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The article considers features of the formation of the British-Turkish diplomatic relations during the Vic-
torian time. The diplomats and figures of the public health service who had the official and unofficial status dur-
ing the Crimean War (1853-1856) and the Russian-Turkish War (1877-1878) defined the significant role in
their development. Being engaged in parliamentary and diplomatic activity Austen Henry Layard was elected
the lord-rector of the University of Aberdeen, he worked in the British Foreign Office, and he was appointed
the first member of the commission of public works, which dealt with the issues of public health service. Con-
sidering his versatile abilities, periodic stay in Constantinople, knowledge of traditions of the Ottoman Empire
he was appointed the ambassador of Great Britain in Constantinople. Before him, the British ambassador in
Turkey the lord Stratford Canning took the influential position in Constantinople. This lord had a considerable
impact on the formation of the Anglo-Turkish and Russian-Turkish relations. All the information obtained from
H. Layard was transferred by the lord Stratford Canning in his reports about the situation in the Ottoman Em-
pire to the British Foreign Minister. In this period in Constantinople there was a race for power between the
Reform party, Sultan and Rashchid Pasha's environment, various political groups. Turkey was in difficult eco-
nomic and social situation, which was worsened by the influx of refugees and by the national and religious
contradictions. The population movement defined the need of social reforms, new sanitary problems of army
and the cities of empires. The British parliament carefully monitored the development of the Russian-Turkish
relations on the eve of the Crimean War. The government of Britain was interested in disruption of the political
relations between Russia and Turkey, and in the weakening of military-political power of the Russian Empire.
The British press warmed up the negative attitude of Great Britain to Russia. Insanitary conditions of soldiers
in the Crimea and Turkey became the subject of the parliamentary reports, having defined the formation of
medical diplomacy. Successful maneuvering of the British government for the purpose of realization of their
own military-political ambitions became the feature of the Anglo-Turkish relations of the Victorian time. London
successfully used consequences of the Crimean War, knowledge and experience of the non-staff diplomats,
their anti-Russians and pro-Turkish sentiments, the corresponding publications of the press for the weakening
of the Russian Empire and the expansion of its own possession at the expense of Turkey.
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[E.K. Cknsaipoea, O.H. Kamasoea OcCo6eHHOCTU CTaHOBIIEHMA OPUTAHO-TYpeLKOM AUNNoMaTUM BTOPOM
nonoBuHbI XIX Beka]

PaccmatpuBatoTcs 0COBEHHOCTM CTaHOBNEHUS BGPUTAHO-TYpPEeLKUX AMNNoMaTUYeCKUX OTHOLUEHWUA B
BMKTOPUAHCKYO 3MOXy. 3HAUMTENbHYIO POrib B X Pa3BUTUM onpeaensanu AMnnoMatbl U gedarenn obLiectBeH-
HOro 34paBOOXpaHeHus, umesLLMe odumumanbHbii U HeoduUuManeHbl cTaTyC B nepunod KpbIMCKON BOWHbI
(1853-1856) n Pyccko-Typeukorn BonHbl (1877—-1878). 3aHMMasCcb napnaMeHTCKON 1 AunrnomMaTnyeckon aes-
TenbHoCTbO, [, Jlanspa 6bin n3bpaH nopa-pektopom yHusepcuteta AbepauHa, pabotan B MuHuctepcTtse
WHOCTpaHHbIX Aen bputaHuu, 6bin HazHavyeH nepBbiM YneHoM Komunceum obLiecTBeHHbIX paboT, KoTopas 3a-
HMManacb BoMpocamun 06LLECTBEHHOIO 30pPaBOOXPAHEHUS. YUNTbIBAs €ro pa3HOCTOPOHHUE CNOCOBHOCTK, ne-
puogmndeckoe npebbiBaHne B KoHcTaHTuHONone, 3HaHusa Tpagvumn OCMaHCKOW MMMNepuMn OH Oblnl Ha3HayeH
nocnom BenukobpuTtanmm B KoHcTaHTMHOMoe. [1o Hero BnmATENbHYO nNo3unumio B KOHCTaHTMHONONE 3aHMMan
G6putaHckuii nocon B Typuun nopg Ctpatdopa KaHHUHF, oka3biBasi 3HaYNTENbHOE BIMSHUE Ha (hOpPMMpPOBa-
HUE aHrmo-TYpeLUKNX N POCCUNCKO-TYPELIKUX OTHOLWeEHun. Bcio nHdopmaumio, nonyydyeHHyto ot [. Jlanapga,
nopa Ctpatdopn KaHHMHI nepegasan B CBOMX AOHECEHMsSX O nonoxeHun gen B OCMaHCKOM uMmnepmm MUHM-
CTPY UHOCTpaHHbIX aen bputaHun. B atoT nepuog B KoHcTaHTMHONoNe wna 6opbba 3a BNacTb Mexay napTtu-
en pedopm, okpyxeHmem CynrtaHa v Pawmg MNawm, pasnuyHbiMKU NONUTUYECKMMU TpynnvpoBkamu. Typums
Haxogunacb B CMOXHOM COLManbHO-3KOHOMUYECKOM MONIOXKEHUWN, YXYALIAoWMMCa HannsiBoM OGeXeHLEeB,
HaUMOHAmNbHBIMU N PENUIMO3HBbIMKU MpoTUBOpeUYnamMu. Murpauma HaceneHusa onpegenuna HeobxoouMOCTb
coumanbHbIX pedopM, HOBblE CaHUTapHble NPoGneMbl apMun U ropoaoB MMNepun. bputaHckuin napnameHT
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TWaTenbHO crneaun 3a pasBuTUeM POCCUNCKO-TYPELIKMX OTHOLWEHWI HakaHyHe KpbIMCKoM BOVHGI. [MpaBuTens-
cTBo bpuTaHuu 6bINO 3auHTEpecoBaHO B paspbiBe MNOMUTUYECKUX OTHOWeHun mexay Poccuen n Typuwmen,
ocrnabneHnem BOEHHO-NONUTMYECKOM Mol Poccuiickon umnepun. HeratneHoe oTHolieHne BennkobputaHum
k Poccun nogorpeBanock 6putaHckon npeccon. AHTUCaHUTapHble ycnosus congat B Kpeimy 1 Typunn ctanu
0ObEeKTOM napramMeHTCKMX OTYETOB, OMpeaenvB CTaHOBReHWe meguumHckon gunnomatun. OcobeHHOCTbIo
a@HrMo-TYPELIKMX OTHOLLUEHUIN BUKTOPMAHCKOW 3MOXWM CTarno ycnewHoe MaHeBpupoBaHWe BpuTaHCKOro npasu-
TenbCTBa C LEeNblo peannsaumm COOCTBEHHbIX BOEHHO-MOMUTUYECKUX aMOuLmMiA. JIOHOOH YCMNELWHO NCMNoNb30-
Ban nocnencteust KpbIMCKOM BOVHLI, 3HAHWUS Y ONbIT CBOMX BHELUTATHbIX AUMIIOMATOB, UX aHTUPYCCKNE M Npo-
TypeuKkne HacCTPOEHUs, COOTBETCTBYHOLIME NyOnMKauuu npeccbl Ansi ocriabneHms Poccuinckon umnepum m
paclnpeHnst COGCTBEHHbIX BaaeHui 3a cHET Typumn.

KntoueBble cnoea: gunnomatusi, umnepusi, KoHctantmHonons, OcmaHckast umnepusi, Benukobputanus,
Poccuiickaa umnepus, . Nanapg, ®. HantuHrenn, Kpbimckas BorHa.
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In the middle of the XIX century the British-Turkish diplomatic relations were defined,
substantially, by the features of an economic and military-political role of these empires in
the international community. The significant role in the development of diplomatic relations
during the Victorian time was defined by the diplomats and figures of health service who
had the official and unofficial status and also personal contacts with representatives of gov-
ernment circles of Britain and the Ottoman Empire. During this period the diplomatic rela-
tions of the empires were defined on the basis of their political goals in the years of the Cri-
mean War (1853-1856) and the Russian-Turkish War (1877-1878). These problems got a
certain coverage in the domestic historiography in the context of studying of the East prob-
lem and of the history of Turkey. However, the features of usage of the methods of official
and unofficial Anglo-Turkish diplomacy during the time of the Queen Victoria's rule did not
get a sufficient coverage.

Austen Henry Layard is known in the history as the archeologist, the collector, one of
the discoverers of the Assyrian civilization, the head of excavations of the capitals of ancient
Assyria (Kalakh and Nineveh), of Babylon and of the library of the King of Assyria Ashurba-
nipal [3]. Medical, philosophical, mathematical and astronomical treatises and also govern-
ment decrees made up the main part of the library. In the XIX century during the Queen Vic-
toria's time thanks to the archaeological activity of H. Layard the expositions of the British
museum were replenished with a number of unique historical finds of his expeditions (prod-
ucts made of ivory, sculptures, clay tablets (the VII century BC), palace gate, mosaics, bas-
reliefs, the remains of the palace of governors of the Assyrian empire) [19]. In the XX centu-
ry the copies of the well-known archeological finds of H. Layard became an exposition basis
about the history of Mesopotamia in the Pushkin museum in Moscow.

However, it is little-known that this uncommon native of France, the graduate of the
university of Oxford, the politician and the diplomat was also the ambassador of Great Brit-
ain in Turkey. His family emigrated from France to England, and his ancestors had the
Spanish roots on the mother's side. He spent a part of his youth together with his father in
Italy. He got an education in England, France and Switzerland. He was always attracted by
the countries of the East where he got acquainted with history, culture and medicine of Tur-
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key and also Syria, Serbia, Iraq and Iran. In the years of the Crimean War (1853-1856) H.
Layard was in the Crimea. Later he lived in Constantinople at the British Embassy. Studying
the East, he had learned the bases of patients’ care, suffering from tropical diseases and
also the bases of the East diplomacy.

In the middle of the XIX century, having left the successful archaeological activity, H.
Layard came back to England where he devoted himself to the foreign policy. In 1852-1857
and 1860-1869, he was elected the member of parliament of Great Britain (from Aylesbury).
During the parliamentary debates with his participation, the issues of the military-political
relationship of Great Britain, Turkey and Russia were periodically touched [15].

Being engaged in parliamentary and diplomatic activity, in 1855 H. Layard was elected
the lord-rector of the oldest university of Aberdeen in Scotland. In 1861-1866 he worked in
the British Foreign Office. During the work of an office of William Gladstone in 1868 H. Lay-
ard was appointed the first member of the commission of public works which dealt with the
issues of public health service and public constructions [13, p.134]. During the Queen Victo-
ria's time after the Crimean War there was an adoption of new laws "directed to the main-
taining of health of the British nation and army, the formation of the appropriate public au-
thorities of management, and the social policy of Great Britain” [5, p.101].

Considering the versatile abilities of the diplomat, periodic stay in Constantinople,
knowledge of traditions of the Ottoman Empire and the difficult military-political situation,
thanks to the lord Beaconsfield, in 1877-1880 Henry Layard was appointed the ambassador
of Great Britain in Constantinople [20, p. 312].

The British ambassador in the Ottoman Empire the lord Stratford Canning played the
significant role in the destiny of this politician. The diplomat took an influential position in
Constantinople, having a considerable impact on the formation of the Anglo-Turkish and
Russian-Turkish relationship. The lord Stratford Canning was also appointed the ambassa-
dor of Britain in Russia, but his mission was rejected by the decision of the Emperor Nicho-
las | [24, p. 2394].

The lord Stratford Canning and H. Layard got acquainted in 1842 in Constantinople.
Later in the autobiography H. Layard noted that Stratford Canning as the experienced dip-
lomat distinguished in him the outstanding abilities, having suggested him to stay in the Ot-
toman Empire in hope to find for him a suitable position in Constantinople in the British Em-
bassy [18, p. 45]. For the long period the lord Canning had been the ambassador of Great
Britain in the Ottoman Empire in 1825-1828, and then in 1842-1858. This experienced poli-
tician defined, substantially, the direction of the British-Turkish diplomatic relations in the
XIX century.

Traveling in the 1840th around the provinces of the Ottoman Empire, H. Layard in-
formed the lord Stratford Canning on a local political situation, having described his obser-
vations in details in his autobiography. Being in Thessaloniki which was the province of the
Ottoman Empire in that period, H. Layard informed the lord on a local socio-political and
economic situation, noting later that the deputy of Turkey in Thessaloniki Omar Pasha "was
a Turk of an old school which was able neither to read, nor to write ..., and Thessaloniki
was the prospering port promising to take the leading place in the trade affairs of the Euro-
pean provinces of the Ottoman Empire ... though there were no roads in that period". Trav-
eling around Ambelakia, H. Layard noted that this city was a successful place of the Turkish
dominion, but its management was taken by the incompetent administration that would ruin
it soon. He faithfully spoke of other deputy of the Ottoman Empire, Namik Pasha, who had
won the popularity among Muslims and Christians thanks to his liberal reforms. He was ca-
pable to implement the great reforms of Sultan Mahmoud. According to H. Layard there
were even friendship between them [18, pp. 23-28].

All the information obtained from H. Layard was transferred by the lord Stratford Can-
ning in his reports about the situation in the Ottoman Empire to the British Foreign Minister,
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the lord Aberdeen, who according to H. Layard, was known for his favorable attitude to-
wards Russia.

Being in Constantinople, H. Layard described the socio-political situation of this city in
details in 1842-1845. The member of parliament of Great Britain, the lord Stratford Can-
ning, wishing to use H. Layard's information in the military-political purposes, promised him
at first only an unpaid position of the attaché in Constantinople, in Embassy of Great Britain,
but also an opportunity to stay within the Ottoman Empire. However, this decision caused
financial difficulties of H. Layard, having forced him to take the burdensome credit in the
bank.

In the 1840th in Constantinople, friendly relations between H. Layard and Ahmed Vefik
were established. Ahmed Vefik dreamt to become the Grand Vizier of the Ottoman Empire.
He often invited H. Layard, they read Shakespeare and Dickens's works, discussed the ide-
as of political economy of Adam Smith and Ricardo, they also discussed political events of
the Ottoman Empire, Great Britain and also the Russian Empire. Later the ambitious
dreams of Ahmed Vefik came true and he became the Grand Vizier, and Henry Layard be-
came the ambassador of Great Britain in Turkey.

The information which H. Layard obtained in the house of Ahmed Vefika, meeting with
his guests, he gave to the lord Stratford Canning and also published in the magazine "The
Morning Chronicle" [18, p. 55]. In this period in Constantinople there was a race for power
between the Reform party, Sultan and Rashchid Pasha's environment, various political
groups. In this period, Turkey was in difficult economic and social situation, which was
worsened by the influx of refugees and by the national and religious contradictions. In the
suburb of Constantinople, Greeks, Armenians, Turks and natives of various countries of Eu-
rope lived. The population movement defined the need of social reforms, "new socioeco-
nomic, legal, sanitary problems of the cities" of empires [21, p. 17]. The lord Stratford Can-
ning and H. Layard supported the Reform Party of Turkey, knowing their leaders personally.

The British parliament and the government carefully monitored the development of the
Russian-Turkish and also Russian-Greek, French-Turkish relations on the eve of the Cri-
mean War, they monitored the foreign policy of the emperor Alexander II, actions of Fuad
Effendi, the Knyazh A.M. Gorchakov, the position of the governments of Austria and Serbia
and also the diplomatic mission of the admiral A.S. Menshikov who in 1853 was sent as an
Extraordinary Ambassador to Constantinople. The government of Britain was interested in
disruption of the political relations between the Russian and Ottoman empires, in relocation
of the British fleet from Malta to the coast of Turkey, in weakening of military-political power
of Odessa. According to H. Layard, Great Britain was ready for the war [16].

Being in Constantinople H. Layard realized the danger of the foreign policy of Russia
concerning Turkey. Having returned in May, 1853 to Great Britain, he began to undertake
vigorous measures for protection of interests of the Ottoman Empire, believing that "helping
Turkey is equitable to vital interests of Great Britain" [12, p. 140].

During the Victorian time the vigorous activity of H. Layard "created for him a reputa-
tion of the most ardent supporter of Turks within all kingdom" [1, p. 61]. It helped him to
keep the prestige and trust at the court of the Turkish sultan and his viziers, to achieve the
stability of distribution of the pro-English sentiments there during the Crimean War (1853—
1856) and the Russian-Turkish War (1877-1878).

The negative attitude of Great Britain to Russia was warmed up by the British press. In
the middle of the Crimean War “The Economist magazine”, welcoming the resignation of the
founder of a system of public health service E. Chadwick, wrote cynically that "there is one
nation in Europe where he would be invaluable where his researches, the aspiration to
reach the end, the persistent and conscientious diligence, conviction in achievement of the
goal, freedom of action would make the most salutary revolution; where almost everything
demands changes, where people are slaves and voluntary slaves ... In the war in which we
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are involved we hope to destroy Kronshtadt, to take Sevastopol, to revolutionize Georgia"
[23].

"The undeserved resignation of E. Chadwick took place against the background of the
Crimean War, preparation of the Serfdom Reform and preservation of the autocracy in Rus-
sia" [22, p. 25]. During this period "E. Chadwick's activity seemed to the British incompatible
with the century principles of local self-government and non-interference into the internal
affairs of the country” [2, p. 19]. Only in 1889 "The lllustrated London News" described the
ceremony devoted to the recognition of E. Chadwick’s merits [17]. "From now he became a
sir Edwin Chadwick!" The Lord Ebrington achieved the adoption of this belated decision at
the national level. Queen Victoria signed the relevant decree. "The royal and state recogni-
tion came to Chadwick 35 years later, after his undeserved resignation” [8, p.137]. The
name of the reformer only after a century took, by right, the place in textbooks on history of
medicine of the XXI century [7, p. 105].

The similar fate comprehended the Member of Parliament and the diplomat H. Layard.
During the work of the Prime Minister W. Gladstone, H. Layard was displaced from his post,
and he was not awarded the peerage. The similar fate comprehended many outstanding
reformers both in Great Britain and in Russia, these reformers didn't belong to the aristoc-
racy by their origin. However, the merits of the reformer E. Chadwick, as well as the British
Diplomat H. Layard were reached thanks to their outstanding abilities exclusively. The politi-
cians were familiar, defining the dynamic development of the British Empire.

After the returning from the Crimea H. Layard wrote the book "The First Crimean
Company" in which as historians specified, the hostile attitude of the author towards Russia
was noted [10, p.186]. Nevertheless, having seen insanitary conditions of soldiers in the
Crimea and Turkey and incompetence of the British military command, H. Layard reported
on this in the parliament. After the corresponding investigation the army chiefs left the posts,
but the politician had personal enemies who modified his surname as "strongly lying" [18, p.
271].

"The Crimean War is the first war where there were female physicians and also jour-
nalists. Their stories about the heartless attitude towards wounded people caused scandal
in Britain. The wounded were doomed to the death in insanitary hospitals which teemed with
rats" [9, p.163]. Dependence of increase in mortality of the population on social conditions
"became the subject of special parliamentary reports, of socio-medical and statistical re-
searches and also of a package of the new social laws which caused ... the formation of
health care system and social policy of Great Britain" [6, p. 69].

The Crimean War became the first war in the history reflected in photos, in the gov-
ernment and diplomatic reports [14, p. 64]. Florence Nightingale's museum, created in Lon-
don, is a reflection of history of the Crimean War, of formation of the Victorian medical dip-
lomatic activity [4, p. 45]. "The medal of Florence Nightingale is an award of the Internation-
al Committee of the Red Cross which is awarded to the nurses for exclusive devotion and
bravery at assistance to the wounded and the sick" [11, p.108].

In 1878, being a pro-Turkish politician and a diplomat, being in the friendly relations
with representatives of the yard of the Turkish sultan, H. Layard promoted signing of the al-
lied treaty between Great Britain and Turkey on the basis of which, the island of Cyprus
which was a part of the Ottoman Empire passed to Great Britain. In the new international
treaty, Russia agreed with the Great Britain conditions concerning the degree of autonomy
and division of Bulgaria borders. While signing the Anglo-Turkish and Cyprian convention of
1878, London skillfully used the desire of Russia to get Batumi, emphasizing the intentions
of Britain on protection of the Turkish lands. However, the international conferences in Paris
(1856), in Constantinople (1876) and in London (1877) proved that the fate of the Ottoman
Empire and its territories was solved for the benefit of the Victorian diplomacy. Temporary
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neutralization of the Black Sea, weakening of the Russian Empire, the reduction of territo-
ries of the Ottoman Empire became the results.

Thus, the successful maneuvering of the British government for the purpose of realiza-

tion of its own military-political relations became the feature of the Anglo-Turkish diplomatic
relations of the Victorian time. The Crimean War defined the formation of the Victorian med-
ical diplomatic activity. London successfully used consequences of the Crimean War,
knowledge and experience of the non-staff diplomats, their anti-Russians and pro-Turkish
sentiments, the corresponding publications of the press for the weakening of the Russian
Empire and the expansion of its own possession at the expense of Turkey.
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