who had limited contact or experience in the regions they
_ As we will see in the following section, the new states
ntieth century ended up being sharply in-
s and relationships that were developing
med and created to

than anythi ir pri i '
panar ;ng else, ﬂ'le.}l‘ primary audience consisted of these bureaucrat
ot hul;;faucratlc interlocutors, the Young Ottomans and their suce

ard to abandon the notion of empire as their main point of

ﬁr(iliz long reign of Sultan Abdiithamid IT (1876-1909) reflects ver w
Abdﬁlhms alcﬁ contradictions of Ottoman reform in general, Durin yhis
ope. It ivfgl agi"bectalrlr'le filmOLJs as one of the most autocratic monarfhsi
. inst nis rule that the new liberal oreanizati
ol ‘ ganizations and o
fh;oﬁhan}i m?vements Sprfx‘ng up, and they ultimately succeededpfno'
o 5 tm in 19(.)9. Abdiilhamid’s reign also saw a return to a more
| Ottomanll? erl?retat.lon of. Islam and its upholding as a state religion in’
B mpire. Finally, 1t'was during Abdiilhamid’s reign that the first]
erit b aliiahlisetstil; Al:};zm]in communities took place in southern Anaté
e tilhamid who staffed some of i ;
o e A : the most
113001,56’25 In h{s a:dmlnlstratlon with prominent non-Muslims, includisn H}il:‘gt
Siansg; nt;:mster, Aleksandr Karateodori Paga, who negotiated Wit}gl the };_"3
il frlend Ef the 1877%1{378 war. In the last quarter of the nineteet
ury, auring the darkest period of Abdiilhamid’s autocracy, Greek and
tions i i iti ‘
l&lagzss ;Eet?e boofning port cities, accumnulating great wealth and influenc
urn ot the twentieth century. duri l
the O > itury, during the Balkan wars of 1912
groun'SOénin. army n(}dufied Christian soldiers of Serbian and Greek Ii:
g Combg tléli 'the national” armies of Serbia and Greece.¢ Abdﬂlhani
e }ines 1s more austere and orthodox take on Islam with a deep
g ﬂ?e ufi ghought and especially in the Sufis who came from Aribl
se observations and revelations, Abdi; id’

sined vl » Abditlhamid’s rule has
gir:eSc;;ZV apprecialion among those who study the latter years of iflzeg
adm'inistratis nov‘\zI (?red1t him for continuing and also significantly expanding

ve and tn particular educational ref 25 i

of thi e reform.* So enthusiastic i
o Ssonew appreciation that one scholar finds in AbdiiThamid a W(:;fllf o
o ﬂlieel\;ei t? At:'iturk.zs These conflicting interpretations reflect n}:)Er

ae ck of or incompleteness of historical data but the continui
1gu1‘fy of the ideological and cultural content of Ott i On_ll'lulng -
being formulated in the nineteenth century. oman identity as it w g

hat emerged at the turn of the twe
pngruous, both with the network
1 the ground and with the institutions that were refor

overn them. ,

Dreaming the Nation

more than twenty-five nation-states that
- emerged from within the Ottoman Empire depended on many local as well as
egional and global factors, and hence varied across a wide spectrum. We can
evertheless make a number of generalizations about the broad outlines of
his journey by focusing on some of the nationalist ideas and ideologies as

he precise trajectories of the
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who saw their mission as one of fulfilling the Greeks’ founda-
r own perception of

tic stance toward

they took shape i ;
have chosen tz e;cl;r;hii :ltﬁitigzﬂi azd twentieth centuries. For this purpo pnalists,
tl?ese three offer a wide SPectruhi :)f ral')) a.nd' Turlish nationalisms. Togeth al role in European progress. Partly as a result of thei
mﬁf:am part of the Ottoman territor'o rientations, they were relevant to 3 ¢ ite, the Ottoman reformers did not adopt an antagonis
period of time. 1es, and they remained active over a lo ope either. After all, the Ottomans considered their empire as being part of
The first significant common characteristi , : ape, and focused their energics on integrating more closely, administering
Stic we can point to is the expe ore efficiently, and, nltimately, retaining at all costs those parts of the empire
-were closest to Central Earope.
ence, these national projects started off with concept
af were far Jarger than the narrow nation-states that they ended up inspir-
: the idea of a Greek nation was promoted not as an end but as
eans toward the completion of European freedom.” This would be
ieved only when Greek civilization would be freed not only from its Ot-
an suzerains, but also from the clutches of the Orthodox Church.
damantios Korais, who was part of the intellectual movement called the
éo-Hellenic Enlightenment, saw the future of the Greek nation not in its
astern, Byzantine past but in its absorption in the European-wide Enlighten-
nt and revolution. Korais wrote: “If the Greco-Roman Emperors had given
&the education of the race a small part of that attention which they gave to
e multiplication of churches and monasteries, they would not have betrayed
he race to other rulers more benighted than themselves.”* Needless to say,
ch anticlericalism attracted the deep hostility of the Orthodox establish-

ions of cormmunities

ist currents. .

lzmir an1c11 lsivzgll em%];ieff tfl}llsnlkif ; 'Ad;lmantiog, Korais (1748-1833) was born
) ife in Paris. Yusuf Al '

u LCA. .
h:rigig illz\izv?lipn;lent of Turkish nationalist tlfinfilgfggﬁasl%s'), akg}rﬁ
into the Ottoman Fmpi ‘ ! an immigras
others like Ty mpire from the Volga region ih G
: Jamal al-Din al-Afghani (1838-1897), whose an%i—im;iilﬁi?tal }?t
: thé

took place there i i
in the nineteenth
. i entury. Al ; .
versation with thei V- Along with, and some in con
1 their European counterparts, they raise:d questiontsli}DES ntl C(})ln
out wha

constitutes :
b formeda f;)l?oci I;o(;l{et}’, méhat makes a good government, and how it shoul
) ed, and administered. Foj i : oul .u
- or example, Velestinli Regd qent, making the early nationalist intellectuals suspect not only in the eyes of

(1757-1798), consid
, ered to be one of th :
Elovement, .-and Rifa’'a Rafi’ al-Tahtawi Zf: df? thhe 15 of _the Greek nation heir imperial masters in Istanbul, but also the Greek church, which was a pil-
rab—sp ecifically Egyptian—identity ;Pent E ‘ (? earh?St proponents o ar of the Greek community. In 1802, a monk warned the youth of Greece not
> me in Paris, and they bot o study in the West, which he described as a “chaos of destruction” where “the

translated key works of th
. € French Bnlight ;
spectively.30 ghtenment mto Greek and. Arabic re: - ost atheistical lackeys of the arch-atheist Voltaire spew up from the foul-
: melling gorges the most irreligious insults and blasphemies against the Di-.

Partly under the influe ,

crop of nationalist thinkigeu?afst:oif%yfnhghtepment discussions, this car ine Majesty™?

mterested in broader questions of civi. . The intellectuals who first
eenth century were inspired not so much
Arab communities in the Ottoman Empire
ion of Arabic literature and’classical and literary
ally, alternative approache
of the religion of Islam su

thought in terms of an Arab identity in the nine-
by the narrow experience of the
but by the broad and rich tradi-
Arabic language. Occasion-
s that put emphasis on the broader understandings
¢h as al-Afghani’s conception of Islamic civilization
or on the narrower definitions that were based on local political experiences
- such as Tahtawi’s arguments about Egyptian exceptionalism gained currency
" among the intellectuals.®® By the end of World War I1, however, the liberal and
religious interpretations were pushed aside almost completely by a harshly
- secular variant that became widespread in the region. Only in the last quarter
. of the twentieth century would Islam become, once again, a potent challenge

to the fragmented and secular definitions of Arab identity.

southeastern 31 .
Egypt, “the s i‘;ﬁ’f‘;& Tacliltam called his patron Muhammad Ali, the ruler of
: acedonian,” in ref > ro
Egyptian go ; ) reference to Alexander, t
ing a lar gf P‘iari?(l)?fr ;SUCCeS:S in rebelling against the Ottomar;sﬁl’tzde'lbmte te
1884-1885, alAf L e Fertlle Crescent from the Ottomans, 32 Sty o, conq‘ue‘r-
Efnesf Ren;m - dg ani took.e?cception to a lecture on Islam ande ;?if aTIS];n-
was exposed j[o th:\f;‘g;ce a crltéque of it.3* Yusuf Akcura acknowledged trllfet hy
. . N nic and even racial d " . at ne
time ir: Pa : - 1al definitions of nat
of a "uniVel;;;;Ey }‘fifllf?ln.g authors like Gobineau.? Not Surprisoi;l er tﬁ%e 'ﬁrst
civiltzation was very prominent in the writings 01‘g e};:rlylé ;deﬁ
e
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rough these and other channels, the idea of a distinct Turkish race found
ay into new Turkish nationalist thought, which in the crucial years of the
70s would become the official ideology of the new Turkish state, albeit on a
rtorially restricted basis.** It should be noted here that even though the
based and more secular definitions of Turkish identity are thought of as
érnatives to the more religiously grounded definitions, implicitly or explic-
~Sunni Islam would eventually become an integral part of the definition of

Of i i
desrrig;z tahsrle)e 'caseél ulfder consideration here, Turkish nationalistn 15 usugl
c eing the last to emerge and take isti j
o s be : root as a distinct project, Whij
& ;]i 112 :gu;l in t::Vhe sense that what being Turkish meant was notilaiiﬂed unt
el o 1 ¢ twentieth century,® the idea of defining a community for polit
purposes goes back to the second half of the nineteenth céntury to th
b

oisa Turk. . ,
The reformulation of the eatly discussions about ideology and nation from

ir expansive and even imperialist antecedents to narrow, distinct, and ex-
dusive paths took place in the early decades of the twentieth century. The two
in developments that provided the context for this reformulation were the
d of the Ottoman Empire and the onset of European colonial rule in the
tern Arab region. Despite decades of debate and despite the fact that many
the ideologues tried to take part in and affect some of these conflicts and
otiations, when these ideologies were finally brought to bear on the social
lity, the shape they took and the outcome they engendered depended not
the fine points of their definitions but on the radically changed regional
d international context. _
The end of the Ottoman Empire was a very messy affair. Between 1910 and
3, the Ottoman Empire and its successor states were in a constant state of
either with each other or against one or more occupying European
ies.* The human cost of this prolonged conflict is hard to fathom. In Ana-
olia alone, more than 2.5 million people lost their lives, According to one es-
mate, the population of Anatolia declined by 20 percent through mortality
luring these years. In eastern Anatolia, one-half of the population was dead
nd another quarter had become refugees,* The situation in the Balkans and
he Arab provinces was equally bleak with millions of dead and injured, and
vaves of refugees seeking food and shelter. At the end of the war, the Treaty of
ausanne between the new Turkish state and the European powers required
he exchange of 900,000 Anatolian Greeks for 300,000 Muslims in northern
reece. As a result of this massive shuffle of people, cities like Izmir, which had
een vibrant commercial centers with a diverse population, changed com-
letely and became shadows of their former selves.
" The disappearance of the Ottornan Empire as a political entity was fol-
owed, in the Arab provinces of the empire, by the establishment of European
olonial rule. England and France received a mandate from the League of Na-
ions to rule the newly created states until such time that they would be ready
o run their own affairs. The immediate result of this new situation was that
put an end to all the expansive dreams of creating big states or new empires
hat would reach east and west. Now the reality was altered, as it turned out,

Cesfszg;oilheeténng, ﬂ,;:e xlfvorldview of both the Young Ottomans and their su
N oung Turks, remained firmly rooted in the O i
rs, the ¥ ! ' ttoman E.
question of identity which these in ” oy e
tellectuals and political and mil;
. . itar
f;sb iﬁ&g};lﬁf :ﬂtli Wa§dthe (ﬁchangmg) nature of Ottornan identity. Thej}/’ iZIan
ata clear rdentification of the Ottomans was ial
o . essential for stren
o I?j (;1:;1 i;;;:ura(‘;el.y,tsaw:lg) the empire as it was being overwhelmed byg:hx Wa,
: and internal difficulties. Many of the Arab, §] : m
menian, and Jewish leaders who wi o prom
! ould subsequently b rominent i
their own scparate nationali ' ¢ oo Ottomanion o oot
nalist movements were also O i
cause they believed that the empj be saved by i
> they pire could only be saved b intaining i
multiethnic and multireljgi i £ theee loaders el
glous social makeup. Some of th
cven volunteer to serve in the O . i the et
. ttoman army, and d ire i
AfrEma, and t.he Balkans, and during Wozld V)\;ar L4 eiend the empire in ot
o ;r;n azs il;;l;slclusiilollls sh;ﬂed from Ottoman to Turkish identity among the
cllectuals and political elite, it was
ot S not clear exactly what Turk:
oone s(s:t:;v:ls su;l)lposed to cover. Thl.rough the writings and activit?es of several
e cctu s(,i i_h of whom were immigrants from places like Azerbaijan,
Agaogh; Aﬁm te V;Jﬁ I‘Cgloglll of Russia (such as Ismail Bey Gasprinski’
i et, an suraoglu Yusuf) or f i i :
b L . rom outlying provinces (such
’ 1[{13;‘5; 53?212; vlﬁm wgi a Kfurdhfrom Diyarbalar), Ottoman intellectuals (besanj:
Munity of ethnic Turks who were spread ar i
tory, extending from the Mediterr i int> Contra] Asty, Ao
: anean basin into Central Asia. Another im..
Efzﬁmt 11;11; to the East was established more circuitously, by way 0? El‘;;olme
whe ej ein e Ottf)man intellectuals read the works of early Orientalists Wi{; |
nterested in Central Asian cultures, Turkic tribes, and languages.
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ed in more exclusive terms. This shift is very well described in Yusuf
ura's famous text, Up Tarz-1 Siyaset (Three Styles of Politics),” where he
siders the three alternatives that were in front of the Ottoman Empire in
early years of the twentieth century. After going over the arguments for
{against the creation of an “Ottoman nation” or, alternatively, subscribing
anisldmisme, Akgura concludes that the most realistic path for the empire’s
itical'and intellectual elite would be to concentrate on creating a Turkish
dtion based on race. What is remarkable about this pamphlet is that even
ugh it was written relatively early in 1904, it contains almost a prophetic
iiount of where some intellectuals and a segment of the Ottoman political
mmunity would be heading in 4 matter of several years.
n the Greek case, this shift came about after one last imperial reach into
tern Anatolia, which the Greek army carried out with the encouragement
Britain. The Greek occupation of a large part of western and central Ana-
olia in 1919-1922 appeared more in line with older dreams of a Hellas
retching from the river Pruth to the Nile”?® than it did with modern na-
nalism. Not all local Greeks in western Anatolia had been favorably in-
ed toward the new Kingdom of Greece. Some had even returned to the
Ottoman Empire after initially moving to the new state earlier in the nine-
senth century. In the end, this disastrous campaign, known as “the catastro-
ihe” in Greek historiography, not only led to the ejection of the entire Greek
sopulation from Anatolia, but also provided the crucial spark for the Turk-
sh Wat of Independence and pushed both the Greek and Turkish nation-
{isms to confrontational and uncompromising positions that would last
intil the final years of the twentieth century.
' The fmpact of the new borders in generating a narrower understanding of
fdtion and pationalism can be seen most clearly in the Arab provinces. Even
his refraction did not come before one last foray into empire building in
i916. This was carried out under the leadership of Sherif Fusayn of Mecca
who, once again with the support of the British, led his Hashemite family out
of the Arabian Peninsula north to the Fertile Crescent, with the hopes that his
would be the dynasty to rule over the entire Arab lands. Once this project for
¢reating a new Arab kingdom was defeated and abandoned, Arab intellectuals
gave up their carlier discussions about the Ottoman Empire, its Islamic con-
ent, the role of the sultan-caliph, and, most pointedly, the compatibility be-
+ween Islam and modernity and strove to come up with a clear articulation of
Arab identity. Arabness now would be defined in opposition to both the Eu-
ropean policies, but also the Ottoman period, which was seen as another in-
stance of foreign occupation. Unlike their predecessors who had a more uni-.
versalist outlook, the main proponents of Arab nationalism in the twentieth
cenfury would see both the Ottoman Empire and Europe as responsible for

E)?;S:es 1(;1; ttilgi ;Elglicopealtlhpowers and had very little relationship to the dré
ists or the territories of the local iti is 6
World War 1 constitutes a fund “both the et e
. amental break in both the j i
tional dreams that grew out of the " o o
Ottoman context, Th i j
would have to be rethough i hin the )
ght and diffused separately within the b
. » ! 0 d
_ newly minted states in the years that led up to and followed Worll;l ii’zs i

ways that differed significantly from thei
- . th )
ceived within the imperial COnZext_ eir antecedents that had been ¢

?g;);(gihl;rotro Esl}lljrp relief the dlscrePanc.:y between the Near Eastern intellecti
S hadog::razs Yiﬁ?rce Aorf Lns%\);rgglon and the deep contempt the By
ything Arab, Middle Eastern, or Islamic. F

Lord Curzon, who chaired the cabinet committ ©sible for Brish.
icy in the East said, “The presence of the Turkls ifleg esponible - Bnth
unm}'tigated evil to everybody concerned. T ave of bﬂ?n e nter
TurkiiE or ojfherwise, that du)rring nearly 50Oa)I::aI:':thzv?)];szi‘;zlgglfﬁnter
ence.™ During the Paris Peace Conference, the way in which thY ks
statesmen discussed the postwar partition betrayed Zdee S:il

for the people and cultures of the region. Here is a samplg conjree

e Barop
of contem
rsation:

T‘;}fl]grii?;g giie:serﬁ?a}l, the Prime Minister of Prance, “what are we to discuss?’
Gl ritish B “TZH inister Lloyd George replied, “Mesopotamia and Palestine.;’
geme i me what you want.” Lloyd George: “I want Mosul”

nceau: “You shall have it. Anything else?” Lloyd George: “Yes fW&I';t

Jerusalem too.” Clemenceau: “Yo .
. : : “You sh ; o .
will make difficulties in Mosulgu;;l shall have it but [Foreign Minister] Pinchon

D . . . "
Inl;l;;nf sgg;ﬁ:g S;T;O'IE) th}eln gdv]\jml Montagu, the British secretary of state
2, 1t might be better not to tell the Musli i
Foreign Secretary Balfour replied, © i o so0 Wy Faoren o
plied, “T am quite unable to see why I
. ea
otl(lsr pov\lffr should object to our telling the Moslem what he oight t‘;et?l?nr;
thosgzz Ctmle glic;;ders;hw:f ;onceived and superimposed on Ottoman Ian;is
‘ ps that had prospered in the dense network "-
pire lost their standing, almost overni ol e
| \ ight. From urban notabl f:
whom were absentee landlords. t o, these oo
; » to merchants and intell I !
had become parts of hi i ot ooy ey
ighly cosmopolitan and pol i
: . polyglot lifestyl
practices, and even languages in all parts of the emﬁre. Oncsey e

‘ tw 1 Were Wd new ldeaS and ldEDIO €S th
‘ ] |- I- . * ] [_'I * g t H 1 ] ]
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e'and the national dreams of intellectuals allowed the latter to claim
i -and material victories and to defend the righteousness of their own
and visions in the years that followed. Nationalist histories were quick to
priate these movements and claim them as their own. In doing so, and
Hieir zeal to demonstrate how national identities are formed, they have ne-
d to show that before and during these struggles, the national form was
yone (and an unlikely one) of a series of alternative identifications. In
njit Duara’s words, “While the nation has been shown to be an unstable
ontingent relationship, History, on the other hand, has often worked to
iire the mystique of the nation, or in other words, its dubious claim to an

The fi :
€ tirst of these was Libya, where the local forces of resistance fought the It
lving, monistic subj ecthood >

irllts iii(l)rl 191;(;1'6 than twenty years, The second was Palestine
et Arac}:)ame close to forcing Great Britain to recognize the aspiration
communities there. And finally, th i
: . » there was the Turkish nat
movement, which, under the leadershj e ol the
. , rship of Mustafa Kemal, b
m =mal, beat back the o¢
Itaﬁ};llfgaizeeécrzfl?ﬁf a%nd sucgssﬁgﬂg negotiated the withdrawal of the Briti(s)jé
2, orces that ha i i i '
spheres o rene claimed portions of Anatolia as their
E - ) »
tion&;;:l}ll -0;16: .of these episodes has since been tully incorporated into the
Istories of the three countries. They are presented as milestones in t

Conclusion

iis overview of the transition from the Ottoman Empire to its sticcessor na-

1 states lends itself to two different kinds of conclusions. The first of these
iistorically more specific and is relevant primarily to the study of the Ot-
1an Bmpire at the end of its long history: The material presented here sug-
fs that in this particular context the transition {rom empire to nation can
sit be studied in terms of not continuity but a fundamental break that set the
oman Empire and its successors far apart from each other. The second

villages, and relisious . X

tolia, Palestine, fnd Li(l)aief:ﬁgt E:li 1;131;16‘{rgamz@rs and/or fighters in Ang': onclusion, while still based on the historical example of the Ottoman Em-

Idris al-Sanusi.® One of the mosvt imyorta Stlé‘itaril@ was led by a _Sl{ﬁ sheikh ite, is more general and moves away from explanations that emphasize the

of 1936-1939 in Palestine was aloo aI?S i Ilh eaders of the. Palestinian Rew oles of capitalism and modernity as the causal factors in explaining the rise
ufi sheikh, Izz al-Din al- [ nations and nationalism in the modern world. Along with authors such as

was able to tap the resentm ; ’
. ent of dis ; : . ) . )
Turkish resistance tapped into the Mui?isséssw f}xrab peasants.” Finally, the ogers Brubaker and Prasenjit Duara, I find that nations and nationalism can
m sensibilities of the population st be understood as contingent phenomena deriving from a multitude of
hoices and decisions people make under specific historical conditions.*

Anatoli
ﬁesasfl}liai Sars11c11btsook ad:antagle of the previous mobilization of these commun
. equent anticlericalism notwi i i
erately appealed to Muslims in Anatohf);ﬂfilth‘stanimgs Mustafa Kemal delib " The conclusion about the rupture separating the empire from its succes-
: uring the Greco-Turkish War. H or nation states can be described as a revision of the revisionist history of
the Ottoman Empire and nredern Turkey. Official history of the republic

that was articulated in the 1930s describes the emergence of the new state as
Phoenix-like rise from the ashes of a decrepit old system that had become
oomed to oblivion, There was little, if any acknowledgment of the contri-
ution of Ottoman institutions and practices to this passage. If anything, the
riters of this history considered these as liabilities and implausibly turned
o ancient central Asia as the source of inspiration for explaining the success
‘of this transition.
* Modern historians have questioned these arguments and have pointed out
everal factors that suggested not so much a break but continuity between the

(H‘?&Ea};\farnor), vzlhich was given to him by the National Assembly.”
o ‘ -
Concemspangliiier:te Ioc}e;l‘ gToups to support these struggles were their local -
ot e SI,n wthlch hacll been undermined by the postwar settle--
Mg parti nil e Turkish case, it was the fear that the Greek and
i thots oo ;Itu es that ha}d br;:en evicted during the war would return to
gumn Tioye & 5\, ! )tr,hm 1falestme, -1t WES. the expanding Zionist settlements
ancin Libya, § the threats against tribal autonomy that were the ke fac
motivated the fighters. The synetgy between the aspirations of}ioca
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two entities.58
Oty nlqlifzz After all, the leaders of the new republic were the dl
o practicucatméla_l and military institutions; and many of thE;: £€
Iitica_l’ Ieadersef%, an ]}egal codes were carried over intact and utilized b ths
the official veru'1 Semfng 1P the new state. So simplistic and hagiOfa’l’élyhic:3
fect o Butslllon oI the foundation of the republic that revising it mI;de
. . ow, [ suggest that this revisj
imizing the sign; ton may have gone too fari
place iﬁ thl‘?SSIgnlﬁcance of some of the real and substanti%e changt?s&:h?t?1
It is Worthp;ar-t of the ,Woﬂd in the early years of the twentieth centu
like oty che rt;:miein;berstng *.fhat m a matter of less than ten years ma'ol;Y;:'
ones whose gel rom being places where non-Muslims had a Iqu li 1
and eXPmSiOPOPfUAatlons were more than 85 percent Muslim: Withptheil'?
n ; : i
nificant pact of(‘)it rmenians, especially, the eastern parts of Anatolia lost(;s
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There was nothing inevitable about any one of these factors and, even
tigh they were influenced by each other, these three did not have to occur
ncurrently. But for this transition to take place, alt three had to be there and
m an integrated whole. In other words, all these factors are necessary for
pires to change into nations, and, in Brubaker’s words, for “nationness” to
appen,”® but none of them would be sufficient by itself in bringing about
¢ fransition. Without the reformed institutions, the ideas of nation wotlld
fiiain as ideas or even utopia; without the radical transformation of the re-
g;d’nal and international context, the institutional reforms could serve to hold
. empire together for longer or become conduits for the creation of new
llene, Arab, and truncated Ottoman empires; and without the availability
the idea of nation or the reformed state institutions, the boundary changes
would stop with the creation of colonial possessions in the region.
[t was the political and intellectual elite who brought these three factors to-
ther. They did this on the basis of their own visions of how this transition
ould unfold. In doing so, they took advantage of the opportunities offered
the changes in the regional and international context and they also tapped
the energies of the already mobilized groups and communities in the area. We
» highlight the unusual and unpredictable nature of this process further by
pointing out how rare it was for the political elite to challenge the borders that
re created by colonial powers and, when they did, how it was even rarer for
hese challenges to succeed. Obviously, there was nothing intrinsically anti- or
tounternational about these boundaries. They could delineate the nation just
a5 well as they had served the specific interests of the colonial powers. They
were, in the words of Miles Kahler, empty vessels. Only subsequently and de-
’l'iberately would they be filled with a national content and become the invio-
[zble lines of national demarcation that they are today.
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